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This report is a pilot, preliminary study. However it may fall short of
a thorough and comprehensive analysis, this report is admirably cautious in the
analysis of data and in the style of writing. There is no hyperbole. The
report reads more like a peer-reviewed article in a professional journal than
an adversary statement. The process of obtaining selective responses from
group meetings is not uncommon and should be considered appropriate to the
effort to get information. There are no national statistics on the amount and
kind of violence that are suffered by homosexuals, for data like these are not
normally collected. This study offers one of the first analyses of the problem
of violence against this special group. | applaud the effort and encourage
further research so that the dimensions of the problem may be known and efforts

can be made to reduce the problem.

g L.

Marvin E. Wolfgang
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INTRODUCTTON

After centuries oflOppression, invisibility, and isolation, gay and lesbian people
have claimed the right to participate fully in society and to enjoy the same rights
and p{}Vlleges"accordeﬁ heterosexuals, In the ensuing struggle, ever greater numbers
have ‘come out” and built pey relationships, institutions and communities.

While greater vis;bility has helped to strengthen gay/lesbian self-respect and com-
mnity, for many it has resulteq in greater vulnerability to violence and crime. Now
that lesbians and gay men have a higher profile, they are more readily identifiable
to those who deliberately seek to victimize them because of their sexual orienta-
tion.* However, those who live covert lifestyles are by no means invulnerable to
anti-gay/lesbian violence: indeed there is evidence to suggest that they too may be
at risk for certain types of victimization——particularly homicide (Miller and
Humphreys, 1980),

In recent years, a number of anti-gay/lesbian incidents have received particularly
wide notice. For example, San Fran

Cisco Mayor George Moscone and Harvey Milk, a city
supervisor and gay activist,

were shot and killed by Dan White, another supervisor
frustrated by the growing poli

tical strength of the local gay community. In November,
1980, a man with an automatic rifle s

prayed the front of a New York-bar with gunfire,
killing two gay men and wounding six

others. After his capture, he declared that he
"hates faggots," and "wanted to kill them all.," In 1981, an Ohio family hired
"deprogrammers" to "rescue" their daughter from a 1life of lesbianism. The young woman

was maced and taken by force from a sidewalk near her apartment, and held for a week
in another state where she claims she was "mentally tortured" and repeatedly sexual -
ly assaulted. In September, 1982, more than twenty-five New York City police offi-
cers raided "Blues," a Manhattan bar frequented by black and Hispanic gay men. During
that raid, patrons were locked inside the bar, lined up against the wall, beaten and

kicked about the body with nightsticks, clubs, and boots, and subjected to racist and
homophobic epithets. ~

Anti-gay/lesbian incidents frequently involve crimes a
persons. For example, the Universal Fellowship of Metropolitan Community Churches
(MCC), a Christian denomination oriented to the gay and lesbian community,
that fourteen of its churches have been set on fire since 1973. The most
incident of arson occurred in Jacksonville, Florida, in January, 1984,
Teports numerous acts of vandalism to its churches.

gainst property as well as

reports
recent
MCC also

Although anti-gay/lesbian violence is not a recent phenomenon, the number of reported
incidents has increased dramatically in recent years. This trend has been documented
by NGTF, local violence projects, and by the gay media--which regularly report inci-
dents involving verbal harassment, intimidation, physical assault, vandalism, arson,
Tape, murder and/or police abuse.
In some communities where violence has reached.egideqic}mbportions, local groups
ve responded vigorously by recording and ppblic1;1ng.1nc1dents gnd assisting vic-
tims. Since 1980, the New York City Gay/Lesblap Anti-Violence Project (NYCGLAVP) has
documented more than 1,500 anti-gay/lesbian crimes. In.1981 algne, nearly 600 such
incidents were reported to San Francisco's Qommunlty United Against Violence (CUAV).
Oth organizations assert that only a fraction of the total number of anti-gay/les-
bian incidents in their locales are ever reported to them or to the police,
T ————
*Tp Jogaph Harry's 1982 study of gay male victimization in Chicago,

. . : One variable
3ssociated with greater likelihood of assault is residence in gay-ident

ified areas,
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jve to the issue of anti-gay/ lesbiap vigl.

ence, NGTF initiated its Violence Pro ject, which duELng ;:ea’:;rusl\; eflrgol:ut :Onthg of ¢
1983 received 1,682 reports of harassment, int:.rm.datl%l grisisline (a natisross the
country. These included episodes documented by the NG T O o v nal hot. ¢
line for reports of anti-gay/lesbian incidents) and by t y-based antj.

violence projects, : ; s

In an effort to give a national perspect

1 several cities attributed to "AIDS back-.

i iolence 1
Also included were outbreaks of vio v "gay plague" that threatened to hrms |

lash) In response to media reports of a ne
to "mainstream'? America, lone as?sailants and gangs harz':ssed a.nd attrflcked gay men whop "
they believed to be "disease-carrying queers.” During this period, according o g
estimates by CUAV in San Francisco, fear and hatred assoc:x.atte w1th. AIDS was 5

motivating factor in nearly 20% of all incidents reported to ,:,Lt’ the Donan“GrQ“P in yp
Seattle also attributed 22 brutal attacks against gay men to AIDS backlash,

In addition to AIDS-related violence, there were many incidents involving lesbians,
For example, in Northampton, Massachusetts, assailants harassed and' assaulted members
of the town's sizable lesbian community. According to Northampton's Gay and Lesbiap
Activists, several lesbians were singled out for sexual assaults or other physica)
attacks; lesbian-identified establishments were vandalized; and hundreds of phone
threats and harassments were reported.

With nearly 1,700 incidents reported in just eight months, and with thousands more
documented over the years by the gay and lesbian media and local groups, there can no
longer be any question that acts of verbal and physical abuse against gay and lesbian ™
people occur frequently in many U.S. communities. However, a great deal still re- I
mains unknown about the full extent of anti-gay/lesbian victimization nationwide, %
Since the incidents discussed above were documented by organizations in only twelve

U.S. cities and by the NGTF Crisisline, they represent only a small fraction of the I
number that actually occurred. Most communities with sizable lesbian/gay populations G2
still do not document acts of harassment or violence locally, or report them to NGIF; *
among those that do, none claim to know about all incidents in their areas. Addi-
tionally, the Crisisline, which opened in late 1982, still has not been publicized in :
many regions of the country, leaving large segments of the national gay and lesbian M

community uninformed about its function as a violence documentation/victim referral =
hotline. 3

w
In order to obtain additional information on anti-gay/lesbian violence, NGTF, in
cooperation with gay and lesbian organizations in eight U.S. cities, surveyed people U
at Gay Pride events and gay institutions during June/July, 1983, The primary purpose
of this study is to gain a greater understanding of the nature and extent of anti- i
gay/lesbian victimization, and further to examine whether this prevalence differs for
the two sexes and across diverse geographic locations. In addition, we seek t0 {
explore some of the settings and contexts in which such victimization occurs, as well L
as the attitudes and behaviors of gay and lesbian people relating to this phenomenoh &

hy

t

METHODS %
w

Because of increasing reports of violence a
NYCGLAVP jointly conducted a pilot surve

were deemed significant enough to warrant a more refined and comprehensive investigd” !
tion of the problem; thus, in early June, NGTF asked gay and lespbian e e pations 3 2
fifteen cities to conduct violence surveys during their Gay Pride Weekg ~olebration
Several groups declined to participate due to lack of volunteers or because-Gay Pric® b
i

“

Sa}inst gay men and lesbians, NGTF and the
y in Manhattan in May, 1983. The result$

\

2 £

{



ght cities

week is mot celebrated in their communities. However, organizations in & te in the
e

indicated that they had sufficient resources and.volunteers to participa
study, and agreed to do so.

In alphabetical order by city, the participating organizations are: (Atlanta)-
stlanta Gay Center; (Boston)-Watchline; (Dallas)-Dallas Gay Alliance; (Denv er)-Gay
and Lesbian Community Center of Colorado; (Los Angeles)-Gay and Lesbian (ljommunlty
gervices Center; (New York)-New York City Gay/Lesbian Anti-Violence Project; (St.
Louis)-Celebration Committee; and (Seattle)-The Dorian Group. Several of these
organizations had assistance from other local gay and lesbian groups.

Organizations participating in the study were sent a questionnaire and were ?sked to
make 500 copies for distribution during their Gay Pride Week marches, rallies, and
street fairs. Participants were advised to bring clipboards, pens, and boxes (to
store completed questionnaires) to the survey site. Once there, they were instructed
to disperse among the crowd and distribute questionnaires, clipboards and pens tO
equal numbers of men and women who agreed to participate.

