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FOREWORD

Many Alaskans believe that there is no real discrimination in Alaska. This
compelling report on sexual orientation bias and its poignant case histories will con-
vince the reader of the reality of discrimination against Alaskans because of sexual
orientation.

Whether discrimination is intentional or whether it is motivated by ignorance,
the victim still suffers as aresult. Certainly, livingwith the threat ofharassment and
violence, the impending loss of employment or housing, and potential shunning sets
the boundaries of freedom for gays and lesbians in Alaskan society today.

As Alaskans, we must become educated about sexual orientation discrimination
and about the gay and lesbian experience of Alaskan life. We must become informed
about sexual orientation bias against our neighbors, our friends, our families, our-
selves.

This report, then becomes our challenge; forif we believe that ourvision of Alaska
is marred when discrimination exists, we must commit ourselves to eliminating

sexual orientation discrimination.

Both as a society and as individuals, we must change our minds and our hearts;
we must change our laws to protect Alaskans from discrimination because of sexual
orientation.

Janet L. Bradley

FOrRMER ExECUTIVE DIRECTOR
ALASKA STATE COMMISSION FOR HUMAN RIGHTS
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INTRODUCTION

Identity Reports is a direct outgrowth of Identity’s statewide study One in Ten: A Profile of Alaska’s Lesbian and Gay
Community (1986). One in Ten explored a wide variety of concerns to the gay and lesbian community, including
experience of discrimination, physical and emotional health status, chemical dependency issues, personal demo-
graphics, family and religious background, political involvement and a general needs assessment. One in Ten
proved valuable as a population profile, but its data were insufficient to analyze the dynamics of sexual orientation
bias and discrimination. Consequently, Identity’s Board of Directors decided to conduct a second, more focused
research effort to examine sexual orientation bias in Alaska.

Identity Reports is the result of that decision. Consisting of three different reports, Identity Reports answers some of
the questions One in Ten could not: Who are the victims of sexual orientation bias in Alaska, and what are their
stories? How do victims’ sexual orientation become known to their victimizers, so that discrimination, violence,
or harassment result? Do nongay Alaskans experience discrimination because they are falsely assumed to be gay?
What effect does sexual orientation bias have on the victims? Why do some people discriminate against gay and
lesbian people while others do not? The answers to these questions make Identity Reports rewarding, if lengthy,
reading. For those who desire a short summary of the report, please turn to the section called, “Overview of the
Report.” Foranotherinformative exploration, turn to Appendix A, B, or C and read the comments from the survey
participants. However you read Identity Reports, these three reports act as a comprehensive review of the complex
issues surrounding sexual orientation bias and discrimination in Alaska.

NOTES ON LANGUAGE USAGE

Several terms used in this report may not be familiar to all readers. “Coming out” refers to the self-recognition and
acceptanceof one’s sexual orientation oridentity aslesbianor gay. Itisalso used to describe the process of disclosing
one’s sexual orientation to another person—for instance, to “come out” to one’s parents. To be “out to someone”
means the other person is aware of one’s sexual orientation. To be “closeted” means one chooses not to let others
know aboutone’s sexual orientation. To “come outof the closet” is the same as coming out. The term “Holy Union”
refers to a religious ceremony in which a relationship between two people of the same sex is celebrated, but is not
recognized by law.
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whose financial generosity made this whole project possible; former Anchorage Mayor Tony Knowles for his
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contributing toward printing additional copies of this report.
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OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

BACKGROUND

Identity Reports: Sexual Orientation Bias in Alaska is the research complement to the profile of the gay and lesbian
community in Alaska called Onein Ten (Identity, 1986). Identity Reports was designed to explore issues of sexual
orientation bias that Onein Tendid notaddress. Fromearly 1987 through the spring of 1988, researchers gathered
information from surveys, public records, and personal interviews in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and other
communities in Alaska. This information is the source for the three papers which make up Identity Reports.

The first paper, Coming Out: Issues Surrounding Disclosure of Sexual Orientation, is largely based upon review of
Onein Ten and a study conducted by researchers at the University of Chicago. It discusses some of the factors
influencing individual choices about coming out (or disclosing one’s sexual orientation) to others, as well as the
possible consequences of these choices — particularly in relation to discrimination and mental health.

The second paper, Closed Doors: Sexual Orientation Bias in the Anchorage Housing and Employment Markets, reviews
the first published findings from two questionnaires designed to assess attitudes of a random sampling of 191
Anchorage employers and 178 landlords toward homosexual employees and tenants. The paper also explores
the association between personal acquaintance with homosexuals and attitudes towards them.

The third, Prima Facie: Documented Cases of Sexual Orientation Bias in Alaska presents a chronicle of 84 incidents
of sexual orientation bias collected through personal interviews and written accounts from newspapers, court
records, and private files. These case histories, ranging from verbal abuse to employment and housing
discrimination to assault and murder, speak to the personal consequences of sexual orientation bias in Alaska.

MAJOR FINDINGS OF THE REPORT

Coming Out (Statewide report)

- Onthe average, gay and lesbian Alaskans first recognize their sexual orientation at the age of 12.5 years, but do

notdisclose their sexual orientation to others until they are 20.1 years old, a difference of nearly eight years. Even
in adulthood, only about half of their parents are told, and only two-thirds of their sisters and brothers. Co-
workers, employers and supervisors, and neighbors are even less likely to be told.

Lesbians and gay men are frequently unwilling to come out to others because they fear discrimination or other
sanctions. Fifty-three percent feel their communities are unsafe to live in openly as gay men or lesbians; 23% feel
that they would be fired or laid off if their employers or supervisors learned of their sexual orientation.

- Gay men and lesbians who are more out tend to experience discrimination more readily than those who are

closeted, and are more likely to settle for low-paying, low-status jobs where their sexual orientation will not
present an issue. Seventy-one percent of lesbian and gay Alaskans have experienced one or more forms of
discrimination, harassment, or violence because of their sexual orientation whileliving in Alaska. Sanctionsdue
to sexual orientation bias may come family members as well as non-family members. Gay and lesbian youth,
or youth perceived to be gay orlesbian, may also be at risk for verbal abuse, threats, and violence in their schools.

Highly closeted gay men and lesbians are more likely to enjoy the benefits of high-paying, high-status jobs than
are openly gay or lesbian individuals, but they also experience more problems with alienation, depression, low
self-esteem, and conflicts about their sexual orientation.

Stress caused by the experience of discrimination or other sanctions, or fear of these sanctions, may lead to
negative coping styles such as abuse of alcohol or other drugs. Thirty-five percent of lesbian and gay Alaskans
areatrisk for problem drinking. Fear of sanctions may actasan obstacle for lesbians and gay men who seek help
from mental health providers or self-help groups.

Sixty-four percentof gay and lesbian Alaskans believe that, “Equal rights and opportunities for lesbians and gay
men can only be achieved when we ‘come out of the closet” in greater numbers.” Fifty-one percent see advocacy
foralesbian/gay equal rightsbill as the service from which they would mostbenefitas gay and lesbian Alaskans.



Closed Doors (Anchorage report)

. Thirty-seven percent of Alaska’s gay and lesbian population has experienced employment or housing discrimi-
nation while living in Alaska.

. Thirty-one percent of Anchorage employers would either not hire, promote or would fire someone they had
reason to believe was homosexual in their employ. Twenty percent of Anchorage landlords would either not
rent to or would evict someone they had reason to believe was homosexual.

. Twenty-three percent of employers stated that their company has a written policy of non-discrimination
including sexual orientation and 8% said they have homosexual employees. Eight percent of landlords stated
that they have a written policy of non-discrimination including sexual orientation and 18% said they currently
have homosexual tenants.

. Forty-two percent of employers have a friend or family member who is gay or lesbian while 39% of landlords
have a friend or family member who is gay or lesbian.

. Among those employers who did not have a friend or family member who was homosexual, 57% would not hire
someone they thought to be homosexual, while fewer than one in seven (14%) of the employers who had
homosexual friends or family members would not hire someone they thought to be homosexual. Among those
landlords who did not have a friend or family member who was homosexual, 34% would not rent to someone
they thought to be homosexual, while fewer than one in ten (9%) of the landlords who had homosexual friends
or family members would not rent to someone they thought to be homosexual.

. Forty-three percent of both employers and landlords support an ordinance to protect homosexuals from
discrimination in Anchorage (57% of both employers and landlords oppose this ordinance).

. Sixty-four percent of the employers and landlords who know lesbians or gay men personally support an
ordinance prohibiting sexual orientation discrimination. In contrast, only 29% of the employers and landlords
who do not know lesbians or gay men personally support such an ordinance.

Prima Facie (Statewide report)

. Eighty-four actual incidents of antigay bias, discrimination, harassment, or violence were recorded involving
30 men and 21 women in the Municipality of Anchorage, the City and Borough of Juneau, the Fairbanks North
Star Borough, and in 10 other locales in Alaska. Incidents ranged from simple bias to discrimination in housing,
employment, publicaccommodations, or other discrimination, to violation of fundamental constitutional rights,
to verbal abuse, harassment, or threats, to assault, sexual assault, or murder.

. The victims of sexual orientation bias were predominantly lesbians or gay men, but heterosexuals who were
wrongly assumed to be lesbian or gay were also victimized. Respondents generally experienced antigay bias
because of an agent of bias’ knowledge or assumptions about their sexual orientation or because of the
respondent’s association with a lesbian/gay-related organization, activity, or issue, rather than for any other
reason. However, agents of bias were sometimes reluctant to name sexual orientation as their reason for acting
against respondents, despite the lack of legal protection against sexual orientation discrimination in Alaska.

. Discrimination was most likely to originate with agencies, institutions, or businesses, etc., while harassmentand
violence was most likely to originate with individuals acting alone or in concert with other individuals.

. Although it has been widely documented that antigay harassment, violence, and discrimination have increased
in recent years in the U.S., at least partly due to “AIDS backlash,” only one case of AIDS-related bias was
presented. Nonetheless, the potential that AIDS will serve as an “excuse” or “permission” to discriminate
against, harass, or commit violence against gay and lesbian Alaskans is quite real.

CONCLUSION

This report and its predecessor, One in Ten, document the existence of statewide bias and discrimination against
gay menand lesbians living in Alaska. Knowing this bias exists, many gay and lesbian Alaskans attempt to hide
their orientation from others in order to protect themselves from discrimination, violence, or harassment. This
practice of hiding results in what could be called homosexual anonymity— an “invisibility” that cannot assure
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protection for lesbians and gay men because victims of sexual orientation bias are just as often those who are
assumed to be homosexual as those who are known to be homosexual. The result is inescapable: There will be
victims of sexual orientation discrimination as long as such discrimination is tolerated in our society. Our choice
is to allow it to continue— or to resolve to end it.

In 1966 an Anchorage housing discrimination survey was prepared for the Alaska State Commission for Human
Rights. That survey found that55% of Anchorage landlords would not then rent to blacks or natives. The public
reaction was strong and effective—within several months, the Anchorage Human Relations Commission was
created to monitor and confront discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, and ancestry.
In 1989, Identity Reports’ finding of discrimination against gay men and lesbians is no less compelling, and laws
to protect gay and lesbian citizens from intentional acts of discrimination are equally justified. The question
facing Alaskans now is whether de facto discrimination against our lesbian and gay neighbors should be ignored
or prohibited by our laws. How Alaskans choose to answer this question will affect lesbian and gay Alaskans
for years to come.



COMING OUT

[SSUES SURROUNDING DISCLOSURE OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION

MELISSA S. GREEN

Summary. This report takes a theoretical look at the universal lesbian/gay experience of coming out, and the effects decisions
about coming out to others may have on the lives of gay men and lesbians. Individuals who are open about their sexual
orientation aremore likely to experience negative sanctions from both family members and non-family members thanare highly-
closeted individuals; more closeted individuals, however, are more likely to suffer from alienation, depression, low self-esteem,
and conflicts about their sexual orientation. Sanctions due to sexual orientation bias, or fear of such sanctions, may result in
negative coping styles, including an increased risk for problem drinking and drug abuse.
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COMING OUT

[SSUES SURROUNDING DISCLOSURE OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION

MELISSA S. GREEN

A Demographic Overview of One in Ten Respondents

Identity’s 1985 study One in Ten surveyed 734 lesbian, gay, and bisexual Alaskans. In our' preliminary report
of findings, Onein Ten, we provided an overview of the gay, lesbian, and bisexual population of Alaska in relation
to a wide variety of issues, including relationships, parenthood, religion, health, coming out, discrimination,
politics, leisure, needs, and attitudes.

Over half (56%) of Onein Ten's respondents were women; the remaining 44% were, of course, men. They ranged
in age from 14 to 66 years old. They tended to be well-educated, gainfully employed individuals with long-term
residence in Alaska (average residency 9.8 years). They worked in a wide variety of occupations in professional,
managerial, technical, industrial, and service fields. They came from all over the state, with most being from the
Anchorage, Fairbanks, or Juneau areas. They enjoyed outdoor activities, listening to musical recordings or to the
radio, watching television or videos, reading, writing, gardening, repairing or building things, spending time with
friends.

Inshort, Onein Ten’srespondents are not unlike most other Alaskans in the types of careers they pursue, leisure
activities they enjoy, educational and income levels they have achieved, places they live. Like Alaska’s population
as a whole, they are a diverse community.

Diverse as they are, one thing that all Alaska’s lesbians and gay men have in common, aside from sexual
orientation itself, is the experience of coming out, that is, of recognizing their sexual orientation and accepting it as
part of their identities, and of possibly making their sexual orientation known to other people. Coming out ranks
asa central experience in the lives of many, if not most, gay men’s and lesbians’ lives. But why is it so central? Who
do lesbians and gays come out to, and why? And, equally important, why not? What are the consequences of
coming out or, conversely, of “staying in the closet?”

The Experience of Coming Out
Coming out is not so much a single experience as it is a continuous experience. Karla Jay writes,

[The coming-out process] will never end, for | live in a heterosexist world where the presumption is that I'm straight, so that
every time | meet a new person (and that's quite often), | have to recommence that coming-out process. (Jay, 1978: p. 28)

A. Elfin Moses and Robert O. Hawkins expand on this:

Coming out of the closet, that is, identifying or labeling oneself as gay, is one of the most difficult and potentially traumatic
experiences a gay person undertakes. Formany gays, itis a long process from the first awareness of being different to self-
labeling, and from there to letting others know of one’s sexual orientation. A lot of gay people's energy goes into deciding
where, when, how, and whom to tell about being gay and in worrying about the possible consequences of being “out” to
significant others. (Moses and Hawkins, 1982: p. 42)

The “significant others” lesbians and gay men must make coming-out decisions about include virtually every
person with whom they have some sort of relationship or significant contact—parents, sisters and brothers, and
other relatives, friends (both gay and nongay), co-workers, employers and supervisors, landlords, neighbors,
clergymen, medical or mental health providers, employees of businesses or services they patronize, etc. For each
of these people, the gay or lesbian individual must weigh the significance of the relationship and what the
consequences of coming out to that person might be. Depending upon the significance of the rclationship, and the
potential negative consequences of coming out, decisions about whether or not to tell another are frequently
characterized by stress, guilt, and fear.

Coming Out to Family Members

One measure of the difficulty and fear experienced in coming out may be One in Ten's finding that, on the
average, Alaska’s gay men and lesbians first recognize their sexual orientation when they are 12.5 years old, but do
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FIGURE 1. Age of first awareness of sexual orientation and age of first
disclosure of sexual orientation to another person by “One in Ten”
respondents.
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Based upon raw data from the study “One in Ten.” Each line shows the percentage of respondents
who “came out” at each age; for example, 10% of the respondents first became aware of their
sexual orienlation at the age of 12 years. Each line as a whole represents 100% of the respondents
to each question,

notcomeout toanother persontill theyare
about 20 years old— nearly 8 years later.
(See Figure 1.)

This finding indicates that the most
significantothers in young homosexually-
oriented persons’ lives — their mothers
and fathers—are more often than not en-
tirely ignorant of a fundamental compo-
nent of their children’s make-up. Evenin
adulthood, only 42% of gay/lesbian chil-
drencome out to their fathers, 58 % to their
mothers. Of the parents who know their
child’s sexual orientation, 22% of the fa-
thers and 17% of the mothers are not ac-
cepting of their lesbian or gay children.
Siblings were both more likely to be told
(62%) and less likely to be non-accepting
(8%) than were parents. (See Figure 2.)

A majority of parentsand siblings who
know are accepting of their gay or lesbian
family members; nonetheless, fear of re-

jection or other sanctionsis likely the chief reason many lesbians and gay men do not come out to family members.
Nor are these fears necessarily groundless. Literature about gays and lesbians abounds with references to antigay
reactions by family members: belittling, rejecting, or disowning gay sons or lesbian daughters, forcing them into
therapy for a “cure” or committing them to mental institutions, etc. A 1984 study by the National Gay Task Force

(NGTF) reported:

In 1981, an Ohio family hired "deprogram-
mers” to “rescue” their daughter from lesbi-
anism. 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 sexually assaulted. Father

(National Gay Task Force, 1984: p. 1)

FIGURE 2. Percentage of family members aware and accepting of
“One in Ten” respondents’ sexual orientation.
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third of its 2,074 respondents (from eight | Motner
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Coming Out to Non-family Members
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Based upon tables on pp. 36-37 of “One in Ten” (Identity, 1986).
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Gay men and lesbians are generally assumed to be heterosexual unless they fit the common stereotypes about
homosexuals to some degree—which most do not. They will often go to great lengths to hide their sexual orien-
tation from others to protect themselves from discrimination or violence. As Fred E. Jandtand James Darsey write,

They [lesbians and gay men] do not wear their stigma on the surface, where it is inmediately obvious to all who care to
look....This ability to pass is a mixed blessing; in opposition to the rewards it provides, it creates the constant anxiety of one
who lives under a fragile construction of lies. (Jandt and Darsey, 1981: p. 14)

The experience of our respondents confirms this. One writes,

I am very closeted because | fear these troubles, so therefore they do not happen because no one ever knows my sexual
orientation. |don't go out with my partner, we don't apply for loans, etc., as acouple; we don't act as a couple in motels, stores,
etc.; we haven't done any insurance, housing, etc., as acouple, efc., etc., etc.—the reason all these [responses to discrimi-



FIGURE 3. Percentage of “Anti-Gay/Lesbian
Victimization” respondents who experienced verbal or
physical abuse from family members because of sexual
orientation.
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Based upon Table | on p. 26 of “Anti-CGay/ Lesbian Victimization”
(National Gay Task Force, 1984). Approx. one-third of respondents
experienced verbal abuse from at least one family member; over
one in fifteen experienced physical abuse. A total of 2074
respondents from eight U.S. cities were surveyed,
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nation questions] say never is because we never let anyone
know our sexual orientation. It is a terrible and unfair existence.
(Respondent comment on One in Ten questionnaire)

Results from One in Ten show that Alaska’s gay men
and lesbians are not open about their sexual orientation
to many non-family members with whom they have fre-
quent contact. Of the four groups about which respon-
dents were asked—nongay friends, neighbors, co-work-
ers, and employers/supervisors—employers/supervi-
sors and neighbors are by far the least likely to be aware
of respondents’ sexual orientation (see Figure 4).

While perhaps neighbors are not made aware be-
cause they are the least significant to respondents in
terms of day-to-day life, it is highly probably that fear of
discrimination plays a most important role in decisions
not to be open to supervisors or employers. In fact, 23%
of our respondents agreed with the statement, “If my
current employer of supervisor found out about my
sexual orientation, I would be fired or laid off” (p. 42).
Roughly 6% wrote on their questionnaires comments—
some of which are included in Appendix A—to the effect
that they had not experienced discrimination because
they were so closeted, and that they were closeted be-
cause they feared discrimination.

Buteven the decision to stay in the closet—to attempt

to “pass” as heterosexual—does not automatically preclude the effects of sexual orientation bias. “Prima Facie”
(also in this volume) presents several incidents in which respondents, including some heterosexuals, experienced
bias, discrimination, harassment, or violence as a result of assumptions or rumors other people (relative strangers
as well as people known to them) made about them—assumptions and rumors over which respondents exercised

no control.

Fully 71% of One in Ten’s respondents experienced
one or more forms of discrimination or abuse in Alaska
because of their sexual orientation (see Figure 5). As
high as it is, this figure does not necessarily reflect the
total experience of antigay bias experienced by respon-
dents during their lifetimes: since the One in Ten ques-
tionnaire asked respondents to report only those inci-
dents which had taken place in Alaska, and since many
respondents had moved to Alaska from other states or
nations, any difficulties they experienced elsewhere are
not included in One in Ten's findings.

One question we could notaddress in Onein Ten was
the incidence of antigay bias directed against lesbian
and gay youth, or those youths perceived to be lesbian
or gay. Given our finding that the average age of first
awareness of homosexual or bisexual orientation is 12.5
years, and given the “Prima Facie” finding that nongay
individuals are sometimes misperceived as gay or les-
bian, it is probable that children and teenagers are also
victims of antigay bias. In fact, NGTF's 1984 study
found that 32.2% of its respondents (45.1% of males,
19.3% of females) had been “harassed, threatened with
violence, or physically assaulted in high school or junior

FIGURE 4. Knowledge of “One in Ten” respondents’
sexual orientation by non-family members.
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Based upon table on p. 38 of “One in Ten” (Identity, 1986). 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 above represent the
percentage of respondents providing each answer. Percentages in each
column total to 100%.

high school because they were perceived to be gay or lesbian” (National Gay Task Force, 1984: pp. 6, 26). The
possible implications of this finding on Alaska’s school-age children should not go unexplored.
Gay and lesbian Alaskans see a distinct relationship between coming out and the attainment of equal rights and
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protection from discrimination and other sanctions. Though 53% of One in Ten's respondents believed their
communities were unsafe to liveinopenly as gay men or lesbians (p. 42), 64 % agreed with the statement that, “Equal
rights and opportunities for lesbians and gay men can only be achieved when we ‘come out of the closet’ in greater
numbers” (p. 48). Nevertheless, personal decisions to come out are not perceived as being enough: 51% of our
respondents saw advocacy for a lesbian/gay equal rights bill as a service they would most benefit from as gay or
lesbian Alaskans, making such advocacy the top service priority by lesbians’ and gay men’s own testimony (p. 47).:

FIGURE 5. Percentage of “One in Ten” respondents experiencing violence,
harassment, and discrimination in Alaska because of sexual orientation.
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Based upon tables on pp- 39-42 of “One in Ten” (Identity, 1986). Figures for reported instances of violence, harassment, or
discrimination are based upon tables on p. 41. Some respondents reported more than one instance.

“Passing” as a Trade-Off

Thelives of gay men are not only affected, but often severely limited, by societal attitudes about homosexuality.
Notonly actual discrimination, but fear of it—or its recurrence—have important bearing upon the manner in which
gay men and lesbians conduct their lives.

One example may be found in a 1986 study of 3404 lesbians and gay men in the Chicago area by researchers at
the Department of Psychology, University of Illinois, Chicago. The Chicago researchers found an interesting
relationship between outness and socio-economic status. Lesbian and gay respondents with higher status
occupations, the researchers found, tended to be more closeted, “probably due to the pressures of homophobia in
higher status occupations.” The rescarchers raised the possibility that the question of outness may have a direct
impact on the employment choices made by many gays and lesbians:

These data may...reflect the often discussed “underemployment” syndrome in that many people who are completely out may
reconcile themselves to jobs that, while having relatively low prestige and poorly paying, nevertheless do not require them
to concealtheir sexualorientation. Thus, there is some evidence here that socio-economic status and beingout arein conflict.
(McKirnan and Peterson, 1986: p. 4)

This finding may help explain a curious aspect of One in Ten's findings on outness to the non-family members
about which we asked. Though employers and supervisors were, with neighbors, the least likely to be aware of
respondents’ sexual orientation, they were also among the most likely to be aware (see Figure 4). 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 superiors knew, but it is possible that some of them were unwilling to
live in the “fragile construction of lies” of which Jandt and Darsey speak, and made conscious decisions to be open
about their sexual orientation in the workplace. If so, it would be interesting to know if this choice had any bearing
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upon they types of jobs these respondents sought or held.
The Chicago researchers discovered another important association related to socio-economic status and
outness:

In the attitude section of the questionnaire people were asked about the degree of stress or conflict they felt from work, family
or friends, or within themselves over being gay or lesbian. For each of these measures being more closeted was associated
with more stress or conflict over sexual orientation. (McKirnan and Peterson, 1986 pp. 3-4)

Closetedness was also associated with alienation (i.e., “a sense of isolation or distance from other people”),
depression, and low self-esteem (McKirnan and Peterson, 1987a: p. 2). Hence, individuals with higher socio-
economic status, who were more likely to be closeted, also were more likely to experience internal conflict and
emotional/psychological difficulties than were other gay men and lesbians.

Choices about disclosure of one’s sexual orientation thus represent a trade-off. Gay or lesbian individuals who
choose to be open about their sexual orientation are more likely to experience discrimination and other sanctions
thancloseted individuals,and are more likely to settle for low-paying, low-status jobs where their sexual orientation
will present less of an issue; more closeted individuals, however, are more likely to enjoy the benefits of high-
income, high-status jobs, but at the cost of low self-esteem, depression, and internal conflict about their sexual
orientation.

The Chicago researchers are careful to point out that such internal conflict “may cause people to be less out, or
being more closeted may itself cause conflict” (McKirnan and Peterson, 1987a: p.2). But whatever the cause and
effect relationship may be,

Conflict over sexual orientation is obviously important, both because it may lead to other problems such as alcohol or drug
abuse, and because researchers and clinicians have traditionally argued that many gays and lesbians experience such
conflicts. (McKirnan and Peterson, 1987a: p.1)

Social Outlets and Coping

If, because of fear of discrimination or other sanctions, they are unable to be out around nongays, then the only
places where gay men and lesbians can relax and be themselves is in the company of other gays and lesbians. In
many communities, the chief social outlet for lesbians and gays is the gay bar. A 1975 report on alcoholism in Los
Angeles’ gay community observes:

It seems that bars are not only built into the basic social fabric of the gay community, but also have been institutionalized into
community centers with drinking as a basic activity. For gay people, bars are vital socializing centers, fulfilling functions that
are relegated to a wide range of non-alcohol-centered institutions for heterosexuals. Further, in most gay communities, gay
bars are the only places with a guaranteed "gay” environment, and the only places where gay men and women can relax.
(Fifield, DeCrescenzo, and Latham, 1975)

The Los Angeles report found that about 32% of L.A.’s lesbians and gays were at risk for problem-drinking or
alcoholism. While the report did not blame the problem of gay/lesbian alcoholism on the bars themselves, it did
find a clear relationship between alcoholism and the lack of alternative places to socialize. According to the report:

Current bar users spend an average of 80% of their gay social activities time in bars and parties where alcohol is served.
Recovered alcoholics, prior to treatment, averaged 76% of their time at bars and parties.... (Fifield, DeCrescenzo, and Latham,
1975)

Obviously, thelesbian/gay community in Alaskais notidentical to thatof Los Angeles. YetOnein Ten's findings
show many striking parallels with the L.A. report’s. Despite the fact that most Alaskan communities do not have
gay/lesbian bars?, gay/lesbian bars ranked second only to private parties (at which alcohol may or may not be
served) as the places respondents most often met other lesbians or gay men (p. 44).

One in Ten also found that lesbian and gay Alaskans are at about the same risk for problem drinking or
alcoholism as are their counterparts in Los Angeles. We asked our respondents if their use of alcohol had ever
resulted incertain effects: chargesof DWI, promises made to themselves not to drink so much, someone telling them
they drink too much, physical health problems, depression, interference with significant relationships, or blackouts.
35% of One in Ten’s respondents had experienced 3 or more of these effects as a result of their drinking. According
to alcoholism professionals we consulted, experience of 2 or 3 of these effects of drinking indicate that the subject
is at risk as a problem drinker or alcoholic.

The University of [llinois, Chicago, study clarifies some of these issues. The Chicago researchers found that the
overall frequency of alcohol use among lesbians and gays is virtually identical to simple alcohol use in the general
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population. However, a significantly higher proportion of gays and lesbians experienced problems from drinking
than did nongays—about 26% as compared to 16% of the general population (of which about 5 to 7% are actual
alcoholics) (McKirnan and Peterson, 1986: p. 5).

In their discussion of “coping resources,” the Chicago researchers found that frequenting gay bars did notinand
ofitselflead torisk for problem drinking; rather, risk came about when an individual used gay bars exclusive of other
coping resources. In other words, a gay or lesbian individual who had no social outlets (friends and confidants,
clubs and organizations, etc.) other than bars were more likely to have problems (McKirnan and Peterson, 1987b: p. 2).

The Chicago researchers also found that individuals who responded to stress by going to bars to be with
strangers (as opposed to going to bars to meetand socialize with friends) were more likely to have problems of self-
esteem and depression. According to the resecarchers:

Bar/stranger coping style is more common for those of lower socio-economic status, but surprisingly is unrelated to peoples’
ages or how “out” they are...Men who feel any of the different forms of discrimination we measured — particularly “personal”
discrimination such as verbal abuse or assault—are more likely to use this bar/stranger coping style, although there were
no such correlations for women. This consistent relationship between discrimination and bar/stranger coping styles may
point up an important consequence of discrimination that should be explored further. (McKirnan and Peterson, 1987b: p. 4)

Likewise, gay men (but not lesbians), who use alcohol and drugs as a means to cope with stress are more likely
to be people who have experienced discrimination. In general, about 36% of gays and lesbians, regardless of their
socio-economic status or number of friends or confidants, sometimes or often respond to stress by taking drugs or
drinking (McKirnan and Peterson, 1987b: p. 4).

Itis difficult to ascertain how strong a role antigay bias plays in affecting a lesbian’s or gay man’s self-image or
self-esteem, or how strong arole bias or self-esteem play in establishing risk for problem drinking or other unhealthy
coping mechanisms. Nonetheless, the evidence provided by the Los Angeles and Chicago studies — particularly
the association between discrimination against gay men and negative coping styles—clearly suggests that a
relationship exists.

Results from other questions put to Onein Ten respondents about drinking behavior seem to confirm thatalcohol
is a problem among many of Alaska’s gays and lesbians. Furthermore, we found that over two-thirds of our
respondents used some type of drug at least once a month, and that42% at least occasionally used drugs other than
marijuana and bottled nitrites, or “poppers” (p. 34). There is some recognition of these problems in the gay/lesbian
community. As one One in Ten respondent commented,

[1] found the drug section the most difficult to be honest with — am sure most of the people | know felt the same. The alcohol
and drug abuse withinthe community is the most prevalent problem we face. Scares and saddens me. (Respondentcomment
on One in Ten questionnaire)

Nearly a third of our respondents said that they preferred gay/lesbian social events that did not serve alcohol
to events that did; two thirds felt that their town needed a community facility for gay men and lesbians, perhaps
asan alternative place to meet and socialize with their peers (p. 46). Large numbers (23%) had already participated
in substance abuse treatment programs or self-help groups suchas Alcoholics Anonymous, Narcotics Anonymous,
Emotions Anonymous, or Adult Children of Alcoholics (p. 28).

Interestingly, of the programs and self-help groups in which respondents participated, 38% were not made
aware of respondents’ sexual orientation (p. 29). Respondents told us thatin 30% of these cases they did notdisclose
their sexual orientation because of fear that the provider or other participants in their groups would either tell others
about themor would disapprove of them (p. 30). Such fear undermines two of the helping principles of such groups:
unqualified acceptance by the group or group members, and assurance of confidentiality or anonymity. Itisironic
that sanctions should be so feared within the therapeutic setting, which was sought in the first place to remedy
problems which may have been partially created by sanctions in the world-at- large.

A Hopeful Note

Despite the difficulties described above, most One in Ten respondents did not report having experienced either
social or psychological problems as a result of stress, even stress related to discrimination, harassment, or violence.
The Chicago study similarly found:

The results of the Social Issues Survey make it clear that while gays and lesbians experience considerable stress and, in
particular, discrimination...most people have social resources, and do not report major psychological or social problems.
Those who experience the least psychological distress have access to more resources, whether it be interpersonal networks,
recreational resources, or involvement in the gay and lesbian community....As with previous reports from the Social Issues
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Survey, we are able to report here that gays and lesbians generally look "healthy” on the different measures of resources.
{McKirnan and Peterson, 1987b: p. 6)

Extensive use of interpersonal networks of friends and (to a lesser extent) family figure largely in most gays’ and
lesbians” success in dealing with stress in their lives.

Conclusions

[tisapparent thatlesbian and gay Alaskans suffer from discrimination and other antigay sanctions. Whatisless

obvious is what effects societal prejudice against homosexuality had even when there is no overt discrimination.
This study’s intent was to provide a brief look at some of these effects and how they relate to the universal gay/
lesbian experience of choices about coming out. In short:

= Ontheaverage, lesbianand gay Alaskans first recognize their sexual orientation at the age of 12.5 years, but
do not disclose their sexual orientation to another till the age of 20.1 years.

= Seventy-one percent of gay and lesbian Alaskans have experienced one or more forms of discrimination,
harassment, or violence because of their sexual orientation while living in Alaska. Sanctions due to sexual
orientation bias may come from both family members and from non-family members, including employers,
landlords, schoolmates, services, and relative strangers.

»  Lesbians and gay men are frequently unwilling to disclose their sexual orientation to others due to fear of
sanctions.

= Gay menand lesbians who are open about their sexual orientation tend to experience sanctions more readily
than those who hide their sexual orientation, and are more likely to settle for low-paying, low-status jobs
where their sexual orientation will not present an issue. Those who hide their sexual orientation are more
likely to enjoy the benefits of high-paying, high-status jobs, butat the cost of alienation, depression, low self-
esteem, and conflicts about their sexual orientation.

= Sanctions due to sexual orientation bias, or the fear of such sanctions, cause stress which may result in
negative coping styles, including an increased risk for problem drinking and drug abuse. About35% of gay
and lesbian Alaskans are at risk for problem drinking.

= Twenty-three percent of lesbian and gay Alaskans believe they would be fired or laid off if their current
employer or supervisor learned of their sexual orientation. Fifty-three percent believe their communities are
unsafe to live in openly as gay men or lesbians. Sixty-four percent believe that, “Equal rights and
opportunities for lesbians and gay men can only be achieved when we ‘come out of the closet’ in greater
numbers.” Fifty-one percent see advocacy for a lesbian/gay equal rights bill as the service from which they
would most benefit as gay and lesbian Alaskans.

Notes:

1

The author of this report was also the primary writer for the One in Tenpreliminary report of findings. Unless otherwise noted,
page numbers in parentheses refer to page numbers in One in Ten: A Profile of Alaska's Lesbian and Gay Community
(Anchorage: Identity, Inc., 1986).

One in Ten respondents were asked, "From the following list, which 3 services do you feel you would benefit from most as
agay man or lesbian in Alaska?” Ten options were provided. Responses in order of frequency were as follows: 1) advocacy
for a lesbian/gay rights bill in Alaska (51% of the respondents gave this as one of their three service pricrities); 2) an annual
guide togay/lesbian-supportive services (46%}); 3) lesbian/gay social events, theater, concerts (40%); 4) statewide education
about lesbians/gays and their issues (36%); 5) workshops/retreats for gays/lesbians on personal growth (30%); 6) sports,
hiking, etc.forlesbians/gays (25%); 7) health consultation and examination services (22%); 8) sexual identity and relationship
counseling (16%); 9) statewide phone counseling for gay men/lesbians (13%); 10) housing/employment information for
lesbians/gays (10%).

At the time of the study, there were a total of three gay/lesbian bars in Anchorage and one in Fairbanks. At the time of this
writing, there are only two in Anchorage, and none, to the author's awareness, in any other part of Alaska.
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CLOSED DOORS

SEXUAL ORIENTATION BIAS IN THE
ANCHORAGE HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT MARKETS

JAY K. BRAUSE

Summary. This paper examines the attitudes and behaviors of 191 employers and 178 landlords in Anchorage toward gay and
lesbian employees and tenants. Data for this paper were collected using two 24-question, self-administered survey instruments
in thewinter of 1987-88. Analysis of these data shows that 31% of the employers and 20% of the landlords would discriminate
against Anchorage’s gay and lesbian population in work or rental-housing, respectively. Astrong relationship exists between
those who do not have personal association with a gay man or lesbian and those who would discriminate against gay and lesbian
residents of Anchorage. The inverse of this relationship exists among those employers and landlords who have personal
association with a gay man or lesbian. Appendices B, C, D, and E (in the back of Identity Reports) contain a full record of all
survey questions and responses, as well as a sampling of respondent comments.
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CLOSED DOORS

SEXUAL ORIENTATION BIAS IN THE
ANCHORAGE HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT MARKETS

JAY K. BRAUSE

Harris [Polls], in a [United States] survey conducted in July 1977, asked which of a number of different groups were
considered to bediscriminated against. Homosexuals headed the list. When asked whether discrimination against
the same groups should be prohibited by law, however, homosexuals appeared at the bottom of the list; in other
words, homosexuals were seen to be discriminated against more than other groups, but it was not felt necessary
to do something about it.

— Connie de Boers, University of Amsterdam

INTRODUCTION

Evidently, asituation similar to the one described by de Boers exists in Anchorage today. Inasurvey conducted
for the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission (Dusenbury, 1981), 92% of Anchorage residents supported the anti-
discrimination laws in the municipality. However, in another survey conducted at the University of Alaska
Anchorage (Holt, 1986), only 52% of the 207 Anchorage participants supported anti-discrimination protection for
the estimated 7,000 to 9,000 gay and lesbian residents of Anchorage.!

In Alaska today, there is no community which prohibits sexual orientation discrimination; yet in a statewide
survey of Alaska’s lesbian and gay population in 1985, 37%? of the respondents reported that they had experienced
employment or housing discrimination because of their sexual orientation while living in Alaska (Identity, 1986).
All together, the respondents cited at least 585 cases of such discrimination against them.

To investigate the conditions discussed in these earlier reports, research was undertaken by Identity Inc. with
the cosponsorship of the Municipality of Anchorage Equal Rights Commission to explore the attitudes of employers
and landlords in Anchorage toward homosexual employees and tenants. This report reviews the major findings
of that exploration.

BACKGROUND

At the time thisresearch was being conducted in the fall of 1987, the Anchorage area had already beenina major
recession for over a year. The impact of the recession on the subjects of this research is not known; it is, however,
important to know what those conditions were. By the fall of 1987, Anchorage population had fallen from an all-
time high 0f 248,263 in June, 1986 to roughly 220,000 (Fischer, 1988, p. 16). 1987 Alaska federal income tax revenue
had fallen 43.2% in relation to the 1986 revenue level (Schmid, 1988). Demographers with the Municipality of
Anchorage (MOA) estimated that Anchorage had lost 21,000 jobs since 1986 (1987 Anchorage Population Profile),
or almost 24% of all available jobs (U.S. Burcau of the Census, 1987).

During the same period, the housing market was doing no better. New construction starts had fallen 92% from
anindustry high of $870 million in 1983 to less than $31 million in 1987 (Fischer, p-38). Outof 91,298 housing units
in Anchorage, 14,000 were vacantinJuly, 1987 (Yoshimura, 1987). Fourth-quarter vacancy rates inmid-range priced
apartments had gone from 1.2% in 1981 to 17.2% in 1987 (Fischer, p. 27). As a result, average monthly rental prices
fell 25% to 40% during 1986-88.

