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Within this article the author will review Georgian 
legislation with regards to the prohibition of 
discrimination, although, in consideration of the 
aim of the article, the main stress will be made on 
prohibition of discrimination against LGBT persons 
and the main problematic legal provisions will be 
analysed.  n 

It should be mentioned from the very begin-
ning that there is no anti-discrimination law in place 
in Georgia. The anti-discrimination provisions are 
spread over variety of laws or regulations.

The supreme law of the country – the Constitu-
tion of Georgia – sets out the fundamental equality 
before the law principle, thus, prohibits discrimina-
tion on various grounds1, including the gender dis-
crimination2. It should be mentioned that unlike 
discrimination prohibiting norms set out in various 
international acts3, Article 14 of the Constitution of 

1	 See Article 14 of the Constitution of Georgia.

2	 See Toonen v Australia, UNHRC, CCPR/ C/50/D/488/1992, 
UN Human Rights Committee (HRC), 4.04.94, para. 8.7. In the 
given case, the Committee stated that the word ‘gender’ shall 
also mean ‘sexual orientation’.

3	 See, for instance, Article 14 of European Convention for Hu-
man Rights and Freedoms (ECHR), as wells as Article 1 of 12th 
Additional Protocol of the Same Convention; see also Article 
2 of International Charter of Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR); 
and Article 2 of International Charter of Economic, Social and 
Cultural Rights (ICESCR).

Georgia is not open ended provision, and it does not 
directly prohibit discrimination on the grounds of 
sexual orientation and gender identity. However, in 
consideration of the 2008 judgement of the Consti-
tutional Court of Georgia4, the mentioned shall not 
hinder protection of any person against discrimina-
tion on any other grounds. The Constitutional Court 
has clearly explained that the list of the grounds set 
out in Article 14 of the Constitution is not exhaustive 
and also implies protection from the discrimination 
on the grounds that are not directly stipulated in it. 
However, due to the fact that the courts of Georgia 
have not tried these type of cases up until now, it 
is hardly possible to make any evaluation of existing 
practices.

Violation of the equality before the law princi-
ple is a criminal offence5. Despite the fact that legis-
lation of Georgia does not explicitly prohibit violation 
of equality before the law on grounds of sexual ori-
entation or gender identity, in accordance with the 
abovementioned judgement of the Constitutional 
Court and addendum of March 27, 2012 to the Arti-
cle 53 of Criminal Code of Georgia6, in case of exist-

4	 See the decision of the Constitutional court of Georgia on 
Case Beridze and Others vs. Georgia; 31.03.2008

5	 See article 142 of Criminal Code of Georgia.

6	 See Part 31, Article 53 of CCG. According to addendum, com-
mitting crime on the grounds of intolerance based upon sex-
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ence of the offence envisaged under Article 142 of 
the Criminal Code, the criminal responsibility will be 
brought upon in case the crime has been committed 
on the grounds of sexual orientation or gender iden-
tity. It should be mentioned that, also before 2012, 
racial, religious, ethnic or national intolerance under-
lying certain types of the crimes constituted the ag-
gravating factor7. However, according to the recent 
addendums to the Article 53 of the Criminal Code, 
along with the other grounds, intolerance based on 
the sexual orientation or gender identity also became 
the aggravating factor for all the offences under CCG.

Introduction of the above amendments is un-
doubtedly the positive change; however, the main 
point is how efficiently the legislative innovations 
will be enforced. Unfortunately, it is impossible to 
make any conclusions with this regard, since there 
is no information whether this article has been ap-
plied or not so far8. The existing practices (to be more 
precise, their non-existence) are also giving little pos-
sibility of making optimistic conclusions. With this 
regard, one could mention Aghdgomelashvili and 
Japaridze vs. Georgia9, which was the first homopho-
bic behaviour of police officers case ever submitted 
to the European Court for Human Rights (hereinaf-
ter, the European Court) from Georgia10. Plaintiffs, 
along with the other violations, also filed the com-
plaint against their real or alleged discrimination on 
the grounds of sexual orientation. Despite the fact 
that the mentioned incident caused quite a big reso-

ual orientation, gender identity, religion, disabilities, national-
ity, ethnical belonging, or any other grounds of discrimination 
constitute the aggravating factor for all the crimes set out in 
this Code.

7	 See, for example, Paragraph d, Part 2, Article 109; Paragraph 
d, Part 5, Article 117, etc.

8	 It should be mentioned that organisation Identity after the 
events that have taken place on May 17, 2012 – the Interna-
tional Day Against Homophoby – has addressed the General 
Prosecutor of Georgia with request of starting investigation 
on basis of Part 31 of Article 53 of Criminal Code. Organisa-
tion has not received the answer yet. For the detailed infor-
mation on events that took place May 17, 2012 visit: http://
www.gyla.ge/index.php?option=com_content&view=artic
le&id=1303%3A2012-05-18-12-34-17&catid=1%3Alatest-
news&Itemid=177&lang=ka

9	 See Aghdgomelashvili and Japaridze v Georgia, no 7224/11.

10	 For additional information on the case visit: http://www.in-
terights.org/aghdgomelashvili/index.html

nance among the both, local and international hu-
man rights organisations, the investigation, it seems, 
commenced only after sending the case to the Euro-
pean Court, and the charges brought against defend-
ants were implying just the abuse of power11. This ex-
ample tells us that Article 142 of CCG (offence under 
the equality of all persons principle) was actually the 
dead provision, especially in the matters concerning 
discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation.

Currently, the existing legislation allows ad-
equately responding to hate crime, including start-
ing the criminal proceedings against the offender (of 
course if the will exists). However, struggle against 
the use of hatred language against LGBT persons is 
more limited and is mainly implemented within the 
frames of self-regulation of the broadcasters12. The 
above is due to the fact that the hate speech is not 
punishable under the criminal code, but this does 
not exclude possibility of developing and imple-
menting the efficient strategy of struggling against 
it, strategy that will be mainly oriented on rising the 
public awareness.

Homosexuality is decriminalised in Georgia 
since 2000, although some provisions of the criminal 
code are still formulated the way that marginalises 
and stigmatises  homosexuals13.

One can find the provisions in the Georgian leg-
islation that are setting the requirements/conditions, 
which might seem neutral at the first glance, but 
which are having negative impact on certain groups 
(the cases of so called indirect discrimination) 14.

For instance, in accordance with the new code 
of prisoners, the short date can be given to the per-
sons who were not married to the prisoners, but 
who were living together and having the common 

11	 See Article 333 of Criminal Code.

12	 See the Law of Georgia on Broadcasting, the Broadcasters’ 
Behaviour Code and Charter of Journalistic Ethics.

13	 See, for example, Articles 138 and 140 of Criminal Code, 
which, due to the wording used, identify the homosexual 
sexual intercourse with the “pervert sexual intercourse”.

14	 According to the case law of European Court of Human 
Rights: “when the general policy or measure cause the non-
proportional adverse effect for specific group, this can be con-
sidered discrimination, despite the fact that the mentioned 
policy or measure was not elaborated for or directed towards 
this specific group”.
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economy with them during last two years before 
the person got to the penitentiary institution15. De-
spite the fact that this norm seems neutral at the 
first sight, it can cause non-proportional adverse ef-
fects for the LGBT couples. Of course, this norm can 
also adversely affect the not-married heterosexual 
couples, because it is unclear, what document can 
serve as prove of living together and which authority 
shall be issuing it. However, it’s a fact that, in consid-
eration of general homophobic attitudes existing in 
the country, obtaining such document will be much 
more difficult for the LGBT couples. As for the right 
to the long date, based on the wording used in the 
mentioned provision, LGBT couples do not have this 
right at all16.