Remaining instructions were written as follows: "yolunteers should give out quest-
ionnaires as quickly as possible to equal numbers of men and women. All ShO\:lld
introduce themselves in exactly the same way: ' and NGTF request that you fill

out this confidential questionnaire om anti-gay/lesbian violence.! Volunteers should

not comment further, or im any way try to influence the persons completing the
questionnaires. If individuals say they have never been victimized, they should be
encouraged to £ill it out nonetheless.”

In all cities except Denver, local groups distributed at least some questionnaires at
Gay Pride rallies; groups in a few cities administered them in other settings as
well. The Dallas Gay Alliance distributed half of its questionnaires at an entertain-
ment event opening Gay Pride Week which was attended by thousands from the gay and
lesbian community. Not enough volunteers were available in Los Angeles or Seattle to
hand out a sufficient number of survey instruments at local rallies, so additional
means were employed to reach members of the gay and lesbian community: in Los Angel-
es, visitors to the Gay and Lesbian Community Services Center were asked to fill out
questionnaires; in Seattle, approximately one-third of the questionnaires were handed
out at meetings and workshops of local gay and lesbian groups. Due to inclement wea-
ther, the survey was not conducted at the Denver Gay Pride march and rally. Instead,
questionnaires were distributed to visitors of the Gay and Lesbian Community Center
in local bars and at local AIDS forums and fund-raisers during July. ’

Since the focus of this survey is harassment/violence directed against gay males and
lesbians, we restricted our analysis to those reporting that they are "predominantly/
exclusively homosexual.” A number of those sampled identified themselves as "equall

homosexual and heterosexual" or "predominantly/exclusively heterosexual," and some 0%
these individuals indicated that they had been harassed or assaulted ,because the

were perceived to be gay or lesbian. Although this phenomenon merits investi at:iony
our “equally homosexual and heterosexual" and "predominantly/exclusively hetSr ’
ual" sample sizes are too small to be analyzed. b

QUESTIONNAIRE

The survey instrument is a two-sided questionnaire requesting some standard demoer

phic information and asking thirteen questions related to anti-gay/lesbian harassﬁei;

or violence (see Appendix D). Two participating organizations added questions
7

. . n
included in this report, which related to local concerns. o



Due to problems with the phrasing of question 3 (which explores respondents’ atpj_
tudes and experiences concerning the police and the criminal justice sy§tem), many of
those surveyed responded to it inconsistently. Consequently, thg question was elimji-
nated from consideration and will not be discussed further in this report.

All twelve questions to be examined involve nominal choices (i.e., "Yes" or "No"),
Questions 1-4 and 6 further ask for ordinal responses (i.e., "Once," "More than
once,” or "Many times"). Questions 1-4, 6, and 8-10 ask whether respondents experi-
enced some kind of harassment, threats, or attacks by "straight" people because of
their sexual orientation. In particular, questions 1-4 and 6 look the at types ang
frequencies of such victimization, while questions 8-10 explore some of the contexts
and settings in which it occurs. Question 7 asks respondents if they know other
people who have experienced anti-gay/lesbian harassment or attacks. Finally, quest-

ions 11-13 examine respondents' attitudes and behaviors related to anti-gay/lesbian
victimization,

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Gender Composition

Of the 2,074 respondents who identified themselves as "predominantly” or "exclusively
homosexual," 1,420 are men and 654 are women. New York and Los Angeles have the
highest rate of female participation, but even those samples do not have equal
numbers of males and females as was requested (See Table 1). There are factors which
may account for this imbalance: In most sites where sampling was done, more men than
women were present and this distribution was reflected in the survey. Additionally,

women may have declined to participate at a greater rate than men, a trend which was
observed in the NGTF pilot violence survey last spring.

Racial/Ethnic Composition

1,759 (84.8%) of the 2,074 respondents are white, which reflects the greater presence
of whites at Gay Pride events and gay/lesbian establishments and organizations. A
breakdown of the racial/ethnic composition of the sample is provided in Table 3
below. A complete breakdown by city is provided in Appendix C.

Age Composition

The average age of those sampled is 30.3 for men and 27.7 for women, reflecting the
greater participation of young people at the events and establishments where the
survey was conducted. The age range is 16-66 for men and 17-75 for women.

Geographic Distribution

Due to a lack of volunteers and/or lead time to prepare for the survey, all of the
organizations fell short of the requested sample size of 500. Nevertheless, all
cities, except St. Louis (33 responses), obtained samples large enough for statisti-
cal analysis (see Table 1 below).
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TABLE 1: GENDER COMPOSITION OF THE SAMPLE

CITY MALES 7

Atlanta 235 83.62) FEMALE%" 17 g;l
Boston 122 69,37 54 éo'7£

Dallas 261 82.47 55 17.4%

Penver 127 74.77 23 25.3%

Los Angeles 113 5877 Bl 21,87

New York 1250 5487 205 4547

St. Louis 28 84.87 5 15.2%

Seattle .. 275 64.3% 153 35.8%

TOTAL 1420 68.57 654 31.5%

TABLE 2: GEOGRAPHIC

DISTRIBUTION OF THE SAMPLE

% OF
CITY NUMBER  TOTAL
Atlanta 283  13.67%
Boston 176 8.5%
Dallas 316 15.24
Denver 170 8.2%
Los Angeles 194 9.47%
New York 474  22.9%
St. Louis 33 1.6%
Seattle 428 20.6%
TOTAL 2074 100.0%

TABLE 3: RACIAL/ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF SAMPLE

% OF
RACE/ETHNICITY MALE FEMALE TOTAL TOTAL
Asian 5 3 8 0.47%
Black 46 28 74 3.6%
Hispanic 61 33 94 4.572
Native American 22 7 29 1.4%
White 1212 547 1759 84.87%
Not Responding 74 36 110 5.3%
TOTAL 1420 654 2074 100.0%

)




ization because of their sexual orientation, and more than eight in ten claim ¢

N

SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

ALl the particulars of the statistical analysls are described and tableq in Append.
A. ' We summarize our findings below: i
As stated in the introduction, the principal aim of this stufg lshtghmves_tigate 4
prevalence of anti-gay/lesbian violence, and further to exhafrl le ether thig Prevale
ence differs for the two sexes or across diverse geograpfic ocations, It Mu s¢ b‘
stressed that the victimization dealt with here is solely th?.t Wlh_lCh relates ¢, the
sexual orientation. of survey participants. It is unfortunately 1kElyh th'at many
these individuals are subjected to additional acts of'haras'sment, lntlmidation
vandalism, and assault unrelated to their sexual orientation, S}mgly because they oy,
members of a society in which crime is widespread. Thesg gddltlor}al crimes asige
the anti-gay/lesbian victimization reported is of a surprising magnitude, !

More than nine in ten respondents indicate that they experienced some type of victip.
O knoy
other gay or lesbian people who have been victimized as well.. G-reater than one-thirg
report having been threatened with violence. More than one in fi v'c'a males, and Nearly
one in ten females say they were "punched, hit, kicked, or beaten,” and approximate],
the same ratios suffered some form of police abuse. Assaults with WEapons are
reported by one in ten males and one in twenty females. Many of those who report

having been harassed or assaulted further state that incidents occurred multiple
times,

Subjects claim to have been victimized at home and school, as well as in other
contexts. Approximately one-third report that they were verbally abused by relatives
because of their sexual orientation, and more than one in fifteen were physically
abused as well. One fifth of the females and nearly half of the males say they were
harassed, threatened with violence, or physically assaulted in high school or junier
high school because they were perceived to be lesbian or gay.

Anti-gay/lesbian violence clearly affects the attitudes and behaviors of those sur-
veyed: more than four in five respondents believe they might be victimized at some
time in the future because of their sexual orientation, and most agree that anti-
gay/lesbian violence is prevalent enough to cause them to fear for their safety.

Nearly half say they have modified their behavior because of anti-gay/lesbian vio-
lence.

Response patterns for most questions are shown below;

complete results are presente
in Tables A-P of Appendix A.
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TABLE 4: OVERVIEW OF ANTI-GAY/LESBIAN A 37
QuestioAs 1-4, 6, 8-10 (Percentag® Of.res?i} estion 7 i 39
experienced s:ome type of ViCtimé::yfloo:h)érsuwho have g d'n
(Percentage of respondents who Kn oF remmaie 45”41’,310
been victimized; Question 11 (Percentage Pl il "W
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lent enough for them to fear for their satety. ; E‘
!
v
MALES FEMALES 2
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experienced'some type of victimization {3 ﬂA
95.67% 90.5% L
1%
know others who have been victimized 3)2
0
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pissing Data

ascertain that t:hey are no
patterns of missing data were obseryeg:

1) For questions 7 (knowle
1ial verbal abuse), 9a (paterna
significantly higher percentage

dge of others who have been victimized), 8a-e (fami-
1 physical abuse), and 10 (victimization in school), 2
of females than males fail to respond.