METHODS

Two self-administered questionnaires were developed fora mailed survey: one for employers and the other for
landlords. The questionnaires were designed with identical questions except for issues unique to employment and
rental-housing situations. Questionsand format were taken from questionnaires of the Norman, Oklahoma Human
Rights Commission, the National Institutes of Mental Health, and the City of Tulsa Community Relations
Commission.
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The employer sample was randomly selected from a print-out of the Anchorage Telephone Utility’s (ATU)
directory of business billing accounts after excluding federal, military, coin-operated, and computer/telex tele-
phone numbers. From the remaining 10,202 business accounts, 237 employers were systematically selected and
verified. These employers were mailed their first questionnaire in early November, 1987, with a cover letter on the
stationery of the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission. In Display 1, the percentage of surveyed businesses is
compared to the actual percentage of businesses in Anchorage by standard industry codes (Alaska Department of
Labor, 1987, pp. 24-26).

Display 1. Anchorage Business Type by Percentage

Sample (Closed Doors survey)

Actual (Alaska Dept. of Labor records)

1.0 % mining & oil

1.2 % mining & oil

15.2  construction 15.1 construction
3.1 manufacturing 2.2  manufacturing
6.3 transportation, communication 5.8 transportation, communication
29.8  wholesale & retail trade 24.8  wholesale & retail trade
7.9 finance, insurance, and real estate 8.0 finance, insurance, and real estate
35.6 professional, personal, and services 411 professional, personal, and services
.5 agriculture, forestry, and fishing 1.2  agriculture, forestry, and fishing
.5 local and state government 6 local and state government

Landlords were selected by using a 1987 MOA Community Planning Department housing sample thatexcluded
trailers, condominiums, O-lot line homes, and single-family residences. Using a cluster-sampling technique to
obtain proportional samples from each arca of Anchorage, 245 apartment building locations were selected.
Landlords were located for each selected apartment building through additional records research. The first
landlord questionnaire, like itsemployer counterpart, wentouton Anchorage Equal Rights Commission stationery
inNovember, 1987. In Display 2 below, the percentage of surveyed apartments is compared to the actual percentage
of apartments in Anchorage by structure type.

Display 2. Anchorage Apartment Building Type by Percentage

Sample (Closed Doors survey)

Actual (MOA Community Planning records)

20.8% 1- 2 Unit apariments 24.2 % 1- 2 Unit apariments

27.0 3- 4 Unit apartments 27.6 3 - 4 Unit apartments
247  5-19 Unit apartments 26.2 5 - 19 Unit apartments
27.5 20+ Unit apartments 22.0 20+ Unit apartments

Both landlords and employers were sent three additional mailings, including a replacement questionnaire. In
carly January, 1988, project staff made calls to the remaining respondents who had not returned their mailed
questionnaires. By the middle of January, all respondents had been contacted. In total, 191 employers completed
their questionnaires (81% of the total sample), and 178 landlords completed their questionnaires (73% of the total
sample).

All returned questionnaires were respondent-verified by referencing code numbers on the returned surveys
and checked forinconsistencies. When this verification was finished, the code-number master sheet was destroyed.
Both surveys havea +7.5% margin of error with a 95% level of confidence that they represent the entire Anchorage
landlord or employer population. For this report, all “don’t know” responses were excluded from analysis unless
specifically mentioned in the discussion or tables.

FINDINGS

Respondent Profile

Ofthe 191 employers who participated in CLOSED DOORS, 64% were menand 36% were women. Eight percent
of the employers were racial minorities. Compared to the general Anchorage population data for ages 18 and over
(adjusted to total 100% without those under 18 years old), women and racial minorities are then under-represented
among the employers in Anchorage since women comprise 50% of the general population over 18 and racial
minorities represent 15% of the total population over 18 (MOA, 1987 Anchorage Population Profile).
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As for the 178 landlords who responded, 53% were men and 47% were women. Women are then represented
comparable to their numbers in the general Anchorage population 18 years and older. But again, racial minorities
are not represented in relation to their numbers in Anchorage—only 8% of the surveyed landlords were racial
minorities.

Theemployers were 20 to 74 yearsold, withameanage of 41 years. Their household income ranged from $10,000
to $1,000,000 per year with a mean income of $67,400. They employed 0-1,500 (mean of 25.6, median of 4) full-time
employees and had 0-200 (mean of 6, median of 2) part-time employees. The landlords were 24 to 76 years old, with
amean age of 43.6 years. Their household income ranged from $3,000 to $300,000 per year with a mean income of
$53,000. They managed 1-384 (mean of 25, median of 6) apartments and had 1-307 (mean of 20.7, median of 4.5)
apartments occupied at the time of the survey.

Nearly a quarter of the employers (23%) said their company had a written policy or regulation prohibiting
discrimination against homosexual employees, and 8% had at least one employee they were aware was homosex-
ual. Eight percent of the landlords said they had a written policy or regulation prohibiting discrimination against
homosexual tenants; about one-fifth (18%) of the landlords reported that they had homosexual tenants. Not one
of the employers said they had discriminated against a homosexual employee known to them; only one landlord
said they had.?

In the first table shown below, five attitudinal questions from the questionnairesarereviewed. Three questions
were asked only of employers and two questions were asked only of landlords. Allfive questions asked employers
orlandlordsif they would take actionagainstan employee or tenant if they had “reason to believe” thatanemployee
or tenant may be homosexual. The answers to these five questions are the central finding of this report: 27% of
employers were not willing to hire a gay men or lesbian, and 20% of landlords were not willing to rent to a gay man
or lesbian.

Table 1. Bias Toward Homosexual Employees and Tenants

Employers: Agree Disagree Don't Know

2 Would not Hire 52 27.2% 115  60.2% 24 126 %
® Would not Promote 50 26.2 126 66.0 15 7.8

¢ Would Fire 35 18.3 142 744 14 7.3
Landlords: Agree Disagree Don't Know

9 Would not Rent 35 19.8 % 131 74.0% 11 52%
® Would Evict 16 9.1 147 835 13 7.4

Note. All row percentages total 100%. a, £ (2 N=191)= 6824, p<001 b. ¢ (2, N=191)= 10115, p<001 c. « (2 N=191) = 14802, p<001 d.« 2, N=177) = 13667,
p<.001 e.x (2, N=176) = 199.57, p<.001

Grouping the statistics from Table 1 results in a comprehensive measure of the discrimination attitudes
expressed by employers and landlords: 31% of employers would either not hire, not promote, or would fire
someone they thought to be a homosexual; 20% of landlords would either not rent to or would evict someone they
thought to be homosexual.

Personal Association

The next two questions assessed how many employers and landlords have a friend or family member who is
homosexual. Of the 190 employers responding, 41.6% said they had a friend or family member who is homosexual
while 41.0% said they did not. The remaining portion (17.4%) didn’t know. Landlords had similar responses. 176
landlords answered this question, with 38.6% saying they had a homosexual friend or family member and 48.3%
saying they did not. Amuchsmaller portion (13.1%) didn’t know if they had a homosexual family member or friend.

In Table 2 below, answers of the landlords or employers who did or did not have a homosexual friend or family
member are cross-tabulated with the five questions dealing with employment or rental discrimination attitudes.
Please note that the findings in Tables 2 and 3 are associations and do not necessarily establish a causal relationship.

Of the 67 employers in Table 2 who did not know a homosexual person, 57% would not hire someone they
thought to be homosexual. Among the 73 employers who did have personal association witha homosexual person,
only 14% would not hire one. Of the 77 landlords who did not know a homosexual person, 34% would not rent
to one. Only 9% of the 66 landlords who had a homosexual friend or family member would not rent to someone
they thought to be homosexual.
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Table 2. Personal Association and Bias Toward Homosexuals

Employers: Have No Homosexual Friend Have Homosexual Friend
Agree Disagree Agree Disagree

2 Would not Hire 56.7% 43.3% (n=67) 13.7% 86.3% (n=73)

® Would not Promote 521 47.9 (n=71) 12.2 87.8 (n=74)

¢ Would Fire 40.3 59.7 (n=172) 5.4 94.6 (n=74)

Landlords: Have No Homosexual Friend Have Homosexual Friend

_ Ag;ee Disagree

Agree -[-'.lisagn;ee -

¢ Would not Rent 338% 66.2% (n=77) 90% 91.0% (n=66)
¢ Would Evict 14.9 85.1 (n=74) 6.0 94.0 (n=66)

Note. “Don’t know” responses were deleted. All row percentages total 100%. (= = the combined sample number of agree/disagree responses {or each row.)
a, z=536p<0l b 2=517,pc0l c 2=504p<01 d. 2=353 p<0l e. z=1468 p<05

Moral and Political Belief

A question dealing with moral beliefs about homosexuality elicited a strong anti-homosexual bias from many
of the surveyed employers and landlords. Among the employers, 61.1% agreed with the statement that homosexu-
ality is morally wrong; 26.3% disagreed and said it is not morally wrong, while 12.6% didn’t know. Among the
landlords in the sample, 61.3% agreed with the statement that homosexuality is morally wrong; 28.9% disagreed,
and 9.8% didn’t know.

When these responses were cross-tabulated to personal association with a homosexual person, a large shift
occurred. Ninety-three percent of the employers who did not have a homosexual friend or family member believed
homosexuality is morally wrong, while 54% of those employers who had such a friend or family member believed
homosexuality is not morally wrong. Eighty-five percent of the landlords who did not have a homosexual friend
or family member believed homosexuality is morally wrong, while 51% of the landlords who had a homosexual
friend or family member believed homosexuality is not morally wrong. The question of moral belief, although
helpful for understanding anti-homosexual bias, was not as uniformly significant as personal association and
political viewpoint when applied to other variables.

As shown by Araji & Smoke (1989), the political viewpoint of the employers and landlords proved to be an
important variable. In a 1986 survey of Anchorage residents (Holt), 29.6% of the sampled respondents said they
were political conservatives, 46.6% said they were moderates, and 23.8% said they were liberals. In this study’s
sample, 37% of the employers identified themselves as political conservatives, 50.5% as moderates, and 12.5% as
liberals. Among the landlords, 36.8% identified themselves as conservatives, 44.4% as moderates, and 18.7% as
liberals.

Consequently, this sample is slightly more conservative and slightly less liberal than the general population
sample of Anchorage. These differences in political viewpoint within the employer /landlord sample help explain
the variance in the support for, or opposition to, legal protections for gay men and lesbians in Anchorage. Of
particular importance to the issues examined in this study is the finding that those with a conservative viewpoint
were also the least likely to support anti-discrimination protections for lesbians and gay men. Thisis discussed in
the next section.

Ordinance Support

Combiningemployer and landlord response to survey questions pertaining to anti-discrimination laws gave the
following results: 71% supported local legal protections against discrimination on the basis of sex (29% opposed);
72% supported local protections on the basis of age; 72% because of race; 61% because of one’s religion; and 57%
on the basis of someone’s marital status. Less than half (43%) of Anchorage’s landlords and employers supported
anti-discrimination laws to protect lesbians and gay men.

Table 3 examines how support for an anti-discrimination law for lesbians and gay men varies—and possibly,
why it differs as it does—through cross-tabulation of the responses to three central queries of this study:

1. Does the employer or landlord support or oppose a local ordinance to protect lesbians and gay men from
discrimination.
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2. Does the employer or landlord have or not have a homosexual friend or family member.
3. Does the employer or landlord have a conservative, moderate, or liberal political viewpoint.

The results shown in Table 3 are particularly significant because of the wide shifts in support for, or opposition
to, an anti-discrimination ordinance as expressed in the three political viewpoints. For instance, among the
combined employers and landlords who consider themselves conservative (n=104), 75% oppose and 25% support
such an ordinance. Liberals (n=41), on the other hand, support adoption of an anti-discrimination ordinance 76%
to 24%. Moderates (n=114) support the ordinance 54% to 46%.

Nevertheless, by combining the three political viewpoints of the employers and landlords who know lesbians
or gay men personally (n=124), the findings show that 64% of this group support an ordinance prohibiting sexual
orientation discrimination. In contrast, when the three political viewpoints are combined for the employers and
landlords who do not know lesbians or gay men personally (n=135), only 29% of this group support such an
ordinance.

Table 3. Ordinance Support, Personal Association and Political Viewpaint

Employers: Support Ordinance Oppose Ordinance

4 Have Homosexual Friend

Conservative 9 42.9% 12 571 %
Moderate 21 70.0 9 30.0
Liberal 14 933 1 6.7
Employers: Support Ordinance Oppose Ordinance

® Have No Homosexual Friend

Conservative 3 10.3 26 89.7
Moderate 12 40.0 18 60.0
Liberal 1 25.0 3 75.0

Landlords: Support Ordinance Oppose Ordinance

¢ Have Homosexual Friend

Conservative 8 421 % 11 57.9%
Moderate 17 65.4 9 346
Liberal 10 76.9 3 23.1

¢ Have No Homosexual Friend

Conservative 6 171 29 82.9
Moderate 11 39.3 17 60.7
Liberal 6 66.7 3 333

Note. “Don’t know” responses were deleted. All row percentages total 100%. a. 2 (2, n=66) = 10307, p<.01 b. 2 (2, n=63) = 6.845, p<l5 c. 2 (2, n=58) =4 410,
p>0.1 d. 2 (2, n=T2) =9.212, p<01

This paper focused on variables dealing with moral belief, political viewpoint, and personal association because
of their importance in analyzing data for this subject (Beatty & Walter, 1984; Gallup Organization, 1977, 1982, 1987;
Schneider & Lewis, 1984; Araji & Smoke, 1989). Particular emphasis was placed on analyzing the effect of personal
association because of its relation to attitudinal change (Lance, 1987; Black & Stevenson, 1986; Hansen, 1982).

Analysisof other variables would be valuable, also, particularly those of religious affiliation, education, age and sex.
This is work which will be continued in a future paper.

DISCUSSION

“Evidence shows that '‘Gay Rights’ laws are unnecessary and establishes that homosexuals have not been
injured by pervasive societal discrimination.”
— Roger Magnuson, 1985 ¢



Closed Doors 17

Mr. Magnuson’s position is widely-held; itis also incorrect. In 1987 alone, there were 7,008 reported incidents
of anti-gay/lesbian violence in the United States, an increase of 30% over 1986 (National Gay and Lesbian Task
Force). Twenty-four states and the District of Columbia criminalize private sexual behavior between consenting
adults of the same sex (Greenhouse, 1986). In two separate studies by Bell and Weinberg (1978, p. 246) and Joseph
Harry (1982, p.550), the researchers found that 15 to 16% of the gay men they interviewed had been threatened with
exposure of their homosexuality to extract payment for silence. In Alaska, 37% of the lesbian and gay population
surveyed in 1985 suffered from discrimination in the workplace or home; 108 of them had been physically assaulted,
and 73 had property damaged by people intent on harming them because of their sexual orientation (Identity, p.
39).

These figures do not reflect the full impact of such discrimination—many gay and lesbian Alaskans live in fear
of losing their jobs or housing—23% believe their current employer would fire them if they found out about their
homosexuality. Their fear is not unwarranted: 18% of the employersin this study said they would fire an employce
they thought to be homosexual and 9% of the landlords said they would evict a tenant they thought to be
homosexual. Furthermore, research by McKirnan and Peterson (1986) found that “discrimination is substantially
more common among those [homosexual] people who are out to more people.” As a protective response, at least
53% of Alaska’s lesbians and gay men hide their sexual orientation from their employer (Identity, 1986).
Unfortunately, keeping one’s sexual orientation private cannot assure freedom from discrimination. In an
Anchorage tenant survey (n=43) conducted for the Anchorage Community Housing Resources Board by Robert
McKnight (1987, p. 11), McKnight found:

Seven out of ten persons sampled (who had suffered housing discrimination] claimed they were asked an excessive amount
of "“personal” information while trying to rent. . . . Sexual preference or sexual orientation was the third excessive question.
This inquiry [by landlords of prospective tenants] was recalled by almost 1 in every 4 persons.

Contrasted with thisenvironment of discrimination and need for secrecy, is what potentially happensas people
gettoknow gay men and lesbians personally. The employers and landlords in this study who had a friend or family
member who was homosexual were approximately four times less likely to discriminate against a homosexual
person than those who did not have a homosexual friend or family member (Table 2). Morecover, employers and
landlords who had a homosexual friend or family member also supported local legal protections against sexual
orientation discrimination by greater than a two-to-one margin (64% to 29%) over those who did not have a
homosexual friend or family member. This difference in attitude is documented in national research as well.
William Schneider and I. A. Lewis (1984, p. 18) write:

Among Americans nationwide who personally know an open homosexual, 35 percent were ‘negative’ [toward homosexu-
als]onour index. Among those who did not know an open homosexual, the figure was much higher — 61 percent. . . . What
counted was knowing someone who was openly homosexual.

This difference in perspective has likely consequences in public policy and law: 42% of the employers and 39% of
thelandlords in this study know a gay man or lesbian personally; interestingly, only 43% of the sampled employers
and landlords support laws to protect homosexual people from discrimination (57% oppose such laws). Perhaps,
if more Alaskans knew gay men and lesbians personally, a majority, rather than a minority of Alaskans, would
support laws prohibiting sexual orientation discrimination.

CONCLUSION

The public policy of Anchorage is declared to be equal opportunity for all persons. The Assembly finds that
invidious discrimination in employment, housing, public accommodations, education and financing practices
based upon race, religion, age, sex, color, national origin, marital status, or physical handicap adversely affects
the welfare of the community. Accordingly, such discrimination is prohibited.

— Anchorage Municipal Code 5.10.010

In 1966, a housing study prepared by students at Alaska Methodist University (Selkregg, Elsasser, Christensen,
& Nash, 1966) for the Alaska State Commission for Human Rights reported that, “Discrimination against Negroes
[sic] and Natives does exist in the Anchorage area in relation to the availability of home and apartment rentals.”
Brooke Marston, who was chairman of the committee for the Citizens” Council for Community Improvements
which requested the survey, responded in the Anchorage Daily News of March 3, 1966, “We are truthfully shocked
by the results of the survey,” particularly, he added, when it is considered that 86 cases of the 150 contacted “could
have lead [sic] to court action and indictments.”
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The release of the housing study and the resultant community reaction to the discrimination faced by racial
minorities in Anchorage helped establish the Human Relations Commission in the City of Anchorage in 1966.° In
1975 Anchorageresidents approved a unified city and borough government charter that also created the Anchorage
Equal Rights Commission as the Human Relations Commission’s successor. In thatcharter, a specificsection (AMC
5.20.01) defined what discrimination was and what groups were to be protected from that discrimination:

‘Discrimination’ means any direct or indirect act or practice of exclusion, distinction, segregation, limitation, refusal, denial
or any other act or practice of differentiation or preference in the treatment of a person or persons because of race, religion,
age, sex, color, national origin, marital status, or physical handicap, or the aiding, abetting, inciting, coercing or compelling
thereof.

This definition, of course, recognized many of the groups who had suffered from prejudice and discrimination
historically. However, if the evidence available in 1976 proved that certain groups needed legal protection from
discrimination in Anchorage, then the evidence today proves that gay and lesbian people, as a group, need
protection from discrimination, also. Charles Royer, Mayor of Seattle, stated the need for such laws well when he
said:

[T]here remains much evidence of outright discrimination throughout the nation [against gay and lesbian people]. The
overall effect of such open, unchecked bigotry is to render a large segment of the country's citizenry unable to obtain
employment, housing, and respect in the vital atmosphere of freedom. This oppression bridges every religious, economic,
ethnic and social affiliation and, as a result, affects the quality of life for all our citizens. —Testimony before the
Subcommittee on Employment Opportunities, Committee on Education and Labor, U.S. House of Representatives.
January 27, 1982.

The effort to protect the civil rights of gay and lesbian citizens has only just begun. As of the summer of 1988,
91 cities, states, or counties throughout the United States have adopted laws or policies to lessen discrimination
against gay men and lesbians (NGLTF, 1988). Perhaps Anchorage will soon join them. In Holt’s 1986 poll of
Anchorage residents, 72% agreed with the statement “A homosexual man or woman should be treated the same
as any other person.” By agreeing with this statement, a majority said they will treat their homosexual neighbors,
friends, and family members the same as any other person; by disagreeing with this statement, a minority said they
will not. This is the problem we face: Equal opportunity cannot fully exist for a people where there is opposition
to that people receiving equal treatment.

In 1966 residents of Anchorage discovered that racial minorities were not always treated as others were.
Together, citizens and officials acted to ensure that equal treatment was a matter of public policy in Anchorage and
that racial discrimination was confronted. In 1989 we have the facts to know that gay and lesbian people are not
always treated as others are. How we choose to respond to the discrimination faced by lesbians and gay men will
affect lesbian and gay people and our relations with them for years to come.

Notes:

1. Conservatively figured as 3 - 4% of the total 1988 Anchorage population (Fay, et al, 1989; U.S. Public Health Service, 1986).
2. This figure and the figure for incidents of discrimination were calculated for this report from the original data of ONE IN TEN.

3. Only two of the fifteen employers who said they had homosexual employees said they would discriminate against

homosexuals, and only four of the 31 landlords who said they had homosexual tenants said they would discriminate against
homosexuals.

4. Roger Magnuson is an attorney who wrote Are Gay Rights Right? for the Berean League, a Minneapolis-based organization
which addresses important issues of the day from a conservative religious perspective.

5. Inthe 1966 Annual Report of the Alaska State Commission for Human Rights (pp. 4 - 5), the formation of the Anchorage
Human Relations Commission (which later became the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission) was discussed:

On March 22, 1966, [State] Commission Chairman Fred Selkregg, and the director gave testimony before the [City] Council of the obvious
need for the [Anchorage] commission. Many others appeared also in favor of it. After due deliberation, the City Council passed the

ordinance which created the [Anchorage Human Relations] commission [on June 14, 1966]. On September 30, 1966, the Mayor named
the nine members to the [AHR] commission.
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PRIMA FACIE

DOCUMENTED CASES OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION BIAS IN ALASKA

MELISSA S. GREEN

Summary. This paper documents 84 actual incidents of sexual orientation bias in Alaska, 68 from personal testimony and 16
from documentary sources. Incidents range from simple bias and employment, housing, public accomodations, and other types
of discrimination to verbal abuse, harassment, threats, assault, sexual assault, and murder. For these cases: 1) the victims of
sexual orientation bias were predominantly gay or lesbian, but heterosexuals who were wrongly assumed to be homosexual also
experienced problems; 2) respondents generally experienced sanctions specifically because of an agent of bias” knowledge or
assumptions about a respondent’s sexual orientation, or because of the respondent’s relationship with a lesbian/gay-related
organization, activity, or issue, rather than for any other reason; 3) agents of bias were sometimes reluctant to name sexual
orientationas their reason for acting against respondents; 4) discrimination was most likely to come fromagencies, institutions,
businesses, etc., while harassment and violence was most likely to come from individuals acting alone or in concert with other
individuals. Discrimination cases from personal testimony were reviewed by a former intake investigator with the State of
Alaska Human Rights Commission; results of this review are discussed. Documentation of AIDS-related discrimination was
not a goal of this study; however, the implications of AIDS hysteria upon sexual orientation bias are briefly discussed.

This report is based upon interviews conducted by Elizabeth Sprague in 1985 and Jacqueline W. Buckley in 1987-88, and on additional research
by Jacqueline W. Buckley and Melissa S. Green.
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PRIMA FACIE

DOCUMENTED CASES OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION BIAS IN ALASKA

MELISSA S. GREEN

prisma faeciee [L., at first sight] adequate to establish a fact unless refuted: said of evidence
— Webster’s New World Dictionary of the American Language

INTRODUCTION

Typically, individuals who believe they have been illegally discriminated against may seek recourse through
ahuman or equal rights commission. In order to establish prima facie evidence of discrimination, acomplainant must
show three things:

1. That harm occurred.
2. That the harm was discriminatory in nature.
3. That the complainant is a member of a class against which discrimination is prohibited.

A complainant will initially talk with an intake investigator, who will determine whether or not the complaint
falls within the commission’s jurisdiction (i.e., whether the alleged discrimination is, in fact, illegal by the ordinance
or statute governing the commission). If the complaint is jurisdictional, the complainant files a formal written
complaint (which may be withdrawn at any time), and animpartial fact-finding investigation, involving all parties
involved in the complaint, is conducted. If the investigation finds substantial evidence that illegal discrimination
has indeed occurred, the commission attempts to resolve the issue between the parties through conciliation. [f
conciliation fails, the matter may be heard by the commission. The commission’s ruling in the matter is legal and
binding, although either party may make an appeal to a court of law.

Sexual orientation discrimination is not illegal in Alaska. Because complaints of such discrimination are not
“jurisdictional” forany of Alaska’s human rights or equal rights commissions, the commissions are not empowered
to accept complaints of such discrimination or to make investigations into these complaints.

Their inability to take down even basic information on such cases means that it is next to impossible to know
how prevalent sexual orientation discrimination—or, for that matter, antigay harassment and violence—is in
Alaska. The net effect has been the belief on the part of Alaskans, both gay and nongay, that problems associated
with sexual orientation bias are insignificant, even nonexistent, in the state.

Identity’s 1985 survey One in Ten, which found that 71% of the lesbian, gay, or bisexual respondents had
experienced some form of sexual orientation bias (Identity, 1986: pp. 16, 42), was a first step in correcting this
misapprehension. Prima Facie is the second step. Its intent is to “put a face” on the realities of sexual orientation
bias in Alaska by presenting actual case histories of sexual orientation bias.

Prima Facie actually began with One in Ten, when respondents who had experienced discrimination because of
their sexual orientation were asked to participate in a discrimination documentation project. One in Ten's survey
instrument included a tear-out sheet so prospective participants in the discrimination project could send in contact
information (Identity, 1986: p.71).

In Prima Facie itself, we have widened the scope of discrimination documentation by seeking not only cases of
discrimination, but also of violence, harassment, and simple bias encountered by Alaskans because of their sexual
orientation. We were also open to including cases, if they existed, of nongay individuals who suffered from sexual
orientation bias because of false assumptions that they were gay, lesbian, or bisexual; we found, in fact, that such
cases do exist.

Together with the other reports in this volume, as well as Onein Ten, Prima Facie represents the first concentrated
effort to gather information on sexual orientation bias in Alaska’s history.

METHODOLOGY

Collection of Cases

We based our early expectations on case collection on One in Ten'’s finding that about 71% of gay, lesbian, or
bisexual Alaskans reported suffering from discrimination, violence, or harassment (including verbal abuse)
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because of sexual orientation while in Alaska. This large figure encouraged us to believe that we could fairly easily
reach our target of 50 cases.

We prepared two questionnaires, one for cases of discrimination and one for cases of violence and harassment,
and distributed approximately 200 copies of each at lesbian/gay social events in Anchorage and at Out North Arts
and Humanities’ presentations of the play “Niagara Falls” as it toured throughout the state. Ironically, Prima Facie
itself encountered problems of sexual orientation bias when local presenters of “Niagara Falls” in both Skagway and
Sitka declined to make the questionnaires available to playgoers for fear that otherwise they would be accused of
catering to gay and lesbian audiences or of promoting homosexuality.

The questionnaires were also published as a paid advertisement in the May 31, 1987 edition of the Anchorage
Daily News, but we received no returned questionnaires from this source. Nor were returns on the other
questionnaires as successful as we had hoped. Our assumption that we could easily reach our case goal based on
the high level of sexual orientation bias reported in the One in Ten survey was altogether incorrect; we concluded
that we had neglected to take into account the different formats of the One in Ten and Prima Facie questionnaires.
Though itcovered over 100 questions, the Onein Ten questionnaire was fairly simple to complete: it required merely
that respondents check one of several alternative answers to each question.

The Prima Facie questionnaire, however, required respondents to write out an organized narrative of each
incident they had experienced—a requirement which could be intimidating to many people. In addition, our
distribution method lacked one of the key elements which made One in Ten so successful—a “personal” approach
which resulted in a high level of trust in the survey from individuals who frequently had good reason to be fearful.
In all, we generated 19 cases from nine respondents through the questionnaire approach.

In early June 1987 we mailed out over 1000 cards to individuals on the mailing lists of Identity, Out North Arts
and Humanities, and the Alaska Women’s Bookstore. Like the response forms in the One in Ten questionnaire, the
cards sought contact information from victims of sexual orientation bias. Other respondents were found through
word-of-mouth, i.e., we would hear of a incident through someone who would put us in touch with the individual
whoactually experienced it. In fact, one respondent contacted usover four months after we originally lefta message
with that respondent’s friend.

Respondents found through these methods were interviewed in person or over the phone; the interviews were,
with one exception, taped. (The exception was an individual who did not consent to being taped; in this case the
interviewer took notesand read themback to the respondent to ensure accuracy.) Inall, we gathered approximately
20 hours of taped interview material, with 42 useable cases, by these methods. Several other cases we were unable
to document due to time constraints or insufficient contact information.

In addition to the cases derived from questionnaires or interviews (including seven cases from interviews
conducted in 1985 with respondentsidentified via the Onein Ten tear-out sheet mentioned above), we have gathered
16 cases from documentary sources such as court records, radio and newspaper accounts, and other written or
recorded sources. A breakdown of case sources is included in Table 1A in the Findings.

Preparation of Incident Summaries

Cases from personal testimony

Incident summaries were written based upon the information respondents provided us. In writing, we had
three concerns in mind: 1) that each incident summary be accurate and complete; 2) that no incident summary
violate an individual n;spondent s comfortable level of confidentiality; 3) that cach case meet the essential
requirement of showing prima facie (“at first glance”) evidence that discrimination, violence, harassment, or bias
directed specifically at an individual or organization because of sexual orientation had occurred.

Confidentiality and respondent anonymity was perhaps the most difficult concern to address because of the fear
on the part of many respondents that they might experience further problems if they were recognized from the
information contained in the published report. We believe it probable that many potential respondents failed to
contact us for precisely this reason. To be certain we were following the confidentiality guidelines set forth by each
respondent, and also to ensure accuracy, drafts of the incident summaries were sent to respondents to check over.
Weasked respondents to correct the draftsand make any necessary changes, particularly in reference to information
they might feel would endanger their anonymity. We received corrections on 22 cases; of these, only one involved
anonymity issues. All others were corrections or clarifications about the facts of each case.

The seven cases derived from the interviews conducted in 1985 were treated in a different manner, because in
most cases the respondents were no longer available (due to address changes, etc.). In these cases, we depended
upon the respondents” answers, as taped, to confidentiality questions posed by their interviewer.

We decided for most cases not to include names of respondents even in those few cases where the respondent
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was willing to permit it. The only exceptions to this rule were in some cases presented by or on behalf of Identity
or Out North Arts and Humanities or other organizations. Also in many cases we did not specify the city or town
where an incident occurred, nor the sexual orientation of the respondent(s) reporting the incident (including the
four cases in which respondents were heterosexuals).

Inafew cases, there is the possibility that respondents might still be identified by some parties due to the unique
circumstances or particular notoriety of their cases. In these cases, we received specific permission from
respondents to write the cases as we did.

Eleven cases were excluded because of problems related to the concerns mentioned above: nine cases did not
adequately show thata problem occurred specifically because of sexual orientation bias (for example, one involved
antigay statements, but there was no evidence that the statements were directed specifically at the respondent;
another involved sexual harassment rather than sexual orientation bias); one case was omitted due to concerns
about anonymity; and the eleventh case, involving the beating of a gay man on a downtown Anchorage street, was
excluded because it was reported, not by the victim himself, butby another individual who heard his story after the
beating occurred.

Cases from documentary sources

Like the other cases, the cases based upon documentary sources were included only if they met the criteria of
showing evidence of sexual orientation bias. Sources for each of these cases are indicated in the pertinent case
summaries.

Because most of these cases are a matter of public record, confidentiality has not been an issue. Nonetheless,
insome cases, we have chosen not to identify some parties by name outof respect for their privacy. Thisisespecially
true for suspects of crimes where we did not know the final dispositions of the cases. Individuals who were found
guilty of crimes we have named.

Veracity of the cases

Unlike the various human and equal rights commissions in Alaska, Prima Facie researchers do not have the
power to investigate complaints. Hence, the majority of our incident summaries are most closely equivalent to the
“written complaint” stage of of an illegal discrimination case. While we have made an effort to include only cases
for which strong evidence of discrimination, violence, or harassment exist (though we include cases of simple
“bias,” these cases do not necessarily constitute discrimination), it must be remembered that no fact-finding
investigation involving all parties has been made. (The exceptions are those cases—three murder trials, one civil
trial involving constitutional rights, one civil trial involving child custody, with appeal to the Alaska Supreme
Court—in which law courts made actual decisions.)

Discrimination cases from personal testimony cases were reviewed by Jeanne Fortier, who for three years was
aninvestigator with the State of Alaska Human Rights Commission. Basing her review on the fictional premise that
Alaska Statute 18.80, the state human rights law, had been expanded so as to prohibit sexual orientation
discrimination, Fortier read the cases to assess if the Commission would have intake jurisdiction.

In her professional opinion, 32 of the 42 cases of employment, housing, public accommodations, and business
practices discrimination which we derived from personal testimony would definitely be jurisdictional under an
expanded AS 18.80. That is, these cases demonstrate prima facie evidence of discrimination and would, under an
expanded law, be investigated if written complaints were filed. Another six cases would possibly or probably be
jurisdictional. (Case #48 would clearly be jurisdictional under the existing law’s prohibition of parental status
discrimination; however, Fortier felt that more information would be needed to determine if sexual orientation
discrimination had in fact occurred.)

Four of these cases would not be jurisdictional, two because they involved employment discrimination in the
U.S.armed forces, which is not subject to Alaska statute; one because it involved housing discrimination in owner-
occupied housing, where discrimination is permissible; and one which involved discrimination by a religious body,
which is also permitted by law if the discrimination serves a legitimate religious purpose.

[n addition to the housing, public accommodations, and business practices discrimination cases from personal
testimony, Fortier believed that two violence/harassment cases would be jurisdictional under the hostile environ-
ment clause of AS 18.80 if the law were expanded; another case involving censorship might be jurisdictional.

Fortier did not review the cases from documentary sources, since AS 18.80 would be irrelevant to most cases of
simple bias where discrimination did not clearly occur, or to cases of violence or harassment which would fall under
the purview of other laws.
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Statistical accuracy

In Prima Facie we have made no attempt, as did Onein Ten, to randomly survey Alaska’slesbian/gay population
(an effort which in any case presents some problems; see Identity, 1986: p.2). Hence, no inference can or should be
made that the numbers and figures we mention here are statistically accurate for Alaska as a whole. For example,
it would be inappropriate to assume, based upon information here, that 25% of all discriminatory actions against
lesbians/gays (or lesbian/gay organizations) are made by government agencies, public schools or universities, or
the courts. Figures reported here should be understood to apply literally only to the incidents described here; they
serve only as rough indicators of what is happening in Alaska as a whole.

Nonetheless, it is important to note that such discrimination, violence, and harassment does occur throughout
the state. As mentioned previously, we were unable to follow up on all the cases we were aware of due to time
constraints and other factors, such as insufficient contact data.

Butother cases do exist. Because we were based in Anchorage, and hence relied chiefly on Anchorage resources,
most of the incidents we are reporting quite naturally took place in Anchorage. There is no reason, however, to
suppose that similar incidents do not occur in other parts of the state, particularly in light of Onein Ten's findings
on discrimination.

FINDINGS
Usage

Although the 16 cases derived from documentary sources were not literally reported by “respondents,” for the
sake of simplicity they will be referred to as such when discussing them together with personal testimony
respondents. Similarly, incidents will frequently be referred to as “complaints,” although the documentary cases
were not actually received as complaints.

Demographics

The vast majority of cases—50—took place within the Municipality of Anchorage. Four took place in the City
and Borough of Juneau, five in the Fairbanks North Star Borough, and nine in other locations in the state, including
Kenai, Seward, Skagway, Soldotna, and Sitka.

The 84 cases were presented by 30 men, 23 women, and ten organizations. One case involved systemic
discriminationagainstall gaysand lesbians (a dating agency whichadvertised that its services were for heterosexu-
als only). Of the 53 individual respondents or victims of bias, 41 were lesbian or gay, ten were heterosexual, and
two may or may not have been heterosexual. The agesof individualsat the time the incidents occurred ranged from
17 to 59 (excluding those individuals for whom ages were unavailable). A breakdown of case sources and basic
demographic information is included in Table 1.

Table 1. Case Sources and Demographic Information

A. Sources of Cases C. Respondents by sex or organization
Cases [rom personal testimony 68 cases l'ersonal Documentary
Ta P"‘d interviews, 1985 7 cases testimony sources  Total
Taped interviews 19587-88° 42 cases :

Questionnaires, 1987 19 Cases Male 21 9 30

—_— —— Female 18 & 23
> Organizations 3 3 10°
Cases from documentary sources 16 cases Systemic discrimination ) 1 1o

*One case is based upon interviews with two independent respondents. One respon- Total 68 16 54

dent would not give consent for a taped interview; instead the interviewer took notes
and read them back to the respondent for accuracy.
*The total for organizations is 10 rather than 11 because one organization is repre-
sented in both personal testimony and documentary sources cases.
**This case represents systemic discrimination against all gay men and leshians,
B. Wht??‘& cidses ff}ﬂk pfﬂ'(?{f rather than that directed against an individual respondent.
Personal Documentary
testimony SOUrces Total

Municipality of Anchorage 52 14 b4 wondents rual orientation
City and Borough of Juneau 5 0 4 D. R(?S'f RERETED by sexual orientatio
}'I‘“m“i‘-" Nornh 5"'": Borough 5 1 b Personal testimony cases: 39 individuals and 5 organizations presented &8 cases
Elsewhere in Alaska 9 1 10 The majority of individual respondents identified themselves as gay men or lesbians.
e = However, 4 cases were presented by 4 heterosesual respondents.
Total 68 16 84

Documentary source cases: 1 case involved 6 heterosexual individuals (case #d-13).
*Other locations where incidents took place include 1 case in Kenai, Seward, The 2 women involved in cases #d-4 may or may not have been heterosexuals, All
Skagway and Soldotna, and 2 cases in Sitka. other cases involved gay/lesbian organizations or individual gay men or lesbians,
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Presenting Problems

Discrimination and Bias

The most frequent single type of sexual orientation bias experienced by our respondents was in the area of
employment. Seventeen of the 31 employment-related cases involved termination of employment through
outright firing, through nonrenewal of a contract or disallowing reenlistment in the armed forces, as a byproduct
of an organizational change, or by way of an ultimatum delivered to a respondent which led to the respondent’s
resignation. In six instances respondents were not hired because of their actual or presumed sexual orientation. In
five cases attempts were made to fire respondents, or their jobs were somehow threatened. Inone case a potential
employer was pressured by his superiors not to hire a respondent; although the respondent was still hired, he felt
that continuing rumors about him had thwarted his chances for promotion. In two cases, while no attempt was
made to fire the respondents, restrictions were placed upon them which led to their resignations.

In the area of housing, three respondents were evicted or forced to move and two respondents were disallowed
from renting commercial real estate.

