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63,72%

of LGBTA people
experienced
verbal abuse,

14.11%

- sexual violence,

N = 6348

33,96%

12,847%

- physical violence.

Less than 4%

of LGBTA people who experienced violence
motivated by homophobia and/or transphobia
reported it to the police.

N = 6348
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of mothers

12%

of fathers

fully accepts the orientation
of LGBTA persons from their

family.
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69.4% 49,67

of LGBTA youth has of LGBTA youth has
suicidal thoughts. symptoms of depression.

N = 2666
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50% of LGBTA people hide their orientation from
neighbors and landlords,
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71% at the workplace
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73.3% at school or university.
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Increasingly more LGBTA people want a registered
partnership.
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suffers from depression.

N = 5947

61,76%

of transgender people want to remain in their
marriages. Court requirements concerning legal gender
reassignment do not allow it.



80,4%

of LGBTA people

50,927%

of general population

voted in the 2015
parliamentary elections.

N = 5291
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ASEXUAL PERSON - a person without an attraction and
capability for deeply emotional and sexual relations with persons
of the same gender, opposite gender, or of more than one gender
BISEXUAL PERSON - a person attracted to both women and men.
CISGENDER PERSON - a person whose gender assigned at birth
corresponds with their gender identity.

GAY MAN - a male person attracted to other men.

GENDER IDENTITY - a deeply felt, internal sense, and personal
experience of gender. Gender identity may or may not correspond
with gender assigned a birth.

HOMOPHOBIA - prejudice against homosexual people/
homosexuality and bisexual people/bisexuality, based on
stereotypes.

INTERSEX PERSON - a person born with male and female
primary and secondary sex characteristics.

LESBIAN - a female person attracted to other women.

LGBTAQI PERSONS - lesbians, gays, bisexual, transgender,
asexual, queer, and intersex persons.

NON-HETERONORMATIVE PERSON - a person who is non-
heterosexual and/or rejects traditional gender roles.

OUT - adjective to describe a person who is open about their
sexual orientation.

QUEER PERSON — a person who does not fit into traditional
gender and sexual orientation categories; in practice crossing/
contesting existing norms regarding sexuality, appearance, and
gender and strategic refusal to clearly define oneself within these
categories.

SEXUAL ORIENTATION - attraction and capability for deeply
emotional and sexual relations with persons of the same gender,
opposite gender, or of more than one gender, as well as lack of
such attraction.

TRANSGENDER PERSON - a person whose gender assigned at
birth does not correspond with their gender identity.
TRANSPHOBIA - prejudice against transgender people/
transgenderism based on stereotypes.

TRANSSEXUAL PERSON - a transgender person undergoing

sex reassignment (for example surgical procedures or hormone
therapy etc.) in order to adjust physical appearance to their
gender identity.



Introduction and research
goals

Campaign Against Homophobia, Lambda Warsaw
Association, and Trans-Fuzja Foundation, three Polish
organizations for LGBTAQI rights, conduct the largest
study in Poland concerned with the situation of non-
heteronormative persons (lesbians, gays, bisexual and
transgender people), every five years. The latest edition
also includes asexual persons.

The aim of the study was to carry out an in-depth sociological and
psychological analysis of the living conditions of LGBTA persons in
Poland. The first report about the situation of LGBT persons was
published in 1994. Since then the study is conducted regularly.
The result of the last edition was a report for the years 2010-2011.
This edition is dedicated to analysing living conditions of LGBTA
persons (including asexual persons) in the years 2015-2016.

We hope that the report prepared by Campaign Against
Homophobia, Lambda Warsaw, and Trans-Fuzja reaches people
responsible for making national and local laws, and its reading
will lead to taking actions resulting in positive change in the areas
of i.a. education, job market conditions as well as social, health,
and public safety policy.

Methodology and procedures

Studies on the situation of LGBTA persons were conducted using
an online questionnaire. Data was collected through a survey
published on the website www.kph.org.pl/badanielgbt from
November 24th, 2016 until the end of February 2017. The study was




promoted via mailing to Polish LGBTAQI organizations, asking them
to share the survey on their websites and social media, external
mailing to users of dating websites for gay people, and sharing the
link to the study on various internet forums and LGBTAQI groups
on social media.

Respondents were asked about their experiences and social
situation from January 2015 until the end of 2016. The questionnaire
consisted of about 85 questions, with an additional set of questions
for transgender persons, and an added set for lesbians and
gays about hate speech, depending on the person’s identity and
experiences (e.g. of violence). Filling out the survey took between
15 and 45 minutes.

This questionnaire was different from the one five years ago.
Since the research tool for the 2010-2011 study did not allow for
broader comparisons between particular groups (transgender
persons got a completely different set of questions than homo- and
bisexual persons), this time we decided to change the questionnaire
in a way that enabled comparisons between these groups.
Additionally, some questions were asked in a way that allowed us
to compare the results to the general population of Polish people.
The current structure of the research tool also made it possible to
study asexual persons.

The survey included questions about areas of life such as
education, work, health, and family life. It touched upon issues
concerning violence, discrimination and unequal treatment,
mental wellbeing of respondents, sociopolitical beliefs, and
attitudes towards relationships.

Limitations due to sample selection and data
comparability

When drawing conclusions from empirical studies, one has
to consider a number of factors which limit the possibility of
generalizations. These factors may come from different sources;
some of the potential errors may be related to the subject matter
of the study (e.g. issues difficult for respondents), nature of the
studied population (e.g. problems with defining the population
and reaching an appropriate sample), as well as the study itself
(methodological imperfections). Additionally, there are specific
contextual elements of the study (e.g. the current political or social
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climate) which can affect its validity.

Before we describe all the limitations, we want to highlight
two very important issues. Firstly, it is one of the largest and
most systematic attempts to analyse issues regarding the social
situation of LGBTA persons. Secondly, in studies on these types
of issues (particular populations and hard samples to reach) the
methodological problems discussed later on are unavoidable.
Therefore, the decision to conduct the study comes with the question
whether, knowing about the methodological imperfections, one
should attempt to study the problem anyway and have some, even
approximate, data or one should give up any attempts and have no
information.

Defining the population and sample selection

In order to talk about a sample being representative, one
needs very detailed knowledge about the population the sample is
supposed to represent. In the case of LGBTAQI people, an operational
definition like this is impossible to construct. It is mostly due to
the fact that part of the LGBTAQI population is not out and/or does
not identify with these social categories. For example, a woman
who has romantic or sexual relationships with women, and who
does not identify as a lesbian, will be of interest to the authors of
this study, however, people who do not identify with the agreed
upon categories are unlikely to become part of the sample, and
therefore will not be properly represented. Thus, this publication
describes the situation of mostly people who identify as lesbian,
gay, bisexual, asexual, and transgender. The second problem
regarding proper representation of the population in the sample
comes from the method. The data gathering method employed for
this study allows for reaching a large number of people but also
means that portions of the population will be underrepresented.
Online studies via websites and LGBTAQI organizations’ networks
result in more young people and those who identify with and are
more engaged in the LGBTAQI community ending up in the sample.