D) A significantly higher percentage of Boston respondents fail to answer ques-
tions on the reverse side of the quest

ionnaire (questions 6-13).

3) On questions 6 (police abuse) and 8-10, Dallas respondents as well as those
in Boston fail to answer at a higher rate than those in other cities.

The higher missing data rates for items on the back of the questionnaire among Boston
and Dallas respondents may be attributable to the fact that subjects in these two
cities were surveyed as they were entering places where scheduled events were about

to commence, Or were already in progress (a2 religious service celebrating Gay Pride
Day near the Boston march route, and an entertainment event sponsored by the Dallas

Gay Alliance). Since these respondents had a destination to reach, some may have

been inclined to complete the questionnaire more. hastily than participants in other
cities.

Whatever the reasons for these missing data differences, it does not appear that they
biased the response rates for the groups in question. Rates of victimization for
female participants and for Boston and Dallas respondents are not consistently higher
or lower than the rates for their counterpart groups on these particular questions.

Therefore, missing data differences do not appear to be a matter of concern in our
analysis.,

Response Patterns

-

Sex effects:

There are consistent sex differences in rates of anti-gay/lesbian
victimization.

Males in the study report higher rates of verbal harassment (except
at home), threats of violence, and most types of physical violence (objects thrown;
punched, hit, kicked, beaten; assaults with weapons, etc.). They also report greater
vVictimization by the police and in school. Females, on the other hand, show signifi-
cantly greater rates of sexual harassment or assault, verbal abuse by family members
and other relatives, and fear of violence.* Inaddition, a higher percentage of
females report that they have modified their behavior to avoid violence, and a higher
Percentage believe it is possible they could be victimized because of their sexual
orientation at some time in the future.

Males and females report comparable rates of physical violence by family members,
although the rate of such abuse by fathers is slightly higher for males, and the rate
of same by mothers is slightly higher for females.

*Thesa differences by sex in rates of victimization and. fear are paralleled in the
5. population as a whole, without regard to sexual orientation. According to the
Ureau of Justice Statistics' Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice(1983), men
are more often victims of violent crime (except rape) by strangers; females are more
ikely to be sexually assaulted, and generally express a greater fear of violence,

| 9



For the most part,

males and females who report having experienced verpa)
threats of violenc

ences in the frequency with which these incidents occur (once vs. multiple ti;iffer.
. ES :

Differing rates of victimization reported by gay males and lesbians in the sam

be associated with differences in visibility. In general, gay men are more v]_-e‘ y
than lesbians, and gay male establishments--such as bars, businesses, ang clublslble
far more numerous. Media coverage of the gay/lesbian community usually fOCuS\are
men, reinforcing stereotypes in general and lesbian invisibility i Parti:Es

Certain "looks" (such as haircut and clothing styles, etc.) favored b lar,

Y Some

are more widely known to the rest of the public and more readily identifiaggllyemen $

potential assailants. by
Lifestyle may also be related to sex differences in rates of victimization, Gay

like men in general, "go out" more often, are more likely to travel alope an:en,
Visit areas where the risk of crime is greater.* Significantly more females re Oto
that they fear anti-gay/lesbian violence and have modified their behavior tq regu‘-;t
the risk of an attack, and this may also contribute to the lower rates of Certaie
types of violence that they experience. However, reducing risk often entails takinn
steps to reduce one's visibility as a gay/lesbian person, 8

such as avoiding Certaiy
gay/lesbian-identified establishments and individuals. Such measures and the fear

that motivates them can be viewed as yet another form of victimization.

Since it is the perpetrators who are responsible for violence and harassment, their
motivations and behaviors play a major role in determining differences in the types
and frequencies of victimization experienced by lesbians and gay men.** Because ve

could not collect data on perpetrators in the survey, these considerations are out-
side the scope of this report.

City effects:

In nearly half the questions, there are no statistically significant
differences between cities in rates of response. All eight cities are much alike in
the rates at which assailants throw objects at respondents, vandalize or set fire to
their property, sexuwally harass or assault them, and abuse them in school. Respon-

dents in all survey locations also show similar rates of knowing others who have been
victimized because of their sexual orientation.

Where there are significant city differences in response to questions, they vary much
less consistently than differences by sex, and usually only one or two cities depar:
from the norm. Considering how greatly these eight cities differ in size, geographic
location, and public attitudes towards gay/lesbian people, the overall consistency in
rates of victimization is surprising. A discussion of the ways that respondents
differ signficantly from city to city is provided in Appendix B.

e et e e et s

#A1though some contend that certain gay people "ask for trouble" because of theil

lifestyle and visibility, victim advocates maintain that this argument displaces

blame from the criminal to the victim,

##0ne theory states that assailants--most of whom are young and male--attack g8ay anf:
lesbian people because they violate conventional gender roles that reinforce 'ﬂie
power and dominance: Gay males are perceived by perpetrators as having a‘bdlci "
male power and privilege for the_ weakness and inferiority traditionally atFrlbUtes o
women; on the other hand, lesbians--who do not define their sexuality in termnti-
males--are perceived as "overstepping” that same traditional female role. Thus :veﬂ‘
gay/lesbian harassment, threats and assaults are "punishment" for challenging €0
rional sex roles that reinforce gender inequality,

; \ ha g8
e, or some kind of physical assault do not show Slgnificangassment,
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tent patterp,
al information is
nformation has not
in this report.

pecause city differences in rates of response do not followa consis

chey cannot be accounted for in this report. Although anecdot

jlable that might help to explain some local differences, this 1

ava
tical analyses

been quantified and therefore cannot be used in statis
erences in rates of
her variables that

other effects: Because results were manually tabulated, diff
valuated. Fur—

response to questions on the basis of race/ethnicity, age and ot
may be associated with one's vulnerability to crime, have not been €
chermore, lifestyle differences among respondents--such as the
extent to which they have been visible as gay or lesbian-—are not measure
survey and thus cannot be examined in this report. ’

Qualifications and Recommendations for Research

This study, like all responsible investigations concerning the gay and 1esbiap commu-
nity, does not claim universal applicability. The reasons for this'limi;atlon.stem
from the difficulties inherent in sampling a true cross section of Americans with a
<ame-sex orientation. Many homosexuals, fearing hostility, discrimination, and even
violence related to the disclosure of their sexual orientation, conceal this aspect
of their identity and are thus inaccessible to survey research, gince this survey
was conducted at Gay Pride Week events, or in other gay/lesbian—identified contexts,
those people who avoid such places are, obviously, not included in our sample.

There are other factors that prevent us from universally applying these results to
the national gay and lesbian community: Although gay and lesbian people are repre-
sented in every racial/ ethnic group, age group and social class, our sample was
mostly white (85%) and relatively young (average age, 30 for males, and 28 for
females). While no information on personal income was requested, it is likely the
sample was largely middle class. Although some participants were from rural or
suburban communities, the survey was administered in cities, giving it an urban bias.

Despite these limitations, the consistently high rates of victimization in all survey
locations, along with the considerable size and geographic diversity of the sample,
strongly indicate the pervasiveness of anti-gay/lesbian incidents. Indeed, with rates
of victimization approaching or exceeding 90% in every city surveyed, there can no
.longer remain any question that large numbers of lesbian and gay Americans have been
subjected to acts of harassment, intimidation and violence because of their sexual

orientation.

