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Representative Beth Kerttula
House Minority Leader

Sexual Orientation Discrimination
House Bill 139
Sponsor Statement

House Bill 139 expands current anti-discrimination statutes to include protections against
discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity. Similar provisions already
prohibit discrimination based upon race, religion, color, national origin, physical or mental

disability, age, sex, marital status, changes in marital status, pregnancy or parenthood.

House Bill 139 would protect citizens from discrimination in employment, housing, public

accommodations, financing or credit based upon sexual orientation.

The State of Alaska has already taken steps to prevent discrimination with a 2002
administrative order that provides protection against sexual orientation discrimination for
employees ofthe state and those they serve. In 2010, the University of Alaska amended its anti-
discrimination policy to include protections against discrimination on the basis of sexual

orientation.

The overwhelming majority of America's most successful businesses have already adopted anti-
discrimination policies that include protections against discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation. Twenty-one states and the District of Columbia have enacted legislation similar to
House Bill 139. Despite the progress that has been made, 73% of LGBT respondents to a survey
in Anchorage reported hiding their sexual orientation in order to avoid job discrimination after

experiencing abuse or harassment in the workplace.

Historically, Alaska has been at the forefront of civil rights legislation. The Territorial Legislature
awarded women the right to vote in 1913, well before it was passed at the national level. In
1945, the Alaska Legislature passed landmark anti-discriminatory legislation protecting Alaska
Natives. House Bill 139 is another opportunity for the Legislature to keep Alaska at the

forefront of combating discrimination and promoting civil rights.

Thank you for your support of House Bill 139.
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The majority of companies believe that nondiscrimination policies will
improve their bottom line

A Williams Institute analysis of corporate statements addressing nondiscrimination poli-
cies indicates that companies often adopt these policies as a sound business decision.%

O fthe top SO federal government contractors and the top 50 Fortune 500 companies,
the majority specifically link policies that prohibit sexual-orientation and gender-identity
discrimination to improving their bottom line. Companies most often cited the following

economic benefits garnered from these policies:

» Recruiting and retaining the best talent, giving their company a competitive advantage

in the marketplace

¢ Generating the best ideas and innovations by drawing on aworkforce with awide

range of characteristics and experiences

Increasing productivity among employees by making them feel valued and

comfortable atwork

e Attracting and better serving a diverse customer base through a diverse workforce

Securing business by responding favorably to specific policy requests or requirements

from clients

Maintaining positive employee morale and relations by responding favorably to

specific policy requests from employees and unions3/

A majority of small businesses already prohibit discrimination against
LGBT employees at little to no cost to employers

In September 2011 the Center for American Progress fielded a survey of small busi-
nesses—-defined as having between 3 and 100 employees—that revealed that a majority
ofthem already prohibit discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and gender
identity. Sixty-nine percent ofsmall businesses prohibit discrimination on the basis of

sexual orientation, and 62 percent do so on the basis ofgender identity.38

Furthermore, amajority ofthose businesses report experiencing few to no costs
associated with these policies. Looking at the majority ofsmall businesses that already
prohibit discrimination against gay employees, 67 percent said that there were zero costs
associated with the initial inclusion ofsexual orientation within their nondiscrimina-
tion policies. O fthe 25 percent of companies that said there were costs associated with

implementation, 65 percent said those costs represented less than 1percent ofannual
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operating costs.0Even fewer ofthese small businesses cited costs associated with main-
taining their company’s sexual-orientation nondiscrimination policy in the medium and
long term. Eighty percent said thatthere were no costs associated with maintaining their

policy prohibiting discrimination against gay workers.4

Transgender-inclusive policies are similarly inexpensive. Looking at the 62 percent of small
businesses that already prohibit discrimination against transgender employees, 68 percent
said there were no costs associated with the implementation ofthis policy. O fthe minor-
ity ofbusinesses— 22 percent— that said there were costs, 76 percent said that those costs
represented less than 1percent ofannual operating costs.4.Small business owners also
report zero or insignificant costs associated with maintaining their policy against gender-
identity discrimination. Seventy-six percent said that there were no costs associated with

maintaining their policy prohibiting discrimination against transgender workers.£

O fthose small businesses that do not prohibitdiscrimination based on sexual orienta-
tion, only 2 percent said costs deterred them from offering protections to LGB employ-
ees. Only 4 percent cited costs as a deterrent to prohibiting discrimination on the basis
ofgender identity. Mostbusinesses, however, said that they simply never thought to
adopt these policies, or that they did not have LGBT employees currently in their work-

place. Costs were not a factor.43

Americans support an executive order that expands existing
nondiscrimination requirements for federal contractors

Nearly three-fourths— 73 percent— ofvoters in a poll commissioned by the Center

for American Progress supported protecting LGBT people from workplace discrimina-
tion.44This support cuts across political party affiliation, with 81 percent of Democrats,
74 percent ofIndependents, and 66 percent of Republicans supporting nondiscrimina-
tion laws for LGBT people inthe workplace. Looking at key demographic groups, 74
percent of Catholics and 61 percent ofsenior voters solidly favored employment protec-
tions for LGBT people. Even among voters who identify themselves as feeling generally
unfavorable toward gay people, a full 50 percent supported workplace nondiscrimina-

tion protections forthe LGBT population.

In addition to supporting the Employment Non-Discrimination Act, a significant
majority ofvoters specifically favor extending workplace protections to LGBT work-
ers through an executive order. Seventy-three percent oflikely 2012 voters supported
the idea of President Obama issuing an executive order that would require all compa-
nies doing business with the federal government to adopt policies that protect LGBT
workers from discrimination. A majority ofvoters across party affiliations supports
such an order: 86 percent of Democrats, 70 percent of Independents, and 61 percent of

Republicans would favor this action. Only 9 percent ofvoters opposed the policy.%
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Representative Beth Kerttula
House Minority Leader

Sectional Analysis

HB 139

"An Act adding to the powers and duties of the State Commissionfor Human Rights; and
relating to and prohibiting discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender identity or
expression."

Section 1:

Amends AS 18.80.060 the powers and duties of the Human Rights Commission. The section
adds "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the list of categories that include
race, religion, color, national ancestry, physical or mental disability, age, sex, marital status,
changes in marital status, pregnancy, or parenthood.

Section 2:

Amends AS 18.80.200 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the list of
basis for discriminations which are cause for public concern and the need to prevent
discrimination in employment, credit and financing practices, public accommodations and sale,
lease or rental of real property.

Section 3:

Amends AS 18.80.210 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression" to the
categories of protected civil rights.

Section 4:

Amends AS 18.80.220 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the
prohibitions against unlawful employment practices.

Section 5:

Amends AS 18.80.230 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the
prohibitions against unlawful practices in public accommodations.

Section 6:

Amends AS 18.80.240 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression" to the
prohibitions against unlawful practices in the sale or rental of real property.
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Section 7:

Amends AS 18.80.250 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the
prohibitions against unlawful financing practices.

Section 8:

Amends AS 18.80.255 to add "sexual orientation, gender identity or expression" to the
prohibitions against unlawful practices by the state or its political subdivisions.

Section 9:

Amends definition of "blockbusting” in AS 18.80.300 to include "sexual orientation, gender
identity or expression"” to the list of categories.

Section 10:

Adds a new paragraph to AS 18.80.300 defining "sexual orientation"” and "gender identity or
expression."

Representative Beth Kerttula, House Minority Leader
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Fiscal Note

State of Alaska
2013 Legislative Session

Identifier:
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Requester:

HB139-DOC-0C-04-04-13
SEXUAL ORIENTATION DISCRIMINATION
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House State Affiars

Expenditures/Revenues

Included in

FY2014 Governor's
Appropriation FY2014
Requested Request

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2014 FY 2014
Personal Services

Travel
Services

Commodities

Capital Outlay

Grants & Benefits

Miscellaneous

Total Operating 0.0 0.0

Fund Source (Operating Only)

None
Total

Positions
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

0.0 0.0

Change in Revenues

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY2013) cost: 0.0

Estimated CAPITAL (FY2014) cost: 0.0

ASSOCIATED REGULATIONS
Does the bill direct, or will the bill result in, regulation changes adopted by your agency? No
If yes, by what date are the regulations to be adopted, amended or repealed?

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version:

Bill Version: HB 139

Fiscal Note Number:

() Publish Date:
Department: Department of Corrections
Appropriation: Administration and Support
Allocation: Office of the Commissioner
OMB Component Number: 694

QOut-Year Cost Estimates

FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

[This is the original version of the bill.

Prepared By:
Division
Approved By:

Printed 4/4/2013

Kevin Worley, Director

Administrative Services, Department of Corrections

Leslie Houston, Deputy Commissioner
Department of Corrections

Phone: (907)465-4641
Date: 04/04/2013 05:20 PM
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FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. 1e 139
2013 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Analysis

This bill makes it a crime for a financial institution, employer, labor organization, property owner, manager, or an
agent thereofto discriminate against someone due to sexual orientation, gender identity, or expression. Violation
of AS 18.80.200 et. al. is a misdemeanor punishable by a fine of up to $500 or a period of imprisonment of not
more than 30 days, or both.

The department does not anticipate asignificant increase in convictions and incarcerations which would resultin a
fiscal impact, therefore, this bill has zero fiscal impact on the department.

(Revised 1/15/2013 OMB) Page 2 Of 2



Representative Beth Kerttula
House Democratic Leader

Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey: Final Report
Executive Summary
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E xecutive Summary

The Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey came about as a result of a perceived need for
uantifiable data on the incidence of discrimination against lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender

?LG BT) individuals in the Municipality of Anchorage. It represents the first effort since the late 1980s
to compile rigorous data about the incidence of sexual orientation bias and discrimination in Anchor-
age — and the first effort ever to document Anchorage or Alaska-specific data about discrimination
and bias on the hasis of gender identity and expression.

The Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey was conducted in January through March, 2011,
Its key findings on the violence, intimidation, and discrimination experienced in the Municipality of
Anchorage by its 268 leshian, gay, bisexual, and transgender respondents were previously reported in
the preliminary report (Green, 2011).

In addition to those key finding, also reproduced below as part of this executive summary, this
final report includes:

* Detailed tables upon which the charts included in the preliminary report were based.

* A complete methodology including detailed discussion of sampling selection. Probability
(random) sampling of LGBT populations is difficult and prohibitively expensive due to sev-
eral challenges, which are explained. This survey used nonprobability sampling, which is the
most common type used for LGBT populations.

* Complete demographic data for the survey population with, in some cases, comparison with
2010 US. Census Bureau data from the American Community Survey for total population of
the Municipality of Anchorage.

* Expanded discussion of major findings from the prior Alaska studies One in Ten and Identity
Reports; comparisons with those national LGBT studies of anti-LGBT discrimination which
are based on probability sampling; and comparison with an extensive national nonprobability
transgender discrimination study (over 6000 respondents) covering all 50 states, Washington,
DC, and several U.S. territories. Though the present survey is based on nonprobability sam-
pling, its results are similar in many respects to national data, and also demonstrates that sexual
orientation and gender identity discrimination are as common Alaska and Anchorage as in the
rest of the United States.

« Comparisons with recent data on experience of racism in Anchorage from the Anchorage
Community Survey 2009 (Chamard, forthcoming). Experiences of racism are common in
Anchorage, especially among blacks, Alaska Natives/American Indians, and Pacific Islanders.
Sexual orientation/gender identity bias and discrimination is experienced by LGBT people at
comparable levels.

« Examination of case processing data for actual discrimination complaints filed with Anchor-
?ge Equal Rights Commission (2002—2009) and Alaska State Commission for Human Rights
2006-2010).

* Findings from national studies conducted by The Williams Institute at UCLA School of Law
on the rates of employment discrimination complaints based on sexual orientation/gender
identity as compared with complaints for sex discrimination and race/color discrimination in
states where sexual orientation and/or gender identity discrimination are prohibited. Typically
for those states, complaints to state human rights agencies of employment discrimination on

/
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die basis of sexual orientadon or gender identity are made at only a slighdy lower rate per
10,000 LGBT employees as are complaints of sex discrimination per 10,000 female workers;
complaints of discrimination on the basis of race/color tend to be higher than either sexual
orientation/gender identity or sex discrimination.

* (8) Respondent comments (edited for respondent confidentiality).

Key findings of the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey

Recent discrimination

» The 50 respondents who have lived in Anchorage less than five years reported experienc-

ing discrimination/bias in Anchorage at only slightly lower rates than die survey sample as
awhole, in spite of a much shorter span of time in Anchorage within which to accumulate
experiences of discrimination. There were only a few types of discrimination/bias that this
population did not report having experienced while in Anchorage, such as discrimination in
child custody proceedings.

Violence, intimidation, harassment, and bullying

. Verbal abuse/namecalling was by far the most frequently experienced form of anti-gay/anti-

trans bias reported by respondents. 76.5% of the total study sample of 268 respondents and
68.0% of the subsample of 50 respondents who have lived in Anchorage for less than five
years have experienced verbal abuse/namecalling at least once while in Anchorage.

Experiences of various forms of harassment, intimidation, and bullying were fairly common.
Of the total sample of 268 respondents, 42.5% had been threatened with physical violence,
32.8% had been followed or chased, and 29.9% had experienced property damage attributed
to anti-LGBT bias. 18.3% had experienced actual physical violence in Anchorage because of
theilr sdexual orientation, gender identity, or gender presentation, and 6% had been sexually as-
saulted.

Harassment and bullying were also common on the job and in rented housing. Of the total
sample of 268 respondents, 44% had been harassed by their employer or other employees —
16% to the point of actually feeling forced to leave their jobs. 18.7% had been harassed by
their landlord or other tenants.

41% of the total sample had heen bullied or harassed by other students in Anchorage schools
and educational institutions. 14.2% had been bullied or harassed by teachers, and 6.3% had
been harassed to the point they were forced to leave school. These figures are especially re-
markable given that many respondents had never attended school or college in Anchorage, in-
dicating that rates atwhich LGBT students experience bullying and harassment in educational
settings is probably higher.

13.4% of the total sample reported being harassed or verbally abused by medical providers.
8.6% of the total sample reported being harassed or verbally abused at least once by Anchor-
age police, and 7.5% said they had heen stopped at least once by Anchorage police because of
their sexual orientation or gender identity, without other justification for the stop.
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In general, non-transgender gay and hisexual men tended to report experiencing violence, in-
timidation, harassment, and bullying at higher rates than non-transgender lesbian and bisexual
women.

Transgender respondents reported higher rates of being followed or chased (44% for trans;
31.7% fog non-trans) and of experiencing actual physical violence (24% for trans; 17.7% for
non-trans).

Employment

The second most common issue reported by respondents (after verbal abuse/harassment)
was hiding their sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender transition in order to avoid job
discrimination. 73.1% of the total sample and 62% of the respondents who had lived in An-
chorage less than five years reported hiding in this way at least once to avoid job discrimination
in Anchorage.

As previously noted, 44% of the total sample had heen harassed by their employer or other
employees — 16% to the point of actually feeling forced to leave their jobs.

20.9% of the total sample said they had been turned down for a job when otherwise quali-
fied because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation, and 17.5% reported being
denied apromotion at least one time.

14.6% reported being actually fired from a job at least once in Anchorage because of sexual
orientation or gender identity/presentation.

4.5% of all respondents reported being unable to use gender-appropriate restrooms at work,
and 4.1% said they delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination. These figures included
about one third of all respondents who identified themselves as transgender.

Non-transgender leshian and bisexual women reported higher rates than non-transgender gay
and bisexual men of having hidden their sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation at
least once to avoid employment discrimination (75.7% for women; 70.6% for men); of being
harassed on-the-job (44.9% for women; 41.2% for men); and of being actually forced to leave
aposition because of harassment (18.7% for women; 11.0% for men).

Transgender respondents reported higher rates than non-transgender respondents of almost
all types of employment discrimination evaluated in the survey. In particular, a higher percent-
age of transgender respondents experienced reported harassment by employers and cowork-
ers (56.0% for trans; 42.8% for non-trans). Nearly a third of transgender respondents (32.%)
were unable to use gender-appropriate bathrooms at work, and over a third (36.0%) said they
had delayed gender transition to avoid job discrimination.

Housing/shelter

As previously noted, 18.7% of the 268 respondents in the study reported having been ha-
rassed by Anchorage landlords or other tenants because of their sexual orientation or gender
identity/presentation.
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Transgender respondents reported harassment from landlords and other tenants at a rate over
twice that reported by non-transgender respondents (36.0% for trans; 16.9% for non-trans).

10.}_0? gf the total sample said they had been denied a lease at least once when otherwise
qualified.

8.2% of the total sample reported being evicted or forced to move at least once because of
sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.

1.5% of the total sample reported being denied access to shelter at least once.

School/education

As previously noted, 41% of the total sample had been bullied or harassed by other students
in an Anchorage educational setting. 14.2% had been bullied or harassed by teachers, and 6.3%
had been harassed to the point they were forced to leave school.

10.1% of the total sample said they had been denied participation in extracurricular activities
because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.

1.9% reported being denied admission at least once to an Anchorage school or an academic
program when otherwise qualified.

1.1% were denied financial aid at least once. 0.7% reported being denied campus housing be-
cause of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.

Non-transgender gay and bisexual men reported higher rates of almost all types of school/
education discrimination than non-transgender leshians and bisexual women. In particular,
non-transgender males had a higher rate of reporting bullying and harassment from other
students (47.0% of men; 32.7% of women) and of actually having to leave school because of
harassment (9.6% for men; 0.9% for women).

Transgender and non-transgender respondents showed similar rates of being bullied or ha-
rassed by other students (40.0% of trans; 41.2% of non-trans); however, transgender respon-
dents reported discrimination at higher rates than non-transgender respondents in all other
categories of education discrimination evaluated m the survey. Nearly one-quarter (24.0%) of
transgender respondents reported having been bullied or harassed at least once by Anchorage
teachers, compared with 13.2 percent of non-transgender respondents; and this group report-
ed over twice as high a rate of being denied participation in extracurricular activities (20.0%
of trans; 9.1% of non-trans).

Child custody/relationships

4.5% of the total sample of 268 respondents reported that their sexual orientation or gender
identity/presentation was used against them at least once in a child custody proceeding.

3.0% of all respondents had contact with their minor children restricted by a former spouse
because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.

0.7% of all respondents reported that custody of their children was restricted by a court be-
cause of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.
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. Within the total sample of 268 respondents, a higher proportion of non-transgender leshians
and bisexual women than non-transgender gay or bisexual men reported that their sexual
origntation or gender identity/presentation being used against them in a child custody pro-
ceed- ing (7.5% of women; 2.9% of men). Only one transgender respondent in the study
(4.0%) reported an incident of discrimination in child custody/relationships while in Anchor-
age (contact with children restricted by a former spouse).

» These findings are based on the total study population of 268 respondents; but non-parents
cannot, of course, experience issues related to child custody. A more accurate picture of child
custody issues can be gained by noting that only 63 (23.7%) of the total study population re-
ported having children, including 18 non-transgender male respondents, 26 non-transgender
female respondents, and 9 transgender respondents. Thus, the rates at which LGBT respon-
dents who are actually parents reported discrimination in child custody proceedings are higher.
This issue will be discussed in greater depth in the final report.

* None of the 50 respondents who had lived less than five years in Anchorage reported having
experienced issues with child custody proceedings while in Anchorage.

Public services

. As previously mentioned, 13.4% of the total sample reported heing harassed or verbally abused
by medical providers. This was the most frequently experienced form of public services dis-
crimination reported. Respondents also reported three other forms of discrimination from
Anchorage medical providers: 4.9% were denied non-emergency medical care; 4.1% were
denied transition-related care; and 0.7% were denied emergency medical care at least once.

* The second most frequently reported form of public services discrimination was being denied
service in a restaurant or bar: 13.1% of the total sample reported experiencing this at least
once in Anchorage because of their sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation. 3.4%
were denied aroom in an Anchorage hotel or motel at least once; 6.0% were denied use of a
public restroom; 10 (3.7%) were denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified.

* As previously noted, 8.6% of the total sample reported having been harassed or verbally
abused by Anchorage police — the third most frequently reported form of public services
discrimination. 7.5% reported being stopped by Anchorage police at least once hecause of
their sexual orientation or gender identity, with no other justification for the stop — the fifth
most frequently reported form of public services discrimination. In other government servic-
es, 1.9% of all respondents were denied gender-appropriate driver’s licenses from the Alaska
Division of Motor Vehicles; 4.1% were denied services by a local government agency; and 1
respondent (0.4%) was denied a ride or forcibly removed from a People Mover bus.

* The fourth most frequently reported form of public services discrimination was being denied
membership or access to a gym or fitness club, with 8.2% of the total sample reporting having
experienced this form of discrimination. 3.7% were denied use of a changing room at a gym
or fitness club.

» For every type of public services discrimination included in the survey, without exception, a
higher proportion of transgender respondents than non-transgender respondents reported
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experiencing discrimination. In particular, 44% of transgender respondents reported having
at least once been denied use of a public restroom while in Anchorage, compared with just
2.1% of non-transgender respondents. Over one-third of transgender respondents — 36.0%
— had been harassed or verbally abused by medical providers, more than three times the
percentage reported by non-transgender respondents (11.1%). Over a quarter of transgender
respondents — 28.0% — reported being denied use of a changing room at a gym or fitness
club, compared with only 1.2 percent of non-transgender respondents.

Two categories of public services discrimination are fairly specific to transgender persons:
transition-related care and gender-appropriate driver’s licenses. 40% of transgender respon-
dents reported being denied transition-related care by an Anchorage medical provider, and
16% had been denied the appropriate gender marker on their driver’s license.

Relationship status

. More than three-quarters of respondents (77.2%) stated that their legal status under Alaska

law was single, never married; only 4.5% were legally married under Alaska law. In contrast,
58.2% said that they were in committed relationships with intimate partners — relationships
which are unrecognized in law exceptin limited contexts, such as with domestic partner ben-
efits for same-sex partners of State of Alaska employees or “financially interdependent part-
ner” benefits in the University of Alaska system.



To Whom It May Concern:

| am a licensed physician assistant in Juneau, Alaska and have been a healthcare practitioner for

I'l years.

| am writing in support of HB 139 to add my voice to those of numerous other healthcare
professionals, including the American Academy of Family Physicians, the American Academy of
Pediatrics, and the Alaska Academy of Family Physicians, who all favor anti-discrimination

legislation.

The medical community recognizes the negative health impacts that discrimination causes for

lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender citizens of our country.

In Alaska there is a high suicide rate, and it is a fact that suicide rates among young people are

much higher for those whose sexual orientation is not heterosexual.

Medical science has shown us that sexual orientation is determined by genetics and is not,

therefore, a lifestyle choice that an individual makes of their own free will.

To discriminate against a citizen of this country based on sexual orientation is the same as
discrimination based on race or gender - it has no place in a civilized society. Our country and
the individual 50 states should pass legislation to end discrimination and create a society that is

safe and healthy for all citizens regardless of sexual orientation.

Sincerely,

Amanda Arra, PA-C
UAS Health Center
11120 Glacier Highway

Juneau, AK 99801

Phone: (907} 796-6000

Fax: (907) 796 -6020



| am a licensed ﬁhysician in Alaska and have practiced in Juneau since 1993. The LGBT
d|_st%r|m|nat|on that has heen reported to me in confidential exam rooms is too numerous to share
with you.

One case was a teen girl who was humiliated and thrown out ofa local Juneau restaurant because
she kissed her girlfriend inside the restaurant. She and her girlfriend were told to never retum to
the restaurant again. With her parents’ blessings the girl ultimately moved away from Juneau
after she reached 18, partly because Alaska was an unfriendly and unsupportive place for her.

It is a well-known fact that we are losing LGBT youth to suicide in large proportion compared to
non-LGBT youth. Here in Alaska we have one of the highest suicide rates in the country and it
IS stripping our villages.

More than once | have been at patients' bedsides here in Juneau waking from a dru% overdose
?ﬁtempt and been told by the young person that they tried to kill themself because they thought
ey Were gay.

Alaska is not a safe place to be gay.

The American Academy of Family Physicians, the American Academy of Pediatrics, and the
Alaska Academy of Family Physicians all support legislation to end discrimination against
LGBT persons, thereby promoting a healthier society.

PLEASE pass HB139 without reservation! Doctors' Orders!
Respectfully,

Maureen Longworth, M.D.

Juneau, Alaska



TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF HB 139

TO: Honored Members ofthe Alaska State Legislature

RE: House Bill 139 relating to and prohibiting discrimination based on sexual
orientation, gender identity or expression

My name is Marsha Buck and I am the treasurer PFLAG Juneau. PFLAG stands for
Parents, Families, and Friends of Lesbians and Gays. |am the mother of two adult
bisexual daughters, one who Is married to a woman and ane who Is married to a
man. 1am happy to reﬁort that each of my daughters' and spouses' families has
given me agranddaugnter and a grandson. Families and family ties are very
important to all of us;

| would like you to imagine what it would be like if each morning when you woke
up, the first thing on your mind was fear. What would it be like ityou had to ask
ourself, "Are the ﬁlaces | need to spend time today safe - my job, my apartment?
ill 1 be_faced with rude looks or taunts today, and ifso, how wili I iandle that -
again? Can Isafely go out to lunch with my friends?"

Many of my closest friends are lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans?ender or intersex and
many ofthem face each day with these fears hecause they Tive and work in Alaska,
where they are not protected against discrimination based on who they are and the
way they were born.

| wil] never forget when | received a phone call in the middle ofthe night from a

lesbian friend who rented a home with her female partner here in Jungau. She had

ust been told that she was evicted from her home simply because she was a leshian.
er landlord said to her, "If I had figured it out before, 1wouldn't have rented to you,

but now Lknow what you are up to‘and you need to get out." No Alaskan should

pa\t/ﬁ to rt1e|ther experience that discrimination nor live in fear that it could happen

0 them too.

Please supB_ort HB 139 foryour own family members and friends who are gay,
lesbian or bisexual, even ifyou dontyet kinow they are - as well as for my
daughters. Thank you.

Marsha Buck
8445 K|mberl% St
Juneau, AK 99801



April 6,2013

The Honorable Representative Beth Kerttula
State Capitol Room 404
Juneau AK, 99801

Dear Representative Beth Kerttula:

I've lived my entire adult life in Alaska and my nine grandchildren live here. Five of my seven grown
children live here. One daughter has a thriving career in Oregon and one son is serving in Afghanistan. |
am the Executive Director of a home care agency with branches in seven regions and | vote. My partner
and | have been together for almost 29 years. We raised all of our children here in Anchorage and we
love living here. However, | am not able to insure my spouse on my medical insurance, which isa
hardship on our family. We have both been victims of discrimination from employers who had bias
against GLBT persons. | have been harassed on the job by a supervisor due to bias regardless of my
award-winning job skills. Prejudice is alive and well in Alaska against GLBT people. | believe HB 139 will
assist our family to get the benefit of legal protection when overt discrimination occurs for concrete
actions based on bias that has no bearing on one's work. Bias should not interfere with my ability to
take care of my family. HB139 can help.

My spouse has medical issues which have resulted in disabilities that did not exist years ago. We are ina
precarious position because it is entirely legal to discriminate against me. If | lose my job as sole bread
winner, we could lose our home. It is not illegal to fire me simply because | am a lesbian. | can be doing a
fantastic job at work but if a new manager is installed, if they harbor bias, | am at risk of losing my job.

When we have experienced bias, it was not a crime. When a landlord harassed us, it was not because we
did not pay rent on time or were not excellent tenants; it was because 1was "out" in the media and they
decided it was open season on us. They towed our vehicle parked in our own parking place. They left
ugly notes on the door. They sneaked around our windows. When | went to the building owner, she
exerted no pressure on the manager to change. We had to move to protect our privacy. What they did
was unethical and immoral but not illegal.

When my school district boss (a new principal) after 7 years of doing a great job decided she had an
issue with me, it was not because | was not doing an excellent job. She never considered my skill,
productivity, effectiveness, or successes. She told colleagues, "I'm not having anyone with that lifestyle
in my building!" What life style do you think she was referring to? | worked hard; | made a positive
difference supported by the measurable benchmarks of my job; | was respected by colleagues and a 'go
to' leader in the schools; | vote; | pay my property tax; | abide by all the laws; 1 am a dedicated parent
and partner. The people she told this to knew exactly what she meant. She did not want a lesbian on the
staff. The other members of the staff who were GLBT were all very closeted and lived in fear as a result
of her attempts to discredit or eliminate me. | eventually transferred to another school but what she did
was not illegal and my labor contract did not protect me.



My spouse experienced discrimination on her job prior to her becoming disabled. | believe her disability
was brought on because of the stress at work homophobia caused and the resulting termination was
bias-based and not related to job performance. There is no way to sue for wrongful termination when
the boss is biased. Those biases are essentially supported by the law. Could we have risked financial ruin
to sue a huge employer? Yes, but we do not have the deep pockets of an airline, thus we are no match
for their legal prowess. Being "out" in Alaska can cause one to lose their job, be harassed, lose one's
apartment, or worse. [See Identity Reports and Prima Facie documents at ldentityinc.org]

| am writing to you in support of HB 139, a bill which prohibits discrimination based on sexual
orientation, or gender identity or expression. As a citizen of Alaska, | urge you to support this bill. HB 139
will allow injured Alaskans to come forward and expose the bias perpetrated on GLBT citizens. This
exposure will go a longway to help GLBT Alaskans help non-GLBT Alaskans increase their awareness of
bias and to change the behavior of persons with biases so the playing field is ievel for all Alaskans.

1thank you for taking the time to consider my opinion on this matter. | hope that my expressed concern
will make a difference in passage of the bill.

Sincerely,

Jacqueline Buckley
PO Box 230733
Anchorage, AK 99523
907-349-0046

P.S. My current employer would not be OKwith me taking time off work and testifying at the hearing,
so this letter isthe best | can do at this time.



To Representative Beth Kerttula:

My name is Richard Carter and | am ajunior at the University of Alaska Southeast here
in Juneau. | am the president of the UAS Gay-Straight Alliance. If | do not get the chance to
speak when House Bill 139 is presented, | want it to be known that | am a hardworking student
and activist who places in the top percentile of his class. | have worked incredibly hard my
whole life to become the best at what | consider one of the most influential professions in
society, teaching. | just hope the future that lies ahead of me isone that enables me to teach,
inspire and mentor our future generations without the fear of being discriminated against.

I hope we can find common ground and can look past traditional moral stances which

are not relevant to the success of and progress towards equality in our society.
Thank you,

Richard



03/29/2013

The Honorable Representative Beth Kerttula
Member of the Alaska State Assembly

State Capitol Room 404

Juneau AK, 99801

Dear Representative Beth Kerttula:

My name is Lucy Peckham, and | live in Anchorage. |work several jobs; as a veterinary clinic assistant
manager, a live sound engineer, and theatre sound designer. If you have been to Perseverance Theatre,
or attended the Alaska Folk Festival you have probably heard me at work.

| am writing to you in support of HB 139, a hill which prohibits discrimination based on sexual
orientation, or gender identity or expression. As a citizen of Alaska and member of the lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, and allied community, | am writing to bring the positive effects of this bill to your

attention.

In my working life in the arts, there is little discrimination, but outside of the safety of the theatre and
music community, it is different. At my workplace, Hillside Pet Clinic, my bosses signed on as a business
in support of Prop. 1 last year. Our many wonderful GLBTQ clients needed to know that they were
welcome at our business in a public way. Sadly, they are routinely subjected to discrimination at other
businesses, as tenants, and as employees.

| believe that passing HB139 will bring Alaska in line with the growing awareness that we are all the
same human beings. Alaskans will acknowledge the equal rights guaranteed to all citizens by the
Constitution of the U.S.A.

| thank you for taking the time to consider my opinion on this matter. | hope that my expressed concern
will make a difference in passage of the bill, though | admit | am not hopeful...

Sincerely,

Lucy Peckham

8900 Jupiter Drive
Anchorage, AK 99507-3714
(907)346-4615



Dear Representative Kerttula,

"Alaska is one of 29 states with no laws protecting LGBT people from discrimination in employment,
housing, public accommodation, medical care and otherwise,” states the Alaskans Together website.
Alaska is not a safe place to grow up LGBT. For 15 years | worked at the Juneau Job Center helping
Aiaskans get good jobs. In my work | met many LGBT people who were experiencing employment
discrimination, especially if they could not easily pass for straight. If they were gay and also a person of
color, their employment discrimination was compounded. | know that many transgender Alaskans have
had to leave the state because of ongoing negative attitudes, medical care discrimination and concern

for their safety.

Alaska needs each of our bright, talented young people. There is so much creative work needed to help
Alaska prosper. Our Alaskan economy will suffer greatly if these young LGBT people feel forced to leave
the state and find welcoming communities down south.

Here in Juneau, there remains the legacy of a dark period of history inthe 1960's when 30-40 gay men
were given one-way "Blue or Pink Tickets" and had to leave town immediately. We have heard that so
much fear was generated by the JPD and Coast Guard interrogations that those exiled and others who
left town because of the witch hunt mentality have been afraid to ever return to Juneau. Alaska has yet
to declare respect and protection for this vulnerable and disfavored group of citizens.

As gay Alaskans, it is easy, as the Huffington Post video shows, for our fellow Alaskans to laugh at us. |
knew | was a lesbian in 1955 and have had a lifetime experience of disrespect, contentiousness, horrible
and ignorant things said about me. Now isa good time for us to request respect, fairness, equal
opportunities, and the equal protection that non-LGBT Alaskans enjoy.

Thank you. Representative Kerttula, for bringing forth HB139 which will bring Alaska back into the main
river flow of fairness and justice and hospitality toward all of us residents.

Thank you for your courage and vision.
Sincerely,
Lin G. Davis

Juneau resident for 20 years



Representative Kerttula,

Thank you very much for sponsoring HB 139 to try to prevent discrimination based on
"sexual orientation, gender identity or expression." This is an important addition to the current

antt-dlscrimination statute.

| figured out | was gay 23 years ago, when Iwas 19. Looking back, | tried to pinpoint a
specific incident of discrimination. Nothing came to mind, so Ithought about it for a few days.
Unfortunately, | realized that | couldn't pinpoint specifics because it isall around me. Asa 19-
year-old, | tried hard to run the opposite direction of being gay. | made some really bad choices
along the way, including abusing alcohol and putting myself in unsafe situations with men to try
to prove I wasn't gay. Wouldn't it be great if today's youth didn't feel the same hesitance, fear
and low self-esteem? | need to decide every day who | will share details about my personal life
with. Who do | trust to come out to, without fearing some sort of negative reaction? This is my

reality, and it has been for my entire adult life. | don't even recognize it anymore.
There are three specific experiences that I'd like to share:

. In the early 90's, the City & Borough of Juneau added similar language to their anti-
discrimination ordinance. | remember standing at the back of the Assembly Chambers during a
hearing on the issue. The chambers were packed with a group of people wearing red shirts. |
was surrounded by this organized group that was passionately opposed to adding language and
basic protections for an under-represented minority group. Fortunately, the Juneau Assembly

had the strength and conviction to do the right thing. It was very forward thinking at the time.

. Sometime in the mid-2000's, the legislature wanted to pass a constitutional amendment
defining marriage as between one man and one woman. There was a poll asking voters for their
opinion on the issue. It was a very difficult time. The "vote” didn't mean anything but it brought
out lots of vocal opposition to homosexuality. It reminded me that many people still had strong

negative feelings towards LGBT Alaskans.

. Last year, the Municipality of Anchorage put a similar anti-discrimination issue on their
ballot. | was horrified by the stories | heard about how negative that campaign was. | saw some
of the TV ads, and they were awful and truly hateful. Discrimination against LGBT people is alive

and well in Alaska, sadly.

As | write this, | feel the need to say that | have evolved to a point where | feel very
proud of who | am and the life I've created. | have an amazing 11-year-old daughter. | married
my partner of 6 years in February in Seattle. | have surrounded myselfwith a wonderful group

of friends and family who love and fully support my family. Juneau and everywhere else has



pockets of such people, and it's important to mention that. Still, there is much room for
progress in the general attitudes towards LGBT Alaskans and that iswhy HB 139 is so important.

Thank you for your efforts.

Jennifer Mannix
8496A Thunder Mountain Rd.
Juneau, AK 99801



Dear Beth;

I would love to testify in favor of HB 139, but at 8am on Tuesday morning | will be doing what most
parents of 8 and 6 year olds will be doing; getting my precious children up and ready for school, packing
lunches and feeding them a healthy breakfast, so they can grow and learn. My children complete me
and they are a gift to their other Mother, and to me, their MAMA. We are so blessed to have supportive
families and friends in Alaska. Thank you for all your hard work over the years, but particularly aswe

struggle through this last civil rights battle in America.

Respectfully,

Jean Craciun
CEO/President

Craciun Research Group
907.279.3982

206.708.4500



April 4th 2013

Re: HB 139

Dear Ms. Bolling,

I'm writing this letter in support of the merits in House Bill 139, which will allow persons of the
LGBT community to be freed of hiding their sexual orientation and receive all protections and
support that the straight community has always experienced. | am straight, but since childhood
have had friends and experiences with this community. Today, as a musician, | am with many of
these folks. | watch them share their many talents, live in committed relationships, raise
children and stand up for what is right in our community and the world. They should not be

discriminated against any longer and Alaska is the state to do the right thing.
Thank you,
Jacque Farnsworth

907-364-2505



Sara Boesser
PO Box 34285
Juneau, AK 99803
bsara.aladkaiger .ret

N supportofHB-139 Amil5, 2013
Regarding: Support fareding discommiretaan on tie besis of Sexual Orientatianand
Gender Ity

Dear Alaskan Ryoresentatives:

I'man Alaskan since Statehoad, and I'mwritarg o urge you o b Aled@’™s
rnonHdisorimination statute in lirewithour U.S. Military’s olices.

Sinee the U.S. military now hires, pravotes, houses, and otherwvise e ally trests is
oldiers regardless of sedal anentation argender Kirtaty, Ksanly rdtttebwhen
those vets come hame, Alaska should contanue to trest them as tre tland egal
atas tetthey have proven themselves 1o be through telrssrvice tous .

Now stretire farAlaska toture wp ismn-discriminatian lans, sowe can iclucke
yetaother grop treat antanues tosufferdue to pagplle™s untrue stereotypes aoout
them. Now Bthetane toonce apin be a leecer naMl g s, aswe were before
when Alaska grarted women™s vote and eoLal artizaeip repardless of race.

The did, tared, uneducaited, unitrie stereotypes tret some pegple antine touse ©
Irecurately pint nron-eterosedal persons as less-thenardangerous ae,
fatureiely, quiddy pessing anay, as the majarity of our younger gereratians affim
they have no prablemwith egal g s (even narmiage) fardl, recardless ofsedal
arientation and gender ity

Recarding thosewith rligias concerrs: tdhurches who oppose us antine o
discrmirete egainst us ntre practice of tteir relipan - the same as they are alreedy
allonad todisorminate on the besis ofgender or relioion is=if, even though gender
and relig are protected by the human nigisstatute (e, farexanple, Gatiolics
can lkepllydisormirete by ot hirrgwomen or mn-Catiolics as prests).

But ntre pblic realm, dl Alasken atizzsshould be trested g ally. Now, farto
often, those ofFuswho are not heterosedal argender—omative are notsafe n
hirirg, jdos, housing, accomodations, fireciy, and aedit. And why? Just because
ofwho we loe and which gender we perceive arsehes tole. Those two codrtias
nnoway affecthow we sene and paracyate naur Alaskan comunrties.

We arean niayd partoftte fdaacofAlad@™s lav-eoadirg, workarg, \volunteerig,
idstrias, racellyand igiaslydiverse peplle. We areofevery diallityand age
and paratal and narital statis. We eqoect tobe treated eqally nour Stiate, ad
hope you vl relp make tretpossiblle by votarg farHB-139.

Sinerelyyars,


mailto:bsara.alaska@gci.net

30 March 2013

The Honorable Representative Beth Kerttula
Member of the Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol Room 404

Juneau AK, 99801

RE: Prohibits discrimination based on sexual orientation, gender identity or expression - HB 139
Dear Representative Beth Kerttula:

Thank you for standing up for all Alaskans and ensuring we all have the same rights and protections. As
a member of the LGBT community, it isvery disheartening to know that | am "second class" in a state
that i have not only called home but have invested an immense amount of time and resources towards
making it better for everyone. All | ask isto be treated the same as my fellow non-LGBT Alaskan. After
the loss of One Anchorage, it was not long before we began to get reports of people being refused
services because they were LGBT. Two young ladies, graduating from high school, wanted their high
school graduation pictures together « several photographers denied them - yet they did it for their
straight clients. | personally was judged on my ability to do my job inthe late 90's in Alaska partly
because | was a gay man.

Today, | am writing to you in support of HB 139, which prohibits discrimination based on sexual
orientation, gender identity or expression. As a citizen of Alaska and member of the lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, and allied community, | am writing to bring the positive effects of this bill to your
attention.

If passed, HB 139 will ensure all Alaskans, no matter sexual orientation or gender identities have the
same, | say again - the same rights as all other Alaskans.

| thank you for taking the time to consider my opinion on this matter. | hope that my expressed concern
will make a difference in passage of the hill.

Sincerely,
Trevor Storrs

8831 Rendon Dr/Anchorage AK 99507



State of Alaska
House of Representatives

My partner and | are writing in support of House Bill 139, protecting citizens from
discrimination in employment, housing, public accommodations, financing or credit based upon

sexual orientation.

W e are alesbian couple in our 60's. We work at the University of Alaska, Fairbanks and at the
Fairbanks North Star Borough. While officially, as employees of the state and a political
subdivision of the state, we have been "protected"” against sexual orientation discrimination in
the workplace, we both have experienced the unofficial "passing over" for job promotions and
exclusion from decision-making that comes with personal bias against people of a different

sexual orientation.

Alaskans, as individuals, have long supported the right to be different; to think and live their
lives as they see fit. It is our right to be different. The State of Alaska needs to make lack of

tolerance against the law in employment, housing, public accommodations and financing.

Kerry Quillin
Jean Richey, Ph.D.



Dear Representative Kerttula,

I am writing to personally express my support for HB 139. If we were all better human beings, this
legislation wouldn't be necessary; we would judge people by the content of their character, not the
clothes they wear or who they love.

Passage of HB 139 makes an affirmative statement that discrimination on the basis of fear or hate is
wrong. Discrimination based on sexual orientation, gender identity or expression iswrong - inthe same
way that discrimination based on skin color iswrong.

As an employer, | am looking for skills, experience and whether a person is a good fit with the
organization and the program. | find it impossible to understand how a person's sexual orientation,
either homosexual or heterosexual, has anything to do with those characteristics. | don't employ them
because of their personal sex lives.

I hope that you can enlist your fellow legislators to support common sense. We have so many more
important and real problems to deal with.

Thank you very much, and good luck.

Anna Nelson
P.O. Box 283/2545 Livingston Loop, Fairbanks
Ester, AK99725

907-457-1230

Anna Nelson
Executive Director
Interior AIDS Association

{907)452-4222 ext. 115

P.O. Box 71248
Fairbanks, AK 99707

www.interioraids.org


http://www.interioraids.org

Representative Beth Kerttula

House Minority Leader

DATE: March 27, 2013

TO: Representative Bob Lynn
Chair, House State Affairs Comi

FROM: Representative Beth Kerttula

RE: House Bill 139 ANTI DISCRIMINATION

| respectfully request that the House State Affairs Committee schedule House Bill HB 139 Anti-

discrimination bill for a hearing.

Please find attached:

¢ House Bill 139

e Sponsor statement
» Sectional Analysis
* Letters of Support
¢« Research

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me
or my aide, Elizabeth Bolling (x4766).

Juneau, Petersburg, Skagway, Gustavus, Tenakee Springs, Kupreanof, Excursion Inlet, Hobart Bay
State Capitol Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182 < (907) 465-4766 « Fax (907) 465-4748
Rep.Beth.Kerttula@akleg.gov « www.bethkerttula.com


mailto:Rep.Beth.Kerttula@akleg.gov
http://www.bethkerttula.com

the hands of God,” the CBCP president said.

Massachusetts forces schools to
let ‘transgender’ boys use girls’
restrooms, lockers

BOSTON (LifeSiteNews.com) - Massachusetts
Commissioner of Education Mitchell Chester has is-
sued orders to the state’s K-12 public schools requiring
them to permit “transgender" boys and girls to use the
opposite sex's locker rooms, bathrooms and changing
facilities as long as they claim to identify with that gen-
der.

Many elementary schools in smaller Massachusetts
towns include children from kindergarten through
eighth grade, making it possible for boys as old as 14 to
share toilet facilities with girls as young as five.

Under Chester's leadership, the Department of El-
ementary and Secondary Education (DESE) released
an 1ll-page document in February outlining this and
other new guidelines giving “transgender” students
special status and privileges in Massachusetts schools.
Some family advocates are calling the document, which
was prepared with assistance from homosexual and
transgender advocacy groups, “the most thorough, in-
vasive and radical transgender initiative ever seen on
a statewide level.”

The policy does not require a doctor’s note or even
parental permission for a child to switch sexes in the
eyes of Massachusetts schools. Only the student’s word
is needed: Ifaboy says he’s a girl, as far as the schools
are concerned, he’s a girl.

“The responsibility for determining a student’s gen-
der identity rests with the student,” the statement
says. “A school should accept a student’s assertion of
his or her gender identity when there is ... ‘evidence
that the gender-related identity is sincerely held as
part of a person’s core identity.” That evidence, ac-
cording to the document, can be as simple as a state-
ment given by a friend.

That means, according to the newly issued school
policies, that boys who say they identify as girls must
be addressed by the feminine pronoun and be listed as
girls on official transcripts.

They must also be allowed access to girls’ facilities
and be allowed to play on girls’athletic and club teams.
The same is true for girls who say they are boys.

Alaska comprehensive

African bishops process out of St.
ops for Africa celebrated by Pope ,

African bish
INnvolvement

Pastoral Letter: Justice
that the prophets
demanded is not abstract’

Zenit.org

ROME — Bishops of Africa are
calling their local churches to full
involvement in an “in-depth trans-
formation of our society.”

This is one of the invitations in
“Governance, Common Good, and
Democratic Transitions in Africa,”
a pastoral letter released by
SECAM.

The Symposium of Episcopal
Conferences in Africa and Mada-
gascar gathers all the Catholic
bishops ofthe continent. The letter
was presented in Accra, Ghana, by
Cardinal Polycarp Pengo, arch-
bishop of Dar-es-Salaam, Tanzania
and president of SECAM.

The pastoral letter emphasized
that “the church cannot remain in-
different and isolated in the face of
Africa’s socio-political and eco-
nomic challenges,” and notes that
“the common good, the respect for
human rights, and the promotion of
good government are essential ele-
ments of the Gospel message.”

JENIAL Renter

“TxccCfence in family Dentistry™

373-2232

936 East Westpoint Drive

W asilia
DR JESSE HRONKIN, DMD
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Mr. Chair and members of the committee:

Thank you for the opportunity of presenting HB 139 this morning. Some questions were unanswered
today during committee and | hope this letter provides you with answers.

Why doesn't the inclusion of "sex" in current anti-discrimination statutes provide for sexual
orientation, gender identity or expression?

According to legislative legal, "sex" refers solely to the physical gender of a person, whether male or

female.
What is gender expression?

Gender Expression isthe way we communicate masculinity or femininity. We express gender by
elements such as hairstyle, dress, appearance, speech, behavior and movement, which
communicate that we wish to be understood as masculine or feminine. Gender expression might

not match physical gender.

Once again, Thank you for the hearing this morning. It enriched my experience as an intern.

State Capitol Building, Room 404

(907) 465 4766



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

REPRESENTATIVE ANDY JOSEPHSON

MEMORANDUM
Date: February 24, 2014
To: Representative Lynn, Chair, House State Affairs Committee
From: Rep. Josephson
Re: Hearing Request for House Bill 139

Representative Lynn:

| respectfully request a second hearing inthe House State Affairs Committee for House Bill 139, reIatinF
to discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender identity. This bill was previously heard on Apri
9,2013. During the previous hearing time, constraints did not allow for public testimony. | believe
holding a hearing to take public testimony would help Alaskans understand each other’s perspectives and
concerns, and could help our communities reach common ground, or at least respectful, informed
positions of disagreement.

House Bill 139 prohibits discriminatory treatment in employment, housing, public accommodations, and
financing or credit based on a person’s sexual origntation, gender identitr or expression. The hill gives
the State Commission for Human Rights responsibility for response to allegations of discrimination, and
also makes such discrimination an unlawful act.

Attached is the requested sponsor statement, copy ofthe bill, and supporting materials. I would be happy
to prepare any other necessary documents or provide additional information. The department will prepare
a fiscal note when the bill is scheduled for a hearing. As this legislation will have statewide impact, |
suggest that hearings be teleconferenced to all LIO’s. | can provide a witness list prior to a hearing. Feel
free to contact me anytime. Thank you for your consideration.

Best Regards,

State Capitol - Juneau, Alaska 99801 - (907) 465-4939 - 1(800) 465-4939 - Fax (907) 465-2418
Rep.Andv.Josephson(a>akleg.gov - Facebook.com/RepAndyJosephson -Twitter.com/RepAndyJ



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

REPRESENTATIVE ANDY JOSEPHSON

House Bill 139 extends current anti-discrimination statues to include sexual orientation and
gender identity. Currently, similar provisions exist protecting Alaskans from discrimination
based on race, religion, color, national origin, physical or mental disability, age, sex, marital
status, changes in marital status, pregnancy or parenthood.

House Bill 139 would protect Alaskans from discrimination in employment, housing, public
accommaodations, financing or credit, based upon sexual orientation or gender identity.

The State of Alaska has already taken steps to prevent this type of discrimination. In 2002, an
administrative order prevented discrimination based on sexual orientation in all state
employment. In 2010, the University of Alaska amended its anti-discrimination policy to
include protections against discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation.

According to the Human Rights Campaign, 88% of Fortune 500 companies have already adopted
anti-discrimination policies that include protection against discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation. Twenty-one states and the District of Columbia have enacted legislation similar to
House Bill 139. Despite the progress that has been made, 73% of LGBT respondents to a survey
in Anchorage reported hiding their sexual orientation in order to avoid job discrimination after
experiencing abuse or harassment in the workplace.

Historically, Alaska has been at the forefront of civil rights legislation. The Territorial
Legislature granted women the right to vote in 1913, well before that right was recognized at the
national level. In 1945, the Alaska Legislature passed landmark anti-discriminatory legislation
protecting Alaska Natives. House Bill 139 is another opportunity for the legislature to keep
Alaska at the forefront of combating discrimination and promoting civil rights.

| urge your support of House Bill 139 in order to protect all Alaskans from discriminatory
practices.

State Capitol - Juneau, Alaska 99801 - (907) 465-4939 - 1(800) 465-4939 - Fax (907) 465-2418
Rep.Andv.Josephson(5)akleg.gov - Facebook.com/RepAndvJosephson -Twitter.com/RepAndyJ



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

REPRESENTATIVE ANDY JOSEPHSON

Sectional Analysis
HB 139

“An Act adding to the powers and duties o fthe State Commissionfor Human Rights; and
relating to andprohibiting discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender identity or
expression.

Section 1;

Amends AS 18.80.060 the powers and duties ofthe Human Rights Commission. The section
adds “sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the list of categories that include race,
religion, color, national ancestry, physical or mental disability, age, sex, marital status, changes
in marital status, pregnancy, or parenthood.

Section 2:

Amends AS 18.80.200 to add “sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the list of
basis for discriminations which are cause for public concern and the need to prevent
discrimination in employment, credit and financing practices, public accommodations and sale,
lease or rental of real property.

Section 3:

Amends AS 18.80.210 to add “sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the categories
of protected civil rights.

Section 4

Amends AS 18.80.220 to add “sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the
prohibitions against unlawful employment practices.

Section 5:

Amends AS 18.80.230 to add “sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the
prohibitions against unlawful practices in public accommodations.

State Capitol - Juneau, Alaska 99801 - (907) 465-4939 - 1(800) 465-4939 - Fax (907) 465-2418
Rep.Andv.Josephson(a>akleg.gov - Facebook.com/RepAndvJosephson -Twitter.com/RepAndyJ



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

REPRESENTATIVE ANDY JOSEPHSON

Section 6:

Amends AS 18.80.240 to add “sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the
prohibitions against unlawful practices in the sale or rental of real property.

Section 7:

Amends AS 18.80.250 to add “sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the
prohibitions against unlawful financing practices.

Section 8:

Amends AS18.80.255 to add “sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the
prohibitions against unlawful practices by the state or its political subdivisions.

Section 9:

Amends definition of “blockbusting” in AS18.80.300 to include “sexual orientation, gender
identity or expression” to the list of categories.

Section 10:

Adds a new paragraph to AS 18.80.300 defining “sexual orientation” and “gender identity or
expression.”

State Capitol - Juneau, Alaska 99801 - (907) 465-4939 - 1(800) 465-4939 - Fax (907) 465-2418
Rep.Andv.Josephson(5)akleg.gov - Facebook.com/RepAndyJosephson - Twitter.com/RepAndyJ
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My nam£ is Mildred Boesser. Onthe 26thof this month 1 will be
88 yeapS old. This year my husband and I have been married 65

years/\We have 4 children, 4 grandchildren, and Zgreat
grandchildren, ail of whom are current residents of Alaska.

We are all what society calls “straight”. All,that is, except one who
happens to be in love with someone of the same sex. She has lived
all of her adult life éshe Is now 61) In the shadow of the _

fear, hostility, and discrimination which has come to surround this

subject.

For the life ofme I cannot find one rational reason why she is
denied the respect, protection and basic civil rights given her
siblings and cousins simply because ofwho shé hagpens to be in
Iofvt% Wwith! Except for that one thing, she Is exactly the same as any
ofthem.

In my lifetime 1 have witnessed many changes. I was bom in 1925
and fhe question on an application then was: “Are you a woman?”
|fthe answer was yes, then the application could bé denied. When
we were married in the 1940s the question was:”Are you black?” If
the answer was yes, then the apPhcatmn could be denied. Here it

15 2013 and the question seems to be: “Are you in love with
someone of the same sex?” Ifthe answer is'yes, then the

application can be denied legally, along wif all the other rights
and privileges afforded if the answer is™no”.

It makes me extremely sad that in this State I call home and love so
dearly, all its citizens are not treated equally, Simply

being in love does not deny you or me the right to équal treatment
and protection under the laiv!

IVIAr<<i ...... ..
71S

7M-JVYS
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4.9.13 HB 139 Testimony Doctor's Orders!

As a 30 year licensed physician, and 20 year Alaskan, |
know too well the repercussions on the health ofthose
who suffer from discrimination.

Living in aworld outside the protection from harm and
injustice afforded all other citizens, gay youth feel
especially unwelcome in our world. Alaska has the highest
teen suicide rate in the country. And gay youth have a
higher rate ofsuicide than their non-gay counterparts.

On multiple occasions here in Juneau survivors ofteen
suicide attempts shared with me as their physician, that
they would rather be dead than gay.

With the passage of HB 139 we have an opportunity to
improve the health ofour society. The American Academy
of Family Physicians, the Alaska Academy of Family
Physicians, the American Academy of Pediatrics, and the
American Academy of Psychiatry all have statutes that
supportthe validity of legislation like HB 139 for the
health ofall. There is no other right choice.

Thank you for voting Yes on HB 139. Doctors' Orders!
Maureen Longworth

PO Box 21084
Juneau, Alaska 99802



4/9/2013

Dear State Affairs Committee:

Because they want to attract the most talented workers, most Fortune 1000
companies have clauses like HB 139. Many ofthese policies have been in place for
years. It makes good business sense. Alaska needs people with skills in science,
technology, engineering and math, and young techie workers want equality in their
communities and workplaces. Alaska is not yet a welcoming state for LGBT people.

Not having this statewide anti-discrimination clause automatically communicates
disfavor and backwardness.

For 15 years Iworked at our juneau Job Center, assisting people with employment
issues. Lheard many stories of LGBT discrimination, and many of these folks were
preparing to leave the state.

My hero now is my Ohio Republican dad, Wilbur, who changed his POV about my
being gay. I've written a couple My Turns about him. He would give his blessing to
HB 139.

Thank you,

Lin G. Davis

3099 Nowell Ave
Juneau, AK 99801

20 year Juneau resident
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loostAlaska giving

d 35-0 Monday to allow e-sawy
ute part or all oftheirPFDs 1O

edintentions. Rep. Bill Thomas, a
,said he expectsa nice bump in
kans. Makes sense. The thinking
:are asked to give while electroni-
lanent Rind dividends, generosity
han pulling out ourwallets. It’s a
ayroll deduction—we’ll miss ita
itanour hands.

other state in the union, each of
in Alaska’s wealth. So how about
ne ofthat blessing to do good.

Thygo to the trouble ofsetting up
;opleare free to write their own
harity they like? We sure don’t need
vidend application to do that
lore likely to give when asked. In
be perfecteachyear—justas Alas-
isof millions of dvidend dollars.
Getting on the listwill notbe
withoutwork. Potential recipients
will have to file paperwork with the
itate. They’ll have to qualify as non-
profits by the federal definition and
pass muster with the state Depart-
ment of Revenue. Not every outfit

Katherine Fanning, Editor and Publisher. 1971-1983
Lawrence Fanning. Editor and Publisher, 1967-1971

By LIN DAVIS

As President Abraham Lincoln said,
“lhunpleon the rights ofothers andyou
lose the genius ofyour own independence.

The dose statewide advisory voteApril
3yielded an impressive educational oppor-
tunity. Responsible citizens wrote wise civ-
ic lessons on constitutional protection. The
letters to the editor could be gathered into
a classroom text. I’'m proud of the thinking
and empathy that came forward, andl’m
proud ofthe Alaskanswho saw the genius
ina no vote.

In 1954, as a seventh-grader, | discov-
ered | was gay. | didn’t know What to call
myself. Lhad somehow heard the word “ho-
mo,” but knew It mostly as a milk descrip-
tion. I didn’t know any gay people, and.
didn’t know if | would even like gay people. |
felt abandoned.

Fbr mostofmy life, this country has
been discussing whether gay people should
exist, and during the past three decades the
dialogue has ascended into whether gays
should have equal rights.

In this lifetime of contentiousness, | take
heart from my father, Wilbur. As author.Ma-
ya Angeiou says, “We live in direct relation-
ship to our heroes. We take spirit from them
and that builds our courage.”

As a mechanical engineerat GE, Wilbur
made explosives. A total opposite, 1made
my parents take me home in the middle,of
the first movie lever saw; three boy bullies
had pushed a little girl into a large Holly-
wood mud puddle, her beautiful white dress
ruined forever, and 1was undone.

Asa lifelong Republican, Wilbur donat-
ed tn nil the nnti-onv PACs startinff in the

O - -
COMPASS: Points o fviewfrom the community

To gay daughter, father became hero

Myfather courageously left Cincinnati
and his anti-gay church buddies andflew
alone into the great unknown ofour legally
unrecognized “wedding."

1970s. As an adult, on each visit, | sat wide-
eyed at the kitchen table next to his stack
ofanti-gay literature. Someday museums
willarrange this material to show what our
generation experienced. No mother holding
her newborn would want these things said
abouther child.

In the 1970s, our uncivil arguments cur-
dled the air. In the 1980s, we declared a
truce. In 1990,1lintroduced him to my mate.
The two ofthem, big teasers, became fast
buddies. Invited to our commitmentcere-
mony, Wilbur courageously left Cincinna-
tiand his anti-gay church buddies and flew
alone into the great unknown ofour legally
unrecognized “wedding,” An entire three-
day weekend with a hundred of our friends
awaited him.

He wasa hit He charmed with his Mid-
westhumorand farm stories. His tireless

add my partner to
family tree, his pride andjoy.

He revealed that no family members had
come to his wedding with my mother. He
was born a little north ofthe Mason-Dixon,
and Momwas born a little south. In 1941,

both families festered with hatred from the
Civil War 80years before. He didn’t want
me to be without family on this special day.

Witnessing our ceremony, meeting our
friends and my mate’s large, friendly and
accepting family, he became a great sup-
porter ofour life partnership. We drove him
back to the Oakland airportinour “just
married” pickup, and passersby keptask-
ing him, “Who’s the lucky woman?” He
Would smile and say, “Both ofthem.”

In 1995 he was diagnosed with pancre-
atic cancerand carried that same graceful
courage and humor into his illness and last
days. My partner and | were with him when
he caught his lastoutgoing tide.

AsJohn Muir said of Stikeen, his Glacier
Bay travel buddy: “At first the least prom-
ising ... of my dog friends, our storm bat-
tle for life brought him to light, and through
him as through a window, | have eversince
been looking with deeper sympathy into all
my fellow mortals.”

My fatherwould be honored to be the
lightthrough a new window on this topic.

m UnDavisofduneaub astate workerand plaintiffin the
same-sex partner benefits case.
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Glossary of terms

Savard tams in this report ray ot e failiar o dl reedars This dossaryis besed in part an
the dossaryinduded in Injustice at Every Turn: A Report of the National Transgender Discrimination Survey
Gat, etal, 2011).

Cisgender refars tomontrarsgancder indvidLAls. parsas Whose gacher identity—thetis, tharrinteemdl
saree of baing nde ar farde —nades ttar sexassged a birth It daives framads, tre
Latin prefix fa- on tre saire Sice, condarenting trars, tte prefix far aaoss ar oa. This tarm
is Leed thraughout tre repart o refar to nmontrarsgencer pagde, induding tre montrarscacer
By, leshian, ad hisea A respodents o tte Andhorage LGBT Disarinination Suney.

Coming out refars 1o the recogition ad aocogotae of aes sed adatatian ss leshan, gy, ar
hise H; ar the recogrition and acogptarnce of aesgaceridentity as trarsgacer ar trarss=a =L
It is dso commonly ueed to refer to the disdcsure of aes seH aantation ar gacer idertity
o aather parson—Tfar eande, to aare axt to aes parat, fied conaler, arboss To
e aut to soreae mears tret the ather peraon is anare of aes sed arentation of gacer

Eemale-to-male (FTM) desribes trarscacer parsars Whose hirth cartificates assiged tremtte gaoer
of farde butwo identify ad livg arhgpe o live, ss ande

Gender expression refars to howaperson presants ar eqaessess his arher gacer identity to athers, often
thrauch nmamer, dothing hairstyles, voice ar body dreracteristics.

Gender identity refars toanindividual'sinteme saree of gader—fareande, ss bailgnde ar faae

Gender non-conforming refers to indviduals whose gardler eqaression differs framsadetd eqoedtatias
rdated togachr.

Genderqueer is a tarm of gacler identity usad by pegde wWho identify as reitter etirdy nde nor
fanrde as acarhiration of bath, awho present in anongenderedvay.

Intersex is a tem used far pegde wWo have differaoss of sex devdgarent, suoh as baing bom
with edard gaitdia, dyarosones, or intenmd repraductive systans ttet ae not gaerdly
assadatedwith usLAl nredical definitias of e ar fande

EGB is anadareviation of lesddan cpy, adldsead.  In this regpartitis mostwicely used todistinguish
ressarch studies wwhich heve anly irduded leshian, oy, ad bised "l respodents from those
which dso induce trarscader resoodents (e, LGBT stdies).

LG BT isanddaevation of leshan, gay, hsed H, and trarsgadclr. It may dso gaoear with e lettars
in differart ader, nost conmonly as GLBT.

Male-tofemale (MTF) desribes trarscacer parsas Whose hirth aartificates assiged tremtte gader
of mde, butwho icentify ard live, arhgpe o live, ss afarde

Queer is atermused to by sarewithin trelesdan, gay, bise”l, ad trarscader (LGBT) canmunity
torefar o tte LGBT caaomunity ad or its menbas it is dso atermussd by saore to desaile
thar s=d adantation [t is still carsidered by sare to be adarogatary tem

Sexual orientation desaribes aparsans attradion to maTers of e ssre gadar and/or differat



oy, adis usLHlly defined toindudess lesddan, gy, bse d, or betarasedd. It nay dso
geer adeasedd, aragatas

Trarnsgender cesibes the date of aes gacer identity—thetis, ae's selfidentification as
waran man, reither ar both—not matching aes “‘essged s=X—thetis aes
identification by athers (inrduding on adgrd birth cartificate) as nde, farde arintersex
lessd onwsLA medical defintias of nde ar farde Trarsgader doss notinply any
soadfic seH arentatiaon trarsgacher paade nay, like dsgader peade, identify as
heteraos=aH, honrosead, bseaHl, gquesr, asea -, el Trarsgader pegde nay ar nay not
desire to trarsition gacer, adnay ar nay not desire nredical drerges to thair bodies es
part of this process.