One more example of indirect discrimination 
can be considered the deficiency in Georgian leg-
islation, according to which the higher educational 
institution can issue the diploma only once. This ad-
versely affects the persons, who changed their sex 
by surgical intervention. In case of them seeking 
employment, this makes them potential victims of 
discrimination. This also strongly violates the rights 
of privacy of LGBT persons, because to prove that 
the person changing the sex is really the person in-
dicated in the diploma, he/she shall present to the 
respective authority diploma, accompanied by cer-
tificate issued by the court17.

In general, it should be mentioned that despite 
the fact that the services of changing sex are avail-
able in Georgia, the process itself is not regulated on 
the level of legislation, and this creates the threat 
of introduction of the discriminating practices. The 
vaguer the law is, the more space it leaves for arbi-
trary and selective decisions18.

The Labour Code of Georgia is one of the ex-

15	 See Part 2, Article 17, Penitentiary Code.

16	 See Part 2, Article 172, Penitentiary Code.

17	 See the study by independent researcher Ana Natsvlishvili on 
discrimination on grounds of sexual orientation and gender 
identity, homophoby and transphoby, 2010, p. 22. Can be ac-
cessed at the following link: http://www.coe.int/t/commis-
sioner/source/lgbt/georgialegal_e.pdf 

18	 Term “Law” also implies the qualitative requirements, includ-
ing accessibility and predictability of the law. See L. v. Lithu-
ania, no 27527/03, judgment of 11 September 2007.

ceptional documents, which directly prohibits dis-
crimination on grounds of sex or sexual orientation19. 
However, taking into consideration that prohibition 
relates only to the labour relations, which commence 
only after the certain person is hired to the job (the 
labour contract is signed), any person can become 
the victim of discrimination in the hiring process it-
self20. The mentioned is especially relevant with re-
gard to the LGBT persons, who in the most cases are 
rejected jobs exactly because of their sexual orienta-
tion/gender identity (cases of latent discrimination).

According to the Civil Code of Georgia, two per-
sons can adopt a child only if they are married. In 
consideration of the fact that spouses can be only 
the persons of the opposite sex21, LGBT couples are 
automatically denied the right of adopting child. As 
for the adoption of child by one person, based on 
the wording of Article 1245 of the Civil Code, there 
is no limitation for LGBT person of age adopting the 
child22, although, due to the homophobic attitudes 
existing in the country, there is a threat that child 
care authority will not allow LGBT persons perform-
ing parent’s duties due to their ‘moral properties’23. 
On the other hand, if we take into the consideration 
the fact that Georgia is member of the Council of Eu-
rope and is a signee to the European Convention, de-
nying the single parent adopting child on the ground 
of sexual orientation will be clear violation of the 
commitments under the Convention24.

It should be mentioned that if the differentiated 
approach is based upon the reasonable an objective 
criteria it does not represent the prohibited discrimi-
nation. According to the case law of European Court, 

19	 See Part 3, Article 2 of Labour Code of Georgia. Although, the 
mentioned provision does not set the prohibition of use of 
gender identity as a ground for discrimination.

20	 See Part 8, Article 5 of Labour Code of Georgia, according to 
which “the employer is not obliged to justify decision on de-
nying the job to the person”. For the termination of labour 
contract, see also Article 38.

21	 See Article 1106 of Civil Code.

22	 See Article 1245 of Civil Code, which prohibits adopting the 
child only to those persons who have been deprived of paren-
tal rights or are unable to perform parental duties due to their 
moral properties.

23	 See Article 1242 of Civil Code.

24	 See E.B. v. France, no. 43546/02, judgment of 22.01.2008.
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in order to be justified, the differentiated approach 
shall: a) be based upon the solid grounds; b) serve 
for the lawful purpose; and c) be proportional to the 
set goal25. When the differentiation is based on the 
sexual orientation, the justification shall be espe-
cially strong26. In such cases, the discretion/margin 
of appreciation given to the state is extremely nar-
row and the principle of proportionality implies that 
the measures taken were absolutely necessary in the 
given circumstances27.

In consideration of the above criteria, the Ordi-
nance of Minister of Labour, Health and Social Secu-
rity of Georgia28 setting the blanket prohibition for 
homosexuals being the blood donors as belonging to 
HIV/AIDS risk group is absolutely unjustified, because 
it is based just on the sexual orientation and not on 
the (risky) sexual behaviour29.

We welcome the antidiscrimination provision30 
of the Law of Georgia on Healthcare, which, along 
with the other reasons, sets prohibition of discrimi-
nation of the patients on the grounds of sexual ori-
entation or personal negative attitude, although, the 
matter of strong concern is the amendment to be 
introduced to the same law31, according to which the 
surrogation services can only be used by the child-
less couples married in accordance with the Geor-

25	 See Timishev v. Russia, nos. 55762/00 and 55974/00, judg-
ment of 13.12.2005, § 57. See Rasmussen v. Denmark, no. 
8777/79, judgment of 28.11.01.1984, § 38.

26	 See Salgueiro da Silva Mouta v. Portugal, no. 33290/96, judg-
ment of 21.12.1999, § 36.

27	 See Kozak v. Poland, no. 13102/02, judgment of 
02.03.2010.	

28	 See Ordinance No 241/n dd. DECEMBER 5, 2000 ON Identifi-
cation of the Indications Against Donors of Blood and Blood 
Components; see also Ordinance dd. September 27, 2007 on 
Approval of the Mandatory Norms for Functioning of Blood 
Transfusion Institutions.

29	 With regard to the abovementioned, on July 10, 2012, or-
ganization Identity has filed the case into the Constitutional 
Court of Georgia, requesting declaring the norms under ques-
tion unconstitutional. Organization that along with the other 
articles, due to their discriminational character, the articles 
under question contradict Article 14 of the Constitution. For 
more information visit: http://www.argumenti.ge/?p=1588 

30	 See Paragraph 1 of Article 6.

31	 See the law of Georgia on Introduction of the Amendments 
to Some of the Legal Acts of Georgia, draft, reg. # 07-3/639; 
08.06.2012.

gian legislation. This, in its turn, unambiguously ex-
cludes possibility of using surrogation services by the 
lesbian or gay couples.

Before introduction of the amendments of May 
25, 2012, the Law of Georgia on Protection of Per-
sonal Data – defining the rules for processing32 of the 
data of specific categories33 (including information 
on the sexual life of the person) by public and pri-
vate organisations – was also allowing the space for 
abuse and arbitrary application34. The biggest threat 
was contained in the provision that envisaged right 
of processing specific categories of data without the 
consent of the person for the purposes of protection 
of ‘important public interests’35. In the conditions of 
the non-existence of definition of ‘important public 
interests’, this provision created space for the arbi-
trary decisions and abuse of power36. Accordingly, 
the amendments and addendums introduced into 
Article 6 of the Law on May 25, 2012 were significant 
step forward made by the government on the way of 
prevention of discrimination.

The above analyses of the legislation demon-
strate that although, save the rare exceptions, the 
laws are not discriminative towards the LGBT per-
sons, in some cases, due to vague wording of certain 
norms and leaving some issues beyond the regula-
tion, there still is the large space for application of 
the differentiated approaches. The mentioned is fur-
ther aggravated by the negative prejudices towards 
the LGBT persons existing in Georgian society, which 
eventually manifest themselves in discrimination 

practices.