While the prevalence of anti-gay/lesbian victimization has been demonstrated, quest-
ions still remain: What are its causes, and why is it widespread? What has been the
response to this problem by officials and agencies concerned with crime and its
victims? In what respects are the experiences of lesbian and gay victims unique, and
are their needs for support, assistance, and justice being met? In light of éhese
questions, research is recommended in the following areas:

B The relationship between public policy and anti-gay/lesbian violence. It i

especially important to examine the ways in which legally sanctioned discriﬁinati .
and laws proscribing homosexual behavior influence victims' decisions to re i
crimes to the police, press charges, and seek services available to victims. port

B The interaction of the lesbian/gay victim with the police, the criminal justj
system, and social service agencies. Widespread complaints of official ind'foStlce
or hostility towards those who do seek protection and assistance also dese:§ e;enge

: : e to be

11



ting abuse by the poy; 7 ¥
in five respondents repor police s
i flft:ftherpstudy of the scope, nature, and 1’"Pact.-‘f35£ d
ded as well. L

.

zfaﬂﬂ
that there A

e . : ay ugrvey data suggest are fey g
M Yiceinizacion of leshion 23d &2 Mﬂ.ansfeely protected and supported. A gy 4

: : d ea outh ¢ Al b,
environments where lesbian and gay ¥ been victimized by others at school oxi g 4
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by family members becauge of their perceived sexual orientation. Although familjg) /4% i

abuse appears to occur less frequently than abuse by non'}'31i§1vfii'hltii impact iS‘:fzidl: ¢
likely to be greater because of the victim's intimate reJ'-at:';OI,ls t? in th Psrpetra-ivdﬁg‘u z
tor. The nature and consequences of anti-gay/lesbian victimization 1 e home and g J
at school merit further investigation,

investigated.¥ With nearly on _
because of their sexual orientation, i
of police harassment and violence is recomme

as does the response (if any) to this problep’

by youth and domestic violence agencies and the schools. . 'rgl‘ﬁive
. o
B The nature and extent of anti-gay/lesbian homicide. Since this survey requireq” !
the participation of those who have been victimized, it was obviously impossible t°'<ﬁ5pez et
collect data on anti-gay/lesbian homicide. However, in the year that NGTF has been s 4t
monitoring media accounts of violence against gay people, scores of murders-—mostly:ﬁgﬂ@‘n
of gay men—have come to its attention. In nearly all such incidents, the victims'’,u#
sexual orientation appears to have been an important factor in their being singleq’y fo" ]
out by assailants, It-is likely that many more such homicides have occurred, but the 'f:‘:-icufe 13
nature of these incidents has not been publicized. Anti-gay/ lesbian homicide is afﬁf‘”protec

problem of considerable magnitude which deser ves more attention from both researchers
and agencies concerned with crime and its victims,** legislf

B Motivations of assailants. A study of the motivations of assailants and the“{f“;.nd the!
social attitudes that shape them would provide greater insight into the dynamics of ii'-?f'l
homophobia and the violence that can result from it.
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H, 'W'hen appr
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*Lesbian and gay victims who call the NGTF Crisisline frequently express the fear -
that they u_rill be victimized a second time if they report incidents against them. Wlieial o
Many anticipate indifference or hostility from the police and the criminal justice . —
system, as well as discrimination, if their sexual orientation is revealed and publi- fi~51933 St

cized, Among those who have made reports, 47% describe olice "indif - Ji
ferent" or "hostile." P resporizse as “indif- the {

While there are no studies that compare sentences of
with sentences of those who victimize heterosexuals,
the former are generally less severe.

. s a 3 a
those who victimize gay people Imlsgic: eng
Some authorities contend that %y ¢

For example, on the eve of D hite' S 0

. ’ an W e

from prison, Harvard Law School professor Alan Dershowitz commented cx:n ABéeNrslg;?:lliisee Q'ui .
’ -.‘ 3

"If you kill a homosexual in this country you are lik
3 s el t 1 - W
ment." (Dan White was released after serving only five )}freaorsgeitna iiovsver ?unliﬁe ;ﬁ
murders of San Francisco Mayor George Moscone and gay Supervisor Har vel;r Mi?.rlz) or Ui o
: 1

#%4 1980 study by Miller and Humphreys has identified s
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ciated with gay male homicide. (See Bibliography.) © ¥ariables asso :
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GENERAL POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

In 1ight ofithese findings, it is clear that anti-gay/lesbian victimization ijs wide-
5 | Wwhile further research into its scope, nature and impact 1S recommeﬂdEd- the
quest:o® that most needs to be asked is, "What can be done to curb homophobic inci-
jents and £o meet the needs of survivors?" Based on this survey and other informa-=
cion gathered by the NGIF Violence Project, we submit the following recommendation5=

1 QEEEEEEi?d civil rights for all lesbian and gay people

child custody, and
port acts of
ro guaranteeé
sa—violence
nhrough the

ps long as g3y and lesbian Americans risk losing jobs, housing,
other civil rlghts by "coming out," large numbers will choose not to T€
harassment, intimidation and violence directed against them. In failing
gay and lesbian civil rights, our government permitso-indeed facilitate
against gay men and lesbians by inhibiting them from seeking redress t
criminal justice system.

‘ II)Inclusive 1aws and adeguate enforcement

and racially motivated crimes

In response to & disturbing increase 1in anti-religious
nalties for

in recent years, sixteen states have passed legislation increasing P€
crimes motivated Dby bigotry and/or enabling victims of such crimes to initiate civi

suits against the perpetrators. Anti-gay/lesbian crimes are not qualitatively dif-
ferent from, nor less heinous than, crimes against other minority groups. Present
and future legislation aimed at deterring bias incidents should be extended toO speci-

fically protect gay and lesbian people.

Tougher legislation will not succeed in deterring assailants if it and existing laws
are not adequately enforced. Gay and lesbian people who do wish to report incidents
often find that they are discouraged from doing SO by the police. Those who persist
may find that the district attorneys or judges do not consider homophobic incidents

important enough to prosecute OT punish.

Police, district attorneys, and judges must be made aware that failure to take ser-
iously anti-gay/lesbian incidents encourages assailants to engage in such attacks and

discourages victims from reporting them. The criminal justice,system must send a

clear message tO potential and convicted offenders that crimes against members of the

gay and lesbian community will be punished as severely as those against other citi-
zens: When appropriate, sentences for convicted offenders should include education

about gay and lesbian people and their communities.

1II) Official monitoring of anti-gay/lesbian and other biss crimes

In its 1983 stacement,lﬁﬁ}&ﬁkﬂiﬁﬁléﬂﬂwliplence:RaCial and Religous Bigotry in
America, the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights states that 'precise measures of the
extent of racial and religious violence and intimidation do not exist primarily
becaugse law enforcement agencies have not devised methods for reporting and compiling
statistics on crimes that involve clear signs of racial and religious motivation...
Federal and state authorities should develop workable reporting systems that wili
produce an accurate and comprehensive measurement of the extent of criminal activity
that is clearly based on racial and/or religious motivations... Such data are needed
to measure trends, develop preventative programs, al locate resources and adjust

Dubl ic le iCY.“
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Adequate protection for lesbian and gay citizens a]észnieii::y/ lesbian Vicﬂfﬁ“e“{eﬂt T
agencies be fully aware of the scope and nature o S -gpay) LESPEAY V48 Lanes ’;athn. i ;]
Only since gay organizations began documenting an eg not isolated, discoppes. it . " 4
become clear that harassment, threats and attacks ar e spanning, e fNectey s-‘-cnetm
incidents, but rather part of a larger and continuing pro COuntry, ‘t'-“‘seed- »
N o Tl
NGTF agrees that law enforcement authorities should mlamli):'alrrxl S;Palr:tseczzastlstlcs on ::iss»’
bias crimes, incl uding those directed against gay a_nd Les 1fa Pti—p 53/ Taehys & of theyp s b
sexual orientation. Although many--perhaps most--victims o anal gr)j,.entatl'an attacks ,gspon;o f
choose not to report them or decline to reveal their sexul_ : 1%“ Lo the "ficsrrk‘
police, others want that information to be included in the police Teport. When tha, o 10 g
information is volunteered, it should be reflected in police stag}stlcs as wel], et lnd
Such data will help alert police to the nature and extent of lc;lmes irected specifj. "\Ti\'dl at
cally against lesbians and gay men, and improve thel;' ability to lanEStlgate and o i the
prevent them. Although police statistics will most likely never I‘z lect the‘tz‘-uE ._g\fszancglf-
prevalence of anti-gay/lesbian incidents, they will at least provide the officja) o 5\'.afh
Tecognition of the problem that is necessary for an adequate official response, ] gﬂ'fleSL
. .,;;:l‘v' : fof
The Commission also reports that a number of police departmlents' have formed specia) - ittt dlnand
ized units responsible for gathering intelligence, preventing 1llegal_. acts and con- *‘?anueblicf
spiracies and swiftly apprehending persons who commit racially or rel:._glously MOtive i U
ated crimes. NGTF recommends that police anti-bias units be charged with the respon- -
sibility of investigating anti-gay/lesbian incidents as well. ~;._¢;imn§9°th
rers 3
IV) Improved police/gay relations Jiiress 5:2
ief"i\:es
Many gay and lesbian Americans view their local police with fear, mistrust, and even gmculaf'
hostility. Such perceptions discourage some from reporting anti-gay/lesbian inci- arking with
dents which, in turn, makes the entire gay community more vulnerable to crime, ¢ leshian
Although most police officers act respectfully towards members of the minority com- iiserininati
munities they serve, reports of harassment, entrapment, unequal enforcement of the soperating
law, deliberate mishandling of cases involving lesbian/gay crime victims, verbal ircadents.
abuse, and physical assault still persist.

