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Representative Beth K erttula
H ouse M inority  L eader

Sexual Orientation Discrimination 

House Bill 139 

Sponsor Statement

House Bill 139 expands current anti-discrim ination statutes to  include protections against 

discrim ination based on sexual orienta tion  and gender identity. Similar provisions already 

p roh ib it d iscrim ination based upon race, religion, color, national origin, physical or mental 

disability, age, sex, m arita l status, changes in m arita l status, pregnancy or parenthood.

House Bill 139 would pro tect citizens from  discrim ination in em ploym ent, housing, public 

accommodations, financing or cred it based upon sexual orientation.

The State o f Alaska has already taken steps to  prevent discrim ination w ith  a 2002 

adm inistrative order tha t provides protection against sexual orienta tion  discrim ination fo r 

employees o f the  state and those they serve. In 2010, the University o f Alaska amended its anti- 

discrim ination policy to  include protections against discrim ination on the basis o f sexual 

o rienta tion.

The overwhelm ing m ajority  o f America's most successful businesses have already adopted anti- 

d iscrim ination policies th a t include protections against discrim ination on the  basis o f sexual 

o rien ta tion . Twenty-one states and the District o f Columbia have enacted legislation sim ilar to  

House Bill 139. Despite the  progress tha t has been made, 73% o f LGBT respondents to  a survey 

in Anchorage reported hiding th e ir sexual orienta tion  in order to  avoid job  discrim ination a fter 

experiencing abuse or harassment in the workplace.

Historically, Alaska has been at the fo re fron t o f civil rights legislation. The Territo ria l Legislature 

awarded women the right to  vo te  in 1913, well before it  was passed at the national level. In 

1945, the  Alaska Legislature passed landmark anti-d iscrim inatory legislation protecting Alaska 

Natives. House Bill 139 is another opportun ity  fo r the Legislature to  keep Alaska at the 

fo re fro n t o f combating discrim ination and prom oting civil rights.

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

A W illiam s Institu te analysis o f  corporate statem ents addressing nondiscrim ination poli­

cies indicates tha t com panies often adopt these policies as a sound  business decision.36 

O f  the top SO federal governm ent contractors and the top  50 Fortune 500 companies, 

the m ajority  specifically link policies that prohibit sexual-orientation and gender-identity 

discrim ination to im proving their b o ttom  line. Com panies m ost often cited the following 

econom ic benefits garnered from  these policies:

• R ecru iting  and  reta in ing  th e  b es t talent, giving the ir com pany a com petitive advantage 

in  the  m arketplace

• G enera ting  the  b es t ideas and  innovations by draw ing on  a w orkforce w ith  a w ide 

range o f  characteristics and experiences

• Increasing p roductiv ity  am ong em ployees by m aking them  feel valued and 

com fortable at w ork

• A ttracting  and b e tte r serving a diverse custom er base th rough  a diverse w orkforce

• Securing business by  respond ing  favorably to specific policy  requests o r requirem ents 

from  clients

• M ain ta in ing  positive em ployee m orale and relations by responding  favorably to 

specific po licy  requests from  em ployees and un ions37

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

In  S ep tem ber 2011 th e  C en te r for A m erican  Progress fielded a survey o f sm all busi­

nesses—-defined as having b etw een  3 and 100 em ployees— th a t revealed tha t a m ajority  

o f  th em  already p roh ib it d iscrim ination  on  the basis o f sexual o rien tation  and gender 

identity. S ixty-nine percen t o f  sm all businesses p roh ib it d iscrim ination  on the  basis o f 

sexual o rien tation , and 62 percen t do  so on the basis o f  gender identity .38

F urtherm ore , a m ajority  o f  those  businesses repo rt experiencing few to no costs 

associated w ith  these policies. Looking at the  m ajority  o f  small businesses tha t already 

p ro h ib it d iscrim ination  against gay em ployees, 67 percen t said th a t there w ere zero costs 

associated w ith  th e  initial inclusion o f  sexual orien tation  w ith in  the ir nond iscrim ina­

tio n  policies. O f  th e  25 p ercen t o f  com panies that said there w ere costs associated w ith  

im plem entation , 65 percen t said those  costs represented less than  1 percen t o f annual
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operating  costs.39 Even fewer o f  these small businesses cited costs associated w ith  m ain­

ta in ing  the ir com pany’s sexual-orientation  nondiscrim ination  po licy  in th e  m ed ium  and 

long term . E ighty  p ercen t said th a t th e re  w ere no  costs associated w ith  m aintain ing the ir 

po licy  p roh ib iting  d iscrim ination  against gay workers.40

Transgender-inclusive policies are similarly inexpensive. Looking at the 62 percent o f small 

businesses th a t already p roh ib it discrim ination against transgender employees, 68 percent 

said there w ere no costs associated w ith  the  im plem entation o f  this policy. O f  th e  m inor­

ity o f  businesses— 22 percen t— that said there were costs, 76 percent said that those costs 

represented less than 1 percent o f annual operating costs.41 Small business owners also 

repo rt zero or insignificant costs associated w ith m aintaining their policy against gender- 

iden tity  discrim ination. Seventy-six percen t said tha t there w ere no costs associated w ith 

m aintaining their policy prohibiting  discrim ination against transgender workers.42

O f  those  sm all businesses tha t do n o t p roh ib it d iscrim ination  based on sexual o rien ta­

tion , on ly  2 percen t said costs deterred  th em  from  offering p ro tec tions to LGB em ploy­

ees. O n ly  4  percen t cited  costs as a de terren t to p roh ib iting  d iscrim ination  on the basis 

o f  gender identity . M ost businesses, however, said th a t they  sim ply never th o u g h t to 

adop t these policies, o r tha t they  d id  n o t have LG B T em ployees currently  in  the ir w ork­

place. C osts w ere n o t a factor.43

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

N early  th ree-fou rth s— 73 percen t— o f voters in a poll com m issioned by th e  C enter 

for A m erican  Progress sup p o rted  p ro tec ting  LG BT peop le from  w orkplace d iscrim ina­

tion .44 This su p p o rt cuts across political p arty  affiliation, w ith  81 percen t o f  D em ocrats, 

74  percen t o f  Independen ts, and 66 p ercen t o f  R epublicans suppo rting  n ond iscrim ina­

tio n  laws for LG BT people in th e  w orkplace. Looking at key dem ographic groups, 74 

p ercen t o f C atholics and  61 percen t o f  sen ior voters solidly favored em ploym ent p ro tec ­

tions for LG BT people. Even am ong  voters w ho iden tify  them selves as feeling generally 

unfavorable tow ard gay people, a full 50 percen t supported  w orkplace nondiscrim ina­

tio n  p ro tec tions for th e  L G B T p opulation .

In add ition  to  supporting  th e  E m ploym ent N on-D iscrim ination  Act, a significant 

m ajo rity  o f voters specifically favor extending w orkplace p ro tec tions to  LG BT w ork­

ers th rough  an executive order. Seventy-three percen t o f likely 2012 voters supported  

the  idea o f P residen t O bam a issuing an executive o rder tha t w ould  require all com pa­

nies do ing  business w ith  the  federal governm ent to  adop t policies tha t p ro tec t LG BT 

w orkers from  discrim ination. A  m ajority  o f  voters across p a rty  affiliations supports  

such an order: 86 percen t o f  D em ocrats, 70 p ercent o f  Independents, and 61 percen t o f  

R epublicans w ould favor th is action. O nly  9 percen t o f voters opposed  the policy.45
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Representative Beth K erttula
H ouse M inority  L eader

Sectional Analysis 

HB 139

"An Act adding to the powers and duties o f the State Commission fo r  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 o f the  Human Rights Commission. The section 
adds "sexual orienta tion, gender identity  o r expression" to  the  list o f categories tha t include 
race, religion, color, national ancestry, physical or mental disability, age, sex, m arital status, 
changes in m arita l status, pregnancy, or parenthood.

Section 2:

Amends AS 18.80.200 to  add "sexual o rienta tion, gender identity  or expression" to  the list o f 
basis fo r d iscrim inations which are cause fo r public concern and the need to  prevent 
d iscrim ination in em ploym ent, cred it and financing practices, public accommodations and sale, 
lease o r rental o f real property.

Section 3:

Amends AS 18.80.210 to  add "sexual orienta tion, gender identity  or expression" to  the 
categories o f protected civil rights.

Section 4:

Amends AS 18.80.220 to  add "sexual o rientation, gender identity  o r expression" to  the 
prohib itions against unlaw ful em ploym ent practices.

Section 5:

Amends AS 18.80.230 to  add "sexual orientation, gender identity  or expression" to  the 
prohib itions against unlaw ful practices in public accommodations.

Section 6:

Amends AS 18.80.240 to  add "sexual o rientation, gender identity  or expression" to  the 
p rohib itions against unlawful practices in the sale o r rental o f real property.

Juneau, Petersburg, Skagway, Gustavus, Tenakee Springs, Kupreanof, Excursion Inlet, Hobart Bay
State Capitol ❖ Juneau, A laska 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


)

Page 2

Amends AS 18.80.250 to  add "sexual orientation, gender iden tity  or expression" to  the 
prohib itions against unlawful financing practices.

Section 8:

Amends AS 18.80.255 to  add "sexual orientation, gender iden tity  or expression" to  the 
proh ib itions against unlaw ful practices by the state or its political subdivisions.

Section 9:

Amends defin ition  o f "b lockbusting" in AS 18.80.300 to  include "sexual orientation, gender 
iden tity  o r expression" to  the list o f categories.

Section 10:

Adds a new paragraph to  AS 18.80.300 defin ing "sexual o rien ta tion" and "gender iden tity  or 
expression."

S e c tio n  7:

Representative Beth Kerttula, House Minority Leader
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State of Alaska
2013 Legislative Session

Fiscal Note

Identifier: HB139-DOC-OC-04-04-13

Title: SEXUAL ORIENTATION DISCRIMINATION

Sponsor: KERTTULA

Requester: House State Affiars

Expenditures/Revenues

Department: Department of Corrections 

Appropriation: Administration and Support 

Allocation: Office of the Commissioner

OMB Component Number: 694

Bill Version: HB 139
Fiscal Note Number:
() Publish Date:

FY2014
Appropriation

Requested

Included in 
Governor's 

FY2014 
Request

Out-Year Cost Estimates

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants & Benefits
Miscellaneous
Total Operating 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fund Source (Operating Only)
None
Total 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Positions
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

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:______________________________________
[ This is the original version o f the bill.

Prepared By: 
Division 
Approved By:

Kevin Worley, Director
Administrative Services, Department of Corrections
Leslie Houston, Deputy Commissioner

Phone: (907)465-4641
Date: 04/04/2013 05:20 PM
Date: 04/04/13

Department of Corrections

Printed 4/4/2013 Page 1



FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

Analysis

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 139
2013 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

This bill makes it a crim e fo r a financial institu tion , em ployer, labor organization, p roperty owner, manager, o r an 
agent the re o f to  discrim inate against someone due to  sexual orien ta tion, gender identity, o r expression. V io lation 
o f AS 18.80.200 et. al. is a m isdem eanor punishable by a fine o f up to  $500 or a period o f im prisonm ent o f not 
m ore than 30 days, o r both.

The departm ent does not an tic ipate a significant increase in convictions and incarcerations which would result in a 
fiscal impact, the re fore , th is bill has zero fiscal impact on the departm ent.

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



Representative Beth Kerttula
House Democratic Leader

Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey: Final Report 

Executive Summary

Pages 1-6 o f pages a -122

This research can be accessed in fu ll a t the fo llow ing link: 

http ://a laskacom m unitv .o rg /w p-con ten t/up loads/2012/03 /akq  fina l report.pd f
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E x e c u t i v e  Su m m a r y

T he Anchorage L G B T  D iscrim ination Survey came about as a result o f  a perceived need for 
quantifiable data on the incidence o f  discrimination against lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 
(LGBT) individuals in the Municipality of Anchorage. It represents the first effort since the late 1980s 
to  compile rigorous data about the incidence o f  sexual orientation bias and discrimination in A nchor­
age —  and the first effort ever to docum ent Anchorage or Alaska-specific data about discrimination 
and bias on  the basis o f  gender identity and expression.

T he A nchorage L G B T  D iscrim ination Survey was conducted in January through March, 2011. 
Its key findings on the violence, intimidation, and discrimination experienced in the Municipality o f 
A nchorage by its 268 lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender respondents were previously reported  in 
the prelim inary repo rt (Green, 2011).

In addition to those key finding, also reproduced below as part o f  this executive summary, this 
final repo rt includes:

• Detailed tables upon which the charts included in the preliminary repo rt were based.
• A com plete m ethodology including detailed discussion o f sampling selection. Probability 

(random) sampling o f  L G B T  populations is difficult and prohibitively expensive due to sev­
eral challenges, w hich are explained. This survey used nonprobability sampling, which is the 
m ost com m on type used for LG BT populations.

• Com plete dem ographic data for the survey population with, in some cases, com parison with 
2010 U.S. Census Bureau data from  the Am erican Com m unity Survey for total population o f 
the Municipality o f  Anchorage.

• E xpanded discussion o f  m ajor findings from  the prior Alaska studies O ne in Ten and Identity 
Reports; com parisons w ith those national L G B T studies o f  anti-LG BT discrimination which 
are based on probability sampling; and com parison with an extensive national nonprobability 
transgender discrimination study (over 6000 respondents) covering all 50 states, Washington, 
D C, 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 dem onstrates that sexual 
orientation and gender identity discrimination are as com m on Alaska and Anchorage as in the 
rest o f  the U nited States.

• Com parisons w ith recent data on experience o f racism in A nchorage from  the Anchorage 
Com m unity Survey 2009 (Chamard, forthcoming). Experiences o f racism are com m on in 
Anchorage, especially am ong blacks, Alaska N atives/A m erican Indians, and Pacific Islanders. 
Sexual orien tation /gender identity bias and discrimination is experienced by LG B T people at 
com parable levels.

• Exam ination o f  case processing data for actual discrimination complaints filed with A nchor­
age Equal Rights Com m ission (2002—2009) and Alaska State Com m ission for H um an Rights 
(2006-2010).

• Findings from  national studies conducted by The Williams Institute at UCLA School o f Law 
on the rates o f em ploym ent discrimination complaints based on sexual orientation/gender 
identity as com pared with complaints for sex discrimination and race/co lo r discrimination in 
states where sexual orientation a n d /o r  gender identity discrimination are prohibited. Typically 
for those states, com plaints to state hum an rights agencies o f  em ploym ent discrimination on

/
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die basis o f  sexual orientadon or gender identity are m ade at only a slighdy lower rate per 
10,000 L G B T  employees as are complaints o f  sex discrimination per 10,000 female workers; 
com plaints o f  discrim ination on the basis o f  race /co lo r tend to be higher than either sexual 
o rien tation /gender identity or sex discrimination.

• (8) R espondent com m ents (edited for respondent confidentiality).

Key findings of the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey

Recent discrimination

• T he 50 respondents w ho have lived in Anchorage less than five years reported  experienc­
ing discrim ination/bias in Anchorage at only slightly lower rates than die survey sample as 
a whole, in  spite o f  a m uch shorter span o f  time in Anchorage w ithin which to accumulate 
experiences o f  discrimination. There were only a few types o f  discrim ination/bias that this 
population did n o t repo rt having experienced while in Anchorage, such as discrim ination in 
child custody proceedings.

Violence, intimidation, harassment, and bullying

•  Verbal abuse/nam ecalling was by far the m ost frequently experienced form  o f anti-gay/anti- 
trans bias reported  by respondents. 76.5% o f the total study sample o f  268 respondents and 
68.0% o f  the subsam ple o f  50 respondents w ho have lived in Anchorage for less than five 
years have experienced verbal abuse/nam ecalling at least once while in Anchorage.

• Experiences o f  various form s o f harassm ent, intimidation, and bullying were fairly com m on. 
O f  the total sample o f  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-LG BT bias. 18.3% had experienced actual physical violence in A nchorage because o f 
their sexual orientation, gender identity, o r gender presentation, and 6% had been sexually as­
saulted.

• H arassm ent and bullying were also com m on on the job and in rented housing. O f  the total 
sample o f 268 respondents, 44% had been harassed by their employer or other employees —  
16% to  the po in t o f  actually feeling forced to leave their jobs. 18.7% had been harassed by 
their landlord or other tenants.

• 41% o f  the total sample had been bullied or harassed by o ther students in Anchorage schools 
and educational institutions. 14.2% had been bullied or harassed by teachers, and 6.3% had 
been harassed to the po in t they were forced to leave school. T hese figures are especially re­
markable given that many respondents had never attended school or college in Anchorage, in­
dicating that rates at which LG B T  students experience bullying and harassm ent in educational 
settings is probably higher.

• 13.4% o f  the total sample reported  being harassed or verbally abused by medical providers. 
8.6% o f  the total sample reported  being harassed or verbally abused at least once by Anchor­
age police, and 7.5% said they had been stopped at least once by Anchorage police because o f 
their sexual orientation or gender identity, w ithout o ther justification for the stop.
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• In general, non-transgender gay and bisexual m en tended to repo rt experiencing violence, in­
timidation, harassm ent, and bullying at higher rates than non-transgender lesbian and bisexual 
women.

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

Employment

• T he second m ost com m on issue reported  by respondents (after verbal abuse/harassm ent) 
was hiding their sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender transition in order to avoid job 
discrimination. 73.1% o f  the total sample and 62% o f the respondents w ho had lived in A n­
chorage less than five years reported  hiding in this way at least once to avoid job discrimination 
in Anchorage.

• As previously noted, 44%  o f the total sample had been harassed by their employer or other 
employees —  16% to the po in t o f actually feeling forced to leave their jobs.

• 20.9% o f  the total sample said they had been turned down for a job w hen otherwise quali­
fied because o f  sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation, and 17.5% reported  being 
denied a prom otion at least one time.

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

• 4.5% o f  all respondents reported being unable to use gender-appropriate restroom s at work, 
and 4.1% said they delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination. T hese figures included 
about one third o f all respondents w ho identified themselves as transgender.

• N on-transgender lesbian and bisexual wom en reported  higher rates than non-transgender gay 
and bisexual m en o f having hidden their sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation at 
least once to  avoid em ploym ent discrimination (75.7% for women; 70.6% for men); o f  being 
harassed on-the-job (44.9% for women; 41.2% for men); and o f  being actually forced to leave 
a position because o f harassm ent (18.7% for women; 11.0% for men).

• Transgender respondents reported  higher rates than non-transgender respondents o f almost 
all types o f em ploym ent discrimination evaluated in the survey. In  particular, a higher percent­
age o f  transgender respondents experienced reported  harassm ent by employers and cowork­
ers (56.0% for trans; 42.8% for non-trans). Nearly a third o f  transgender respondents (32.%) 
were unable to use gender-appropriate bathroom s at work, and over a third (36.0%) said they 
had delayed gender transition to avoid job discrim ination.

Housing/ shelter

• As previously noted, 18.7% o f the 268 respondents in the study reported  having been ha­
rassed by Anchorage landlords or o ther tenants because o f their sexual orientation or gender 
identity/presentation.
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• Transgender respondents reported harassm ent 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).

• 10.1% o f the total sample said they had been denied a lease at least once w hen otherwise 
qualified.

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

• 1.5% o f  the total sample reported  being denied access to shelter at least once.

School/ education

• As previously noted, 41%  o f  the total sample had been bullied or harassed by o ther 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% o f  the total sample said they had been denied participation in extracurricular activities 
because o f  sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.

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

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

• N on-transgender gay and bisexual m en reported  higher rates o f  alm ost all types o f  school/ 
education discrim ination than non-transgender lesbians and bisexual women. In particular, 
non-transgender males had a higher rate o f reporting bullying and harassm ent from  other 
students (47.0% o f  m en; 32.7% o f women) and o f  actually having to leave school because o f 
harassm ent (9.6% for m en; 0.9% for women).

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

Child custody/relationships

• 4.5% o f the total sample o f  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% o f all respondents had contact with their m inor children restricted by a form er spouse 
because o f  sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.

• 0.7% o f all respondents reported  that custody o f  their children was restricted by a court be­
cause o f sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.



Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey: Final Report 5

•  W ithin the total sample o f  268 respondents, a higher proportion  o f  non-transgender lesbians 
and bisexual w om en than non-transgender gay or bisexual m en reported that their sexual 
orientation or gender identity/presentation being used against them  in a child custody p ro ­
ceed- ing (7.5% o f  wom en; 2.9% o f  men). Only one transgender respondent in the study 
(4.0%) reported  an incident o f  discrimination in child custody/relationships while in A nchor­
age (contact with children restricted by a form er spouse).

• These findings are based on the total study population o f  268 respondents; but non-parents 
cannot, o f  course, experience issues related to  child custody. A m ore accurate picture o f child 
custody issues can be gained by noting that only 63 (23.7%) o f 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 LG B T respon­
dents w ho are actually parents reported  discrimination in child custody proceedings are higher. 
This issue will be discussed in greater depth in the final report.

• N one o f  the 50 respondents who had lived less than five years in A nchorage reported  having 
experienced issues with child custody proceedings while in Anchorage.

Public services

•  As previously m entioned, 13.4% o f  the total sample reported  being harassed or verbally abused 
by medical providers. This was the m ost frequently experienced form  o f public services dis­
crim ination reported. Respondents also reported  three o ther form s o f discrimination from  
Anchorage medical providers: 4.9% were denied non-em ergency medical care; 4.1% were 
denied transition-related care; and 0.7% were denied emergency medical care at least once.

• T he second m ost frequently reported form  o f public services discrimination was being denied 
service in a restaurant or bar: 13.1% o f the total sample reported  experiencing this at least 
once in A nchorage because o f  their sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation. 3.4% 
were denied a room  in an Anchorage hotel or m otel at least once; 6.0% were denied use o f  a 
public restroom ; 10 (3.7%) were denied a loan or line o f credit w hen otherwise qualified.

• As previously noted, 8.6% o f  the total sample reported  having been harassed or verbally 
abused by A nchorage police —  the third m ost frequently reported  form  o f public services 
discrimination. 7.5% reported  being stopped by A nchorage police at least once because o f 
their sexual orientation or gender identity, w ith no other justification for the stop —  the fifth 
m ost frequently reported  form  o f public services discrimination. In  other governm ent servic­
es, 1.9% o f all respondents were denied gender-appropriate driver’s licenses from  the Alaska 
Division o f  M otor Vehicles; 4.1% were denied services by a local governm ent agency; and 1 
respondent (0.4%) was denied a ride or forcibly rem oved from  a People M over bus.

• T he fourth  m ost frequently reported form  o f public services discrimination was being denied 
m em bership or access to a gym or fitness club, w ith 8.2% o f  the total sample reporting having 
experienced this form  o f  discrimination. 3.7% were denied use o f  a changing room  at a gym 
or fitness club.

• For every type o f  public services discrimination included in the survey, w ithout exception, a 
higher p roportion  o f  transgender respondents than non-transgender respondents reported
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experiencing discrimination. In particular, 44% o f  transgender respondents reported  having 
at least once been denied use o f a public restroom  while in Anchorage, com pared with just 
2.1%  o f  non-transgender respondents. O ver one-third o f  transgender respondents —  36.0% 
—  had been harassed or verbally abused by medical providers, m ore than three times the 
percentage reported  by non-transgender respondents (11.1%). O ver a quarter o f  transgender 
respondents —  28.0% —  reported being denied use o f a changing room  at a gym or fitness 
club, com pared with only 1.2 percent o f  non-transgender respondents.

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

Relationship status

*  M ore than three-quarters o f  respondents (77.2%) stated that their legal status under Alaska 
law was single, never married; only 4.5% were legally m arried under Alaska law. In  contrast, 
58.2% said that they were in com m itted relationships w ith intim ate partners —  relationships 
w hich are unrecognized in law except in limited contexts, such as with dom estic partner ben­
efits for same-sex partners o f  State o f Alaska employees or “financially interdependent part­
n er” benefits in the University o f Alaska system.



To Whom It May Concern:

I am a licensed physician assistant in Juneau, Alaska and have been a healthcare practitioner for
I I  years.

I 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



I am a licensed physician in Alaska and have practiced in Juneau since 1993. The LGBT 
discrimination that has been 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 of a local Juneau restaurant because 
she kissed her girlfriend inside the restaurant. She and her girlfriend were told to never return 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 I have been at patients' bedsides here in Juneau waking from a drug overdose 
attempt and been told by the young person that they tried to kill themself because they thought 
they 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 of the 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. I am the mother of two adult 
bisexual daughters, one who is married to a woman and one who is married to a 
man. 1 am happy to report that each of my daughters' and spouses' families has 
given me a granddaughter and a grandson. Families and family ties are very 
important to all of us.
I 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 if you had to ask 
yourself, "Are the places I need to spend time today safe -  my job, my apartment? 
Will I be faced with rude looks or taunts today, and if so, how will I handle that -  
again? Can I safely go out to lunch with my friends?"
Many of my closest friends are lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender or intersex and 
many of them face each day with these fears because they live and work in Alaska, 
where they are not protected against discrimination based on who they are and the 
way they were born.
I will never forget when I received a phone call in the middle of the night from a 
lesbian friend who rented a home with her female partner here in Juneau. She had 
just been told that she was evicted from her home simply because she was a lesbian. 
Her landlord said to her, "If I had figured it out before, I wouldn't have rented to you, 
but now 1 know what you are up to and you need to get out." No Alaskan should 
have to neither experience that discrimination nor live in fear that it could happen 
to them too.
Please support HB 139 for your own family members and friends who are gay, 
lesbian or bisexual, even if you don’t yet know they are -  as well as for my 
daughters. Thank you.
Marsha Buck 
8445 Kimberly St.
Juneau, AK 99801
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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. I 
am the Executive Director of a home care agency with branches in seven regions and I vote. My partner 
and I have been together for almost 29 years. We raised all of our children here in Anchorage and we 
love living here. However, I am not able to insure my spouse on my medical insurance, which is a 
hardship on our family. We have both been victims of discrimination from employers who had bias 
against GLBT persons. I 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. I 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 in a 
precarious position because it is entirely legal to discriminate against me. If I lose my job as sole bread 
winner, we could lose our home. It is not illegal to fire me simply because I am a lesbian. I can be doing a 
fantastic job at work but if a new manager is installed, if they harbor bias, I 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 1 was "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 I 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 I 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? I worked hard; I made a positive 
difference supported by the measurable benchmarks of my job; I was respected by colleagues and a 'go 
to' leader in the schools; I vote; I pay my property tax; I abide by all the laws; I 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. I 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. I 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]

I 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, I 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 long way 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.

1 thank you for taking the time to consider my opinion on this matter. I 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 OK with me taking time off work and testifying at the hearing, 
so this letter is the best I can do at this time.



My name is Richard Carter and I am a junior at the University of Alaska Southeast here 
in Juneau. I am the president of the UAS Gay-Straight Alliance. If I do not get the chance to 
speak when House Bill 139 is presented, I want it to be known that I am a hardworking student 
and activist who places in the top percentile of his class. I have worked incredibly hard my 

whole life to become the best at what I consider one of the most influential professions in 

society, teaching. I just hope the future that lies ahead of me is one 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,

To Representative Beth Kerttula:

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 I live in Anchorage. I 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.

I 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 and member of the lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, transgender, and allied community, I 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.

I 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.

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

Sincerely,

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



"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 I worked at the Juneau Job Center helping 
Aiaskans get good jobs. In my work I 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. I 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 in the 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. I 
knew I was a lesbian in 1955 and have had a lifetime experience of disrespect, contentiousness, horrible 
and ignorant things said about me. Now is a 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

Dear Representative Kerttula,



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-dlscrlmination statute.

I figured out I was gay 23 years ago, when I was 19. Looking back, I tried to pinpoint a 

specific incident of discrimination. Nothing came to mind, so I thought about it for a few days. 
Unfortunately, I realized that I couldn't pinpoint specifics because it is all around me. As a 19- 
year-old, I tried hard to run the opposite direction of being gay. I 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? I need to decide every day who I will share details about my personal life 

with. Who do I 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. I 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. I 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. I 
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. I was horrified by the stories I heard about how negative that campaign was. I 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 I write this, I feel the need to say that I have evolved to a point where I feel very 

proud of who I am and the life I've created. I have an amazing 11-year-old daughter. I married 
my partner of 6 years in February in Seattle. I have surrounded myself with 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 is why 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 I 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 as we 
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. I am straight, but since childhood 
have had friends and experiences with this community. Today, as a musician, I am with many of 
these folks. I 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.alaska@gci.net

in support of HB-139 April 5, 2013
Regarding: Support for ending discrimination on the basis of Sexual Orientation and 

Gender Identity

Dear Alaskan Representatives:
I'm an Alaskan since Statehood, and I'm writing to urge you to bring Alaska's 
non-discrimination statute in line with our U.S. Military’s policies.
Since the U.S. military now hires, promotes, houses, and otherwise equally treats its 
soldiers regardless of sexual orientation or gender identity, it is only right that when 
those vets come home, Alaska should continue to treat them as the full and equal 
citizens that they have proven themselves to be through their service to us all.
Now is the time for Alaska to tune up its non-discrimination laws, so we can include 
yet another group that continues to suffer due to people's untrue stereotypes about 
them. Now is the time to once again be a leader in civil rights, as we were before 
when Alaska granted women's vote and equal citizenship regardless of race.
The old, tired, uneducated, untrue stereotypes that some people continue to use to 
inaccurately paint non-heterosexual persons as less-than or dangerous are, 
fortunately, quickly passing away, as the majority of our younger generations affirm 
they have no problem with equal rights (even marriage) for all, regardless of sexual 
orientation and gender identity.
Regarding those with religious concerns: let churches who oppose us continue to 
discriminate against us in the practice of their religion - the same as they are already 
allowed to discriminate on the basis of gender or religion itself, even though gender 
and religion are protected by the human rights statute (i.e., for example, Catholics 
can legally discriminate by not hiring women or non-Catholics as priests).
But in the public realm, all Alaskan citizens should be treated equally. Now, far too 
often, those of us who are not heterosexual or gender-normative are not safe in 
hiring, jobs, housing, accommodations, financing, and credit. And why? Just because 
of who we love and which gender we perceive ourselves to be. Those two conditions 
in no way affect how we serve and participate in our Alaskan communities.
We are an integral part of the fabric of Alaska's law-abiding, working, volunteering, 
industrious, racially and religiously diverse people. We are of every ability and age 
and parental and marital status. We expect to be treated equally in our state, and 
hope you will help make that possible by voting for HB-139.
Sincerely yours,

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 is very disheartening to know that I 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 I ask is to 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. I personally was judged on my ability to do my job in the late 90's in Alaska partly 
because I was a gay man.

Today, I 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, I 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, I say again - the same rights as all other Alaskans.

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

Sincerely,

Trevor Storrs

8831 Rendon Dr/Anchorage AK 99507



M y partner and I 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 a lesbian 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 

th e  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.

State of Alaska
House of Representatives



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 is wrong -  in the same 
way that discrimination based on skin color is wrong.

As an employer, I am looking for skills, experience and whether a person is a good fit with the 
organization and the program. I find it impossible to understand how a person's sexual orientation, 
either homosexual or heterosexual, has anything to do with those characteristics. I 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, AK 99725

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

Dear Representative Kerttula,

http://www.interioraids.org


House Minority Leader

Representative Beth K erttula

DATE: March 27, 2013

TO: Representative Bob Lynn

Chair, House State Affairs Comi

FROM: Representative Beth Kerttula

RE: House Bill 139 ANTI DISCRIMINATION

I respectfu lly request tha t the  House State Affairs Committee schedule House Bill HB 139 Anti- 

d iscrim ination bill fo r a hearing.

Please find attached:

•  House Bill 139
•  Sponsor statem ent
•  Sectional Analysis
•  Letters o f Support
•  Research

Thank you fo r your consideration. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to  call me 

o r 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


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

BOSTON (LifeSiteNews.com ) -  M assachusetts  
Com m issioner of E ducation  M itchell C hester has is ­
sued orders to th e  s ta te ’s K-12 public schools requiring 
them  to perm it “tran sg en d er"  boys and girls to use the 
opposite sex's locker rooms, bathroom s and changing 
facilities as long as they  claim  to identify with th a t gen­
der.

Many elem entary schools in sm aller M assachusetts 
tow ns include ch ild ren  from k indergarten  th rough  
eighth grade, m aking it possible for boys as old as 14 to 
sh a re  toilet facilities w ith  girls as young as five.

U nder C hester's leadership , the D epartm ent of E l­
em entary  and Secondary Education (DESE) released 
an  11-page docum ent in  February  outlining th is  and 
o th e r new guidelines g iving “tran sg en d er” s tu d en ts  
special s ta tu s  and privileges in M assachusetts schools. 
Some family advocates a re  calling the document, which 
w as p repared  w ith  a ssis tan ce  from hom osexual and 
transgender advocacy groups, “the  most thorough, in ­
vasive and radical tran sg en d er initiative ever seen on 
a statew ide level.”

The policy does not require  a doctor’s note or even 
p aren ta l perm ission for a child to switch sexes in  the 
eyes of M assachusetts schools. Only the s tuden t’s word 
is needed: If a boy says h e’s a girl, as far as the schools 
a re  concerned, h e ’s a girl.

“The responsibility for determ ining a s tuden t’s gen­
der iden tity  re s ts  w ith  th e  studen t,” the  s ta te m en t 
says. “A school should  accept a studen t’s assertion  of 
h is or her gender id en tity  w hen there is ... ‘evidence 
th a t  the  gender-re la ted  id en tity  is sincerely held as 
p a r t  of a person’s core iden tity .”’ T hat evidence, ac­
cording to the docum ent, can be as sim ple as a s ta te ­
m en t given by a friend.

T hat means, according to the newly issued school 
policies, th a t boys who say they identify as girls m ust 
be addressed by th e  fem inine pronoun and be listed as 
girls on official tran sc rip ts .

They m ust also be allowed access to girls’ facilities 
and be allowed to play on girls’ athletic and club team s. 
The sam e is true  for girls who say they are boys.

the hands of God,” the CBCP president said.

Alaska G omprehensive

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

African bish 
involvement
Pastoral Letter: ‘Justice 
that the prophets 
demanded is not abstract’

Zenit.org

ROME — Bishops of Africa a re  
calling th e ir  local churches to full 
involvem ent in an “in-depth t r a n s ­
form ation of our society.”

This is one of the  inv ita tions in  
“G overnance, Common Good, and  
Dem ocratic T ransitions in A frica,” 
a p as to ra l le tte r  re leased  by 
SECAM.

The Sym posium  of Episcopal 
Conferences in  Africa an d  M a d a ­
gascar g a th ers  all the  C atholic 
bishops of th e  continent. The le tte r  
w as p resen ted  in Accra, G hana, by 
C ard ina l Polycarp Pengo, a rc h ­
bishop of D ar-es-Salaam , T anzan ia  
and  p residen t of SECAM.

The pastoral le tte r  em phasized 
th a t “th e  church cannot rem ain  in ­
different and isolated in the  face of 
Africa’s socio-political and  eco­
nomic challenges,” and no tes th a t  
“th e  common good, the respect for 
hum an rights, and the prom otion of 
good governm ent a re  essen tia l ele­
m ents of the Gospel m essage.”

)ENTAL Renter
“TxccCfence in f a m i l y  D en tis try"

373-2232
936 East W estpoint D rive 

W asilia
DR JESSE HRONKIN, DMD , , x .

Member: Sacred  H eart Parish  W W W .3 k d 6 n t3 te6 n t0 T .C O n i

■w '■ .-V - A -c

WWW. ran.html
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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 I 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 is the 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:

I respectfully request a second hearing in the House State Affairs Committee for House Bill 139, relating 
to discrimination based on sexual orientation or gender identity. This bill was previously heard on April 
9, 2013. During the previous hearing time, constraints did not allow for public testimony. I 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 orientation, gender identity or expression. The bill 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 of the 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, I 
suggest that hearings be teleconferenced to all LIO’s. I 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 -Tw itter.com /R epAndyJ



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 
accommodations, financing or credit, based upon sexual orientation or gender identity.
The State o f Alaska has already taken steps to prevent this type o f discrimination. In 2002, an 
administrative order prevented discrimination based on sexual orientation in all state 
employment. In 2010, the University o f Alaska amended its anti-discrimination policy to 
include protections against discrimination on the basis o f  sexual orientation.
According to the Human Rights Campaign, 88% o f  Fortune 500 companies have already adopted 
anti-discrimination policies that include protection against discrimination on the basis o f sexual 
orientation. Twenty-one states and the District o f Columbia have enacted legislation similar to 
House Bill 139. Despite the progress that has been made, 73% o f  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, A laska has been at the forefront o f 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 o f combating discrimination and promoting civil rights.
I urge your support o f  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 -Tw itter.com /R epAndyJ



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

REPRESENTATIVE ANDY JOSEPHSON

Sectional Analysis 
HB 139

“An Act adding to the powers and duties o f  the State Commission fo r  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 o f the Human Rights Commission. The section 
adds “sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the list o f  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 o f 
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 o f  real property.
Section 3:
Amends AS 18.80.210 to add “sexual orientation, gender identity or expression” to the categories 
o f 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 -Tw itter.com /R epAndyJ



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 o f 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 A S18.80.255 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 o f “blockbusting” in AS18.80.300 to include “sexual orientation, gender 
identity or expression” to the list o f 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. On the 26th of this month I will be 
88 yeapS old. This year my husband and I have been married 65 
years/We have 4 children, 4 grandchildren, and 2 great 
grandchildren, ail o f whom are current residents o f Alaska.
We are all what society calls “straight”. All,that is, except one who 
happens to be in love with someone o f the same sex. She has lived 
all of her adult life (she is now 61) in the shadow of the 
fear, hostility, and discrimination which has come to surround this 
subject.
For the life o f me I cannot find one rational reason why she is 
denied the respect, protection and basic civil rights given her 
siblings and cousins simply because of who she happens to be in 
love with! Except for that one thing, she is exactly the same as any 
of them.
In my lifetime I have witnessed many changes. I was bom in 1925 
and fhe question on an application then was: “Are you a woman?” 
If the answer was yes, then the application could be denied. When 
we were married in the 1940s the question was:”Are you black?” If 
the answer was yes, then the application could be denied. Here it 
is 2013 and the question seems to be: “Are you in love with 
someone of the same sex?” If the answer is yes, then the 
application can be denied legally, along with 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 equal treatment 

and protection under the law!
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4.9.13 HB 139 Testimony Doctor's Orders!

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

Living in a world 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 of suicide than their non-gay counterparts.

On multiple occasions here in Juneau survivors of teen 
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 of our 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 
support the validity of legislation like HB 139 for the 
health of all. There is no other right choice.

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

Maureen Longworth 
PO Box 21084 
Juneau, Alaska 99802



Because they want to attract the most talented workers, most Fortune 1000 
companies have clauses like HB 139. Many of these 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 I worked at our juneau Job Center, assisting people with employment 
issues. 1 heard 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

4/9/2013

Dear State Affairs Committee:
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COMPASS: Points o f view from the community

To gay daughter, father became hero
By LIN DAVIS

As President Abraham Lincoln said, 
“Ihunpleon the rights of others andyou 
lose the genius of your own independence.”

The dose statewide advisory voteApril 
3 yielded 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 of the Alaskans who saw the genius 
in a  no vote.

In 1954, as a seventh-grader, I discov­
ered I was gay. I didn’t  know What to call 
myself. 1 had 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 I would even like gay people. I 
felt abandoned.

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

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

My father courageously left Cincinnati 
and his anti-gay church buddies andflew  

alone into the great unknown o f our legally 
unrecognized “wedding. "

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

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

He was a  h it  He charmed with his Mid­
west humor and farm stories. His tireless

add my partner to 
family tree, his pride and joy.

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

both families festered with hatred from the 
Civil War 80 years 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 of our life partnership. We drove him 
back to the Oakland airport in our “just 
married” pickup, and passersby kept ask­
ing him, “Who’s the lucky woman?” He 
Would smile and say, “Both of them.”

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

As John 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, I have ever since 
been looking with deeper sympathy into all 
my fellow mortals.”

My father would be honored to be the 
light through a new window on this topic.

■  Un Davis of Juneau b a state worker and plaintiff in the 
same-sex partner benefits case.
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G l o ssa r y  o f  t e r m s

Several terms in this report may not be familiar to all readers. This glossary is based in part on
the glossary included in Injustice at Every Turn: A  Report o f the National Transgender Discrimination Survey
(Grant, et al, 2011).

Cisgender refers to non-transgender individuals: persons whose gender identity — that is, their internal 
sense of being male or female — matches their sex assigned at birth. It derives from cis, the 
Latin prefix for on the same side, complementing trans, the prefix for across or over. This term 
is used throughout the report to refer to non-transgender people, including the non-transgender 
gay, lesbian, and bisexual respondents to the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey.

Coming out refers to the recognition and acceptance of one’s sexual orientation as lesbian, gay, or 
bisexual; or the recognition and acceptance of one’s gender identity as transgender or transsexual. 
It is also commonly used to refer to the disclosure of one’s sexual orientation or gender identity 
to another person — for example, to come out to one’s parent, friend, coworker, or boss. To 
be out to someone means that the other person is aware of one’s sexual orientation of gender 
identity.

Eemale-to-male (FTM) describes transgender persons whose birth certificates assigned them the gender 
of female, but who identify and live, or hope to live, as a male.

Gender expression refers to how a person presents or expresses his or her gender identity to others, often 
through manner, clothing, hairstyles, voice or body characteristics.

Gender identity refers to an individual’s internal sense of gender — for example, as being male or female.

Gender non-conforming refers to individuals whose gender expression differs from societal expectations 
related to gender.

Genderqueer is a term of gender identity used by people who identify as neither entirely male nor 
female, as a combination of both, or who present in a non-gendered way.

Intersex is a term used for people who have differences of sex development, such as being born 
with external genitalia, chromosomes, or internal reproductive systems that are not generally 
associated with usual medical definitions of male or female.

EG B  is an abbreviation of lesbian, gay, and bisexual. In this report it is most widely used to distinguish 
research studies which have only included lesbian, gay, and bisexual respondents from those 
which also include transgender respondents (i.e., LGBT studies).

L G B T  is an abbreviation of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender. It may also appear with the letters 
in different order, most commonly as G LBT.

Male-tofemale (M TF) describes transgender persons whose birth certificates assigned them the gender 
of male, but who identify and live, or hope to live, as a female.

Queer is a term used to by some within the lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) community 
to refer to the LGBT community and/or its members; it is also a term used by some to describe 
their sexual orientation. It is still considered by some to be a derogatory term.

Sexual orientation describes a person’s attraction to members of the same gender and/or different



gender, and is usually defined to includes lesbian, gay, bisexual, or heterosexual. It may also 
queer and asexual, among others.

Transgender describes the state of one’s gender identity — that is, one’s self-identification as 
woman, man, neither or both — not matching one’s “assigned sex” — that is, one’s 
identification by others (including on original birth certificate) as male, female, or intersex 
based on usual medical definitions of male or female. Transgender does not imply any 
specific sexual orientation: transgender people may, like cisgender people, identify as 
heterosexual, homosexual, bisexual, queer, asexual, etc. Transgender people may or may not 
desire to transition gender, and may or may not desire medical changes to their bodies as 
part of this process.

Transition describes the period during which a transgender or transsexual person begins to live in 
accordance with their gender identity as male or female, as opposed to living according to 
the sex assigned at birth. Transitioning may include medical changes to one’s body through 
hormones or surgery, legally changing one’s name, or changing identification documents 
such as driver’s license, Social Security record, and birth certificate to reflect one’s gender 
identity.

Transsexual describes those people whose gender identity is different from their assigned sex at 
birth and who live in a gender different from their birth sex, or desire to do so. Many or 
most transsexual people alter or desire to alter their bodies medically through hormones or 
surgery in order to align themselves physically with their gender identity.



E xecutive Summary

The Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey came about as a result of a perceived need for 
quantifiable data on the incidence of discrimination against lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 
(LGBT) 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 basis 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 lesbian, 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 U.S. 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
age 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

1



2 -Anchorage LG B T Discrimination Survey: Final Report

the basis of sexual orientation or gender identity are made at only a slightly 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 the survey sample as 
a whole, 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.

1Violence, 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 
their sexual 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 been 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 at which 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 been 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 bisexual 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% for 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 been 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 a promotion 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 lesbian 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 
a position 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 ttansgender 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).

• 10.1% of 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.

Schoolj 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 lesbians 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 in 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.



Anchorage LG BT Discrimination Survey: Final Report 5

• Within the total sample of 268 respondents, a higher proportion of non-transgender lesbians 
and bisexual women than non-transgender gay or bisexual men reported that their sexual 
orientation 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.

Tub lie services

• As previously mentioned, 13.4% of the total sample reported being 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 a room 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 because 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 except in 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.
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M e t h o d o l o g y

The Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey had its origin in a meeting on September 9, 2010 
between Melissa S. Green, Barbara Soule, and Shelby Carpenter. It was decided to create a Commu­
nity Survey Task Force to develop and conduct a statewide survey of Alaska lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
transgender community by revising and updating the survey questionnaire used in One in Ten: A Pro­
file of Alaska’s Lesbian & Gay Community (Identity, 1986). One in Ten surveyed 734 lesbian, gay, and 
bisexual Alaskans on a wide range of questions in areas including relationships, parenthood, religion, 
physical and emotional health, health providers, alcohol and drug usage, AIDS awareness, coming 
out, experience of discrimination, politics, leisure, needs, and attitudes. The survey was intended to 
be a survey of the LGBT community conducted by the LGBT community as a collaborative project 
involving LGBT individuals and organizations throughout Alaska, as well as other stakeholders com­
mitted to the welfare and equality of LGBT Alaskans, with the “community” nature of the work bal­
anced by a credible, reliable research design following solid social science practices.

The first meeting of the Community Survey Task Force was held on September 27, 2010. Task 
force members were joined by Dr. Brad A. Myrstol and Khristy Parker of the Justice Center at Uni­
versity of Alaska Anchorage, who consulted at this and other meetings on research design. It must 
be emphasized, however, that final decisionmaking on all aspects of the research design and survey 
instrument was made by members of the Community Survey Task Force.

It was decided at this meeting to conduct two surveys: the Anchorage Discrimination Survey 
(later renamed the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey), which would focus on the experience 
of sexual orientation and gender identity discrimination within the Municipality of Anchorage, and a 
later, more expansive Alaska LGBT Community Statewide Survey, which would include questions on 
experience of discrimination but would also consider a wide array of other questions of concern to 
the Alaska LGBT community. (At this writing, it is uncertain if and when the second survey will be 
conducted.)

Members of the Community Survey Task Force continued to meet through the last months of 
2010 on research design, including design of the survey instrument and sample selection. Addition­
ally, members met with Anchorage-based LGBT organizations to enlist support and assistance with 
the survey. As both One in Ten and its research complement Identity Reports: Sexual Orientation 
Bias in Alaska (Green & Brause, 1989) had been conducted under the auspices of Identity, Inc., it was 
agreed that the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey data would become the property of Identity 
and that Identity would hold copyright in its reports.

The Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey was primarily a volunteer effort, with some finan­
cial support from the ACLU of Alaska to assist with costs associated with survey administration and 
distribution during January through March 2011.

Survey instrument

The survey instrument for the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey is in part based on por­
tions of the survey questionnaire used in 1985 for the One in Ten survey on demographic character­
istics of the survey population and on experience of violence, harassment, and discrimination.

However, One in Ten focused on sexual orientation. To ensure the Anchorage LGBT Dis­
crimination Survey would be fully transgender inclusive, researchers conducted two transgender focus 
groups, one at Identity, Inc.’s annual Alaska Pride Conference on October 9, 2010, and another at the 
conference room of the Alaskan AIDS Assistance Association on October 13,2010. Researchers also 
obtained the survey questionnaire for the National Transgender Discrimination Survey, which had
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been conducted earlier that year by the National Center for Transgender Equality and the National 
Gay and Lesbian Task Force; its executive summary and final report were published in 2011 (Grant, 
etal, 2011).

Criteria considered in design of the survey instrument included clarity, readability, comparability 
with One in Ten data, and transgender inclusivity. Also considered were cost and complexity, which 
especially had an effect on the number of questions included in the questionnaires. It was felt that too 
many questions could have a negative impact on response rate and could also make the survey itself 
more expensive to administer, especially for printed copies of the questionnaire.