32	 Ibid, Paragraph d.

33	 Ibid, Paragraph b, Article 2.

34	 December 28, 2011.

35	 Ibid, Article 6. (Before the amendments introduced on May 
25, 2012).

36	 See the Shadowy Report to the Committee for Elimination of 
Any Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW), p. 8 
http://www.scribd.com/doc/91638027/WISG-LBT-CEDAW-
Shadow-Report-geo



57

The economic and socio-political crisis existing 
in the country, as a rule, strengthens the phobias 
in the society. The present xenophobic attitudes 
towards ethnical and religious minorities or 
homosexuals create the fertile soil for manipulation 
with the public opinion. The election campaigning 
technologies, along with the expectations of the 
potential voters, strive towards analysing and 
studying the social phobias. It is hard to say to what 
extent these technologies are spread or applied 
in Georgia. However, the election campaign of 
2012 has clearly shown what can be the effect of 
negative PR that relates to the fears and hatred 
having deep roots in the society. Demonstrating the 
documentaries of the scenes of humiliation, physical 
abuse and sexual torture of the prisoners on TV 
that had the decisive influence on the majority of 
the population, has brought the large number of 
people out into the streets. Along with the other 
important factors (the violence to the prisoners, as 
one of the most vulnerable groups, especially from 
the law enforcement authorities), the number of 
the people who joined the protests, were actually 
imposed to the kind of cultural shock by the fact of 
the sexual violence over the males, which fact has 
been reflected in the social media or in the other 
forms of the protest.  n 

Almost 20-year experience in the field of re-
search of homophobic hate speech allows us speak-
ing about certain dynamics and its links with the 
socio-political events taking place in the country.

Interest of the press in LGBT issues is inconsist-
ent. The peak of the use of homophobic language in 
the country coincides with the moments of redistri-
bution of the power. At the same time, within the 
stated period, the users of the abuse become dif-
ferent. Accordingly, the context under which homo-
sexuality is considered and mobilisation strategies 
for achieving problematisation of homosexuality are 
also changing.

No in-depth study of the societal attitudes to-
wards the LGBT group has been conducted in Geor-
gia so far. The singular researches that study the de-
velopment in the dynamics in the approaches and 
attitudes towards the specific values/issues and/
or groups (including homosexuals), do not allow 
speaking about the depth or forms of homophobia. 
However, the majority of these researches show that 
LGBT in Georgia are still remaining the group that is 
receiving least tolerance from the society in compare 
to the other marginalised groups1.

1	 To the question: “Do you consider the existence of the listed 
below groups beside you undesirable?”, the most undesir-
able group named were homosexuals, followed by the drug 
addicts and psychically unstable persons. N. Sumbadze, Gen-
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Besides this, the studies conducted in 2003-
2006 demonstrate the growing dynamics of homo-
phobic attitudes: according to the 2003 Study by the 
Institute of Public Policy, the 84% of the respondents 
had the negative attitude towards the homosexuals, 
14% were neutral, while 2% - positive2. According 
to the survey of 2006, 81.4% said they would not 
make friends with homosexuals, and 71.4% claimed 
that they would not work with homosexuals3. 2009-
2011 studies by CRRC demonstrated that the situa-
tion with homosexuals did not significantly change 
within the last two years and the share of persons 
considering homosexuality unacceptable remains at 
the same level – 90%4.

The growth of the negative attitudes towards 
LGBT group is also witnessed by the group mem-
bers themselves. According to the 2012 survey, the 
number of persons who thought that the attitude of 
the society towards the LGBT group is non-tolerant 
increased from 57% to 78%, compared to 20065.

erations and Values, Institute of Public Policies, Tbilisi, 2012. 
http://www.ipska.techtone.info/files/4313/4245/8451/
Taobebi_da_Girebulebebi_-_Book_1.pdf; While the study 
conducted by Heinrich Boll Foundation South Caucasus Of-
fice on the attitudes of the population towards the minorities 
demonstrated that the biggest pressure is imposed right on 
the LGBT groups. Heinrich Boll Foundation South Caucasus 
Office, Study on Attitudes and Approaches of the Population 
towards the Minorities, June, 2011.

2	 Sumbadze N., Tarkhan-Mouravi G., Transition to adulthood in 
Georgia: Dynamics of generational and gender roles in post-
totalitarian society, Institute of Policy Studies. Tbilisi. 2003. 

3	 Caucasus Research Resource Centre, Programme of Eurasia 
Foundation: Short Review of the Results of Caucasus Research 
Resource Centre’s Data Initiative Survey – December 2006

4	 Evaluation of attitudes towards and knowledge about EU in 
Georgia. Caucasus Research Resource Centre (CRRC). Eura-
sia Cooperation Fund, 2011. http://www.epfound.ge/files/
eu_report_geo_12jan2012_final_1_.pdf 

5	 According to the results of 2006 study by Fund Exclusive, 
57.5% of the LGBT community representatives assessed the 
attitudes of the society as non-tolerant; 24.2% stated that 
the society is indifferent towards them, and 10% answered 
that the society is tolerant. (Study on LGBT Discrimination in 
Georgia, Fund Inclusive, 2006). In 2012, the joint research 
of Women Initiatives Support Group and Organisation Iden-
tity showed that the number of LGBT group representatives 
thinking that the attitude of the society towards them in 
non-tolerant has increased to 78%. 15% of the interviewed 
assess the attitudes as “more non-tolerant then tolerant”; 4% 
– “more tolerant then non-tolerant”; 3% did not answer the 
question, while the share of those who assess the attitudes 
of the society as tolerant is less than 1%. Research on LGBT 

The different approach towards the LGBT group 
in EU countries is clearly demonstrated by both 
European6 and national studies. Such difference is 
based upon two important aspects. The first aspect 
is linked with the national, religious and traditional 
values with regard to the gender, sexuality and fam-
ily issues. The second aspect relates to the different 
perception of the public and private spheres and vis-
ibility of LGBT group7.

With regard to the gender, sexuality and family 
issues, Georgia can be characterised as the country 
with deeply patriarchal culture, including the con-
cepts of masculine and feminine8. As the recent me-
dia analyses show, the problematisation of the issue 
is taking place right under the concept of “Georgian/
Orthodox/Traditions”.

As for the visibility of LGBT group in the public 
space, their appearance is automatically considered 
the “propaganda of homosexuality”. Purification of 
the public space from LGBT persons is still remain-
ing the main mobilisation strategy, which is actively 
used by the representatives of both, religious organi-
sations9 and some political parties10.

Discrimination in Georgia, WISG, Tbilisi, 2012.