Trarsition desaribes the pariod duringwhich atrarsgader ar trarssead parson begrs tolivein
acoardae with thar gacer idantity as nde ar farde, ss ggoosad o living acoading to
the sexessigeda bhrth Trarsitioning nray inducke nedicd dagess to aes body ttvaugh
homaoes ar sugay, lecdly dagng ags reng, ar daergng identification doounments
suchas dniverslicerss, Soad Seaunity recod, ad birth aartificaie to reflect aesgacer
ickertity.

Trarnssevad desaribes those pagde Wnose garnclr idertity is different fromtthair essiged sexat
birth adwo live in agacer dfferat fromtiar brth sex ar dsretodosa Vanyar
nost rtarsseH pacde dtear ar degre to dter thar bodies nedicdly tauchhomosess o
surgary in ader o dign thensahes physicaly with thalr garoler ity



E xecutive Summary

The Archorage LGBT Discrinination Suney care aoout as aresut of a parcaived need far
g.entifiskde data an the inddarce of disinriration agairst leddan, gay, hiseadl, ad trarscacer
(LGBT) invidLAls in e Munidpdlity of Ardaorace It rgaesarts the first effat since the late 1980s
to congle rigaorous cataabout the indderoe of seod adentation hias ad disarininatian in Anchor-
ap—ad tre first effat ever to dooumrent Avdhorage ar Alaskagpedfic ceta aoout disarinrination
adbas on tre bedis of gader identity ad eqaessian

The Archorage LGBT Disaririration Sunvey wes caducted inJaruery thrauch Mierdh, 2011,
Its key firdings an tre videroe, intimidation, ad disarimiration eqoerieroad in the Munidpdity of
Andhorace byits 268 lesdan, gy, bised d, ard trarscacer respadants vware previously reportedin
tre prdinminary repat (Green, 2011).

In addition 1o those key finding, aso rgaroduced bdlowas part of this eeoutive sunmary, this
firdl repart inddudes:

= Detailed tedes yponwhich the drarts induded in the prdininaery repart were besed

= A aorgdete nethoddogy induding detailed disassion of sanding sdedtion Praodhallity
(rardar) ssnding of LGBT poodatias is difficuit ad prahibitively eqoerseve de to sev
ad ddlags whidh aeeqdared This suney used naprdadality ssoding whichiis tre
nost conmon e ussd far LGBT populatians.

= Condete denogrgdhic data far the suney population withy in sare Gases, conparison with
2010 US Gersus Bureau cata framitte Anrerican Conrunity Suney far ot pogpulation of
tre Munidpelity of Archorage

= Bqanded disaussion of ngjar firdings framtie prior Alaska siudies Orein Ten ad Identity
Reports, carparisas with those ratia |l LGBT studies of anti-LGBT disarinrinationwhich
are besed on pracahlity sanding and conrparison with an exdarsive retia e nonaraoshality
trarsgader disarinination study (over 8000 respadiants) covering dl 50 states Wadhingion,
DC, ad saverd US tarittries. Though the present suney is lbesed an naprdodhality ssam
ding its resuts are dirilar in many regpeds toraetia | data, adaso daraostrates et seH
arientation and gacker identity discrinrination are ss conmmon Alaska ad Avdhaorage ssinte
rest of the United Sates

= Corparisars wWith recart deta an eqoariace of radsmin Ardharage fran thre Avdharacge
GCommunity Suney 2000 (Garad, fathoaring).  Bqoeriaoss of radsmare conmmn in
Anrdhorage, espeddly arag Hadks, Alaska Natives/Anrerican Indiars, ad Padific Idarders.
Sed arientation/gender identity bias ard disarininationis eqoerieoed by LGBT pegde a
aonparade leds

= Banination of case prooessing daa far actidl disarinrination conraints filed with Anchor-
aoe Equal Rghts Gom rission (2002-2009) ard Aladka Stiate Gomrission far Hunmen Rgts
(2006-2010).

< FAndings framratiocdl siudies cadLcted by The Willians Institute a2 UCLA Sdod of Lawvw
an tre rates of endoynment dsinriration condaints bessd an sed arientatia/gender
identity es caoparedwith condaints far sex disainriration and rece/color disarinriration in
Sateswhere s aentation and/or gader identity disorinination areprdhibited. Typically
for those dates, conaints to state hunren rigts agades of endoyrent disarinrination an
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the besis of sedH aientation ar gacer idatity are nace a anly a digtly loner rate per
10000 LGBT erdoyess as are cardaints of sexdsainiration per 10,000 fandewakars,
oardaints of disainination an the bedis of race/cdor tad to be higher then ether s2d
arentatiaygender identity ar sexdisaimiration

= O Respodaet commrents (edited far respodent canfidentidity).

Key findings of the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey

Recent discrimination

= The 50 respaodents wo have lived in Ardaorace less then five years reparted eqoariac
ing disarimiratian/bias in Ardhorage a anly digtly loner rates then e suney ssnde as
awrde, in gate of anmudh sharter goen of tine in Andhorage within whidh to acoumdate
eqarianss of dgaimination There ware anly a fewvtypes of discrinmiratian/bias thet this
population did not repart heving eqoerieroed while in Ardharage, such as disorimiratian in
child astody rooeedincs.

Violence, intimidation, harassment, and bullying

= \arbd abuse/mamrecalingwas by far the nost frequently eqoerienoed farmof anti-gay/anti-
trars bias rgparted by regoadats. 76.5% of the tota shdy ssrde of 263 resoodats ad
68.0% of the subsade of 50 resoodents who hae lived in Ardharage far less then five
years have exqoeriaoad vertdl abusamanrecdlling et lesst aoe while in Ardhorace

= Bqoariaoss of varias fans of heressrert, intinidatian, ard bullyingwere fairly carmon
Of tre tad sande of 2638 respadats, 42.5% hed been thveatered with physical videroe
32.8% hed been fdloned ar desed ad 29.9% hed exqoerieroed prgperty davace attribured
toant-LGBT bas 18.3% had eqoeriatad acLd physica viderce in Archorage because of
thair s | arientation, gacer idartity, ar gader presentation, and 6% hed been s Hlly as
sautd

= Harassrent ad bullying were dso conmon an tte jab ad in rented housing. OF the tota
sarde of 263 respadants, 44% hed been hevassed by thair endoyer ar ather erdoyess —
16% to the pant of actLAlly feding faoed o leave thar jdos. 18.7% hed been herassed by
thar ladod o atter terents

- 41% of tre told sande hed lbeen bullied ar herassed by ather siuclats in Andhorage sdadls
ad ed.caticd irstitutiars. 14.2% hed been bullied ar herassed by teedas, ad 6.3% hed
been herassed 1o the paint they ware faoed 1o leave sohod. These figures are eoeddlly re
nmarkade gventraet many resgoadatts hed never atterced schod ar adlecein Ardharage, ine
dicating thet raies aaevwnidh LGBT stiuola s eqoariae bullyingadheressretin edcaticd
settincs is praoeldy hidrer.

= 13.4% of tre tod sarpde rgoated baing hevassed o vertdlly aoused by nedicdl proddars
8.6% of tre tatd sanrde rgported baing harassaed ar vertdlly aasad at lesst aoe by Anchor-
appdice ad7.5% sad they hed lbean stogped at lesst aoe by Ardaorage pdlice because of
thair s d aetation ar gacder idantity, without ather justification far the st
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= In garad, nontrarsgader ggy ad bhisesad ren tarosd 1o repart eqoeriendirgvidlence, ine
tinrication, herassrert, ad bullying at higher rates then nontrarscacer leskian ard lhiisea "l
waren

= Trarsgacer respadants rgparted higher rates of baing fdloned or desed (44% far tras,
31.7% far mntras) ad of eqariadrgactid dhysica videoe (4% far trars, 17.7% far
nordrans).

Employment

= The seoaod nost cammron issLe rgoarted by respodants @ varkdl aouseherassrant)
wzs hiding their sexod arentation, gader identity, ar gader trarsition in ader toavaid jab
disainmiration 73.1% of the tod savde ad 62% of the respadents who hed lived in A
doace less then five years reparted hiding in thisway at leest aoe toavaid jab disarinriration
in Ardhorace

= As previaey noted, 44% of the tatd sande hed lbeen harassed by thair endoyer ar atter
ardoess—16% to the paint of actLHlly feding faced to leave thair jds.

= 20.9% of tre toda sande said they hed been tunmed donn far ajab when aervwse udli-
fied becaLee of seH arentation or gacer identity/oresentation, ard 17.5% reparted bairg
denied aprorotion et lesst ae tine

= 14.6% reparted baing actLdlly fired framajdb at lesst ae in Andhorage becauese of s2ad
aientation ar gacer identity/joresentation

= 4.5% of dl respodants reparted baing urelde to use gader-ggagaiate restroaTs aavwark
ad4.1% sad they ddayed gaolar trargition to avad disoimiration These figures induced
about ae third of dl respodents who identified thenrsahves s trarscachr.

= Nontrarsgander leslian and s | woren reported higher rates trenmontrarsgancer gy
ad bis= A men of heving hidden thair ssxd aentation ar gacer identity/presentation et
lesst ae o avad evydoymat dsaimiratian (75.7% farwaren 70.6% far man); of bairng
herassed onthejab (44.9% farwaret 41.2% far men);, and of baingactLdly faoced o leae
apasition because of heressrert (18. 7% farwarent 11.0% far nen).

= Trarsgacder respadants rgoated higher rates then nonttrarsgader respacants of dnost
dl types of erdoymat disaoinmiration eduatiedin e suney. In partiadar, ahigher paroae
aoe of ttarscacer respodents eqoeriaad reparted herassrert by edoyars ad conarke
as (56.0% far tras, 42.8% far nontrars). Nearly a third of trarsgader respadants (32.%)
were urede 1o Lee garder-goorgriate battvoars atwak ad oer athird (36.0%) said they
hed ddayed gader trarsition to avxad jdbo disairiratian

Housing/shelter

- As praviasly noted, 18.7% of the 263 resoadatts in the stidy reparted heving lbeen e
rassed by Archarace landlads ar ather tarants because of thair sed adentation ar gacer

identity/joresentation
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= Trarsgader respadats rgoarted heressrat fromladads ad ather tererts atarate oer
‘twice thet reparted by nontrarsgader respaodents (36.0% far tras, 16.9% far mandtrars).

= 10.1% of tre td sarde sad they hed been daied aleese &t lesst ae wWen aternwse
g.dified

= 8.2% of tre totd sande reparted baing evidsd o faosd to nove at lesst ae becase of
seH aientation ar gader identity/presentation

= 1.5% of the tola sande rgoarted baing danied aoosss toddter et lesst ae

Schooljeducation

= As previaly noted 41% of tre tota sarde hed been lullied ar herassed by ather shudernts
in anAnthorage educatiadl settirg 14.2% hed beenbullied ar heressed by teeders, ad 6.3%
hed lbbean herassed 1o the paint theyware farced o leave sdod.

= 10.1% of the told sarde sad they hed lbeen darnied partigpation in edracurialar adtivities
becase of seH aientation ar gacker identityfresentation

= 1.9% reparted being deried adrission at lesst ae to an Ardhorage sdod ar an acadaric
progamwren atherwise g Hiified

= 1.1% ware danied finerdal aid etlesst ae 0.7% reparted being dernied canpus hacsing e
caee of sexH aientation ar gacer identity/joresentation

= Nontrarsgender cgy and hisesaal men reparted higher rates of dinost: dll typoes of schoadl/
edLcation dsoimiration tten nmontrarsgader leshars ad khisead woren In partiadar,
nonftrarscencer nales hed a hidher rate of reparting bullying ad heressrert fram ather
shderts (47.0% of meny 32.7% of waren) ard of actLdly heving to leave sdhod because of
harassreat (9.6% far merny 0.9% farwaren).

= Trarsgacer ad nontrarsgader respadents doned gmilar ratss of baing bullied ar he
ressed by ather studets (40.0% of trars, 41.2% of nontrars); honever, trarsgacer resoon
dats reparted disimiration at higher rates then nontrarsgader resoodants in al other
calegaies of education dsaimiration eduatedin the auney. Nearly arequarter (24.0%) of
trarsoacer respadents reparted heving been budllied ar herassed et lesst aoe by Avdhorace
teedas caparedwith 13.2 paraat of nonttrarsgader respocats, ad this gap oot
ad oear twiee as hich arrate of lbaing denied partidppation in exdraouriodar adivties (20.0%
of tras, 9.1% of nontrars).

Child custody/ relationships

= 4.5% of tre totd sande of 263 resoaodants rgparted tret thar se | aientation ar gacer
identity/presentation wes ussd egairst themat lesst aoe in adhild astody praceedirng

= 3.0% of dl respadents hed aontact with thair minor dhildren restricted by afomrer soose
because of seH aientation ar gacker identitypresentation

= 0.7% of dl respocats rgoorted that austiody of thair dhiildren waes restricted by acourt be
caLee of seH aetation ar ga e identityjoresentation
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= \\ithin tre tola ssnde of 268 respadants, ahidner prgpartion of nontrarsgancer leddars
ad bhssad waren then nontrarsgader gy ar bisead men reparted thet their sead
aientation ar gacer identity/oresentation beaing ussd ageirst themin a dhild astody pro
o=d ing (7.5% of waret 2.9% of men). Only ae trarscaoer regpacert in the siudy
(4.0%) reparted aninddent of disarinrination in dhild custody/rdlationships while in Andhor-
ae (aontact with dhildren restrided by a famrer goaLse).

= These firdings are besad an the tata study population of 268 respadants, but nonoarents
caat, of couse, eqoariae issUes rdated to dhild astody. A nore acourate piciure of dhild
astody issues can ke gained by nating et anly 63 (23.7%) of the totd study popuation re
parted heving dhildren, inrduding 18 nontrarsgerder nrde respadents, 26 nontrarscarcer
fanrde repaodents, ad 9 trarsgader respadents. Thus, the rates aawvwnidn LGBT resoon
dentswho are actLHIly pararts reparted discrinrination in child austody praosedings areider-
This issLewill ke disaussed in gester dagpathin the fird rgoart

= None of the 50 respadants who hed lived less then five years in Ardhorage reparted hevirg
eqeEraad issues with dhild acstody praosedings while in Ardhorage

Tublie services

= As previously mentianed 13.4% of the tatd ssnde rgparted beinghaerassed anvertdlly aosed
by medica providars. This was tre nost frequently eqoerienoed farm of pudlic sendoss dis
ainmiration reparted Respadants aso reparted thvee ather fams of disririration fram
Ardharage nedicd provdars 4.9% vwae daiied nnaenrerga oy nedicd cae 4.1% wae
denied trarsitionrdated care ad 0. 7% ware dernied energa oy nedical are et lesst ae

= The seoordnrost freguently reparted formof puldic senvioes discrininationwes being denied
sendce in arsstaurat o bar: 13.1% of the told sande reparted eqoariading this at lesst
arein Arxdorace becalee of thalr sedd aentation ar gacer identity/oresentation 3.4%
were ceried aroomin an Ardarage hotd o notd et lesst aos 6.0% ware cenieduse of a
pubic restroam 10 (3.7%) ware dernied alcen ar line of aedit when atherwvwise g Hlified

= As previasly noled 8.6% of tre toia sande rgparted heving been hevessed o verkelly
absed by Archarage pdlice —te third nost: freguerntly reparted fomm of pudlic sendices
dsaimiration 7.5% reparted being stogoed by Andhorage pdlice &t lesst ave becase of
thar ssd aiaetation ar gacer idatity, with ro atter justification for the stop—tte fifth
nost freouently reparted fomof puldic senioss disorinriration In ather govermrent senic
es 1.9% of dl respodents ware dernied garncergaargaxiate driver’s lioeses frantie Alada
Division of Motor iehides; 4.1% were danied senvioss by alocal govenrmet acaoy, ad 1
respacent (0.4%) wes dernied arice or fordlly renoved framaReode Mbver s

= The faurth nost frequently reparted fomof puldic senvioss disarinminationwes baing dernied
maTberdhip ar acosss toagymar fitress dub, with 8.2% of the tala savde repartinghavirg
eqeriaad this famof dsaimiration 3.7% ware danied use of adagingroomatagym
a fimess duha

= For evary tye of pudic senices disrirriration induded in the suney, without exogptian, a
higher propartion of trarsgader respadents then nontrarsgader respadents reported
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eqeriadng dsxiriration In partiadar, 44% of trarsgader respadats rgoarted haing
a lesst ae been denied use of a puldlic restroomwhile in Andharage, canrpared with just
2.1% of norntrarscader respacients. Over aethird of trarsgader respaodants—36.0%
— hed been herassed or vertdlly aoused by nedicdl providers, nrare then three tines tte
ercentace reparted by nontrarsgander respadiants (11.1%). Over aguerter of trarecaoer
respacents —28.0% — reparted baing deried use of adaging roomat agyma fitress
dub, conparedwith anly 1.2 percant of nontransgencer respacarts

= T\Wo catexies of pudlic sendcss disarinmiration are fairly goedfic t trarsgacer parsas
trarstiowdated care ad gader-goagxiate driver's liceress. 40% of trarsgacer respon:
dents reparted being denied trardtiavdated care by an Arvchorage nedicdl provicer, ad
16% hed lbeen deried the goorgaxiate gacer naker anttar driversliceree

Relationship status

= More tten ttreeguartars of regpadats (77.2%) staed that thar lecd statis ucer Alaska
lannzs drde never married anly 4.5% were lecelly married uder Aladka lawv In catrast,
58.2% sad tret they ware in canritted rdatiaships with intinate partrers —rdatiaships
which are urrecognized in lavweogat in linited aonteds, suoh as with darestic partrer ben
efits far saresex partrars of Sate of Alaska envdoyass or “ finerddlly interdgpercent part:
rer’” bergfits in the University of Aledka systemn
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M ethodology

The Avchorage LGBT Disarimiration Suney hed its adgn in anresting an Sepaoer 9 2010
betwween MHissa S Green, Barlbera Soule ad S dby Carpenter. It was dedded to aeate aConmmur
nity Suney Task Faorce to devdgp ard caodLct astatewnwice suney of Aleska lesdaan, gpy, bisea dl, ad
trarsgacer canmrunity by revising ad yochating e suney quesstiarareusedin Ore in Tt A Pro
file of Alaska’'s | eshian & Gay Canmrunity (Idertity, 1986). Orein Ten suneyed 734 leskbian, gy, ad
hiseaH Aladkars an awvice race of gLestias in aress induding rdatiaehips, parantiood, rdigan,
physical ad enoticd  hedlth, hedlth provdars, dlodd ad dnug usege, AIDS anararess, aanring
au, eqaeriae of disoiriration, pditics, ldaure nesds ad attittoes. The suney wes intended to
beasaneyof e LGBT caommrunity coducted by e LGBT comrunity as aadlabarative prgect
iNnvoMing LGBT individLAlIs ard arganizatias thraugout Aleska, sswwdl as ather stalkddldars cam
nritted to thewefare ard equHity of LGBT Alaskars, with the “ conrunity’” reture of trewvwwork el
aoed by aaedde, rdisde researdh design fdloning sdid sodd sderce practioss

The first meeting of te Conmrunity Suney Task Faorce was held an Separoer 27, 2010, Task
face mavbars vware jarned by Dr. Brad A Msrstd ad Khristy Parker of theJdustioe Garnter at Uni-
vergty of Alaska Ardorage, Who aasuited at this ard ather mestings anresserdn design It must
e endresiz2d, onever, thet firdl dedsiaralkiing an dl egoadts of the research design ad suney
instrurent Was nrecke by mearars of the Conmrunity Suney Task Faoe

It was dadded at this mesting to caduct two aaneys the Ardorage Discrimiration Suney
(later reraved the Ardhorage LGBT Disarimiration Suney), Wwhichwould foos an the eqariae
of .2 H arentation ad garder identity disarinination within tte Munidpdlity of Ardharage, ada
later, more eqareive Aladka LGBT Gommunity Satenice uney, whnichwaoud irduce guestias an
eqeEnae of dsaimiration butwoud dso casader awcke aray of other guestias of caatem
te Alaska LGBT acommunity. (At thiswriting it is uoertain if andwhen the seood suneywill ke
segelece))

NMabers of the Conmrunity Suney Task Faroe continued to nest ttvaugh the lest nontts of
2010 an ressarch design induding design of the suney instrurent ad ssnde sdedtion. Addition:
dly, merers met with Ardhoragebesed LGBT atanizatias to enlist sygpart ad assistaroe with
tte suney. As both Oe in Ten ad its researdh conrdenrent Identity Reparts Sead Qrientation
Bias in Aladka (Green & Brause, 1989) hed lbeen cadcted uder e augdoss of Identity, Inc, itwes
aged thet e Avdhorage LGBT Disarimination Suney catawvwould beoanre the prgoerty of Identity
ad tret Identity would hdd copyrigt inits rgoarts.

The Ardaorage LGBT Discrinination Suneywss rinrarily avdunteer effart, with sare finren
dd suyppart framtie ACLU of Alaska to assist with aosts assodated with suney adrinistration ard
distribution duirgJanuery thraugh Mirch 2011

Survey instrument

The suneyirstrurent far the Ardharage LGBT Disarinrination Suneyis in part bessd anpor-
tias of tre auney guestiatsare Leed in 1985 far e Oe in Ten suney an denogrganic deracter-
istics of the suney popuation and an eqoeriae of videce, herassrat, ad dsaoinination

Honever, One in Ten fooused an sedd adentation To asure tre Arddaacge LGBT Dis-
ainmiration Suneywaud ke fully trarsgader irdusive, researders caducted two trarsgarcer foous
gas aealdetty, Inc’saria Aladka Price Confereroe an Cotoer 9, 2010, ard arather at tre
aonferaroe roomof the Alaskan AIDS Assistarnoe Assodation an Cotaber 13,2010. Ressarders dso
dotairned the suney guestiaraire far the National Trarsgader Discrinination Suney, wWhich hed
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been caducted earier thet year by tre Natioral Ganter far Trarnsgader Equdlity ad the Natioal
Gay ad Leshian Task Faros its eeautive sunmmmary ard fird repart ware pudished in 2011 (Grart,
etal, 2011).

Oriteria casidered in design of the suney irstrurent induded darity, reecHdlity, conparahlity
with One in Ten dila, ad trarsgacer induaiity. Also aarsicered ware aost ad cardedty, wWhich
egpadally hed an effect on trerunber of guestias indudedin tte g estiareires. Itwes fdtttet tto
many guestias could have ansgative inpect an resparee rate ad could dso nrake e suney itself
nmore eqare\e to adinister, egoaddly far printed aodies of the guestiaTaire

The gesticarairewss cesigedin threeparts. The first part asked respodants guestias eboat
howadften (noe, ae, twice, o three arnore tines) they hed eqoeriatedvariaus typoes of videros,
intimcation, ar disaririration, while in Andharage, because of thar se " adentation The seoad
part asked how dften they hed eqoeriatad vidernoe, intinidation, ar disarinrination in Andhorace
because of their gandler identity ar presentatian The avay of guestias aded haere wes nearly iden
tica to the “‘seddH aientatiat” aray, ecgat far a fewvguestias aoout issues wWhich unigudely face
trarsgacer pagde The third part adked respadents avariety of denrogrganic guestians, induding
the three key questias nesced to edusate Wrether theyware part of the intended study populatian
the sexassiged themaon thair adgird lhirth certificates; thair aurent gacer identity; and their sead
arentation

The fird questiaTairewss aeatedin two farrats apxinted version faor “jpen ad pgoer’”” com
pdetion, ad a Suney Makey verson fa- online condetion A agpy of tre pgoer verson of tre
g.estiarareis induded in Agperdix D

Sample selection

A sandein aresearch study refars to a suoset of alarger population tretis being siudied Sam
ding methoddagies are garerdly ae of two types prdoghility ssnding @so refarred to ss radam
sarding) ard noryoraoahility ssogding

Probability sampling

Praaality ssrding nears tret “‘evary person in the pgouation bes a konn nazero prao
adlity of bainginduded in e sande” (Meyer & Wilson, 2008). Ore of tre geat advartagess of
praodhility ssndingis thet resuits can be gererdized to population framwhich the ssnrdeis dann
The dissdvantage of prdodhility sanding far any LGBT poouation is its eqarse de to saverd
dellegs

Anong ttre ngiar dstades inis in definingwno should in the first dace be identified ss LGBT
. For eande identifying tte s2 " arientation of agven suney/s respadats as leddan, gy, -
s H, o heteraseadH may be bessd on sdfidatity, sed behadar, sed attraction, rddatiadgips
within ahausathdd, ar acorration of these (SIVIART, 2008, Meyer & Wilson, 2009, Gates, 2011).
Identifying respadants as trarsgacer is similarly conpdex—tyaicaly acoording to respadant sdf
identification as trarsgacer, ut the defintion of trarsgader in astLdy nray also depard yoon vard-
as ather agoaats of gader eqaressian ar gader nmaoonfan ity

Ancther ngar dstede is that fenvauneys of garerd paoulatias ask aoout s2aH adentation
ar gacker idatity. As stated by Meyer ard Willson in a2000 disoussion of sanding of leskian, gy,
ad bsed poouatios —astatarat which dso goes for trarsecaoer popuatias:

[Ehen if researders agread an a popuation definitian, they canot find desariptive statistics
abaut the deracteristics of this poouatians (eg, its radd ad ed caticndl denograadnics) because tte
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LGB poodation hes rever bteeneunerated The US Garaus, vWWhich provides a desaription of
tre US poouation ard abardrark far nost population savding, does ot induce informratian an
seH aientation With no prgoer desaription of the LGB pgpulation, resserders carot eduste
whether a sargde is rgaxesaniative of tre poouation—agest herdicgp far detemmining garerdiz
aality ad essessirg a study’s resuits

Of those fenstdies of garerd pooulatians thet db ask aoout se | aientation, fenvaergae
sarniative of the population ss avnwde (Gates, 2008). The saive can e said aoout suneys of garerd
populatias with referarpe to gancer identity and eqaressiaon

Aney nmethoddagy can dso have albearing both on estinates of LGBT popuatias ard yoon
LGBT respaodents willingness to repart o resood harestly in suneys (Gates, 2011) dle tostigra
tization ad fear of potertid discrinrination—issues Which can adso affect the ahlity of reseerders
toidentify rgaesantative saivdes of LGBT populatias (Qullivaen & Lasberg, 2008).

Gates (2010) estinates that 35 paroat of aduits in the United Stiates salfidentify as leddian
oy, ar bisea A (\ith substantidly nrore wno cdo not selfidentity ss LGB but revertiteless repart hev
iINg samres=x s24H eqoariaes as adlits), ad thet 0.3 peroant salfidentify es trarsgacher. I e
percentages hdd tne far e Munidpdlity of Ardhorage, of its 2010 population—estinated by the
Arerican Community Suney (US Garaus Bureay, 2011) as 293227 (irduding dhildren uncer 18,
aoaut 26% of the pooulatian) —pertaos 10,263 Ardaorace residents nmay (ar may goamup o) saif-
identify as ledhan, cpy, ar bisead, arnd another 880 ey salf-identify ss rearsgacer. Gven theissues
identified aoove, honeer; itis inposside to e cartan

INn any e, because LGBT indidLAIS, honever defined, are ainarity of the population, odl-
ledting a praoahlity sande aocss the ertire population wauld ke pranibitively eqersve (Vber &
Wilson, 2009), particularty far avdunteer research effart which hed anly minind finerad lkeddirng

Nonprobability sampling
As destribed by Meyer and Willson (2009),

Nomporaoability sanding refars o any sanding tedrige which tre pracatality of a
person baing sdedted into the sade is ukonn This nears tret in naardosklity
sanding sare paqde of the desired popuation nray ot beinduded in e ssrde, ard
ather pecde nmay be ovargaesat=d

Because the prdoddilities of ildusion in the savde are uinikonn, sois the edat of oer- ar
uthErgaresantation of sare darograanics in tresande, leedingtopotentid beses. For sare tyoes
of research, aLch as pdlitical gainion pdlling ar estinating the prevdence of dssess, pracadlity sam
dingis essartid; but, as Meyer and Wilson state, “ nonpraodhility savdes are agood dtarrative wen
estinating popuation prevdace is not areseardh foous”” Nonpraoahility ssnding hes been used
wicHly in LGBT shdes

Sample selectionfor the Anchorage L G BT Discrimination Survey

The Ardharage LGBT Disarimination Sunvey used acariination of twotyoes of nonardodahail-
ity ssnding used conmronly in studies of LGBT populatia s s ondl ssnding afamof canu
nity verLes sanding in which respaodants within e LGBT cammunity ware invited 1o particpete
adwere agked in tum to rearuit addition study partidpants framwithin thalr onn soda rennaks
adweblbesed sanding inwhich trewwsb (Intemet) wWas used baoth far recuitent of study partic-
pats, ad to chiver suney guestiareires to regpatents.
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Distribution and collection

Data adledtion far the Avdhorage LGBT Discrimiration Suney was anigrdly pamrmed to tae
dece framlaruary thrauch Felruary 2011; researders later dedded to exddard data odlection ttvaugh
NMach 2011, Suney respadants hed an gation to corgdete tte suney g estiareare using dtier a
peer aopy of the guestiaraire ar alire LeEng Suney Mxrkey. 1N ader to contrd agairst indviour
ds caargetignore tren ae suney ad to asure thet aly merbars of theintended stiudy pooula
tion partidpated—i.e, parsas Who identified thersahves as gpy, leddan, s d, and/or trarsgen
cer—parsar= identification runbears (PINS) ware ussd Respadents could datainaPIN inae of
wwowas (D) preprintad coupon boddets with randonmly assiged PIN nunbers weare distributed to
prgect vduntears, Who nreck Lee of thar exdsting soda retnarks within e LGBT canmunity to
distribute individLal PINs; or () parsas Wishing to partidpate in the siudy ocould datain a PIN by
ddling ad requesting ae framtie prgect narecer, Wose rerre ad phore runber ware inrduoed
inadvertisanrents  Pgper agdes of the suney guestiaraire could ke datained framtie saive pegde,
a respadents caud visit tre wddste far e Suney Maorkey verson of tre suney irstrurent ad
aondete tre guestiaraire dectranicaly.

Study partidpants ware rearuited ttvauch exdsting soda rnetwarks of prgect vduntears ad
nElinglists of LGBT aganizatias. The siudyswaaste wes wicHly pulicized in Ardhorage LGBT
ad nrairstreemimredia and via targeted acs an Feogbodk

Data cleaning

Data deenirgis the proosss of dininating guestiaraires which co not bdagin tre siudy ad
of reccdingwwritten resparess INto categaies When ggagaiate

Valid surveys

The first task of daia dearnimngwas to deternrirne which convgdeted guestiareires aoud ke in
duted in tte ardlygs A rnunber of sauney g estiaraires ware dscarded for variaus reesars, &6
donargin Tade 1. Many of the discarcs gaoearad to have prddens adgrating in pradens with
Aney Mokey itdf, a prademwwhich resserders becanre anare of even as tte suney wes dtill in
poges Ressadars dsooveraed et auneys waould regster es condeted evienif respodents hed
not condeted dl gestias ar dl pegess of the questiaraire, ar hed dosed thar bronser befare e
gestiaraire wes aardete 1N many Gaasss, respacents ssared uanare thet they hed not com
deted dl g estias These prddens led tothe loss of anestinated 31 respadants framthe dataset
(those Who aondleted questias abaut eqoarieoe of disariniration, e falled to asner deno
orgdhic guestias).

Wice advertising during cata adlection nreck it posside far pegde wo ware ot part of e
stLdy population to aardete aguestiaTaire anline with satfiinented (indid) PINs. Honever, anly
g.estiarares with valid PINs ware induded in the firel dataset. Data wWas dso redened to renoe
tre fanmnonLGBT respadants wWo hed sarehovwdotained PINs, aswdl as respaodents wo hed
not arsnered ae ar nare of tre three essartid guestias necessary 1o detenrire tret ey vare
dighe partidparts in tresidy: (1) the sexassigned theamnaon thair adgird hirth certificates; () thar
aurent gacker icentity, ad @ thar sedd arentatian

A totd of 391 questiaeires ware sLbritted 380 of whidhwere aubnritted using Suney Mo
key The ather 31 ware acondeted using apgper ogpy of tre auney guestiaraire, dl of tresevare
wdid Of tre suneys cardeted using uney Markey, 237 ware aasicered vaid, with vaid PINs
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Table 1. Survey Questionnaires and Study Sample

Included in study sample
237 valid PIN Completed using Survey Monkey
31 valid PIN Completed using paper copy of survey instrument
268 valid surveys

Excluded from study sample (all from Survey Monkey)
31 valid PIN respondent failedto answer demographic questions which could indicate
whether or not they were LGBT

14 valid PIN duplicated PIN of a valid, complete survey; survey itself incomplete.
9 valid PIN respondent identified self as non-transgender and heterosexual
17 valid PIN only PIN was filled out; survey was otherwise blank

52 invalid PIN

123 invalid surveys

391 total surveys

ad suffident informration to confirmtiet the respodetwes LGBT ard therefare ameanber of tre
intended shudy population In o, thereware 268 valid suneys indudedin the firdl deteset.

Theraraning123 suneysindusl withvalid PINs, bubwhoserespodents falledtoasner dano
grgahicauestiorsvwhidoouldoaofimrmahetihertteywneral (BTandherncenrenrbersofthainterdsostudy
popuation Mostof reseauney swaredtervisecordete Researdersihdieettetnostardl of tese
angyswarefilledatbyrmeners of trestudypooulationwvwowvnwaeuanare ttet theyhed anlypartidly
aondetedttresuneybeca seof pradenrswithtteSuneyMokeyindaerentationof thequestiareire
14 with valid PINs, but suneys ware imondete ad tre PINs dudicated the PINs of val-
id ocordeted anes Reeearders bdiee et tee aneys reauited fram respon
dats acddentdly dasing ttar bronsars befare tte auney wes acongdets, redliziing thar a-
ras, ad retumning t© nae a ssoad (this tine suooessfu) attenpt to congdete tte aney.
owrthvalid PINs, but respodertsidertifies thensehvesin denoggadnicguestiasand/or aonments es
baing heterasead ard nontrarsgacer, hace not mrenroers of treintended siudypopuation:. Com
meats framthree of these respodants indicated that they hed been discrinrinated ecairst beca e they
waeinecourady sssunredtolegay arlise H, arbecase tteyvwaekonntos goort LGBT agHity.
17 with valid PINs, but aly tre PIN wes filled au; suneys ware aterwvise canrdetaly hark
2withinvalid PINs Most of these s neysweare aherwvwse Hank; afeninduded commrentsindicating
“Other”” arpners

Saverd suney g estias induded as an gation trearsaer of “ Ciher””with areguest far eqdane:
tion For eande partidpants ware aded “WWhich of the fdloang best desaribes your aurertt liv-
ing situatia? > with te posside arsnars “1 onnny onnhong”” “1 rent ahouse/gpartment/room™
a “Cther (desse goaafy).”” In thexe a5, “Other’” asnars ware rencoded by sarting the variaus
“Cther”” arsners into riewcatlegries. For eande saverd respadants goadfied thar “Ciher’” liv-
ing stuation as variatias an “live with ny parats”” “ five with gadhotter;,”” ad o at resewvnae
sorted into arewcaey, “Live with parai(s) ar ather rdative(s).””

Recoding when necessary

INn afanirstaoes, respodent comrats indicated thet arespadant hed misinterpretedagLes
tion ar alerwvwe arsnerad it “iroarectly”” For eande, ae respacat, a gy nde nissed tre
wad “oay’ in the saaH adentation item* Leshiarn/cpy/sanre-gender attractia” (the nare conmmon
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aderingwould put “‘ogy’ befare “leshiant”) ad felt no dhaoice bt to sdect “gueer’ as his sed an-
entation—an unonfatakde dace fa hm as e satedin aconmet. Another respacent wo
viened her rdatiaship with her partrer as being anmamage, desate Alaska lanvardnibiting sairesex
mariage, carented to the effet ttet 4 e hed gven her naita status as “Varried”” In eas=s like
these, resoorses wWare recoced

Data analysis

After datadeanirgwes acardeted, statistical ardlysis an tre firdl dataset of 268 gquestiaraires
was conducted using PSS, ad statisticAl teldes uponwhich 1o bese the ardlydis ware prgpoared

As previadly desoibed, tre guestiaraire inrduded o arays of guestias aoout thar eqoani-
ass of dsaininatian, the first foolsing an s2d adentation disariniration ad e ssoaod an
ey identity or presentation 1t becarre gooarent ass we becpnwarking with the cata tret respon
dots —far eande lesdars with a “tutdy” ar “hresolding” gader presentation, ar cay menwith
an “effarirate”’ gader presentation—ware savetines udear oot wrether todassifyad eqe
rieroe of disainiration as seH adentation discrinination, es gader preserntation disarinrination,
ar'both This led to the posghlity that sare regoadants gt heve recarded the saire irstanoe(s)
of disainination in both sedtians, essertidly resuiting in sanre eqoariaoss of disainination baing
possibly counted tnice I this was 30 arsnears aoout the frequeroy of aoouraroe of eech type of
dsaimination (g, ae, W, ar tiree ar nare tines) would not produee Lssful ar rdisde daa

Additia=ly, conments fransare trarsgader respadents indicated persaord histaries of hewv
ing identified in an eadier part of thar life as leskhan ar gay befare redlizing they ware trarscaoler.
For eande aefardetonde (FTV) trarsgacar respaocaetwho identified his se | adaetation
&8 “‘gueer’” began a conmmreat by writing “1t wWas eediar to hice ny se | adentation wen | wes a
leshian ” VWhile rpreserting afairly tyacd life joumey far saore trarsgader pacde, his conmat
iNnto t\Wwoaras

At the sarre tinrg, many dsgacer (mntrarscader) gpy leshian, ad lkhiseo |l respadents Im
py corduded thet, since theyware not trarscar i, the guestias angancer identity arnd presentation
snply dd not gy tothem ad they Sdipped thet part of e guestiaTaire attirdy. As aedsgen
e ey rdle respodent commented,

My cacer idertity is the save ass wWhen | was bom (1 was bom alboy, ad I’'mstill alboy, ad |
semysaf ssaboy), 01 dott think this sedion godies tone

Another inportant issue wWas thet resopaodents hed been asked aoout rnunber of inddents of
eadh tye of dsaxriminatian, but theyware not asked albaut recent disarinriration

In hinckigt, we caduded that albetter design far the suneywould have been

(D To redace “ hovwdlten heve you exqoeriated any of e fdloang with two g estia s “tae
yau ever eqaeriaced any of the fdlonn? —yes/no’” ad “tave yau ever eqoerieroed any of tre
fdlonmgwithin the pest five years? —yes/ino.””

@ Rather tren dividing the disarinination guestia s intb aseH aientation arayadagaoar
identity/presentation aray, tosiny ask“ teve you ever eqoariaed any of the fdloang lbecause of
yau sedH aientation, gacher idatity, ad a gacer presatatia?”’

WV\Hile we couldnt go badk in tine to daerge tre gestiaTaire, it was posside to address ttrese
diffialties duiingdaaadhgas The smilanty of guestias betveentte se | adatationadgaoer
identity/presentation arays neck it posside to carbire the variddes, eg, to aarare trevariade
for “Physical vidence because of sed adatatiat” ad trevariade far “ Phyaical vidence because
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of gacer identity/gernder presentatian”’ into ae revwariade “ Physical videroe because of sedd
aientation ar gacer identity/gender presentatian’” The fevwgader identity/gender presentatian
\ariskes whichware unigLe to thet array Sindy renreined as treyware . Then, the atire ceteset wes
reerelyzad W\é digoerssd with the aur attenpt 1o count howv often a respadant hed eqoerienoed
each tye of disorimiration, ad irsteed recarded if a ghven tyee of disrinriration hed lbeen eqoern-
axdalesstae This removsed ttreisse of posside doudeocounting of the ssme irstat

INn ader 1 cgoiure data an recant disarinination in Andhorage, Whichwe cefined as heving take
an dacewithin the pest five years, we cadLcted assoachry ardlyas besed on the sulbsande of re
soacents (NS50) wWho hed been residants of the Munidpelity of Ardhorace for less tenfive years

Newvstatistical tades ware then aeaied ard famtie besis of tre tedes ad ardlyds hraughoe
te rgpat  Honeer, tades besed an tre adgrdly seoarate sed arentation and garcer identity/
presentation variades can ke foud in Apperndix B ad Agpardix C

Respondent comments

Respadents ware gven an goportunity to canrent in three daoss ontte guestiareire attte
ad of the “‘Sedd adentation dsoimirstia?”’ part, at tte ad of the “ Gender identity disrimiration
part,”” ad a ttevery ed of the guestiareire

Not dl respadants took the goportunity to nriake canrents, but many did, often conmrenting
about arunber of toacs in tre sanre conmet. W aganized acomments into topical aress adre
dected sarditive informration to pratect respodent aonficentidity. Ganmrents are fourd in Apperndix
A tothis report

Limitations

As previaey dsassed, e Avdharage LGBT Discrinmination Suney is anarpraoghlity sur-
ey As sudh it carot damto e statisticAly rresertative of the ertire LGBT poaulation of Ay
dorage because sare denogghicswhich edstin e “redl’” LGBT pooulation rright ke overrep
resented udherrgaresented ar missing entirdy franour ssnde.  In partiadar, the sadling strategy
we used, besed in large part an sadd revarking within tre LGBT aammunity, was nore likdly to
reech LGBT pagde wWho were aedtive nariars of the Arvdhorage LGBT aommunity, ad less likdy
O reech LGBT pegde woweare less invdved in e LGBT aommunity arwhoware athenaise not
soddly coreded  Respadents ware dso rearuited thvauch pullicdzing the suney ad its waaste
in LGBT ad nairstream nredia ad thvauoh targated acks on Feosgbodk Rdliance an webloesed
sanding leaes aut tre gogorodnratdly 27 percant of pegde wWo co ot Lee tre Intemet (Meer &
Wilson, 2009).

Additiar=ly, asuney tretis goadficaly designed to gather dataabaut eqoerieoes of dsarinrina
tion is likely 1o be safsdedting to sare edat This issue was uoasdolsly recognized by severd
partidpants, sudh as the dsgader lesdian resoadet who conmrertsd

I hope | do not dewtte resuts of this aney. If | amatyddd it is drigt torenoe ny dia
| ddnt “core ax’” utl | was R years dd | gooear straigt, amaonfartale in straigt ar leskian
endromats | hae been nostly srge sinee nry late 30s 0 have prdoeldy heve not ggoeared to
aters asleddan

In fact, this respadent dd not dewreaits her eqoeria e wes part of the resuts But her
aonmet, ad atas like it, illustrate the likdihood thet saore potentid respadants nay not hae
been notivated to partidpate it they ddnt percaive tharsehves as having eqoerienoad disaririration

AL tHs pant arainder is d e The essertid pupose of the Ardhorage LGBT Discrinriration
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SUney wss 1o dooument eqariae of dsaimirnation rgoated by LGBT indvidldls in e Munia-
pelity of Ardharage This, ithes doe

The suney resuit whidh foud tret 16.0 paroant (N=43) of suney resoadents reparted baing
farced to leave jaos becase of heressrant bessd an tte thar s2ad arentatias ar gacer idartities
caTot ke edrgodated to dam thet 160 parcant of dl LGBT endoyess in Ardharage have been
faoed o leae jds becase of heressrat  But the resuit does dowthet 43 leshian, oy, khiseadl,
ad trarecader warkers in e Munigpelity of Ardhorage uderstood tharsehes to heve been tre
tagets of onthejadb haerassrent which — hed they been haerassed &t wark because of thair race
adar, s2¢ ar rdigan— wauld heve beenillecd uder Ardaoraggs nmunidpal aoce But of coursey
beca e these respodats ware herassed far baing LGBT, ad disarimination agairst themis not il
lecH, theyhed o lecH recourse to defard thensahves

In shart, while reauits of this suney cannot ke said to ke represatative of dl LGBT pecdein
Anchorage, they ag, attreverylesst, rgaesatative of e 2681 GBT pegdewno srered thalr eqoan-
aoss by partiapatingdedt
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Findings

Respondent Characteristics

A tatd of 268 respodats wwes indudedin tre firel dataset. This sedtion of trergoort desaribes
thair denoggadnic ad sodd deradteristics, in sare irstanoes capared with 2010 poauation ceia
fram the Anrerican Conmrunity Suney US Garaus Bureauy, 2010) far the tod pgodation of tre
Munidpality of Acdorace

Sex and gender identity

The firdl ciataset of 263 respadants inrduded 243 dsgarcer respadats ad 5 trarscaoer re
soocerts (Tade 2). Of the dsgander respaodents, 136 waende ad 107 ware favde Trarsgacer
respadents induded 14 nrdetofarde (MIF) respodents —individLals who hed been desigeted
male anthair birth aartificates, butwho nowidantify ad Iine as arhgpe tolive as, farde 10 farde
torrde (FTVM) respadaits —indvidlals whose angirdl birth aartificates desigated themnasfemale,
butwho identified and/or lived as nde ard ae “‘other’” resooca

This last respadent narked bothmale ardiemale ontte suney guestiareire There ae atlesst
three posside eqdadatias far this (D) the resopodent gt have nack an erar in conrgdeting tre
aney; (@ tre respadat might have resisted baing categarized by gader ar sead adentation (e
sare respacdent dso identified as transgender——do not identify as exclusively male orfemale and as bisexual
iNn seH aientatian); ar @ the resoadant might have been desigated at dirth as intersex—aterm
used for pecdewo heve differacss of sexdevdlgarat, such as lbarng bomwith edanrd gaitdia,
dyaorosoress, o inEemd raraductive sysEanTs thet ae not garardly assogated with usldl nredical
cefintias of nde or fande

Conpared with the tota population of tre Munidpdlity of Ardharage in 2010 (Tadle 3), waonen
wae uthrgaesaited in tte aney. Conparisars ae difficut because the Arerican Camrurnity
ey does ot acoount far gancer ica ity

Table 2. Sex and Gender Identity of Table 3. Municipality of Anchorage
Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Population by Sex, 2010 Census
Respondents N percent
Column percentages. Male 148,566 50.7 %
N Percent Female 144,661 49.3
Cisgender 243 90.7 % Total 293,227
Male 136 50.7 Source of data: American Community Survey,
Female 107 39.9 2010 1-Year Data for Anchorage Municipality
Transgender 25 9.3 %
Transgender — male-to-female (MTF) 14 5.2
Transgender — female-to-male (FTM) 10 3.7
Other 1 0.4
Total 268

Sexual orientation

Nearty threequartars of the resoodants (N=193; 72.3%) desaibed tensehves ss gy ar
lesdan (Takde 4). About aein five resoodants (NE53; 19.8%) ware bhiseaH; 19 (7.1%) desaribbed
thansehes as e Two respadats (0.72%) sad treyware asaad. Only ae respadat (04%)
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Table 4. Sexual Orientation of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents
Row percentages.

Sexual orientation

Gay or leshian Bisexual Queer Asexual Heterosexual

Gender identity N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Total
Male 117 80.1 % 19 13.0 % 10 6.8 % — — — — 146
Cisgender 116 85.3 14 10.3 6 4.4 — — - - 136
Transgender female-to-male (FTM) 1 10.0 5 50.0 4 40.0 - - - - 10
Female 76 62.8 % 33 27.3 % 9 7.4 % 2 1.7 % 1 0.8 % 121
Cisgender 72 67.3 26 243 8 7.5 1 0.9 — - 107
Transgender male-to-female (MTF) 4 28.6 7 50.0 1 7.1 1 71 1 71 14
Other - - 1 100.0 - - - - - - 1
Total 193 72.0 % 53 19.8 % 19 7.1 % 2 0.7 % 1 0.4 % 268

Totals by gender alignment
Cisgender 188 77.4 % 40 16.5 % 14 5.8 % 1 0.4 % 0 0.0 % 243
Transgender 5 20.0 13 52.0 5 20.0 1 4.0 1 4.0 25

—anrdetoferde trarsgaoer respodent——desaribed hersdlf ss heterosaad. (Asgarcer hetaro
s Hs ware eduded framthe sidy)

Differences by sex andgender identity

Of dsgader respadants, ahiger prgpartion of men (N=116; 85.3%) thenwaren (N=72;
67.3%) identified thensahves as gayfleshian, wWhile rneerly a guarter of dscader waren (NE26;
24.3%) sad theyware bisexd, in carparison with anly ae in tan dsgencer nmen (N=14; 10.3%)
who sdifridentified as ks =l

Ower half tre trarsca ey regoadats (N=13; 52.0%) desaibed rensehes ss iseadl. Oelin
five trarscacer regpadatts (NS5; 20.0%0) said tteyweare gayfleshian, ard arnather aeinfive (NS5
20.0%) desxibed thair sead arentation ss e, MITF respacents ware nare likely to desaribe
tharsehes as gaylleshian (N=4; 28.8%0) then FTM resgpadats (N=I; 10.0%), werees a hider
prapartion of FTM respadents (N=4; 40.0%) then MITF respacents (N=1; 7.1%) desaribbed thar
s H aientationas g eer.

Data presentation by gender identity

Qe of tre inpartant gods of this siudy wes to dotain, far tre first tine Andchoragespeadafic
infomration an dsainiration eqeriaed by trarsgader pecde, induding any differaoess indis
ainmination thet trarsgeder peade eqoariae in conparisonwith leshian, gy, ad bisead (LCB)
dsgacer respacats. Thus, distinguishing the gacer identities of resoodants was dearved mare
audd toardlyzing the finrdings then distinguishing between ttair se "l adentatia s Thraughout e
rervaincer of this repart, findinos are presented far tre tatd sairde of 268 regpadants, by conpar-
ing dsgacer ad trarsga ey repadents, ad, anag LGB dsoader respadants, by conrparirng
nmde ad farde respodats

Data ardyds did notindicate large differaoess betwvween MTF ad FTM rarscacar respoca s
far nost guestias, 0 they are graed togethar for punposss of dsoussion [t is inportant tornoe
that these to cateaies are sindificatias for the punpose of ardlyas ad do ot avays reflect the
ruarcess of individual respodants’ onn parogatias of thar gacer idatities
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Residence

The overriding nigjarnity of resoodents (NF248; 92.9% of the 267 vdid rejoorses) ware res-
dais of the Munidpdity of Ardarage (MOA) at tre tine they took e suney (Tade 5). The few
whowere not MOA resicents (NE19; 7.1% of valid respae=s) inrduded sare respadents who hed
previously Iived in Ardharage far sare periad of tine maresidents wo ware Iiving in Avdarage
tenporanily, ad atters who, while ot residernts, goant tinre in Ardaorage far varials reesas—far
eande residats of the Vatan eaSusitra Borouch who aconmueed far sdhod arwark

Respadents wo ware residants (N=248; 92.9%) ware asked howvlag they hed lived in A
doage Of e twwo faled to asner the question aoout tre lagth of tar resicay. Of tre
revaEining 246, about aein five (NE50; 20.3%) hed lbeen residerts of the Munigpelity of Ardhorace
for less then five years, while nearty 30 paroant (N=72; 20.3%) hed livedwithin trebounds of tremu
nidpdity for 25 years arnae. The nmeen lagth of residaoewess 17.5 years with legth of resicace
ragng fran04to 22 yeas

The 50 respadents who hed lived in Ardhorage far less then five years weare of particular inter-
et Resporess to guestias aoout disainiration framthis subbsande of respodants ware ardlyzed
sgaratdy to dotain datlaon the eqoaeriae of recent disarinirnation—within e pest five yeers—y
LGBT indvidLdls in Ardaorace

Respadents were asked togve ttezip cocewrere they aurartly lived. Three resoadants did
not ansner this guestion Of tre26b W did, 252 (95.1%) lived at Zip aodes within the Munidpdlity
of Archarage, with nost (NE229; 86.4%) IMing in Ardaorace prgeer; 18 (6.8%) in Eede Rver; 5
1.9%) in Ghugiakk ad 3 (1.1%) in atrer locations within tre nunidpdity.  (These locatias are ot
rnaredin ader tonraintain respadat caaficentidity) Seven resoocents (2.6%) livedin Aladka o
sck the boundaries of the Munidpelity of Ardhorage, and 6 (2.3%) lived autsice Aleska atooetter.

Note that sare respodents whoware not actel MOA residants reparted Iiving at Avdorace
Zip axxks a tretine of treaney. Itis assuned tresewvware naresicenis whoweare living in Anchor-
ape tenpaaily for dod, wak, ar ater reesas

Racial, ethnic, and Hispanic/Latino background

Of the 263 respadants wWo arsneredwretther they identified as Hispanic aor Lating, 16 (6.1%)
sad treywere of Hispanid/Latino bedgraud (Tekde 6).

Of the 266 respadants Who identified thar rece/ettniaty, oer fau-fiftts (NE216; 81.5%)
ware white/Caucasian, 11 (4.2%) ware black/African Arrerican 10 (3.8%) ware Aladka Native ar
Arerican Indian;, o (0.8%) vware Asian;, ad two (0.8 wae Native Handiian ar Padfic Idancer.
Twenbyfour repaodatts (9.1%) wareof “Other’”race ar ettiaty, induding 20 (7.5%) whoidentified
tharsahves as multiradal.  Hispanicl Laatino is not garnerdly casidered as arace ar ethnicity in population
sidies, as pegde of Hispanid/Latino haritege are ragdly ad etimicAly dverss honever, 4 regoan
s (1.5%), when ased to soaedfy thar “'Ciher’” rece/ettnidty, cae it as Hispanid/Latino,

Resoodants who idertified tharsahves as multiraad indudect

= 8of Aladka Native/Arrerican Indian ard White/Caucasiandesoa g

= 60f Asian ad\W\hite/Caucasian cesoat

= 3 mutirada (ot spadfied further) desoart;

= 2of AlaskaNative/Anrerican Indian, Black/African Anrerican, and\V\hite/Caucasian desoart;

= 1 of Mdde Essterm ad Vhite/Caucasian descat
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Table 5. Residence in Municipality of Anchorage of
Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Column percentages.

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Residence

Question 3. Are vou currently a resident, ofthe Municipality of Anchorage?

Yes 248 92.9 % 226 93.4 % 127 93.4 % 99 93.4 % 22 88.0 %
No 19 7.1 16 6.6 9 6.6 7 6.6 3 12.0
Total valid 267 242 136 106 25
Missing 1 ! 0 1 0
Total 268 243 136 107 25

Years of residence

[If yes to Question 3:] How long have you lived in Anchorage?

Mean length of residence 17.5 years; range 0.4 to 62.2 years

Less than 5 years 50 20.3 % 43 19.2 % 30 23.8 % 13 133 % 7 31.8 %

5 to less than 10 34 13.8 32 14.3 19 15.1 13 13.3 2 9.1
10 to less than 15 31 12.6 30 13.4 17 13.5 13 13.3 1 4.5
15 to less than 20 23 9.3 20 8.9 7 5.6 13 13.3 3 13.6
20 to less than 25 36 14.6 34 15.2 20 15.9 14 14.3 2 9.1
25 to less than 30 29 11.8 25 11.2 8 6.3 17 17.3 4 18.2
30 to less than 35 18 7.3 16 7.1 12 9.5 4 4.1 2 9.1
35 to less than 40 12 4.9 11 4.9 6 4.8 5 5.1 1 4.5
40 or more 13 5.3 13 5.8 7 5.6 6 6.1 0 0.0

Total valid 246 224 126 98 22

Missing 2 2 1 1 0

Total 248 226 127 99 22

Zip code
Question 4. What is the 7IP nr nnstal code where vou currently live?
Anchorage 99501 43 16.2 % 39 16.2 % 28 20.7 % 1 10.4 % 4 16.7 %

Anchorage 99502 13 4.9 11 4.6 9 6.7 2 19 2 8.3
Anchorage 99503 15 5.7 15 6.2 1 8.1 4 3.8 0 0.0
Anchorage 99504 25 9.4 24 10.0 12 8.9 12 11.3 1 4.2
Anchorage 99507 19 7.2 18 7.5 11 8.1 7 6.6 1 4.2
Anchorage 99508 47 17.7 44 18.3 17 12.6 27 25.5 3 12.5
Anchorage 99514 2 0.8 2 0.8 1 0.7 1 0.9 0 0.0
Anchorage 99515 4 1.5 4 1.7 1 0.7 3 2.8 0 0.0
Anchorage 99516 9 3.4 8 3.3 4 3.0 4 3.8 1 4.2
Anchorage 99517 33 12.5 27 11.2 16 11.9 11 10.4 6 25.0
Anchorage 99518 14 5.3 13 5.4 8 5.9 5 4.7 1 4.2
Anchorage 99520 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
Anchorage 99521 1 0.4 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.9 0 0.0
Chugiak 99567 5 1.9 4 1.7 2 1.5 2 1.9 1 4.2
Eagle River 99577 18 6.8 16 6.6 8 5.9 8 7.5 2 8.3
Other MOA 3 11 3 1.2 1 0.7 2 1.9 0 0.0
Other Alaska 7 2.6 7 2.9 3 2.2 4 3.8 0 0.0
Outside Alaska 6 2.3 4 1.7 2 15 2 1.9 2 8.3

Total valid 265 241 135 106 24

Missing 3 2 1 1 1

Total 268 243 136 107 25
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Table 6. Racial and Ethnic Background of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Column percentages.

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Hispanic/Latino background
Question 8. Do you identify as Hispanic or Latino?
Yes 16 6.1 % 15 6.3 % 9 6.7 % 6 57 % 1 42 %
No 247 93.9 224 93.7 125 93.3 99 94.3 23 95.8
Total valid 263 239 134 105 24
Missing 5 4 2 2 1
Total 268 243 136 107 25
Race/ethnicity
Question 9. Which ofthe following racial/ethnic categories best fits you?
White/Caucasian 216 81.5 % 196 81.7 % 104 78.2 % 92 86.0 % 20 80.0 %
Multiracial 20 7.5 15 6.3 11 8.3 4 3.7 5 20.0
Black/African American 11 4.2 11 4.6 3 2.3 8 7.5 0 0.0
Alaska Native/American Indian 10 3.8 10 4.2 8 6.0 2 1.9 0 0.0
Hispanic/Latino 4 15 4 1.7 3 2.3 1 0.9 0 0.0
Asian 2 0.8 2 0.8 2 1.5 0 0.0 0 0.0
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 2 0.8 2 0.8 2 15 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total valid 265 240 133 107 25
Missing 3 3 3 0 0
Total 268 243 136 107 25

Note: Responses labeled Missing in each portion of the table indicate respondents who did not answer a particular question; missing responses are not considered
to be valid and are excluded from percentage calculations for each question.

Table 7. Racial and Ethnic Background of
Municipality of Anchorage Population, 2010 Census

Column percentages.

Total Male Female
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Hispanic/Latino background
Hispanic or Latino 22,302 7.6 % 11,098 75 % 11,204 7.7 %
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 183,478 62.6 95,472 64.3 88,006 60.8
Other races, not Hispanic of Latino 87,447 29.8 41,996 28.3 45,451 314
Total 293,227 148,566 144,661
Race/ethnicity
White alone 195,553 66.7 % 101,899 68.6 % 93,654 64.7 %
Asian alone 23,986 8.2 10,869 7.3 13,117 91
Two or more races 23,172 7.9 11,780 7.9 11,392 7.9
Alaska Native/American Indian alone 21,787 7.4 10,135 6.8 11,652 8.1
Black/African American alone 17,874 6.1 9,228 6.2 8,646 6.0
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander alone 6,388 2.2 [data not available]
Some other race 4,467 15 [data not available]
Total 293,227 148,566 144,661

Source of data: American Community Survey, 2010 1-Year Data for Anchorage Municipality
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A aarparisonwith 2010 Anrerican Canrunity Suney population statistics far the Munidpdlity
of Archarage (Tade 7) indicates that wWhitss ware ovarrgaresented in the presant suney, ad nost
ather races/etinidties weare udhrrgaresated

Age

Resopodants raged in ege fram 16 1o 79 years dd (s of Januery 1, 2011), with aneen age of
P8yaas (Tade 8. Over aqguarter of the respadats (N=75; 28.0%) ware 30 years dd ar ddkr,
while not auite athird (N=84; 31.3%) wareuder 0 ad 100 (40.1%) saredtteageraoeinbe

Table 8. Age of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Column percentages.

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Age as of January 1, 2011
Question 10. What is your age as ofJanuary 20117
Mean age 39.8 years; range 16 to 79 years
Under 18 years old 3 11 % 3 1.2 % 1 0.7 % 2 19 % 0 0.0 %
18-21 years old 26 9.7 23 9.5 16 11.8 7 6.5 3 12.0
22-24 years old 22 8.2 19 7.8 1 8.1 8 7.5 3 12.0
25-29 years old 33 12.3 30 12.3 18 13.2 12 11.2 3 12.0
30-34 years old 31 11.6 29 11.9 15 11.0 14 13.1 2 8.0
35-39 years old 25 9.3 24 9.9 17 12.5 7 6.5 1 4.0
40-44 years old 27 101 25 10.3 16 11.8 9 8.4 2 8.0
45-49 years old 26 9.7 22 9.1 13 9.6 9 8.4 4 16.0
50-54 years old 31 11.6 28 11.5 14 10.3 14 13.1 3 12.0
55-59 years old 11 4.1 9 3.7 3 2.2 6 5.6 2 8.0
60-64 years old 21 7.8 20 8.2 9 6.6 11 10.3 1 4.0
65 years old or older 12 4.5 n 4.5 3 2.2 8 7.5 1 4.0
Total valid 268 243 136 107 25

Table 9. Municipality of Anchorage Population by Age and Sex, 2010 Census
Column percentages.

Percent of adult population

Total Male Female (18 years and older)
N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Male Female
Mean age 32.7 years 32.3 years 33.0 years — -
Under 18 years old 76,044 25.9 % 38,661 26.0 % 37,383 25.8 % — — _
18-21 years old 19,994 6.8 10,410 7.0 9,584 6.6 9.2 % 95 % 8.9 %
22 to 24 years old 13,990 4.8 7,491 5.0 6,499 4.5 6.4 6.8 6.1
25 to 29 years old 24,222 8.3 12,657 8.5 11,565 8.0 11.2 11.5 10.8
30 to 34 years old 20,368 6.9 10,503 7.1 9,865 6.8 9.4 9.6 9.2
35 to 39 years old 18,314 6.2 9,468 6.4 8,846 6.1 8.4 8.6 8.2
40 to 44 years old 20,840 7.1 10,555 71 10,285 7.1 9.6 9.6 9.6
45 to 49 years old 22,995 7.8 11,435 7.7 11,560 8.0 10.6 10.4 10.8
50 to 54 years old 21,980 7.5 10,704 7.2 11,276 7.8 10.1 9.7 10.5
55 to 59 years old 19,398 6.6 10,759 7.2 8,639 6.0 8.9 9.8 8.1
60-64 years old 14,608 5.0 7,085 4.8 7,523 5.2 6.7 6.4 7.0
65 years old or older 20,474 7.0 8,838 59 11,636 8.0 9.4 8.0 10.8
Total 293,227 148,566 144,661 217,183 109,905 107,278

Source of data: American Community Survey, 2010 1-Year Data for Anchorage Municipality
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tween Only 3 respadats (1.1%) wareuder acp 18 at ttre tine of tre suney.

Ages of Munidpdlity of Ardorage residents framthe 2010 Anverican Canmrunity uney ae
gonnin Tade 9 We neack ro effat to suney LGBT yauth in Ardxarage becacee of date lans
reqLiring parental corsart far suney partidpation in the sdhods, whidh coud aeste diffialities far
yauthwmowere not aut to thar farilies For esse of aonparison, Takle 9 dso calaulates peroantagess
within the adLit (18 ar dder) poouatian

Housing and homelessness

Respaodants who onred their onn hare (N =1 41.4%) ware baerdly autrunoered by those
wWho rarted ahouss, gartirert, ar room(N=119; 44.4%) (Tade 10). The renraining 38 resoodarnts
(14.2%) Hdl into the “‘ather’” categary ardwere aded to soedfy thar Iiving sittation Twenbystwore
soocerts (8. 2%) sad theylivedwith parai(s) ar ather rdative(s). S (2.2%) Ivedwithapartrervwo
onredtrehore 2 (0.2%) Iivedin canpus o ather dreredhalaing 5 (0.2 sad ttreyware horeess
ad 3 (1.1%) hed sare ather liMing stuation

Fortyrare respadeants (15.3%) saidtheyhed atsare tinein thar life bean farced tonovewith
o dace togn Of tresg over athird (N=14; 35.0% of valid respas=) hed been faced to nowe
with no dace togowithin the 12 nonths inmrediatdly prior tocondetingtre suney:. Reriacs of tine

Table 10. Housing and Homelessness of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Column percentages.