Sociodemographic
profile — sample
characteristics

The 2015-2016 study on the situation of LGBTAQI persons
had 10704 respondents. This portion of the report will
describe demographic characteristics of the studied
sample, such as age, gender, sexual orientation,
education, income, subjective financial situation, as well
as place of residence and migration.

Researched groups

Based on answers to the questions about sexual orientation
and gender identity, the target group (LGBTA persons) was divided
into six subgroups' - lesbians, gays, bisexual women, bisexual
men, transgender persons, and asexual persons. Among the
respondents, gay men were the largest group (45,9%), followed
by bisexual women (20,8%), and lesbians (17,2%). Few of the
respondents were transgender persons (7,2%), bisexual men (6,4%),
and asexual persons (2,5%). Moreover, some of the respondents
were non-binary; they identified neither as transgender, nor as
men or women (N=268). This group was excluded from analysis of
subgroups (as it was not homogenous), however these respondents
were included in all general analyses.

Age

Participants of the study were mostly young — the average age
was M = 25,28 (SD = 9,43 ranging from 8 to g7 years old’), while
median’ age was 23, which shows that the sample consisted mostly
of young adults. This information allows us to draw important
conclusions about the study sample. It shows that the results
presented in this report concern mostly young representatives of
the LGBTAQI community in Poland and one should be careful when
relating them to the entire Polish LGBTAQI community*.

Nearly half of the respondents’ (42,2%) were aged 18-25. A quarter
of them (25%) were between the ages of 26 and 35 while one fifth
(19,3%) were underage. Least represented were people aged 36-45
(9,8%) and above 45 (3,7%).

1 N = g660.

2 The question about age was compulsory. It is likely that respondents, who did not
want to answer this question chose one of the extremes. Further analysis (e.g. looking at
links between other parameters and age) does not include answers from those extremes
(<13 and >95).

3 Median divides a set in half — the number of answers below and above it is the same.
4 See Limitations.

5 N =9262.
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FIG. 2. Average age of respondents by size of place of residence (N=7877)

Subgroups of respondents, based on sexual orientation and
gender identity, differed by age® (fig.1). Gay men were the oldest,
while bisexual women — the youngest.

Age of respondents differed by size of their place of residence

6 F(s, 9256) = 226,41; p < 0,001; hp2 = 0,11. 18

A

53,6%

B woman [ man [ androgynous person
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(fig. 2). The oldest respondents lived in Warsaw’, the youngest — in
rural areas.

Gender

Among respondents who did not indicate that they are
transgender (or have a transgender past), most were men — they
made up 56,8% of the group. Among transgender persons, people
declaring themselves as men were also the biggest group — almost
50%. Detailed information about the gender of respondents can
be found on the chart below (fig. 3), separately for cisgender and
transgender people.

2,7% B 5,3%
10,4% 17,8%

k3,7%
5,8%

6,8%
6,7%

k7,2%

#E non-binary person &% different answer

FIG. 3. A: Cisgender respondents by gender (N = 9879), B: transgender
persons by gender (N =674)

7 Since there is only one city with a population of more than 1 million (Warsaw), we
assume that respondents who chose this option live in the capital: F(6,7870) = 64,76;
P <o,00r1; hp2 = 0,05.

&5 agender person [ genderqueer person



Sexual orientation

When it comes to sexual orientation, in this edition of the study
most respondents were homosexual persons — they made up 65% of
the studied group. Figure 4 shows detailed information about the
sexual orientation of respondents.

5,9%
3,3%

29,5%

61,3%

% heterosexual

B bisexual #¥ asexual

B homosexual

FIG. 4. Respondents by sexual orientation (N = 10384)

Education

People with highereducation® dominated amongthe respondents
(41,8%), followed by people with secondary (38,8%) and primary
(17%) education. People with vocational education were least
represented (2,4%).

Respondents were also asked about the number of completed
years of education. Figure 5 shows the breakdown of answers to
this question. The average number was M = 14,21 (SD = 3,54).

8 N =7877.

20
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Years of education

k7%

under 9 years 8-12 years 13-17 years 18 years and more

Number of completed years of education

FIG. 5. Breakdown of completed years of education (N = 7831)

Length of education was broken down by subgroups of
respondents’ (fig. 6). Gay men were the most educated, while
transgender persons — the least. Differences in length of education
decreased (although did not completely disappear) when age of
the respondents was considered. This shows that better or worse
education of particular subgroups divided by sexual orientation, is
not only a result of the age difference between these groups.

1 15,17

14,16

lesbians gays

bisexual bisexual transgender asexual
women men persons persons

FIG. 6. Average number of years by subgroups based on sexual orientation
and gender identity (N = 7624)

Number of years of education was related to the size of the city
in which the respondents lived"” (fig. 7). The most educated lived in
Warsaw, the least — in rural areas and cities under 20k inhabitants.
Importantly, these differences remained when controlled for age
of respondents.

9 F(s, 7618) = 125,61; p < 0,001; hp2 = 0,08.
10 F(6, 7824) = 166,44, P < 0,001; hp2 = 0,11.
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FIG. 7. Average number of years by size of place of residence (N = 7831)

Moreover, unemployment rates in the county where the
respondents lived, negatively predicted their level of education,
understood as completed number of years of education". This
means that the higher the unemployment rate in a county, the
worse educated the respondents were.

Income

Respondents were asked to disclose their monthly net income
range’’. The largest group of respondents declared that their income
was between 1001PLN and 2000PLN (28,3%). The second largest
group were people with an income ranging between 2001PLN and
3000PLN (24,7%). One in five people declared an income of less than
1000PLN a month (22,4%). People with incomes between 3001PLN
and 4000PLN (15,3%) and above 4000PLN were least represented.
The median answer was between 1501PLN and 2000PLN (9,2%).

The studied subgroups differed from each other based on average
monthly net income”. Gay men were the most well-off; 57,8% of
them declared an income of at least 2000PLN. 29,1% of transgender
people declared the same range, making their declared financial
situation the worst among the groups. It should be noted that while

1 B =-0,07; SE = 0,02; p = 0,001 This effect is unique, and thus independent of other
county characteristics included in the model (average pay in 2015, number of inhabitants in
2015, and percentage of believers). Other county level effects mentioned in this chapter are
also unique.

12 N =4555.

13 F(5, 4469) = 51,53; p < 0,001; hpz = 0,06.

the differences between the subgroups (created based on sexual
orientation and gender identity) decreased when controlled for
age and number of completed years of education, they remained
statistically significant. In other words, differences in income of
all subgroups included in the analysis did not depend only on age
or level of education.