Indeed, data collected by local groups
solated: 18% of those surv eyed reported
se of their sexuyal orientation., During

0 of the 1,682 anti-gay/lesbian inci-
S perpetrators.

and NGTF suggest that such incidents are not i
experiencing some type of police abuse becau
the first eight months of 1983, more than 10
dents reported to NGTF involved the police a

The impact of police abuse is felt not only by those who direc
by the entire lesbian/gay community. Any act of hostilit

to create a climate of fear and mistrust that makes dialo
cult, if not impossible.

tly experience it, but
¥-—even an epithet—serves
gue and cooperation diffi-

In some communities across the U.S., police and 8ay organizations have recognized
that better communication and mutual respect are in everybody's best interest. Among
' : to improve relations are: 1) regular contact
between the gay/lesbian community and police-——on the precinct level, in commit-
tees and task forces, and in public forums; 2) appointment of official police lisi-
sons to local gay/lesbian communities; 3) mandatory awareness training for police
officers about gay and lesbian People and other minority communities: 4) hiring of
openly gay and lesbian police officers: 5) departure from the use of e:ntrapment as 8
means of curtailing illegal public sexual behavior; and 6) establ ishment of indepen-
dent civilian complaint review boards to investigate repoerts of alleged police mis-
conduct.
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V) Mgte seryices for gay snd lesbian victims of crime and violence

vany gay and lesbian victims are reluctant to seek help from social service agencies
pecause they fear they will be more harmed than helped if their sexual orientation 18
revealed. Some who do seek help find that the very people responsible for protecting
and assisting them are unresponsive to their needs or are even overtly hostile.

In response to this problem, organizations in several U.S. communities have initiated
projects to prpvide assistance and support for gay and lesbian victims. Some, like
che New York City Gay/Lesbian Anti-Violence Project and the Community United Against
Violence in San Francisco, have received government funding to assure their continued
survival and growth. Project services include victim advocacy with district attor-
neys and the police; medical, legal, counseling and social service agency referrals;
assistance in filing for victims' compensation; and short-term emer gency loans.
Project staff and volunteers also alert local police and the community to patterns of
anti-gay/lesbian violence, monitor court cases of alleged assailants, distribute
safety information, and conduct self-defense courses. These efforts need to be
expanded and duplicated elsewhere and déserve more and continued financial support
from public and private sources.

Victim service organizations, rape crisis centers, youth and domestic violence shel-
ters and other agencies concerned with the welfare of crime victims can do more to
address the needs of gay men and lesbians by: 1) publicizing their programs and
services to the gay and lesbian community; 2) sensitizing staff counselors to the
particular needs and concerns of lesbian and gay victims; 3) learning about and
working with local gay support services; 4) creating a supportive environment for gay
and lesbian employees, beginning with the adoption of an official policy prohibiting
discrimination in employment and services on the basis of sexual orientation; and 5)
cooperating with local, state, and national efforts to document anti-gay/lesbian
incidents.

VI) Community educational programs

Like those who engage in racist and anti-religious crimes, perpetrators of anti-
gay/lesbian incidents tend to be young--usually in their teens and twenties. Clearly,
prejudices that lead to violence develop early in life and need to be confronted at

that time,

Across the United States, forums and workshops involving youth, parents, teachers and
clergy have been held in schools and churches to respond to local bias incidents and
longstanding prejudices. Similar programs are needed to address the problem of anti-
gay/leshian incidents in the schools and in the wider community. All citizens, burt
young people especially, need to understand that victimizing gay males and lesbians,
as well as members of other minority groups, is immoral, illegal, and not to be

tolerated in our society.

Religious denominations, particularly those that condemn homosexuality, should consi-
der how their teachings on the subject create a climate of fear and intolerance
which, in effect, promotes anti-gay/lesbian violence. Regardless of whether clergy
and laity approve of homosexual behavior, they should recognize their responsibility

15



* Most respondents agree that anti-gay/lesbi

-gay/lesbian violence, and take an active role
hown that toleration of persecution can leaq tn
11 people in a society. 0

for educating the public about anti
remedying the problem. History has s
the undermining of the rights and security of a

REPORT SUMMARY

Survey results show rates of anti-gay/lesbian victimization approaching or exceeding
90% in all survey locatioms, with respondents reporting abuse at home and school, as

well as in other contexts. Many of those who report having been harassed or assauy]l-
ted indicate that such incidents occurred multiple times.

an violence is prevalent enough to cause
ight be victimized at some time in

them to fear for their safety and believe they m
Near ly half say they have modified

the future because of their sexual orientation.
their behavior because of anti-gay/lesbian violence.

by sex in rates of victimization. Males are

more likely to report having experienced verbal harassment (except at home), threats
of violence, abuse in school and by the police, and most types of physical attacks.
Females show higher rates of sexual harassment or assault, verbal abuse by family
members, and fear of violence; they are also more likely to say that they have
modified their behavior to avoid violence. Males and females who have been victim-
ized show similarities in the frequency with which incidents occurred (once vs.
multiple times). They also report similar rates of physical abuse by family members.

Results show significant differences

ties in reported levels of victimization.

Cities show a surprising number of similari
they do not appear to follow a consis-

Where city or sex by city differences exist,
tent pattern.

Further research is recommended in the following areas: 1) the relationship between
public pelicy and anti-gay/ lesbian violence; 2) the interaction of the lesbian or gay
victim with the police, the criminal justice system, and social service agencies; 3)
victimization of lesbian and gay youth; &) the nature and extent of anti-gay/lesbian

homicide; and 5) the motivations of assailants.

General policy recommendations are: 1) passage of local, state, and federal legisla-
tion prohibiting discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation, thus enabling
more lesbian and gay victims to report crimes and seek legal redress; 2) inclusion of
lesbian and gay people in laws aimed at deterring crimes motivated by bigotry, and
more vigorous prosecution of assailants; 3) official monitoring of anti-gay/lesbiah
incidents and other bias crimes; &) improved police/gay relations; 5) establishment

of programs by victim gy 1B
respond to the particu
forums in the schools, chur
that breeds violence.

service agencies and other community-based organiza
1ar needs of lesbian and gay crime victims; and 6) educationad
ches, and in the wider community to reduce the homophob12
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ANALYSIS OF MISSING DATA AND RESPONSES

Feg—word

APPENDIX At
stion may

roupings-

ses that follow, questions are taken out of order and are examined in 1ogical 3 2 each que

: naly : ; :
1 0 Bs are prov?.ded in tables to indicate the content of each question. The exact wording ©
;e found 0 Appendix D.
; . d using
Al alyses, sex and city <'i1fferences in responding are examined. Sex by city interactions are Fi:;lexips are
in ® inear modeling techniques implemented with the BMDP statistical package. Simple pivariate relatd
12§:Ed using chi-square and coatingency coefficient statistics.
v
« breakdo¥ns of. responses are tabled in the results section for each question. City and sex by ¢
£ ied only where consistent differences are found to be significant. Tables of complere Ci
y be obtained from NGTF,

ity preakdowns
l ty and sex by
rovi
cicy responses 02
AnalVSis__f_ Missing Data
Before examining the responses to questions on the survey, we lLook at the patterns of missing d
Jhether there are differences by sex or city in the likelihood of responding to each question.

All of these questions

ata to determine

Questions 14 and 6 pertain to verbal harassment or physical violence by "straight" people. . 4
have two parts: part A asks for a nominal response ('yes/no") indicating whether the questicnee ever experienced 2

specific type of victimization; those who state that they experienced previous victimization are t{len asl_-ced F°
ce/many times') with which it

provide an ordinal response in Part B indicating the frequency ("once/more than onf

occurred.

The nunbers of males and females who fail to respond to Part A of questions 1-4 and 6 are shown in Table A. Rates
of missing data are included as well, These rates represent the percentage of survey participants (634 females,
1,620 males, and 2,074 total males and females) who fail to respond to each question.