There were eleven instances of public accommodations or business practices discrimination. In two cases,
respondents were not permitted to rent facilities for the presentation of arts events; in three other cases, their ability
to rent facilities was threatened. There were two cases of discrimination in services, one in health care and one
involving systemic discrimination against all lesbians and gays by a dating service which specifically advertised
itself as being for heterosexuals exclusively. In two cases publications refused to accept advertisement from gay /
lesbian organizations. In one case a gay teenager was forcibly removed from a youth club, and in another officers
of a bank attempted to discriminate against a respondent seeking a loan.

Thirteen other cases have been categorized under this heading, including five in which “legally-defined”
discrimination did not occur but in in which sexual orientation bias was nonetheless present. In one case a lesbian/
gay organization was denied public funding on the grounds of the sexual orientations of the people it served; in
another, an attempt to deny funding to a lesbian/gay student organization failed, largely on a technicality. A
respondent in one case complained of censorship by a radio station; in another, a radio station showed bias in its
unequal broadcast treatment of gay/lesbian issues during a local controversy. Two cases of discriminatory
harassment were reported, one by a respondent whose landlady’s harassment led her to move to other housing and
onein which the executive director of one nonprofit apparently tried to stir trouble for two female employees of two
other nonprofits by making allegations they were having an affair. In one case the Alaska Supreme Court found
that a city government had violated a lesbian/gay organization’s constitutional rights to freedom of speech and
association and equal protection under the law. The last of these miscellaneous cases also involved the Alaska
Supreme Court, which ruled that a Superior Court judge had wrongfully based his award of child custody to the
child’s heterosexual father on the mother’s lesbianism.

Violence and Harassment

Twenty-five cases of verbal abuse, harassment, or threats—the second most common type of presenting
problem—were reported. These included derogatory language aimed at respondents, indecent exposure, threats
of violence, death threats, and a bomb threat.

There were ten cases of violence, including four assaults, three murders, two gang-rapes, and one attempted
rape. Three cases of property damage were also reported, as well as one smoke-bombing and one tear-gassing.

A total of 40 instances of violence and harassment were presented. Table 2 shows the breakdown of cases by
presenting problem. Because some cases presented more than one type of presenting problem, thereissome overlap
between the two sides of the table.

The table’s accompanying chart shows that discrimination or bias accounted for approximately 60% of the
presenting problems, with about 40% of the presenting problems being harassment or violence. By way of contrast,
the 734 respondents to Onein Ten (Identity, 1986) reported experiencing atleast 1259 instances of discrimination and
at least 1425 instances of harassment or violence, representing respectively about 47% and 53% of the presenting
problems (out of a total of 2684 instances).’



Prima Facie 27

Table 2. Case by Type of Presenting Problems

Discrimination and Bias Violence and Harassment
31 cases Employment 25 cases Verbal abuse, harassment, threats
17 cases Termination of employment: 5, 6, 8, 9, 14, 16, 29, 31, 18 cases Verbal abuse or harassment: 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 10, 20, 23, 32,
33, 36, 40, 48, 57, 62, 65, 67, d-4 34, 36,37, 43, 47, 49, 53, 56, 66
6 cases Not hired: 4, 15,19, 35, 54, 58 7 cases Threats: 11,17, 22,52, 61, d-7, d-13
5 cases Attempt or threat to fire: 7, 34, 39, 50, 51 10 cases Violence
3 cases Other: 24,27, 30 4 cases Assault: 3, 17, 68, d-15
5 cases Housing 3 cases Murder: d-1, d-12, d-14
3 cases Evicted or forced to move: 1,2, 13 2 cases Sexual assault, multiple assailants: 20, d-8
2 cases Not permitted to rent commercial real estate: 25, 46 1 case Attempted sexual assault: 28
11 cases Public accomodation, business practices 3 cases Property damage: 36, 37, 61
3 cases Threat to ability to rent facility: 44, 63, 64 2 cases Smoke-bombing, tear-gassing: 59, d-6

2 cases Not permitted to rent facility: 38, 41
2 cases Discrimination in services: 18, d-16
2 cases Advertising practices: d-5, d-10
1 case Forcibly removed from club: 68
1 case Financial practices (bank loan): 12
13 cases Other
5 cases Bias: 26, 42, 43, 45, 55
2 cases Denial, attempted denial of funding: d-3, d-11
2 cases Discriminatory harassment: 32, 47
1 case Censorship: 21
1 case Unequal broadcast treatment of sexual orientation
issue: 60
1 case Violation of constitutional rights: d-2
1 case Child custody: d-9

Employment 31%
Housing 5%

Business Practices 11%
Other 13%
Harassment 25%

Violence 10%

MECOSESHE

Property Damage 5%

Some cases presented more than one type of problem. Approximately 60% of the presenting problems were of discrimination, 40% of violence
or harassment.

Thus, Onein Ten's findings indicate that lesbian and gay Alaskans experience these two major types of sexual
orientation bias in roughly equal numbers. That we show a significant difference between the two in Prima Facie
is most likely due to the non-random nature of this survey.

Another possible reason for the difference is that we received a far lower proportion of reports of verbal abuse
thandid Onein Ten, where verbal abuse—reported by 58% of One in Ten’s respondents (Identity, 1986: pp. 15, 39)—
was found to be by far the most prevalent form of sexual orientation bias encountered in Alaska. It is likely that
victims of bias are far less likely to report verbal abuse in a survey of this nature than they are to report more
substantial incidents which affect their lives more thoroughly. Butitisinteresting to note thatin over half the cases
of verbal abuse cited by Prima Facie respondents, the verbal abuse was accompanied by another, more serious form
of bias, such as discrimination, threats, or violence. Seemingly a trivial complaint, verbal abuse in fact is frequently
an indicator that an agent of bias is willing to go further with her or his prejudice.

How Agents of Bias Learned of Respondents” Actual or Presumed Sexual Orientation

As stated previously, establishing prima facie evidence that discrimination has occurred requires that three
things be shown: 1) that harm has occurred; 2) that the harm was discriminatory in nature; 3) that the complainant
isa member of a class against which discrimination is prohibited. This last requirement is irrelevant to the present
study, since sexual orientation discrimination is not illegal in Alaska; nevertheless, because gay men and lesbians
can “pass” as heterosexuals, to prove sexual orientation biasitis necessary to prove that the agent of bias wasaware
of the respondent’s sexual orientation (or presumed sexual orientation) and that this knowledge led to the action
of bias. Table 3 shows a breakdown of the methods by which victims’ sexual orientation (or presumed orientation)
became known to the agents of bias. Because we were unable to interview victims in the cases from documentary
sources to obtain this information, Table 3 includes only those cases which were derived from personal testimony.

By far the most likely source of knowledge—representing 20 personal testimony cases—on the part of agents
of biasabout respondents’ sexual orientation was by way of rumors or assumptions aboutrespondents from their
appearance or behavior. For example, in two cases (#s 12 and 24) the discriminating parties apparently assumed
the respondents were gay because they were unmarried men sharing households with other unmarried men. One
man (#19) was apparently assumed to be gay when he wore an earring during an interview. In one instance (#3)
a male respondent told a male friend he was a “really good-looking guy,” whereupon the friend became upset and
assaulted the respondent. While at first glance it might secem the respondent’s statement constituted a disclosure
of his sexual orientation, in point of fact he simply made an observation which anyone, gay or nongay, could have
made.



28 IDENTITY REPORTS

Table 3. How Agent of Bias Learned of Respondent's Actual or Presumed Sexual Orientation

[ 20 cases Rumors, assumptions from appearance or behavior,
agent of bias “just knew” or “guessed”: 3, 6, 8, 9, 10,
12, 14, 16, 19, 20, 23, 24, 40, 48, 54, 56, 61, 66, 67, 68
13 cases Lesbian/gay-related organization itself was victim of
bias: 22, 25, 38, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 59, 60, 63, 64
11 cases Respondent was involved in lesbian/gay-related
organizations, activities or equal rights work: 2, 4, 5,
11, 21, 34, 47, 49, 50, 51, 62
9 cases Respondent came out to someone close to situation:
1,.:13,27,:29.31, 33,:35. 39. 57
6 cases Someone outside of immediate situation informed
the agent of bias about respondent: 7, 15, 26, 28, 30, 58
4 cases Respondent was at or in a lesbian /gay-related
location, such as a gay bar: 36, 52, 53, 55
5 cases Unknown: 17, 18, 32,37, 65

Assumption 30%

Gay /Lesbian Orgz. 19%
Involvement 16%
Came Out 13%

Someone Told 9%

In Gay Place 6%

Unknown 7%

This table includes only cases derived from personal testimony. Each case appears only once in the table,

In some cases it is rather ambiguous as to what exact clues led agents of bias to their conclusions; nevertheless,
it can be scen that they had somehow made conclusions about sexual orientation from the appearance or behavior
of respondents, and were willing to take discriminatory or abusive action without further information.

In eleven personal testimony cases, respondents became victims of bias because they were involved in lesbian/
gay-related organizations, activities, or equal rights work. While in one case (#21) the respondent’s activity
consisted simply of playing a song, “Hopelessly Heterosexual,” over theair at the radio station at which he worked,
most of these cases were reported by respondents who were active in organizations or activities which were
publicized; for example, one woman (#4) was refused a job interview because she was a member of the Alaska Gay
Coalition and was due to testify in the widely-publicized Anchorage Blue Book court case (sce also Case #d-2).
Three cases—one verbal abuse and two attempted employment discrimination (#s 49, 50, and 51, respectively)—
came out of the respondents’ participation in a single event, the 1986 Freedom March for Lesbian and Gay Rights,
in which only 69 marchers had taken part.

In thirteen cases from personal testimony, a gay/lesbian-related organization or business itself was the victim
of bias. Organizations experienced such things as discrimination in rental of commercial real estate, one-time rental
of facilities for recreational or arts events, a bomb threat, and a smoke-bombing. (And in cases from documentary
sources, gay/lesbian-related organizations also experienced violation of constitutional rights, discrimination in
public funding practices, discrimination in advertising practices, and a tear-gassing.)

In nine personal testimony cases respondents disclosed their sexual orientation to someone who was close to
the situation. For example, a bookstore employee (#31) came out to a co-worker, who went to superiors with the
information about the respondent’s sexual orientation. The respondent was subsequently fired. In several
instances, the persons to whom the respondents came out were themselves the agents of bias.

In six cases from personal testimony, someone outside the respondents’ immediate situation told the agent
of bias about the respondent. For example, in one case (#30) the respondent’s employer heard allegations about
the respondent from an Anchorage police officer, who in turn received his information from the Fairbanks police.
In another case (#7), a conference organizer advertised a teacher’s participation in a lesbian/feminist panel in a
statewide newsletter—in violation of an explicit agreement between her and the teacher.

In four cases from personal testimony, the respondent was at, or seen at, alesbian/gay-related location, namely
a gay bar. Three of these cases were of harassment and /or verbal abuse; in a fourth (#36), the respondent, a
serviceman, suffered several months of investigation as well as harassment, property damage, and discrimination
as a result of being seen at a gay bar by another serviceman.

In five personal testimony cases the method whereby the agent of bias gained his or her knowledge about the
respondent was unknown. These cases either were reported on questionnaires where the respondent did not
provide full information, or the respondent’s simply did not know about how their victimizers learned about them.
These cases, however, clearly demonstrated actions based on the victimizers’ knowledge of the respondents’ sexual
orientations.

Agents of Sexual Orientation Bias

Table 4 shows the breakdown of cases by the agent or agents of sexual orientation bias. Some cases appear in more
than one location in this table because they involve more than one type of agent of bias. For example, respondents
frequently suffered from abuse, harassment, and/or violence at the hands of individual victimizers while at the
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same time they experienced discrimination from an organization or business.

Table 4. Cases by Agent of Sexual Orientation Bias

33 cases Individuals: 3, 6,7, 8, 10, 11, 17, 20, 22, 23, 26, 28, 34,
36, 37,42, 43, 49, 52, 53, 55, 56, 59, 66, 68, d-1, d-6, d-7,
d-8, d-12, d-13, d-14, d-15
23 cases Government:
10 cases State of Alaska: 4, 9, 15, 16, 18, 19, 24, 30, 35, 51
5 cases Municipality of Anchorage: 5, 44, 48, d-2, d-3
4 cases Public schools or University of Alaska: 1,7, 34, 64
3 cases U.S. armed forces: 33, 36, d-4
1 case Anchorage Superior Court: d-9
16 cases For-profit businesses: 6, 8, 12, 14, 31, 38, 41, 45, 54,
57, 60, 65, 67, 68, d-10, d-16
9 cases Other organizations or associations, private schools,
ete: 27, 29, 39, 58, 61, 62, 63, d-5, d-11
6 cases Nonprofit businesses: 21, 32, 40, 48, 50
5 cases Landlords/Landladies: 2, 13, 25, 46, 47

Individual 36%

Government 25%

Business 17%

Other 10%

Nonprofit 7%

Landlord 5%

In some cases more than one agent of bias was involved.

The largest category of agents of bias consisted of individuals. In each of these 33 cases, these individuals
demonstrated their bias through verbal abuse, harassment, or violence, including bomb threats, rape threats, death
threats, property damage, smoke-bombing, tear-gassing, assault, rape or attempted rape, and murder. Many cases
involve individuals acting alone; in a few cases two or more individuals acted together as a team, for example, in
the case (#11) in which a mother/daughter team for about a month harassed the three founders of an organization
for friends and families of gays and lesbians, or in the two cases (#s 20 and d-8) in which groups of men cooperated
ingang-raping gay male victims. In some cases, respondents experienced a rash, sometimes lasting several months,
of harassment and abuse from many individuals who may have been acting on their own but who may have been
loosely organized for the specific purpose of harassing lesbians and gays or those assumed to be.

The second largest category of agents of bias in the cases presented here included government or government-
sponsored institutions such as public schools and universities. Agents in 10 of these 23 cases were officials or
agencies in state government, followed by five involving the Municipality of Anchorage, four involving public
schools or the University of Alaska, three involving the United States military, and one involving the Anchorage
Superior Court. All these cases represent some form of discrimination; none of the institutions, as institutions,
participated in violence or harassment. Occasionally an official acted unilaterally in discriminating, as when a
supervisor with the Alaska State Troopers (#35) refused to hire a lesbian respondent unless sheagreed to avoid gay
bars. More often authorities or officials acted as a group to discriminate, such as when the Alaska Women's
Commission (#15) decided to hire a respondent, adjourned the meeting, and then permitted a commissioner to
change her vote because it had been learned, after adjournment, that the respondent was a lesbian.

Sixteen cases originated with private for-profitbusinesses. Eight of these cases invol ved employmentdiscrimi-
nation—threatened firing, firing, or not hiring a respondent—while two consisted of actual or threatened
discrimination in one-time facilities rental (one of these cases, #38, involved all three Anchorage roller-skating
rinks), one of unequal broadcast coverage of gay/lesbian issues, one of publicaccommodations discrimination, one
ofdiscriminationinadvertising practices, one of discrimination in services, one of threatened discriminationin loan
practices, and one of bias.

Other organizations or associations accounted for nine cases. With one exception, these cases involved dis-
crimination in employment (including unpaid, or volunteer, employment), one-time facilities rental, or the
advertising or funding practices of organizations so widely varied as to include the campaign organization of a
political candidate, a secretarial /business school, a non-traditional health care society, a youth club for girls, a
Presbyterian-affiliated college, a welcome service, and a university student governmentassociation. Theexception,
the single organization included in this miscellany which intentionally practiced harassment (including threats and
property damage), was a hate organization, the “Anti-Fag Society” at the University of Alaska, Fairbanks (#61).

Nonprofit agencies comprised the agents of bias in five cases. Employment discrimination was the complaint
made against them in three cases, censorship and bias in one, and discriminatory harassment in another.

In five cases the agents of bias were landlords and landladies. In two of these cases the respondents were
evicted, in another two a lesbian/gay organization was prevented from renting commercial real estate (although
one of these cases, #25, was later resolved in the organization’s favor). The last housing case (#47) involved a
property manager’s discriminatory harassment of a respondent and her female partner; the harassment ultimately
led to the two women’s move to another location.
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The most striking thing shown by these facts about the agents of bias in our cases is the relationship between
categories of agents of bias and the types of bias they engaged in. As was pointed out earlier, individuals acting
either alone or in concert are the most frequent perpetrators of harassment and violence. The Anti-Fag Society at
UAF can be interpreted as a “formalization” of group bias activity which occurred more “informally” elsewhere.
On the other hand, government and the various forms of business, whether profit or non-profit, tend more towards
discrimination when engaging in acts of bias.

ANALYSIS
Discrimination

Ina 1983 interview with the lesbian/gay public affairs radio show Lesbian and Gay News Review (later Qut in the
North), Paul Connerty, Executive Director of the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission, was asked if the Equal
Rights Commission received very many discrimination complaints from lesbians and gay men. Connerty replied:

We have had inquiries made, and of course we have to inform persons that the [equal rights] ordinance does not provide
a protection, and that we cannot process complaints on that basis. Pretty much that is about the only alternative in terms
of providing information that we can offer atthis point. There is not legal protection for persans suffering discriminatory action
because of a sexual preference. | think it's pretty well-known in the gay and lesbian community that Title V [the equal rights
ordinance] does not address discrimination for those reasons...so | think that has an effect on the lack of number of calls.
| would say there'd be a handful of inquiries in the year—five to ten from persons that simply are trying to assess whether
or not the ordinance provides protection. That's in the form of inquiries only. (Lesbian and Gay News Review, 1983)

That calls from gay men and lesbians to the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission were in the form of “inquiries
only” reflects the fact, previously mentioned, that human rights commissions in Alaska are constrained from
accepting complaints of sexual orientation discrimination. If indeed widespread awareness of this fact within the
lesbian/gay community leads its members to make fewer inquiries (see Note 2), sexual orientation discrimination
is rendered ever more inconspicuous to the majority of Alaskans.

The relative invisibility of antigay discrimination is largely due to the invisibility of gay men and lesbians
themselves. Unlike many other groups, such as Native Alaskans, blacks, Hispanics, or Asians, gays and lesbians
have the ability to “pass,” and frequently if not usually choose to do so in order to avoid discrimination.

As was stated previously, the most frequent method by which Prima Facie respondents” actual or presumed
sexual preference became known was by way or rumors or assumptions about them. One respondent (#24) who
became a target of discrimination in this manner raised an interesting point: though in his case the rumors of his
gayness were true, he said, it was quite conceivable that a nongay person could be similarly victimized.

This possibility was addressed in a two-year study of sexual orientation discrimination complaints put forth by
the City of New York Commission on Human Rights:

...During the two year period covered by the [study], the Commission received 24 complaints from heterosexuals who,
because they were perceived to be gay, were subjected to the abusive treatment accorded lesbians and gay men. People
tend to think of legislation outlawing discrimination based on sexual orientation as a "special interest” issue affecting only
the 10% of the population who are gay. But because one's sexual orientation is not necessarily recognizable, anyone can
be seen as gay. As one heterosexual woman who lost her job said: "lt's very hard to prove you're not a lesbian.” (City of
New York Commission on Human Rights, 1983: p. 3)

One Prima Facie respondent (#61) told us that he was in fact aware of a nongay student at the University of
Alaska, Fairbanks, who was subjected to the same antigay harassment many gay students were experiencing
because members of an antigay hate organization had incorrectly identified him as gay. In one case from
documentary sources (#d-13), six heterosexual high school students similarly suffered from a misapprehension
about their sexual orientations. Of our personal testimony cases, four were presented by heterosexual respondents.
Clearly, lesbians and gay men are not the only people at risk of suffering from antigay bias.

Silence about homosexuality goes both ways. Despite the lack of legislative prohibition of sexual orientation
discrimination, many discriminators are surprisingly reluctant to admit their antigay bias to victims of discrimina-
tion. Two respondents (#s 14 and 40) claimed that supervisors had set them up to be fired. While the reason for
the firings appeared to be antigay bias, these supervisors in effect took the “long way around” by secking (and
sometimes, according to our respondents, manufacturing) offenses for which they could write the respondents up.
With enough write-ups, theemployee could be fired. Itis possible that prejudiced supervisors felt compelled to take
this “long way around” because their own superiors did not consider sexual orientation an adequate reason to fire
an employee.
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Examples of a discriminator’s reluctance to name the real reason for discriminating abound. When a lesbian
carpenter (#57) asked if her lesbianism was the real cause for her dismissal, her employer made repeated denials
and would only say he had to “protect the company.” Otherdiscriminators attempted to disguise their antigay bias
through a variety of methods, sometimes resorting to outright lies.

Occasionally discriminators placed themselves on dangerous ground when they attempted to justify their
actions by resorting to already-prohibited forms of discrimination. For example, one respondent, an instructor
(#48), felt he had lost his job because his employer had somehow learned he was gay. Though itis still unclear if
this was indeed the case, it is altogether possible that the reason she gave for dismissing him—that he had no
children, and therefore could notrelate well to childrenin his classes—was a pretext for her real reasonin firing him.
The problem, of course, is that discrimination based upon an individual’s parental status is illegal.

In a similar case (#68), a teen dance club threw out a gay male teenager, ostensibly because he was dancing alone.
The bouncer who threw him out freely admitted that girls at the club were permitted to dance by themselves—a
statement which put the club at risk of a sex discrimination suit. In yetanother case (#12), a bank loan officer told
a gay loan applicant she could not give him a loan unless he were married with children. Though the applicant
finally obtained the loan, if he had not he could have filed a complaint of marital status discrimination.

While attempts to disguise sexual orientation discrimination were frequent, in other cases discriminators made
itvery clear that they considered sexual orientation, inand of itself, a legitimate reason to discriminate. Forexample,
one woman (#15) was hired for a position with a state commission—and was immediately “unhired” when
commissioners discovered she was a lesbian. Two cases involving schoolteachers (#s 7, 34) were characterized by
attempts not only to fire them solely on the grounds of their homosexuality, but also by heated condemnations of
them by members of their communities. Despite frequent claims by antigay activists, lesbians and gays generally
do not experience discrimination because they act inappropriately (by “coming on to” coworkers or customers, for
example) in their jobs, rented homes, or other places where discrimination occurs—rather, they experience
discrimination solely because of what they are: lesbians and gay men.

Respondents in many cases experienced discrimination or harassment because of their participationin lesbian/
gay rights activities. One supervisor told a respondent (#50) who had just two days before participated in a gay
rights march that her employers were concerned about the “political activity” she had engaged in over the weekend.
While in this case it seems that “political activity” was used “euphemistically” to describe gay/lesbian equal rights
work, in fact politicalactivity isexactly what it was. Sanctionsagainstindividuals (gay or nongay) working to secure
equal rights for gays and lesbians cuts to the heart of American beliefs about freedom of speech, assembly,
association, and the right to petition for the redress of wrongs.

In a very few cases, discrimination issues were resolved to the benefit of respondents. For example, one
respondent (#65) successfully continued as a distributor in a direct sales organization after the direct distributor
above him had forced him out of the business because he was gay. Using the organization’s suggested method for
settling disputes, the respondent obtained another sponsor for whom his gayness presented no difficulty.

But while such cases provide hopeful examples, they come nowhere close to alleviating the continuing problem
of sexual orientation discrimination.

Harassment and Violence

There is a tendency when speaking of lesbians and gays and their legal rights to think exclusively in terms of
discrimination — in employment, housing, business practices, etc.

But gays and lesbians face another problem of equal gravity—the problem of bias crimes. Commenting on the
1985 murder of Ray Barker (#d-14) a gay man, by Matthew Decker and Charles Cole, Anchorage Assistant District
Attorney Gail Fraties told Out in the North radio:

...Given the fact that the gays...have some problems with certain segments of the community that will not grant them equal
status and will not recognize that they are not the manifestation of sin of some sort, but rather people with a different sexual
orientation..., | suppose the idea is that the gay individual would be too embarrassed or would have some difficulty in
contacting the police over the fact that a young man he picked up had robbed him. And in that sense | think that gays are
very vulnerable. Because whether or not that is true—and it's been my experience that gays are not only law-abiding but
they’re quick to turn to the authorities if they have problems—but as long as there are savages like these that believe that
gay men are more susceptible to this sort of thing, [gay men are] going to have their problems with them. (Out in the North,
1985)

Awareness of bias crimes seems to be on the increase throughout the nation. The problem wasdefined ina 1987
study commissioned by the National Institute of Justice, an agency of the U.S. Department of Justice:

Bias crimes, or hate violence, are words or actions designed to intimidate an individual because of his or her race, religion,
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national origin, or sexual preference. Bias crimes range from threatening phone calls to murder. These types of offenses
are far more serious than comparable crimes that do no involve prejudice because they are intended to intimidate an entire
group. The fear they generate can therefore victimize a whole class of people. Furthermore, our country is founded on
principles of equality, freedom of association, and individual liberty; as such, bias crime tears at the very fabric of our society.
(Finn and McNeil, 1987: p. 1)

The report went on to say:

The most frequent victims of hate violence today are blacks, Hispanics, Southeast Asians, Jews, and gays and lesbians.
Homosexuals are probably the most frequent victims. Verbal intimidation, assault, and vandalism are the most commonly
reported forms of hate violence.

For the most part, the criminal justice system—Ilike the rest of society—has not recognized the seriousness of the hate
violence problem. Police officers, prosecutors, and judges tend to regard most incidents as juvenile pranks, harmless
vandalism, private matters between the involved parties, or acceptable behavior against disliked groups. (Finnand McNeil,
1987: p. 2)

Harassment and violence based on sexual orientation bias are not uncommon in Alaska. The cases presented
here represent cases ranging in seriousness from verbal abuse tomurder. Alaska’s record of dealing with such cases
is mixed at best. Respondents several times complained of law enforcement officials’ sceming indifference to
harassment and violence directed at them. One example can be found in the case (#37) of the lesbians (including
the reporting respondent) who were continually harassed by a prejudiced neighbor. The respondent told us that
Alaska State Troopers seemed to have little interest in pursuing complaints against the neighbor, even when they
matched the paint on the neighbor’s truck with paint residue left on her car’s bumper after it had been rammed and
pushed into a ditch. In the case of the gay teenager (#68) who attempted to press assault charges on the bouncer
who threw him out of the teen club, authorities failed in their promise to contact him about the incident.

In all fairness, the criminal justice system in Alaska is sometimes quite vigorous in dealing with crimes against
gays—most notably in the prosecution and stiff sentencing of the murderers of Oscar Jackson (#d-12) and Ray
Barker (#d-14). Yet the killer of Peter DiSpirito (#d-1) was sentenced to only one year’'s imprisonment; it is
reasonable to suppose that the judge in the case was sympathetic to the defending attorney’s argument that
DiSpirito was a “wolf” and that his killer had panicked when DiSpirito made sexual advances towards him.

Cases like DiSpirito’s apparently occur in the United States with some frequency. According to the National
[nstitute of Justice study:

Prosecutors...need to learn how to deal with the “homosexual panic” or “gay advance” defense (claiming self-defense or
temporary insanity in response to a sexual advance) which has resulted in lenient sentences or acquittals for defendants
charged with assaulting or murdering gay men. Atthe end of one trial in which this tactic was used, the judge was reported
to have told the jury that “If this had not been a jury trial, my decision would have been different from yours....| would have
found first-degree murder.” In addition, defense attorneys have increasingly exploited fear about AIDS to help win acquittals
in gay-bashing cases. (Finn and McNeil, 1987: pp. 34-35)

AIDS Hysteria and Sexual Orientation Bias

The Commission on Human Rights of the City of New York found a 100% increase in sexual orientation
discrimination in the second year of its study over the first year.? This included a dramatic increase in antigay
violence, from 30 reported incidents in the first year (October 1983 to mid-November 1984) to 154 in the second (mid-
November 1984 to October 1985). The Commission wrote:

...The Commission is certain that AIDS has provided the basis, the “permission” if you will, for increased discrimination
against homosexuals. Fanning that fire, there was unprecedented publicity about AIDS in the past year. The media,
prompted by the recognizable face which Rock Hudson's diagnosis and death placed on the spectre of AIDS, provided
coverage on AlDS which attimes displaced all other news. The effect this coverage had upon gay men and lesbians in New
York City is verifiable by a glance at the increased statistics. (City of New York Commission on Human Rights, 1985: p. 3)

Somewhat surprisingly, only one case inour study was AIDS-related—that of a lesbian respondent (#26) whose
co-worker asked if she intended to “give everyone AIDS” by donating blood at a local blood bank. This case is
particularly remarkable because lesbians are widely recognized as the population group probably least at risk for
contracting AIDS.?

But the potential for AIDS as an “excuse” for antigay biasin Alaska is quite real. As stated by former Anchorage
Mayor Tony Knowles in an interview in 1986, “I think indeed the whole question of AIDS has probably made the
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likelihood of unreasonable discrimination [against gays and lesbians] more realistic than ever before” (Out in the
North,1986). This analysis seems to be confirmed by popular opinion as expressed in several controversies thathave
recently taken place in Alaska where AIDS was used as a rationale in fighting against public funding for a
community theater organization which produced lesbian/gay plays and against the possibility of prohibiting
sexual orientation discrimination in Anchorage. Some respondents to Closed Doors (also in this volume) gave AIDS
as a fundamental reason they would feel justified in discriminating against lesbians and gays.

AIDS as “permission” to discriminate seems to be based by many on a misapprehension that AIDS is “caused”
by homosexuality rather than by the human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) that in reality causes it—a virus with
whichanyone, gay or nongay, can become infected (but which, if certain practices are refrained from, canalso casily
be avoided). One respondent to Closed Doors asserted that homosexuality was “the cause of the plague of the
century. AIDS! 100% Mortality Rate Can’t Be Wrong” (see Appendix C). An opponentof funding for Out North
Theatre Ensemble claimed similarly that Out North represented “arts that encourage the lifestyle responsible for
[the AIDS epidemic]” (Tigner, 1985).

[ronically, another opponent of state funding for the theater organization, state Senator Paul Fischer, also
attacked a grant to Identity, Inc., “a non-profit organization whose main emphasis is the advancement of the gay
and lesbian movement” (Peninsula Clarion, 1985). What Fischer neglected to mention was that the grantin question,
$40,000 in federal monies disbursed through the Alaska Department of Health and Human Services, was for the
Alaska AIDS Project, an educational project aimed at reducing or eliminating the spread of AIDS among gay and
bisexual men. Despite indications that the Project’s programs were having some success, the Project died in the fall
of 1986 for lack of further funding.*

Conclusion

Although it hasbeen widely documented that antigay violence, harassment, and discrimination have increased
in recent years, at least partly because of “AIDS backlash™s, it is not known if Alaska is also subject to this trend,
largely because the problem of sexual orientation bias has not been consistently studiced in Alaska. While the Alaska
State Commission on Human Rights has determined that existing law prohibits discrimination based upon a
person’s AIDS status, and will accept complaints of discrimination on those grounds, ATIDS-related discrimination
has also not been heavily studied in Alaska. Unfortunately it has not been within Prima Facie's scope to specifically
study this question.

But whether sexual orientation bias is on the rise in Alaska, whether “AIDS backlash” is a significant factor in
such bias, one fact stands clear: Alaska is not immune to such bias. Alaskans are losing jobs, are being forced to
move, are experiencing difficulties in obtaining services, are being subjected to verbal abuse, threats, assault, and
even murder simply and solely because they are—or are thought to be—gay or lesbian.

The question remains: What, if anything, will be done about it?

Notes:

1. These figures are based upon the three tables, “Total experience of violence and harassment while in Alaska because of
sexual arientation,” “Total experience of job, housing, loan/credit discrimination while in Alaska because of sexual
orientation,” and “Total experience of discrimination from services and institutions while in Alaska because of sexual
orientation” on page 41 of One in Ten.

2. During the second year of the study, nearly 33% of all complaints of discrimination received by the City of New York's
Commission were complaints of sexual orientation discrimination. According to the Commission’s report, "This means that
sexual orientation discrimination is now the most common type of problem brought to the Commission by the public.
"These figures become more impressive when one remembers that gay men and lesbians tend not to report discrimination.
One obvious reason for this is that many gays and lesbians are aware that their civil rights are not protected. Therefore they
do not even attempt to report discrimination. Moreover, in the absence of protective legislation, fear of revealing a non-
heterosexual orientation acts as a strong deterrant [sic] to reporting — especially to a government agency and particularly
when the complaint involves employment.” (City of New York Commission on Human Rights, 1985: pp. 1-22; emphasis in
original) Atthe time of the Commission’s study, sexual orientation discrimination in New York City was not prohibited except
in city agencies (1985: p. 4).

3. Lesbians are seldom mentioned in books and media stories about AIDS for this very reason.

4. This information came from a May 29, 1988 telephone conversation between Melissa S. Green and Jim Petersen, formerly
Director of the Alaska AIDS Project, Identity, Inc.

5. See, for example, Werthemer (1988), National Gay Task Force (1984), and National Gay and Lesbian Task Force (1988).
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INDEX TO PRIMA FACIE CASES

Chronological by Date Case Began

Cases from Personal Testimony

2
o

Personal testimony cases have been reviewed by a former intake investigator with the Alaska Human Rights Commission to
determine intake jurisdiction if the state human rights law (Alaska Statute 18.80) were amended to extend protection from
discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation. Cases marked with one asterisk (*) would be jurisdictional under an expanded
AS 18.80; two asterisks (**) indicate cases which would require more information to determine jurisdiction; a cross (1) indicates
cases which exhibit clear evidence of discrimination but which would not be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80 for various
reasons. For a discussion of these determinations, see the methodology to Prima Facie. AS 18.80, expanded or not, would not
apply to most of the harassment and violence cases included here; those cases would fall under the purview of other laws.

1975—
*1. M, 21: Verbal abuse, housing discrimination (student housing) 11/75
A University of Alaska, Fairbanks freshman is forced to move after informing his roommate he is gay.
* 2. F, 23: Verbal abuse, housing discrimination (apartment) Late 1975t0 2/76
Three lesbian roommates and one roommate’s child are evicted by their landlady’s boyfriend.
1976
* 3. M, 21: Physical assault Spring 1976
A student is physically assaulted by a friend who interprets a comment he made to mean he is gay. _
*4. F, 23: Employment discrimination (State of Alaska, Alaska Court System) 8/76
A woman is denied a job interview after her potential employer learns she is a member of a gay organization.
1977
*5. M, 44: Employment discrimination (Municipality of Anchorage, Equal Rights Commission) Early 1977

The director of a human rights commission believes he was denied reappointment because of his public
support for a controversial “sexual preference” provision in a failed human rights ordinance.

*6. M, 25: Verbal abuse, employment discrimination (bar) 1977
A bartender is fired after a patron makes a derogatory comment about his presumed homosexuality.
* 7. F, 30: Employment discrimination (Anchorage School District), harassment, verbal abuse 9/77-1/78
Anchorage School District attempts to fire a lesbian teacher.
*8. M, 25: Employment discrimination (bar), verbal abuse 1977
A bartender loses his job because hostile patrons assume him to be gay.
1979
**9. F, 24: Employment discrimination (State of Alaska, Equal Employment Office) 7/79
Fired for “insubordination,” a temporary state employee believes she was really fired for being a lesbian.
1980
10. M, 26/M, 29: Verbal abuse 5/80
Young men in a passing car shout abusively at two men walking hand-in-hand.
11. F, 32/F, 51: Harassment, death threats Summer 1980
Founders of a support group for families and friends receive harassing and threatening phone calls.
*12. M, 41: Threatened loan discrimination (bank) Late 1980
Two gay men experience difficulty in obtaining a bank loan for the purchase of a condominium.
t13. F, 21: Housing discrimination (room in single-family home) 10/80
A woman is forced to move when she tells the woman whose house she lives in that she is a lesbian,
**14. M, 30: Employment discrimination (bar) Late 1980
A bartender believes his supervisor “set him up” to be fired because he is gay.
1981
*15. F, 49: Employment discrimination (State of Alaska Commision on the Status of Women) 1981
The successful applicant to a position with a state commission loses the job after the Commission’s chair permits
a Commissioner to change her vote on the hiring because she learned the applicant is a lesbian.
*16. F, 22: Employment discrimination (State of Alaska, Alaska Marine Highway) 7/81
A woman is fired after a co-worker sees her dancing in a group of female friends at a local bar.
17. F, 36: Threats, violence 9/81
A woman and her female partner are threatened by the woman’s ex-boyfriends because they are lesbians.
*18. F, 20: Discrimination in services (Health care, State of Alaska) 12/81-4/82
A staff psychologist, apparently disliking lesbians, forcibly discharges a lesbian halfway house patient.
*19. M, 49: Employment discrimination (Nonpaid public service, State of Alaska) 1981 or 1982
An applicant for a Blue Ribbon personnel committee is rejected because he wore an earring to his interview.
20. M, 28: Verbal abuse, harassment, sexual assault (multiple assailants) 1981 to 1982

A gay serviceman is harassed, threatened, and gang-raped by men in his unit.
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1982
**21. M, 21: Bias, censorship (public radio station) 1982
A disk jockey is reprimanded after playing a song “Hopelessly Heterosexual” on the air, and the song is censored.
22. Alaska Gay and Lesbian Resource Center: Harassment (bomb threat) 12/20/82
A staff member at a lesbian/gay agency receives a bomb threat on the answering machine.
1983
23. F, 24: Verbal abuse 7/83
Four women eating at a restaurant are verbally abused by a man who assumes they are lesbians.
*24. M, age unavail.: Threatened employment discrimination (State of Alaska) 9/83
Rumors that a man is gay threaten his hiring into a state job, and later jeopardize his chances for promotion.
1984
*25. Identity, Inc.: Housing discrimination (commercial space rental) 1/84-2/84

The director of a nonprofit lobbies its membership to prevent renting space to an agency which serves
ays and lesbians.

26. F, 22: Bias, perceived AIDS Spring 1984
A co-worker asks a lesbian if she is “going to go and give everyone AIDS” by donating blood to a blood bank.
**27. M, 27: Bias (political campaign) 3/840r4/84

A political candidate’s volunteer press secretary is forced by the campaign manager to cancel an
engagement to speak to a university class on lesbian/gay issues.

28. M, 23: Attempted sexual assault Late Spring 1984
A gay man is awakened by a male houscbreaker attempting to assault him sexually.
+29, F,%Z: Employment discrimination (training, secretarial/business school) Summer 1984
A woman is not invited back as a trainer at a school after a counselor there learns she is a lesbian.
*30. M, 31: Employment discrimination (State of Alaska, Dept. of Health and Social Services) 7/84

A youth counselor is denied the right to take youth offenders out on pass due to police allegations that he was
once the “leader” of a “militant homosexual organization.”