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Housing
Question 11. Which of the. following best describes vour current livine situation?
lown my own home. 111 41.4 % 105 43.2 % 52 38.2 % 53 49.5 % 6 24.0 %
I rent a house/apartment/room. 119 44 .4 105 43.2 69 50.7 36 33.6 14 56.0
Other (please specify)
Live with parent(s) or other relative 22 8.2 % 20 8.2 % 8 59 % 12 11.2 % 2 8.0 %
Live with partner 6 2.2 4 16 2 15 2 1.9 2 8.0
Campus or shared housing 2 0.7 2 0.8 1 0.7 1 0.9 0 0.0
Homeless 5 1.9 4 1.6 3 2.2 1 0.9 1 4.0
Other 3 11 3 1.2 1 0.7 2 1.9 0 0.0
Total valid 268 243 136 107 25
Forced to move with no place to go
Question 12. Have you ever been forced to move, with no place to go?
Yes 41 153 % 36 148 % 17 125 % 19 17.8 % 5 20.0 %
No 227 84.7 207 85.2 119 87.5 88 82.2 20 80.0
Total valid 268 243 136 107 25
Forced to move in last 12 months with no
place to go
flfves to Question 12:1 Question 12a. In the oast 12 months, have vou been forced to move, with no place to so?
Yes 14 35.0 % 13 371 % 9 56.3 % 4 21.1 % 1 20.0 %
No 26 65.0 22 62.9 7 43.8 15 78.9 4 80.0
Total valid 40 35 16 19 5
Missing 7 1 1 0 0
Total 41 36 17 19 5

Note: Responses labeled Missing in each portion of the table indicate respondents who did not answer a particular question; missing responses are not considered
to be valid and are excluded from percentage calculations for each question.
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without a dace o live ranged fran O to 180 days, with the nmean periad of hordessess far trese
respocents baing 15 days

Differences by sex andgender identity

Nearly helf of dsgader farde respaodats (NF53; 49.5/%0) onred ttar onnhaore, aonpared
with just 382 paroart (NF52) of ascader men Only aguarter of trarsgacer respadants (NEG;
24.0%) onred ttelr onnhone

Higher peroantages of trarsgacer respaocents (NS5; 20.0%) and dsgancey farde respocants
(N=19; 17.8%) then dsgacer ndes (N=17; 12.5%) reparted heving ever bbeen farced to nrove with
rmodacetogn Honeer, of those dsgacer ndes Who rgparted this eqoeria e, over half reparted
having this eqaeriaoe in the pest year (NFS; 56.3%).

Legal marital status and intimate relationships

By trewvwarding of Artide |, Sedion 25 of the Alaska Carstitution—added as anarednat
thrauch a 1998 refererdunmvate—* To bevalid ar recogrized in this Siate, anmariace nay edst anly
betveen aermanadaewvnwaran’ Over threequarters of regoaodats (N=207; 77.2%) hed alecd
narital stats uder Alaska lan/of single, never married (Talde 11). Twelve respadants (4.5%0) waenar-
ried 45 (16.8%) waredvaroed ard 4 respodants (1.5%) warewdoned It must beremenbared tret
hisea | partidpants Who may ke married to partrers of the gopasite sexareirduded in this stdy:

INn contrast, nearty 61N 10 resoodents (NE156; 58.2%) at the tine of suney caonrdetionware
in conritted ratiaehips with anintinate partrer. Of thess over threequartars (N=131; 84.0%)
shered aresiceroe with thar intinate partrer-.

NMaital stah s of Munidpdlity of Ardharage residents agad 15 years ar dder is donnin Tade

12.

Differences by sex andgender identity

A hider propartion of dsgader men (N=118; 86.8)%) then dsoader wamren (N=76; 57.0%)
o trarscacer respaodants (N=13; 57.0%) rgpoarted beingSingle, never married as recognized by Alaska
lany corespodirndy, a loner prgoartion of dsgader men (N=17; 12.5%) then dsgender waren
(N=23; 21.5%) or trarscacer resoarscants (NS5; 20.0%) hedalecH stahus of Divorced. More trars:
o respaocents —both in ravnunoers ad in parcantagess (N=7; 28.0%) —ware recogized
by Aladka lanvas beingMarried then dsgeroer nmen (N=1; 0.7%) andworen (N=4; 3.7%) carianed
Four dsgacer farde respodats (37.0%) reparted thair lecH nanita status as Widowed—te anly

Thereware far fana differeroes by sexand garder identity with respoect tointinate rdatiaghips.
Of dsgarder respadants, men (N=78; 57.4%) ardwaren (NS65; 60.7%) reparted baingin arda
tiashipwith anintinate partrer at oot tre ssnerate. A digtly loner propartion of trarsgacer
regpodents (N-13; 52.0%) hedintinate partrers.

Partrer’s prinrary seaH idatity

Of dsgarder regoaodents with anintinate partrer, dinost dl tre men (N=74; 94.9%) ad oer
threequartars of trevwaren (NE50; 78.1%) hed apartrerwhose gacer identity nratded their onn
Of the dscpder fanrde respaodents with an intinate partrer, o (3.1%) hed an intinate partrer
whowss fenrdetonrde (FTM) trarsgachr, ad two (3.1%) hed apartrer whowes trarscarcer ad
dd not identify s edushdy nde ar farde
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Table 11. Relationships of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Column percentages.

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Marital status by Alaska law
Question 13. What is vour current marital status, as defined bv Alaska law ?
Single, never married 207 77.2 % 194 79.8 % 118 86.8 % 76 71.0 % 13 52.0 %
Married 12 4.5 5 2.1 1 0.7 4 3.7 7 28.0
Divorced 45 16.8 40 16.5 17 12.5 23 215 5 20.0
Widowed 4 15 4 1.6 0 0.0 4 3.7 0 0.0
Total valid 268 243 136 107 25
Relationship with intimate partner
Question 14. Are you currently in a committed relationship with an intimate partner?
Yes 156 58.2 % 143 58.8 % 78 57.4 % 65 60.7 % 13 52.0 %
No 112 41.8 100 41.2 58 42.6 42 39.3 12 48.0
Total valid 268 243 136 107 25
Share residence with intimate partner 156 143 78 65 13

[If yes to Question 14:] Question 14a. Do you currently share a residence with your intimate partner?

Yes 131 84.0 % 119 83.2 % 65 83.3 % 54 83.1 % 12 92.3 %
No 25 16.0 24 16.8 13 16.7 11 16.9 1 7.7
Total valid 156 143 78 65 13

Partner's primary gender identity

[If yes to Question 14:] Question 14b. What is your partner's primary gender identity?

Male 84 54.2 % 83 58.5 % 74 94.9 % 9 141 % 1 7.7 %
Female 66 42.6 54 38.0 4 5.1 50 78.1 12 92.3
Other 1 0.6 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 1.6 0 0.0
Transgender — female-to-male (FTM) 2 1.3 2 1.4 0 0.0 2 3.1 0 0.0
Transgender — do not identify as
exclusively male or female 13 2 14 0 0.0 2 31 0 0.0
Total valid 155 142 78 64 13
Missing 1 1 0 1 0
Total 156 143 78 65 13

Note: Responses labeled Missing in each portion of the table indicate respondents who did not answer a particular question; missing responses are not considered
to be valid and are excluded from percentage calculations for each question.

Just over half of the transgender respondents (N=13; 52.0%) had an intimate partner. Of these,
all but one had a female intimate partner; one male-to-female (MTF) transgender respondent had a
male partner.

Table 12. Marital Status for Municipality of Anchorage Population
15 Years or Older, 2010 Census

Column percentages.

Total Male Female
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Never married 72,589 315 % 41,640 35.7 % 30,949 27.3 %
Married 116,720 50.7 59,804 51.2 56,916 50.1
Divorced 32,477 14.1 13,373 11.4 19,104 16.8
Widowed 8,542 3.7 1,978 1.7 6,564 5.8
Total valid 230,328 116,795 113,533

Source of data: American Community Survey, 2010 1-Year Data for Anchorage Municipality
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Parenthood and children

Just uder aquarter of regoadants (NEG3; 23.7% of \alid regoaess) rgparted beingaparat
ar gaerdian of ae o more dhildren (Tade 13).

Of respadats with dhildren, aethird (N=20; 33.3% of valid respas=) hed ae dhild an
atrer third (N=20; 33.3%) hed two dhildren Thirteen pararts (21.7%) hed three dhildrery 5 (8.3%)
hed faur dhildreny and two resoadants (3.3%) reported heving five ar nore dhildlen The rnunoer
of dhildren resoadants reparted heving raged fram 1 to 7 dhildren, with anmeen of 2.3 dhildren

Of respadants with diildren, over athird (N=23; 36.9%) said ttet &t lesst ae diildwes ar-
rently atterding schod in Ardhorace

Respodants ware not asked the agss of thalr dhildren Itslikely thaet saonre dhildren rgparted by
respadents may ke aove sdhod acp

Differences by sexad gacer idertity

Hgher prooartias of bath dsgader farde (NS36; 34.000) ad trarscacer repacats
(N=9; 36.0%) reparted being parents then did dscacer nrde respadents, of whomanly 18 (13.3%)
reporting heving dhildren

All but ae of the 9 trarsgader regoadants Wo wae parats ware ndetoferde (MIF)
trarsca e, with ae fardetonde trarscaoer para

Table 13. Parenthood and Children of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Column percentages.

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Parenthood
Question 15. Are you the parent or guardian of one or more children?
Yes 63 23.7 % 54 22.4 % 18 13.3 % 36 34.0 % 9 36.0 %
No 203 76.3 187 77.6 117 86.7 70 66.0 16 64.0
Total valid 266 241 135 106 25
Missing 2 2 1 1 0
Total 268 243 136 107 25
Number of children
[If yes to Question 15:] Question 15a. How many children do you have?
Mean number 2.3 children; range 1 to 7 children
One child 20 33.3 % 17 32.7 % 7 41.2 % 10 28.6 % 3 37.5 %
Two children 20 33.3 17 32.7 5 29.4 12 34.3 3 37.5
Three children 13 21.7 11 21.2 2 11.8 9 25.7 2 25.0
Four children 5 8.3 5 9.6 2 11.8 3 8.6 0 0.0
Five or more children 2 3.3 2 3.8 1 5.9 1 2.9 0 0.0
Total valid 60 52 17 35 8
Missing 3 2 1 1
Total 63 54 18 36 9
Children in Anchorage schools
[If yes to Question 15:] Question 15b. Do any ofyour children currently attend school in Anchorage?
Yes 23 36.5 % 19 35.2 % 4 222 % 15 41.7 % 4 44.4 %
No 40 63.5 35 64.8 14 77.8 21 58.3 5 55.6
Total valid 63 54 18 36 9

Note: Responses labeled Missing in each portion of the table indicate respondents who did not answer a particular question; missing responses are not
considered to be valid and are excluded from percentage calculations for each question.
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Education

Over half the respodants (NE147; 55.1% of valid resooses) hed conrgdeted a fourryear od-
lece dagee ar nrare, with 70 (26.2%) heving eemed gradlete ar professiandl degress ad anather 77
(28.8%) having cordeted bedelar's dagess (Tade 14). Ninety-nine acditicnd respadants (37.1%)
hed sare adlege, with 18 of those respadats (6.7%) heving eamed assodate’s (Wwoyesr) dagess
Hghteen respodents (6.7%) reparted thair hidhest led of educatia = attainmrent as ahigh schod
dparaor GED. Only 3respadats (1.1%) hed ot condeted hichsdod. Of thess 2wareuder
18 years dd the third respodent who hed nat finished high sdhod wes in his faties.

Aneyrespacats oerdl donedhiger leds of educationd attainmrentwhen conparedwith
tre totd Munidpdlity of Ardaorage poodation (Tekde 15).
Differences by sex andgender identity

Gsgerder fande respadants reparted dotaining gad ate ar professia |l dagess in hich pro

partias (NS38; 35.8%) then both dsgader nde (N=27; 19.9%) ad ad trarsgacer respacarnts
(N=5; 20.0%).

Table 14. Educational Attainment of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Column percentages.

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Educational attainment

Question 16. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed?

Less than high school 3 11 % 2 0.8 % 0 0.0 % 2 19 % 1 4.0 %
High school or GED 18 6.7 17 7.0 11 8.1 6 5.7 1 4.0
Some college no degree 81 30.3 72 29.8 50 36.8 22 20.8 9 36.0
Associate's degree 18 6.7 17 7.0 10 7.4 7 6.6 1 4.0
Bachelor's degree 77 28.8 69 28.5 38 27.9 31 29.2 8 32.0
Graduate or professional degree 70 26.2 65 26.9 27 19.9 38 35.8 5 20.0
Total valid 267 242 136 106 25
Missing 1 1 0 7 0
Total 268 243 136 107 25
Note: Responses labeled Missing indicate respondents who did not answer a particular question; missing responses
are not considered to be valid and are excluded from percentage calculations for the question.
Table 15. Educational Attainment of Municipality of Anchorage Population
18 Years or Older, 2010 Census
Column percentages.
Total Male Female
Educational attainment N Percent N Percent N Percent
Less than high school 18,820 8.7 % 9,764 8.9 % 9,056 8.4 %
High school graduate, GED, or alternative 50,032 23.0 26,788 24.4 23,244 21.7
Some college no degree 67,485 311 33,712 30.7 33,773 31.5
Associate's degree 17,593 8.1 8,319 7.6 9,274 8.6
Bachelor's degree 42,487 19.6 20,287 18.5 22,200 20.7
Graduate or professional degree 20,766 9.6 11,035 10.0 9,731 9.1

Total valid 217,183 109,905 107,278

Source of data: American Community Survey, 2010 1-Year Data for Anchorage Municipality
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Employment

Nearly threequarters of respadants (N=193; 72.3% of valid resooees) ware endoyed, with
14 (6L.4%) working fulline ad 29 (10.9%) with part-tine enrdoyret (Tade 16). Fouteenre
soadents (6.2 waein sdod aly (Note that respodents ware aged tharprimary eydoynment
dahse Witen comeats framsare engdoyed resopodats indicated tret they vware dso attading
sdhod ar adlege)

Sevanteen respadents (6.4%) ware retired Thirty-one respacernts (11.6%) ware urenrdoyed,
with 25 (9.4%) locking far-workad 6 (2.2%) notlooking farwark  Ten respadants (3.7%) warernot
aurently working die to disahlity o far medical reesas. Two respadants (0.7%) hed sare atter
erdonaetsais

Differences by sex andgender identity

ATong dsgancer respacents, ahigner prgportion of men (684%) ttenwaren (59.4%) ware
enrdoyed full-tinvre, wheress a higher prgoartion of waren (12.3%) then men (7.4%) worked part
tine Alnost twee the rate of dsgader men (10.3%) trenwaren (6.7%) ware urendoyed lodking
farwak

Differences by gader identityware much gester. VHile 74.0 paroant of asoacer respaocants
wareendoyed ather full-tine or part-tinre, anly 56.0 peraant of trarsca e respocents warewarke
ing ad not auite anethird of trarscader respadents (32.0%) warewarking fulHtinre—half e
rate of dsogader respadentis. Ore in five trarsgacer respadants (20.0%) ware urenrdloyed looke
ing farwork, oar dode the rate far unendoyed lodding farwork of asoader respodarnts (8.3%).

Table 16. Employment Status of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Column percentages.

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Employment status
Question 17. What is the vour orimarv employment status?
Employed full-time 164 61.4 % 156 64.5 % 93 68.4 % 63 59.4 % 8 32.0 %
Employed part-time 29 10.9 23 9.5 10 7.4 13 12.3 6 24.0
In school only 14 5.2 12 5.0 7 5.1 5 4.7 2 8.0
Retired 17 6.4 16 6.6 8 5.9 8 7.5 1 4.0
Unemployed, looking 25 9.4 20 8.3 14 10.3 6 5.7 5 20.0
Unemployed, not looking 6 2.2 5 21 2 15 3 2.8 1 4.0
Disabled or medical 10 3.7 9 3.7 2 15 7 6.6 1 4.0
Other 2 0.7 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 4.0
Total valid 267 242 136 106 25
Missing 1 1 0 1 0
Total 268 243 136 107 25

Note: Responses labeled Missing indicate respondents who did not answer a particular question; missing responses
are not considered to be valid and are excluded from percentage calculations for the question.



Military service

Fotyrae resoodats (15.4% of vaid repas=s) reparted heving sened in e US amed
faces (Tadde 17).  Levds of military senice ware aconparade 1o those of the tota Munidpelity of
Anchorage popuation (Takde 18). Note thet MOA  figures are far duliars who areveterars, Werees
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saTe suney respacents nay till e sending menoers of trenilitary.

Differences by sex andgender identity

Both dascader mde respadants (NF28; 20.6%) ad trarsca ey respacents (N=7; 29.2%) hed
higher rates of military senice then dscacer fande respodats (NG, 5.7%). Of the trarscaoer
respacants, 5 of thoseewho hed senvedin tte militaryware ndetofarde (MIF) ad2wvwarefarde

tonde (FTM).

Table 17. Military Service of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Column percentages.

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Military service
Question 18. Have you ever served in the U.S. armed forces?
Yes 41 154 % 34 14.0 % 28 20.6 % 6 5.7 % 7 29.2 %
No 225 84.6 208 86.0 108 79.4 100 94.3 17 70.8
Total valid 266 242 136 106 24
Missing 2 1 0 1 1
Total 268 243 136 107 25
Note: Responses labeled Missing indicate respondents who did not answer a particular question; missing responses
are not considered to be valid and are excluded from percentage calculations for the question.
Table 18. Veteran Status of Municipality of Anchorage Civilian
Population 18 Years or Older, 2010 Census
Column percentages.
Total Male Female
Veteran status N Percent N Percent N Percent
Veteran 32,429 15.7 % 26,802 26.8 % 5,627 53 %
Nonveteran 173,956 84.3 73,346 73.2 100,610 94.7
Total valid 206,385 100,148 106,237

Source of data: American Community Survey, 2010 1-Year Data for Anchorage Municipality
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Income

Over half the respodents (NE140; 53.4% of vaid regpae=) reparted househdd imoanres of
less then $80,000iN 2010 (Tade 19), carparedwith 405 paroat of housghddin the Munidpdity of
Ardarage oveardl heming housshdld inoanres of less tren 380000, Eghbynine resoaodats (34.00%)
reported housadd inoares of &t lesst 380,000 bt less then $20,000, ad 33 respaciats (12.6%)
reported 2010 eamings far their housahdds of $120,000 ar nae

Anmog tresewvnare 2 respacants (16.0%) with alhausahdd inoaore of less then $13,530 —
puting tremibbdowtie fedard poverty led far Aladka far aneperson hosgdds. Federd poverty
agliddines far Alagka in 2010 are dgdayed in Takble 20 Gliddlines are bessd an the runber of per-
saors in the hausathdd cauded with tatd hausahdd inoore. Depaerding an the runber of parsas
InMing in respaodat housddds, it's posside thaet additicdl respadats to tte Avdhorage LGBT
Discrinination Suney aso et federd poverty guicHines

Overdl, auney respodents ware nare higily rgreserted in loner inoare bradets, adware
uckErrearesented in high inoonre brad<ets, as conpared with the tatd MOA poaulation Note tret
far rost Hidher inoanre lradkets, the Arrerican Gamrunity Suney Hes different categarizatias then
tre presat aney.

Differences by sex andgender identity

Of asoader respadants, ae in five farde regpadats (N=21; 20.2%) reparted housadld
eamings bdovwtire fedad povearty led far srgeparson housgdcs (less tren $13,530), cavpared
with just 11.3 peroant (NE15) of nde respodents Overdll, honeer, dsgacer nde respadats
darirated the lonear inare radets, with 54.1 paroant of mrenad 481 percant of waoren repart
ing househdd inoanres bdonwv$80,000, ad 308 peroart of men ad 490 parcert of waren hevirg
housaghdd imoaonres at leest 380000 but less then $120,000. A digtly hidher prgoartian of mrentren
warenwere foud in tte higher inoare kradets, with 15.0 percart of nrde respodats ad 125
peroat of farde regopadents rgporting housshddinoanres of $20,000 arnmae

Trarnsgeder resoadents reported far loner leds of hasagddinmore Nearly reequertars
(N=18; 72.0%) hed housathdd inoanres of less tren$680,000, ad rearly aquarter (N=6; 24.0%) wae
belovwfedad poverty leds far srgeparson haegddds (less than $13,530), arate digtly higher
then far dsgeder woren Just 280 paraant of trarsgaroeyr respodents (N=7) hed housshdd eamy
ings over 180,000 in 2010; nore rgparted housadld inoanres over $120,000.
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Table 19. Household Income of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Column percentages.

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Household income

Question 19. Please orovide vour best estimate ofthe total income earned last vear (2010) for vour entire household.

Less than $13,530 42 16.0 % 36 15.2% 15 11.3% 21 20.2% 6 24.0 %
At least $13,530 but less than $20,000 18 6.9 17 7.2 11 8.3 6 5.8 1 4.0
At least $20,000 but less than $40,000 37 14.1 30 12.7 17 12.8 13 12.5 7 28.0
At least $40,000 but less than $60,000 43 16.4 39 16.5 29 21.8 10 9.6 4 16.0
At least $60,000 but less than $100,000 66 25.2 62 26.2 29 21.8 33 31.7 4 16.0
At least $100,000 but less than $120,000 23 8.8 20 8.4 12 9.0 8 7.7 3 12.0
At least $120,000 but less than $140,000 4 15 4 1.7 2 15 2 1.9 - -
At least $140,000 but less than $200,000 21 8.0 21 8.9 14 10.5 7 6.7 - -
$200,000 or more 8 3.1 8 3.4 4 3.0 4 3.8 — —
Total valid 262 237 133 104 25
Missing 6 6 3 3 0
Total 268 243 136 107 25
Note: Responses labeled Missing indicate respondents who did not answer a particular question; missing responses
are not considered to be valid and are excluded from percentage calculations for the question.
Table 20. Household Income for Municipality of Table 21. Federal Poverty
Anchorage Population, 2010 Census Guidelines for Alaska, 2010
Household income N Percent Persons in family Poverty guideline
Less than $10,000 3,768 3.6 % 1 $13,530
At least $10,000 but less than $20,000 7,604 7.2 2 $18.,210
At least $20,000 but less than $40,000 16,154 15.4 3 $22,890
At least $40,000 but less than $60,000 15,055 14.3 4 $27,570
At least $60,000 but less than $100,000 26,466  25.2 5 $32,250
At least $100,000 but less than $125,000 11,802 11.2 6 $36,930
At least $125,000 but less than $150,000 7,783 7.4 7 $41,610
At least $150,000 but less than $200,000 8,133 7.7 8 $46,290
$200,000 or more 8,228 7.8 For families with more than 8 persons, add $4,680

Total households 104,993 for each additional person.

X . Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human
Source of data: American Community Survey, 2010 1-Year Data Services, August 2010, http://aspe.hhs.gov/

for Anchorage Municipality poverty/10poverty.shtml
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Discrimination

This section of tre rgoort presats dala an reparted eqoeriae by respodents of videroe
intimMdation, and disarinviration  in Ardaorage because of s2aHE aientation, gancer icatity, argen
der presentation Tadles ad figures dovwdha far tte toid sande of 263 respodants ad far tre
subsande of 50 respadants wWho hed lbeen resident in Avchorace far less tren five years

Violence/intimidation

Tadle 22 ad Hgures 1 ad 2 donwtyes of viderce ard intimidation thet suney respocants
reported exqoeriading at least one time iN Andhorage because of sed arientation, garncer idartity, ar
oAy presantation

Ower threequartars of suney respadents (NF205; 76.5%) reportedat lesst aeinddent of be
ing\ertd aoee ar raerrecdlilg—by far the nost: freaguently eqoeriaoed farmof anti-gay/anti-trars
biss reparted by respodents. erkdl doee wes dso the famof bias nost frequerdy rgparted to
have been eqoariatad mutipe tines, with over 119 respadants (44. %) reparting heving beenver-
belly e eed three ar nare tines in Archorage because of s2aH arientation (Tade Bl in Appendix
B) and 46 (N=18.5%) eqeariadrngtiraear nareinddents of vertd aa sebecase of gader idartity
a presatation (Takde Cl in Appadix O).

Ower farty peraart of resopadants (N=114; 42.5%) rgparted atlesst aeinddent in Ardhorage
of baing threstared with physical videoe, ad nearty anethird (NS88; 32.8%) repartecheaing fad-
loned ardesad Alnost as many (N80, 29.9%) reparted at lesst are inddent of prapartycanage

Table 22. Experience of Violence/Intimidation of
Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Respondents who experienced one or more incidents of violence/intimidation in Anchorage
due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Column percentages.

W hile in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because ofvour sexual orientation ?
While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any ofthe following because of vour sender identity nr gender
presentation ?

Cisgender
Total tall) Total Male Female Transgender
N =268 N =243 N-136 N-107 N=25
All respondents N Percent N  Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Verbal abuse/namecalling 205 76.5 % 185 76.1 % 105 772 % 80 748 % 20 80.0 %

Threats of physical violence 114 425 105  43.2 67 49.3 38 35.5 9 36.0
Followed or chased 88 32.8 77 31.7 44 32.4 33 30.8 11 44.0
Property damage 80 29.9 72 29.6 39 28.7 33 30.8 8 32.0

Physical violence 49 18.3 43 17.7 29 21.3 14 131 6 24.0

Sexual assault 16 6.0 14 5.8 7 51 7 6.5 2 8.0

Respondents residentin

N=150 N=43 N-30 N-13 N=7

five years N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Verbal abuse/namecalling 34 68.0 % 27 628 % 19 63.3 % 8 61.5 % 7 100.0 %

Threats of physical violence 19 38.0 16 37.2 11 36.7 5 38.5 3 42.9

Followed or chased 13 26.0 10 23.3 6 20.0 4 30.8 3 42.9

Property damage 9 18.0 6 14.0 4 133 2 15.4 3 42.9

Physical violence 8 16.0 5 11.6 4 13.3 1 7.7 3 42.9

Sexual assault 3 6.0 2 4.7 1 33 1 7.7 1 14.3
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Figure 1. Experience of Violence/Intimidation for All Respondents

Number of respondents who experienced one or more incidents of violence/intimidation
in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total number of respondents: 268

Violence/intimidation

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

O Cisgender male Cisgender female DTransgender

because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.

Actual physical violence was reported by 49 respondents (18.3%), and 16 respondents (6.0%)
reported having been sexually assaulted at least once because of sexual orientation or gender identity/
presentation.

Differences by sex andgender identity

Higher proportions of cisgender gay and bisexual men than cisgender lesbians and bisexual
women reported threats of physical violence (49.3% for men; 35.5% for women) and actual physi-
cal violence (21.3% and 13.1%, respectively), while cisgender men and women at comparable levels

Figure 2. Experience of Violence/Intimidation for Respondents Resident in Anchorage Less than Five Years

Number of respondents who experienced one or more incidents of violence/intimidation
in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total number of respondents: 50

Violence/intimidation Percent

Property damage
Physical violence

Sexual assault

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

O Cisgender male O Cisgender female O Transgender
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repartad heving been sexHlly assauited becase of sed | adentation ar gadhr identity/resentation
(G.1% for me 6.5% farwaoren).

A higher paraantage of trarsgacer respadants then dsgader respacants eqoariacaedvertd
dope (B0.0% ad 76.1% regoectivaly), bt a loner prapartion reported thveats of viderce (36.0%
for trarsgacer 43.2% far ascach). Honever, ahiger prgpartion of trarscaoer respadats re
parted being fdloned or dresed (44.0% far trarscachr;, 31. 7% far dsogaoey) ardeqoeriedingectud
physica videnoce (24.0% far trarsgachy; 17.7% far asgaroey).

Respondents resident in Anchoragefor less thanfiveyears

Of tre 50 regoadants wWho hed been residat in Ardaorace far less then five yaars oer tWwo
thirdcs (N=34; 68.0%) hed lbeen vertdlly aoused ar cdlled renves at lesst aoe while in Archarace
Nineteen (38.0) hed been tiveateredhwith ghysical vidernoe, 13 (26.0%) hedlbeenfdloned ardesedt
ad 8 (16.0%) hed exqoeriatad actLd physicd vidernce because of thalr seod aientation, gancer
icentity, ar gader presentation. Three regoadants (6.0%) residentless then fiveyears hedlbeenseaur
dly sssaited while in Avdhorage. Nine of these respaodants (18.0%) reparted &t lesst ae inddart
of property davage becalse of thar sadE aentation, gader idatity, or gader presentation
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Employment

Tade 23 ardHgure 3 ad 4 donwtypees of erdoyreant disarinrination thet suney respadants
reparted eqoerierdigat least one time in Ardorage because of s2H arientation, gader idantity, ar
oy presentation Datais onn far the oA savde of 268 respadents ad far e subsande
of 50 repodats wo hed been residat in Ardarage far less tten fveyears

Nearly threequartars of suney regoadats (NE196; 73.1%) rgoarted hiding thar s d anien
tation, gachr idatity, ar gader trarsition in ader to axadd endoyret dsaimiration . Forty-four
peraert (N=118) reported heving been herassed by their eydoyer aor conakears, with 16 peracart
(NF43) baing actL Ay faroed to leave aposition because of herassrart

About aeinfive of resoaodents (NE56; 20.9%) said they hed beentumed donn farajdowvwren
atherwvise guHified because of seH aiatation ar gader identityfresentation, while 47 resoon
dats (17.5%) reparted baing denied apronotion atlesst ae As previasly noted, 43 respadents
(16%) sad tteyware faod 1o leae jdos becase of haressrat D respadents (14.6%) repaorted
baing actLdlly fired framajdo at lesst ae because of s H arentation ar gadher identity/oresarta
tan

Twehe respadents (4.5%) reparted beingurelde to ussd garnder-goargaiate restroaTs atwnwark
adll respodats (4.1%) sad they ddayad gader rargtion toavxad disoimiration. These figaes
induded aoout ae third of dl regoadents who identified thersehves as trarega o

Table 23. Experience of Discrimination in Employment of
Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Respondents who experienced one or more incidents of discrimination in Anchorage
due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Column percentages.

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of vour sexual orientation ?
While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of vour sender identity or sender presentation ?

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N=268 N =243 N=136 N =107 N =25
All respondents N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Hid my sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender

- . L 196 73.1 % 177 72.8 % 96 706 % 81 75.7 % 19 76.0 %
transition to avoid discrimination

Harassed by employer or other employees 118 44.0 104 42.8 56 41.2 48 44.9 14  56.0

Turned down for a job when otherwise qualified 56 20.9 49 20.2 28 20.6 21 19.6 7 28.0

Denied a promotion 47 17.5 42 17.3 22 16.2 20 18.7 5 200

Forced to leave position due to harassment 43 16.0 39 16.0 19 14.0 20 18.7 4 16.0

Fired/terminated from position 39 14.6 36 14.8 20 14.7 16 15.0 3 120

Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 12 4.5 4 1.6 1 0.7 3 2.8 8 320

Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination 11 4.1 2 0.8 0 0.0 2 1.9 9 36.0

Respondents residentin N =50 N=43 N=30 N=13 N=7

five years N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Hid my sexual O”e"ttf;:;'“f::::ﬁ;”;'lzr?n:ﬁf;?:; 31 6209% 25 5819% 16 533 9% 9 692 % 6 857 %

Harassed by employer or other employees 19 38.0 16 37.2 9 30.0 7 53.8 3 429

Turned down for a job when otherwise qualified 7 14.0 4 9.3 2 6.7 2 15.4 3 429

Denied a promotion 5 10.0 3 7.0 1 3.3 2 15.4 2 286

Forced to leave position due to harassment 5 10.0 4 9.3 2 6.7 2 154 1 143

Fired/terminated from position 5 10.0 5 11.6 2 6.7 3 23.1 0 0.0

Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 4 8.0 2 4.7 0 0.0 2 15.4 2 286

Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination 4 8.0 2 4.7 0 0.0 2 15.4 2 286
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Figure 3. Experience of Employment Discrimination for All Respondents

Number of respondents who experienced one or more incidents of employment discrimination
in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total number of respondents: 268

Employment discrimination N Percent

Hid my sexual orientation, gender id.enti.ty, .or.gen.der 106 730
transition to avoid discrimination

Harassed by employer or other employees 118 44.0%

Turned down for a job when otherwise qualified 56 20.9%

Denied a promotion 47 17.5%

Forced to leave position due to harassment 43 16.0%

Fired/terminated from position 39 14.6%

Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 12 4.5%

Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination 11 4.1%

25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 225 250

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

r Cisgender male Cisgender female O Transgender

Differences by sex andgender identity

275

Higher percentages of cisgender lesbian and bisexual women than cisgender gay and bisexual
men reported having hidden their sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation at least once to
avoid employment discrimination (75.7% for women; 70.6% for men); of being harassed on-the-job
(44.9% for women; 41.2% for men); and of being actually forced to leave a position because of ha-

rassment (18.7% for women; 11.0% for men).

Higher percentages of transgender respondents than cisgender respondents experience discrimi-
nation for nearly all types of employment discrimination evaluated in the survey. In particular, trans-

Figure 4. Experience of Employment Discrimination for Respondents Resident in Anchorage Less than Five Years

Number of respondents who experienced one or more incidents of employment discrimination
in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total number ofrespondents: 50

Employment discrimination N Percent ]

Hid my sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender ~ * 62.0%
transition to avoid discrimination o

Harassed by employer or other employees 19 38.0% I I B |

Turned down for ajob when otherwise qualified 7 14.0%
Denied a promotion 5 10.0% H
Forced to leave position due to harassment 5 10.0% Z n
Fired/terminated from position 5 10.0%
Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination 4 8.0% D
Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 4 8.0% I B

10 20 30 40

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

O Cisgender male nCisgender female ~Transgender
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ot respodents eqoariaad high rates of herassrert by enrdoyars and cowvwarkers (566.0% far
trarscacer; 42.8% far dsgaoer). Nearly athird of trarsgader resoaocats (32.%) were urelde
1o Lee garncergoargariate bathvoars aawark and over athird (36.0) said they hed ddayed gacer
trarsition toavaid jdb discrinviration

Respondents resident in Anchoragefor less thanfiveyears

Aswith the full siudy ssrde, resopaodents who hed beenresidat in Ardharage for less trenfinve
years reparted hich rates of hiding thalr ssad arentation, gacer idantity, or gader trargitioninar-
cer toavad erdoyent disrininatian, with nesrly twothirds (N=31; 62.0%) of the S0 resoadats
in this sulbsande reparting takding this neeaure Over athird of these resoadats (N=19; 38.0%)
repartsd heving been herassed by tharr eydoyer or ather enrdoyess, ad 5 (10.0%) rgparted heving
lbeen farced to actLAIlY leave ajdb because of herassrat

Seven of these respaodats (NF14.0%) rgoarted baing tumed donn far ajao when aherwse
gHified 5 (10.0%) sad theyware dariedaprayotiay ad 5 (10.0%) hed bean actLdly fired frama
jabin Andharage at lesst ae because of seH aientation ar gader identity/joresentation

Four of these respaodents (8.0%) rgported baing urelde 1o used gardergyorgaxiate restroans
awak ad 4 (8.0 sad they ddayed gader trardition to axad disaoinmiration These figresin
duded about ae third of dl respadants who identified thensahves as trarscaoer.



36  Ancborag LG BT Discrimination Survey: FinalReport

Housing/shelter

Tade 24 ad Hgures 5 ad 6 dowtyes of housing disaimiration et suney respadats
reported exqoeriading at least one time iN Andhorage because of se | arientation, garcer idartity, ar
g pesentation Datais donn far tre totd sande of 283 respadats ad faor tre subobsande
of 50 respodats who hed been residat in Archorage for less tten fnve yaars

Nearly ae in five respaodats (NSS0; 18.7%) reparted heving been herassed by Avdhorage
lardarcs ar dtter tararts because of s20H adentation ar gacer identity/oresentation. About ae
in ten (N=27; 10.1%) sad they danied alesse at lesst ae wen atterwvwise gudlified. TwWwenty-twvwo
respaodats (8.2%) ware evided ar fatad to noe at lesst ae becase of s24d aentation ar
g e identity/oresentation, ad faur resoodats (L.5%) rgoarted baing daried aooesss to ddter &
lesstae

Differences by sex andgender identity

Gsgarder ggy and hisea |l men eqoaeriaoed herassrent fromlardlarcs ar ather tarents inhigh
e propartias then dd dsgader lesldars ad biseadl waren (18.4% far meany 15.0% far waren).
Honever, tte propartias of trarsgacer respadants wWho eqoariated harassrent fromladads
herassrent (36.0% far trarscachr; 16.9% far dsgaoky).

Respondents resident in Anchoragefor less thanfiveyears

Of the 50 regpadants Who hed been residert in Ardarage far less then five years rearly ae
in five (N=9; 18.0%) hed lbeen herassed by Avdhorage lardlads ar ather taraents because of seddl
aientation ar gacer identityoresentation. Three (6.0%) hed lbean deried allesse vWen ahernise

Table 24. Experience of Discrimination in Housing/Shelter of

Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Respondents who experienced one or more incidents of discrimination in Anchorage
due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Column percentages.

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of vour sexual orientation?
While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any ofthe following because of vour sender identity nr gender presentation ?

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N =268 N =243 N =136 N=107 N=85
All respondents N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 50 18.7 % 41 16.9 % 25 18.4 % 16 15.0 % 9 36.0 %
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 27 10.1 24 9.9 12 8.8 12 11.2 3 12.0
Forced to move/evicted 22 8.2 19 7.8 10 7.4 9 8.4 3 12.0
Denied access to shelter 4 15 4 1.6 2 1.5 2 1.9 0 0.0
Respondents resident in
N =50 N =43 N =230 N= 13 N=7
five years N Percent IN Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 9 18.0 % 7 16.3 % 5 16.7 % 2 15.4 % 2 28.6 %
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 3 6.0 2 4.7 1 3.3 1 7.7 1 14.3
Forced to move/evicted 4 8.0 4 9.3 3 10.0 1 7.7 0 0.0
Denied access to shelter 1 2.0 1 2.3 0 0.0 1 7.7 0 0.0
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qualified. Four of these respondents (8.0%) said they had been forced to move or were evicted at
least once because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation, and 1 (2.0%) had been de-
nied access to shelter at least once.

Figure 5. Experience of Housing Discrimination for All Respondents

Number of respondents who experienced one or more incidents of housing discrimination

in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total number of respondents: 268

Housing/shelter discrimination N Percent
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 50 18.7%
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 27 10.1%
Forced to move/evicted 22 8.2%
Denied access to shelter 4 1.5%

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 225 250 275

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

QJCisgender male ' Cisgender female S Transgender

Figure 6. Experience of Housing Discrimination for Respondents Resident in Anchorage Less than Five Years

Number of respondents who experienced one or more incidents of housing discrimination

in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total number ofrespondents: 50
Housing/shelter N

Harassed by landlord or other tenants 9

Forced to move/evicted 4
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 3
Denied access to shelter 1

0 10 20 30 40 50
Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

O Cisgender male I Cisgender female DTransgender
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School/education

Tadle 25 ad Hgures 7 ad 8 dowtyoes of disorirination in scdhodl/education et suney re
Soadents reparted eqoerieding at least one time in Andharage because of se | aentation, gacer
identity, or gader presantation Datais donn far tte tola sande of 2683 repadats ad far e
Usande of 50 respodents Who hed lbeen resicet in Ardaorace far less trenfive years

About faur in ten respodents (N=U10; 41.0%) regparted baing bullied ar herassed by otter
shLoents in Ardharage sdhadls, ad 14.2 paroart (NS38) said they hed lbeen bulllied ar herassed by
Andhorage teedrers because of s2adH adantation ar garcer identitypresentation. Sevateenrespons
dets (16.3%) reported actudly heving toleave schod because of heressar

Qe in ten respocents (N=21; 10.1%) regparted being denied partidpation in exdraoumiodar
adtivties becaise of seddH adentation ar gacer identityjoresentation Ave respodants (1.9%)
reparted at lesst ae baing danied adrissian to sdod ar an acadaric progamwhen athernnse
g Hified three (1.1%) vware danied firerad ad at lesst aoe ad thwo (0.7%) reparted being deried
caps houaing because of seaH arentation ar gancer identityfpresentation

Differences by sex andgender identity

A hider prgoortion of dsgarder gy ad bhisead men then dsgader leshars ad bisea "l
waren rgparted eqoarieang disaimiration far dnrost al typees of schodl/education disaimiratian
eduad in te aney. In particdar, dsgader ndes hed a higer rae of reparting bulhying ad

Table 25. Experience of Discrimination in School/Education of

Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Respondents who experienced one or more incidents of discrimination in Anchorage
due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Column percentages.

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of vour sexual orientation ?
While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of vour sender identity nr gender presentation ?

Cisgender
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N =268 N=243 N =136 N =107 N=25
All respondents N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Bullied/harrassed by other students 110 410 % 100 41.2 % 65 47.8 % 35 327 % 10 40.0 %

Bullied/harassed by teachers 38 14.2 32 13.2 20 14.7 12 11.2 6 24.0
Denied participation in extracurricular activities 27 10.1 22 9.1 14 10.3 8 7.5 5 20.0
Had to leave school due to harassment 17 6.3 14 5.8 13 9.6 1 0.9 3 12.0

Denied admission to school or academic program

5 1.9 3 1.2 2 1.5 1 0.9 2 8.0
when otherwise qualified
Denied financial aid 3 11 2 0.8 1 0.7 1 0.9 1 4.0
Denied campus housing 2 0.7 1 0.4 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 4.0
Respondents residentin
P N=50 N=43 Nogo N=13 N=F

five years N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Bullied/harrassed by other students 12 24.0 % 11 256 % 9 30.0 % 2 154 % 1 143 %

Bullied/harassed by teachers 2 4.0 2 4.7 1 3.3 1 7.7 0 0.0

Denied participation in extracurricular activities 1 2.0 1 2.3 1 3.3 0 0.0 0 0.0

Had to leave school due to harassment 3 6.0 3 7.0 3 10.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Denied admission to school or academic program
when otherwise qualified

Denied financial aid — — — — — — — — — —

Denied campus housing — —
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Figure 7. Experience of Discrimination in Education for All Respondents

Number of respondents who experienced one or more incidents of discrimination in education
in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total number ofrespondents: 268

School/education discrimination N Percent

Denied admission to school or academic program
when otherwise qualified

Denied financial aid

Denied campus housing

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

¢ Cisgender male C Cisgender female O Transgender

herassrent franather stiudents (47.0% far mery 32.7% farworen) ad of actudly heving toleave
schod because of herassratt (9.6% far meny 0.9% farwaren).

Trarnsgeder ad dsgader respaodents reported beaing bullied ar herassed by ather siuoats in
drilar prgpatias (40.0% far travecaoer; 41.2% far dsoace); honever, hider prgpatias of
trarsgacer respadents then dsoader respodants reparted disarinrination far all ather categaries
of edLcation disrimiration edusied in thre auney. Nearly aequarter (24.00) of trtarscader re
soocerts reparted heving been budlied o herassed at lesst aoe by Ardhorage teedars, canpared
with 13.2 parcent an dsogacer respadants, ad doned over twwiee as hich arate of heving being
cenied partidpation in exdraouriodar adivties (20.0% of trarsgacer; 9.1% of dsgaoky).

Respondents resident in Anchoragefor less thanfiveyears

Of the 50 respocents wWo hed been residant in Ardhorage far less then five years, rearly
aeqarter (N=12; 24.0%) hed been bullied ar herassed by ather stiudents in Ardhorage sdhodls; 2

Figure 8. Experience of Discrimination in Education for Respondents Resident in Anchorage Less than Five Years

Number of respondents who experienced one or more incidents of discrimination in education
in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Note: No respondents in this sample reported discrimination in child custody while in Anchorage.

Totalnumber ofrespondents: 50

School/education discrimination N Percent
Bullied/harrassed by other students 12 24.0% | 1
Had to leave school due to harassment 3 6.0%
Bullied/harassed by teachers 2 4.0%
Denied participation in extracurricular activities 1 20% "

0 10 20 30 40 50

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

O Cisgender male O Cisgender female O Transgender
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of these respodents (4.0%) hed lbean bullied o herassed by Ardaorage teedars because of sedd
arientadon ar gader identity/presentation Three of these regpadats (6.0 hed lbeen faoed to
leae sdhod becacee of herassrant trey eqoeriatad Ore respadat in this suosande (2.0%0) re
parted being danied partidpation in exdtracuriodar activities because of sedd aientation ar gader
identity/oresentation

Nore of the 50 respadents wWho hed lived less then five years in Ardhorage reparted ary ine
ddets of heving lbeen deried adrissian to an acadaric pragram danied finead aid, ar dened
caps housing
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Child custody/relationships

Tadle 26 ad Fgure 9 dowfanrrs of disainiration in dild astody thet suney resoacats
reparted eqoerierdirg at least one time iN Ardhorage because of seaH aientation, garcker idartity, ar
oacer presentation Datais donn fartte tod sanrde of 283 resopadents ad far e sulbsande of
63 respadents who hed identified thanrsehes as treparant arguaerdian of atlesst ae dild Norne of
the 50 respadents wWho hed been residant in Ardarage far less then five years reparted eqoerieding
disarimiration in dhild austody issues wWile in Ardhorece

Of tre tatd respodat savde, 12 respadants (4.5%) reparted thet thair s2aH arientationar
oy identitypresentationwas usad agairst themat lesst aoe inadhild austody rooseding. Eghte
respadents (3.0%) hed cotact with their minor dhildren restricted by a fonrer goaee because of
s H aientation ar gacer identity/joresentation, and two resoodents (0.7%) reparted that astody
of trar dhildren was restricted by acourt because of s2H aentation ar gacer identity/oreserta:
tian

Differences by sex andgender identity

Within the tatd saide of 268 respaodants, ahigher prgpartion of dsgacer leskdars aad lhisex
wal waren then dsgarder ggy ar isead men reparted  their seod adentation ar gacer identity/
presentation being ussd agairst themin adhild austody proceedirg (7.5% of womery 2.9% of mren).
Only ae trarscacer respadat (40) regoarted aninddent of disarinriration in child custody/rela
tioships while in Andhorage (contact with dhildren restricted by a fomrer soouse).

Table 26. Experience of Discrimination in Custody/Relationships of

Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Respondents who experienced one or more incidents of discrimination in Anchorage
due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Column percentages.

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of vour sexual orientation ?
While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of vour sender identity or sender presentation ?

Cisgender.
Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender
N =268 N= 243 N =136 N=107 N=25
All respondents N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation used
. . . . 12 4.5 % 12 4.9 % 4 29 % 8 7.5 % 0 0.0 %
against you in a child custody proceeding
Contact with children restricted by former spouse 8 3.0 7 2.9 4 2.9 3 2.8 1 4.0
Custody of children restricted by court 2 0.7 2 0.8 2 1.5 0 0.0 0 0.0
Respondents resident in
P N =50 N- g N =30 N=13 N=7
five years N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation used
against you in a child custody proceeding
Contact with children restricted by former spouse — — — — — — — — — —
Custody of children restricted by court - - - - - - - - - -
N =63 N =54 N=18 N =36 N =9
Respondents with children N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation used
. . . . 10 15.9 % 10 185 % 3 16.7 % 7 194 % 0 0.0 %
against you in a child custody proceeding
Contact with children restricted by former spouse 1 1.6 1 1.9 1 5.6 0 0.0 0 0.0

Custody of children restricted by court 7 111 6 1.1 3 16.7 3 8.3 1 111
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Respondents resident in Anchoragefor less thanfiveyears

None of the 50 respadents wWo hed been residant in Ardhorace far less tren finve years re
parted eqoeriending disrindination in dhild austody issues while in Ardarace

Respondents with children

The aowe dsaussian of digimiration in dhild austody issues wWes bessd yoon tre tatd sudy
popuation of 268 respadents. To gain a better picture of disaimriration in dhild astody issLes, a
Usande of resoadents wWho sad they ware the parat ar g.erdian of ae ar more dildrenwes
earired Only &3 (23.7%) of e tad study population hed dhildren, induding 18 dsoerder nde
respadants, 26 dsgacer fande respadants, ad 9O trarsgacer respooents.

Of trese respadats, 10 (15.9%) reparted thet their ssad adentation ar gacer identity/pre-
sentationwzs Leed agairst themat lesst ae in adiild astody praoosessding. Seven (11.1%) hred as
tody of thar dhildren restricted by afomrer goouse, ad ae (1.6%), adscacer farde resoacat,
hed aontact with her dhildren restricted by afamrer goose

Discrepancies in data

Nonparents carat, of course, eqariareisses rdaedtodhild astady. It is aguestion thare
fare, wWhy ahigher inddarce of diild austody issues wWes reparted fromtte totd savde of 268 tren
frantte subsandewowae actLH parats For eande anly 1 respadatwho icentified herself
&8 apararnt reparted cantact wWith her dhildren baing restricted by a fomrer goouss, yet 7 additicrd
respadats of the totd ssnde—respodants wWho hed stated an thair questiareires thet theyware
not aparet ar g.ardan—aso repated heving thet issLe

It is posside thet Question 15 of the gquestiareire—-A reyou theparent orguardian of one or more
children?—wzs oo arlbdguolHy prvasad, with sare respaodants interpreting it to meanAreyou cur-
rently (and legallyj theparent orguardian of one or more children, with atters interpreting it to nmeen, Doyou
have any children, whether or not they still live withyou?

Figure 9. Experience of Discrimination in Child Custody for All Respondents

Number of respondents who experienced one or more incidents of discrimination in child custody
in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total number ofrespondents: 268

Child custody/relationships discrimination N Percent

Sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation used

. . . 12 4.5%
against you in achild custody proceeding
Contact with children restricted by former spouse 8 3.0%
Custody of children restricted by court 2 0.7%
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
E2 ES E2 1 kS E2 E2
0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 225 250 275

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident
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Public services and public accommodations

Tade 27 and Hgures 10 ad 11 drowtyes of disainination in puldic sendces et suney re
Soooerts reparted exqoeriading at least one time iN Andhorage because of s2aH aiatation, garcer
identity, ar gadey preserntation Data is d1onn far the tatd sanvde of 268 respodents ad far tre
Usande of 50 respadents who hed been resident in Ardaorage far less tren finve years

The nost frequently eqoerieted famm of puldic senice disorinriration reparted by respon
dents wes herassrent ard verkdl aolse by mredical care providars in Ardarage, wWith 36 resoaciarnts
(13.4%) regparting this type of dsoimirnstion Respodents rgported three ather fanrs of disarini-
ration frommedical providers in Archorace: 13 (4.9%) weare deried monenerga oy nedical care 11
(4.1%) were denied trarsitionrdated care ard 2 (0.7%) ware denied enverga oy nedical care at lesst
axe

The ssood nost freguertly reparted fom of puldic sendoss disarinination wWas baing denied
senice in arsstaurat o bar; 36 respaocents (13.1%) reparted eqoeriadirg this atlesst ae in Anr
dorage because of thair se | aientation ar gackey identity/oresentation. Nine respadants (3.4%)
were denied aroomin ahote ar not atlesst ae

The third nost frequently reparted fom of puldic sendoes disorinriration wes heressmet ar
vertd aaee by Ardharage pdice (NE23; 8.6%); and 20 respadats (7.5%) rgoarted baing stogoed
by Ardhorage pdice at lesst ae because of thar seud arientation ar gacer idartity, with no ather
Justification far the stop (e fifth nost frequently reparted fomof puldic senices disarinrinatian).
Ave respodats (1.9%) reported baing dernied gander-gaargaiate diver's licersss framtte Alaska
Division of Motor Vehides

The faurth nost frequently reparted fom of pudic seniaes disarinination wWes being denied
maTbarship ar aooess toagymof fitress dub, With 22 resoodants (8.2%) eqoeriedrng this fomof
disoimiration Ten respadents (3.7%) ware darieduse of adrergngroomatatgymar fitress duh

In ather fams of pudic senicss disaimiration, 16 regoadents (6.0 wae daied use of a
pudlic restroom 11 (4.1%) ware denied senviass by alocal govenmeat acaoy, 10 (3.7%) ware denied
alaen ar lire of aeditwren aterwvwrse g Hified ad 1 (0.4%) wes denied arice or faahbly removed
franaRegde Mower be

Differences by sex andgender identity

Of dscader respadants, ahider propartion of gy ad bhisea " nde respadats ttenles
kbian ar s = farde resoodents rgoorted heving been herassed anverodlly aoused by mredicd care
provdars, with 17 nrde respadents (12.5%) ad 10 farde respadats (9.3%) reparting eqoeriac
ing & leest aeinadant of this fom of dsoimirnation in Adhorage Gsgader nde respodats
dso hed ahidrer rate of reparting heressrent ar verld aolese framnArdorace pdice (11.0% cam
paredwith 4. 7% far dsgader fanrde resoooents) ard of lbaing stogoed by Ardhorage pdlice withr
aut any atter justification (8.8% far mrde corpared with 4.7% far farde repodats). Asgaoer
farde regpadats hed ahiger rae (11.2%) then dsgander nde respadants (3.7%) of reparting
baing dernied marbarship ar acoess toagymar firess duha

For eary tye of pudic senioss disainiration induded in the suney, withaut eceptian, a
Hdher propartion of trarsgeder respadents then dsgacer respadants reported eoariadrng dis
ainmiration  In partiauar, 44.0 paroant of trarnscacer respocents rgparted hevingat lesst acebeen
denied uee of apudic restroomwhile in Ardorage, aonpared with just 2.1 peraant of asgarcer
respacets. Over anethird of trarsgader respodents — 360 paroart—hed been herassed o
veridly absed by nedical provdars, nae tren three tines the paraatage reparted by dsgaoer
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Table 27. Experience of Discrimination in Public Services of

Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents

Respondents who experienced one or more incidents of discrimination in Anchorage
due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Column percentages.

W hile in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any ofthe following because of vour sexual orientation ?

W hile in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any ofthe following because of vour vender identity nr gender presentation ?

All respondents

Medical
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider
Denied transition-related care by provider
Denied emergency medical care by provider

Public accommodations
Denied service in a restaurant or bar
Denied use of a public restroom
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified
Denied a room in a hotel/motel

Police and government services
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police
Stopped by Anchorage police based on
sexual orientation or gender identity, without other
justification for the stop
Denied services by a local government agency
Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV
Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover

Gymsl/fitness clubs
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club

Respondents resident in
Anchorage for less than
five years
Medical
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider
Denied transition-related care by provider
Denied emergency medical care by provider

Public accommodations
Denied service in a restaurant or bar
Denied use of a public restroom
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified
Denied a room in a hotel/motel

Police and government services
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police
Stopped by Anchorage police based on
sexual orientation or gender identity, without other
justification for the stop
Denied services by a local government agency
Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV
Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover

Gyms/fitness clubs
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club

Total (all)
N=268
N Percent
36 13.4 %
13 4.9
11 4.1
2 0.7
35 131 %
16 6.0
10 3.7
9 3.4
23 8.6 %
20 7.5
11 4.1
5 1.9
0.0
22 8.2 %
10 3.7
N =50
N Percent
4 8.0 %
2 4.0
3 6.0
2 4.0
4 8.0 %
3 6.0
3 6.0
1 2.0
3 6.0 %
5 10.0
3 6.0
1 2.0
2 4.0 %

Total

N =243
N Percent
27 111 %

7 2.9

1 0.4

1 0.4
28 115 %
5 21

8 3.3

6 2.5
20 8.2 %
17 7.0

7 2.9

1 0.4
17 7.0 %

3 1.2

N=43
N Percent

1 23 %

1 2.3

3 7.0 %
2 4.7

2 4.7 %
4 9.3

2 4.7

1 2.3

Cisgender.
Male
N-136
N Percent
17 125 %
4 2.9
1 0.7
17 125 %
1 0.7
4 2.9
6 4.4
15 11.0 %
12 8.8
4 2.9
5 3.7 %
3 2.2
N=30
N Percent
1 33 %
1 3.3
2 6.7 %
2 6.7
2 6.7 %
3 10.0
2 6.7

Female

N-107

N Percent

10 9.3 %
3 2.8
1 0.9
1 103 %
4 3.7
4 3.7
5 4.7 %
5 4.7
3 2.8
1 0.9
12 112 %
0 0.0
N=13

N Percent

- —%
1 7.7 %
1 7.7 %

Transgender
N=25

N Percent

9 36.0 %

6 24.0

10 40.0

1 4.0

7 28.0 %

11 44.0

2 8.0

3 12.0

3 12.0 %

3 12.0

4 16.0

4 16.0

1 4.0

5 20.0 %

7 28.0

N=7

N Percent

3 429 %

2 28.6

3 429

1 143

1 143 %
42.9

1 143

1 143

1 143 %

1 143

1 143

0 0.0

2 28.6 %
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respacents (11.1%). Over ag.arter of trarscacer respodents — 230 parcant—reparted bairg
denied use of adagingroomat agymar fitmess dub, aconparedwith anly 1.2 percent of dsoader
resoocats

Two catlegries of pudlic sendces disorimirnation are fairly gpedific to trarscacer parsas: tran
sitionrdated care and gerncergaargaiate driver'sliceress. Forty percant of trarsegacey respacats
(NE10) rgoarted being deried trargitiavdated care by an Ardarage nedicd provicer, ad 160
peraat (N=4) hed been denied the goorgaiate gadar narker on thar driver'slicase

Respondents resident in Anchoragefor less thanfiveyears

Respadents who hed been resident in Ardharace far less then five years rgparted eqoeriaoes
of nost tyes of pudlic seniaes disorimiration in loner prgpatias trendid e totd ssnde Caur

Figure 10. Experience of Discrimination in Public Services for All Respondents

Number of respondents who'experienced one or more incidents of discrimination in public services

in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total number of respondents: 268

z

Public services Percent
Medical
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider 36
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider 13
Denied transition-related care by provider 1
Denied emergency medical care by provider 2
Public accommodations
Denied service in a restaurant or bar 35
Denied use of a public restroom 16
Denied loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified 10
Denied a room in a hotel/motel 9
Police and government services

Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 23

Stopped by Anchorage police based on sexual
orientation or gender identity w/out other justification

20

Denied services by a local government agency 1

Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV 5

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover 1
Cymsffitness clubs

Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club 22

Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club 10

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

0 Cisgender male 0 Cisgender female 0 Transgender
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tion should be used in comparing the few excepdons given the small numbers involved. Only two
forms of public services discrimination — being denied membership or access to a gym or fitness
club, and being denied a ride or being forcibly removed from a People Mover bus — were not re-
ported by any of this subsample of respondents.

Figure 11. Experience of Discrimination in Public Services for Respondents Resident in Anchorage Less than Five Years

Number of respondents who experienced one or more incidents of discrimination in public services
in Anchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total number ofrespondents: 50

Public services N Percent
Medical
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider 4 8.0% 1 1
Denied transition-related care by provider 3 6.0%
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider 2 4.0% l

Public accommodations

Denied service in a restaurant or bar 4 8.0% H I
Denied use of a public restroom 3 6.0% .
Denied loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified 3 6.0% |S
Denied a room in a hotel/motel 1 2.0% a

Police and government services

Stopped by Anchorage police based on sexual orientatior

. ) L 5 10.0% _ P
or gender identity w/out other justification 1
Denied services by a local government agency 3 6.0% U
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 3 6.0% ID
Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV 1 2.0%
Gymsf/fitness clubs
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club 2 4.0% a

10 20 30 40

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

O Cisgender male Cisgender female O Transgender
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Relationship status

Ore additiad fam of disaimiration thet can be eduated & lesst in part, franauney daia
aaves frantie caparison of regoaess 1o two danrogrgahic guestias asked of stLdy partidpants.
nmaitd sats as defined by Alaska lavy ad acldl rdatiaship slahis As donnin Agure 12, nare
then threeguartars of respaodats (N=207; 77.2%) stated thet thar lecH stats uncer Aledka lanangs
single, never married', anly 12 respadants (4.5%) were legally married under Alaska lanv

(The 198 amadhat to tte Aladka Castitution defining nramage as bang anly kbetwvween “‘ae
manad aewarat’ prahilts saressxmamiags it must e raranbarad tret hisead partidpants
who may ke mammied to partrers of the gooasaite sexaeinduded in this study)

In cawrast, wdl over half of the stiudy partidparts (N=156; 58.2%) sad thet theywvae in cam
nitted rdatiashipss with intinate partmars —rdatiashipss whidh are ureoognized in lavwveogat in
limited contexdts, sLch aswith darestic partrer berefits far saresex partrers of Sate of Aleaskaem
doyess o “fineddly interdgoaendat partrer”” bareits in the University of Alaska systeml

For comparison purnoosss, the figure dso sons nanitd stats far e Muniapdlity of Avdaorage
population aged 15 years ar doker.

Figure 12. Comparison of Legal Marital Status and Actual Relationship Status of Survey Respondents and
Marital Status of Municipality of Anchorage Residents 15 Years or Older

Total number of respondents-268
Question 13. Whatis your current marital status, as defined by Alaska law ?

Marital status

N Percent

by Alaska law
Single, never married 207 77.2%
Married 4.5%
Divorced 16.8%
Widowed 1.5%

100 125 150 175 200

Number of respondents

Question 14. Are you currently in a committed relationship with an intimate partner?

Relationship with
intimate partner

156
100 125 150 175 200
Number of respondents

O Cisgender male Cisgender female O Transgender

Marital Status for Municipality of Anchorage Population 15 Years or Older, 2010 Census

Total number of residents 15 years or older - 230.328

Marital status N Percent
Never married 72,589 31.5%
Married 116,720 50.7%
Divorced 32,477 14.1%
Widowed 8,542 3% O

20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000 120,000 140,000
Number of residents 15 years or older

O Male 0 Female

Source of census data: American Community Survey, 2010 1-Year Data for Anchorage Municipality
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Making Comparisons: Anchorage LGBT piscrimination in Context

Previous Alaska Research

In the 19805, Idartity, Inc. coducted twwonrgjar researdh effarts to doourent s H arientatian
biassin Alaska. One in Ten: A Profile of Alaska3 Teshian dr Gay Community (Idertity;, 1986), reparted tre
resuits of astatence suney of 734 ledban, gy, adbiseaE Aladkars cadudtedin 1985, [dentity Re-
ports: Sexual Orientation Bias in Alaska (Green & Brauss, 1989), inrduded three pgoars, induding “ dased
Doors,”” a suney of Ardarace evdoyers ad lardads, ad “Prina Fade,”” which presented e
stdes of 84 ceses of vidae, heressreart, ad disrinriration in Aleska dle 1o sexH arierntation
baes Both stidies are adlade anlirne at http/Anvanvhenkinmea.comiidentityy.

One in Ten (1986)

One in Ten (Icatity, 1986) reported on astatenick suney cadlcted franivardh 15 toJune 30,
1985 of cpy, ledhian, ad hs=ad respodats in Aladka using conmunityHoesed ad sonEll ssm
ding @famof napracaality ssndirng). The firel ssnde inrduded 323 gy ad bhisead nrenad
411 leshianadhssdd woren faratad of 734 regoadats. Of thesg @25 paroatwvwae resicats
of the Munidpdlity of Ardharage. The 100guestion suney asked awvwcke rage of g estias inarees
induding relatiaships, parenttood, rdigan, ghysicdl aad enaticd heddthy, hedlth providars, dloddl
ad dnug usage, AIDS anaraess, aaing aut, eqoariae of disoimination, pditics, lasure, nescs,
ad attitces,

= Of the 734 respadants to One in /61.4% reparted baing vidinized by viderce ad herass:

metwhile in Alaska because of thar sedd arentation (rarging fromvertdl alasetarass:
mat, rgoortad by 58.1%, to physical videros, 10. 7%, and seH assaudt, 4.3%);

= 39.5% rgparted disarimiration in enrdoynat, housing ad lcans/credit; ad
- 32.9% rgparted discrimiration fransaenicss adirstitutia s,

Fgure 13 dgdays One in Ten firdinogs an videce, herassrert, ad disoimiration in gegter
cetal. (Raroatage cdadatias far eedh guestion are lbesed yoon valid resparsss, ad edude missing
resparess inwWhich respacents dd not asner e questian)  Golor cadingwithin tte ber dert gves
avisLAl indicator of the nunber of respadents frameech population goup—oyad bised nen
(Oex) ad leskhan ad bhsedd waren (aae) —Who eqoeriaad eedh tyoe of disariination
Trarnsgender respacents weare not induded in e One in Ten sSuney.