100% 35% o oo
2,97 3.9% v27
4.7% 4,9% 6%
74% Y
o
11,5%
10,5%
12.7% 1312
16%
18%
14,2%
13,9%
11,5%
n7%
15,3% i
0%
rural area city under city of city of city of city of city of more
20k 20-50k 50-100k 100-500k 500k-1mln than 1mln
inhabitants inhabitants inhabitants inhabitants inhabitants inhabitants
8 under 500pLN [ 501-1000PLN \ 1001-1500PLN 1501-2000PLN [l 2001-2500PLN
2501-3000PLN [l 3000-3500PLN 3501-4000PLN [l 4001-4500PLN more than 4500PLN
FIG. 8. Distribution of monthly net income by size of place of residence
(N = 4555)
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The size of respondents’ place of residence influenced their
incomes' (fig.8). The financial situation of Warsaw residents was
the best, 65% of them declared an income of at least 2000PLN. The
smallest income was declared by people living in rural areas — 32%
of them declared an income of 2000PLN or more.

Moreover, the average pay for general population in a specific
county, drawn from data collected by the Central Statistical Office
of Poland (GUS), positively predicted the respondents’ incomes®.
This means that respondents’ incomes mirrored the average income
for their place of residence — the higher the average income in
a county, the higher the respondents’ income.

Subjective financial situation

Foreseeing that the number of answers to the question about
monthly income level will be relatively low, we included less
invasive questions in the survey, measuring subjective feelings
about respondents’ own financial situation. Figure g presents the
distribution of answers.

30%
25%

201 14,2%
15% 5%
105/:% ° 14% 15%
0%
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Lowest Highest

income group income group

FIG. 9. Distribution of answers to the question about subjective financial
situation (N = 7877)

Respondents thought that their financial situation is average
— on a 10-point scale, where 1 was the lowest income group and
10 the highest income group, the average answer was M= 5,02
(SD = 1,92). However, subjective financial situation did differ by

14 F(6, 4548) = 40,70; p < 0,001; hp2 = 0,05.
15 B =0,02; SE = o,01; p < 0,001.
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demographic factors, including sexual orientation and gender
identity'®. ay men were relatively in the best situation, while
transgender people in the worst”. Similarly to questions about
income level, the differences between subgroups within the LGBTA
community disappeared when controlled for age and completed
years of education. Subjective financial situation was related
to the respondents’ place of residence’. Inhabitants of Warsaw
considered their situation to be the best, while inhabitants of rural
areas — the worst".

Place of residence and migration

Respondents were asked questions about their place of residence
until the age of 18 and presently. Besides a standard question about
the size of the place, respondents were also asked to specify their
voivodeship and county. The answers allowed us to indicate where
the LGBTAQI community is the largest and determine patterns of
migration of LGBTA people.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Situation of LGBTA
persons 2015-2016

GUS data
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FIG. 10. Distribution of answers to questions about size of the place of residence

compared to data for general population (N = 7877).

16 F(s, 7664) = 19,34; p < 0,001; hp2 = 0,01.

17 Gay men: M = 5,21; SD =1,93. Transgender persons: M = 4,52; SD = 2,08.

18 F(6, 7870) = 40,24; P < 0,001; hp2 = 0,03.

19 Inhabitants of Warsaw: M = g,55; SD = 1,93. Inhabitants of rural areas: M = 4,57; SD =
2,07.



Figure 10 shows the distribution of answers to question about
size of the place of residence compared to results for general
population published by the Central Statistical Office of Poland
(2015). Figure 11 shows location of respondents until the age of 18
and presently.

until the age of 18 presently

number of respondents |

FIG. 11. Respondents’ place of residence until the age of 18 and presently
(N = 6452 and N = 6841)

Inhabitants of all 380 counties took part in the survey. As
expected, among respondents who specified which county they
currently live in, the largest group were inhabitants of Warsaw
(21%) followed by Cracow (7,4%), Poznan (6,7%) and Wroctaw (6,5%).
It should be noted that the distribution of inhabitants in cities best
represented in the survey is different from the distribution of the
general population — according to data by the Central Statistical
Office of Poland® (2016) the largest Polish cities are Warsaw (4,56%),
Cracow (1,99%), £.6dZ (1,81%), Wroctaw (1,66%) and Poznan (1,41%).

20 GUS Rocznik demograficzny 2016. Warszawa, GUS, 2016. Downloaded from: http://
stat.gov.pl/obszary-tematyczne/roczniki-statystyczne/roczniki-statystyczne/rocznik-
demograficzny-2016,3,10.html
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Based on this comparison one can come to the conclusion that
LGBTAQI persons live in cities of more than 500 ooo inhabitants
more often than general population. Results presented on fig.1o,
according to which 44,90% of respondents live in cities of more
than 500 ooo inhabitants, compared to 11,42% of general Polish
population (fig.10), lead to the same conclusion.

Distribution of respondents by current place of residence is
less even than that by place of residence until the age of 18. This
suggests that many respondents changed their place of residence
after adolescence (fig.r1) and migrated mostly to large cities,
capitals of voivodeships. Analysis of answers to questions about
size of the place of residence until 18 and presently, leads to a
similar conclusion. During the period between adolescence and the
moment of the study, 42,2% of respondents moved to a different-
size city; most of them to a larger one (89,34%) and a small portion
(10,66%) to a smaller one. Years of education” and subjective
financial situation” positively predicted migration to a larger
city — the better off and better educated the respondents were, the
more likely it was that they moved to a city with more inhabitants.
Migrating to a smaller area was positively predicted by age” - the
older the respondent, the more likely that they would move to a less
populated area. When interpreting these correlations, it should be
noted that the cross-sectional nature of this study does not allow
for determining casual direction. For example, it is both possible
that persons in a better financial situation moved to bigger cities
and that their financial situation improved after moving to a
bigger city.

Based on the gathered data, it was possible to measure population
outflow and inflow indexes for specific counties (fig.12). Outflow
should be understood as the percentage of people who lived
in a particular county for the majority of their childhood and
adolescence and moved out of it before the study was conducted.
We understand inflow to be the percentage of current inhabitants
of a particular county, who did not live in it for the majority of
their childhood and adolescence.

21 B =0,23; SE = 0,02; p < 0,001
22 B =0,10; SE = 0,02; p < 0,001
23 B =0,03; SE = o,01; p < 0,001
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FIG. 12. Outflow and inflow of respondents (N = 6349)

As indicated by fig.12 only in a small number of counties the
outflow of respondents was under 20%. The group consisted of the
largest voivodeship capitals: Warsaw (12,54%), Cracow (13,98%),
Wroctaw (16,35%), and Poznan (17,47%). The same cities also had
a relatively high inflow of respondents — people who moved were
62,64% of respondents currently living in Warsaw, 66,17% in Cracow,
68,03% in Wroctaw, and 68,29% in Poznan. Therefore, one can say
that large cities which offer better opportunities (educational,
economic, and social) reined in the outflow of LGBTAQI respondents
and attracted new inhabitants.