*31. F, 25: Employment discrimination (retail bookstore) 7/22/84
A bookstore employee is fired after a co-worker tells superiors that she is a lesbian.
32. F, 32: Discriminatory harassment (nonprofit human services) 1984
Female friends working at separate agencies are accused by the director of a third agency of having an affair.
t33. M, 21: Employment discrimination Fmiﬁfary) Late 1984
A serviceman is discharged from the military after he tells supervisors he is gay.
*34. M, 27: Threatened employment discrimination (Sitka School District), verbal abuse Fall 1984
Sitka residents attempt to pressure Sitka School District to fire a teacher alleged to be gay.
*35. F, 25: Employment discrimination (State of Alaska, Alaska State Troopers) 10/84 0r 11/84
A potential employer refuses to hire a lesbian unless she agrees to stop going to gay bars.
t36. M, 21: Employment discrimination (military), harassment, property damage 10/84-7 /85
A serviceman alleged to be gay is investigated, and experiences harassment and property damage.
37. F, 30: Harassment, damage to property 12/84-5/86
Lesbians living in a rural area are repeatedly harassed by a male neighbor.
1985
*38. Metropolitan Community Church: Discrimination in facilities rental (roller rinks) 1/850r2/85
Three roller rinks refuse to rent facilities to a church with a large gay/lesbian membership.
*39. F, 25: Threatened employment discrimination (health care) 4/85-7/85
A health care practitioner attempts to pressure another practitioner to stop teaching her lesbian apprentice.
*40. F, 24: Employment discrimination (nonprofit human services) Summer 1985
A youth counsel believes her supervisor “set her up” to be fired because she is a lesbian.
**41. Out North Theatre Ensemble, Inc.: Discrimination in facility rental (Alyeska Resort) 7/85
A resort refuses to rent a facility for the performance of a play with lesbian characters.
42. Out North Theatre Ensemble, Inc.: Bias 9/85
Theater-goers on mailing lists of two theater companies protest mailings advertising a play with lesbian characters.
43. Out North Theatre Ensemble, Inc.: Bias, harassment 9/27/85
A play with lesbian characters is picketed, and a protester takes pictures of people attending the play.
**44. Out North Theatre Ensemble, Inc.: Threatened discrimination in facility rental (Muni. of Anchorage) 9/85

The director of a municipality museum threatens to disallow performance in the museum theater of a play with
lesbian characters if there are any protests or pickets of the play.
45, Out North Theatre Ensemble, Inc.: Bias (MarkAir, Inc.) 10/85
A maijor airline accuses Out North of being dishonest about the lesbian/gay content of its plays when it solicited
the airline as a sponsor.

*46. Identity, Inc.: Housing discrimination (commercial space rental) 9/85
A landlord refuses to rent commercial space to an agancy which serves lesbians and gays.
1986
47. F, 28: Discriminatory harassment (housing) 2/86

An apartment manager harasses lesbian tenants after one of them speaks about lesbian/gay issues in a press
conference broadcast on local TV news programs.
** 48, M, age unavailable: Employment discrimination (instructor, nonprofit agency contracting with
Muncipality of Anchorage) Spring 1986

An eight-year employee of a nonprofit is dismissed, possibly because he is gay.
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49. F, 27: Verbal abuse 6/28/86
A man in a pick-up truck shouts derogatory names at participants in a gay /lesbian rights march.
**50. F, 28: Threatened employment discrimination (nonprofit human services) 6/30/86
The director of a childcare program is threatened with job loss after participating in a gay/lesbian rights march.
*51. M, 39: Threatened employment discrimination (State of Alaska) 6/86-7/86
A nine-year state employee’s job is threatened after he participates in a gay/lesbian rights march.
52. F, 27: Verbal abuse, death threat Summer 1986
A man shouts threats and abusive language at two lesbians outside a gay bar.
53. F, 30: Harassment (indecent exposure) 7/15/86
A drunk man exposes his genitals to a female customer at a gay bar.
*54. F, 25: Employment discrimination (security agency) 7/86
A lesbian is refused rehire with a security agency because of her “personal lifestyle.”
55. F, 27: Bias (street missionaries) Late Summer 1986
Missionaries proseletyzing outside a gay bar threaten bar patrons with damnation.
56. F, 25: Verbal abuse 8/86
Teenage boys shout derogatory names at two lesbians outside their apartment building.
*57. F, 28: Employment discrimination (carpenter) 9/86
A lesbian carpenter is fired because her employer wants to “protect the company.”
*58. F, 31: Employment discrimination (volunteer with youth organization) 9/86
A woman is pressured out of leading a chapter of a girls” youth club when a parent is told she is a lesbian.
59. Anchorage gay bar: Harassment (smoke bomb) 9/86
A gay bar is evacuated after someone throws in a smoke bomb,
60. Gay alliance in small town: Bias, unequal broadcast treatment of sexual orientation (radio station) 12/86-1/87
A call-in talk show presents unequal (antigay) treatment of the sexual orientation issue.
1987
*61. M, 20: Harassment, threats, property damage (hate organization) 2/87 and 10/87-11/87

t62.
*63.
* 64,

*65.
* 66.
*67.
*68.

University of Alaska, Fairbanks students believed to be gay experience threats and harassment
from members of a hate organization called the “Anti-Fag Society.”

M, 59: Employment discrimination (ministry) 4/87
A minister is forced to resign because of his public activities on behalf of lesbians and gays.
Out North Arts and Humanities, Inc.: Threatened discrim. in facility rental (Sheldon Jackson Coll.) 4/87

College faculty members attempt to prevent performance of a play with gay content in the college theater.
Out North Arts and Humanities, Inc.: Threatened discrim. in facility rental (Skagway School

District), loss of income 4/87-7/88
Skagway residents attempt to prevent performance of a play with gay content in the school multi-purpose room.

M, %2: gmpa'ﬂymnt discEiminE;tion (J?:ec.'l sales) P = W 5/87
Direct distributors attempt to force another distributor out of the business because he is gay.

M, 40: Verbal abuse, harassment 6/87
A street vendor experiences harassment from teenage boys shouting antigay remarks from passing cars.

M, 22: Employment discrimination (retail clothing store) 11/15/87
A salesman in a clothing store believes he was fired for being gay.

M, 17: Public accomodations discrimination (non-alcoholic teen club), physical assault 11/87 or 12/87

A youth is forcibly removed from a teenage club because he was not dancing with girls.

Cases from Documentary Sources

d-1.

d-2.

M, age unavail.: Murder of Peter Dispirito by Gary Lee Starbard 8/10/74
Starbard is convicted of manslaughter and sentenced to one year’s imprisonment for the stabbing of

Dispito, a gay man.

Alaska Gay Coalition: Violation of constitutional rights (Municipality of Anchorage) 7/76
The Alaska Supreme Court finds that Mayor George Sullivan and the Municipality of Anchorage have violated

the constitutional rights of a lesbian/gay organization.

d-3. Alaska Gay Community Center, Inc.: Denial of public funding (Municipality of Anchorage) 4/19/79
The Municipality of Anchorage denies CETA funding to a lesbian/ gay organization.

d-4. Two F, ages unavail.: Employment discrimination (U.S. Army) 7/4/80
Two female soldiers are discharged from the US. Army for “homosexual tendencies.”

d-5. Cay Alaska: Discrimination in advertising practices (Anchorage Welcome Service) 7/80
The publishers of the Anchorage Blue Book reject an advertisement from a gay /lesbian publication.

d-6. Imperial Court of All Alaska: Harassment, eye injuries (tear-gassing) 9/5/82
An unknown white man throws a tear gas canister into a hotel ballroom where a gay /lesbian social organization
is holding a function.

d-7. Identity, Inc.: Harassment, threats 1/83-6/87
A sampling of calls received by Identity, Inc. (Alaska Gay and Lesbian Resource Center) from
January 1983 to June 1987.

d-8. M, 26: Sexual assault (multiple assailants) 11/1/83
A gay male hitchhiker is gang-raped by five men.

d-9. F, age unavailable: Discrimination in child custody ruling (Anchorage Superior Court) Late 1983

d-10.
d-11,

The Alaska Supreme Court rules that a Superior Court judge wrongly based his decision to award custody

of a child to the father on the mother’s lesbianism.

Identity of Kenai: Discrimination in advertising practices (Peninsula Clarion) 3/84
A Kenai newspaper refuses an ad from an Identity-affiliated gay/lesbian information service.

Arctic/Gay [chsbian Association: Threatened denial of student activity funds (Associated Students of

the University of Alaska) 4/84

A lesbian/gay student organization is nearly denied student activity funds, but receives them on a technicality.
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d-12. M, 43: Murder of Oscar Jackson by William M. Justice 12/21/84
Justice is convicted on charges of first degree murder and related charges in the murder of Jackson,
a gay man; Justice is sentenced to sixty years’ imprisonment.

d-13. Two F, four M, high school-aged: Harassment, property damage, rape threat 2/1/85
Slx h school students are harassed and threatened by two young men yelling antigay remarks and obscenities.

d-14. : Murder of Raymond Barker by Charles Cole and Matthew Decker 4/3/85
Cole and Decker are convicted of the murder of Barker, a gay man they befriended in an Anchorage gay bar.

d-15. M, 20: Assault 11/12/85
A gay student is assaulted by another student wiclding a machete and a baseball bat.

d-16. Systemic: Discrimination in services (dating agency) 3/87

A dating agency advertises its services as being “exlusively for people interested in the opposite sex.”

CASE SUMMARIES

Reading the cases. Cases from Personal Testimonyare followed by Cases from Documentary Sources. Within these divisions,
cases are arranged in chronological order by the date each case began, except for the five personal testimony cases from 1985
reported by Out North Theatre Ensemble, which are grouped together. For cases reported by individual respondents, each
respondents age at the time the incident began (if available) and sex is given.

Information within quotation marks represent statements made by respondents, statements attributed by respondents to other
individuals involved in their cases, or quotes from documentary materials. In some instances quotes include obscene or
derogatory language; while objectionable, we have chosen not to delete such language if its occurrence was relevant to a case.

CASES FROM PERSONAL TESTIMONY

(Questionnaires and Interviews)

Male, 21
*1— VERBAL ABUSE, HOUSING DISCRIMINATION (STUDENT HOUSING) November 1975

Subject was a freshman at the University of Alaska, Fairbanks. Subject was in the coming-out process (i.c., had
just become aware that he was gay) and had just become involved with a gay social organization on campus. He
and his roommate had become friends, and Subject decided to tell his roommate he was gay. When he told his
roommate, his roommate became irate; he “just screwed up his face in rage, turned red, and started shouting really
ugly things” at Subject. The roommate said Subject could not share a room with him and told him to get out. Subject
asked him why he didn’t move, since he was the one wanting a change in roommates. The roommate insisted that
Subject be the one to move. The roommate told many others in their dorm that Subject was gay.

Subject went to the campus housing authority and told them what had happened. They immediately offered
him a single room. Subject thought this was unusual, as single rooms were not normally available to freshmen. He
declined a single and eventually found a roommate in another dorm who had no problems with him being gay.

Subject notes that normally when there is a problem with roommates, the roommate with the complaint is the
oneexpected to move. He was forced to move during the midterm examination period, which caused him difficulty
with his studies.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 23
*2 — VERBAL ABUSE, HOUSING DISCRIMINATION (APARTMENT) Late 1975 to February 1976

Subject lived in a basement apartment in Anchorage with two roommates, who were also lesbians, and the
three-year-old son of one of the roommates. The upper level of the building was occupied by the female owner of
the building, her child, and her boyfriend. Subject occasionally held support group meetings for lesbians in her
apartment. She was also active in community organizing in the lesbian/gay community in Anchorage.

The female owner of the building frequently visited the Subject’s apartment. She was especially friendly with
Subject’s roommate G, because both women had a child. The owner’s boyfriend discovered that Subject and her
roommates were lesbians. Over a period of about two months he became abusive to Subject and her roommates,
and began frequently to call them “dykes” and other names. He forbade the owner from coming downstairs to visit
with them. She still came down sometimes when he was gone; when he found out, Subject says, he “made a big
fuss.”

Subject became active in the early stages of the writing of a municipal human rights ordinance, which would
prohibitdiscrimination on the basis of, among other things, sexual preference. One night the owner’s boyfriend had
evidently been drinking heavily. Subject was holding a meeting that night in her apartment. The boyfriend began
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to stomp on the floor of the upstairs apartment which, Subject states, “literally made it impossible to carry on a
conversation.” Subject says he stomped so hard that the light over the kitchen sink in her apartment became
dislodged, fell into the sink, and broke.

A few days later, on January 21, 1976, the Alaska Gay Coalition held a press conference announcing its
formation. During the conference Subject “emphatically” stated, “I have no fear of losing my job or my housing,”
and that “there is strength in openness.” The press conference was reported in local media.

Shortly afterwards the owner’s boyfriend came down and told Subject that the renton her apartment was being
raised. Her roommate G asked how much the rent increase would be. He gave a figure of about $125 to $150 per
month. G asked when the increase would take effect. He said, “Listen, I just want you guys out of here.” WhenG
asked why, he claimed that they were going to remodel the apartment. The owner herself would not speak with
Subject or G.

Subject went back to her apartment and called the executive director of the Anchorage Human Relations
Commission (now the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission). She told him she was being evicted and asked for his
advice. He told her there was no legal recourse she could take to prevent the eviction. He said there was no law
on the books to protect her. He suggested she call the newspapers.

Subject and another member of the Alaska Gay Coalition subsequently met with a newspaper reporterina cafe.
The reporter told Subject, “I just wish there was some way thatI could make this intoa story, butit’s just so damned
insidious.” No story was written on the case.

Subject and her roommates were evicted.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 21
*3 —PHYSICAL ASSAULT Spring 1976

Subject, a student at the University of Alaska, Fairbanks, was friends with another male student. The friend
invited Subject to sleep over at his room during Spring Break, when the friend’s roommate was gone. Subject
thought that his friend might “like” him.

They went to the friend’s room, which was on the second floor of his dormitory, to talk and to discuss the
arrangements for Spring Break. During their talk Subject told his friend that he thought he was a “really good
looking guy.” The friend became upset. He began to hit Subject and shouted things like “I'm not like that.” As he
hit Subject, he began pushing him towards the window, which was open. Subject thought he was trying to push
him out the window. He braced himself against the window frame, restrained his friend, and finally managed to
calm himdown. The friend told Subject that he had admired Subject but couldn’t believe he was “one of those” and
could not respect him anymore. Subject left the room.

Subject says his friend avoided him from then on, and says he no longer felt welcome in that dormitory because
of the tension there every time he went, due to the fact that his friend had told many residents that Subject was gay.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80 (hostile environment).

Female, 23
*4 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (STATE OF ALASKA, ALASKA COURT SYSTEM)
August 1976

In 1976 the Alaska Gay Coalition (AGC), in which Subject was active, had applied to be included in the
Anchorage Blue Book, a public service guide to Anchorage-area public and private resource agencies published by
the Municipality of Anchorage. In]July when the Blue Book was published without the AGC listing, AGC filed suit
against the Municipality, claiming its constitutional rights had been violated. The case was heard in Anchorage
Superior Court in August 1976 [see “Cases from Documentary Sources,” Case # d-2.]

Subject had applied for a job as a courier with the Alaska CourtSystem. After she had been scheduled fora job
interview, she learned that she had been scheduled to testify in court on the Blue Book case on the same day.

She called her potential employer and explained that she had just learned of another commitment and needed
to reschedule her interview. The interviewer asked if she was certain her other commitment would take all day.
Subject answered that she had been told to keep the entire day free for it. The interviewer asked what the other
commitment was. Subject said she was to make a court appearance. The interviewer asked what the court
appearance was in regards to. Subject replied that she had been asked to testify in the Blue Book case. The
interviewer asked what her connection with the Blue Book case was. Subject replied that she was a member of the
Alaska Gay Coalition. The interviewer then said, “Well, I think I'll just let this one go,” and refused to schedule an
interview.
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* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 44
*5— EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE,
ANCHORAGE EQUAL RIGHTS COMMISSION) Early 1977

From 1975 to 1976 Subject was Director of the Anchorage Human Relations Commission (now the Anchorage
Equal Rights Commission).

During a controversy in early 1976 over a proposed human rights ordinance, which included prohibition of
sexual preference discrimination, Subject represented the Commission to the Assembly, and was frequently
mentioned in the media. In early 1977 a human rights ordinance was ultimately passed, without inclusion of sexual
preference as a protected status.

At this time the terms for some of the Commissioners expired. In appointing replacements for them, the Mayor
stated he didn’t want anyone on the Commission who would “embarrass” him by bringing up the issue of sexual
preference or orientation again.

Under the human rights ordinance that was in effect when Subject was hired as Director, he served at the
pleasure of the City Manager; under the new ordinance he would be serving at the pleasure of the Commissioners.
Due to the Mayor’sappointments, however, the majority on the Commission had changed. The Commissioners told
Subject he didn’t work for them, and they wanted to hire their own Director. Subject says his job “disappeared”
in the transition between the two ordinances. The Commission opened up the position and advertised it in the
newspapers. Subject applied but came in as second choice for the position.

Subject believes he lost the position because the new Commissioners, following the Mayor’s lead, did not want
a Director who would be an “embarrassment” to the current administration. Subject felt he was considered a
liability by the Mayor and new Commissioners because of his public support, on the Commission’s behalf, of the
inclusion of the sexual preference clause in the human rights ordinance.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 25
*6 — VERBAL ABUSE, EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (BAR) 1977

Subject had excellent recommendations and was hired on the spot at a small neighborhood bar. Some of
the regulars at the bar gave him a hard time, three of them in particular. On his sixth day there, one of them
said something about “the faggot behind the bar.” The next day when he came in to work he was fired.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 30
*7 —EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (ANCHORAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT),
HARASSMENT, VERBAL ABUSE September to January 1978

Subject had been a school teacher with the Anchorage School District (ASD) for three years. She had been
tenured for one-and-a-half years, and had consistently received above average ratings on her evaluations. She and
her female partner were both active in the Anchorage lesbian /gay community. Both participated ona lesbian/gay
speakers’ bureau, which provided speakers to churches and community organizations on the subject of homosexu-
ality. They decided to have a holy union ceremony through the Metropolitan Community Church (which has a
strong lesbian/gay outreach) in the summer of 1977.

In the spring of 1977 an Anchorage feminist, L, invited them to be on a lesbian/feminist panel during an event
to be held at a local church. L asked if they would be willing to have their names published in a flier for the event.
Subject and her partner agreed, on the understanding that the fliers would be distributed only at the event itself.

Contrary to this agreement, L had their names published in the March issue of Sourceline, a feminist newsletter
which was distributed statewide. Subject learned of this when she went to a teachers’ inservice training on Title IX,
which was attended by all the staff from her school and two other Anchorage schools. Subject’s name and that of
her partner were mentioned in a story about the panel, which appeared in the center of the newsletter. The story
also said that Subject was an Anchorage teacher, and announced that she and her partner would be celebra ting a
holy union that summer.

Towards the end of the school year Subject was called to meet with her superintendent. Subject attended the
meeting with her union representative. Also present were the assistant superintendent, principal, and personnel
director. They pointed out to Subject that it was unwise to be so publicly a lesbian when she was also a teacher. She
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agreed and told them it had never been her intention to have her name published statewide, and explained that
statewide publication of the story was in violation of an explicit agreement between her and L. She told them it
would never happen again.

During the summer there was a change in the higher level administration at Subject’s school, including a new
superintendent and assistant superintendent, both of whom were fundamentalist Christians.

That summer Subject and her partner were housesitting for a friend. By chance, Subject was at her apartment
when her union representative called on August 18, about two weeks before the beginning of the new school year.
He told her the school district was attempting to reach her, and advised her to make herself unavailable and not to
talk with school district officials. When she asked why, he explained the school district wanted to fire her. He said
they couldn’t fire her, however, because the union, the Alaska Education Association (AEA) was affiliated with a
national union (the National Education Association) which prohibited discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation.

ASD continued to try to reach her. Finally Subject went with the union representative on Thursday, August 25,
to meet with the new superintendent. The superintendent served her with papers stating that she was being
suspended with pay.

Subject and the union representative went to court the following day. Superior Court Judge Victor Carlson, in
a case entitled “Jane Doe vs. the Anchorage School District,” imposed a ten-day restraining order on ASD,
preventing them from suspending Subject. Subject explains that the court’s decision was not on the question of
whether of nor ASD could fire her for being a lesbian; that issue, in fact, was never brought up in court. The issue,
rather, was that ASD had violated procedures contained in the AEA contract (i.e., violation of due process of law).

The press learned of the case through routine sifting of court documents, and tried to discover who “Jane Doe”
was. The following Tuesday a radio reporter, David Schoup, called Subject and asked if she were willing to talk
with him. Subject believes he obtained her name through a member of the Metropolitan Community Church. She
asked him to refrain from disclosing her name, and he agreed.

By Thursday, September 1, the story, with her name attached, broke in all the Anchorage media—television,
radio, and newspapers, which reported that she had been identified by two parents with children in Subject’s class.

Meanwhile, says Subiject, the school district had set up her classes so that they were underenrolled. She says
they sent some of her students to other classes, leaving her with only eighteen students. Of those eighteen, one
belonged in a higher grade and was in her class by mistake; three others would shortly be transferring out because
their families were moving. Subject believes ASD was attempting to make it appear that she was an ineffective
teacher who couldn’t keep her classroom full.

On September 9 the school district fired her on the grounds, Subject says, that shecouldn’t keep a full enrollment
in her classroom. Within three hours Subject obtained a new restraining order. The court’s reasoning for granting
the restraining order, once again, was that ASD had notafforded Subject due process of law. School districtattorney
Pete Partnow appealed the decision to the Alaska Supreme Court; on September 12, Justice Warren Matthey upheld
the lower court’s decision. A long series of negotiations began, involving Subject, the union representative, the
School Board, the superintendent and assistant superintendent, and the principal. On September 18 Subject agreed
to a temporary non-teaching position with the school district while negotiations continued.

Meanwhile members of the Calvary Baptist Church had begun to seck Subject’s termination. On September 2,
church members stood outside the school and handed leaflets out to children for them to pass on to their parents.
The leaflets were headed, “Your child’s teacher may be a homosexual,” and advertised a meeting about Subject to
be held in the area on the following day. Some of Subject’s friends attended the meeting and testified on her behalf.

Subject began to receive hate mail and threatening phone calls. Some came from religious people who wanted
to help her “change” or who denounced lesbianism on religious grounds. Others claimed that all she needed was
“a good fuck” or a man to teach her “what good sex really is.” Other calls and mail came from closeted gays who
wanted her help, or from people who wanted to express their support. The preponderance of hate calls forced
Subject and her partner to obtain an unlisted phone number.

Subject says newspaper articles and letters to the editor on her case appeared on a daily basis for two or three
months. Subject says that fortunately the media never got a photograph of her; as it was, media coverage about her
was so heavy that she began to carry cash when she went to stores, because clerks might recognize her name if she
used a check or credit card. Her social life was upset by gay people who treated her like a celebrity and “swarmed”
her.

The lesbian/gay community held fundraisers for her. She gave the money they raised to the union to help
defray her legal costs (the union paid all her legal expenses throughout the events described here). Despite fears
on the part of some AEA officials, only two people quit the union because of its support of her.

Meetings with ASD officials continued. The union representative and attorney pointed out to Subject that,
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while the school district could not fire her, it had by the AEA contract an unquestionable right to take her out of the
classroomand place herinanadministrative position, whether she liked it or not. They advised she takea “fallback”
position to prevent the possibility of being taken out of the classroom forever. Although she hated the idea of not
being able to teach, she and the school district ultimately agreed by contract on January 5, 1978, that she would take
an administrative position for three years, after which she could return to the classroom.

Subject worked administratively with state and federal programs for two years. She and her partner then
decided to leave Alaska for a year so Subject could take a break from the extreme pressure and stress she had been
under since the attempt to fire her. Subject never returned to reside in Anchorage.

The final settlement between Subject and ASD stipulated that 1) ASD would pay her a lump sum of money; 2)
ASD would expunge all evidence of the conflict from her records; and 3) ASD would provide her with a letter of
recommendation for teaching. Although ASD fulfilled some of its obligations towards her, Subject says she lost one
teaching job which had been offered to her, and almost lost another job, because of ASD delays in sending her
records to potential employers. Subject says ASD insisted she waive stipulation 2 of the settlement and informed
her currentemployer that she was gay; this information is on file with her current employer’s personnel department.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 25
*8 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (BAR), VERBAL ABUSE 1977

The owner of a small neighborhood bar hired Subject as a bartender/manager. The patrons broke bottles on
the bar, called Subject “faggot,” and were otherwise belligerent towards him. After a 21-day trial period, Subject
and the bar owner mutually agreed that Subject was not working out at the bar. Subject feels that he lost this job
due to sexual orientation bias, but felt the discrimination came from the bar patrons, not necessarily the owner.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 24
**9 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (STATE OF ALASKA, EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OFFICE)
July 1979

Subject was employed in a temporary position with the State of Alaska Equal Employment Office in 1979.
Subject did not tell her supervisor that she was a lesbian, but never hid the fact.

When Subject’s boss was on vacation, her supervisor was in charge of the office. Her supervisor had checked
out a tape recorder from the Alaska State Film Library. Subject took a call from the Library saying that the tape
recorder was overdue. Subject passed the message on to her supervisor, and told her that she was unable to return
the tape recorder herself. The supervisor said that she would return it herself.

When Subject left for lunch, her supervisor was on the telephone. The supervisor picked up the tape recorder
and held it out for Subject to take it. Subject shook her head and left for lunch. Nothing further was said about the
tape recorder until 4.00 PM, when the supervisor called Subject into her office and gave her a letter stating that she
was being terminated for “insubordination.”

As a temporary employee, Subject had no recourse. Subject states that when her boss returned and wrote her
jobevaluation, he said that she had difficulty getting along with her co-workers. Subject protested; her boss backed
down and told her all mention of the incident would be removed from her record.

Subject believes her supervisor felt she could terminate Subject without fear of recrimination because Subject
was a lesbian.

Subject reported the incident to the State of Alaska Commission for Human Rights.

** Further information required to determine if this case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 26 | Male, 29
10 — VERBAL ABUSE May 1980

One day around 3.00 PM Subjects were walking hand-in-hand on the bike trail near the intersection of Boniface
and Northern Lights in Anchorage. The bike trail was close to the road. A passing car slowed down, and four or
five young black men began shouting at them, calling them “faggots” and telling them to “get off our streets.” One
of them threw a beer can at them, but it missed.
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Female, 32 | Female, 51
11 — HARASSMENT, DEATH THREATS Summer 1980

This incident was reported independently by two different respondents.

Subjects were two of the three founders of an organization which counseled and acted as a support group for
families and friends of gay men and lesbians. A local newspaper rana story about the organizationand its purpose.
The three founders consented to having their telephone numbers published in the article for the benefit of any
readers who might want to know more about the organization.

All three began to receive harassing phone calls. One subject states that there were “literally hundreds of calls—
day and night.” Sometimes the callers would simply call and hang up. Atother times the callers, both female, made
explicit threats, including “T will throw acid in your face,” “I will blow your head off,” “I'll burn your housedown,”
“I'll kill your children,” etc.

Police put taps on the telephones of all three founders. It took about a month to find the callers, a mother and
daughter. They were apprehended, brought to trial, and fined $100.

One subject wasasked by police toidentify the callers’ voices from tape recordings. The other subject says police
did not inform her of the callers’ apprehension at all. Neither subject was asked to testify in court. They had to
contact the police themselves to find out what had happened.

Male, 41
*12 — THREATENED LOAN DISCRIMINATION (BANK) Late 1980

Subject and his male partner wished to buy a condominium, so they applied for a bank loan. Subject says the
loan officer seemed very concerned about his and his partner’s marital status (neither was, or ever had been,
married). Subject did not feel it was any of her concern, as long as they held good jobs and good credit ratings. He
says the loan officer recited the loan policies to him and told him credit risks were higher for single males than for
married males. She told him that if he had a wife and children she could give him the loan for the condominium.
She told him she could only state this fact off the record. [NOTE: Title V, Anchorage’s equal rights ordinance,
prohibits discrimination, including in the extension of loans, on the basis of an individual’s marital status.]

Subject and his partner persisted in seeking the loan. Subject says the bank’s loan committee, which met once
a week to consider loan applications, went for a month without taking any action on his loan application. Finally
he called the president of another bank, who wasa friend of his. He explained that he and his partner had good jobs
with good pay and good credit ratings, but he felt the bank was stalling on him. His friend called the president of
the bank Subject was attempting to borrow through. The following day the loan was approved.

Subject feels the bank was uncooperative through the entire process. He states that it took about four months
to close on the loan, and that much of the last two months everything had been done that needed to be done (credit
checks, etc.). He felt the delay was due to his and his partner’s sexual orientation, and believes the bank guessed
about their sexual orientation without having to be told because they were unmarried men living together.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 21
13 — HOUSING DISCRIMINATION (ROOM IN SINGLE-FAMILY HOME) October 1980

Subject was going to school at the Alaska Skill Center in Seward. In September 1980 she moved into a basement
room in a single-family house. The upstairs was occupied by D, Subject’s landlady, and her 10-year-old daughter.
D was also taking classes at the Alaska Skill Center. Subject and D frequently talked, and sometimes they shared
meals.

Onedayin October Dbrought up the subject of an Anchorage newspaper article aboutlesbian and gay teachers.
D told Subject she thought homosexuals were “disgusting and gross” and that she couldn’t understand why they
could become teachers.

Subject asked D, “What if your children were around them?” D replied that that would never be permitted.
Subject told D she was a lesbian. D became upset; they exchanged loud words, and D ran into her bedroom and
slammed the door, leaving Subject with her daughter.

Subject left the house and stayed overnight at a friend’s. When she returned to the house, D told her she would
have to move out. Subject moved to her friend’s house.

Subject occasionally saw D or D’s brother (who, Subject says, was also gay) around the school, but they did not
speak with each other. Several months later, just before Subject would graduate and leave Seward, she met D in
a hallway. Subject says she turned away from D because she didn’t want to get into an argument, but when D said,
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“Hey, waita minute,” she turned back towards her. “Hey, you know what?” D asked her. “I was wrong in what
[ did.” Subject says she felt touched by D’s statement.

! This case demonstrates prima facie evidence of discrimination; however, it would not be jurisdictional even under an expanded AS
18.80 because discrimination is permissible in owner-occupied housing.

Male, 30
**14 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (BAR) Late 1980

Subject worked at a large bar, which had three managers and one general manager. Subject felt that one of the
managers, G, took an immediate dislike to him because, as one of the waitresses told him, G did not like
homosexuals. Subject was not particularly worried because the bar manager, R, who was directly over him, acted
as a buffer between G and Subject.

Subject worked there for a short time, then decided to take a job at another bar because he thought he would
make more money there. He worked there about nine weeks, but discovered he didn’tlike it there. Meanwhile R
was asking him to come back to the first bar, and Subject finally accepted.

Shortly after his return, R was promoted and moved to a different location. G was now Subject’s manager.

During the Christmas season a friend of Subject’s came in. She stayed for about an hour, during which time she
drank three glasses of wine. G evidently believed that Subject was serving her free drinks, because he approached
her and demanded that she show him the receipts for her drinks. Subject says that his friend had purchased the first
glass of wine when she first entered the bar, and had long since thrown the receipt away; the other two glasses were
purchased for her by other patrons, who therefore had the receipts. Subject says that G “jumped all over” his friend
and told her to leave the bar. Both Subject and his friend were shocked a G’s behavior, which Subject attributed to
G’s dislike of him.

During a Christmas party at the bar G called Subject, who was on his day off, and asked him to come and work
because the bar was very busy. Subject agreed to work. He told G he would be there at 2.00, but was unable to get
there till 2.04. G wrote him up for being late to work.

On another day Subject punched in late because he had not been given a time card. G wrote him up again.

One night soon after, after closing, Subject routinely cashed out his bank of $300. When he returned two days
later (after a day off) he found that his bank was exactly $100 short. He was not accused of stealing, but of making
a serious counting error. He says that if he had been working with a bank of $3000, a mistake of that nature might
be possible, but it was difficult to make such an error when dealing with only $300. Subject says no other employee
was supposed to use that bank, and the only other person with a key to the safe it was keptin was G. He was written
up once again.

Because this was his third write-up, Subject was fired. Subject believes that G set him up to be fired because
he disliked him because he was gay.

** Further information required to determine if this case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Fernale, 49
*15 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION
(STATE OF ALASKA COMMISSION ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN) 1981

Subject applied for a position with a Alaska State Commission on the Status of Women (now the Alaska
Women’s Commission). Eighty women applied for the position and six, including Subject, were interviewed. She
states that it finally came down to a decision between her and another woman.

The Commission met and voted 4 to 3 in favor of Subject. The meeting was officially adjourned and the
Commissioners began to puton their coatstoleave. One of the Commissioners mentioned that Subject wasa lesbian.
Subject believes this Commissioner might have known this because a friend of hers had cleaned Subject’s home.

Thatnightone of the Commissioners called the Commission’s chairperson at home to say that she had changed
her vote to the other candidate. Subject says the Chair had left a message for her to call on her answering machine;
had she called back immediately, the job would have been hers. As it happened, Subject did not return the call until
after the Chair permitted the vote change. Whenshe did call, the Chair told her the other candidate had been selected
for the position. Subject later learned about the vote alteration through another Commissioner.

Subject went to an attorney, who advised her that she had a strong case and could potentially win both the job
and money damages, due to the Commission’s inappropriate handling of the matter after an official adjournment.
Subject says, however, that she did not feel up to a court battle. Instead she asked for an apology and a policy
statement that the Commission would never again discriminate on the basis of sexual orientation. The Commission
agreed to this compromise.
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* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 22
*16 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (STATE OF ALASKA, ALASKA MARINE HIGHWAY)
July 1981

Subject was hired by the Alaska Marine Highway in May 1981 for a temporary position which would last until
that September. The job required some heavy physical work, such as lifting. One Saturday in July, Subject
participated in a softball tournament with her women'’s softball team. After their games, Subject went with other
team members to a local (nongay) bar. They were dancing asa group in a circle when Subject noticed the secretary
from her office sitting in the bar watching her. It seemed to Subject that the secretary was watching her wherever
she went in the bar. She finally left the bar because she felt as though she had the secretary’s “eyes on the back of
my head.”

When she reported to work the following Monday, Subject noticed that the secretary and their two male co-
workers avoided any contact, including eye contact, with her, and they gathered around to laugh at jokes which
Subject believes were about her. She says all morning they behaved “like I had leprosy or something.”

At lunchtime Subject talked with a friend about the difficult morning she had had. When she returned from
lunch, one of her male co-workers gave her written notification that she was being fired on the grounds that she was
not strong enough for the job. Subject says that her co-workers had given her no previous indication that she was
not “pulling her weight” or that her job performance was less than adequate. In fact, Subject says, she has performed
much heavy physical work in subsequent jobs, and has never had any problems with it. Subject belicves the real
reason she was fired was because the secretary’s observation of Subject dancing in a group with female friends led
the secretary to believe Subject was a lesbian.

Subject spoke with her supervisor, who worked in another building (and who she had never before seen); he
told her that, because she was a temporary employee, she could be fired at any time for any reason.

Subject contacted her union representative. She explained her situation and that she was a lesbian. The union
representative sympathized, but told Subject that the union could provide her with no protection from discrimina-
tion on the basis of her sexual orientation. She told Subject that she could, however, make a complaint of sex
discrimination. Because Subject felt her lesbianism would come up anyway if she took such a course, she decided
not to take any further action.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 36
17 — THREATS, VIOLENCE September 1981

Subject’s ex-boyfriend threatened Subject and her female partner with violence. He also threatened to expose
Subject’s sexuality publicly and to take Subject to court to obtain custody of her child. On one occasion he hit her.

Female, 20
*18 — DISCRIMINATION IN SERVICES ( HEALTH CARE, STATE OF ALASKA)
December 1981 to April 1982

Subject was a patient at Alaska Psychiatric Institute (API). When she was discharged, she was sent to a new
halfway house that had been set up for former API patients. Subject claims the director of the halfway house, who
was also a staff psychologist, disliked homosexuals. He told her that if she could “relive” the scenes of the incest
she had experienced as a child, i.e,, if she could recount them to him verbally, she could “once again love men.”

When Subject refused torelive the incest, the director forcibly discharged her from the halfway house. He noted
in her chart that he would commit her to APl again if she caused any problems. On her discharge date a week later,
she had no money or place to live.

A counselor called the director athome to ask fora weekend extension so Subject could find a place to stay. She
told him there were several open beds at the halfway house and no incoming patients. The director refused to give
an extension and told the counselor that Subject had to leave by midnight.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.
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Male, 49
*19 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION
(NONPAID PUBLIC SERVICE, STATE OF ALASKA, BLUE RIBBON PERSONNEL COMMITTEE) 1981
or 1982

Subject applied for a position with a Blue Ribbon personnel committee for the State of Alaska. At the time he
wore an carring in one of his ears. He flew to Juneau to be interviewed by the committee, but was not selected for
the position. One of the committee members later told him, ““Well, the chair...said you really have excellent
credentials, but he’d be damned if he’d have a man on the committee that wore an earring.””

Subject feels the chairman may have assumed he was gay because he wore an earring,.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 28
20 — VERBAL ABUSE, HARASSMENT, SEXUAL ASSAULT (MULTIPLE ASSAILANTS) 1981 to 1982

Subject was in the military. He was stationed in Alaska in 1981. At first he and the men in his unit got along
well together and were friendly, but after awhile this changed and the other men refused to talk to him. They began
tomake jokes about his masculinity and called him names such as “faggot” and “queer.” Hisroommate also abused
him verbally.

Subject was good friends with another gay serviceman, and the men in his unit spread rumors and innuendos
about their relationship. Subject was continually harassed and abused verbally.

One night around 7.30 or 8.00 Subject was in his room when someone knocked on his doorand told him he was
needed downstairs in the supply room. He thought it strange that he would be called down there at that hour. He
nevertheless went down to the basement with the man who had knocked on his door.

About eight men from his unit were downstairs. One of them, his sergeant, came up from behind him, placed
a gunin his mouth, and said, “Get in there.” Someone kicked him in the chest, and another said, “We're going to
get your ass.” They pushed him into the supply room.

The other men had been drinking, and had brought some beer to the supply room with them. Some had knives
or broken beer bottles, with which they threatened him. They also hit him. They laid one of the mattresses from
the supply room out. Subject was raped anally by each of them in turn, and they cut his rectum with a broken beer
bottle.

Subject passed out. He was found around 4.00 or 5.00 in the morning and was hospitalized. He had suffered
black eyes and several other bruises and required stitches in his rectum. He was asked what had happened to him,
but was afraid to tell anyone for fear of his life.

He was discharged from the hospital two days later and returned to his unit. The men from his unit were quiet
and subdued around him, but all seemed to be aware of what had happened to him, whether they had taken part
or not. Subject considered requesting a transfer to another unit.

A man in his unit came up to him and said, “You’'re going to die tonight.” Subject panicked and went to his
company commander, a captain. He told him that he was gay and wanted to get out of the service. He said that
he was being harassed, but would not tell the captain who was harassing him. The captain asked him if this had
something to do with his hospitalization. Subject answered yesand reiterated thathe wanted out of the service. The
captainagreed. Subject says the captain made no further attempt to find out what had happened. Subject was sent
to a psychiatrist and to a military lawyer to begin processing for a discharge.

He continued to be harassed. When he sat down in the mess hall, all the men at his table rose at once to leave.
He was called “faggot” and “queer.” He states, however, that a few individuals were supportive and friendly
towards him.

Subject received a general discharge in 1982. His discharge papers state that he is a homosexual.

Male, 21
** 21 — BIAS, CENSORSHIP (PUBLIC RADIO STATION) 1982

Subject was a disc jockey with a folk music shift at a small town’s public radio station. He looked through the
station’s folk music library and found a song by Peter Alsop called “Hopelessly Heterosexual.” The song was “a
cute little upbeat song” about a man whose best friend (also male) makes a pass at him; the man declines the pass,
saying that he’s “hopelessly heterosexual.”