Though coducted 25 years goart, One in Ten ard e Archarage LGBT Discrinination Saney
resuitedin raughly conparade data on satfregparted eqoeriace of idenoe, herassvet, addisaim
ination, thouoh far Nost questians in the presant sunvey higner percantages of respadants reparted
pradens then One in Ten respadents dd

Honever, caution must ke used in nrelkiing sudh caTparisas, gven tre diffiadties inferent in
sanding LGBT popuatiars as dsaussed in e Metthoddagy.  Additiardlly, thae ae ssvad ngar
dfferass a ttre atset betven tetwostides. For eande, tre presat siudy aded oot eqoarnt-
ass of dsainminatian which hed aoounred only within the Munidpdlity of Ardharage, wharess One
in Ten sought infomration about eqaariaoss thraughout the sate of Aleska It carnat e assuned
thet inddance of disarinination by LGBT pacdeis the sanre in e Munigpdlity of Anvdhorace ssit
is in, far eande, Fairbanks North Sar Baoraugh, the Gty and Barough of Juneey, ar rurd Aladka

A ssood ngar differae ws in tte prgoortias of nde ad fade respadatts in tre twvwo


http://www.henkimaa.com/identity/
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Figure 13. Experience of Violence/Flarassment and Discrimination in Alaska
by One in Ten Respondents (1985)

Number of gay, lesbian, and bisexual respondents who experienced one or more incidents of violence/harassment
or discrimination in Alaska due to sexual orientation. Data was collected in 1985.

Total number of respondents: 734. Percentages given are calculated on the number of valid responses to each question.
N Percent

Total experiencing at least one instance of any type of

- L 483 712%
violence, harassment, or discrimination

Violence and harassment
Total experiencing any violence or harassment 433 61.4%
Verbal abuse 421 58.1%
Threats of physical violence 169 23.5%
Followed or chased 97 13.5%
Property damage 83 12.9%

Physical violence 77 10.7%

Police harassment 57 8.0%
Sexual assault 31 4.3%
Job, housing, and loan credit discrimination N Percent

Total experiencing any discrimination

L . . 277 39.5%
in jobs, housing, or loan/credit 0

Problems while on the job 250 35.0%

Difficulty getting a job 76 10.6%

“X

Terminated from ajob 59 8.3%

Difficulty in obtaining housing 34 4.7%

Forced to move 31 4.3%

Difficulty obtaining loan or credit 26 3.6%
Discrimination from services and institutions N Percent

Total experiencing any discrimination

P from se?viceys or institutions B4 29%

Bars 116 16.0%

Religious institutions 98 13.6%

Restaurants 73 10.1%

State government agencies 44 6.1%
Hotel/motel accommodations 39 5.4%
Insurance companies 37 5.1%

Local government agencies 36 5.0%

Retail stores 20 2.8%

Legal firms 17 2.4%

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500 550 600 650
Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

O Male O Female

Note: One in Ten did not collect data on transgender persons. O f the 722 One in Ten respondents who answered
the question about where they lived, 62.5% were residents of the Municipality of Anchorage.

Source of data: Identity, Inc., Qnein Ten: A Profile ofAlaska's.Lesbian & Gay Community (1986).
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study sairdes One in Ten respadents ware 440 parcent ndead 560 peraat farde butinttepres
et aney, tte prgportias anog dscacer respacernts are eadly revaersed (56.0% of e 243 ds
oA respocentswarende 44.0%0ware fardae). Anong ather differaces by s cgyadbhisedd
menin both studies reparted eqoeriaang nost tyoes of videoe adhaerassrert athigher rates tten
ddleshian adbisead woren Thus, adaroe in the propartion of nrde to fanrde within e siudy
sardes may have alarceinpect on threinddarce of disarinrination rgoorted

Frdlly, urlike One in Ten, the presart shudy irdudes trarsgacher respadents, Who eqoeriaoad
disainmination at higher rates then dsgender reoodernts in st arees

It would therefare ke unnise ad dinrost: cartainly inecourate todaimtiet the higer paeroatags
of rejpodatts in tre pesat suney reparting eqoernaoes of st tyss of disaimirstion neers
that anti-LGBT disaoimiratian hes goitenwase oer tre pest quarter-oatury. et can be dained
is thet vidaoe, herassrat, ad disaimiration because of s2adH aatation ad gader idatity
oontince 1o ke conmonly eoerieoed by LGBT residents of aduvsitars to the Munidpdlity of An-
doae

Identity Reports (1989)

Identity Reports (Green & Brauss, 1989) wWas areseardh aondenrat to One in Ten desiged to
edareisses of sedH aientation bhiss ot addressed in the eaddier rgoat. [twas nacke up of thrae
reparts.

“Coming Out™ (1989)

The first rgpart induded in Identity Reports, “Conring Qe Issues Sumourding Disdosure of
SeadH Grientatiat” (Green, 19898) Was besed larogdly upon ardlyais of One in Ten data anlindivicldl
ddoss about coring aut—disdasing ae's s H adentation—to athars, as el s the posside
oaasuaross of these ddcss, partiadarty in rdation to disoririration, scdoecaarric status ad
mentd hedth

As rgpartedin One in Ten, over four aut of five respaodants (83.1%) sadd tret treybecare anae
of thalr s2H aentation befare age 18, but anly 30.3 peraat disdosed thalr sead arientation to
aother peraon befaeagep 18 On aarags, One in Ten respadants first recognized thalr se | aden
tationat the age of 12.5 years, but dd not disdose their s H arientation to arnotter personuntil tre
ae of 201 yaars—rearty dgtyeas laer. Bven in aduithood, anly 42 peroart of One in Ten’s Gy,
lesdan, ad his= | respadants hed aore aut to thar fathars ad 58 peroent to thar notters. OfF
parents who ware anare of thar child's sed arentation, 22 peraart of tre fathars ad 17 paroart
of the nothers were reparted 1o ke nonacogpting of thar gy, leddian, ar biseadl dhildren SHlinos
of regpadants weare both nare likdy to ke tdd (62%), ad less likedy 1o ke nonacogpting (8%), then
paats

One in Ten respadants ware aso asked about whether they hed disdosed thalr sead adenta:
tias to faur gayss of nonfanily marbaers noopy frieds, reigbars, conakars, ad enployers/
Spenisas. The reauits, digdayedin Hgure 14, showvwvthaet enployers/supenisars ard neighbarsware
by far tre lesst likely to ke nrecke anare of regpadents’ sed aientatias As desaibedin “Caring
out’—

WV\Hile partgs neigioars are not nmeck anare becaee they are tre lesst dgificat to
respadants in tams of daytoday life, itis highly praocaldy [sic] thet fear of disorinrinee
tion days anost inpartant rde in dedsias not to e goen to supenisars ar endoyars.
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In fact, 23% of aur regoaotats agead with tre stlaaat, “1f ny curat endoyer
o syenvisar fourd aut aoout ny se | adentatian, | woud ke fired ar lad of P7.....
Roughly 6% wwrate on thair questiaraires conmrents... 1o the effect trat they hed not
eqeriaad dsainmination becase they ware so daseted, ad trat they ware doseted
becaLse they feared disaimiration, (@ 9

Smilar camrents ware neck by respodats to the Ardhorage LGBT Discrinmriration Suney
(E==Apendx A).

A 1987 stidy of 3404 Chicagoarea ledaars ad ggy men, disaussed in “‘Caring Out,”” fourd
thet leskhian and cpy respodents with idher status coopatia s taroed 1o ke nare doseted, ordo
ady d e to s2 = aientation biss in those cooatians, ad ressardrers raised the possibility thet e
gLestion of auress ey have a direct inpect on tre enrdoynrent daoss necke by many gays ad
lesdars, ard haroe dso yoon thar sodoscaarric stas (MEKIman & Reterson, 1987).  Interestirgly
while enmgdoyers ad supenisars ware (dagwith raighboans) treleast likdly nonfanily mnenbers tolke
anare of One in Ten respodents s2aH aientatia s, theyware dso aragttemost likdly toleanare

Twenty peraat of the respadants reparted thet all their erdoyars ad supenisars
waeanae W\ ae raturdly o lager ade to ask these regpadants howvar why trair
penisars krevy e it is posside thet sare of remwvware uinnilling tofne in e “ frag
ile corstruction of lies”” of whichJandk ard Darsey goesk ad nrecke carsdous dedsias
10 be goen about thair seH adentation in tewalqdace (@ 5 (Jadt ad Darsey’”
refas tbal98l siudy an caring a;, see Bdiogradhy for refaae)

Figure 14. Knowledge of One in Ten Respondents' Sexual Orientations by Non-Family Members

Respondents were asked, "How many of the following people living in Alaska know for sure what your sexual
orientation is?" Possible answers were "None," "Some," "Most," or "All." The percentages shown below
represent the percentage of respondents providing each answer. Percentages in each column total to 100%.

100%

90% i All know
80%

0 Most know
70% -

60% - 0 Some know

50% -
| None know
40% o
30% -
20% -

10%

0% -
Non-gay friends Neighbors Coworkers Employer(s)/
supervisor(s)

Source of data: One in Ten (Identity, 1986); based on Figure 4 of "Coming Out'(Creen, 1989a).
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“Closed Doors” (1989)

The second paper included in Identity Reports, “Closed Doors: Sexual Orientation Bias in the
Anchorage Housing and Employment Markets” (Brause, 1989), presents findings from a study of at-
titudes toward homosexual employees and tenants among Anchorage employers and landlords. Data
for the study were collected from November 1987 to January 1988. The study population included
191 Anchorage employers and 178 Anchorage landlords who responded to two 24-question self-
administered questionnaires (one for employers, one for landlords) sent out to a randomly selected
sample of employers and landlords.

Unlike other research discussed here, “Closed Doors” was not directed at gathering information
on incidence of discrimination experienced by LGBT people, but rather on attitudes among people
who were in a position to discriminate against LGBT people.

Table 28 displays data from several questions asked of the employers and landlords in the survey.
Of the 191 employers, 27.2 percent said they would not hire a person they had reason to believe was
homosexual; 26.2 percent said they would not promote a homosexual to a supervisory or management
position; and 18.3 percent said they would fire a person they had reason to believe was homosexual.
O f the 178 landlords, 19.8 percent said they would not rent to someone they had reason to believe was
a homosexual; and 9.1 percent would evict someone believed to be homosexual.

e Grouping the statistics from the table to included all employers and landlords who “agreed”
with at least one of the questions, the study foun31% of the 191 Anchorage employers sur-
veyed said they would not hire or promote or would fire someone they had reason to believe
was homosexual.

e 20% of the 178 Anchorage landlords in the survey said they would not rent to or would evict
someone they had reason to believe was homosexual.

The study also found a relationship between employers and landlords who did not have a per-

Table 28. Anchorage Employer and Landlord Attitudes Towards
Homosexual Employees and Tenants, "Closed Doors" Survey (Fall 1987)

Row percentages.

Agree Disagree Don't know i
Total valid
Percent Percent Percent responses
Employers
Iwould not hire a person | had
52 272 % 115 60.2 % 24 12.6% 191

reason to believe was homosexual.

I would not promote an employee | had
reason to believe was homosexual to a supervisor 50 26.2 126 66.0 15 7.9 191
or management position in my company.

Iwould discharge an employee | had

. 35 18.3 142 74.3 14 7.3 191
reason to believe was homosexual.
Landlords
I would not rentto a person | had
R 35 19.8% 131 74.0% 11 6.2% 177
reason to believe was homosexual.
I would evict a tenant | had
16 9.1 147 83.5 13 7.4 176

reason to believe was homosexual.

Source of data: "Closed Doors" (Brause, 1989)



Anchorage LG BT Discrimination Survey: Final Report 53

sonal association with a homosexual person and those who would discriminate against homosexual
employees and tenants. Likewise, there was a relationship between employers and landlords who had
a friend or family member who was gay or lesbian, and those who would notdiscriminate against gay/
lesbian employees and tenants.

“Prima Facie” (1989)

The third paper included in Identity Reports, “Prima Facie: Documented Cases of Sexual Orienta-
tion Bias in Alaska” (Green, 1989b) documented 84 case histories of sexual orientation bias in Alaska
from 1974 to 1987, including 68 cases from personal testimony and 16 from documentary sources.
The 68 personal testimony cases were based on 49 taped interviews (7 interviews in 1985 and 42 in
1987-1988), and 19 questionnaires (completed in 1987); incident summaries were verified with respon-
dents for accuracy, completeness, and confidentiality. The 16 cases from documentary sources were
based on accounts in court records, radio and newspaper accounts, and other written or recorded
sources; source citations were included with the incident summaries based on them.

Incidents described ranged from simple bias to discrimination in employment, housing, public
accommodations, or other discrimination, to verbal abuse and harassment, property damage, threats,
smoke-bombing or tear-gassing, assault, sexual assault, and three cases of murder. Over three-quar-
ters of the cases took place within the Municipality of Anchorage: 50 cases from personal testimony
and 16 from documentary sources (including the three murders), for a total of 64 Anchorage cases
(76.2%). Victims of sexual orientation bias in the cases were predominately gay or lesbian, but het-
erosexuals wrongly assumed to be homosexual also experienced problems.

Central to the design of “Prima Facie” was the fact that sexual orientation discrimination was
not illegal in Alaska — a fact which remains true today, nearly a quarter of a century later. As stated
in the study’ introduction:

Because complaints of such discrimination are not “jurisdictional” for any of Alaska’s
human rights or equal rights commissions, the commissions are not empowered to ac-
cept complaints of such discrimination or to make investigation into these complaints.

(p. 22)

“Prima Facie” incident summaries describing incidents of discrimination were most closely
equivalent to the “formal written complaint” or intake stage of a case of alleged illegal discrimination.
A former intake investigator with the Alaska Human Rights Commission reviewed the 42 discrimina-
tion cases in “Prima Facie” based on personal testimony (as opposed to documentary accounts from
newspapers or court records) and found that 32 of those cases would have been “definitely” jurisdic-
tional under Alaska state human rights law — that is, the commission would investigate these cases
if complaints were made — if the law had included protection from discrimination on the basis of
sexual orientation. Because “Prima Facie” researchers also lacked the power to investigate complaints,
they could not undertake fact-finding investigations involving allparties to a case in order to establish
with certainty that discrimination had occurred.

See the section on “Human and equal rights commissions” for descriptions of how complaints
of alleged discrimination are processed by the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission and Alaska State
Commission for Human Rights.
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N ational research

National research on discrimination against LGBT people corresponds with what has been
learned based on Alaska data from Orein Ten (ldentity, 1986) and Identity Reports (Green & Brause,
1989) and Anchorage data from the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey.

The studies described below provide the basis for the discussion that follows comparing Alaska
and Anchorage data with national data on sexual orientation and gender identity bias and discrimina-
tion.

N ational probability surveys

National research on discrimination and violence against lesbian, gay, and bisexual populations
has included several surveys using probability samples representative of the U.S. population. (See
“Sample selection” in the Methodology to this report for more about probability sampling.)

Among these is the General Social Survey (GSS) which has been conducted annually or bienni-
ally by the National Opinion Research Center at University of Chicago since 1972. (The GSS website
isat http://www3.norc.org/GSS+W ebsite/.) The 2008 General Social Survey for the first time asked
respondents about sexual orientation (prior surveys had asked only about same-sex sexual behavior),
and included a module of questions aimed at sexual minority respondents on coming out, relation-
ship status and family structure, workplace and housing discrimination, and health insurance coverage
(Gates, 2010; Sears & Mallory, 2011b). The 2008 GSS included a nationally representative sample
of 2,023 adults over the age of 18, of whom 162 could be classified as a sexual minority, including
58 LGB-identified and 104 non-LGB-identified respondents (persons who reported same-sex sexual
partners since age 18, but who did not self-identify as lesbian, gay, or bisexual). Of these, 57 LGB-
identified and 23 non-LGB-identified respondents completed all or some of the module questions
(Gates, 2010; Sears & Mallory, 2011b).

Herek (2009) used a national probability sample of 662 self-identified lesbian, gay, and bisexual
adults randomly selected from an existing probability-based panel of more than 40,000 U.S. house-
holds recruited through random digit dialing (RDD) telephone sampling by Knowledge Networks, an
Internet-based survey research company. Herek’ survey, conducted during 2009, assessed the preva-
lence of criminal victimization by violence and property crime, harassment, and discrimination in
employment and housing on the basis of sexual orientation. His final sample consisted of 311 women
(152 lesbians, 159 bisexuals) and 351 men (241 gay men, 110 bisexuals) aged 18 or older.

The Human Rights Campaign Foundation (2009) also made use of Knowledge Networks’ ex-
isting probability-based panel, deriving 440 completed interviews from a random sample of self-
identified LGBT adults, augmented by a further 321 LGBT interviews conducted using an online
panel maintained by Survey Sampling Inc. and weighted to Knowledge Networks benchmarks for the
LGBT employed population. The sample included 23 transgender employees who also self-identified
as lesbian, gay or bisexual; no transgender respondents in the survey identified as heterosexual. (This
sample of transgender respondents was too small to be nationally representative.) HRC Foundation’s
study, Degrees of Equality: A National Study Examining Workplace Climatefor LG BT Employees, described
how sexual orientation and gender identity of LGBT employees surface and unfold in the workplace
and how workplace environment can affect employee retention and productivity.

An earlier probability sample study, Inside-OUT: A Report on the Experiences of Lesbhians, Gays and
Bisexuals in America and the Publics Views on lssues and Policies Related to Sexual Orientation (K aiser Family
Foundation, 2001), included two components, the General Public (GP) Survey and the Lesbian, Gay
and Bisexual (LGB) Survey. The LGB survey results were based on telephone interviews conducted
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in 2000 from “arandom sample of households in the fifteen metropolitan areas thought to have the
highest concentrations of lesbians, gays and bisexuals” with a final sample of 405 randomly selected,
self-identified gay, lesbian and bisexual adults 18 years or older. Because its sample was limited to 15
metropolitan areas, this study may not be fully representative of the LGB population nationally, par-
ticularly those living in areas with lower concentrations of LGB people.

National nonprobability surveys

As pointed out by Sears and Mallory (2011b), few nationally representative surveys gather data
on LGBT populations, so it is useful to also look at national and local non-probability surveys.

The most important of these for the purpose of this report is the National Transgender D is-
crimination Survey (Grant, et al., 2011), an extensive national survey conducted by the National Cen-
ter for Transgender Equality and the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force during 2010. The National
Transgender Discrimination Survey (NTDS) was the first comprehensive study to document discrimi-
nation and bias against transgender persons in the U.S. The NTDS made use of community-based
and snowball sampling to achieve a final sample of 6,456 transgender and gender-nonconforming
respondents from all 50 U.S. states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the U.S. Vir-
gin Islands. The survey instrument, which could be filled out either online or on paper, included 70
guestions on topics including employment, education, health care, housing, public accommodations,
criminal justice, family life, and access to gender-appropriate identification documents.

A complete review of other national nonprobability surveys of LGBT populations is beyond
the scope of this report. Sears and Mallory (2011b) provides a useful survey of studies related to
employment discrimination among LGBT populations including national probability and nonprob-
ability surveys; controlled experiments; findings by courts and legislatures; administrative human and
equal rights agencies in states which accept complaints of sexual orientation and/or gender identity
discrimination; and studies on the negative affects of discrimination on LGBT people, including con-
cealing LGBT identity in the workplace, wage and employment disparities, and impact on mental and
physical health.

Comparisons of Alaska and Anchorage studies with national research

The following discussion is based upon the studies just described. Some areas of discussion may
be more complete than others, due to the different research focuses of various studies. Complete
citations for these studies can be found in the bibliography, including URLs for those which are avail-
able on the Internet.

Violence, intimidation, and criminal victimisation

Herek (2009) yields probably the most reliable estimates to date of the prevalence of criminal
victimization and harassment of LGB populations in the U.S. Nearly a quarter of Herek’s 662 LGB
respondents (24.8%) had been criminally victimized through violence, property crime, or attempted
crime because of their sexual orientation, with 13.1 percent having experienced violence, 14.9 per-
cent experiencing property crime, and 14.4 percent experiencing attempted crime one or more times.
Harassment was even more common among Herek’ respondents, with 49.2 percent reporting being
verbally abused because of their sexual orientation, 23.4 percent saying they had been threatened with
violence, and 12.5 percent saying that objects had been thrown at them.

In comparison, 18.3 percent of cisgender LGB respondents and 24.0 percent of transgender
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respondents to the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey reported having experience physical vio-

lence, 29.9 percent of cisgender and 32.0 percent of transgender respondents experienced property

damage; 76.1 precent of cisgender and 80.0 percent of transgender respondents experienced verbal

abuse and namecalling; 43.2 percent of cisgender and 36.0 percent of transgender respondents were

threatened with physical violence; and 31.7 percent of cisgender and 44.0 percent of transgender
respondents were followed or chased.

¢ Other results from national studies inc74 percent of the LGB respondents to the Kaiser Fam-

ily Foundation (2001) study reported being personally targeted for verbal abuse such as slurs

or name calling because of their sexual orientation, and 32 percent said they had been per-

sonally targeted for physical violence against their person or property because of their sexual

orientation.
Coming out

Over four out of five of the Alaska lesbian, gay, and bisexual respondents (83.1%) to Onein Ten
said that they became aware of their sexual orientation before age 18, but only 30.3 percent disclosed
their sexual orientation to another person before age 18 (ldentity, 1986).

Over two decades later, the nationally representative sample from the 2008 GSS yields similar
results: over three-quarters of its gay, lesbian, and bisexual respondents (77.2%) said that they were
first attracted to someone of the same sex before the age 18, but only 34.3 percent told another person
about being LGB or having same-sex sexual experiences before the age of 18 (Gates, 2010).

Employment discrimination

Other results from the 2008 General Social Survey found that 42 percent of its nationally repre-
sentative sample of LGB-identified people had experienced employment discrimination during their
lifetimes because of their sexual orientation, and 27 percent had experienced such discrimination in
the five years prior to the survey (Sears & Mallory, 201 1b). Employment discrimination was especially
common among LGB respondents whose sexual orientation was known to coworkers: 56 percent
had experienced employment discrimination during their lifetimes, and 38 percent within the five
years prior to the survey. The most frequently experienced form of sexual orientation discrimination
reported by “out” LGB respondents to the 2008 GSS was harassment, with 35 percent having been
harassed at work, and 27 percent being harassed within the five years prior to the survey. Of “out”
LGB respondents, 16 percent had lost a job during their lifetimes because of their sexual orientation,
and 7 percent had lost a job within the 5 years prior to taking the survey. By comparison, 10 percent
of LGB respondents who were notout at their workplaces had experienced employment discrimina-
tion in the five years prior to the survey because of their sexual orientation.

These results are again similar to results from One in Ten's 1985 Alaska data and the present
survey’s more recent data for the Municipality of Anchorage. Of Onein Ten's LGB respondents,
35.0 percent had experienced problems at an Alaska workplace; 10.6 percent had difficulty getting a
job; and 8.3 percent had been terminated from a job in Alaska because of sexual orientation (lden-
tity, 1986). Of cisgender (non-transgender) leshian, gay, and bisexual respondents to the Anchorage
LGBT Discrimination Survey, 42.8 percent (and 37.2% of those who had lived in Anchorage for less
than five years) had been harassed by their employer or other employees at their Anchorage workplace,
with 16.0 percent (and 9.0% of those resident for less than five years) being actually forced to leave a
position because of harassment., and 14.8 percent (11.6% of those resident for less than five years)
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having been fired from a job. (See Table 23.)

Transgender respondents to the present study reported workplace problems at even higher rates,
with 56.0 percent (and 42.9% of those who had lived in Anchorage for less than five years) saying they
had been harassed by their employer or other employees at their Anchorage workplace, 16.0 percent
(and 14.3% of those resident for less than five years) being actually forced to leave a position because
of harassment, and 12.0 percent having been fired from a job.

Nationally, the National Transgender Discrimination Survey (Grant, et al, 2011) found that 47
percent of its respondents had experienced an adverse job action (not getting a job, losing a job, or be-
ing denied promotion) because they were transgender, including 26 percent saying they had lost a job.
Harassment and other adverse treatment on the job among its respondents was common, including
50 percent reporting on-the-job harassment, 7 percent being victimized by physical violence at work,
and 6 percent being sexually assaulted at work.

HRC Foundation (2009) did not assess prevalence of employment discrimination events such
as being denied promotion or being fired. However, its study found that nearly two-thirds (61%) of
LGBT employees reported hearing jokes or derogatory comments about LGBT people at least once
in awhile; 9 percent had heard anti-LGBT comment from direct supervisors. About two-thirds (62%)
of HRC Foundation’ respondents said that they had heard jokes and derogatory comments com-
ments about other minority groups in their workplaces, which also contributed to negative workplace
climate. Jokes and derogatory comments about LGBT people and other minorities were found to be
especially prevalent in workplaces whose Equal Employment Opportunity (EEQO) policies were not
inclusive of sexual orientation or gender identity.

Other results from national studies include:

« Among the 662 LGB respondents studied by Herek (2009), 9.2 percent had experienced job

discrimination at least once.

¢« 55 percent of the LGB respondents to the Kaiser Family Foundation (2001) study reported
experiencing discrimination in applying for or keeping a job because of their sexual orienta-
tion.

Outress in the workplace

As reported in the “Coming Out” component of Identity Keports (Green & Brause, 1989), which
was based on Onein Tendata, of Onein Ten's LGB respondents, 32.5 percent said that “none” of
their coworkers were aware of their sexual orientation; 52.7 percent said “some” or “most” of their
coworkers knew; and 14.7 percent said “all” their coworkers knew. Asked about their employers or
supervisors, 52.5 percent said “none” knew; 27.0 percent said “some” or “most” knew; and 20.5 per-
cent said that “all” their employers or supervisors were aware of their sexual orientation.

The 2008 GSS asked LGB respondents only about coworkers, but again results were comparable:
33.5 percent said that “none” of their coworkers knew they were gay, lesbian, or bisexual; 41.1 percent
said “some” knew; and 25.4 percent said “all” their coworkers knew (Gates, 2010).

HRC Foundation (2009) reported that 28 percent of its LGBT respondents were not out to
anyone at their workplaces, 23 percent were out to a few, 22 percent were open to half or most people
with whom they worked, and 27 percent were open to everyone. More than a quarter (28%) hid their
sexual orientation or gender identity because they felt it would be an obstacle to career advancement
or development opportunities; 17 percent of the total LBT sample (42% of transgender respondents)
feared losing their jobs; 13 percent of the total LGBT sample (40% of transgender respondents) hid
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their LGBT identities in the workplace out of fears for their personal safety.

Results of the present survey are fairly closely matched with both Onein Tenand the 2008 GSS
with regard to outness in the workplace. As reported in our findings on employment discrimination,
nearly three-quarters of survey respondents (N=196; 73.1%) reported hiding their sexual orientation,
gender identity, or gender transition at least once while in Anchorage in order to avoid employment
discrimination. A number of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey respondents commented
about their experiences of hiding their LGBT identity in the workplace to avoid discrimination (see
Appendix A).

Effects of hiding one5sLG BT identity in the workplace

Employees who are more open at work experience fewer negative outcomes from their work-
place environment. These negative outcomes affect productivity, retention and professional relation-
ships. In the HRC Foundation (2009) study, respondents who were “not open to anyone at work”
reported higher rates than respondents “open to everyone at work” of having to lie about their
personal life (54% of “not open” respondents vs. 21% of “open to everyone” respondents), feeling
depressed (34% vs. 26%), avoiding people (29% vs. 23%), feeling distracted (31% vs. 25%), feeling
exhausted (30% vs. 12%), and searching for other jobs (24% vs. 16%) within the 12 months before
being surveyed.

The HRC Foundation study also addressed questions of how and why the LGBT identity of
employees became known:

An employee’s sexual orientation or gender identity are often unavoidable in casual, non-
work-related conversations among co-workers — particularly those related to spouses,
partners, relationships, children, social lives and even sex. Issues related to sexual orienta-
tion or gender identity arise on nearly a daily basis at work for most employees. In these
conversations, LGBT employees must decide whether and how they will engage and
respond. Will they be caught off guard when someone asks if they are married? When
asked what they did over the weekend, will they say they saw a movie with their partner?
Or will they evade the question to avoid risking work relationships?

LGBT employees do not insist on bringing their sexual orientation or gender identity
into the workplace; rather, the workplace itself demands it. While these conversations are
important to building working relationships, they can often make LGBT employees feel
uncomfortable. Fewer than half of LGBT employees feel very comfortable talking about
any of these topics, particularly those that are not open at work. Some LGBT workers
say they spend alot of energy trying to dodge these conversations and the questions they
evoke. (HRC Foundation, 2009)

Housing discrimination

Of Orein Ten's734 LGB respondents, 4.7 percent reported having difficulty in obtaining housing
and 4.3 percent were forced to move at least once in Alaska because of sexual orientation (ldentity,
1986). In the present survey, 16.9 percent of the cisgender LGB respondents reported having been
harassed by Anchorage landlords or other tenants; 9.9 percent were denied a lease; 7.8 percent were
evicted or forced to move at least once; and 1.6 percentwere denied access to shelter at least once. By
comparison, among the 662 LGB respondents studied by Herek (2009), 3.8 percent had experienced
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housing discrimination at least once. “Housing discrimination” was not more specifically defined in
the report of Herek’ study.

O f transgender respondents in the present survey 36.0 percent had been harassed by Anchorage
landlords or other tenants; 12.0 percent were denied a lease; and 12.0 percent were evicted or forced
to move at least once. The National Transgender Discrimination Survey (Grant, et al., 2011) did not
report on harassment by landlords and tenants; but its results on housing discrimination questions
were similar in other areas, with 19 percent of its respondents reporting being denied ahome or apart-
ment and 11 percent having been evicted because they were transgender or gender non-conforming.
Nineteen percent (19%) had become homeless at some point because they were transgender or gender
non-conforming, and 1.7 were homeless at the time of the survey.

e Other results from national studies include:34 percent of the LGB respondents to the Kaiser

Family Foundation (2001) study reported experiencing discrimination in renting an apartment
or buying a house because of their sexual orientation.

Discrimination in education

Respondents to the National Transgender Discrimination Survey (Grant, et al.,, 2011) reported
high levels of discrimination and harassment in grades K-12 and higher educational settings. Nearly
a third (31%) of NTDS respondents were harassed by teachers or school staff, and 5 percent were
physical assaulted and 3 percent were sexually assault by teachers or school staff. Nearly one-sixth
(15%) of NTDS respondents had been harassed to the point of feeling forced to leave school, and 6
percent were expelled from grades K-12 because of their gender identity/expression.

In the present study, 40.0 percent of transgender respondents said that had been bullied/ha-
rassed by other students and 24.0 had been bullied harassed by teachers in Anchorage schools; 12.0
percent had to leave school because of harassement. Cisgender respondents, especially gay and bi-
sexual men, also had problems with harassment in Anchorage schools.

Other results from national studies include:

e 7percentof the LGB respondents to the Kaiser Family Foundation (2001) study reported
experiencing discrimination in applying to a college, university, or other school because of
their sexual orientation.

Discrimination in child austody

O f respondents to the National Transgender Discrimination Survey (Grant, et al.,, 2011) with
children, 29 percent experienced an ex-partner limiting their contact with their children, and 13 per-
cent had their relationships with their children limited or stopped by courts. In the present study, only
36.0 percent of the transgender respondents (N=9) had children; one of these reported contact with
her children being restricted by a former spouse.

Discrimination in public services andpublic acocommodations

Few of the national surveys discussed here focused on public accommodations discrimination.
However, the National Transgender Discrimination Survey (Grant, et al, 2011) included a number
of public accommodations and public service areas in which transgender and gender-nonconforming
people commonly experienced discrimination. In the area of health care 28 percent of NTDS re-
spondents reported being harassed in medical settings and 2 percent were were victims of violence
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while at the doctor’s office; 19 percent of were refused medical care due to their transgender or gender
non-conforming status.

Over half (53%) of NTSD respondents reported being verbally harassed or treated disrespect-
fully in a place of public accommodation, with 44 percent being denied equal treatment or service at
least once at one or more of 15 types of public accommodation covered in the study and 8 percent
being physically attacked or assaulted in places of public accommodation. O f those who had inter-
acted with police, 22 percent reporting being harassed by police due to bias; 6 percent were physically
assaulted and 2 percent were sexually assaulted by police officers because they were transgender or
gender non-conforming.

Gender-appropriate identity documents are an area of particular concern to transgender people;
lack of such identification is associates with higher rates of discrimination in employment, housing,
and other areas. Of NTSD respondents who were asked to presented ID in the ordinary course of
their lives that did not match their gender identity/expression, 40 percent reported being harassed
and 3 percent being attacked or assaulted; 15 percent were asked to leave the setting in which they had
presented incongruent identification. Only 21 percent of those who had transitioned had been able
to update all of their IDs and records.

Other results from national studies include:

e« 46 percent of the LGB respondents to the Kaiser Family Foundation (2001) study reported

experiencing discrimination in getting health care or health insurance because of their sexual
orientation.



Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey: Final Report 61

Comparing LGBT Discrimination with Discrimination for O ther Reasons

Recent data on self-reported experience of racism in Anchorage from the Anchorage Com-
munity Survey 2009 and case processing statistics from the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission
(2002—2009) and the Alaska State Commission on Human Rights (2006—2010) provide useful context
for discussion of sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination in the Municipality of Anchor-
age. This section of the report also reports findings from national studies conducted by The Williams
Institute at UCLA School of Law on the rates of employment discrimination complaints based on
sexual orientation/gender identity compared with complaints for sex discrimination and race/color
discrimination in states where sexual orientation and/or gender identity discrimination are prohibited.

Anchorage Community Survey 2009: Experience of racism

The Anchorage Community Survey (ACS) is a biennial survey of adult heads-of-household in
the Municipality of Anchorage which has been conducted by the Justice Center at University of Alas-
ka Anchorage in 2005,2007, and 2009. The final dataset for the 2009 Anchorage Community Survey,
conducted during the summer and fall of 2009, includes 2,080 respondents. The ACS questionnaire
asked two questions to elicit information on the Hispanic/Latino background and race/ethnicity of
respondents. The results are displayed in Table 29. O f the 2,018 respondents who answered whether
they were of Hispanic or Latino background, 119 (5.9%) answered Yes Of the 2,005 ACS respon-
dents who identified their race/ethnicity, over four-fifths (N=1,655; 82.5%) were white/Caucasian; 98
(4.9%) were Alaska Native or American Indian; 90 (4.5%) were Asian; 56 (2.8%) were black/African
American; and 21 (1.0%) were Native Hawaiian, Samoan, or other Pacific Islander, and 85 (4.2%) were
of “Other” race or ethnicity. Comparison with 2010 population data for the Municipality of Anchor-
age as awhole (see Table 7) shows that whites are overrepresented and most other races/ethnicities
are underrepresented in the 2009 Anchorage Community Survey.

The ACS questionnaire asked respondents about whether they had experienced racism in An-

Table 29. Anchorage Community Survey 2009:
Hispanic Background and Race/Ethnicity

Response Frequency Percentage

Question 42. Are you of Hispanic or Latino background?

No 1,889 93.6

Yes 119 5.9

Don't know 10 0.5
Total valid 2,018
Missing 62

Total 2,080

Question 43. What race or ethnicity would you say
best describes you?

White or Caucasian 1,655 82.5
Alaska Native or American Indian 98 4.9
Asian 90 45
Black or African American 56 2.8
Native Hawaiian, Samoan, or other Pacfic Islander 21 1.0
Other 85 4.2
Total valid 2,005 100.0
Missing 75

Total 2,080

Source of data: Alaska Community Survey 2009,
Justice Center, University o f Alaska Anchorage
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chorage in nine situations: while shopping; while at work; while at school; while renting or attempting
to rent housing; while buying or attempting to buy housing; in a health care situation; from police;
from a judge, lawyer, or other member of the justice system; or from members of local and/or state
government. Table 30 shows the percentage of respondents who answered YeSto experiencing racism
in each of this situation for all respondents and by respondent race/ethnicity and Hispanic/Latino
background.

Over one in five respondents (20.9%) reported having experienced racism while at work, and
17.2 percent said they had experience racism while shopping. Nearly 15 percent (14.5%) felt they
had been subjected to racism from member of local and/or state government, and nearly that many
(12.3%) reported experiencing racism in school. Seven percent had experience racism from police;3.9
percent while renting or attempting to rent housing; 3.7 percent from members of the justice system
(other than police) such as judges or lawyers; and 2.8 percent while buying or attempting to buy hous-
ing.

W hen examined by the race/ethnicity and Hispanic/Latino background, the figures take on new
significance. Experience of racism was reported by members of all races/ethnicities, but the percent-
age of whites/Caucasians who reported such experiences was far lower in most situations than for
other races/ethnicities. In particular, high percentages of blacks/African Americans and Alaska Na-
tives/American Indians reported experiencing racism. Over two-thirds (68.5%) of black respondents
reported experience racism while atwork, and almost that many (64.3%) had experienced racism while
shopping. At least one in five black respondents experienced racism in every other situation asked
about except for racism from (non-police) members of the justice system (13.0%); nearly 3 in 10
(29.6%) said that they had been subjected to racism by police. At least one quarter of Alaska Natives/
American Indians respondents said they had experienced racism while at work (40.6%), while shop-
ping (42.4%), while at school (32.0%), or in a health care setting (25.3%), and in all other situations
reported experiencing racism in percentages three to nearly six times as high as reported by white/
Caucasian respondents.

Native Hawaiian/Samoan/Pacific Islander respondents, respondents of other race or ethnicity,
and respondents of Hispanic or Latino background reported experiencing racism in percentages about

Table 30. Anchorage Community Survey 2009: Experience of Racism in Anchorage,
by Respondent's Race/Ethnicity and Hispanic/Latino Background
Percent answering "Yes."

By race/ethnicity
Native

. . . Alaska Hawaiian,
Question 39a. P/ease share your experience as it Black or  Native or Samoan, or  Other Hispanic or
pertains to racism in Anchorage by answering the All African  American other Pacfic race/ White or Latino
following statements about racism. — 1have respondents American Indian Islander ethnicity Asian Caucasian background
experienced racism... N - 2,005 N-56 N =98 N- 56 N =85 N-90 N = 1,655 N =119
...while at work. 20.9 % 68.5 % 40.6 % 35.0 % 36.1 % 26.7 % 16.9 % 322 %
...while shopping. 17.2 64.3 42.4 42.9 33.7 24.1 125 22.9
...from members of local and/or state government. 14.5 22.2 18.2 143 15.5 35 4.0 7.7
...while at school. 12.3 27.3 32.0 23.8 20.7 18.6 9.7 20.3
...in a health care setting. 7.0 231 25.3 14.3 19.8 8.0 4.6 12.2
..from police. 5.2 29.6 153 14.3 15.7 59 2.6 6.8
...while renting or attempting to rent housing. 3.9 21.8 15.2 9.5 6.0 14.9 13 3.4
...from ajudge, lawyer, or other member of the justice system. 3.7 13.0 14.0 0.0 11.0 12 4.0 11.0
...while buying or attempting to buy housing. 2.8 20.0 10.0 19.0 6.0 5.7 3.0 0.9

Source of data: Alaska Community Survey 2009, Justice Center, University o fAlaska Anchorage
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1.5 to 2 times as high as white/Caucasian respondents for most situations. Asian respondents, while
experiencing racism in lower percentages than other groups except whites/Caucasians, still showed
higher percentages of experiencing racism than whites/Caucasians in most situations, especially while
atwork (26.7% of Asians; 16.9% of whites/Caucasians), while shopping (24.1% of Asians; 12.5% of
whites/Caucasians), while at school (18.6% of Asians; 8.7% of whites/Caucasians); and while renting
or attempting to rent housing (14.9% of Asians; 1.3% of whites/Caucasians).

Umitations of AC S data on experience of radsm

Like the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey, the Anchorage Community Survey is self-
reported. Specifically, data from ACS respondents on experience of racism is based on subjective
perceptions. Additionally, ACS data on experience of racism does not provide details on the circum-
stances of the types of discrimination experienced by respondents, or whether the racism is illegal
under local, state, or federal law. For example, an experience of racism in the workplace can range
from overhearing a racist joke or a racial/ethnic slur, to being actively subjected to racial/ethnic slurs
or harassment (in many cases considered illegal, as contributing to a hostile work environment), all
the way to being denied employment or promotion or being fired from a job because of one’ race or
ethnicity, independently of one’ qualifications of job performance.

In other words, while subjective perceptions of racism by ACS respondents may on occasion be
mistaken, those which are accurate may stem from racism which may or may not be illegal discrimina-
tion.

Nonetheless, Anchorage Community Survey data show that experience of racism is still quite
common in Anchorage, especially among racial and ethnic minorities. Sexual orientation/gender
identity bias and discrimination is experienced by LGBT people at comparable levels. The difference
is that Anchorage residents who experience illegal discrimination because of their race or ethnicity
have legal recourse to redress their grievances, whereas LGBT residents have no redress for anti-
LGBT discrimination.

Human and equal rights commissions

Information on illegal discrimination in the Municipality of Anchorage and in Alaska can be
obtained from the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission (AERC), responsible for enforcement of
Title 5, the Municipality of Anchorage’ equal rights code, and the Alaska State Commission for Hu-
man Rights (ASCHR), which enforces state human rights law (AS 18.80). Both agencies maintain case
processing statistics which are reported in publicly available annual reports. The discussion below is
base on review of the annual reports and websites of both agencies.

Anchorage Equal Tights Commission (AER C) and Title 5 of the Anchorage Municipal Code

The Anchorage Equal Rights Commission (AERC), established by the Anchorage Charter in
1975, is the municipal agency charged with enforcement of Title 5 0f the Anchorage Municipal Code,
which governs equal rights and nondiscrimination within the Municipality of Anchorage. AERC also
enforces the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. which makes it illegal to discriminate against
qualified persons with a physical or mental disabilities, and, through a workshare agreement with the
federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). Title VII of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, which makes it illegal to discriminate against someone on the basis of race, color, religion,
national origin, or sex. AERC is governed by nine commissioners appointed by the mayor and con-
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firmed by the Anchorage Assembly.

AERC annual reports from 2006 to 2008, which include case processing statistics since 2002,
are available on the AERC website at http://www.muni.org/departments/aerc/. The 2009 report
has been completed and was examined for this report, but as of this writing is not yet available at the
AERC website.

Under Title 5, it is illegal within the boundaries of the Municipality of Anchorage to discrimi-
natthe sale, rental, or use of real property,

e financing practices,

« employment practices,

e places of public accommodation,

« educational institutions, or

e practices by the Municipality of Anchorage

on the basis of

* race,
« color,

¢ sex (including pregnancy and parenthood),
« religion,

« national origin,

* marital status,

* age,

« physical or mental disability, or

e familial status (children under the age of 18 who are living with a parent or legal guardian are

protected in certain housing cases).

It is also illegal to retaliate against a person for opposing illegal discrimination or for filing com-
plaints, testifying, or assisting in proceedings under Title 5, or to abet or incite illegal discrimination.
Title 5 also makes it a misdemeanor punishable by a fine of up to $500 and/or a jail sentence of up
to 20 days to interfere with AERC commissioners or staff in the performance of their official duties,
such as by interferingwith AERC investigations. All remedies for actual complaints of discrimination,
if substantial evidence of discrimination is found, are civil — not criminal — in nature.

Complaint resolutionprocess through Anchorage EqualRights Commission (AERC)

Title 5 establishes procedures followed by AERC for the filing, investigation, and resolution of
complaints of unlawful discrimination within the Municipality of Anchorage.

Inquiry. AERC receives about 600 to 700 inquiries each year from residents of and visitors to
the Municipality of Anchorage. Inquiries may involved, for example, an employee of a local business
reporting a possibly discriminatory situation in his or her workplace, a tenant or homebuyer inquiring
about housing discrimination laws, or a business wanting to ensure its practices are in compliance with
Title 5. Inquiries may take the form of phone calls made to the AERC office or an Intake Question-
naire, available on the AERC website, being filled out and email or fax to the office. An Intake Officer
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will contact the inquirer, explain Anchorage’ equal rights law, and check whether the issues described
fall within AERC jurisdiction. If an alleged act of discrimination lies outside AERC7 jurisdiction, the
reason for lack of jurisdiction is explained to the caller and the caller is referred to other resources, if
available. At this writing, AERC has no jurisdiction over discrimination on the basis of sexual orienta-
tion or gender identity because such discrimination is not illegal under Title 5.

Complaint. If an alleged act of discrimination is within AERC’s jurisdiction, an AERC inves-
tigator assists the complainant in writing a formal complaint, which must be filed within 180 days of
the alleged act of unlawful discrimination. About 10 to 15 percent of inquiries received by the com-
mission each year result in the filing of a formal complaint. Parties involved in a complaint are given
notice of their rights, and all complaints, including the names of involved parties, remain confidential
unless the complaint is taken to a public hearing.

Investigation. After a formal complaint of discrimination is made, an AERC investigator con-
ducts an impartial investigation through. Investigations may include a fact finding conferences involv-
ing parties on both sides of a case, interviews with witnesses, collecting and reviewing documents and,
in many cases, analyzing comparative information. AERC has the power to subpoena witnesses or
documents when necessary.

Determination. When the investigation has been completed, the commission issues written
findings called a determination, which will find either that there was no substantialeidance o f discrimina-
tion, leading to the complaint being dismissed, or that there was substantial eidaceo f discrimination,
in which case the determination will recommend that conciliation be attempted. Title 5 requires a
determination to be completed within 240 days of a complaint being filed; however, this is not always
possible. Along with other statistics, AERC keeps track of the case age in order to monitor its perfor-
mance in completing determinations within the 240 days.

Conciliation. If an investigation finds substantial evidence supporting a complainant’ allega-
tions of discrimination, the determination will recommend conciliation, which has the purpose of
developing an agreement between the respondent, the complainant, and the commission for resolu-
tion of the complaint and elimination of discriminatory practices. If conciliation fails, the complaint
is taken to a public hearing.

Public hearing. Cases go to public hearing if there is a finding of substantial evidence of
discrimination and conciliation is unsuccessful. The Commission also may enforce settlement agree-
ments and defend decisions of the Commission in appeals to superior court, and may be involved in
other litigation.

Other resolutions of complaints. Title 5 provides for other resolutions of complaints such
as predetermination settlements agreed upon between the parties. Additionally, complaints may be
administratively closed for a variety of reasons, including if a complainant fails to take part in fact-
finding conferences or otherwise fails to cooperate in the investigation of his or her complaint.

AERC Case Processing Statistics 2002—2009

Case processing data for 2002 to 2009 from AERC annual reports are displayed in Table 31. In
the eight-year period from 2002 to 2009, AERC received, on average, 725 inquiries annually, with alow
of 547 inquiries in 2007 and a high of 958 inquiries in 2002. (AERC annual reports since 2007 have
noted a decrease in inquires reported by civil rights agencies nationwide, attributed by some officials
to alack of referrals from the EEOC’ National Call Center, which was created in 2005 and ended
in 2007.) The percentage of inquiries resulting in the filing of a formal written complaint has varied,
averaging 10.2 percent over the eight-year period. In 2009, a total of 107 written complaints of dis-
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crimination were filed with AERC — 15.8 percent of the 677 inquiries made in that year.

At least three-quarters of complaints filed during each of these years were for alleged employ-
ment discrimination (84.2% of all complaints for the entire eight-year period). Though varying from
year-to-year, in general the most frequent types of discrimination about which complaints were made,
after employment, were in public accommodations (6.9% of all complaints in 2002—2009), housing
(4.5%), educational institutions (2.5%), practices of the Municipality (1.5%), and financing (0.2%).

Part C of Table 31 shows complaint filings by basis of complaint. Because cases may be filed
on multiple bases — for example, for both racial discrimination and retaliation — the detail in Part
C of the table adds to more than the total number of complaints. While again there are variations

Table 31. Anchorage Equal Rights Commission: Case Processing Statistics, 2002-2009

Column percentages within each part of the table.

A Inquiries and new complaints

Total 2002-2009

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percentof Percent of Percent of Percent of Percentof
perfected perfected perfected perfected perfected perfected perfected perfected
complaints complaints complaints complaints complaints complaints complaints complaints
N Percent N inquiries N inqiries N inquiries N inquiries N inquiries N inquiries N inquiries N inquiries
Inquiries 5,796 958 — 908 — 802 — 653 _ 650 - 547 — 601 — 677 —
New complaints 594 102 % 67 7.0 % 73 8.0 % 89 111 % 48 7.4 % 73 11.2 % 53 9.7 % 84 14.0 % 107 15.8 %
B. Complaint filings by type
Total 2002-2009 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
ype of complaint N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Employment 500 84.2 % 53 791 % 60 82.2 % 69 775 % 41 85.4 % 61 83.6 % 43 8l1 % 79 94.0 % 94 87.9 %
Public accommodations 41 6.9 2 3.0 10 13.7 4 4.5 4 8.3 3 4.1 5 9.4 0 0.0 13 121
Housing 27 4.5 7 104 1 14 7 79 3 6.3 4 55 3 5.7 2 2.4 0 0.0
Educational institutions 15 25 3 45 2 2.7 4 4.5 0 0.0 1 1.4 2 3.8 3 3.6 0 0.0
Practices of the 9 15 2 30 0o 00 3 34 0o 00 4 55 o o0 o 00 0 00
Municipality
Financing 2 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 22 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total complaints 594 67 73 89 48 73 53 84 107
C. Complaint filings by basis of complaint
Detail does not add to totals, as cases may be filed on multiple bases.
Total 2002-2009 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Basis of complaint N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Race/color 247 41.6 % 30 44.8 % 26 35.6 % 38 42.7 % 12 25.0 % 37 50.7 % 17 321 % 38 45.2 % 49 45.8 %
Sex (includes pregnancy 555, 18 269 12 164 17 191 8 167 17 233 17 321 17 202 20 271
and parenthood)
Physical or mental 111 18.7 13 19.4 16 219 13 14.6 18 375 16 21.9 9 17.0 13 155 13 12.1
Retaliation 88 14.8 9 13.4 12 16.4 14 15.7 10 20.8 8 11.0 8 15.1 14 16.7 13 121
National origin 75 12.6 10 14.9 6 8.2 14 15.7 3 6.3 9 123 8 151 14 16.7 un 103
Age 20 3.4 2 3.0 4 55 1 11 1 21 1 14 0 0.0 fIM 12 10 9.3
Religion 9 15 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 22 0 0.0 3 4.1 0 0.0 2 2.4 2 19
Marital status 6 1.0 0 0.0 1 1.4 2 22 0 0.0 1 1.4 0 0.0 2 24 0 0.0
Familial status 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total complaints 594 67 73 89 48 73 53 84 107
D. Predetermination settlements, conciliations, or settlements which achieved resolution
. Total 2002-2008 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Cases which achieved -
resolution N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Total 141 — 13 — 19 — 29 - 13 — 21 — 26 20 —
Cases providing remedial
Data not
measures provided by Title
136 96.5 % 12 92.3 % 15 78.9 % 29 100.0 % 13 100.0 % 21 100.0 % 26 100.0 % 20 100.0 % available
discriminatory practices
Total dollars in settlements $420,808 N/A N/A $107,824 $35,566 $74,298 $98,305 $104,815
E. Determinations and case closures
Determinations and
case closures Total 2002-2009 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Total 699 70 79 81 93 60 67 73 91
F. Case age
Total 2002-2009 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Case age N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
240days or less 295 49.7 % 48 57.8 % 50 67.6 % 45 54.9 % 16 421 % 39 75.0 % 19 48.7 % 43 86.0 % 35 714 %
Over 240 days 172 29.0 35 42.2 24 32.4 3/ 45.1 22 57.9 13 25.0 20 51.3 7 14.0 14 28.6
Total cases 467 83 74 82 38 52 39 50 49

Source o f data: Anchorage Equal Rights Commission annual reports, 2005-2010
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from year-to-year, in general over the eight-year period of 2002 to 2009, the most frequent bases of
complaints were, in descending order, discrimination on the basis of race/color (a basis in 41.6% of
all complaints during this period), sex (including pregnancy or parenthood; 22.7%), physical or mental
disability (18.7%), retaliation (14.8%), national origin (12.6%), age (3.4%), religion (1.5%), marital sta-
tus (1.0%), and familial status (0.0%). (No complaints alleging discrimination on the basis of familial
status were filed during the entire period from 2002 to 2009.) Neither sexualorientation norgenderidentity
(or transgender identity) are listed, as sexual orientation and gender/transgender identity discrimination
were not illegal in the Municipality of Anchorage under Title 5, and hence were not jurisdictional for
the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission.

Part D of Table 31 shows complaints which achieved resolution through conciliation or other
forms of resolution (including predetermination setdements), the number and percentage of resolved
cases which provided remedial measures provided under Title 5 for the elimination of discriminatory
practices (100% of resolved cases in most years), and the total dollars in settlement paid out. It is
not possible from these figures to determine where in the process of a case these complaints were
resolved — e.g., before or after a formal determination of substantial evidence or no substantial evidence
of discrimination was made; nor is it possible to directly calculate from these data the percentage of
complaints resulting in settlement or conciliations, since cases may or may not be settled in the same
year that a complaint is made. Itis possible, however, to estimate that roughly a quarter of complaints
are resolution through settlement or through conciliation after a determination of substantial eidence
of discrimination, and that roughly three-quarters of cases are closed with a determination of o
substantial eidence o f discrimination or are closed administratively for some other reason (such as a
complainant’ non-participation in the investigation of his or her complaint).

From 2002 to 2009, a total of 699 cases — an average of 87.4 per year — were closed by AERC,
as summarized in Part E of the table. Part F summarizes case age.

Further information about case processing of Title 5 discrimination complaints is available at
the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission website and through AERC annual reports. In particular,
AERC annual reports include case summaries which provide useful detail about the processes by
which AERC investigators make their determinations about whether illegal discrimination has in fact

taken place.
Alaska State Commissionfor Human Rights (ASCHR) and theAlaska Human RightsLaw (AS 18.80)

The Alaska State Commission for Human Rights (ASCHR), under the Office of the Governor, is
the state agency responsible for enforcement of Alaska Statute 18.80. the Alaska Human Rights Law.
It is made up of seven commissioners appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Legislature.
Its office is located in Anchorage, but it has jurisdiction to accept and investigate complaints of dis-
crimination from individuals throughout the state.

Under AS 18.80, it is illegal in Alaska to discriminate employment,

e places of public accommodation,

» the sale, lease or rental of real property,
« credit and financing practices, or
e practices by the State or its political subdivisions

on the basis of

e race,
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« color,
¢ religion,

e national origin,
e sex, or
¢ physical or mental disability.

In some additional situations, including employment, it is also illegal to discriminate on the basis
of

e age,
« marital status,

¢ changes in marital status,
e pregnancy, or

e parenthood.

Itis also illegal for employers to retaliate against employees for opposing illegal discrimination or
filing complaints, testifying, or assisting in proceedings under the Alaska Human Rights Law.

Complaint resolutionprocess through A laska State Commissionfor Human Rights (ASCHRJ

The process of filing, investigation, and resolution of complaints of discrimination under state
law is similar to the process under the Municipality of Anchorages Tide 5. At this writing, ASCHR
has no jurisdiction over discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation or gender identity because
such discrimination is not illegal under AS 18.80, the Alaska Human Rights Law.

Inquiry. Persons who believe they were discriminated against under under AS 18.80, the Alaska
Human Rights Law, may contact the ASCHR by telephone, mail, or visiting ASCHR’ Anchorage
office. Commission staff will help determine if an allegation of discrimination falls under ASCHR
jurisdiction and whether a formal complaint can be filed.

Complaint. Complaints of discrimination must be drafted, notarized, and filed (with the help
of ASCHR staff) within 180 days of the alleged act of discrimination. All complaints, including the
names of involved parties, remain confidential unless the complaint is taken to a public hearing.

Mediation. As an alternative to investigation, mediation may occur, which, if successful, will
result in the complaint being dismissed.

Investigation. If mediation does not occur, or if it occurs but is unsuccessful, the case will
undergo a full and impartial investigation, in which an investigator will gather evidence through inter-
views with witnesses, collecting documents, visiting the site where the alleged discrimination occurred,
and so on. ASCHR has the power to subpoena witnesses or documents when necessary.

Determination. When the investigation has been completed, the commission issues a determina
tionwhich may conclude that there was o substantialeddace of discrimination, resulting in the com-
plaint being dismissed. If, on the other hand, the commission finds that there was substantial eidace
of discrimination, the complaint will be referred for conciliation (settlement).

Conciliation. The respondent, against who the complaint was made, will be asked to cease the
discriminatory act or practice, and may also be be asked to take other actions necessary to remedy
the discrimination, such as providing make-whole relief to the complainant, undergoing training on
discrimination law, or adopting and disseminating an anti-discrimination policy in a place of busi-
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ness. After the parties in the case have met provisions of the conciliation agreement, the case will be
dismissed. If, however, agreement cannot be reached, the commission will certify conciliationfailure.

Conciliation failure. If conciliation fails, the case will no longer be considered confidential —
as it was up until this point under the law — and records and information obtained by the commission
during the investigation will become available to the parties, and may also be made available according
to the rules of discovery if an action relating to the charge is filed in court. Conciliation failure may
also result in the commission filing a formal accusation — which the person charged in the accusation
is required to file an answer in writing — and referring the case for public hearing.

Public hearing. Public hearings are held before an administrative law judge, usually at the O f-
fice of Administrative Hearings in Anchorage. The administrative law judge issues a recommended
decision, but the ASCHR commissioners make the final decision, which may be appealed to the Su-

perior Court.

ASCHR Case Processing Statistics 2006—2010

Case processing data for 2006 to 2010 from ASCHR annual reports are displayed in Table 32.
About two-thirds of ASCHR complaints each year originate in Southcentral Alaska, including com-
munities within the Municipality of Anchorage, but ASCHR annual reports do not provide break-
downs by borough or city. Nevertheless, ASCHR data provide awealth of useful information about
how illegal discrimination is handled in Alaska.

Part A of Table 32 shows the demographic characteristics of ASCHR complainants. The major-
ity of complaints were made by women — 54.8 percent of all complaints made in the five-year pe-
riod. Just under half of all complaints during this period were made by Caucasians (47.6%), followed
by blacks (14.9%), Alaska Natives (12.7%), Hispanics (6.0%), Asians (5.7%), and American Indians
(1.2%). Persons of other race/ethnicity accounted for 3.8 percent of complaints, and the race/eth-
nicity of complainants was unknown in another 8.0 percent of cases. Over half of all complainants
(53.1%) were from 41 to 60 years of age, with over one-third (34.8%) from 21 to 40 years old, 7.8
percent age 61 or older, and 2.9 percent age 20 or younger. Complainants’ ages were unknown in
1.4% of all complaints made from 2006 to 2010.

ASCHR annual reports do not report on the number of inquiries made each year to the commis-
sion. Part B of the table shows that a total of 1,720 complaints alleging illegal discrimination under
Alaska law were made over the five-year period — an average of 344 complaints a year — with 412
complaints made in 2010. The vast majority of complaints (90.5%) alleged discrimination in em-
ployment. From 2006 to 2010, about one in twenty complaints each alleged discrimination in public
accommodations (3.1%), housing (3.0%), and government practices (3.0%). Three complaints over
the five years (0.2%) involved allegations of multiple types of discrimination. Two complaints (0.2%)
alleged coercion, and two (0.1%) alleged discrimination in credit/financial practices.

Part C of Table 32 shows complaint filings by basis of complaint. Because complaints may be
filed on multiple bases — in fact, one-third (33.1%) of complaints alleged discrimination on multiple
bases — the detail in Part C of the table adds to more than the total number of complaints. The
most frequent bases of complaints were, in descending order, discrimination on the basis of race/
color (a basis in 31.1% of all complaints during this period), sex (24.8%), physical disability (19.9%),
age (19.0%), retaliation (16.0%), national origin (8.5%), retaliation for filing a complaint (8.3%), men-
tal disability (5.1%), religion (4.0%), pregnancy (3.7%), parenthood (1.2%), marital status (0.8%), and
change in marital status (0.1%). Neither sexual orientation nor gender identity (or transgender identity) are
listed, as sexual orientation and gender/transgender identity discrimination are not illegal under AS



70  Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey: Final Report

18.80, the Alaska Human Rights Law, and hence are not jurisdictional for the Alaska State Commis-
sion on Human Rights.
ASCHR data on case closures (Part D of Table 25) provides detail about where in the process of

Table 32. Alaska State Commission on Human Rights: Case Processing Statistics, 2006-2010
Column percentages within each part of the table.

A. Demographic characteristics of complainants

Total 2006-2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Sex
Female 943 54.8 % 150 60.0 % 199 52.6 % 192 57.1 % 183 53.2 % 219 53.2 %
Male 776 45.1 100 40.0 179 47.4 143 42.6 161 46.8 193 46.8
Unknown 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0
Race/ethnicity
Caucasian 819 47.6 % 119 47.6 % 172 45.5 % 167 49.7 % 162 471 % 199 83
Black 256 14.9 38 15.2 57 15.1 46 13.7 52 15.1 63 15.3
Alaska Native 219 12.7 32 12.8 59 15.6 39 11.6 43 12.5 46 11.2
Hispanic 104 6.0 21 8.4 17 4.5 24 7.1 15 4.4 27 6.6
Asian 98 5.7 10 4.0 30 7.9 22 6.5 15 4.4 21 5.1
American Indian 20 1.2 3 1.2 6 1.6 4 1.2 6 1.7 1 0.2
Other 66 3.8 10 4.0 9 2.4 6 1.8 23 6.7 18 4.4
Unknown 138 8.0 17 6.8 28 7.4 28 8.3 28 8.1 37 9.0
Age
20 years and under 50 29 % 10 4.0 % 14 3.7 % 10 3.0 % 2 0.6 % 14 3.4 %
21-40 years 598 34.8 93 37.2 137 36.2 106 31.5 128 37.2 134 32.5
41-60 years 913 53.1 132 52.8 190 50.3 185 55.1 182 52.9 224 54.4
61 years or older 135 7.8 12 4.8 30 7.9 32 9.5 27 7.8 34 8.3
Unknown 24 1.4 3 1.2 7 1.9 3 0.9 5 1.5 6 1.5
Total complaints initiated 1,720 250 378 336 344 412
B. Complaint filings by type
Total 2006-2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Type of complaint N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Employment 1,556 90.5 % 226 90.8 % 346 91.5 % 298 88.7 % 307 89.2 % 379 92.0 %
Public accommodations 53 3.1 9 3.6 12 3.2 15 4.5 7 2.0 10 2.4
Housing 52 3.0 8 3.2 12 3.2 11 3.3 11 3.2 10 2.4
Government practices 52 3.0 6 2.4 8 2.1 10 3.0 17 4.9 11 2.7
Multiple 3 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.6 1 0.2
Coercion 2 0.1 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.2
Finance 2 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total complaints 1,720 249 378 336 344 412
C. Complaint filings by basis of complaint
Detail does not add to totals, as cases may be filed on multiple bases.
Total 2006-2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Basis of complaint N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Race/color 535 31.1 % 73 29.3 % 126 33.3 % 103 30.7 % 107 31.1 % 126 30.6 %
Sex 426 24.8 65 26.1 105 27.8 78 23.2 75 21.8 103 25.0
Physical disability 342 19.9 47 18.9 69 18.3 61 18.2 67 19.5 98 23.8
Age 326 19.0 39 15.7 73 19.3 63 18.8 68 19.8 83 20.1
Retaliation 275 16.0 40 16.1 79 20.9 41 12.2 54 15.7 61 14.8
National origin 146 8.5 19 7.6 29 7.7 28 8.3 30 8.7 40 9.7
Retaliation for filing 143 8.3 17 6.8 34 9.0 25 7.4 31 9.0 36 8.7
Mental disability 87 5.1 8 3.2 20 5.3 16 4.8 22 6.4 21 5.1
Religion 68 4.0 13 5.2 7 1.9 16 4.8 22 6.4 10 2.4
Pregnancy 63 3.7 8 3.2 17 4.5 12 3.6 12 3.5 14 3.4
Parenthood 20 1.2 3 1.2 6 1.6 4 1.2 0 0.0 7 1.7
Marital status 13 0.8 1 0.4 5 1.3 2 0.6 2 0.6 3 0.7
Change in marital status 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.2
Complaints involvin
P . 9 569 33.1 % 71 285 % 133 352 % 91 271 % 121 352 % 153 371 %
multiple bases
Total complaints 1,720 249 378 336 344 412

[ Table continues next page.]