The questionnaire was designed in three parts. The first part asked respondents questions about 
how often (none, once, twice, or three or more times) they had experienced various types of violence, 
intimidation, or discrimination, while in Anchorage, because of their sexual orientation. The second 
part asked how often they had experienced violence, intimidation, or discrimination in Anchorage 
because of their gender identity or presentation. The array of questions asked here was nearly iden­
tical to the “sexual orientation” array, except for a few questions about issues which uniquely face 
transgender people. The third part asked respondents a variety of demographic questions, including 
the three key questions needed to evaluate whether they were part of the intended study population: 
the sex assigned them on their original birth certificates; their current gender identity; and their sexual 
orientation.

The final questionnaire was created in two formats: a printed version for “pen and paper” com­
pletion, and a Survey Monkey version for on-line completion. A copy of the paper version of the 
questionnaire is included in Appendix D.

Sample selection

A sample in a research study refers to a subset of a larger population that is being studied. Sam­
pling methodologies are generally one of two types: probability sampling (also referred to as random 
sampling) and non-probability sampling.

Probability sampling

Probability sampling means that “every person in the population has a known nonzero prob­
ability of being included in the sample” (Meyer & Wilson, 2009). One of the great advantages of 
probability sampling is that results can be generalized to population from which the sample is drawn. 
The disadvantage of probability sampling for any LGBT population is its expense, due to several 
challenges.

Among the major obstacles in is in defining who should in the first place be identified as LGBT 
. For example, identifying the sexual orientation of a given survey’s respondents as lesbian, gay, bi­
sexual, or heterosexual may be based on self-identity, sexual behavior, sexual attraction, relationships 
within a household, or a combination of these (SMART, 2009; Meyer & Wilson, 2009; Gates, 2011). 
Identifying respondents as transgender is similarly complex — typically according to respondent self- 
identification as transgender, but the definition of transgender in a study may also depend upon vari­
ous other aspects of gender expression or gender nonconformity.

Another major obstacle is that few surveys of general populations ask about sexual orientation 
or gender identity. As stated by Meyer and Wilson in a 2009 discussion of sampling of lesbian, gay, 
and bisexual populations — a statement which also goes for transgender populations:

[E]ven if researchers agreed on a population definition, they cannot find descriptive statistics 
about the characteristics of this populations (e.g., its racial and educational demographics) because the
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LGB population has never been enumerated  The U.S. Census, which provides a description of
the U.S. population and a benchmark for most population sampling, does not include information on 
sexual orientation. With no proper description of the LGB population, researchers cannot evaluate 
whether a sample is representative of the population — a great handicap for determining generaliz- 
ability and assessing a study’s results.

Of those few studies of general populations that do ask about sexual orientation, few are repre­
sentative of the population as a whole (Gates, 2008). The same can be said about surveys of general 
populations with reference to gender identity and expression.

Survey methodology can also have a bearing both on estimates of LGBT populations and upon 
LGBT respondents’ willingness to report or respond honestly in surveys (Gates, 2011) due to stigma­
tization and fear of potential discrimination — issues which can also affect the ability of researchers 
to identify representative samples of LGBT populations (Sullivan & Losberg, 2003).

Gates (2011) estimates that 3.5 percent of adults in the United States self-identify as lesbian, 
gay, or bisexual (with substantially more who do not self-identity as LGB but nevertheless report hav­
ing same-sex sexual experiences as adults), and that 0.3 percent self-identify as transgender. If these 
percentages hold true for the Municipality of Anchorage, of its 2010 population — estimated by the 
American Community Survey (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011) as 293,227 (including children under 18, 
about 26% of the population) — perhaps 10,263 Anchorage residents may (or may grow up to) self- 
identify as lesbian, gay, or bisexual, and another 880 may self-identify as transgender. Given the issues 
identified above, however, it is impossible to be certain.

In any case, because LGBT individuals, however defined, are a minority of the population, col­
lecting a probability sample across the entire population would be prohibitively expensive (Meyer & 
Wilson, 2009), particularly for a volunteer research effort which had only minimal financial backing.

Nonprobability sampling

As described by Meyer and Wilson (2009),

Nonprobability sampling refers to any sampling technique which the probability of a 
person being selected into the sample is unknown. This means that in nonprobability 
sampling, some people of the desired population may not be included in the sample, and 
other people may be overrepresented.

Because the probabilities of inclusion in the sample are unknown, so is the extent of over- or 
underrepresentation of some demographics in the sample, leading to potential biases. For some types 
of research, such as political opinion polling or estimating the prevalence of disease, probability sam­
pling is essential; but, as Meyer and Wilson state, “nonprobability samples are a good alternative when 
estimating population prevalence is not a research focus.” Nonprobability sampling has been used 
widely in LGBT studies.

Sample selection for the Anchorage L G B T  Discrimination Survey

The Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey used a combination of two types of nonprobabil­
ity sampling used commonly in studies of LGBT populations: snowball sampling, a form of commu­
nity venues sampling in which respondents within the LGBT community were invited to participate 
and were asked in turn to recruit addition study participants from within their own social networks; 
and web-based sampling, in which the web (Internet) was used both for recruitment of study partici­
pants, and to deliver survey questionnaires to respondents.
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Distribution and collection

Data collection for the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey was originally planned to take 
place from January through February 2011; researchers later decided to extend data collection through 
March 2011. Survey respondents had an option to complete the survey questionnaire using either a 
paper copy of the questionnaire or online using Survey Monkey. In order to control against individu­
als completing more than one survey and to ensure that only members of the intended study popula­
tion participated — i.e., persons who identified themselves as gay, lesbian, bisexual, and/or transgen­
der — personal identification numbers (PINs) were used. Respondents could obtain a PIN in one of 
two ways: (1) pre-printed coupon booklets with randomly assigned PIN numbers were distributed to 
project volunteers, who made use of their existing social networks within the LGBT community to 
distribute individual PINs; or (2) persons wishing to participate in the study could obtain a PIN by 
calling and requesting one from the project manager, whose name and phone number were included 
in advertisements. Paper copies of the survey questionnaire could be obtained from the same people, 
or respondents could visit the website for the Survey Monkey version of the survey instrument and 
complete the questionnaire electronically.

Study participants were recruited through existing social networks of project volunteers and 
mailing lists of LGBT organizations. The study’s website was widely publicized in Anchorage LGBT 
and mainstream media and via targeted ads on Facebook.

Data cleaning

Data cleaning is the process of eliminating questionnaires which do not belong in the study and 
of recoding written responses into categories when appropriate.

Valid surveys

The first task of data cleaning was to determine which completed questionnaires could be in­
cluded in the analysis. A number of survey questionnaires were discarded for various reasons, as 
showing in Table 1. Many of the discards appeared to have problems originating in problems with 
Survey Monkey itself, a problem which researchers became aware of even as the survey was still in 
progress. Researchers discovered that surveys would register as completed even if respondents had 
not completed all questions or all pages of the questionnaire, or had closed their browser before the 
questionnaire was complete. In many cases, respondents seemed unaware that they had not com­
pleted all questions. These problems led to the loss of an estimated 31 respondents from the dataset 
(those who completed questions about experience of discrimination, but failed to answer demo­
graphic questions).

Wide advertising during data collection made it possible for people who were not part of the 
study population to complete a questionnaire online with self-invented (invalid) PINs. However, only 
questionnaires with valid PINs were included in the final dataset. Data was also reviewed to remove 
the few non-LGBT respondents who had somehow obtained PINs, as well as respondents who had 
not answered one or more of the three essential questions necessary to determine that they were 
eligible participants in the study: (1) the sex assigned them on their original birth certificates; (2) their 
current gender identity; and (3) their sexual orientation.

A total of 391 questionnaires were submitted, 360 of which were submitted using Survey Mon­
key. The other 31 were completed using a paper copy of the survey questionnaire; all of these were 
valid. Of the surveys completed using Survey Monkey, 237 were considered valid, with valid 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 failed to 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

and sufficient information to confirm that the respondent was LGBT and therefore a member of the 
intended study population. In total, there were 268 valid surveys included in the final dataset.

The remaining 123 surveys inclu31 with valid PINs, but whose respondents failed to answer demo­
graphic questionswhichcouldconfirmwhethertheywereLGBTandhencemembersof theintendedstudy 
population. Most of these surveys were otherwise complete. Researchers believe that most or all of these 
surveys were filled out by members of the study population who were unaware that they had only partially 
completed the survey because of problems with the Survey Monkey implementation of the questionnaire. 
14 with valid PINs, but surveys were incomplete and the PINs duplicated the PINs of val­
id, completed surveys. Researchers believe that these surveys resulted from respon­
dents accidentally closing their browsers before the survey was complete, realizing their er­
rors, and returning to make a second (this time successful) attempt to complete the survey. 
9 with valid PINs, but respondents identifies themselves in demographic questions and/or comments as 
being heterosexual and non-transgender, hence not members of the intended study population. Com­
ments from three of these respondents indicated that they had been discriminated against because they 
were inaccurately assumed to be gay or bisexual, or because they were known to support LGBT equality. 
17 with valid PINs, but only the PIN was filled out; surveys were otherwise completely blank. 
52 with invalid PIN s. Most of these surveys were otherwise blank; a few included comments indicating 
that respondents had gone through the survey out of curiosity about what questions were being asked. 
“Other” answers

Several survey questions included as an option the answer of “Other” with a request for explana­
tion. For example, participants were asked “Which of the following best describes your current liv­
ing situation?” with the possible answers “I own my own home,” “I rent a house/apartment/room,” 
or “Other (please specify).” In these cases, “Other” answers were recoded by sorting the various 
“Other” answers into new categories. For example, several respondents specified their “Other” liv­
ing situation as variations on “live with my parents,” “five with grandmother,” and so on; these were 
sorted into a new category, “Live with parent(s) or other relative(s).”

Recoding when necessary

In a few instances, respondent comments indicated that a respondent had misinterpreted a ques­
tion or otherwise answered it “incorrectly.” For example, one respondent, a gay male, missed the 
word “gay” in the sexual orientation item “Lesbian/gay/same-gender attraction” (the more common
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ordering would put “gay” before “lesbian”) and felt no choice but to select “queer” as his sexual ori­
entation — an uncomfortable choice for him, as he stated in a comment. Another respondent who 
viewed her relationship with her partner as being a marriage, despite Alaska law prohibiting same-sex 
marriage, commented to the effect that she had given her marital status as “Married.” In cases like 
these, responses were recoded.

Data analysis

After data cleaning was completed, statistical analysis on the final dataset of 268 questionnaires 
was conducted using SPSS, and statistical tables upon which to base the analysis were prepared.

As previously described, the questionnaire included two arrays of questions about their experi­
ences of discrimination, the first focusing on sexual orientation discrimination and the second on 
gender identity or presentation. It became apparent as we began working with the data that respon­
dents — for example, lesbians with a “butch” or “masculine” gender presentation, or gay men with 
an “effeminate” gender presentation — were sometimes unclear about whether to classify and expe­
rience of discrimination as sexual orientation discrimination, as gender presentation discrimination, 
or both. This led to the possibility that some respondents might have recorded the same instance(s) 
of discrimination in both sections, essentially resulting in some experiences of discrimination being 
possibly counted twice. If this was so, answers about the frequency of occurrence of each type of 
discrimination (none, once, twice, or three or more times) would not produce useful or reliable data.

Additionally, comments from some transgender respondents indicated personal histories of hav­
ing identified in an earlier part of their life as lesbian or gay before realizing they were transgender. 
For example, one female-to-male (FTM) transgender respondent who identified his sexual orientation 
as “queer” began a comment by writing, “It was easier to hide my sexual orientation when I was a
lesbian ” While representing a fairly typical life journey for some transgender people, his comment
provided further evidence that we had miscalculated when we separated the discrimination questions 
into two arrays.

At the same time, many cisgender (non-transgender) gay, lesbian, and bisexual respondents sim­
ply concluded that, since they were not transgender, the questions on gender identity and presentation 
simply did not apply to them, and they skipped that part of the questionnaire entirely. As one cisgen­
der gay male respondent commented,

My gender identity is the same as when I was born (I was born a boy, and I’m still a boy, and I 
see myself as a boy), so I don’t think this section applies to me.

Another important issue was that respondents had been asked about number of incidents of 
each type of discrimination, but they were not asked about recent discrimination.

In hindsight, we concluded that a better design for the survey would have been:
(1) To replace “how often have you experienced any of the following” with two questions: “have 

you ever experienced any of the following? — yes/no” and “have you ever experienced any of the 
following within the past five years? — yes/no.”

(2) Rather than dividing the discrimination questions into a sexual orientation array and a gender 
identity/presentation array, to simply ask “have you ever experienced any of the following because of 
you sexual orientation, gender identity, and/ or gender presentation?”

While we couldn’t go back in time to change the questionnaire, it was possible to address these 
difficulties during data analysis. The similarity of questions between the sexual orientation and gender 
identity/presentation arrays made it possible to combine the variables, e.g., to combine the variable 
for “Physical violence because of sexual orientation” and the variable for “Physical violence because
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of gender identity/gender presentation” into one new variable: “Physical violence because of sexual 
orientation or gender identity/gender presentation.” The few gender identity/gender presentation 
variables which were unique to that array simply remained as they were. Then, the entire dataset was 
reanalyzed. We dispensed with the our attempt to count how often a respondent had experienced 
each type of discrimination, and instead recorded if a given type of discrimination had been experi­
enced at least once. This removed the issue of possible double-counting of the same instant.

In order to capture data on recent discrimination in Anchorage, which we defined as having tak­
en place within the past five years, we conducted a secondary analysis based on the subsample of re­
spondents (N=50) who had been residents of the Municipality of Anchorage for less than five years.

New statistical tables were then created, and form the basis of the tables and analysis throughout 
the report. However, tables based on the originally separate sexual orientation and gender identity/ 
presentation variables can be found in Appendix B and Appendix C.

Respondent comments

Respondents were given an opportunity to comment in three places on the questionnaire: at the 
end of the “Sexual orientation discrimination” part, at the end of the “Gender identity discrimination 
part,” and at the very end of the questionnaire.

Not all respondents took the opportunity to make comments, but many did, often commenting 
about a number of topics in the same comment. We organized comments into topical areas and re­
dacted sensitive information to protect respondent confidentiality. Comments are found in Appendix 
A to this report.

Limitations

As previously discussed, the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey is a nonprobability sur­
vey. As such, it cannot claim to be statistically representative of the entire LGBT population of An­
chorage, because some demographics which exist in the “real” LGBT population might be overrep­
resented, underrepresented, or missing entirely from our sample. In particular, the sampling strategy 
we used, based in large part on social networking within the LGBT community, was more likely to 
reach LGBT people who were active members of the Anchorage LGBT community, and less likely 
to reach LGBT people who were less involved in the LGBT community or who were otherwise not 
socially connected. Respondents were also recruited through publicizing the survey and its website 
in LGBT and mainstream media and through targeted ads on Facebook. Reliance on web-based 
sampling leaves out the approximately 27 percent of people who do not use the Internet (Meyer & 
Wilson, 2009).

Additionally, a survey that is specifically designed to gather data about experiences of discrimina­
tion is likely to be self-selecting to some extent. This issue was unconsciously recognized by several 
participants, such as the cisgender lesbian respondent who commented,

I hope I 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 I was 42 years old. I appear straight, am comfortable in straight or lesbian 
environments. I have been mostly single since my late 30s so have probably have not appeared to 
others as lesbian.

In fact, this respondent did not skew results: her experience was part of the results. But her 
comment, and others like it, illustrate the likelihood that some potential respondents may not have 
been motivated to participate if they didn’t perceive themselves as having experienced discrimination.

At this point a reminder is due: The essential purpose of the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination
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Survey was to document experience of discrimination reported by LGBT individuals in the Munici­
pality of Anchorage. This, it has done.

The survey result which found that 16.0 percent (N=43) of survey respondents reported being 
forced to leave jobs because of harassment based on the their sexual orientations or gender identities 
cannot be extrapolated to claim that 16.0 percent of all LGBT employees in Anchorage have been 
forced to leave jobs because of harassment. But the result does show that 43 lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
and transgender workers in the Municipality of Anchorage understood themselves to have been the 
targets of on-the-job harassment which — had they been harassed at work because of their race, 
color, sex, or religion — would have been illegal under Anchorage’s municipal code. But of course, 
because these respondents were harassed for being LGBT, and discrimination against them is not il­
legal, they had no legal recourse to defend themselves.

In short, while results of this survey cannot be said to be representative of all LGBT people in 
Anchorage, they are, at the very least, representative of the 268 LGBT people who shared their experi­
ences by participating.ded:
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F i n d i n g s

R e s p o n d e n t  C h a r a c t e r is t ic s

A total of 268 respondents was included in the final dataset. This section of the report describes 
their demographic and social characteristics, in some instances compared with 2010 population data 
from the American Community Survey (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010) for the total population of the 
Municipality of Anchorage.

Sex and gender identity

The final dataset of 268 respondents included 243 cisgender respondents and 25 transgender re­
spondents (Table 2). Of the cisgender respondents, 136 were male and 107 were female. Transgender 
respondents included 14 male-to-female (MTF) respondents — individuals who had been designated 
male on their birth certificates, but who now identify and live as, or hope to live as, female; 10 female- 
to-male (FTM) respondents — individuals whose original birth certificates designated them as female, 
but who identified and/or lived as male; and one “other” respondent.

This last respondent marked both male and female on the survey questionnaire. There are at least 
three possible explanations for this: (1) the respondent might have made an error in completing the 
survey; (2) the respondent might have resisted being categorized by gender or sexual orientation (the 
same respondent also identified as transgender— do not identify as exclusively male orfemale and as bisexual 
in sexual orientation); or (3) the respondent might have been designated at birth as intersex— a term 
used for people who have differences of sex development, such as being born with external genitalia, 
chromosomes, or internal reproductive systems that are not generally associated with usual medical 
definitions of male or female.

Compared with the total population of the Municipality of Anchorage in 2010 (Table 3), women 
were underrepresented in the survey. Comparisons are difficult because the American Community 
Survey does not account for gender identity.

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. M ale  148,566 50.7 %

N Percent Female 144,661 49.3

Cisgender 243 90.7 % Total 293,227

M ale 136 50.7 Source o f  data: American Community Survey,
Female 107 39.9 2010 1-Year Data for Anchorage Municipality

Transgender 25 9.3 %

Transgender — male-to-fem ale (MTF) 14 5.2

Transgender — female-to-m ale (FTM) 10 3.7
O ther 1 0.4

Total 268

Sexual orientation

Nearly three-quarters of the respondents (N=193; 72.3%) described themselves as being gay or 
lesbian (Table 4). About one in five respondents (N=53; 19.8%) were bisexual; 19 (7.1%) described 
themselves as queer. Two respondents (0.7%) said they were asexual. Only one respondent (0.4%)
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Table 4. Sexual Orientation of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents
R ow  percentages.

Sexual orientation

Gay or lesbian 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 24.3 8 7.5 1 0.9 — — 107

Transgender male-to-female (MTF) 4 28.6 7 50.0 1 7.1 1 7.1 1 7.1 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

— a male-to-female transgender respondent — described herself as heterosexual. (Cisgender hetero­
sexuals were excluded from the study.)

Differences by sex and gender identity

Of cisgender respondents, a higher proportion of men (N=116; 85.3%) than women (N=72; 
67.3%) identified themselves as gay/lesbian, while nearly a quarter of cisgender women (N=26; 
24.3%) said they were bisexual, in comparison with only one in ten cisgender men (N=14; 10.3%) 
who self-identified as bisexual.

Over half the transgender respondents (N=13; 52.0%) described themselves as bisexual. One in 
five transgender respondents (N=5; 20.0%) said they were gay/lesbian, and another one in five (N=5; 
20.0%) described their sexual orientation as queer. MTF respondents were more likely to describe 
themselves as gay/lesbian (N=4; 28.6%) than FTM respondents (N=l; 10.0%), whereas a higher 
proportion of FTM respondents (N=4; 40.0%) than MTF respondents (N=l; 7.1%) described their 
sexual orientation as queer.

Data presentation by gender identity

One of the important goals of this study was to obtain, for the first time, Anchorage-specific 
information on discrimination experienced by transgender people, including any differences in dis­
crimination that transgender people experience in comparison with lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) 
cisgender respondents. Thus, distinguishing the gender identities of respondents was deemed more 
crucial to analyzing the findings than distinguishing between their sexual orientations. Throughout the 
remainder of this report, findings are presented for the total sample of 268 respondents; by compar­
ing cisgender and transgender respondents; and, among LGB cisgender respondents, by comparing 
male and female respondents.

Data analysis did not indicate large differences between MTF and FTM transgender respondents 
for most questions, so they are grouped together for purposes of discussion. It is important to note 
that these two categories are simplifications for the purpose of analysis, and do not always reflect the 
nuances of individual respondents’ own perceptions of their gender identities.
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Residence

The overriding majority of respondents (N=248; 92.9% of the 267 valid responses) were resi­
dents of the Municipality of Anchorage (MOA) at the time they took the survey (Table 5). The few 
who were not MOA residents (N=19; 7.1% of valid responses) included some respondents who had 
previously lived in Anchorage for some period of time; nonresidents who were living in Anchorage 
temporarily; and others who, while not residents, spent time in Anchorage for various reasons — for 
example, residents of the Matanuska-Susitna Borough who commuted for school or work.

Respondents who were residents (N=248; 92.9%) were asked how long they had lived in An­
chorage. Of these, two failed to answer the question about the length of their residency. Of the 
remaining 246, about one in five (N=50; 20.3%) had been residents of the Municipality of Anchorage 
for less than five years, while nearly 30 percent (N=72; 29.3%) had lived within the bounds of the mu­
nicipality for 25 years or more. The mean length of residence was 17.5 years, with length of residence 
ranging from 0.4 to 62.2 years.

The 50 respondents who had lived in Anchorage for less than five years were of particular inter­
est. Responses to questions about discrimination from this subsample of respondents were analyzed 
separately to obtain data on the experience of recent discrimination — within the past five years — by 
LGBT individuals in Anchorage.

Respondents were asked to give the zip code where they currently lived. Three respondents did 
not answer this question. Of the 265 who did, 252 (95.1%) lived at zip codes within the Municipality 
of Anchorage, with most (N=229; 86.4%) living in Anchorage proper; 18 (6.8%) in Eagle River; 5 
(1.9%) in Chugiak; and 3 (1.1%) in other locations within the municipality. (These locations are not 
named in order to maintain respondent confidentiality.) Seven respondents (2.6%) lived in Alaska out­
side the boundaries of the Municipality of Anchorage, and 6 (2.3%) lived outside Alaska altogether.

Note that some respondents who were not actual MOA residents reported living at Anchorage 
zip codes at the time of the survey. It is assumed these were nonresidents who were living in Anchor­
age temporarily for school, work, or other reasons.

Racial, ethnic, and H ispanic/Latino background

Of the 263 respondents who answered whether they identified as Hispanic or Latino, 16 (6.1%) 
said they were of Hispanic/Latino background (Table 6).

Of the 265 respondents who identified their race/ethnicity, over four-fifths (N=216; 81.5%) 
were white/Caucasian; 11 (4.2%) were black/African American; 10 (3.8%) were Alaska Native or 
American Indian; two (0.8%) were Asian; and two (0.8%) were Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. 
Twenty-four respondents (9.1%) were of “Other” race or ethnicity, including 20 (7.5%) who identified 
themselves as multiracial. Hispanic I  Laatino is not generally considered as a race or ethnicity in population 
studies, as people of Hispanic/Latino heritage are racially and ethnically diverse; however, 4 respon­
dents (1.5%), when asked to specify their “Other” race/ethnicity, gave it as Hispanic/Latino.

Respondents who identified themselves as multiracial included:
• 8 of Alaska Native/American Indian and White/Caucasian descent;

• 6 of Asian and White/Caucasian descent;

• 3 multiracial (not specified further) descent;

• 2 of Alaska Native/American Indian, Black/African American, and White/Caucasian descent;

• 1 of Middle Eastern and White/Caucasian descent.
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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

Q uestion 3. A re  vou cu rren tly  a resident, o f  the  M u n ic ip a lity  o f 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

M issing

Total
1

268
/

243
0

136
1

107
0

25

Years of residence

[ I f  yes to  Question 3 :] H o w  lon g  have you live d  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 13.3 % 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

M issing

Total
2

248
2

226
1

127
1

99
0

22

Zip code

Q uestion  4. W hat is the  7 IP  n r nnsta l code where vou cu rren tly  liv e ?

Anchorage 99501 43 16.2 % 39 16.2 % 28 20.7  % 11 10.4 % 4 16.7 %
Anchorage 99502 13 4.9 11 4.6 9 6.7 2 1.9 2 8.3
Anchorage 99503 15 5.7 15 6.2 11 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 M O A 3 1.1 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 1.5 2 1.9 2 8.3

Total valid 265 241 135 106 24

M issing

Total
3

268
2

243
1

136
1

107
1

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 5 .7  % 1 4.2 %
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 o f the fo llow ing racial/ethnic categories best fits you?
W hite/Caucasian 216 81.5 % 196 8 1 .7  % 104 78.2  % 92 8 6 .0  % 20 8 0 .0  %

M ultiracia l 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 1.5 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 1.5 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 7.5 % 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 31.4

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 9.1

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 1.5 [data not available]

Total 293,227 148,566 144,661

Source o f data: Am erican Com m unity Survey, 2010 1-Year Data fo r Anchorage M un ic ipa lity
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A comparison with 2010 American Community Survey population statistics for the Municipality 
of Anchorage (Table 7) indicates that whites were overrepresented in the present survey, and most 
other races/ethnicities were underrepresented.

Age

Respondents ranged in age from 16 to 79 years old (as of January 1, 2011), with a mean age of 
39.8 years (Table 8). Over a quarter of the respondents (N=75; 28.0%) were 50 years old or older, 
while not quite a third (N=84; 31.3%) were under 30, and 109 (40.1%) spanned the age range in be-

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. W hat is your age as o f  January 2011?

Mean age 39.8 years; range 16 to 79 years

Under 18 years old 3 1.1 % 3 1.2 % 1 0.7  % 2 1.9 % 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 11 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 10.1 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 11 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

M ean 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  % 9.5 % 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 7.1 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 5.9 11,636 8.0 9.4 8.0 10.8

Total 293 ,227 148,566 144,661 217 ,183 109,905 107,278

Source o f  data: American Community Survey, 2010 1-Year Data for Anchorage Municipality
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tween. Only 3 respondents (1.1%) were under age 18 at the time of the survey.
Ages of Municipality of Anchorage residents from the 2010 American Community Survey are 

shown in Table 9. We made no effort to survey LGBT youth in Anchorage because of state laws 
requiring parental consent for survey participation in the schools, which could create difficulties for 
youth who were not out to their families. For ease of comparison, Table 9 also calculates percentages 
within the adult (18 or older) population.

H ousing and hom elessness

Respondents who owned their own home (N=lll; 41.4%) were barely outnumbered by those 
who rented a house, apartment, or room (N=119; 44.4%) (Table 10). The remaining 38 respondents 
(14.2%) fell into the “other” category and were asked to specify their living situation. Twenty-two re­
spondents (8.2%) said they lived with parent(s) or other relative(s). Six (2.2%) lived with a partner who 
owned the home; 2 (0.2%) lived in campus or other shared housing; 5 (0.7%) said they were homeless; 
and 3 (1.1%) had some other living situation.

Forty-one respondents (15.3%) said they had at some time in their life been forced to move with 
no place to go. Of these, over a third (N=14; 35.0% of valid responses) had been forced to move 
with no place to go within the 12 months immediately prior to completing the survey. Periods of time

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

H ousing

Question 11. Which o f  the. fo llow ing  best describes vour current liv ine  situation?
I ow n my ow n hom e. 111 4 1 .4  % 105 4 3 .2  % 52 38.2  % 53 4 9 .5  % 6 2 4 .0  %

I rent a house/apartment/room. 119 44 .4 105 43.2 69 5 0 .7 36 33.6 14 5 6 .0

Other (please specify)
Live w ith  parent(s) o r other relative 22 8.2 % 20 8.2 % 8 5.9  % 12 11.2 % 2 8 .0  %

Live w ith  partner 6 2.2 4 1.6 2 1.5 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 1.1 3 1.2 1 0.7 2 1.9 0 0 .0

Total valid 268 243 136 107 25

Forced to  m ove with no place to go

Question 12. Have you ever been forced to  move, w ith  no place to go?

Yes 41 15.3 % 36 14.8 % 17 12.5  % 19 17.8 % 5 2 0 .0  %
N o 227 84 .7 207 85.2 119 87.5 88 82.2 20 8 0 .0

Total valid 268 243 136 107 25

Forced to  m ove in last 12 m onths with no
p lace to  go

flfves  to  Question 12:1 Question 12a. In the oast 12 months, have vou been forced to  move, w ith  no place to so?

Yes 14 3 5 .0  % 13 37.1 % 9 56 .3  % 4 21.1 % 1 2 0 .0  %
No 26 65.0 22 62.9 7 43 .8 15 78.9 4 8 0 .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.



22 Anchorage LG B T Discrimination Survey: Final Report

without a place to live ranged from 0 to 180 days, with the mean period of homelessness for these 
respondents being 15 days.

Differences by sex and gender identity

Nearly half of cisgender female respondents (N=53; 49.5%) owned their own home, compared 
with just 38.2 percent (N=52) of cisgender men. Only a quarter of transgender respondents (N=6; 
24.0%) owned their own home.

Higher percentages of transgender respondents (N=5; 20.0%) and cisgender female respondents 
(N=19; 17.8%) than cisgender males (N=17; 12.5%) reported having ever been forced to move with 
no place to go. However, of those cisgender males who reported this experience, over half reported 
having this experience in the past year (N=9; 56.3%).

Legal marital status and intimate relationships

By the wording of Article I, Section 25 of the Alaska Constitution — added as an amendment 
through a 1998 referendum vote — “To be valid or recognized in this State, a marriage may exist only 
between one man and one woman.” Over three-quarters of respondents (N=207; 77.2%) had a legal 
marital status under Alaska law of single, never married (Table 11). Twelve respondents (4.5%) were mar­
ried; 45 (16.8%) were divorced; and 4 respondents (1.5%) were widowed. It must be remembered that 
bisexual participants who may be married to partners of the opposite sex are included in this study.

In contrast, nearly 6 in 10 respondents (N=156; 58.2%) at the time of survey completion were 
in committed relationships with an intimate partner. Of these, over three-quarters (N=131; 84.0%) 
shared a residence with their intimate partner.

Marital status of Municipality of Anchorage residents aged 15 years or older is shown in Table
12.

Differences by sex and gender identity

A higher proportion of cisgender men (N=118; 86.8%) than cisgender women (N=76; 57.0%) 
or transgender respondents (N=13; 57.0%) reported being Single, never married as recognized by Alaska 
law; correspondingly, a lower proportion of cisgender men (N=17; 12.5%) than cisgender women 
(N=23; 21.5%) or transgender responsdents (N=5; 20.0%) had a legal status of Divorced. More trans­
gender respondents — both in raw numbers and in percentages (N=7; 28.0%) — were recognized 
by Alaska law as being Married than cisgender men (N=l; 0.7%) and women (N=4; 3.7%) combined. 
Four cisgender female respondents (37.0%) reported their legal marital status as Widowed— the only 
respondents with this marital status.

There were far fewer differences by sex and gender identity with respect to intimate relationships. 
Of cisgender respondents, men (N=78; 57.4%) and women (N=65; 60.7%) reported being in a rela­
tionship with an intimate partner at about the same rate. A slightly lower proportion of transgender 
respondents (N-13; 52.0%) had intimate partners.

Partner’s primary sexual identity
Of cisgender respondents with an intimate partner, almost all the men (N=74; 94.9%) and over 

three-quarters of the women (N=50; 78.1%) had a partner whose gender identity matched their own. 
Of the cisgender female respondents with an intimate partner, two (3.1%) had an intimate partner 
who was female-to-male (FTM) transgender, and two (3.1%) had a partner who was transgender and 
did not identify as exclusively male or female.
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Table 11. Relationships of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents
C o lu m n  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 21.5 5 20.0

W idowed 4 1.5 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 w ith 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

[ I f  yes to Question 14:] Question 14a. Do you currently share a residence w ith  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

[ I f  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 14.1 % 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

2 1.3 2 1.4 0 0.0 2 3.1 0 0.0

Total valid 155 142 78 64 13

Missing
Total

1
156

1
143

0
78

1
65

0
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 o f  the transgender respondents (N=13; 52.0%) had an intimate partner. O f  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 M ale Female

N Percent N Percent N Percent

Never married 72,589 31.5  % 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

W idow ed 8,542 3.7 1,978 1.7 6,564 5.8

Total valid 230,328 116,795 113,533

Source o f data: Am erican Com m unity Survey, 2010 1 -Year Data for Anchorage M un ic ipa lity
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Parenthood and children

Just under a quarter of respondents (N=63; 23.7% of valid responses) reported being a parent 
or guardian of one or more children (Table 13).

Of respondents with children, one-third (N=20; 33.3% of valid responses) had one child; an­
other third (N=20; 33.3%) had two children. Thirteen parents (21.7%) had three children; 5 (8.3%) 
had four children; and two respondents (3.3%) reported having five or more children. The number 
of children respondents reported having ranged from 1 to 7 children, with a mean of 2.3 children.

Of respondents with children, over a third (N=23; 36.5%) said that at least one child was cur­
rently attending school in Anchorage.

Respondents were not asked the ages of their children. It’s likely that some children reported by 
respondents may be above school age.

Differences by sex and gender identity
Higher proportions of both cisgender female (N=36; 34.0%) and transgender respondents 

(N=9; 36.0%) reported being parents than did cisgender male respondents, of whom only 18 (13.3%) 
reporting having children.

All but one of the 9 transgender respondents who were parents were male-to-female (MTF) 
transgender, with one female-to-male transgender parent.

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

__________________________Cisgender___________________________

Total (all) Total M ale Female T ransgender

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Parenthood

Question 15. A re  you the parent o r guardian o f one o r more ch ild ren?

Yes 63 2 3 .7  % 54 2 2 .4  % 18 13.3 % 36 3 4 .0  % 9 3 6 .0  %
N o 2 03 76.3 187 77 .6 1 17 8 6 .7 70 6 6 .0 16 6 4 .0

Total valid 2 66 241 135 106 25

Missing 2 2 1 1 0
Total 268 2 43 136 107 25

N um ber o f  children

[ I f  yes to Question 15:] Question 15a. H ow  m any children do you have?

Mean num ber 2 .3  children; range 1 to 7 children

O n e child 20 3 3 .3  % 17 3 2 .7  % 7 4 1 .2  % 10 2 8 .6  % 3 3 7 .5  %
T w o children 20 33 .3 17 3 2 .7 5 29 .4 12 34.3 3 37 .5

Three children 13 2 1 .7 11 2 1 .2 2 11 .8 9 2 5 .7 2 2 5 .0
Four children 5 8.3 5 9 .6 2 11.8 3 8 .6 0 0 .0

Five or m ore 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 1
Total 63 54 18 36 9

C hildren in A nchorage sch ools

[ I f  yes to  Q uestion  15:] Question 15 b. Do any o f  your children currently attend school in Anchorage?

Yes 23 3 6 .5  % 19 3 5 .2  % 4 2 2 .2  % 15 4 1 .7  % 4 4 4 .4  %
No 40 63 .5 35 64 .8 14 77.8 21 58.3 5 5 5 .6

Total valid 63 5 4 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 respondents (N=147; 55.1% of valid responses) had completed a four-year col­
lege degree or more, with 70 (26.2%) having earned graduate or professional degrees and another 77 
(28.8%) having completed bachelor’s degrees (Table 14). Ninety-nine additional respondents (37. 1%) 
had some college, with 18 of those respondents (6.7%) having earned associate’s (two-year) degrees. 
Eighteen respondents (6.7%) reported their highest level of educational attainment as a high school 
diploma or GED. Only 3 respondents (1.1%) had not completed high school. Of these, 2 were under 
18 years old; the third respondent who had not finished high school was in his forties.

Survey respondents overall showed higher levels of educational attainment when compared with 
the total Municipality of Anchorage population (Table 15).

Differences by sex and gender identity

Cisgender female respondents reported obtaining graduate or professional degrees in high pro­
portions (N=38; 35.8%) than both cisgender male (N=27; 19.9%) and and transgender respondents 
(N=5; 20.0%).

Table 14. Educational Attainment of Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey Respondents
Column percentages.

Cisgender

Total (all) Total Male Female T ransgender

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Educational attainment

Question 16. What is the highest level o f formal education you have completed?
Less than high school 3 1.1 % 2 0.8 % 0 0.0 % 2 1.9 % 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 w ho 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 31.1 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 o f data: Am erican Comm unity Survey, 2010 1-Year Data fo r Anchorage M un ic ipa lity
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Employment

Nearly three-quarters of respondents (N=193; 72.3% of valid responses) were employed, with 
164 (61.4%) working full-time and 29 (10.9%) with part-time employment (Table 16). Fourteen re­
spondents (5.2%) were in school only. (Note that respondents were asked their primary employment 
status. Written comments from some employed respondents indicated that they were also attending 
school or college.)

Seventeen respondents (6.4%) were retired. Thirty-one respondents (11.6%) were unemployed, 
with 25 (9.4%) looking for work and 6 (2.2%) not looking for work. Ten respondents (3.7%) were not 
currently working due to disability or for medical reasons. Two respondents (0.7%) had some other 
employment status.

Differences by sex and gender identity

Among cisgender respondents, a higher proportion of men (68.4%) than women (59.4%) were 
employed full-time, whereas a higher proportion of women (12.3%) than men (7.4%) worked part- 
time. Almost twice the rate of cisgender men (10.3%) than women (5.7%) were unemployed looking 
for work.

Differences by gender identity were much greater. While 74.0 percent of cisgender respondents 
were employed either full-time or part-time, only 56.0 percent of transgender respondents were work­
ing, and not quite one-third of transgender respondents (32.0%) were working full-time — half the 
rate of cisgender respondents. One in five transgender respondents (20.0%) were unemployed look­
ing for work, over double the rate for unemployed looking for work of cisgender respondents (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 2.1 2 1.5 3 2.8 1 4.0
Disabled or medical 10 3.7 9 3.7 2 1.5 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

N ote: 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.
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Military service

Forty-one respondents (15.4% of valid responses) reported having served in the U.S. armed 
forces (Table 17). Levels of military service were comparable to those of the total Municipality of 
Anchorage population (Table 18). Note that MOA figures are for civilians who are veterans, whereas 
some survey respondents may still be serving members of the military.

Differences by sex and gender identity

Both cisgender male respondents (N=28; 20.6%) and transgender respondents (N=7; 29.2%) had 
higher rates of military service than cisgender female respondents (N=6; 5.7%). Of the transgender 
respondents, 5 of those who had served in the military were male-to-female (MTF) and 2 were female- 
to-male (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 15.4 % 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
Total

2
268

1
243

0
136

1
107

1
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 5.3 %
Nonveteran 173,956 84.3 73,346 73.2 100,610 94.7

Total valid 206,385 100,148 106,237

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

Over half the respondents (N=140; 53.4% of valid responses) reported household incomes of 
less than $60,000 in 2010 (Table 19), compared with 40.5 percent of household in the Municipality of 
Anchorage overall having household incomes of less than $60,000. Eighty-nine respondents (34.0%) 
reported household incomes of at least $60,000 but less than $120,000, and 33 respondents (12.6%) 
reported 2010 earnings for their households of $120,000 or more.

Among these were 42 respondents (16.0%) with a household income of less than $13,530 — 
putting them below the federal poverty level for Alaska for one-person households. Federal poverty 
guidelines for Alaska in 2010 are displayed in Table 20. Guidelines are based on the number of per­
sons in the household coupled with total household income. Depending on the number of persons 
living in respondent households, it’s possible that additional respondents to the Anchorage LGBT 
Discrimination Survey also met federal poverty guidelines.

Overall, survey respondents were more highly represented in lower income brackets, and were 
underrepresented in high income brackets, as compared with the total MOA population. Note that 
for most higher income brackets, the American Community Survey has different categorizations than 
the present survey.

Differences by sex and gender identity

Of cisgender respondents, one in five female respondents (N=21; 20.2%) reported household 
earnings below the federal poverty level for single-person households (less then $13,530), compared 
with just 11.3 percent (N=15) of male respondents. Overall, however, cisgender male respondents 
dominated the lower income brackets, with 54.1 percent of men and 48.1 percent of women report­
ing household incomes below $60,000; and 30.8 percent of men and 49.0 percent of women having 
household incomes at least $60,000 but less than $120,000. A slightly higher proportion of men than 
women were found in the higher income brackets, with 15.0 percent of male respondents and 12.5 
percent of female respondents reporting household incomes of $120,000 or more.

Transgender respondents reported far lower levels of household income. Nearly three-quarters 
(N=18; 72.0%) had household incomes of less than $60,000, and nearly a quarter (N=6; 24.0%) were 
below federal poverty levels for single-person households (less than $13,530), a rate slightly higher 
than for cisgender women. Just 28.0 percent of transgender respondents (N=7) had household earn­
ings over $60,000 in 2010; none reported household incomes 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

H ousehold  incom e

Ouestion 19. Please orovide vour best estimate o f the total income earned last vear (2010) for vour entire household.

Less than $ 1 3 ,5 3 0  42 16.0 % 36 1 5 .2 %  15 1 1 . 3 %  21 2 0 .2 % 6 2 4 .0  %
At least $ 1 3 ,5 3 0  but less than $ 2 0 ,0 0 0 18 6.9 17 7.2 11 8.3 6 5.8 1 4 .0
At least $ 2 0 ,0 0 0  but less than $ 4 0 ,0 0 0 37 14.1 30 12.7 17 12.8 13 12.5 7 2 8 .0
At least $ 4 0 ,0 0 0  but less than $ 6 0 ,0 0 0 43 16.4 39 16.5 29 21 .8 10 9 .6 4 16.0

At least $ 6 0 ,0 0 0  but less than $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0 66 25.2 62 26.2 29 21 .8 33 31 .7 4 16.0
At least $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0  but less than $ 1 2 0 ,0 0 0 23 8.8 20 8.4 12 9 .0 8 7.7 3 12.0
At least $ 1 20 ,000  but less than $ 140 ,000 4 1.5 4 1.7 2 1.5 2 1.9 — —

At least $ 1 4 0 ,0 0 0  but less than $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 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 2 37 133 104 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 
Anchorage Population, 2010 Census

H ou seh old  in co m e  N Percent

Less than $ 1 0 ,0 0 0 3 ,7 6 8 3 .6  %

At least $ 1 0 ,0 0 0  but less than $ 2 0 ,0 0 0 7 ,6 0 4 7.2

At least $ 2 0 ,0 0 0  but less than $ 4 0 ,0 0 0 1 6 ,1 5 4 1 5 .4

At least $ 4 0 ,0 0 0  but le ss  than $ 6 0 ,0 0 0 1 5 ,0 5 5 14 .3
At least $ 6 0 ,0 0 0  but less than $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0 2 6 ,4 6 6 2 5 .2

At least $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0  but less than $ 1 2 5 ,0 0 0 11 ,8 0 2 1 1 .2

At least $ 1 2 5 ,0 0 0  b ut less than $ 1 5 0 ,0 0 0 7 ,7 8 3 7 .4

At least $ 1 5 0 ,0 0 0  but less than $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 8 ,1 3 3 7 .7

$ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0  or m ore 8 ,2 2 8 7 .8

Total h ou seh o ld s 1 0 4 ,9 9 3

Table 21. Federal Poverty 
Guidelines for Alaska, 2010

P ersons in fam ily  Poverty  gu id e lin e

1 $ 1 3 ,5 3 0

2 $ 1 8 ,2 1 0

3 $ 2 2 ,8 9 0

4 $ 2 7 ,5 7 0

5 $ 3 2 ,2 5 0

6 $ 3 6 ,9 3 0

7 $ 4 1 ,6 1 0

8 $ 4 6 ,2 9 0

For families with more than 8 persons, add $4,680 
for each additional person.

Source o f data: American Community Survey, 2010 1-Year Data 
for Anchorage Municipality

Source: U.S. Department o f Health and Human 
Services, August 2010, http://aspe.hhs.gov/ 

poverty/10poverty.shtml

http://aspe.hhs.gov/
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D is c r im in a t io n

This section of the report presents data on reported experience by respondents of violence, 
intimidation, and discrimination in Anchorage because of sexual orientation, gender identity, or gen­
der presentation. Tables and figures show data for the total sample of 268 respondents and for the 
subsample of 50 respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years.

Violence/intim idation

Table 22 and Figures 1 and 2 show types of violence and intimidation that survey respondents 
reported experiencing at least one time in Anchorage because of sexual orientation, gender identity, or 
gender presentation.

Over three-quarters of survey respondents (N=205; 76.5%) reported at least one incident of be­
ing verbal abuse or namecalling — by far the most frequently experienced form of anti-gay/anti-trans 
bias reported by respondents. Verbal abuse was also the form of bias most frequendy reported to 
have been experienced multiple times, with over 119 respondents (44.7%) reporting having been ver­
bally abused three or more times in Anchorage because of sexual orientation (Table B1 in Appendix 
B) and 46 (N=18.5%) experiencing three or more incidents of verbal abuse because of gender identity 
or presentation (Table Cl in Appendix C).

Over forty percent of respondents (N=114; 42.5%) reported at least one incident in Anchorage 
of being threatened with physical violence, and nearly one-third (N=88; 32.8%) reported being fol­
lowed or chased. Almost as many (N=80; 29.9%) reported at least one incident of property damage

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, h o w  often  have you experienced any o f the fo llo w in g  because o fv o u r  sexual o rien ta tion  ?
W h ile  in Anchorage, h o w  often have you  experienced any o f  the  fo llo w in g  because o f vour sender ide n tity  n r gender

presentation ?

___________________ Cisgender_________________

Total tall) Total Male Female Transgender

N = 268 N = 243 N -1 3 6  N -1 0 7  N = 25

A ll respondents N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Verbal abuse/namecalling 205 76.5 % 185 76.1 % 105 77.2 % 80 74.8 % 20 80.0 %
Threats of physical violence 114 42.5 105 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 13.1 6 24.0

Sexual assault 16 6.0 14 5.8 7 5.1 7 6.5 2 8.0

Respondents resident in
N = 50 N = 43 N - 3 0 N - 1 3 N = 7

five years N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Verbal abuse/namecalling 34 68.0 % 27 62.8 % 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 13.3 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 3.3 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 o f respondents: 268

Violence/intimidation

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident 

□  Cisgender male Cisgender female DTransgender

because o f  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 o f  sexual orientation or gender identity/ 
presentation.

Differences by sex and gender identity

Higher proportions o f  cisgender gay and bisexual m en than cisgender lesbians and bisexual 
wom en reported  threats o f  physical violence (49.3% for men; 35.5% for women) and actual physi­
cal violence (21.3% and 13.1%, respectively), while cisgender m en and wom en 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 

□  Cisgender male □  Cisgender female □  Transgender
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reported having been sexually assaulted because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation 
(5.1% for men; 6.5% for women).

A higher percentage of transgender respondents than cisgender respondents experienced verbal 
abuse (80.0% and 76.1% respectively), but a lower proportion reported threats of violence (36.0% 
for transgender 43.2% for cisgender). However, a higher proportion of transgender respondents re­
ported being followed or chased (44.0% for transgender; 31.7% for cisgender) and experiencing actual 
physical violence (24.0% for transgender; 17.7% for cisgender).

Respondents resident in Anchorage fo r less than five years

Of the 50 respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years, over two- 
thirds (N=34; 68.0%) had been verbally abused or called names at least once while in Anchorage. 
Nineteen (38.0%) had been threatened with physical violence, 13 (26.0%) had been followed or chased; 
and 8 (16.0%) had experienced actual physical violence because of their sexual orientation, gender 
identity, or gender presentation. Three respondents (6.0%) resident less than five years had been sexu­
ally assaulted while in Anchorage. Nine of these respondents (18.0%) reported at least one incident 
of property damage because of their sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender presentation.
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Employment

Table 23 and Figure 3 and 4 show types of employment discrimination that survey respondents 
reported experiencing at least one time in Anchorage because of sexual orientation, gender identity, or 
gender presentation. Data is shown for the total sample of 268 respondents and for the subsample 
of 50 respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years.