6	 See Eurobarometer 296 (2008), chapter 9, http://
ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_296_en.pdf 
(24.01.2009); Eurobarometer 66 (2006), pp. 43-46, http://
ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/eb66/eb66_
en.pdf, (16.12.2008); Eurobarometer 263 (2007), http://
ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_263_en.pdf 
(12.01.2009); Eurobarometer 317 (2009); European Val-
ues Study (1999) http://www.jdsurvey.net/web/evs1.htm 
(13.11.2008)

7	 Discrimination on grounds of sexual orientation and gender 
identity in Europe. 2nd edition. Council of Europe. 2011. 
http://www.coe.int/t/Commissioner/Source/LGBT/LGBTS-
tudy2011_en.pdf 

8	 Study on Homophobia, Transphobia and Discrimination on 
Grounds of Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity. Sociologi-
cal Report: Georgia. COWI. 2011. http://www.coe.int/t/com-
missioner/source/lgbt/georgiasociological_e.pdf

9	 “Certainly it is totally unacceptable that such people appear 
on the screen. They are shown as if they are miserable and 
we have to pity them. By no means! We should not encourage 
and applaud their actions but the society should rather speak 
about how such person dares to make his/her ugly sexual ori-
entation visible and promote such action.” Father Michael: 
The participants of (TV programme) “GeoBar” and its author 
will be severely punished. Author Rusudan Advadze. Maga-
zine Sarke. 24-30.10.2007.

10	 See for instance the speech of leader of Christian Democrats 
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From the standpoint of media coverage of is-
sues related to homosexuality, the last 20-year pe-
riod can be divided into the several parts.

Georgian media started openly speaking about 
the homosexuality only by the end of 1990-ies. In the 
soviet period, not only any discussion of the “differ-
ent” sexual behaviour/identity, but also the cultur-
ally acceptable sexuality was strictly regulated and 
ideologically controlled. The myth on western origin 
of homosexuality created by the soviet regime, along 
with the other soviet myths, has continued existence 
for quite long time and even after the taboo on sexu-
ality was lifted in 1990-ies, homosexuality has been 
considered in Georgian press exactly in the same 
context. For the first time the term homosexual ap-
peared in Georgian media in connection with AIDS 
and prostitution topics. In the following years, up 
to 1998, most of the times the word “homosexual” 
could be encountered only in the articles about the 
foreign show business representatives reprinted and 
translated from the western editions. Such method 
represents one of the means of distancing from the 
“different” sexuality. The above pieces showed main-
ly neutral attitudes or slight irony. Development of 
such attitudes is conditioned exactly by such distanc-
ing – abstract discussions of people living “some-
where in the west” and their homosexuality did not 
create any threat for the sexual identity of the re-
spondents.

Since 1998, begins step-by-step transformation 
of homosexuals/homosexuality from “stranger” to 
“our”, but “diseased”. The process of “pathologisa-
tion” of homosexuality, which has been transformed 
first to “social deviation” and then to the “sin” that 
“creates threat to our national self-identity and tra-
ditions”, farther strengthened the homophobic at-
titudes existing in the society11. Politisation of the 

of May 22 on the topic of constitutional amendments http://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=0yflbSWF-K8&feature=plcp 
or the election clip of Tavisupali Sakartvelo (Free Georgia), 
where the slogan “We will prohibit unbridled propaganda of 
homosexuality and religious sects” goes on the background of 
May 17 march dedicated to Idaho Day. http://www.youtube.
com/watch?v=L9HZIjogcIc 

11	 E. Aghdgomelashvili. Representation of Homosexuals in 
Georgian Media, 2006. http://women.ge/wp-content/up-
loads/2011/04/media-analysis_homophobia_un.pdf

topic began in the same period.
The first peak of homophobia can be observed 

in media in 1998-2003, and it has been growing 
along with the split of Citizens’ Union. In parallel with 
introduction of the liberal discourse into the Geor-
gian politics, the topic of homosexuality is getting the 
political fleur. The aggression against the Witnesses 
of Jehovah is strengthening; media is saturated with 
armenophobic statements. Sexual orientation, along 
with the religion and ethnic belonging, becomes the 
most popular method of “discrediting” of the politi-
cal opponents. Especially active in this area was the 
mock-opposition faction then – Aghordzineba. Fol-
lowing the leader12, the other members of the fac-
tion are openly making fascistic statements:

“Frankly, deep in my heart, I would be pleased to 
agree with Adolph Hitler, who has sent several 
ships with the certain kind of persons to the sea. At 
the same time, I cannot agree with the fact that we 
are receiving in the Parliament the recommenda-
tions from the Council of Europe requiring provid-
ing the maximum support to the homosexuals. And 
they have sent this several times. I think that we 
shall adopt the legal framework that will require 
the compulsory treatment for such people and if 
they cannot be treated, then…”13

In parallel, the myth on the “gay conspira-
cy” (they are planning to come to power) is being 
spread. The soviet myth of the western origin of 
homosexuality is still valid. All this made possible ar-
tificially linking the homosexuality concept with the 
western, liberal values and with the specific political 
group that has been appealing to those values in the 
period of striving to power. Depicting homosexual-
ity as a danger that “threatens existence of Georgian 
nation” and “contradicts Georgian traditions and or-
thodox Christianity” has been transferred to the po-
litical context.

“Is not the ”non-traditional sex” the prerequisite 
and necessary precondition for depletion of eve-
rything traditional? If such “non-traditionalists” 

12	������������������������������������������������������� “Cambodia has been flooded by the Red Khmers, and Geor-
gia - by blue ones”. Aslan Abashidze Attacks Tbilisi with All 
Remaining Power to Remove the Chair Prepared for Zhvania; 
Apkhazetis Khma, # 29 (July 20-26, 2001)

13	 Sandro Bregadze, TV Station Mze, July 4, 2003.
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come to the power, this will be the end, which 
might not be visible right now, to national aware-
ness and self-identity of the country…”14

One after another, the articles with the loud ti-
tles appear in print: “Georgia is Governed by Homo-
sexuals”, “Despite the Fact That Gays Do Not Breed, 
Their Numbers Increase”, “From Blue to Black… Po-
litical Palette”, “Assy European Machos”, “Foes of 
People, KGB Agents and… Pederasts”.

Analyses of media of 2005-2006 showed that 
after the Revolution of Roses the panic around “Gay 
Conspiracy” calmed down. Little by little the articles 
about homosexuals/homosexuality moved from the 
front pages of the serious editions to the pages of 
yellow press15. After depolitisation of the topic, in-
terest of media towards LGBT issues has significantly 
changed, and this has been witnessed not only by 
the wording, but also by the number of articles16.

From the point of view of the assessment, ac-
cording to 2006 monitoring, 65% of the articles were 
negative, while 35% – neutral. Ratio between nega-
tive, neutral and positive assessments has abruptly 
changed in 2007 (negative – 86%, positive – 21%, 
neutral – 4%). Such drastic increase of the number 
of negative/positive assessments on the account of 
reduction of neutral ones can, on the one hand, be 
attributed to the increased visibility of LGBT group. 
On the other hand, it reflects the beginning of socio-
cultural developments, which we can currently ob-
serve in the country. Such redistribution of the as-
sessments is characteristic for the value polarisation 
process accompanying the crisis period17.

14	 I. Gorelishvili. „Today’s Georgia is the balloon inflated with a 
harmfull gas which is dangerously floating between West and 
North“. Newspaper Meridiani. #44/2. 17.01.2001.