Source ofdata: Alaska State Commission on Human Rights annual reports, 2006-2010
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a complaint cases are actually closed. Nearly three-quarters of complaints (70.0% over the five-year
period) are closed after an investigation with a determination of rosubstantialevdenceo f discrimination;
another 10.0 percent were closed as a result of settlements or other predetermination agreements as a
result of mediation between the parties as an alternative to investigation (7.3%; three of the five case
dispositions under “Mediation”) or otherwise before a investigative determination was made (2.7%;
two of the three categories under “Conciliation/agreement”). Sixty-three cases from 2006 to 2010
(3.7%) were closed through a conciliation agreement after investigation ended with a determination
of substantialeidenceo f discrimination. In another 57 cases (3.4%) where a determination of substan
tial eidee was made, conciliation was unsuccessful, and the cases were referred for public hearing
— though 33 of those cases (2.0% of all case closures) were closed through pre-hearing settlements.

Table 32. Alaska State Commission on Human Rights: Case Processing Statistics, 2006-2010 [continued]
Column percentages within each part of the table.

D. Closures

Total 2006-2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Mediation 134 7.9 % 35 12.8 % 28 9.6 % 30 8.4 % 24 6.2 % 17 4.4 %
Successful settlement 84 5.0 16 5.8 14 4.8 18 5.0 20 5.2 16 4.2
Predetermination
22 1.3 8 2.9 6 2.1 8 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0
settlement (PDS)
Complaint withdrawn with
successful settlement 18 11 1 4.0 5 1.7 2 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0
Complaint withdrawn 9 0.5 0 0.0 3 1.0 2 0.6 3 0.8 1 0.3
Complainantto court 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0
Administrative 208 12.3 % 50 18.2 % 39 13.4 % 45 126 % 32 8.3 % 42 109 %
Complainant not available 72 4.3 13 4.7 16 5.5 15 4.2 11 2.9 17 4.4
Complaint withdrawn 49 2.9 12 4.4 8 2.7 13 3.6 6 1.6 10 2.6
Lack ofjurisdiction or
33 2.0 10 3.6 8 2.7 5 1.4 8 21 2 0.5
complaint untimely
Administrative dismissal 22 1.3 4 15 2 0.7 4 11 4 1.0 8 21
Tribal sovereign immunity 13 0.8 4 15 1 0.3 3 0.8 2 0.5 3 0.8
Complainantto court 11 0.7 4 1.5 0 0.0 4 11 1 0.3 2 0.5
Failure of complainant
8 0.5 3 11 4 1.4 1 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0
to proceed
No substantial evidence 1,184 70.0 % 164 59.9 % 190 65.1 % 252 70.6 % 295 76.6 % 283 73.7 %
Conciliation/settlement 109 6.4 % 14 51 % 21 72 % 23 6.4 % 24 6.2 % 27 7.0 %
Substantial evidence
63 3.7 6 2.2 12 4.1 8 22 15 3.9 22 5.7
Iconciliation agreement
Complaint withdrawn with
28 1.7 7 2.6 8 2.7 13 3.6 0 0.0 0 0.0
successful settlement
Predetermination
18 1.1 1 0.4 1 0.3 2 0.6 9 2.3 5 1.3
settlement (PDS)
Hearing 57 3.4 % 11 4.0 % 14 4.8 % 7 2.0 % 10 2.6 % 15 3.9 %
Pre-hearing settlement 33 2.0 9 3.3 2 0.7 5 1.4 6 1.6 11 2.9
Decision for complainant 11 0.7 0 0.0 6 2.1 0 0.0 3 0.8 2 0.5
Hearing unit - other 7 0.4 1 0.4 5 1.7 1 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0
Decision for respondent 3 0.2 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.3
Administrative dismissal 2 0.1 0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0
Other 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3
Total closures 1,692 274 292 357 385 384
E. Determinations finding substantial evidence of discrimination
Total 2009-2010 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Substantial evidence findings N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Successfully conciliated 20 22.7 % 11 24.4% 9 20.9 %
Conciliation failed 23 26.1 12 26.7 11 25.6
Pending 45 51.1 Data not maintained for these years 22 48.9 23 53.5
Total substantial
88 45 43

evidence findings

Source of data: Alaska State Commission on Human Rights annual reports, 2006-2010
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Information about accusations and commission decisions in public hearing cases are available
on the ASCHR website at http://humanrights.alaska.gov/. Summaries of other recent discrimination
cases are also available on the website, and earlier summaries can be found in the ASCHR’ annual
reports, also on the website.

Complaints of employment discrimination complaints in states which prohibit discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation andgender identity

As of January 2012, 21 states and the District of Columbia had state laws prohibiting discrimi-
nation on the basis of sexual orientation; 16 states and the District of Columbia also prohibited
discrimination on the basis of gender identity/expression (National Gay and Lesbian Task Force,
2012). Numerous cities and counties also prohibit discrimination in at least some areas, including (as
of October 2011) 143 local governments which prohibit gender identity discrimination in both the
public and public sector (National Gay and Lesbian Task Force, 2011).

In 2002, the U.S. General Accounting Office reported on the 13 states that then prohibited
sexual orientation discrimination in the workplace, and found that from 1993 to 2001, a total of 4,788
complaints alleging sexual orientation discrimination in employment situations had been filed with
state human rights agencies charged with enforcing nondiscrimination laws.

More recently, The Williams Institute at UCLA conducted two studies of complaints of employ-
ment discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity filed in the 20 states and
203 localities that then prohibited such complaints. Ramos, et al. (2008) gathered 6,914 complaints
filed from 1997 to 2007 in those states which responded. Sears and Mallory (2011a) focused on public
sector employment discrimination, and gathered 560 complaints filed with state agencies from 1997 to
2007 and 128 complaints filed with local agencies from as early as 1982, all from state or local govern-
ment employees. Not all states and localities responded to The Williams Institutes data requests, so
the total complaints gathered probably underestimate the number of complaints actually files.

¢ Both studies compared the number of employment discrimination complaints on the basis

of sexual orientation and gender identity with employment discrimination complaints based
on race/color and on sex. They found that employment discrimination claims based on sex
were filed roughly 7 times more often and claims based on race 11 times more often than
claims based on sexual orientation. But when complaint rates per 10,000 employees were
compared, Ramos, et al. (2008) found that nationally, among all the states included in the
stud6.5 complaints of race discrimination complaints were filed for every 10,000 people of
color employees,

e 5.4 complaints of sex discrimination were filed for every 10,000 female employees, and

e 4.7 complaints of sexual orientation discrimination were filed for every 10,000 LGB employ-
ees.

Individual states varied in their rates of employment discrimination complaints. In some states,
employment discrimination complaints on the basis of sexual orientation were filed at higher rates
than sex discrimination complaints, and in some at rates equal to the rates of race/color discrimina-
tion complaints (Ramos, et al., 2008; Sears and Mallory, 2011a).

Neither study found sufficient data on gender identity employment discrimination to be able to
estimate rate of discrimination complaints, mainly due to the fewer number of states where gender
identity discrimination is prohibited and, at the time of the study, how recently those protections
had come into place. Both studies included detailed methodologies, including the methods used to
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estimate LGB workforce populations for the states and localities discussed. The studies are also sum-
marized in Sears and Mallory (2011b).

Conclusion

OnJune 15,2009, testimony about findings from Onein Tenand Identity Reportswas offered before
the Anchorage Assembly during public hearings on Anchorage Ordinance 2009-64, which would have
added sexual orientation \esdgender identity to Title 5, the Municipality of Anchorage’ equal rights code.

In spite of this evidence, and in spite of testimony presented by several Anchorage citizens who
recounted their own stories of recent discrimination in Anchorage, one of the chief arguments used
by ordinance opponents was that there was no evidence of discrimination against lesbian, gay, bisex-
ual, and transgender (LGBT) people in the Municipality of Anchorage. Mayor Dan Sullivan echoed
those arguments when, less than aweek after the Anchorage Assembly passed AO-64 by avote of 7 to
4, he vetoed the measure, stating, “My review shows that there is clearly alack of quantifiable evidence
necessitating this ordinance.”

Typically, opponents of measures such as AO-64 — or the Anchorage Equal Rights Initiative
which is appearing as Proposition 5 on the April 3, 2012 Anchorage municipal ballot — demand
“proof”in the form of successful complaints made with the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission or
legal settlements in court cases that discrimination has occurred. But and AERC investigator has no
power to investigate discrimination thatis not prohibited by law, nor do judges have the power to ren-
der judgment on employers, landlords, and others who are given permission to discriminate unfairly
by the silence of the law.

It has been left up to the LGBT community itself to document the discrimination and harass-
ment that so many of us face, and against which we have no legal recourse. The Anchorage LGBT
Discrimination Survey represents the first effort since the late 1980s to quantify the incidence of anti-
LGBT discrimination in the Municipality of Anchorage.

Due to the inherent difficulties in estimating LGBT populations, discussed previously, it is im-
possible to know with any certainty what proportion of Anchorage’s LGBT population responded to
this survey or how representative the study population is of the LGBT community in the Municipality
as awhole. What is certain is that discrimination, harassment, and bias are as commonly experienced
by gay, lesbian, and bisexual residents of the Municipality of Anchorage now as was the case a quarter
of acentury ago, when data collection for Onein Tentook place. Furthermore, for the first time there
is quantitative evidence that discrimination, harassment, and bias are also commonly experienced by
transgender residents of the Municipality.

On behalf of the Alaska LGBT Community Survey Task Force and all its individual and organi-
zational members, | would like to thank all the respondents who took part in this survey and helped
to bring quantifiable evidence of their experience of discrimination in the Municipality of Anchorage
to public attention. May the public take note.
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Appendix A. Respondent Comments

General

This survey probably will not capture the more common but insidious kind of discrimination
where ones status or participation in civic life is limited or devalued because of sexual orientation or
gender identity. | have experienced many instances where my address was lost, or | was seated at the
wrong table, or did not get a meeting notice everyone else got, etc etc. because of my sexual orienta-
tion. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

It’s important to realize that discrimination, by its nature, is a cowardly act, and therefore is dif-
ficult to pin down. Itwould be incredibly easy if discrimination was outright, if someone did just walk
up and call you aname. But itisn’t, it’s the small motions, the silent looks and the collective ignorance
of a minority’s existence. Only until the majority believes this, and enforces it in a social realm, can
this change occur. The lead should be taken by those who govern, it should not happen as a reaction.

We cannot wait until violence occurs to make a change. — Cisgendergay male respondent

I don’t have to be fired or evicted to be discriminated against. Perceived, or potential, discrimina-
tion, is discrimination. Laws do not have the power to change minds, and | am saddened to look to the
law for protection against irrational hostility. That said, | want to live in a place where my livelihood
and personal security are not threatened by hostility towards the relationships | choose to have with

people of my gender. — Cisgender bisexual male respondent

My age is a prime reason to be able to check never on many of these questions, since the situa-
tions did not apply to me at the times in question in my life. — TransgenderM T F lesbian respondent

Besides race and class, | also think there is another divide in perceptions about discrimination
between people who have been around since the civil rights era and people born afterward. | think
younger people in general experience less discrimination because the world is more tolerant and gay
people are more visible. They also don’t have the trauma from discrimination in their past coloring
they way they feel the world is now. Alaska is one of the least religious states in the U.S. Religion
of your family of origin is another factor in how much discrimination people feel they experience.
Though I think thatis less of a big deal here than in other places. (Though in some ethic communities

here, religion is huge.) — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I've learned to keep alot of stuff under cover to survive. | also learned self defense to ward off
attack early on. | was also terribly abused by a therapist and given inappropriate care for my needs

as a youth directly in relation to my gender/sexual orientation. — TransgenderFTM bisexual respondent

I guess I'm bad for this survey, none of this stuff has really happened to me. I'm a little bit
reclusive and then probably a little more main stream than some. Hope this helped a little. P.S. I did

read all the questions. — Cisgendergay male respondent

The obstacles | have faced are mere speed bumps compared to the ones an openly and obviously

gay man has to overcome in this community. — Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

W hile | have been fortunate and never experienced much harassment during my time in Alaska,
I know plenty of friends who have been harassed before due to either their sexual orientation or their

gender identity. — Cisgendergay male respondent

A lot of these questions refer to a class | do not belong to. So overall, there is underlying op-
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pression that intersects with economics that may be so insidious that | am not able to see it to answer

your questions appropriately. — TransgenderFTM bisexual respondent

I may not have any experience in much of the questions asked in the survey but I believe it’s due
to my fear of the harassment/bullying as described in the survey. Some survey questions about living
in fear may also provide some insight to why there needs to be specific protection of the GLBT com-

munity. — Cisgendergay male respondent

I think that class/education is a huge factor in people’s experience of discrimination. Also, race/
culture. I'm white, middle class and educated. | think that is why my experience of discrimination,
outside of high schoolwhich was close to 20 years ago has been really minimal. | am also out. | think
that people who are in the closet have a different perception of discrimination. In some cases, in my
experience, they believe there is more discrimination out there than really exists in my experience. —
Cisgender lesbian respondent

I have never really felt like I've been harassed much because of my orientation. However, | do
feel a constant need to watch my back because | do not feel completely safe when | am out in public.

— Cisgendergay male respondent
W hen out in public I always look behind me. — Cisgendergay male respondent

Anchorage environment

I've lived all across the U.S. at different times in my life, and in comparison Anchorage rates a

fair, but definitely not apooror lower. — Cisgender bisexualmale respondent

There is a constant, underlying threat of discrimination. 1 feel like I have been very lucky in my
jobs and housing but | have also been cautious and selective. | seek employment, housing and medical
services where | can be myself openly and honestly and that isn’t always easy in Anchorage. — Cisger+
der lesbian respondent

Anchorage seems to be a little more tolerant than the lower 48 as far as municipal jobs, but the
verbal abuse on the streets and at public events, such as ACES Hockey games, parades/picnics and

Fur Rondy are not acceptable. — Cisgendergay male respondert

| felt really uncomfortable during the debate about the city-wide ordinance. In some ways it felt
like we were caught up in an old argument that wasn’t as relevant as it could have been. It seemed
strategically bad to be in a position of having to prove discrimination exists. | had a hard time seeing
the tangible benefits. What was the process for grieving if you were discriminated against? | was dis-
appointed at the lack of allies, businesses, ethnic leaders etc, among the supporters. I'm also frustrated
about elementin our own community who insistin being in the closet. | think that really sets us back.

I think coming out is the way to make change. — Cisgender lesbian respondent
I've found that in Anchorage, people tend to leave you alone. — Cisgendergay male respondent

Although many of the questions asked about situations that have not occurred to me | have to
say that I do not find the Anchorage areavery LGBT friendly which has made me consider the tim-
ing of my transition and the speed at which it occurs. | fear the responses towards me and my family,
especially my family. Anchorage has along way to go in the area of treating LGBT folks with dignity
and respect and equality. The whole ordeal of Prop 64 is indicative of the level of resistance that
the LGBT community has to endure. This truly upsets me because when | left to join the military
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Anchorage was closer to being a progressive city then it is today. — TransgenderM T F lesbian respondent

Thank you for taking the time to survey the community. | attended the hearings at the public
library and was ashamed at some of my fellow human beings and their openly hateful attitude. | don’t
want to be considered special and | don’t expect any special rights — just the rights that everyone else
has. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

30 year resident of ANC. Most of the time Anchorage has been very tolerantof ME — though

I’'m openly gay, I’'m not obviously gay. Most of the harassment | have felt was at events. That, to some

degree is expected (not ok, but more expected). — Cisgendergay male respondent

I received more discrimination here in Alaska than | did [working in Washington, D.C. for a
prominent Republican political officeholder]! — Cisgenderlesbian respondent

Although I only lived here for 8 months (and previously visited Anchorage for 3 months in
2009), | was amazed to know that the state can discriminate because of sexual orientation. Because
I know so many LGBT people that live here in Anchorage.... In 2009 | went to different LGBT
events (here in Anchorage) and there were a lot of people, | always thought that Anchorage (Alaska
in general) was like San Francisco, where liberals, nature and peace lovers come to enjoy the place and
its people, but now (in only 8 months) | have heard and seen much discrimination against our com -
munity. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

These are questions about extreme discrimination — so much of what LGBTs face in Anchor-
age in more subtle, but an antidiscrimination ordinance even though not addressing this kind of dis-
crimination directly will reduce it indirectly. 1 don’twant people to think that just because the police

have not stopped me because I'm gay (for instance) doesn’tmean | don’t feel like a second class citizen

when dealing with them. — Cisgendergay male respondernt

W hat doesn’t appear on this survey are the feelings of isolation and fear of those who are openly
anti-LGBT. Our community is well aware of the hate that has been shown openly during the equality
testimony. And due to that hate, we either are open and at constant danger or choose to live our lives
keeping our identity a secret. Either way we are in danger of being exposed and having that hatred
directed at us. Itis too bad that there isn’ta final question that says “D o you feel in danger of physical
or verbal violence in Anchorage?” | think the answer would be an overwhelming “YES.” — Cisgender

lesbian respondent
Outness vs. hiddenness

As a baby boomer, | spent the first 39 years of my life keeping my sexual identity well hidden in
order to be protected from discrimination/harm. Therefore, | answer the questions above with never

almost every response. — Cisgender leshbian respondent

I didn’t “come out” until | was 46 years old, so my sexual orientation was hidden. 1 tried to stay
below the radar because | felt the tolerance level in Anchorage narrowing with the Prevo assault on
gays and others that followed. Because | came out late, | wasn’t available for discrimination. Because

I was not true to my identity, | experienced many suicide attempts. — Cisgendergay male respondent

I am a public school teacher so | fear the reaction of parents (who frankly don’t really get to
know us teachers) and | would expect fallout if my orientation became common public knowledge.
We teachers take all kinds of other undeserved flack from the public and sexual orientation would just

be flames on the fire. — Cisgender lesbian respondent
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I and my husband are both closeted bisexuals. As was my ex-husband. We're still not comfort-
able in Alaska coming out, though we have many gay and lesbian friends, many of them don’t even
know. 1 long for the day when my sexual identity doesn’t have to be kept hidden away. — Cisgender

bisexualfernale respondent

I had many answers of “Never” [to questions about discrimination] due to hiding my sexual
orientation. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I've only recently come out, recently meaning, today | came out to agroup of people. — Cisgender
queerfemale respondent

Though I haven’t been specifically attacked by someone with power, most of that is because |
hide my sexual orientation from anyone that can adversely affect me. An important point to make on

here is how out a person is to the world. — Cisgendergay male respondent
I feel 1 have to hide my sexuality to be accepted. —- Cisgender lesbian respondent

| tend to keep the subject of my sexuality from coming up in most situations, so | haven’t been
exposed to nearly as much discrimination as | have witnessed and heard others have been. | do hope

they have also contributed to this survey for more accurate results! — Cisgender queerfemale respondent

| hope | do not skew the results of this survey. If I am atypical it is alright to remove my data.
I didn’t “come out” until | was 42 years old. | appear straight, am comfortable in straight or lesbian
environments. | have been mostly single since my late 30s so have probably have not appeared to oth-

ers as lesbian. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

| feel like I've been forced to adopt a position of “open when asked,” thatis, | don’t bring it up
with people, even when my own friends are making homophobic remarks. The level, and the type,
of discrimination I've faced with certain people who have known about my orientation has taught me
to skirt the subject in almost all arenas, which among other things has kept me single for avery long

time. — Cisgender bisexual male respondernt

I am out, however | grew up in [another state in the South], so | do not tell or show that | am
gay. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I appear conservative so many people don’t know my sexual orientation. — Cisgender queerfemale

respondent

| have not personally been bullied because | do not reveal my homosexuality to others unless they
are close friends. Many of my friends have been bullied by coworkers and random people because of

their sexual orientation. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I've never had a problem with all these, | guess I’'m a bit reclusive and more mainstream then
others. — Cisgendergay male respondent

Most of my answers [to questions about discrimination] are never & | feel aneed to explain that.
I am mostly “in the closet”. | identify myself as bisexual. Have aloving, committed relationship with
agay woman. We live together and due to the fact that I'm married to man who accepts and loves me
this works for us. 1 do not share my personal information with anyone other than those velyclose to
me which keeps me safe. | feel being in an open marriage makes it easer at least for me. Still though,
we have run into trouble while being out together. 1 don’t mind it as much as it hurts my feelings. —

Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent
I've experienced very little overt discrimination because | try to be discreet. — Cisgendergay male
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respondent

I have heard so many nightmare stories that | am very careful who | come out to as not to be
discriminated against. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I don’t think this captures the extent of the fear factor that causes people to hide, nor does it
capture discrimination/harassment in faith communities which is extensive. It says nothing about the
estrangement of families and friends caused by knowledge of one’ sexual orientation. While these
may not be cause for legal action nor protective laws, they nonetheless greatly impact the quality of

life in Anchorage and elsewhere. — Cisgendergay male respondent
I’'m in the closet so that these things don’t happen to me. — Cisgender queerfemale respondent

Residency in Anchorage

I lived in Anchorage for 47 years. When | retired, | moved to [acity on the East Coast].. .a very

supportive city of its diverse community. — Cisgendergay male respondent

Important note: I've only lived here for 8 months and | work in a LGBT friendly place. — Cis-
gender lesbian respondent

I’'m retired and not in school, so these [questions about discrimination] weren’t applicable to me.
Also, my child custody issues (like the others mentioned) pre-date my arrival in Anchorage. — Cisgen

dergay male respondent
I haven’t lived in Anchorage for years now — left in 2003. — Cisgender queerfemale respondent

Admittedly I've only lived in Anchorage for five months, so my experiences are somewhat lim-
ited. However I could describe various instances in [another Alaska city]. — Cisgendergay male respondert

Legal marital status and intimate relationships

I just wanted to clarify the answer about marital status. My partner and | were legally married
in BC Canada, however, the State of Alaska and the MOA do not recognize our marriage. For that
reason, | answered Divorced — which is the “recognized” status | hold according to both the State

and MOA. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I lived in [aNew England city] for two years, and | didn’t realize until 1 came back just how dif-
ferent the attitude is in New England. | met my only boyfriend there, and doing the normal couple
stuff in public was “normal.” Holding hands, flirting, hugging and kissing when we met — these are
things I could not expect to do in Alaska without getting looks, jeers, getting labeled, targeted, abused
or assaulted. To be honest, it’s a level of anxiety | don’t even like writing about, and | like ranting,
alot. I took a day-long break from this just because | didn’t feel like thinking about it. — Cisgender

bisexual male respondent

The biggest discrimination that my partner and | face, that straight married couples don’t have
to, is the lack of partner benefits. Since we can’t be legally married, I am not entitled to any of her
medical benefits, which forces me to keep a job where medical is offered, and limits my options as
a parent to stay at home with our 1 year old daughter, as a stay at home mom. It also meant, that as
the actual birth mother, in order for our daughter to be under my partner’ insurance (which is less
expensive, and much better than mine), we had to get the adoption under way very early on. We would
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have done the adoption anyway, but the expense and the urgency were a bit overwhelming at the time.
— Cisgender leshian respondent

My committed relationship exists in exile at the moment because her insurance does not cover or
recognize my medical needs. Alaska is not a place for atransgendered person to do transition safely.

So | am undergoing that while I am out of state. It is a hardship on the relationship. — Transgender
FTM bisexual repondent. [This commeantalso induded under “Gender identity andpresentation.

We are legally married in the state of Massachusetts, but are considered to be single women by
the state of Alaska. Neither of our employers recognize our union, therefore we are unable to utilize

programs such as FMLA [Family Medical Leave Act]. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

We face discrimination every day from the city and state in terms of benefits not allowed same
sex partners. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I joined [agym/fitness club] with my partner and we were allowed to join under a family mem-
bership. After providing proof that we did share our dwelling and bills, we were allowed to join as a
family. | felt that this was a huge step. Our insurance company has also allowed us to have each other
as a co pay on our insurance. This was an even bigger step and made me feel like I was as normal
as any other couple getting insurance. We have still each kept our coverage which is costly, but we're
afraid that the law will be taken away and one of us would be without insurance, but still even this step
is something that wouldnt have happened 15-20 years ago. — Cisgender lesbian respondent. [A portion of
this conment also induded under “Public senvices—  Gyms/fitness duis.

Although the company I work for is private, and therefore not obligated by law to provide equal
benefits to same-sex partners that they do to opposite-sex spouses, | wanted to say that | feel less val-
ued by my company because my partner cannot get coverage under my employee benefits package for
health/vision/dental/life insurance. We have been together for four years and would be married if

the law allowed it, but since we cannot legally marry and my company is private, my partner cannot re-
ceive equal coverage like a married spouse would if 1 were heterosexual. — Cisgendergay male respondent

The way discrimination most impacts my life is in the area of marriage. My partner and | have
been together for 10 years, are married in California and | am expecting a baby [...]. [B]ecause of
DOMA, our child cannot get insurance benefits until [my partner] adopts him. Also, should some-
thing happen to her, I am not entided to the survivor benefits I would be entitied to if we were mar-
ried. It seems like a big waste also that we have to have a home study and she must go through the
adoption process to be an official parent to our child. This would not be the case if our marriage

was recognized in Alaska. | am thankful that the state allows for second-parent adoption. — Cisgender
lesbian respondent
I am legally married to my partner as recognized in another state/country. — Cisgender lesbian

respondent

When it comes to something as core as the people | fall in love with, I feel incredibly small due to
the prevailing attitudes of my home state. Small; afraid, angry, defeated, sad, lonely, but mostly, just...

small. — Cisgender bisexual male respondent

Q27 is a terrible question. | am in my opinion married to my partner we had a commitment
ceremony here and we view our relationship as married. Why would you put “as defined by Alaska
Law?”...who gives a rip what Alaska law states, the point is do you think and act in a way that you
define as married. And so my answer is Yes. | believe itwill be impossible to analyze this question due
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to the problem 1 have presented here. — Cisgender lesbian resoondent.  [Note: respondents legalmarital status
was recoded to “single, nevermairied. ”  This conmrenipartially reproduces ane also induded under “Survey design’]

We got married in Canada. — Cisgendergay male respondent

I don’t know if this counts or not, but its always annoyed me that the husbands/wives of [a
recreation business] employees get to [use the business’ facilities] for half price, but the girlfriends/

boyfriends of employees [of the business] do not. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Employment: Told that leave would be denied to take care of my husband...even though using
leave to take care of an ill spouse is acceptable for straight couples. Told that | had the choice to marry
awoman, so it was my problem that | was married to someone of the same sex whose marriage was

not recognized. — Cisgendergay male respondant

My name cannot be on my partners VA mortgage. Cannot have on base privileges or use mili-
tary discounts. Cannot be added to my partner’ insurance so | could opt out of mine, which would
be a substantial monthly saving. Cannot make use of municipal domestic partner option and add my
partner to my health insurance because the value of the insurance ($650 per month) would have to be
claimed as income on my federal taxes. All because we cannot be legally married. — Cisgender lesbian

respondent

I live with both a male and female partner. My children are being raised to believe that it is okay

“to love as thou wilt.” — Cisgender bisexualfernale respondent

I do consider not offering benefits to domestic partners a form of discrimination and my current
employment only started offering health benefits to partners last year. — Cisgenderlesbian respondent

Sexual orientation

A lot of this just doesn’t apply to me. — Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

| have been fortunate in my life to be able to be open about my sexuality and be in a 25 year rela-
tionship with my chosen female partner. | also do not appear to be “gay looking”. | do know women
who have been denied housing and jobs due to their sexuality and do know gay people who have had

physical violence targeted against them. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

One individual in my former social circle withdrew from me — | suspect due to my sexual ori-

entation. — Cisgender bisexualfernale respondent

Several years ago, | learned of a sober support meeting that was started up for straight women

only. I was pointedly informed | was not welcome to attend. — Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I believe that the fear and hatred of all gays and lesbians is based on the fear and hatred of
women — second class citizens to this day. Many men can not imagine being gay because what man
would give up his privileges as a man to become a second class citizen and be thought of and treated
like like they think of and treat their wives and daughters. Why women fear and hate homosexuals is
not that clear to me — perhaps because they would have to stretch way beyond their comfort zone to

become a full citizen with full responsibilities. — Cisgender bisexualfermale respondent

Most of the experiences | have had have to do with being female and seeking a non-traditional
job [...]. | have sat quietly while fellow workers hatefully deride gays and lesbians. | sense that they
know or assume | am gay because | am the only female or years ago the only female not sleeping
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around at work. | have always been afraid to let anyone at work know | have gay friends | love and
enjoy because in [the 1980s] | was raped by one of my fellow workers — not invited. At that time
| spoke openly about sexuality. | was young, naive, and foolish to believe in equality and freedom in

America. — Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I have never faced any sense of discrimination based on my sexual orientation while in Anch. —

TransgenderM T F bisexual respondent

Most men are so uncomfortable around me because | don't flirt with them and | don’t put up
with pornographic e-mails or emails with sexual slurs. I'm all business. Even straight women in
Alaska think it is OK to email each other pornographic emails at work even in 2010. Fortunately, not
all of the men and women are like that, but I still won't talk about sexuality at work even if folks are
talking about an article in the paper. | don’t want to get raped or put up with any more harassment.
— Cisgender bisexualfermale respondent

My gay male friend has experienced much more discrimination and harassment than I. Such as
namecalling, being stalked, & been denied money for work completed. 1 find this to be more true for

gay men as compared to lesbian women. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

| felt discriminated against by teachers (one in particular) in my major program at UAA. ltwasn’t
something overt, like grading (grading was quite fair), but this teacher treated me much differently
than the other students and | know it was due to my sexual orientation. She was very warm to mar-
ried female students who were pregnant or who had children (and talk about those topics at length
with them), but was very cold to me. The contrast was obvious. I'm afraid she won’t give me avery
enthusiastic reference to employers, even thought I got excellent grades and graduated Magna Cum.

— Cisgender lesbian respondent. [This commentalso induded under ' School/ education.

Gender identity and presentation

I once had a partner, a T[ransgender] person who was constantly tormented...by family, police,
[two faith-affiliated charities] refused to provide assistance funds when she was on the street, “because
we only help women and children...you can go back to living like aman and earn aliving” even though
she had just been discharged from [the military] for being T...even though [she] had been awarded
“[serviceperson] of the quarter” for 3 consecutive periods. — TransgenderM TF bisexual respondent

I'm a female and on the femme side of things so my gender identity matches people’s expecta-
tions. — Cisgender lesbian respondent
I’'m a man who is perceived frequently as a straight male. Reactions if | out myself are about

orientation, since | present as (mis-?)perceived by homophobes. — Cisgendergay male respondent

My transition was very smooth. 1 did so atwork and continued on working there finishing 20
years. By virtue of being retired military and having my own home, | was spared much of what you

are looking for. — TransgenderM T F lesbian respondent

I am a cis-female [i.e., non-transgender] lesbian, but apparently | present on the “butch” side of
the spectrum — so | sometimes get called “Sir” by bus drivers, store clerks, etc., and have sometimes
been questioned about whether | belong in the women’ restroom. However, I've not actively been

kicked out anywhere because of my gender presentation. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Most of the incidents | have been involved with have been based on physical appearance/per-
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ceived gender identity/sex. — Transgender FTM queer respondent
Gender identity section not applicable. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

During childhood teased, received demeaning comments “sissy, odd”, etc. Got strange looks
from white males in cars while waiting for bus (1st 2 years of transition). — TransgenderM TF lesbian

respondent
This section does not apply to me. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

W hile I have not personally been the target of these things based on gender identity, as [an em-
ployee of alocal gay bar] for 5 years | witnessed it too often. We would have a transgender individual
who was intoxicated and refusing to leave premises but otherwise not a problem. When APD would
show up some officers (let me stress not all just a few “repeat offenders”) would refuse to address the
person by their chosen name or refer to them by their gender instead insisting on referring to the per-
son by sex on a driver’s license even if they could see that it upset or escalated the negative behaviors
from the person. Itwas very discouraging to have to give sensitivity training on the spot and seriously
upsetting that they would purposely poke at the most sensitive topic at hand. — Cisgenderlesbian respon
dert [This commentalso induded under “Pubilic senvices: Police andgovernment senices. ]

There were a couple incidents that | couldn’t really classify in the survey. When Ive tried to
change my first name I've had a few businesses require additional steps and documentation above
what is required for a last name change. While it wasn’t always denied it was arbitrarily made more
difficult. Changing gender has been extremely difficult without providing proof of surgery. This is

wrong. — TransgenderM T F bisexual respondent

I marked female for primary gender identity. Reason being | am post op M to F, and I live full
time as a female. My current birth certificate and passport also reflect female. — TransgenderM TF
leshian respondent

Some blanks were left because of fluidity of gender-identity/no clear way to answer. — Trans-

genderFTM  queer respondent
This section does not apply. — Cisgendergay male respondert

My committed relationship exists in exile at the moment because her insurance does not cover or
recognize my medical needs. Alaska is not a place for a transgendered person to do transition safely.
So | am undergoing that while I am out of state. It is a hardship on the relationship. — Transgender
FTM bisexual respondent. [This commeant also induded under “Legal marital status and intimate relationships. ']

My gender is not an issue. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

The teacher I mentioned in the part about sexual orientation acted even more uncomfortably to-
wards me when | started dressing more butch. | have no idea if her discomfort was due to my sexual
orientation or because | don’t look typically feminine (I suspect it was a bit of both). She also said
some odd, uneducated stuff about transgendered people in passing, and | think she could really use

some diversity training. — Cisgender lesbian respondent. [This commentalso indudedunder  School education. ']

Though | haven’t had issues based on my gender identity, | certainly have witnessed and heard
about friends who have been denied restrooms, service, harassed on sports teams, threatened with
physical and sexual violence, and ongoing struggles with DMV not willing to provide gender-appro-

priate AKDL [Alaska driver’s license]. — Cisgenderfemale queer respondent

My gender identity is the same as when | was born (I was born a boy, and I'm still a boy, and | see
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myself as a boy), so | don’t think this section applies to me. — Cisgendergay male respondent

I wanted to expand on one of my earlier survey answers — | was followed/harassed during
the ordinance 64 hearings from a couple years ago. | used the women’ restroom, left, and then was
followed out the library entrance by awoman exclaiming “that GUY was in the ladies room” to the
security guard nearby. Nothing more came of the incident and | have never before or since had such
an incident occur. — TransgenderM TF bisexual respondent. [This conmrentalso induded under ‘Public services

— Public accommocktiors. ]

| have not experienced these situations because | am obviously not transgender nor am “butch”.
— Cisgenderfermale bisexual respondent

I don’t have a non traditional gender presentation. Ask me (or any woman), though, how much
harassment I've experienced just because I'm a woman...you’d get some hits for sure. — Cisgender
lesbian respondent

The trans issue is something else entirely. 1 think our town is deeply transphobic and that if
anybody needs an ordinance, it’s transgender people. There’s a lot of education (including in the gay
community) that needs to be done. 1 believe trans people experience lots of violence and discrimina-

tion, as well as general mental health issues and isolation that lead to high rates of suicide. — Cisgender
lesbian respondent
This does not apply to me other than how | am treated like any other female. — Cisgender lesbian

None of these apply to me. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I have not experienced any overt discrimination in Anchorage. However, I am very masculine-
acting, so strangers very rarely guess anything about me. 1 also do not attend church, so do not have
that community as a part of my life. — Cisgendergay male respondent

I look “normal” and | am a senior, so this is not relevant to my experience. — Cisgender lesbian
respondent

I guess I don’tunderstand the difference between orientation and gender presentation. As far as
gender identity: 1 am female and have never wanted to be male. | think my way of thinking about the
world is both male and female. | am not aware of presenting myself as a male, but | have only worn
a dress at my professional banquet. Otherwise | always wear jeans — as the guys do. If what | have
experienced is somehow related to how | dress then all the above questions would be answered the
same as the first section. — Cisgenderfemale bisexual respondent

My appearance allows me to “pass”. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

My gender orientation is male, sol have no content for this part. — Cisgendergay male respondent

The times | have been insulted or slurred in the past five years were times | was with a partner
who looked very lesbian/butch, at the health club and at a restaurant/bar in Homer, most memorably
(we didn’t get our order taken for an hour there and also got hostile stares, our food also took an un-
usually long time to arrive compared to others). — Cisgender lesbian respondent

My gender identity is consistent with my gender, thus no issues here. — Cisgendergay male respon
dert

Violence/intimidation

Verbal slurs are commonplace. | have never been physically assaulted, but the taunts and harass-
ment have caused me to be less open about my sexuality numerous times. — Cisgendergay male respondent
Il wonder if property damage we have received is random or targeted. Itis difficult to tell unless
the perpetrator specifies their intent (which they don’t do in smash and grab situations or when they
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destroy your pumpkins or trash cans). — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I have had to deal with problems regarding bullying/harassment, and as a young man found
myself considering suicide. I learned, thanks to involvement with a liberal church, to love myself. —
Cisgendergay male respondent

I've only had to deal with harassment towards me here and there. But | constantly hear degrad-
ing remarks towards other people who identify with the LGBT culture. There is [illegible] still [illeg-
ible] but it is getting better. — Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I used to have a few rainbow stickers on my car and when it was defaced with gay slurs I took
them off. I wouldn’tconsider defacing someone’ car if they have a Republican sticker or they want to
display what they care about — why do people feel that it’s ok to do that to mine? — Cisgender leshian

respondent

In Anchorage | have been assaulted several times because I’'m bisexual. — Cisgender bisexual male

respondent

All the tires on my car were slashed, neighbor across the hall threatened to throw me down the
stairs because | was awas a dyke. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

| responded that | experienced property damage but that is misleading. 1 live in a duplex bun-
galow and my neighbor’ car’s windshield was vandalized. | don’t know if that was a random act of
violence or if they were mistaken for the intended target (i.e., my partner and 1). — Cisgendergay make
respondent.  [Note: The inddence of property damegeforr this respondent was recodedto “0” due to respondents uncer-
tainty regarding the vandals maotive.]

My partner has suffered more discrimination than | have. A member of our [mainstream de-
nomination] church...came to her office and yelled at her — calling her a queer. This was because
she had used the church email list to ask for support for gays [in a public situation involving antigay
bigotry]. My partner [...] thought that our liberal church would be supportive of our concerns about
the bigot, inasmuch as we were one of two couples who were “out” in this small middle-class church.
The man disrupted her office and troubled her employees — who moved physically to protect her
from his ranting and his closed fists. Lie was clearly troubled and needed help. When we reported his
behavior to the church and appealed for support, the pastor chided my partner for having used the
church email list. We received silence from the congregation. [...] This is middle-class, legal discrimi-
nation — but it hurts nevertheless. My partner and | are deeply spiritual and come from a Christian
background, but that was the last time we put our energy into the fellowship of a church. Lukewarm
Christians! — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I am a drag queen from [another Alaska city] but living in Anchorage. | find that in the instances
in which I was harassed, the harasser was under the assumption | was gay but had no actual knowledge
of me being gay. — Cisgendergay male respondent

My vehicle has been egged, leaving paint damage. — Cisgender bisexual male respondent

Employment

| had been working at [ahealth care organization] where some of the employees are so judgmen-
tal towards gays. | worked with two men who would have the exam rooms cleaned by housekeeping
simply because there was a gay person in the room. The one man would not even stand near me,
because he knew | am gay. He would not speak with me unless he really had to. — Cisgendergay mae

respondent

Only accepted jobs where 1 would get equal treatment since the law does not protect me. — Cis-

gender leshian respondent
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At work, worked in leased space; females who knew me before transitioning and during transi-
tioning complained to my supervisors about my use of women’ restroom. Supervisors requested/
warned me not to use women’s restroom. Told | could be disciplined. Went to other area of building
to use restroom, one employee yelled in front of another lady “go use the other restroom”. | finally
went to my EEO and to social worker that has support group for TSs. They went to my supervisors
and explained my situation and why | should be allowed to use the women’ restroom. After this social
worker talked to them, my supervisors supported me. We then moved to another leased space. The
restrooms were within our leased space. | had protection to use the women’ restroom (anew one for
the area we moved into). Again, some women complained. My supervisor said | could fight this or
use another nearby one. | chose to use the other nearby restroom in a another department. One lady
complained. | went to my supervisor. They contacted the dept, and had it straightened out. When |
e-mail this to my union local president, she went to the assistant director to complain and demand this

harassment stop. It stopped. — TransgenderM TF lesbian respondent

| think being an older male, the experiences | have had have been only one work experience in
which I experienced harassment. The problem with this was that the position was a stressful one
because of the need to work and put food on the table in addition to making a living. It was arough
transition and avery rough experience. | did have some social anxiety because of this. | think making
sure that there are protections will help ease some of the struggles many in the LGBTIAQ community

experience. — Cisgendergay male respondent

During a former employment | was verbally harassed daily by my direct supervisor. | came out
during that employment and even though | had worked in this department for three years already,
when | came out I no longer received good evaluations and my supervisor threatened to fire me due
to my sexual orientation almost daily. | was forbidden to receive or make personal calls even to my
children and | was forbidden to speak to anyone regarding my personal life. It was an atmosphere
of hatred. When my car was defaced with gay slurs my boss said it was deserved. | worked there for
three more years due to limited job opportunities in that area. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Currently serving in the United States military and have had to hide my orientation for work.
Even asthe DADT actis being repealed and still after, I will not be able to be outin complete comfort

due to ongoing discrimination | have been witness to. — Cisgendergay male respondent

At employment where | felt | need to leave due to harassment, | have had complaints with a
labor lawyer of sexual harassment by the owner and was named a witness when another homosexual

employee was harassed to quitting due to his sexual orientation. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I am a mostly closeted bisexual. For fear of such discrimination and bias from my place of em-
ployment, |1 choose to keep my bisexual identity secret. — Cisgender bisexualfernale respondent

I was dancing at a local restaurant/bar with a male friend of mine and one of my previous
employers spotted me. The very next morning he told my manager to fire me. — Cisgendergay mae

respondent

| have been denied/terminated from jobs, had coworkers go to HR behind my back to force
me out of my job [on the basis of my gender identity as a transwoman.] — TransgenderM TF bisexual

respondent

I had one situation while employed where the primary referral to our services was very anti-gay
and had significant problems working with me and referring clients for services. This created a signifi-
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cant difficulty in the workplace at times although there was no overt discrimination from my employer.
— Cisgender bisexualfernale respondent

Used to be active duty in the Air Force, so | had to keep my orientation a secret from my co-
workers, and couldn’t freely be “out” around town. — Cisgender bisexualmale respondent

I had sexual harassment substantiated against me at work when a subordinate who spoke of her
“stupid boyfriend” reported discomfortin my saying (meeting her joking manner) “have you consid-
ered batting for the other team?” as a straight person would say, “have you thought of getting another

boyfriend?” — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Fired from a job in [mid-1980s] for being a lesbian after a coworker told the business owners.
Refused a clerical job at a law enforcement agency the same year when interviewer demanded | agree
never to go to agay bar because undercover police might “get the wrong idea” that | was involved in
drug dealing (though presumably nongay people at nongay bars were not restricted from patronizing
them). Both of these cases were included in cases reported in lIdentity Reports. | have now been in
the same job for 20 years, am openly lesbian, and have experienced no problems there. — Cisgender
lesbian respondert

| personally have come out to most of my coworkers (the ones who have mentioned a gay friend
in conversation) but | keep it to myself around the religious coworkers | know would have a problem
working so closely with me — even when they (allwomen) speak openly about their man troubles and
their dates. It’s very sad the people who would wish me to keep my sexuality to myself don’t see that

they themselves do not fit inside their ideal. — Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I've had to receive a blessing/recommendation from a local minister before I would be formally
offered a job by someone in political office because future employer concerned about fallout from my

being gay. — Cisgendergay male respondent

I have had some experiences with job issues that were always a mystery. No one ever said “ gay
person” alert, but | experienced what seemed like ostracization when there was no reason for it...but
when people found out | was a lesbian on a few occasions. It was never a clear cause and effect. —
Cisgender lesbian respondent

When | worked on [a local military base] in early 90, | never felt safe to be open about being

lesbian. — Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

Anchorage itself is from my experience living here this past year not a bad place to be. It seems
to be for the most part gay friendly. On the other hand, my experiences with dealing with gay issues
in the workplace are different. 1 work in a field where | am on aone-on-one work environment with
different people on a daily basis, in a confined space. The people | work with are from all different
back grounds, and from all over the lower 48 and Alaska. The majority of the people | work with for
the most part do not care about my sexual background. | have run into a few who do however, but
they are very careful to keep their comments to a minimum because our own company policy forbids
it, and violating it would mean possible termination. Other then that, I really like it here. — Cisgender

gay male respondent

My sexual orientation is not as obvious as others so | do not feel | can be picked out of a crowd
as an obvious bisexual. | can say, however, | never feel comfortable being open about my sexuality
in the work place. When the other ladies are talking about their husbands taking them out to dinner,
I'm the person who quiedy looks busy and never mentions my current or previous girlfriends; only
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my current or previous boyfriends. | don’t believe a person’ sexuality should be brought up in the
workplace to begin with, but this rule is only seemingly applied to homo- or bisexuals. It’s perfectly
acceptable to speak of one’s husband buying you flowers, but only if you’re a woman. Just as it is
completely acceptable, and even encouraged, to speak of vacations and romantic dinners with your
lady — as long as you’re a man. This double standard is painfully obvious in most work situations. —

Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent
I have been shunned by some young females working in our departments (we have several de-

partments in same area). They refuse to speak to me or move elsewhere when 1| sitting next to them
at a meeting. | did not complain, as most co-workers and all my supervisors are kind and supportive.

— TransgenderM TF lesbian respondent
My workplace has anondiscrimination clause so people kept their opinions to themselves though
some seemed uncomfortable when both my partner and | were present. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I've kept my orientation hidden from other co-workers & employers due to harassment of other

employees [due to their] sexual orientation. — Cisgendergay male respondent

I cannot adequately judge why | may not have gotten transfers or other positions — 1 am also old

enough to experience age discrimination all by itself. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Transpeople, especally transmomen, com mit suicide at a rate of 1in 2, not because we are unstable,
but because of how society is allowedto treat us. | am a Marine Corps veteran, received awards from
the PTA several times for my service— | also...am about to complete my [graduate degree], but can
only find work as a cab driver — good luck paying the nearly 150k in student loans | have amassed. |

can’t even find a way to get my rotting teeth fixed. — TransgenderM T F bisexual respondent

I was fired from my last job at [company name], the reasons for the termination were due to
my dress code, which was normally button up collared shirt and slacks, | wore corduroy pants, which
apparently wasn’t in the code, and due to use of my personal e-mail. None of the times was | ever
told or asked to wear more professional attire or to not use personal e-mail. Though my manager
who fired we wore jeans when she fired me and told me they had a hard time hiring me due to the
fact that it was a front desk position and | was a homosexual. She told me she fought to get me hired
and that a lot of the [other employees] thought it was a bad choice with me being the first person a
customer talks to, they saw it unprofessional. So | feel that it was a conservative company and | feel
like they fired me and for the first time in my life | did really and truly feel discriminated against which
is sad because there isn’t anything in the discrimination law in Alaska that defends sexual orientation

discrimination in the work place. — Cisgender bisexualmale respondent

I am currently only living part-time as my female self. The well being of my daughters trumps
every decision | make. | am working with counselors to decide the best course for them at this time.
Then | can concentrate transitioning at work, which scares me to death. | work in avery male domi-
nated profession. | am unaware of any protection for dismissal from my employer for being trans.
Let alone the prejudice from my male co-workers. | have only known one other person who tried to
transition at my work (she left on her own for reasons | do not know and | do not know where she
is). But | was able to listen to views from my co-workers. To put it mildly, I have a uphill battle with
prejudice and discrimination. Even knowing this, | am pushing forward to becoming the woman |
know I am. | am hopeful this survey creates awareness and helps others in my situation. N o matter
the outcome, you have my heartfelt gratitude that we are trying to make a difference. — Transgender
M T F heterosexual respondent
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It was easier to hide my sexual orientation when | was a leshian but at one job it was hard to
hide because my partner and | both worked there and people knew we lived in the same place. Even
though there was another leshian working there, she had a degree and was head of one of the depart-
ments and even though discrimination because of sexual orientation was supposedly not allowed (it
was in their ant-discrimination clause), because we didn’twork in the office, we were harassed. 1 also
had a job where my boss was agay man but he he hated allwomen and especially lesbians. The hostil-

ity was so bad, | ended up leaving the job. — TransgenderFTM queer respondent

The threat of “exposure” to politically sensitive management has been used a number of time
to try to keep me from doing my job or voicing an opinion that my supervisor did not like but was
totally within my scope of work. The statement “you can’t do anything about it” was actually used!
— Cisgender leshian respondent

For the most part | have been very fortunate with respect to my career and lack of discrimina-
tion against because | am gay, although there was one fairly public matter related to a job to which |
was appointed that took a few days to work out because the person whose job | was be appointed to
called a special meeting to inform the governing board that | was gay and did they know that and what
actions did they want to take, as a result of this information. | was told about this after the meeting
by a member of the board present and | confronted the individual the next, informed the appointing
authorities of the event, and the transition was speeded up and the person whose position | was taking
was moved out sooner. It all worked out, but all of this was fairly public and the staff of the agency
I was taking over were all well aware of these events by the time I actually started working. It was
very embarrassing (although strangely personally empowering in the final analysis), potentially could
have cost me the job, and left me at a significant disadvantage with some portion of the staff starting

out. — Cisgendergay male respondent

Re: “Hid my sexual orientation to avoid discrimination” — Well, I haven’t really had to hide,
because they haven’t really asked, and I’'m rather quiet about such things. 1d like to think I’d be open
if 1 were asked, but | do feel hesitant to be open in my work environment. — Cisgender bisexualfermale

respondent

Under current circumstances, | would never tell an employer that | date men. | already take pre-
cautions to make sure that none of my co-workers, unless they’ve passed a series of litmus tests, ever

find out. — Cisgender bisexualmale respondent

Number 2 [denied promotion] was hard to answer, because if | ever was passed over for being

queer, | didn’t know about it. — Cisgender lesbian respondent
I have been forced to hide my sexuality in fear of getting kicked out of the military. — Cisgender
gay male respondent

I've been private about my life for years, at my current job only one colleague knew anything
about my orientation, and it was within two weeks after that disclosure that | was fired. — Cisgender

asexualfemale respondent

While | work for a company who supports LGBTA people, | have found it hard at times to be
out atwork and be able to talk about it freely. — Cisgendergay male respondert

Housing/ shelter

Since | have become politically active and identified myself as trans, | have experienced the issues
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listed above, including my rent on a2 BR 1 BA apartment jumping from $900 to $1575 the follow-
ing month after testifying to the assembly about discrimination and being trans. — TransgenderM TF

bisexual respondent
I own my home, so that section does not apply to me. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

One question missing under housing: Do you fear being evicted for your perceived sexual orien-

tation/gender identification. Because | do. — Cisgendergay male respondent

As an adult, | was turned down for housing during a very difficult time. The property manager
told us, after fulfilling every other requisite, upon meeting my partner and | we were told they didn’t
want a “roommate situation.” The housing we did end up getting was smaller and more expensive,
and we endured comments from other tenants. We had to move again when our rent increased (it
was not worth the harassment). Eventually | took an opportunity to move to [another Alaska city],
— Cisgendergay male respondernt

Under section 4, housing and shelter: most of my hassle has come from neighbors, as | own a

home. — TransgenderM TF biexual respondent

I was very closeted with a past housing manager because | was afraid of losing housing and hav-
ing agood rapport with him. — Cisgender bisexualferale respondent

My lover and | have lived in the same house for 20+ years and with two exceptions have felt very

accepted by our neighbors. — Cisgendergay male respondent

My landlords have told me “I would never rent to an unmarried woman just like | would never
rent to a gay person.” The only person | am in the closet to is my landlord. | honestly fear being

evicted. — Cisgendergay male respondent

School/education

I marked the gym as being twice because this occurred while | was in school. When the other
students found out about my sexual orientation they no longer wanted to change around me anymore
because they were afraid that | would be looking at them. — TransgenderFTM queer respondent

Did not go to school in Anchorage. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

| felt discriminated against by teachers (one in particular) in my major program at UAA. Itwasn’t
something overt, like grading (grading was quite fair), but this teacher treated me much differently
than the other students and | know it was due to my sexual orientation. She was very warm to mar-
ried female students who were pregnant or who had children (and talk about those topics at length
with them), but was very cold to me. The contrast was obvious. |I’'m afraid she won’t give me a very
enthusiastic reference to employers, even thought I got excellent grades and graduated Magna Cum.

— Cisgender lesbian respondent. [T his conmrentalso included under “Sexual orientation. ]

My freshman year of high school, | was sitting on the stairs at school with friends and we weren’t
talking and a kid yelled “You guys are gay!” and threw a carton of milk over a balcony and it hit me in
the lap, and then one of the security guards was talking about I got milk thrown at me for being gay

to another security guard. — Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I think the younger biblical followers were aggressive in saying Jesus is love at UAA but they have

calmed down and have been pretty quiet. — Cisgendergay male respondent
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I am not in school, so that section does not apply to me. — Cisgender leshian respondent

Many of these situations do not apply to me as | have never attended school in the Anchorage
area or have had any type of child/custody involvement. — TransgenderFTM queer respondent

| attended college out of state and was denied housing for being transgendered. | think its a
common issue across the country and would be interested to see what UAA’s policy is. — Transgender

FTM bisexual respondent

The teacher | mentioned in the part about sexual orientation acted even more uncomfortably
towards me when | started dressing more butch. 1 have no idea if her discomfort was due to my
sexual orientation or because | don’t look typically feminine (I suspect it was a bit of both). She also
said some odd, uneducated stuff about transgendered people in passing, and | think she could really
use some diversity training. — Cisgenderlesbian respondent. /This commeantalso induded under “Gender identity
andpresentation.

Parenting, children, and child custody

| did not realize that | was lesbian until after my children were grown, so neither the education

nor the child custody issues apply to me. — Cisgender lesbian respondent
I do not have a child so those sections do not apply to me. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Have not had child custody issues (do not yet have children). — Cisgender lesbian respondent

My daughter experienced some loss of friendships because she has leshian parents. — Cisgender
lesbian respondent
I am in the process of a divorce and asked for the courts not to know my sexual orientation as

not to effect custody. — Cisgenderleshian respondent

Hid my sexual orientation for more than 15 years for fear of losing custody of my daughter. —
Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I answered “N o” to being a parent or legal guardian because | have no legal relationship to the
kid in question. However, | helped to raise my ex-partner’s nephew from the age of 9 until his gradu-
ation from high school, and he still lives with me (now in his early 20s). — Cisgender lesbian respondent

My child endured harassment as a result of teachers and students knowing that she had lesbian
parents. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

None of the above questions apply to me. None of the situations above have occurred since
moving to Anchorage (pg. 3 only.) [i.e., child custody/public services] — Cisgender bisexual resoondent

To clarify: 1 was a [sperm] donor for alesbian couple. So I have a child but am not the parent or
guardian. — Cisgendergay male respondent

My ex-partner now identifies as a transman [transgender female-to-male], but during our rela-
tionship we both identified as lesbians. Our kid attended Anchorage School District schools; I don’t

recall any problems that any of us had with teachers, other school district personnel, or our kid’s
friends or their families because of our sexual orientations. — - Cisgender lesbian respondent

My relationship with my wife was called into question when my children were taken, but quickly

dismissed when | called them on it. — Cisgender bisexualfernale respondent
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Again, school and custody information are not applicable due to not being part of my life in the

Anchorage area. — TransgenderFTM queer respondent

Public services
Medical

I try to see only LGBT-friendly medical professionals when possible. — Cisgenderlesbian respondent

I've actually had lab tests performed incorrectly because they wouldn’t change my gender (i.e.,
comparing hormones to male instead of female baselines as they should). So I wasn’t denied care, but
medical care was performed incorrectly. — TransgenderM T F bisexual respondent

I was once completely humiliated in the ER. | was very sick, but what the doctor wanted to talk
about was “how did | get four children if I was a lesbian”? | would have argued had | not been so
sick. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Went to couples counseling and therapist/clinic was totally homophobic, pray-the-gay-away ho-

mophobic. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Medical doctor asked if | was sexually active. | said | was. Then he asked what birth control |
used. | said, “None.” He answered, “Are you playing roulette?” | said that | was lesbian, to which
he replied, “What a waste!” He followed this by verbal abuse and painful, overzealous use of the
speculum to get a simple culture for a yeast infection. Itwas akin to rape. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

| experience more uneducated people rather than rude discriminatory people. For example: |
was at the doctor asking if the HPV virus could be past from women to women. The doctor & nurse

did not know. It took awhile to find an answer. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Red Cross needs to get their heads out of their asses. If they screen every sample of blood, it
shouldn’t matter that I’'m gay. Being gay [is not equal to] being H 1V +. — Cisgendergay male respondent

Public accommochtions

There are times that body language speaks louder than words. | have experienced prejudice
communicated in the lack of service and availability for assistance which is an example of the refer-
ence to body language. The experience of being denied service in a restaurant is a specific example
demonstrated by the owner and mirrored in the service personnel who then openly conversed in a
volume that all patrons could hear. We chose to leave rather than confront the situation. — Cisgender

gay male respondent

W hile not discrimination per se, | was disappointed that [alocal hotel] did not do anything special
when we stayed there on our wedding night. Maybe they don’t acknowledge any newlyweds, but |
would have liked something more than the standard service. And [alocal wedding-related] magazine
won’t even respond to my emails about featuring same-sex weddings. It’s sad. — Cisgender lesbian re-

soondent

As a transgendered individual part of our transition in order to qualify to have surgery is to live
as the new gender for at least a year, and yet in public we run the risk of being arrested since the law
states now thatwe are not supposed to be in the restroom of what they consider the opposite sex and
yet myself as a FTM currendy with a mustache and a beard, if | wentinto the women’s restroom they
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would freak out. In the case of MTFs, if they use the men’s bathroom, they run the risk of physical
and possibly even sexual assault or in extreme cases murdered. Other cities have changed their laws
to reflect this reality. Itwould be nice if Anchorage changed their laws or policy but | have to say that
as long as Dan Sullivan is mayor | don’t believe it’s going to change. — TransgenderFTM queer respondent

| wanted to expand on one of my earlier survey answers — | was followed/harassed during
the ordinance 64 hearings from a couple years ago. | used the women’ restroom, left, and then was
followed out the library entrance by awoman exclaiming “that GUY was in the ladies room” to the
security guard nearby. Nothing more came of the incident and | have never before or since had such
an incident occur. — TransgenderM T F bisexual respondent. [This commentalso induded under “Gender identity
andpresentation. ]

Have never been denied services or help, just poor service or slow. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I have been discriminated against by businesses. One company refused to make my [lesbian-
related] organization’ t-shirts. They did not outwardly deny us service at first. Instead they delayed
and delayed production until we were forced to go to another vendor at the last minute when they

finally admitted they weren’t going to do it. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Police andgovermment servioes

The question regarding drivers license isn’t applicable because | have not attempted to change my

drivers license at this time. — TransgenderM TF lesbian respondent

| have been barred from women’ only spaces purely based on the info on my Ak DL, info that
should NOT be placed where the general public can view it. Law enforcement already has that infor-
mation in the system — sales clerks, health clubs, and cab passengers (heck, even employas) should not
have access to this. Can you help us? — TransgenderM T F bisexual respondent

At the DMV, | specified my gender as female after I changed my legal name. 1| was given a li-
cense that reflected my old gender — which I did not notice until after | had left the office. | returned
later, pointed out the error, and successfully got it corrected — seemingly putting an end to the issue.
Later, however, | received a letter from the state itself stating that, unless | was able to present a sur-
geon’ certification that | had undergone sexual reassignment surgery, my gender marker would revert.
Further, if 1 did not respond within 15 days, my license would be suspended. Frankly, | was appalled
— 1l was being forced to take action to correct the division’ error regarding a policy that | was at no
time informed of. Seeing no obvious solution at the time, | complied with the letter, returned to the
DMV again, surrendered my license (with the appropriate gender marker), and let the issue be since.

— TransgenderM TF bisexual respondernt

I have not applied for a Alaska drivers license yet, although | am fearful of my safety to publicly

disclose my personal information so | can get my license. — TransgenderM T F heterosexual respondent

I was stopped one night by a police officer and when | asked he said someone reported me and
| said for what and he said swerving and | said | just came from work and was not drinking. He then
proceeded to do atest on me and of course | passed it. The only thing I could think of was the HRC
[Human Rights Campaign, a national LGBT advocacy organization] sign on the back of my car that

might have instigated this. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

On the street with some other people bully cops being cops. | don’t think this was normal cop

behavior but rather abuse of power. — Cisgender lesbian respondent
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In [the late 1980s], shortly after | moved in with my partner, we were the vicdms of an armed
robbery in our home and my partner was shot. Since he was taken to ICU and was unconscious for
several days, APD had found a rifle that belonged to my partner in the back of a closet and was con-
vinced that | had shot him in in a “lover’s quarrel.” | was taken in for questioning and held for over
12 hours, not knowing whether my partner was dead or alive. When released, | came home to find the
mess they had made from taking finger prints and several weeks later was informed by them that they
had no leads in the case but | was no longer a suspect and that | could come and pay a fee to have the
rifle returned to me. During the time | was held, I was not allowed to call any friend or family member,

yet 1 was never read Miranda rights or actually arrested. — Cisgendergay male respondent

While | have not personally been the target of these things based on gender identity, as [an em-
ployee of alocal gay bar] for 5 years | witnessed it too often. We would have a transgender individual
who was intoxicated and refusing to leave premises but otherwise not a problem. When APD would
show up some officers (let me stress not all just a few “repeat offenders”) would refuse to address the
person by their chosen name or refer to them by their gender instead insisting on referring to the per-
son by sex on adriver’s license even if they could see that it upset or escalated the negative behaviors
from the person. It was very discouraging to have to give sensitivity training on the spot and seriously
upsetting that they would purposely poke at the most sensitive topic at hand. — Cisgender lesbian respon
dent. [This commentalso included under “Gender identity andpresentation.

Gyms/fitness dubs

Note: Thefirst and seoond commentin this section involve the samegynV/fitness dub.

I joined [a gym/fitness club] with my partner and we were allowed to join under a family mem-
bership. After providing proof that we did share our dwelling and bills, we were allowed to join as a

family. 1 felt that this was a huge step. — Cisgenderlesbian resoondent. [This commentpartially reproduces ae
also induded under “Gender identity andpresentation. ]

Although I have not had my membership suspended from the [alocal fitness center], | have been
approached and made aware of “concerns” about my being trans. | met this with firm response of
acommitment of community, legal and media retaliation should any action be taken on their part,
while neither confirming or denying my status. This appears to have put an end to their “concerns.”