On a county level, inflow of LGBTAQI persons was positively
predicted by the number of inhabitants®, and negatively by the
unemployment rate” and percentage of people of faith in the
county population®. This means that counties with the largest
number of inhabitants, lowest unemployment rates and lowest

percentage of people of faith had the most people who changed their

24 B =3,59; SE = 1,04; p < 0,001. One unit was 100 ooo inhabitants.
25 B =-0,53, SE = 0,26; p = 0,041.
26 B =0,92; SE = 0,42; p = 0,028.
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place of residence. Average pay did not affect the rates of incoming
residents among the local LGBTAQI population. Therefore, one
can say that stable characteristics like population size, religiosity,
and structure of the local jobs market were decisive in whether
a county attracted LGBTA people or not.

Demographic comparison to the group researched in 2011

Since the previous edition of this study was conducted in
adifferent manner than this one (in differentiating between people
with and without a transgender past), comparing respondents by
sociodemographic characteristics was only possible on a general
level. However, comparing data from this year and from five years
ago, one can say that the research groups are similar. Both five
years ago and now, the study was dominated by men and people
declaring their gender to be male. Five years ago, the group also
consisted mostly of educated young adults. The average age for both
LGB and trans people was around 26. Moreover, five years ago more
than 40% of both groups declared that they had higher education.
Percentage of LGBT people living in cities of more than 500 ooo
inhabitants was also similar to this year.



Level of trust for
institutions and
participation in
parliamentary
elections

This chapter will discuss the issue of LGBTA persons’
attitudes towards public institutions, namely the
government, parliament, police, courts, and LGBTAQI
organizations, as well as their participation in the last
parliamentary elections (October 2015).

Respondents’ answers were compared to the results of studies
conducted on a large sample of heterosexual persons (Attitudes
towards homosexual persons 2016”) and on representative
samples of Poles (World Values Survey 2012%; Social trust 2016%).
It allowed us to observe the differences between LGBTA persons
and heterosexual persons as well as general population. If we had
access to raw data’ from a comparative study, we controlled for
discrepancies in compositions of particular samples to see if the
observed differences were a result of them®.

Theresults of ouranalyses are presented based on a pattern. First,
we describe the distribution of answers to question(s) measuring a
particular characteristic (e.g. trusting the courts). Next, we check
for differences between subgroups within the LGBTA community
regarding the attribute. Finally, we identify individual factors
(the ones considered here are age, education defined as completed
years of education, subjective financial situation, religiosity, and
size of place of residence) which predict a particular attribute
independently of other variables.

Level of trust for institutions

Respondents were asked about their attitudes towards five
institutions: the government, parliament, police, courts, and
LGBTAQI organizations. The institutions considered in this
study attracted varied levels of trust from respondents®. Two of
them (government and parliament) were mostly distrusted, one

27 A study of attitudes towards homosexual persons was conducted in October 2016 on

a sample of N = 1992 heterosexual users of Panel Ariadna.

28 World Values Survey Association (2015). World Values Survey Wave 6 2010-2014. OFFICIAL
AGGREGATE v.20150418. Produced by: Asep/JDS, Madrid SPAIN. Retrieved from: http://www.
worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSDocumentationWV6.jsp

29 Omyla-Rudzka, M. (2016). Zaufanie spoleczne. Komunikat z badan CBOS. Warszawa: CBOS.
Retrieved from: http://www.cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/2016/K_o18_16.PDF

30 We did not have access to raw data from the CBOS 2016 study.

31 Le. of the structure of compared samples based on age and size of place of residence
(comparisons to WVS 2012), and age, size of place of residence, level of education, and
subjective financial situation (comparisons to Attitudes towards homosexual persons 2016).
32 F(3,11; 21576,90) = 9687,73; p < 0,001.




(LGBTAQI organizations) mostly trusted, while two (police and
courts) attracted similar levels of trust and distrust. Figure 13
shows the average level of trust for these institutions.

37 3,08

Level of trust

government parliament police courts LGBTAQI
organizations

FIG. 13. Average level of trust for institutions® (N = 7133)
* The level of significance of all differences between average estimates for specific
institutions was p < 0,001.

Government

LGBTA respondents declared highest distrust for the government
(96,4%). While 71,7% declared no trust at all for the Cabinet, an
additional 24,7% claimed that they had a low level of trust (fig.14).
Very high and rather high levels of trust for the government were
declared by 1,1% and 2,6% respectively. For comparison, in 2012,
26,6% of the general population declared a complete lack of trust
for the government, in 2016 — 22,73% (fig.14). When controlled for
demographic differences between the samples, respondents had
lower levels of trust for the government than Poles surveyed in
2012%.

33 B=-0,91; SE = 0,10; p < 0,00I.
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FIG. 14. Distribution of answers to the question about level of trust for
the government in the studied sample (N = 7133) and in general Polish
population (N = 928 and N = 935)

Level of trust for the government correlated with respondents’
sexual orientation and gender identity*. Bisexual men were the
most trustful towards the government, while lesbians — the least™.
Level of trust for the government was negatively predicted not
only by subgroups of the LGBTA community, but also age, level of
education, and size of place of residence and positively by subjective
financial situation and religiosity’. In other words: people who
were younger, worse educated, declared higher religiosity, lived in
smaller areas and were in a better financial situation, were more
trustful of the government.

Parliament

The parliament enjoys barely higher levels of trust compared to
the government. 54,7% of respondents declared no trust at all, and
an additional 40,6% - low level of trust (fig.15). Very high and rather
high level of trust was declared by 0,8% and 3,9% of respondents,
respectively. Importantly, the proportion of respondents who had

34 F(s, 6931) = 8,50; p < 0,001; hp2 = 0,0I.

35 Bisexual men: M = 1,44; SD = 0,68. Lesbians: M = 1,26; SD = 0,49.

36  Effect of age: B = -0,01; SE = 0,001; p < 0,001. Effect of education: B = -0,0r1; SE = 0,002;
p < o,001. Effect of subjective financial situation: B = o,01; SE = 0,004; p = 0,006. Effect of

religiosity: B = 0,05; SE = 0,004; p < 0,001. Effect of size of place of residence: B = -0,02; SE

= 0,004; P < 0,00L.



no trust at all for the parliament was higher than in the general
population in 2012 (28,5%) and 2016 (25%) (fig.15). The difference
with the 2012 study remained when controlled for demographic
variables?.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%  90%

100%

Situation of
LGBTA Persons
2015-2016

World Values
Survey 2012

CBOS 2016

25,00%

B o trust

rather high level of trust

39,29% 30,95%
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FIG. 15. Distribution of answers to the question about level of trust for
the parliament in the studied sample (N = 7133) and in general Polish
population (N = g10 and N = 893)

Respondents’ answers differed based on sexual orientation
and gender identity subgroups®. Highest levels of trust for the
parliament were found among bisexual men, and lowest — among
lesbians®. Like in the case of the government, level of trust for the
parliament was negatively predicted by age, level of education, and
size of place of residence, and positively by subjective financial
situation and religiosity®. In other words: the younger, worse
educated, more religious, the better their financial situation and
the smaller the area they lived in, the more the respondents trusted
the parliament.