Nearly three-quarters of survey respondents (N=196; 73.1%) reported hiding their sexual orien­
tation, gender identity, or gender transition in order to avoid employment discrimination. Forty-four 
percent (N=118) reported having been harassed by their employer or coworkers, with 16 percent 
(N=43) being actually forced to leave a position because of harassment.

About one in five of respondents (N=56; 20.9%) said they had been turned down for a job when 
otherwise qualified because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation, while 47 respon­
dents (17.5%) reported being denied a promotion at least once. As previously noted, 43 respondents 
(16%) said they were forced to leave jobs because of harassment; 39 respondents (14.6%) reported 
being actually fired from a job at least once because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presen ta- 
tion.

Twelve respondents (4.5%) reported being unable to used gender-appropriate restrooms at work, 
and 11 respondents (4.1%) said they delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination. These figures 
included about one third of all respondents who identified themselves as transgender.

Table 23. Experience of D iscrim ination in Employment of 
Anchorage LGBT Discrim ination 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 o f the following because of vour sender identity or sender presentation ?

Cisgender

Total (all) 
N =268

Total 
N = 243

Male 

N = 136
Female 

N = 107

Transgender 

N =25

A ll respondents N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Hid my sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender 
transition to avoid discrimination

196 73.1 % 177 72.8 % 96 70.6 % 81 75.7 % 19 76.0 %

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 20.0
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 12.0
Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 12 4.5 4 1.6 1 0.7 3 2.8 8 32.0

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

Respondents resident in
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 orientation, gender identity, or gender 
transition to avoid discrimination

31 62.0 % 25 58.1 % 16 53.3 % 9 69.2 % 6 85.7 %

Harassed by employer or other employees 19 38.0 16 37.2 9 30.0 7 53.8 3 42.9
Turned down for a job when otherwise qualified 7 14.0 4 9.3 2 6.7 2 15.4 3 42.9

Denied a promotion 5 10.0 3 7.0 1 3.3 2 15.4 2 28.6
Forced to leave position due to harassment 5 10.0 4 9.3 2 6.7 2 15.4 1 14.3

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 28.6

Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination 4 8.0 2 4.7 0 0.0 2 15.4 2 28.6
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Figure 3. Experience of Employment Discrimination for All Respondents

N um ber o f  respondents w h o  exp erien ced  o n e  or m ore incidents o f  em p loym ent discrim ination  
in A nchorage d u e  to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Employment discrimination

Hid my sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender

N

196
transition to avoid discrimination 

Harassed by employer or other employees 118

Turned down for a job when otherwise qualified 56

Denied a promotion 47

Forced to leave position due to harassment 43

Fired/terminated from position 39

Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 12

Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination 11

Total num ber o f  respondents: 268 

Percent

73. n

44.0%

20.9%

17.5%

16.0%

14.6%

4.5%

4.1%

:
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Number of respondents reporting at least one incident 

r  Cisgender male Cisgender female □  Transgender

Differences by sex and gender identity

Higher percentages o f cisgender lesbian and bisexual women than cisgender gay and bisexual 
m en 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); o f  being harassed on-the-job 
(44.9% for women; 41.2% for men); and o f being actually forced to leave a position because o f  ha­
rassm ent (18.7% for women; 11.0% for men).

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

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

N um ber o f  respondents w h o  experienced  o n e  or m ore incidents of em p loym ent discrim ination  
in A nchorage d u e  to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Employment discrimination N

Hid my sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender ^  
transition to avoid discrimination

Harassed by employer or other employees 19

Turned down for a job when otherwise qualified 7

Denied a promotion 5

Forced to leave position due to harassment 5

Fired/terminated from position 5

Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination 4

Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 4

Total num ber o f  respondents: 50

Percent
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gender respondents experienced high rates of harassment by employers and co-workers (56.0% for 
transgender; 42.8% for cisgender). 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.

Respondents resident in Anchorage fo r less than five years

As with the full study sample, respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five 
years reported high rates of hiding their sexual orientation, gender identity, or gender transition in or­
der to avoid employment discrimination, with nearly two-thirds (N=31; 62.0%) of the 50 respondents 
in this subsample reporting taking this measure. Over a third of these respondents (N=19; 38.0%) 
reported having been harassed by their employer or other employees, and 5 (10.0%) reported having 
been forced to actually leave a job because of harassment.

Seven of these respondents (N=14.0%) reported being turned down for a job when otherwise 
qualified; 5 (10.0%) said they were denied a promotion; and 5 (10.0%) had been actually fired from a 
job in Anchorage at least once because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.

Four of these respondents (8.0%) reported being unable to used gender-appropriate restrooms 
at work, and 4 (8.0%) said they delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination. These figures in­
cluded about one third of all respondents who identified themselves as transgender.
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H ousing/shelter

Table 24 and Figures 5 and 6 show types of housing discrimination that survey respondents 
reported experiencing at least one time in Anchorage because of sexual orientation, gender identity, or 
gender presentation. Data is shown for the total sample of 268 respondents and for the subsample 
of 50 respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years.

Nearly one in five respondents (N=50; 18.7%) reported having been harassed by Anchorage 
landlords or other tenants because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation. About one 
in ten (N=27; 10.1%) said they denied a lease at least once when otherwise qualified. Twenty-two 
respondents (8.2%) were evicted or forced to move at least once because of sexual orientation or 
gender identity/presentation, and four respondents (1.5%) reported being denied access to shelter at 
least once.

Differences by sex and gender identity

Cisgender gay and bisexual men experienced harassment from landlords or other tenants in high­
er proportions than did cisgender lesbians and bisexual women (18.4% for men; 15.0% for women). 
However, the proportions of transgender respondents who experienced harassment from landlords 
and other tenants were over twice the proportions of cisgender respondents who experienced such 
harassment (36.0% for transgender; 16.9% for cisgender).

Respondents resident in Anchorage for less than five years

Of the 50 respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years, nearly one 
in five (N=9; 18.0%) had been harassed by Anchorage landlords or other tenants because of sexual 
orientation or gender identity/presentation. Three (6.0%) had been denied a lease when otherwise

T a b le  2 4 . E xperience o f D is c rim in a tio n  in  H ou s in g /S h e lte r o f 

A n c h o rag e  LG B T D is c rim in a tio n  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 o f the fo llow ing  because o f vour sexual o rien ta tion .?
While in Anchorage, how  often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing  because o f vour sender identity n r gender presentation ?

_____________________ Cisgender_____________________

Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender

N  == 268 N = 243 N == 136 N =-1 0 7 z II to U
l

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 %
D enied a lease w hen  otherw ise qualified 27 10.1 24 9.9 12 8 .8 12 11.2 3 12.0

Forced to m ove/evicted 22 8.2 19 7.8 10 7.4 9 8.4 3 12.0
D enied access to shelter 4 1.5 4 1.6 2 1.5 2 1.9 0 0.0

Respondents resident in
N = 50 N =  43 N =  30 N =  13 N =  7

five years N Percent INI 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 %
D enied a lease w hen  otherw ise qualified 3 6.0 2 4.7 1 3.3 1 7.7 1 14.3

Forced to m ove/evicted 4 8.0 4 9.3 3 10.0 1 7.7 0 0.0
D enied access to shelter 1 2.0 1 2.3 0 0 .0 1 7.7 0 0.0
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qualified. Four o f these respondents (8.0%) said they had been forced to move or were evicted at 
least once because o f sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation, and 1 (2.0%) had been de­
nied access to shelter at least once.

Figure 5 . Experience o f Housing D iscrim ination  fo r A ll Respondents

N um ber o f respondents w ho experienced one or more incidents of housing discrim ination  

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

Total num ber o f  respondents: 268

Housing/shelter discrimination N Percent

Harassed by landlord o r o ther 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 

CJ Cisgender male ' Cisgender female S3 Transgender

Figure 6. Experience o f Housing D iscrim ination for Respondents Resident in Anchorage Less than Five Years

Num ber of respondents w ho experienced one or more incidents of housing discrimination 

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

Total num ber o f  respondents: 50

H ousing/shelter N

Harassed by landlord o r o ther tenants 9

Forced to  m ove/evicted 4

D enied a lease when otherw ise qua lified  3

Denied access to  shelter 1
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School/education

Table 25 and Figures 7 and 8 show types of discrimination in school/education that survey re­
spondents reported experiencing at least one time in Anchorage because of sexual orientation, gender 
identity, or gender presentation. Data is shown for the total sample of 268 respondents and for the 
subsample of 50 respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years.

About four in ten respondents (N=110; 41.0%) reported being bullied or harassed by other 
students in Anchorage schools, and 14.2 percent (N=38) said they had been bullied or harassed by 
Anchorage teachers because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation. Seventeen respon­
dents (16.3%) reported actually having to leave school because of harassment.

One in ten respondents (N=21; 10.1%) reported being denied participation in extracurricular 
activities because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation. Five respondents (1.9%) 
reported at least once being denied admission to school or an academic program when otherwise 
qualified; three (1.1%) were denied financial aid at least once; and two (0.7%) reported being denied 
campus housing because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation.

Differences by sex and gender identity

A higher proportion of cisgender gay and bisexual men than cisgender lesbians and bisexual 
women reported experiencing discrimination for almost all types of school/education discrimination 
evaluated in the survey. In particular, cisgender males had a higher rate of reporting bullying and

Table 25 . Experience of D iscrim ination in School/Education of 
Anchorage LGBT D iscrim ination 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 o f the following because of vour sender identity nr gender presentation ?

Cisgender

Total (all) 

N = 268

Total 

N =243

Male 

N = 136

Female 

N = 107

Transgender 

N = 25

A ll respondents N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Bullied/harrassed by other students 110 41.0 % 100 41.2  % 65 47.8  % 35 32.7  % 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 
when otherwise qualified

5 1.9 3 1.2 2 1.5 1 0.9 2 8.0

Denied financial aid 3 1.1 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 resident in
N = 50 N =43

oroIIz

N == 13 Z II 4̂

five years N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Bullied/harrassed by other students 12 24.0 % 11 25.6  % 9 30.0 % 2 15.4 % 1 14.3 %
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

N um ber o f  respondents w h o  experienced  o n e  or m ore incidents of discrim ination in education  
in A nchorage due to sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

School/education discrimination

Total num ber o f  respondents: 268

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 

c  Cisgender male C Cisgender female □ Transgender

harassment from other students (47.0% for men; 32.7% for women) and of actually having to leave 
school because of harassment (9.6% for men; 0.9% for women).

Transgender and cisgender respondents reported being bullied or harassed by other students in 
similar proportions (40.0% for transgender; 41.2% for cisgender); however, higher proportions of 
transgender respondents than cisgender respondents reported discrimination for all other categories 
of education discrimination evaluated in the survey. Nearly one-quarter (24.0%) of transgender re­
spondents reported having been bullied or harassed at least once by Anchorage teachers, compared 
with 13.2 percent on cisgender respondents; and showed over twice as high a rate of having being 
denied participation in extracurricular activities (20.0% of transgender; 9.1% of cisgender).

Respondents resident in Anchorage fo r less than five years

Of the 50 respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years, nearly 
one-quarter (N=12; 24.0%) had been bullied or harassed by other students in Anchorage schools; 2

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

N um b er o f  resp on dents w h o  ex p er ien ced  o n e  or m ore in cidents o f  d iscrim ination  in ed u cation  
in A nchorage d u e  to sexual orientation , g en d er identity, and/or gen d er presentation .

N o te: N o  resp on dents in this sam p le  reported d iscrim ination  in ch ild  cu stody  w h ile  in A nchorage.

Total num ber o f  respondents: 50

School/education discrimination N

Bullied/harrassed by other students 12

Had to leave school due to harassment 3

Bullied/harassed by teachers 2

Denied participation in extracurricular activities 1

Percent

24.0% i ' 1

6.0%

4.0%

2.0% n

() 10 20 30 40

Number of respondents reporting at least one incident 

□ Cisgender male □ Cisgender female □ Transgender

50
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of these respondents (4.0%) had been bullied or harassed by Anchorage teachers because of sexual 
orientadon or gender identity/presentation. Three of these respondents (6.0%) had been forced to 
leave school because of harassment they experienced. One respondent in this subsample (2.0%) re­
ported being denied participation in extracurricular activities because of sexual orientation or gender 
identity/presentation.

None of the 50 respondents who had lived less than five years in Anchorage reported any in­
cidents of having been denied admission to an academic program, denied financial aid, or denied 
campus housing.
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Child custody/relationships

Table 26 and Figure 9 show forms of discrimination in child custody that survey respondents 
reported experiencing at least one time in Anchorage because of sexual orientation, gender identity, or 
gender presentation. Data is shown for the total sample of 268 respondents and for the subsample of 
63 respondents who had identified themselves as the parent or guardian of at least one child. None of 
the 50 respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years reported experiencing 
discrimination in child custody issues while in Anchorage.

Of the total respondent sample, 12 respondents (4.5%) reported that their sexual orientation or 
gender identity/presentation was used against them at least once in a child custody proceeding. Eight 
respondents (3.0%) had contact with their minor children restricted by a former spouse because of 
sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation, and two respondents (0.7%) reported that custody 
of their children was restricted by a court because of sexual orientation or gender identity/presen ta- 
tion.

Differences by sex and gender identity

Within the total sample of 268 respondents, a higher proportion of cisgender lesbians and bisex­
ual women than cisgender gay or bisexual men reported their sexual orientation or gender identity/ 
presentation being used against them in a child custody proceeding (7.5% of women; 2.9% of men). 
Only one transgender respondent (4.0) reported an incident of discrimination in child custody/rela­
tionships while in Anchorage (contact with children restricted by a former spouse).

Table 26. Experience of D iscrim ination in Custody/Relationships of 
Anchorage LGBT Discrim ination Survey Respondents

R esp on d en ts w h o  ex p er ien ced  o n e  or m ore in cid en ts o f  d iscrim in ation  in A nchorage  

d u e  to  sexual orien tation , gen d er id en tity , and/or gen d er presen tation .

Column percentages.

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

____________________Cisgender____________________

Total (all) Total Male Female Transgender

N = 268 N = 243 N = 136 N = 107 N = 25

A ll respondents N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation used 
against you in a child custody proceeding

12 4.5 % 12 4.9 % 4 2.9 % 8 7.5 % 0 0.0 %

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
N = 50

COIIZ

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 w ith  children N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation used 
against you in a child custody proceeding

10 15.9 % 10 18.5 % 3 16.7 % 7 19.4 % 0 0.0 %

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 11.1 6 11.1 3 16.7 3 8.3 1 11.1
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Respondents resident in Anchorage for less than five years

None of the 50 respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years re­
ported experiencing discrimination in child custody issues while in Anchorage.

Respondents with children

The above discussion of discrimination in child custody issues was based upon the total study 
population of 268 respondents. To gain a better picture of discrimination in child custody issues, a 
subsample of respondents who said they were the parent or guardian of one or more children was 
examined. Only 63 (23.7%) of the total study population had children, including 18 cisgender male 
respondents, 26 cisgender female respondents, and 9 transgender respondents.

Of these respondents, 10 (15.9%) reported that their sexual orientation or gender identity/pre- 
sentation was used against them at least once in a child custody proceeding. Seven (11.1%) had cus­
tody of their children restricted by a former spouse, and one (1.6%), a cisgender female respondent, 
had contact with her children restricted by a former spouse.

Discrepancies in data

Non-parents cannot, of course, experience issues related to child custody. It is a question, there­
fore, why a higher incidence of child custody issues was reported from the total sample of 268 than 
from the subsample who were actual parents. For example, only 1 respondent who identified herself 
as a parent reported contact with her children being restricted by a former spouse, yet 7 additional 
respondents of the total sample — respondents who had stated on their questionnaires that they were 
not a parent or guardian — also reported having that issue.

It is possible that Question 15 of the questionnaire —A re you the parent or guardian of one or more 
children?— was too ambiguously phrased, with some respondents interpreting it to mean A re you cur­
rently (and legallyj the parent or guardian of one or more children, with others interpreting it to mean, Do you 
have any children, whether or not they still live with you?

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

N um ber o f  respondents w h o  experienced  o n e  or m ore incidents o f  discrim ination in ch ild  custody  
in A nchorage due to sexual orientation, gen d er identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total num ber o f  respondents: 268

Child custody/relationships discrimination N Percent

Sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation used 
against you in a child custody proceeding

12 4.5%

Contact w ith  children restricted by former spouse 8 3.0%

Custody o f children restricted by court 2 0.7%
h--------------1-------1-------1-------1   1-------1-------1-------1-------1
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Number of respondents reporting at least one incident

□ Cisgender male Cisgender female □ Transgender
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Public services and public accommodations

Table 27 and Figures 10 and 11 show types of discrimination in public services that survey re­
spondents reported experiencing at least one time in Anchorage because of sexual orientation, gender 
identity, or gender presentation. Data is shown for the total sample of 268 respondents and for the 
subsample of 50 respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years.

The most frequently experienced form of public service discrimination reported by respon­
dents was harassment and verbal abuse by medical care providers in Anchorage, with 36 respondents 
(13.4%) reporting this type of discrimination. Respondents reported three other forms of discrimi­
nation from medical providers in Anchorage: 13 (4.9%) were denied non-emergency medical care; 11 
(4.1%) were denied transition-related care; and 2 (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; 35 respondents (13.1%) reported experiencing this at least once in An­
chorage because of their sexual orientation or gender identity/presentation. Nine respondents (3.4%) 
were denied a room in a hotel or motel at least once.

The third most frequently reported form of public services discrimination was harassment or 
verbal abuse by Anchorage police (N=23; 8.6%); and 20 respondents (7.5%) reported being stopped 
by Anchorage police at least once because of their sexual orientation or gender identity, with no other 
justification for the stop (the fifth most frequently reported form of public services discrimination). 
Five respondents (1.9%) reported being denied gender-appropriate driver’s licenses from the Alaska 
Division of Motor Vehicles.

The fourth most frequentiy reported form of public services discrimination was being denied 
membership or access to a gym of fitness club, with 22 respondents (8.2%) experiencing this form of 
discrimination. Ten respondents (3.7%) were denied use of a changing room at at gym or fitness club.

In other forms of public services discrimination, 16 respondents (6.0%) were denied use of a 
public restroom; 11 (4.1%) were denied services by a local government agency; 10 (3.7%) were denied 
a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified; and 1 (0.4%) was denied a ride or forcibly removed 
from a People Mover bus.

Differences by sex and gender identity

Of cisgender respondents, a higher proportion of gay and bisexual male respondents than les­
bian or bisexual female respondents reported having been harassed or verbally abused by medical care 
providers, with 17 male respondents (12.5%) and 10 female respondents (9.3%) reporting experienc­
ing at least one incident of this form of discrimination in Anchorage. Cisgender male respondents 
also had a higher rate of reporting harassment or verbal abuse from Anchorage police (11.0% com­
pared with 4.7% for cisgender female respondents) and of being stopped by Anchorage police with­
out any other justification (8.8% for male compared with 4.7% for female respondents). Cisgender 
female respondents had a higher rate (11.2%) than cisgender male respondents (3.7%) of reporting 
being denied membership or access to 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 cisgender respondents reported experiencing dis­
crimination. In particular, 44.0 percent of transgender respondents reported having at least once been 
denied use of a public restroom while in Anchorage, compared with just 2.1 percent of cisgender 
respondents. Over one-third of transgender respondents — 36.0 percent — had been harassed or 
verbally abused by medical providers, more than three times the percentage reported by cisgender
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Table 27. Experience of Discrim ination in Public Services of 
Anchorage LGBT Discrim ination Survey Respondents

R espon d en ts w h o  exp er ien ced  o n e  or m ore in cidents o f  d iscrim ination  in A nchorage  
d u e  to sexual orientation , gen d er identity, and/or gen d er presentation .

Colum n percentages.

W h ile  in  A nchorage , h o w  o ften  have you experienced  any o f  the  fo l lo w in g  because o f  vo u r sexual o rie n ta tion  ?

W h ile  in  A nchorage , h o w  o ften  have  you  experienced  any o f  the  fo llo w in g  because o f  vour vender id e n tity  n r  gender presen tation  ?

___________________ Cisgender___________________

Total (all) Total M a le  Female Transgender
N = 268 N =243 N -1 3 6  N -1 0 7  N =25

A ll respondents N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Medical
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider 36 13.4 % 27 11.1 % 17 12.5 % 10 9.3 % 9 36.0 %

Denied non-emergency medical care by provider 13 4.9 7 2.9 4 2.9 3 2.8 6 24.0
Denied transition-related care by provider 11 4.1 1 0.4 1 0.7 — — 10 40.0

Denied emergency medical care by provider 2 0.7 1 0.4 - - 1 0.9 1 4.0

Public accommodations
Denied service in a restaurant or bar 35 13.1 % 28 11.5 % 17 12.5 % 11 10.3 % 7 28.0 %

Denied use of a public restroom 16 6.0 5 2.1 1 0.7 4 3.7 11 44.0
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified 10 3.7 8 3.3 4 2.9 4 3.7 2 8.0

Denied a room in a hotel/motel 9 3.4 6 2.5 6 4.4 - - 3 12.0

Police and government services
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 23 8.6 % 20 8.2 % 15 11.0 % 5 4.7 % 3 12.0 %

Stopped by Anchorage police based on
sexual orientation or gender identity, without other 20 7.5 17 7.0 12 8.8 5 4.7 3 12.0

justification for the stop

Denied services by a local government agency 11 4.1 7 2.9 4 2.9 3 2.8 4 16.0
Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV 5 1.9 1 0.4 — — 1 0.9 4 16.0
Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover 0.0 - - — - — — 1 4.0

Gyms/fitness clubs
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club 22 8.2 % 17 7.0 % 5 3.7 % 12 11.2 % 5 20.0 %

Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club 10 3.7 3 1.2 3 2.2 0 0.0 7 28.0

Respondents resident in
Anchorage fo r  less than _

N = 50 N = 43 N = 30 N = 13 N = 7

five years N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Medical
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider 4 8.0 % 1 2.3 % 1 3.3 % — — % 3 42.9 %

Denied non-emergency medical care by provider 2 4.0 — — — — — — 2 28.6
Denied transition-related care by provider 3 6.0 — — — — — — 3 42.9

Denied emergency medical care by provider 2 4.0 1 2.3 1 3.3 - - 1 14.3

Public accommodations
Denied service in a restaurant or bar 4 8.0 % 3 7.0 % 2 6.7 % 1 7.7 % 1 14.3 %

Denied use of a public restroom 3 6.0 — — — — — — 42.9
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise qualified 3 6.0 2 4.7 2 6.7 — — 1 14.3

Denied a room in a hotel/motel 1 2.0 - - - - - - 1 14.3

Police and government services
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 3 6.0 % 2 4.7 % 2 6.7 % — — 1 14.3 %

Stopped by Anchorage police based on
sexual orientation or gender identity, without other 5 10.0 4 9.3 3 10.0 1 7.7 % 1 14.3

justification for the stop

Denied services by a local government agency 3 6.0 2 4.7 2 6.7 - — 1 14.3
Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV 1 2.0 1 2.3 — — 1 7.7 0 0.0
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 2 4.0 % - - - - - - 2 28.6 %
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respondents (11.1%). Over a quarter of transgender respondents — 28.0 percent — reported being 
denied use of a changing room at a gym or fitness club, compared with only 1.2 percent of cisgender 
respondents.

Two categories of public services discrimination are fairly specific to transgender persons: tran­
sition-related care and gender-appropriate driver’s licenses. Forty percent of transgender respondents 
(N=10) reported being denied transition-related care by an Anchorage medical provider, and 16.0 
percent (N=4) had been denied the appropriate gender marker on their driver’s license.

Respondents resident in Anchorage fo r less than five years

Respondents who had been resident in Anchorage for less than five years reported experiences 
of most types of public services discrimination in lower proportions than did the total sample. Cau-

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

N um ber o f respondents w h o'exp erien ced  o n e  or m ore incidents o f discrim ination in public services 

in A nchorage d u e to sexual orientation, gen d er identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total num ber o f respondents: 268

N PercentPublic services

Medical

Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider 36

Denied non-emergency medical care by provider 13

Denied transition-related care by provider 11

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
20

orientation or gender identity w/out other justification

Denied services by a local government agency 11

Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV 5

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover 1

Cyms/fitness clubs

Denied membership o r 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 

□  Cisgender male □  Cisgender female □  Transgender
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tion should be used in comparing the few excepdons given the small numbers involved. Only two 
forms o f  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 o f  this subsample o f  respondents.

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

N um ber o f  respondents w h o  experienced  on e or m ore incidents o f discrim ination in public services  
in A nchorage d ue to  sexual orientation, gender identity, and/or gender presentation.

Total num ber o f  respondents: 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% 1
Public accommodations
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Police and government services

Stopped by Anchorage police based on sexual orientatior 
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Denied services by a local government agency 3 6.0% U
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Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV 1 2.0%

Gyms/fitness clubs

Denied use o f changing room at gym/fitness club 2 4.0% a
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Number of respondents reporting at least one incident 
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Relationship status

One additional form of discrimination that can be evaluated, at least in part, from survey data 
comes from the comparison of responses to two demographic questions asked of study participants: 
marital status as defined by Alaska law, and actual relationship status. As shown in Figure 12, more 
than three-quarters of respondents (N=207; 77.2%) stated that their legal status under Alaska law was 
single, never married', only 12 respondents (4.5%) were legally married under Alaska law.

(The 1998 amendment to the Alaska Constitution defining marriage as being only between “one 
man and one woman” prohibits same-sex marriage; it must be remembered that bisexual participants 
who may be married to partners of the opposite sex are included in this study)

In contrast, well over half of the study participants (N=156; 58.2%) said that they were in com­
mitted relationships with intimate partners — relationships which are unrecognized in law except in 
limited contexts, such as with domestic partner benefits for same-sex partners of State of Alaska em­
ployees or “financially interdependent partner” benefits in the University of Alaska system. 1

For comparison purposes, the figure also shows marital status for the Municipality of Anchorage 
population aged 15 years or older.

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 o f respondents-2 6 8

Question 13. What is your current m arita l status, as defined by Alaska la w  ?
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M a rita l Status fo r  M un ic ipa lity  o f Anchorage Population 15 Years o r O lder, 2010 Census

Total number of residents 15 years or older - 230.328

M a rita l sta tu s N Percent

Never married 72,589 31.5%

Married 116,720 50.7%

Divorced 32,477 14.1%

Widowed 8,542 3.7% o
20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000 120,000 140,000

Number o f residents 15 years o r older 
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Source of census data: American Community Survey, 2010 1-Year Data for Anchorage Municipality
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M a k in g  C o m p a ris o n s : A n c h o r a g e  LGBT D is c r im in a t io n  in  C o n t e x t  

P r e v io u s  A la s k a  R e s e a r c h

In the 1980s, Identity, Inc. conducted two major research efforts to document sexual orientation 
bias in Alaska. One in Ten: A  Profile o f A laska’s Tesbian dr Gay Community (Identity, 1986), reported the 
results of a statewide survey of 734 lesbian, gay, and bisexual Alaskans conducted in 1985. Identity Re­
ports: Sexual Orientation Bias in A laska  (Green & Brause, 1989), included three papers, including “Closed 
Doors,” a survey of Anchorage employers and landlords; and “Prima Facie,” which presented case 
studies of 84 cases of violence, harassment, and discrimination in Alaska due to sexual orientation 
bias. Both studies are available online at http://www.henkimaa.com/identity/.

One in Ten (1986)

One in Ten (Identity, 1986) reported on a statewide survey conducted from March 15 to June 30, 
1985 of gay, lesbian, and bisexual respondents in Alaska using community-based and snowball sam­
pling (a form of nonprobability sampling). The final sample included 323 gay and bisexual men and 
411 lesbian and bisexual women, for a total of 734 respondents. Of these, 62.5 percent were residents 
of the Municipality of Anchorage. The 100-question survey asked a wide range of questions in areas 
including relationships, parenthood, religion, physical and emotional health, health providers, alcohol 
and drug usage, AIDS awareness, coming out, experience of discrimination, politics, leisure, needs, 
and attitudes.

• Of the 734 respondents to One in /61.4% reported being victimized by violence and harass­
ment while in Alaska because of their sexual orientation (ranging from verbal abuse/harass­
ment, reported by 58.1%, to physical violence, 10.7%, and sexual assault, 4.3%);

• 39.5% reported discrimination in employment, housing, and loans/credit; and

• 32.9% reported discrimination from services and institutions.

Figure 13 displays One in Ten findings on violence, harassment, and discrimination in greater 
detail. (Percentage calculations for each question are based upon valid responses, and exclude missing 
responses in which respondents did not answer the question.) Color coding within the bar chart gives 
a visual indicator of the number of respondents from each population group — gay and bisexual men 
(green) and lesbian and bisexual women (orange) — who experienced each type of discrimination. 
Transgender respondents were not included in the One in Ten survey.

Though conducted 25 years apart, One in Ten and the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey 
resulted in roughly comparable data on self-reported experience of violence, harassment, and discrim­
ination, though for most questions in the present survey higher percentages of respondents reported 
problems than One in Ten respondents did.

However, caution must be used in making such comparisons, given the difficulties inherent in 
sampling LGBT populations as discussed in the Methodology. Additionally, there are several major 
differences at the outset between the two studies. For example, the present study asked about experi­
ences of discrimination which had occurred only within the Municipality of Anchorage, whereas One 
in Ten sought information about experiences throughout the state of Alaska. It cannot be assumed 
that incidence of discrimination by LGBT people is the same in the Municipality of Anchorage as it 
is in, for example, Fairbanks North Star Borough, the City and Borough of Juneau, or rural Alaska.

A second major difference was in the proportions of male and female respondents in the two

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)

N um ber o f gay, lesbian, and bisexual respondents w h o  experienced  on e or more incidents o f violence/harassm ent 
or discrimination in Alaska d ue 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.
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H ote l/m ote l accom m odations 39 5.4%

Insurance com panies 37 5.1%

Local governm ent agencies 36 5.0%

Retail stores 20 2.8%

Legal firm s 17 2.4%

I- T
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N um ber o f respondents reporting at least one incident 

□  Male □  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 o f the Municipality o f Anchorage.

Source of data: Identity, Inc., Qne in Ten: A Profile  o f A laska's..Lesbian & Gay Community (1986).

700
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study samples: One in Ten respondents were 44.0 percent male and 56.0 percent female, but in the pres­
ent survey, the proportions among cisgender respondents are exactly reversed (56.0% of the 243 cis­
gender respondents were male; 44.0% were female). Among other differences by sex, gay and bisexual 
men in both studies reported experiencing most types of violence and harassment at higher rates than 
did lesbian and bisexual women. Thus, a change in the proportion of male to female within the study 
samples may have a large impact on the incidence of discrimination reported.

Finally, unlike One in Ten, the present study includes transgender respondents, who experienced 
discrimination at higher rates than cisgender respondents in most areas.

It would therefore be unwise and almost certainly inaccurate to claim that the higher percentages 
of respondents in the present survey reporting experiences of most types of discrimination means 
that anti-LGBT discrimination has gotten worse over the past quarter-century. What can be claimed 
is that violence, harassment, and discrimination because of sexual orientation and gender identity 
continue to be commonly experienced by LGBT residents of and visitors to the Municipality of An­
chorage.

Identity Reports (1989)

Identity Reports (Green & Brause, 1989) was a research complement to One in Ten designed to 
explore issues of sexual orientation bias not addressed in the earlier report. It was made up of three 
reports.

“Coming O ut” (1989)

The first report included in Identity Reports, “Coming Out: Issues Surrounding Disclosure of 
Sexual Orientation” (Green, 1989a) was based largely upon analysis of One in Ten data on individual 
choices about coming out — disclosing one’s sexual orientation — to others, as well as the possible 
consequences of these choices, particularly in relation to discrimination, socioeconomic status, and 
mental health.

As reported in One in Ten, over four out of five respondents (83.1%) 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. On average, One in Ten respondents first recognized their sexual orien­
tation at the age of 12.5 years, but did not disclose their sexual orientation to another person until the 
age of 20.1 years — nearly eight years later. Even in adulthood, only 42 percent of One in Ten’s gay, 
lesbian, and bisexual respondents had come out to their fathers and 58 percent to their mothers. Of 
parents who were aware of their child’s sexual orientation, 22 percent of the fathers and 17 percent 
of the mothers were reported to be non-accepting of their gay, lesbian, or bisexual children. Siblings 
of respondents were both more likely to be told (62%), and less likely to be non-accepting (8%), than 
parents.

One in Ten respondents were also asked about whether they had disclosed their sexual orienta­
tions to four groups of non-family members: nongay friends, neighbors, coworkers, and employers/ 
supervisors. The results, displayed in Figure 14, show that employers/supervisors and neighbors were 
by far the least likely to be made aware of respondents’ sexual orientations. As described in “Coming 
Out” —

While perhaps neighbors are not made aware because they are the least significant to 
respondents in terms of day-to-day life, it is highly probably [sic] that fear of discrimina­
tion plays a most important role in decisions not to be open to supervisors or employers.
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In fact, 23% of our respondents agreed with the statement, “If my current employer 
or supervisor found out about my sexual orientation, I would be fired or laid off”.... 
Roughly 6% wrote on their questionnaires comments... to the effect that they had not 
experienced discrimination because they were so closeted, and that they were closeted 
because they feared discrimination, (p. 4)

Similar comments were made by respondents to the Anchorage LGBT Discrimination Survey 
(see Appendix A).

A 1987 study of 3,404 Chicago-area lesbians and gay men, discussed in “Coming Out,” found 
that lesbian and gay respondents with higher status occupations tended to be more closeted, prob­
ably due to sexual orientation bias in those occupations, and researchers raised the possibility that the 
question of outness may have a direct impact on the employment choices made by many gays and 
lesbians, and hence also upon their socioeconomic status (McKirnan & Peterson, 1987). Interestingly, 
while employers and supervisors were (along with neighbors) the least likely non-family members to be 
aware of One in Ten respondents’ sexual orientations, they were also among the most likely to be aware:

Twenty percent of the respondents reported that all their employers and supervisors 
were aware. We are naturally no longer able to ask these respondents how or why their 
supervisors knew, but it is possible that some of them were unwilling to five in the “frag­
ile construction of lies” of which Jandt and Darsey speak, and made conscious decisions 
to be open about their sexual orientation in the workplace, (p. 5) (“Jandt and Darsey” 
refers to a 1981 study on coming out; see Bibliography for reference.)

Figure 14. Knowledge of O ne 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%.
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Source o f data: One in Ten (Identity, 1986); based on Figure 4 o f "Coming O u t'(C re e n , 1989a).
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“Closed Doors” (1989)

T h e secon d  paper included in Identity Reports, “C losed  D oors: Sexual O rientation Bias in the 
A nchorage H ou sin g  and E m p loym ent M arkets” (Brause, 1989), presents findings from  a study o f  at­
titudes toward h om osexual em ployees and tenants am ong A nchorage em ployers and landlords. D ata  
for the study w ere co llected  from  N o v em b er 1987 to  January 1988. T h e study population  included  
191 A nchorage em ployers and 178 A nchorage landlords w h o  responded  to two 24-qu estion  se lf­
adm inistered questionnaires (one for em ployers, on e for landlords) sent out to a random ly selected  
sam ple o f  em ployers and landlords.

U nlike other research d iscussed  here, “C losed  D o o r s” was n o t directed at gathering inform ation  
on  in cid en ce o f  d iscrim ination experienced by L G B T  p eop le, but rather on  attitudes am ong p eop le  
w h o  w ere in  a p osition  to  discrim inate against L G B T  people.

Table 28 displays data from  several questions asked o f  the em ployers and landlords in  the survey. 
O f  the 191 em ployers, 27 .2  percent said they w ould  n ot hire a person  they had reason to believe was 
h om osexual; 26 .2  p ercen t said they w ould  n o t p rom ote a hom osexual to a supervisory or m anagem ent 
p osition; and 18.3 percent said they w ould  fire a p erson  they had reason to believe was hom osexual. 
O f  the 178 landlords, 19.8 percent said they w ould  n o t rent to som eon e they had reason to  believe was 
a hom osexual; and 9.1 percent w ould  evict so m eo n e believed  to be hom osexual.

• G roup in g  the statistics from  the table to included all em ployers and landlords w h o  “agreed” 
w ith  at least on e o f  the questions, the study foun31%  o f  the 191 A nchorage em ployers sur­
veyed  said they w ould  n ot hire or p rom ote or w ould  fire so m eo n e they had reason  to believe  
w as hom osexual.

• 20%  o f  the 178 A nchorage landlords in  the survey said they w ou ld  n o t rent to  or w ould  evict 
so m eo n e  they had reason to  believe was hom osexual.

T h e study also foun d  a relationship betw een  em ployers and landlords w h o  did n o t 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

Percent Percent
Total valid 

Percent responses

Employers

I would not hire a person I had 
reason to believe was homosexual.

I would not promote an employee I had 
reason to believe was homosexual to a supervisor 

or management position in my company.

I would discharge an employee I had 
reason to believe was homosexual.

Landlords

I would not rent to a person I had 
reason to believe was homosexual.

I would evict a tenant I had 
reason to believe was homosexual.

52 27.2 % 115 60.2 % 24 12 .6%  191

50 26.2 126 66.0 15 7.9 191

35 18.3 142 74.3 14 7.3 191

35 19 .8%  131 74 .0%  11 6 .2 %  177

16 9.1 147 83.5 13 7.4 176

Source o f data: "Closed Doors" (Brause, 1989)
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sonal association  w ith  a h om osexu al person  and th ose w h o  w ou ld  discrim inate against hom osexual 
em ployees and tenants. L ikewise, there was a relationship betw een  em ployers and landlords w h o  had  
a friend or family m em ber w h o  was gay or lesbian, and th ose w h o  w ould  not discrim inate against g a y /  
lesbian em ployees and tenants.

“Prima Facie” (1989)

T h e third paper included in Identity Reports, “Prima Facie: D o cu m en ted  Cases o f  Sexual O rienta­
tion  Bias in  A laska” (G reen, 1989b) d ocu m ented  84 case h istories o f  sexual orientation bias in Alaska  
from  1974 to 1987, including 68 cases from  personal testim ony and 16 from  docum entary sources. 
T h e 68 personal testim ony cases w ere based on  49 taped interview s (7 interview s in 1985 and 42 in  
1987-1988), and 19 questionnaires (com pleted  in 1987); incident sum m aries w ere verified w ith  resp on ­
dents for accuracy, com p leten ess, and confidentiality. T h e 16 cases from  docum entary sources were  
based  on accounts in  court records, radio and new spaper accounts, and other written or recorded  
sources; source citations w ere included  w ith the incident sum m aries based  on  them .

Incidents described ranged from  sim ple bias to discrim ination in em ploym ent, housing, public 
accom m od ations, or other discrim ination, to verbal abuse and harassm ent, property damage, threats, 
sm ok e-b om b in g  or tear-gassing, assault, sexual assault, and three cases o f  murder. O ver three-quar­
ters o f  the cases took  place w ithin  the M unicipality o f  A nchorage: 50  cases from  personal testim ony  
and 16 from  docum entary sources (including the three m urders), for a total o f  64 A nchorage cases 
(76.2% ). V ictim s o f  sexual orientation bias in  the cases w ere predom inately gay or lesbian, but het­
erosexuals w rongly assum ed  to be hom osexual also experienced  problem s.

Central to the design o f  “Prim a Facie” was the fact that sexual orientation discrim ination was 
n o t illegal in Alaska —  a fact w hich  rem ains true today, nearly a quarter o f  a century later. A s stated  
in  the study’s introduction:

B ecause com plaints o f  such discrim ination are n o t “jurisdictional” for any o f  A laska’s 
hum an rights or equal rights com m ission s, the com m ission s are n o t em pow ered  to ac­
cept com plaints o f  such discrim ination or to m ake investigation in to  these com plaints.
(p. 22)

“Prim a Facie” incident sum m aries describing incidents o f  discrim ination w ere m o st closely  
equivalent to  the “ form al written com plaint” or intake stage o f  a case o f  alleged illegal discrim ination. 
A  form er intake investigator w ith  the Alaska H um an Rights C om m ission  review ed the 42 discrim ina­
tion  cases in  “Prim a Facie” based  o n  personal testim ony (as op p osed  to  docum entary accounts from  
new spapers or court records) and fou n d  that 32  o f  th ose cases w ou ld  have b een  “definitely” jurisdic­
tional under Alaska state hum an rights law —  that is, the com m ission  w ould  investigate these cases 
i f  com plaints w ere m ade —  if  the law  had included protection  from  discrim ination on  the basis o f  
sexual orientation. B ecause “Prima Facie” researchers also lacked the pow er to investigate com plaints, 
they cou ld  n o t undertake fact-finding investigations in volv in g  all parties to a case in order to  establish  
w ith  certainty that d iscrim ination had occurred.

See the section  on  “H um an and equal rights com m ission s” for descriptions o f  h ow  com plaints 
o f  alleged discrim ination are p rocessed  by the A nchorage Equal Rights C om m ission  and Alaska State 
C om m ission  for H u m an  Rights.
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N a t io n a l  r e s e a r c h

N ational research on  discrim ination against L G B T  p eop le corresponds w ith  w hat has been  
learned based on  A laska data from  One in Ten (Identity, 1986) and Identity Reports (G reen & Brause, 
1989) and A nchorage data from  the A nchorage L G B T  D iscrim ination  Survey.

T h e studies described b elo w  provide the basis for the d iscussion  that follow s com paring Alaska  
and A nchorage data w ith  national data on sexual orientation and gender identity bias and discrim ina­
tion.

N a t io n a l  p ro b a b ility  su rv e y s

N ational research on  discrim ination and v io len ce against lesbian, gay, and bisexual populations  
has included several surveys using probability sam ples representative o f  the U.S. population. (See 
“Sam ple se lection ” in the M eth od o logy  to this report for m ore about probability sampling.)

A m o n g  these is the G eneral Social Survey (GSS) w hich  has b een  con d ucted  annually or b ienni­
ally by the N ational O p in ion  Research Center at U niversity o f  C hicago since 1972. (T he G SS w ebsite  
is at h ttp : //w w w 3 .n o r c .o r g /G S S + W e b site /.) T h e 2008  G eneral Social Survey for the first tim e asked 
resp ond en ts about sexual orientation (prior surveys had asked only about sam e-sex sexual behavior), 
and included  a m odule o f  q uestions aim ed at sexual m inority respondents on  com in g out, relation­
ship status and family structure, w orkplace and h ousin g  discrim ination, and health insurance coverage 
(G ates, 2010; Sears & M allory, 2011b). T h e 2008 G SS included a nationally representative sam ple 
o f  2 ,023 adults over the age o f  18, o f  w h om  162 cou ld  be classified as a sexual minority, including  
58 L G B -identified  and 104  non-L G B -identified  respondents (persons w h o  reported sam e-sex sexual 
partners since age 18, but w h o  did n o t self-identify as lesbian, gay, or bisexual). O f  these, 57 L G B - 
identified  and 23 n on -L G B -id en tified  respondents com p leted  all or som e o f  the m odu le questions  
(G ates, 2010; Sears & Mallory, 2011b).

H erek  (2009) u sed  a national probability sam ple o f  662 self-identified  lesbian, gay, and bisexual 
adults random ly selected  from  an existing probability-based panel o f  m ore than 40 ,000  U.S. h o u se­
h olds recruited through random  digit dialing (R D D ) telep h on e sam pling by K n ow led ge N etw orks, an 
Internet-based  survey research com pany. H erek’s survey, conducted  during 2009 , assessed  the preva­
lence o f  criminal victim ization  by v io len ce and property crime, harassm ent, and discrim ination in 
em p loym ent and h ou sin g  on  the basis o f  sexual orientation. H is final sam ple con sisted  o f  311 w om en  
(152 lesbians, 159 bisexuals) and 351 m en (241 gay m en, 110 bisexuals) aged 18 or older.

T h e H um an R ights Cam paign Foundation (2009) also m ade use o f  K n ow led ge N etw ork s’ ex ­
isting probability-based panel, deriving 440 com p leted  interview s from  a random  sam ple o f  self­
identified  L G B T  adults, augm ented  by a further 321 L G B T  interview s con d ucted  using an online  
panel m aintained by Survey Sam pling Inc. and w eighted  to  K n ow led ge N etw ork s benchm arks for the 
L G B T  em p loyed  population. T h e sam ple included 23 transgender em ployees w h o  also self-identified  
as lesbian, gay or bisexual; n o  transgender respondents in the survey identified  as heterosexual. (This 
sam ple o f  transgender resp ond en ts was too  sm all to  be nationally representative.) H R C  F oundation’s 
study, Degrees of Equality: A  National Study Examining Workplace Climate for LG BT Employees, described  
h o w  sexual orientation and gender identity o f  L G B T  em ployees surface and u nfo ld  in the w orkplace 
and h o w  w orkplace en vironm ent can affect em ployee retention  and productivity.

A n  earlier probability sam ple study, Inside-OUT: A  Report on the Experiences of Lesbians, Gays and 
Bisexuals in America and the Public’s Views on Issues and Policies Related to Sexual Orientation (Kaiser Family  
Foundation, 2001), included tw o com p onents, the G eneral Public (G P) Survey and the Lesbian, Gay  
and B isexual (LGB) Survey. T h e  L G B  survey results w ere based on  teleph one interview s conducted

http://www3.norc.org/GSS+Website/
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in 2000  from  “a random  sam ple o f  h ouseholds in the fifteen m etropolitan areas thought to  have the 
highest concentrations o f  lesbians, gays and bisexuals” w ith  a final sam ple o f  405 random ly selected, 
self-identified  gay, lesbian and b isexual adults 18 years or older. Because its sam ple was lim ited to  15 
m etropolitan areas, this study m ay n o t be fully representative o f  the L G B  population  nationally, par­
ticularly th ose living in areas w ith  low er concentrations o f  L G B  people.

N a t io n a l  n o n p r o b a b ility  su rv e y s

A s p o in ted  ou t by Sears and M allory (2011b), few  nationally representative surveys gather data 
on  L G B T  populations, so  it is u sefu l to  also look  at national and local non-probability surveys.

T h e m o st im portant o f  these for the purpose o f  this report is the N ational Transgender D is ­
crim ination Survey (Grant, et al., 2011), an extensive national survey con d ucted  by the N ational C en­
ter for Transgender Equality and the N ational G ay and Lesbian Task F orce during 2010. T h e N ational 
Transgender D iscrim in ation  Survey (N T D S) was the first com prehensive study to  d ocu m ent discrim i­
nation and bias against transgender persons in the U.S. T h e N T D S  m ade use o f  com m unity-based  
and snow ball sam pling to  achieve a final sam ple o f  6 ,456 transgender and gen d er-n onconform in g  
resp ond en ts from  all 50 U.S. states, the D istrict o f  C olum bia, Puerto R ico, G uam , and the U.S. Vir­
gin  Islands. T h e survey instrum ent, w hich could  be filled out either online or on  paper, included 70 
questions on  topics includ ing em ploym ent, education, health care, housing, public accom m odations, 
crim inal justice, fam ily life, and access to gender-appropriate identification docum ents.

A  com p lete review  o f  other national nonprobability surveys o f  L G B T  populations is b eyond  
the scop e  o f  this report. Sears and M allory (2011b) provides a useful survey o f  studies related to  
em ploym ent discrim ination am ong L G B T  populations including national probability and n on p rob ­
ability surveys; controlled  experim ents; findings by courts and legislatures; adm inistrative hum an and  
equal rights agencies in  states w hich  accept com plaints o f  sexual orientation a n d /o r  gender identity  
discrim ination; and studies o n  the negative affects o f  discrim ination on  L G B T  peop le, including co n ­
cealing L G B T  identity in  the w orkplace, w age and em ploym ent disparities, and im pact on  m ental and  
physical health.

C o m p a r iso n s  o f  A la sk a  a n d  A n c h o r a g e  s tu d ie s  w ith  n a tio n a l re sea rch

T h e fo llow in g d iscu ssion  is based upon the studies just described. Som e areas o f  d iscussion  may 
be m ore com p lete than others, due to  the different research focuses o f  various studies. C om plete  
citations for these studies can be foun d  in the bibliography, including U R Ls for th ose w hich  are avail­
able on  the Internet.