TABLE A: QUESTIONS 1-4 AND 6 (PART A) -
MISSING DATA COUNTS AND PERCENTAGES FOR MALES AND FEMALES

Ques. Question Content Male Female Total
No. (N=1420) (N=654) (N=2074)
1 Verbal harassment NNR= 3 4 7

ZNR= 0.2% 0.6% 0.3%2

2 Threats of violence NNR= 12 5 I7
ZNR= 0.8% 0.87% 0.87%

34  Objects thrown NNR= 12 7 19
INR= 0.87 1.12 0.9%

3B Followed or chased NNR= 25 18 43
ANR= 1.8% 2.7% 2o

3 Spit at NNR= 32 14 46
ZNR= 2.2% 2.17% 2.27%,

3 Punched, hit, kicked NNR= 25 18 43
or beaten ZNR= 1.87% 2.8% 2.17

3JE Assaulted with weapon NNR= 31 12 43
—_— ZNR= 2.2% 1.8% 2.1%

3 Vandalism or arson  NNR= 35 9 Iy
B ZNR= 2.5% 1.42 2.1%
Sexual harassment NNR= 20 10 30
—~—___Or assault ZNR= 1.4% 1.5% 1,42
Police harassment, NNR= 92 54 146
~—__ threats of violence %ZNRs 6.52  8.27 '7.0%

P
r::;gzggge not responding (ZNR) is the ratio of the number not
plieg b;nlg[OE)hINm to the number of survey participants (N), multi-

In Parg 4 '

ditfe of questions 1-4 the number of people who fail to respond is too small t

5). "incss (more than 20% of the cells in the city by response contingency table have aex‘p];i::d e:‘:finati“ of city

difhrengeesuon 1 the number of people who fail to respond is also too small to allow an ex ues of. less than

these diffs. However, sample sizes are sﬁufficient for an examination of sex differences in qu amination of sex
erences is significant, all X“'s(1)<2.57, N.5. questions 2-4. None of

19

o



1 to respond to Part A of question & (police b

on of both sex and city differences. There jg . 2SSme,, ‘

7]+8.34, N.S., and there is no sex difference x“ Signgg, thre,
Significantly more people in . [1)ay ) ean b,

*The number of survey participants who fai
v-roleftce) is large enough to allow examinaEi
zlty m;erac:ion in failure to rﬁspmzd' ]X' [6 05, p<0.001

ver, there are differences by city, X°(7]=20.00, pCO.MVR. 2 P w8

(11.1%) fail to respond, while significantly fever people in Los Angeles (2.1%) fail tg g4 :: (11.92)-‘!".3. !f |

cities 6.2% of those surveyed fail to answer the question. * Ingy, :: By TABgI:N{
: ny IS

In Pgrt B of questions l-4 and 6, individuals are asked to indicate how frequen:}y they expers
of victimization. Only those who answer affirmatively in Part A of a given question are eliaibfnced Cere, qQues-
of that question. For each question the numbers of males and females eligible to answer py, ; to in the

) angy, .
fail co do so, and the missing data rates are rabled below. The missing data rates are the Par he nm:; Py %———
duals eligible to answer Part B who fail to do so. e o :f:d .

LN /

TABLE B: QUESTIONS 1-4 AND 6 (PART B) -
MISSING DATA COUNTS AND PERCENTAGES FOR MALES AND FEMALES

i '
—
gD
Q;es. Question Content : Male  Female Total —
Q.
1 Verbal harassment NNR= . 37 9 46 —
N= 1278 504 1782 94
: INR=  2.9% 1,82 2.6% e
2 Threats of violence NNR= 25 9 34 j
N= 688 222 910 —
INR=  3.6% 4,0% 3. 7% |
3A Objects thrown NNR= 39 5 44 -0
N= 458 104 562
INR=  8.5% 4.8% 7.8% —3E
3B Followed or chased NNR= 103 29 132
Ne 515 194 709 10
INR= 20.07% 14,97 18.6%
3C Spit at ) NNR= 27 13 40
N= 198 84 282 Percen
ZNR= 13.6% 15.5% 14.27 not re
3D Punched, hit, kicked NNR= 35 5 40 multip
or beaten N= 332 58 390
ZNR= 10.5% - 8.6% 10.2%
3B Assaulted with weapon NNR= 8 4 12 In ques
N= 158 2 190 e
ZNR=  5.1% 12.5% 6.3% instanc
3F  Vandalism or arson  NNR= 28 11 39 differe
N= 282 93 375 ' Mok
TVR=_ 9.9% 1187  10.4% e
4 Sexual harassment NNR= 49 27 76
or assault N= 399 232 631 Ciey dj
WR=_ 12.37  11.62 _ 12.0% cnsis)
6 Police harassment, NNR= 12 2 A t:'ﬁ:;‘
threats of violence N= 310 80 390 3oston,

ZiR=_ 3.9% 2.5% 3.6%

percentage not responding (ZNR) is the ratio of the number not
responding (NNR) to the number of eligible survey participants (N),

mulriplied by 100.

3 . nd 6 ;l":
‘I‘Qere are no significant sex differences in failure to respond to Part B of questions 1;‘;5:1'@5 ?\,ir-
X .5[1]<2,323,N.S. City differences and city by sex interactions are not significant in Pfrt of 5q NS h°“:;;sé
3d, all X 's[ 7]¢5.19, N.5. 'For question &4, there is also no city by sex interaction, X 7]=10-2 ('0_00, D‘ap:
differences by city in question 4 (sexual harassment or assault) are significant, )&{7’].63.10. izl) Inpar
respondents fail to ansver at a rate (39._21) ouch higher than that of the remaining cities 8 i;‘cerﬂ
the remaining questions, sample sizes are insufficient to test for city differences or City by ¢
s 8-10 pertain to anti-gay/lesbian victimization in the family or in school. Table C 11::i ‘
males and females vho fail to respond to these questions, The table also includes miss08 % nal f
represent the percentages of survey participants (654 females, 1,420 males, 2,074 total males 3"

to respond tO the questions.
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gl C: QUESTIONS 8-10 -
SING DATA COUNTS AND PERCENTAGES FOR MALES AND FEMALES

MIS
Ques- Question Content (gale Female Total
. - =1420 = =
—%{"’“’\Ta—bﬂ abuse- NNR= 123) L. ?gz) (N 22;?
__father IMR=__ 8.72 1593 10.9%
3 Verbal abuse- NNR= 164 34 258
Mother ZNR=__ 10.1%7 14,4%  11.5%
Verbal abuse- NNR= 250 149 359
Sister(s) INR=_ 17.6%7 22,827 19.2%
—1§f“"ﬁé}bal abuse~ NNR= 236 132 368
Brother(s) ZNR= 16.6% 20.2% 17.7%
—8E Verbal abuse- NNR= 253 157 %10
’_d___‘gggg; relative(s) INR= 17.87 24.0% 19.82
gA Physical abuse- NNR= 112 78 190
Father ZNR= 7.9%2 11.9% 9.2%
—oB Physical abuse- NNR= 133 76 209
Mother ANR= 9.,4% 11.6% 10.1%
qC Physical abuse- NNR= 213 113 326
Sister(s) “NR= 15.0%2 17.3% 15.7%
ap Physical abuse- - NNR= 199 108 307
Brother(s) INR=  14.07  16.5% 14.8%
T OoF Physical abuse- NNR= 218 106 324
Other relative(s) INR=  15.3% 16.2% 15.6%
10 Victimization in NNR= 52 38 90
school #ANR= 3.7% 5.8% 4.3%

is the ratio of the number

Percentage not responding (%ZNR)
ber of survey participants (N),

not responding (NNR) to the num
aultiplied by 100.

.failure to respond are nonsignificant, all }_z'si7}<9.00, N.S.

i 9a, and question 10. In chese
percentage of females fail to respond, all 52'5{11)3.90. all p's<0.05. Sex
tions 9b-9e, all 5_2'5[1]<2.52. N.S. It should be noted that while the sex
gnificant, it is actually small in magnitude. Its significance 13
e chi-square test Lo small differences at the extremes of the

e to 1007 or 0%).

¢city interactions in

In questions 8-10, sex by
gex differences in

However, there are consistent
instances a significantly higher
differences are not significant for ques
difference for question 10 is stacistically si
orobably an artifact of the hypersensitivity of th
percentile distribution (i.e., when percentages are clos
jcant in all parts of questions 8-10, all _{2'5[7]>25.9&, all p's<0.001l. A
Boston and Dallas particlpants decline to respond to these questions. The
Dallas, and all other cities combined who do not respond to questions 8-10 are
onding missing data rates. These rates are based on sample sizes of 176 for

mbined.