37 B=-0,78; SE = 0,09; p < 0,00I.

38 F(s, 6931) = 7,78; p < 0,001; hp2 = 0,01.

39 Bisexual men: M = 1,57; SD = 0,65. Lesbians: M = 1,41; SD = o,55.

40 Effect of age: B = -0,01; SE = 0,001; p < 0,001. Effect of education: B = -o,01; SE = 0,003;
p = o,001. Effect of subjective financial situation: B = 0,02; SE = 0,004; p < 0,001. Effect of
religiosity: B = 0,03; SE = 0,004; p < 0,001. Effect of size of place of residence: B = -0,0r1; SE =
0,004; p = 0,023.

3,9%

12,9%

0,8%

0,2%

4,76%

34

35

LGBTA Persons

World Values

Police

More than half of respondents (57,5%) declared distrust towards
the police. No trust at all was declared by 13,2% of respondents,
while 44,3% declared a low level of trust (fig.16). High and very high
levels of trust were declared by 39,20% and 3,30% of respondents,
respectively. Respondents showed more distrust towards the police
than respondents to surveys of general Polish population (2012 —
46,30%, 2016 — 29,35%; fig.16). The difference between this study
and the study from 2012 remained in place when controlled for
demographic structures of both samples*.
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FIG. 16. Distribution of answers to the question about level of trust for
the police in the studied sample (N = 7133) and in general Polish population
(N = 916 and N = ¢78)

The level of trust for the police depended on the subgroup
to which respondents belonged®”. Bisexual men were the most
trusting, while transgender people — the least”. Moreover, level of
trust for the police was negatively predicted by age and positively
by subjective financial situation*. The younger the respondents
and the better their financial situation, the higher their level of
trust for police.

41 B =-0,34; SE = 0,09; p < 0,00I.

42 F(s, 6931) = 10,89; p < 0,001; hp2 = 0,01.

43 Bisexual men: M = 2,40; SD = 0,79. Transgender persons: M = 2,16; SD = 0,78.

44 Effect of age: B = -0,004; SE = 0,001; p = 0,002. Effect of subjective financial situation:
B = 0,02; SE = 0,003; p < 0,001:



Courts

Courts were an institution that attracted similar levels of
distrust (49%) and trust (51%). Very high and high levels of trust
were declared by 6,30% and 44,7% of respondents, respectively
(fig.17). No trust at all and low level of trust for the institution
was declared by 10,4% and 38,6% of respondents, respectively.
These results are similar to the results of the CBOS study from
2016. However, respondents from this study declared higher levels
of trust for the courts than Poles surveyed in 2012, the difference
was statistically significant also when controlled for demographic
variables®.
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FIG. 17. Distribution of answers to the question about level of trust for the
courts in the studied sample (N = 7133) and in general Polish population
(N =886 and N = 925)

Respondents’ answers differed by subgroup based on sexual
orientation and gender identity*. Gay men declared the highest
level of trust for the courts, while transgender persons - the
lowest”. Among the considered demographic variables, age
negatively predicted levels of trust for the courts, while education
and subjective financial situation — positively*. The younger,
45 B =0,46; SE = 0,09; p < 0,001I.

46 F(s, 6931) = 28,08; p < 0,001; hp2 = 0,03.
47 Gay men: M = 2,57; SD = 0,77. Transgender persons: M = 2,28; SD = 0,79.

48 Effect of age: B = -0,01; SE = 0,001; p < 0,001. Effect of education: B = -o,01; SE = 0,003;
p = o,001. Effect of subjective financial situation: B = 0,02; SE = 0,004; p < 0,001. Effect of

6,3%

3,8%

8,04%

100%
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better educated the respondents were and the better their financial
situation was, the more they trusted the courts.

LGBTAQI organizations

LGBTAQI organizations attracted the most trust among
respondents (82%) — 29,1% declared very high and 52,90% high levels
of trust for these institutions (fig.18). No trust at all or low level of
trust was declared by 3,4% and 4,6% of respondents, respectively.
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FIG 18. Distribution of answers to the question about level of trust for
LGBTAQI organizations in the studied sample (N = 7133)

Subgroups based on sexual orientation and gender identity
differed in their trust for LGBTAQI organizations®”. Lesbians
declared highestlevels of trust for the organizations, while bisexual
men — the lowest®. Level of trust for LGBTAQI organizations was
negatively predicted by age, education and religiosity and positively
by subjective financial situation’. The younger, less religious,
worse educated the respondents and the better their financial
situation, the higher their trust for LGBTAQI organizations.

religiosity: B = 0,03; SE = 0,004; p < 0,001. Effect of size of place of residence: B = -0,0r1; SE =
0,004; p = 0,023.

49 F(5, 6931) = 46,55; p < 0,001; hp2 = 0,02.

50 Lesbians: M = 3,24; SD = 0,68. Bisexual men: M = 2,72; SD = 0,85.

st Effect of age: B = -0,01; SE = 0,001; p < 0,001. Effect of education: B = -0,01; SE = 0,003;

p = 0,002. Effect of subjective financial situation: B = 0,02; SE = 0,01; p < 0,001. Effect of
religiosity: B = -0,04; SE = 0,01; p < 0,00I.



2015 parliamentary elections

Respondents were also asked about whether they participated in
the parliamentary elections in the fall of 2015. Among respondents
eligible to vote, most (80,4%) went to the ballot box, while 19,60%
did not (fig.19). For comparison, according to data from the National
Electoral Commission, voter turnout for the 2015 parliamentary
elections was 50,92%.

80,4% 19,6%

FIG. 19. Voter turnout®
* N = 5291. Only people eligible to vote were considered.

Declared participation in the vote depended on which subgroup
respondents belonged to”. Gay men were most likely to vote
(83,9%), while transgender persons — the least (73,6%). Moreover,
voting was positively predicted by age, education, and subjective
financial situation”. The older, better educated the respondents
and the better their financial situation, the more likely they were
to have voted in the last parliamentary elections.

Respondents’ answers were compared to participants of the study
about attitudes towards homosexual persons from 2016. Compared
to LGBTA persons, heterosexual persons were less likely to have
voted (76,3%) and the difference was statistically significant when
controlled for demographic discrepancies between both samples™.

52 ¢*(5) = 53,62; p < 0,00I.

53 Effect of age: B = 0,03; SE = o,01; p < 0,001 Effect of education: B = 0,13; SE = o,01; p <
o,001. Effect of subjective financial situation: B = 0,13; SE = 0,02; p < 0,00I.

54 B =0,58; SE = 0,08; p < 0,001.

Summary

1 LGBTA persons are least trustful of the government and
parliament and most trustful of LGBTAQI organizations.

2 Level of trust for the government, parliament, and the police is
lower among LGBTA persons than in general Polish population.

3 The LGBTA community is internally diversified when it comes to
levels of trust for institutions. Bisexual men are most trusting of
state institutions ( government, parliament, police and courts),
while lesbians and transgender persons — least.

4  LGBTA persons declared higher voter turnout in the
parliamentary election in 2015 than heterosexual persons. Older
persons are less trusting of state institutions and of LGBTAQI
organizations.