15	 E. Aghdgomelashvili. Coverage of Sexual Orientation/
Gender Identity Issues in Media; Media Development 
Fund; November 2011. http://www.mdfgeorgia.ge/index.
php?menuid=16&lang=1&id=78 

16	���������������������������������������������������������         The study conducted in 204-2006 by Media Diversity Insti-
tute, Press Coverage of Minority Groups in the South Cau-
casus, showed that the issues of the sexual minorities were 
receiving the less coverage in compare to this of the other 
groups in all three countries. Media Diversity Institute, Press 
Coverage of Minority Groups in the South Caucasus, 2004-06;

17	 E. Aghdgomelashvili. Representation of Homosexuality in 
Georgia Media. 2006. http://women.ge/wp-content/up-
loads/2011/04/media-analysis_homophobia_un.pdf 

The second wave of moral panic could be ob-
served in media in 2007, when Alia newspaper has 
published information on gay parade planned in Tbi-
lisi. In reality, it was the action planned by the Coun-
cil of Europe – Everybody Different, Everybody Equal 
– in which the LGBT organisation Fund Inclusive was 
also to participate. Due to this incorrect information 
spread by the media, major part of the population was 
convinced that this action was an attempt to conduct 
the gay parade. It should be mentioned that Alia has 
published the materials with similar contents several 
times during 2007. However, the desired result (crea-
tion of agiotage around the topic) was achieved only 
when journalist indirectly “accused” the government 
in supporting this mythical parade:

“According to unofficial information huge gay pa-
rade, approved by Saakashvili’s government, will 
be conducted in Tbilisi… say, they were mocking at 
Putin, when he broke up the gay gathering in Mos-
cow – they said he’s violating the rights of sexual 
minorities. Let’s see, if Saakashvili becomes the 

subject to jeer.” 18

The hysteria started by the newspaper has been 
transformed little by little. The topic has been picked 
up by the oppositional political forces and some re-
ligious groups19.

Since 2007, “threatening” society with the in-
vented gay parades, “accusing/warning” the govern-
ment and arranging the anti-gay marches became 
kind of a tradition. In its turn, the government, that 
was claiming a monopoly for the liberal discourse, 
has been firmly linked with the image of political 
force having “anti-national, anti-orthodox” position, 
which was made much easier due to the homopho-

bic attitudes existing in the society.

18	 I. Mamaladze. Pederasts are Preparing for Parade in Tbilisi. 
Newspaper Alia, #82, July 17-18, 2007. 

19	 I believe that this idea comes from chancellery. The homo-
sexuals’ parade is planned by the existing regime, since they 
want to demonstrate to the world and the Council of Europe 
that democracy in Georgia is developing and human rights are 
protected, and receive the grants in return“. M.Khorguashvili. 
„Gay-pride in Tbilisi? This idea comes from chancellery“. 
Newspaper Sakartvelos Respublika. #140. 21.07.2007. „This is 
the action arranged by president Saakashvili, because there 
are many people of unclear gender and orientation in his 
regime, and they are lobbying such parade along with their 
president“. Newspaper Alia. #83(2056). 19–20.07.2007.
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“After pseudo-liberal and pseudo-democratic 
government of Saakashvili came to power, ped-
erasts, who previously were hiding in the bushes, 
increased in number, became stronger and grew 
bolder. The so called “blues”, who, while ago, even 
wanted to conduct the gay parade in Tbilisi…20

While in 1999-2003, turning homosexuality into 
the “problem” was attempted with the use of more 
or less rational arguments (for instance, to justify ex-
isting homophobic idea       s, media was inviting sup-
portive experts or specialists), in 2007-2011, “incom-
patibility/contradiction with Georgian and orthodox 
traditions” was considered the sufficient ground for 
problematisation of the “different” sexuality21. Such 
a change in discourse is directly linked with the in-
creased influence of the church, as a social institute, 
and its active involvement into the political process-
es taking place in the country22.

The discourse is also influenced by the po-
litical culture existing in the country: authoritar-

20	 J. Khubua. “Misha’s Omsterdam”. Newspaper Asaval-Dasavali, 
August 3-9, 2009, #31 (776).

21	 In 2010, before discussion of the resolution on LGBT rights 
by the Parliamentary Assembly of Council of Europe, various 
religious organisations of Georga spread the common state-
ment: “It is intended to consider draft legislation about dis-
crimination on the ground of sexual orientation and sexual 
identification, which will legalize homosexuality, bisexuality 
and other sexual deviations. At the same session they will 
discuss a document, which portrays abortion as a right of the 
woman and a method for family planning…It is unconceivable 
that Europe, which is the ancient part of the Christian world 
and whose culture is so inherently linked to the religion, sup-
ports portrayal of sexual deviations as “normal” from the trib-
une of the Council of Europe. Homosexuality, bisexuality and 
similar activities are considered to be the greatest sins not 
only in the Christian religion, but in all traditional religions, 
because it causes degeneration of a human being, his physical 
and moral illness.” Joint written statement by the Patriarch 
of the Georgian Orthodox Church, the Ambassador Extraordi-
nary and Plenipotentiary of the Holy See to Georgia, Head of 
the Georgian Eparchy of the Armenian Apostle Church, Acting 
Chief Rabbi of Georgia and the Plenipotentiary Representa-
tive of the Caucasian Muslims’ Organisation in Georgia, 29 
January 2010.

22	�������������������������������������������������������������� Despite the fact that the representatives of the religious or-
ganisations were the smallest group of the users, they were 
the leaders in use of discriminative and humiliating terminol-
ogy. Their mobilization strategies are often directed towards 
“cleaning public space from sin”. The ultimate benefit of such 
strategy is obtaining the symbolic power, in order to increase 
their sphere of influence. E. Aghdgomelashvili. Ideological 
Homophoby. Magazine Solidaroba (Solidarity). 2009, №3 
(30). http://tolerantoba.ge/tolerantoba_jurnali/30.pdf 

ian regime of the Soviet Union had very uniform 
and clear approach to everything different, which 
implied attempts of unification of everything and 
everybody. Being different was considered not ex-
pression of diversity, but a threat directed against 
the solidity of state, homogeneity of the society. 
Unfortunately, such a discourse is still popular in 
our political environment, leaving very little space 
for articulation of real meaning of the “foreign”. 
The uniform and clearly negative attitude towards 
everything different and diverse, as the threat di-
rected against unity, solidity of the society charac-
teristic for the authoritarian regime, proved to be 
extremely viable. It is exactly speaking on behalf of 
the majority and depicting everything “stranger”, 
“different” as an icon of the enemy that repre-
sents the main strategy of the political groups in 
the election process.

At the previous elections, the government 
assigned the role of such enemy to territorial 
“stranger” – Russia, which was said to threaten 
the integrity, economic welfare and political 
security of the country. Accordingly, the politi-
cal opponents were marked as “betrayers” and 
“agents of Russia” within the frames of the same 
discussion.

In their turn, oppositional parties were trying to 
mobilise electorate through creation of negative icon 
from the government. The counter-discourse propa-
ganda of one part of the opposition is based upon 
“Georgian/Orthodox/Traditions” trinity. Marking po-
litical opponents as homosexuals, accusing them in 
propaganda of homosexuality, in this case, is used, 
on the one hand, as amplifying effect in construing 
“strangers” from the representatives of the govern-
ment, and on the other hand – for generalisation of 
the threats coming from the “strangers”, threats that 
the entire country is facing23.

Despite the fact that, in quantitative terms, the 
interest to the topic constantly increases, in parallel 
to the new wave of political and social crisis, the as-

23	 E. Aghdgomelashvili. Coverage of Sexual Orientation/
Gender Identity Issues in Media; Media Development 
Fund; May 2011. http://www.mdfgeorgia.ge/index.php? 
menuid=16&lang=1&id=54 
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sessment dynamics remain practically unchanged in 
2008-2011 (positive varies between 6 and 8%, neu-
tral – 16-22%, and negative – 60-70%). The qualita-
tive analysis of the coverage demonstrates that the 
reasons shall be sought in the politisation of the 
topic again: manipulation with the issues related to 
homosexuality and their use for marking the political 
opponents in elections period was as popular, as in 
1999-200324.