Violence, intimidation, and criminal victimisation

H erek (2009) yields probably the m ost reliable estim ates to  date o f  the prevalence o f  criminal 
victim ization  and harassm ent o f  L G B  populations in the U.S. N early a quarter o f  H erek’s 662  L G B  
resp ond en ts (24.8%) had b een  crim inally v ictim ized  through v io len ce, property crime, or attem pted  
crim e because o f  their sexual orientation, w ith  13.1 percent having experienced  v io lence, 14.9 per­
cent experiencing property crim e, and 14.4 percent experiencing attem pted crim e on e or m ore times. 
H arassm ent was even  m ore com m on  am ong H erek ’s respondents, w ith  49.2  percent reporting being  
verbally abused because o f  their sexual orientation, 23 .4  percent saying they had b een  threatened w ith  
vio len ce, and 12.5 percent saying that objects had b een  thrown at them .

In com parison , 18.3 p ercen t o f  cisgender L G B respondents and 24.0  percent o f  transgender
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resp ond en ts to the A nchorage L G B T  D iscrim ination  Survey reported  having experience physical v io ­
lence, 29 .9  percent o f  cisgender and 32.0 percent o f  transgender respondents experienced  property  
damage; 76.1 p recen t o f  cisgender and 80.0 percent o f  transgender respondents experienced  verbal 
abuse and nam ecalling; 43 .2  percent o f  cisgender and 36.0 percent o f  transgender respondents w ere  
threatened w ith  physical v io lence; and 31.7  percent o f  cisgender and 44.0 percent o f  transgender 
respondents w ere fo llow ed  or chased.

• O ther results from  national studies in c74  percent o f  the L G B  respondents to the K aiser Fam ­
ily F oundation  (2001) study reported being personally targeted for verbal abuse such as slurs 
or nam e calling because o f  their sexual orientation, and 32  percent said they had b een  per­
sonally targeted for physical v io len ce against their person  or property because o f  their sexual 
orientation.

Coming out

O ver four out o f  five o f  the Alaska lesbian, gay, and bisexual respondents (83.1% ) to  One in Ten 
said that they becam e aware o f  their sexual orientation b efore age 18, but on ly 30.3  percent d isclosed  
their sexual orientation  to another person  b efore age 18 (Identity, 1986).

O ver two decades later, the nationally representative sam ple from  the 2008 G SS yields similar 
results: over three-quarters o f  its gay, lesbian, and bisexual respondents (77.2%) said that they w ere  
first attracted to so m eo n e  o f  the sam e sex b efore the age 18, but on ly 34.3  percent to ld  another person  
about being L G B  or having sam e-sex sexual experiences b efore the age o f  18 (Gates, 2010).

Employment discrimination

O ther results from  the 2008  G eneral Social Survey foun d  that 42 percent o f  its nationally repre­
sentative sam ple o f  L G B -identified  peop le had experienced  em ploym ent discrim ination during their 
lifetim es because o f  their sexual orientation, and 27 percent had experienced  such discrim ination in 
the five years prior to the survey (Sears & Mallory, 201 lb ). E m p loym ent discrim ination was especially  
com m on  am ong L G B  respondents w h ose sexual orientation was know n to coworkers: 56 percent 
h ad experienced  em p loym ent discrim ination during their lifetim es, and 38 percent w ithin  the five 
years prior to  the survey. T h e m o st frequently experienced  form  o f  sexual orientation discrim ination  
reported  by “out” L G B  respondents to  the 2008 G SS was harassm ent, w ith 35 percent having been  
harassed at work, and 27  percent being harassed w ithin  the five years prior to  the survey. O f  “out” 
L G B  respondents, 16 p ercen t had lost a job during their lifetim es because o f  their sexual orientation, 
and 7 percent had lo st a job w ithin  the 5 years prior to  taking the survey. B y com parison , 10 percent 
o f  L G B respondents w h o  were not ou t at their w orkplaces had experienced em ploym ent discrim ina­
tion  in the five years prior to  the survey because o f  their sexual orientation.

T h ese  results are again similar to  results from  One in Ten’s 1985 Alaska data and the present 
survey’s m ore recent data for the M unicipality o f  A nchorage. O f  One in Ten’s L G B  respondents,
35.0  percent had experienced  prob lem s at an Alaska workplace; 10.6 percent had difficulty getting a 
job; and 8.3 percent had  b een  term inated from  a job in  A laska because o f  sexual orientation (Iden­
tity, 1986). O f  cisgender (non-transgender) lesbian, gay, and bisexual respondents to  the A nchorage  
L G B T  D iscrim ination  Survey, 42 .8  percent (and 37.2%  o f  th o se  w h o  had lived in A nchorage for less 
than five years) had b een  harassed by their em ployer or other em ployees at their A nchorage w orkplace, 
w ith  16.0 percent (and 9.0%  o f  th ose  resident for less than five years) being actually forced to leave a 
p osition  because o f  harassm ent., and 14.8 p ercen t (11.6%  o f  th ose resident for less than five years)
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having b een  fired from  a job. (See Table 23.)
Transgender respondents to the present study reported  w orkplace problem s at even  higher rates, 

w ith 56.0 percent (and 42.9%  o f  th ose w h o  had lived in A nchorage for less than five years) saying they  
had b een  harassed by their em ployer or other em ployees at their A nchorage w orkplace, 16.0 percent 
(and 14.3%  o f  th ose resident for less than five years) b ein g  actually forced  to  leave a p osition  because  
o f  harassm ent, and 12.0 percent having been fired from  a job.

N ationally, the N ation a l Transgender D iscrim ination  Survey (Grant, et a l,  2011) fou n d  that 47 
percent o f  its resp ond en ts had experienced an adverse job action (not getting  a job, lo sin g  a job, or b e­
in g  denied  prom otion ) because they were transgender, including 26  percent saying they had lo st a job. 
H arassm ent and other adverse treatm ent o n  the job am on g its respondents was com m on , including  
50 percent reporting on -the-job  harassm ent, 7 percent being victim ized  by physical v io len ce at work, 
and 6 percent b ein g  sexually assaulted at work.

H R C  Foundation  (2009) did n o t assess prevalence o f  em ploym ent discrim ination events such  
as being den ied  p rom otion  or b ein g  fired. H ow ever, its study found that nearly two-thirds (61%) o f  
L G B T  em ployees reported  hearing jokes or derogatory com m en ts about L G B T  p eop le  at least once  
in  a while; 9 percent had heard anti-L G B T  com m en t from  direct supervisors. A b ou t two-thirds (62%) 
o f  H R C  F oundation’s resp ond en ts said that they had heard jokes and derogatory com m en ts co m ­
m ents about other m inority groups in their workplaces, w hich  also contributed to negative w orkplace 
clim ate. Jokes and derogatory com m en ts about L G B T  p eop le  and other m inorities w ere foun d  to be  
especially prevalent in  workplaces w h ose Equal E m p loym ent O pportunity (E E O ) policies w ere n ot  
inclusive o f  sexual orientation or gender identity.

O ther results from  national studies include:
• A m o n g  the 662 L G B  respondents studied by H erek  (2009), 9.2 percent had experienced  job  

discrim ination at least once.

• 55 percent o f  the L G B  respondents to the K aiser Family Foundation  (2001) study reported  
experiencing discrim ination in applying for or keeping a job because o f  their sexual orienta­
tion.

Outness in the workplace

A s reported  in the “C om ing O u t” com p on en t o f  Identity Keports (G reen & Brause, 1989), w hich  
was based  o n  One in Ten data, o f  One in Ten’s L G B  respondents, 32.5 percent said that “n o n e” o f  
their coworkers w ere aware o f  their sexual orientation; 52.7 percent said “som e” or “m o st” o f  their 
coworkers knew; and 14.7 percent said “all” their coworkers knew. A sked  about their em ployers or 
supervisors, 52.5 p ercen t said “n o n e” knew; 27.0 percent said “ som e” or “m o st” knew; and 20.5  per­
cent said that “all” their em ployers or supervisors w ere aware o f  their sexual orientation.

T h e  2008  G SS asked L G B  respondents on ly about coworkers, but again results w ere comparable:
33.5 percent said that “n o n e” o f  their coworkers k new  they w ere gay, lesbian, or bisexual; 41.1 percent 
said “som e” knew; and 25 .4  percent said “all” their coworkers knew  (Gates, 2010).

H R C  F oundation  (2009) reported that 28 percent o f  its L G B T  respondents w ere n ot out to  
anyone at their w orkplaces, 23  percent w ere ou t to  a few, 22  percent w ere op en  to h a lf or m o st p eop le  
w ith w h o m  they w orked, and 27 percent were op en  to everyone. M ore than a quarter (28%) h id  their 
sexual orientation or gender identity because they felt it w ou ld  be an obstacle to  career advancem ent 
or developm en t opportunities; 17 percent o f  the total L B T  sam ple (42% o f  transgender respondents) 
feared losin g  their jobs; 13 percent o f  the total L G B T  sam ple (40% o f  transgender respondents) hid
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their L G B T  identities in  the workplace out o f  fears for their personal safety.
R esults o f  the present survey are fairly closely  m atched  w ith b oth  One in Ten and the 2008 G SS  

w ith  regard to  ou tn ess in  the workplace. A s  reported  in our findings on  em ploym ent discrim ination, 
nearly three-quarters o f  survey respondents (N = 1 9 6 ; 73.1% ) reported h iding their sexual orientation, 
gender identity, or gender transition at least on ce  w hile in A nchorage in order to avoid  em ploym ent 
discrim ination. A  num ber o f  A nchorage L G B T  D iscrim ination  Survey respondents com m en ted  
about their experiences o f  h iding their L G B T  identity in the w orkplace to avoid discrim ination (see 
A pp en dix  A ).

Effects of hiding one’s LG BT identity in the workplace

E m p loyees w h o  are m ore op en  at work experience fewer negative ou tcom es from  their w ork­
place environm ent. T h ese  negative ou tcom es affect productivity, retention and p rofessional relation­
ships. In  the H R C  F oundation  (2009) study, respondents w h o  w ere “n o t op en  to  anyone at w ork” 
reported  h igher rates than respondents “op en  to  everyone at w ork” o f  having to lie about their 
personal life  (54%  o f  “n o t op en ” respondents vs. 21%  o f  “op en  to everyon e” respondents), feeling  
d epressed  (34%  vs. 26% ), avoiding peop le (29% vs. 23% ), feeling distracted (31% vs. 25% ), feeling  
exhausted (30%  vs. 12% ), and searching for other jobs (24%  vs. 16%) w ithin  the 12 m on th s before  
b ein g  surveyed.

T h e H R C  F oundation  study also addressed questions o f  h ow  and w hy the L G B T  identity o f  
em ployees b ecam e known:

A n  em p loyee’s sexual orientation or gender identity are o ften  unavoidable in casual, n o n ­
w ork-related conversations am ong co-w orkers —  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 w ork for m o st em ployees. In these  
conversations, L G B T  em ployees m ust decide w hether and h ow  they will engage and 
respond. W ill they be caught o f f  guard w h en  so m eo n e  asks i f  they are married? W hen  
asked w hat they did over the w eekend, w ill they say they saw  a m ovie w ith  their partner?
O r w ill they evade the question  to avoid risking w ork relationships?

L G B T  em ployees do n o t insist on  bringing their sexual orientation or gender identity  
into the workplace; rather, the workplace itse lf  dem ands it. W hile these conversations are 
im portant to  building w orking relationships, they can often  m ake L G B T  em ployees feel 
uncom fortable. Fewer than h a lf o f  L G B T  em ployees feel very com fortable talking about 
any o f  these top ics, particularly th ose that are n o t op en  at work. S om e L G B T  workers 
say they spend a lo t  o f  energy trying to  d od ge these conversations and the questions they  
evoke. (HRC Foundation , 2009)

Housing discrimination

O f  One in Ten’s 734  L G B  respondents, 4.7 percent reported  having difficulty in  obtain ing h ousin g  
and 4.3 percent w ere forced  to  m ove at least on ce  in A laska because o f  sexual orientation (Identity, 
1986). In the present survey, 16.9 percent o f  the cisgender L G B  respondents reported having been  
harassed by A nchorage landlords or other tenants; 9.9 percent w ere denied  a lease; 7.8 percent were 
evicted  or forced  to  m o v e at least once; and 1.6 percent w ere denied  access to shelter at least once. By  
com parison , am on g  the 662  L G B  respondents studied by H erek  (2009), 3.8 percent had experienced
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h ou sin g  discrim ination at least once. “H ou sin g  discrim ination” w as n o t m ore specifically defined in  
the report o f  H erek’s study.

O f  transgender respondents in  the present survey 36.0  percent had been  harassed by A nchorage  
landlords or other tenants; 12.0 percent were denied  a lease; and 12.0 percent w ere evicted  or forced  
to  m o v e at least once. T h e N ation a l Transgender D iscrim ination  Survey (Grant, et al., 2011) did n ot  
report o n  harassm ent by landlords and tenants; but its results on h ousin g  discrim ination questions 
w ere similar in other areas, w ith  19 percent o f  its respondents reporting being den ied  a h om e or apart­
m en t and 11 percent having b een  evicted  because they w ere transgender or gender n on-conform ing. 
N in eteen  percent (19%) had b eco m e h om eless at som e p o in t because they w ere transgender or gender  
n on -con form in g , and 1.7 w ere hom eless at the tim e o f  the survey.

• O ther results from  national studies include:34 percent o f  the L G B  respondents to  the K aiser 
Fam ily Foundation  (2001) study reported  experiencing discrim ination in  renting an apartment 
or buying a h ou se because o f  their sexual orientation.

Discrimination in education

R espondents to  the N ational Transgender D iscrim ination  Survey (Grant, et al., 2011) reported  
high levels o f  discrim ination and harassm ent in grades K -12  and higher educational settings. N early  
a third (31%) o f  N T D S  respondents were harassed by teachers or sch oo l staff, and 5 percent w ere 
physical assaulted and 3 percent w ere sexually assault by teachers or sch oo l staff. N early one-sixth  
(15%) o f  N T D S  respondents had b een  harassed to the poin t o f  feeling forced  to leave school, and 6 
percent w ere expelled  from  grades K -12  because o f  their gender id en tity /expression .

In the present study, 40 .0  percent o f  transgender respondents said that had been  b u llied /h a ­
rassed by other students and 24 .0  had been  bullied harassed by teachers in  A nchorage schools; 12.0 
percent had to  leave sch oo l because o f  harassem ent. C isgender respondents, especially gay and bi­
sexual m en , also had problem s w ith  harassm ent in  A nchorage schools.

O ther results from  national studies include:

• 7 p ercen t o f  the L G B  respondents to the K aiser Family F oundation  (2001) study reported
experiencing discrim ination in applying to a college, university, or other sch oo l because o f  
their sexual orientation.

Discrimination in child custody

O f  respondents to the N ational Transgender D iscrim ination  Survey (Grant, et al., 2011) with  
children, 29  percent experienced  an ex-partner lim iting their contact w ith  their children, and 13 per­
cent had their relationships w ith  their children lim ited or stopp ed  by courts. In the present study, only
36.0  percent o f  the transgender respondents (N = 9 ) had children; on e o f  these reported contact w ith  
her children being restricted by a form er spouse.

Discrimination in public services andpublic accommodations

F ew  o f  the national surveys d iscussed  here focu sed  o n  public accom m od ations discrim ination. 
H ow ever, the N ational Transgender D iscrim ination  Survey (Grant, et a l ,  2011) included a num ber 
o f  public accom m od ations and public service areas in w hich  transgender and gen d er-n onconform in g  
p eop le  com m on ly  experienced  discrim ination. In the area o f  health care 28 percent o f  N T D S  re­
sp ond en ts reported  b ein g  harassed in m edical settings and 2 percent w ere w ere victim s o f  v io lence
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w hile at the d octor’s office; 19 percent o f  w ere refused m edical care due to  their transgender or gender 
n o n -co n fo rm in g  status.

O ver h a lf (53%) o f  N T S D  respondents reported  being verbally harassed or treated disrespect­
fully in a place o f  public accom m od ation , w ith  44 percent being denied  equal treatm ent or service at 
least o n ce  at on e or m ore o f  15 types o f  public accom m od ation  covered  in the study and 8 percent 
being physically attacked or assaulted in places o f  public accom m odation . O f  th ose w h o  had inter­
acted w ith  police, 22  p ercen t reporting being harassed by p o lice  due to bias; 6 percent w ere physically 
assaulted and 2 percent w ere sexually assaulted by p o lice  officers because they w ere transgender or 
gender n on-con form ing.

G ender-appropriate identity docum ents are an area o f  particular con cern  to transgender people; 
lack o f  such identification  is associates w ith higher rates o f  discrim ination in em ploym ent, housing, 
and other areas. O f  N T S D  respondents w h o  w ere asked to presented  ID  in the ordinary course o f  
their lives that did n ot m atch their gender id en tity /exp ression , 40  percent reported  being harassed 
and 3 p ercen t b ein g  attacked or assaulted; 15 percent w ere asked to  leave the setting in  w hich  they had 
presented  in con gru en t identification. O nly 21 percent o f  those w h o  had transitioned had b een  able 
to update all o f  their ID s  and records.

O ther results from  national studies include:
• 46  percent o f  the L G B  respondents to  the K aiser Family Foundation  (2001) study reported  

experiencing discrim ination in getting health care or health insurance because o f  their sexual 
orientation.
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C o m p a r in g  LGBT D i s c r i m i n a t i o n  w i t h  D i s c r i m i n a t i o n  f o r  O t h e r  R e a s o n s

R ecent data o n  self-reported  experience o f  racism  in A nchorage from  the A nchorage C om ­
m unity Survey 2009  and case processing statistics from  the A nchorage Equal Rights C om m ission  
(2002—2009) and the Alaska State C om m ission  on  H um an R ights (2006—2010) provide useful con text 
for d iscussion  o f  sexual orientation and gender identity discrim ination in the M unicipality o f  A n chor­
age. T h is section  o f  the report also reports findings from  national studies conducted  by T h e W illiam s 
Institute at U C L A  S ch o o l o f  Law on  the rates o f  em ploym ent discrim ination com plaints based on  
sexual or ien ta tion /gen d er identity com pared w ith  com plaints for sex discrim ination and ra c e /co lo r  
discrim ination in states w here sexual orientation a n d /o r  gender identity discrim ination are prohibited.

A n c h o r a g e  C o m m u n ity  S u rvey  2009: E x p e r ie n c e  o f  ra c ism

T h e A nchorage C om m unity Survey (ACS) is a biennial survey o f  adult h ead s-o f-h ou seh o ld  in  
the M unicipality o f  A nchorage w hich  has b een  con d ucted  by the Justice Center at University o f  A las­
ka A nchorage in 2 0 0 5 ,2 0 0 7 , and 2009. T h e final dataset for the 2009 A nchorage C om m unity Survey, 
con d ucted  during the sum m er and fall o f  2009 , includes 2 ,080  respondents. T h e AC S questionnaire 
asked two questions to elicit in form ation  on  the H isp an ic/L atin o  background and race/eth n icity  o f  
respondents. T h e  results are displayed in Table 29. O f  the 2 ,018 respondents w h o  answered w hether  
they w ere o f  H ispan ic or Latino background, 119 (5.9%) answered Yes. O f  the 2 ,005 ACS resp on ­
dents w h o  identified  their race/ethn icity , over four-fifths (N = l,6 5 5 ;  82.5% ) were w hite/C aucasian; 98  
(4.9%) w ere Alaska N ative or A m erican Indian; 90 (4.5%) w ere Asian; 56 (2.8%) were b lack /A frican  
Am erican; and 21 (1.0%) w ere N ative  Hawaiian, Sam oan, or other Pacific Islander, and 85 (4.2%) w ere  
o f  “O ther” race or ethnicity. C om parison w ith  2010 popu lation  data for the M unicipality o f  A nchor­
age as a w h o le  (see Table 7) sh ow s that w hites are overrepresented and m ost other races/ethn icities  
are underrepresented in the 2009  A nchorage C om m unity Survey.

T h e ACS questionnaire asked respondents about w hether they had experienced racism  in A n-

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

R e s p o n s e  F re q u e n c y  P e rc e n ta g e

Question 42. Are you o f 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 4.5
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  n ine situations: w hile shopping; w hile at work; w hile at school; w hile renting or attem pting  
to  rent housing; w hile buying or attem pting to buy housing; in a health care situation; from  police; 
from  a judge, lawyer, or other m em ber o f  the justice system ; or from  m em bers o f  local a n d /o r  state 
governm ent. Table 30 sh ow s the percentage o f  respondents w h o  answered Yes to experiencing racism  
in each o f  this situation for all respondents and by resp ond en t race/eth n icity  and H isp an ic/L atin o  
background.

O ver o n e  in five respondents (20.9%) reported  having experienced racism  w hile at work, and  
17.2 percent said they had experience racism  w hile shopping. N early 15 percent (14.5% ) felt they  
had been  subjected  to racism  from  m em ber o f  local a n d /o r  state governm ent, and nearly that m any  
(12.3% ) reported  experiencing racism  in school. Seven  percent had experience racism  from  police;3.9  
percent w hile renting or attem pting to rent housing; 3.7 percent from  m em bers o f  the justice system  
(other than police) such as judges or lawyers; and 2.8 p ercen t w hile buying or attem pting to buy h ou s­
ing.

W h en  exam ined by the race/ethn icity  and H isp an ic/L atin o  background, the figures take on  n ew  
significance. E xp erience o f  racism  w as reported by m em bers o f  all races/ethn icities, but the percent­
age o f  w hites/C aucasian s w h o  reported such  experiences was far low er in m o st situations than for 
other races/ethn icities. In  particular, high percentages o f  b lack s/A frican  A m ericans and A laska N a ­
tives/A m erican  Indians reported  experiencing racism. O ver two-thirds (68.5% ) o f  black respondents  
reported  experience racism  w hile at work, and alm ost that m any (64.3%) had experienced racism  w hile 
shopping. A t least o n e  in five black respondents experienced  racism  in every other situation asked  
about except for racism  from  (non-police) m em bers o f  the justice system  (13.0% ); nearly 3 in 10 
(29.6% ) said that they had been  subjected to  racism  by police. A t least on e quarter o f  Alaska N a tiv e s /  
A m erican  Indians respondents said they had experienced  racism  w hile at w ork (40.6% ), w hile sh op ­
p ing  (42.4% ), w hile  at sch oo l (32.0% ), or in  a health care setting (25.3% ), and in all other situations 
reported  experiencing racism  in percentages three to nearly six tim es as high as reported  by w h ite /  
Caucasian respondents.

N ative  H aw aiian /S am oan /P acific  Islander respondents, respondents o f  other race or ethnicity, 
and respondents o f  H ispan ic 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."

Question 39a. P/ease share your experience as it 
pertains to racism in Anchorage by answering the 
fo llow ing  statements about racism. — 1 have 
experienced racism...

All
respondents

Black or 
African 

American

Alaska 
Native or 
American 

Indian

By race/ethnicity 

Native 
Hawaiian,

Samoan, or Other 
other Pacfic race/ 

Islander ethnicity Asian
W hite or 

Caucasian

Hispanic or 
Latino 

background

N -  2,005 N -5 6 N = 98 N -  56 N = 85 N -9 0 N = 1,655 N = 119

...w h ile  at work. 20.9 % 68.5 % 40.6 % 35.0 % 36.1 % 26.7 % 16.9 % 32.2 %

...while shopping. 17.2 64.3 42.4 42.9 33.7 24.1 12.5 22.9

...from  members o f local and/or state government. 14.5 22.2 18.2 14.3 15.5 3.5 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 23.1 25.3 14.3 19.8 8.0 4.6 12.2

..from police. 5.2 29.6 15.3 14.3 15.7 5.9 2.6 6.8

...w h ile  renting o r attempting to  rent housing. 3.9 21.8 15.2 9.5 6.0 14.9 1.3 3.4

...from a judge, lawyer, or other member of the justice system. 3.7 13.0 14.0 0.0 11.0 1.2 4.0 11.0

...w h ile  buying o r a ttem pting to  buy housing. 2.8 20.0 10.0 19.0 6.0 5.7 3.0 0.9

Source o f data: Alaska Com m unity Survey 2009, Justice Center, University o f  Alaska Anchorage
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1.5 to  2 tim es as h igh as w hite /C aucasian  respondents for m ost situations. A sian respondents, w hile  
experiencing racism  in  low er percentages than other groups except w hites/C aucasian s, still sh ow ed  
higher percentages o f  experiencing racism  than w hites/C aucasian s in  m o st situations, especially w hile  
at w ork  (26.7%  o f  Asians; 16.9%  o f  w hites/C aucasian s), w hile sh opp in g (24.1%  o f  Asians; 12.5%  o f  
w hites/C aucasian s), w hile at sch o o l (18.6%  o f  Asians; 8.7%  o f  w hites/C aucasians); and w hile renting  
or attem pting to rent h ou sin g  (14.9%  o f  Asians; 1.3% o f  w hites/C aucasians).

Umitations of ACS data on experience of racism

Like the A nchorage L G B T  D iscrim ination  Survey, the A nchorage C om m unity Survey is self- 
reported. Specifically, data from  ACS respondents on  experience o f  racism  is based on  subjective 
perceptions. Additionally, ACS data on  experience o f  racism  does n ot provide details on  the circum ­
stances o f  the types o f  d iscrim ination experienced by respondents, or w hether the racism  is illegal 
under local, state, or federal law. For exam ple, an experience o f  racism  in the w orkplace can range 
from  overhearing a racist joke or a racial/ethn ic slur, to being actively subjected to racial/ethn ic slurs 
or harassm ent (in m any cases considered  illegal, as contributing to a hostile w ork environm ent), all 
the way to being den ied  em ploym ent or prom otion  or being fired from  a job because o f  o n e ’s race or 
ethnicity, independently  o f  o n e ’s qualifications o f  job perform ance.

In other w ords, w hile subjective perceptions o f  racism  by ACS respondents may on  occasion  be 
m istaken, th ose w hich  are accurate m ay stem  from  racism  w hich  m ay or m ay n o t be illegal discrim ina­
tion.

N on eth eless, A nchorage C om m unity Survey data sh ow  that experience o f  racism  is still quite 
co m m o n  in A nchorage, especially am ong racial and ethnic m inorities. Sexual orien tation /gen der  
identity bias and discrim ination is experienced by L G B T  p eop le  at com parable levels. T h e d ifference  
is that A nchorage residents w h o  experience illegal discrim ination because o f  their race or ethnicity  
have legal recourse to  redress their grievances, w hereas L G B T  residents have n o  redress for anti- 
L G B T  discrim ination.

H u m a n  a n d  eq u a l r ig h ts  c o m m is s io n s

Inform ation  on  illegal discrim ination in the M unicipality o f  A nchorage and in Alaska can be  
obtained  from  the A nchorage Equal Rights C om m ission  (AERC), responsib le for en forcem en t o f  
Title 5, the M unicipality o f  A n ch orage’s equal rights code, and the A laska State C om m ission  for H u ­
m an Rights (ASC H R ), w hich  en forces state hum an rights law (AS 18.80). B oth  agencies m aintain case 
processin g  statistics w hich  are reported  in publicly available annual reports. T h e d iscussion  b elow  is 
base on  review  o f  the annual reports and w eb sites o f  b oth  agencies.

Anchorage Equal Tights Commission (AERC) and Title 5 of the Anchorage Municipal Code

T h e A nchorage E qual R ights C om m ission  (AERC), established by the A nchorage Charter in 
1975, is the m unicipal agency charged with en forcem en t o f  T itle 5 o f  the A nchorage M unicipal C ode, 
w hich  governs equal rights and nondiscrim ination w ithin  the M unicipality o f  A nchorage. A E R C  also  
enforces the Am ericans w ith  D isabilities A ct o f  1990 . w hich m akes it illegal to discrim inate against 
qualified p ersons w ith  a physical or m ental disabilities, and, through a w orkshare agreem ent w ith  the 
federal Equal E m p loym ent O pportunity  C om m ission  (E E O C ). T itle V II o f  the Civil Rights A ct 
o f  1964, w hich  m akes it illegal to discrim inate against so m eo n e  on  the basis o f  race, color, religion, 
national origin, or sex. A E R C  is governed  by n ine com m issioners appointed  by the m ayor and co n ­
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firm ed  by the A nchorage A ssem bly.
A E R C  annual reports from  2006  to 2008, w hich  include case processin g  statistics since 2002, 

are available on  the A E R C  w eb site at h ttp ://w w w .m u n i.o rg /d ep a rtm en ts /a erc /. T h e 2009 report 
has been  com p leted  and was exam ined for this report, but as o f  this w riting is n ot yet available at the 
A E R C  w ebsite.

U nd er T itle 5, it is illegal w ithin  the boundaries o f  the M unicipality o f  A nchorage to discrimi- 
natthe sale, rental, or use o f  real property,

• financing practices,

• em ploym ent practices,

• p laces o f  public accom m odation ,

• educational institutions, or

• practices by the M unicipality o f  A nchorage

o n  the basis o f
• race,

• color,

• sex  (including pregnancy and parenthood),

• religion,

• national origin,

• marital status,

• age,

• physical or m ental disability, or

• familial status (children under the age o f  18 w h o  are living w ith  a parent or legal guardian are 
protected  in certain h ou sin g  cases).

It is also illegal to retaliate against a person  for op p osin g  illegal discrim ination or for filing co m ­
plaints, testifying, or assisting in proceedings under T itle 5, or to abet or incite illegal discrim ination. 
T itle 5 also m akes it a m isd em ean or punishable by a fine o f  up to $500 a n d /o r  a jail sentence o f  up 
to  20  days to interfere w ith  A E R C  com m issioners or staff in the perform ance o f  their official duties, 
such as by interfering w ith  A E R C  investigations. A ll rem edies for actual com plaints o f  discrim ination, 
i f  substantial evidence o f  d iscrim ination is found, are civil —  n ot criminal —  in nature.

Complaint resolution process through Anchorage Equal Rights Commission (AERC)

Title 5 establishes procedures fo llow ed  by A E R C  for the filing, investigation, and resolution  o f  
com plain ts o f  unlawful discrim ination w ithin the M unicipality o f  A nchorage.

In q u iry . A ER C  receives about 600 to 700 inquiries each year from  residents o f  and visitors to 
the M unicipality o f  A nchorage. Inquiries m ay involved, for exam ple, an em p loyee o f  a local business 
reporting a possib ly  discrim inatory situation in his or her workplace, a tenant or hom ebuyer inquiring  
about h ou sin g  discrim ination laws, or a business w anting to  ensure its practices are in com pliance with  
T itle 5. Inquiries m ay take the form  o f  p h on e calls m ade to the A E R C  office  or an Intake Q u estion ­
naire, available on  the A E R C  w ebsite, being filled ou t and em ail or fax to  the office. A n  Intake O fficer

http://www.muni.org/departments/aerc/
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w ill contact the inquirer, explain A nchorage’s equal rights law, and check w hether the issues described  
fall w ithin  A E R C  jurisdiction. I f  an alleged act o f  discrim ination lies outside A E R C ’s jurisdiction, the  
reason  for lack o f  jurisdiction is explained to  the caller and the caller is referred to  other resources, i f  
available. A t this writing, A E R C  has n o  jurisdiction over discrim ination on  the basis o f  sexual orienta­
tion  or gender identity b ecause such discrim ination is n o t illegal under T itle 5.

C o m p la in t . I f  an alleged act o f  discrim ination is w ithin A E R C ’s jurisdiction, an A ER C  inves­
tigator assists the com plainant in writing a form al com plaint, w hich  m ust be filed w ithin  180 days o f  
th e alleged act o f  unlaw ful discrim ination. A b o u t 10 to  15 percent o f  inquiries received by the co m ­
m ission  each year result in the filing o f  a form al com plaint. Parties in volved  in a com plaint are given  
n otice  o f  their rights, and all com plaints, including the nam es o f  in volved  parties, rem ain confidential 
unless the com plaint is taken to a public hearing.

In v e s t ig a t io n . A fter a form al com plaint o f  discrim ination is m ade, an A E R C  investigator con ­
ducts an im partial investigation  through. Investigations m ay include a fact finding con ferences involv­
in g  parties on  b oth  sides o f  a case, interview s w ith  w itnesses, collecting and review ing docum ents and, 
in  m any cases, analyzing com parative inform ation. A E R C  has the pow er to subpoena w itnesses or 
d ocu m ents w h en  necessary.

D e te r m in a t io n . W hen  the investigation has been  com pleted , the com m ission  issues written  
findings called a determination, w h ich  will find either that there was no substantial evidence o f  discrim ina­
tion, leading to the com plaint being dism issed, or that there was substantial evidence o f  discrim ination, 
in  w hich  case the determ ination w ill recom m en d  that conciliation b e attem pted. T itle 5 requires a 
determ ination  to be com p leted  w ithin  240 days o f  a com plaint being filed; however, this is n o t always 
p ossib le. A lo n g  w ith  other statistics, A E R C  keeps track o f  the case age in  order to  m onitor its perfor­
m ance in com p letin g  determ inations w ithin the 240  days.

C o n c ilia t io n . I f  an investigation  finds substantial evidence supporting a com plainant’s allega­
tions o f  discrim ination, the determ ination w ill recom m en d  conciliation, w hich  has the purpose o f  
d evelop in g  an agreem ent b etw een  the respondent, the com plainant, and the com m ission  for resolu­
tion  o f  the com plaint and elim ination o f  discrim inatory practices. I f  conciliation fails, the com plaint 
is taken to  a public hearing.

P u b lic  h ea r in g . Cases g o  to  public hearing i f  there is a finding o f  substantial evidence o f  
discrim ination and conciliation  is unsuccessfu l. T h e C om m ission  also m ay enforce settlem ent agree­
m en ts and d efen d  d ecisions o f  the C om m ission  in appeals to  superior court, and m ay be involved  in  
other litigation.

O th e r  r e so lu t io n s  o f  c o m p la in ts . T itle 5 provides for other resolutions o f  com plaints such  
as predeterm ination settlem ents agreed upon  betw een  the parties. Additionally, com plaints m ay be 
adm inistratively closed  for a variety o f  reasons, including i f  a com plainant fails to take part in fact­
finding conferen ces or otherw ise fails to  cooperate in  the investigation o f  his or her com plaint.

A ER C  Case Processing Statistics 2002—2009

Case p rocessin g  data for 2002  to  2009 from  A E R C  annual reports are displayed in Table 31. In 
the eight-year period  from  2002  to 2009 , A E R C  received, on  average, 725 inquiries annually, w ith  a low  
o f  547 inquiries in  2007  and a h igh o f  958 inquiries in  2002. (AERC annual reports since 2007 have 
n oted  a decrease in inquires reported  by civil rights agencies nationw ide, attributed by som e officials 
to  a lack o f  referrals from  the E E O C ’s N ational Call Center, w hich  was created in 2005 and ended  
in  2007.) T h e percentage o f  inquiries resulting in the filing o f  a form al written com plaint has varied, 
averaging 10.2 percent over the eight-year period. In 2009, a total o f  107 w ritten  com plaints o f  dis­
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crim ination w ere filed w ith  A E R C  —  15.8 percent o f  the 677 inquiries m ade in that year.
A t least three-quarters o f  com plaints filed during each o f  these years w ere for alleged em ploy­

m en t discrim ination (84.2%  o f  all com plaints for the entire eight-year period). T h ou gh  varying from  
year-to-year, in general the m o st frequent types o f  discrim ination about w hich  com plaints w ere m ade, 
after em ploym ent, were in  public accom m od ations (6.9%  o f  all com plaints in  2002—2009), housing  
(4.5% ), educational institutions (2.5% ), practices o f  the M unicipality (1.5% ), and financing (0.2%).

Part C o f  Table 31 sh ow s com plaint filings by basis o f  com plaint. B ecause cases m ay be filed  
o n  m ultiple bases —  for exam ple, for b oth  racial discrim ination and retaliation —  the detail in Part 
C o f  the table adds to m ore than the total num ber o f  com plaints. W hile again there are variations

Table 31. Anchorage Equal Rights Commission: Case Processing Statistics, 2002-2009
C o lu m n  percentages w ith in  each part o f  the  tab le .

A. Inquiries and new complaints
Total 2 0 0 2 -2 0 0 9 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 200 7 2008 2009

N Percent N

Percent of 
perfected 

complaints

inquiries N

Percent of 
perfected 

complaints

inquiries

Percent of 
perfected 

complaints

N  inquiries

Percent of 
perfected 

complaints

N  inquiries N

Percent of 
perfected 

complaints

inquiries N

Percent of 
perfected 

complaints

inquiries N

Percent of 
perfected 

complaints

inquiries N

Percent of 
perfected 

complaints

inquiries

Inquiries 5,796 - 958 _ 908 _ 802 — 653 , , — 650 _ 547 _ 601 _ 677 _
New complaints 594 10.2 % 67 7.0 % 73 8.0 % 89 11.1 % 48 7.4 % 73 11.2 % 53 9.7 % 84 14.0 % 107 15.8 %

B. Complaint filings by type

Total 2 0 0 2 -2 0 0 9  2002___________ 2003___________ 2004 200 5  2006 2 007  2008 2009

ype o f com plaint N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Employment 500 84.2 % 53 79.1 % 60 82.2 % 69 77.5 % 41 85.4 % 61 83.6 % 43 81.1 % 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 12.1

Housing 27 4.5 7 10.4 1 1.4 7 7.9 3 6.3 4 5.5 3 5.7 2 2.4 0 0.0
Educational institutions 15 2.5 3 4.5 2 2.7 4 4.5 0 0.0 1 1.4 2 3.8 3 3.6 0 0.0

Practices o f the 
Municipality

9 1.5 2 3.0 0 0.0 3 3.4 0 0.0 4 5.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Financing 2 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 2.2 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 2 0 0 2 -2 0 0 9  2002___________ 2003___________ 2004___________ 2005___________ 2006___________ 20 0 7  2008 2009

Basis o f com plaint 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 32.1 % 38 45.2 % 49 45.8 %
Sex (includes pregnancy 

and parenthood)
135 22.7 18 26.9 12 16.4 17 19.1 8 16.7 17 23.3 17 32.1 17 20.2 29 27.1

Physical or mental 111 18.7 13 19.4 16 21.9 13 14.6 18 37.5 16 21.9 9 17.0 13 15.5 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 12.1

National origin 75 12.6 10 14.9 6 8.2 14 15.7 3 6.3 9 12.3 8 15.1 14 16.7 11 10.3
Age 20 3.4 2 3.0 4 5.5 1 1.1 1 2.1 1 1.4 0 0.0 f l M 1.2 10 9.3

Religion 9 1.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 2.2 0 0.0 3 4.1 0 0.0 2 2.4 2 1.9
Marital status 6 1.0 0 0.0 1 1.4 2 2.2 0 0.0 1 1.4 0 0.0 2 2.4 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

Cases w hich achieved - 
resolution

Total 2 0 0 2 -2 0 0 8 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2 007 2008 2009

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 

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 %

Data not 
available

discriminatory practices
Total dollars in settlements $420,808 N/A N/A $107,824 $35,566 $74,298 $98,305 $104,815

E. D e te r m in a t io n s  a n d  c a s e  c lo s u re s

Determ inations and 

case closures Total 2 0 0 2 -2 0 0 9 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Total 699 70 79 81

F. C a s e  a g e

93 60 67 73 91

Case age

Total 2 0 0 2 -2 0 0 9 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N  Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

240 days o r less 295 49.7 % 48 57.8 % 50 67.6 % 45 54.9 % 16 42.1 % 39 75.0 % 19 48.7 % 43 86.0 % 35 71.4 %
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  o f  2002  to  2009 , the m o st frequent bases o f  
com plain ts w ere, in d escending order, discrim ination on  the basis o f  ra c e /co lo r  (a basis in 41.6%  o f  
all com plaints during this period), sex  (including pregnancy or parenthood; 22.7% ), physical or m ental 
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% ). (N o  com plaints alleging discrim ination on  the basis o f  familial 
status w ere filed during the entire period  from  2002  to  2009.) N eith er sexual orientation nor gender identity 
(or transgender identity) are listed, as sexual orientation and gen d er/transgend er identity discrim ination  
w ere n o t illegal in the M unicipality o f  A nchorage under T itle 5, and h en ce w ere n o t jurisdictional for  
the A nchorage Equal R ights C om m ission.

Part D  o f  Table 31 sh ow s com plaints w hich  achieved resolu tion  through conciliation or other 
form s o f  resolu tion  (including predeterm ination setdem ents), the num ber and percentage o f  resolved  
cases w hich  provided  rem edial m easures provided  under T itle 5 for the elim ination o f  discrim inatory  
practices (100%  o f  reso lved  cases in  m ost years), and the total dollars in  settlem ent paid out. It is 
n o t p ossib le  from  these figures to determ ine w here in  the process o f  a case these com plaints were 
resolved  —  e.g., b efore or after a form al determ ination o f  substantial evidence or no substantial evidence 
o f  discrim ination was m ade; nor is it p ossib le to  directly calculate from  these data the percentage o f  
com plaints resulting in settlem ent or conciliations, since cases m ay or m ay n o t be settled  in the sam e 
year that a com plaint is m ade. It is possib le, however, to  estim ate that roughly a quarter o f  com plaints 
are resolu tion  through settlem ent or through conciliation  after a determ ination o f  substantial evidence 
o f  d iscrim ination, and that roughly three-quarters o f  cases are closed  w ith  a determ ination o f  no 
substantial evidence o f  d iscrim ination or are c losed  administratively for som e other reason (such as a 
com plainant’s non-participation in  the investigation o f  his or her com plaint).

F rom  2002 to 2009 , a total o f  699 cases —  an average o f  87.4 per year —  w ere closed  by A ER C , 
as sum m arized in Part E  o f  the table. Part F  sum m arizes case age.

Further in form ation  about case p rocessin g o f  T itle 5 discrim ination com plaints is available at 
the A nchorage Equal R ights C om m ission  w eb site and through A ER C  annual reports. In particular, 
A E R C  annual reports include case sum m aries w hich  provide useful detail about the processes by  
w hich  A E R C  investigators m ake their determ inations about w hether illegal d iscrim ination has in fact 
taken place.

Alaska State Commission for Human Rights (ASCHR) and the Alaska Human Rights Law (AS 18.80)

T h e A laska State C om m ission  for H um an Rights (ASC H R ), under the O ffice  o f  the G overnor, is 
the state agency responsib le for enforcem en t o f  Alaska Statute 18.80. the Alaska H um an Rights Law. 
It is m ade up o f  seven  com m ission ers appointed by the G overnor and con firm ed  by the Legislature. 
Its o ffice  is located  in A nchorage, but it has jurisdiction to accept and investigate com plaints o f  dis­
crim ination from  individuals throughout the state.

U nd er AS 18.80, it is illegal in  Alaska to  discrim inate em ploym ent,
• p laces o f  public accom m od ation ,

• the sale, lease or rental o f  real property,

• credit and financing practices, or

• practices by the State or its political subdivisions

o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f

• race,
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• color,
• religion,

• national origin,

• sex , or

• physical or m ental disability.

In so m e additional situations, including em ploym ent, it is also illegal to discrim inate on  the basis
o f

• age,

• marital status,

• changes in marital status,

• pregnancy, or

• parenthood.

It is also illegal for em ployers to retaliate against em ployees for op p osin g  illegal discrim ination or 
filing com plaints, testifying, or assisting in proceedings under the Alaska H um an R ights Law.

Complaint resolution process through Alaska State Commission for Human Rights (ASCHRJ

T h e process o f  filing, investigation, and resolu tion  o f  com plaints o f  discrim ination under state 
law  is similar to the process under the M unicipality o f  A nchorage’s T ide 5. A t  this writing, A SC H R  
has n o  jurisdiction over discrim ination on the basis o f  sexual orientation or gender identity because  
such discrim ination is n o t illegal under AS 18.80, the A laska H um an Rights Law.

In q u iry . Persons w h o  believe they were discrim inated against under under A S 18.80, the Alaska  
H u m an  Rights Law, m ay con tact the A SC H R  by teleph one, mail, or visiting A SC H R ’s A nchorage  
office. C om m ission  sta ff w ill help  determ ine if  an allegation o f  discrim ination falls under A SC H R  
jurisdiction and w heth er a form al com plaint can b e  filed.

C o m p la in t . C om plaints o f  discrim ination m ust be drafted, notarized, and filed (with the help  
o f  A S C H R  staff) w ithin  180 days o f  the alleged act o f  discrim ination. A ll com plaints, including the  
nam es o f  in volved  parties, rem ain confidential unless the com plaint is taken to  a public hearing.

M e d ia t io n . A s an alternative to investigation, m ediation  m ay occur, w hich, i f  successfu l, will 
result in the com plain t b ein g  dism issed.

In v e s t ig a t io n . I f  m ediation  does n ot occur, or i f  it occurs but is unsuccessfu l, the case will 
u ndergo a full and impartial investigation, in  w hich  an investigator w ill gather evidence through inter­
v iew s w ith  w itnesses, co llecting  docum ents, visiting the site w here the alleged discrim ination occurred, 
and so  on. A SC H R  has the p ow er to  subpoena w itnesses or docum ents w h en  necessary.

D e te r m in a t io n . W hen  the investigation has been  com pleted , the com m ission  issues a determina­
tion w hich  m ay con clu d e that there was no substantial evidence o f  discrim ination, resulting in the co m ­
plaint being dism issed. If, on  the other hand, the com m ission  finds that there was substantial evidence 
o f  d iscrim ination, the com plaint w ill be referred for conciliation (settlem ent).

C o n c ilia t io n . T h e respondent, against w h o  the com plaint was m ade, w ill be asked to cease the 
discrim inatory act or practice, and m ay also be b e  asked to  take other actions necessary to  rem edy  
the discrim ination, such as provid ing m ake-w hole relief to the com plainant, undergoing training on  
discrim ination law, or adopting and dissem inating an anti-discrim ination policy in a p lace o f  busi­
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ness. A fter the parties in the case have m et provisions o f  the conciliation agreem ent, the case w ill be  
dism issed. If, how ever, agreem ent cannot b e reached, the com m ission  w ill certify conciliation failure.

C o n c ilia t io n  fa ilu re . I f  conciliation fails, the case will n o  longer be considered  confidential —  
as it was up until this p o in t under the law —  and records and in form ation  obtained by the com m ission  
during the investigation  w ill b eco m e available to the parties, and m ay also be m ade available according  
to  the rules o f  d iscovery i f  an action relating to the charge is filed in court. C onciliation failure may  
also result in  the com m ission  filing a form al accusation —  w hich  the person  charged in the accusation  
is required to file an answer in w riting —  and referring the case for public hearing.

P u b lic  h ea r in g . Public hearings are held b efore an adm inistrative law  judge, usually at the O f ­
fice o f  A dm inistrative H earings in A nchorage. T h e adm inistrative law  judge issues a recom m en ded  
d ecision , but the A S C H R  com m issioners m ake the final d ecision , w hich  m ay be appealed to the Su­
perior Court.

ASCHR Case Processing Statistics 2006—2010

Case processin g  data for 2006  to  2010 from  A SC H R  annual reports are displayed in Table 32. 
A b o u t two-thirds o f  A SC H R  com plaints each year originate in  Southcentral Alaska, including co m ­
m unities w ithin  the M unicipality o f  A nchorage, but A SC H R  annual reports do n ot provide break­
d ow ns by borough  or city. N evertheless, A S C H R  data provide a w ealth  o f  useful in form ation  about 
h o w  illegal d iscrim ination is handled in Alaska.

Part A  o f  Table 32  sh ow s the dem ographic characteristics o f  A SC H R  com plainants. T h e m ajor­
ity o f  com plaints w ere m ade by w om en  —  54.8 percent o f  all com plaints m ade in the five-year p e­
riod. Just under h a lf o f  all com plaints during this period w ere m ade by Caucasians (47.6% ), fo llow ed  
by blacks (14.9% ), A laska N atives (12.7% ), H ispanics (6.0% ), A sians (5.7% ), and A m erican Indians 
(1.2% ). Persons o f  other race/eth n icity  accounted  for 3.8 percent o f  com plaints, and the ra c e /e th ­
n icity o f  com plainants was unk now n  in another 8.0 percent o f  cases. O ver h a lf o f  all com plainants 
(53.1% ) w ere from  41 to  60 years o f  age, w ith  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. C om plainants’ ages w ere u nknow n in  
1.4% o f  all com plaints m ade from  2006  to 2010.