Alocal Baptist minister heard the song when Subject played iton the air, and called the station to complain. The
following Sunday he preached a sermon in which he claimed the local public radio station was “teaching our
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teenagers how to be homosexual.” The next day the station was deluged by phone calls from “ninety angry
Baptists.”

As a result, the song was censored from the radio station. Subject was reprimanded by station management,
who claimed the Federal Communications Commission regulations on decency prohibited playing a song that
violated community standards.

Subject comments that the lyrics of Alsop’s song are cleaner by far than those of many commonly-aired songs
about heterosexuals.

** Further information required to determine if this case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Alaska Gay and Lesbian Resource Center, Inc. (now Identity, Inc.)
22 — HARASSMENT (BOMB THREAT) December 20, 1982

This incident was reported by a 23-year-old female staff member (”Subject”) of the Alaska Gay and Lesbian Resource
Center.

Subject was a volunteer staff member at the Alaska Gay and Lesbian Resource Center (now Identity, Inc.) in
Anchorage. As a staffer her duties included providing peer counseling to callers on the Gay/Lesbian Hotline and
opening the agency’s building for meetings.

One Monday night Subject arrived at the Center and began performing the routine opening-up procedures.
Part of the routine was listening to the telephone answering machine and contacting callers who might have left
messagesonit. Oneof themessages thatnightsaid, “Atexactly 9.00 AM tonightall you faggotsare going tobeblown
sky-high. I'hate faggots, you understand? All you faggots are going to die!”

Subject thought the message might be a simple harassment call, particularly since “9.00 AM” and “tonight” are
contradictory terms. She notes that Hotline staffers received numerous harassmentand hang-upcallsregularly [see
also “Cases from Documentary Sources,” Case # d- 7]. She was nevertheless concerned and called the police
emergency number, 911, at 7.11 PM.

About half an hour later an officer of the Anchorage Police Department arrived. The officer briefly inspected
the premises and found no evidence that anyone had broken in or planted a bomb.

Subject still felt concerned. An Alcoholics Anonymous meeting, which had an average attendance of 10 to 15
people, was scheduled to be held that night. Subject put the telephone on call-forward to another staff member and,
with the help of one of the AA members, closed the building at 8.30. They left a note on the door to tell other AA
members that the meeting had been moved elsewhere.

No bomb went off.

Additional Source: Call log sheet for December 20, 1982 (provided by Identity, Inc.).

Female, 24
23 — VERBAL ABUSE July 1983

Subject was eating lunch at a restaurant in the Spenard area of Anchorage with four female friends. They
occupied a booth in the front of the restaurant next to a big picture window. Subject says that a man, who looked
as though he might have been drinking, paid his bill and left the restaurant. As he walked past the window where
Subject was sitting with her friends, he suddenly began to yell abusively at them, using words like “dykes” and
“lezzies.” Atthe same time he pounded on the window so hard that Subject and her friends were afraid he would
break it. One of the restaurant’s employees went outside to get rid of him.

Male, age unavailable
* 24 — THREATENED EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (STATE OF ALASKA) September 1983

Subject had 21 years’ experience in his profession. He applied for a position with a state agency, despite the fact
thatit would representa downgrade in pay and position from his current position, because he felt the new position
would provide him with additional valuable experience and a promising career path.

Subject was interviewed by F, who was very impressed with Subject and his credentials, and who wanted to
hire him. However, F was receiving considerable pressure from his superiors not to “hire the fag;” Subject learned
later that one of F's superiors made comments such as, “Does this mean [ can’t go in the men’s room?” and “Does
this mean I can’t bend down to geta drink of water?” Another of F's superiors told F that he was surprised F would
want to hire someone “like that.”

Based upon Subject’s strong background in the profession, F nevertheless offered Subject the position, and
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Subject accepted. Subject was promoted within a month of being hired because of his demonstrated ability.

Rumors about Subject persisted. A lesbian (whose sexual orientation was unknown to anyone but Subject) told
Subject about some of the comments co-workers were making about him, such as, “Look at that guy swish down
the hall.” Subject says he is not effeminate and does not “swish.”

The remarks eventually died down because of Subject’s professional conduct and expertise. He feels, however,
that his prospects for further promotion have been damaged by the rumors about him. He says the rumors began
after his male partner was hired by another state agency, and people at that agency learned that he and Subject lived
together. But no one, including F, ever asked Subject whether or not he was gay; all the comments about him were
based entirely upon rumor. Subjectremarks that, whilein his case, the rumors about gayness were true, it was casily
conceivable that a nongay person could be victimized in the same way.

Subject did not attempt to fight the bias against him by, for example, approaching the union (the Alaska Public
Employees Association, or APEA)because he felt many union representatives did not take confidentiality seriously.
While in another state position, Subject says, he once discussed a work-related concern with a union representative;
the content of their discussion reached Subject’s supervisor, who then caused him difficulties on the job. Subject
felt he would be retaliated against if he attempted any action to fight the bias against him.

Subject says he would not have been hired for the position if he had had less experience in his profession (other
applicants, he says, had only two to four years’ experience) due to the rumorsabout him. At thetime of hisinterview
in 1985, Subject said he felt the rumors had damaged his career path; consequently he was considering moving from
Alaska to pursue his career.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Identity, Inc.
* 25— HOUSING DISCRIMINATION
(COMMERCIAL SPACE RENTAL, NONPROFIT HUMAN SERVICE AGENCY)
January to February 1984

This incident was reported by Jay Brause, who was Executive Director of ldentity, Inc., at the time of its occurrence.

InNovember 1983 Brause approached S, the executive director of another social service agency, with a proposal
that Identity rent 10 to 15 square feet of space. Identity sought the space to set up its information and referral phone
service for the gay and lesbian community.

S asked Brause to submit a written proposal, which Brause did. On December 10, 1983, at S’s request, Brause
presented the proposal to S’s Board of Directors.

In late February Identity received a letter from S saying that, although the proposal was a good one, the other
agency had been forced to deny Identity’s request for rental space because there was no space available.

Brauselater learned from the other agency’s staff that, prior to the the other agency’s Board vote on the Identity
proposal, S had actively lobbied the agency’s volunteers and members against the proposal. Brause also learned
that at a special membership meeting called by S, members took a vote against renting to Identity.

The other agency’s Board fired S in July 1984. The succeeding executive director told Brause that the events
surrounding the denial of rental space to Identity were a key event leading to S’s termination. She told Brause that,
contrary to whatS’s letter in February had said, her agency did have available space which Identity could rent, and
invited Brause to resubmit a proposal on Identity’s behalf.

Identity was able to rent 100 square feet, which gave Identity space for both the phone line and administrative
office space. Brause reports that Identity and the other agency established an excellent working relationship.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 22
26 — BIAS, PERCEIVED AIDS Spring 1984

Subject frequently gave blood at the blood bank. She gave the blood bank her office number so they could call
her when they needed her blood type.

One day when theblood bank called, Subject’s co-worker answered and took a message. When she gave Subject
the message she asked, “Are you going to goin?” Subject said yes. The co-worker asked, “Are you going to go in
and give everyone AIDS?” “How ignorant!” Subject responded, “I can’t believe you said that to me!” [NOTE:
Lesbians are at extremely low risk for AIDS or other sexually-transmitted diseases.] Subject says she did not say
more because she didn’t want to get into an argument.

Subject says her co-worker learned of her sexual orientation through another co-worker.
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Male, 27
** 27 — BIAS (POLITICAL CAMPAIGN) Late March/Early April 1984

Subject volunteered to be press secretary on the campaign of a candidate for public office who supported equal
rights for lesbians and gay men. He was directly responsible to the candidate’s campaign manager.

Subject and two other people were invited to speak before a social work class at the University of Alaska,
Anchorage, on their personal experiences of being gay or lesbian and their thoughts on how social workers could
attune themselves to the special needs of lesbians and gay men. Subject was looking forward to the talk.

During a meeting at the campaign manager’s home, Subject mentioned the talk. The campaign manager
expressed his personal support of Subject, but told him if the press or other candidates became aware that Subject
was gay because of his appearance at the social workers’ class, it would not be good for the campaign.

Subject felt angry, but saw no choice but to withdraw from his commitment to the class. Instead he wrote an
anonymous letter, which the other speakers read to the class, in which he expressed his anger at being forced not
to attend.

Feeling there was no point in remaining, Subject left the campaign shortly thereafter.

** Further information required to determine if this case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 23
28 — ATTEMPTED SEXUAL ASSAULT Late Spring 1984

Subject lived in a three-bedroom house in a small town with his male partner and a heterosexual female
housemate, who was aware of Subject’s relationship with his partner. The female housemate occasionally invited
a male guest to spend the night with her. One nightin late May or early June, 1984, when Subject’s partner was out
of town on a job, she had as her guest a commercial fisherman, whom Subject briefly met. During the night the
female housemate told the fisherman that her roommates were gay.

The following night Subject went to bed around 10.30 or 11.00 PM. He was awakened around midnight by a
naked man who was attempting to have anal intercourse with him. The assailant turned out to be the fisherman,
who had returned uninvited and had apparently entered the house in the darkness.

Subject struggled with his assailant. His shouts woke his female housemate, who came to help. During the
struggle Subject’s partner returned. The combined efforts of all three housemates finally succeeded in removing
the assailant from the house. All three housemates suffered bruises as a result of the struggle.

Subject did not report the incident to police due to his fear of being ostracized in a small town.

Female, 32
*29 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (TRAINING, SECRETARIAL/BUSINESS SCHOOL)
Summer 1984

Subject worked at a nonprofit community service organization. One of her duties was to provide trainings for
other agencies.

Sheregularly did a three-hour training at a secretarial/ business school. During one of her visits she was talking
with theschool’s receptionistand mentioned that she was going througha divorce. Thereceptionist told acounselor
at the school, who invited Subject into her office. The counselor offered to help Subject however she could, as she
had once been through a divorce herself.

On a subsequent visit the counselor asked Subject how things were going with the divorce. Subject confided
that it was difficult because it involved lesbian custody issues. She felt safe in telling the counselor this because of
the friendship that had developed between them, and because it was a private, and presumably confidential,
conversation. The counselor reacted badly, refused to speak any more with her, and avoided her.

One of her co-workers later talked with a school representative and reported to Subject that the school had said
itliked the work Subject did, and liked having her come in, but was concerned because she was a lesbian (although,
Subject stated, she had never brought up her sexual identity in a class, or with anyone at the school other than in
private conversation with the counselor and receptionist). The schoolasked for someone other than Subject to come
do trainings there.

Subject spoke with the receptionist, who asked her to come to the school and discuss “issues.” The receptionist
met alone with Subject and expressed concern about exposing students to information about Subject’s sexual
orientation. During the remaining time Subject provided trainings for other agencies she was not asked to return
to the school.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.
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Male, 31
* 30 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (STATE OF ALASKA,
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES) July 1984

Subjecthad been a youth counselor in Fairbanks for the State of Alaska sinceearly 1981. He moved to Anchorage
in carly 1984.

As partof the incentive program for youthful offenders, youths were sometimes permitted to go out to movies
or to shop, etc., with a counselor who qualified as a “Pass Partner.” Subject had two counselees who were doing
well, and he wanted to take them out on pass. He applied to be a Pass Partner. When he got no response on his
application, he repeatedly asked his superiors what the delay was. They told him his application was “in the
works.”

He asked his cottage director about the delay. The cottage director said, “Gosh, it's a real prob.” When Subject
asked why, the cottage director said, “I’'m not at liberty to discuss it.”

In a meeting with the facility director on July 16, 1988, Subject finally learned that his superiors considered him
ariskasa Pass Partner because of allegations he had been the leader of a “militant homosexual group” in Fairbanks.
The facility director would not divulge the source of this allegation except to mention the name of an Anchorage
police officer, who had apparently been told about the allegation by Fairbanks police.

Subject believes the allegation stems from hisinvolvementin Fairbanksasadiscussion groupleader fora sexual
identity support group composed of young gays and lesbians.

The facility director told Subject there was no way he would be granted pass partner status because he was gay,
although Subject neither admitted nor denied he was gay.

On July 23 Subject wrote a letter to the facility director asking about the source of the allegation, who had access
to the information contained in the allegation, and the specific reasons he was being denied pass partner status.

Subject asked his union representative to investigate the matter. On July 25 the facility director told the
representative that the Anchorage Police Department had information to the effect that Subject was reportedly seen
in Fairbanks gay bars.

On July 27 Subject wrote a letter to the American Civil Liberties Union requesting help. The ACLU was unable
to take the case.

Also on July 27 Subject wrote a letter to the Commissioner of the Department of Health and Social Services
(DHSS) explaining his situation and questioning the right of law enforcement officials to “collect informationonan
individual’s personal life” when the individual has committed no crime. He noted that the facility director had not
responded to his question of “how it comes about that APD [the Anchorage Police Department] is supplying
erroneous information on my personal life.”

The Commissionerreplied thathe had found theallegations about Subject unwarranted, but that Subject should
drop the matter or it would appear in his personnel file.

Subject ultimately resigned because the incident, and the denial of whathe considered “animportant treatment
tool,” had undermined his ability to do his job well.

Additional sources: Letter from Subject to the director of the facility, July 23, 1985; Letter from Subject to the American Civil
Liberties Union, July 27, 1985; Letter from Subject to the Commissioner, Department of Health and Social Services, July 27,1985,
* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 25
* 31— EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (RETAIL BOOKSTORE) July 22,1984

Subject was a probationary employee at a chain bookstore located in a shopping mall in Anchorage. On her
arrival at work on July 22, 1984, her manager informed her that the store was forced to fire her. Subject asked why
and was told that two of her co-workers said she was difficult to work with, and that the personnel manager had
received two customer complaints that she wasn’t “helpful enough.”

Subject was confused because she had not had any previous indication that there was any problem with her co-
workers, other than the complaint to the store manager she had made about the overlong breaks whicha co-worker,
C, commonly took, thereby cutting into other employees’ break times (Subject had explained her concern to C two
or three times before, but C did not change her behavior). She also felt the allegation that she wasn’t “helpful
enough” did not fit, as she felt she was very helpful to customers and had been told by the manager two or three
times that she was doing a good job. Nor did she believe a customer would complain to the personnel manager,
who worked at a different location in another part of town. Subject felt that a customer who wished to complain
about her would complain to the store manager, who was on the scene.

Subject felt that the reasons she had been given were not the real reasons why she was fired, and suspected she
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was fired because she was alesbian. However, the only individual she knew for certain wasaware of her lesbianism
wasC, whoshe had come outto about2-1/2 weeksbeforeshe was fired, but who had never seemed concerned about
it.

Several days after she was fired Subject returned to the store to get her final paycheck. One of her former co-
workers, M, told her that the day before Subject was fired, on Subject’s day off, M had seen C talking with superiors,
including the personnel manager, who had come to the store. M told Subject that Chad also told the other employees
on that day that Subject was gay. M said that after Subject was fired C had gone around the store singing, “[Subject]
got fired, [Subject] got fired.”

Subject believes that C purposely told superiors that Subject was a lesbian in order to get her in trouble. She
believes it possible that C harbored resentment against her because of her complaint to the store manager aboutC’s
long breaks.

Subject says she did not pursue the matter because she was aware when she was fired that she had no legal
recourse for filing a discrimination complaint, since discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation is not
prohibited.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.50.

Female, 32
32 — DISCRIMINATORY HARASSMENT (NONPROFIT HUMAN SERVICES) 1984

Subject was employed at a nonprofit human service agency, and was friends with a woman, F, who worked
atanother nonprofitagency. The executive director of a third agency called a Board member at F's agency, alleging
that a female staff member at Subject’s agency was having an affair with a female staff member at F’s agency. The
staff members she referred to were Subject and F.

The Board memberat F'sagency told the executive director there, who passed the information on to Subjectand
her friend. Subjecttold her own executive director of theallegations herself, so that the rumor would not be received
second-hand. Both agencies ignored the allegations, evidently deciding that the staff members’ private lives were
not their concern.

Male, 21
*33 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (MILITARY) Late 1984

Subject was in the military and stationed in Alaska as a law enforcement officer. Subject had just recently come
out (i.e., become aware of his sexual identity) and frequented a local gay bar and had several gay civilian friends.
Subject says he had grown tired of being dishonest with his co-workers and military friends about his off-duty life.
He told his first sergeant that he was gay, and together with the sergeant told his commander that he was gay.

Subject states that his commander immediately assumed he was bucking for a discharge, although Subject
enjoyed his job and wanted to complete his enlistment period. He was investigated by the Office of Special
Investigations (OSI).

Subject’s gunand badge were takenaway from him, and he was set to shoveling snow, a job which he performed
for three months. He says his superiors” attitude was that it was “the only job I was fit for.” Subject’s male partner
worked on a local newspaper; Subject told his superiors he would have a newspaper story published about his case
if he was harassed.

Subject says that an individual who came forward voluntarily to admit homosexuality generally received an
honorable discharge, but that individuals whose homosexuality was discovered through a “witchhunt” (a term
Subject says the OSI actually used around him) generally received a less-than-honorable discharge. Although
Subject had voluntarily admitted he was gay, his commander was pushing in his case for a less-than-honorable
discharge. However, his defense lawyer pushed for, and eventually attained for him, an honorable discharge.

Subject says he had no difficulty during this time from other military men, even after it became known that he
was gay.

* This case demonstrates prima facie evidence of discrimination, but would not be jurisdictional even under an expanded AS 18.80
because the U.S. military is not subject to Alaska statute.

Male, 37
*34 — THREATENED EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION
(SITKA SCHOOL DISTRICT), VERBAL ABUSE Fall 1984

Subject had been a teacher for 15 years, and had tenure. He became involved with a local gay support group
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which advertised its meetings in the local newspaper and was included in a community directory of social services.
Two churches in the area, particularly the United Methodist church, were supportive of the group and offered to
provide it with meeting space, if necessary.

In order to confirm that the gay support group was a legitimate, existing service, the publishers of the directory
required the name of a contact person, whose name was to remain confidential. Subject agreed to be the contact
person.

Subject believes (but is not certain) that a secretary, who was a member of the local Assembly of God church
and who had access to the directory’s confidential records, leaked his name and the fact of his affiliation with the
support group to other people—a friend of his overheard a conversation among some secretaries where the subject
of the gay support group came up, and “someone piped up and said, ‘Oh, that’s [Subject’s] group.”

Subject was approached by a friend, also an Assembly of God member, who said, “’Oh my God, [Subject], I've
heard these rumors that you are a homosexual.”” Subject reports, “He very anxious and upset. ‘'Oh my God, I'll get
you fired, you'll never touch my children. This is the worst thing, this is worse than murder.”” Subject believes his
friend then went to his church and told people there of the rumors.

Rumors about Subject began to circulate, including a rumor “that | would stand out on the sidewalk passing
out pamphlets on how to be gay to kids.” Because Subject was a teacher, many people became alarmed, and he
became a subject of public controversy. Subject was brought before his superintendent and principal, and one
student was pulled from his classroom. His superiors advised himto be “inconspicuous” and not to enter the men'’s
restroom when students were present, even to intervene if boys were fighting in the bathroom. The superintendent
and principal received calls from the mayor, assembly members, and local ministers. At this time there wasa school
board election, and candidates were asked if they would be in favor of hiring a gay teacher.

Subject received mail via the school district which opposed both himasa personand his “lifestyle.” Inoneletter,
Subject says, the writer told him he should be dismissed immediately, with no question, that he would “damage”
all the children he came in contact with, that he was trying to change them into “little queers,” and that he wasn’t
allowed even to “touch” the children. Subiject felt his job was on the line, and decided that he would not back down.

School district officials sought legal assistance. An attorney at the legal firm they consulted gave as his legal
opinion that, given the facts of Subject’s case, an Alaskan court would almost certainly strike down a dismissal or
nonretention of Subject as a teacher. The attorney noted that neither the status of being a homosexual nor actual
acts of consensual adult homosexuality are crimes under Alaska statute, and hence Subject could not be dismissed
or nonretained solely on grounds of being “immoral” because he was a homosexual (something that Subject, inany
case, never admitted).

The attorney’s opinion was that a tenured homosexual teacher in Alaska could only be dismissed or
nonretained if 1) there was proof of specific homosexual acts by the teacher; and 2) there was proof of a resulting
detrimental impact on students or on the teacher’s performance of his job. Asneither of these could be proven, the
attorney felt the school district could not legally get rid of him. The attorney stated that his opinion had never been
tested in an Alaskan court (nor, to his knowledge, had any Alaskan court tried a case involving the dismissal or
nonretention of a homosexual teacher), but he advised the school district that, should they dismiss or nonretain the
teacher, they might lose a subsequent court battle and be forced to pay back wages.

Once Subject made it clear to his superintendent and principal that he would oppose any administrative action
taken against him, and would go to court if necessary, they both became supportive of him and his position.

Subject reports that “parents came in and they literally asked me, “Are you gay?’ and I said, ‘I'm not going to
tell you, that’s beside the point.” ‘Well, it would help if you told us, because then we could pull our kids out of you
class,” and I said, ‘Well, I'm not going to tell you.”” Some parents called the superintendent and asked if it was true
that Subject was telling his students he was gay (Subject never did). At a meeting of the principal’s advisory
committee (in which volunteer parents participated), it was asked if parents could pull their children out of Subject’s
class; the school board determined that it was permissible.

Subject reports that he became a “hot issue” with the local ministerial association, but that most of the churches,
including some of the more conservative churches, refused to back the Assembly of God church in its efforts to have
Subject fired. Subject received support from some parents, both privately and in calls parents made to the school
board, the principal, and the superintendent, in which parents said that Subject was a good teacher and his sexual
orientation did not matter. The president of the school board (whose son was in Subject’s class) and most other
school board members were supportive of him. However, one school board member, an Assembly of God member,
reportedly said, “My faith and my religious beliefs are above any constitutional obligations that [ may have, so if
we have to vote, I will vote according to my God, not my country.”

Subject says that he also had access to legal counsel to the teacher’s union, but it never became necessary.
Gradually the controversy “fizzled out.” Meanwhile the gay support group ceased to exist because members were
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afraid to be seen with Subject. Subject says he was unable to do work for the support group because of his
superintendent’s advice to be inconspicuous.

Subject says that, besides feeling that his job was threatened, the controversy forced him to modify his teaching
style somewhatand caused him, fora period of abouta year, to lower his profile significantly on gay /lesbianissues.
He now feels his job is relatively secure.

Subject participated in the National March on Washington for Lesbian Gay Rights on October 11, 1987 (which
had an estimated attendance of over 200,000); he was later interviewed by a San Francisco newspaper about his
participation. Someone in San Francisco senta copy of the article to a friend or relative in Sitka. Subject says people
passed the article around, and he began to receive harassing calls again. He still receives occasional verbal abuse
(e.g., teenagers downtown calling, “Hey, look at the faggot!”; a caller on the phone saying, “Why don’t you come
over and give me a blow job?”). He says his (biological) children are also subjected to verbal abuse.

Additional sources: Two letters “Re: Dismissal or nonretention based on homosexuality” from Lawrence T. Feeney of the
law offices of Faulkner, Banfield, Doogan & Holmes, Juneau, to the Superintendent of Schools, Sitka School District, October 12,
1984; “Thousands march for gay rights; AIDS patients lead trip past White House,” Seattle Times, October 12, 1987.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 25
*35 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (STATE OF ALASKA, ALASKA STATE TROOPERS)
October or November 1984

Subject was called for an interview for a clerk-typist position with the Alaska State Troopers at the courthouse
in Anchorage. The interview was held in the interviewer’s home in the Muldoon area of Anchorage.

During the course of the interview, the interviewer learned that Subject had helped a friend of hers with a court
case during the summer of 1982. The interviewer was aware of the case, and knew that Subject’s friend was a gay
man. She asked Subject if she was a lesbian. Subject said yes.

The interviewer told Subject that she was well-qualified for the position, and that she would consider her for
the position if she agreed, should she be hired, to stop going to any of the gay bars in town. The interviewer’s
reasoning was that State Troopers sometimes did undercover narcotics work at bars, and they would be suspicious
of an employee of the Troopers if they saw one in a gay bar (i.e., would think the employee might be involved in
drug trafficking).

Subject refused to agree to the restriction, on the grounds that a gay bar was one of the few places she could
publicly socialize with her peers without fear of harassment. The interviewer therefore refused to consider her for
the position.

Subject says she does not believe the interviewer would even have thought about placing a similar restriction
on a nongay employee who frequented heterosexual bars, where Troopers might also engage in undercover
narcotics work.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 21
*36 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (MILITARY), HARASSMENT, PROPERTY DAMAGE
October 1984 - July 1985

Subject, a sergeant in the military, frequented a gay bar near the base at which he was stationed. B, a man who
had a room across the hall from Subject’s and who worked in the orderly room in Subject’s barracks, came to the
bar two or three times, each time arriving ten to twenty minutes after Subject. Subject believes B may have been
following him. Rumors began to be spread around the dormitory about Subject being gay. B began to bring other
servicemen to the bar with him, apparently to watch Subject.

Bevidently reported on Subject to the commander and the first sergeantin the orderly room. A few weeks later
the first sergeant contacted Subject and told him to report to agents of the Office of Special Investigations at the
headquarters building.

The agents told Subject they had evidence he was a homosexual. They accused him of making homosexual
solicitations and alleged that Subject had written notes to two individuals, including N, a friend of B's, inviting them
tocommithomosexualacts with him. The agents claimed to have the notes and said they were signed with Subject’s
initials. Subject states that two other men in the dormitory had the same initials, and says he is not even sure that
the notes ever existed; if they did, he did not know who could have written them. He asked agents at least twice
to see the notes; they refused his request both times.

Subject denied all allegations made against him, and got a military lawyer.
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Theagents interrogated Subject daily for two to three hours for a period of two to three weeks. Subjectsays these
daily appointmentsled to his work group learning of the investigation, since his continual absence from work was
“creating havoc” there. The interrogations ended when Subject’s lawyer (belatedly, according to Subject) informed
him that he had the right to refuse to answer any of the agents’ questions. Subject declined any more interviews.

Agents also tailed Subject frequently.

After an investigation of several months’ duration Subject’s lawyer told the Judge Advocate’s office that the
investigation had produced no solid evidence against Subject. The Judge Advocate agreed and ruled that no
hearing would be held and the case would be closed. Subject says that his commander wanted him to lose his
sergeant’s stripe (along with $150.00 per month in pay) due to conduct unbecoming, but the Judge Advocate
prevented this. The case was officially closed.

During the events described above, Subject says he had five or sixroommates. They would apparently get wind
of the rumors about him and decide to leave. Eventually authorities removed the second bed from Subject’s room
and he was assigned no more roommates.

Everyone in Subject’s building stopped speaking to him. This included others on his floor whom Subject knew
to be gay. When he went to take a shower the bathroom would clear out. Five people at his workplace refused to
speak with him; people in his immediate work group continue to speak with him, but strictly on a business level,
with no more friendly interaction.

Subjectcontinually received hang-up telephone callsearly in the morning and late into the night. Hediscovered
his phone number had been written in black magic marker on the wall of the men’s room at the recreation center.
He cleaned the number off with Windex, but every time he erased it someone put it back up. He eventually had
his phone disconnected.

Someone flattened all the tires on his car and made scratches in its paint with keys. During the winter someone
unplugged his car’s engine heater several times. Because his job required that he be away from base every fourth
week fora week atatime, theengine heater once remained unplugged fora full week, causing hisengine to be frozen
and destroyed.

Subject applied to a servicemen’s aid society, which provides financial assistance in times of need, for funds to
replace his engine. Inorder to provide assistance, the aid society required an endorsement of his aid request from
his commander. The commander told the aid society that Subject was being investigated and withheld his
endorsement. The aid society called the commander a second time on Subject’s request, but the commander still
denied endorsement. The aid society persevered for two weeks before someone gave an authorization, and Subject
was finally able to buy a new engine.

Subject says three tires on his car blew out within a few days of each other due to vandalism. The third blowout
(a front tire, in which nails had been stuck) occurred in the first week of July 1985 as Subject was driving down a
highway at 55 miles per hour. The car traveled about a block before Subject was able to stop it; the body of the car
suffered some damage.

Subject reported the blowouts to the military police, but he felt the M.P.”s were aware of the investigation, and
because of bias against him were unwilling to protect his car. He states that he never saw a military police vehicle
patrolling in the area where he lived. He began parking his car away from other cars, in a location where he could
better keep an eye on it himself.

Atthe time he wasinterviewed in 1985, Subject had six monthsleftin his enlistment. He did not plan to reenlist.
He stated that even if he wished to he would be unable to because his commander placed a written advisement
against it in his personnel file. Subject discovered this when he attempted to extend his enlistment for six months
so that he could be assigned to another base, in order to avoid continuing harassment (regulations, Subject
explained, did not permit such reassignment if an individual had less than twelve months left in his or her
enlistment).

* This case demonstrates prima facie evidence of discrimination, but would not be jurisdictional even under an expanded AS 18.80
because the U.S. military is not subject to Alaska statute.

Female, 30
37 — HARASSMENT, DAMAGE TO PROPERTY December 1984 to May 1986

From December 1984 to May 1986 Subject lived in a small cabin with several other lesbians. The cabin was
situated on a rural dead-end dirt road that led up from a gravel road. The first cabin on the dirt road was owned
by a heterosexual man, K, followed by Subject’s cabin, a third cabin where two lesbians lived, and a fourth cabin
where a heterosexual woman lived with three small children. K’s cabin was the only one with a telephone during
the time Subject lived there; the nearest pay telephone was at a store two miles away on the highway.

Subject says that when she first moved there the other women warned her that K constantly harassed all the
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women there. Subject witnessed the following incidents:

Early 1985: Subject was driving up the gravel road leading to the dirt road where the cabins were. Atone point there was
a steep hill, where Subject could see headlights pointed in her direction. She assumed it was K, since he frequently parked
there. When she reached the top of the hill, K had turned his truck broadside in the road so that Subject could not pass. K,
who was drunk, told Subject he had a hot clutch, that he would be there for an hour or so, and that it was his road anyway.
Subject drove back to the store and used the pay phone there to call the State Troopers. When a trooper arrived she led
him to the hill. K had driven off. They caught up with him and the trooper stopped him. Subject heard K complain to him
about "goddamn lesbians fucking their brains out back there.” The trooper told Subject she could go on, and did not pursue
the incident any further.

Spring 1985: During breakup the dirt road was too muddy to drive up, so people living there parked their vehicles on the
gravel road and walked in to their cabins. Subject’s car stopped running and she couldn’t afford to get it fixed, so her car
was still parked there long after everyone else was able to drive in again. One night the car was rammed and pushed into
the ditch. Although troopers matched the paint left on her bumper with the paint on K's truck, they pursued the incident no
further.

Summer 1985: Subject and another woman both got flat tires on their cars due to nails that had been spread on the dirt
road between K's and Subject’s cabins. Subject says everyone suspected K. State troopers were called, but there was no
way to prove that K had spread the nails.

Subjectalso says that one woman found K, dressed in camouflage clothesand carryingaknife between histeeth,
crawling in the woods behind her cabin. Subject says that there were many paths through the woods leading from
K’s cabin to various vantage points where he could, if he wished, watch the women’s cabins.

Subject says that K frequently stopped cars on the dirt road and told their occupants that there were “a bunch
of queers back there.” He often went to the local bar and carried on about the “queers.” When it was necessary to
call the State Troopers, K told them the women were all lesbians and he was going to drive them out.

Subject states that K was never arrested or cited during the time she was there. She says that troopers told the
women it was a civil matter and there was nothing they could do till K hurt someone. She says the troopers told
them, “If you have to shoot him, make sure he’s dead, and make sure he falls down inside your cabin.”

Subject says the troopers have “hundreds” of complaints on K, involving not only lesbians but anyone trying
to use the dirt road. She states that all the women there kept loaded guns because of K, and that she herself kept
a German Shepherd for protection. She says that if women had to walk in and out on the dirt road, they tried to do
so in company. Out of fear of him they would cut through the woods to avoid his cabin.

Metropolitan Community Church
* 38 — DISCRIMINATION IN FACILITIES RENTAL (ROLLER SKATING RINKS)
January or February 1985

This incident was reported by a 35-year-old male member (“Subject”) of the Metropolitan Community Church (MCC),
which has a special outreach to members of the gay and lesbian community.

The Metropolitan Community Church decided to hold aroller-skating party for members of the lesbian and gay
community, and Subject agreed to make arrangements for rental of a roller rink. He contacted one rink, but it was
booked up, so he made arrangements with another rink. The event was advertised by posters and fliersinlocal gay
bars.

Over 100 people actually attended the party, representing, Subject says, “the whole gamut” of Anchorage’s gay
and lesbian community, including older people as well as several parents with their children.

One minor incident occurred with some missionaries, members of a group which frequently stood outside one
of the gay bars with a large wooden cross and attempted to proselytize bar patrons. One of the missionaries had
apparently entered the bar and saw the fliers advertising the party. Some of these missionaries (without their cross)
bought tickets and came to the party and attempted to proselytize there.

After hearing several complaints from attendees, Subject approached the missionaries and asked them to stop
preaching, as they were annoying other attendees. The missionaries protested that the advertising had said
everyone was welcome to the party, so he couldn’t force them to leave. Subject told them he was not asking them
to leave, but to stop proselytizing out of respect for other attendees, who felt they were being harassed by the
missionaries. The missionaries remained at the party, but ceased their proselytizing.

About three-quarters of the way into the evening, Subject asked party attendees if they were having a good time
and if they’d like to have another roller-skating party the following month. There was an overwhelming positive
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response.

Subject approached the rink’s manager with a proposal that MCC rent the rink again, but the manager refused
to make a commitment. During the next several days, Subject repeatedly called the manager, but the manager
would not return his calls or, when he did speak with Subject, again refused to make a commitment. The manager
ultimately refused to rent again to MCC because of the largely lesbian and gay attendance at the party. (Subject
cannot remember if he had told the manager before the party that MCC had a mostly gay and lesbian membership;
the manager could have learned of the party attendees’ sexual orientations, however, from observing the
announced couples “dances,” when same-sex couples skated together.)

Subject called the other two rinks in town; he explained to their managers what MCC was and the most of its
members were lesbian or gay. Both rinks refused to rent to MCC because of its members’ sexual orientations.

Subject contacted an attorney to see if MCC had any legal recourse in the matter. She explained to him that there
was no law to prohibit the roller rinks from refusing to rent to groups or individuals on the basis of sexual
orientation.

Subject says MCC could have “pretended” to be another group in order to rent a rink, but he did not wish to
follow that course because of its inherent dishonesty.

Subject expressed surprise at the three roller rinks’ refusal to rent to MCC. He had assumed it would bea “win-
win” situation: lesbiansand gay men would have benefitted by having an enjoyable evening where they could relax
and have fun in a comfortable environment, and a roller rink would have benefitted by having a guaranteed gate.
“...lassumed these people were in to make money...,” Subject commented. “Here they are, havinganevening where
there’s no problems, and they're getting money out of it.”

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 25
* 39 — THREATENED EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (HEALTH CARE) April 1985 to July 1985

Subject wished to become an apprentice in a non-traditional health care profession. She obtained a listing of
professionals in the field and began contacting them in search of someone to apprentice to. Each person she
contacted asked her questions to determine if she would make a suitable apprentice. One question they all asked
was if she were married, presumably because the irregular hours involved in their profession could be disruptive
to family life. Each time she was asked, Subject answered, “No, I'm single, I'm a lesbian.”

Subject says most of the professionals “didn’t batan eyelash” at this information, but one individual, D, became
very concerned. D told Subject that she could not take Subject as an apprentice because lesbianism was against the
Bible. Subject found another person, P, to apprentice to. P had no problem with Subject’s lesbianism.

In June 1985 the annual conference for the profession was held in Anchorage. During the lunch break on the
one day Subject was able to attend, a woman approached her and asked her name. Subject introduced herself and
the woman, B, introduced herself. B asked Subject if she was the person who had called D looking for someone to
apprentice to. Subject said yes. B then asked her, “Are you gay?” Subject said yes. B told Subject that she could
not be gay and a member of the profession at the same time. According to Subject, B stressed the intimate and
prolonged relationship that a member of the profession developed with each client during the months they worked
together, and argued that Subject would be hiding from, or lying to, clients by not disclosing her sexual identity to
them.

Two weeks later there was a meeting which I (the individual Subject was apprenticed to) attended. D wasalso
there. P later told Subject that D had asked her if she knew Subject was a lesbian. P had answered yes, and said it
posed no problem to her. D had questioned the advisability of having a lesbian apprentice and emphatically stated
that lesbians should not be members of the profession. P had disagreed, and D became angry. She had told P that,
in that case, they would insert a clause about “ethics and morality” in the governing regulations of the profession.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 24
*40 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (NONPROFIT HUMAN SERVICES) Summer 1985

Subject was employed as a counselor at a residential treatment facility for juveniles. She learned that her
supervisor had said at an administrative meeting that she thought Subject was a lesbian and felt Subject should be
fired. She also said at this meeting that having Subject work by herself was “just as bad as having D [a male
employee] work by himself.” Subject says this was in reference to a child licensing law stating that no male can be
left alone in an all-female residential treatment facility.

The same supervisor asked one of Subject’s co-workers to write and sign a statement saying Subject used vulgar
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language in front of the youths at the facility (another licensing violation). The co-worker refused.

The supervisor wrote Subject a memo one day telling her to work a midnight-to-8.00 AM shift instead of her
regular hours of midnight to 10.00 AM. Subject therefore left at 8.00 instead of 10.00. The supervisor later called
her and asked her to come in to the assistant administrator’s office to discuss a recent application she had made for
promotion. Subject arrived and was told she wouldn’t be promoted because she didn’t fit the job description.
Subject says the supervisor had also written her up on three violations. (Three violations are cause for immediate
termination.) The violations included:

1. Taking out a company car: Subject says she had used the car, but claims many other employees had also used it.

2. Altering the time sheet: Subject had gone on a 2-day paid workshop. She became ill, so did not attend 4 hours of the
workshop. Subject says she then went back and changed those 4 hours so she wouldn't get paid for them.

3. Absence from work: This was in reference to Subject leaving work that morning at 8.00 AM instead of 10.00 AM, in
accordance with her supervisor's orders in the memo. Subject's supervisor claimed she didn’t remember writing such
a memo and did not have a copy (although, Subject says, she had seen a copy of the memo on the supervisor's desk
the night before).

Subject showed her supervisor and the assistant administrator her own copy of the memo, thereby saving
herself from being fired at that time.

Subject was injured at a staff/resident tackle football game. She asked her supervisor if this qualified her for
workman’s compensation. The supervisor said no. At the urging of a co-worker Subject filed for workman’s
compensationanyway. Two daysafter she filed she received copies of the paperwork she had requested, along with
a copy of a letter written by the assistant administrator stating that Subject had not been encouraged or requested
to attend the football game. Subject’s claim was therefore denied.

Subject states the assistant administrator had asked staff to attend the game both in a staff meeting and ina
memo which she had put in the staff log. Subject later found the memo, torn from the staff log, in the assistant
administrator’s desk and sent it to workman’s compensation, which then changed its decision.

In August Subject was reinjured at the facility’s summer camp. The following day she received a memo from
her supervisor stating that she would not schedule Subject to work again until Subject obtained a release to work
from her doctor. Three weeks later Subject was fired for not showing up when scheduled for work. Subject says
she had not yet received a release from her doctor.