Coming out and
unequal treatment

In this chapter we will look at the social situation of
lesbians, gays, bisexual, asexual, and transgender
persons regarding disclosure of sexual orientation and
gender identity, as well as discrimination resulting from
being out.

Friends

First, the report will look at which categories of people know
about the respondents’ sexual orientation and gender identity.
Categories in the table below were considered if the respondent
declared that at least one person from the category knows about
their sexual orientation or gender identity.

TAB. 1. Members of which following groups know about your sexual

orientation/gender identity? (N = 3667 — 6535)

Lesbians | Gay Bisexsual | Bisexsual | Asexsual [ Transgender
women men persons persons

97 4% 95,1% 83,4% 85,9% 92,8%

Co-workers / 82,97 71,8% 52,6% 4547 59,6%
Colleagues from

school

Family

39,2%

Medical personnel 17,7%

Immediate superior 14,3%

Neighbours 6.6%

Clients at work 7.8%

As clear from the data above, sexual orientation and gender
identity significantly differentiate the level of being out to the
selected categories of people”. The people who usually know about
respondents’ sexual orientation or gender identity are friends,
co-workers (it seems that this category partially overlaps with
the category of friends), followed by family. It should be noted
that family members are significantly more aware of the sexual
orientation of lesbians and gays, and less aware of bisexual men

55 Significance p<o,or of all analysed categories of people (questions) established based
on single factor analysis of variance using the Welch Test. For sexual orientation: family
members F=120,2 , df=4, p<o,001, hp2 =0,08; friends F=36,27, df=4, p<o,00r, hp2 =0,02;
neighbours F=83,75 , df=4, p<o,o01, hp2 =0,07; co-workers/ colleagues from school F=63,9,
df=4, p<o,o01, hp2 =0,04; immediate superior F=67,98, df=4, p<o,001, hp2 =0,06; clients
at work F=34,9, df=4, p<o,o001, eta2=0,04; medical personnel F=50,47, df=4, p<o,oor, hp2
=0,04.




and women'’s, and asexual persons’. Similar pattern can also be
traced in other categories of people who found out the respondents’
sexual orientation or gender identity. Therefore, one can risk a
hypothesis that the sexual orientation of lesbians and gay men is
easier to explain to people they interact with than bisexuality or
asexuality. However, verification of this hypothesis goes beyond
the gathered data and would require further research.

Instead, let’s take a closer look at how many people from the
categories with highest results were aware of the respondents’
sexual orientation or gender identity.

TAB. 2. Members of which of the following groups know about your sexual
orientation/gender identity (friends)? (n<4581; 6700>)

Lesbians | Gay Bisexsual [ Bisexsual | Asexsual | Transgender
men women men persons persons
No one 2,6% 4,6% 4,9% 16,6% 14.1% 7.2%
A few 18% 24,27 |359% 48,6% 46,5% 38,97
people
Most 27% 27,67 | 294% 17.1% 216% 29,5%
Everyone 52,3% 43,6% |29,8% 17.7% 17.8% 24,47

The only category in which the answer “everyone’ clearly
dominated, was friends of lesbians and gays. However, it should
be noted that compared to other categories, ‘friends’ is subjectively
created by the respondent, unlike groups like coworkers, where
membership is de facto forced, and it is not shaped by the
respondent. It would seem that this is the reason for the differences
between the group of friends and groups of co-workers and school
colleagues, even though friends often originate from these groups.
In all the other groups (including family) the dominating answers
are “no one” and “a few people”.

56 Isolating these groups, i.e. gay men, lesbians, bisexual women, bisexual men, and
asexual persons confirmed the post hoc analyses based on a series of Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-
Welsch F tests.

No one

A few
people

Most

Everyone

TAB. 3. Members of which of the following groups know about your sexual
orientation/gender identity (co-workers / school colleagues)?(n<4581;

6700>)
Lesbians | Gay Bisexsual Bisexsual Asexsual | Transgender
men women men persons persons
17.1% 21,9% 28,2% 47 4% 54,6% 40.4%
36.8% 38.7% 45,4% 37.1% 31,2% 35,5%
30,6% 24,71 22% 11,5% 10,7% 16,1%
15,6% 7% 4.4% 4% 3.4% 8%

TAB. 4. Members of which of the following groups know about your sexual
orientation/gender identity (family members)? (n<4581; 6700>)

Lesbians | Gay men [ Bisexsual Bisexsual Asexsual Transgender
women men persons persons
No one 24,5% 23,7% 47,8% 59,2% 60,8% 44,1%
A few peo- 41,3% 42,2% 39,2% 28,6% 28,9% 32,2%
ple
Most 21,5% 20,9% 10,2% 8,2% 7,4% 16,6%
Everyone 12,7% 13,2% 2,8% 4,1% 2,0% 7,2%
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As indicated before, only some family members are aware of the
sexual orientation or gender identity of the respondent. Therefore,
let us see which family members are most likely to know about it.



TAB. 5. Do the following family members know about your sexual

orientation/gender identity? (n<3667; 6535>)

Lesbians | Gay men | Bisexsual Bisexsual Asexsual Transgender
women men persons persons
Mother | 67,8% 68% 39,8% 31,8% 34,8% 56,1%
Father |512% 50,1% 22,97 20,8% 22,57 38,67
Sister 64,7% 63,7% 37.9% 26,8% 27.2% 421%
Brother |57,8% 56,2% 27.6% 21% 22,51 38,3%

As shown above, the rule that people are more likely to know

about a respondent’s sexual orientation if they are a lesbian or a
gay man, than if their sexual orientation is different, also applies
here. Specific sexual orientations also rank the same as previously.

In the cases of all the studied sexual orientations and of
transgender persons, mothers are most likely to know about the
sexual orientation or gender identity of their children. They were
closely followed by sisters, later by brothers, with fathers being
the least likely to know. Therefore, one can say that female family
members are more likely to know than male family members.

If the gender of family members plays into the likelihood of
them knowing about the sexual orientation or gender identity of
respondents, then perhaps their gender also plays a role?