A SC H R  annual reports do n o t report on  the num ber o f  inquiries m ade each year to  the com m is­
sion. Part B o f  the table sh ow s that a total o f  1,720 com plaints alleging illegal discrim ination under 
A laska law were m ade over the five-year period  —  an average o f  344  com plaints a year —  w ith  412  
com plaints m ade in 2010. T h e vast majority o f  com plaints (90.5% ) alleged discrim ination in em ­
p loym ent. From  2006  to  2010 , about one in  twenty com plaints each alleged discrim ination in  public  
accom m od ations (3.1% ), h ou sin g  (3.0%), and governm ent practices (3.0%). T hree com plaints over 
the five years (0.2%) in vo lved  allegations o f  m ultiple types o f  discrim ination. T w o com plaints (0.2%) 
alleged coercion , and tw o (0.1% ) alleged discrim ination in cred it/financial practices.

Part C o f  Table 32 sh ow s com plaint filings by basis o f  com plaint. B ecause com plaints may be 
filed on  m ultiple bases —  in fact, one-third (33.1% ) o f  com plaints alleged discrim ination on  m ultiple 
bases —  the detail in Part C o f  the table adds to  m ore than the total num ber o f  com plaints. T h e  
m o st frequent bases o f  com plaints w ere, in  d escending order, discrim ination on  the basis o f  ra c e /  
color (a basis in  31.1%  o f  all com plaints during this period), sex (24.8% ), physical disability (19.9% ), 
age (19.0% ), retaliation (16.0% ), national origin (8.5% ), retaliation for filing a com plaint (8.3% ), m en ­
tal disability (5.1% ), religion (4.0% ), pregnancy (3.7% ), parenthood  (1.2% ), marital status (0.8% ), and  
change in marital status (0.1% ). N eith er sexual orientation nor gender identity (or transgender identity) are 
listed, as sexual orientation and gen d er/transgend er identity discrim ination are n o t illegal under AS
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18.80, the A laska H u m an  Rights Law, and h en ce are n ot jurisdictional for the Alaska State C om m is­
sion  on  H um an Rights.

A SC H R  data on  case closures (Part D  o f  Table 25) provides detail about w here in the p rocess o f  

Table 32. Alaska State Commission on Human Rights: Case Processing Statistics, 2 0 0 6 -2 0 1 0

Column percentages within each part of the table.

A. Demographic characteristics of complainants

T o ta l 2 0 0 6 -2 0 1 0 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Sex
Female 943 5 4 .8  % 150 6 0 .0  % 199 52.6  % 192 57.1 % 183 53.2 % 219 53.2 %

M a le 776 45.1 100 4 0 .0 179 4 7 .4 143 42.6 161 46.8 193 46.8

U n kn o w n 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0 .0 1 0.3 0 0 .0 0 0.0

R a ce /e thn ic ity
Caucasian 819 4 7 .6  % 119 4 7 .6  % 172 4 5 .5  % 167 4 9 .7  % 162 47.1 % 199

POCO

Black 256 14.9 38 15.2 57 15.1 46 13.7 52 15.1 63 15.3

A laska N ative 219 12.7 32 12.8 59 15.6 39 11.6 43 12.5 46 11.2

H ispan ic 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

A m erican  Indian 20 1.2 3 1.2 6 1.6 4 1.2 6 1.7 1 0.2

O th e r 66 3.8 10 4 .0 9 2.4 6 1.8 23 6.7 18 4.4

U n kno w n 138 8 .0 17 6 .8 28 7.4 28 8.3 28 8.1 37 9.0

A ge

2 0  years and under 50 2 .9  % 10 4 .0  % 14 3 .7  % 10 3.0  % 2 0 .6  % 14 3.4  %

21-40  years 5 98 34.8 93 37.2 137 36.2 106 31.5 128 37.2 134 32.5

4 1 -60  years 913 53.1 132 52.8 190 50.3 185 55.1 182 52.9 224 54.4

61 years o r  o lde r 135 7.8 12 4 .8 30 7.9 32 9.5 27 7.8 34 8.3

U n kno w n 24 1.4 3 1.2 7 1.9 3 0.9 5 1.5 6 1.5

T o ta l c o m p la in ts  in it ia te d 1 ,720 250 378 336 344 412

B . Complaint filings by type

T o ta l 2 0 0 6 -2 0 1 0 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

T yp e  o f c o m p la in t N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

E m p loym en t 1 ,556 9 0 .5  % 2 26 90.8  % 346 91.5  % 298 8 8 .7  % 307 89.2 % 379 9 2 .0  %

P ub lic  accom m oda tions 53 3.1 9 3.6 12 3.2 15 4.5 7 2.0 10 2.4

H ousing 52 3.0 8 3.2 12 3.2 11 3.3 11 3.2 10 2.4

G o ve rn m e n t practices 52 3.0 6 2.4 8 2.1 10 3.0 17 4.9 11 2.7

M u lt ip le 3 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.6 1 0 .2

C oerc ion 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

T o ta l co m p la in ts 1 ,720 249 378 336 344 412

C. Complaint filings by basis of complaint

D eta il does n o t add  to totals, as cases m ay be filed  on m u ltip le  bases.

T o ta l 2 0 0 6 -2 0 1 0 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Basis o f  c o m p la in t N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

R ace/co lor 535 31.1 % 73 29.3  % 126 33.3 % 103 3 0.7  % 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 d is a b ility 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

N a tion a l o rig in 146 8.5 19 7.6 29 7 .7 28 8.3 30 8.7 40 9 .7

R etaliation  fo r  f ilin g 143 8.3 17 6.8 34 9.0 25 7.4 31 9.0 36 8.7

M e n ta l d isa b ility 87 5.1 8 3.2 20 5.3 16 4 .8 22 6.4 21 5.1

R elig ion 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

M a rita l status 13 0.8 1 0 .4 5 1.3 2 0.6 2 0.6 3 0 .7

Change in m arita l status 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.2

Complaints involving 
multiple bases

5 69 33.1 % 71 28.5 % 133 35.2 % 91 27.1 % 121 35.2 % 153 37.1 %

T o ta l co m p la in ts 1 ,720 249 378 336 344 412

[ Table continues next page.]

Source o f  data: A laska State Com m ission on  H um an Rights a nnua l reports, 2 0 0 6 -2 0 1 0
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a com plain t cases are actually closed . N early three-quarters o f  com plaints (70.0%  over the five-year 
period) are c lo sed  after an investigation  w ith  a determ ination o f  no substantial evidence o f  discrim ination; 
another 10.0 p ercen t w ere c losed  as a result o f  settlem ents or other predeterm ination agreem ents as a 
result o f  m ediation  betw een th e parties as an alternative to  investigation (7.3%; three o f  the five case 
d ispositions under “M ediation”) or otherw ise b efore a investigative determ ination was m ade (2.7%; 
tw o o f  the three categories under “C on cilia tion /agreem ent”). Sixty-three cases from  2006  to 2010  
(3.7% ) w ere c lo sed  through a conciliation agreem ent after investigation ended  w ith  a determ ination  
o f  substantial evidence o f  discrim ination. In another 57 cases (3.4%) w here a determ ination o f  substan­
tial evidence was m ade, conciliation  was unsuccessfu l, and the cases were referred for public hearing  
—  thou gh  33 o f  th ose cases (2.0%  o f  all case closures) w ere closed  through pre-hearing settlem ents.

Table 32. Alaska State Commission on Human Rights: Case Processing Statistics, 2 0 0 6 -2 0 1 0  [continued]

Column percentages within each part of the table.

D . Closures

T o ta l 2 0 0 6 -2 0 1 0 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

N P ercen t N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

M e d ia tio n 134 7 .9  % 35 12.8  % 28 9 .6  % 30 8 .4  % 24 6.2  % 17 4 .4  %
Successful se ttlem ent 84 5 .0 16 5.8 14 4.8 18 5.0 20 5.2 16 4.2

P rede term ination  

settlem ent (PDS)
22 1.3 8 2.9 6 2.1 8 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0

C o m p la in t w ith d ra w n  w ith  

successful se ttlem ent 18 1.1 11 4.0 5 1.7 2 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0
C o m p la in t w ith d ra w n 9 0 .5 0 0.0 3 1.0 2 0 .6 3 0.8 1 0.3
C o m p la ina n t to  co u rt 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 .0 1 0.3 0 0.0

A d m in is tra t iv e 208 12.3  % 50 18.2  % 39 13.4 % 45 12.6  % 32 8.3  % 42 10.9 %
C o m p la ina n t n o t a va ilab le 72 4 .3 13 4.7 16 5.5 15 4.2 11 2.9 17 4.4

C o m p la in t w ith d ra w n 49 2 .9 12 4.4 8 2 .7 13 3.6 6 1.6 10 2.6
Lack o f  ju r is d ic tio n  o r 

c o m p la in t u n tim e ly
33 2 .0 10 3.6 8 2 .7 5 1.4 8 2.1 2 0.5

A d m in is tra tiv e  d ism issal 22 1.3 4 1.5 2 0 .7 4 1.1 4 1.0 8 2.1
T riba l sovereign  im m u n ity 13 0.8 4 1.5 1 0.3 3 0.8 2 0.5 3 0.8

C o m p la in a n t to  co u rt 11 0 .7 4 1.5 0 0.0 4 1.1 1 0.3 2 0.5
F a ilu re  o f c o m p la ina n t 

to  proceed
8 0.5 3 1.1 4 1.4 1 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0

N o  su bs ta n tia l ev idence 1 ,184 7 0 .0  % 164 5 9 .9  % 190 65.1 % 252 7 0 .6  % 295 7 6 .6  % 283 73.7 %

C o n c ilia tio n /s e ttle m e n t 109 6 .4  % 14 5.1 % 21 7.2 % 23 6 .4  % 24 6 .2  % 27 7.0 %
Substantia l ev idence  

/c o n c ilia t io n  agreem ent
63 3 .7 6 2.2 12 4.1 8 2.2 15 3.9 22 5.7

C o m p la in t w ith d ra w n  w ith  

successful se ttlem ent
28 1.7 7 2 .6 8 2.7 13 3.6 0 0.0 0 0.0

P rede term ination  

settlem ent (PDS)
18 1.1 1 0.4 1 0.3 2 0.6 9 2.3 5 1.3

H earing 57 3 .4  % 11 4 .0  % 14 4.8  % 7 2.0  % 10 2 .6  % 15 3.9  %
P re-hearing se ttlem ent 33 2.0 9 3.3 2 0.7 5 1.4 6 1.6 11 2.9

D ec is ion  fo r  co m p la in a n t 11 0 .7 0 0 .0 6 2.1 0 0.0 3 0.8 2 0.5
H e arin g  u n it -  o th e r 7 0 .4 1 0 .4 5 1.7 1 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0

D ec is io n  fo r  respondent 3 0 .2 1 0 .4 0 0 .0 1 0.3 0 0.0 1 0 .3
A d m in is tra tiv e  d ism issal 2 0.1 0 0 .0 1 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0

O th e r 1 0.1 0 0 .0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3

T o ta l c losures 1,692 274 292 357 385 384

E. Determinations finding substantial evidence of discrimination

T o ta l 2 0 0 9 -2 0 1 0 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Substan tia l e v ide n ce  fin d in g s N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

S uccessfully co n c ilia te d  20 2 2 .7  % 11 2 4 .4 %  9 20 .9  %
C o n c ilia tio n  fa iled 23 26.1 12 2 6 .7 11 25.6

Pending 45 51.1 Data not maintained for these years 22 48.9 23 53.5

T o ta l substantia l 

e v ide n ce  fin d in g s
88 45 43

Source o f data: Alaska State C om m ission on  H um an  Rights a nnua l reports, 2 0 0 6 -2 0 1 0
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In form ation  about accusations and com m ission  decisions in public hearing cases are available 
o n  the A SC H R  w eb site at h ttp ://h u m an righ ts .a la sk a .gov /. Sum maries o f  other recent discrim ination  
cases are also available on  the w ebsite, and earlier sum m aries can be found  in the A SC H R ’s annual 
reports, also on  the w ebsite.

Complaints of employment discrimination complaints in states which prohibit discrimination on the basis of sexual 
orientation and gender identity

A s o f  January 2012, 21 states and the D istrict o f  C olum bia had state laws prohibiting discrim i­
n ation  on  the basis o f  sexual orientation; 16 states and the D istrict o f  C olum bia also prohibited  
discrim ination on  the basis o f  gender id en tity /exp ression  (National G ay and Lesbian Task Force, 
2012). N u m erou s cities and counties also prohibit discrim ination in at least som e areas, including (as 
o f  O ctob er 2011) 143 local governm ents w hich  prohibit gender identity discrim ination in b oth  the 
public and public sector (N ational G ay and Lesbian Task Force, 2011).

In 2002, the U.S. G eneral A ccou n tin g  O ffice  reported on  the 13 states that then prohibited  
sexual orientation  discrim ination in the workplace, and found that from  1993 to 2001 , a total o f  4 ,788  
com plain ts alleging sexual orientation  discrim ination in em ploym ent situations had b een  filed w ith  
state hum an rights agencies charged w ith enforcing nondiscrim ination laws.

M ore recently, T h e W illiam s Institute at U C L A  con d ucted  tw o studies o f  com plaints o f  em ploy­
m en t discrim ination on  the basis o f  sexual orientation and gender identity filed in the 20  states and  
203 localities that then prohibited  such com plaints. Ram os, et al. (2008) gathered 6 ,914 com plaints 
filed from  1997 to 2007  in th ose states w hich responded. Sears and M allory (2011a) focu sed  o n  public 
sector em ploym ent discrim ination, and gathered 560 com plaints filed w ith  state agencies from  1997 to  
2007  and 128 com plaints filed w ith  local agencies from  as early as 1982, all from  state or local govern ­
m en t em ployees. N o t  all states and localities resp ond ed  to  T h e W illiam s Institu te’s data requests, so  
the total com plaints gathered probably underestim ate the num ber o f  com plaints actually files.

• B oth  studies com pared the num ber o f  em p loym ent discrim ination com plaints on  the basis 
o f  sexual orientation and gender identity w ith  em ploym ent discrim ination com plaints based  
on  r a c e /co lo r  and on  sex. T hey found  that em ploym ent discrim ination claim s based on  sex  
w ere filed roughly 7 tim es m ore o ften  and claims based on  race 11 tim es m ore o ften  than 
claim s based  on  sexual orientation. B ut w h en  com plaint rates per 10,000 em ployees were 
com pared, Ram os, et al. (2008) foun d  that nationally, am ong all the states included in the 
stud6.5 com plaints o f  race discrim ination com plaints w ere filed for every 10,000 p eop le o f  
co lor em ployees,

• 5 .4 com plaints o f  sex discrim ination were filed for every 10,000 fem ale em ployees, and

• 4.7 com plaints o f  sexual orientation discrim ination w ere filed for every 10,000 L G B  em ploy­
ees.

Individual states varied in their rates o f  em ploym ent discrim ination com plaints. In som e states, 
em p loym ent discrim ination com plaints on  the basis o f  sexual orientation w ere filed at higher rates 
than sex discrim ination com plaints, and in som e at rates equal to  the rates o f  ra ce /co lo r  discrim ina­
tion  com plaints (Ram os, et al., 2008; Sears and Mallory, 2011a).

N eith er study foun d  sufficient data on  gender identity em ploym ent discrim ination to  be able to  
estim ate rate o f  discrim ination com plaints, m ainly due to the fewer num ber o f  states w here gender  
identity discrim ination is prohibited and, at the tim e o f  the study, h o w  recently th ose protections  
had co m e in to  place. B o th  studies included detailed m eth od ologies, including the m ethod s used  to

http://humanrights.alaska.gov/
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estim ate L G B  w orkforce populations for the states and localities discussed. T h e studies are also sum ­
m arized in Sears and M allory (2011b).

C o n c l u s io n

O n  June 1 5 ,2 0 0 9 , testim ony about findings from  One in Ten and Identity Reports was offered  before  
the A nchorage A ssem b ly  during public hearings on  A nchorage O rdinance 2009-64 , w hich  w ou ld  have 
added sexual orientation vessel gender identity to T itle 5, the M unicipality o f  A nchorage’s equal rights code.

In spite o f  this evidence, and in spite o f  testim ony presented  by several A nchorage citizens w h o  
recounted  their ow n  stories o f  recent discrim ination in A nchorage, on e o f  the ch ie f argum ents used  
by ordinance op p on en ts w as that there was n o  evidence o f  discrim ination against lesbian, gay, b isex­
ual, and transgender (LG B T) p eop le  in  the M unicipality o f  A nchorage. Mayor D an  Sullivan echoed  
th ose argum ents w h en , less than a w eek  after the A nchorage A ssem b ly  passed  A O -6 4  by a v o te  o f  7 to  
4, he v e to e d  the m easure, stating, “M y review  sh ow s that there is clearly a lack o f  quantifiable evidence  
necessitating this ordinance.”

Typically, op p on en ts o f  m easures such as A O -6 4  —  or the A nchorage Equal Rights Initiative 
w hich  is appearing as P rop osition  5 on  the April 3, 20 1 2  A nchorage m unicipal ballot —  dem and  
“p r o o f” in the form  o f  su ccessfu l com plaints m ade w ith  the A nchorage Equal Rights C om m ission  or 
legal settlem ents in  court cases that discrim ination has occurred. B ut and A E R C  investigator has n o  
pow er to  investigate discrim ination that is n o t prohibited  by law, nor d o  judges have the pow er to  ren­
der judgm ent on  em ployers, landlords, and others w h o  are given p erm ission  to  discrim inate unfairly 
by the silen ce o f  the law.

It has b een  left up to  the L G B T  com m unity itse lf  to  d ocu m ent the discrim ination and harass­
m en t that so  m any o f  us face, and against w hich  w e have n o  legal recourse. T h e A nchorage L G B T  
D iscrim ination  Survey represents the first effort since the late 1980s to quantify the in cid en ce o f  anti- 
L G B T  discrim ination in  the M unicipality o f  A nchorage.

D u e  to  the inherent difficulties in estim ating L G B T  populations, d iscussed  previously, it is im ­
possib le to  k n o w  w ith  any certainty w hat proportion  o f  A nchorage’s L G B T  population  resp ond ed  to  
this survey or h ow  representative the study population  is o f  the L G B T  com m unity in the M unicipality  
as a w hole. W hat is certain is that discrim ination, harassm ent, and bias are as com m on ly  experienced  
by gay, lesbian, and bisexual residents o f  the M unicipality o f  A nchorage n o w  as was the case a quarter 
o f  a century ago, w h en  data co llection  for One in Ten took  place. Furtherm ore, for the first tim e there 
is quantitative ev idence that discrim ination, harassm ent, and bias are also com m only  experienced  by 
transgender residents o f  the Municipality.

O n  b eh a lf o f  the A laska L G B T  C om m unity Survey Task Force and all its individual and organi­
zational m em bers, I w ould  like to thank all the respondents w h o  took  part in  this survey and helped  
to  bring quantifiable ev idence o f  their experience o f  discrim ination in the M unicipality o f  A nchorage  
to  public attention. M ay the public take note.
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A p p e n d i x  A . R e s p o n d e n t  C o m m e n t s  

G eneral

T his survey probably w ill n o t capture the m ore com m on  but insid ious kind o f  discrim ination  
w here on es status or participation in  civic life is lim ited or devalued because o f  sexual orientation or 
gender identity. I have experienced  m any instances w here m y address w as lost, or I was seated at the 
w ron g table, or did n ot g e t a m eetin g  notice everyone else go t, etc etc. because o f  m y sexual orienta­
tion. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

It’s im portant to  realize that discrim ination, by its nature, is a cowardly act, and therefore is dif­
ficult to p in  dow n. It w ou ld  b e incredibly easy i f  discrim ination w as outright, i f  som eon e did just walk  
up and call you  a name. B ut it isn’t, it’s the small m otion s, the silent look s and the collective ignorance 
o f  a m inority’s existence. O n ly  until the m ajority believes this, and enforces it in a social realm, can 
this change occur. T h e lead sh ould  be taken by th ose w h o  govern , it sh ou ld  n o t happen as a reaction. 
W e cannot wait until v io len ce occurs to  m ake a change. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I d on ’t have to  be fired or ev icted  to b e discrim inated against. Perceived, or potential, discrim ina­
tion , is discrim ination. Laws do n o t have the pow er to change m inds, and I am  saddened to  look  to  the  
law  for p rotection  against irrational hostility. T hat said, I w ant to live in  a place w here m y livelihood  
and personal security are n o t threatened by hostility  towards the relationships I ch oose  to  have w ith  
p eop le  o f  m y gender. —  Cisgender bisexual male respondent

M y age is a prim e reason to be able to  check never on  m any o f  these questions, since the situa­
tions did n o t apply to  m e at the tim es in question  in m y life. —  Transgender M TF lesbian respondent

B esides race and class, I also think there is another divide in perceptions about discrim ination  
betw een  p eop le  w h o  have b een  around since the civil rights era and p eop le  born afterward. I think  
younger p eop le  in  general experience less discrim ination because the w orld  is m ore tolerant and gay 
p eop le  are m ore visible. T h ey  also d on ’t have the trauma from  discrim ination in their past coloring  
they way they feel the w orld  is now. Alaska is on e o f  the least religious states in the U.S. Religion  
o f  your fam ily o f  origin is another factor in  h o w  m uch discrim ination p eop le  feel they experience. 
T h ou gh  I think that is less o f  a b ig deal here than in other places. (T hough  in som e ethic com m unities 
here, religion is huge.) —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I’ve learned to keep a lo t o f  s tu ff  under cover to survive. I also learned se lf  d efense to  ward o f f  
attack early on. I was also terribly abused by a therapist and given inappropriate care for m y needs 
as a youth directly in  relation to m y gen d er/sexu al orientation. —  Transgender FTM  bisexual respondent

I guess I’m  bad for this survey, n one o f  this stu ff has really happened to  me. I’m  a little bit 
reclusive and then probably a little m ore m ain stream  than som e. H o p e  this helped  a little. P.S. I did 
read all the questions. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

T h e obstacles I have faced are m ere speed  bum ps com pared to  the on es an op en ly  and obviously  
gay m an has to overcom e in this com m unity. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

W hile I have b een  fortunate and never experienced m uch harassm ent during m y tim e in Alaska, 
I k n ow  plenty  o f  friends w h o  have been  harassed b efore due to either their sexual orientation or their 
gender identity. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

A  lo t o f  these q uestions refer to a class I do n ot b elon g  to. So overall, there is underlying o p ­
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pression  that intersects w ith  econ om ics that may be so  insid ious that I am n o t able to see it to  answer 
your questions appropriately. —  Transgender FTM  bisexual respondent

I m ay n o t have any experience in m uch o f  the questions asked in the survey but I believe it’s due 
to  m y fear o f  the h arassm en t/bu lly ing as described in the survey. S om e survey questions about living  
in fear m ay also provide som e insight to w hy there needs to be specific p rotection  o f  the G L B T  co m ­
munity. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I think that c la ss/ed u ca tion  is a huge factor in  p eo p le ’s experience o f  discrim ination. A lso , ra c e / 
culture. I’m  w hite, m iddle class and educated. I think that is w hy m y experience o f  discrim ination, 
ou tside o f  high sch o o l w h ich  w as c lose  to 20  years ago has b een  really m inimal. I am also out. I think  
that p eop le  w h o  are in  the clo set have a d ifferent perception  o f  discrim ination. In som e cases, in my  
experience, they believe there is m ore discrim ination out there than really exists in m y experience. —  
Cisgender lesbian respondent

I have never really felt like I’v e  been harassed m uch because o f  m y orientation. H ow ever, I do  
feel a constant n eed  to  w atch m y back because I d o  n ot feel com pletely  safe w hen  I am  out in public.
—  Cisgender gay male respondent

W h en  out in  public I always lo o k  behind m e. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

A n c h o r a g e  e n v ir o n m e n t

I ’ve lived all across the U.S. at d ifferent tim es in  m y life, and in com parison  A nchorage rates a 
fair, but definitely n ot a poor or lower. —  Cisgender bisexual male respondent

T here is a constant, underlying threat o f  discrim ination. I feel like I have been  very lucky in my 
jobs and housin g  but I have also b een  cautious and selective. I seek em ploym ent, housin g  and m edical 
services w here I can b e m y se lf  open ly  and h onestly  and that isn ’t always easy in A nchorage. —  Cisgen­
der lesbian respondent

A nchorage seem s to  b e a little m ore tolerant than the low er 48 as far as m unicipal jobs, but the 
verbal abuse on  the streets and at public events, such as A C E S H ockey  gam es, p arad es/p icn ics and 
Fur R ondy are n o t acceptable. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I felt really uncom fortab le during the debate about the city-w ide ordinance. In som e ways it felt 
like w e  w ere caught up in an old  argum ent that w asn’t as relevant as it cou ld  have been. It seem ed  
strategically bad to  be in  a p osition  o f  having to prove discrim ination exists. I had a hard tim e seeing  
the tangible benefits. W hat w as the process for grieving i f  you  w ere discrim inated against? I was dis­
appointed  at the lack o f  allies, businesses, ethnic leaders etc, am ong the supporters. I’m  also frustrated  
about elem en t in our ow n  com m unity  w h o  insist in  being in the closet. I think that really sets us back. 
I think com in g ou t is the way to  m ake change. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I ’v e  foun d  that in  A nchorage, peop le tend to leave you  alone. —  Cisgender gay male respondent
A lthou gh  m any o f  the questions asked about situations that have n o t occurred to  m e I have to  

say that I d o  n ot find the A nchorage area very L G B T  friendly w hich  has m ade m e consider the tim ­
in g  o f  m y transition and the sp eed  at w hich it occurs. I fear the responses towards m e and m y family, 
especially m y family. A nchorage has a lon g  w ay to g o  in the area o f  treating L G B T  folks w ith  dignity  
and respect and equality. T h e w h o le  ordeal o f  P rop  64 is indicative o f  the level o f  resistance that 
the L G B T  com m unity  has to endure. This truly upsets m e because w hen  I left to join the military
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A nchorage was closer to  b ein g  a progressive city then it is today. —  Transgender M TF lesbian respondent
T hank  you for taking the tim e to  survey the com m unity. I attended the hearings at the public 

library and was asham ed at som e o f  m y fellow  hum an beings and their open ly hateful attitude. I d on ’t 
w ant to  be considered  special and I d on ’t expect any special rights — just the rights that everyone else 
has. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

30 year resident o f  A N C . M ost o f  the tim e A nchorage has b een  very tolerant o f  M E  —  though  
I’m  op en ly  gay, I ’m  n o t ob v iou sly  gay. M ost o f  the harassm ent I have felt was at events. That, to som e  
degree is exp ected  (not ok, but m ore expected). —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I received m ore discrim ination here in Alaska than I did [working in W ashington, D.C. for a 
p rom inent R epublican political officeholder]! —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

A lthou gh  I on ly  lived here for 8 m onths (and previously visited  A nchorage for 3 m on th s in  
2009), I was am azed to  k n ow  that the state can discrim inate because o f  sexual orientation. B ecause  
I k n ow  so  m any L G B T  p eop le  that live here in A n ch o ra g e .... In 2009 I w en t to  d ifferent L G B T  
events (here in  A nchorage) and there were a lot o f  p eop le, I always thought that A nchorage (Alaska 
in  general) was like San Francisco, where liberals, nature and peace lovers com e to enjoy the place and  
its p eop le, but n o w  (in on ly  8 m on th s) I have heard and seen  m uch discrim ination against our co m ­
munity. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

T h ese  are q uestions about extrem e discrim ination —  so  m uch o f  w hat L G B T s face in A nchor­
age in m ore subtle, but an antidiscrim ination ordinance even though n o t addressing this kind o f  dis­
crim ination directly w ill reduce it indirectly. I d on ’t w ant p eop le  to think that just because the police  
have n o t stopp ed  m e b ecause I’m  gay (for instance) d oesn ’t m ean I d on ’t feel like a secon d  class citizen  
w h en  dealing w ith  them . —  Cisgender gay male respondent

W hat d oesn ’t appear o n  this survey are the feelings o f  isolation  and fear o f  th ose w h o  are openly  
anti-LG BT. O ur com m unity  is w ell aware o f  the hate that has been  sh ow n  open ly during the equality 
testim ony. A n d  due to  that hate, w e either are op en  and at constant danger or ch o o se  to live our lives 
k eeping our identity a secret. E ith er way w e are in  danger o f  being exp osed  and having that hatred 
directed at us. It is to o  bad that there isn ’t a final question  that says “D o  you  feel in danger o f  physical 
or verbal v io len ce  in A nchorage?” I think the answer w ould  be an overw helm ing “Y E S.” —  Cisgender 
lesbian respondent

O u tn e s s  v s . h id d e n n e s s

A s a baby b oom er, I spent the first 39 years o f  m y life keeping m y sexual identity w ell h idden  in 
order to  be p rotected  from  discrim ination/harm . T herefore, I answer the questions above w ith  never 
alm ost every response. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I d idn’t “com e ou t” until I w as 46 years old, so  m y sexual orientation was hidden. I tried to stay 
b elow  the radar b ecause I felt the tolerance level in  A nchorage narrow ing w ith  the Prevo assault on  
gays and others that fo llow ed . B ecause I cam e out late, I w asn’t available for discrim ination. B ecause  
I was n o t true to  m y identity, I experienced m any suicide attem pts. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I am  a public sch o o l teacher so  I fear the reaction  o f  parents (w ho frankly d on ’t really g et to  
k n ow  us teachers) and I w ould  exp ect fallout i f  m y orientation becam e com m on  public know ledge. 
We teachers take all kinds o f  other undeserved  flack from  the public and sexual orientation w ould  just 
b e flam es on  the fire. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
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I and m y husband  are b oth  closeted  bisexuals. A s was m y ex-husband. W e’re still n o t com fort­
able in  Alaska com in g  out, though  w e have m any gay and lesbian friends, m any o f  them  d on ’t even  
know. I lo n g  for the day w h en  m y sexual identity d oesn ’t have to b e kept h idden  away. —  Cisgender 
bisexualfemale respondent

I had m any answers o f  “N ever” [to questions about discrimination] due to  h iding m y sexual 
orientation. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I ’ve on ly  recently c o m e out, recently m eaning, today I cam e out to  a group o f  peop le. —  Cisgender 
queer female respondent

T h ou gh  I haven’t b een  specifically attacked by so m eo n e w ith  power, m o st o f  that is because I 
hide m y sexual orientation from  anyone that can adversely affect m e. A n  im portant p o in t to m ake on  
here is h o w  out a p erson  is to  the world. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I feel I have to h ide m y sexuality to  be accepted. — - Cisgender lesbian respondent
I tend to keep the subject o f  m y sexuality from  com in g up in m ost situations, so I haven’t been  

exp osed  to  nearly as m uch discrim ination as I have w itn essed  and heard others have been. I do h op e  
they have also contributed  to  this survey for m ore accurate results! —  Cisgender queer female respondent

I h o p e  I d o  n o t skew  the results o f  this survey. I f  I am  atypical it is alright to  rem ove m y data. 
I didn’t “co m e o u t” until I was 42  years old. I appear straight, am com fortable in straight or lesbian  
environm ents. I have b een  m ostly  single since m y late 30s so  have probably have n o t appeared to o th ­
ers as lesbian. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I feel like I ’v e  b een  forced  to adopt a p osition  o f  “op en  w hen  asked,” that is, I d on ’t bring it up 
w ith  p eop le, even  w h en  m y ow n  friends are m aking h om o p h o b ic  remarks. T h e level, and the type, 
o f  discrim ination I’v e  faced w ith  certain p eop le w h o  have know n about m y orientation has taught m e  
to skirt the subject in  alm ost all arenas, w hich am ong other things has kept m e single for a very long  
time. —  Cisgender bisexual male respondent

I am  out, how ever I grew  up in [another state in  the South], so  I do n o t tell or sh o w  that I am  
gay. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I appear conservative so  m any peop le d on ’t k n ow  m y sexual orientation. —  Cisgender queerfemale 
respondent

I have n o t personally b een  bullied because I do n o t reveal m y hom osexuality  to others unless they  
are c lose  friends. M any o f  m y friends have b een  bullied by coworkers and random  p eop le  because o f  
their sexual orientation. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I’v e  never had a p rob lem  w ith  all these, I guess I’m  a bit reclusive and m ore m ainstream  then  
others. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

M ost o f  m y answers [to questions about discrim ination] are never & I feel a n eed  to  explain that.
I am m ostly  “in the c lo set” . I identify m yself as bisexual. H ave a loving, com m itted  relationship w ith  
a gay w om an. W e live together and due to the fact that I’m  married to m an w h o  accepts and loves m e  
this works for us. I do n o t share m y personal in form ation  w ith  anyone other than th ose  very close to  
m e w hich  keeps m e safe. I feel b ein g  in an op en  marriage m akes it easer at least for m e. Still though, 
w e have run into trouble w hile b ein g  out together. I d on ’t m ind  it as m uch as it hurts m y feelings. —  
Cisgender bisexual female respondent

I’ve experienced  very little overt discrim ination because I try to b e discreet. —  Cisgender gay male
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respondent
I have heard so  m any nightm are stories that I am  very careful w h o  I com e out to  as n o t to be  

discrim inated against. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
I d on ’t think this captures the extent o f  the fear factor that causes p eop le  to hide, nor does it 

capture d iscrim ination /harassm ent in  faith com m unities w hich  is extensive. It says n oth ing  about the 
estrangem ent o f  fam ilies and friends caused by know ledge o f  o n e ’s sexual orientation. W hile these  
m ay n o t be cause for legal action  n or protective laws, they n oneth eless greatly im pact the quality o f  
life in  A nchorage and elsew here. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I’m  in the c loset so  that these things d on ’t happen to m e. —  Cisgender queerfemale respondent

R e s id e n c y  in  A n c h o r a g e

I lived in A nchorage for 47 years. W hen I retired, I m oved  to  [a city on  the E ast C oast].. .a very  
supportive city o f  its diverse com m unity. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

Im portant note: I’ve only lived here for 8 m on th s and I work in a L G B T  friendly place. —  Cis­
gender lesbian respondent

I’m  retired and n o t in sch oo l, so  these [questions about discrim ination] w eren’t applicable to m e. 
A lso , m y child custody issues (like th e others m entioned) pre-date m y arrival in  A nchorage. —  Cisgen­
der gay male respondent

I haven’t lived in A nchorage for years n o w  —  left in 2003. —  Cisgender queerfemale respondent
A dm itted ly  I’v e  only lived in A nchorage for five m onths, so  m y experiences are som ew hat lim ­

ited. H ow ever I cou ld  describe various instances in [another Alaska city]. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

L e g a l m a rita l s ta tu s  a n d  in tim a te  re la t io n sh ip s

I just w anted  to  clarify the answer about marital status. M y partner and I w ere legally m arried  
in  B C  Canada, how ever, the State o f  Alaska and the M O A  do n o t recogn ize our marriage. For that 
reason, I answered D ivorced  —  w hich  is the “recogn ized ” status I h o ld  according to  b oth  the State 
and M O A . —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I lived in [a N e w  E ngland city] for two years, and I didn’t realize until I cam e back just h o w  dif­
ferent the attitude is in N e w  E ngland. I m et m y only boyfriend there, and d oin g  the norm al couple  
stu ff  in public was “norm al.” H o ld in g  hands, flirting, hugging and kissing w h en  w e m et —  these are 
things I cou ld  n o t exp ect to do in Alaska w ith ou t getting  looks, jeers, getting labeled, targeted, abused  
or assaulted. T o b e h on est, it’s a level o f  anxiety I d on ’t even  like writing about, and I like ranting, 
a lot. I to o k  a day-long break from  this just because I didn’t feel like thinking about it. —  Cisgender 
bisexual male respondent

T h e b iggest d iscrim ination that my partner and I face, that straight married couples d on ’t have 
to, is the lack o f  partner benefits. S ince w e can’t be legally married, I am  n o t entitled to  any o f  her 
m edical benefits, w hich  forces m e to  keep a job w here m edical is offered, and lim its m y options as 
a parent to  stay at h o m e w ith  our 1 year old  daughter, as a stay at h o m e m om . It also m eant, that as 
the actual birth m other, in order for our daughter to  be under m y partner’s insurance (which is less 
expensive, and m uch better than m ine), we had to get the adoption  under way very early on. We w ould
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have d one the adoption  anyway, but the expense and the urgency w ere a bit overw helm ing at the time.
—  Cisgender lesbian respondent

M y com m itted  relationship exists in exile at the m om en t because her insurance d oes n o t cover or 
recogn ize m y m edical needs. A laska is n o t a place for a transgendered person  to do transition safely. 
So I am  u ndergoing that w hile I am  out o f  state. It is a hardship o n  the relationship. —  Transgender 
FTM  bisexual respondent. [This comment also included under “Gender identity and presentation. ”]

W e are legally m arried in the state o f  M assachusetts, but are considered  to b e single w o m en  by 
the state o f  Alaska. N eith er  o f  our em ployers recogn ize our union , therefore w e are unable to utilize 
program s such as FM L A  [Family M edical Leave A ct]. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

W e face discrim ination every day from  the city and state in term s o f  benefits n o t allow ed sam e 
sex  partners. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I joined [a g y m /fitn ess  club] w ith  m y partner and w e  w ere allow ed to join under a family m em ­
bership. A fter provid ing p r o o f  that w e did share our dw elling and bills, w e w ere allow ed to  join as a 
family. I felt that this was a huge step. O ur insurance com pany has also allow ed us to  have each other  
as a co  pay on  our insurance. T h is was an even bigger step and m ade m e feel like I was as norm al 
as any other cou p le getting  insurance. We have still each kept our coverage w hich  is costly, but w e’re 
afraid that the law  w ill be taken away and on e o f  us w ould  b e w ithou t insurance, but still even  this step  
is som eth ing  that w ou ld n ’t have happened 15-20 years ago. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent. [A  portion of 
this comment also included under “Public services —  Gyms/fitness clubs. ’]

A lthough  the com p any I w ork for is private, and therefore n o t ob ligated  by law  to provide equal 
b enefits to sam e-sex partners that they do to op p osite-sex  spouses, I w anted  to say that I feel less val­
u ed  by m y com pany because m y partner cannot get coverage under m y em ployee benefits package for 
h e a lth /v is io n /d e n ta l/life  insurance. We have been  together for four years and w ould  be married if  
the law  allow ed it, but since w e  can n ot legally marry and m y com pany is private, m y partner cannot re­
ceive equal coverage like a m arried sp ouse w ou ld  i f  I w ere heterosexual. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

T h e way discrim ination m o st im pacts m y life is in  the area o f  marriage. M y partner and I have 
b een  together for 10 years, are married in California and I am exp ecting  a baby [ ...] . [B]ecause o f  
D O M A , our child can n ot get insurance benefits until [my partner] adopts him . A lso , should  so m e­
thing happen to  her, I am  n o t en tided  to the survivor benefits I w ould  b e entitied to  i f  w e w ere mar­
ried. It seem s like a b ig w aste also that w e have to  have a h om e study and she m ust g o  through the 
adoption  process to  b e an official parent to  our child. T h is w ould  n o t be the case i f  our marriage 
w as recogn ized  in Alaska. I am  thankful that the state allows for second-parent adoption. —  Cisgender 
lesbian respondent

I am  legally m arried to  m y partner as recogn ized  in another state/country. —  Cisgender lesbian 
respondent

W hen it com es to som eth in g  as core as the p eop le I fall in love w ith, I feel incredibly small due to  
the prevailing attitudes o f  m y h o m e state. Small; afraid, angry, defeated, sad, lonely, but m ostly, ju st... 
small. —  Cisgender bisexual male respondent

Q 27  is a terrible question. I am  in m y op in ion  m arried to m y partner w e had a com m itm ent 
cerem on y here and w e v ie w  our relationship as married. W hy w ould  you  put “as defined by Alaska 
Law?” . . .w h o  gives a rip w hat A laska law states, the p o in t is d o  you  think and act in  a way that you  
define as married. A n d  so  m y answer is Yes. I believe it will be im possib le to  analyze this question  due
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to the p rob lem  I have presented  here. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent. [Note: respondent’s legal marital status 
was recoded to “single, never married. ” This comment partially reproduces one also included under “Survey design. ’]

W e g o t  m arried in Canada. —  Cisgender gay male respondent
I d o n ’t k n ow  i f  this counts or not, but it’s always annoyed m e that the h u sb an d s/w ives o f  [a 

recreation business] em ployees get to [use the busin ess’ facilities] for h alf price, but the g ir lfriend s/ 
boyfriends o f  em p loyees [o f  the business] do not. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

E m ploym ent: T old  that leave w ould  be denied  to  take care o f  m y h u sb a n d .. .even  though using  
leave to take care o f  an ill sp ouse is acceptable for straight couples. T old  that I had the ch oice to  marry 
a w om an , so it was m y prob lem  that I was m arried to so m eo n e o f  the sam e sex w h o se  marriage was 
n ot recogn ized . —  Cisgender gay male respondent

M y nam e can n ot be on  m y partners VA m ortgage. C annot have on  base privileges or use m ili­
tary discounts. C annot b e added to m y partner’s insurance so  I cou ld  op t out o f  m ine, w hich  w ould  
be a substantial m on th ly  saving. C annot m ake use o f  m unicipal d om estic partner op tion  and add m y  
partner to  m y health insurance because the value o f  the insurance ($650 per m onth) w ould  have to be 
claim ed as in co m e o n  m y federal taxes. A ll because w e  can n ot be legally married. —  Cisgender lesbian 
respondent

I live w ith  b oth  a m ale and fem ale partner. M y children are being raised to believe that it is okay 
“to love as thou  w ilt.” —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I do consider n o t o fferin g benefits to d om estic  partners a form  o f  discrim ination and m y current 
em p loym ent on ly  started offerin g health benefits to  partners last year. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

S e x u a l o r ie n ta t io n

A  lo t o f  this just d oesn ’t apply to  me. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent
I have b een  fortunate in m y life to be able to  be op en  about m y sexuality and be in  a 25 year rela­

tionship  w ith  m y ch osen  fem ale partner. I also do n o t appear to  be “gay look in g” . I do k n ow  w om en  
w h o  have been  d en ied  h ousin g  and jobs due to  their sexuality and d o  k n ow  gay p eop le  w h o  have had  
physical v io len ce  targeted against them . —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

O n e individual in  m y form er social circle w ithdrew  from  m e —  I suspect due to  m y sexual ori­
entation. —  Cisgender bisexual female respondent

Several years ago, I learned o f  a sober support m eetin g  that was started up for straight w om en  
only. I was p ointed ly  in form ed  I w as n ot w elcom e to attend. —  Cisgender bisexual female respondent

I believe that the fear and hatred o f  all gays and lesbians is based on  the fear and hatred o f  
w om en  —  secon d  class citizens to this day. M any m en  can n o t im agine being gay because w hat man  
w ou ld  give up his privileges as a m an to  b ecom e a secon d  class citizen and be thought o f  and treated  
like like they think o f  and treat their w ives and daughters. W hy w om en  fear and hate hom osexuals is 
not that clear to m e —  perhaps because they w ould  have to  stretch w ay b eyond  their com fort zon e  to  
b ecom e a full citizen  w ith  full responsibilities. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

M ost o f  the experiences I have had have to d o  w ith  b ein g  fem ale and seeking a non-traditional 
job [ ...] . I have sat quietly w hile fellow  workers hatefully deride gays and lesbians. I sense that they  
k now  or assum e I am  gay because I am  the only fem ale or years ago the only fem ale n o t sleeping
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around at work. I have always been  afraid to let anyone at w ork know  I have gay friends I love and  
enjoy becau se in [the 1980s] I was raped by on e o f  m y fellow  workers —  n o t invited. A t that tim e 
I spoke open ly  about sexuality. I was young, naive, and foolish  to  believe in  equality and freedom  in 
A m erica. —  Cisgender bisexual female respondent

I have never faced  any sen se o f  discrim ination based  on  m y sexual orientation w hile in  A nch. —
Transgender M TF bisexual respondent

M ost m en  are so  uncom fortab le around m e because I d on ’t flirt w ith them  and I d on ’t put up  
w ith  pornographic e-m ails or em ails w ith sexual slurs. I’m  all business. E ven  straight w om en  in 
A laska think it is O K  to em ail each other pornographic em ails at w ork even in 2010. Fortunately, n ot  
all o f  the m en  and w om en  are like that, but I still w on ’t talk about sexuality at w ork even  i f  folks are 
talking about an article in  the paper. I don’t w ant to get raped or put up w ith any m ore harassm ent.
—  Cisgender bisexual female respondent

M y gay m ale friend has experienced m uch m ore discrim ination and harassm ent than I. Such as 
nam ecalling, b ein g  stalked, &  b een  denied m on ey  for w ork com pleted. I find this to  be m ore true for 
gay m en  as com pared  to lesbian w om en. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I felt discrim inated against by teachers (one in particular) in m y m ajor program  at U A A . It w asn’t 
som eth in g  overt, like grading (grading was quite fair), but this teacher treated m e m uch differently  
than the other students and I k n ow  it was due to  m y sexual orientation. She was very w arm  to  mar­
ried fem ale students w h o  w ere pregnant or w h o  had children (and talk about th ose topics at length  
w ith  them ), but was very co ld  to  m e. T he contrast was obvious. I’m  afraid she w o n ’t give m e a very  
enthusiastic reference to em ployers, even thou ght I g o t  excellent grades and graduated M agna Cum.
—  Cisgender lesbian respondent. [This comment also included under '‘School/ education. ”]

G e n d e r  id e n tity  a n d  p r e se n ta t io n

I o n ce  had a partner, a T[ransgender] p erson  w h o  was constantly to rm en ted .. .by family, police, 
[two faith-affiliated charities] refused to provide assistance funds w hen  sh e was on  the street, “because  
w e on ly  help  w o m en  and ch ild ren .. .you  can g o  back to  living like a m an and earn a living” even  though  
she had just b een  discharged from  [the military] for being T ...e v e n  though [she] had b een  awarded 
“ [serviceperson] o f  the quarter” for 3 consecutive periods. —  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent

I’m  a fem ale and on  the fem m e side o f  things so  m y gender identity m atches p eo p le ’s expecta­
tions. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I’m  a m an w h o  is perceived  frequently as a straight male. R eactions i f  I out m yself are about 
orientation, since I present as (m is-?)perceived by h om op h ob es. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

M y transition w as very sm ooth . I did so at w ork  and continued  o n  w orking there finishing 20  
years. B y  virtue o f  being retired military and having m y ow n  h om e, I w as spared m uch o f  w hat you  
are look in g  for. —  Transgender M TF lesbian respondent

I am  a cis-fem ale [i.e., non-transgender] lesbian, but apparently I present on  the “butch” side o f  
the spectrum  —  so  I som etim es get called “Sir” by bus drivers, store clerks, etc., and have som etim es  
b een  q uestioned  ab out w hether I b elon g  in the w o m en ’s restroom . H ow ever, I ’ve n o t actively been  
kicked ou t anywhere because o f  m y gender presentation. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

M ost o f  the incidents I have b een  involved  w ith  have been  based on  physical appearance/per­
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ceived gender id en tity /sex . —  Transgender FTM  queer respondent
G end er identity section  n o t  applicable. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
D urin g ch ild h ood  teased, received dem eaning com m en ts “sissy, od d ” , etc. G o t strange looks  

from  w h ite  m ales in cars w hile w aiting for bus (1st 2  years o f  transition). —  Transgender M TF lesbian 
respondent

T his section  d oes n o t apply to  m e. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
W hile I have n o t personally been  the target o f  these things based on  gender identity, as [an em ­

p loyee o f  a local gay bar] for 5 years I w itnessed  it to o  often. We w ou ld  have a transgender individual 
w h o  was in toxicated  and refusing to leave prem ises but otherw ise n o t a problem . W hen A P D  w ould  
sh ow  up som e officers (let m e  stress n ot all just a few  “repeat offend ers”) w ould  refuse to  address the  
person  by their ch osen  nam e or refer to them  by their gender instead insisting on  referring to the per­
son  by sex  on  a driver’s licen se even  i f  they cou ld  see that it upset or escalated the negative behaviors 
from  the person. It w as very discouraging to  have to give sensitivity training on  the sp ot and seriously  
upsetting that they w ou ld  purposely p oke at the m ost sensitive topic at hand. —  Cisgender lesbian respon­
dent. [This comment also included under “Public services: Police and government services. ’]

T here were a cou p le incidents that I cou ldn’t really classify in the survey. W hen I’ve tried to  
change m y first nam e I’v e  had a few  businesses require additional steps and docum entation  above  
w hat is required for a last nam e change. W hile it w asn’t always denied  it was arbitrarily m ade m ore  
difficult. C hanging gender has b een  extrem ely difficult w ithou t provid ing p r o o f  o f  surgery. T his is 
w rong. —  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent

I m arked fem ale for prim ary gender identity. R eason  being I am p ost op  M  to  F, and I live full 
tim e as a fem ale. M y current birth certificate and passport also reflect fem ale. —  Transgender M TF 
lesbian respondent

S om e blanks were le ft because o f  fluidity o f  gen d er-id en tity /n o  clear w ay to  answer. —  Trans­
gender FTM  queer respondent

T his section  does n o t apply. —  Cisgender gay male respondent
M y com m itted  relationship exists in exile at the m om en t because her insurance does n o t cover or 

recogn ize m y m edical needs. Alaska is n ot a place for a transgendered p erson  to do transition safely. 
S o I am  u ndergoing that w hile I am  out o f  state. It is a hardship on  the relationship. —  Transgender 
FTM  bisexual respondent. [This comment also included under “Legal marital status and intimate relationships. ’]

M y gender is n o t an issue. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
T h e teacher I m en tion ed  in the part about sexual orientation acted even m ore uncom fortably to ­

wards m e w h en  I started dressing m ore butch. I have n o  idea i f  her d iscom fort w as due to  m y sexual 
orientation or because I d on ’t lo o k  typically fem inine (I suspect it was a bit o f  both). She also said 
som e odd, uneducated  stu ff  about transgendered p eop le in  passing, and I think she cou ld  really use  
som e diversity training. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent. [This comment also included under School/ education. ”]

T h ou gh  I haven’t had issues based on  m y gender identity, I certainly have w itnessed  and heard 
about friends w h o  have b een  den ied  restroom s, service, harassed on  sports team s, threatened w ith  
physical and sexual v io lence, and on go in g  struggles w ith  D M V  n o t w illing to  provide gender-appro­
priate A K D L  [Alaska driver’s license]. —  Cisgender female queer respondent

M y gender identity is the sam e as w hen  I was born  (I was born a boy, and I’m  still a boy, and I see
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m yself as a boy), so  I d on ’t think this section  applies to  m e. —  Cisgender gay male respondent
I w anted  to expand on  on e o f  m y earlier survey answers —  I was fo llow ed /h arassed  during 

the ordinance 64  hearings from  a couple years ago. I u sed  the w o m en ’s restroom , left, and then was 
fo llow ed  ou t the library entrance by a w om an exclaim ing “that G U Y  was in the ladies ro o m ” to the 
security guard nearby. N o th in g  m ore cam e o f  the incident and I have never before or since had such  
an incident occur. —  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent. [This comment also included under ‘Public services
—  Public accommodations. ”]

I have n ot experienced  these situations because I am  obviously  n o t transgender nor am “butch”.
—  Cisgender female bisexual respondent

I d on ’t have a n o n  traditional gender presentation. A sk  m e (or any w om an), though, h o w  m uch  
harassm ent I’ve experienced  just because I’m  a w o m a n .. .you ’d get som e hits for sure. —  Cisgender 
lesbian respondent

T h e trans issue is som eth in g  else entirely. I think our tow n  is deeply transphobic and that i f  
anybody needs an ordinance, it’s transgender people. T h ere’s a lo t o f  education (including in the gay  
com m unity) that n eed s to  be done. I believe trans p eop le  experience lots o f  v io len ce and discrim ina­
tion, as w ell as general m ental health issues and isolation  that lead to high rates o f  suicide. —  Cisgender 
lesbian respondent

T his d oes n o t apply to m e  other than h ow  I am treated like any other fem ale. —  Cisgender lesbian 
respondent

N o n e  o f  these apply to m e. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
I have n o t experienced  any overt discrim ination in A nchorage. H ow ever, I am  very m asculine- 

acting, so  strangers very rarely guess anything about m e. I also do n ot attend church, so  do n o t have 
that com m unity  as a part o f  m y life. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I lo o k  “norm al” and I am  a senior, so  this is n o t relevant to m y experience. —  Cisgender lesbian 
respondent

I guess I d on ’t understand the difference betw een  orientation and gender presentation. A s far as 
gender identity: I am fem ale and have never w anted to  be m ale. I think m y way o f  thinking about the  
w orld  is b oth  m ale and fem ale. I am  n ot aware o f  presenting m yself as a m ale, but I have only w orn  
a dress at m y p rofessional banquet. O therw ise I always wear jeans —  as the guys do. I f  w hat I have 
experienced  is so m eh o w  related to  h o w  I dress then all the above questions w ould  be answered the  
sam e as the first section . —  Cisgender female bisexual respondent

M y appearance allow s m e to “pass” . —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
M y gender orientation  is m ale, s o l  have n o  con ten t for this part. —  Cisgender gay male respondent
T h e tim es I have b een  insulted  or slurred in the past five years were tim es I was w ith  a partner 

w h o  look ed  very le sb ia n /b u tch , at the health club and at a restaurant/bar in H om er, m ost m em orably  
(we didn’t get our order taken for an hour there and also g o t  hostile  stares, our fo o d  also took  an un ­
usually lon g  tim e to  arrive com pared  to  others). —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

M y gender identity is con sisten t w ith m y gender, thus n o  issues here. —  Cisgender gay male respon­
dent

V io le n c e / in t im id a t io n

Verbal slurs are com m onp lace. I have never been  physically assaulted, but the taunts and harass­
m en t have caused m e to b e less op en  about m y sexuality num erous times. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I w ond er i f  property dam age w e have received is random  or targeted. It is d ifficult to  tell unless  
the perpetrator specifies their in tent (which they d on ’t do in sm ash and grab situations or w hen  they
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destroy your pum pkins or trash cans). —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
I have had to  deal w ith  problem s regarding bullying/harassm ent, and as a you n g  m an found  

m y self considering suicide. I learned, thanks to in volvem ent w ith a liberal church, to love m yself. —  
Cisgender gay male respondent

I’v e  on ly  had to deal w ith  harassm ent towards m e here and there. B ut I constantly hear degrad­
ing remarks towards other p eop le  w h o  identify w ith  the L G B T  culture. T here is [illegible] still [illeg­
ible] but it is getting  better. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I u sed  to have a few  rainbow  stickers on  m y car and w hen  it was defaced  w ith  gay slurs I took  
them  off. I w ouldn ’t consider defacing so m eo n e’s car if  they have a Republican sticker or they w ant to  
display w hat they care about —  w hy do p eop le  feel that it’s o k  to do that to  m ine? —  Cisgender lesbian 
respondent

In  A nchorage I have been  assaulted several tim es because I’m  bisexual. —  Cisgender bisexual male 
respondent

A ll the tires o n  m y car w ere slashed, n eigh bor across the hall threatened to  throw  m e d ow n  the 
stairs because I was a w as a dyke. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I resp ond ed  that I experienced  property dam age but that is m isleading. I live in  a duplex bun­
ga lo w  and m y n eigh bor’s car’s w indshield  was vandalized. I d on ’t k n ow  i f  that was a random  act o f  
v io len ce  or i f  they w ere m istaken for the in tend ed  target (i.e., m y partner and I). —  Cisgender gay male 
respondent. [Note: The incidence of property damage for this respondent was recoded to “0 ” due to respondent’s uncer­
tainty regarding the vandal’s motive.]