City differences are highly signif
consistencly higher percentage of
numbers of those surveyed in Boston,
tabled below along with the corresp
3oston, 316 for Dallas, and 1,382 for all other cities c0
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MISSING DATA COUNTS AND PERCENTAGES COMPA

TABLE D: QUESTIONS 8-10 -
) GOUNTS 1D RING BOSTON AND DALLAS
TO REMAINING CITIES '

Dallas Other cities

Ques. Question Content Boston

No. ‘ (N=176) _(N=316) (N=1582)
8A  Verbal abuse- NNR= 40 46 147
Father oNR= 22.7%  14.5% 9.3%

8B Verbal abuse- NNR= 36 54 153
Mother PNR= 20.4% 17.1% 9.7%

8C Verbal abuse- NNR= 47 85 280
Sister(s) INR= 26.7% _ 26.9% 17.7%

8D  Verbal abuse- NNR= 39 9l 267
Brother(s) INR=  22.1% 28.8% 15.6%

8E Verbal abuse- NNR= 51 114 251
Other relative(s) INR= 29.0Z  36.1% 15.9%

94 Physical abuse- NNR= 28 46 116
Father NR= 15.9% 14.5% 7.3%

9B Physical abuse- NNR= 28 S5 126
Mother INR= 15.9% 17.47% 8.0%

ac Physical abuse- NNR= 32 83 211
Sister(s) ZNR= 18.2% 26.37% 13.3%

9D Physical abuse- NNR= 27 91 . 189
Brother(s) 7NR= 15.3% 28.8% 11.9%

9E Physical abuse- NNR= 31 111 182
Other relative(s) INR=  17.6% 35.12 11.5%

10 Victimization in NNR= 19 12 59
school INR= 10.872 3.8%% 3.7%

Percentage not responding (ZNR) is the ratio of the number not
responding (NNR) to the number of survey participants (N}, multi-
plied by 100.

%Dallas does not differ significantly from "Other cities" en this
question.

In order to establish what portion of the sample experienced any form of anti-gay/lesbian victimization, the
results of questions 1-4, 6, and 8-10 were aggregated. Individuals are divided into three groups on the basis of
their responses to these questions: 1) those who answer "yes" to at least one of the questions (i.e. they
experienced at least one form of vietimization), 2) those who answer "mo" to all of the questions (i.e., they vere
never victimized in any way), and 3) those who do not answer "yes" to any question and fail to respond to at least
one question (i.e., it cannot be determined whether they experieaced some. form of victimization). Table E snoss
misasinf data ratess?y ?hx Eo; tfl:is dsummary index of victimization (i.e., it lists numbers and percentages of indi-
viduals in grou . e missing data rates are based . .
females, .and8 2,0;4 toral males and females). 63 on thie oumber of sicvey parcicigants (1,420 males,

TABLE E: QUESTIONS 1-4, 6, AND 8-10-
SUMMARY OF MISSING DATA COUNTS AND
PERCENTAGES FOR MALES AND FEMALES

Male Female Total
(N=1420) (N=654) (N=2074)
NNR= 7 NNR= 14 NNR= 21

o\R=0.5% _ ENR=2.1%7 _ NR=1,02

Percentage not responding (ZNR) is the ratio of the n
not responding (NNR) to the number of survey Particip:ﬁ::r
(N), multiplied by 100.
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4ifferences cannot be examined since the

cicy There is a statistically significant senumbers of individuals with missing data on the summary index are tco

x difference in missing data rates X2(1]12.13,2€0,00l. However. Hoo

1gv.
10¢ rence i3 of small magnitude. Again, thj
:;:fpercenuges are close ro 0%, gaifl, this is probably due to the hypersensitivity of the chi-square gren whan
ks wvhether respond
escion 7 a3 pondents know others R 1-13
Ques " critudes and behaviors of survey P‘rtiCipazto experienced anti-gay/lesbian v1Ct1MIZBCI°?iESSiu::IiT\c:.itil'LiZa'

S in relation to the phenomenon of anti-gay

guse ble F shows numbers
and
pon. 18 percentages of males and females who fail to respond to these questions.

[s3lE F: QUESTIONS 7 AND 11-13 - ‘
\1SSING DATA COUNTS AND PERCENTAGES FOR MALES AND FEMALES

ques. Question Content Male Female Total
&, (N=1420 n Y

—="Victimization of NNR= aoL L 6?(;) ( 2%3)
‘______acauaintance(s) ZNR= 5.6% 8.6% 6.6%
[T Fear of victimzation NNR= 79 37 116
__ ZNR= 5.6% 5.7% 5.6%

) Modified behavior to NNR= 61 32 93
avoid victimization ANR= 4,37 4,97 4,5%

13 Anticipation of NNR= 92 35 127
victimization %UR= 6.5% 5.3% 6.14%

Percentage not responding (ZNR) is the ratio of the number
not responding (NNR) to the number of survey participants
(N), multiplied by 100.

There are no significant sex by city interactions in failure to respond to ,guestions 7 and 11-13, all
{*'s(7)¢<11.8l, N.5. Questions 11-13 als% shov no significant sex differences, all X“'s[1]<1.00, N.S., but question
7 does show a significant difference, X°[1]=6.27,p <0.025. A somewhat higher percentage of females fail to respond

to question 7. -

y in rates of missing data, all x2's(7)>20.09, all p's<0.0l.
y higher rate than individuals in other
who did not respond to questions
These rates are based on sample

sll four questions show significant differences by cit
Those surveyed in Boston fail to respond to these questions at a consistentl
cities. The numbers of those surveyed in Boston and in all other cities combined
7 and 11-13 are tabled below along with the corresponding missing data rates.
sizes of 176 for Boston and 1,898 for all other cities combined.

TABLE G: QUESTIONS 7 and 11-13 -
MISSING DATA COUNTS AND PERCENTAGES FOR BOSTON AND

FOR REMAINING CITIES COMBINED

Ques, Question Content Boston Remaining
No. Cities
(N=176) (N=1898)
7 Victimization of NNR= 25 111
acquaintance(s) TNR=  14.2% 5.8%
11 Fear of NNR= 20 96
victimization INR=  11.4% 5.0%
12 Modified behavior to NNR= 19 74
avoid victimization ANR=  10.8% 3.95%
13 Anticipation of NNR= 24 103
victimization INR=  13.6% 5.4%

Percentage not responding (ZNR) is the ratio of the number
not responding (NNR) to the number of survey participants

(N), multiplied by 100.
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The

vic
; exP
ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES tividuals vho did su¢
f individuals who did res
While patterns of missing data were considered above, weé now ex:’_”i“:x:::n‘zzizn? ==L respond o In
questions. Again, sex and city differences are considered in thls r;:
Tables show results for males, females, and both sexes combined. Bec.au.:e ﬂiee srae";Pp];:\siss.mo:leEEZight;ST;ht;ds male, (c:he
percentages calculated for total responses would be unduly biased .towar mr.ahe eneral population or in dicfofgnl.zes
that gay males and lesbians are not necessarily equally represented j:“h n Be ) mumhesship of lsth A erin The
geographic locations, it was our initial intention to obtain a sample wit a:ablqes to indicate victimization g6 210
have therefore added an average percentage (Avg.kY) column to all pertinent O e incluied L tJ.cm fateg o
in a sample with equal male and female representation. Both sets .of percenri)ag % on actual, rather th ext where Ces
appropriate., It should be noted, however, that statistical comparisons are ase ’ an average
percentages. In
; = ic
As before, questions 1-4 and 6 are considered together, These questions pertain io avntt:lh gufaey;/tisbian harassmen ::;;
threats of violence and specific violent behaviors (objects thrown, punching, “:Iacd'svi;uals wr]:e :n,swetc.). Parc res|
of these questions asks whecther respondents ever experienced such victimization. ; N th victimizat?rEd attirmg.
tively are then asked to indicate in Part B of these gquestions how frequencly the 108 Oceurred In !
("once/more than once/many times'). vic
Table H shows the numbers of males and females who answer Part A of questions 1-4 and 6, along with the numbers ang :essl
percentages of males and females who respond affirmatively to these questions. Ese‘
TABLE H: QUESTIONS 1-4 AND & (PART 4A) - The
AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSE COUNTS AND PERCENTAGES FOR MALES AND FEMALES vic
Ques. Question Content Male Female Total Avg.% spo
No. NY/NR NY/NR NY/NR Y g
7Y Y Al res
1 Verbal harassment 1278/1417  504/650  1782/2067 the
90.27 77.5% 86.27% 83.8%
2 Threats of violence 688/1408  222/649 910/2057 We 1
: 48.9% 34.27% 44,27 41.5% exp!
3A Objects thrown 458/1408 1047647 — 562/2055 -
32.52 16.1% 27.3% 24.3% the
3B Followed or chased 515/1395  194/636  709/2031 L
36.92 30.5% 34,92  33.7% e
3C Spit at 198/1388 84/640 28272028 que:
14,32 13.1% 13.9% _ 13.7% Lo
3D “Punched, hit, kicked 332/1395 58/636 390/2031
or beaten 23.8% 9.1% 19.27 16.4%
3E Assaulted with weapon 158/1389 32/642 190/2031 TAE
11.4% 5.0% 9,3% 8.2% cot
3F Vandalism or arson 282/1385 63/645 375/2030
20.4% 14,47 18.5% 17 .47 Que
A Sexual harassment 399/1400  232/644 631/2044 Ne
cr assault 28.5% 36.0% 30.52 32,2%
6 Police harassment 310/1328 80/600 390/1928
23.3% 13.32 20.2% 18.3%

Percentage of Yes responses (ZY) is the ratio of the number of Yes
responses (NY) to’'the number of survey participants responding to
the question (NR), multiplied by 100,

Average percent of Yes responses (Avg. ZY) is the average of male
and female %Y. It represents the-level of victimization that
would be reported in this sample if it had equal male and female
membership.