— TransgenderM TF bisexual respondent

[A fitness center with a female clientele], an otherwise acceptable health venue, called me back
after welcoming me with open arms, because the had demanded we provide a copy of our AK drivers
license and learned | was a transwoman. They refunded my money and trespassed me. — Transgender

M TF bisexual respondent
Not being able to enter a gym while out on EImendorf Air Force Base.— Cisgendergay male re-

Soondent

Survey design

I think it would serve an important purpose to include in this survey a section on any discrimi-
nation we have witnessed; while | may not experience a great deal of discrimination in my own fife, |
have seen and heard brutal things happen to people who may not be as fortunate as myself. — Cisgen+

der lesbian respondent
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Q27 is a terrible question. | am in my opinion married to my partner we had a commitment
ceremony here and we view our relationship as married. Why would you put “as defined by Alaska
Law?”...who gives a rip what Alaska law states, the point is do you think and act in a way that you
define as married. And so my answer is Yes. | believe it will be impossible to analyze this question
due to the problem | have presented here. This could have been resolved during a pre-test. Wish you
would have asked Craciun Research to help with the pre-test. Other than this it was acceptable...a
little confusing when being asked the same questions from different perspectives but — Cisgender
lesbian respondent.  [Note: respondents legal marital status was recodedto “single, nevermarried. ” A portion of this
commeantalso induded under “Legalmarital status and intimate relationships. ']

The Survey Monkey tool is not so user friendly as | had to keep scrolling down to determine if |
had completed questions and could have easily been confused and quit. Hope you are tracking or can

track if someone stops before finishing? — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Some of the above categories | had to check Never,when Notapplicablewould give you a better
result, as it looks like | wasn’t discriminated against, when really | never was in that situation — like

school or custody issues. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

The framing of the survey within this web site was difficult to maneuver. Could be due to the

fact 1 use Chrome, not IE, but was not easy to use. — Cisgendergay male respondent

A few of the questions should have had an NA (not applicable) choice. For example, I've never
been in school in Alaska or had children. By saying “Never” does that counted as | never got discrimi-

nated against at school even though I haven’t ever been in school in AK? — Cisgendergay male respondent

Asking people if they feel discriminated against has a number of statistical variances which could
skew the result. People don’t necessarily admit if they are discriminated against, and it would be hard
to know if | was passed over for apromotion directly because of my sexual orientation or perceived

orientation. — Cisgendergay male respondent

I think the categories in the survey are misleading. There should be an “N /A ™ category. For
example, if I have not applied for a line of credit since moving to Anchorage, it’s misleading to say

I've never been denied credit. — Cisgendergay male respondent

For the questions that relate to children issues, there should have been a question that asked if
you were married so thatitwould be useful for your survey to illustrate a clearer picture of the diverse
GLBT community. Iwould also be interested in seeing the results by nationality, race, ethnicity, educa-

tion and socio-economic status. — Cisgendergay male respondent

This survey is flawed in that It should provide a “Not Applicable” response to these questions.
Additionally, does this survey include just “out” transgender individuals or those of us who are clos-

eted or pardy closeted. | do appreciate the attempt however. — TransgenderM T F bisexual respondent

This survey needsseveral spots for NA to cover situations that never happened.. .like some of the

earlier questions. — TransgenderM T F bisexual respondent

There should be some kind of middle ground for the “in a committed relationship with an inti-
mate partner” question IMO. And gender identity should also include “queer,” which is what | would

have liked to have chosen. — TransgenderFTM queer respondent

You reallyneed to add trade/tech school to your education list. You are forgetting the hairdress-

ers, mechanics, etc. in the community. — Cisgendergay male respondent
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This survey seems a little backwards. For future surveys, it should be a lithe more interactive,
allowing for a N/A answer for some of the questions, since | don’t have kids and have only lived at
home. However, that is taken care of by the general information portion, but | feel that should be at
the beginning then, since it seems more natural to fill out demographical data first. Just for the future.
— Cisgendergay male respondent

\Comment on question 7, re: category nenefor Lesbian/gay’ same-gander attraction] W hy did this change?
It used to be “GL...” Fuck Lesbos. Take everything the gays make and warp it Srsly not cool,

lesbos, not cool.... — Cisgendergay male respondent

W hat does it matter what my ethnicity is? or how much my income is? — Cisgendergay make re-
spondent

I am glad to see you are collecting information on Gender Identity, however, in the design of the
survey, | would have appreciated an opportunity to check one box “NA” and been moved on to the
next button. — Cisgendergay male respondent

I would have preferred to select “gay male” as opposed to “queer” in my identity. If thatis a
preferred social service or medical term, | think it is something we should under take to correct. |
consider it on a scale of the “N ” word. — Cisgendergay male resoondent.  [Note: Respondents sexual orienta-
tion wes recoded to “Lesbian/gay/same-gender attraction. °]

In question #20, what is “Queer?” What is your definition of that? Just curious.... — Cisgender
gay male respondent

Why was there a specific question as to whether or not | was Latino or not? Why would that
matter? Why wasn’t that included in the question asking to whether | was Caucasian, Black, Native,
etc? Just curious as to why that was a special question all on its own  — Cisgendergay male respondent

Thank you

Thank you for creating this survey. Hopefully this will open the eyes of those that deny discrimi-
nation exists towards the LGBT community in Anchorage, AK. — Cisgender lesbian respondent
Thank you for letting us tell our stories in private. This community it too hateful to share these

things in public. Too many red shirts who hate our guts. — Cisgendergay male respondent

Thanks to all for making this survey happen — it is my hope that it can serve as a basis for fu-
ture efforts to get all Anchorage residents the legal protection they need. — TransgenderM TF bisexual
respondent

Thank you for creating this survey. — Cisgender queerfemale respondent

Thank you!!'! — Cisgendergay male respondent

Thanks for doing this survey, would be available to provide any additional information. — Cis-
gender lesbian respondent

Thank you! — Cisgendergay male respondent

Thank you. This is much needed data. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Read previous comments. This was a good survey, any other questions for me, please feel free
to contact me at anytime. — Cisgendergay male respondent

Thank you for doing this! — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Much thanks. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

No comments, | hope to see the results. — Cisgendergay male respondent

Thank you for doing this study. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

I hope this survey is a part of a multi pronged effort. — Cisgendergay male respondent

Thank you. — Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent
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Thank you for conducting this survey. — Cisgender queerfemale respondent

Thank you for doing this. | can’t imagine this being any less painful for you than it is for me, and
as far as I’'m concerned that makes you stronger people than | am. — Cisgender bisexualmale respondent

Thank you for including transpeople in this survey. | am encouraged that this will bring us closer
to our goal of true equality with other Alaskans. — TransgenderM T F bisexual respondent

I hope this survey help to show thatwe are a significant and growing community and thatwe will
fight for social justice and our rights. Thanks for doing this! Blessings! — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Thank you for the opportunity to be heard. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Thank you!!! — TransgenderFTM queer repondent

| appreciate being able to participate in this survey — thank you. — Cisgender lesbian respondent

Thanks for the survey I'm proud to hear there are people out there trying to make a difference.

— Cisgender bisexual male respondent



Appendix B.

Violence, Intimidation, and Discrimination E xperienced

D ue to Sexual O rientation

Never, once, twice, or three or more times for each type of discrimination.



Table B1. Violence/Intimidation Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your sexual orientation?

Row percentages.

Never
N Percent N
Total respondents
Physical violence 218 83.2 % 28
Threats of physical violence 159 60.2 40
Verbal abuse/namecalling 67 25.2 40
Followed or chased 179 69.1 51
Sexual assault 246 95.0 10
Property damage 184 70.8 48
Cisgender respondents
Physical violence 199 83.6 % 24
Threats of physical violence 141 58.8 39
Verbal abuse/namecalling 61 25.3 36
Followed or chased 162 69.2 46
Sexual assault 223 94.9 9
Property damage 166 70.3 44
Transgender respondents
Physical violence 19 79.2 % 4
Threats of physical violence 18 75.0 1
Verbal abuse/namecalling 6 24.0 4
Followed or chased 17 68.0 5
Sexual assault 23 95.8 1
Property damage 18 75.0 4

Once

Percent____ N
10.7 % 9
15.2 31
15.0 40
19.7 15
3.9 2
18.5 18
10.1 % 9
16.3 29
14.9 36
19.7 14
3.8 2
18.6 17
16.7 % 0
4.2 2
16.0 4
20.0 1
4.2 0
16.7 1

Twice

Percent_____ N
3.4 % 7
11.7 34
15.0 119
5.8 14
0.8 1
6.9 10
3.8 % 6
12.1 31
14.9 108
6.0 12
0.9

7.2 9
0.0 % 1
8.3 3
16.0 n
4.0 2
0.0 0
4.2 1

Three+ times

Percent

2.7
12.9
44.7
5.4
0.4
3.8

25
12.9
44.8
51
0.4
3.8

4.2
125
44.0
8.0
0.0
4.2

%

%

%

Total

262

238
240
241
234
235
236

24
24
25
25
24
24



Table B2. Discrimination in Employment Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your sexual orientation?

respondents
Turned down for ajob when otherwise qualified
Denied a promotion
Harassed by employer or other employees
Forced to leave position due to harassment
Fired/terminated from position
Hid my sexual orientation to avoid discrimination

Cisgender respondents
Turned down for ajob when otherwise qualified
Denied a promotion
Harassed by employer or other employees
Forced to leave position due to harassment
Fired/terminated from position
Hid my sexual orientation to avoid discrimination

Transgender respondents
Turned down for ajob when otherwise qualified
Denied a promotion
Harassed by employer or other employees
Forced to leave position due to harassment
Fired/terminated from position
Hid my sexual orientation to avoid discrimination

213
222
152
229

73

193
200
139
207
203

63

20
22
13
22
22
10

Never

Percent

80.7
83.5
57.4
86.1
86.2
27.5

80.8
83.0
57.9
85.9
86.0
26.3

80.0
88.0
52.0
88.0
88.0
40.0

%

%

Row percentages.

N

35
30
39
27
30
23

33
29
36
25
29
23

O L N W RN

Once

Percent

13.3
11.3
14.7
10.2
115

8.7

13.8
12.0
15.0
10.4
12.3

9.6

8.0
4.0
12.0
8.0
4.0
0.0

%

%

N

10
28

23

26

23

O N O N N

Twice

Percent

1.9
3.8
10.6
2.6
15
8.7

1.7
3.3
10.8
2.9
0.8
9.6

4.0
8.0
8.0
0.0
8.0
0.0

%

%

%

Three + times

N

1

46

146

O KBk N O N

15

Percent

4.2
15
17.4
11
0.8
55.1

3.8
1.7
16.3
0.8
0.8
54.6

8.0
0.0
28.0
4.0
0.0
60.0

%

%

%

Total

264
266
265

261
265

239
241
240
241
236
240

25
25
25
25
25
25



Table B3. Discrimination in Housing/Shelter Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your sexual orientationl

Row percentages.

Never
N Percent
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 240 90.6 %
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 219 83.0
Forced to move/evicted 242 92.4
Denied access to shelter 258 98.9
Cisgender respondents
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 218 90.5 %
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 201 83.8
Forced to move/evicted 220 92.4
Denied access to shelter 234 98.7
Transgender respondents
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 22 91.7 %
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 18 75.0
Forced to move/evicted 22 91.7

Denied access to shelter 24 100.0

N

19
24
19

19
20
17

o N b O

Once

Percent

72 %
9.1
7.3
0.8

79 %
8.3
71
0.8

0.0 %
16.7
8.3
0.0

N

o ® N O R © W

O O b

Twice

Percent

11
3.4
0.4
0.0

0.8
3.3
0.4
0.0

4.2
4.2
0.0
0.0

%

%

Three+ times

N

12

= o

l—\o':l\J

© O r

Percent

11
4.5
0.0
0.4

0.8
4.6
0.0
0.4

4.2
4.2
0.0
0.0

%

%

%

Total

265
264
262
261

24
24
24
24



Table B4. Discrimination in School/Education Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your sexual orientation?

Total respondents
Bullied/harassed by other students
Bullied/harassed by teachers
Had to leave school due to harassment
Denied admission to school or academic Droeram
when otherwise qualified
Denied financial aid
Denied participation in extracurricular activities
Denied campus housing

Cisgender respondents
Bullied/harassed by other students
Bullied/harassed by teachers
Had to leave school due to harassment
Denied admission to school or academic program
when otherwise qualified
Denied financial aid
Denied participation in extracurricular activities
Denied campus housing

Transgender respondents
Bullied/harassed by other students
Bullied/harassed by teachers
Had to leave school due to harassment
Denied admission to school or academic program
when otherwise qualified
Denied financial aid
Denied participation in extracurricular activities
Denied campus housing

144
220
235

247
227
247

127
199
212

225

223
207
223

17
21
23

23

Never

Row percentages.

Percent

57.4
87.0
93.6

98.8

98.8
90.1
99.6

56.2
87.3
93.8

98.7
91.2
99.6

68.0
84.0
92.0

95.8

100.0
80.0
100.0

%

%

%

N

17
16

16

17
15

o

Once

Percent

6.8 %
6.3
3.2

0.8

0.4
6.3
0.0

75 %
6.6
31

0.4

0.4
5.7
0.0

0.0 %
4.0
4.0

4.2

0.0
12.0
0.0

N

15

14

o

Twice

Percent

6.0 %
2.4
0.8

0.0

0.4
12
0.0

6.2 %
2.2
0.9

0.0

0.4
13
0.0

4.0 %
4.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

Three + times

N

75
1

68

N

Percent

29.9 %
4.3
2.4

0.4

0.4
2.4
0.4

30.1 %
3.9
2.2

0.4

0.4
18
0.4

28.0 %
8.0
4.0

0.0

0.0
8.0
0.0

Total

251
253
251

251

250
252
248

226
228
226

227

226
227
224

25
25

24

24
25
24



Table B5. Discrimination in Child Custody/Relationships

Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your sexual orientation?

Row percentages.

Never
N Percent
Total respondents
Sexual orientation used against you
. . : 238 95.2 %
in a child custody proceeding
Custody of children restricted by court 248 99.2
Contact with children restricted by former spouse 240 96.8
Cisgender respondents
Sexual orientation used against you
) ) : 214 94.7 %
in achild custody proceeding
Custody of children restricted by court 224 99.1
Contact with children restricted by former spouse 217 96.9

Transgender respondents

Sexual orientation used against you
in achild custody proceeding

24 100.0 %

Custody of children restricted by court 24 100.0
Contact with children restricted by former spouse 23 95.8

Once

Percent

3.6 %

0.4
2.0

4.0 %

0.4
1.8

0.0 %

0.0
4.2

N

Twice

Percent

12 %

0.4
0.0

13 %

0.4
0.0

0.0 %

0.0
0.0

Three+ times

N Percent

0 0.0 %

0 0.0

3 12

0 0.0 %

0 0.0

3 13

0 0.0 %

0 0.0
0.0

Total

250

250
248

226

226
224

24

24
24



Table B6. Discrimination in Public Services Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your sexual orientation?

Total respondents
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified
Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover
Denied aroom in a hotel/motel
Denied service in a restaurant or bar
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club
Denied use of a public restroom
Denied services by a local government agency
Denied emergency medical care by provider
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police

Stopped by Anchorage police based on sexual orientation,
without other justification for the stop

Cisgender respondents
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualifiec
Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Move
Denied a room in a hotel/motel
Denied service in a restaurant or bar
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness clut
Denied use of a public restroom
Denied services by a local government agenc>
Denied emergency medical care by providei
Denied non-emergency medical care by provide
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care providei
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police
Stopped by Anchorage police based on sexual orientation,
without other justification for the stop

Transgender respondents
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualifiec
Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Move
Denied aroom in a hotel/motel
Denied service in a restaurant or bar
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness clut
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness clut
Denied use of a public restroom
Denied services by a local government agency
Denied emergency medical care by providei
Denied non-emergency medical care by provide
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care providei
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police
Stopped by Anchorage police based on sexual orientation,
without other justification for the stop

253
260
255
234
245
257
253
255
262
254

241

245

228
235
231
212
224
237
234
231
238
232
212
220

222

25
25
24
22
21
20
19
24
24
22
21
21

23

Never

Percent

96.9 %
100.0
97.7
89.0
92.8
97.7
96.6
97.0
99.6
96.2
88.3
91.6

92.8

96.6 %
100.0
97.5
89.1
93.3
99.2
97.9
97.1
99.6
97.1
88.7
92.1

100.0 %
100.0
100.0
88.0
87.5
83.3
82.6
96.0
100.0
88.0
84.0
87.5

Row percentages.

N

o

21

[ B L )

25
15

14

18

O = D W R

22
14

14

P W PR OO NDNWWOO O

o

Once

Percent

2.7
0.0
1.9
8.0
6.1
11
1.9
15
0.4
2.3
9.5
5.7

5.3

3.0
0.0
21
7.6
5.4
0.4
13
1.7
0.4
21
9.2
5.9

5.9

0.0
0.0
0.0
12.0
125
8.3
8.7
0.0
0.0
4.0
12.0
4.2

0.0

%

%

%

N

O A WO WWN P WRE O P

AW R O WN R P ®W R

P P NOOQPpRPp OO O oo

o

Twice

Percent

0.4
0.0
0.4
11
0.4
0.8
11
11
0.0
11
15
1.9

0.4

0.4
0.0
0.4
13
0.4
0.4
0.8
13
0.0
0.4
13
1.7

0.4

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
4.2
4.3
0.0
0.0
8.0
4.0
4.2

0.0

%

%

N

O OO R, PR RELROOOO O N B, NREpOOOONU OO O A NN RO RLBRERERELRNOGOO O

N

Three + times

Percent

0.0
0.0
0.0
1.9
0.8
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.0
0.4
0.8
0.8

15

0.0
0.0
0.0
21
0.8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.4
0.8
0.4

0.8

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
4.2
4.3
4.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
4.2

8.0

%

%

%

Total

261
260
261
263
264
263
262
263
263
264
264
263

264

236
235
237
238
240
239
239
238

239



Appendix C.

Violence, Intimidation, and D iscrimination E xperienced

Due to Gender ldentity/P resentation

Never, once, twice, or three or more times for each type of discrimination.

101



Table CI. Violence/Intimidation Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your gender identity or gender presentation!

Total respondents
Physical violence
Threats of physical violence
Verbal abuse/namecalling
Followed or chased
Sexual assault
Property damage

Cisgender respondents
Physical violence
Threats of physical violence
Verbal abuse/namecalling
Followed or chased
Sexual assault
Property damage

Transgender respondents
Physical violence
Threats of physical violence
Verbal abuse/namecalling
Followed or chased
Sexual assault
Property damage

226
203
158

239
218

186
151
196
215
199

20
17

14
24
19

Never

Percent

91.5
82.2
63.7
85.4
96.8
88.3

92.8
83.8
67.7
88.7
96.8
89.6

80.0
68.0
28.0
56.0
96.0
76.0

%

%

%

Row percentages.

N

13

19
25
6

20
16
18

17

AR N wow N

Once

Percent

53 %
9.3
7.7
10.2
2.4
8.5

41 %
9.0
7.2
8.1
2.3
7.7

16.0 %
12.0
12.0
28.0
4.0
16.0

N

©

25

22

ol

O N W R O

Twice

Percent

1.6
3.6
10.1
2.4
0.0
2.4

1.8
3.6
9.9
18
0.0
2.3

0.0
4.0
12.0
8.0
0.0
4.0

%

%

Three+ times

N

12
46

34

Percent

1.6
4.9
18.5
2.0
0.8
0.8

1.4
3.6
15.2
14
0.9
0.5

4.0
16.0
48.0
8.0
0.0
4.0

%

%

Total

247
247
248
246
247
247

222

223
221
222
222

25
25
25
25
25
25



Table C2. Discrimination in Employment Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your gender identity or gender presentation?

Total respondents
Turned down for ajob when otherwise qualified
Denied a promotion
Harassed by employer or other employees
Forced to leave position due to harassment
Fired/terminated from position
Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination
Hid my gender identity or gender transition
Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work

Cisgender respondents
Turned down for ajob when otherwise qualified
Denied a promotion
Harassed by employer or other employees
Forced to leave position due to harassment
Fired/terminated from position
Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination
Hid my gender identity or gender transition
Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work

Transgender respondents
Turned down fora job when otherwise qualified
Denied a promotion
Harassed by employer or other employees
Forced to leave position due to harassment
Fired/terminated from position
Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination
Hid my gender identity or gender transition
Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work

231

206
211
193
208
209
220
205
217

19
20
13
20
21
14

Never

Percent

91.8
93.9
83.7
92.7
93.5
95.5

0.0

0.0

93.2
95.0
86.9
93.7
94.1
99.1

0.0

0.0

79.2
83.3
54.2
83.3
87.5
60.9

0.0

0.0

%

%

Row percentages.

N

10

10

[

P O N P W o wN

Once

Percent

3.7
3.7
6.1
4.5
4.5
12
0.0
0.0

3.2
2.7
4.5
3.6
4.5
0.5
0.0
0.0

8.3
125
20.8
125
4.2
8.7
0.0
0.0

%

%

%

N

N w o N Do O w AN P 0 1o

P R NNRNRPR®

Twice

Percent

3.3
2.0
3.3
2.0
1.6
0.8
0.0
0.0

23
18
2.7
1.8
0.9
0.0
0.0
0.0

125
4.2
8.3
4.2
8.3
8.7
0.0
0.0

%

Three+ times

N

[

17

25

13

Percent

12 %
0.4
6.9
0.8
0.4
2.4
0.0
0.0

14 %
0.5
5.9
0.9
0.5
0.5
0.0
0.0

0.0 %
0.0
16.7
0.0
0.0
21.7
0.0
0.0

Total

245
246

246
246
245
246
243

221
222
222
222
222
222
222
221

24
24
24
24
23
24
22



Table C3. Discrimination in Housing/Shelter Experienced Due to Gender ldentity/Presentation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any ofthe following because of your gender identity or gender presentation?

Row percentages.

Never
N Percent
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 232 96.3 %
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 222 92.1
Forced to move/evicted 235 97.5
Denied access to shelter 240 99.6
Cisgender respondents
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 211 96.8 %
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 205 94.0
Forced to move/evicted 214 98.2
Denied access to shelter 217 99.5
Transgender respondents
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 21 91.3 %
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 17 73.9
Forced to move/evicted 21 91.3

Denied access to shelter 23 100.0

b o N~

[ R )

ONN R

Once

Percent

2.9
2.9
25
0.4

2.8
2.3
18
0.5

4.3
8.7
8.7
0.0

%

%

%

N

o o b~ N

o oOoN R

o OoON R

Twice

Percent

0.8 %
1.7
0.0
0.0

0.5 %
0.9
0.0
0.0

43 %
8.7
0.0
0.0

Three + times

N Percent

0.0 %
3.3
0.0
0.0

o O @© o

0.0 %
2.8
0.0
0.0

o O o O

0.0 %
8.7
0.0
0.0

o O N O

Tota

241
241
241
241

218
218
218
218

23
23
23
23



Table C4. Discrimination in School/Education Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your gender identity or gender presentation?

Total respondents
Bullied/harrassed by other students
Bullied/harassed by teachers
Had to leave school due to harassment
Denied admission to school or academic program
when otherwise qualified
Denied financial aid
Denied participation in extracurricular activities
Denied campus housing

Cisgender respondents
Bullied/harrassed by other students
Bullied/harassed by teachers
Had to leave school due to harassment
Denied admission to school or academic program
when otherwise qualified
Denied financial aid
Denied participation in extracurricular activities

Denied campus housing

Transgender respondents
Bullied/harrassed by other students
Bullied/harassed by teachers
Had to leave school due to harassment
Denied admission to school or academic program
when otherwise qualified
Denied financial aid
Denied participation in extracurricular activities

Denied campus housing

192
219
230

233

235
230
234

175

207

210

207
211

17
20

23

23
23
23

Never

Percent

81.0 %
92.8
96.6

97.9

99.2
97.5
99.2

825 %
94.3
97.2

98.6

99.5
97.6
99.5

68.0 %
80.0
92.0

92.0

95.8
95.8
95.8

Row percentages.

N

©

Once

Percent

3.8
3.8
13

13

0.0
1.7
0.0

4.2
3.3
0.9

0.9

0.0
14
0.0

0.0
8.0
4.0

4.0

0.0
4.2
0.0

%

N

Twice

Percent

3.0
13
0.8

0.4

0.0
0.4
0.4

2.8
0.9
0.9

0.5

0.0
0.5
0.5

4.0
4.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

%

%

%

Three+ times

N

29

w

22

N

Percent

122 %
21
13

0.4

0.8
0.4
0.4

10.4 %
14
0.9

0.0

0.5
0.5
0.0

28.0 %
8.0
4.0

4.0

4.2
0.0
4.2

Total

237
236
238

238

237
236
236

212
211
213

213

25
25
25

25

24
24
24



Table C5. Discrimination in Child Custody/Relationships
Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your gender identity or gender presentation?

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice
N Percent N Percent N Percent
Total respondents
Gender identity/presentation used against you
) . ) 231 98.3 % 2 0.9 % 2 0.9 %
in a child custody proceeding
Custody of children restricted by court 234 99.6 0 0.0 1 0.4
Contact with children restricted by former spouse 231 98.7 2 0.9 1 0.4
Cisgender respondents
Gender identity/presentation used against you
) . : 207 98.1 % 2 0.9 % 2 0.9 %
in a child custody proceeding
Custody of children restricted by court 210 99.5 0 0.0 1 0.5
Contact with children restricted by former spouse 208 99.0 1 0.5 1 0.5
Transgender respondents
Gender identity/presentation used against you
24 100.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 %

in a child custody proceeding
Custody of children restricted by court 24 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Contact with children restricted by former spouse 23 95.8 1 4.2 0 0.0

Three + times

N Percent

0 0.0 %
0.0

0 0.0

0 0.0 %
0.0
0.0

0 0.0 %

0 0.0

0 0.0

Total

235

235
234

211

210

24

24
24



Table C6. Discrimination in Public Services Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

W hile in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your gender identity or gender presentation?

)tal respondents
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified
Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover
Denied a room in a hotel/motel
Denied service in a restaurant or bar
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club
Denied use of a public restroom
Denied services by a local government agency
Denied emergency medical care by provider
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider
Denied transition-related care by provider
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider
Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police

Stopped by Anchorage police based on gender identity,
without other justification for the stop

Cisgender respondents
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified
Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover
Denied a room in a hotel/motel
Denied service in a restaurant or bar
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club
Denied use of a public restroom
Denied services by a local government agency
Denied emergency medical care by provider
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider
Denied transition-related care by provider
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider
Denied gender-appropriate driver’s license at DMV
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police

Stopped by Anchorage police based on gender identity,
without other justification for the stop

Transgender respondents
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified
Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover
Denied a room in a hotel/motel
Denied service in a restaurant or bar
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club
Denied use of a public restroom
Denied services by a local government agency
Denied emergency medical care by provider
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider
Denied transition-related care by provider
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider
Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police

Stopped by Anchorage police based on gender identity,
without other justification for the stop

238
243
236
233
237
235

241
243
239
232
231
238
237

235

215
219
215
214
217
218
217

220
219
219
214
219
214

212

23
24
21
19
20
17
15
22
23
20
13
17
19
23

23

Never

Percent

97.5
99.6
97.5
95.1
97.1
96.3
94.7
98.4
99.6
98.0
95.5
94.7
97.9

0.0

0.0

98.2
100.0
98.6
97.3
98.6
99.1
98.6
99.5
100.0
100.0
99.5
97.3
99.5
0.0

0.0

92.0
96.0
87.5
76.0
83.3
70.8
60.0
88.0
95.8
80.0
56.5
70.8
82.6

0.0

0.0

%

%

%

Row percentages.

N

a A A O N NMNONOO OO O© 1l OO

B b O, OO0 O NN®WO®O WO b

O W W O N O N W WN NN O R

o

Once

Percent

2.0
0.0
21
3.7
2.0
2.0
2.0
0.8
0.0
0.8
2.9
3.7
1.6
0.0

0.0

1.8
0.0
14
2.3
14
0.9
0.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
2.7
0.5
0.0

0.0

4.0
0.0
8.3
16.0
8.3
12.5
12.0
8.0
0.0
8.0
26.1
12.5
13.0
0.0

0.0

%

%

N

N ONONONHDEPEPOSRORL O

P O 0O 000 R PRLr OO R OOOo

P O N ONDNOP W pREp O O O - O

o

Twice

Percent

0.0
0.4
0.0
0.4
0.0
0.4
1.6
0.8
0.0
0.8
0.0
0.8
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
0.0
0.0
0.5
0.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
4.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
4.2
12.0
4.0
0.0
8.0
0.0
8.3
0.0
0.0

0.0

%

%

Three+ times

N

NN P NDB R 2O N WONNRP O R

»r O O O OO OO o o o o O o

P PN A B R O R ®NNEREO R

N

0.4
0.0
0.4
0.8
0.8
1.2
1.6
0.0
0.4
0.4
1.6
0.8
0.4
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

4.0
0.0
4.2
8.0
8.3
12.5
16.0
0.0
4.2
4.0
17.4
8.3
4.3
0.0

0.0

Percent

%

%

Total

244
244

245
244
244
245
245
244
244
243
244
243
245

243

219

218
220
220
220
220
220
220
219
220
220
220
220

218

25
25
24
25
24
24
25
25
24
25
23
24
23
25

25
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Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey

INSTRUCTIONS . : . : : o
This surveK I made up of three sections. The first section asks about experiences of bias or discrimination you,

may have

ad hased on your sexual orientation, the second section addresses experiences of bias or discrimination

based on gender identlt?/ or gender presentation, and the third section captures the demographic characteristics of

respondents, which wil

confidential.

SECTION ONE: SEXUAL ORIENTATION DISCRIMINATION

In this section

help contextualize the survey’s findings. All ofyour responses will remain completely

‘we want to know about any bias or discrimination you may have experienced because of your

sexual orientation. Do not Include your experiences of discrimination bhased on other grounds such as gender

identity, race, religion, efc. Include only those experiences you have had in Anchorage.
1

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your sexual

orientation?

Troubles such as:
Violence/Intimidation
Physical violence
Threats of physical violence
Verbal abuse/name-calling
Followed or chased
Sexual assault
Property damage
Employment
Turned down for job when otherwise qualified
Denied a promotion
Harassed by employer or other employees
Forced to leave position due to harassment
Fired/terminated from position
Hid my sexual orientation to avoid discrimination
Housing/Shelter
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified
Harassed by landlord or other tenants
Forced to move/evicted
Denied access to shelter
School/Education
Bullied/harassed by other students
Bullied/harassed by teachers
Had to leave school due to harassment

Denied admission to school or academic program
when otherwise qualified

Denied financial aid
Denied participation in extra-curricular groups
Denied campus housing

Never

O O O O 0o ©o

O O o o©° O O O O O ©°

o O O o

o O

Frequency of Occurrence:

Once

O O O o O o

O O o o O O 0O o o ©o

O O

Twice

O O O O 0o O

O O O O O O O o oo

o O

Three or
more times

O O O O 0O o

O O O © O O O o oo

o O
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Frequency of Occurrence:

Three or
Troubles such as: Never Once Twice  more times
Child Custody/Relationships
Sexual orientation used against you in a child
custody proceeding : : ° ©
Custody of children restricted by court o) 0 0 0
Contact with children restricted by former spouse o) 0 o) 0
Public Services
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwi
queali%deg oan or ling of credit when otherwise o o o o
Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover 0 0 0 0
Denied a room in a hotel/motel 0 0 0 0
Denied service in a restaurant or bar 0 0 0 0
Denied membership or access to gym/fitness club 0 0 0 0
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club 0 0 0 0
Denied use of a public restroom 0 0 0 0
Denied services by local government agency 0 0 0 0
Denied emergency medical care by provider 0 0 0 0
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider 0 0 0 0
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider 0 0 0 0
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 0 0 0 0
Stopped by Anchorage police hased on sexual o o o o

origntation, without other justification for the stop

Please feel free to provide us with any other information you would like to share below.

SECTION TWO: GENDER IDENTITY DISCRIMINATION .
In this section, we want to know about any bias or discrimination you may have experienced because of your

gender identitr or gender presentation. Do not include your experiences of discrimination based on other grounds
such as sexual orientation, race, religion, €tc. Include only those experiences you have had in Anchorage.

2. While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any of the following because of your gender
identity or gender presentation?

Frequency of Occurrence:

_ Threg or
Troubles such as: Never Once Twice  more times
Violence/Intimidation
Physical violence 0 0 0 0

Threats of physical violence 0 0 0 0
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Frequency of Occurrence:

_ Three or

Troubles such as: Never Once Twice  more times
Violence/Intimidation {continued}

Verbal abuse/name-calling 0 0 0 0

Followed or chased 0 0 0 0

Sexual assault 0 0 0 0

Property damage 0 0 0 0
Employment

Turned down for job when otherwise qualified 0 0 0 0

Denied a promotion 0 0 0 0

Harassed by employer or other employees 0 0 0 0

Forced to leave position due to harassment 0 0 0 0

Fired/terminated from position 0 0 0 0

Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination 0 0 0 0

Hid my gender identity or gender transition 0 0 0 0

Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 0 0 0 0
Housing/Shelter

Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 0 0 0 0

Harassed by landlord or other tenants 0 0 0 0

Forced to move/evicted 0 0 0 0

Denied access to shelter 0 0 0 0
School/Education

Bullied/harassed by other students 0 0 0 0

Bullied/harassed by teachers 0 0 0 0

Had to leave school due to harassment 0 0 0 0

Denied admission to school or academic program

when otherwise qualified ° ° 0 °

Denied financial aid 0 0 0 0

Denied participation in extra-curricular groups 0 0 0 0

Denied campus housing 0 0 0 0
Child Custody/Relationships

identity/presentation inst you in

SRR OB 000

Custody of children restricted by court 0 0 0 0

Contact with children restricted by former spouse 0 0 0 0
Public Services

' ling of credit when otherwise

o oo e

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover 0 0 0 0

Denied a room in a hotel/motel 0 0 0 0

Denied service in a restaurant or bar ) ) 0 )
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Troubles such as:

Public Services {continued}
Denied membership or access to gym/fitness club
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club
Denied use of a public restroom
Denied services by local government agency
Denied emergency medical care by provider
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider
Denied transition-related care by medical provider
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider
Denied gender-appropriate driver’s license at DMV
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police

Stopped by Anchora?e %oli_ce based on ?ender
presentation, without other justification Tor the stop

Never

O O O 0O o o o o o o

o

Frequency of Occurrence:

Once

O O 0O 0O 0O o o o o o

(@]

Twice

O O OO0 0O o oo o

o

Please feel free to provide us with any other information you would like to share below.

SECTION THREE: DEMOGRAPHICS

Please tell us a little bit more about yourself, We are asking the questions below in order to gain a broader Profile
e and to provide context for experiences of bias and discrimination,

ofthe LGBT community in Anchor_a?_ _ _
questions are being asked for descriptive purposes only and your identity cannot be tied to your answers in any

Way.
3.

Three or

more times

O O O OO0 OO0 o o o

o

hese

0 No (Skip to Question 4)

O Yes » » How long have you lived in Anchorage?
What is the ZIP or postal code where you currently live?

ZIP [ Postal code:

o Male
o Female

What is your primary gender identity? (Select only one.)

o Male

o Female

o Transgender—male-to-female
o Transgender—female-to-male
o)

Are you currently a resident of the Municipality of Anchorage?

Transgender—do not identify as exclusively male or female

years

What was the sex assigned to you at birth on your original birth certificate?

months
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1

10.

11,

12,

13

14,

What is your sexual orientation? (Select only one.)
Lesbian/gay/same-gender attraction
o Bisexual
o Queer
o Heterosexual
o Asexual
Do you identify as Hispanic or Latino? {Select only one.)
o Yes
o No
Which of the following racial/ethnic categories best fits you?
o Alaska Native/American Indian
Asian
Black/African American
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
White/Caucasian
o Other {please specify)'.
What is your age as of January 1, 2011?
Adge (in years).
Which ofthe following best describes your current living situation?
o | own my own home.
o | rent a house/apartment/room.
o Other {please specify)"
Have you ever been forced to move, with no place to go?
o N0 {skip to Question 13)
0 Yes {see below) 4
128, Inthe past 12 months, have you been forced to move, with no place to go?
O NO (skip to Question 13))
O Yes (see below) 4
12b.  The last time this happened, how manv davs were vou without a place to o? days.
What is vour current marital Status, as defined bv Alaska law? (Select onlv one.)
0 Single, never married
o Married
o Separated
o Divorced
o Widowed
Are you currently in a committed relationship with an intimate partner?
0 NO (Skip to Question 15.)
o Yes (see below) 4
14a. Do you currently share a residence with your intimate partner?
o No
o Yes

o

O O o o
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15,

16.

17,

18.

19,

14b. - What is your partner’s primary gender identity? (Select only one.)
o Male
o Female
Transgender—male-to-female
o Transgender—female-to-male
o Transgender—does not identify as exclusively male or female
Are you the parent or guardian of one or more children?
o No (Skip to Question 16.)
o YesS {see below) 4
152, How many children do you have? chilcren.
15b. Do any of your children currently attend school in Anchorage?
o Yes
o No
What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? {select only one.)
o Less than high school degree
High school degree, or G.E.D.
o Some college, no degree
o Associate’s degree
o Bachelor’s degree
Graduate or professional degree
What is vour primarv emplovment status? (.Select onlv one.)
o Employed full-time, 35 hours or more per week in one or more jobs, including self-employment

@)

o

o

o Working part-time (less than 35 hours per week), in one or more jobs

o Unemployed, looking for work

o Unemployed, not looking for work

o In-school only

o Retired

o Other {please specify) :

Ffave you ever served inthe U.S. Armed Forces?

o No

o Yes

Please provide vour best estimate of the total income earned last vear 12010), for vour entire household.
o Lessthan $13,530 o At least $100,000 but less than $120,000
o At least $13,530 but less than $20,000 o At least $120,000 but less than $140,000
o At least $20,000 but less than $40,000 o At least $140,000 but less than $160,000
o At least $40,000 but less than $60,000 o At least $160,000 but less than $180,000
o At least $60,000 but less than $80,000 o At least $180,000 hut less than $200,000
o At least $80,000 but less than $100,000 o $200,000 or more
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END OF QUESTIONNAIRE

Thank you for participating in the Anchorage Discrimination Survey. The results of the survey may be obtained
on our website at http://alaskacommunitv.org/ upon completion. Again, thank you for your help.

COMMENTS:

Please return surveys to:

1057 West Fireweed Lane, Suite 207, Anchorage, AK 99503


http://alaskacommunitv.org/

New Patterns of Povertyinthe 1111 Williams
Leshian, Gay, and Bisexual Community

M.V. Lee Badgett, Laura E. Durso, & Alyssa Schneebaum June 2013

Executive Summary

A severe global recession has brought heightened attention to poverty in the United States as the
poverty rate rose over time, Ievell_n% offat 15.0% in 2011. Recent U.S. Census Bureau data
demonstrates the persistence of higher poverty rates for African Americans, Latinos, Asian
Americans, children, single mothers, people with disabilities, and other groups, for example. An
earlier Williams Institutestudy and other research showed that lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB)
peoplte were also more vulnerable to being poor, and this study updates and extends that earlier
report.

This study draws on recent data from four datasets to estimate recent poverty rates for LGB
people inall walks of life: same-sex couples (2010 American Community Survey), LGB people
aged 18-44 (2006-2010 National Survey of Family Growth]),_LGB. adults n California f2007- _
2009 California Health Interview Survey) and single LGBT-identified adults (2012 Gallup Daily
Tracking Poll). We compare the LGB or LGBT (including transgender people) rates to poverty
rates for heterosexual people.

Data on couples suggests that same-sex couples are more vulnerable to poverty in general than
are different-sex married couples.

Summary of poverty rates from national surveys
by sexual orientation

Different-Sex Same-Sex Heterosexual Gay/Lesbian Bisexual non-LGBT LGBT
Married

ACS NSFG Gallup
(couples) (people aged 18-44) (adults living alone)

m Men ®m Women



o Poverty rates for female same-sex couples and unmarried different-sex couples were
higher than those of married different-sex couples.

o While male same-sex couples have lower overall poverty rates than married different-sex
couples, male couples were more likely to be poor than married different-sex couples
after controlling for other characteristics that influence poverty.

Comparisons of poverty for LGB adults and heterosexual adults in national surveys mosth{
shovyfe_d hltgher rates of LGB poverty, although most ofthose differences are not statistically
significant,

» Among women 18-44 years old, more than a guarter of bisexual women are poor (29.4%)
and more than Lin 5 leshians are in povertK (22.7%), a rate higher than the [poverty rate
among heterosexual women (21.1%), but the differences were not statistica Ir significant.

* Similarly, a greater _ercenta%e ofgay (20.5%) and bisexual men (25.9%) fell at or below
the federal poverty line than heterosexual men (15.3%), but these differences were also
not statistically significant. o _

+ For both women and men in the Gallup data, one in five LGBT people who live alone
report an income at or below the poverty level. The poverty rate for heterosexual people
living alone is lower, although the difference is only statistically significant for men.

The poverty rates for lesbian and gay adults in California are lower than for heterosexual people
and bisexual people in the CHIS data. . . _

» This finding is likely related to the social and policy context for LGB people in
California, since poverty rates for same-sex couples in California are also lower than for
different-sex married couples.

« The California context could include greater acceptance of LGB people, less
discrimination in family policy, less employment discrimination, and perhaps more
squortlve LGB communities in the state’s large metropolitan areas, all of which might
help keep relative poverty lower.

5’8(\)/8erty rates have increased for LGB and heterosexual people over the recession that began in

While children generally have higher rates of poverty than adults, children of LGB parents are
especially vulnerable to poverty. o _

* Children in same-sex couple households are almost twice as likely to be poor as in
married different-sex couple households.

*  White, Asian, and Hispanic children living in households headed by same-sex couples do
Hot haﬁ/elglgmflcantly higher poverty rates than children in different-sex married

ouseholds.

* African American children in %ay male households have the highest pov,ert* rate (52.3%)
ofany children in any household type, and the rate for children living with Teshian
couples is 37.7%.

* This poverty gap is highest for children aged 0-5 who live with same-sex couples.

Poverty rates are higher for certain subgroups of same-sex couples.



African Americans in same-sex couples have poverty rates at least twice the rate for
different-sex married African Americans. African American men in same-sex couples are
more than six times more likely to be poor than White men in same-sex couples, and
African American women with female partners are three times more likely to be poor
than are White women with female ﬁartners. The difference in poverty rafes for black and
white couples is disproportionately higher in same-sex compared to different-sex couples.
Poverty rates for women in same-sex couples are hlgher than married couples’ rates in
the central part ofthe United States, in New England, and outside of large metropolitan
areas.

Poverty rates for men in same-sex couples are much lower in large metropolitan areas
than rates for married different-sex couples. _

Low levels of education tend to increase poverty more for women in same-sex couples
than for men.

Women in same-sex couples are more likely to be among the “working poor,” with
higher poverty rates than for men in same-sex couples or different-sex married couples.
Women in same-sex couples who have a disability are more likely to be poor.

Low-income LGB people and same-sex couples are more likely to be receiving cash assistance
and SNAP (food stamps) benefits than are heterosexual people or couples. The figures for
individuals are not all statistically significant, however.

Poverty rates are lower for female same-sex couples in states with marriage equality or civil
unions and in states that outlaw employment discrimination based on sexual orientation.
However, those differences are not statistically significant in more detailed analyses. We also
find that poverty rates are lower for all couples in states with those policies.



Introduction

Poverty remains a persistent problem in the United States, with the(Poverty rate never dropping
below 10% since the 1960’s. A severe global recession helghtene attention to poverty in the
United States as the poverty rate soared to 15.1% in 2010 and held steady at 15.0% in 2011.2
Government rei)orts indicated even higher poverty rates for African Americans, Latinos, Asian
Americans, children, single mothers, and Feople with disabilities. A Williams Institute study
published in 2009 using data from the early 2000s 1|.e. before the recession) showed that lesbian,
%ay, and bisexual (LGB) people were also more vulnerable to being poor than heterosexuals,

his studr updates and extends that earlier report. We find that poverty rates have gone up for
almost all populations, and LGB people are still more Ilkel>{_to be Boor than are heterosexual
people. The sexual orientation poverty gap has narrowed s |(?htly ecause heterosexual poverty
rates have increased, not hecause poverty rates have declined for LGB people.

In the earlier study, national data revealed that LGB people and same-sex couples had poverty
rates equal to or higher than heterosexual people. Comparisons that take into account other
factors that influence poverty, such as age, parental status, and employment, showed that people
in same-sex couples were much more vulnerable to being poor than those in different-sex
couples. Leshian/bisexual women had a higher rate ofpovertr than gay/bisexual men and men
and women in different-sex couples. Same-sex couples reported a higher rate ofreceiving public
assistance than married couples, a pattern consistent with the i)overty rate findings. The 2009
study also found that some groups of LGB people had particularly high poverty rates: African
American same-sex couples, children living with a same-sex couple, rural same-sex couples, and
older leshian couples. While we had no population-based data with which to estimate poverty
rates among transgender people, we noted surveys that showed very low incomes for many
transgender people.3

In addition, recent studies of youth homelessness find that homeless young people are
dlsproportlonateIY LGBT, suggestln%a greater vulnerability to poverty. A survey ofa
nonrandom sample of homeless youth agencies from across the United States found that
providers estimated approximately 40% of homeless and at-risk youth accessing their agencies’

1 DeNavas, C, Proctor, BD & Smith, JC 2011, “Income, poverty, and health insurance coverage in the United States:
20107, Current Population Reports: Consumer Income, viewed DATE,

<http://www.census.gov/prod/201 lpubs/p60-239.pdf>.

2 For the 2011 official poverty rate, see Table 1, p. 6. in Short, K 2012, “The research supplemental poverty
measure: 2011,” Current Population Reports, November 2012 , viewed 22 February 2013
<http://www.census.gov/prod/2012pubs/p60-244.pdf>.

3 See, for example, Badgett, M.V. Lee, Holning Lau, Brad Sears, and Deborah Ho. 2007. Bias in the Workplace:
Consistent evidence of sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination. Los Angeles: The Williams Institute,
June, http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/research/workplace/bias-in-the-workplace-consistent-evidence-of-sexual-
orientation-and-gender-identity-discrimination/ (accessed May 13, 2013).


http://www.census.gov/prod/201%20lpubs/p60-239.pdf
http://www.census.gov/prod/2012pubs/p60-244.pdf
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/research/workplace/bias-in-the-workplace-consistent-evidence-of-sexual-

social services were LGBT.4 Experiencing homelessness can worsen a youth’s ability to access
needed services or gain employment, which can contribute to becoming or remaining poor.5

The LGB poverty data help to debunk the persistent stereotype of the affluent ?ay man or leshian
(see, Badgett, 2001, for discussion of this stereotype). Instead, the poverty data are consistent
with the view that LGB people_ continue to face economic challenges that affect their income and
life chances, such as susceptibility to employment discrimination, higher rates of being
u_nwtstured, and a lack of access to various tax and other financial benefits via exclusion from the
right to marry.

The present studg_draws on recent data from four datasets to estimate poverty rates for different
groups of the lesbian, ga%, and hisexual poFuIatlon: the 2010 American Community Survey (for
same-sex couples), the 2006-2010 National Survey ofFamllﬁGrowth {for LGB people aged 18-
44), the 2007-2009 California Health Interview Survey (for LGB people 18 and older living in
California), and the Gallup Daily Tracking Poll (for single LGBT-identified adults) over the June
1- September 30, 2012 time period (see Appendix | for sample sues?}. The information
compiled from this wide varletF of data sources allows us to shed light on the poverty situation
of LGB people in all walks of life: single and partnered people, those with and without children,
and people across the agie spectrum. While we now have good information on LGB poverty, only
the Gallup Poll data include specific reference to transgender people. Unfortunately the data
provided by Gallup do not differentiate between LGB and transgender individuals, so we cannot
calculate poverty rates specifically for transgender people. As recommended in our previous
report, additional research on poverty within the transgender population is sorely needed.

The present report begins with a briefdescription of how the poverty rate is measured in each
survey and ofthe data that we use for the analyses. The remainder of the report discusses our
flmlj_mgs fortthe different groups of LGBT people and, where possible, compares the rates to the
earlier report.

Defining the Poverty Rate for LGB People and Families

Since the 1960s, the U.S. Census Bureau has calculated poverty rates using data from surveys of
households. For the official poverty rate, the Census Bureau looks at whether an individual’s or
family’s income falls below the poverty income threshold, or Federal Poverg{ Line (FPL). The
FPL is set for families of different sizes and takes into account the age of children and people
over 65. In 2012, the Boverty line for a single Eerson household was $11,815, for a two-person
household was $15,079, and for a four-person household was $23,684.6

4 Durso, L.E., & Gates, G.J. (2012). Serving Our Youth: Findings from a National Survey of Service Providers
Working with Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Youth who are Homeless or At Risk of Becoming
Homeless. Los Angeles: The Williams Institute with True Colors Fund and The Palette Fund.
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Durso-Gates-LGBT-Homeless-Y outh-Survev-Julv-
2012.pdf (accessed May 13, 2013).

sDworsky, A. (2013). The economic well-being of leshian, gay, and bisexual youth transitioning out of foster care.
Retrieved from http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/resource/the-economic-well-being-of-lgh-youth-
transitioning-out-of-foster-care.

6 Estimated 2012 poverty thresholds were calculated by multiplying the 2011 thresholds (available at
https://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/data/threshld/index.html) by 1.0288 to adjust for inflation. The CPI


http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Durso-Gates-LGBT-Homeless-Youth-Survev-Julv-
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/resource/the-economic-well-being-of-lgb-youth-
https://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/data/threshld/index.html

Adapting the Census Bureau procedures to measure poverty among LGB people requires using
an expanded definition of family. The Census Bureau defines families narrowly, counting only
people who live in the same housing unit and are related to each other by blood, marriage, or
adoption. In addition to the families defined in this way, we also count two people who report
being “unmarried partners” and are of the same-sex or different-sex as a family, along with any
children under 18 living with them.

Otherwise, we follow the Census procedure for measuring poverty. A family is poor, for official
statistical purposes and in this study, if their total family income is below the FPL for a family of
that size. An individual is poor if he or she lives in a family that has an income below the FPL.
We calculate poverty rates by dividing the number of poor individuals (or families) by the total
number of people (or families). Where possible, we also use 200% of the FPL to define a second
threshold of “low-income” families, which captures another tier of families and individuals with
low levels of resources to meet their living expenses.

We note that this method of measuring poverty is not without controversy. When this method
was developed in the 1960’s, the intention was to base the poverty thresholds on the minimum
before-tax income that allowed a family to meet their basic needs. The first thresholds were
based on 1950’s survey estimates of the share of a family’s income spent on food. Since then,
those original thresholds have simply been updated for inflation with the Consumer Price Index.

Recently the Census Bureau has created an experimental Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)
to better take into account the resources available to the family— such as taxes, in-kind
government program benefits (such as SNAP/Food Stamps), child support payments— and to
better account for their basic needs— such as food, clothing, shelter, work expenses, and medical
costs.7 The SPM uses recent data on expenditures for food, housing, clothing and utilities to set
the SPM thresholds, which are higher than the official FPL thresholds. The poverty rates
calculated using the SPM are higher for some groups, such as adults over 18 (and especially for
adults over 65), but they are lower for individuals under 18. Overall, the SPM was 16.1% in
2011 while the official poverty rate was 15.1%. Unfortunately, the data required to calculate the
SPM are not available for same-sex couples or LGBT people in any of our datasets, so this study
is limited to the official poverty rate.

Findings

We present findings from the four different sources of data, beginning with the data on couples
in the American Community Survey, and then looking at individuals in the other three surveys.
More details on each survey can be found in the appendices to this report. Following the main
findings, we compare these new figures to our earlier report. Then we look for differences in
vulnerability to poverty across groups of LGB people. Unless otherwise noted, any differences
in poverty rates between LGB people (or same-sex couples) and heterosexual people (or
different-sex married couples) discussed below is statistically significant. In other words, the
differences across groups that we observe are unlikely to occur just by chance.

Inflation Calculator from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm) was used
to make the conversion to 2012 dollars.
7 See note 2, Short (2011)


http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm

LGB People in Couples

We begin by calculating poverty rates and comparing those rates across sexual orientation
categories for people in couples. These data come from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2010
American Community Survey, which surveyed almost 3 million people in 2010. LGB people are
identifiable in these data by the gender composition of cohabiting couples: we categorize a same-
sex couple as two people of the same-sex who live together and identify their relationship as an
unmarried partnership, and we presume that those same-sex couples include lesbian, gay, or
bisexual individuals.8Different-sex couples are classified by their marital status— married or
cohabiting as unmarried partners. We include both types of different-sex couples to compare to
same-sex couples. Some of those same-sex couples are legally married, some are unmarried by
choice, others would marry if it were possible but cannot, and some would not choose to marry
even if they lived in a state that allowed it. However, with the ACS we cannot distinguish
among those four groups to make more direct comparisons with married and unmarried
different-sex couples.

Tables 1and 2 present poverty rates (incomes belowl00% of FPL) and rates of low-income
(incomes below 200% of the FPL) for same-sex couples, married different-sex couples, and
unmarried different-sex couples in the American Community Survey. As shown in Table 1, a
significantly greater percentage of unmarried adults in different-sex couples (14.1%) and women
in same-sex couples (7.6%) are in poverty, compared to married different-sex couples (5.7%).
Men in same-sex couples are significantly less likely to be in poverty than their married
different-sex counterparts (4.3% versus 5.7%). The same pattern exists for rates of low-income
households: one-third of different-sex unmarried couples are poor, followed by households
headed by female same-sex couples (18.0%, not significantly different from married couples),
different-sex married couples (17.7%), and male same-sex couples (13.3%).9

Table 1: Percent of Poor and Low-income Couples, by Type of
Household, 2010 American Community Survey

Married Unmarried Male Female
Different Sex Different-Sex Same-Sex  Same-Sex

Poor 5.7 14.1* 4.3* 7.6*
Low-income 17.7 33.9* 11.3* 18.0

Source: Authors’ tabulation of the 2010 ACS.* denotes different from
married different-sex at 5% level

8 As the American Community Survey does not allow respondents to self-identify their sexual orientation and
gender identity, we are unable to distinguish among gay, lesbian, bisexual, and/or transgender-identified persons in
same- and different-sex partnerships. Evidence suggests that individuals in same-sex couples are likely to identify
as lesbian, gay, or bisexual (see Carpenter, C. and G. J. Gates. 2008. "Gay and Leshian Partnership: Evidence from
California." Demography 45(3): 573-590)

9 A similar pattern emerges when comparing individuals in same- and different-sex couple households, with poverty
rates being higher for individuals than families regardless of sexual orientation and marital status. Nearly s % of all
people living in households headed by a different-sex married couple are in poverty (7.6%), while 5.8% of people in
a male same-sex couple’s household are in poverty. People living in same-sex couple households headed by women
are more likely to be in poverty (9.8%) than people in married different-sex couples.



Table 2 shows that the percentage of children living in poverty is quite high in general, and
children in unmarried different-sex couple families, children in male same-sex couple families,
and children in female same-sex couple families all have significantly higher rates of poverty
than children in married, different-sex couple families. The gap is large— children in same-sex
couple households are almost twice as likely to be poor and children in unmarried different-sex
couple households are more than twice as likely to be poor than children in married different-sex
couple households. Children in male same-sex couple households have higher poverty rates
(23.4%) than children in female same-sex couple households (19.2%). Children are also more
likely to live in a family with incomes below 200% ofthe FPL if they are in a same-sex couple
or unmarried different-sex couple family.

Table 2: Percent of Poor Children in Coupled Families, by Type of
Household, 2010 American Community Survey

Married

Different Unmarried Male Female
Different-Sex Same-Sex Same-Sex
Sex
Poor 12.1 29.8* 23.4* 19.2*
Low-Income 31.7 60.3* 47.6* 38.7*

Source: Authors’ tabulation 0f2010 ACS
* denotes different from married different-sex at 5% level

Individual LGBAdults

Though the ACS data provide a powerful tool for examining patterns of poverty among same-
and different-sex couples, these data do not allow us to explore patterns in poverty rates among
individual LGB people. To measure the poverty rates of LGB adults, we draw on data from two
nationally representative surveys and one state-level survey. The nationally representative
surveys are the National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG), which is a dataset of people aged
15-44, and the June 1 - September 30, 2012 Gallup Daily Tracking Poll. The California Health
Interview Survey (CHIS) allows us to examine poverty rates among LGB people aged 18-70
living in California. Although the NSFG and CHIS surveys include both adults and children or
adolescents, for the present study we include data from only those individuals over the age of 18.
Table 3 presents poverty rates among all NSFG respondents age 18-44, regardless of relationship
status. 10

10 Formal (legal) and informal marital status is assessed in the NSFG. Flowever, response choices include statuses

not always available to same-sex couples (e.g. marriage) and only allow unmarried respondents who cohabit with a
significant other to indicate that they are living with a different-sex partner. We thus present poverty rates without
regard for relationship status since we cannot distinguish people who live with a same-sex partner.



Table 3: Percent of Poor Heterosexual, Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual Men
and Women, 2006-2010 National Survey of Family Growth

At or Below 100% FPL Men Women
% %
Heterosexual 15.3 21.1
Gay/Lesbian 20.5 22.7
Bisexual 25.9 29.4
Source: Authors' tabulations of the 2006-2010 National Survey of

Family Growth
Note: FPL = Federal Poverty Line
* denotes different from heterosexual adults at 5% level

As shown, more than a quarter of bisexual women are poor (29.4%) and more than 1in 5
lesbians are in poverty (22.7%), a rate higher than the poverty rate among heterosexual women
(21.1%), but the differences are not statistically significant. Similarly, a greater percentage of
gay (20.5%) and bisexual men (25.9%) fell at or below the federal poverty line than heterosexual
men (15.3%), but these differences are not statistically significant either. The fact that none of
these sexual orientation-based differences are statistically significant could be the result of the
small sample sizes in the NSFG or they could signal that there are not large differences in the
population. Later in the report, we assess the patterns in LGB poverty observed in the NSFG in
the context of findings from other datasets discussed in this report, which increases our
confidence in the overall picture that these data represent meaningful patterns of greater
vulnerability to poverty in the LGB community.

While we don’t know whether NSFG respondents have same- or different-sex partners, we know
that some are very likely to be cohabiting with a partner while some are not, which may alter the
availability of additional financial supports and therefore one’svulnerability to poverty.
Fortunately, the Gallup data allow us to focus on LGBT people who have one adult in the
household and no children— or one-person households— and to identify the percentage of people
in that group whose income is below $12,000 per year, which is very close to the FPL for one-
person households. 1l

Table 4 shows that 20.7% of people living alone who identify as LGBT have reported incomes
below $12,000, compared with respondents identifying as non-LGBT (17.0%), although that
difference is not statistically significant. That gap widens when looking only at those respondents
under the age of 65, where 24.4% of LGBT individuals have an income of less than $12,000,
compared to 19.2% of non-LGBT individuals, but again is not statistically significant. The
percentage of LGBT adults over the age of 65 with incomes below $12,000 per year (15.3%) is
almost exactly the same as the percentage of non-LGBT adults (15.5%) reporting this level of
income.

1 We thank Gary Gates for calculating these Gallup statistics for us. The income categories used in the Gallup daily
tracking poll do not match well with poverty thresholds for households other than single individual households, so
we do not make comparisons for other household sizes.



Table 4: Percent of Poor Heterosexual, Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and
Transgender Men and Women Gallup Daily Tracking Poll (June 1 -
September 30, 2012)

Income

Below Men Men Women Women
Non-LGBT LGBT Non-LGBT LGBT
S$12.000
% % % %
Annually
All 134 20.1* 191 215
< Age 65 16.6 22.4 21.3 27.3
> Age 65 9.7 15.9 17.7 15,

Source: Tabulations by Gary Gates
Note: LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender
* denotes different from heterosexual adults at 10% level

Focusing only on people in California in Table 5, data from the 2007-2009 CHIS indicate that
the percentage of men and women falling below the FPL is smaller than national estimates for
individuals in the NSFG but larger than estimates from the ACS data on married different-sex
couples. Examining poverty rates by gender, a smaller percentage of gay (8.4%) and bisexual
men (12.2%) in California are poor than are heterosexual men (13.7%), however this difference
is not statistically significant. Among women, the percentage of leshians in poverty (8.1%) is
significantly smaller than the percentage of heterosexual women in poverty (16.8%). The
percentage of heterosexual women in poverty and the percentage of bisexual women in poverty
(19.6%) are not significantly different from each other.

Table 5: Percent of Poor Heterosexual, Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual Men
and Women in California, 2007 and 2009 California Health Interview

Survey
Below 100% FPL Men Women
/0 /o
Heterosexual 137 16.8
Gay/Lesbian 8 8.1%
Bisexual 12.2 19.6

Source: Authors' tabulations of the California Health Interview
Survey (available: http://www.chis.ucla.edu/)

Note'. FPL = Federal Poverty Line

* denotes different from heterosexual adults at 5% level

These findings from the CHIS data suggest that, unlike the findings from the national ACS data
for same-sex couples, LGB people are less vulnerable to poverty than are heterosexual people in
California. The divergence between the state and national figures could be related to the fact that
we see different poverty gaps for couples than for individuals, or it could be caused by
something that is different in California compared with national averages. When we focus on
ACS data for same-sex couples living in California, we also see that same-sex couples are less
likely to be poor than are married couples: 7.7% of married different-sex couples are poor, while
only 4.3% of male same-sex couples and 5.8% of female same-sex couples are poor. In other
words, the CHIS findings showing lower poverty for LGB adults could be driven by some
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California-specific factor that reduces relative poverty for LGB people and same-sex couples in
California and is not happening nationally. Those differences could be related to greater
numbers of affluent LGB people who choose California as a place to relocate to, less
discrimination in family policy, less employment discrimination, and perhaps more supportive
LGB communities in the state’s large metropolitan areas, all of which might help keep relative
poverty lower.

Patterns of Poverty

Looking only at the total poverty rates for LGB (or LGBT) people will hide any variation in
vulnerability to poverty in subgroups of LGB people. Therefore, we next turn to an examination
of poverty rates for people in groups defined by several additional factors: age, race, region,
urban location, educational attainment, employment status, disability, and presence of children.
To make the presentation simpler, we compare people in same-sex couples only to people in
different-sex married couples in the tables by group. Following the presentation of poverty rates
by group, we then isolate the net contribution of each of these factors to determine whether the
increased rates of poverty among same-sex couples and LGB adults identified above can be
better explained by these other characteristics.

Race, Ethnicity, and Geography
Table 6a: Percent of Poor Householders and Partners in

Tables 6a and 6b shows that one’s race, Coupled Families by Race and Ethnicity

ethnicity, and geographic location are

i i . Married Male Female
linked to poverty, though the picture is Different Sex Sarne-Sex  Same-Sex
complex. For example, race and
ethnicity (Table 6a) can influence All 4.3* 7.6*
poverty rates for people in same-sex o 57
couples, either compared to different- ace
same couples ofthe _same race or W hite 48 3 1w 5.8%
compared to people in same-sex
couples of another race. White people Black 8.0 18.8%* 7T 9
have lower poverty rates than people in
almost any other racial or ethnic group, Native American 12.6 8.1 18.4
including among same-sex couples. )
. . Asian 6.7 7.6 2.0%*
White men in same-sex couples have
particularly low poverty rates .(3.1%), Other Race 155 - 16.9
but the lowest rates are for Asian
American women in same-sex couples Ethnicity
(2 .0%0).
Hispanic 16.3 8.5** 12.4*
Non-Hispanic 4.3 3.7 6.9**

We can see a heightened vulnerability
to poverty among African American
people in same-sex couples from two Source. Authors, tabulation of the 20io ACS.

comparisons. First, they have poverty * denotes different from married different-sex at 10% level
rates at least twice the rate for different- ** denotes different from married different-sex at 5% level
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sex married African Americans. Second, African American men in same-sex couples are more
than six times more likely to be poor than White men in same-sex couples, and African
American women with female partners are three times more likely to be poor than are White
women with female partners. Hispanics in male and female same-sex couples are about twice as
likely as Non-Hispanics in the same couple type to be in poverty (8.5% versus 3.7% for men;
12.4% versus 6.9% for women), but Hispanic people in same-sex couples are less likely to be
poor than are Hispanics in different-sex couples.

Poverty rates are higher for women in same-sex couples than for people in married couples in
several regions. Men in same-sex male couples have lower poverty rates in three regions, but in

the others there is not statistically significant
difference. Table 6b: Percent of Poor Householders and Partners in

Coupled Families by Region and Metropolitan Status, 2010
Table 6b also shows that same-sex couples

living in large metropolitan areas are at a Married Male Female
lower (for men) or equal (for women) risk of Different Sex Same-Sex  Same-Sex
poverty than those in married different-sex

L . .. AH 5.7 4.3* 7.6*
couples. But living outside of large cities
(for women) and large or medium-sized Region
cities (for men) increases the risk of poverty
compared to people in married couples. New England 2.9 2.2 7.5%
Living outside of a city seemsto be
particularly precarious for women in same- Mid-Atlantic 4.6 4.0 3.9
sex couples, whose poverty rates jump from ENC 47 2 gr 9.1
4.5% in a large city to 14.1% in a rural (non-
metropolitan) area. The poverty rates for WNC 4.2 8.0 13.3%*
men in same-sex couples also increase
considerably outside of a city: 10.2% of men South Atlantic 56 4.4 6.3
in same-sex couples in a small metropolitan ESC 6.9 45 0.0

area are poor compared with only 3.3% of
men in same-sex partnerships in a large WSsC 7.6 71 11.2*
metropolitan area.