M y partner has su ffered  m ore discrim ination than I have. A  m em ber o f  our [mainstream  de­
nom ination] ch u rch .. .cam e to  her office and yelled  at her —  calling her a queer. T h is was because  
she had u sed  the church em ail list to ask for support for gays [in a public situation in volvin g antigay 
bigotry]. M y partner [ .. .]  thought that our liberal church w ou ld  be supportive o f  our concerns about 
the b igot, inasm uch as w e w ere on e o f  two couples w h o  w ere “out” in this sm all m iddle-class church. 
T h e m an disrupted her o ffice  and troubled her em ployees —  w h o  m oved  physically to protect her 
from  his ranting and his c losed  fists. Lie was clearly troubled and n eed ed  help. W hen  w e reported his 
behavior to  the church and appealed for support, the pastor chided  m y partner for having u sed  the  
church em ail list. We received  silence from  the congregation. [ ...]  T h is is m iddle-class, legal discrim i­
nation  —  but it hurts nevertheless. M y partner and I are deeply spiritual and com e from  a Christian  
background, but that was the last tim e w e put our energy in to  the fellow ship  o f  a church. Lukewarm  
Christians! —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I am a drag queen from  [another Alaska city] but living in A nchorage. I find that in the instances  
in  w hich  I w as harassed, the harasser was under the assum ption  I was gay but had n o  actual know ledge  
o f  m e b ein g  gay. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

M y veh icle  has b een  egged , leaving paint damage. —  Cisgender bisexual male respondent

E m p lo y m e n t

I had b een  w orking at [a health care organization] w here som e o f  the em ployees are so  judgm en­
tal towards gays. I w orked w ith  two m en  w h o  w ould  have the exam  room s cleaned by housekeep ing  
sim ply because there was a gay person  in the room . T h e on e m an w ould  n o t even stand near m e, 
because h e k new  I am gay. H e  w ould  n ot speak w ith  m e unless he really had to. —  Cisgender gay male 
respondent

O n ly  accepted  jobs w here I w ould  get equal treatm ent since the law d oes n o t protect m e. —  Cis­
gender lesbian respondent
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A t w ork, w orked in leased space; fem ales w h o  knew  m e b efore transitioning and during transi­
tioning com plained  to  m y supervisors about m y use o f  w om en ’s restroom . Supervisors req u ested / 
w arned m e n o t to use w o m en ’s restroom . T old  I could  be disciplined. W ent to other area o f  building  
to use restroom , on e em p loyee yelled  in front o f  another lady “g o  use the other restroom ”. I finally 
w en t to  m y E E O  and to  social w orker that has support group for TSs. T h ey  w en t to m y supervisors 
and explained m y situation and w hy I should  be allow ed to use the w o m en ’s restroom . A fter this social 
w orker talked to them , m y supervisors supported me. We then m oved  to  another leased space. T h e  
restroom s w ere w ithin  our leased space. I had protection  to use the w om en ’s restroom  (a n ew  on e for 
the area w e  m oved  into). A gain , som e w om en  com plained. M y supervisor said I could  fight this or 
use another nearby one. I ch ose to use the other nearby restroom  in a another departm ent. O n e lady 
com plained. I w en t to  m y supervisor. T hey contacted  the dept, and had it straightened out. W hen I 
e-m ail this to m y u n ion  local president, she w en t to  the assistant director to  com plain  and dem and this 
harassm ent stop. It stopped . —  Transgender M TF lesbian respondent

I think being an older m ale, the experiences I have had have b een  on ly  on e w ork experience in 
w hich  I experienced  harassm ent. T h e problem  w ith this was that the p osition  was a stressful one  
b ecause o f  the n eed  to  w ork  and put food  on  the table in  addition to  m aking a living. It was a rough  
transition and a very rough experience. I did have som e social anxiety because o f  this. I think m aking  
sure that there are protections w ill help  ease som e o f  the struggles m any in  the L G B T IA Q  com m unity  
experience. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

D u rin g  a form er em p loym ent I was verbally harassed daily by m y direct supervisor. I cam e out 
during that em ploym ent and even  though I had w orked in this departm ent for three years already, 
w h en  I cam e ou t I n o  longer received  g o o d  evaluations and m y supervisor threatened to fire m e due 
to  m y sexual orientation a lm ost daily. I was forbidden to receive or m ake personal calls even  to  my 
children and I was forbidden to  speak to anyone regarding m y personal life. It was an atm osphere  
o f  hatred. W h en  m y car w as d efaced  w ith gay slurs m y b oss said it was deserved. I w orked there for 
three m ore years due to lim ited job opportunities in that area. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

Currently serving in the U n ited  States military and have had to  h ide m y orientation for work. 
E ven  as the D A D T  act is b ein g  repealed and still after, I w ill n o t be able to  be out in com p lete com fort  
due to  on go in g  discrim ination I have been  w itness to. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

A t em ploym ent w here I felt I n eed  to leave due to harassm ent, I have had com plaints w ith  a 
labor lawyer o f  sexual harassm ent by the ow ner and w as nam ed a w itness w hen  another hom osexual 
em p loyee was harassed to quitting due to his sexual orientation. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I am a m ostly  clo seted  bisexual. For fear o f  such discrim ination and bias from  m y place o f  em ­
p loym ent, I ch o o se  to  keep m y bisexual identity secret. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I w as dancing at a loca l restaurant/bar w ith  a m ale friend o f  m ine and on e o f  m y previous 
em ployers sp otted  m e. T h e  very n ext m orning h e told m y m anager to fire m e. —  Cisgender gay male 
respondent

I have b een  d en ied /term in ated  from  jobs, had cow orkers g o  to H R  behind  m y back to force  
m e ou t o f  m y job [on the basis o f  m y gender identity as a transwoman.] —  Transgender M TF bisexual 
respondent

I had on e situation w hile  em p loyed  w here the primary referral to  our services was very anti-gay 
and had significant prob lem s w orking w ith  m e and referring clients for services. T h is created a signifi­



Ancborag LGBT Discrimination Surrey: Final Report 89

cant difficulty in the w orkplace at tim es although there was n o  overt discrim ination from  my employer.
—  Cisgender bisexual female respondent

U sed  to  be active duty in the Air Force, so I had to  keep m y orientation a secret from  m y c o ­
workers, and cou ldn’t freely be “ou t” around tow n. —  Cisgender bisexual male respondent

I had sexual harassm ent substantiated against m e at w ork  w hen  a subordinate w h o  spoke o f  her 
“stupid  boyfriend” reported  d iscom fort in m y saying (m eeting her joking m anner) “have you con sid ­
ered batting for the other team?” as a straight person  w ou ld  say, “have you  thou ght o f  getting another 
boyfriend?” —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

Fired from  a job in [m id-1980s] for being a lesbian after a cow orker told the business owners. 
R efused  a clerical job at a law enforcem ent agency the sam e year w h en  interview er dem anded I agree 
never to  g o  to  a gay bar because undercover p o lice  m ight “get the w ron g  idea” that I was involved  in  
drug dealing (though presum ably nongay p eop le  at n ongay bars w ere n o t restricted from  patronizing  
them ). B oth  o f  these cases w ere included in cases reported  in Identity Reports. I have n o w  b een  in 
the sam e job for 20 years, am  op en ly  lesbian, and have experienced  n o  problem s there. —  Cisgender 
lesbian respondent

I personally have com e ou t to  m ost o f  m y cow orkers (the on es w h o  have m en tion ed  a gay friend  
in  conversation) but I keep it to m yself around the religious coworkers I k n ow  w ould  have a problem  
w orking so  closely w ith  m e —  even  w hen  they (all w om en) speak open ly  about their m an troubles and  
their dates. It’s very sad the p eo p le  w h o  w ould  w ish  m e to  keep m y sexuality to m yself d on ’t see that 
they them selves d o  n ot fit inside their ideal. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I’v e  had to receive a b lessin g /recom m en d ation  from  a local m inister b efore I w ould  be form ally  
offered  a job by so m eo n e in political office because future em ployer con cern ed  about fallout from  m y  
b ein g  gay. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I have had som e experiences w ith  job issues that w ere always a mystery. N o  on e ever said “ gay 
p erson ” alert, but I experienced  w hat seem ed  like ostracization w hen  there was n o  reason for i t . . .but 
w h en  p eop le  foun d  ou t I was a lesbian on  a few  occasions. It was never a clear cause and effect. —  
Cisgender lesbian respondent

W h en  I w orked on  [a local military base] in early 90 ’s, I never felt safe to b e op en  about being  
lesbian. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

A nchorage itse lf  is from  m y experience living here this past year n o t a bad place to be. It seem s 
to  be for the m o st part gay friendly. O n the other hand, m y experiences w ith  dealing w ith  gay issues 
in  the workplace are different. I w ork in a field w here I am  o n  a o n e-o n -o n e  w ork environm ent w ith  
different p eop le  o n  a daily basis, in  a confined  space. T h e p eop le I w ork  w ith  are from  all different 
back grounds, and from  all over the low er 48 and Alaska. T h e m ajority o f  the p eop le  I w ork w ith  for 
the m ost part do n o t care about m y sexual background. I have run in to  a few  w h o  do however, but 
they are very careful to keep their com m en ts to  a m inim um  because our ow n  com pany policy forbids 
it, and v iolating it w ou ld  m ean p ossib le term ination. O ther then that, I really like it here. —  Cisgender 
gay male respondent

M y sexual orientation is n o t  as obvious as others so I do n ot feel I can b e  picked out o f  a crowd  
as an ob vious bisexual. I can say, however, I never feel com fortable being op en  about m y sexuality  
in  the w ork  place. W hen the other ladies are talking about their husbands taking them  out to dinner, 
I ’m  the p erson  w h o  quiedy look s busy and never m en tion s m y current or previous girlfriends; only
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m y current or previous boyfriends. I don’t believe a p erson ’s sexuality should  be brought up in the 
w orkplace to begin  w ith , but this rule is on ly  seem ingly applied to  h o m o - or bisexuals. It’s perfectly  
acceptable to speak o f  o n e ’s husband buying you  flowers, but on ly i f  you ’re a w om an. Just as it is 
com p letely  acceptable, and even  encouraged, to  speak o f  vacations and rom antic dinners w ith  your 
lady —  as lo n g  as you ’re a m an. T his double standard is painfully ob vious in  m o st w ork  situations. —  
Cisgender bisexual female respondent

I have b een  shunned  by som e young fem ales w orking in our departm ents (we have several de­
partm ents in sam e area). T h ey  refuse to speak to  m e or m ove elsew here w hen  I sitting n ext to them  
at a m eeting. I did n o t com plain , as m ost co-w orkers and all m y supervisors are kind and supportive. 
—  Transgender M TF lesbian respondent

M y w orkplace has a nondiscrim ination  clause so p eop le  kept their op in ions to them selves though  
som e seem ed  uncom fortab le w h en  b oth  m y partner and I w ere present. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I’ve kept m y orientation hidden  from  other co-w orkers & em ployers due to  harassm ent o f  other 
em ployees [due to their] sexual orientation. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I can n ot adequately judge w hy I may n o t have gotten  transfers or other p osition s —  I am  also old  
en ou gh  to experience age discrim ination all by itself. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

T ranspeople, especially transwomen, com m it suicide at a rate o f  1 in  2, n o t because w e are unstable, 
but because o f  h o w  society  is allowed to  treat us. I am  a M arine C orps veteran, received awards from  
the P T A  several tim es for m y serv ice—  I a ls o . . .am  about to  com p lete m y [graduate degree], but can 
on ly  find w ork as a cab driver —  g o o d  luck paying the nearly 150k in student loans I have am assed. I 
can’t even  find a way to g e t  m y rotting teeth fixed. —  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent

I was fired from  m y last job at [com pany nam e], the reasons for the term ination w ere due to  
m y dress cod e, w hich  was norm ally button  up collared shirt and slacks, I w ore corduroy pants, w hich  
apparently w asn’t in  the cod e, and due to use o f  m y personal e-mail. N o n e  o f  the tim es was I ever 
to ld  or asked to  wear m ore p rofessional attire or to n o t use personal e-mail. T h ou gh  m y m anager 
w h o  fired w e  w ore jeans w h en  sh e fired m e and told m e they had a hard tim e hiring m e due to  the  
fact that it w as a front desk p osition  and I was a hom osexual. She told  m e she fough t to get m e hired  
and that a lo t o f  the [other em ployees] thought it was a bad ch oice w ith  m e being the first person  a 
cu stom er talks to, they saw  it unprofessional. So I feel that it was a conservative com pany and I feel 
like they fired m e and for the first tim e in m y life I did really and truly feel discrim inated against w hich  
is sad because there isn ’t anything in the discrim ination law  in Alaska that defends sexual orientation  
discrim ination in  the w ork  place. —  Cisgender bisexual male respondent

I am  currently on ly living part-tim e as m y fem ale self. T h e w ell b ein g  o f  m y daughters trumps 
every decision  I make. I am  w orking w ith  counselors to  d ecide the b est course for them  at this time. 
T h en  I can concentrate transitioning at work, w hich  scares m e to  death. I w ork in  a very m ale d om i­
nated p rofession . I am  unaware o f  any protection  for dism issal from  m y em ployer for being trans. 
L et a lone the prejudice from  m y m ale co-workers. I have on ly  know n on e other person  w h o  tried to  
transition at m y w ork (she left o n  her ow n for reasons I d o  n o t k now  and I do n o t k n ow  w here she  
is). B ut I was able to  listen to v iew s from  m y co-workers. To put it mildly, I have a uphill battle w ith  
prejudice and discrim ination. E ven  k now ing this, I am  pushing forward to b ecom in g  the w om an I 
k n o w  I am. I am  h opefu l this survey creates awareness and helps others in  m y situation. N o  m atter 
the ou tcom e, you  have m y heartfelt gratitude that w e are trying to m ake a difference. —  Transgender 
M TF heterosexual respondent
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It w as easier to h ide m y sexual orientation w h en  I was a lesbian but at on e job it was hard to  
hide because m y partner and I b oth  w orked there and peop le knew  w e lived in the sam e place. E ven  
though  there was another lesbian working there, she had a degree and was head o f  on e o f  the depart­
m en ts and even though discrim ination because o f  sexual orientation was supposed ly  n o t allowed (it 
w as in their ant-discrim ination clause), because w e didn’t w ork in the office, w e w ere harassed. I also  
had a job w here m y b oss was a gay m an but he he hated all w om en  and especially lesbians. T h e hostil­
ity w as so  bad, I en d ed  up leaving the job. —  Transgender FTM  queer respondent

T h e threat o f  “exp osu re” to  politically sensitive m anagem ent has been  used  a num ber o f  tim e 
to  try to  keep  m e from  d o in g  m y job or vo ic in g  an op in ion  that m y supervisor did n ot like but was 
totally w ithin  m y scop e o f  work. T h e statem ent “you can’t d o  anything about it” was actually used! 
—  Cisgender lesbian respondent

For the m ost part I have been  very fortunate w ith  respect to  m y career and lack o f  discrim ina­
tion  against because I am  gay, although there was on e fairly public m atter related to  a job to  w hich I 
w as appointed  that took  a few  days to  w ork out because the person  w h o se  job I was be appointed to  
called a special m eetin g to  in form  the governing board that I was gay and did they k now  that and w hat 
actions did they w ant to take, as a result o f  this in form ation . I was to ld  about this after the m eeting  
by a m em ber o f  the board present and I con fron ted  the individual the next, in form ed  the appointing  
authorities o f  the event, and the transition was speeded  up and the p erson  w h o se  p osition  I was taking 
w as m oved  out sooner. It all w orked  out, but all o f  this was fairly public and the sta ff o f  the agency  
I was taking over w ere all w ell aware o f  these events by the tim e I actually started working. It was 
very  em barrassing (although strangely personally em pow ering in the final analysis), potentially could  
have co st m e the job, and left m e at a significant disadvantage w ith som e portion  o f  the sta ff starting 
out. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

Re: “H id  m y sexual orientation to avoid discrim ination” —  Well, I haven’t really had to hide, 
because they haven’t really asked, and I’m  rather quiet about such things. I’d like to  think I ’d be op en  
i f  I w ere asked, but I do feel hesitant to be op en  in m y w ork environm ent. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale 
respondent

U nder current circum stances, I w ould never tell an em ployer that I date m en. I already take pre­
cautions to  m ake sure that n o n e  o f  m y co-workers, unless they’ve p assed  a series o f  litmus tests, ever 
find  out. —  Cisgender bisexual male respondent

N u m b er 2  [denied p rom otion] was hard to  answer, because i f  I ever was p assed  over for being  
queer, I didn’t know  about it. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I have b een  forced  to  h ide m y sexuality in  fear o f  getting kicked ou t o f  the military. —  Cisgender 
gay male respondent

I’ve b een  private about m y life for years, at m y current job only on e colleague knew  anything  
about m y orientation, and it was w ithin  two w eeks after that disclosure that I was fired. —  Cisgender 
asexual female respondent

W hile I w ork for a com p any w h o  supports L G B T A  peop le, I have foun d  it hard at tim es to be  
o u t at w ork  and b e able to  talk about it freely. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

H o u s in g  /  sh e lte r

Since I have b eco m e politically active and identified  m yself as trans, I have experienced the issues
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listed  above, includ ing m y rent o n  a 2 BR 1 BA apartm ent jum ping from  $900 to $1575 the fo llow ­
in g  m on th  after testifying to the assem bly about discrim ination and being trans. —  Transgender M TF 
bisexual respondent

I ow n  m y h om e, so  that section  does n o t apply to  m e. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
O n e q uestion  m issin g  under housing: D o  you fear being evicted  for your perceived sexual orien­

ta tio n / gender identification. B ecause I do. —  Cisgender gay male respondent
A s an adult, I was turned d ow n  for h ousin g  during a very difficult time. T h e property m anager 

told  us, after fulfilling every other requisite, u pon  m eetin g  m y partner and I w e w ere to ld  they didn’t 
w ant a “room m ate situation.” T h e housing w e did end up getting  was sm aller and m ore expensive, 
and w e endured com m en ts from  other tenants. We had to m ove again w hen  our rent increased (it 
was n o t w orth  the harassm ent). Eventually I took  an opportunity to m ove to  [another Alaska city],
—  Cisgender gay male respondent

U nd er section  4, h ou sin g  and shelter: m ost o f  m y hassle has com e from  neighbors, as I ow n  a 
h om e. —  Transgender M TF biexual respondent

I was very c lo seted  w ith  a past housin g  m anager because I was afraid o f  losing  h ousin g  and hav­
in g  a g o o d  rapport w ith  him . —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

M y lover and I have lived in the same h ou se for 2 0 +  years and w ith  tw o exceptions have felt very  
accepted  by our neighbors. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

M y landlords have to ld  m e “I w ould  never rent to  an unm arried w om an just like I w ould  never  
rent to a gay p erson .” T h e on ly  person  I am  in the clo set to  is m y landlord. I honestly  fear being  
evicted. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

S c h o o l /e d u c a t io n

I m arked the gym  as being tw ice because this occurred w hile I was in school. W hen the other 
students foun d  ou t about m y sexual orientation they n o  lon ger w anted to change around m e anym ore 
because they w ere afraid that I w ould  be look in g  at them . —  Transgender FTM  queer respondent

D id  n o t g o  to  sch oo l in A nchorage. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
I felt discrim inated against by teachers (one in particular) in  m y m ajor program  at U A A. It w asn’t 

som eth in g  overt, like grading (grading was quite fair), but this teacher treated m e m uch differently  
than the other students and I k n ow  it was due to  m y sexual orientation. She was very w arm  to mar­
ried fem ale students w h o  w ere pregnant or w h o  had children (and talk about those topics at length  
w ith  them ), but was very co ld  to  m e. T he contrast was obvious. I ’m  afraid she w o n ’t give m e a very  
enthusiastic reference to em ployers, even thought I g o t excellent grades and graduated M agna Cum.
—  Cisgender lesbian respondent. [This comment also included under “Sexual orientation. ’]

M y freshm an year o f  h igh sch oo l, I was sitting on  the stairs at sch oo l w ith  friends and w e  w eren’t 
talking and a kid yelled  “Y ou  guys are gay!’ and threw  a carton o f  m ilk  over a balcony and it hit m e in  
the lap, and then o n e  o f  the security guards was talking about I g o t m ilk thrown at m e for being gay 
to  another security guard. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent

I think the younger biblical follow ers w ere aggressive in  saying Jesus is love at U A A  but they have 
calm ed d ow n  and have b een  pretty quiet. —  Cisgender gay male respondent
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I am n o t in  school, so  that section  d oes n o t apply to m e. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
M any o f  these situations do n o t apply to m e as I have never attended sch oo l in the A nchorage  

area or have had any type o f  ch ild /cu stod y  involvem ent. —  Transgender FTM  queer respondent
I attended co llege out o f  state and was den ied  h ousin g  for being transgendered. I think its a 

co m m o n  issue across the country and w ould  b e interested to  see w hat UAA’s p olicy  is. —  Transgender 
FTM  bisexual respondent

T h e teacher I m en tion ed  in the part about sexual orientation acted even m ore uncom fortably  
towards m e w h en  I started dressing m ore butch. I have n o  idea i f  her d iscom fort was due to my 
sexual orientation or because I d on ’t look  typically fem inine (I suspect it was a bit o f  both). She also  
said so m e odd, uneducated  stu ff about transgendered p eop le in passing, and I think she could  really 
u se so m e diversity training. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent. /This comment also included under “Gender identity 
and presentation. ”]

P a r e n tin g , ch ild r e n , a n d  c h ild  c u s to d y

I did n o t realize that I was lesbian until after m y children w ere grow n, so  neither the education  
n or the child  custody issues apply to  m e. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I do n o t have a child so th ose sections do n o t apply to  me. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
H ave n o t had child cu stody issues (do n o t yet have children). —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
M y daughter experienced  som e loss o f  friendships because she has lesbian parents. —  Cisgender 

lesbian respondent
I am  in  the p rocess o f  a divorce and asked for the courts n o t to k n ow  m y sexual orientation as 

n o t to effec t custody. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
H id  m y sexual orientation for m ore than 15 years for fear o f  losin g  custody o f  m y daughter. —

Cisgender bisexual female respondent
I answ ered “N o ” to  being a parent or legal guardian because I have n o  legal relationship to  the 

kid in question. H ow ever, I h elped  to raise m y ex-partner’s n ep h ew  from  the age o f  9 until his gradu­
ation from  high sch oo l, and he still lives w ith  m e (now  in his early 20s). —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

M y child endured harassm ent as a result o f  teachers and students k now in g that she had lesbian  
parents. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

N o n e  o f  the above questions apply to  me. N o n e  o f  the situations above have occurred since  
m o v in g  to  A nchorage (pg. 3 only.) [i.e., child cu stod y /p u b lic  services] —  Cisgender bisexual respondent

T o clarify: I was a [sperm] donor for a lesbian couple. So I have a child but am  n o t the parent or 
guardian. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

M y ex-partner n o w  identifies as a transman [transgender fem ale-to-m ale], but during our rela­
tionship  w e b oth  identified  as lesbians. Our kid attended A nchorage S ch ool D istrict schools; I d on ’t 
recall any p rob lem s that any o f  us had w ith  teachers, other sch oo l district p ersonnel, or our kid’s 
friends or their fam ilies because o f  our sexual orientations. — - Cisgender lesbian respondent

M y relationship w ith  m y w ife  was called in to  question  w hen  m y children w ere taken, but quickly 
d ism issed  w h en  I called them  on  it. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent
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A gain , sch oo l and custody inform ation  are n o t applicable due to  n o t b ein g  part o f  m y life in the 
A nchorage area. —  Transgender FTM  queer respondent

P u b lic  se r v ic e s

Medical

I try to see on ly L G B T -friendly m edical professionals w hen  possib le. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
I’ve actually had lab tests perform ed  incorrectly because they w ouldn ’t change m y gender (i.e., 

com paring h orm on es to m ale instead  o f  fem ale baselines as they should). So I w asn’t denied care, but 
m edical care was p erform ed  incorrectly. —  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent

I w as on ce com pletely  hum iliated in the ER. I was very sick, but w hat the doctor w anted to talk 
about w as “h o w  did I get four children i f  I was a lesbian”? I w ou ld  have argued had I n o t b een  so  
sick. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

W ent to cou p les cou n seling  and therap ist/clin ic was totally h om op h ob ic , pray-the-gay-away h o ­
m op h ob ic . —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

M edical doctor asked i f  I w as sexually active. I said I was. T h en  he asked w hat birth control I 
used. I said, “N o n e .” H e  answered, “Are you playing roulette?” I said that I was lesbian, to which  
he replied, “W hat a waste!” H e  follow ed this by verbal abuse and painful, overzealous use o f  the 
speculum  to  get a sim ple culture for a yeast in fection . It w as akin to rape. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

I experience m ore uneducated  peop le rather than rude discrim inatory people. For exam ple: I 
w as at the d octor asking i f  the H P V  virus cou ld  be past from  w om en  to w om en. T h e doctor & nurse 
did n o t know. It to o k  a w h ile  to  find an answer. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

Red C ross n eed s to g et their heads out o f  their asses. I f  they screen every sam ple o f  b lood , it 
sh ou ld n ’t m atter that I ’m  gay. B ein g  gay [is n o t equal to] b ein g  H IV + . —  Cisgender gay male respondent

Public accommodations

T h ere are tim es that b ody language speaks louder than words. I have experienced prejudice 
com m un icated  in  the lack o f  service and availability for assistance w hich  is an exam ple o f  the refer­
en ce to  b ody language. T h e experience o f  being denied  service in a restaurant is a specific exam ple 
dem onstrated  by the ow ner and m irrored in the service personn el w h o  then open ly conversed  in a 
vo lu m e that all patrons cou ld  hear. W e ch ose to leave rather than con fron t the situation. —  Cisgender 
gay male respondent

W hile n ot d iscrim ination per se, I was d isappointed  that [a local hotel] did n o t do anything special 
w h en  w e stayed there on  our w ed d in g  night. M aybe they d on ’t acknow ledge any new lyw eds, but I 
w ou ld  have liked som eth in g  m ore than the standard service. A n d  [a local wedding-related] m agazine 
w o n ’t even  respond  to  m y em ails about featuring sam e-sex weddings. It’s sad. —  Cisgender lesbian re­
spondent

A s a transgendered individual part o f  our transition in order to qualify to have surgery is to live 
as the n ew  gender for at least a year, and yet in public w e run the risk o f  being arrested since the law  
states n o w  that w e  are n ot su p p osed  to  be in  the restroom  o f  w hat they consider the op p osite  sex and  
yet m yself as a FT M  currendy w ith  a m ustache and a beard, i f  I w en t in to  the w om en ’s restroom  they
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w ou ld  freak out. In the case o f  M T Fs, i f  they use the m en ’s bathroom , they run the risk o f  physical 
and possib ly  even  sexual assault or in extrem e cases m urdered. O ther cities have changed their laws 
to  reflect this reality. It w ou ld  be n ice i f  A nchorage changed their laws or policy  but I have to  say that 
as lon g  as D an  Sullivan is m ayor I d on ’t believe it’s g o in g  to  change. —  Transgender FTM  queer respondent

I w anted  to  expand o n  on e o f  my earlier survey answers —  I was fo llow ed /h arassed  during  
the ordinance 64 hearings from  a couple years ago. I u sed  the w o m en ’s restroom , left, and then was 
fo llow ed  ou t the library entrance by a w om an exclaim ing “that G U Y  was in the ladies ro o m ” to  the  
security guard nearby. N o th in g  m ore cam e o f  the incident and I have never b efore or since had such  
an incident occur. —  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent. [This comment also included under “Gender identity 
andpresentation. ’]

H ave never b een  den ied  services or help, just p oor service or slow. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
I have been  discrim inated against by businesses. O n e  com pany refused to m ake m y [lesbian- 

related] organization’s t-shirts. T h ey  did n ot outwardly deny us service at first. Instead they delayed  
and delayed p roduction  until w e w ere forced to g o  to another vendor at the last m inute w hen  they  
finally adm itted they w eren’t g o in g  to do it. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

Police and government services

T h e question  regarding drivers license isn ’t applicable because I have n ot attem pted to  change m y  
drivers licen se at this time. —  Transgender M TF lesbian respondent

I have b een  barred from  w o m en ’s only spaces purely based  on  the in fo  on  m y A k D L , in fo  that 
sh ould  N O T  b e placed  w here the general public can v iew  it. Law en forcem en t already has that infor­
m ation in the system  —  sales clerks, health clubs, and cab passengers (heck, even employers) should  n ot 
have access to this. Can you  help  us? —  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent

A t the DM V , I sp ecified  m y gender as fem ale after I changed m y legal name. I was given a li­
cense that reflected  m y o ld  gender —  w hich I did n ot n otice until after I had left the office. I returned  
later, p o in ted  ou t the error, and successfully g o t  it corrected  —  seem ingly putting an end to the issue. 
Later, how ever, I received a letter from  the state itse lf  stating that, unless I was able to present a sur­
g eo n ’s certification that I had u nd ergone sexual reassignm ent surgery, m y gender marker w ould  revert. 
Further, i f  I did n o t resp ond  w ith in  15 days, m y licen se w ould  be suspended. Frankly, I was appalled
—  I was being forced  to  take action to correct the d ivision’s error regarding a policy  that I was at n o  
tim e in form ed  of. Seeing n o  ob vious solution at the time, I com plied  w ith  the letter, returned to  the 
D M V  again, surrendered m y license (with the appropriate gender marker), and let the issue be since.
—  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent

I have n o t applied for a Alaska drivers licen se yet, although I am  fearful o f  m y safety to publicly  
d isclose m y personal in form ation  so  I can get m y license. —  Transgender M TF heterosexual respondent

I was stopp ed  on e n ight by a p o lice  officer and w h en  I asked h e said so m eo n e reported m e and  
I said for w hat and he said sw erving and I said I just cam e from  w ork and was n ot drinking. H e  then  
p roceed ed  to  d o  a test o n  m e and o f  course I passed  it. T h e on ly  thing I cou ld  think o f  was the H RC  
[Hum an Rights Cam paign, a national L G B T  advocacy organization] sign on  the back o f  m y car that 
m ight have instigated this. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

O n  the street w ith  som e other peop le bully cop s being cops. I d on ’t think this was norm al cop  
behavior but rather abuse o f  power. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
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In [the late 1980s], shortly after I m oved  in w ith  m y partner, w e w ere the v icdm s o f  an arm ed  
robbery in our h o m e and m y partner was shot. Since he was taken to IC U  and was u nconscious for 
several days, A P D  had foun d  a rifle that b elon ged  to m y partner in  the back o f  a c loset and was con ­
v in ced  that I had sh ot h im  in in a “lover’s quarrel.” I was taken in for questioning and held  for over 
12 hours, n o t k now ing w heth er m y partner was dead or alive. W hen released, I cam e h o m e to  find the  
m ess they had m ade from  taking finger prints and several w eeks later was in form ed  by them  that they  
had n o  leads in the case but I was n o  longer a suspect and that I cou ld  com e and pay a fee to have the 
rifle returned to m e. D urin g the tim e I was held, I was n o t allow ed to  call any friend or family m em ber, 
yet I was never read Miranda rights or actually arrested. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

W hile I have n o t personally b een  the target o f  these things based on  gender identity, as [an em ­
p loyee o f  a local gay bar] for 5 years I w itnessed  it to o  often. We w ou ld  have a transgender individual 
w h o  w as in toxicated  and refusing to  leave prem ises but otherw ise n o t a problem . W hen A P D  w ould  
sh ow  up som e officers (let m e stress n ot all just a few  “repeat offend ers”) w ould  refuse to address the 
person  by their ch osen  nam e or refer to them  by their gender instead insisting on  referring to the per­
son  by sex  on  a driver’s licen se even  i f  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 sp ot and seriously  
upsetting that they w ould  purposely  poke at the m ost sensitive topic at hand. —  Cisgender lesbian respon­
dent. [This comment also included under “Gender identity and presentation. ”]

Gyms/fitness clubs

N o te :  The first and second comment in this section involve the same gym/fitness club.
I joined [a g y m /fitn ess  club] w ith  my partner and w e w ere allow ed to join under a family m em ­

bership. A fter provid ing p r o o f  that w e did share our dw elling and bills, w e were allowed to join as a 
family. I felt that this was a h uge step. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent. [This comment partially reproduces one 
also included under “Gender identity andpresentation. ”]

A lthou gh  I have n o t had m y m em bership  suspended  from  the [a local fitness center], I have been  
approached and m ade aware o f  “con cern s” about m y being trans. I m et this w ith  firm  resp onse o f  
a com m itm en t o f  com m unity, legal and m edia retaliation should  any action be taken on  their part, 
w hile neither confirm ing or denying m y status. T h is appears to have put an end to  their “concerns.” 
—  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent

[A fitness center w ith  a fem ale clientele], an otherw ise acceptable health venue, called m e back  
after w elcom in g  m e w ith  o p en  arms, because the had dem anded w e  provide a cop y  o f  our A K  drivers 
license and learned I was a transwom an. T h ey  refunded m y m on ey  and trespassed m e. —  Transgender 
M TF bisexual respondent

N o t  being able to enter a gym  w hile o u t on  E lm en d orf Air Force Base.—  Cisgender gay male re­
spondent

S u rvey  d e s ig n

I think it w ould  serve an im portant p urpose to include in this survey a section  on  any discrim i­
nation w e have w itnessed; w hile I m ay n ot experience a great deal o f  discrim ination in m y ow n  fife, I 
have seen  and heard brutal things happen to  p eop le w h o  may n ot be as fortunate as m yself. —  Cisgen­
der lesbian respondent
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Q 2 7  is a terrible question. I am  in m y op in ion  m arried to  my partner w e had a com m itm ent  
cerem on y here and w e v iew  our relationship as married. W hy w ould  you  put “as defined  by Alaska  
Law?” . . .w h o  gives a rip w hat Alaska law states, the p o in t is do you think and act in a way that you  
d efine as married. A n d  so  m y answer is Yes. I believe it w ill be im possib le to  analyze this question  
due to  the p rob lem  I have presented  here. T h is cou ld  have been  resolved  during a pre-test. W ish you  
w ou ld  have asked Craciun Research to help w ith  the pre-test. O ther than this it was accep tab le .. .a
little con fu sin g  w h en  b ein g  asked the same q uestions from  different perspectives b u t —  Cisgender
lesbian respondent. [Note: respondent’s legal marital status was recoded to “single, never married. ” A  portion of this 
comment also included under “Legal marital status and intimate relationships. ’]

T h e Survey M onkey to o l is n o t so  user friendly as I had to  keep scrolling d ow n  to determ ine i f  I 
had com p leted  q uestions and cou ld  have easily b een  con fu sed  and quit. H o p e you are tracking or can 
track i f  so m eo n e  stops b efore finishing? —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

S om e o f  the above categories I had to  check  Never, w hen  Not applicable w ou ld  give you  a better 
result, as it look s like I w asn’t discrim inated against, w h en  really I never was in  that situation —  like 
sc h o o l or cu stod y  issues. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

T h e fram ing o f  the survey w ithin  this w eb  site was difficult to m aneuver. C ould  b e due to the 
fact I use C hrom e, n ot IE , but was n o t easy to use. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

A  few  o f  the questions should  have had an N A  (not applicable) choice. For exam ple, I’v e  never 
b een  in sch oo l in Alaska or had children. B y saying “N ev er” does that cou n ted  as I never g o t  discrim i­
nated against at sc h o o l even  though I haven’t ever b een  in sch oo l in  AK ? —  Cisgender gay male respondent

A sking  p eop le  i f  they feel discrim inated against has a num ber o f  statistical variances w hich  could  
skew  the result. P eop le d o n ’t necessarily adm it i f  they are discrim inated against, and it w ould  be hard 
to  k n ow  i f  I was passed  over for a p rom otion  directly because o f  m y sexual orientation or perceived  
orientation. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I think the categories in  the survey are m isleading. There should  be an “N /A ” category. For 
exam ple, i f  I have n ot applied for a line o f  credit since m ov in g  to A nchorage, it’s m isleading to say 
I ’v e  never b een  d en ied  credit. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

For the q uestions that relate to  children issues, there should  have been  a question  that asked i f  
you w ere m arried so  that it w ould  be useful for your survey to  illustrate a clearer picture o f  the diverse 
G L B T  com m unity. I w ou ld  also be interested in seeing the results by nationality, race, ethnicity, educa­
tion  and so c io -eco n o m ic  status. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

T his survey is flawed in that It should provide a “N o t  A pplicable” response to  these questions. 
Additionally, d oes this survey include just “ou t” transgender individuals or th ose o f  us w h o  are clos­
eted  or pardy closeted . I do appreciate the attem pt however. —  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent

T his survey needs several spots for N A  to  cover situations that never h a p p en ed .. .like som e o f  the 
earlier questions. —  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent

T here should  be som e kind o f  m iddle ground  for the “in a com m itted  relationship w ith  an inti­
m ate partner” q uestion  IM O. A n d  gender identity should  also include “queer,” w hich  is w hat I w ould  
have liked to  have chosen . —  Transgender FTM  queer respondent

Y ou really n eed  to  add trad e/tech  school to your education  list. Y ou are forgetting the hairdress­
ers, m echanics, etc. in  the com m unity. —  Cisgender gay male respondent
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T his survey seem s a little backwards. For future surveys, it should  b e a lithe m ore interactive, 
allow ing for a N / A  answer for som e o f  the questions, since I d on ’t have kids and have only lived at 
h om e. H ow ever, that is taken care o f  by the general in form ation  p ortion , but I feel that sh ould  be at 
the beginning then, since it seem s m ore natural to  fill ou t dem ographical data first. Just for the future. 
—  Cisgender gay male respondent

\Comment on question 7, re: category name for Lesbian/gay/ same-gender attraction.'] W hy did this change?
It u sed  to  b e “G L ...” Fuck L esbos. Take everything the gays m ake and warp it   Srsly  n ot cool,
lesbos, n o t c o o l . ... —  Cisgender gay male respondent

W hat d oes it m atter w hat m y ethnicity is? or h o w  m uch m y in com e is? —  Cisgender gay male re­
spondent

I am  glad to see you are co llecting  inform ation  on  G ender Identity, how ever, in the design o f  the 
survey, I w ould  have appreciated an opportunity to check on e b ox “N A ” and been  m oved  on  to  the 
n ext button . —  Cisgender gay male respondent

I w ou ld  have preferred to  se lect “gay m ale” as op p osed  to “queer” in m y identity. I f  that is a 
preferred social service or m edical term, I think it is som ething w e sh ould  under take to  correct. I 
consider it on  a scale o f  the “N ” w ord. —  Cisgender gay male respondent. [Note: Respondent’s sexual orienta­
tion was recoded to “Lesbian/gay/same-gender attraction. ’]

In question  # 2 0 , w hat is “Q ueer?” W hat is your definition o f  that? Just cu r io u s.... —  Cisgender 
gay male respondent

W hy was there a specific q uestion  as to  w hether or n o t I was Latino or not? W hy w ould  that 
matter? W hy w asn’t that included  in  the question  asking to w hether I w as Caucasian, Black, N ative, 
etc? Just curious as to  w hy that was a special question  all o n  its o w n  —  Cisgender gay male respondent

T h a n k  y o u

T hank  you  for creating this survey. H op efu lly  this will op en  the eyes o f  th ose that deny discrim i­
nation  exists towards the L G B T  com m unity  in A nchorage, A K . —  Cisgender lesbian respondent

Thank you for letting us tell our stories in private. T his com m unity it to o  hateful to share these  
things in  public. T oo  m any red shirts w ho hate our guts. —  Cisgender gay male respondent

T hanks to  all for m aking this survey happen —  it is m y h op e that it can serve as a basis for fu­
ture efforts to  get all A nchorage residents th e legal protection  they need. —  Transgender M TF bisexual 
respondent

T hank you  for creating this survey. —  Cisgender queerfemale respondent 
T hank you!!! —  Cisgender gay male respondent
Thanks for doing  this survey, w ould  b e available to  provide any additional in form ation. —  Cis­

gender lesbian respondent
T hank  you! —  Cisgender gay male respondent
T hank  you. T h is is m uch n eed ed  data. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
Read previous com m ents. T h is was a g o o d  survey, any other questions for m e, p lease feel free 

to  con tact m e at anytime. —  Cisgender gay male respondent
T h ank you  for d oin g  this! —  Cisgender lesbian respondent 
M uch thanks. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
N o  com m en ts, I h op e to see the results. —  Cisgender gay male respondent 
Thank you for d o in g  this study. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent
I h op e this survey is a part o f  a m ulti pron ged  effort. —  Cisgender gay male respondent 
T hank  you. —  Cisgender bisexualfemale respondent
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T h ank you  for con d uctin g  this survey. —  Cisgender queer female respondent
T hank  you for d oing this. I can’t im agine this b ein g  any less painful for you  than it is for m e, and 

as far as I ’m  con cern ed  that m akes you  stronger p eop le  than I am. —  Cisgender bisexual male respondent 
T h ank  you  for including transpeople in this survey. I am  encouraged that this w ill bring us closer  

to  our goa l o f  true equality w ith  other Alaskans. —  Transgender M TF bisexual respondent
I h o p e  this survey help to sh o w  that w e  are a significant and grow ing com m unity and that w e will 

fight for social justice and our rights. Thanks for d oing this! B lessings! —  Cisgender lesbian respondent 
T hank  you for the opportunity to be heard. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent 
T h ank you!!! —  Transgender FTM  queer respondent
I appreciate being able to  participate in  this survey —  thank you. —  Cisgender lesbian respondent 
T hanks for the survey I ’m  proud to hear there are p eop le  out there trying to m ake a difference.