In 2012, the march dedicated to Idaho Day was 
ruined by the religious groups, and this caused the 
international resonance. This time, the statements 
were made directly from the parliamentary trib-
une. The leader of Christian Democratic Party, who 
submitted the package of the constitutional amend-
ments to the parliament, assessed the action as “the 
beginning of very far going and important process, 
the ultimate goal of which is moral and judicial le-
galisation of homosexuality, pederasty, debauch, 
deviations and pervert lifestyle in Georgia”. For the 
first time, the members of parliamentary majority 
have fixed their position towards the homophobic 
hate speech: the proposal submitted by the Christian 
Democrat leader was declared unconstitutional, and 
the speech itself - homophobic25.

Nowadays, the majority in the Parliament is 
represented by the former opposition, many of 
members of which were fostering or openly express-
ing homophobic attitudes during the years. The time 
will show, whether the minority issues and anti-xen-
ophobic discourse (at least at the declaration level) 
will remain the part of the political mainstream or 
not. Currently, this issue is still remaining the subject 
of the political speculations.

24	 E. Aghdgomelashvili. Coverage of Sexual Orientation/
Gender Identity Issues in Media; Media Development 
Fund; May 2011. http://www.mdfgeorgia.ge/index.php? 
menuid=16&lang=1&id=54 

25	 Christian Democratic Movement Comes Forward with the 
Constitutional Amendments Initiative After LGBT Activities. 
Civil Georgia Portal, Tbilisi, May 22, 2012. http://www.civil.
ge/geo/article.php?id=25490
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What conditions the strong negative attitudes 
towards the LGBT people in Georgia? What is the 
reason for persistence of such attitudes? Why is not 
homophobia recognized as a social problem by the 
society?
This article represents the attempt to answer these 
questions in consideration of the existing context; 
analyse the collective negative attitudes towards 
LGBT people in Georgia in consideration of the 
cultural and social factors supporting wide spread 
and persistence of homophobia and transphobia 
at the societal level. The article will stress attitudes 
towards homosexuals, because the issues of rights 
differently influence gay, lesbian, bisexual and 
transgender people. Despite the discriminatory 
attitudes existing towards them, each group has 
its own peculiarities and these peculiarities require 
application of the different approaches. Today, 
homosexuality, and especially male homosexuality, 
is perceived as the biggest threat in our country 
and, accordingly, this group is the main target of 
homophobic discourse. Therefore, this article will 
analyse the attitudes towards gays and lesbians.  n 

Georgia is one of the most homophobic countries 
in Council of Europe. This is also witnessed by local or 
international studies. Although the focus of these stud-

ies was not the in-depth investigation of the attitudes 
towards LGBT group specifically, they allow making con-
clusions on the general trends. According to 2003 study 
conducted in Georgia, 84% of the respondents showed 
acutely negative attitude towards homosexuals1. The 
values did not change much in 2006 – negative attitude 
has been demonstrated by 81.4%. In 2009-2011, the 
surveys conducted by Caucasus Research and Resource 
Centre showed that the negative attitudes towards ho-
mosexuals did not reduce either. Quite on the contrary, 
they have increased – 90% stated that homosexuality is 
unacceptable.

Despite the fact that homophobia, at individual 
level, is mainly irrational and unconscious fear of 
homosexual persons based upon the prejudices and 
superstitions, at the collective level it might be quite 
conscious and planned behaviour. In such cases, in-
dividual prejudices often intersect with dominant 
cultural and ideological visions of homosexuality 
in general, discourse on which is created by power 
holding institutions, as a rule, together with media 
or through it. In Georgia such institution, in the first 
place, is Orthodox Church.

It is believed that the level of homophobia in 
the society is influenced by several socio-cultural fac-

1	 Quinn S. “Forced Out: LGBT People in Georgia”, ILGA Europe/
COC Netherlands, 2007. p.26
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tors. It is known that expression of collective hatred 
is especially strengthening in the periods of social cri-
sis, when it is easy to cause the moral panics on the 
background of creation of the visible or invisible en-
emy icon. Such enemy in Georgia, already in the soviet 
times, was made of the “pederasts”, who, on the one 
hand, were meant to represent the male homosexual-
ity and, on the other hand, were “strangers”, “danger-
ous”, “non-traditional” and “hostile”2. Homosexuality 
was punishable in the Soviet Union, and homophobia 
was an ideology. In the post-soviet period, this ideol-
ogy gained more aggressive expression form. Hatred 
towards homosexuals became more explicit and vis-
ible. In Georgia, since the day it gained independence, 
the conspiracy theories saturated by homophobia 
started to appear, these theories successfully used 
in the political discourse up until today. “Pederasts” 
became “enemies”, “perverts”, “non-Georgians”, who 
betrayed their homeland, traditions and national-
ity. Soviet myth on western origin of homosexuality 
made the least equal to the liberal values, which in 
their turn became perceived as the threat to national 
identity and gave homophobia the political context. 
It should be mentioned that such attitudes take their 
roots in specific perception of nation or state, accord-
ing to which the nation shall necessarily be homog-
enous, has its own written or unwritten moral laws 
and order that should be obeyed by everybody, and 
the homosexuals are depicted as the violators of this 
order. As it has already been mentioned, the special 
role in creating the enemy icon of homosexuals, their 
marginalisation and dissemination of the homophobic 
attitudes in general is played by the church, which is 
dangerously powerful institution having permanently 
increasing influence. The homophobic discourse of 
the church is based upon the incorrect interpretation 
of the Bible and religion in general, and is constantly 
calling the society to marginalise homosexuals. Often 
and successfully are used the demographical manipu-
lations stating that same sex couples will cause farther 
extinction of such a small nation.

Besides this, in the countries (including Geor-
gia), where homosexuality has been criminalised 

2	 Giorgi Maisuradze. The Lost Contexts. Bakur Sulakauri Pub-
lishing House, 2012. P. 105 

for a long time, the trend of identifying LGBT peo-
ple as criminals can be observed3. This farther sup-
ported the process of their stigmatisation. In Geor-
gian homophobic discourse gays and lesbians are 
also often depicted as diseased, despite the fact 
that WHO has removed homosexuality from the list 
of diseases as far back as in 1990. Depicting LGBT 
people as diseased or criminals by Georgian society 
is conditioned not only by low awareness. Here, the 
other factors also play their roles – for average Geor-
gian his church preacher is higher authority then the 
law or WHO. Accordingly, the opinion of the church 
representative on LGBT people, mostly ungrounded, 
saturated with hatred and violence, based on his 
phobias, is perceived as the ultimate truth by the 
parishioners, who consequently develop and/or pro-
mote extremely homophobic attitudes.