Subject believes her supervisor set her up to be fired because she was a lesbian, particularly in light of her
statement about Subject at the administrative meeting mentioned above.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Qut North Theatre Ensemble
MULTIPLE CASES July to October 1985

The following five cases were reported by Gene Dugan, who was at the time Managing Director for Out North Theatre
Ensemble. See also case #s 66 and 67.

Background

In April 1985, the Anchorage-based amateur theater group Out North Theatre Ensemble (under the sponsorship of Arctic
Moon Stage Company, Inc.) presented “My Blue Heaven” by Jane Chambers at the Anchorage Museum of History and Art.
The play was a comedy about two lesbian homesteaders in upstate New York. It received a favorable review in the Anchorage
Times, was performed in Juneau, and in July 1985 won an award for Best Supporting Actor at the biennial Alaska Community
Theatre Festival (ACTFEST) in Haines.

Out North received a grant in the amount of $3,997 from the Alaska State Council on the Arts (a division of the Alaska
Department of Education), with support from the National Endowment for the Arts (a federal agency), to present a gay play
series. “My Blue Heaven” was revived as first in the series. It toured in Fairbanks, Soldotna, Homer, Anchorage, and Girdwood
in late September and early October of 1985.

** 41 — DISCRIMINATION IN FACILITY RENTAL (ALYESKA RESORT) July 1985

The Girdwood Center for Visual Arts, Inc., agreed to be the local presenter for a performance of “My Blue
Heaven” in Girdwood. A member of the play’s cast, the president of the Girdwood Center for Visual Arts, and
Dugan met with the restaurant manager of Alyeska Resort, which was interested in presenting a number of dinner
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theater events. The restaurant manager was made aware of the play’s content and was given materials on the play,
including the favorable review from the Anchorage Times. Dugan says the restaurant manager was in favor of
presenting the play at Alyeska. During the meeting they discussed technical arrangements (sound, lighting,
staging, etc.) and what the restaurant would serve for the dinner theater.

The resort’s operations director returned from vacation, and the restaurant manager filled him in on what had
been agreed upon. The operations director reviewed the play materials; he then told the restaurant manager that
the play’s subject matter could cause problems for the resort, and that Out North could not use the restaurant. The
restaurant manager, apologetic, called Dugan to cancel the performance.

Another facility in Girdwood was found for presentation of the play.

** Further information required to determine if this case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

42 — BIAS September 1985

Two other theater organizations, the Theatre Guild (based in Anchorage) and the Fairbanks Drama Association,
agreed to help Out North publicize its production of “My Blue Heaven” by mailing out postcards about the play
to individuals on their mailing lists, using Theatre Guild’s mailing permit. Both organizations subsequently
received phone calls and notes from individuals saying they did not want to be on the pertinent theater company’s
mailing list if the company had anything to do with gay plays. A representative from each organization relayed
information about the calls to Dugan; both expressed surprise at the reaction to the mailings.

Dugan says the incidents may have resulted in the loss of contributions and subscription renewals from some
previous supporters of the two organizations. One of the organizations was effectively closed off as an avenue for
publicizing Out North’s productions.

43 — BIAS, HARASSMENT September 27, 1985

OutNorth wasinvited by Pier One Theatre, a Homer-based organization, to present “My Blue Heaven” in both
Soldotna and Homer. The Soldotna performance was scheduled for September 27 at the campus Commons Room
of Kenai Peninsula Community College.

On the company’s arrival to set up for the play, a photographer began to take pictures of cast members and set-
up people. Members of the company initially assumed he was a press photographer, but later learned he was not.
When theater-goers began to arrive to see the play, he began taking their pictures as well. Dugan says that the
photographer “gave the impression to the patrons that he was keeping some sort of documentation as to who in the
Kenai/Soldotna area was attending a gay or lesbian play,” and that “patrons did feel harassed.” Some patrons
asked the photographer to stop taking pictures, but he refused.

By this time about 24 picketers had arrived to protest the play. Dugan took notes of what picketers’ signs said.
Among their statements: “There is no heaven for homosexuals,” “Homo go home,” “Queers are not the norm,” I
resent my state funds being used to promote ‘Gay American Lifestyles,”” “Save the goat” [an apparent reference to
the goatraised by the lesbian homesteadersin the play], “No gay play,” “Gays can’t reproduce—they must recruit.”

According to Kenai’s Peninsula Clarion for September 30, the artistic director for Pier One Theatre “said the only
aspect of the Friday evening demonstration—described as ‘peaceful’—that bothered him was that one of the
protesters took photos of members of the crew and of the audience, ‘which some people felt was an invasion of their
rights.””

During the time the company was at the Commons Room, KPCC business phones rang constantly. Callers
complained, according to Dugan, “that a public facility, supported by their money, was being used to support
homosexuals....Before the play started we had to take the phones off the hook in order to perform without
interruption.” Dugan states, however, that there were no interruptions to the play, and no picketers entered the
building.

Additional sources: “Pickets to protest gay play,” Peninsula Clarion, September 27, 1985; “Gay play draws pickets, praise,”
Peninsula Clarion, September 30, 1985; Nancy Lord, “Play was about gays, and much more,” Homer News, October 3, 1985,

** 44 — THREATENED DISCRIMINATION IN FACILITY RENTAL
(MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE, ANCHORAGE MUSEUM OF HISTORY AND ART)
September 1985

In September 1985 Out North arranged with the Curator of Education for the Anchorage Museum of History
and Art (a facility of the Municipality of Anchorage) to once again present “My Blue Heaven” at the museum’s
theater. Articles and advertisements about the play appeared in local newspapers.




Prima Facie 59

The museum’s Executive Director asked the Curator if she knew the play was a gay/lesbian play. She said yes
and told him the same play had been performed there in April. (Apparently he did not know in April it was a gay
play because the company had been unable to advertise it widely at the time.) He asked her if there had been any
problems about the play in April; she answered no. He told her that if there were any problems, such as pickets or
protests, Out North would not be permitted to use the museum theater for the play. Dugan says that when the
Curator relayed this information to him, she evidenced surprise at her superior’s attitude.

No pickets or protests occurred, so Out North was able to use the theater. Had any difficulty occurred, Dugan
says he would have complained to the Mayor’s office. He reports that since 1985 the Executive Director has retired,
and, so far as he knows, that is the only time any arts group has been told that they may be prevented from using
the museum due to the subject matter of the arts activity.

** Further information required to determine if this case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

45 — BIAS (MARKAIR, INC.) October 1985

One of the stipulations of the grant Out North received from the Alaska State Council on the Arts was that Out
North must solicit financial support from the business community. Out North made phone calls and sent letters
of solicitation to major businesses throughout the state, including MarkAir.

In his capacity as OutNorth’s Vice President, Dugan spoke with MarkAir's Manager of Advertising and Public
Relations (hereafter referred to as the MAPR), and asked if MarkAir could provide Out North with four round-trip
airplane tickets between Anchorage and Fairbanks, as Out North would be presenting “My Blue Heaven” in
Fairbanks. He claims he told the MAPR that he would be happy to send her a copy of the play’s scriptand any other
information she might require, but she asked only for a letter stating when and where the play would be presented
and what OutNorth wanted from the airline. She suggested that Out North offer something in exchange for tickets,
such as advertising in the play’s program.

Inaletter dated August7,1985, Dugan invited MarkAir to be the “official airline of Out North Theatre Ensemble
by providing us with four round-trip tickets” between Anchorage and Fairbanks. In exchange, he offered to provide
MarkAir with a free 4-3/4” by 7-3/4"” ad (a value of $600) on the back cover of Out North’s season program. In
addition, MarkAir would be acknowledged in the programs as the “official airline of Out North,” and Out North
would use MarkAir exclusively when touring to other towns served by the airline. He also offered four tickets to
a Fairbanks showing of “My Blue Heaven” and four tickets to an Anchorage showing of the play, for the use of
interested MarkAir employees.

In a letter dated August 19, the MAPR replied that MarkAir would be unable to provide Out North with the
full support requested. She said, however, that MarkAir could provide two free tickets if Out North purchased two
others, in return for publicity consideration (the ad). Because she was taking a new position with the airline, she
referred him to the new MAPR.

Dugan called the new MAPR to discuss arrangements. (A letter from Dugan to MarkAir dated September 3
made actual ticketing arrangements.) During the conversation the new MAPR told Dugan that MarkAir did not
want to advertise as Out North’s “official airline,” but would prefer to use a “generic” ad. She instructed Dugan
to contact an Anchorage advertising agency used by MarkAir to get the layout of their ad.

As instructed, Dugan picked up the ad layout. He says he was surprised to find that the airline had, after all,
decided to advertise itself as Out North's official airline. The ad appeared on the back outside cover of the play’s
program. The Arctic Gay/Lesbian Association (of the University of Alaska, Fairbanks) also gave special thanks to
MarkAir for their support of the “My Blue Heaven” tour on a program insert.

Of the eight play tickets offered to the airline’s employees, Dugan says only one was used, by a MarkAir
employee in Fairbanks who told the local presenter that he enjoyed the play.

OutNorthlater received aletter, dated October 16, 1985, from MarkAir’s Vice President of Sales and Marketing,
The later stated:

To ourcomplete surprise and deep concern, we discovered after the fact, that your production and use of our company name
as a sponsor was not in keeping with corporate policy or advertising guidelines.... As a rule, we do not give our name or a
sponsorship to any group(s) that might give offense, rightly or wrongly, to the general public that we serve, or cause undue
controversy in regard to our corporate policy or position.

The letter alleged that

...the full purpose and intent of your program was intentionally kept from being disclosed during your solicitation for free
transportation on MarkAir.
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It went on to say that

...the name of MarkAir or any inference of MarkAir support for the 'Out North Theatre Ensemble’, or any of its programs, is
not to appear...or be mentioned without specific authorization....

Inresponse, Dugan reiterates his claim that he had offered to send MarkAir a copy of the play’s script, an offer
he says the first MAPR declined. Dugan also says that the transportation Out North actually received was not, in
fact, free: Out North purchased two airplane tickets worth about $200 apiece and was given two tickets worth about
$200 apiece. Therefore, Dugan says, in return for a donation valued at about $400, MarkAir received an ad valued
at $600.

Additional sources: Letter from Gene Dugan, Vice President of Out North Theatre Ensemble, Inc. to Manager, Advertising
and Public Relations, MarkAir, Inc., August 7, 1985; letter from Manager, Advertising and Public Relations, MarkAir, Inc., to
Gene Dugan, August 19, 1985; letter from Gene Dugan, to Manager, Advertising and Public Relations, MarkAir, Inc., September
3,1985; letter from the Vice President for Sales and Marketing, MarkAir, Inc., October 16, 1985; program for Jane Chambers’ “My
Blue Heaven,” Out North Theatre Ensemble, Inc., premiere season, 1985.

Identity, Inc.
* 46 — HOUSING DISCRIMINATION (COMMERCIAL SPACE RENTAL) September 1985

This incident was reported by Jay Brause, who was Executive Director of Identity, Inc., at the time of its occurrence.

Brause was informed of some reasonably-priced commercial office space in downtown Anchorage. He called
the landlord’s secretary, who was responsible for the rental paperwork, to express interest in the available space,
and arranged to tour the property. He toured three rooms on the second floor of the building and additional rooms
on street level. He took measurements and discussed possible modifications to the space, cleaning, rent, etc. He
says the secretary was pleasant and cooperative throughout.

Another tenant of the building, who was moving out, told Brause about another agency that was interested in
the space. Brause contacted the director or the other agency about the possibility of sharing the space. Brause says
the other agency liked the idea.

The secretary told Brause to contact one of the landlords to finalize the lease, which he did. The landlord he
spoke with asked him what Identity’s purpose was. Brause told him Identity was a nonprofit which dealt with the
gay and lesbian community and that one of the rooms would be used by the Alaska AIDS Project (an AIDS
educational program funded under a grant from the State of Alaska). They discussed possible terms of the lease,
and the landlord asked Brause to call him after he got back from a short trip.

Brause called the landlord back about five days later. The landlord told him the space had been committed to
the other agency. When Brause told him that the other agency had agreed to share space with Identity, the landlord
replied that the other agency had decided it needed the entire space.

Brause says he called the landlord’s secretary later the same day. She told him the space was still available for
rental and that the other agency had not yet committed to renting it.

Identity did not pursue the matter further because negotiations with Identity’s current landlord about getting
a larger room worked out.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 28
47 — DISCRIMINATORY HARASSMENT (HOUSING) February, 1986

Subject and her female partner had lived in an Anchorage apartment complex for five months, and were
friendly with the complex managers, a married couple. In late January 1986 Subject appeared in a press conference
speaking on a lesbian- and gay-related issue. The press conference was covered by three local television stations
on their evening news programs.

From the day after the press conference on, the apartment complex managers ceased to be friendly and avoided
both Subject and her partner.

At the same time Subject’s car had stopped working, but was parked in its assigned space in the complex
parking lot. The managers placed a notice on the car’s windshield stating that the car would be towed at her expense
if Subject did not move it within seven days.

Subject went to the managers’ office and spoke with the female manager. She asked why her car was to be
towed. The manager told her it was due to apartment complex regulations about disabled vehicles, as contained
in the landlord/tenant agreement. Subject showed the manager that regulations about removing disabled vehicles
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did notapply to a vehicle parked in its owner’s legitimate parking space. The manager did notanswer. Subject then
raised the issue of four other disabled vehicles, which had been parked illegally in the complex lot for months, but
whose owners had not received notices. She asked if she was being singled out. The manager informed her the
status of the other vehicles was not Subject’s concern. Subject told the manager that she was waiting for parts for
her car, that her car had been disabled for only three weeks, and in two weeks would be running again. The manager
left the office without saying anything further.

Two days later Subject was sitting in her apartment reading when she saw the female manager crouchingdown
below her front window creeping towards her door. After the manager left, Subject opened her door and found a
note affixed to it stating that her car would be towed in 24 hours.

Subject showed the note to the apartment complex’s owner and described the managers’ recent behavior
towards herand her partner. She told the owner thatif her car were towed she would sue the complex for the towing
fees. The owner apologized for the harassment. Subject told the owner that the only acceptable solution was that
the managers be fired for discriminatory harassment. She filed 30 days’ notice in protest of the managers’ actions.
The owner assured her that her car would not be towed before she moved, and that the harassment would cease.
Subject and her partner moved 30 days later “to a home where the landlords were unconcerned about our life
together.”

Subject states also that she has reason to believe that the managers illegally entered (i.e., without 24 hours prior
notice) her apartment at least twice while she and her partner were away. She cites evidence of passkey entry (i.e,,
no evidence that the door had been forced open), wet footprints in the apartment, and personal belongings moved
around.

Male, age unavailable
** 48 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (INSTRUCTOR, NONPROFIT AGENCY
CONTRACTING WITH THE MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE) Spring 1986

Subject had been employed for eight years as an instructor with a nonprofit agency which contracted with the
Municipality of Anchorage. The agency hired a new director, who called Subject to her office and informed him
his contract with the agency would not be renewed. When he asked why; she told him there were not enough
students enrolled. Subject says this wasuntrue, thatenrollment was down slightly but notenough to warrantlaying
off or firing an instructor. The director, in fact, hired a new instructor the following month, and a second new
instructor shortly thereafter.

When Subject pressed her for a reason for his firing, she said that since he had no children he could not relate
to them or teach them. She repeated this remark several times. Subject states that he had worked well there and
had demonstrated competence with all his students, and that, as there were many adult students, she could have
rearranged classes so only adults were in his classes.

Subject says he is very closeted, so he did not ask the director if she was firing him because of his sexual
orientation; he felt strongly, however, that his being gay was the real reason why she fired him. He thinks she may
have learned of his sexual orientation through rumors about him.

Subject says he attempted to file a discrimination complaint with the Municipality’s Equal Employment
Opportunity (EEO) office. He claims he called the EEO office twice, but that the secretary refused to give him an

appointment and discouraged him from pursuing the matter, telling him he couldn’t really make a case.
** This case would currently be jurisdictional under AS 18.80 on the basis of parental status discrimination. However, further
information would be required to determine if sexual orientation discrimination actually occurred.

Female, 27
49 — VERBAL ABUSE June 28, 1986

Subject marched in the annual Freedom March for Lesbian and Gay Rightsin Anchorage on June 28, 1986. After
the march had ended, participants were still milling around and talking on the Delaney Park Strip across from the
Unitarian Universalist (Log Cabin) Church when a white man in a pickup truck drove several times up and down
10th Avenue calling the marchers, including Subject, “faggots” and “queers.” Healso shouted other abusive things
at them.

Female, 28
** 50 — THREATENED EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (NONPROFIT HUMAN SERVICES)
June 30, 1986

Subject was employed in 1986 as a director of a daytime child care program for a nonprofit organization in
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Anchorage. On Saturday, June 28, she marched in the annual Freedom March for Lesbian and Gay Rights. After
the march she was interviewed by two Anchorage television stations; their reports aired on that evening’s news.
In addition, she was included in a photograph which appeared in the following morning’s newspaper.

On the morning of Monday, June 30, Subject was called into her supervisor’s office. He told her the agency’s
Board of Directors was holding a special meeting to determine what to do about the “political activity” she had
engaged in over the weekend. He advised her to keep a low profile with her political activities because it could
jcopardize her job status. Subject told him that her political work was, and would continue to be, completely
separate from her professional work at the agency. She admitted nothing to him about her sexual identity, and did
not agree to anything.

He asked her to write down her observations about their discussion. She wrote that she understood his request
that she maintain a low profile, but again she admitted nothing and agreed to nothing,

Two or three days later her supervisor told her that the Board had decided that if the child care program
enrollment stayed full, and the program remained profitable, there would be no personnel changes. However, if
her program’s enrollment dropped, they would have to take action. Subject understood this to mean thatshe would
be fired if program enrollment dropped. She says the Board evidently feared that her participation in the march,
and her exposure in the press, would affect the program negatively, but that the Board did not take into account
other circumstances (over which she had no control) which might cause enrollment to drop.

Enrollment in the program remained full to overflowing, so the Board took no action against her. Subject feels,
however, that had she marched or spoken publicly for any other cause, the Board would not have threatened her
job.

** Further information required to determine if this case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 39
* 51 — THREATENED EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (STATE OF ALASKA) June to July 1986

Subject had been employed by the State of Alaska for nine years, eight-and-a-half years at the supervisory level.
A complaint was filed against him in June 1986 alleging unprofessional conduct at work. The complaint was
investigated during the last weck of June.

On June 28 Subject marched in the Freedom Day for Lesbian and Gay Rights parade in Anchorage. He was
included in a photograph which appeared in the following day’s newspaper. The next day, a Monday, someone
brought the picture to work. It was passed around and discussed by the entire staff. Copies of the picture and the
accompanying article were sent to Subject’s supervisors in Juneau, who were in the process of writing conclusions
to their investigation of the claims made against him.

On July 8 Subject was flown to Juneau to discuss the findings of the investigation with his supervisors. Subject
says that, during the discussion, “I was asked for my voluntary resignation three times, all in a way that never
directly used the words ‘voluntary’ or ‘resignation.”” Subject did not agree to resign, nor did he agree with the
accusations made in the complaint or the findings of the investigation.

Subject was given a memo outlining the investigation findings and listing the tasks he had to accomplish to
improve hisill-perceived attitudes and behavior. He was given six months to achieve the changes. Subject says he
was told by his supervisors that it would be “a miracle” if he accomplished the changes, and that he was “doomed
to fail.” Subject feels that the findings of the investigation could have been applied to any of his co-supervisors and
to many staff members, but that he was singled out.

Subject asked for guidance about his rights from the department personnel officer. She told him that Subject’s
supervisor had told her supervisor that he was “mad as hell” about Subject being in the gay rights parade, and about
his picture in the newspaper, and that he was going to do something about it.

Subject contacted his unionrepresentative. Aftera preliminary study the unionrepresentative advised him that
his case was too insubstantial for a grievance to be filed that would result in any positive outcome on his behalf.
Subject says this was because the memo containing the allegations and investigation findings was not placed in his
personnel file.

Subjectaccomplished his required tasks within the six months allotted, and successfully changed other people’s
perceptions of him and his management style.

Subject says that one of the principal people who had made allegations leading to the investigation of Subject
said, just before resigning in March 1987, that he had thought Subject was gay and claimed Subject had once made
a pass at him (a claim Subject denies).

After theincident described here, supervisorsin Subject’s department received a training on sexual harassment
in the workplace. During the discussion period after the training panel’s presentation, someone brought up the
topic of lesbianism; the training leader asked the supervisors “point blank” how they would handle the threat, “I
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won’t work with him because he’s gay.” Subject feels the discussion was beneficial, and would help prevent future
sexual orientation discrimination in his department, though to his knowledge the discussion was not prompted by
the things that had happened to him.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 27
52 — VERBAL ABUSE, DEATH THREAT Summer 1986

Subject and a female friend were at a gay bar in Anchorage. They decided to go outside in front of the bar and
get some fresh air. Several other people were standing outside.

Suddenly one of the men in front of the bar jumped out into the sidewalk and screamed, “You mean I've been
standing out here in front of a queer bar?” He saw Subject and her friend and said to them, “Do you mean to tell
me that you eat her pussy and she eats yours?” He began to yell abusive things at them. Subject and her friend
became angry and shouted back at him.

The man’s two friends, apparently surprised at his behavior, took him by his arms and began to pull himdown
the street away from the bar. He continued to shout abusively. They shouted back at him.

After his friends got him across the street, he shouted at Subject and her friend, “I know who you are — I'm
gonna kill you!”

Female, 30
53 — HARASSMENT (INDECENT EXPOSURE) July 15, 1986

Subject was sitting in the courtyard of a gay/lesbian bar smoking a cigarette when a drunk man pulled down
his pants and exposed his buttocks to her. He then turned towards her, exposing his genitals, and said, “All you
lezzies need is a good dick.” Subject complained about the man to the bouncer. The bouncer told her not to worry
about it and that such incidents occurred frequently.

Female, 25
* 54 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (SECURITY AGENCY) July 1986

Subject was employed as a security officer with a security agency. Her female partner also worked there. After
five months, Subject quit for another job. When she was disabled in an on-the-job accident, the rehabilitation firm
she was assigned to received a job posting from the security agency. The rehabilitation firm submitted Subject’s
name to the security agency for rehire. The security agency refused to rehire her. When the rehabilitation firmasked
why, the security agency replied that they wouldn’t rehire Subject because of her “personal lifestyle.”

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Female, 27
55 — BIAS (STREET MISSIONARIES) Late Summer 1986

Subject and a friend were at an Anchorage gay bar. They went outside to get some fresh air. A group of about
three street missionaries withalarge wooden cross stood justoutside thebar’s entrance. They stopped every person
who wentinto or came out of the bar and tried to give them religious pamphlets. One of them told Subject and her
friend in aloudly raised voice that if they continued going to the bar they would be “eternally damned” and would
“burn in hellfire.”

Subject says the missionaries frequently stood outside the bar attempting to prosclytize patrons, and many
patrons complained that they felt bothered by them.

Female, 25
56 — VERBAL ABUSE August 1986

Several teenage boys lived in an apartment building near the one Subject and her female partner lived in. One
day, as Subject and her partner were pulling out to go to the store, the teenage boys shouted several obscenities at
them and referred to them as “faggots.”

Female, 28
* 57 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (CARPENTER) September 1986

Subject had been employed as a carpenter for about a year. She and her female partner decided to have a holy
union celebration. Sheinvited a co-worker to attend the ceremony. He informed the company’s owner that she was
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a lesbian.

Subject’s supervisor subsequently called her into his office and told her she was being let go. Subject asked why.
He at first answered that there was no reason, then said he had to “protect the company.” She asked if the reason
were her sexual orientation. He said “no” and repeated that he had to “protect the company.”

Although he told her the reason she was fired was not her sexual orientation, Subject remains convinced that
was the real reason. She states that she had received excellent evaluations during her entire tenure there, and had
worked many hours of overtime. (Sheremarks thatonly “favored” employees at her job were asked todo overtime.)
She claims that prior to her sexual identity becoming known to the company’s owner and her supervisor, she had
never had any job-related problems.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Fernale, 31
* 58 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (VOLUNTEER WITH YOUTH ORGANIZATION)
September 1986

Subject was asked by neighborhood girls, including her female partner’s daughter, to become their leader for
a chapter of a girl’s youth club. She was interested, so she went to the club’s volunteer training. She says she had
the full support of the parents of the girls in the chapter.

Atameeting of clubleadersataneighborhood school, aleader suggested the club hold a father /daughter night.
Subject asked that this be reconsidered, first because many of the girls were being raised in single-parent homes
where the mother was the only parent, and second because there were some families where the father wasnot “safe”
due to domestic violence, incest, or similar issues. Subject felt the club needed to be sensitive to such issues. She
suggested they find an alternative activity in which fathers could participate.

A friend of one of the parents at the meeting knew that Subject’s partner was a lesbian. This friend, apparently
shocked that Subject had brought up the issues of domestic violence and incest, later told the parent, Y, that Subject
“probably hates men” because she was a lesbian. Subsequently, atanother meeting, Y told two leaders that Subject
was a lesbian.

One of the leaders called Subject to meet with her. She asked Subject if the allegation that she was a lesbian was
true. Subject said yes. The leader told her she had two options: either come out to the parents of all the girls in the
chapter, or leave the chapter.

Another meeting was held with Subject, Y, and the two leaders. At the meeting Y said that she had thought
extensively about things and that she had talked with a psychologist she knew, who told her that Subject would
influence the girls towards homosexuality. Y believed him and demanded that Subject withdraw.

Subject points out that on the national level the club had a policy of non-discrimination towards lesbians.
Subject, however, decided not to fight; instead she withdrew because she felt her partner’s daughter would
otherwise be hurt. She says she was forced to tell the girls’ parents that she was withdrawing without giving them
a reason, and that many of the girls and their parents were disappointed.

Subjectsays the clubdid not provideanotherleader for the chapter. Sheand her partner were forced to transport
her partner’s daughter and several other girls to a meeting approximately five miles away on a weekly basis for
several months in an effort to maintain the girls’ participation in the club. Subject’s partner was finally able to talk
another mother into being a leader. The mother agreed because she was also tired of the girls having to go out of
the neighborhood. The following year, however, the chapter was once again without a leader.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Anchorage gay bar
59 — HARASSMENT (SMOKE BOMB) September 1986

This incident was reported by a 27-year-old female patron (“Subject”) of an Anchorage gay bar.

One weekend night Subject was at an Anchorage gay bar. The bar was fairly crowded. Ataround 11.30 PM
to 12.00 midnight, she was standing against the back wall of the front of the bar talking with someone when she
noticed what sheat first thought to be steam coming from near the frontdoor. It turned out that someone had tossed
a smoke bomb into the bar. The bartenders called the fire department, and the patrons were forced to evacuate the
bar until firemen could clear the smoke out.

Subject says she has no doubt that the bar was smoke-bombed because it was a gay bar. She did not know
whether the bartenders reported the incident to the police, or, if they did, whether police mounted an investigation.
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Gay alliance in small town
60 — BIAS, UNEQUAL BROADCAST TREATMENT OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION ISSUE
(RADIO STATION) December 1986 to January 1987

This incident was reported by a 25-year-old male member (“Subject”) of a gay organization in a small town.

A gay man placed a classified ad in a newspaper in Subject’s town which advertised a post office box to which
persons interested in a local gay alliance might write. Subject and another local gay man responded to the ad. The
three men continued to run the ad in an attempt to find other gay people with whom to socialize and so they could
lend moral support to each other.

Local fundamentalist Christians became upset about the ad. Subject says that while the gay alliance post office
box received about 3 or 4 legitimate inquiries about the alliance from gay people, the rest of the mail was from
Christians who invited alliance members to get in touch with them and who quoted Biblical passages about
homosexuality.

During the week before Christmas, the call-in talk show on the local commercial radio station used the gay
alliance as its topic of discussion for about a week. Subject says that the talk show’s host, who was also the radio
station’s general manager, made many antigay statements over the air, and would cut off callers who made
statements that were supportive of gays or which expressed sentiments such as “live and let live” or “America is
a free country.”

The talk show host then brought on, for two days, two individuals whom he presented as “experts” on the
subject of homosexuality. Both individuals were heterosexual and fundamentalist, one a Baptist minister and the
other an Assembly of God minister. Both ministers made antigay statements and spoke on the issue of
homosexuality from a Biblical stand point, despite the disclaimer which aired at the beginning of each show stating
that no discussion of race, creed, or religion would be permitted on the show.

Subject approached the American Civil Liberties Union with tapes of the radio show. He wished to know if it
was possible to force the radio station to air the other side of the issue, by way of the “equal time” doctrine formerly
enforced by the Federal Communications Commission. The ACLU was unable to take on the case, however. Subject
also learned that recent FCC deregulation, plus a landmark U.S. Supreme Court decision involving anti-black and
anti-Semitic statements made on a Virginia radio station, effectively put an end to the “equal time” doctrine. The
Supreme Court had decided in that case that the radio station could air whatit wished, and that while asecond radio
station was free to air the opposing viewpoint, neither station was required to.

Subject wrote a letter to the editor of the local newspaper protesting the radio station’s actions. He also senta
copy to the station’s general manager (the talk show’s host). He did not sign the letter due to fear of discrimination.

Male, 20
* 61 — HARASSMENT, THREATS, PROPERTY DAMAGE (HATE ORGANIZATION)
February 1987, October to November 1987

Subject was a student at the University of Alaska, Fairbanks. One day in February 1987 the letters “AFS” were
written on every door in Subject’s dormitory, and also on the doors of some students in nearby dormitories. At first
no one knew the significance of the letters, but later it was found out that the letters stood for “Anti-Fag Society,”
which had recently been founded by a university security guard and which had several members in Subject’s dorm.

Signs began to appear frequently on the doors of students thought by AFS members to be gay, saying “AFS”
or things like, “No fags allowed.” AFS placed signs in bathrooms saying things such as, “Don’t drop your soap.”
AFS members wore elaborate sweatshirts decorated with the club’s initials, club code names, cobra insignias, and
the slogan “Death Before Dishonor.” AFS attempted in the spring of 1987 to get funding from the student
government, but the attempt failed.

Subject says that anyone who was presumed to be gay, who associated with someone who was thought to be
gay, or who was thought to be effeminate, was subject to harassment by or threats from AFS members. Subject says
heis aware of one nongay individual who was harassed by AFS members because they falsely believed he was gay.
Subject says the head resident in hisdorm was afraid of AFS members, and thathe himself felt so threatened at times
that he was unable to study or sleep. He and others victimized by AFS made certain to always walk in company,
and never went anywhere alone at night. While most of AFS’s targets lived in Subject’s dorm, people in others
dorms also were bothered by AFS. Lesbians, however, did not seem to be affected by AFS, mostly because they
weren’t open about their lesbianism.

Mostof the incidents with AFSoccurred during one of two time periods, February 1987 or October to November
1987. During these periods, Subject experienced the following harassment:
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Wet coffee grounds were thrown into the dryer where he was drying his clothes in the laundry room.
His room was flooded with water from fire extinguishers.

His door was rigged up with fire crackers.

Messages were placed on his door saying "butt fucker” or other derogatory terms.

Educational AIDS literature was shoved under his door.

He was called a “faggot,” a “fairy,” a "homo,"” and other derogatory names.

Subject says that AFS activities were curtailed in February 1987 when the dean in charge of student relations
and discipline threatened to expel AFS members from the University. This dean was later fired, Subject says, for
being “too strict.” The dean who replaced him curtailed AFS activities in November 1987 by banning AFS signsand
sweatshirts, by trying to get them out of the dormitory where most of the incidents were occurring, and by
threatening to end the housing contracts of anyone caught engaging in AFS activities.

At the time of his interview in January 1988, Subject said that problems had mostly ceased because most AFS
members could not afford off-campus housing, and most had moved from his dorm.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80 (hostile environment).

Male, 59
62 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (MINISTRY) April 1987

Subject was a minister who had for many years been supportive of full acceptance of gay men and lesbians in
the churchand in society. Subject says his commitmentled to his marching in the lesbian/gay rights parade in 1986,
and to serving on the Board of Directors of a nonprofit agency which served gays and lesbians. He wrote a position
paper on homosexuality and Christianity, which was widely circulated.

Atan April 1987 meeting of the Board of the Church of which he had been pastor for seven years, he was given
a choice: either to lower his profile on lesbian/gay issues and curtail all activitics related to gays and lesbians, or
risk ending his employment. Because he felt that lowering his profile would constitute a violation of his principles
and ideals as a Christian, he resigned.

" This case demonstrates prima facie evidence of discrimination, but would not be jurisdictional even under an expanded AS 18.80
because religious bodies are permitted to discriminate in matters pertaining to religious beliefs and principles.

Out North Arts and Humanities, Inc.
MULTIPLE CASES April 1987

The following two cases were reported by Gene Dugan, who was at the time Managing Director for Out North Arts and
Humanities. See also case #s 43 through 47.

Background

Inthespring of 1987, Out North Artsand Humanities produced the two-act play “Niagara Falls” by Victor Bumbalo. Both
acts were presented in Girdwood, Anchorage, and Fairbanks; in other locales Out North presented only the first act of the play.
The firstact had only two characters: a father and mother who argued over the breakfast table about whether their gay son and
his lover should attend their daughter’s wedding.

On its posters, Out North advertised the play as “a gay comedy.” At the bottom of each poster, in 6-point type, Out North
described itself as being “dedicated to preserving and developing the history and cultural heritage of gay and lesbian Alaskans,”
wording which, says Dugan, was modeled on the statements of purpose of other Alaskan cultural organizations.

The play received favorable reviews and won awards for Best Production, Best Director, Best Actor, and Best Actress at
the biennial Alaska Community Theatre Festival (ACTFEST) in Haines. It toured in Girdwood, Anchorage, Fairbanks, Sitka,
Juneau, and Skagway prior to its appearance in Haines.

* 63 — THREATENED DISCRIMINATION IN FACILITY RENTAL (SHELDON JACKSON COLLEGE)
April 1987

In 1985 Out North Theatre Ensemble (later Out North Arts and Humanities) was told thatif it was entering a
play in the next biennial theater festival in Haines, Baranof Theatre Guild would be interested in presenting it in
Sitka. In January 1987, Dugan contacted ], a Board member of the Guild and an instructor at Sheldon Jackson
College, to tell her about “Niagara Falls.” The Guild subsequently booked Out North’s production into Allen
Auditorium at Sheldon Jackson College, to appear in a double-billing with one of the Guild’s own productions.

In April 1987 Dugan sent the Guild posters, programs, and other information on its play. ] reported to Dugan
that after the posters went up, several instructors at Sheldon Jackson College complained to the College’s
administration that it was inappropriate for a gay play to be presented on the grounds of a Presbyterian college.
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J pointed out to the instructors that in Juneau “Niagara Falls” was being performed in the hall of an Episcopal
church, and “if the Episcopalians can do it, the Presbyterians can do it.”

Dugan was told that atleast one faculty member wrote a letter of protest to the College’s president. Inaddition,
a Board member of Baranof Theatre Guild, of her own accord, sent a letter to the president apologizing that Out
North’s purpose had not been revealed to the College beforehand.

] reportedly defended the play, and Out North’s purpose, to the president, saying that as far as she was
concerned, academic freedom was the issue. The play went on as planned.

Dugan says that apparently the problem the College’s instructors had with the play’s presentation was not so
much the play’s subject matter as it was Out North's stated purpose.

[NOTE: Information on this case was reported to Dugan by J, as Dugan was not present in Sitka at the time.]

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

* 64 — THREATENED DISCRIMINATION IN FACILITY RENTAL
(SKAGWAY SCHOOL DISTRICT), LOSS OF INCOME April 1987 to July 1988

Out North was invited by the Skagway Fine Arts Council to present “Niagara Falls” in Skagway on Sunday,
April 26,1987,at8.00 PM in the school’s multi-purpose room. Thelocal presenter, M, a member of the Arts Council’s
Board of Directors, received posters for the play and put them up. She reported to Dugan that within an hour of
returning home, shebegan to receive phone calls protesting the play’s presentationin Skagway. Callers particularly
did not want the play to be presented in the school, where children went. Dugan notes that the play was to be
performed on a Sunday night, when children were not present. He said also that the Arts Council’s understanding
with the school district was that, unless the multi-purpose room was otherwise occupied, the Arts Council was free
to use it for its events.

Dugan says M told him that protesters physically removed posters from the post office bulletin board, from the
windows of local merchants (apparently with the merchants’ acquiescence), and from other public places.
According to Dugan, “Other merchants who felt that this was notanappropriate form of protest then agreed to have
the posters in their windows.”

Prior to the play’s performance, the pastor of the Skagway Assembly of God Church talked with the local school
superintendent, the police chief, the Mayor and members of the City Council, and members of the Arts Council, in
an attempt to prevent the play’s performance, at least in the school. According to Dugan, “[M] was under great
pressure to move the play out of the school.... She was told by bar owners that they would welcome the play in the
bar, but that she should not succumb to the pressure that she was under, and that it should be in the school where
all their other arts events are.”

The school superintendent reportedly consulted with the school’s attorney, who told him if he prevented the
play from being presented in the school, there could be negative legal ramifications. In the end, the play was
performed as scheduled at the school. No protests occurred there.

Dugan was told that for an entire week prior to the actual performance, stories on the controversy were heard
on a daily basis on the local public radio station, KHNS in Haines. Articles in local newspapers also appeared.

The controversy was also reported in a statewide broadcast of Alaska News Nightly on the Alaska Public Radio
Network (APRN) on April 27, the day after the play. Alaska News Nightly noted that there had been a workshop on
AIDS in Skagway the previous week. One woman said, “...they’re going to promote the very cause of the problem
by supporting a homosexual group in our school.” Another individual was quoted as saying, “It's supposed to be
acomedy, but I don’t know what’s so funny about a bunch of queers.” The report stated that play posters in some
cases were torndown the same day they went up. One man interviewed in the program commented, “I dunno, I'm
a real stickler for freedom of expression, and it just makes me very angry when people go to that extreme, to tear
things down...especially when they haven’t even seen what they’re tearing down.” According to the report, the
play was well received by itsaudience. A woman who was interviewed said, “Iliked it very much. I thought it was
very entertaining and in very good taste.”

On April 28, two days after the play, the Skagway Assembly of God sent letters to the school board, the Skagway
Fine Arts Council, and the Mayor and City Council. Each letter was signed by the church’s pastor and by five
membersofits Board. Initsletter to the Mayorand City Council, the church protested the play and stated its concern
to be “that the City Council take steps needed to keep such from happening in the future since these events are
partially funded by public city funds.” [NOTE: According to the May 13 edition of the Skagway News, the Skagway
Fine Arts Council, which receives a yearly grant of $2500 from the city, used $75 to pay for Out North’s meals and
lodging.] The letter went on to say:

We teel that it is going far beyond the privilege of free speech to ask for the public funds to be used in any way to advance
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the cause of subversive or anti-social organizations....The disease of the homosexual, AIDS, has become a national
concern. Theirlife style is anti-social. Their message is not needed in our town. We certainly do not need to give them free
transportation and free use of the public school to display their message.