TAB. 6. Do the following family members know about your sexual
orientation/gender identity? (N = 3667 — 6535)

Woman Man Different gender identity
Mother 51,8% 647% 48,6%
Father 351% 46,8% 34.1%
Sister 48,9% 59,5% 47 4%
Brother 40,8% 52,1% 35%

Itk
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TAB. 7. Do the following family members know about your sexual
orientation/gender identity? (N = 5121 — 8725)
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Mother or sister | 55,7% 56,3% 34.4% 25,1% 32,5% 11,4%
At least one of 48,8% 49,9% 26,8% 20% 251% 36,5%
the parents
Brother or sister | 49,5% 51,4% 27,3% 20,3% 23,3% 30,8%
Father or brother | 47,8% 48.47% 23,9% 18,2% 22,7% 30,9%
Both parents 33,2% 34.2% 12,5% 11,9% 13,1% 21,8%
Mother and sister | 29,4% 33,1% 12% 9,8% 8,3% 15,8%
Father and 23,7% 23,8% 6% 6,5% 5,8% 13,7%
brother
Brother and 19% 22,5% 6,2% 5,3% 1% 9.7%
sister

In the cases of female and male respondents, the vast majority
of the sample, mothers and sisters are most likely to know about
their sexual orientation or gender identity, followed by fathers and
brothers. In the case of men, these frequencies are higher, meaning
that men are more often out. However, one should keep in mind
that men more often identify as gays than women as lesbians, and
family members know about these two sexual orientations most
often. In other words: the differences in results based on gender
in the table above could be due to sexual orientation, which could
be more impactful than gender. This reasoning is also supported by
the fact that while sexual orientation and gender identity turned
out to be statistically significant, measures of interdependence’’
turned out to be higher for sexual orientation than for gender®.
Further analyses showed that even when controlled for both

57 In this case Kendall’s Tau-b coefficients.
58 Values of Kendall’s Tau-b coefficients for gender were between o,101 (mother) and o,114
(brothers), and for sexual orientation from 0,238 (father) to 0,265 (brothers).



variables, sexual orientation still has more impact than gender on
the results®.

Keeping in mind the conclusions from data presented earlier,
we also analysed configurations of family members who know
about the respondent’s sexual orientation or gender identity.

As predicted, the most frequent configuration is mother or
daughter, so female family members are most likely to know about
the respondents’ sexual orientation. In half of the cases, at least
one parent knew about the sexual orientation of lesbians and gays.
Bisexual men reported the lowest numbers. There is a similar
distribution regarding at least one of the siblings as well as father
or brother. Only in the case of one in three gay men and lesbians,
both parents know about their sexual orientation. These numbers
are lower for other sexual orientations and for transgender persons
and the lowest for bisexual men. At the same time this is the most
frequent combined configuration. The least frequent one is brother
and sister®.

Based on descriptions of situations in which respondents’
sexual orientation or gender identity was disclosed, it was a very
difficult experience for them. In extreme cases, respondents were
unable to function normally for about a week after coming out
to their parents. Disclosure often happened under the influence
of alcohol. These situations were also difficult for parents, who
blamed themselves and looked for mistakes in upbringing. In some
cases, parents put the blame for their own problems on the sexual
orientation or gender identity of their children, for example
justifying their alcoholism this way. Another frequent reaction
was to send their children to psychologists or psychiatrists.
On the other hand, there were also many positive accounts, in
which family members remained discreet and appreciated the
respondents’ courage.

Non-heterosexual people who consciously disclose their sexual
59 Betas in regression equations which included variables of sexual orientation and
gender, adopted values from 0,128 (father) to 0,156 (brothers) for gender and from o,310
(father) to 0,321 (sisters) for sexual orientation. R2 for the entire model was low (o,116),
however the model was not supposed to explain what the mother’s knowledge depends on,
just to achieve the goal indicated in the text.

60 The presented data considers that not all families include mothers, fathers, brothers,

and sisters. Therefore, the lower frequency of the brother and sister conjunction is not a
result of a naturally lower number of people who live in such families.
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orientation to their family, as well as those who are outed without
their knowledge and consent, certainly hope for acceptance.

TAB. 8. Who among these family members fully accepts your sexual
orientation/gender identity? (n<5853; 8903>)

Lesbians | Gay Bisexsual | Bisexsual [ Asexsual Transgender
men women men persons persons
Mother | 37,5% 43,2% 257 19,5% 23,9% 25,6%
Father 28,1% 27.7% 13,7% 10,3% 14% 15,2%
Sister 231% 29% 14,8% 12,4% 10,5% 12,4%
Brother | 21,8% 23,2% 1% 7.7% 8,5% 1.8%

As clear from the table above, among the family members
considered in the analysis, mothers are most likely to accept
the sexual orientation of their children. However, contrary to
what we might suspect based on the data about being aware of
the respondents’ sexual orientation or gender identity, fathers,
not sisters, place second. Brothers are least likely to be fully
accepting. One should, however, take note of the problem of
conservative radicalization of young men (in the context of a
strong overrepresentation of young people in the sample, one can
assume that they are the brother)®, which appears in literature.
This issue can complement the compelling interpretation about
socializing girls (and so sisters) to care about family relationships
and to be more sensitive.

However, it should be noted that family members generally
do not accept the respondents’ sexual orientation. Gay men are
most accepted — 43,2% of mothers who know about their child’s
sexual orientation, accept it. However, it should also be noted
that the question was about full acceptance — and thus was very
restrictive. It is possible that if it was worded differently, all

61 Cf. Instytut Spraw Publicznych, Na prawo, ale nie na PiS — polityczne orientacje
mtodych Polek i Polakéw, http://www.isp.org.pl/aktualnosci,,1616.html.



sexual orientations and transgender people would score higher
frequencies of acceptance.

As in the case of knowing about the respondents’ sexual
orientation and gender identity, combinations of family members
who accept the respondents’ sexual orientation and gender
identity, were analysed.

TAB. 9. Who among these family members fully accepts your sexual
orientation/gender identity (N = 6774 — 8211)
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Mother or sister 47 9% 52,9% 33.4% 26,5% 30,7% 32%
At least one of the 43,9% 48,7% 29,3% 21,5% 27.2% 30,3%
parents
Brother or sister 39,6% 43,8% 24,3% 18,9% 19% 21,8%
Father or brother 40,2% 40,9% 23.4% 15,7% 20,5% 22,1%
Both parents 24.1% 25,2% "% 9.6% 13,7% 12,9%
Mother and sister 14,9% 21.7% 9,2% 7.6% 7% 8,3%
Father and brother 13,8% 14,2% 4.5% 4 5% 46% 7.7%
Brother and sister 8% 11,8% 4,27 3.4% 2,3% 4 4%

Despite previously observed differences in the distribution of
knowledge about sexual orientation / gender identity and in the
distribution of its acceptance, the ranking of family member
conjunctions, as a rule, remains the same. However, in some cases
the combination of “father or brother” outranks “brother or sister”.

We also analysed how lack of acceptance from particular family
members coexists with general life satisfaction, symptoms of
depression, declared state of health, feeling lonely, and frequency
of suicidal thoughts. Scales of life satisfaction® and symptoms of
depression® were prepared for this purpose.