—  Cisgender bisexual male respondent



A p p e n d i x  B .

V i o l e n c e , I n t i m i d a t i o n , a n d  D is c r im in a t io n  E x p e r ie n c e d  

D u e  t o  S e x u a l  O r ie n t a t io n

N ever, on ce, twice, or three or m ore tim es for each type o f  discrim ination.



Never Once Twice Three+ times

Table B1. Violence/Intimidation Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing because of your sexual orientation?

Row percentages.

________________________________________________________ N______Percent______ N Percent_____ N Percent_____ N Percent Total

Total respondents
Physical violence 218 83.2 % 28 10.7 % 9 3.4 % 7 2.7 % 262

Threats o f physical violence 159 60.2 40 15.2 31 11.7 34 12.9 264
Verbal abuse/namecalling 67 25.2 40 15.0 40 15.0 119 44.7 266

Followed or chased 179 69.1 51 19.7 15 5.8 14 5.4 259
Sexual assault 246 95.0 10 3.9 2 0.8 1 0.4 259

Property damage 184 70.8 48 18.5 18 6.9 10 3.8 260

Cisgender respondents
Physical violence 199 83.6 % 24 10.1 % 9 3.8 % 6 2.5 % 238

Threats o f physical violence 141 58.8 39 16.3 29 12.1 31 12.9 240
Verbal abuse/namecalling 61 25.3 36 14.9 36 14.9 108 44.8 241

Followed o r chased 162 69.2 46 19.7 14 6.0 12 5.1 234
Sexual assault 223 94.9 9 3.8 2 0.9 1 0.4 235

Property damage 166 70.3 44 18.6 17 7.2 9 3.8 236

Transgender respondents
Physical violence 19 79.2 % 4 16.7 % 0 0.0 % 1 4.2 % 24

Threats o f physical violence 18 75.0 1 4.2 2 8.3 3 12.5 24
Verbal abuse/namecalling 6 24.0 4 16.0 4 16.0 11 44.0 25

Followed or chased 17 68.0 5 20.0 1 4.0 2 8.0 25
Sexual assault 23 95.8 1 4.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 24

Property damage 18 75.0 4 16.7 1 4.2 1 4.2 24



Table B2. Discrimination in Employment Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

W hile in Anchorage, how  often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing because of your sexual orientation?

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice Three + times

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

respondents
Turned down for a job  when otherwise qualified 213 80.7 % 35 13.3 % 5 1.9 % 11 4.2 %

Denied a promotion 222 83.5 30 11.3 10 3.8 4 1.5
Harassed by employer or other employees 152 57.4 39 14.7 28 10.6 46 17.4

Forced to leave position due to harassment 229 86.1 27 10.2 7 2.6 3 1.1
Fired/terminated from position 225 86.2 30 11.5 4 1.5 2 0.8

H id my sexual orientation to avoid discrim ination 73 27.5 23 8.7 23 8.7 146 55.1

Cisgender respondents
Turned down for a job  when otherwise qualified 193 80.8 % 33 13.8 % 4 1.7 % 9 3.8 %

Denied a promotion 200 83.0 29 12.0 8 3.3 4 1.7
Harassed by employer or other employees 139 57.9 36 15.0 26 10.8 39 16.3

Forced to leave position due to harassment 207 85.9 25 10.4 7 2.9 2 0.8
Fired/terminated from position 203 86.0 29 12.3 2 0.8 2 0.8

Hid my sexual orientation to  avoid discrimination 63 26.3 23 9.6 23 9.6 131 54.6

Transgender respondents

Turned down for a job  when otherwise qualified 20 80.0 % 2 8.0 % 1 4.0 % 2 8.0 %
Denied a promotion 22 88.0 1 4.0 2 8.0 0 0.0

Harassed by employer o r other employees 13 52.0 3 12.0 2 8.0 7 28.0
Forced to leave position due to harassment 22 88.0 2 8.0 0 0.0 1 4.0

Fired/terminated from position 22 88.0 1 4.0 2 8.0 0 0.0
Hid my sexual orientation to avoid discrimination 10 40.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 15 60.0

Total

264 
266
265
266 
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 o f the fo llow ing because of your sexual orientationI

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice Three+ times

TotalN Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 240 90.6 % 19 7.2 % 3 1.1 % 3 1.1 % 265
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 219 83.0 24 9.1 9 3.4 12 4.5 264

Forced to move/evicted 242 92.4 19 7.3 1 0.4 0 0.0 262
Denied access to shelter 258 98.9 2 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.4 261

Cisgender respondents
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 218 90.5 % 19 7.9 % 2 0.8 % 2 0.8 % 241

Harassed by landlord or other tenants 201 83.8 20 8.3 8 3.3 11 4.6 240
Forced to move/evicted 220 92.4 17 7.1 1 0.4 0 0.0 238

Denied access to shelter 234 98.7 2 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.4 237

Transgender respondents
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 22 91.7 % 0 0.0 % 1 4.2 % 1 4.2 % 24

Harassed by landlord or other tenants 18 75.0 4 16.7 1 4.2 1 4.2 24
Forced to move/evicted 22 91.7 2 8.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 24

Denied access to shelter 24 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24



Table B4. Discrimination in School/Education Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

While in Anchorage, how  often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing  because of your sexual orientation?

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice Three + times

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Total

Total respondents
Bullied/harassed by other students 144 57.4 % 17 6.8 % 15 6.0 % 75 29.9 % 251

Bullied/harassed by teachers 220 87.0 16 6.3 6 2.4 11 4.3 253
Had to leave school due to harassment 235 93.6 8 3.2 2 0.8 6 2.4 251

Denied admission to  school or academic Droeram __  _
when otherwise qualified

248 98.8 2 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.4 251

Denied financial aid 247 98.8 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 0.4 250
Denied participation in extracurricular activities 227 90.1 16 6.3 3 1.2 6 2.4 252

Denied campus housing 247 99.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.4 248

Cisgender respondents
Bullied/harassed by other students 127 56.2 % 17 7.5 % 14 6.2 % 68 30.1 % 226

Bullied/harassed by teachers 199 87.3 15 6.6 5 2.2 9 3.9 228
Had to leave school due to harassment 212 93.8 7 3.1 2 0.9 5 2.2 226

Denied admission to school or academic program 
when otherwise qualified

225 99.1 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.4 227

Denied financial aid 223 98.7 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 0.4 226
Denied participation in extracurricular activities 207 91.2 13 5.7 3 1.3 4 1.8 227

Denied campus housing 223 99.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.4 224

Transgender respondents
Bullied/harassed by other students 17 68.0 % 0 0.0 % 1 4.0 % 7 28.0 % 25

Bullied/harassed by teachers 21 84.0 1 4.0 1 4.0 2 8.0 25
Had to leave school due to harassment 23 92.0 1 4.0 0 0.0 1 4.0 25

Denied admission to school or academic program 
when otherwise qualified

23 95.8 1 4.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 24

Denied financial aid 24 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24
Denied participation in extracurricular activities 20 80.0 3 12.0 0 0.0 2 8.0 25

Denied campus housing 24 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24



Table B5. Discrimination in Child Custody/Relationships 
Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing because of your sexual orientation?

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice Three+ times

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Total

Total respondents

Sexual orientation used against you 
in a child custody proceeding

238 95.2 % 9 3.6 % 3 1.2 % 0 0.0 % 250

Custody o f children restricted by court 248 99.2 1 0.4 1 0.4 0 0.0 250
Contact w ith children restricted by former spouse 240 96.8 5 2.0 0 0.0 3 1.2 248

Cisgender respondents

Sexual orientation used against you 
in a child custody proceeding

214 94.7 % 9 4.0 % 3 1.3 % 0 0.0 % 226

Custody o f children restricted by court 224 99.1 1 0.4 1 0.4 0 0.0 226
Contact w ith children restricted by former spouse 217 96.9 4 1.8 0 0.0 3 1.3 224

Transgender respondents

Sexual orientation used against you 
in a child custody proceeding

24 100.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 24

Custody o f children restricted by court 24 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24
Contact w ith children restricted by former spouse 23 95.8 1 4.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 24



Table B6. Discrimination in Public Services Experienced Due to Sexual Orientation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing because of your sexual orientation?

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice Three + times

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Total

Total respondents
Denied a loan or line o f credit when otherwise qualified 253 96.9 % 7 2.7 % 1 0.4 % 0 0.0 % 261

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover 260 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 260
Denied a room in a hotel/motel 255 97.7 5 1.9 1 0.4 0 0.0 261

Denied service in a restaurant or bar 234 89.0 21 8.0 3 1.1 5 1.9 263
Denied membership or access to  a gym/fitness club 245 92.8 16 6.1 1 0.4 2 0.8 264

Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club 257 97.7 3 1.1 2 0.8 1 0.4 263
Denied use o f a public restroom 253 96.6 5 1.9 3 1.1 1 0.4 262

Denied services by a local government agency 255 97.0 4 1.5 3 1.1 1 0.4 263
Denied emergency medical care by provider 262 99.6 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 263

Denied non-emergency medical care by provider 254 96.2 6 2.3 3 1.1 1 0.4 264
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider 233 88.3 25 9.5 4 1.5 2 0.8 264

Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 241 91.6 15 5.7 5 1.9 2 0.8 263

Stopped by Anchorage police based on sexual orientation, 
w ithout other justification for the stop

245 92.8 14 5.3 1 0.4 4 1.5 264

Cisgender respondents
Denied a loan or line o f credit when otherwise qualifiec 228 96.6 % 7 3.0 % 1 0.4 % 0 0.0 % 236

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Move 235 100.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 235
Denied a room in a hotel/motel 231 97.5 5 2.1 1 0.4 0 0.0 237

Denied service in a restaurant or bar 212 89.1 18 7.6 3 1.3 5 2.1 238
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club 224 93.3 13 5.4 1 0.4 2 0.8 240

Denied use o f changing room at gym/fitness c lu t 237 99.2 1 0.4 1 0.4 0 0.0 239
Denied use o f a public restroom 234 97.9 3 1.3 2 0.8 0 0.0 239

Denied services by a local government agenc> 231 97.1 4 1.7 3 1.3 0 0.0 238
Denied emergency medical care by providei 238 99.6 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 239

Denied non-emergency medical care by provide 232 97.1 5 2.1 1 0.4 1 0.4 239
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care providei 212 88.7 22 9.2 3 1.3 2 0.8 239

Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 220 92.1 14 5.9 4 1.7 1 0.4 239

Stopped by Anchorage police based on sexual orientation, 
w ithout other justification for the stop

222 92.9 14 5.9 1 0.4 2 0.8 239

Transgender respondents
Denied a loan or line o f credit when otherwise qualifiec 25 100.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 25

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Move 25 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 25
Denied a room in a hotel/motel 24 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24

Denied service in a restaurant or bar 22 88.0 3 12.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 25
Denied membership or access to  a gym/fitness c lu t 21 87.5 3 12.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 24

Denied use o f changing room at gym/fitness c lu t 20 83.3 2 8.3 1 4.2 1 4.2 24
Denied use o f a public restroom 19 82.6 2 8.7 1 4.3 1 4.3 23

Denied services by a local government agency 24 96.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.0 25
Denied emergency medical care by providei 24 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24

Denied non-emergency medical care by provide 22 88.0 1 4.0 2 8.0 0 0.0 25
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care providei 21 84.0 3 12.0 1 4.0 0 0.0 25

Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 21 87.5 1 4.2 1 4.2 1 4.2 24

Stopped by Anchorage police based on sexual orientation, 
w ithout other justification for the stop

23 92.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 8.0 25
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_______Never______  Once Twice Three+ times

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Total

Total respondents

Table C l. Violence/Intimidation Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

While in Anchorage, how  often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing because of your gender identity or gender presentation!

Row percentages.

Physical violence 226 91.5 % 13 5.3 % 4 1.6 % 4 1.6 % 247
Threats o f physical violence 203 82.2 23 9.3 9 3.6 12 4.9 247

Verbal abuse/namecalling 158 63.7 19 7.7 25 10.1 46 18.5 248
Followed or chased 210 85.4 25 10.2 6 2.4 5 2.0 246

Sexual assault 239 96.8 6 2.4 0 0.0 2 0.8 247
Property damage 218 88.3 21 8.5 6 2.4 2 0.8 247

Cisgender respondents
Physical violence 206 92.8 % 9 4.1 % 4 1.8 % 3 1.4 % 222

Threats o f physical violence 186 83.8 20 9.0 8 3.6 8 3.6 222
Verbal abuse/namecalling 151 67.7 16 7.2 22 9.9 34 15.2 223

Followed or chased 196 88.7 18 8.1 4 1.8 3 1.4 221
Sexual assault 215 96.8 5 2.3 0 0.0 2 0.9 222

Property damage 199 89.6 17 7.7 5 2.3 1 0.5 222

Transgender respondents
Physical violence 20 80.0 % 4 16.0 % 0 0.0 % 1 4.0 % 25

Threats o f physical violence 17 68.0 3 12.0 1 4.0 4 16.0 25
Verbal abuse/namecalling 7 28.0 3 12.0 3 12.0 12 48.0 25

Followed or chased 14 56.0 7 28.0 2 8.0 2 8.0 25
Sexual assault 24 96.0 1 4.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 25

Property damage 19 76.0 4 16.0 1 4.0 1 4.0 25



Table C2. Discrimination in Employment Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing because o f your gender identity or gender presentation?

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice Three+ times

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Total respondents
Turned down for a job  when otherwise qualified 225 91.8 % 9 3.7 % 8 3.3 % 3 1.2 %

Denied a promotion 231 93.9 9 3.7 5 2.0 1 0.4
Harassed by employer or other employees 206 83.7 15 6.1 8 3.3 17 6.9

Forced to  leave position due to harassment 228 92.7 11 4.5 5 2.0 2 0.8
Fired/terminated from position 230 93.5 11 4.5 4 1.6 1 0.4

Delayed gender transition to avoid discrim ination 234 95.5 3 1.2 2 0.8 6 2.4
Hid my gender identity or gender transition 213 0.0 4 0.0 4 0.0 25 0.0

Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 231 0.0 2 0.0 3 0.0 7 0.0

Cisgender respondents
Turned down for a job  when otherwise qualified 206 93.2 % 7 3.2 % 5 2.3 % 3 1.4 %

Denied a promotion 211 95.0 6 2.7 4 1.8 1 0.5
Harassed by employer or other employees 193 86.9 10 4.5 6 2.7 13 5.9

Forced to leave position due to harassment 208 93.7 8 3.6 4 1.8 2 0.9
Fired/terminated from position 209 94.1 10 4.5 2 0.9 1 0.5

Delayed gender transition to avoid discrim ination 220 99.1 1 0.5 0 0.0 1 0.5
Hid my gender identity or gender transition 205 0.0 4 0.0 3 0.0 10 0.0

Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 217 0.0 1 0.0 2 0.0 1 0.0

Transgender respondents
Turned down fo ra  job  when otherwise qualified 19 79.2 % 2 8.3 % 3 12.5 % 0 0.0 %

Denied a promotion 20 83.3 3 12.5 1 4.2 0 0.0
Harassed by employer or other employees 13 54.2 5 20.8 2 8.3 4 16.7

Forced to leave position due to harassment 20 83.3 3 12.5 1 4.2 0 0.0
Fired/terminated from position 21 87.5 1 4.2 2 8.3 0 0.0

Delayed gender transition to avoid discrim ination 14 60.9 2 8.7 2 8.7 5 21.7
Hid my gender identity or gender transition 8 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.0 15 0.0

Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work 14 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 6 0.0

Total

245
246 
246 
246 
246
245
246 
243

221

222
222
222
222

222
222
221

24
24
24
24
24
23
24 
22



Table C3. Discrimination in Housing/Shelter Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

W hile in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing because of your gender identity or gender presentation?

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice Three + times

TotaN Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 232 96.3 % 7 2.9 % 2 0.8 % 0 0.0 % 241
Harassed by landlord or other tenants 222 92.1 7 2.9 4 1.7 8 3.3 241

Forced to move/evicted 235 97.5 6 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 241
Denied access to shelter 240 99.6 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 241

Cisgender respondents
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 211 96.8 % 6 2.8 % 1 0.5 % 0 0.0 % 218

Harassed by landlord o r other tenants 205 94.0 5 2.3 2 0.9 6 2.8 218
Forced to move/evicted 214 98.2 4 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 218

Denied access to shelter 217 99.5 1 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 218

Transgender respondents
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified 21 91.3 % 1 4.3 % 1 4.3 % 0 0.0 % 23

Harassed by landlord or other tenants 17 73.9 2 8.7 2 8.7 2 8.7 23
Forced to move/evicted 21 91.3 2 8.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 23

Denied access to shelter 23 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 23



Table C4. Discrimination in School/Education Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing because of your gender identity or gender presentation?

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice Three+ times

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Total

Total respondents
Bullied/harrassed by other students 192 81.0 % 9 3.8 % 7 3.0 % 29 12.2 % 237

Bullied/harassed by teachers 219 92.8 9 3.8 3 1.3 5 2.1 236
Had to leave school due to harassment 230 96.6 3 1.3 2 0.8 3 1.3 238

Denied admission to school or academic program 
when otherwise qualified

233 97.9 3 1.3 1 0.4 1 0.4 238

Denied financial aid 235 99.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.8 237
Denied participation in extracurricular activities 230 97.5 4 1.7 1 0.4 1 0.4 236

Denied campus housing 234 99.2 0 0.0 1 0.4 1 0.4 236

Cisgender respondents
Bullied/harrassed by other students 175 82.5 % 9 4.2 % 6 2.8 % 22 10.4 % 212

Bullied/harassed by teachers 199 94.3 7 3.3 2 0.9 3 1.4 211
Had to leave school due to harassment 207 97.2 2 0.9 2 0.9 2 0.9 213

Denied admission to school or academic program 
when otherwise qualified

210 98.6 2 0.9 1 0.5 0 0.0 213

Denied financial aid 212 99.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.5 213
Denied participation in extracurricular activities 207 97.6 3 1.4 1 0.5 1 0.5 212

Denied campus housing 211 99.5 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 212

Transgender respondents
Bullied/harrassed by other students 17 68.0 % 0 0.0 % 1 4.0 % 7 28.0 % 25

Bullied/harassed by teachers 20 80.0 2 8.0 1 4.0 2 8.0 25
Had to leave school due to harassment 23 92.0 1 4.0 0 0.0 1 4.0 25

Denied admission to school or academic program 
when otherwise qualified

23 92.0 1 4.0 0 0.0 1 4.0 25

Denied financial aid 23 95.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.2 24
Denied participation in extracurricular activities 23 95.8 1 4.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 24

Denied campus housing 23 95.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.2 24



Table C5. Discrimination in Child Custody/Relationships 
Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

While in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing because of your gender identity or gender presentation?

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice Three + times

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Total

Total respondents

Gender identity/presentation used against you 
in a child custody proceeding

231 98.3 % 2 0.9 % 2 0.9 % 0 0.0 % 235

Custody o f children restricted by court 234 99.6 0 0.0 1 0.4 0 0.0 235
Contact w ith children restricted by former spouse 231 98.7 2 0.9 1 0.4 0 0.0 234

Cisgender respondents

Gender identity/presentation used against you 
in a child custody proceeding

207 98.1 % 2 0.9 % 2 0.9 % 0 0.0 % 211

Custody o f children restricted by court 210 99.5 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 211
Contact w ith children restricted by former spouse 208 99.0 1 0.5 1 0.5 0 0.0 210

Transgender respondents

Gender identity/presentation used against you 
in a child custody proceeding

24 100.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 24

Custody o f children restricted by court 24 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 24
Contact with children restricted by former spouse 23 95.8 1 4.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 24



Table C6. Discrimination in Public Services Experienced Due to Gender Identity/Presentation

W hile in Anchorage, how often have you experienced any o f the fo llow ing because of your gender identity or gender presentation?

Row percentages.

Never Once Twice Three+ times

N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent Total

)tal respondents
Denied a loan or line o f credit when otherwise qualified 238 97.5 % 5 2.0 % 0 0.0 % 1 0.4 % 244

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover 243 99.6 0 0.0 1 0.4 0 0.0 244
Denied a room in a hotel/motel 236 97.5 5 2.1 0 0.0 1 0.4 242

Denied service in a restaurant or bar 233 95.1 9 3.7 1 0.4 2 0.8 245
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club 237 97.1 5 2.0 0 0.0 2 0.8 244

Denied use o f changing room at gym/fitness club 235 96.3 5 2.0 1 0.4 3 1.2 244
Denied use o f a public restroom 232 94.7 5 2.0 4 1.6 4 1.6 245

Denied services by a local government agency 241 98.4 2 0.8 2 0.8 0 0.0 245
Denied emergency medical care by provider 243 99.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.4 244

Denied non-emergency medical care by provider 239 98.0 2 0.8 2 0.8 1 0.4 244
Denied transition-related care by provider 232 95.5 7 2.9 0 0.0 4 1.6 243

Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider 231 94.7 9 3.7 2 0.8 2 0.8 244
Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV 238 97.9 4 1.6 0 0.0 1 0.4 243

Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 237 0.0 4 0.0 2 0.0 2 0.0 245

Stopped by Anchorage police based on gender identity, 
w ithout other justification for the stop

235 0.0 5 0.0 1 0.0 2 0.0 243

Cisgender respondents
Denied a loan or line o f credit when otherwise qualified 215 98.2 % 4 1.8 % 0 0.0 % 0 0.0 % 219

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover 219 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 219
Denied a room in a hotel/motel 215 98.6 3 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 218

Denied service in a restaurant or bar 214 97.3 5 2.3 1 0.5 0 0.0 220
Denied membership or access to a gym/fitness club 217 98.6 3 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 220

Denied use o f changing room at gym/fitness club 218 99.1 2 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 220
Denied use o f a public restroom 217 98.6 2 0.9 1 0.5 0 0.0 220

Denied services by a local government agency 219 99.5 0 0.0 1 0.5 0 0.0 220
Denied emergency medical care by provider 220 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 220

Denied non-emergency medical care by provider 219 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 219
Denied transition-related care by provider 219 99.5 1 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 220

Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider 214 97.3 6 2.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 220
Denied gender-appropriate driver’s license at DMV 219 99.5 1 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 220

Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 214 0.0 4 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 220

Stopped by Anchorage police based on gender identity, 
w ithout other justification for the stop

212 0.0 5 0.0 1 0.0 0 0.0 218

Transgender respondents
Denied a loan or line o f credit when otherwise qualified 23 92.0 % 1 4.0 % 0 0.0 % 1 4.0 % 25

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover 24 96.0 0 0.0 1 4.0 0 0.0 25
Denied a room in a hotel/motel 21 87.5 2 8.3 0 0.0 1 4.2 24

Denied service in a restaurant or bar 19 76.0 4 16.0 0 0.0 2 8.0 25
Denied membership or access to  a gym/fitness club 20 83.3 2 8.3 0 0.0 2 8.3 24

Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club 17 70.8 3 12.5 1 4.2 3 12.5 24
Denied use o f a public restroom 15 60.0 3 12.0 3 12.0 4 16.0 25

Denied services by a local government agency 22 88.0 2 8.0 1 4.0 0 0.0 25
Denied emergency medical care by provider 23 95.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.2 24

Denied non-emergency medical care by provider 20 80.0 2 8.0 2 8.0 1 4.0 25
Denied transition-related care by provider 13 56.5 6 26.1 0 0.0 4 17.4 23

Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider 17 70.8 3 12.5 2 8.3 2 8.3 24
Denied gender-appropriate driver's license at DMV 19 82.6 3 13.0 0 0.0 1 4.3 23

Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police 23 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0 25

Stopped by Anchorage police based on gender identity, 
w ithou t other justification for the stop

23 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.0 25
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Please return by February 28, 2011 to:
1057 West Fireweed Lane, Suite 207, Anchorage, AK 99503



INSTRUCTIONS
This survey is made up of three sections. The first section asks about experiences of bias or discrimination you 
may have had based on your sexual orientation, the second section addresses experiences of bias or discrimination 
based on gender identity or gender presentation, and the third section captures the demographic characteristics of 
respondents, which will help contextualize the survey’s findings. All of your responses will remain completely 
confidential.

SECTION ONE: SEXUAL ORIENTATION DISCRIMINATION
In this section, 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 based on other grounds such as gender 
identity, race, religion, etc. 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?
Frequency of Occurrence:

Anchorage LGBT Discrim ination Survey 2

Three or
Troubles such as: Never Once Twice more times
Violence/Intimidation

Physical violence o o o o
Threats of physical violence o o o o
Verbal abuse/name-calling o o o o
Followed or chased o o o o
Sexual assault o o o o
Property damage o o o o

Employment
Turned down for job when otherwise qualified o o o o
Denied a promotion o o o o
Harassed by employer or other employees o o o o
Forced to leave position due to harassment o o o o
Fired/terminated from position o o o o
Hid my sexual orientation to avoid discrimination o o o o

Housing/Shelter
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified o o o o
Harassed by landlord or other tenants o o o o
Forced to move/evicted o o o o
Denied access to shelter o o o o

School/Education
Bullied/harassed by other students o o o o
Bullied/harassed by teachers o o o o
Had to leave school due to harassment o o o o
Denied admission to school or academic program 
when otherwise qualified 0 o o o

Denied financial aid o o o o
Denied participation in extra-curricular groups o o o o
Denied campus housing o o o o
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Frequency of Occurrence:

Troubles such as: Never Once Twice more times
T h ree  or

Child Custody/Relationships
Sexual orientation used against you in a child

*  A  a - °  °  O  Ocustody proceeding
Custody of children restricted by court O o O o
Contact with children restricted by former spouse O o O o

Public Services
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise 
qualified o o o o

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover o o o o
Denied a room in a hotel/motel o o o o
Denied service in a restaurant or bar o o o o
Denied membership or access to gym/fitness club o o o o
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club 0 o o o
Denied use of a public restroom o o o o
Denied services by local government agency o o o o
Denied emergency medical care by provider o o o o
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider o o o o
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider o o o o
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police o o o o
Stopped by Anchorage police based on sexual 
orientation, without other justification for the stop o o o o

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 identity or gender presentation. Do not include your experiences of discrimination based on other grounds 
such as sexual orientation, race, religion, etc. 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:

Three or
Troubles such as: Never Once Twice more times
Violence/Intimidation

Physical violence o O o O
Threats of physical violence o O o O
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Frequency of Occurrence:
Three or

Troubles such as: Never Once Twice more times
Violence/Intimidation {continued}

Verbal abuse/name-calling O o o o
Followed or chased O o o o
Sexual assault O o o o
Property damage o o o o

Employment
Turned down for job when otherwise qualified o o o o
Denied a promotion o o o o
Harassed by employer or other employees o o o o
Forced to leave position due to harassment o o o o
Fired/terminated from position o o o o
Delayed gender transition to avoid discrimination o o o o
Hid my gender identity or gender transition o o o o
Unable to use gender-appropriate restroom at work o o o o

Housing/Shelter
Denied a lease when otherwise qualified o o o o
Harassed by landlord or other tenants o o o o
Forced to move/evicted o o o o
Denied access to shelter o o o o

School/Education
Bullied/harassed by other students o o o o
Bullied/harassed by teachers o o o o
Had to leave school due to harassment o o o o
Denied admission to school or academic program 
when otherwise qualified o o o o

Denied financial aid o o o o
Denied participation in extra-curricular groups o o o o
Denied campus housing 0 o o o

Child Custody/Relationships
Gender identity/presentation used against you in a 
child custody proceeding o o o o

Custody of children restricted by court o o o o
Contact with children restricted by former spouse o o o o

Public Services
Denied a loan or line of credit when otherwise 
qualified o o o o

Denied a ride/forcibly removed from People Mover o o o o
Denied a room in a hotel/motel o o o o
Denied service in a restaurant or bar o o o o
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Troubles such as: Never Once Twice more times

Frequency of Occurrence:
T h ree  or

Public Services {continued}
Denied membership or access to gym/fitness club o o o o
Denied use of changing room at gym/fitness club o o o o
Denied use of a public restroom o o o o
Denied services by local government agency o o o o
Denied emergency medical care by provider o o o o
Denied non-emergency medical care by provider o o o o
Denied transition-related care by medical provider o o o o
Harassed/verbally abused by medical care provider o o o o
Denied gender-appropriate driver’s license at DMV o o o o
Harassed/verbally abused by Anchorage police o o o o
Stopped by Anchorage police based on gender 
presentation, without other justification for the stop o o 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 
of the LGBT community in Anchorage and to provide context for experiences of bias and discrimination. These 
questions are being asked for descriptive purposes only and your identity cannot be tied to your answers in any 
way.___________________________________________________________________________________________
3. Are you currently a resident of the Municipality of Anchorage?

O No (Skip to Question 4)
O Yes » »  How long have you lived in Anchorage? years months

4. What is the ZIP or postal code where you currently live?
ZIP / Postal code:

5. What was the sex assigned to you at birth on your original birth certificate?
o Male
o Female

6. What is your primary gender identity? (Select only one.)
o Male 
o Female
O Transgender—male-to-female 
o Transgender—female-to-male
O Transgender—do not identify as exclusively male or female
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7. What is your sexual orientation? (Select only one.)
o Lesbian/gay/same-gender attraction
o Bisexual
o Queer
o Heterosexual
o Asexual

8. Do you identify as Hispanic or Latino? {Select only one.)
o Yes
o No

9. Which of the following racial/ethnic categories best fits you?
o Alaska Native/American Indian
o Asian
o Black/African American
o Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
o White/Caucasian
o Other {please specify)'.

10. What is your age as of January 1, 2011?
Age (in years):

11. Which of the following best describes your current living situation?
o I own my own home.
o I rent a house/apartment/room.
o Other {please specify)'.

12. Have you ever been forced to move, with no place to go?
o No {Skip to Question 13)
0 Yes {see below) 4

12a. In the 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 eo? days.
13. What is vour current marital status, as defined bv Alaska law? (Select onlv one.)

0 Single, never married
o Married
o Separated
0 Divorced
o Widowed

14. 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
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14b. What is your partner’s primary gender identity? (Select only one.) 
O Male 
o Female
O Transgender— male-to-female 
O Transgender—female-to-male
o Transgender— does not identify as exclusively male or female

15. Are you the parent or guardian of one or more children?
o No (Skip to Question 16.)
o Yes {see below) 4

15a. How many children do you have? children.
15b. Do any of your children currently attend school in Anchorage?

O Yes
O No

16. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? {Select only one.)
o Less than high school degree
o High school degree, or G.E.D.
o Some college, no degree
o Associate’s degree
o Bachelor’s degree
o Graduate or professional degree

17. 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 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) :

18. Ffave you ever served in the U.S. Armed Forces?
o No
o Yes

19. Please provide vour best estimate of the total income earned last vear 1201 O'), for vour entire household.
o Less than $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 but 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:

P lease  return  surveys to: 

1057 W est F irew eed  L ane, Su ite 207 , A n ch orage, A K  99503

http://alaskacommunitv.org/


New Patterns of Poverty in the l l l l l  Williams 
Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Community
M.V. Lee Badgett, Laura E. Durso, & Alyssa Schneebaum June 2013

Exec u tiv e  Su m m a r y

A severe global recession has brought heightened attention to poverty in the United States as the 
poverty rate rose over time, leveling off at 15.0% in 2011. Recent U.S. Census Bureau data 
demonstrates the persistence o f  higher poverty rates for African Americans, Latinos, Asian 
Americans, children, single mothers, people with disabilities, and other groups, for example. An 
earlier W illiams Institute study and other research showed that lesbian, gay, and bisexual (LGB) 
people 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 in all walks o f  life: same-sex couples (2010 American Community Survey), LGB people 
aged 18-44 (2006-2010 National Survey o f  Family Growth), LGB adults in California (2007- 
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 en  ■  W om en
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• Poverty rates for female same-sex couples and unmarried different-sex couples were 
higher than those o f  married different-sex couples.

•  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 o f  poverty for LGB adults and heterosexual adults in national surveys mostly 
showed higher rates o f  LGB poverty, although most o f  those differences are not statistically 
significant.

• Among women 18-44 years old, more than a quarter o f  bisexual women are poor (29.4%) 
and more than 1 in 5 lesbians are in poverty (22.7%), a rate higher than the poverty rate 
among heterosexual women (21.1%), but the differences were not statistically significant.

•  Similarly, a greater percentage o f gay (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.

• 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 o f  LGB people, less 
discrimination in family policy, less employment discrimination, and perhaps more 
supportive LGB communities in the state’s large metropolitan areas, all o f  which might 
help keep relative poverty lower.

Poverty rates have increased for LGB and heterosexual people over the recession that began in 
2008.

While children generally have higher rates o f  poverty than adults, children o f  LGB parents are 
especially vulnerable to poverty.

•  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 
not have significantly higher poverty rates than children in different-sex married 
households.

• African American children in gay male households have the highest poverty rate (52.3%) 
o f  any children in any household type, and the rate for children living with lesbian 
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 o f same-sex couples.
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• 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 partners. The difference in poverty rates 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 higher than married couples’ rates in 
the central part o f the United States, in New England, and outside o f 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 o f  education tend to increase poverty more for women in same-sex couples 
than for men.

• W omen 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.

•  W omen 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.
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I n t r o d u c t io n

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 heightened 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 reports indicated even higher poverty rates for African Americans, Latinos, Asian 
Americans, children, single mothers, and people with disabilities. A Williams Institute study 
published in 2009 using data from the early 2000s (i.e. before the recession) showed that lesbian, 
gay, and bisexual (LGB) people were also more vulnerable to being poor than heterosexuals. 
This study updates and extends that earlier report. We find that poverty rates have gone up for 
almost all populations, and LGB people are still more likely to be poor than are heterosexual 
people. The sexual orientation poverty gap has narrowed slightly because heterosexual poverty 
rates have increased, not because 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. Lesbian/bisexual women had a higher rate o f poverty than gay/bisexual men and men 
and women in different-sex couples. Same-sex couples reported a higher rate o f receiving public 
assistance than married couples, a pattern consistent with the poverty rate findings. The 2009 
study also found that some groups o f  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 lesbian couples. W hile 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 o f  youth homelessness find that homeless young people are 
disproportionately LGBT, suggesting a greater vulnerability to poverty. A survey o f a 
nonrandom sample o f  homeless youth agencies from across the United States found that 
providers estimated approximately 40% o f  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: 
2010”, 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 o f  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).
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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 o f the affluent gay man or lesbian 
(see, Badgett, 2001, for discussion o f 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 o f being 
uninsured, and a lack o f access to various tax and other financial benefits via exclusion from the 
right to marry.

The present study draws on recent data from four datasets to estimate poverty rates for different 
groups o f  the lesbian, gay, and bisexual population: the 2010 American Community Survey (for 
same-sex couples), the 2006-2010 National Survey o f Family Growth (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 tim e period (see Appendix I for sample sizes). The information 
compiled from this wide variety o f  data sources allows us to shed light on the poverty situation 
o f  LGB people in all walks o f life: single and partnered people, those with and without children, 
and people across the age 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 brief description o f how the poverty rate is measured in each 
survey and o f the data that we use for the analyses. The remainder o f the report discusses our 
findings for the different groups o f  LGBT people and, where possible, compares the rates to the 
earlier report.

D e f in in g  t h e  P o v e r t y  Ra t e  fo r  LGB P e o ple  a n d  Fa m ilies

Since the 1960’s, the U.S. Census Bureau has calculated poverty rates using data from surveys o f 
households. For the official poverty rate, the Census Bureau looks at whether an individual’s or 
fam ily’s income falls below the poverty income threshold, or Federal Poverty Line (FPL). The 
FPL is set for families o f different sizes and takes into account the age o f children and people 
over 65. In 2012, the poverty line for a single person 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 o f  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-Youth-Survev-Julv- 
2012.pdf (accessed May 13, 2013).
5 Dworsky, A. (2013). The economic well-being of lesbian, gay, and bisexual youth transitioning out o f  foster care. 
Retrieved from http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/resource/the-economic-well-being-of-lgb-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
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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.

F in d in g s

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 o f Labor Statistics (http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm) was used 
to make the conversion to 2 0 1 2  dollars.
7 See note 2, Short (2011)
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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.8 Different-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 1 and 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 
Different Sex

U n ma rried 
Different-Sex

Male
Same-Sex

Female
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 Lesbian 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 o f  sexual orientation and marital status. Nearly 8 % of all 
people living in households headed by a different-sex married couple are in poverty (7.6%), while 5.8% o f 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.
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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% of the 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

M a rrie d
D iffe ren t

Sex

U n m arried
D ifferent-Sex

M ale
S am e-Sex

F em ale
S am e-Sex

P o o r 1 2 . 1 29.8* 23.4* 19.2*

L ow -Incom e 31.7 60.3* 47.6* 38.7*

Source: A uthors’ tabulation  o f  2010 ACS 
* denotes different from  m arried different-sex at 5%  level

Individual LGB Adults

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.
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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 1 in 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’s vulnerability 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.11

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.

11 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.
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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

S12.000
Annually

Men
Non-LGBT

%

Men
LGBT

%

Women
Non-LGBT

%

Women
LGBT

%

All 13.4 20.1 * 19.1 21.5

< 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 lesbians 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
/O /o

Heterosexual 13.7 16.8

Gay/Lesbian

OO 8 . 1 *

Bisexual 1 2 . 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.

P a t t e r n s  o f P o v e r t y

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

Tables 6a and 6b shows that one’s race, 
ethnicity, and geographic location are 
linked to poverty, though the picture is 
complex. For example, race and 
ethnicity (Table 6a) can influence 
poverty rates for people in same-sex 
couples, either compared to different- 
same couples of the same race or 
compared to people in same-sex 
couples of another race. White people 
have lower poverty rates than people in 
almost any other racial or ethnic group, 
including among same-sex couples.
White men in same-sex couples have 
particularly low poverty rates (3.1%), 
but the lowest rates are for Asian 
American women in same-sex couples 
(2.0%).

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 m arried different-sex at 1 0 % level
rates at least twice the rate for different- ** denotes different from m arried different-sex at 5% level

Table 6a: Percent of Poor Householders and Partners in 
Coupled Families by Race and Ethnicity

M arried  
D ifferent Sex

M ale
Sarne-Sex

Fem ale
Sam e-Sex

All
57

4.3* 7.6*

R ace

W hite 4.8 3.1** 5.8*

Black 8 . 0 18.8** j7  9 **

N ative A m erican 1 2 . 6 8 . 1 18.4

A sian 6.7 7.6 2 .0 **

O th e r R ace 15.5 8 .6 ** 16.9

E thn ic itv

H ispanic 16.3 8.5** 12.4*

N on-H ispanic 4.3 3.7 6.9**
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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 
lower (for men) or equal (for women) risk of 
poverty than those in married different-sex 
couples. But living outside of large cities 
(for women) and large or medium-sized 
cities (for men) increases the risk of poverty 
compared to people in married couples. 
Living outside of a city seems to be 
particularly precarious for women in same- 
sex couples, whose poverty rates jump from 
4.5% in a large city to 14.1% in a rural (non­
metropolitan) area. The poverty rates for 
men in same-sex couples also increase 
considerably outside of a city: 10.2% of men 
in same-sex couples in a small metropolitan 
area are poor compared with only 3.3% of 
men in same-sex partnerships in a large 
metropolitan area.

To further examine geographic patterns in 
poverty rates, we assess the potential impact 
of state-level policies by dividing states into 
groups based on the presence of particular 
policies (Table 7). The first panel compares 
poverty rates in states with (n=20) and 
without (n=30) an employment 
nondiscrimination law that included sexual 
orientation in 2010 (the year from which the 
data are drawn). There is no statistically 
significant poverty gap for either female or 
male same-sex couples compared to married 
different-sex couples in the states with

M arried 
Different Sex

Male
Same-Sex

Female
Same-Sex

AH 5.7 4.3* 7.6*

Region

New E ngland 2.9 2.2 7.5*

M id-A tlantic 4.6 4.0 3.9

ENC 4.7 2.8** 9.1*

W NC 4.2 8.0 13.3**

South A tlantic 5.6 4.4 6.3

ESC 6.9 4.5 9.0

W SC 7.6 7.1 11.2*

M ountain 6.6 1.4** 8.1

Pacific 6.9 4.1** 5.5

M etropolitan Status

Big M etro 5.4 3.3** 4.5

M ed M etro 5.6 5.3 H I * *

Small M etro 5.5 10.2* 8.7*

N on-M etro 6.5 5.9 14.1**

Source: Authors’ tabulation o f  the 2010 ACS.
* denotes different from married different-sex at 1 0 % 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

M a rrie d  
D ifferen t Sex

I n m a r r ie d
D iffe ren t-S e \

M ale Sam e- 
Sex

Fem ale S am e- 
Sex

Non-Discrimination Law 
State 5.4 12 4.4*A 5.6

Not a Non-Discrimination 
Law State 5.9AAA 15.6***AAA 4.2*** g 2 * * * / \ a a

*=horizontal d ifferences (com pares couples to  d ifferent-sex m arried couples)
A=vertical differences (com pares 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

M a rrie d  
D ifferent Sex

U n m arried
D ifferent-Sex

M ale Sam e- 
Sex

Fem ale Sam e- 
Sex

Marriage, Civil Union
Percent in Poverty 5.7 12 7*** 3 g** 5.9

Less than Civil Union
Percent in Poverty 2 yAA g 7AAA*** 4.2 I Q  1 A * * *

No Partnership Legally Recognized
Percent in Poverty 5.8AAA Q A A A * * * g Q A A * * *

A=different from m arriage/civil union states for sam e couple type 
*=different from  different-sex married couples in same state type 
AAAp< 0 . 0 1

AAp<0.05
Ap<0 . 1 0

12 We do not report these detailed tests, but they are similar to those in the appendix.
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the no recognition states. However, as with 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 8 also 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 
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).

Table 8: Percent of Poor Householders and Partners in Coupled 
Families by Employment Status and Education Level, 2010 
American Community Survey

.M arried
D ifferent-

Sex

M ale
Sam e-Sex

Fem ale
Sam e-Sex

AH 5.7 4.3** 7.6**

E d u ca tio n

< H igh  School 18.8 2 0 . 1 33.0**

H igh  School 6 . 8 8.7 11.3**

Som e C ollege 4.7 4.4 10.4**

A ssoc ia te 's  D egree 3.0 2.4 3.6

B a ch e lo r 's  D egree 2 . 0 1.4* 2 . 8

M a ste r 's  D egree 1.3 0.3** 1.3

P ro fess ional D egree 1 . 2 1 . 2 0 . 6

E m p lo y m en t S ta tu s

E m ployed 3.2 2 . 1 ** 4.0*

N IL F 9.3 10.5 17.6**

U nem ployed 16.2 11.3* 2 2 .8 *

Source: A uthors’ tabulation o f  the 2010 ACS.
* denotes different from  m arried different-sex at 1 0 %  level 
** denotes different from  married different-sex at 5% level
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Age, Disability Status, and 
Presence of Children

Table 9: Percent of Poor Householders and Partners in 
Coupled Families by Age, Disability Status, and Presence of 
Children, 2010 American Community Survey

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,
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

M arried
D ifferent

Sex

Male
Same-Sex

Female
Same-Sex

AH 5.7
■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ I

4 3** 7.6**

Age

<24 18.8 21.7 25.3*

25-34 1 0 . 1 3.7** 13.1*

35-44 6.9 3.1** 6 . 1

45-54 4.2 4.7 1.5**

55-64 3.9 1 .8 ** 3.9

65+ 3.5 2.3 6 . 0

D isabilitv

A ny D isability 8.7 8 . 1 1 2 .8 *

No D isability 5.3 3 9 ** 7.0**

C hild ren  P resen t

A t L east O ne C hild 9.3 19.2** 15.4**

No C hildren 2.9 2.7 4.5**

Source: Authors’ tabulation o f  the 2010 ACS.
* denotes different from married different-sex at 1 0 %  level 
** denotes different from married different-sex at 5% level
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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 of the 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 
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.

Table 10: Percent of Poor Children in Coupled Families by 
Household Type, by Race, Ethnicity, and Age of Child, 2010 
American Community Survey

.Married 
Different Sex

Male
Same-Sex

Female
Same-Sex

All 1 2 . 1 23.4** 19.2**

Race

White 10.5 12.5 1 2 . 2

Black 15.2 52.3** 3 7  7 **

Native American 2 1 . 1 . . . 22.7

Asian 11.4 1 2 . 6 2 .6 **

Other Race 2 1 . 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* 2 2 .6 **

6-13 years 11.9 26.4** 18.0*

14-17 years 9.7 16.0 16.1*

Source: A uthors’ tabulation o f  the 2010 ACS.
* denotes different from m arried different-sex at 1 0 %  level 
** denotes different from m arried different-sex at 5% level
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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%.

P r e d ic t io n  o f  P o v er ty

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 of the 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 II). 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 III), 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.

Ch a n g e s  in  P o v e r t y  R a t e s  O v er  T im e

Three of our datasets allow us to compare poverty rates over time-the ACS, NSFG, and CHIS 
surveys.13 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
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12000 12010

7.6

Same-Sex Female

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 M arried Same-Sex Male 

12000 >12010

Same-Sex Female

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 
of the 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 com parison to  the 2002 data, the lesbian, gay, and bisexual respondents from the 
2006-2010 survey w ere 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

R e c e ipt  of Go v e r n m e n t  Incom e  Su p p o r t

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% 
of women 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

M en

T y p e  o f  
A ss is tan ce

D ata
S o u rc e

H e te ro sex u a l; 
in D iffe re n t 
S ex -C o u p le

G a y / 
in S am e-sex  

C o u p le
B isexual

C a sh  A ssis tan ce A C S 0 . 6 1 .2 * n /a
(e.g. T A N F ) N S F G 5.0 4.3 1 0 . 1

C H IS 2 . 1 — 1.3
S N A P ,F o o d A C S 6.5 7.7 n /a
S ta m p s N S F G 11.4 1 1 . 0 12.3

C H IS 7.2 5.4 9.6

\ \  om en

T y p e  o f  
A ss is tan ce

D ata
S o u rc e

H e te ro se x u a l/ 
in D iffe re n t 
S ex -C o u p le

L e sb ia n / 
in S am e-sex  

C o u p le
B isexual

C a sh  A ssis tan c e A C S 0 . 8 2 .2 * n /a
(e.g. T A N F ) N S F G 8 . 2 14.2 17.2*

C H IS 6 . 2 8.1 10.1
S N A P /F ood A C S 6.5 14.1 n /a
S ta m p s N S F G 18.2 18.9 28.4*

C H IS 11.0 16.5 14.4

Source: Authors’ tabulations of2010 American Community Survey (different-sex 
married couples only), the 2006-2010 National Survey o f  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 1 0 % 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.

P r e d ic t io n  o f  P u blic  A ssista n c e

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 V I and V II 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.

P olicy Im pl ic a t io n s

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 lesbian 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 of the federal Defense of Marriage Act might produce better results.14 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 as job loss or health issues, that 
often contribute to poverty.