Manipulation with traditions and traditional val-
ues in the society that is oriented towards the very 
same traditions is not exercised purely through the 
homophobic discourse. Traditional values also inter-
sect with the general understanding of gender and 
sexuality. From this standpoint, LGBT people are also 
perceived as the violators of normative boundaries, 
at which the society plays the role of gender police 
and strictly defines requirements and expectations 
from “real man” and “real woman”. In such cases, 
being man or woman is “naturally”, and similarly 
“natural” is their heterosexuality. Accordingly, there 
are distinctly different “naturally masculine” and 
“naturally feminine” properties. In such a patriarchal 
and masculine culture as we have in Georgia, domi-
nating, of course, are masculine properties. While 
homosexuals, who are carriers of the properties that 
are coded as feminine, are not real men anymore, 
they are deviants, devaluated and even dangerous, 
because they arouse suspicions on masculinity and 
manhood, as well as the heterosexuality itself, being 
natural. Therefore, it is believed that sexism, hetero-
sexism and homophobia are indivisible. American 
sociologist Michael Kimmel has different and inter-
esting opinion on homophobia. He believes that is 
not so much the fear of gay males, but the fear of 

3	 Discrimination on Grounds of Sexual Orientation and Gender 
Identity in Europe. 2nd edition, Council of Europe Publishing p.23
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the other males in general, who might “deprive us 
of our manhood, show us our real image, and make 
us feel that we are afraid”.4 Fears and concerns of 
the males not to be perceived as homosexuals by 
the others make them to exaggerate and excessively 
demonstrate their masculinity. And this is especially 
accepted and widespread practice in such collective 
and traditional societies as Georgia is.

As for the sexuality, the attitudes of the tradi-
tional ideology (and especially religion) play the sig-
nificant role in creating the homophobic attitudes at 
the societal level. It is believed that homophobia is 
characteristic to those societies, which are having ex-
tensive sexual taboos. For the majority of people not 
only others’, but even their own sexuality is unac-
ceptable. Unacceptability and permanent suppres-
sion of the own sexuality, as a rule, results in sexual 
uneasiness, which, in its turn, generates the acute 
intolerance towards the sexuality of the others. Also 
very important is the general level of sexual culture 
and education of the society. The education is signifi-
cant prerequisite for overcoming superstitions and 
prejudices. As a rule, the level of homophobia in ed-
ucated people is lower. If we take into consideration 
that there is practically no sexual education in Geor-
gia, and what’s more, neither any attempt to intro-
duce the sexual education, and even speaking about 
this publicly makes Orthodox Church and majority of 
the society aggressive, since the sexual education is 
associated rather with corruption and extermination 
of the nation then with awareness or safe sexual life-
style, it is clear that this is one more aspect causing 
high level of homophobia in the country.

Recently, increased visibility of the LGBT issues 
in the country became some kind of test of homo-
phobic attitudes. Appearance of LGBT people in 
public space has automatically been perceived as 
propaganda of homosexuality. This has increased the 
collective fears and uneasiness, as well as the aggres-
sion and made intolerance more acute. The march of 
May 17, 2012 dedicated to the International Day of 

4	 Michael Kimmel, “Masculinity as Homophobia: Fear, Shame 
and Silence in the Construction of Gender Identity” in Peter 
Murphey (ed) Feminism and Masculinities, Oxford University 
Press, 2004, p. 193

Homophobia and Transphobia has been forcedly bro-
ken up by clericals and religious extremists. Not only 
the real march, but also the previously several times 
advertised mythical parade has become the most ef-
ficient means for “national” mobilisation. This once 
again has demonstrated the extremely homophobic 
attitudes of Georgian society.

One more recent test demonstrating the homo-
phobic mood of the society was the public debates 
on the candidacy of Public Defender. For the can-
didates themselves, the decisive issue was the atti-
tude towards LGBT people5. For the biggest part of 
the society, the candidate openly declaring friendli-
ness towards LGBT people appeared to be unaccept-
able. Ultimately, the choice was made in favour of 
the candidate of majority, whose attitude towards 
LGBT group is not explicitly aggressive, but perfectly 
reflects the recent trend appearing in Georgian soci-
ety of falsely less homophobia, which recognises the 
existence of homosexuality, but considers any kind 
of their self-expression (which is again perceived as 
propaganda) unacceptable. Such “let them be, but 
don’t touch me” approach is undoubtedly homopho-
bic, since it denies the LGBT people the right of self-
expression granted by the constitution and results in 
dividing people into first and second sort, where the 
destiny of the second sort – minority – is determined 
by the first sort. In such case, the majority, at its own 
good will (which it often does not possess), sets the 
boundaries of the rights for the minority, which to-
tally contradicts the democratic values and principles 
of equality.

The recent events once again made visible 
that the collective homophobic mood is closely re-
lated to the general level of society’s social and cul-
tural tolerance. And reality demonstrated that idea 
about tolerance of Georgian people is just a mythical 
construction built during Soviet Union times. It ap-
peared that pluralism is an unknown fruit in Georgia 
and diversity is unacceptable. Everybody different is 
“other”, “stranger” and, therefore, unwanted.

It should be mentioned that the above socio-
cultural factors are closely interrelated. Combined, 

5	 Eka Aghdgomelashvili, Homophobia in Discussing the Om-
budsman Candidates, Netgazeti, 05.11.2012. 
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they ultimately condition the level of homophobia in 
the society. It shall also be stressed that homophobia 
negatively influences not just the specific group of 
people against which it is directed, but also those, 
who is exercising such practices. The society that 
recognises and allows the existence of the “second 
sort” of citizens, will find extremely difficult to get 
accustomed to the idea of equality and other most 
important democratic values. For the closed and 
traditional society, such as Georgia, it will be very 
lengthy and painful process, because reduction of 
homophobic attitudes and reappraisal of values is 
linked not only with homosexuality, but also with 
gender, sexuality and family institute in general. With 
this regard, the first step that the society could make 
would probably be recognising that homophobia is 

social problem.
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Speaking of transgender issues in Georgia, they 
rarely recall (or rarely know) that the notion of 
gender implies not only problems of equality 
among men and women, and that violence and 
discrimination on the grounds of gender can be 
experienced by any gender-wise non-conforming 
person. With this regard, it is important to identify 
the transgender persons, because their status in the 
society is defined exactly on the grounds of their 
gender identity and, as we will demonstrate below, 
the system built upon the notion of two, strictly 
separated and clearly identified genders does not 
fit their needs.
Very few information is available on the 
transgender persons living in Georgia, since they 
are often left beyond the academic or social studies, 
or do not receive the relevant attention. In 2012, 
organisation Women Initiatives Supporting Group, 
together with organisation Identoba carried out 
the study on discrimination of LGBT (lesbian, gay, 
bisexual and transgender) persons in Georgia. 
Despite the fact that within the framework of this 
study information was being collected in writing, 
through the special questionnaires, we considered 
necessary conducting in-depth interviews with 
the transgender persons, in order to receive more 
comprehensive information.  n 

WHAT IS ‘TRANSGENDER’

Before we start speaking about the results of the 
study itself, we deem necessary to clarify some terms 
that are important for understanding identity and 
status of transgender persons. Transgender persons 
are the persons, whose gender identity differs from 
this assigned to them at birth. Transgender persons 
might identify themselves with man, woman, neither 
or both of them1. Transsexual is more medical term 
and denotes the transgender person, who decides to 
change the gender through medical or surgical inter-
vention. Process of changing assigned gender to the 
desired one is called the transition. It is lengthy and 
complex process, which might include the dress and 
accessories reflecting the gender self-perception by 
the person, hormonal therapy and surgery.

Based on the fact that often there is confusion 
with the notions of gender identity and sexual ori-
entation, we shall stress that transgender persons, 
just like any others, can have heterosexual, bisexual, 
homosexual, asexual or any other sexual orientation.