TAB. 10. Kendall’s Tau-b correlation coefficient of acceptance of sexual
orientation/gender identity with selected variables characterizing health

and mental wellbeing
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Mother 0,13 0,10 -0.11 -0,12 -0,13
Father 0,16 0,12 -0,10 0,13 -0.11
Sisters 0,08 0,07 -0,08 -0,08 -0,08
Brothers 0,12 0,09 -0,12 -0 -0,13
Both parents 0,15 oM -0,10 -0,13 -0,11
At least one of | 0,13 0,09 -0,09 -0,09 -0,09
the parents
Brother and 0,06 0,08 -0,09 -0,05 -0,10
sister
Brother or sister | 0,12 0,08 -0,10 -0.11 -0,10

62 Cronbach’s alfa = 0,86
63 Cronbach’s alfa = 0,89



All correlations turned out to be statistically significant (p < o,01).
The correlation between the father’s acceptance and life
satisfaction turned out to be the strongest. The correlation between
life satisfaction and acceptance from both parents was not much
weaker. A similar pattern was found in the case of declared state
of health — the correlation with acceptance from the father and
from both parents was also the most significant, which means that
being accepted by the father and both parents is more significant
for declared state of health than being accepted by other family
members. Other variables had a negative correlation with parents
accepting the respondents’ sexual orientation or gender identity.
Using the example of frequency of suicidal thoughts, this means
that the less acceptance from family members (especially the
mother) the higher the frequency of suicidal thoughts. In the
case of depression, the strongest noted correlation was with
acceptance by the brother, while in the case of feeling lonely — with
acceptance from both parents. However, it should be noted that we
are talking about a correlation, not causation. For example, the
correlation between life satisfaction and acceptance could mean
both that acceptance affects life satisfaction, or that the families
of respondents who are satisfied with their lives are more likely to
accept their sexual orientation or gender identity.

Unfortunately, the consequence of disclosing one’s sexual
orientation can be losing loved ones (tab.11). This problem affected
one in five respondents (80,6% did not lose any loved ones).

Even though the differences between particular groups were not
big, they turned out to be statistically significant. When analysing
data from the answer “none or almost none,” one can see that the
problem of losing loved ones affects predominantly transgender
persons and lesbians. These two groups were the only ones for
which the answer “none or almost none” scored below average.

The danger of losing loved ones or worsening of relationships
can resultin concealing one’s sexual orientation or gender identity.
Therefore, let us take a look at the scale of this problem.
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TAB. 11. Did you lose any loved ones because of your sexual orientation /
transgender identity? (N = 6484)
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All or almost all | 0,7% 0,4% 0,6% |04% 0,3% 2,5% 3,5%
Most 21% 21% 1,8% 21% 1,9% 1% 6,3%
About half 2.8% 3.5% 2.7% 1,9% 3.6% 2% 45%
A minority 13,7% 15,7% 1834% 112.2% 10,8% 10% 19,9%
None or almost 80,6% |78,3% 81,6% |834% 83,3% 84,5% 65,7%
none
TAB. 12. During the period between January 2015 to now, did you ever hide
your sexual orientation...in fear of their reaction? (n<4402; 6765)
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From neighbours, | 50% 51.7% 50,2% 45,5% 54,87 35,6% 62.1%
landlords/ladies,
or tenants
In the workplace | 71% 69.4% 69,9% 74,87% 73% 70,4% 78,8%
At school / 73,2% 68,1% 73,2% 73.4% 74,3% 78,3% 78.8%
university




Results show that respondents are most likely to hide their
sexual orientation or gender identity at school and university,
followed by the workplace, and least likely to hide from neighbours,
landlords/ladies, and tenants. Among all studied groups, this
problem affects mostly transgender persons. However, it should
be noted that frequencies in almost all table cells are above 50%,
and often around 67% or even 75%, meaning that concealing one's
sexual orientation or gender identity is common among LGBTA
people.

The issue of unequal treatment is strongly correlated with sexual
orientation or gender identity. The study looked at three types of
situations in which respondents could have experienced unequal
treatment: the healthcare system, government offices and public
spaces, and in direct contact with a representative(s) of churches
and religious organizations.

TAB. 13. Unequal treatment in the healthcare system, government offices
and public spaces, and in direct contact with representatives of churches/
religious organizations (n1=1606, n2=90s, n3=1065)
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Healthcare 13,6% 12,2% |10,9% 17.1% 12,5% 22,9% 27.7%
system
Government 40,6% 0% 39,2% 0% 43,3% 21,97 46,5%

offices or public
spaces

In direct contact | 63,8% |714% |579% |[762% |526% 54,8% 59,5%

with reps of
churches/reli-
gious org.
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When looking at the table above, one should note that the
only data analysed concerned unequal treatment in situations
when sexual orientation or gender identity were disclosed.
Meanwhile, in most cases sexual orientation and gender identity
are not disclosed. This was the case 75,8% of time for the healthcare
system and 78,2% for government offices and public spaces.
When it comes to churches and religious organizations, 85,6% of
respondents either did not have contact with representatives of
these institutions or did not disclose their sexual orientation or
gender identity. Therefore, these cases were excluded from the
analysis and are not the basis for counting frequency (percentages)
of unequal treatment. According to the respondents’ declarations,
most cases of unequal treatment in all three types of situations,
affected transgender persons. In the case of the healthcare systems
they were followed by asexual persons and bisexual women, while
in government offices and public spaces — by bisexual and gay men.

Among the especially outrageous instances of treatment by
healthcare personnel, one has to mention prescribing medication
for venereal diseases instead of for ailments that the respondent
actually suffered from, refusing to accept blood donations and
further processing of data on sexual orientation in Regional Blood
Centres despite the fact that it is not supposed to be gathered, and
refusing to use a cover during a leg x-ray while stating that it is
not needed since the respondent is gay and therefore is unable to
and should not have children. Respondents frequently complained
about the disrespectful language used by doctors and their reliance
on stereotypes, for example “gay people have more sexual partners
than straight people,” “gay people are unfaithful and promiscuous,”
“you could infect someone but what do you care”. This problem
also concerned therapists, who in extreme cases suggested working
on changing respondents’ sexual orientation.

When it comes to discrimination in government offices,
respondents often described situations when they were refused
their rights when their sexual orientation was disclosed. In one
case, the mayor promised to help a respondent be granted a flat,
however right before signing the contract he asked about the
respondent’s sexual orientation and after receiving confirmation
refused to rent the apartment, hiding behind formal issues.

Regarding public spaces, respondents usually described



situations when they were insulted or ridiculed on public transport
and in the streets. Aggression was triggered by appearance or
behaviours suggesting respondents’ sexual orientation (e.g.
hugging a partner, recognizing someone from the Equality Parade
or perpetrators knowing from other sources). Oftentimes the
culprits in these cases were security employees — they insulted
non-heteronormative persons, were especially restrictive towards
them, or — in extreme cases — joined the perpetrators of battery.

Discrimination by representatives of churches/religious
organizations usually meant insults and scoffing by priests, altar
boys, or catechists. These occurrences usually happened during
religion classes at school or pastoral visits, not as often during
sermons. Oftentimes the statements were very radical, e.g. they
described non-heteronormative people as sub-human, or called for
their burning.

54

Summary

1 Friends, coworkers, and family members are most likely to
know about the respondents’ sexual orientation or gender
identity. Gay men and lesbians are most likely to be out,
bisexual women - less likely, while bisexual men and asexual
persons — decidedly less likely.

2 Among family members, mostly mothers and sisters are aware
of the respondents’ sexual orientation.

3 Respondents’ sexual orientation and gender identity is not
usually accepted by family members. Mothers are most likely
to accept respondents’ sexual orientation or gender identity,
followed by fathers. The mos