[NOTE: Inits letter to the school board, the church protested that church and social organizations had to pay
to use school facilities, whereas Out North got their use for free. The church said its attorney had advised it that
“such discrimination is grounds for legal action.” According to Dugan, the relationship between the Arts Council
and the school district is one commonly found in Alaskan schools: the Arts Council receives use of school facilities,
and in return provides the school with arts activities for students from time to time.]

The pastor of the church, Don Hicks, attended a city council meeting on May 7, which the Skagway News reported
on May 13:

Hicks said his message was directed toward preventing the use of public funds for a group of ‘questionable values' coming
to perform in Skagway. Councilmember Casey McBride asked Hicks who should decide what's ‘anti-social.’ To that, Hicks
said, it is a touchy situation, but said gays, lesbians and Communisits [sic] fall under that category.

Although the article is not entirely clear on the matter, the council evidently took no action to prevent use of
city funds for presentation of other gay-related arts events.

[n late May the Alaska State Council on the Arts informed Dugan that Governor Steve Cowper had received
a letter from the Skagway Assembly of God, apparently protesting the use of state funds to support Out North. The
State Arts Council informed the Governor’s office that neither Out North nor the Skagway Fine Arts Council
received grant funding from the State during Fiscal Year 1987, although the theater festival in Haines (where
“Niagara Falls” also appeared) did. A letter to that effect was presumably sent from the Office of the Governor to
the Skagway Assembly of God.

Prior to the showing of “Niagara Falls” in Skagway, a certain Alaska business with branches throughout the
state had purchased advertisements in Out North’s programs for $250 per season. In the fall of 1987, when the
business was asked if it wished to repeat the ad, the business said no. Instead the business donated $100 but asked
that its name not be mentioned in the program. Near the end of July 1988 Dugan approached the business again,
this time with a proposal for a $350 per season ad. Once again the business declined, donated $100 to Out North,
and asked that its name not be mentioned in the program. When Dugan asked why the business no longer wished
to purchase advertising space in Out North’s programs, the business explained that it had received written
complaints about its support of Out North from people in another town [i.e., other than Anchorage]. When Dugan
questioned further, the business said the complaints had been in response to Out North’s presentation in Skagway.

Dugan points out that the loss of $150 (in 1987) to $250 (in 1988) in advertising revenue represents a major loss
of income for a small theater company such as Out North.

Additional sources: Alaska News Nightly, Alaska Public Radio Network, broadcast for April 27, 1987; letter from Skagway
Assembly of God to the Public School Board, Sitka, April 28, 1987; letter from Skagway Assembly of God to the Sitka Fine Arts
Council, April 28,1987; letter from Skagway Assembly of God to the Mayor and Skagway City Council, April 28,1987; “Fairbanks
talent sweeps ACTFEST,” Chilkat Valley News, May 7, 1987; “Plays for our time” (editorial), The Skagway News, May 13, 1987;
“'Gay’ play draws praise and protest,” The Skagway News, May 13, 1987; Memorandum from Christine D’ Arcy, Executive
Director of the Alaska State Council on the Arts, to Rosita Worl, Special Assistant, Office of the Governor, “Subject: Out North

Performances response for Governor,” May 19, 1987; telephone conversation between Gene Dugan and Melissa S. Green, August
2,1988.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 32
* 65— EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (DIRECT SALES ORGANIZATION) May 1987

In April 1987 Subject became a distributor for a direct-sale multilevel marketing corporation. After less than
a month his direct distributor (from whom he purchased his supplies) called to tell Subject that he had learned he
was gay. Subject does not know how he learned this. The direct told Subject that he and his group (all the
distributors under him) were all “Bible thumpers” (fundamentalist Christians), and that they did not believe in
homosexuality or wish to associate with a homosexual. He told Subject to return his starter kit and the money he
had paid for it would be refunded. Subject told the direct that he had paid dues and was part of the corporation
and that he had made an investment above and beyond what he had paid for the starter kit. The direct told him,
“That’s your problem.” When Subject’s sponsor (the distributor who sponsored him into the business) came by to
pick up the starter kit he chastised Subject for his sexual orientation.

Subject wanted to continue distributing. He learned that if he made a complaint against his direct, the business
of the direct and all distributors under him would be frozen until the complaint was resolved. The corporation’s
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literature stated that the first step was to call the distributor one step above his own direct; this distributor was
supposed to actas arbitrator. If things couldn’t be worked out with his help, then his business would also be frozen
and the problem would go up another step to the distributor above him.

When Subject called, he actually spoke with the higher-level distributor’s wife. He explained the problem and
told her he didn’t want to “mess up” anyone’s business, including his direct’s, and that all he really wanted was a
sponsor so he could continue as a distributor.

Thenextday Subject’sold direct called and referred Subject to another direct distributor. Apparently the higher-
level distributor had called the old direct on Subject’s behalf. Subject says that his new direct has no problems with
him being gay, and that he is pleased with the way things turned out.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.

Male, 40
66 — VERBAL ABUSE, HARASSMENT June 1987

Subject had a street vending business. During a two-week period in early June, when schools were still in
session, a small group of high school-age males frequently drove past Subject’s stand and shouted “faggot” and
“queer” at him “in a vicious tone.” Subject says the high schoolers did this just as they drove past, or while he was
preoccupied with his work, so he was never able to see them well enough to identify them, although he did attempt
to take down their license plate numbers. He says the frequency of the incidents decreased when school was out,
but they still occasionally occurred.

Male, 22
* 67 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (RETAIL CLOTHING STORE) November 15, 1987

Subject was hired at a large retail store in late October 1987 as a commission salesman. The man who hired him
perceived him to be gay and said to him, “Just be yourself.” After Subject’s first week, he asked his superiors how
he was doing. His immediate supervisor, the general manager, and people in the personnel office all told him he
was doing well. His co-workers also complimented him on his work.

At the end of his second week his supervisor was transferred to a new store. The general manager, H, became
his immediate supervisor. H was frequently out of the store, as he was also working at the new store and had to
transfer merchandise between the two stores.

Around this time all but two of the salesmen in Subject’s department requested different hours so they would
not have to work with Subject. Apparently they were uncomfortable with his gayness, though Subject had never
done anything to cause anyone to fear him.

During Subject’s third week, H began to make frequent accusations that he was not doing his share of
vacuuming or straightening out clothing racks. Subject says he had been doing his share, but that the only times
H saw him was at the beginning or end of the working day. Subject suggested that H ask Subject’s co-workers to
evaluate his work, since they were there with him the entire day and knew exactly what he did. H replied, “Oh,
[ really don’t think I need to do that.” He continued to accuse Subject of not doing his share of clean-up work.

One co-worker told Subject that H disliked him because of his “character and appearance.” Subject says he was
a conscientious worker and always followed the store’s dress code. All his co-workers were aware of H's attitude
towards him because H frequently berated him in front of them. Subject never observed H correcting other
employees in this manner.

OnNovember 15,1987, H told Subject he was being terminated immediately. Hetold Subjectthathe wasa great
salesman (Subject had been earning about $10.00 to $12.00/hour in commissions when most other salespeople were
earning only $5.00/hour), but he was being fired anyway because he didn’t help with clean-up work.

Subject contacted the store’s personnel office; they told him it was too bad he had been fired, because he was
a good person, and they would try to find him another position with the store. They never called back.

Subject feels the issue of clean-up work was a pretext for H to fire him, but that he was really fired for being gay.
He contacted the Consumer Relations Board; they referred him to the State Labor Board. He told them he had been
fired because he was gay, and they said they were unable to help him. He asked if they would at least record the
incident. They said they could not, and referred him to Identity.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80.
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Male, 17
* 68 — PUBLIC ACCOMMODATIONS DISCRIMINATION (NON-ALCOHOLIC TEEN CLUB),
PHYSICAL ASSAULT Late November or Early December 1987

Subject went with his boyfriend to a non-alcoholic teen clubin Anchorage. They found two girls to dance with
so as “not make too big of a scene” by dancing with each other. After dancing two dances, they stopped worrying
about dancing with girls.

Subject and his boyfriend were dancing about 20 feet apart from each other when two young men of about 18
approached them and said, “Okay, guys, where are the girls?” Subject assumed they were patrons and ignored
them. When they persisted, he left the dance floor and went to the counter to talk with a girl. She called one of the
18-year-olds by name and told him to leave Subject alone.

Subject began dancing again, more-or-less by himself. One of the 18-year-olds approached himagain and said,
“Guy, Idon’t think you heard me.” Then he said, “Well, you're gonna have to leave,” and pulled Subject by thearm.
Subject began to realize the other youth was a security guard or bouncer. He told him he needed to get his coat. He
gothiscoat, thenasked the desk attendant where he could geta refund for hiscover charge. Healso wanted to speak
with the manager. The attendant told him to go to the disk jockey’s stand. Just before he reached the stand, the
bouncer grabbed him and dragged him out into the hallway leading to the entrance. In the process Subject lost a
shoe. In the hallway the bouncer slammed himagainst the walla couple of times. According to Subject, the bouncer
“went totally crazy....He just threw me out.”

Subject went to a police officer stationed nearby to press assault charges against the bouncer. The officer took
a verbal statement from him while another officer went into the club and took statements from witnesses, who
corroborated Subject’s story.

Police also questioned the bouncer. The bouncer claimed he had been escorting Subject out but that Subject had
resisted so he was forced to get physical. Subject told the officers that he had not resisted, but that he had at first
ignored the bouncers because they had not identified themselves as employees. He told them the bouncer became
angry because he was trying to go over his head to get a refund on his cover charge.

The bouncer told Subject that the club had a rule against males dancing without girlsbecause the club’s purpose
was to promote “mingling.” When Subject’s boyfriend asked if there were a rule prohibiting girls dancing by
themselves or with each other, the bouncer said no. Subject points out that there were other young men there that
night with no female dates, and they were not thrown out.

When Subject asked a police officer if police or a prosecuting attorney would contact him whether or not they
felt he had a case, she said that they would. No one got back with him, however.

* This case would be jurisdictional under an expanded AS 18.80. In fact, this case would already be jurisdictional on the grounds of
sex discrimination, due to the club’s differential treatment of males and females who dance without partners.

CASES FROM DOCUMENTARY SOURCES

(Court Documents, Newspaper and Radio Accounts, Documents, and Letters)

Male, age unavailable
d-1 — MURDER OF PETER DISPIRITO BY GARY LEE STARBARD August 10, 1974

At4.30 AM on August 10, 1974, Delbert Smith of the Anchorage Police Department was awakened by his wife,
who told him there was an injured man lying in the street. Smith looked out and saw a nude man, later identified
as Peter Dispirito, a longtime Anchorage resident and hairdresser and owner of Peter’s Salon, lying in a pool of
blood. Smith called the Anchorage Police Department, then went out and covered Dispirito with a blanket.
Dispirito had stab wounds in his chest and one arm. He told Smith that “Gary did it.”

Officer Wood and Jones arrived at the scene and overheard Dispirito say he had been stabbed by “Gary,” who
wasina house across the street, later determined to be Dispirito’s house. Dispirito was placed in an ambulance and
driven to Providence Hospital, where he died of his wounds about 45 minutes after he was discovered.

Wood and Smith went into Dispirito’s house to look for “Gary.” A few moments later a man walked towards
other police standing in the street. He asked Officer Jones, “How is he?” and identified himself as “Gary.” Gary
Lee Starbard was arrested on the spot. Officer Jones observed blood on his hands and shirt.

Because the suspect was now in custody, Smith and Wood left the house. However, police shortly thereafter
made two searches of the house without a warrant. This later caused a problem in prosecuting the case.

Starbard was given his rights and booked on a charge of first degree murder. Later, Officer Carlson (who
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testified before the grand jury that he had known Starbard since Starbard was 4 years old) read Starbard his rights
once again, then attempted to interrogate him. Starbard said he wanted to talk with hisattorney, which he did over
the telephone. After the phone call, Carlson again attempted to interrogate Starbard, and this time was able to elicit
astatement from him. This also later caused a problem for the prosecution, as the defense attorney later maintained
that Carlson had thereby violated Starbard’s “Miranda” rights (once Starbard had indicated that he would not talk
without counsel present, his attorney argued, it violated his rights to attempt to interrogate him without counsel).

Starbard was indicted on a charge of second degree murder on August 22. Starbard pled down to a charge of
manslaughter, a crime which carried a penalty of one to twenty years imprisonment.

At Starbard’s sentencing hearing in Anchorage Superior Court on October 25, Judge Seaborn Buckalew
remarked that “apparently the victim [Dispirito] made a homosexual assault” (to which Starbard had reacted
violently, causing Dispirito’s death).

While prosecuting attorney Justin Ripley felt Dispirito should receive at least a few years” imprisonment for his
crime, defense attorney Kay argued that Starbard should not receive a “substantial” sentence because he was not
“criminally oriented” and would not benefit from lengthy incarceration which might “make a criminal” outof him.
He characterized Dispirito as a “wolf” and an “experienced homosexual,” whereas Starbard (who had apparently
been drinking the night of the crime) was a young, inexperienced drunk man who was not accustomed to excessive
drinking. Kay claimed that Starbard was “in some ways the victim.”

Judge Buckalew responded that “the victim is the dead man” and Kay’s remark could be interpreted to mean
that Starbard had not killed a man but a “queer.”

Judge Buckalew then told the defendant:

The penalty for this crime is —is one to twenty years, and the victim is a man that was knifed and is dead, but trying to impose
a proper sentence is not very easy....| really don't think you need to be rehabilitated. It's something that's never going to
occur again. But | do have a problem, killing with a knife, deterent [sic], public condemnation and so forth. But if | was going
to put this defendant in any category it'd be at the bottom end of — and | don't even want to use the word criminality. It's
an unfortunate accident — incident, but | do think | should impose some time. Considering all the facts, I'm going to impose
a sentence of one year....

Because Starbard’s brother was ona 10-day leave from Okinawa, Buckalew permitted Starbard to visit with him
for a few days. He was ordered to surrender himself at the Sixth Avenue Jail in Anchorage on November 3 at 4:00
PM. It was reccommended that his sentence be served out at the State Correctional Facility in Eagle River.

Sources: Courtdocuments, The State of Alaskavs. Gary Lee Starbard (3AN-574-3678 Cr.); “Man Charged With Knifing Receives
One-Year Term,” Anchorage Daily Times [now the Anchorage Times), October 26, 1974.

Alaska Gay Coalition
d-2 — VIOLATION OF CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS TO FREEDOM OF SPEECH AND ASSOCIA-
TION AND EQUAL PROTECTION UNDER THE LAW (MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE)
July 1976

In February and March of 1976, the Municipality of Anchorage began to gather information for the 1976-77
Anchorage Blue Book, which was intended as a guide to public services, recreational opportunities, and crisis
assistance in the greater Anchorage area. The Blue Book’s editors contacted all groups which were included in the
carlier version of the Blue Book (which was published under the auspices of the former Greater Anchorage Arca
Borough), as well as many organizations which had not been listed previously.

Among these latter groups was the Alaska Gay Coalition (AGC), which provided the editors with a description
of its purposes and services as excerpted below:

Purpose: To develop, secure, and maintain the civil liberties, rights and dignity of all homosexual and lesbian individuals;
to represent the interest and goals of lesbians and homosexuals in Aiaska; to educate the overall community about those
goals and interests.

Services: Referral to related organizations; speakers available in the area of gay rights issues; public education; provide
social and political personal support....

After information was collected, a rough draft of the Blue Book was prepared and distributed to four persons
involved with the Blue Book, including Anchorage Mayor George Sullivan, who had final editorial control of the
publication. Sullivan directed that several changes be made, including suggesting other groups to include,
directing that the descriptions of the purposes and services of the organizations be deleted (so that only names and
telephone numbers would be published), and specifically ordering that the AGC entry be deleted in its entirety.
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In fact, Bruce Staser (formerly the Municipality’s public information officer, and now Sullivan’s executive
administrative assistant) had seen the rough draft before Sullivan did, and had placed an X through the AGC entry.!

The second draft of the Blue Book did not include AGC'’s entry. Nor did the final draft, which was printed and
distributed in July.

On July 21, 1976, AGC filed a complaint in Anchorage Superior Court against Sullivan, Staser, and the
Municipality. It also sought a temporary restraining order to stop further distribution of the Blue Book until the
matter was resolved in court. The restraining order was granted on July 29.

The case was tried in Anchorage Superior Court from August 26 to 27. AGC, represented by attorneys provided
by the American Civil Liberties Union, charged that the defendants had denied AGC freedom of speech, association,
equal protection under the law, and procedural and substantive due process. Central to AGC’s complaint was its
assertion that the Blue Book constituted a public forum, a claim the Municipality denied.

Anchorage Superior Court Judge Justin Ripley found against AGC on all issues. AGCappealed to the Supreme
Court of Alaska.

In its finding of May 5, 1978, the Alaska Supreme Court reversed the lower court’s decision.

In a review of the trial testimony, the Court noted that Sullivan had testified to several reasons for deleting
AGC’s entry. Sullivan had said he believed AGC to be primarily a political and lobbying group, and its political
focus was inconsistent with the Blue Book’s nonpolitical aims. He had admitted that he had a personal aversion to
homosexuality. And, finally, he felt that since Alaska statute outlawed sodomy and incest, it was inappropriate for
a government publication to include a reference to a group such as AGC.

The Court was not persuaded by these arguments. It noted that the Blue Book had entries for other political and
lobbying groups, including, for instance, the National Organization for the Advancement of Colored People, the
ACLU, the Sierra Club, and the Anchorage Tenants Union. Hence,

It is apparent that the Gay Coalition was deleted from the Blue Book solely because it was a homosexual organization....

Nor did the Court find and justification indenying AGC’s entry on the basis of state sodomy and incest statutes,
since there was no demonstration that AGC advocated the violation of these laws.?

The Court found that the Blue Book did, as AGC claimed, constitute a public forum. First, it was published by
the Municipality of Anchorage, a government body; second, because it was designed to help Anchorage-area
residents to find others with “similar views and interests,”

...once it was opened for such use, the government could notdeny [AGC] accessto it based solely on the content of its beliefs.

Another argument advanced by the Municipality in trial court was that AGC had failed to show it had suffered
harm from the deletion of its entry. On the contrary, the Court found,

...suppression of speechinitself...isthe evil to be avoided for such suppression necessarily impairs the rightto speak freely.
Any further showing of adverse consequences flowing therefrom is unnecessary.® [Emphasis in original.]

In sum, the Alaska Supreme Court found:

In deleting the Alaska Gay Coalition from the Blue Book...[Sullivan, Staser, and the Municipality] denied that group access
to a public forum based solely on the nature of its beliefs. In so doing, they violated [AGC’s] constitutional rights to freedom
of speech and association and equal protection under the law. [Emphasis in original.]

The Court remanded the case to Anchorage Superior Court and instructed the lower court to order that there
be no further distribution of the 1976-77 Anchorage Blue Book.
Subsequently the Blue Book was published by a private company. [See Case # d-5 below ]

Notes: 1. He later testified in Anchorage Superior Court that he did so because of “subtle guidelines” from the Anchorage
Municipal Assembly not to include “activist-type organizations” in the Blue Book. He was asked at an April 6 Assembly meeting
it AGC would be included in the Blue Book, to which he responded, “Not as long as | have anything to do with it.” He said he
assumed the Assembly's resulting silence was a sign of their agreement.

2. In his September 10, 1976, column in the All-Alaska Weekly, Edgar Paul Boyko wrote: “We are not sure what incest
has to do with anything since that is defined as 'the crime af cohabitation or sexual commerce...between persons related within
the degree wherein marriage is prohibited by law.” The...practice would seem to be statistically more predominant among
members of opposite sexes and most assuredly we are not aware of the Gay Coalition advocating this particular activity.”
[Emphasis in original.] Homosexual acts between consenting adults were decriminalized in Alaska in 1980.

3. The Alaska Supreme Court, noting that AGC may have been harmed otherwise by their exclusion from the Blue Book,
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quoted remarks made by Larry Kulik, AGC's attorney at the trial level: “Obviously if | were representing...the League of Women
Voters I'd be hard pressed to show very much damage that the league would suffer by not being in the Anchorage Blue Book,
however, | don't represent such a popular group. | represent the Gay Coalition. And these people take whatever forum they can
get and when they can get it. This is a valuable forum for them.”

Sources: “Blue Book deletion a mystery, mayor says,” Anchorage Daily News, August 28, 1976; “Mayor Deleted Gay
Coalition,” Anchorage Times, August 28, 1976; “Blue Book Battle” [editorial], Anchorage Times, August 28, 1976; “Serious issue”
[editoriall, Anchorage Daily News, August 31, 1976; Edgar Paul Boyko, “Roar of the Snow Tiger,” All-Alaska Weekly, September
10, 1976; The Alaska Gay Coalition vs. George M. Sullivan, Bruce Staser, and the Municipality of Anchorage (Alaska, 578 P.2d 951).

Alaska Gay Community Center, Inc.
d-3 — DENIAL OF PUBLIC FUNDING (MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE) April 19, 1979

OnMarch9 the Alaska Gay Community Center, Inc. (AGCC), a tax-exempt nonprofit agency, submitted a grant
application to the Municipality of Anchorage’s Employment and Training Division, Department of Social Services.
AGCC requested $93,774 in Title VI CETA funding for the eighteen-month “AGCC Social Service and Advocacy
Project.” According to the grant application:

The purpose of this project is two-fold; 1) To provide social services to the Alaska homophile community, 2) To increase
community understanding of the gay sexual orientation, gay lifestyles, and other aspects of the minority group.

The application explained that AGCC was “the only social service center in Anchorage designed to provide
public advocacy, information and referral, counseling, and social programming specifically for the homophile
community.” Funding would enable AGCC to staff its Center and to provide information and referral services,
counseling, crisis intervention, for lesbians and gay men and their parents and friends, as well as educational
programming about lesbians and gays for mental health agencies and the public-at-large. The majority of the
proposed budget would pay wages for five employees.

The Municipality denied the funding request. In a letter to AGCC’s executive director, the Director of
Employment and Training for the Department of Social Services wrote:

On April 19, the Assessment and Allocations Committee of the Manpower Planning Council, adopted a recommendation
to the Municipal Mayor that the project not be funded. The recommendation is based on the following factors:

(a) to fund services for gay persons because they are gay would be a recognition by the Government of a viewpont [sic] on
sexual behavior; CETA should not fund the advocacy of a moral position; (b) no Federal, State, or local legislation grants
gay persons protected status; in other words, this is not a minority group with legal recourse against "discrimination”; (¢) the
proposed project does not provide a benefit to the public; the CETA Regulations require that Title VI projects have a “public
service objective.”

The letter further explained that “...the Municipality has not previously officially established, either through
legislative or executive act, policy whereby public monies should be used to assist in solving the problems of gay
persons.”

Sources: Title VI CETA grant application from the Alaska Gay Community Center, Inc., March 9, 1979; letter from Vince
P. Fennimore, Director, Employment and Training, Department of Social Services, Municipality of Anchorage, to Nan Harty,
Alaska Gay Community Center, Inc., May 3, 1979.

Two females, ages unavailable
d-4 — EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION (U.S. ARMY, FORT RICHARDSON) June 4, 1980

On June 4, 1980, two Fort Richardson soldiers were discharged from the U.S. Army for “homosexual
tendencies.” Some soldiers had accused the two women of “caressing and kissing” at a party the previous winter,
although other soldiers said (according to one of the women discharged) that they had been doing “nothing out of
the ordinary.”

No formal charges were levelled against the two women, but their company commander made a reccommen-
dation that they be honorably discharged. According to an Anchorage Daily News story on the incident, the women
“refused to appear before a board of officers to appeal the ruling because they don’t think the military will give them
a fair hearing.”

One of the soldiers told the Daily News that she had been harassed by other soldiers for two years: “Peopleslide
naked-women magazines under the door, and I have had threats against my life.”

The Daily News observed thattwo weeks beforea U.S. District Courtin Milwaukee had ruled itunconstitutional
to discharge a soldier from the Army for “homosexual tendencies.”
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Source: Julie Anne Gold, “2 discharged at local base; Accused of homosexual tendencies,” Anchorage Daily News, Junc 4,
1980.

Gay Alaska (Anchorage-based gay newspaper)
d-5 — DISCRIMINATION IN ADVERTISING PRACTICES
(ANCHORAGE WELCOME SERVICE) July 1980

The Anchorage Daily News reported on July 29, 1980 that the Anchorage Blue Book would not include an ad for
Gay Alaska, an Anchorage-based gay newspaper. Joan Tovsen of the Anchorage Welcome Service, which now
published the Blue Book, said Gay Alaska’s ad was rejected because the newspaper was “controversial.” According
to the Daily News, “Tovsen contends that since the book is no longer financed by public funds her organization has
authority to exclude controversial groups.”

Source: John Lindback, “Gay Alaska ad rejected,” Anchorage Daily News, July 29, 1980.
[See also Case # d-2.]

Imperial Court of All Alaska
d-6 — HARASSMENT, EYE INJURIES (TEAR-GASSING) September 5, 1982

On September 5, 1982, a white male approximately 6 feet tall with black hair and a beard and wearing a dark
business suit threw a tear gas canister into the ballroom of the Anchorage Sheraton Hotel, where hundreds of people
were celebrating the annual Coronation Ball of the Imperial Court of All Alaska, a gay/lesbian social organization.
Celebrants were forced to evacuate the ballroom into the hotel’s lobby or out into the streets, where it was raining,.
No serious injuries were reported; however, some individuals were treated at local hospitals for eye injuries
resulting from the tear gas.

Army officials at Fort Richardson subsequently began an investigation to determine if the tear gas might had
been stolen from inventory there or at another military facility.

No suspect was apprehended in the tear-gassing.

Sources: Gay News Review, KSKA Anchorage Public Radio, broadcast for September 12, 1982.

ldentity, Inc.
d-7 — HARASSMENT, THREATS January 1983 to June 1987

During the period from 1977 to 1987, ldentity (formerly the Alaska Gay and Lesbian Resource Center and the Alaska Gay
Community Center) has received over 13,000 calls on its information, referral, and peer-counseling hotline. While most of the
calls were “working” calls, an estimated 15 to 20% of the calls were harassment or hang-up calls (some of which may also have
been intended as harassment calls).

The following eleven phone calls were received by staff members of the hotline. These accounts were drawn from the call
log sheets which staff members filled out for each call. Except for words in brackets, all words within quotation marks are
verbatim quotes from each staff member's account.

1/9/83 (male caller, female staffer):

Staffer (answering phone): “Lesbian/gay hotline.”

Caller: “You're gay.”

Staffer: “That’s true.”

Caller: “Oh, god. I'm going to put a bomb in your building because I hate fags.”

Staffer (referring to an upcoming move): “Well, it's not going to be our building for much longer.”

Caller: “Oh, god, you lez.”

Caller hung up. The staff member reported that she also received three hang-up calls within four minutes of the
harassment call, and speculated that “these hang-ups were also intended as harassments.”

7/9/83 (female caller, male staffer): “[Call] started out friendly. Sheasked who [ was. Isaid [staffer’'s name deleted].
She asked if I wore braces. Isaid no. lasked if I could do something for her. She said yes. I could die.”

8/29/83 (male caller, male staffer): “[The caller] asked if | was gay. Isaid yes. Heasked how old [ was. lasked what
difference it made. He agreed that it made no difference. He then described his [penis] and began to moan. I hung
up.”

10/12/83 (caller’s sex unknown, female staffer): “Some clever hetero-homophobe rigged a robot voice that kept
repeating those ancient words of wisdom: “You are a faggot.” I listened to the robot voice say this three times, and,
on the chance someone would hear me, said, “That’s funny. I don’t feel like a faggot.” Then I hung up.”
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10/29/83 (male caller, male staffer): “After a number of obnoxious comments he asked me if all homosexuals had
wimpy voices like I do.”

12/3/83 (male caller, male staffer): “He asked me what we were all aboutand after I told him he said that was pretty
good for faggots.”

1/8/84 (male caller, male staffer): “[He] asked me for the # to [name deleted]. He then told me that 'ma fag. He
suggested that I shoot myself because I'm messed up.”

4/7/84 (male caller, male staffer): “’God-damn faggots.””

5/4/84 (male caller, male staffer): “[Caller] said that he was having a lot of problems at his job. When I invited him
to talk about it he said, “You're a fuckin queer!"”

4/26/85 (male caller, male staffer):

Caller: “Yeah, do you help homosexuals?”

Staffer: “Uh-huh.”

Caller: “Well, I've got a problem. I blow away every homosexual I see in gay bars.”
Caller hung up.

5/3/85 (male caller, male staffer): “Called to tell the ‘gay community” that [name deleted], the Wasilla Star-Child
will take no more of our shit!!! If we ‘don’t stop our surveillance, he’s going to kill us cocksuckers!” I tried to find
out what he was talking about but he just kept on yelling, and yelling until he hung up. Strange call that left me
a little uneasy. Anyone know what'’s going on with this guy?”

The following eight phone calls were rerecorded from the answering machine of ldentity’s Gay and Lesbian Helpline toanother
cassette tape for permanent record. They have been transcribed in their entirety. The calls were received during off-hours over
the period June 1985 to June 1987.

6/11/85 (male caller): “Hello. Yeah, I saw your faggot creep ad in the paper and you're only one step above a
cockroach, you assholes.” [The caller was evidently referring to a classified ad in a local paper ad vertising the Gay
and Lesbian Helpline.]

7/3/85 (male caller): “You fuckin’ bastard gay bitches, you ain’t shit! You motherfuckers should be quarantined
and putina fuckin’, uh, ship an’ sent to Mars and burnt to hell. You faggot bitches gay lesbian motherfuckers, you
ain’t shit. Faggots. Bitches. Lesbians. Bisexual homos.”

9/21/85 (male caller): “On behalf of all Americans I hope you faggots die of AIDS. Thank you.”

10/30/85(female caller): “Hello. Youareassholes. Youarealesbian. Youareadick sucker. You area motherfucker.
You are a bitch. You suck dicks. Yes, you know, ‘cause you are a’ asshole.”

11/9/85 (male caller): “Hello, my name’s [name deleted], I live in Palmer and I’d like to call and complain about
having to write stories, uh, about fagsand queers an’ whatever else on this, uh, this bullshit I saw in the paper here.
You wanna write a play, why don’tcha write something decent. Dipshit...fuckin’ faggot.” [This call was apparently
in response to an Anchorage or Matanuska Valley newspaper story about the play “My Blue Heaven,” produced
by Out North Theater Ensemble, a separate organization.]

1/8/86 (male caller): “[If] you faggots would quit fuckin’ each other in the ass you wouldn’t have so many problems.
Bye.!!

1/30/86 (male caller): “Yeah, I understand this is, uh, this is yuh-your classic cocksucker hotline here, and all I got
to say is, you is, you faggots ought to go live in fuckin’ closets and not...that you should be ashamed. You're not
normal fuckin’ people, right? There’s a whole bunch of decent people that don’t like cocksuckers. How’s that?”

6/6/87 (male caller): “Yo, tinkerbell, nobody’s in [staffing the Helpline] ‘cause you're gettin’ fucked in the butt.
Yeah, you tinkerbells are all the same. Ihope y’all get AIDS an’ y’all die real painful deaths.”

Sources: Staff phone call log sheets provided researchers by Identity, Inc.; tape of calls received on Identity’s answering machine
provided researchers by Identity, Inc. [See also “Cases from Personal Testimony,” Case # 22.]
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Male, 26
d-8 — SEXUAL ASSAULT (MULTIPLE ASSAILANTS) November 1, 1983

On November 1, 1985, a 26-year-old Anchorage gay man was hitchhiking between Anchorage and Chugiak.
He was picked up by five men in a van. Shortly after he accepted the ride, he was knocked unconscious. When he
regained consciousness all five men proceeded to rape him.

Source: Lesbian and Gay News Review, KSKA Anchorage Public Radio, broadcast for November 6, 1983.

Female, age unavailable
d-9 — DISCRIMINATION IN CHILD CUSTODY RULING (ANCHORAGE SUPERIOR COURT)
Late 1983

Inlate 1983 an Anchorage lesbian mother lost custody of her child. A gag order was placed on the case, making
information about it difficult to obtain. “However,” according to Lesbian and Gay News Review, “the newsletter [of
the Anchorage chapter of the National Organization for Women] states that the Anchorage Superior Court Judge
who ruled in favor of the father stated the lesbian mother had decided to leave the home to continue her education,
providing an unstable environment for the child. The judge had insisted homophobia played no partin his ruling.
The N.O.W. newsletter goes on to say that the ruling at face value apparently means single mothers who attend
school are in jeopardy of losing custody of their children.”

Themother appealed the case to the Alaska Supreme Court. The Courtfound evidence that Anchorage Superior
Court Justin Ripley had based his decision on the mother’s lesbianism, and in a 4-1 decision on May 11, 1985, ruled
he had been wrong to award custody of the child to his heterosexual father on that basis. According to Lesbian and
Gay News Review (now known as Out in the North), the Alaska Supreme Court said in part that “there was no
suggestion the mother’s being a lesbian was likely to ad versely affect the child. The decision also said it was wrong
to rely on any real or imagined social stigma attaching to the mother’s status as a lesbian. The ruling calls on Judge
Ripley to review his earlier decision. It does not settle the custody question itself, but it does state, apparently for
the first time in Alaska, thatsexual orientation does not inand of itself determine a parent’s ability to raise children.”

Sources: Lesbian and Gay News Review/Out in the North, KSKA Anchorage Public Radio, broadcasts for December 11, 1983
and May 12, 1985.

Identity of Kenai
d-10 — DISCRIMINATION IN ADVERTISING PRACTICES (PENINSULA CLARION) March 1984

In March 1984 the Kenai newspaper Peninsula Clarion refused to print an ad for an Identity-affiliated gay and
lesbian information and referral telephone service in Kenai. Identity of Kenai told the Fairbanks-based lesbian/gay
newspaper Qutin the North that the Clarion claimed the ad would be detrimental to business. The weekly newspaper
Cheechako (Soldotna), however, reportedly was running the ad.

Source: “Homophobic Paper Rejects Ad,” Out in the North (newspaper), April 1984.

Arctic Gay/Lesbian Association
d-11 — THREATENED DENIAL OF STUDENT ACTIVITY FUNDS
(ASSOCIATED STUDENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA) April 1984

In April 1984 the Arctic Gay/Lesbian Association (AG/LA), a studentorganization at the University of Alaska,
Fairbanks, requested $800.00 from the Associated Students of the University of Alaska (ASUA). ASUA’s finance
committee recommended to the student Senate that AG/LA receive $745.00 of the request. The student Senate
approved the disbursementina 9 to 4 vote (with 3 abstentions, 2 absences).

The ASUA president vetoed nearly all the funds. The ASUA Supreme Court, however, disallowed the veto on
the grounds that the president had not returned his veto within six days of the Senate’s approval of the funding,
as was required by the ASUA constitution. (The president had claimed he had returned the veto within six days
of receiving a copy of the funding approval.) AG/LA therefore received the funding on a technicality.

Source: “Gay Group Funded At University Over Presidential Veto,” Out in the North (newspaper), May 1984.

Male, 43
d-12 — MURDER OF OSCAR JACKSON BY WILLIAM M. JUSTICE aka WILLIAM M. RIMA
December 21, 1984

On December 21, 1984, the body of Oscar Jackson, a 43-year-old black gay man, was discovered in a wooded
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area of the Hillside area of Anchorage. An autopsy determined that Jackson had sustained blows to the front of his
head from a blunt object, enough to make him unconscious. He had then been strangled to death.

On December 26 police located Jackson’s pick-up truck, a black Mitsubishi, in the Spenard area of Anchorage.
The truck’s operator, William M. Justice (aka William M. Rima), was also found to have in his possession keys to
Jackson’s trailer and to his locker at the airport, where Jackson had been employed by Western Airlines.

Investigation determined that Justice had clubbed Jackson into unconsciousness sometime in the early morning
hours of December 21, and then strangled him. He subsequently appropriated Jackson’s truck and other property
and used Jackson’s residence to hold a party. He sold some of Jackson’s possessions to buy supplies for the party,
and also attempted to sell some of Jackson’s property to partygoers. He told partygoers (including his brother) that
Jackson had gone on vacation and had lent his truck to him.

Justice was indicted on July 26, 1985 on one count of first degree murder; he was also indicted on counts of first
degree burglary, second degree theft, and third degree criminal mischief. Justice entered pleas of not guilty to the
charges.

Justice was tried in Anchorage Superior Courtin November 1985. In his opening statements, Assistant District
Attorney Gail Fraties noted that Justice had told friends that Jackson was gay and was “bothering” him.

A jury found Justice guilty of all charges on November 13, 1985. He was sentenced in February 1986 to 60 years
in prison for the murder, with short concurrent sentences for the related charges. He would have no possibility of
parole for 20 years.

Judge Karl S. Johnstone noted in sentencing that Justice had called Jackson a “faggot” prior to the murder and
that he showed no remorse for his crimes.

Justice appealed his sentence as excessive to the Alaska Court of Appeals. The Court of Appeals affirmed the
60 year sentence on September 16, 1987, observing in its opinion that the trial court had found that “Justice was close
toa worstoffenderin that he, atleastin part, premeditated the offense [of murder] and committed itina particularly
brutal way, and afterwards showed a lack of remorse.”

Sources: Court documents, State of Alaska vs. William M. Justice (3AN-585-4943 Cr. 3AN-584-9523); Out in the North, KSKA
Anchorage Public Radio, broadcasts for November 10, 1985 and February 16, 1986.

Two females, four males, high school-aged
d-13 — HARASSMENT, PROPERTY DAMAGE, RAPE THREAT February 1, 1985

On the night of February 1, 1985, two 18-year-old men were arrested by Anchorage police and charged with
malicious destruction of property.

According to a female witness, she and five friends, another girl and four boys, had left an all-school dance at
the Egan Convention and Civic Center around 10.30 PM. They got into a late-model two-door Saab and began to
drive away.

According to the witness, “We noticed a man walking down the middle of the road...the middle of our lane....He
was walking directly down the middle as if he wanted to make sure thatany cars behind him were so annoyed that
they’d beep their horn, therefore giving him an excuse for some kind of violence, [ guess. But we never beeped our
horn because — my friend’s comment was that he looked pretty mad, and we didn’t want to provoke himatall. He
turned around and noticed the car and said ‘faggots’ really loud.”

The car turned into an alley behind the convention center, but the man caughtup with itand continued to shout
“faggots.” Healso shouted obscenities and threatened violence. He beat on the windows on the driver’s side of the
car and kicked the back of the door, causing a dent. Then he ran away.

The students attempted to drive away, but traffic held them up. In the rearview mirror the driver saw the man
coming back. The female witness ran into the convention center for help and returned with two friends. “I guess
when I'd been gone,” she said, “the man had brought his friend...and they’d started yelling obscenities, threatening
rape to the one female in the car, yelling ‘Faggot, come outand fight us, faggot, come out and fight us”and stuff like
that.” The two men beat on the car and broke one of its windows, then tried to grab the people inside the car,
screaming at them as they did so. The witness believes that if a crowd had not come the threats and violence would
have continued.

After his arrest, the first man admitted vandalizing the car, but claimed that the attack was provoked by an
exchange of obscenities. He claimed he had been started across the street when someone in the car told him he was
jay-walking. Then the car came towards him as if its driver intended to hit him with it. He said he hit the window
to get its occupants’ attention and ask them why they were trying to hit them, but, he claimed, the students made
obscene gestures at him with their hands. He said it was then that he broke the car window. He denied he shouted
“faggot” or threatened rape.