Mountain 6.6 1.4%* 8.1
To further examine geographic patterns in
poverty rates, we assess the potential impact
of state-level policies by dividing states into Metropolitan Status
groups based on the presence of particular
policies (Table 7). The first panel compares Big Metro 5.4 3.3%* 4.5
poverty rates in states with (n=20) and

Pacific 6.9 4.1** 5.5

HI**
without (n=30) an employment Med Metro 56 53
nqndlsc_rlml_natlon law that included s_exual Small Metro 55 10.2% 8.7%
orientation in 2010 (the year from which the
data are drawn). There is no statistically Non-Metro 6.5 5.9 14,1%*

significant poverty gap for either female or
male same-sex couples compared to married

. . . Source: Authors’ tabulation of the 2010 ACS.
different-sex couples in the states with

* denotes different from married different-sex at 10% level
** denotes different from married different-sex at 5% level
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nondiscrimination laws. In contrast, poverty rates are higher in the states without
nondiscrimination laws for all couple types except for male same-sex couples, where they are
slightly lower, and there is a clear poverty gap for female same-sex couples. However, the
statistical significance of this poverty gap across groups of states disappears in statistical tests
that allow us to control for all factors that influence poverty.12 States with nondiscrimination
laws have a lower likelihood of poverty for all couple types.

Table 7: Percent of Poor Couples, by Type of Household, 2010 American Community Survey

Panel 1
Married Inmarried Male Same- Female Same-

Different Sex Different-Se\ Sex Sex

Non-Discrimination Law 12
5.4 4.4*%A .

State 56
Not a Non-Discrimination 59 15 6% %% ABA 4 oxxx gz iaa
Law State

*=horizontal differences (compares couples to different-sex married couples)
A=vertical differences (compares protected states versus not protected state)

The second panel of Table 7 divides states into three groups: states allowing same-sex couples to
marry or have a legal status with similar state-level benefits and obligations, states giving same-
sex couples the right to only a subset of benefits (less than civil unions), and states with no legal
recognition of same-sex partnerships. The pattern of poverty rates is more complex than in the
prior panel. There is no significant difference for male same-sex couples across the policy
categories, but rates for female same-sex couples are lowest in the marriage/civil union states.
Poverty rates for different-sex couples are lower in the less-than-civil-union states and highest in

Table 7: Percent of Poor Couples, by Type of Household, 2010 American Community Survey

Panel 2
Married Unmarried Male Same- Female Same-
Different Sex Different-Sex Sex Sex
Marriage, Civil Union
Percent in Poverty 57 12 7> 3g** 59
Less than Civil Union
Percent in Poverty 2 yAPA g 7AAA 4.2 1Q 1A**

No Partnership Legally Recognized
Percent in Poverty 5.8A8A QAAA®® goaax+

A=different from marriage/civil union states for same couple type
*=different from different-sex married couples in same state type
AAAD<0.01

Af<0.05

Ap<o.10

12 We do not report these detailed tests, but they are similar to those in the appendix.



the no recognition states. However, aswith the nondiscrimination law states, more detailed tests
show that these patterns are not statistically significant. Those tests show that states with
marriage, civil unions, or any other kind of legal recognition of same-sex couples tend to be
states with a lower likelihood of poverty for people in couples.

Employment Status and
Educational Level

Education and employment are critical
avenues through which one avoids or
escapes poverty. Table 8 shows that
having higher levels of education and
being employed are characteristics
associated with lower poverty rates, a
reality which exists for same-sex and
different-sex couples alike. Low levels of
education, however, are particularly
harmful for people in same-sex couples.

For example, people without a high school
diploma have much higher poverty rates if
they are in a same-sex couple: the poverty
rate is 18.8% for those in different-sex
married couples, rising slightly to 20.1%
for male same-sex couples and up to
33.0% for women in same-sex couples.
Having a college degree and additional
education beyond a bachelor’s degree
reduces the poverty rate for people in all
three couples, with a stronger effect for
men in same-sex couples.

Table 8also shows that employed people
have much lower rates of poverty than
those who are not in the labor market or
who are unemployed. However, women in
same-sex couples benefit from
employment less than others, with poverty
rates higher than for the other groups of

Table 8: Percent of Poor Householders and Partners in Coupled
Families by Employment Status and Education Level, 2010
American Community Survey

D':/;?errr:aendt Male Female
Sex Same-Sex Same-Sex
AH 5.7 4.3** 7.6*%*
Education
<High School 18.8 20.1 33.0**
High School 6.8 8.7 11.3**
Some College 4.7 4.4 10.4**
Associate's Degree 3.0 2.4 3.6
Bachelor's Degree 2.0 1.4* 2.8
M aster's Degree 13 0.3** 13
Professional Degree 1.2 1.2 0.6
Employment Status
Employed 3.2 2.1 4.0*
NILF 9.3 10.5 17.6**
Unemployed 16.2 11.3* 22.8%

Source: Authors’ tabulation ofthe 2010 ACS.
* denotes different from married different-sex at 10% level
** denotes different from married different-sex at 5% level

employed people. Unemployed women in same-sex couples have particularly high rates of
poverty compared to unemployed people in other couples types (22.8% for women in same-sex
couples compared to 16.2% for people in different-sex married couples and 11.3% for men in

same-sex couples).
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Age, Disability Status, and
Presence of Children

In Table 9 we see poverty rates for people in
the three couple types by age, disability status,
and the presence of children in the household.
For people in every couple type, young people
have the highest poverty rates. For example,
young men (under 25) in same-sex couples are
about ten times more likely to be in poverty
than men in gay male couples aged 55 and
over. Women in same-sex couples who are
less than 25 years old have the highest poverty
rates for any age group and couple type
(25.3%), but the lesbian poverty disadvantage
disappears from age 35-64. While people in
different-sex married couples see lower
poverty rates once they are 65 or older, both
men and women in same-sex couples have
higher rates of poverty when they are 65 and
over compared to when they are 55-64 (1.8%
versus 2.3% for men; 3.9% versus 6.0% for
women), although these differences are not
statistically significant. Women in same-sex
couples have the highest poverty rate for those
over 65, although the difference is not
statistically significant.

Having a disability increases the chances of
being in poverty for people in any couple type,
but it has the strongest effect for men in same-
sex couples, whose poverty rates are more
than doubled by disability (3.9% versus 8.1%).
Again, women in same-sex couples who have
a disability have the highest poverty rate,

Table 9: Percent of Poor Householders and Partners in
Coupled Families by Age, Disability Status, and Presence of

Children, 2010 American Community Survey

Married

Different Male
Same-Sex
Sex
AH 5.7 4 3**
EEEEEEN]|
Age
<24 18.8 21.7
25-34 10.1 3.7**
35-44 6.9 3.1**
45-54 4.2 4.7
55-64 3.9 1.8 %%
65+ 3.5 2.3
Disabilitv
Any Disability 8.7 8.1
No Disability 5.3 3o
Children Present
At Least One Child 9.3 19.2**
No Children 2.9 2.7

Source: Authors’ tabulation ofthe 2010 ACS.

Female
Same-Sex

7.6**

25.3*

13.1*

1.5**

3.9

7.0**

15.4**

4.5**

* denotes different from married different-sex at 10% level
** denotes different from married different-sex at 5% level

12.8%, of any of the three groups. A significantly higher percentage of women in same-sex
couples report a disability than men in same-sex couples (10.2% and 9.6%, respectively).

Figures in the bottom panel of Table 9 also show that poverty rates for people in households with

children are much higher than for households without children for every couple type. However,
that disparity in poverty rates is greater for people in same-sex couples. Adults in same-sex
couples in households with children are much more likely to be in poverty than adults in
different-sex married couples with children in the household. The relationship is especially

strong for men: only 2.7% of men in male same-sex couples in households without children live
in poverty, but 19.2% are in poverty when there are children present in the household. Women in
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same-sex couple households with children have the second highest poverty rate for coupled
parents at 15.4%, while the rate for married couples is 9.3%.

Detailed Child Poverty in
Coupled Households

Because households with children are more
likely to be poor regardless of family
structure, we go deeper to analyze the
poverty rates specifically for children who
live with a couple of some kind, and we
separate those rates by the race, ethnicity,
and age ofthe child (Table 10). In general,
children in households headed by same-sex
couples have higher rates of poverty than
those in households with different-sex
married couples, a point also seen in Table 2.
Almost one in four children living with a
male couple (23.4%) and one in five children
living with a female couple (19.2%) are poor,
compared with 12.1% of children living with
married parents.

In Table 10, we see that race “explains” that
pattern. White, Asian, and Hispanic children
living in households headed by same-sex
couples do not have significantly higher
poverty rates than children in different-sex
married households, and Asian children in
households with female couples have
remarkably low poverty rates (2.6%). In
sharp contrast, African American children in
male same-sex couple households have the
highest poverty rate (52.3%) of any children
in any household type, and the rate for
children living with female same-sex couples
is 37.7%. In contrast, only 15.2% of African
American children living with married

Table 10: Percent of Poor Children in Coupled Families by
Household Type, by Race, Ethnicity, and Age of Child, 2010
American Community Survey

.Married Male Female
Different Sex Same-Sex Same-Sex

All 12.1 23.4** 19.2**
Race
White 10.5 125 12.2
Black 152 52.3%* 37 7%
Native American 21.1 e 22.7
Asian 11.4 12.6 2.6 %%
Other Race 21.1 35.8 27.8
Ethnicitv
Hispanic 25.8 19.9 26.7
Non-Hispanic 8.4 25.9%* 17.1**
Age
0-5 years 13.9 24.2% 22.6 %%
6-13 years 11.9 26.4%* 18.0*
14-17 years 9.7 16.0 16.1*

Source: Authors’ tabulation ofthe 2010 ACS.
* denotes different from married different-sex at 10% level
** denotes different from married different-sex at 5% level

couples are poor, although this rate is still higher than the poverty rate for all children living with

a couple, 12.1%.

A child’s age is also related to his or her chances of being in poverty. While in same-sex female
and different-sex married households the youngest children (aged 0-5) have the highest poverty
rates (22.6 % and 13.9%, respectively), it is children between ages six and 13 who have the
highest poverty rates in same-sex male households (26.4%). For all age groups, though, the rates
of poverty are higher for children living with same-sex couples.
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The Gallup data provide another glimpse into the poverty situation for single parent families with
children. As noted earlier, the income categories only line up with the poverty threshold for
single person households. But we can see single adults (age under 65) with children whose
income is below $12,000, a level of income that is even lower than the poverty threshold for
multi-person households. In that category, 35.3% of LGBT adults with children have incomes
that low, almost three times the rate for heterosexual people in that category, 12.2%.

Prediction of Poverty

Since poverty rates vary along many different individual characteristics, we would like to know
whether sexual orientation plays an independent role in predicting poverty for an individual. We
use a statistical technique that allows us to focus on the sexual orientation effect by holding
constant the education level, employment, age, race, ethnicity, fluency in English, and disability
of both members ofthe couple constant, as well as the state and metropolitan status where to
couple resides, and number of children and number of adults in the household.

Using this technique with the American Community Survey data for same-sex couples shows
that same-sex couple families are significantly more likely to be in poverty than different-sex
married couple families (Appendix Il). Households led by a female same-sex couple are 3.4
percentage points more likely to be in poverty than their different-sex married household
counterparts, after accounting for other factors that contribute to poverty listed in the previous
paragraph. People in different-sex unmarried couple households are 2.2 percentage points more
likely than those in different-sex married couples to be in poverty as well. Holding constant
other characteristics makes the biggest difference for the comparison of same-sex male couples
with married couples. While the overall poverty rate is lower for male same-sex couples than for
married couples, after taking other factors into account the same-sex male couple households are
1.4 percentage points more likely to be poor than similar different-sex married households.

Using data from the NSFG, the effect of being lesbian/gay or bisexual on the probability of being
in poverty is positive for men, adding between 5.7 and 6.0 percentage points to the likelihood of
being in poverty (Appendix I11), roughly the same difference as in the overall poverty rates.
Women who identify as lesbians are approximately one percentage point less likely than
heterosexual-identified women to be poor, while bisexual women are 2.1 percentage points more
likely than heterosexual women to be poor. However, none of these effects were statistically
significant. Here again, small sample sizes may reduce our ability to detect differences where
they may exist.

Changes in Poverty Rates Over Time
Three of our datasets allow us to compare poverty rates over time-the ACS, NSFG, and CHIS
surveys.I3 Starting first with data on same-sex couples in the ACS, which we compare to similar

data from the 2000 decennial census data used in the 2009 report, poverty rates for all
respondents mostly increased over time, which is not surprising given the recession and rising

13 In these comparisons over time we simply report changes rather than testing them for statistical significance.
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national poverty rates (Figures 1-7). Between 2000 and 2010, the percentage of same- or
different-sex couples who were poor increased, with female same-sex couples seeing the greatest
increase (0.7 percentage points; Figure 1).

Figure 1. Percent of Poor Couples, by Couple Type, 2000 U.S. Census and
2010 American Community Survey

8.0 7.6
7.0
6.0
50
4.0
3.0
20
1.0

0.0
Different-Sex Married Same-Sex Male Same-Sex Female

12000 12010

The percentage of low-income different-sex married couples stayed the same during this time
period (17.7%), while the percentage of low-income male same-sex couples rose 0.3 percentage
points and the percentage of low-income female same-sex couples rose 0.6 percentage points
(Figure 2).

Figure 2. Percent of Low Income Couples, by Couple Type, 2000 U.S. Census
and 2010 American Community Survey
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In Figure 3 we see that the percentage of children in poor families rose even faster from 2000 to
2010, a period that includes a recession at the end of the decade, than the other poverty measures,
especially for children in different-sex married couple households (from 9.4% to 12.1%) and
children in male same-sex households (20.9% up to 24.2%).

Figure 3. Percent of Poor Children in Coupled Households, by Couple Type,
2000 U.S. Census and 2010 American Community Survey

DifferentSex Married Same-Sex Male Same-Sex Female

12000 >12010

Data from both the NSFG and CHIS on individuals in poverty show similar patterns. Compared
to 2002 data, the 2006-2010 NSFG saw higher rates of poverty for both heterosexual and LGB
respondents (Figure 4). Though the increase among lesbian and bisexual women was less
dramatic than these other groups, it should be noted that the rates of poverty among sexual
minority women in both 2002 and 2006-2010 were greater than the 2006-2010 rates for all other
sexual orientation categories. It may be the case that the worsening economic conditions that
affected sexual minority men and heterosexual women during this time period had a differential
effect on sexual minority women, a large percentage of whom were already in poverty at the start
ofthe decade.
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Figure 4. Percent of Poor Heterosexual, Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual Men and
Women, 2002 and 2006-2010 National Survey of Family Growth
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Note: For ease of comparison to the 2002 data, the lesbian, gay, and bisexual respondents from the
2006-2010 survey were grouped into a single category.

Among all sexual orientation categories, poverty rates in the 2007-2009 CHIS sample were
higher than the 2003-2005 rates, with gay and bisexual men seeing the greatest increases (2.2
and 2.5 percentage points, respectively; Figure 5). Similar to the NSFG, lesbian women showed
the smallest increase over time (0.3 percentage points), though in contrast to the national
numbers, poverty rates for lesbian women in both the 2003-2005 and 2007-2009 California
surveys were among the lowest reported.
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Figure 5. Percent of Poor Heterosexual, Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual Men and Women
in California, 2003-2005 and 2007-2009 California Health Interview Surveys
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= 2003-2005  2007-2009

Receipt of Government Income Support

Another way of describing poverty is to analyze participation in programs for low-income people
across sexual orientation. Poor and low-income individuals and families, both LGB and non-
LGB, may qualify for and utilize a number of state and federal social assistance programs, such
as Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly known as food stamps) or
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) (cash assistance). With evidence
demonstrating that greater proportions of LGB people and same-sex couples are in poverty
compared to their heterosexual counterparts, it may also be the case that these individuals and
families are more likely to receive some type of government support. To test this hypothesis, we
first present data on the rates of receipt of government assistance for individuals and couples,
then use the ACS and NSFG datasets to test the relative contribution of sexual orientation to the
prediction of receipt of government assistance, holding other factors constant.

Data from the ACS indicate that men and women in same-sex couples are significantly more
likely than those in different-sex couples to report receiving government assistance, as measured
by the proportion of those receiving public assistance income in 2010 (i.e. welfare; Table 11).

In fact, compared to men in different-sex couples, men in same-sex couples are more than twice
as likely to be receiving cash assistance (0.6% vs. 1.2%, respectively). Women in same-sex
couples are even more likely than women in different-sex couples to be receiving cash
assistance, with 2.2% of women in same-sex couples reporting such support, compared to 0.8%
ofwomen in different-sex couples. People in same-sex couples are also more likely to receive
government help via food stamps - compared to 6.5% of straight married couples, 7.7% of male
same-sex and 14.1% of female same-sex couples report getting food stamps.
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Table 11: Percentage of Couples/Individuals Receiving SNAP (Food Stamps) or
Public Assistance

Men
Type of Data Heterosexual; Gay/
Assistance Source in Different in Same-sex Bisexual

Sex-Couple Couple
Cash Assistance ACS 0.6 1.2 % n/a
(e.g. TANF) NSFG 5.0 4.3 10.1
CHIS 2.1 - 1.3
SNAP,Food ACS 6.5 7.7 nla
Stamps NSFG 11.4 11.0 12.3
CHIS 7.2 5.4 9.6

\\ omen
Type of Data Heterosexual/ Lesbian/
Assistance Source in Different in Same-sex Bisexual

Sex-Couple Couple
Cash Assistance ACS 0.8 2.2% nla
(e.g. TANF) NSFG 8.2 14.2 17.2*
CHIS 6.2 8.1 10.1
SNAP/Food ACS 6.5 141 nla
Stamps NSFG 18.2 18.9 28.4*
CHIS 11.0 16.5 14.4

Source: Authors’ tabulations 0f2010 American Community Survey (different-sex
married couples only), the 2006-2010 National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG), and
the 2007-2009 California Health Interview Survey (CHIS).

n/a denotes data not collected

* denotes different from heterosexual adult or married different-sex couple at 10% level
** denotes different from heterosexual adult or married different-sex couple at 5% level
Cell contents in italics indicates that estimate is statistically unstable

Data from adults in the NSFG indicate that, similar to the findings from same- and different-sex
couples, LGB-identified people are more likely to be receiving government support. In this
dataset, the percentage of bisexual men who received cash assistance in the past year was twice
the percentage of heterosexual men receiving cash assistance, although this finding was not
significantly different (10.1% vs. 5.0%, respectively; Table 11). Bisexual men were only slightly
more likely to be receiving food stamps than heterosexual men (12.3% vs. 11.4%, respectively),
again not a statistically significant difference. The percentage of gay men who received cash
assistance (4.3%) or food stamps (11.0%) in the past year was not significantly lower than the
percentage of heterosexual men receiving such support (5.0% and 11.4%). Conversely, women
identifying as lesbian (14.2%) or bisexual (17.2%) were more likely to have received cash
assistance in the year prior to the interview than were heterosexual women (8.2%), though only
the difference between heterosexual and bisexual women was statistically significant. Only
bisexual women (28.4%) were more likely to have received food stamps in the year prior to the
interview than were heterosexual women.

Although small sample sizes limit the availability and interpretability of data from the 2007-2009
CHIS, similar patterns emerged regarding receipt of public assistance (Table 11). Results
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indicate that a greater percentage of lesbian (8.1%) and bisexual women (10.1%) were currently
receiving TANF funds, compared to heterosexual women (6.2%), while fewer bisexual men
(1.3%) were receiving this type of assistance, compared to heterosexual men (2.1%). However,
none of those differences were statistically significant. The percent of gay men in California
receiving TANF funds could not be calculated, due to sample size.

Lesbian (16.5%) and bisexual women (14.4%) were also more likely than heterosexual women
(11.0%) to be currently receiving food stamps in California. Gay men (5.4%) were less likely to
be receiving food stamps than either bisexual (9.6%) or heterosexual men (7.2%). It is important
to note again that none of these differences are significantly different.

Prediction of Public Assistance

As with the analysis of factors contributing to the likelihood of being in poverty, we tested
models predicting the receipt of government assistance to look at the relative impact of sexual
orientation after holding other factors constant. The model in Appendix IV employs ACS data
and shows that households headed by same-sex couples are more likely to receive welfare than
those led by different-sex married couples. Not surprisingly, given eligibility standards, having
incomes below the poverty line adds 1.1 percentage points to a household’s rate of receiving
cash assistance, a big impact given that only 1.3% of different-sex marriage couples receive cash
assistance in this dataset. Even comparing different-sex and same-sex couple headed
households with the same characteristics, including whether or not they are in poverty, same-sex
couple households are significantly more likely to receive cash assistance. Same-sex female
couples are 1.7 percentage points more likely than different-sex married couples to receive cash
assistance, while same-sex male couples are 1.1 percentage points more likely to receive these
supports. Lesbian couples are also more likely than different-sex unmarried couples to receive
cash assistance.

Appendix V shows the models predicting receipt of food stamps, which 6.5% of married
different-sex couples receive. Controlling for other characteristics, being in poverty makes a
coupled household 8.3 percentage points more likely to receive food stamps. Same-sex male
couples are 4.2 percentage points more likely than married heterosexual couples to receive food
stamps, and lesbian couples are 6.4 percentage points more likely than married heterosexual
couples to receive food stamps, even controlling for differences in being in poverty across
groups.

Appendices VI and V Il present results from models of the probability of receiving public
assistance in the NSFG data. As with the models using ACS data, we here control for the
poverty status of individual LGB men and women along with other factors such as age, race, and
educational attainment. Among all respondents, falling below the poverty line significantly
increases the likelihood of receiving public assistance by between 5 and 13 percentage points.
Among women in the sample, identifying as lesbian adds roughly 5 percentage points to the
likelihood of receiving public assistance, and 2.4 percentage points in the model predicting
receipt of food stamps, although neither result is statistically significant. Identifying as a
bisexual woman increases the likelihood of receiving cash assistance by roughly 4 percentage
points and the likelihood of receiving food stamps by roughly 3.8 percentage points (both
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statistically significant differences). Among men, identifying as gay adds 3.5 percentage points
to the likelihood of receiving cash assistance and 5.2 percentage points to the likelihood of
receiving food stamps, though neither result is statistically significant. Bisexual men are 5.8
percentage points more likely than heterosexuals to receive cash assistance but less than 1
percentage point more likely to report receiving food stamps; only the former result is
statistically significant.

Policy Implications

Comparing the present findings to those in our earlier report, rates of poverty among individuals
and couples of all sexual orientations have mostly increased over time. Although these increases
were observed for non-LGB and LGB people alike, we continue to find that LGB-identified
individuals and those in same-sex couples are at greater risk for being in poverty and are more
likely to receive support from government assistance programs than their heterosexual
counterparts. These findings have significant implications for the types of policies that are
enacted at federal, state, and local levels to improve the lives of those living in poverty. These
results also indicate the need for anti-poverty organizations and LGBT organizations to include
considerations of poor LGBT people in their work.

Taking a two-pronged approach, we consider policies related to poverty and policies related to
LGBT people. Starting first with poverty-related policies, these policies can be aimed at either
supporting those already in poverty (with the goal of lifting people out of poverty) or preventing
individuals and families from becoming poor. Broadly, policies such as the minimum wage or
the earned income tax credit (EITC) aimed at increasing income among low-income workers and
preventing poverty would assist both LGBT and non-LGBT employees meet their basic needs.
These needs are particularly acute for lesbian and bisexual women, whose incomes often fall
below those of men of all sexual orientations. Although individual-level data from the NSFG
suggests that lesbian women are not statistically more likely than heterosexual men to be poor,
analyses from the ACS indicate that women in same-sex couples are significantly more likely to
be in poverty, indicating that lesbhian couples - who combine two low women’s incomes - are at
particular risk of economic difficulty.

Turning to LGBT-specific policies, some of our findings reveal the potential influence of legal
inequality of LGBT people, particularly of same-sex couples. Our data show that LGB people
and same-sex couples are more likely to report receiving government benefits that support those
in poverty. Higher poverty rates for same-sex couples suggest that they are more likely to need
these types of resources. But the sexual orientation difference persists after controlling for being
poor, suggesting that same-sex couples are more like to qualify for or to make use of such
programs. Other factors that we cannot observe in the ACS or NSFG, such as the level of assets
held by different groups, might account for greater eligibility by same-sex couples. Another
reason for higher eligibility rates for same-sex couples could be the lack of legal recognition of
their relationships and, therefore, the inability of welfare agencies to count income and assets of
both individuals for the eligibility of one member of the couple. Therefore, the higher rates of
public assistance are more likely to be an artifact of the inability to marry rather than evidence
that programs supporting low-income families are fully welcoming of LGBT people. The need
for access to these supportive programs for low-income LGBT people suggests that welfare
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agencies should ensure that culturally competent caseworkers and LGBT-relevant regulations are
present.

Other public policies that are LGBT-specific might reduce the likelihood of poverty, particularly
policies that reduce employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity.
Currently federal law, as well as most states’ laws, does not protect LGBT people from
employment discrimination. Passing and enforcing nondiscrimination laws can help to prevent
poverty by reducing the risk of unemployment or loss of wages. The fact that we saw no
significantly different reduction in poverty among same-sex couples in states with sexual
orientation nondiscrimination laws or legal recognition of same-sex couples could be because
those state policies have not yet made much difference in the earnings of LGBT people, or
because the strength of enforcement effort that comes with a federal nondiscrimination law or the
repeal ofthe federal Defense of Marriage Act might produce better results.!4 Policies promoting
greater health care coverage for LGBT people and for same-sex couples might increase
discretionary income for those families as well as improving health and income outcomes.

While showing an overall greater risk for poverty among LGB adults and same-sex couples, our
findings also highlight distinct subpopulations within this community that stand to benefit from
programs to reduce and eliminate poverty. We find unique risk for LGB people who are young,
from communities of color, who have children, and who identify as bisexual. In addition, our
data suggest that LGB people who live in non-coastal regions of the U.S. or rural communities
are more likely than those in urban and coastal regions to be in poverty. These geographic areas
are more likely to have social climates that are less accepting of LGB identities, increasing the
stress and discrimination that LGB people face. These locales may also be less likely to offer
legal protections that would guard against major life events, such asjob loss or health issues, that
often contribute to poverty.

Research Recommendations

Future research in this area requires an expansion ofthe number of state and federal surveys that
collect information about sexual orientation and gender identity. Taking this crucial step will
allow researchers to identify LGBT-identified single adults and same-sex couples in
representative samples, giving them the ability to draw firmer, more generalizable conclusions
about the experiences and needs of this population as a whole. Though the datasets used in the
present study are currently the best available sources of data on the incomes of LGBT people,
with fairly large sample sizes collected through accepted methodologies, they are still limited by
their conceptualizations of family, sexual orientation identity, and gender identity. As outlined
in our study methodology below, we are still limited in our ability to accurately capture the
LGBT community in these surveys, and future research requires improved methods to reliably
assess sexual orientation and gender identity in self-reported surveys.

This problem is particularly true for the bisexual and transgender subpopulations of this
community, who are largely invisible in this field of research. Transgender individuals are
invisible in these datasets, making calculations of poverty rates impossible for transgender

14 Marieka Klawitter, "Multilevel Analysis ofthe Effects of Antidiscrimination Policies on Earnings by Sexual
Orientation,” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, Vol. 30, No. 2, 334-358 (2011).
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people. When we were able to compare heterosexual adults, lesbian and gay adults, and bisexual
adults using the NSFG, we found that bisexual adults had the highest rates of poverty, indicating
that this population may have unique needs that ought to be identified and addressed in future
research and interventions. Additional research is also needed that takes into account different
types of family formation and legal statuses of which same-sex couples often take advantage.15

Finally, more research is needed to further explore the factors contributing both to poverty and to
economic resilience within the LGBT community. Our analyses highlight demographic
subpopulations that may be particularly at-risk, however, we are unable to take a more fine-
grained approach to identifying factors that contribute to poverty in these different communities.
Policies and interventions to lift people out of poverty may be differentially effective among
different geographic locations, within communities of color, within rural environments, or
among young people. Identifying the conditions under which individuals and families descend
into and escape from poverty will aid service organizations and government agencies in
designing interventions to address this significant social problem.

15 Herman, J.L. & Badgett, M.V.L. (2011). Patterns of Relationship Recognition by Same-sex Couples in the United
States. Los Angeles: The Williams Institute. http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Badgett-
Herman-Marriage-Dissolution-Nov-2011.pdf
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Appendix |
Defining Poverty and Units of Analysis
American Community Survey

Sample and Unit of Analysis.

The American Community Survey (ACS), conducted by the US Census Bureau, collects data
annually. This nationally representative survey collected data on more than 3 million individuals
in 2010 via mail-in responses, CATI (computer assisted telephone interview), and CAPI
(computer assisted personal interview). We accessed the ACS data via IPUMS.16

The ACS does not contain a question that directly asks about a respondent’s sexual orientation,
but we identify people in same-sex relationships based on their household composition. The
householder in each housing unit must define a relationship between him- or herselfto everyone
else in the household. We consider the householders who identified another same-sex member of
the household as his or her “unmarried partner” to be LGB (along with the partner). Following
the suggestion of Gates & Steinberger 2009) for avoiding measurement error, we drop any
households for which either person in the couple has an allocated status for sex, marital status, or
relationship to the householder and who mailed in their responses. Approximately two-thirds of
one percent of all couples in the ACS are same-sex in the unweighted data; the count is about
1.1% once the data are weighted. We use survey weights throughout the report.

In some cases, we conduct analyses at the person level. In other cases, such as in our
multivariable analysis, we perform a household-level analysis, in which we take into account the
characteristics of both partners in the couple and the children living in the household.

Definition of variables - Poverty and Family.

We consider householders, their spouses or unmarried partners, and all people under the age of
18 living in a household to be a “family.” We use the 2010 poverty thresholds by size of family
and number of children given by the US Census Bureau to calculate whether a family is in
poverty. ACS respondents are asked to provide income from all sources for the previous year for
each member of the household. The sum of the incomes of the householder and his/her spouse or
partner is used as the family’s income level, and we consider all children under 18 in a household
as a “related child.”

National Survey of Family Growth

Sample and Unit of Analysis.

The 2006-2010 National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG), conducted by the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention’s National Center for Health Statistics, surveyed a nationally
representative survey of men and women between the ages of 15-44 about reproductive health
and other family-related issues. In addition to in-person interviews, the NSFG included a battery

16 Ruggles, S, Alexander, JT, Genadek, K, Goeken, R, Schroeder, MB & Sobek M, 2010, Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series: Version 5.0 [Machine-readable database], Minneapolis: University of Minnesota.
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of questions about sexual behavior and sexual orientation that were administered using audio
computer-assisted self interview (ACASI).I7 We limited our sample to people ages 18 and over
and to those who reported their sexual orientation as either heterosexual, gay, lesbian, or bisexual
(n= 19,622) to capture those most likely to be living on their own. In the 2006-2010 NSFG,
approximately 3.0% of men and 5.2% of women said that they thought of themselves as either
gay, lesbian, or bisexual. Using this self-identification variable, data drawn from the NSFG and
analyzed in this report consider the individual to be the unit of analysis and use survey weights
for all analyses.

Definition of Variables - Poverty and Family.

For the present analyses, we used the recoded poverty variable that the NCHS calculated by
comparing the reported income range to the federal poverty thresholds for reported family size.
We count as poor any adult respondents whose family income was equal to or below 100% of
the poverty line. It is important to note that for the purposes ofthe NSFG interview, the
definition of “family” is left up to the respondent (VG Billioux 2012, pers. comm.., July 30) and
thus the household income may represent the contributions of a broader spectrum of household
occupants than is included in the ACS data.

California Health Interview Survey

Sample and Unit of Analysis.

The California Health Interview Survey (CHIS) is a collaborative project of the University of
California, Los Angeles (UCLA) Center for Health Policy Research, the California Department
of Public Health, and the Department of Health Care Services examining public health and
health care access issues in California.18 The CHIS utilizes computer-assisted telephone
interviewing for all data collection. To assess sexual orientation, the survey asks whether a
respondent thinks of himself or herself as straight or heterosexual, as gay, lesbian, or
homosexual, or as bisexual. This item is only asked of respondents between 18 and 70 years of
age. Response choices include the following: straight or heterosexual; gay, lesbian or
homosexual; bisexual; not sexual/celibate/other (specify); refused; don’t know. Using the pooled
2007-2009 data (Appendix 1), 96.1% of respondents selected straight or heterosexual (96.0% of
men and 96.3% ofwomen), 1.9% selected gay, lesbian, or homosexual (2.5% of men and 1.2%
ofwomen), 1.3% selected bisexual (1.0% of men and 1.6% ofwomen), and 0.7% selected not
sexual/celibate/none/other (0.5% of men and 1.0% of women). As with the NSFG, the unit of
analysis for the present report is the individual respondent.

Definition of Variables - Poverty andi Family.
The CHIS asks respondents to provide their estimated pre-tax annual income from all possible
sources of income across their entire household. Using this estimated total household income,

17 For additional information about the NSFG, please see Groves RM. Mosher WD, Lepkowski J, Kirgis NG 2009,
“Planning and development of the continuous National Survey of Family Growth”, Vital and Health Statistics Series
1, no. 48. Ftyattsville, MD: National Center for Health Statistics; Lepkowski JM, Mosher WD, Davis KE, Groves
RM, Van Hoewyk J 2010, “The 2006-2010 National Survey of Family Growth: Sample design and analysis ofa
continuous survey”, Vital and Health Statistics Series 2, no. 150. Hyattsville, MD: National Center for Health
Statistics.

18 California Health Interview Survey 2011, CHIS 2009 Methodology Series: Report 2 - Data Collection Methods.
Los Angeles, CA: UCLA Center for Health Policy Research.
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the number of persons in the household supported by the total household income, and the number
of children in the household, the survey administrator calculates whether the respondent’s
household income falls at or below 100% of the FPL, above 100% but below 200% ofthe FPL,
above 200% but below 300%, or above 300% of the FPL, using federal poverty guidelines.
These recoded data are available for analysis through the CHIS website through AskCHIS
(www.chis.ucla.edul and are displayed at the following levels: 0-99% FPL; 100-199% FPL; 200-
299% FPL; 300% FPL and above. All calculations are weighted.

Gallup
Sample and Unit of Analysis.

Between June 1 and September 30, 2012, the Gallup Daily tracking poll added a single item
asking respondents, “Do you personally, identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender?” 19
Telephone interviews were conducted in both English and Spanish with 121,290 adults age 18
and older from all 50 U.S. states and the District of Columbia. Participants were selected using
random digit-dialing sampling procedures that include both cell phones and landlines. The final
sample was weighted for a number of variables, including the gender, age, race, and Hispanic
ethnicity of respondents, using the Current Population Survey figures for the non-
institutionalized population. Please see Gates and Newport (2012) and www.gallup.com for
additional information on this survey’s methodology. Among all survey respondents, 3.4%
identified themselves as LGBT. Women were more likely than men to identify as LGBT (3.6%
to 3.3%, respectively), as were people of color (African-Americans 4.6%; Hispanics 4.0%;
Asians 4.3%; White, Non-Hispanic 3.2%), and younger Americans (18 to 29 6.4%; 30 to 49
3.2%; 50 to 64 2.6%; 65 and older 1.9%).

Definition of Variables - Poverty and Family.

In addition to the single item assessing self-reported sexual orientation, survey respondents were
asked to report their total monthly household income, before taxes. Data were recorded
categorically across 12 income ranges, and as such, it became impossible to assess whether each
individual’s household income fell above or below the estimated 2012 poverty thresholds for
most family sizes (see footnote 1). Therefore, data analyzed for the present report include only
those respondents identifying themselves as single and living alone, creating an
income/household size category that closely tracked the poverty threshold. Our figures calculate
the percent of respondents whose monthly incomes fell below $1,000 (an annual income of less
than $12,000), which is approximately the estimated poverty threshold for individuals living
alone ($11,815). This step yielded a sample size of 15,240 respondents for use in the present
study.

19 Gates, GJ & Newport, F 2012, Special Report: 3.4% of U.S. Adults Identify as LGBT, viewed DATE ,
<http://www.gallup.com/poll/158066/special-report-adults-identify-Igbt.aspx>.
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Sample Sizes

American Community Survey
Different-sex Married
Different-sex Unmarried
Same-sex

National Survey Family Growth
Heterosexual
Gay/Lesbian
Bisexual

Gallup Daily Tracking Survey
non-LGBT
LGBT

Men

(n)

617,524
55,414
4,742

8,498
215
133

5,276
345

Women

(n)

617,524
55,414
4,806

10,099
182
495

9,615
254



Appendix |l

Probit Model Predictin
Community Survey

Gay

Lesbian

Different-Sex Unmarried
Both Black

Both Native American
Both Asian

Both Other Race
Interracial - No White
Interracial - With White
Both Hispanic

One Hispanic

One Speaks English
Neither Speak English
Both Unemployed
BothNILF
Unemployed; Employed

Employed; NILF

g Poverty Status among Coupled Families, 2010 American

.0143774*
(0.007268)
.033815%*
(0.005698)

.0221421***

(0.001014)

.0246054***

(0.001251)

.0224171%**

(0.004079)

.0262633***

(0.001697)

.0051945%***

(0.001517)

.0137194***

(0.003432)

.0060725***

(0.001455)

.0148963***

(0.001308)
0.0024469
(0.001683)

.0313641***

(0.001528)

.0559049***

(0.001577)

.1522569***

(0.002532)

.1547955%**

(0.001397)

.0697932***

(0.001230)

.0698238***

(0.000938)
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Unemployed; NILF .1565666***

(0.001710)
Householder <25 .0943141***
(0.001798)
Householder 25-34 .0423653***
(0.001203)
Householder 35-49 .0171985***
(0.001046)
Householder 65+ -.0682013***
(0.001223)
Partner younger .018216***
(0.000893)
Partner older -.0125355***
(0.001098)
Both MTHS -.042968***
(0.001127)
MTHS; HS -.0244575%**
(0.000962)
LTHS; MTHS 0.0038521
(0.002064)
LTHS; HS .0213464***
(0.000950)
Both LTHS .0345142***
(0.001184)
Number of Adults -.0087326***
(0.000496)
Number of Children .0236232***
(0.000300)
Beale - increasingly rural .0032757***
(0.000207)
One Disabled .0097758***
(0.000891)
Both Disabled .0149366***
(0.001343)

Standard errors in parentheses
*** pn<0.01, ** p<0.05, * pO.10.

Table presents marginal effects. State controls not shown.
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Appendix Il

Individual Level Probit Model Predicting Poverty Status, 2006-2010 NSFG

Gay or Lesbian

Bisexual

Hispanic

Black

Other or Multiracial

Age

MSA, Central City

Not MSA

Not Employed Full Time

Kids at Home Under 18

Not Married But Living with Diff-Sex Partner

Widowed

Divorced

Separated due to marital discord

Never Married

HS Grad

Some college

Bachelor's Degree

Men
0.057
(0.040)
0.0602
(0.057)
0.125***
(0.022)
0.083***
(0.016)
0.064***
(0.024)
-0.0007
(0.001)
0.047***
(0.013)
0.064***
(0.021)
0.134***
(0.012)
0.041**
(0.016)
0.035**
(0.017)
0.268*
(0.142)
0.0172
(0.027)
-0.0161
(0.024)
0.048**
(0.019)
-0.130***
(0.017)
-0.148***
(0.017)
-0 197#*+
(0.021)

Women
-0.0112
(0.031)
0.0208
(0.026)
0.106***
(0.019)
0.117%**
(0.018)
0.060**
(0.028)
-0.0007
(0.001)
0.061***
(0.013)
0.066***
(0.016)
0.132***
(0.009)
0.078***
(0.011)
0.108***
(0.017)
0.161**
(0.070)
0.149%***
(0.024)
0.155***
(0.028)
0.142***
(0.014)
-0.112%**
(0.020)
-0.189***
(0.022)
-0.244***
(0.024)
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Graduate Degree
Questionnaire Year 2
Questionnaire Year 3
Questionnaire Year 4
Observations

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

Table presents marginal effects.

-0 23 %%
(0.020)
-0.0074
(0.019)
-0.0102
(0.016)
-0.0037
(0.016)
19622

-0.296%**
(0.025)
-0.0267
(0.018)
-0.0159
(0.016)
-0.0139
(0.020)

19622
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Appendix IV

Probit Model Capturing Marginal Effects on Receipt of Welfare among Coupled
Families, 2010 American Community Survey

In Poverty OHB277***
(0.0005535)
Sexual Orientation/Marital Status
(omitted: Different-Sex Married)

Same-Sex Male .0106292***
(0.0025164)
Same-Sex Female .0174791***
(0.0021261)
Different-Sex Unmarried .0116107***

(0.0005233)
Race of Couple
(omitted: both white)

Both Black .0045982***
(0.0007081)
Both Native American .0088234***
(0.0020544)
Both Asian .0024514**
(0.0008829)
Both Other Race 0.0002755
(0.0009583)
Interracial - No White .0039106*
(0.0017126)
Interracial - With White .0029891***
(0.0007189)

Ethnicity of Couple
(omitted: neither Hispanic)

Both Hispanic -.0049962***
(0.0008515)
One Hispanic 0.0004059

(0.0008042)
English Fluency
(omitted: both speak English)
One Speaks English .0029089**
(0.0009381)
Neither Speaks English .0028874**



(0.0010681)
Employment
(omitted: both employed)

Both Unemployed .0315938***
(0.0012503)
Both NILF .0194056***
(0.0007657)
Unemployed; employed .0211881***
(0.0005931)
Employed; NILF .0089584***
(0.0004937)
Unemployed; NILF .0283993***

Age
(omitted: both 50-64)

(0.0009206)

Householder <25 .0120706***
(0.0009702)
Householder 25-34 .0086399***
(0.0006232)
Householder 35-49 .0042731***
(0.0005296)
Householder 65+ -.0142803***
(0.0007241)
Partner Younger .0049715***
(0.0004912)
Partner Older -0.0003769

Household Characteristics
Number Adults

(0.0005631)

Education
(omitted: both high school)
Both More Than High School -.0067371***
(0.000523)
MTHS; HS -.004031***
(0.0005)
LTHS; MTHS .0027246*
(0.0011617)
LTHS; HS .0058449***
(0.0005665)
Both LTHS .0061547***

(0.0007601)

-.0008963***



Number Children

Beale - Increasingly Rural
Disability
(omitted: neither disabled)

One Disabled

Both Disabled

(0.0002549)

.0035742%+*
(0.0001612)
-.0004224%*
(0.0001204)

.008067 1%+
(0.000494)
.0137674%
(0.0007627)

Standard errors in parentheses. State controls

used in the model not shown.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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Appendix V

Probit Model Capturing Marginal Effects on Receipt of Food Stamps among Coupled
Families, 2010 American Community Survey

Poverty Status
In Poverty

.0832245***
0.0010606

Sexual Orientation/Marital Status

(omitted: Different-Sex
Married)

Same-Sex Male .0419844***
0.0055992
Same-Sex Female .0643961***
0.0049126
Different-Sex Unmarried .0521176***
0.0010463
Race of Couple
(omitted: both white)
Both Black .0448202***
0.00127
Both Native American .0173349***
0.0045456
Both Asian .0143176***
0.002069
Both Other Race 0.0006672
0.0018955
Interracial, no white .033471***
0.0036593
Interracial, one white .0171526***
0.0014926
Ethnicity of Couple
(omitted: neither Hispanic)
Both Hispanic .0098507***
0.0015456
One Hispanic .0074104***
0.0016698
English Fluency
(omitted: both speak English)
One speaks English .0063976***
0.001894
Neither speaks English .0139629***
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Employment

(omitted: both employed)
Both Unemployed
Both NILF
Unemployed; employed
Employed; NILF
Unemployed, NILF

Age

(omitted: both 50-64)

Householder <25

Householder 25-34

Householder 35-49

Householder 65+
Partner younger
Partner older

Education
(omitted: both high school)

Both more than high school

More than high school; HS

LTHS; MTHS

LTHS; HS

Both LTHS

Household Characteristics

0.0020284

1070777***

0.0029858

.0547675***

0.0014407

.0505591***

0.0012292
.026759***
0.0009176

.0873011***

0.0019804

.072663***
0.0019345

.0475839***

0.0012317

.0138801***

0.001046

.0421319***

0.0013662

.0185822***

0.0009737
.0034687**
0.0011224

.0638785***

0.0012578

.0291297***

0.0009758

.0101497***

0.0022782

.0288428***

0.0010224

.0246471***

0.0014272
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Number of Adults
Number of Children
Beale - Increasingly rural
Disability
(omitted: neither disabled)

One disabled

Both disabled

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. State controls used in the model not

.0245714***

0.0004629

.0220155***

0.0003232

.0034075***

0.0002199

.0408866***

0.0009496

.0694028***

0.001412

shown. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.010
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Appendix VI

Individual Level Probit Model Capturing Marginal Effects on Receiving Cash

I 0
Assistance, 2006-2010 NSFG

At or Below 100% FPL

Gay or Lesbian

Bisexual

Hispanic

Black

Other or Multiracial

Age

MSA, Central City

Not MSA

Not Employed Full Time

Kids at Home Under 18

Not Married But Living with Diff-Sex Partner
Widowed

Divorced

Separated due to marital discord
Never Married

HS Grad

Some college

Men
0.0682***
(0.011)
0.0351
(0.035)
0.0584*
(0.033)
-0.0187
(0.012)
0.027**
(0.011)
-0.0141
(0.009)
-0.0025***
(0.001)
0.0087
(0.008)
0.0107
(0.014)
0.0083
(0.007)
0.0329***
(0.011)
0.0168
(0.015)
0.2174
(0.167)
0.0383
(0.026)
0.0945**
(0.042)
-0.0257**
(0.012)
-0.0145
(0.011)
-0.0359**

Women
0.0521***
(0.007)
0.0524
(0.032)
0.0436***
(0.016)
0.0051
(0.008)
0.0603***
(0.010)
0.0296*
(0.016)

-0.0017***

(0.001)
0.0032
(0.009)
-0.0043
(0.010)
0.0273%*
(0.008)
0.0835%**
(0.008)
0.047 4%
(0.010)
0.121
(0.080)
0.0895%**
(0.015)
0.0381%**
(0.014)
0.0475%**
(0.009)
-0.0194
(0.012)

-0.0356***
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Bachelor's Degree
Graduate Degree
Questionnaire Year 2
Questionnaire Year 3
Questionnaire Year 4
Observations

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

(0.015)
-0.0693%**
(0.010)
-0.0549%**
(0.019)
-0.0062
(0.014)
-0.0156
(0.011)
0.0016
(0.014)
19419

(0.011)
-0.0792***
(0.012)
-0.0711***
(0.014)
0.0051
(0.010)
-0.001
(0.010)
0.0121
(0.011)
19447
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Appendix VII

Individual Level Probit Model Capturing Marginal Effects on Receiving Food Stamps,

2006-2010 NSFG

Whether R is above or below 100% FPL
Gay or Lesbian

Bisexual

Hispanic

Black

Other or Multiracial

Age

MSA, Central City

Not MSA

Not Employed Full Time

Kids at Home Under 18

Not Married But Living with Diff-Sex Partner
Widowed

Divorced

Separated due to marital discord

Never Married

HS Grad

Some college

Men
0.1315***
(0.0128)
0.0517
(0.0351)
0.0013
(0.0309)
0.0040
(0.0139)
0.0881***
(0.0180)
0.0385
(0.0234)
-0.0015*
(0.0009)
0.0118
(0.0114)
0.0213
(0.0163)
0.0264***
(0.0099)
0.0726***
(0.0134)
0.059***
(0.0198)
0.1819
(0.1232)
0.0529**
(0.0262)
0.0541
(0.0375)
0.0002
(0.0200)
-0.0438**
(0.0179)
-0.0969***

Women
0.1283***
(0.0116)
0.0241
(0.0354)
0.0378**
(0.0172)
0.0141
(0.0149)
0.144***
(0.0140)
0.0462**
(0.0195)
-0.0022+**
(0.0005)
0.0238**
(0.0105)
0.0318**
(0.0123)
0.0672***
(0.0088)
0.159***
(0.0107)
0.1102*x*
(0.0152)
0.0212
(0.0765)
0.1438***
(0.0178)
0.0885***
(0.0194)
0.089***
(0.0124)
-0.0578***
(0.0141)
-0.0984***



(0.0178)
Bachelor's Degree -0.1594***
(0.0158)
Graduate Degree -0.1542%**
(0.0254)
Questionnaire Year 2 (0.0088)
(0.0187)
Questionnaire Year 3 (0.0245)
(0.0151)
Questionnaire Year 4 0.0238
(0.0169)
Observations 19490

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

(0.0173)
-0.1794%*
(0.0157)
-0.1539%**
(0.0234)
0.0034
(0.0150)
(0.0062)
(0.0146)
0.0291**
(0.0135)
19528
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Pride and Prejudice: Employment
Discrimination against Openly Gay
Men in the United Statesl

Andras Tilcsik
Harvard. University

This article presents the first large-scale audit study of discrimi-
nation against openly gay men in the United States. Pairs of fictitious
resumes were sent in response to 1,769 job postings in seven states.
One resume in each pair was randomly assigned experience in a gay
campus organization, and the other resume was assigned a control
organization. Two main findings have emerged. First, in some but
not all states, there was significant discrimination against the fic-
titious applicants who appeared to be gay. This geographic variation
in the level of discrimination appears to reflect regional differences
in attitudes and antidiscrimination laws. Second, employers who
emphasized the importance of stereotypically male heterosexual
traits were particularly likely to discriminate against openly gay
men. Beyond these particular findings, this study advances the audit
literature more generally by covering multiple regions and by high-
lighting how audit techniques may be used to identify stereotypes
that affect employment decisions in real labor markets.

In recent years, the rights and legal protections of lesbian, gay, bisexual,
and transgender (LGBT) people have been at the center of heated debates
in the United States. In the absence of a federal law specifically protecting
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Openly Gay Men and Employment Discrimination

LGBT employees and job seekers, one debate has focused on sexual ori-
entation discrimination in employment; that is, the behaviors and prac-
tices—both deliberate and nonconscious—that disadvantage individuals
of a particular sexual orientation over individuals of another sexual ori-
entation in employment contexts (Romer v. Evans, 517 U.S. 620, 116 S.
Ct. 1620, 134 L. Ed. 2d 855 [1996]; Badgett 2001; Rubenstein 2002; Hull
2005; Herszenhorn 2007). Although scholars have produced a considerable
amount of research relevant to this debate (Badgett et al. 2007), most of
the literature has focused on wage inequality and has produced little direct
evidence about the difficulties that LGBT people might face in obtaining
a job. Thus, we can currently only speculate about the extentand patterns
of sexual orientation discrimination in the hiring process. This is a sig-
nificant omission because hiring discrimination isan importantinequality-
generating mechanism with potentially powerful effects on a job seeker’s
access to a broad range of opportunities (Petersen and Saporta 2004; Pager
2007). More generally, the current focus on wage inequality may be lim-
iting because even when wage regressions demonstrate significant income
differences between two groups (e.g., LGBT and heterosexual employees),
skeptics might argue that the observed gap reflects unobserved differences
in employee productivity or preferences rather than discrimination (cf.
Farkas and Vicknair 1996; Berg and Lien 2002). Thus, the lack of direct
evidence about sexual orientation discrimination, and hiring discrimi-
nation in particular, limits our understanding of the nature and extent of
inequalities faced by LGBT Americans.

| begin to address this lacuna by directly examining hiring discrimination
against openly gay men. In doing so, | present results from the first large-
scale audit study of sexual orientation discrimination in the United States.
Limiting the scope of this study to one LGBT group—gay men—was ad-
vantageous because the precise nature of prejudice based on sexual ori-
entation might vary across different LGBT groups. For example, while gay
men are commonly stereotyped as feminine or effeminate (Madon 1997),
leshians are often believed to be overly masculine (Ward 2008). Given these
different perceptions, employer behavior toward job seekers from different
LGBT groups may not be uniform. By focusing on a single group—and
leaving it to future research to explore discrimination against other LGBT
groups—it was possible to delve more deeply into the nature of discrimi-
nation against gay men. To do so, | responded with a pair of fictitious but
ostensibly real resumes to 1,769 postings of white-collar, entry-level jobs in
seven states, randomly assigning a signal of sexual orientation to each res-
ume. The findings from this study provide evidence about the extent of
discrimination as well as the factors that affect the likelihood of discrimi-
nation, including local attitudes toward gay men, the presence of anti-
discrimination laws, and the extent to which employers value stereotypically
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male heterosexual personality traits. These findings contribute to the lit-
erature on inequality and employment discrimination in three ways.

First, by reporting the results of an audit study, | provide direct evidence
about the understudied area of sexual orientation discrimination in hiring.
Since the audit methodology experimentally controls for the fictitious job
seekers” human capital, I am able to test whether job applicants who
appear to be gay are treated differently than equally qualified heterosexual
men at the first critical stage in the employee selection process. Thus, this
study presents more direct evidence of discrimination than do analyses
of wage differences, studies of discrimination complaints, or surveys that
capture self-reported employee experiences.

Second, by analyzing detailed data about the nature and location of
jobs in my sample, | begin to unpack the phenomenon of hiring discrim-
ination against openly gay men and identify the contexts in which it is
most and least prevalent. Indeed, while many previous audit experiments
have been limited to a single city or two, this study presents evidence
from seven geographically dispersed states that vary in both the local
attitudes toward gay men and the presence of pertinent antidiscrimination
laws. | find dramatic variation in the level of hiring discrimination across
these areas: while there is severe discrimination in some states, there is
little or no discrimination in others. Exploring this variation provides
some insight into how legal environments and local attitudes affect the
labor market situation of gay people.

Third, this study provides evidence about the powerful role of stereo-
types in sexual orientation discrimination. | find that employers who seek
applicants with stereotypically male heterosexual traits are particularly
likely to engage in discrimination. This finding suggests that discrimi-
nation is partly rooted in specific stereotypes about gay men and that
these stereotypes loom large in U.S. labor markets. Thus, this study sug-
gests a mechanism of discrimination to which prior audit studies have
given relatively little attention: stereotyping.

In addition to these contributions, this study also advances the audit
methodology more generally. Existing audits of employment discrimina-
tion—whether they focus on race, gender, or other characteristics—have
typically collected data from just a single city or, at most, two cities (Pager
2007). The present study is the first audit experimentto include employers
from multiple states and to reveal significant regional differences in the
level of discrimination. Moreover, this audit study is the first to demon-
strate that the level of discrimination depends partly on the personality
traits that employers seek (cf. Weichselbaumer 2004). Thus, this study
highlights the potential of the audit methodology for revealing the ste-
reotypes that most potently affect employment decisions in actual labor
markets.

588

This content downloaded from 146.63.202.66 on Fri, 24 Jan 2014 19:13:15 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions



Openly Gay Men and Employment Discrimination

PRIOR RESEARCH

Starting with Badgett’s (1995) seminal study, much of the literature on
sexual orientation discrimination in the United States has focused on
compensation (Klawitter and Flatt 1998; Allegretto and Arthur 2001;
Badgett 2001; Clain and Leppel 2001; Berg and Lien 2002; Black et al.
2003; Blandford 2003; Carpenter 2007; Antecol, Jong, and Steinberger
2008). Controlling for human capital, these studies have found that gay
men earn 10%-32% less than heterosexual men (Badgett et al. 2007).
Although these studies generated important evidence, they focused on
earnings, rather than the hiring decision, and were not designed to provide
direct evidence about discrimination. Indeed, regression analyses that de-
fine discrimination as unexplained income differences may lead to biased
estimates of discrimination if differences in employee productivity or pref-
erences are observed incompletely (Farkas and Vicknair 1996; Neal and
Johnson 1996; Berg and Lien 2002; Correll, Benard, and Paik 2007; Pager,
Western, and Bonikowski 2009).

Another line of research examined employee self-reports and found that
many LGBT individuals report experiencing some form of discrimination
in the workplace (e.g., Badgett, Donnelly, and Kibbe 1992; Croteau 1996;
Badgett 1997). The generalizability of these studies, however, is limited
because they rely on convenience samples and capture subjective per-
ceptions, rather than the actual incidence, of discrimination (Badgett et
al. 2007). A third approach focused on the number of employment dis-
crimination complaints that LGBT employees filed in states that outlaw
sexual orientation discrimination. Rubenstein (2002), for example, found
that the per capita rate of complaints about sexual orientation discrimi-
nation was comparable to the rate of sex and race discrimination com-
plaints. However, like self-reports, complaint rates do not necessarily rep-
resent the actual incidence of discrimination. Clearly, some employees who
experience discrimination may never file a complaint, while others may
file an unfounded complaint.

Seeking more direct evidence for discrimination, some researchers have
adopted an experimental approach. Crow, Fok, and Hartman (1998), for
example, asked full-time employees in a southern city to select six out of
eight fictitious applicants for an accounting position. For all combinations
of gender and race, respondents were more likely to eliminate homosexual
candidates than heterosexual candidates. Similarly, Horvath and Ryan
(2003) instructed undergraduates to rate resumes for which sexual ori-
entation and gender were experimentally manipulated. Gay and leshian
applicants received lower ratings than heterosexual men buthigher ratings
than heterosexual women. Taking a somewhat different approach, Hebl
et al. (2002) conducted a field experiment in which male and female con-
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federates applied for retail jobs in a mall of a Texas metropolis. For each
store, the confederates were randomly assigned to wear a baseball hat
with the words “Gay and Proud” or “Texan and Proud.” This experiment
measured both interpersonal bias (e.g., differences in interaction duration)
and formal bias (e.g., differences in job offers and callbacks) and found
evidence for the former but not the latter.

Although these experiments represent an important first step toward
directly measuring hiring discrimination, they have significant limitations.
First, all three experiments were limited to a single context—a single city,
university, or mall area. Thus, it is unclear how accurately the results
reflect broader patterns of discrimination and how the extent of discrim-
ination might vary across different contexts. Second, in two of these stud-
ies, the decision makers knew that they were participating in an exper-
iment and that their choices had no consequences on real hiring outcomes
(Crow et al. 1998; Horvath and Ryan 2003). W hether these decision mak-
ers would make the same hiring choices in a real employment context,
faced with real incentives and constraints, remains unclear. Indeed, the
extent to which these experiments mimic real decision making may be
significantly limited. For example, in the study by Crow et al. (1998),
participants were simply presented with several combinations of race,
gender, and sexual orientation (e.g., “white heterosexual male”), rather
than the fictitious candidates’ full resumes—an unrealistic scenario in
most employment contexts. Finally, the sample of experimental partici-
pants may further limit generalizability. In Horvath and Ryan’s sample,
in particular, the participants were college students rather than employers,
and nearly 80% of them were white women—a sample that is not rep-
resentative of the U.S. population or even the undergraduate population
(Badgett et al. 2007).

AN AUDIT APPROACH

Toovercome the above-described limitations, | conducted a large-scale audit
study of discrimination against gay men. Audit studies apply experimental
techniques to real world employment contexts and fall into two categories:
in-person audits and correspondence tests (Pager 2007). In-person audits
involve sending pairs of experimental confederates—who are matched on
a variety of relevant characteristics but differ, for example, in their race or
gender—to apply for jobs with real employers (e.g., Pager 2003; Pager et
al. 2009). Correspondence tests are based on a similar approach but use
fictitious matched resumes rather than actual job applicants (e.g., Bertrand
and Mullainathan 2004; Correll et al. 2007). In both cases, researchers
examine whether a characteristic of interest (such as gender or race) affects
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the probability that an applicant receives a positive response (such as a
callback or a job offer).

The audit methodology offers important advantages. By experimentally
controlling for human capital factors that might be confounded with mi-
nority status, audit studies provide more direct evidence about the causal
impact of discrimination than do wage regressions (Pager 2007). By gath-
ering such evidence in a real employment context from real employers,
audit studies are also more generalizable than studies with undergraduate
participants and experiments in which participants know that their
choices will not affect real hiring outcomes (Correll et al. 2007). Of course,
audit studies are not without limitations. Critics, for example, have
pointed to the difficulty of matching real persons on all dimensions that
might affect productivity (e.g., Heckman 1998) and have noted that, be-
cause auditors know the purpose of the study, in-person audits are subject
to experimenter bias (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004). However, by
relying on resumes, rather than real auditors, correspondence studies can
circumvent these problems (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004; Pager
2007).

Despite the advantages of the audit methodology, only a handful of
studies have taken an audit approach to sexual orientation discrimination,
with the only in-person audit the one by Hebl et al. (2002). That study,
however, was based on a relatively small sample (84 employer-job-seeker
interactions) and was limited to a single mall area. Correspondence audits
measuring sexual orientation discrimination are also rare. Three decades
ago, Adam (1981) mailed atotal of 163 nearly identical resumes to Ontario
law firms. The resumes were only differentiated by gender and sexual
orientation, which was signaled by indicating—on roughly half of the
resumes—that the applicant was active in the “Gay People’s Alliance.”
For both men and women, the gay-labeled resumes led to fewer interview
invitations than the unlabeled resumes. The generalizability of these re-
sults is limited, however, because of the small scale of the study. Among
male applicants, for example, the gay-labeled and unlabeled resumes led
to just four and seven interview invitations, respectively—a statistically
insignificant difference.

A correspondence test with a much larger sample has explored dis-
crimination against lesbians in Austria (Weichselbaumer 2003). In this
study, 1,226 applications with female names were sent out in response
to 613 clerical vacancies in the greater Vienna area. One resume in each
pair was assigned a signal of lesbian orientation (volunteer experience
in the gay and lesbian movement), while the other resume was assigned
a control signal (volunteer experience in a nonprofit cultural or edu-
cational center). All else equal, resumes indicating a lesbian orientation
were less likely to elicit an invitation for an interview. More recently,
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Drydakis (2009) sent pairs of applications from fictitious male job seekers
to 1,714 job openings in Athens, Greece. The signal of homosexual ori-
entation was past volunteer involvement in the “Athenian Homosexual
Community,” and the control signal was past volunteer activity in an
environmental group. While applications with the control signal elicited
a callback in 40% of the cases, less than 14% of the gay-labeled appli-
cations were successful.

To date, however, there has been no large-scale audit of sexual orien-
tation discrimination in the United States. In addition, no audit study in
any country has examined sexual orientation discrimination across geo-
graphic areas that vary significantly in the popular acceptance of ho-
mosexuality or in the extent to which local laws protect LGBT employees.
Moreover, existing studies have not investigated whether employers who
seek applicants with certain characteristics are more likely to discriminate
against gay men. | begin to address these lacunae.

DISCRIMINATION, REGIONAL VARIATION, AND STEREOTYPES

In this section, | first discuss the plausibility of hiring discrimination
against gay men in the United States. | then consider how the likelihood
of discrimination may vary across contexts. Although my empirical anal-
yses control for numerous factors that may influence the level of discrim-
ination, | focus below on two sources of variation. First, | consider geo-
graphic variation that may stem from differences in local attitudes toward
gay men and from differences in the level of legal protection available to
them. Second, | discuss the kind of variation in the level of discrimination
we might observe if stereotypes of gay men play a role in hiring decisions.

Before proceeding, however, a point of clarification is in order. It is
important to note that, in the context of a correspondence audit, one
cannot clearly distinguish between discrimination against gay job seekers
and discrimination against openly gay job seekers. Since employers have
no information about applicants beyond what is provided on the resume,
a correspondence audit is suitable for capturing discrimination against
gay applicants who provide information that somehow signals their sexual
orientation. This issue, of course, is not unique to audit studies of sexual
orientation; indeed, it surfaces whenever an audit experiment focuses on
a partially or fully concealable characteristic, such as political affiliation,
religion, or parental status (Correll et al. 2007). Thus, when using the
phrases “sexual orientation discrimination” or “discrimination against gay
men” in the context of an audit study, | refer to discrimination on the
basis of disclosed sexual orientation rather than sexual orientation in a
more general sense.
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Callback Discrimination

As noted earlier, self-reports, analyses of discrimination complaints, and
laboratory experiments cannot provide direct evidence of sexual orien-
tation discrimination. Nevertheless, as the literature review above indi-
cates, such studies consistently point to the possibility of employment
discrimination against gay men (Badgett et al. 2007). Public opinion data
provide further support for this hypothesis. While Americans have become
more accepting of gay people over the past few decades, they are still
significantly less tolerant than the citizens of most advanced democracies
in Europe (Saad 2005). Surveys indicate that approximately half of all
Americans express an “unfavorable” opinion of gay men, and nearly one
in three Americans has a “very unfavorable” view (Pew Research Center
2003). Particularly relevant for employment discrimination is the finding
that 20% of survey respondents in the United States report feeling un-
comfortable around homosexuals (Pew Research Center 2003). Similarly,
research in status characteristic theory (Berger et al. 1977) suggests that
sexual orientation is a status characteristic in the United States and that
heterosexual is a more positively evaluated state than homosexual (John-
son 1995). Different performance expectations are associated with each
state of sexual orientation, and respondents tend to assign higher perfor-
mance expectations to heterosexuals than to homosexuals (Webster, Hy-
som, and Fullmer 1998).