IE Part A of all questions but 3c and 4 males report consi
g2

L stently high o 5 all
§[1]>7.90, all p's<0.0005. Question 3c (spit at) shows no si:ni;:g.ceazr.\trasiexsd‘:)‘.ffzcvei:::::za; ??];%agafemales,
L 5 .48,

tion 4 (sexual harassment or assault) does show a significant sex differ

this case females show greater levels of victimization, ence; X ”'“'70-' p<0.001;

In Part A of all questions but 3f there are no significant sex

: 3 ; by city int i | 11.58, N>
Question 3f (vandalism or arson) shows a marginally signific eractions, all X°'s[7]<11.09, "o
Dallas and Boston females report lower rates of vandaligsm or :::o:e:h:: ;:-;a)’lein::l;ac:dio:, lé[ 7t]h'1r2':isr_'f';:o'l

spondents in othe 1
n than other male respondents, Only 1.B%
ondents claim to have been victims of Vvan

Denver and St. Louis males report higher rates of such victimizari
55 Dallas female respondents and 3.82 of the 52 Boston female :eslo
or arson, as compared to 16.7% of the 53 female responde ?

39 e e

N.5. Ques-
howeVver; in

an
of the
dalis?

[ of of of of of o of of o

nts in th i ms . ; e
respondents and 33.1% of the 124 D.en-ver male respondents repor: sr:::m;ng Ci»nesE 40.7% of the 27 St. Loui® fn:he };el
1,234 male respondents in the remaining cities, victimization, as compared to 18.62 0 e

' Te:
City differences are not 'significanr. for Part A of question is 2
marginally significant city difference in Part A of quEStio: ?ﬂ.x?[%?r 4, all 32'3[7]<11.65, N.S. '1‘hez':sx:re Kin
statistically signtficant In Part A of the remaining questions, ajy x2s: 5.20-10, and cicy difference® ., an,
differences do not follow a consistent pattern. £ 1 s(7]>18.78, all p's<0.0l. These be
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rhe narginal city effect found in question 1 (verbal harassment) is characterized by 3 somewhat Ioverh::t:hgy
vicimization among Dallas participants. OF the 316 Dallas respondents, - 82.3% (Avg- 72.32).rep0_f5_ts report
experie“‘eq ver.bal harassment, vhile 86.9Z (Avg. 85.0%) of the 1,751 respondents in the remaining citie
such vyictimization. o 2

A o atq n
[n question 2 (threats of violence), Boston respondents report significantly lower levels of “c;m;.zaczzrrl—i::az
respondents in the rem.aming cities; only 34.3% (Avg. 32.6%) of the 172 Boston participaﬂts who ansver quden:s in
claim that they experienced threats of violence, in comparison te 45.2% (Avg. 42.3%) of the 1,885 respon
the seven other cities.
he city effect found in question 3b (followed or chased) involves 2 significantly lower rate of "i‘“fg“ffgizg
anong Dallas participants. Only 20.3T (Avg. 14.5%) of the 306 Dallas respondents indicate that they weré h?e 1725
or chased by "straight” people because of their sexual orientation, as compared to 37.5% (Avg. 36.3%) of cthe &
respondents in the remaining cities.
sually high rate of
im that they

In question 3d (punChed. hit, kicked or beaten), the city effect is constituced by an unu
¢ the 1,866

victimzacion in Denver; 30,92 (Avg.25.42) of the 165 Denver participants who ansver the question gi)ﬂo
sere punched, hit, kicked or beaten because of their sexual oriencation, while only 18.2% (Avg. 13.

respondents in the seven other cities report such attacks.

In response to question 3e (assault with veapons), Seattle participants indicate significantly 1013258 fsae":nstzi
victimization, while Denver participants report much higher rates. Only 5.9% (Avg. 5.82) of the g il
respondents claim that they were assaulted by individuals with weapons, while 15.2% (Avg. 13.2%) 'of the :hat
cespondents report such attacks. In the six other cities, 5.7% (Avg. 8.21) of the 1,4b4 quescionees STATE

they were attacked by individuals with weapons.

zed by unusually low rates of

icy effect in question 6 (police harassment, threats of violence) is characteri .
The city q (p ) Dallas and St. Louis re-

vicrimization among New York and Seattle respondents and unusually high rates among
spondencs. Only 11.6% (Avg. 11.3%) of the 439 New York respondents and 15.2 (Avg. 16.5%) of the ""0; Sgai‘;lz
respondents state that they experienced police abuse, in comparison to 32.0% (Avg. 29,4%) of the 281 ;_ af
responcents and 32.3% (Avg. 19.2%) of the 31 St. Louls respondents. In the remaining cities 23.1% (Avg. 20.3%) o
the 775 respondents report such victimization. .

e now turn to Part B of question 1-4 and 6. Respondents who indicate in Part A of these questions that they
experienced particular types of anti-gay/lesbian victimization are asked in Part B to specif)_f the f;_-quency with
whica it occurred ("once/more than once/many times"). In most of these questions, fow indinduals" indicate that
they were victimized "many times." Consequently, the categories "more than once" and "many times’ areé ;ombmed
here in order to allow for statistical analysis of the data. In these analyses we contrast those victimized once
with zhose victimized multiple times. Table I shows the numbers of males and females who respond to Part_B qf
questions 1-4 and 6, along with the numbers and percentages of males and females who indicate that they were vicCl-

mzed multiple times.

T4BLE I; QUESTIONS 1-4 AND 6 (PART B) -

COUNTS AND PERCENTAGES OF MULTIPLE VICTIMIZATIONS FOR MALES AND FEMALES
Ques. Question content Male Female Total Avg .2
No. NY/NR NY/NR NY/NR Y

Y Y b4

i Verbal harassment 1158/1241  439/495 1597/1736
93,3% 88.7% 92.0% 91.0%

2 Threats of violence 4647 663 131/213 595/ 876
70.0% 61.5% 67.9% 65.7%

34 Objects thrown 235/ 419 49/ 99 284/ 518
_ 56.17% 49, 5% 54.8% 52.8%

38 Followed or chased 235/ 412 95/165 330/ 577
. 57.0% 57.6% 57.27% 57.3%

i€ Spit at 84/ 171 31/ 71 1157 242
_ 49.12 L3.7%___47.5% 46,47

30 Puncned, hit, kicked 139/ 297 25/ 33 164/ 350
or peaten 46.82 47.27% 46.8% 47,02

32 Assaulted with weapon 45/ 150 12/ 28 57/ 178
30.0% 42.8% 32.0% 36,47

3F  Vandalism or arson 124/ 254 42/ 82 166/ 336
48,82 51.2% 49,47 50.0%

4 Sexual harassment 241/ 350 151/205 392/ 555
or assault 68.9% 73.6% 70.6% 71.3%

-6 Police harassment 127/ 298 35/ 78 162/ 376
42,67 44,92 43,17 43.7%

Percentage of Yes responses (AY) is the ratio of the number of
Tes responses (NY) to the number of eligible survey participants
responding to the question (NR), multiplied by 100.

Average percent of Yes responses (Avg. ZY) is the average of male
an female %Y. It represents the level of victimization that would
e reported in this sample if it had equal male and female membership.

25



Borrower: WTU

Lending String: CSL,*GZM,UIU Location: Memorial Library -
© Patron: Memocrial Regular Shelving
o ; : o Call #: HQ76.3 U5 A57 1984
- M~ Title: Anti-gay/lesbian victimization : a
; O Q study by the National Gay Task Force in Request Date: 20170619 ﬂ
| 2 _ cooperation with gay and lesbian MaxCost: 35.00IFM = oy
'g ; organlzatlon§ in eight U.S. cities. Billing Category: 2 2
- Author: National Gay Task Force. . b P
= c Shipping Address: o
T o9 OCLC Number: 12792691 Olin Library/ILL ©5 2
c .2 . L
; 53 ILL #/ Wiscat # - 179119891 \é\é%%h'anton gnl\((e;s'ti % o
c | orest Park Parkway, =
— = VAT AT 0 Campus Box 1061 y 533
6 o i St. Louis, Missouri 63130 =
- = g United States =1L %
4 oh Borrowing Notes: Billing Notes: w
14 o) [FM Preferred 3
= & o=
= —
w =
X 9 =
N~

Please Return All Loans to UW-Madison / 728 State Street / Room B106F / Madison, WI 53706