All six complainants, however, said they had clearly heard him shout those things, and witnesses in the crowd
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also heard the shouts. The six complainants planned to attempt pressing assault charges on the man.

The female witness explained, “He would have yelled faggot at anyone, but the general reason that he was
yelling faggot was because the car was nice, the clothes were nice, and...he associated...those kinds of things with
homosexuality or weakness. Or—or maybe it was just— I think most of it was, it was the biggest...put-down he
could find....”

Out in the North observed, “Whether the entire incident was a misunderstanding, as Nichols maintains, or an
act of antigay violence, which in this case was directed at heterosexuals, or whatever—the incident appears to
confirm fears that such apparent antigay incidents are on the rise.”

Source: QOut in the North, KSKA Anchorage Public Radio, broadcast for February 10, 1985.

Male, 55
d-14 — MURDER OF RAYMOND BARKER BY CHARLES COLE AND MATTHEW DECKER
April 3, 1985

According to trial testimony, Charles Cole, 21, and Matthew Decker, 19, met and befriended Anchorage
carpenter, 55-year-old Raymond Barker, atadowntown Anchorage gay bar. Afterbuying thema few beers, Barker
invited Cole and Decker to his home and prepared dinner for them. Decker then clubbed Barker to death with a
willow club belonging to the victim. Cole and Decker were arrested the following day.

AtCole’strial in September, hisattorney Mark Ashburn claimed that Barker’s intention in befriending the other
men was sex; Assistant District Attorney Gail Fratiesdenied the claim, saying that “Barker wasa niceman who often
befriended people on the skids,” the Anchorage Daily News reported. According to Ashburn, Cole and Decker were
unemployed at the time of the murder and supported themselves, at least in part, by selling drugs, real and phony.

A witness who helped police identify Cole and Decker testified that the two preyed upon gay men, first
befriending themand then strongarming them for money. The witness testified he had once accompanied Cole and
a third man to attempt such a robbery, but he got bored before a suitable victim turned up.

Cole was convicted in the fall of 1985. Decker, who pleaded no contest to murder charges in October 1985, was
sentenced in January 1986 to 30 years imprisonment; he would not be eligible for parole till he was 40.

Sources: Out in the North, KSKA Anchorage Public Radio, broadcasts for April 21, 1985, October 27, 1985, and January 12,
1986; Sheila Toomey, “Witness says pair preyed on homosexuals,” Anchorage Daily News, September 12, 1985.

Male, 20
d-15— ASSAULT November 12, 1985

Around 5.00 PM on November 12, 1985, a 22-year-old student at Alaska Technical Institute burst into a class
which was already in session with two friends. The student threatened a 20-year-old gay student with a machete
and an aluminum baseball bat. Atone point the gay student, pleading for his life, climbed part way out of a third
story window in an attempt to escape the attack, but classmates pulled his attacker away from him after the attacker
hit him twice in the leg with the bat.

The attacker fled the classroom, but was arrested by Anchorage police at 10.00 PM at the home of a friend. The
attacker claimed the gay student had been spreading rumors that he was gay. The gay student denied spreading
such rumors, and classmates backed him up. The attacker told friends that his wife would hear the alleged rumors
about him and divorce him.

The attacker was charged with fourth degree assault.

Sources: Tom Kizzia, “Policearrest man afterattack during business skills class,” Anchorage Daily News, November 14, 1985;
Out in the North, KSKA Anchorage Public Radio, broadcast for November 17, 1985.

Systemic
d-16 — DISCRIMINATION IN SERVICES (DATING AGENCY) March 1987

During the last week of March 1987 an advertisement for “Life Dating” appeared in the “Personals” section of
the Anchorage Daily News classified ads. “Life Dating” advertised itself as a service “for people afraid of being
infected by AIDS” and “Exclusively for people interested in the opposite sex,” and said that all members of itself
would be tested and certified [presumably as being free of the HIV virus believed to cause AIDS]. Inan April 2 letter
to the Consumer Protection Agency, Jay Brause wrote:

I am concerned with this ad for two reasons: one, similar services across the country have been shut down—it can offer
no sure protection against AIDS asiit claims it can'; and two, the ad is patently offensive to non-heterosexual people. Without
question, their intent is to discriminate against non-heterosexual people....While this practice does not violate local or state
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law, it still is certainly discriminatory and serves no legitimate purpose.

Brause also wrote that he had called the Daily News classified department on April 1 to protest the ad, and was

told that the Daily News would not pull the ad until the newspaper’s attorney made a determination on the matter.

Note: 1. "Current estimates suggest that an infected person who is without symptoms will probably develop detectable
antibodies to the virus two to eight weeks after the initial exposure, but in some cases six or more months may pass before there
is such evidence of infection.” Thus, an individual very recently infected with human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) may test
negative for antibodies for aconsiderable period of time. This fact renders “certification” for freedom from the AIDS virus virtually
meaningless. John Langone, AIDS: The Facts (Boston: Little, Brown & Company, 1988), p.11.

Sources: “Life Dating” advertisement, Anchorage Daily News, March 30, 1987; letter from Jay Brause to the Consumer
Protection Agency, Anchorage, Alaska, April 2, 1987.
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A SAMPLING OF ONE IN TEN RESPONDENTS' COMMENTS ON DISCRIMINATION, AS WRITTEN.

I had to answer never to most [discrimination] questions because my experiences are based on most of the involved not
knowing my sexual orientation. 1 don’t know how they would be different if they knew.

I'have had no direct experiences of these sorts. The discrimination I feel/have felt is a feeling of needing to hide lest these
problems occur, and discrimination by “default.” I.e., while I'm not married in the technical sense, I am in lifestyle...&
I do not have access to the benefits afforded to married couples (insurance, credit, etc.).

While I have not experienced most forms of discrimination mentioned, I know that fear of discrimination has had a part
in most of my decisions. Even though there is one person at my present job, for instance, who I would normally trust
enough to come out to, I'm still afraid to because last time I did, the person betrayed me, and I was fired. I doubt that
the same thing would happen this time — this person is not the blabbermouth type — but the fear still influences me.

Iam not “out of the closet” — that biases some of my responses. As a businessperson it does not behoove me to be openly
4}8ayﬁ) Or ”bl‘”..“

Unfortunately, most [answers to discrimination questions] are checked “never” because i don't dare express affection
in public as heterosexuals do all the time. So of course it never happens, because I don'’t try to claim the same privilege
straight folks enjoy. And it angers me! The fact that most gays/lesbians will (probably) check “never” is i think more
due to an inability and unwillingness on our part to express who we are in straight society. Most of us don’t take that
risk and end up checking “never” because we suppress ourselves from doing what straight folks do ALL OVER THE
PLACE, ALL THE TIME!

Iam moderately “closeted” in my public life—i.e. any activities outside my home. However I certainly try to find/create
situations where my sexual orientation would not be any consequential importance. 1 hope to be able to be much more
open someday! Lifewould be so much freer if I never had to think about someone’sjanyone’s reaction to my lesbianism.

I experience relatively no differently [sic] because I don’t act out. However being closeted is a constant difficulty and
pretending you are what you aren’t because you fear physical or verbal abuse is difficult. I too would like to go toa movie,
a restaurant, anywhere, arm in arm with my lover and know that I am safe because I am protected by the law.

I've had so few difficulties only because I've been so reserved professionally and publicly, about my orientation.

The main reason I have “experienced no difficulty”...is that I have not pushed issues. 1do, for example, consider state
employee insurance to be discriminatory because I cannot cover my partner with health insurance like people w)/
“regular” spouses can. Hence, my answerlsl: Would really like to see a change in this area.

I'haven’t “experienced difficulty” so much as I have simply avoided many opportunities wherel thought that difficulties
might arise — e.g. taking advantage of Valentine’s Day special deals for couples that are occasionally offered by hotels
or restaurants — which are, of course, intended for heterosexual couples only.

Between ages [ages deleted] I was out of the closet. Between ages [ages deleted] gradually kept a lowering profile & am
now in the closet at work & in public. Gen- Many times I've wished that I could be ‘out’ to the people 1 work with. Too
many times I'veseen the knowledge of my sexual orientation be as a barrier between myselfand heteros. Thus, the closet!
I'm not alone.

Verbal abuse was not directed specifically toward me but took the form of jokes, etc. directed at gay and lesbian people
in general. This has made all of my work experiences less than ideal.

Because I am bisexual and very closeted these things have not actually been a problem. However, 1 am very fearful of
this aspect of my identity being revealed which has added to the stress already present in working in a male dominated
profession — and do fear verbal, physical abuse if I came out. Also I believe that many problems on the job may have
resulted from my employer seeing me as being an assertive woman, and perhaps believing that I was lovers with my
former female roommate (who actually wasn’t a lover)... As a bisexual I mainly am forced to react to comments & jokes
about “fags & queers” in the workplace, with friends & in general living, and be supportive of anyone's choices about
lifestyle. Comments about lesbians are less frequent and direct comments to me have not occurred (but happen behind
my back i'm sure). But the fear & paranoia of being revealed to people who would not understand is ever present &
prevents my full expression of my identity.

I am very closeted because I fear these troubles, so therefore, they do not happen because no one ever knows my sexual
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orientation. I don’t go out with my partner, we don’t apply for loans, etc., as a couple, we don't act as a couple in motels,
stores, efc.; we haven't done any insurance, housing etc. as a couple, efc., etc., etc. — The reason all of these say never
is because we never let anyone know our sexual orientation. It is a terrible and unfair existence....Thank you for this
questionnaire— Being lesbian is hard when you constantly are afraid of being found out — of losing my job— of getting
kicked out of the trailer court — of physical threats, etc. — I hope it changes —

[T haven’t had much difficulty with discrimination because of my sexual orientation, mostly because my sexual
orientationis not an openly acknowledged fact. Whilelalso don’t hidewhat 1 am, I am careful to protect my employment.
L would greatly appreciate actual protection under the law, so that could live an integrated lifestyle — open and proud
at all times about whom and what I am — a lesbian. This is opposed to the current “work affect” and “real me” affect.

Lam selectiveinwhois aware of my sexual orientation. Therefore, although myanswersareall nevers for these situations,
Idon't believe it accurately represents discrimination. The major discrimination stems from the fact that I don’t proudly
tell many people of my sexual orientation.

I believe the only reason I have not had any of the above problems is because I was never open about my lesbianism with
people I'd consider unsafe, employers, the people I rent from, etc. The one time 1 was discriminated against was when
I'had to take a lie detector test from a potential employer.

Oneset of questions [discrimination] l answered as unknown because co-workers (most) and others involved do not know
my sexual orientation. 1 know the answers would be negative if they were aware. I am definitely “in the closet.”

Lam very closeted. 1am a [occupation deleted] and look very straight. I am very careful about not letting anyone know
of my sexual orientation because of the fact that I have a child and do not want to jeopardize my custody.

Anchorage and Alaska needs very badly a community center for info, seminars, activities, social functions that are non-
bar/alcohol-related.

The reson [sic] my answers [to discrimination questions] are “never” is basically because I'm closeted except around
supportive non-lesbian/gay friends/coworkers. 1am fearful of being “discovered” and many times have not done or said
something I've felt because of this subtle sad fear, which is in itself powerful discrimination.

...Found the drug use section the most difficult to be honest with — am sure most of the people I know felt the same. The
alcohol and drug abuse wjin the community is the most prevalent problem we face. Scares and saddens me.

Lappreciated this questionnaire. I feel particularly isolated with regard to being a lesbian parent on top of being a single
parent. Iam very tired of hiding although I do feel I can go to the gay bar in town — so it’s a kind of half-hide.

I"ve only been out (even to myself) got 7 months so I've not experienced any of the indicated discrimination. Given time,
that may change — unfortunately.

[Answers to discrimination questions] are No because I'm in the closet behind the hangers!

I believe that “coming out” to friends and co-workers is one of the most worth while things a gay person can do for
themselves and their brothers and sisters. I am in favor or anti-discrimination laws in housing and employment.

..l am in no way an active participant in gay/Lesbian issues...how could I be and still make a $...I can’t let my “sexual
preference” be known (in the every day world...) and still be able to work in it. I'd like to...But...one thing at a time.

The main reason I do not feel very much discrimination is because I rarely discuss my sexual preference outside the gay

community. The “discrimination” is having to modify my behavior in public so I do not “offend” the straight
community.
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22

23,

24,

A SAMPLING OF EMPLOYER COMMENTS FROM CLOSED DOORS, AS WRITTEN.

What, if any, are your objections to having a homosexual employee in your business?

I have no objections. I feel a person should be judged on their work abilities. We are a service company and must adhere
to the wishes of our customers. If our customers were adamant about a person on our staff which severely limited our
ability to be profitable we would be forced to dismiss them.

It might cost us a job if our client has bad feeling towards gays.

1 will never work with or knowingly associate with any homosexual.

Would probably catch AIDS — We bleed a lot around this shop & I don’t want any AIDS infected blood here.

In general, do you think laws prohibiting discrimination in employment on the basis of sexual orientation are
necessary in Anchorage?

I don’t know how much of a problem there is in Anchorage. I'd want the facts first.
No. It is the choice of the owner to determine who works in their business and not the government.
Yes! If the person is qualified he or she should not be discriminated against.

I am not familiar enough with the issue to know iffhow much discrimination takes place in Anchorage to know if laws
are needed. If a lot of discrimination takes place then yes, it should be prohibited.

No and I would resent it. 1would like to hire and fire freely based on ability and productivity. If 1 over step my bounds
then take me to court. I believe their are laws that allow that to be done now. But NO MORE LAWS.

I have no personal knowledge of discrimination of this type, but I feel it is prudent to prevent it by law. 1 feel indi-
viduals have the right to express themselves as such without fear of prejudice, so long as there is no infringement on the
rights of others.

Since employers are not heeding current anti-discrimination laws very well, why not? Maybe they will wake up and
smell the coffee.

Yes — There free to work just like blacks. But I believe it depends on the person & how discreet they are are.
Absolutely not!! As an employer, if I decide a person will not fit in my company, then that is my decision and there is
no law that can make my decision different. If I do not like fags, and have trouble being around them, why should I be

forced to hire one, or get sued if I don’t? They have chosen their lifestyle, and should learn to live with the consequences.

No — there should be laws stating where they can work. They shouldn’t work with kids.

Please feel free to use the space below for any other comments you may want to make.

Many of my personal feelings are uncertain about homosexuals. I am very uncomfortable around a man or
woman who acts obviously gay. However, if the person doesn't act differently than the norm, I doubt it would
be an issue.

1 am uncomfortable with people who act differently from the norm whether they be gay, eccentric or mentally retarded,
although I feel I should not be uncomfortable.

I feel we are all human beings and no one should be discriminated against because of age, race, religious preference or
sexual orientation. We are all equal!

I certainly would not want to be forced by law to hire & work with a homosexual. This would infringe on my rights.

How comforting to know that in these hard economic times we still have money to waste on this.
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Deviant sexual behavior, whether voluntary or involuntary must not be treated as being normal or desirable by society.
Recognizing that sexual deviants are not suitable for all positions in society is not discrimination.

The homosexual community has until recent years managed to be successfully employed without government inter-
vention and feel more laws would serve only to protect those that need laws to protect them because they cannot or will

not keep their job on merit or production. In general laws and unions protect the screwups not the legitimate law abiding,
hard working employee.

Shoot the bastards if this is all that will slow them down.
It should be the right of an employer to establish the style of his business thru discriminatory practices.

A good part of my life I studied and hold the views of a Naturalist. In a wolf pack which still lives as nature intended,
any member of the group that cannot conform is eliminated. It works well.

Kill them all, (before they do us). Let God sort them out!
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22.

23.

A SAMPLING OF LANDLORD COMMENTS FROM CLOSED DOORS, AS WRITTEN.

What, if any, are your objections to having a homosexual tenant in your building?

I have no objection to homosexuals renting my apartments. My experience has been with the three tenants I have
classified as homosexuals that they pay rent on time and they are clean and tidy. My criteria for renters is that they are
timely on their rent and keep the demised premises in an orderly manner.

... Homosexuality is a blight on society and every civilization that has allowed homosexuality to insidiously pervade

it, has failed. Homosexuality is a crime against natureand should be identified as such and we as the trustees of this great
country should actively remove it from our society.

My experience has been that the behavior of the homosexuals and the traffic attracted to the apartment building makes
heterosexuals in the building very uncomfortable.

I've had them as tenants — were quieter — better tenants all around.

They have vicious fights, loud, strange hours and their perspective is sometimes clouded.

I'would not have them as a tenant knowingly because I don’t think my other tenants would likeit, and they would move.
The same reason I would not rent to an unmarried couple living together or a known drug user. 1 turned down some
of these when my sons were at home, to show that I would not turn my back on what’s wrong just to makea dollar. This

has more validity today when it is so hard to find tenants.

I believe homosexuality is morally wrong. I probably would never evict someone who was, but I may not rent to someone
who is. Their sexual orientation is their own business — just as long as they don’t push their beliefs on others.

No objections if they confine their behavior to their apartment.
Other tenants would move out, given my tenants.

It is not morally correct. I've had to move homosexuals on occasion because of other tenant objections.

In general, do you think laws prohibiting discrimination in housing on the basis of sexual orientation are necessary
in Anchorage?

No— Isthereaproblem? Its hard toimagine how it would bedone. Are people really resorting toasking sexual preference
questions on leases?

No, the general public has a greater right to protect themselves from people who chose a homosexual lifestyle. By passing
a law whichprotects the homosexual, the heterosexuals will be discriminated against. And the city will have puta stamp
of approval on a “so called” alternate lifestyle which is the cause of the plague of the century. AIDS! 100% Mortality
Rate Can’t Be Wrong.

No, because every one needs a place to live and call home. As a manager 1 feel | have a responsibility to others to rent
my apartments regardless of his or her sexual orientation.

No, because as far as I'm aware of there is very little discrimination in this area because you don’t always know who is
84ay.

I believe there should be a law against discrimination in any way. You rent according to a persons ability to pay and
abide by the general rules.

No — the industry is already overregulated. The rights of the owner should be considered above all others.

I don’t know — I have never encountered anyone who has been discriminated against because of sexual preference. |
personally have not been guilty of discrimination — nor have I discriminated against others— but because 1 know of
people that have been discriminated against and the potential for such acts — there should be a law.

There should be a law to allow discrimination against homosexuals.
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If there is discrimination, then there should be laws against it.

I don’t think they are necessary because people can work it out without legal remedy.

Please feel free to use the space below for any other comments you may want to make.

Iam as concerned as anyone can be about the health problems associated with homosexuality at this time. I have noticed
that over the past few months, people do not tend to make so many jokes about “gays.” I think this has to do with the fact
that we now realize that we must work together and live together and we are not totally separated from the problems just
because we may not be gay. I see a more concerned group of people my age who take this seriously, but definitely do not
discriminate because of it. If anything, they are more caring, sensitive o homosexuals.

There is no need for these laws if someone is unwelcome they will not want to live in that residence obviously.

I don’t believe there is a problem with homosexual discrimination in Anchorage. We as a management co. might even
tend to prefer them as tenants. Our experience has been that they generally exhibit characteristics that we prefer to see
intenants —i.e. pay rent timely, neat, clean non-destructive. There is, however, a racial prejudice that is sometimes hard
to overcome and seems to be borne out in fact and experience. Unsettling, but seemingly true.

This question booklet is a waste of money. No landlord is going to evict a decent tenant. Especially in these times!
The one time I rented to 2 homosexual men, I received lots of comments from other tenants. The other tenants seemed

to perceive the presence as a sign that the atmosphere of the apartment complex was deteriorating. A few tenants
indicated they didn’t feel comfortable living around these two men.
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CLOSED DOORS EMPLOYER QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESPONSES
YOU & YOUR COMMUNITY
1. For this question, assume that there are no federal, state, or local laws prohibiting discrimination. Given your own

experience and observations, which, if any, of the following personal characteristics do you believe should
have specific legal protection against discrimination in Anchorage? (Answering “Yes” means you feel it
should be protected; answering “No” means you feel it should not be protected)

YES NO
a. Sex 138 742% 48 258%
b. Age 139 755 45 245
c. Race 141 754 46 246
d. Color 136 727 51 273
e. Religion 116 63.7 66 36.3
f. National Origin 118 648 64 352
g. Marital Status 107  59.1 74 409
h. Physical Handicap 131 716 52 284
i. Mental Impairment 113 635 65 365
j. Parental Status 110 604 72 396
k. Sexual Orientation 78 441 99 559
2. Do you think homosexual men and women should, or should not be allowed to work in the following

occupations: a “Yes” answer means they should; a “No” answer means they should not. Please circle

“Yes” or “No” in each category for men and women.)

MEN-YES MEN - NO WOMEN - YES WOMEN - NO

a. Physician 122 65.2 % 65 34.8% 124  66.7% 62 333 %
b. Hairstylist 164 86.8 25 13.2 166 87.8 23 12.2
c. Court Judge 117 62.6 70 374 118  63.1 69 36.9
d. Janitor 164 87.7 23 123 165 87.8 23 12.2
e. High School Teacher 95 50.5 93 49.5 97 51.3 92 48.7
f. Elected Official 133 711 54 28.9 135 72.2 52 27.8
g. Bank Teller 165 87.3 24 12.7 166 87.8 23 12.2
h. Personnel Manager 131 70.4 55  29.6 134 724 51 27.6
i. Nurse 120 64.5 66 355 122 65.6 64 344
. Police Officer 127 67.9 60  32.1 129  68.6 59 31.4
k. Secretary 166 88.8 21 11.2 166  88.8 21 11.2
I. Airline Pilot 151 80.3 37 19.7 152 81.3 35 18.7
m. Carpenter 166 88.3 22 114 167 89.3 20 10.7
n. Social Worker 116 62.0 71 38.0 121 64.0 68 36.0
o. Newspaper Editor 141 75.4 46 24.6 142 76.3 44 237

3 The following questions are designed to let you express your own beliefs. The responses are as follows:

strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, and don’t know. For cach statement, circle the
gly ag g 8 sy g

number in the column that best reflects your feelings.

a. Homosexuality is morally wrong
b. Ican tell who is homosexual by how they look and act

c. Anchorage employers should have the right to discharge an
employee that they have reason to believe is homosexual

d. Given a choice, | would not associate with someone
| had reason to believe was homosexual

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

AGREE
116 61.1%
48 254
59 31.0
68 346
62 272

DISAGREE

50 26.3%
122 646
117 60.6
103 539
115  60.2

DON'T KNOW
24 126 %
19 10.0
14 74
20 105
24 126
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AGREE DISAGREE DON'T KNOW
f. 1 would not promote an employee | had reason to believe was
homosexual to a supervisory or management position in 50 26.2% 126 66.0% 15 7.8%

my company

g. | would discharge an employee that | had reason to believe was 35 18.3 142 744 14 7.3
homosexual

YOU & YOUR WORKPLACE

In this section, we want to find out some things about the business you work in.

What is the approximate number of Anchorage employees in the company you work in?

Full-time employees (range: 0 - 1,500) Part-time Employees (range: 0 - 200)
14 7.3% 0 employees 66 34.6% 0 employees
84 440 1- 4 employees 87 455 1- 4 employees
68 356 5-19 employees 24 126 5-19 employees
14 7.3 20 - 49 employees 5 2.6 20 - 49 employees
6 3.1 50 - 99 employees T 3.7 50 - 99 employees
5 2.6 100 + employees 1 0.5 100 + employees

How would you describe the business you work in?
2 1.0% mining & oil

29 15.2 construction

6 341 manufacturing
12 6.3 transportation, communication
57 29.8 wholesale & retail trade
15 7.9 finance, insurance, and real estate
68 356 professional, personal, and services
1 5 agriculture, forestry, and fishing

1 5 local and state government

Does the company you work in have a written policy or regulation which prohibits discrimination on the
basis of sexual orientation?

44 232% Yes
137 721 No
9 4.7 Don't know

Does the company you work in currently employ any homosexual men or women?

15 79% Yes
98 513 No
78 40.8 Don't know

To your knowledge, has the company you work in ever discharged an employee because he/she was
homosexual?

0 0.0% Yes
182 95.8 No
8 4.2 Don't know
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10.

11

12,

14.

YOUR PERSPECGTIVE

Which point of view do you most often agree with on political/social issues?

68 37.0% Conservative point of view
93 50.5 Moderate point of view
23 125 Liberal point of view

What is your formal religious affiliation at present?

32 17.0 % Catholic
2 1.1 Jewish

96 51.0 Protestant
5 2.7 Other

53 28.2 No formal religious affiliation (GO TO QUESTION 12)

Did you take part in religious activities other than a religious service in the past 7 days such as prayer
group meetings, Bible reading classes, or the like?

49 26.1% Yes
86 457 No
53 28.2 Skipped this question

Whichresponse bestdescribes your degree of supportor opposition toward each of the following statements?
For each statement, circle the number in the column that best reflects your feelings. (You may answer as
follows: strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, and don’t know.)

AGREE DISAGREE DON'T KNOW
a. Classroom prayer should be permitted in public schools 107 578% 62 335% 16 8.7 %
b. A woman should be able to have an abortion if she wants one 137 725 43 228 9 47
c. The federal government should increase funding for national 64 34.0 100 53.2 24 128
defense and military programs
d. The sale and Eossession of hand-guns for private citizens 30 159 146  77.2 13 6.9
should be prohibited by law
e. The death penalty should be abolished 22 M. 1561 799 16 8.5

Do you have any friends or family members who are homosexual?

79 416% Yes
78 41.0 No
33 174 Don't know

Would you favor the passage of an ordinance in Anchorage to prohibit discrimination on the basis of a
person’s sexual orientation?

69 36.3% Yes
90 47.4 No
31 16.3 Don't know

YOUR BACKGROUND

Last, we would like to ask some questions about yourself to help us do the statistical analysis needed for
this study.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21

What is your sex?

123
68

64.4 %
35.6

Male
Female

What was your age at your last birthday?

6
56
69
31
24

5

3%
29.3
36.1
16.2
12.6

2.6

18- 24
25- 34
35- 44
45 - 54
55- 64
65 +

How long have you lived in Alaska? (range: 1- 48 years)

61
73
23
23
11

32.0 %
38.2
12.0
12.0
58

1- Qyears
10- 19
20- 29
30- 39
40 +

What is your marital status?

24
137
4
21
4

0

126 %
721
2.1
1.1
2.1
0.0

Never married
Married
Separated
Divorced
Widowed
Other

Which of the following categories best describes your racial/ethnic background?

5
6
1
3
175

2.6 %
3.2
5
1.6
92.1

Alaska Native/American Indian
Asian/Pacific Islander

Black

Hispanic

White

What is the highest educational level you have completed?

5
20
66
22
38
22
18

2.6 %
10.5
346
115
19.9
i ]

9.4

Some high school

High school graduate

Some college/technical school but no degree
Two year college/Technical school graduate
Four year college graduate

Some graduate work

Graduate degree

IDENTITY REPORTS

What was your approximate household income before taxes in 1986? (range: $10,000 to $1,000,000)

8
57
58
26
22

4.7 %
333
339
15.2
12.9

under $25,000
$25,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $99,999
over $100,000
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YOUR COMMENTS

We welcome you to use this final page to comment on the next two questions and any other concerns you
may have. Please write as much as you would like.

22.  What, if any, are your objections to having a homosexual employee in your business?

88 55.0% No objections

33 206 Would have adverse impact on business
28 175 Morally wrong or undesirable

11 6.9 AIDS contagion fears

23.  In general, do you think laws prohibiting discrimination in employment on the basis of sexual orientation
are necessary in Anchorage?

37 219% Yes
92 544 No

7 4.1 Yes, if there is a problem
8 47 No, give employer a choice
3 1.8 No, no problem aware of
8 53 No, enough laws already

13 Tid Don't know

24.  Please feel free to use the space below for any other comments you may want to make.
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CLOSED DOORS LANDLORD QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESPONSES

YOU & YOUR COMMUNITY

For this question, assume that there are no federal, state, or local laws prohibiting discrimination. Given
your own experience and observations, which, if any, of the following personal characteristics do you believe
should have specific legal protection against discrimination in Anchorage? (Answering “Yes” means you feel
it should be protected; answering “No” means you feel it should not be protected)

YES NO
a. Sex 112 671 % 55 329%
b. Age 118 69.0 53 31.0
c. Race 116 68.6 53 314
d. Color 112 66.7 56 333
e. Religion 97 57.7 71 423
f.  National Origin 110 651 59 349
g. Marital Status 92 548 76 452
h. Physical Handicap 122 722 47 27.8
i.  Mental Impairment 120 714 48 286
j. Parental Status 91 539 78 461
k. Sexual Orientation 72 431 95 56.9

The following questions are designed to let you express your own beliefs.  The responses are strongly
agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, and don’t know. For each statement, circle the number in
the column that best reflects your feelings.

AGREE DISAGREE DON'T KNOW

a. Homosexuality is morally wrong 106 61.3% 50 289% 17 98%
b. | can tell who is homosexual by how they look and act 27 154 129 73.7 19 109
c.  Anchorage landlords should have the right to evict a

tenant that they have reason to believe is homosexual 30 17.0 138 784 8 46
d. Given a choice, | would not associate with someone

| had reason to believe was homosexual 64 36.2 93 §55.9 14 79
e. | would not rent to a person | had reason to believe was

homosexual 35 198 131 74.0 sy 6.2
f. | would evict a tenant that | had reason to believe was

homosexual 16 9.1 147 835 13 74

YOU & YOUR APARTMENTS

In this section, we want to find out some things about the apartments in the building you manage and/or
own at the survey address written on the yellow card attached to this questionnaire.

In total, how many apartments, occupied or vacant, are in the building at the survey address? (Include
manager or owner-occupied apartment)

Total apartments in building (range: 1 - 384) mean: 25 units per address

37 20.8% 1- 2 Unit apartments
48 27.0 3 - 4 Unit apartments
25 14.0 5- 9 Unit apartments
19 10.7 10 - 19 Unit apartments
49 275 20 + Unit apartments
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10.

1.

In total, how many apartments are currently occupied in the building at the survey address? (Include
manager or owner-occupied apartment)

Total occupied apartments in building (range: 1 - 307) mean: 21 units per address

63 of 70 1 - 2 Unit apartments 10 % vacancy
154 of 175 3 - 4 Unit apartments 12 % vacancy
169 of 203  5- 9 Unit apartments 17 % vacancy
171 of 212 10 - 19 Unit apartments 19 % vacancy

3,120 of 3,815 20+ Unit apartments 18 % vacancy

Including the apartments in the building at the survey address, what is the total number of apartments
you personally manage in Anchorage?

Total apartments managed in Anchorage area (1 - 1,200) mean: 50 units

25 14.1% 1- 2 Unit apartments 30 17.0% 20- 49 Unit apartments
32 181 3 - 4 Unit apartments 14 7.9 50 - 99 Unit apartments
20 113 5- 9 Unit apartments 20 113 100 - 249 Unit apartments
30 170 10 - 19 Unit apartments 6 3.4 250 + Unit apartments

As manager or owner of the building at the survey address, do you have a written policy or regulation
which prohibits discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation?

15 84% Yes
158 88.8 No
5 2.8 Don't know

Do you currently have homosexual persons living in an apartment you manage or own?

31 175% Yes
60 33.9 No
86 486 Don't know

Has a tenant ever been evicted from an apartment you manage or own because he/she was homosexual?

1 06% Yes
175 983 No
2 1:1 Don't know

YOUR PERSPECTIVE

Which point of view do you most often agree with on political /social issues?

63 36.8% Conservative point of view
76 444 Moderate point of view
32 187 Liberal point of view

What is your formal religious affiliation at present?

19 11.0% Catholic
1 0.6 Jewish
91 529 Protestant
2 1.2 Other
59 343 No formal religious affiliation (GO TO QUESTION 12)

Did you take part in religious activities other than a religious service in the past 7 days such as prayer
group meetings, Bible reading classes, or the like?

32 186% Yes
81 471 No
59 343 Skipped this question
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13.

14.

16.

17:
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Whichresponse best describes your degree of supportoropposition toward each of the following statements?
For each statement, circle the number in the column that best reflects your feelings. (You may answer as
follows: strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, and don’t know)

AGREE DISAGREE DON'T KNOW
a. Classroom prayer should be permitted in public schools 115 657 % 46 263% 14 80%
b. A woman should be able to have an abortion if she wants one 123  70.3 45 257 7 40
c. The federal government should increase funding for 66 379 87 50.0 21 1241
national defense and military programs
d. The sale and possession of hand-guns for private 35 199 134 761 7 40
citizens should be prohibited by law
e. The death penalty should be abolished 24 137 134 76.6 17 9.7

Do you have any friends or family members who are homosexual?

68 386% Yes
85 483 No
23 131 Don't know

Would you favor the passage of an ordinance in Anchorage to prohibit discrimination on the basis of a
person’s sexual orientation?

67 383% Yes
85 48.6 No
23 131 Don't know

YOUR BACKGROUND

Last, we would like to ask some questions about yourself to help us do the statistical analysis needed for
this study.

What is your sex?

93 528% Male
83 47.2 Female

What was your age at your last birthday?

3 1.7% 18- 24 yearsold
39 225 25 - 34 yearsold

59 34.1 35 - 44 years old
40 23.1 45 - 54 years old
20 11.6 55 - 64 years old
12 6.9 65 + years old

How long have you lived in Alaska? (range: 0- 61 years)

54 31.0% 1- 9years
51 293 10- 18
32 184 20- 29
28 161 30- 39
9 5.2 40 +
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18.  Whatis your marital status?

22 126% Never married
121 695 Married
1 6 Separated
26 149 Divorced
3 1 Widowed
1 .6 Other

19.  Which of the following categories best describes your racial/ethnic background?

6 3.4% Alaska Native/American Indian

4 2.3 Asian/Pacific Islander
3 1T Black
1 .6 Hispanic

160 92.0 White
0 0.0 Other

20.  What is the highest educational level you have completed?

5 2.9% Some high school
31 179 High school graduate

64 37.0 Some college/technical school but no degree
24 139 Two year college/Technical school graduate
24 139 Four year college graduate

12 6.9 Some graduate work

13 7.5 Graduate degree

21.  What was your approximate household income before taxes in 19867 (range: $3,000 - $300,000)

28 19.7% under $25,000

51 359 $25,000 - $49,999
31 218 $50,000 - $74,999
18 12.7 $75,000 - $99,999
14 99 $100,000 +

YOUR COMMENTS

(=1

We welcome you to use this final page to comment on the next two questions and any other concerns you

may have. Please write as much as you would like.

22, What, if any, are your objections to having a homosexual tenant in your building?
99 65.1% Noobjections

23 151 Would have adverse impact on tenants
23  15.1 Morally wrong or undesirable
7 4.6 AIDS contagion fears

23.  In general, do you think laws prohibiting discrimination in housing on the basis of sexual orientation are

necessary in Anchorage?

20 125% Yes
90 56.3 No

8 5.0 Yes, if there is a problem
6 38 No, give landlords the choice

11 6.9 No, there is no problem aware of
8 5.0 No, enough laws already

17 10.6 Don't know

24.  Please feel free to use the space below for any other comments you may want to make.
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SEXUAL ORIENTATION BIAS IN ALASKA

“Many Alaskans believe that there is no real discrimination in Alaska. This compelling
report on sexual orientation bias and its poignant case histories will convince the
reader of the reality of discrimination against Alaskans because of sexual orientation...

As Alaskans, we must become educated about sexual orientation discrimination and
about the gay and lesbian experience of Alaskan life. We must become informed about
sexual orientation bias against our neighbors, our friends, our families, ourselves.

This report, then, becomes our challenge; for if we believe that our vision of Alaska
is marred when discrimination exists, we must commit ourselves to eliminating sex-
ual orientation discrimination.

Both as a society and as individuals, we must change our minds and our hearts; we must
change our laws to protect Alaskans from discrimination because of sexual orienta-
tion.”

Janet L. Bradley
Former Executive Director
Alaska State Commission for Human Rights

Identity Reports: Sexual Orientation Bias in Alaska is the public research complement to the profile
of the gay and lesbian community in Alaska called One in Ten released by |dentity Inc. in 1986. Identi-
ty Reports was researched from early 1987 through the spring of 1988, using information from surveys,
public records, and personal interviews in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and other communities in
Alaska.

Consisting of three different sections, /dentity Reports answers critical questions previous research could
not: Who are the victims of sexual orientation bias in Alaska, and what are their stories! How do vic-
tims' sexual orientation become known, so that discrimination, violence, or harassment result! Do
nongay Alaskans experience discrimination because they are falsely assumed to be gay! What effect
does sexual orientation bias have on the victims? Why do some people discriminate against gay and
lesbian people while others do not?

Identity Reports serves as a comprehensive review of the complex issues surrounding sexual orienta-
tion bias and discrimination in Alaska. It is vital reading for the public and private citizen alike.

SINGLE COPY PRICE $5.00



	Front matter

	Cover
	Title page

	Production

	Foreword by Janet L. Bradely

	Contents


	Introduction

	Notes on Language Usage

	Acknowledgments


	Overview of the Report

	Background

	Major Findings of the Report

	Coming Out (Statewide report)

	Close Doors (Anchroae report)

	Prima Facie (Statewide report)


	Conclusion


	COMING OUT: ISSUES SURROUNDING DISCLOSURE OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION

	A Demographic Overview of One in Ten Respondentds

	The Experience of Coming Out

	Coming Out to Family Members

	Coming Out to Non-family Members

	"Passing" as a Trade-Off

	Social Outlets and Coping

	A Hopeful Note

	Conclusions

	Notes

	References


	CLOSED DOORS: SEXUAL ORIENTATION BIAS IN THE ANCHORAGE HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT MARKETS
 
	Introduction

	Background

	Methods

	Findings

	Personal Association

	Moral and Political Belief

	Ordinance Support


	Discussion

	Conclusion

	Notes

	References


	PRIMA FACIE: DOCUMENTED CASES OF SEXUAL ORIENTATION BIAS IN ALASKA

	METHODOLOGY, FINDINGS, AND ANALYSIS

	Introduction

	Methodology

	Collection of Cases

	Preparation of Incident Summaries

	Cases from personal testimony

	Cases from documentary sources

	Veracity of the cases

	Statistical accuracy



	Findings

	Usage

	Demographics

	Presenting Problems

	Discrimination and Bias

	Violence and Harassment


	How Agents of Bias Learned of Respondents' Actual or Presumed Sexual Orientation

	Agents of Sexual Orientation Bias


	Analysis

	Discrimination
 
	Harassment and Violence

	AIDS Hysteria and Sexual Orientation Bias

	Conclusion


	Notes

	References


	CASES

	Index to Prima Facie Cases

	Case Summaries

	Cases from Personal Testimony (Questionnaires and Interviews)

	Cases from Documentary Sources (Court Documents, Newspaper and Radio Accounts, Documents, and Letters)




	Appendices

	A. A Sampling of One in Ten Respondents' Comments on Discrimination, as Written

	B. A Sampling of Employer Comments from Closed Doors, as Written

	C. A Sampling of Landlord Comments from Closed Doors, as Written
 
	D. Closed Door Employer Questionnaire and Responses

	E. Closed Door Landlord Questionnaire and Responses


	Back cover