Accordingly, | expect that gay job seekers will face discrimination in
U.S. job markets. In particular, I focus on discrimination that occurs at
the initial stage of the employee selection process and predict that ap-
plications from gay men will be less likely to elicit an interview invitation
(or “callback”) than applications from equally qualified heterosexual men.
As several researchers noted, this first step in the employee selection pro-
cess is a critical stage because it often represents a crucial barrier to
employment for minorities (Bendick, Brown, and Wall 1999; Pager 2003;
Drydakis 2009; Pager et al. 2009). Yet, because of data limitations, re-
searchers generally know less about discrimination in the hiring process
than about discrimination in promotion, firing, or wage setting (Petersen
and Saporta 2004). Thus, this study—Ilike audit studies in general—
focuses on a relatively understudied area within the wider labor market
literature.

The Geography of Discrimination

Prior audit studies of racial, gender, and sexual orientation discrimination
have typically focused on a limited geographic area—often just a single
city or two (e.g., Pager 2003; Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004; Drydakis
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2009; Pager et al. 2009). As a result, it is sometimes difficult to know
whether variation in the observed level of discrimination against a given
group is due to differences between experimental designs or to regional
variation in the actual prevalence of discrimination (Pager 2007). When
studying discrimination against gay men in the United States, limiting
the scope of an audit experiment to a single city would be particularly
disadvantageous. Indeed, regional differences in the level of tolerance
toward gay men and in antidiscrimination laws may lead to geographic
variation in the incidence of discrimination.

Public opinion polls indicate considerable regional variation in attitudes
toward gay men. While almost half of Americans in the Northeast and
the West have a favorable view of gay men (48% and 45%, respectively),
only slightly more than a third of respondents express similar views in
the Midwest (35%) and even fewer in the South (29%; Pew Research
Center 2003). Support for gay rights follows the same regional pattern.
From nondiscrimination laws to hate crime legislation, public support for
policies to protect gay rights is strongest in the Northeast and the West
and weakest in the South (Lax and Phillips 2009). Similar regional dif-
ferences are borne out by a wide range of studies, from surveys of high
school students (Gilbert 2001) to analyses of court cases (Pinello 2003, pp.
10-12). Taken together, these findings suggest significant regional differ-
ences in the social acceptance of gay men. If such differences are reflected
in the hiring process, callback discrimination will be more likely in areas
with less tolerant attitudes (e.g., the South) than in areas with more ac-
cepting attitudes (e.g., the Northeast).

The adoption of state laws that prohibit sexual orientation discrimi-
nation follows a similar geographic pattern. At the time of this study, 20
states and the District of Columbia prohibited sexual orientation discrim-
ination in the private sector, but most of these states were in the Northeast
and the West. For example, all states in New England and, with the
exception of Alaska, all Pacific states had passed such legislation. By
contrast, only four out of 12 midwestern states banned sexual orientation
discrimination, and in the South, only two states adopted such laws. The
geographic distribution of counties and cities that ban sexual orientation
discrimination in private employment was roughly similar, with relatively
few antidiscrimination laws in southern cities and counties. Notably, how-
ever, such laws have been passed in some major cities in the South and
the Midwest, including Atlanta, Austin, Chicago, Dallas, and Detroit.2

Whether such laws are effective in reducing discrimination is an em-
pirical question. There is only scant evidence on this issue, and it is mostly

2The Human Rights Campaign (http://www.hrc.org) maintains a list of cities and
counties that prohibit sexual orientation discrimination in employment.
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from studies of wage discrimination. For example, Klawitter and Flatt
(1998) found that antidiscrimination laws had a positive effect on the
earnings of gay men, suggesting a reduction in wage discrimination, but
this effect became statistically insignificant after controlling for the so-
ciodemographic characteristics of the local population. Whether state and
local laws reduce discrimination in the hiring process is, of course, a
different empirical question. | begin to address this question by covering
areas that vary in the presence of antidiscrimination laws.

The Role of Stereotypes

Stereotypes are socially shared sets of implicit or explicit beliefs about the
typical characteristics of members of a social group (Banaji 2002; Padavic
and Reskin 2002). Stereotyping is the process by which stereotypes are
used in judgments about a social group or its individual members. Since
stereotyped judgments simplify and justify social reality, stereotyping has
potentially powerful effects on how people perceive and treat one another
(e.g., Banaji, Hardin, and Rothman 1993; Fiske 1998; Reskin 2001; Ridge-
way 2009). Indeed, laboratory experiments suggest that stereotyping may
play an important role in judgments that affect hiring decisions (Davison
and Burke 2000; Rudman and Glick 2001).

In the audit literature, however, stereotyping has received relatively little
empirical attention. Although researchers often speculate that the discrim-
ination they observe may be, in part, due to stereotyping (e.g., Riach and
Rich 2006; Pager et al. 2009), these conjectures have rarely been examined
directly. One notable exception is a correspondence test in Austria that
compared the callback rates of three fictitious job applicants (a man, a
feminine woman, and a masculine woman) across job postings that em-
phasized different personality traits (e.g., “powerful,” “dynamic,” “friendly”;
Weichselbaumer 2004). This research design made it possible to assess
whether employers looking for job candidates with stereotypically mas-
culine traits favored men over women and masculine women over feminine
women. The callback rates, however, did not differ across job postings that
emphasized different personality requirements.

I adopt a similar approach. If stereotyped judgments influence callback
decisions, employers should be more likely to engage in discrimination if
they value and emphasize attributes that gay men are stereotypically per-
ceived to lack. What might these attributes be? Research suggests that gay
men are often perceived to exhibit behaviors associated with “feminine”
characteristics; for example, they are commonly seen as sensitive, emotional,
gentle, affectionate, and passive (Gurwitz and Marcus 1978; Page and Yee
1986; Jackson and Sullivan 1989; Madon 1997). Indeed, a general finding
is that people frequently perceive gay men to be feminine or effeminate
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(Haddock, Zanna, and Esses 1993; Madon 1997; see also Connell 2005).
Consequently, gay men are often seen as lacking “toughness” and “mas-
culinity” (Madon 1997).

Even a quick perusal of job postings reveals that it is not uncommon
for employers to emphasize personality characteristics that are perceived
as traits typical of heterosexual men, such as decisiveness, assertiveness,
and aggressiveness (Bern 1974; Madon 1997; Gorman 2005). Indeed,
searches in online job databases often return hundreds of postings in which
employers seek, for example, “an aggressive, motivated self-starter,” “an
assertive associate,” or “a decisive, results-oriented leader.” This emphasis
on stereotypically male heterosexual characteristics, in turn, may be asso-
ciated with a higher likelihood of discrimination against gay men. If ste-
reotypes of gay men—as feminine, passive, gentle, or lacking “toughness™—
play a significant role in callback decisions, employers who characterize
their ideal job candidate with stereotypically male heterosexual traits should
be particularly likely to engage in discrimination.

METHODS

In what follows, | first consider the challenge of signaling sexual orien-
tation on a resume and explain how | addressed that challenge. | then
describe the details of my audit experiment, the sample of jobs, and the
variables used in regression analyses.

Signaling Sexual Orientation

An important challenge in resume-based audit studies is to signal the
characteristic of interest without introducing a confounding factor into
the analysis. For example, in studies of racial discrimination, signaling
race with distinctively African-American names (e.g., Bertrand and Mul-
lainathan 2004) may also signal low socioeconomic status. As a result, it
may be difficult to untangle the effect of race and class on discrimination
(Pager 2007). Similarly, in a study of sexual orientation, a resume item
that indicates experience in a gay and lesbian organization may signal
more than just the applicant’s sexual orientation. As Weichselbaumer
(2003, p. 635) pointed out, employers may perceive openly gay applicants
as tactless or lacking business savvy because they list an irrelevant ex-
perience on their resume, simply “trumpeting” their sexual orientation. In
addition, perceiving such applicants as radical or liberal, employers may
discriminate against them for their perceived political views and activism,
rather than their sexual orientation (Badgett et al. 2007). Moreover, if the
“control organization” that is assigned to the resume of the ostensibly
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heterosexual applicant is not carefully chosen, it may lead to differences
in the applicants’ perceived level of human capital, making it difficult to
assess the extent of discrimination. For example, Drydakis (2009) used a
gay community organization as the signal of homosexual orientation and
an environmental group as the control organization. A potential issue is
that employers may perceive experience in an environmental organization
as more valuable than experience in a gay community group, even if they
are not biased against gay employees; for example, they may see the gay
group as a primarily social organization and assume that volunteering for
the environmental group is a more important and meaningful activity. In
that case, differences in callback rates would lead us to overestimate the
level of discrimination.

I took several steps to address these issues. First, the fictitious job
seekers in this study were graduating college seniors applying for entry-
level jobs. For this population of applicants, listing resume items that
describe volunteer experiences in a political, cultural, ethnic, religious, or
other identity-based campus organization is common practice, especially
if the experience involves an elected position with nontrivial responsi-
bilities.3For example, while simple membership in a college’s Asian Amer-
ican Association or Republican Club would usually be omitted from the
resume, job seekers would typically list their experience as an officer—
such as treasurer or president—in such groups. Thus, in the case of college
seniors, listing involvement in political or identity-based groups is, in itself,
less likely to be perceived as unprofessional or unusual than in the case
of experienced job seekers. Indeed, in the absence of long-term, off-campus
work experiences, college seniors often rely on activities in campus dubs
as important indicators of their human capital (e.g., Leape and Vacca
199S).

Second, to signal homosexual orientation, | chose an experience in a
gay community organization that could not be easily dismissed as irrel-
evant to a job application. Thus, instead of being just a member of a gay
and leshian campus organization, the applicant served as the elected trea-
surer for several semesters, managing the organization’s financial oper-
ations (see appendix fig. Al). Accordingly, rather than focusing on the
organization’s nature or goals, this resume item explicitly emphasized the

3A review of sample resumes in career guides (e.g., Leape and Vacca 1995) and actual
student resumes posted on recruitment websites confirms this. Indeed, listing even a
gay and lesbian organization in this way is consistent with the advice of career service
offices. For instance, the Career Services office at the University of Pennsylvania
suggests that, “if you do choose to include LGBT-related information on your resume,
be certain to put the emphasis on accomplishments that are relevant to employers.
Highlight leadership, budgeting, event planning, public speaking and organizational
skills” (emphasis added; http://www.vpul.upenn.edu/careerservices/LGBTguide.html).
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applicant’s managerial and financial skills. Thus, the applicant’s partic-
ipation in this organization could be seen as a meaningful, valuable ex-
perience with potentially important transferable skills. In other words,
omitting this experience from the resume would have meant concealing
relevant and nontrivial human capital. In addition, since the applicant
was the treasurer, rather than, say, the political chair or outreach officer
of the group, this experience was primarily financial and organizational
(fig. Al) rather than that of a political activist. This aspect of the position
helps mitigate the concern that the reason for discrimination was a bias
against political activists rather than a bias against gay men (Badgett et
al. 2007). Similarly, given the heavy emphasis on the specific financial and
organizational activities associated with the treasurer position, it would
be difficult to dismiss this resume item as a social activity or a way of
simply trumpeting the applicant’s sexual orientation.

Third, | used a control organization to ensure that any observed dif-
ferences in callbacks could be attributed to antigay discrimination rather
than other factors. An important consideration was that participation in
a gay organization might be associated with progressive, liberal, or leftist
political views (Badgett et al. 2007). Thus, if | had used an apolitical
control organization (or no control organization at all), observed differ-
ences in callbacks might have been attributable to discrimination based
on either sexual orientation or political affiliation, and it would have been
impossible to determine the net effect of sexual orientation. Accordingly,
to determine whether there is a “gay penalty” above and beyond the
possible effect of political discrimination, | chose a control organization
that is associated with leftist or progressive views. Indeed, pilot results
supported this rationale for using a left-wing group (rather than an apo-
litical group) as the control organization.4At first glance, a campus chapter
of college Democrats (e.g., “Bowdoin College Democrats”) might seem
suitable for this purpose. However, since Democratic campus groups are
typically larger than gay and lesbian student groups, leadership experi-
ences in a Democratic organization may seem more valuable than similar
experiences in a gay organization. To avoid this problem, the control group

4The goal of the pilot study was to assess the feasibility of a full-scale audit experiment.
The pilot involved sending resume pairs in response to 86 job postings, following a similar
protocol as the main study (see the section entitled “Resumes and Randomization™). The
results (which are available upon request) indicate that employers in politically conservative
areas might discriminate against ostensibly heterosexual job applicants who participated
in a leftist student group in college (vis-a-vis ostensibly heterosexual applicants who did
not signal participation in such a group.) Thus, if the control organization in the main study
sent no left-wing political signal, any observed difference in callback rates might be an
overdetermined outcome as it could be attributable to either antigay discrimination or
political discrimination.
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was a small left-wing campus organization (the “Progressive and Socialist
Alliance”; P&SA) rather than a larger and better-known group.5

An additional advantage of using a political control organization that,
like the PS&A, falls outside the mainstream of partisan politics is that
disclosing one’s commitments to such a group may indicate a lack of
business savvy to employers, especially in the case of white-collar business
jobs. This aspect of the experiment further mitigates the concern that
observed differences in callbacks may be due to the perception of openly
gay applicants as unsavvy or tactless.6 Nevertheless, even with these pre-
cautions, such a perception may still play some role. The issue of perceived
tactlessness, however, does not refute the existence of discrimination;
rather, it constitutes one possible explanation for why some employers
might engage in discrimination. After presenting empirical analyses, | will
consider this issue in more detail and in light of my findings.

Resumes and Randomization

Over a six-month period in 2005, | sent fictitious resumes, via e-mail, to
advertisements for full-time, entry-level positions on three recruitment
websites targeted at college seniors and recent graduates.7 | sent two
resumes in response to each job posting, with one day or less in between.

5A casual survey of college websites reveals that a progressive, socialist, or other similar
left-wing student group exists in numerous liberal arts college campuses. These groups are,
however, typically smaller and somewhat less common than Democratic (or Republican)
campus groups.

6In addition, if the P&SA indicates more of an activist orientation than does the gay
organization, and if employers prefer not to hire activists, the estimates of antigay discrim-
ination from this experiment should be, if anything, conservative (see Pager [2003, pp. 950-
51] for analogous control strategies in another audit study). Furthermore, if the socialist/
progressive applicant is seen as more leftist than the gay applicant, he may be subject to
political discrimination in politically conservative areas. In that case, this study would
produce conservative estimates of sexual orientation discrimination in the South and the
Midwest. If there were such an effect, it would lend even more confidence to my findings
about regional variation (see the “Findings” section).

70ne concern about the use of recruitment websites was the possibility of a very low
response rate due to the large number of applications. | took several steps to overcome this
problem. First, | restricted the sample to job postings whose requirements matched the
profile of my fictitious applicants (graduating college student with little or no full-time work
experience). Second, based on the experience of pretests, | used cover letters to indicate the
applicants’ desire to relocate to the target location (see n. 10). Third, I responded to newly
posted ads as soon as possible. In addition, this audit was conducted in 2005, a year with
relatively high job growth (http://www.data.bls.gov), so individual employers may have
received somewhat fewer applications than in years with higher unemployment. An ad-
ditional concern was the appearance of identical ads (i.e.,, by the same employer, in the
same location, for the same position) on more than one website. In such cases, only one
resume pair was sent in response.
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Before sending out each resume pair, |1 randomly assigned the gay signal
to one of the resumes and the control signal to the other resume. Thus,
even though the resumes differed from each other in order to avoid raising
suspicion, there was no systematic relationship between resume quality
and sexual orientation. Consequently, any significant difference in call-
back rates could be attributed to the experimental manipulation of the
resumes.8 Importantly, | varied only the name of the treatment organi-
zation and the control organization on the resumes (fig. Al). As a result,
the activities of the applicants in their respective groups were not sys-
tematically related to sexual orientation. Thus, | effectively controlled for
any differences in the applicants’ achievements in the treatment orga-
nization and the control organization.9 In sum, sexual orientation was
randomly assigned with respect to both overall resume quality and the
quality of experiences within the control and treatment organizations.
The treatment/control signal appeared at the end of the “experience
section of the resume and was just one of several experiences described
in that section.0In addition to the resumes, | created corresponding cover
letters that briefly stated the applicant’s desire to work in the targeted
position and his desire to move to the city or town where the employer
was located.1l For each application, | recorded whether it led to an in-

8This design ensured that the gay signal was sometimes attached to “resume A” and
sometimes to “resume B.” | used logistic regression analysis to check whether randomization
had indeed occurred and found no systematic relationship between treatment assignment
and a dummy variable indicating which of the two resumes (A or B) was used. In addition,
| found that resumes A and B did not differ significantly in the number of callbacks they
generated either in the overall sample or in the subsamples of gay and heterosexual ap-
plicants or in subsamples by state.

9For the sake of brevity, | refer to fictitious applicants who were assigned the control signal
as “heterosexual.” More precisely, these applicants would be described as “fictitious job
seekers who did not give evidence of being gay” (see Correll et al. 2007).

Since this study focused on sexual orientation discrimination, | held the race ofthe fictitious
applicants constant Thus, the resumes did not mention any involvement in race- or eth-
nicity-related organizations (e.g., “Black Students Association”), and the fictitiousapplicants’
names were made up of common first and last names that would not send a strong and
salient signal of being from a particular racial minority group (“David Miller”and “Michael
Williams”).

N The cover letters corresponding to the two resumes were similar in style and content and
made no mention of the applicants’involvement in either the gay or the progressive/socialist
group. Because of the random assignment of the gay signal to the resumes, there was no
systematic relationship between the quality of the cover letter and the sexual orientation
of the applicant. The cover letter explained that the motivation for moving to the target
city included family reasons and that the applicant was originally from the targeted area,
with many of his family members still living there. Pretests indicated that including such
a statement would be useful in increasing the overall response rate and simplifying the
experimental protocol. During early pretests that did not include a statement about relo-
cation, the response rate was very low, and several employers responded by simply directing
the applicant to a branch that was geographically closer to the applicant’s college.
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vitation to a first-round job interview (either an in-person or a telephone
interview). To receive employer responses, | set up e-mail accounts with
a web-based e-mail service as well as voice mail boxes with an inexpensive
Voice-over-Internet-Protocol service.

The Sample of Jobs

| submitted a total of 3,538 resumes, responding to 1,769 job postings by
private employers. The size of this sample was comparable to that in
previous large-scale correspondence audits (Weichselbaumer 2003; Ber-
trand and Mullainathan 2004; Correll et al. 2007; Drydakis 2009). In
addition, statistical power analysis (Cohen 1969) indicated that this sample
size provided more than sufficient statistical power to detect even rela-
tively small differences in callback rates by sexual orientation. The sample
included jobs in five occupations and seven states. Limiting the sample
in this way ensured that a sufficient number of observations were available
in each state and occupation to make meaningful comparisons. The five
occupations in the sample were managers, business and financial analysts,
sales representatives, customer service representatives, and administrative
assistants. The sampled states included four states in the Northeast and
the West (New York, Pennsylvania, California, Nevada) and three states
in the Midwest and the South (Ohio, Florida, Texas), all with a relatively
high number of job postings on the recruitment websites | used. The
number of job postings in a state ranged from 131 (Nevada) to 347 (Flor-
ida), with at least 200 observations in each state other than Nevada.
Statistical power research (Cohen 1969) suggested that the size of these
subsamples would provide adequate statistical power for detecting even
relatively modest differences in the proportion of callbacks between gay
and nongay applicants in each state.

It is important to note that the sampled states varied, both in level of
tolerance toward gay people and in having or lacking laws regarding sexual
orientation discrimination (Lax and Phillips 2009). Indeed, these states—and
the counties and cities within them—offered an intriguing mosaic of different
legal environments. While California, Nevada, and New York prohibit sexual
orientation discrimination in private employment, the other four states have
no such legislation. At the same time, with the exception of Nevada, each
state has some cities and counties that ban sexual orientation discrimination.
Thus, the sample contained employers in a variety of legal environments,
ranging from employers who were not subject to any antidiscrimination law
protecting gay men to employers who were simultaneously subject to state-
, county-, and city-level antidiscrimination laws. Table 1 displays antidis-
crimination laws in the sampled states. Table 2 presents the distribution of
sampled jobs by state and by occupation.
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TABLE 1

Antidiscrimination Laws in the Sampled States

at the Time of the Experiment

State Prohibits Sexual Examples of Cities/Counties
Discrimination by With Sexual Orientation
State Private Employers Discrimination Ban
California Yes Los Angeles, San Francisco
Nevada Yes None
New Y ork Yes Albany, Buffalo, New York City
Pennsylvania .. No Philadelphia, Pittsburgh
Ohio No Toledo
Florida No Miami-Dade County, Monroe County
Texas No Austin, Dallas, El Paso

Variables

The dependent variable (positive response) was a dummy indicating
whether the application elicited an invitation to an interview. The main
independent variable (gay) was a dummy indicating whether the resume
listed involvement in the gay campus organization. To examine variation
in the level of discrimination across states, | created dummy variables to
represent each state in the sample. To ascertain whether an employer was
subject to a relevant antidiscrimination law protecting gay employees, |
used a list of laws compiled by Lambda Legal (200S). The resulting
dummy variables were denoted city law, county law, and state law.
Unfortunately, there is no representative and reliable data about atti-
tudes toward homosexuality at the city and county levels, and such data
is scarce even at the state level. To overcome these data limitations, Lax
and Phillips (2009) used national surveys and recent advances in multi-
level modeling to estimate state-level public opinion about different gay

TABLE 2

Sampled Jobs by State and by Occupation

Customer
Adminis- Service Sales Total
trative Represen- Represen- in

State Assistant  Analyst tative Manager tative State

California ............... 920 36 66 52 93 337

Florida .......cccceevee 81 39 68 78 81 347

Nevada .......cc..... 41 13 31 20 26 131

New York . . 81 28 41 38 48 236

(01110 RPN 60 28 35 64 32 219

Pennsylvania ......... 63 28 34 33 43 201

TEXAS oo 84 34 61 52 67 298

Total in occupation 500 206 336 337 390 1,769
602
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rights policies. This estimation yielded measures of state-level public sup-
port for policies like same-sex marriage, civil unions, hate crimes laws,
and antidiscrimination laws in employment. In this study, to capture pub-
lic attitudes toward gay employees (state-level attitude), | used the esti-
mated state-level percentage of the population who support an employ-
ment nondiscrimination law protecting gay people.

To identify stereotypically male heterosexual traits required of the job
applicants, | searched the job postings for word roots and variants of the 20
masculine characteristics listed in the Bern Sex Role Inventory (1974), a widely
used psychological instrument (see also Madon 1997; Gorman 2005). The
most frequently mentioned masculine characteristics in the job ads were (1)
decisiveness (e.g., “makes decisions independently,” “a decisive, results-
oriented manager”), (2) assertiveness and aggressiveness (e.g., “assertive per-
sonality,” “aggressive self-starter”), and (3) ambition (e.g., “an ambitious college
graduate”). Following Weichselbaumer (2004), | recorded whether each job
posting described the ideal job candidate as aggressive or assertive, decisive,
or ambitious.2 Using these codes, | created three dummy variables: (1) de-
cisive, (2) aggressive or assertive, and (3) ambitious.

In addition, to examine the possibility that positive stereotypes of gay
men reduce the likelihood of discrimination, | searched the job postings
for stereotypically gay male positive characteristics identified by Morrison
and Bearden (2007). Only one such characteristic appeared with some
frequency: articulateness (sometimes described broadly as “communica-
tion skills”; e.g., “must be articulate,” “exceptional verbal communication
skills™). Thus, | created a dummy variable to indicate whether the posting
mentioned the importance of such skills (communication skills). Finally,
although the main analyses focused on the above-described factors, it was
necessary to control for several other variables that may affect the like-
lihood of discrimination. These controls included job, employer, and area
characteristics. Table 3 lists these variables.

PThe coding was performed manually with the help of a trained research assistant to
ensure that only phrases related to the description of the ideal job candidate were coded
(e.g., a phrase like “a bright, ambitious graduate” would be coded as “ambitious” but the
phrase “an ambitious start-up firm” would not be.)
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TABLE 3

Control Variables

Variable Definition and Data Source

Industry wage Annual median wage in the employer’s
North American Industry Classification
System (NAICS) sector code in 2004, ob-
tained from the website of the Bureau of
Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov). The
employer’s NAICS code was identified
with the company databases ICARUS and
Onesource Business Browser.

Employer size Total number of employees, in thousands,
obtained from the company databases
ICARUS and Onesource Business
Browser.

Percentage of males The percentage of men in the occupation,
obtained from the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics (2009). The five occupational cate-
gories were customer service representa-
tives, sales representatives (in all
sectors), administrative assistants (in-
cluding secretaries), managers (all “man-
agement occupations”), and analysts (in-
cluding management,
financial, and budget analysts).

Teamwork Dummy variable = 1if, according to the job
posting, the position explicitly required an
ability to work as part of a team.

Urbanness The percentage of the population classified as
urban in the 2000 U.S. Census. Measured
at the zip code level in the main analyses;
all models were also reestimated with ur-
banness measured at the county and cen-
sus tract levels, and the results remained
stable under these specifications.

Education The percentage of the local population
ages 2S years or older with at least a
bachelor’s degree; obtained from the
2000 U.S. Census. Measured at the zip
code level in the main analyses; all mod-
els were also reestimated with urbanness
measured at the county and census tract
levels, and the results remained stable
under these specifications.

Conservative voters The county-level percentage of Republican
votes in the 2004 presidential election,
obtained from CNN (http://www.cnn
.com/ELECTION/2004).

Unemployment rate The unemployment rate in the county, ob-
tained from the website of the Bureau
of Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov).
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TABLE 4

Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean SD Minimum Maximum
States:
California .......ccoceevevenns 19 .39 0 1
Florida ....ccccovevievienen. .20 40 0 1
New York . 13 34 0 1
Nevada ......cceevvvrevennn 07 .26 0 1
(@] 41T R 12 33 0 1
Pennsylvania .. A1 32 0 1
Texas ... 17 37 0 1
Laws and attitudes:
City 1aw oo, 24 42 0 1
County law . .10 .30 0 1
State law ............... . 40 49 0 1
State-level attitude ....... 6S.4 2.84 61 70
Required traits and skills:
Aggressive or assertive .07 25 0 1
DeCiSIVE .occvvecicieeiienne S 35 0 1
Ambitious .........cceeeenenene .09 .28 0 1
Communication skills ... 46 49 0 1
Controls:
Industry wage* ............. 40.67 10.11 18.94 58
Employer sizet ............. 185 1177 .003 289
Percentage of males ...... 3211 22.64 8.7 61.4
Teamwork......ccooeveuennee. J1 31 0 1
Education ... . 30.46 18.93 2.16 83.02
Urbanness .......... . 93.9 16.52 0 100
Unemployment ............. 5.04 1.00 31 15

* In thousands of U.S. dollars,
t In thousands of employees.

FINDINGS
Descriptive Overview

The submission of resumes led to a total of 331 interview invitations, an
overall callback rate of 9.35%.13 Table 4 displays descriptive statistics.
Table 5 tabulates callback rates by sexual orientation. The first row in
table 5 presents the results for the full data set. While heterosexual ap-
plicants had an 11.5% chance of being invited for an interview, equally
qualified gay applicants only had a 7.2% chance of receiving a positive
response. This is a difference of 4.3 percentage points, or about 40%. This
gap is statistically significant (P < .001) and implies that a heterosexual

BThis response rate is similar to that in recent correspondence studies (e.g., Bertrand and
Mullainathan 2004). Neither the overall response rate nor the response rate for gay vs.
heterosexual applicants varied significantly by the month when the application was sub-
mitted.
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TABLE S

Callback Rates By Sexual Orientation

%Callback Difs
ifference

Sample (' Job Ads) Not Gay Gay Ratio (P-value)
Total sample (e = 1,769) oo 11.5 7.2 1.59 4.3 (.000)
California (n = 337) 11.0 9.2 1.20 1.8 (.443)
Nevada (e = 131) ... . 12.2 6.1 2.00 6.1 (.087)
New York (e = 236) . 10.2 11.4 .89 -1.2 (.656)
Pennsylvania (e = 201) ... 12.9 9.4 1.37 3.5 (.268)
(O] 1T I (CRECIND-A K<) K 14.1 55 2.56 8.6 (.002)
Florida (e = 347) 9.5 55 211 4.0 (.044)
Texas(re = 298) 12.0 37 3.24 8.3 (.000)
Employers subject to a city, county, or
state law that prohibits sexual
orientation discrimination:
YeS (fe = 983) v 11.6 8.7 1.33 2.9 (.037)
NO (B = 786) ooveereererrerrerrrerseneerneeeenns 11.3 5.3 213 6.0 (.000)
Job postings that require stereotypically
male heterosexual traits:*
YES (fe = 47S) oo 135 4.8 2.81 8.7 (.000)
NO (e = 1,294) oo 10.7 8.1 1.32 2.5 (.0226)

* Assertiveness/aggressiveness, decisiveness, or ambition.

job seeker had to apply to fewer than nine different jobs to receive a
positive response, while a gay applicant needed to reply to almost 14 ads
to achieve the same result. The magnitude of this difference is comparable
to the gap in callback rates between black and white job seekers in Boston
and Chicago (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004).

The size of the callback gap, however, varied substantially across states.
On the one hand, in the southern and midwestern states in the sample
(Texas, Florida, and Ohio), there was a substantial difference in the call-
back rates of gay and heterosexual applicants. In Texas and Ohio, for
example, the size of the callback gap (8.3 and 8.6 percentage points,
respectively) was substantially larger than in the overall sample (4.1 per-
centage points). By contrast, there was no statistically significant callback
gap in any of the western and northeastern states (California, Nevada,
Pennsylvania, and New York). The size of the gap, however, showed some
intraregional variation as well. In California, for example, the difference
in callback rates was less than 2 percentage points and was clearly in-
significant statistically. In neighboring Nevada, by contrast, the gap was
nearly significant at the standard level (P = .087).

Similarly, there was variation in the callback gap across legal environ-
ments. In the case of employers subject to a relevant antidiscrimination
law, either at the city-, county-, or state-level, the callback gap was less
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than 3 percentage points; in the case of employers not subject to such
regulation, the gap was as large as 6 percentage points. In both cases,
however, the callback gap was statistically significant. In addition, as
expected, the callback gap was particularly large in the case of employers
who emphasized the importance of stereotypically male heterosexual
traits. Notably, however, there was a statistically significant callback gap
even within the sample of employers who did not specifically require such
traits.

The Net Effect of Discrimination

To examine whether the above findings are robust to the inclusion of
control variables, | now turn to regression analysis. Table 6 presents the
results of a logistic regression predicting a positive employer response.
Coefficients are expressed as odds ratios. Thus, a coefficient greater than
one indicates that the variable in question was positively associated with
receiving a callback, while a coefficient less than one indicates a negative
association. This model shows that listing involvement in a gay campus
organization had a significant negative effect on the success of applicants
even when controlling for numerous job-related and area characteristics. 4
The odds ratio of gay (0.6) can be interpreted as the net multiplicative
impact of the gay signal on the odds of receiving a callback. What does
this mean in terms of probabilities? Consider, for example, a situation
where a heterosexual applicant had a 10% chance of receiving a positive
response for a given job (i.e., the odds of getting a callback is 0.1/0.9 =
0.111). Then, the predicted odds of a callback for an equally qualified
gay applicant for a comparable job would have been 0.067 (i.e.,, 0.6 X
0.111)—a probability of only 6.3%. This result confirms that, on average,
an openly gay applicant would have to search substantially longer than
an equally qualified heterosexual applicant before receiving a callback
from an employer.

Regional Variation

To explore the conditions that influence the level of discrimination, the
models in table 7 include interaction terms between sexual orientation
and several other factors. In these models, the main variables of interest

UThe R2is low in this model, as well as in the other models, because the purpose of this
experiment was not the identification of all the variables that predict a positive employer
response (in which case, | would have experimentally manipulated a different set of factors,
particularly the applicants’ qualifications and skills). Rather, the goal here was to examine
whether one randomly assigned variable (gay) had an effect on callbacks.
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TABLE 6

Odds Ratios for the Logistic Regression
Predicting Employer Callback

Model 1 Odds Ratio SE
GAY o .60*" .07
New York.... .80 21
Pennsylvania . . 120 .29
Nevada .....cccoeeevrnrieneninnns .80 24
California ......ccocovveennnnne 116 24
Florida . 71 .18
(0] 110 RSSO 135 32
Assertive or aggressive __ 85 21
DECiSIVE ...oovveiiiiciii 87 15
Ambitious .............. . 137 .28
Communication skills ....... 1.06 13
Administrative assistant ... 95 .16
Sales representative .. 111 .20
Analyst ......c.cocoeee. . B80* 14
Manager .......cevennneens 61* 13
Employer size 1.00 .004
Industry wage . .99 .006
Teamwork ......cccoeveenne 142 27
Unemployment ................. 85 07
Urbanness 1.00 .004
Education 1.00 .003
Conservative voters ........... .99" .004
City law ...occevree . 112 17
County law 871 871
McFadden’s pseudo R2 029
Baseline oddsa ................... .130

Note—N = 3,538. Since coefficients are expressed as odds
ratios, coefficients < 1 indicate a negative relationship. SEs are
robust and corrected for clustering on job ad because the data
contain two records per ad. Dummies for Texas and customer
service representative are omitted.

aPredicted odds of callback for nongay applicant in case of a
hypothetical job that is in each of the reference categories for
dummy variables and is at the average of each continuous var-
iable. Thus, in this case, the baseline odds representthe predicted
odds of a nongay candidate applying for a Texas customer service
job (located in a city and county without relevant antidiscrimi-
nation laws) that does not explicitly require any of the skills and
traits included in this model and is average in all the continuous
control variables (e.g.,, industry wage and employer size).

*Pp < .05.

"P <.0L

**p o< 001
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TABLE 7
Odds Ratios for the Logistic Regression Predicting Employer Callback

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE
Interaction terms:
States:
Gay x New York 4.03** 184
Gay x Pennsylvania . 2.50* 115
Gay x California ... 2.99%* 129
Gay x Ohio 148 72
Gay x Nevada 167 .95
Gay x Florida .....cccovevvrinnnes 201 91
Laws and attitudes:
Gay X City [aw ..o, 102 .28 85 .24
Gay x county law 2.45* 1.00 2.14 .89
Gay x state law ... 1.82* 45 87 .36
Gay x state-level attitude ... 1.17* .09
Required traits and skills:
Gay x assertive or aggressive .28* .18 .28* .18 .28* .18
Gay X deCiSiVe.....comcvrninnnes AT* 17 A45* .16 A46%(.17) 17
Gay x ambitious......cccoocevvienicnns 68 .26 .69 21 .67 .26
Gay x communication skills __ 87 .20 .89 22 .88 .20
Main effects:
33%* 12 b2 .10 .00002** .00007
AT* 15
Pennsylvania .89 25
California. 83 21
Ohio ....... 115 32
Nevada 71 25
Florida 57* .16
City law ... 111 22 118 .24
County law A48* 15 .50* .16
State law 81 14 .98 .26
State-level attitude ... .96 .04
Assertive or aggressive 120 .34 1.20 .34 120 .34
Decisive 114 23 1.20 24 119 .24
Ambitious ... 157 .38 153 37 155 .37
Communication skills 110 17 1.09 17 110 .18
McFadden’s pseudo R2 .033 .029 .031
Baseline odds3 154 129 119

Note.—N = 3,538. AH models included controls for employer size, percentage of males
in occupation, industry wage, teamwork, urbanness, education, unemployment, and con-
servative voters; the coefficients for these variables are omitted to conserve space. Robust
SEs (in parentheses) are corrected for clustering on job ad because the data contain two
records per ad. The Texas dummy is omitted.

"Predicted odds of callback for nongay applicant in case of a hypothetical job that is in
each of the reference categories fordummy variables and is at the average of each continuous
variable. For example, in model 2, the baseline odds represent the predicted odds of a
nongay candidate applying for a Texas job that does not explicitly require any of the skills
and traits included in this model and is at average in all the continuous control variables
(e.g., industry wage and employer size).

*P < .05.

** P < 01.
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are the interaction terms.5Model 2 indicates significant variation in the
level of discrimination across regions even after controlling for other fac-
tors. Compared to employers in Texas, firms in New York, Pennsylvania,
and California were significantly less likely to treat gay job applicants
unfavorably. In the other three states (Florida, Ohio, and Nevada), the
level of discrimination was not significantly different from that in Texas.
To understand the magnitude of these regional differences, consider the
example of a gay applicant who has a 3.7% probability (or odds of 0.038)
of receiving a callback for a given job in Texas—the average probability
of success for gay applicants in that state. If this job seeker applied for
a similar job in California, he would be predicted to have a 10.2% chance
(or odds of 0.114) for a callback.

In models not reported here, | used industry and occupation dummies
to control for industry- and occupation-specific factors while examining
regional variation. The observed regional variation remained significant.
Indeed, an analysis of interaction terms between gay and occupational
categories, and between gay and industry categories, revealed that the
likelihood of discrimination did not vary significantly across occupations
and industries. Thus, the possible over- or underrepresentation of certain
occupations or industries in a region could not account for the geographic
variation documented in this study.

W hat explains, then, the observed regional variation? One hypothesis
might be that regional differences reflect variation in the adoption of laws
protecting gay men from discrimination. Model 3 lends some credit to
this hypothesis. The coefficients of the interaction terms gay X county
law and gay x state law are significant and greater than one, suggesting
that employers located in states and counties with a relevant antidiscrim-
ination law were less likely to discriminate against gay applicants. This
result, however, does not necessarily imply that lower levels of discrim-
ination were due entirely to antidiscrimination laws. Since public opinion
toward gay people might affect both the level of discrimination and the
probability that an antidiscrimination policy is adopted, the effect of laws
on discrimination may be confounded with the effect of attitudes (Kla-
witter and Flatt 1998).

To fully untangle the effects of laws and attitudes, we would need
reliable data about within-state variation in attitudes toward gay men.
Such data, however, are currently not available. Thus, model 4 represents
just a firstand very preliminary step in exploring the relationship between
laws, attitudes, and discrimination. This model differs from model 3 in

BSince these models include interaction terms, the low-order coefficients of variables in-
cluded in interaction terms (such as the variable gay) cannot be interpreted as if they were
ordinary coefficients in a model with no interactions.
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that it includes a measure of state-level public support for gay employment
rights. This variable seems to have a significant negative association with
discrimination, and once it is included in the model, the independent
effects of antidiscrimination laws disappear. This finding, however, should
be interpreted with great caution. Most important, given the small number
of states in the sample, it is difficult to distinguish the impact of state-
level variables from the effects of the specific states themselves. Moreover,
the relationship between antidiscrimination laws, attitudes, and discrim-
ination is likely too complex to be captured in a cross-sectional analysis
with a small number of states. As noted above, social acceptance of gay
people might make the adoption of antidiscrimination laws more likely,
but antidiscrimination laws might also have an effect on social attitudes
(Klawitter and Flatt 1998), and both laws and attitudes may affect the
likelihood of discrimination. Thus, precisely untangling the effects of laws
and attitudes remains a task for future research.

In addition, model 3 raises another question about the mechanisms at
work. By what mechanism might local (in this case, county-level) anti-
discrimination laws affect employer behavior in states that prohibit dis-
crimination on the basis of sexual orientation? In other words, what ex-
plains the negative association between the extent of discrimination and
the presence of county-level laws once the relevant state-level laws are
held constant? Two mechanisms may help explain this finding. First,
county laws might reflect more tolerant local attitudes, which—as noted
above—we cannot directly measure at this time. Second, although local
ordinances tend to be less powerful than state laws, they may provide
some additional protection and oversight, often by mandating a local
commission to investigate complaints of discrimination (e.g., Cook County
Commission on Human Rights 2003). Future research might explore these
mechanisms in more depth.

Required Personality Traits

In all three models in table 7, the interaction terms gay X aggressive or
assertive and gay X decisive have significant coefficients and imply that
employers who emphasized the importance of aggressiveness, assertive-
ness, or decisiveness were particularly likely to discriminate against gay
applicants. For example, consider a situation where a gay applicant has
a 10% probability (or odds of 0.111) of receiving a callback from an
employer that does not explicitly seek aggressive or assertive employees.
If this applicant applied for an otherwise comparable job with an explicit
requirement of aggressiveness or assertiveness, his predicted chance of
success would only be 3% (or odds of 0.031). This finding is consistent
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with the hypothesis that stereotypes play an important role in discrimi-
nation against gay men.»6

Not all discrimination, however, was attributable to the potential effect
of stereotyping. Clearly, as table S indicates above, there was a significant
callback gap even in the case of job postings that did not emphasize
stereotypically male heterosexual traits. Indeed, when | estimated the
logistic regression in table 6 on the subsample of jobs that did not require
assertiveness, aggressiveness, or decisiveness, the odds-ratio coefficient of
the variable gay remained significant (P < .01) and less than one (0.70).
Thus, even when these traits were not emphasized, gay applicants suffered
significant callback discrimination.

Atthe same time, the coefficient of the interaction term gay x ambitious
is insignificant in all models. Thus, the level of discrimination did not
differ between employers who emphasized the importance of ambition
and those who did not. One interpretation of this finding might be that,
although ambition is a stereotypically masculine trait (Bern 1974), gay
men are more strongly stereotyped as lacking traits like assertiveness and
aggressiveness than as lacking ambition (Madon 1997). In addition, the
coefficient of the gay x communication skills interaction was also insig-
nificant in all models, suggesting that gay applicants enjoyed no advantage
when responding to ads that emphasized communication skills. Thus, it
seems that stereotypes mainly hurt, rather than helped, gay job seekers.
Finally, in unreported models, | used three-way interactions {gay x state
X required trait) to examine whether the effects of required personality
traits varied across states; however, | found no significant evidence for
such variation.

Robustness Checks

I performed several analyses to examine the robustness of the above find-
ings to alternative model specifications. First, in alternative versions of
all the above models, | used cluster-adjusted standard errors to take into
account the potential correlation of residuals within a state. Second, |
replaced percentage of males and industry wage with occupation and
industry dummies (in both the main and the interaction terms) to check
for the effect of occupation- and industry-specific factors that might not
be captured in the main models. Third, 1 used dummy variables and
corresponding interaction terms to control for any potential effect of the

BThis result was consistent across regions; in models not reported here, | used interaction
terms (e.g., gay x decisive x Texas) to examine whether the extent to which the required
personality traits made discrimination more likely varied across states, hut | found no
variation.
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three recruitment websites on which the job postings appeared. Fourth,
I included controls for clustering by employers who posted multiple jobs.
The coefficient estimates of interest remained stable under all these spec-
ifications, indicating discrimination overall, as well as variation in the
level of discrimination by region and by the traits required in the job
postings.

DISCUSSION

During the past decade, the labor market disadvantages of LGBT em-
ployees in the United States have been subject to intense political debates
and have received increasing attention from social scientists (Badgett et
al. 2007). To date, however, researchers have provided little direct evi-
dence about the inequalities that LGBT Americans might face in ob-
taining a job. This is a significant lacuna because discrimination in hiring
is a crucial inequality-generating mechanism that regulates job seekers’
access to the broader array of labor market opportunities (Pager 2007).
Indeed, hiring discrimination is a relatively understudied area in the wider
labor market literature (Petersen and Saporta 2004). To help address this
lacuna, this article has described the first large-scale audit study of dis-
crimination against gay men in the United States. This study contributes
to the literature on employment discrimination in three ways: by providing
direct evidence about discrimination against gay men, by examining how
discrimination varies across regions, and by exploring the role of stereo-
types in discrimination. | elaborate on each these contributions below.

Direct Evidence for Discrimination

The first contribution of this study is that it provides more direct evidence
for sexual orientation discrimination than do self-reports, small-scale ex-
periments, and wage regressions. Employees’ self-reports indicate sub-
jective perceptions, which may not reflect the actual incidence of dis-
crimination. Small-scale experiments test discrimination more directly but
are limited in their generalizability and the extent to which they mimic
real employment contexts. Wage regressions, in turn, examine data on a
larger scale and show a pay gap between heterosexual and gay men, but
skeptics might argue that this gap is due to unmeasured productivity
differences rather than discrimination. To overcome these limitations, |
have conducted an audit experiment. As Pager (2007, p. 120) noted, “Al-
though the audit design cannot address all relevant aspects of labor market
disadvantage, it can provide strong and direct measures of discrimination
at the point of hire” (see also Correll et al. 2007). Indeed, by collecting
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data in several states, coding the characteristics of job postings, and
matching the experimental results with employer data, this study pro-
duced more fine-grained evidence than many previous audit studies.

The results indicate that gay men encounter significant barriers in the
hiring process because, at the initial point of contact, employers more
readily disqualify openly gay applicants than equally qualified heterosex-
ual applicants. Even after controlling for job, employer, and area char-
acteristics, | found that gay job applicants were approximately 40% less
likely to be offered a job interview than their heterosexual counterparts.
This difference is similar in magnitude to the callback gap between black
and white job seekers in a recent correspondence audit of Boston and
Chicago employers (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004). Overall, my find-
ings are consistent with less direct indicators of discrimination against
LGBT people (Badgett et al. 2007), and—taken together—these lines of
evidence suggest that sexual orientation discrimination is a prominent
feature of many American labor markets.

Comparing Discrimination across Regions

Audit studies of employment discrimination—whether they focus on race,
gender, age, motherhood, or other characteristics—do not typically ex-
amine how the extent of discrimination varies geographically. For ex-
ample, in the audit literature on racial discrimination in hiring, “no re-
searcher has attempted to include more than two sites, thus limiting our
comparative perspective on discrimination across labor markets” (Pager
2007, p. 120). Thus, we know little about how hiring discrimination
against a given minority group might vary across regions, and it remains
unclear whether cross-study differences in the observed level of discrim-
ination reflect variation in experimental designs or regional variation in
the incidence of discrimination.

To address these limitations, | have collected evidence from seven geo-
graphically dispersed states that vary in both the local attitudes toward
gay men and the presence of laws that prohibit sexual orientation dis-
crimination. The results indicate dramatic geographic variation in the
level of discrimination, even after controlling for employer, industry, and
occupational factors. While employers in the southern and midwestern
states in the sample (Texas, Florida, and Ohio) showed strong discrimi-
natory tendencies, there was little or no discrimination in the western and
northeastern states, such as California, New York, and Pennsylvania.

This variation provides an interesting contrast to the cross-city vari-
ation observed in the audit literature on racial discrimination. Recent
audit studies of discrimination against black job applicants (typically con-
ducted in a midwestern or northeastern city) all documented some level
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of systematic discrimination (Pager 2007). In the case of gay job seekers,
by contrast, while there was severe discrimination in some states, there
was no discrimination at all in others. Of course, in the absence of a
multistate audit study of racial discrimination, it is difficult to tell whether
this difference is due to underlying differences in the geography of racial
discrimination and sexual orientation discrimination or to the fact that
recent audits of racial discrimination were typically limited to the North-
east and the Midwest. Indeed, more generally, my results suggest that
focusing on a single geographic area may prevent audit studies from
revealing the larger patterns of discrimination. Thus, a promising avenue
for future research might be to study discrimination (on the basis of race,
gender, age, motherhood, or other traits) with a multistate design similar
to the one used in this study.

In addition to establishing the existence of regional variation in the
level of sexual orientation discrimination, this study has begun to explore
the sources of that variation. A key finding is that employers in states
and counties with a relevant antidiscrimination law were significantly less
likely to engage in discrimination, although this difference was no longer
significant once | controlled for state-level attitudes. As noted earlier,
however, we should interpret this result carefully. Clearly, this study relied
on a small sample of states and—in the absence of reliable county- and
city-level attitude data—it could not examine the relative impact of laws
and attitudes within states. But, indeed, even if such data were available,
it may not reveal the relationship between laws, attitudes, and discrim-
ination in its entire complexity. For example, even if antidiscrimination
laws had no direct effect, they may help reduce discrimination indirectly,
by improving public opinion about gay people (Klawitter and Flatt 1998;
Haeberle 2002). Of course, there is likely to be a causal effect in the
opposite direction as well, as more tolerant local attitudes lead to more
inclusive antidiscrimination laws. Given this potential joint causality be-
tween laws and attitudes, isolating their effects on discrimination is dif-
ficult (e.g., Burstein 1985). Future research might address this issue by
exploring the relationship between attitudinal changes and the passage
of antidiscrimination laws longitudinally, and perhaps by conducting re-
peated audits in a given set of states and cities over time.

Finally, itis important to bear in mind that this study has only examined
the relationship between antidiscrimination laws and callback discrimi-
nation, rather than other forms of employment discrimination. Antidis-
crimination laws, however, are often harder to enforce in the hiring process
than in promotions, firings, or wage setting. As Petersen and Saporta
(2004, p. 860) noted, those “not hired and possibly discriminated against
will rarely know what occurred, and even when they do, it may be im-
possible to gather the relevant evidence.” Thus, laws may be less effective
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in reducing discrimination against job seekers than against employees
who are already on the firm’s payroll (Jencks 1992).

Stereotyping as a Mechanism

The third main contribution of this study is that it identifies stereotyping
as a potentially important mechanism underlying hiring discrimination
against gay men. Employers who sought applicants with stereotypically
male heterosexual traits were much more likely to discriminate against
gay applicants than employers who did not emphasize the importance
of such traits. This finding suggests that employers’ implicit or explicit
stereotypes of gay men are inconsistent with the image of an assertive,
aggressive, and decisive employee. It seems, therefore, that the discrim-
ination documented in this study is partly rooted in specific stereotypes
and cannot be completely reduced to a general antipathy against gay
employees.

This finding may also be considered in the framework of statistical
discrimination (Arrow 1973), the practice of using “overall beliefs about
a group to make decisions about an individual from that group” (Blank,
Dabady, and Citro 2004, p. 61). For example, if employers believe that
masculinity is associated with better job performance, believe that gay
men on average are less masculine than heterosexual men, and cannot
directly assess individual applicants’ masculinity, they may judge job
seekers on the basis of group averages. It is important to emphasize,
however, that statistical discrimination “refers to situations of discrimi-
nation on the basis of beliefs that reflect the actual distributions of char-
acteristics of different groups (Blank, Dabady, and Citro 2004, p. 61;
emphasis added). If the overall beliefs about a group are simply based
on stereotypes that stem from bias, then using such beliefs to make a
decision about individuals is indistinguishable from “ordinary” nonsta-
tistical discrimination (Blank et al. 2004). Thus, the statistical discrimi-
nation argument would apply in this case if the prevailing stereotypes of
gay men as significantly more feminine or effeminate than heterosexual
men reflected reality. Research on the validity of such stereotypes, how-
ever, has not been conclusive because of mixed results (e.g., Stokes, Kil-
man, and Wanlass 1983; Udry and Chantala 2006).

More generally, this study engages with a key question in understanding
ascriptive inequality: How do members of dominant groups perceive the
characteristics of subordinate groups, especially the characteristics that
are relevant to inequality-generating decisions, such as hiring? (See Reskin
2001; Quillian 2006; Ridgeway 2009.) While this study does not provide
direct access to the content of stereotypes, it demonstrates their potentially
powerful effect on hiring decisions in real employment contexts. Thus,
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this study suggests that a fruitful path for future audit studies would be
to explore the role that stereotypes play in discrimination on the basis of
other characteristics, such as race, gender, age, or motherhood. As in this
study, descriptions of desired personality traits in job ads may provide
useful data for such research. Indeed, while there is a vast literature on
stereotypes in sociology and social psychology, stereotyping has received
little empirical attention in the audit literature (see Weichselbaumer [2004]
for an exception). My findings suggest that this may be a missed oppor-
tunity. Although surveys and laboratory studies have demonstrated the
strength and abundance of stereotypical beliefs about various groups, we
know little about which of these stereotypes most potently affect decisions
in actual labor markets. Since audit studies generate direct evidence of
discrimination in real employment contexts, they seem particularly well
suited to filling this gap.

Resume Matching and the Issue of Tactlessness

Although the audit method has important advantages, it is not perfect.
One particular challenge in correspondence audits is the need to match
resumes so that they present two equally qualified applicants who differ
only by the characteristic of interest. This may be a difficult challenge.
For example, although distinctively African-American names may signal
race reliably, they may also signal socioeconomic status, thus introducing
a potential confound into the experiment (Pager 2007). Similarly, for in-
stance, skeptics might argue that an officer position in a Parent-Teacher
Association (Correll et al. 2007) may not simply signal parental status but
also that the applicant is a particularly dedicated parent—a potentially
important distinction. Naturally, audit researchers acknowledge these con-
cerns and aim to minimize the distortions they may cause.

In audit studies that focus on sexual orientation, a particular issue is
that listing involvement in a gay and lesbian organization may be seen
as tactless (Weichselbaumer 2003). | took several steps to address this
issue. First, | used resumes of college seniors, a population in which listing
involvement in political, community, or identity-based organizations is
not, in itself, a violation of prevailing norms. Second, to signal sexual
orientation, | used a resume item that emphasized highly relevant orga-
nizational and financial skills; indeed, omitting this item would have
meant concealing important human capital. Third, my control organi-
zation could also potentially signal “tactlessness” and ensured that | was
not detecting discrimination based on political views or activism.

Despite these precautions, the issue of tactlessness merits further dis-
cussion, especially because it is not unique to audit studies that focus on
sexual orientation. Indeed, this issue might arise whenever the observed
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discrimination is based on a characteristic that is potentially concealable
in the employee selection process—such as religion, political beliefs, or
even motherhood and age (Armour 2003). How might audit studies deal
with this issue? An empirical approach is to use a treatment organization
that signals significant human capital and a control organization that rules
out alternative explanations (such as political discrimination in this case).
Another approach is to consider the implications of the tactlessness ar-
gument more carefully.

Presumably, the tactlessness argument assumes that applicants should
know better than to list on their resume any experience in an LGBT
organization. Why should they know better? One possibility is that they
should know that there indeed is discrimination against gay job seekers.
In that case, even if a particular employer holds no bias against gay
employees, he might discriminate against them for failing to conceal ex-
periences in an LGBT organization. This is a possible scenario but it does
not refute the existence of discrimination or imply that there is less dis-
crimination than an audit study might reveal. Indeed, this scenario would
occur precisely because there is discrimination against gay applicants (or
at least employers assume there is, which in turn causes them to discrim-
inate against gay applicants). Thus, rather than calling into question the
results of audit experiments, this argument simply identifies one reason
an individual employer might engage in discrimination. Future research
that directly focuses on how employers evaluate resumes could examine
this possibility.

Another version of the above argument might be that applicants should
know better than to list an LGBT organization on their resume because
doing so violates a norm. But this argument, too, suggests discrimination
against gay applicants. Otherwise, why would it be more acceptable to
mention a treasurer position in a socialist group than a treasurer position
in a gay and lesbian community organization, even in politically conser-
vative areas? Indeed, college seniors’ resumes frequently list activities in
religious, political, ethnic, and other identity-based campus groups, so if
the observed callback gap is due to a norm, that norm must be clearly
directed against mentioning LGBT organizations and must be much
stronger in the South and the Midwest than in the Northeast and the
West. Thus, rather than refuting the existence of discrimination, this ar-
gument simply recasts it in terms of a norm that underlies, or stems from,
discrimination.

A related issue is the concern that, for some reason, employers may
perceive involvement in the control organization—in this case, the so-
cialist/progressive organization—as more valuable than they see partici-
pation in the gay and lesbian organization. Some might argue, for example,
that employers could perceive the socialist/progressive organization as
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more “intellectual” than the gay and lesbian organization. Or, perhaps,
employers may see the socialist/progressive organization as an activist
group that provides more opportunities to demonstrate leadership than
the gay organization, which may be seen as focusing only partly on po-
litical activism. | addressed this issue in two ways. First, the randomly
assigned resume items specifically described the applicants’ activities and
achievements within each organization. Thus, rather than leaving it to
the employers to guess what kind of activities the applicant pursued as
part of his position, these resume items provided specific information
about those activities.

The second way to address this concern involves considering the em-
pirical patterns that emerged from this study. If there were no discrimi-
nation against gay men but employers generally valued participation in
the progressive/socialist group more highly that they valued experience
in the gay/lesbian group (regardless of sexual orientation), we would expect
a consistent penalty for the resume with the gay signal in all areas. Yet,
in reality, 1 only found such a penalty in some of the states. Thus, a
compelling argument for confounding would need to explain why, in the
absence of sexual orientation discrimination, employers in Texas and Ohio
would make fundamentally different inferences about the value of these
two resume items than do employers in New York and California. Indeed,
a convincing answer to this question would also need to address why—
if sexual orientation itself did not matter—employers in more conservative
states would favor the socialist/progressive applicant over the gay appli-
cant.

Adapting to the Reality of Discrimination

This study documented the existence of discrimination, but it is left to
future research to explore how gay job seekers adapt to this reality. Indeed,
it is important to note that audit studies generally capture the extent of
discrimination that occurs before job seekers’ responses to discrimina-
tion—such as the avoidance of discriminatory employers—take place
(Heckman 1998; Blank et al. 2004). In the case of sexual orientation, the
issue of adaptation raises a particularly interesting dilemma. On the one
hand, some might conclude that job applicants would be best advised to
hide their sexual orientation during the hiring process and perhaps even
beyond it, especially if employer bias extends to other decisions as well
(e.g., about wages or promotions). If that is the case, disclosure may lead
to a reduction in one’s economic opportunities. On the other hand, con-
cealment may also be costly. First of all, omitting relevant skills and
experiences from one’s work and volunteer history means hiding a po-
tentially important part of one’s human capital. Friskopp and Silverstein
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(1996, p. 186) noted in a study of Harvard Business School graduates:
“Many of those we interviewed had significant leadership roles in various
gay organizations but felt they could not include this information on their
resume without discrimination. Thus, by comparison to their heterosexual
peers’ resumes, theirs may have seemed devoid of outside activities and
achievements, community involvement, or leadership skills. As [one re-
spondent] confided, ‘It looked sparse, but | didn’t know what else to do.™

In turn, once at the workplace, hiding one’s sexual orientation is often
stressful and may have a negative impact on the individual’s productivity,
self-esteem, depth of friendships, and ability to work as part of a team
(e.g., Woods 1993; Friskopp and Silverstein 1996). Indeed, for these rea-
sons, some might argue that it is in the interest of gay job seekers to signal
their sexual orientation because doing so may screen out less tolerant
employers. This strategy, of course, is only feasible if a sufficiently large
number of nondiscriminatory employers offer equally high-quality jobs
as their discriminatory counterparts (Pager 2007; Pager et al. 2009).

Beyond the Callback Stage

A related question is how employers treat openly gay applicants beyond
the initial callback stage of the hiring process. One important factor in
this regard might be whether interviewers differ from resume screeners.
If an openly gay applicant is interviewed by the same people who, aware
of his sexual orientation, granted him a callback at the resume stage,
discrimination at the interview stage may be less likely than in cases when
resume screeners and interviewers are not the same people. In the latter
case, not all interviewers may be as accepting of gay people as the resume
screener who made the initial selection. In addition, regardless of who
the interviewers are, the interview phase may involve different discrim-
ination-related processes than those present at the callback stage. On the
one hand, to the extent that some aspects of “masculine” behavior are
observable during this stage, interviewers may rely less on stereotypes
and more on observations of individual attributes. On the other hand,
research suggests that—at least in elite professional service firms—inter-
viewers often pay particularly close attention to factors other than job-
relevant skills, such as extracurricular interests and personality traits,
which they use to evaluate the “fit” of applicants to the firm and to
distinguish between otherwise very similar candidates (Rivera 2009).
Thus, because applicants who receive a callback are often similar in their
grades and job-relevant experience, factors like sexual orientation—or
involvement with an identity group based on sexual orientation—may
become more salient at the interview stage than they were at the callback
stage. In sum, the processes that foster or prevent discrimination are likely
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to vary across different stages of the hiring process; future research should
explore these processes beyond the resume-screening stage.

Discrimination against Other Groups

The scope of this study was limited to just one LGBT group—gay men.
Thus, hiring discrimination against lesbian, bisexual, and transgender job
seekers in the United States remains to be explored through large-scale
audit studies. One path for future audit research would be to explore
discrimination against lesbians. While survey-based research consistently
documented a wage penalty for gay men, some studies found a wage
premium for leshians (Klawitter and Flatt 1998; Black et al. 2003). An
audit study might offer insight into this intriguing result. Indeed, given
that existing stereotypes of gay men and lesbians are significantly different
(Madon 1997; Ward 2008), an audit study of stereotype-based employer
behavior toward lesbians in the United States may be a particularly prom-
ising research endeavor (cf. Weichselbaumer 2003). Another avenue would
be to explore the interaction of sexual orientation and race. For example,
do race and sexual orientation interact to produce “multiple jeopardy”
(King 1988) for LGBT members of racial minority groups? And, if there
is such an interaction, does its nature vary across minority groups? Ex-
tending the current study to answer these questions would further deepen
our understanding of labor-market inequalities.

Finally, future research might extend this study to enrich the broader
literature on gender-based inequality. A particularly interesting question
concerns the extent to which discrimination based on gender—as opposed
to sexual orientation—would lead to similar empirical patterns as those
observed in this study. For example, would heterosexual women also be
disadvantaged in cases when employers emphasize stereotypically mas-
culine traits? A promising first step toward exploring this question is an
audit study by Weichselbaumer (2004), who found discrimination against
women in traditionally male occupations in Austria and showed that this
unfavorable treatment persisted even when female applicants’ resumes
signaled masculine personality traits. More generally, future research
should benefit from simultaneously exploring the role of gender and sexual
orientation in callback discrimination. In particular, large-scale audits
covering multiple LGBT groups and both male and female applicants
could help untangle both the direct and the interactive effects of gender
and sexual orientation.
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APPENDIX

Signaling Sexual Orientation

Fig. Al.—The fictitious applicants’ colleges (Carleton on resume A; Bowdoin on resume
B) are both private, independent, nonsectarian, coeducational liberal arts colleges. Both
have been consistently ranked in very similar positions in popular college rankings, such
as the U.S. News and World Report rankings, and both are located in states not sampled
in this study (Maine, Minnesota). As mentioned in note 5 above, the two resumes did not
differ in the number of callbacks they generated either in the overall sample or in subsamples
by state and sexual orientation.
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n STATEWIDE EMPLOYMENT
LAWS AND POLICIES

CAMPAIGN

States that prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity (17 states and D.C.):
California (1992, 2003), Colorado (2007), Connecticut (1991,2011), Delaware (2009,2013), District of Columbia
(1977, 2006), Hawaii (2011), lllinois (2006), lowa (2007), Massachusetts (1989, 2012), Maine (2005), Minnesota
(1993), New Jersey (1992, 2007), New Mexico (2003), Nevada (1999, 2011), Oregon (2008), Rhode Island (1995,
2001), Vermont (1991, 2007) and Washington (2006).

* State courts, commissions, agencies, or attorney general have interpreted the existing law to include some
protection against discrimination against transgender individuals in Florida and New York.

¢ The Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission is now accepting complaints of gender identity
discrimination in employment based on Title VII's prohibition against sex discrimination.

States that prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation only (4 states): Maryland (2001),
New Hampshire (1998), New York (2003) and Wisconsin (1982).

Laws and Policies Covering Public Employees Only:

The laws referenced above apply to public and private employers (with some limitations) in the respective states. Additionally,
there are 9 states (*) that have an executive order, administrative order or personnel regulation prohibiting discrimination
against public employees based on sexual orientation and gender identity, and 3 states (**) prohibit discrimination against
public employees based on sexual orientation only (Missouri order only covers executive branch employees). In 23 states and
the District of Columbia (A) state employees are provided with domestic partner benefits. In 3 states (°) state employees
are provided with benefits based on marriage, and same-sex spouses are eligible for benefits.
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