R esearc h  R e c o m m e n d a t io n s

Future research in this area requires an expansion of the 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 o f the Effects o f  Antidiscrimination Policies on Earnings by Sexual 
Orientation,” Journal o f 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 o f 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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Ap p e n d ix  I
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 herself to 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 o f Minnesota.
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of questions about sexual behavior and sexual orientation that were administered using audio 
computer-assisted self interview (ACASI).17 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 of the 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 I), 96.1% of respondents selected straight or heterosexual (96.0% of 
men and 96.3% of women), 1.9% selected gay, lesbian, or homosexual (2.5% of men and 1.2% 
of women), 1.3% selected bisexual (1.0% of men and 1.6% of women), 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 o f the continuous National Survey o f 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 o f  Family Growth: Sample design and analysis o f  a 
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% of the 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% o f U.S. Adults Identify as LGBT, viewed DATE , 
<http://www.gallup.com/poll/158066/special-report-adults-identify-lgbt.aspx>.
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Sample Sizes

Men
(n)

Women
(n)

American Community Survey
Different-sex Married 617,524 617,524
Different-sex Unmarried 55,414 55,414
Same-sex 4,742 4,806

National Survey Family Growth
Heterosexual 8,498 10,099
Gay/Lesbian 215 182
Bisexual 133 495

Gallup Daily Tracking Survey
non-LGBT 5,276 9,615
LGBT 345 254



A p p e n d ix  I I

Probit Model Predicting Poverty Status among Coupled Families, 2010 American
Community Survey
Gay .0143774*

(0.007268)
Lesbian .033815***

(0.005698)
Different-Sex Unmarried .0221421***

(0.001014)
Both Black .0246054***

(0.001251)
Both Native American .0224171***

(0.004079)
Both Asian .0262633***

(0.001697)
Both Other Race .0051945***

(0.001517)
Interracial - No White .0137194***

(0.003432)
Interracial - With White .0060725***

(0.001455)
Both Hispanic .0148963***

(0.001308)
One Hispanic 0.0024469

(0.001683)
One Speaks English .0313641***

(0.001528)
Neither Speak English .0559049***

(0.001577)
Both Unemployed .1522569***

(0.002532)
BothNILF .1547955***

(0.001397)
Unemployed; Employed .0697932***

(0.001230)
Employed; NILF .0698238***

(0.000938)
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Unemployed; NILF 

Householder <25 

Householder 25-34 

Householder 35-49 

Householder 65+ 

Partner younger 

Partner older 

Both MTHS 

MTHS; HS 

LTHS; MTHS 

LTHS; HS 

Both LTHS 

Number of Adults 

Number of Children

.1565666***
(0.001710)

.0943141***
(0.001798)

.0423653***
(0.001203)

.0171985***
(0.001046)

-.0682013***
(0.001223)
.018216***
(0.000893)

-.0125355***
(0.001098)

-.042968***
(0.001127)

-.0244575***
(0.000962)
0.0038521
(0.002064)

.0213464***
(0.000950)

.0345142***
(0.001184)

-.0087326***
(0.000496)

.0236232***
(0.000300)

Beale - increasingly rural .0032757***
(0.000207)

One Disabled .0097758***
(0.000891)

Both Disabled .0149366***
______________________ (0.001343)

Standard errors in parentheses 
* * *  p<0.01, **  p<0.05, * pO.10.

Table presents marginal effects. State controls not shown.
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A p p e n d ix  I I I

Individual Level P robit Model Predicting Poverty Status, 2006-2010 NSFG
Men Women

Gay or Lesbian 0.057 -0.0112
(0.040) (0.031)

Bisexual 0.0602 0.0208
(0.057) (0.026)

Hispanic 0.125*** 0.106***
(0.022) (0.019)

Black 0.083*** 0.117***
(0.016) (0.018)

Other or Multiracial 0.064*** 0.060**
(0.024) (0.028)

Age -0.0007 -0.0007
(0.001) (0.001)

MSA, Central City 0.047*** 0.061***
(0.013) (0.013)

Not MSA 0.064*** 0.066***
(0.021) (0.016)

Not Employed Full Time 0.134*** 0.132***
(0.012) (0.009)

Kids at Home Under 18 0.041** 0.078***
(0.016) (0.011)

Not Married But Living with Diff-Sex Partner 0.035** 0.108***
(0.017) (0.017)

Widowed 0.268* 0.161**
(0.142) (0.070)

Divorced 0.0172 0.149***
(0.027) (0.024)

Separated due to marital discord -0.0161 0.155***
(0.024) (0.028)

Never Married 0.048** 0.142***
(0.019) (0.014)

HS Grad -0.130*** -0.112***
(0.017) (0.020)

Some college -0.148*** -0.189***
(0.017) (0.022)

Bachelor's Degree -0 197*** -0.244***
(0.021) (0.024)
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Graduate Degree -0 23*** -0.296***
(0.020) (0.025)

Questionnaire Year 2 -0.0074 -0.0267
(0.019) (0.018)

Questionnaire Year 3 -0.0102 -0.0159
(0.016) (0.016)

Questionnaire Year 4 -0.0037 -0.0139
(0.016) (0.020)

Observations 19622 19622
Standard errors in parentheses 
* * *  p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

Table presents marginal effects.
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A ppe n d ix  IV

Probit Model Capturing Marginal Effects on Receipt of Welfare among Coupled
Families, 2010 American Community Survey

In Poverty

Sexual Orientation/Marital Status 
(omitted: Different-Sex Married) 

Same-Sex Male

Same-Sex Female

Different-Sex Unmarried

Race of Couple 
(omitted: both white)

Both Black

Both Native American

Both Asian

Both Other Race

Interracial - No White

Interracial - With White

Ethnicity of Couple 
(omitted: neither Hispanic)

Both Hispanic

One Hispanic

English Fluency 
(omitted: both speak English)

One Speaks English

Neither Speaks English

0H6277***
(0.0005535)

.0106292***
(0.0025164)
.0174791***
(0.0021261)
.0116107***
(0.0005233)

.0045982***
(0.0007081)
.0088234***
(0.0020544)
.0024514**
(0.0008829)
0.0002755

(0.0009583)
.0039106*

(0.0017126)
.0029891***
(0.0007189)

-.0049962***
(0.0008515)
0.0004059

(0.0008042)

.0029089**
(0.0009381)
.0028874**



(0.0010681)
Employment 
(omitted: both employed) 

Both Unemployed .0315938***

Both NILF
(0.0012503)
.0194056***

Unemployed; employed
(0.0007657)
.0211881***

Employed; NILF
(0.0005931)
.0089584***

Unemployed; NILF
(0.0004937)
.0283993***

Age
(omitted: both 50-64) 

Householder <25

(0.0009206)

.0120706***

Householder 25-34
(0.0009702)
.0086399***

Householder 35-49
(0.0006232)
.0042731***

Householder 65+
(0.0005296)

-.0142803***

Partner Younger
(0.0007241)
.0049715***

Partner Older
(0.0004912)
-0.0003769

Education
(omitted: both high school) 

Both More Than High School

(0.0005631)

-.0067371***

MTHS; HS
(0.000523)

-.004031***

LTHS; MTHS
(0.0005)

.0027246*

LTHS; HS
(0.0011617)
.0058449***

Both LTHS
(0.0005665)
.0061547***

Household Characteristics 
Number Adults

(0.0007601)

-.0008963***



Number Children 

Beale - Increasingly Rural 

Disability
(omitted: neither disabled) 

One Disabled

Both Disabled

(0.0002549)
.0035742***
(0.0001612)

-.0004224***
(0.0001204)

.0080671***
(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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A p p e n d ix  V

Probit M odel Capturing M arginal Effects on  R eceipt o f  Food Stam ps am ong Coupled
Fam ilies, 2 0 1 0  A m erican Com m unity Survey

Poverty Status 
In Poverty .0832245***

0.0010606
Sexual Orientation/Marital Status 
(omitted: Different-Sex 
Married)

Same-Sex Male

Same-Sex Female

Different-Sex Unmarried

Race of Couple 
(omitted: both white)

Both Black

Both Native American

Both Asian

Both Other Race

Interracial, no white

Interracial, one white

Ethnicity of Couple 
(omitted: neither Hispanic) 

Both Hispanic

One Hispanic

English Fluency 
(omitted: both speak English) 

One speaks English

Neither speaks English

.0419844***
0.0055992

.0643961***
0.0049126

.0521176***
0.0010463

.0448202***
0.00127

.0173349***
0.0045456

.0143176***
0.002069

0.0006672
0.0018955

.033471***
0.0036593

.0171526***
0.0014926

.0098507***
0.0015456

.0074104***
0.0016698

.0063976***
0.001894

.0139629***
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0.0020284
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

.1070777***
0.0029858

.0547675***
0.0014407

.0505591***
0.0012292

.026759***
0.0009176

.0873011***
0.0019804

.072663***
0.0019345

.0475839***
0.0012317

.0138801***
0.001046

Householder 65+ .0421319***
0.0013662

Partner younger .0185822***
0.0009737

Partner older .0034687**
0.0011224

Education
(omitted: both high school)

Both more than high school .0638785***
0.0012578

More than high school; HS .0291297***
0.0009758

LTHS; MTHS .0101497***
0.0022782

LTHS; HS .0288428***
0.0010224

Both LTHS .0246471***
0.0014272

Household Characteristics
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Number of Adults 

Number of Children 

Beale - Increasingly rural 

Disability
(omitted: neither disabled) 

One disabled

Both disabled

.0245714***
0.0004629

.0220155***
0.0003232

.0034075***
0.0002199

.0408866***
0.0009496

.0694028***
0.001412

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. State controls used in the model not 
shown. ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.010
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A p pe n d ix  VI

Individual Level P robit Model Capturing Marginal Effects on Receiving Cash 
Assistance, 2006-2010 NSFG

Men Women
At or Below 100% FPL 0.0682*** 0.0521***

(0.011 ) (0.007)
Gay or Lesbian 0.0351 0.0524

(0.035) (0.032)
Bisexual 0.0584* 0.0436***

(0.033) (0.016)
Hispanic -0.0187 0.0051

(0.012) (0.008)
Black 0.027** 0.0603***

(0.011) (0.010)
Other or Multiracial -0.0141 0.0296*

(0.009) (0.016)
Age -0.0025*** -0.0017***

(0.001) (0.001)
MSA, Central City 0.0087 0.0032

(0.008) (0.009)
Not MSA 0.0107 -0.0043

(0.014) (0.010)
Not Employed Full Time 0.0083 0.0273***

(0.007) (0.008)
Kids at Home Under 18 0.0329*** 0.0835***

(0.011) (0.008)
Not Married But Living with Diff-Sex Partner 0.0168 0.0474***

(0.015) (0.010)
Widowed 0.2174 0.121

(0.167) (0.080)
Divorced 0.0383 0.0895***

(0.026) (0.015)
Separated due to marital discord 0.0945** 0.0381***

(0.042) (0.014)
Never Married -0.0257** 0.0475***

(0.012) (0.009)
HS Grad -0.0145 -0.0194

(0.011) (0.012)
Some college -0.0359** -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) (0.011)
-0.0693*** -0.0792***

(0.010) (0.012)
-0.0549*** -0.0711***

(0.019) (0.014)
-0.0062 0.0051
(0.014) (0.010)
-0.0156 -0.001
(0.011) (0.010)
0.0016 0.0121
(0.014) (0.011)
19419 19447
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A p p e n d i x  VII

Individual Level Probit M odel Capturing M arginal Effects on R eceiving Food Stamps,
2 0 0 6 -2 0 1 0  NSFG

Men Women
Whether R is above or below 100% FPL 0.1315*** 0.1283***

(0.0128) (0.0116)
Gay or Lesbian 0.0517 0.0241

(0.0351) (0.0354)
Bisexual 0.0013 0.0378**

(0.0309) (0.0172)
Hispanic 0.0040 0.0141

(0.0139) (0.0149)
Black 0.0881*** 0.144***

(0.0180) (0.0140)
Other or Multiracial 0.0385 0.0462**

(0.0234) (0.0195)
Age -0.0015* -0.0022* * *

(0.0009) (0.0005)
MSA, Central City 0.0118 0.0238**

(0.0114) (0.0105)
Not MSA 0.0213 0.0318**

(0.0163) (0.0123)
Not Employed Full Time 0.0264*** 0.0672***

(0.0099) (0.0088)
Kids at Home Under 18 0.0726*** 0.159***

(0.0134) (0.0107)
Not Married But Living with Diff-Sex Partner 0.059*** 0.1102***

(0.0198) (0.0152)
Widowed 0.1819 0.0212

(0.1232) (0.0765)
Divorced 0.0529** 0.1438***

(0.0262) (0.0178)
Separated due to marital discord 0.0541 0.0885***

(0.0375) (0.0194)
Never Married 0.0002 0.089***

(0.0200) (0.0124)
HS Grad -0.0438** -0.0578***

(0.0179) (0.0141)
Some college -0.0969*** -0.0984***
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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

(0.0178) (0.0173)
-0.1594*** -0.1794***

(0.0158) (0.0157)
-0.1542*** -0.1539***

(0.0254) (0.0234)
(0.0088) 0.0034
(0.0187) (0.0150)
(0.0245) (0.0062)
(0.0151) (0.0146)
0.0238 0.0291**

(0.0169) (0.0135)
19490 19528
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Pride and Prejudice: Employment 
Discrimination against Openly Gay 
Men in the United States1

A ndras  T ilcsik 
Harvard. University

T h is  artic le  presen ts the  first large-scale a u d it s tu d y  of d iscrim i­
n a tio n  ag a in s t openly gay m en in the U n ited  S tates. P airs o f fictitious 
resum es w ere sen t in response to 1,769 jo b  postings in  seven states. 
O ne resum e in each  p a ir  w as random ly  assigned experience in  a  gay 
cam pus organization , an d  the  o ther resum e w as assigned a  contro l 
o rgan ization . Tw o m ain  findings have  em erged. F irs t, in  som e b u t 
n o t all sta tes, the re  w as significant d iscrim ination  ag a in s t the  fic­
titious ap p lican ts  who ap p eared  to  be gay. T h is geographic varia tio n  
in  the level o f d iscrim ination  appears to  reflect regional differences 
in  a ttitu d e s  a n d  an tid iscrim ination  law s. Second, em ployers w ho 
em phasized  the  im portance of stereo typically  m ale  heterosexual 
tra its  w ere pa rticu la rly  likely to  d iscrim inate  ag a in st openly  gay 
m en. B eyond  these p a rticu la r  findings, th is s tudy  advances the a u d it 
lite ra tu re  m ore generally  by covering m ultip le  regions an d  by h ig h ­
ligh ting  how  a u d it techn iques m ay be used to  iden tify  stereotypes 
th a t  affect em ploym ent decisions in  real labor m arkets.

In  recen t years, the  righ ts an d  legal pro tections of lesbian , gay, bisexual, 
a n d  tran sg en d er (L G B T ) people have been a t  the cen ter o f h ea ted  debates 
in  the U n ited  S tates. In  the absence of a  federal law  specifically p ro tec ting

11 thank the AJS reviewers for their constructive feedback; Frank Dobbin for inval­
uable guidance and unwavering encouragement throughout this research; M ary Brin- 
ton, Nicholas Christakis, Annemette S0rensen, and members of the Dobbin research 
group and seminar participants at H arvard and M IT  for insightful suggestions; and 
Darcie DeAngelo, Andrea Flores, and Maureen Sarna for helpful discussions and 
excellent research assistance. Direct correspondence to Andras Tilcsik, H arvard Uni­
versity, 2680 H arvard  Yard, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138. E-mail: tilcsik@fas 
.harvard.edu
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L G B T  em ployees an d  job  seekers, one d eb a te  has focused on sexual o ri­
en ta tio n  d isc rim ina tion  in em ploym ent; th a t  is, the behaviors an d  p rac ­
tices— bo th  d eliberate  and  nonconscious— th a t  d isad v an tag e  ind iv iduals 
o f a  p a rtic u la r  sexual o rien tation  over ind iv iduals o f an o th er sexual o ri­
en ta tio n  in  em ploym ent contexts (R om er v. E v an s, 517 U.S. 620, 116 S. 
C t. 1620, 134 L. E d . 2 d 855 [1996]; B a d g e tt 2001; R ubenste in  2 0 0 2 ; H u ll 
2005; H erszenhorn  2007). A lthough  scholars have p roduced  a  considerab le 
a m o u n t of research  re lev an t to  th is  d eb a te  (B adgett e t al. 2007), m ost of 
th e  lite ra tu re  has  focused on w age inequality  an d  has p roduced  little d irect 
ev idence a b o u t the  difficulties th a t  L G B T  people m igh t face in ob ta in ing  
a  job . T h u s, we can  cu rren tly  only specu late  ab o u t the  ex ten t an d  p a tte rn s  
o f sexual o rien ta tion  d iscrim ination  in  the h iring  process. T h is is a  sig­
n ifican t om ission because h iring  d iscrim ination  is an  im p o rta n t inequality - 
generating  m echan ism  w ith po ten tia lly  pow erfu l effects on a  jo b  seek e r’s 
access to  a  b ro ad  range  of oppo rtun ities (Petersen  an d  S apo rta  2004; P ager 
2007). M ore generally, the c u rre n t focus on w age in eq u ality  m ay  be lim ­
iting  because even  w hen  w age regressions dem onstra te  significant incom e 
differences betw een  tw o groups (e.g., L G B T  an d  heterosexual em ployees), 
skep tics m igh t argue th a t  the observed  gap reflects unobserved  differences 
in  em ployee p ro d u ctiv ity  or preferences ra th e r  th a n  d iscrim ination  (cf. 
F a rk a s  an d  V icknair 1996; B erg  an d  L ien  2002). T hus, the  lack  of d irec t 
ev idence a b o u t sexual o rien ta tion  d iscrim ination , an d  h iring  d iscrim i­
n a tio n  in  p articu la r, lim its o u r u n d ers tan d in g  of the n a tu re  an d  ex ten t of 
inequalities faced by  L G B T  A m ericans.

I  begin to  address th is lacuna by directly  exam ining hiring discrim ination 
ag a in st openly gay m en. In doing so, I  p resen t results from  the first large- 
scale au d it s tudy  of sexual orien tation  d iscrim ination  in the U nited  States. 
L im iting  the scope of this study  to one L G B T  group— gay m en— w as a d ­
van tageous because the  precise n a tu re  of p rejudice based on sexual ori­
en ta tio n  m igh t v a ry  across d ifferent L G B T  groups. F o r exam ple, w hile gay 
m en are com m only stereotyped as fem inine or effem inate (M adon 1997), 
lesbians are often believed to be overly m asculine (W ard 2008). G iven these 
d ifferen t perceptions, em ployer behavior tow ard  job  seekers from  different 
L G B T  groups m ay no t be uniform . By focusing on a  single group— an d  
leav ing  it to  fu tu re  research to  explore d iscrim ination  against o ther L G B T  
groups— it w as possible to delve m ore deeply  into the n a tu re  of d iscrim i­
nation  against gay m en. To do so, I  responded w ith  a  pa ir o f fictitious b u t 
ostensib ly  real resum es to 1,769 postings of white-collar, entry-level jobs in 
seven states, random ly  assigning a  signal of sexual o rien tation  to  each res­
um e. T h e  findings from  this s tudy  provide evidence ab o u t the ex ten t of 
d iscrim ination  as well as the factors th a t affect the likelihood of d iscrim i­
nation , includ ing  local attitudes to w ard  gay m en, the  presence of an ti- 
d iscrim ination  laws, an d  the extent to  w hich em ployers value stereotypically
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m ale heterosexual personality  traits. T hese findings contribu te to  the lit­
e ra tu re  on inequality  and  em ploym ent discrim ination in  three ways.

F irs t, by  rep o rtin g  the  resu lts of an  a u d it study, I p rov ide d irec t evidence 
a b o u t the  u n d erstu d ied  area  of sexual o rien ta tion  d iscrim ination  in  hiring . 
Since th e  a u d it m ethodology experim en tally  contro ls for the fictitious job  
seek e rs’ h u m a n  cap ita l, I am  ab le to  te s t w hether job  app lican ts w ho 
a p p e a r  to  be gay a re  trea ted  d iffe ren tly  th a n  equally  qualified  heterosexual 
m en a t  th e  first critica l stage in  the  em ployee selection process. T h u s, th is 
s tu d y  p resen ts m ore d irect evidence of d iscrim ination  th a n  do analyses 
of w age differences, studies o f d iscrim ination  com plain ts, or su rveys th a t 
cap tu re  se lf-reported  em ployee experiences.

Second, by ana lyz ing  detailed  d a ta  a b o u t the  n a tu re  an d  location  of 
jo b s in  m y  sam ple, I begin to  u n p ack  the phenom enon  of h iring  d iscrim ­
in a tio n  ag a in s t openly  gay m en an d  iden tify  the contexts in w hich  it is 
m ost an d  least p reva len t. Indeed , w hile m an y  prev ious a u d it experim ents 
have  been lim ited  to  a  single city  or tw o, th is s tudy  p resen ts ev idence 
from  seven geographically  d ispersed  sta tes th a t  v a ry  in  bo th  th e  local 
a ttitu d e s  to w ard  gay m en an d  the presence of p e rtin en t an tid isc rim ina tion  
law s. I  find d ram a tic  v a ria tio n  in the  level o f h iring  d iscrim ination  across 
these areas: w hile th e re  is severe d iscrim ination  in  som e states, the re  is 
little  or no d iscrim ination  in others. E xp lo ring  th is v a ria tio n  provides 
som e in sigh t in to  how  legal env ironm en ts an d  local a ttitu d es  affect the 
labo r m a rk e t situ a tio n  of gay people.

T h ird , th is s tu d y  provides ev idence a b o u t th e  pow erfu l role o f stereo­
types in  sexual o rien ta tion  d iscrim ination . I  find  th a t  em ployers w ho seek 
ap p lican ts  w ith  stereo typ ically  m ale heterosexual tra its  are particu la rly  
likely to  engage in d iscrim ination . T h is  find ing  suggests th a t  d iscrim i­
na tio n  is p a rtly  rooted  in specific stereotypes ab o u t gay m en a n d  th a t 
these stereotypes loom  large in  U.S. labor m arkets. T h u s, th is s tu d y  sug­
gests a  m echan ism  of d iscrim ination  to  w hich  p rio r a u d it stud ies have 
given re la tive ly  little  atten tion : stereotyping.

In  ad d itio n  to  these con tribu tions, th is  s tu d y  also advances th e  a u d it 
m ethodology  m ore generally. E x isting  au d its  o f em ploym ent d isc rim ina­
tio n — w h eth e r they  focus on race, gender, o r o ther characteristics— have 
typ ically  collected d a ta  from  ju s t  a  single city  or, a t m ost, tw o cities (Pager
2007). T h e  p resen t s tudy  is the first a u d it experim en t to  include em ployers 
from  m ultip le  s ta tes a n d  to reveal sign ifican t regional d ifferences in  the 
level o f d iscrim ination . M oreover, th is a u d it s tudy  is the first to dem on­
s tra te  th a t  the  level of d iscrim ination  depends p artly  on the personality  
tra its  th a t  em ployers seek (cf. W eichselbaum er 2004). T h u s, th is s tudy  
h igh ligh ts the  po ten tia l of th e  a u d it m ethodology for revealing  th e  ste­
reo types th a t  m ost po ten tly  affect em ploym ent decisions in  ac tu a l labor 
m arkets.
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S tartin g  w ith  B a d g e tt’s (1995) sem inal study, m uch  of the  lite ra tu re  on 
sexual o rien ta tion  d iscrim ination  in  the  U n ited  S tates has focused on 
com pensa tion  (K law itter a n d  F la tt  1998; A llegretto  a n d  A rth u r  2001; 
B a d g e tt 2001; C lain  an d  L eppel 2001; B erg  an d  L ien 2 0 0 2 ; B lack  e t al. 
2003; B lan d fo rd  2003; C a rp en te r 2007; A ntecol, Jong, an d  S teinberger
2008). C on tro lling  for hu m an  cap ita l, these studies have  found  th a t gay 
m en ea rn  10% -32%  less th a n  heterosexual m en (B adge tt e t al. 2007). 
A lthough  these stud ies generated  im p o rta n t evidence, they  focused on 
earn ings, ra th e r  th a n  the h iring  decision, a n d  w ere n o t designed to  prov ide 
d irec t ev idence a b o u t d iscrim ination . Indeed , regression analyses th a t  de­
fine d iscrim ination  as unexp lained  incom e differences m ay  lead  to  b iased 
estim ates o f d iscrim ination  if d ifferences in  em ployee p ro d u ctiv ity  or p ref­
erences a re  observed  incom pletely  (F arkas an d  V icknair 1996; N ea l an d  
Jo h n so n  1996; B erg  an d  Lien 2002; C orrell, B enard , an d  P aik  2007; Pager, 
W estern, an d  B onikow ski 2009).

A nother line of research  exam ined  em ployee self-reports an d  found  th a t  
m an y  L G B T  ind iv iduals  rep o rt experiencing som e form  of d iscrim ination  
in  the w orkp lace  (e.g., B adgett, Donnelly, an d  K ibbe 1992; C ro teau  1996; 
B a d g e tt 1997). T h e  generalizab ility  o f these studies, how ever, is lim ited  
because they  rely on convenience sam ples an d  cap tu re  sub jec tive  per­
ceptions, ra th e r  th a n  the  ac tu a l incidence, o f d iscrim ination  (B adge tt e t 
al. 2007). A th ird  app roach  focused on the num ber of em ploym ent d is­
c rim ination  com plain ts  th a t L G B T  em ployees filed in  s ta tes th a t  ou tlaw  
sexual o rien ta tion  d iscrim ination . R ubenste in  (2002), for exam ple, found  
th a t  th e  p e r ca p ita  ra te  of com plain ts a b o u t sexual o rien ta tion  d iscrim i­
n a tio n  w as com parab le  to th e  ra te  of sex an d  race d iscrim ination  com ­
p la in ts . H ow ever, like self-reports, com pla in t ra tes do n o t necessarily  rep ­
resen t the  ac tu a l incidence o f d iscrim ination . Clearly, som e em ployees w ho 
experience d iscrim ination  m ay  never file a  com plain t, w hile o thers m ay 
file an  un founded  com plain t.

Seeking m ore d irec t evidence for d iscrim ination , som e researchers have 
ad o p ted  an  experim en tal approach . Crow , F ok , an d  H a r tm a n  (1998), for 
exam ple, asked  fu ll-tim e em ployees in  a  sou thern  city to  select six o u t of 
eigh t fictitious ap p lican ts  for an  accoun ting  position. F o r all com binations 
of gender an d  race, responden ts w ere m ore likely to  elim inate hom osexual 
cand ida tes  th a n  heterosexual cand ida tes. Similarly, H o rv a th  an d  R yan 
(2003) in s tru c ted  u n d erg rad u a tes  to  ra te  resum es for w hich  sexual o ri­
en ta tio n  an d  gender w ere experim en tally  m an ipu la ted . G ay  an d  lesbian  
ap p lican ts  received low er ra tings th a n  h eterosexual m en b u t h igher ra tings 
th a n  heterosexual w om en. T aking  a  som ew hat d iffe ren t app roach , H eb l 
e t al. (2 0 0 2 ) conducted  a  field experim en t in w hich m ale a n d  fem ale con-
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federates app lied  fo r retail jo b s in  a  m all o f a Texas m etropolis. F or each 
store, the  confederates w ere random ly  assigned to w ear a  baseball h a t 
w ith  th e  w ords “G ay  an d  P ro u d ” or “Texan an d  P ro u d .” T h is  experim en t 
m easu red  b o th  in te rp erso n al bias (e.g., differences in  in te rac tio n  duration ) 
an d  fo rm al bias (e.g., differences in  jo b  offers an d  callbacks) an d  found  
evidence for the form er b u t n o t th e  latter.

A lthough  these experim ents rep resen t an  im p o rta n t first s tep  to w ard  
d irectly  m easu ring  h iring  d iscrim ination , they  have sign ifican t lim itations. 
F irs t, all th ree  experim ents w ere lim ited  to  a  single con tex t— a single city, 
university , or m all area. T hus, it is unclear how  accu ra te ly  the  results 
reflect b ro ad e r p a tte rn s  of d iscrim ination  an d  how  the  ex ten t o f d iscrim ­
ina tion  m ig h t v a ry  across d iffe ren t contexts. Second, in  tw o  of these s tu d ­
ies, the  decision m akers  knew  th a t  they  w ere p a rtic ip a tin g  in  an  exper­
im en t an d  th a t  th e ir  choices h a d  no consequences on real h irin g  outcom es 
(C row  e t al. 1998; H o rv a th  an d  R yan  2003). W hether these decision m a k ­
ers w ould  m ake  the  sam e h iring  choices in  a real em ploym ent context, 
faced w ith  real incen tives a n d  constra in ts , rem ains unclear. Indeed , the 
ex ten t to  w hich  these experim ents m im ic real decision m ak ing  m ay  be 
significantly  lim ited . F o r  exam ple, in  the  s tudy  by  C row  e t al. (1998), 
p a rtic ip a n ts  w ere sim ply  p resen ted  w ith  several com binations of race, 
gender, a n d  sexual o rien ta tion  (e.g., “w hite  heterosexual m ale”), ra th e r  
th a n  th e  fictitious ca n d id a te s’ full resum es— an unrealistic  scenario  in 
m ost em ploym ent contexts. F inally, the sam ple of experim en tal partic i­
p an ts  m ay  fu rth e r  lim it generalizability. In  H o rv a th  an d  R y a n ’s sam ple, 
in  particu la r, the  p a rtic ip an ts  w ere college s tuden ts ra th e r  th a n  em ployers, 
an d  nearly  80%  of them  w ere w hite  w om en— a sam ple th a t  is n o t rep ­
resen ta tive  o f th e  U.S. popu la tion  or even th e  u n d erg rad u a te  popu la tion  
(B adgett e t al. 2007).

AN AUDIT APPROACH

To overcom e the above-described lim itations, I  conducted  a  large-scale au d it 
study  of d iscrim ination  against gay m en. A udit studies app ly  experim ental 
techniques to  real w orld  em ploym ent contexts an d  fall in to  tw o categories: 
in-person audits an d  correspondence tests (Pager 2007). In -person  audits 
involve sending pairs  of experim ental confederates— w ho are m atched  on 
a  varie ty  of re lev an t characteristics b u t differ, for exam ple, in the ir race or 
gender— to app ly  for jobs w ith  real em ployers (e.g., P ager 2003; Pager et 
al. 2009). C orrespondence tests are based on a  sim ilar approach  b u t use 
fictitious m atched  resum es ra th e r th an  ac tua l job  applican ts (e.g., B ertrand  
an d  M u lla in a th an  2004; Correll e t al. 2007). In  bo th  cases, researchers 
exam ine w hether a  characteristic of in terest (such as gender or race) affects
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the p robab ility  th a t  an app lican t receives a  positive response (such as a 
callback  or a  job  offer).

T h e  a u d it m ethodology offers im p o rta n t advan tages. B y experim entally  
contro lling  for h u m a n  cap ita l factors th a t  m igh t be confounded  w ith  m i­
n o rity  sta tu s , a u d it studies p rov ide  m ore d irec t evidence a b o u t the causal 
im p ac t o f d iscrim ination  th a n  do w age regressions (Pager 2007). B y g a th ­
ering  such ev idence in a rea l em ploym ent contex t from  real em ployers, 
a u d it stud ies are also m ore generalizab le th a n  stud ies w ith  u n d e rg rad u a te  
p a rtic ip a n ts  an d  experim ents in  w hich  p artic ip a n ts  know  th a t  the ir 
choices w ill n o t affect real h iring  outcom es (Correll e t al. 2007). O f course, 
a u d it stud ies are n o t w ithou t lim ita tions. C ritics, for exam ple, have 
po in ted  to  the  difficulty  of m atch ing  real persons on all d im ensions th a t 
m ig h t affect p ro d u c tiv ity  (e.g., H eck m an  1998) an d  have no ted  th a t, be­
cause au d ito rs  know  the purpose o f the study, in -person  au d its  are sub jec t 
to  experim en ter b ias (B ertrand  an d  M u lla in a th an  2004). H ow ever, by 
rely ing on resum es, ra th e r th a n  real aud ito rs, correspondence stud ies can 
c ircu m v en t these problem s (B ertran d  a n d  M u lla in a th an  2004; P ager 
2007).

D esp ite  the  ad v an tag es o f the  a u d it m ethodology, only  a  h an d fu l of 
stud ies have tak en  an  au d it ap p ro ach  to  sexual o rien ta tion  d iscrim ination , 
w ith  the only  in -person  au d it the one by H eb l et al. (2002). T h a t study, 
how ever, w as based  on a  re la tive ly  sm all sam ple (84 em ployer-job -seeker 
in te ractions) a n d  w as lim ited to  a  single m all area. C orrespondence aud its  
m easu ring  sexual o rien ta tion  d iscrim ination  are also rare. T h ree  decades 
ago, A dam  (1981) m ailed  a to ta l of 163 nearly  iden tical resum es to O ntario  
law  firm s. T h e  resum es w ere only  d iffe ren tia ted  by  gender an d  sexual 
o rien ta tion , w h ich  w as signaled by  ind ica ting— on roughly  h a lf  of the 
resum es— th a t the ap p lican t w as ac tive in  the “G ay P eop le’s A lliance.” 
F o r  bo th  m en an d  w om en, the  gay-labeled  resum es led to few er in te rv iew  
in v ita tio n s th a n  the  un labeled  resum es. T h e  generalizab ility  o f these re­
sults is lim ited , how ever, because of th e  sm all scale o f the  study. A m ong 
m ale app lican ts , fo r exam ple, the gay-labeled  an d  un labeled  resum es led 
to  ju s t  fou r a n d  seven in terv iew  inv ita tions, respectively— a sta tistica lly  
insign ifican t difference.

A  co rresp o n d en ce  te s t w ith  a  m u ch  la rger sam ple  has exp lo red  d is­
c rim in a tio n  a g a in s t lesb ians in  A u s tr ia  (W eichselbaum er 2003). In  th is 
study, 1,226 a p p lica tio n s  w ith  fem ale nam es w ere sen t o u t in  response 
to  613 c lerica l vacanc ies in th e  g rea te r V ienna area . O ne resum e in  each  
p a ir  w as assigned  a  signal o f lesb ian  o rien ta tio n  (vo lun teer experience 
in  th e  gay an d  lesb ian  m ovem ent), w hile  th e  o th e r  resum e w as assigned  
a  con tro l s igna l (vo lun teer experience in  a  n o n p ro fit c u ltu ra l o r ed u ­
c a tio n a l cen ter). A ll else equal, resum es in d ica tin g  a  lesb ian  o rien ta tio n  
w ere less like ly  to  e lic it an in v ita tio n  for an  in te rv iew . M ore recently ,
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D ry d a k is  (2009) sen t pa irs  o f ap p lica tio n s  from  fictitious m ale jo b  seekers 
to  1,714 jo b  open ings in  A thens, G reece. T h e  signal o f hom osexual o ri­
en ta tio n  w as p a s t v o lu n tee r in v o lv e m e n t in  th e  “A th en ian  H om osexual 
C o m m u n ity ,” a n d  th e  contro l signal w as p a s t v o lu n tee r ac tiv ity  in  an  
e n v iro n m en ta l g roup . W hile ap p lica tio n s  w ith  the con tro l signal elicited  
a  ca llb a ck  in  40%  of the  cases, less th a n  14% of th e  gay-labeled  a p p li­
ca tions w ere  successful.

To date , how ever, there has been no large-scale a u d it o f sexual o rien ­
ta tio n  d iscrim ination  in  the U n ited  S tates. In  add ition , no a u d it s tudy  in 
an y  co u n try  has exam ined sexual o rien ta tion  d iscrim ination  across geo­
g raph ic  a reas  th a t  v a ry  significantly  in  the  p o p u la r accep tance of ho­
m osexuality  o r in  the  extent to w hich  local law s p ro tec t L G B T  em ployees. 
M oreover, existing  studies have n o t investiga ted  w hether em ployers w ho 
seek ap p lican ts  w ith  certain  characteristics are m ore likely to  d iscrim inate 
ag a in st gay m en. I begin to add ress these lacunae.

DISCRIMINATION, REGIONAL VARIATION, AND STEREOTYPES

In  th is  section, I  first discuss the  p lausib ility  of h iring  d iscrim ination  
ag a in s t gay m en in  the U nited  S tates. I th en  consider how  the likelihood 
of d isc rim ina tion  m ay  vary  across contexts. A lthough m y em pirical an a l­
yses contro l for num erous factors th a t  m ay  influence the  level of d iscrim ­
ina tion , I  focus below  on tw o sources of varia tion . F irs t, I  consider geo­
g rap h ic  v a ria tio n  th a t  m ay stem  from  differences in  local a ttitu d es  to w ard  
gay m en an d  from  differences in  the  level of legal p ro tec tion  ava ilab le  to 
them . Second, I discuss the k in d  of v a ria tio n  in  the level of d iscrim ination  
w e m ig h t observe if stereotypes of gay m en p lay  a  role in  h iring  decisions.

B efore proceeding, how ever, a  p o in t of clarification  is in order. I t  is 
im p o rta n t to  note th a t, in the con tex t of a  correspondence aud it, one 
c a n n o t clearly  d istinguish  betw een  d iscrim ination  ag a in st gay jo b  seekers 
a n d  d isc rim ina tion  aga inst openly gay jo b  seekers. Since em ployers have 
no in fo rm atio n  a b o u t app lican ts beyond w h a t is p rov ided  on the  resum e, 
a  correspondence a u d it is su itab le  for ca p tu rin g  d iscrim ination  aga inst 
gay ap p lican ts  w ho provide in fo rm ation  th a t som ehow  signals the ir sexual 
o rien ta tion . T h is  issue, of course, is no t un ique  to  a u d it stud ies of sexual 
o rien ta tion ; indeed , i t  surfaces w henever an  a u d it experim en t focuses on 
a  p artia lly  o r fully concealable characteristic , such as political affiliation, 
religion, or p a re n ta l sta tus (C orrell e t al. 2007). T h u s, w hen  using the  
ph rases  “sexual o rien ta tion  d isc rim ina tion” or “d iscrim ination  aga inst gay 
m e n ” in  the con tex t of an a u d it study, I refer to d iscrim ination  on the 
basis of disclosed sexual o rien ta tion  ra th e r  th a n  sexual o rien ta tion  in  a  
m ore 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, I 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—like 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 mid western 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

2 The 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. I 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 im portant 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. W hat 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.

American Journal of Sociology

METHODS

In w hat follows, I first consider the challenge of signaling sexual orien­
tation on a resume and explain how I addressed that challenge. I then 
describe the details of my audit experiment, the sample of jobs, and the 
variables used in regression analyses.

Signaling Sexual Orientation

An im portant 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.3 For 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, I 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 lesbian 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

3 A 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 a t 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 im portant 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. A l) 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, I 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 I 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, I 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.4 At 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

4 The 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, I will 
consider this issue in more detail and in light of my findings.

Resumes and Randomization

Over a six-month period in 2005, I 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 I sent two 
resumes in response to each job posting, with one day or less in between.

5 A 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.
6 In 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).
7 One concern about the use of recruitment websites was the possibility of a very low 
response rate due to the large number of applications. I took several steps to overcome this 
problem. First, I 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, I 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.

599

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

http://www.data.bls.gov


American Journal of Sociology

Before sending out each resume pair, I 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, I 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, I 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.10 In addition to the resumes, I 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.11 For each application, I recorded whether it led to an in-

8 This design ensured that the gay signal was sometimes attached to “resume A” and 
sometimes to “resume B.” I 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, 
I 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.
9 For the sake of brevity, I 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).
10 Since this study focused on sexual orientation discrimination, I held the race of the 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 fictitious applicants’ 
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”).
11 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, I 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

I 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 M ullainathan 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 I 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
A n t id is c r im in a t i o n  L a w s  i n  t h e  Sa m p l e d  S t a t e s  

a t  t h e  T im e  o f  t h e  E x p e r i m e n t

State Prohibits Sexual Examples of Cities/Counties
Discrimination by With Sexual Orientation

State Private Employers Discrimination Ban

California  Yes Los Angeles, San Francisco
N evada  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, I 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, I 
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
Sa m p l e d  J o b s  b y  S t a t e  a n d  b y  O c c u p a t io n

Customer
Adminis- Service Sales Total

trative Represen- Represen- in
State Assistant Analyst tative Manager tative State

California ...............  90 36 66 52 93 337
Florida ...................  81 39 68 78 81 347
Nevada ..................  41 13 31 20 26 131
New York .............  81 28 41 38 48 236
Ohio ......................  60 28 35 64 32 219
Pennsylvania .........  63 28 34 33 43 201
Texas ......................  84 34 61 52 67 298

Total in occupation 500 206 336 337 390 1,769
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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 a ttitude), I 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, I 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), I recorded whether each job 
posting described the ideal job candidate as aggressive or assertive, decisive, 
or ambitious.12 Using these codes, I 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, I 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, I 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.

12 The 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 
C o n t r o l  Va r ia b l e s

Variable Definition and Data Source

Industry wage

Employer size

Percentage of males

Teamwork

Urbanness

Education

Conservative voters

Unemployment rate

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.

Total number of employees, in thousands, 
obtained from the company databases 
ICARUS and Onesource Business 
Browser.

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).

Dummy variable = 1 if, according to the job 
posting, the position explicitly required an 
ability to work as part of a team.

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.

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.

The county-level percentage of Republican 
votes in the 2004 presidential election, 
obtained from CNN (http://www.cnn 
.com/ELECTION/2004).

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 
D e s c r i p t i v e  S t a t i s t i c s

Variable Mean SD Minimum Maximum

States:
California ...................... .19 .39 0 1
Florida ........................... .20 .40 0 1
New York ...................... .13 .34 0 1
Nevada ........................... .07 .26 0 1
Ohio ............................... .12 .33 0 1
Pennsylvania .................. .11 .32 0 1
Texas .............................. .17 .37 0 1

Laws and attitudes:
City law ......................... .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 ......................... .IS .35 0 1
Ambitious ...................... .09 .28 0 1
Communication skills ... .46 .49 0 1

Controls:
Industry wage* ............. 40.67 10.11 18.94 58
Employer sizet ............. 1.8S 11.77 .003 289
Percentage of males ...... 32.11 22.64 8.7 61.4
Teamwork...................... .11 .31 0 1
Education ...................... 30.46 18.93 2.16 83.02
Urbanness ...................... 93.9 16.52 0 100
Unemployment ............. 5.04 1.00 3.1 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

13 This 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
C a l l b a c k  R a t e s  B y  S e x u a l  O r i e n t a t i o n

Sa m p l e  (re Job Ads)

% Callba ck  

Not Gay Gay Ra tio
D if f e r e n c e

(P-value)

Total sample (re = 1,769) ......................... 11.5 7.2 1.59 4.3 (.000)
California (n =  337) ............................. 11.0 9.2 1.20 1.8 (.443)
Nevada (re =  131) .................................. 12.2 6.1 2.00 6.1 (.087)
New York (re = 236) ............................. 10.2 11.4 .89 -1 .2  (.656)
Pennsylvania (re =  201) ........................ 12.9 9.4 1.37 3.5 (.268)
Ohio (re =  219) ....................................... 14.1 5.5 2.56 8.6 (.002)
Florida (re = 347) .................................. 9.5 5.5 2.11 4.0 (.044)
Texas(re =  298) ...................................... 12.0 3.7 3.24 8.3 (.000)

Employers subject to a city, county, or 
state law that prohibits sexual 
orientation discrimination:

Yes (re = 983) ........................................... 11.6 8.7 1.33 2.9 (.037)
No (re =  786) ........................................... 11.3 5.3 2.13 6.0 (.000)

Job postings that require stereotypically 
male heterosexual traits:*

Yes (re = 47S) .......................................... 13.5 4.8 2.81 8.7 (.000)
No (re =  1,294) ....................................... 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, I 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.14 
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. W hat 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

14 The R2 is 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, I  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
O d d s  R a t io s  f o r  t h e  L o g i s t i c  R e g r e s s i o n  

P r e d i c t i n g  E m p l o y e r  C a l l b a c k

Model 1 Odds Ratio SE

Gay ..................................... .60*" .07
New Y ork........................... .80 .21
Pennsylvania ..................... 1.20 .29
Nevada ............................... .80 .24
California ........................... 1.16 .24
Florida ............................... .71 .18
Ohio .................................... 1.35 .32
Assertive or aggressive __ .85 .21
Decisive .............................. .87 .15
Ambitious ........................... 1.37 .28
Communication skills ....... 1.06 .13
Administrative assistant ... .95 .16
Sales representative ........... 1.11 .20
Analyst ............................... .60* .14
Manager ............................ .61* .13
Employer size ................... 1.00 .004
Industry wage ................... .99 .006
Teamwork ......................... 1.42 .27
Unemployment .................. .85 .07
Urbanness........................... 1.00 .004
Education ........................... 1.00 .003
Conservative voters ........... .99" .004
City law .............................. 1.12 .17
County law ........................ .871 .871
McFadden’s pseudo R 2 __ .029
Baseline oddsa ................... .130

N o t e .—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.

a Predicted 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 represent the 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).

*P < .05.
"P  < .01.
* ’ * P  <  .0 0 1
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TA B LE 7
O d d s  R a t i o s  f o r  t h e  L o g i s t ic  R e g r e s s i o n  P r e d i c t i n g  E m p l o y e r  C a l l b a c k

M o d e l  2 M o d e l  3 M o d e l  4

Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE

Interaction terms:
States:

Gay x New York ........................ 4.03** 1.84
Gay x Pennsylvania .................. 2.S0* 1.15
Gay x California ........................ 2.99** 1.29
Gay x Ohio ................................ 1.48 .72
Gay x Nevada ........................... 1.67 .95
Gay x Florida ............................. 2.01 .91

Laws and attitudes:
Gay x city law ........................... 1.02 .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............................. .47* .17 .45* .16 .46*(.17) .17
Gay x am bitious......................... .68 .26 .69 .27 .67 .26
Gay x communication skills __ .87 .20 .89 .22 .88 .20

Main effects:
G a y ..................................................... .33** .12 .52** .10 .00002** .00007
New York ......................................... .47* .15
Pennsylvania..................................... .89 .25
California.......................................... .83 .21
Ohio ................................................... 1.15 .32
Nevada .............................................. .71 .25
Florida .............................................. .57* .16
City law ............................................ 1.11 .22 1.18 .24
County law ....................................... .48* .15 .50* .16
State law .......................................... .81 .14 .98 .26
State-level attitude ........................... .96 .04
Assertive or aggressive.................... 1.20 .34 1.20 .34 1.20 .34
Decisive ............................................ 1.14 .23 1.20 .24 1.19 .24
Ambitious ......................................... 1.57 .38 1.53 .37 1.55 .37
Communication skills ...................... 1.10 .17 1.09 .17 1.10 .18

McFadden’s pseudo R 2 ........................ .033 .029 .031
Baseline odds3 ....................................... .154 .129 .119

N o t e .— N  =  3,538. AH models included controls for em ployer size, percentage of m ales 
in occupation, industry  w age, team w ork, urbanness, education, unem ploym ent, and  con­
servative voters; the  coefficients for these variables are om itted to conserve space. R obust 
SEs (in parentheses) are corrected for clustering on job  ad because the d a ta  contain two 
records per ad. T he Texas dum m y is om itted.

" P redicted  odds of callback for nongay app lican t in case of a hypothetical job  th a t is in 
each o f the reference categories for dum m y variab les an d  is a t the average of each continuous 
variable. F o r exam ple, in model 2, the baseline odds represent the p redicted  odds of a 
nongay cand idate  applying for a Texas job th a t does no t explicitly require any of the skills 
an d  tra its  included in th is m odel an d  is a t average in all the  continuous control variables 
(e.g., industry  w age and  em ployer size).

* P  < .05.
** P  < .01.
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are the interaction terms.15 Model 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, I 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 F latt 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 first and very preliminary step in exploring the relationship between 
laws, attitudes, and discrimination. This model differs from model 3 in

15 Since 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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Openly Gay Men and Employment Discrimination

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 F latt 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.16

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 I 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.

At the 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, I used three-way interactions {gay x state 
x required trait) to examine whether the effects of required personality 

traits varied across states; however, I 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, I used cluster-adjusted standard errors to take into 
account the potential correlation of residuals within a state. Second, I 
replaced percentage o f 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, I used dummy variables and 
corresponding interaction terms to control for any potential effect of the

16 This result was consistent across regions; in models not reported here, I 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 I 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. I 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, I 
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, I 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, I 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 I 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, it is 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 im portant 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). I took several steps to address this 
issue. First, I 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, I used a resume item that emphasized highly relevant orga­
nizational and financial skills; indeed, omitting this item would have 
m eant concealing important human capital. Third, my control organi­
zation could also potentially signal “tactlessness” and ensured that I 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. I 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, I 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 H arvard 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 I 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 lesbians (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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A P P E N D IX

Signaling Sexual Orientation

F ig . A l.— T h e fictitious app lican ts’ colleges (C arleton on resum e A; B ow doin on resum e 
B) are both  p rivate, independent, nonsectarian , coeducational liberal arts colleges. Both 
have been consistently ranked  in very  sim ilar positions in popular college rankings, such 
as the U.S. N ew s and World Report rankings, an d  both  are located in sta tes n o t sam pled 
in th is study (M aine, M innesota). As m entioned in note 5 above, the  tw o resum es did not 
differ in the num ber of callbacks they generated  either in the overall sam ple or in subsam ples 
by sta te  and  sexual orientation.
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n  STATEWIDE EMPLOYMENT
=  LAWS AND POLICIES
C A M P A I G N ,

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), Illinois (2006), Iowa (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 Vll’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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