PARTICIPANTS

Within the framework of 2012 discrimination study 
six transgender persons have been interviewed (2 

1	 http://www.glaad.org/reference/transgender
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transgender males, 3 transgender females and one 
respondent, who does not identify with any gender). 
The small number of interviewees is due to the fact 
that there is no organised transgender community in 
Georgia. Our respondents are right those active per-
sons, who are more or less involved in LGBT activi-
ties. The article also uses the materials on transgen-
der persons’ problems and needs collected by the 
organisation Identoba.

All six participants belong to various age groups 
(19-39) and are at the various stages of the transition. 
They also have different social, economic, educational 
and employment status. Out of six respondents only 
two transgender males (28 and 39) and one transgen-
der female are able to represent themselves in daily 
life in the desired gender, while the others, due to 
various reasons (violence, mockery and fear to lose 
the achieved social status), are to conform to the 
gender assigned to them at birth. For the moment 
of interview, two transgender males (28 and 39) and 
one transgender female (27) were employed, and one 
transgender female (19) was a student.

CHILDHOOD

It appeared that all six interviewees were show-
ing the gender non-conformity from the very early 
childhood and were punished for this by their family 
members. As we have seen in case of our respond-
ents, this punishment by the adults could be exer-
cised in various forms: shaming, abusing, criticising 
and even physical violence. This is the very reason 
for the fact that often transgender persons (including 
our participants) are studying to control their self-
expression2 and are able to modify it in accordance 
with the situation:

„...I was deliberate child...I mean I could not do 
some things in certain situations, because, say, 
some would be unable to see it and they would not 
perceive it, as I wanted and I would feel comfortable 
then; accordingly, I would behave as the situation 
required…” (Bamby, 27)

2	�����������������������������������������������������������   The respondents consider gender self-identity to be the ex-
pression of the emotions, dressing style, manners, behaviour 
and taste.

They do not discuss their gender with parents and 
relatives, do not wear the clothes and accessories 
of the desired gender and can change the dress only 
when they are alone or with the closest friends.

Beka (39) recalls the facts of systematic physical 
violence from his family members in childhood. Ac-
cording to him, in the adolescence, when the parents 
saw that he has not been “corrected” either by beat-
ing or by criticism, he was taken to the psychiatrist. 
The latter promised Beka’s parents that if they would 
regularly bring the daughter for the treatment for a 
certain period, they would receive the “ideal Geor-
gian woman”. For the certain reasons, this therapy 
was not arranged and it’s already several years that 
Beka is expressing himself as a male in the daily life.

All six interviewees experienced psychological 
pressure from the peers and their parents. Accord-
ing to Bamby (27), she guessed from the very early 
age that she was to hide her wishes, and was ex-
tremely cautious in selecting with whom she could 
reveal her being different; while Salome (21) states 
that she was often criticised by the parents of those 
girls, with whom she was playing in childhood. They, 
it seems, were very surprised by the fact that “this 
boy” always wanted to be with girls.

PHYSICAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL  
VIOLENCE IN ADULT AGE

Facts of physical violence in adult age are described 
only by Leo (28). The case that he recalls happened 
7 years ago in the circle of those, with whom he was 
taking the drugs. The cause of the incident, accord-
ing to him, was his gender identity, although he does 
not speak about the details. Bamby says in passing 
that such cases happened, but does not wish to re-
call them, since she is trying to eliminate everything 
negative from her life. None of them has reported to 
the police, because they think that the police officers 
can be even more transphobic3, then the offenders.

Social violence has been experienced by all six 
respondents, and they still continue experiencing it 
in the various layers of their social life. Maia (19) says 

3	�����������������������������������������������������������     Transphoby: irrational fear of and hatred towards transgen-
der persons.
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that psychological pressure experienced by her is, as 
a rule, expressed in the form of verbal offence: the 
family is permanently requiring from her to change 
the behaviour, manners and dressing style and her 
feminine behaviour does not go unnoticed by the 
strangers in the street. Some of them even allow 
themselves commenting on her appearance and call 
her gay or even swear at her.

According to Beka, he has often times experi-
enced the psychological violence from the strangers 
in the street. He even recalled one fact, when two 
unknown for him persons approached him and said 
that they had a bet, whether Beka was a man or a 
woman, and to resolve the issue they decided to ask 
directly:

„This block comes and says: we have a bet, and 
which are you? So I told him: if you give me a share, 
I will say. What one shall answer in such case? 
Weird moment, isn’t it? They are standing there 
and you are alone, you are not protected. I am not 
afraid of fighting… I am little bit afraid of getting 
disabled; otherwise I am never afraid of fighting or 
something.” (Beka, 39)

In Beka’s opinion, the fact that such incidents 
become rarer nowadays does not make them less ir-
ritating.

Interesting was also Lasha’s (24) opinion on the 
psychological violence from the society, which re-
lates to his four-year working experience in the Geor-
gian Army. He says that there he had no problems 
due to his gender identity, save maybe some gossips, 
which he considers unavoidable. He thinks that the 
reasons for tolerance demonstrated towards him lay 
in his personal features and devotion to friends, and 
that in the outer society, despite the better access to 
the information, aggression is stronger.

FAMILY AND FRIENDS

It is important to mention that transgender (as well 
as lesbian, gay and bisexual) persons are often lack-
ing the support from their families and friends. Liv-
ing in the homophobic family and environment, as 
well as relationships with transphobic friends creates 
tensions and often results in reduced self-appraisal 

in humans, causes them to lock inside themselves 
and control their self-expression at the expense of 
the huge psychological stress.

Fear of violence and losing beloved people are 
the key factors influencing coming out4 of the trans-
gender persons. However, the process is not always 
going by the same scenario. For instance, Nino (25) 
voluntarily came out before her mother and sever-
al relatives, and thought that she would lose many 
people surrounding her. Quite on the contrary, she 
discovered that she have gained many friends after 
coming out. Despite the fact that Nino’s mother is 
still “praying for such thing not to happen” (Nino is 
planning to undergo surgery to regain the gender), 
she considers her coming out successful. In case of 
Maia, her mother stopped making humiliating com-
ments about the transgender persons, although 
she still does not fully understand the status of her 
daughter.

Bamby’s coming out was conditioned by the cir-
cumstances: her mother has by accident discovered 
her certificate of “real transsexual”. They never dis-
cuss this issue, though. She has voluntarily come out 
before her sister in-law, who strongly supports Bam-
by. Psychological pressure is mainly imposed by her 
brother, who often makes humiliating comments on 
Bamby’s “womanish manners”. She tries not to dis-
close her gender identity to her father, because she 
is afraid that his bed health condition will worsen. 
It is interesting that from the very childhood Bamby 
is involved in arts and her behaviour and manners 
are attributed rather to her profession then to her 
gender identity.

Transphoby is quite strong in Salome’s family. 
Currently she lives alone, since mother and grandfa-
ther do not support her. Despite the fact that mother 
tries to provide her the financial assistance, she also 
regularly calls Salome and tells her, how embarrassed 
she is because of daughter’s behaviour. Grandfather 
threatens killing her.

Everybody in Beka’s family knows about his 
gender identity. He came out before the parents in 
childhood, when they discovered that he is in love 

4	 Coming out: person revealing his sexual orientation or gender 
identity before other persons.
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with the girl of his age. Parents were trying hardly to 
change his identity and after such a prolonged pres-
sure he agreed to marry a friend. Some time later 
Beka became pregnant and delivered a child. As he 
himself says, he was not ready to be a parent then, 
and he even had attempted the suicide. However, he 
overcame the difficulties with the assistance of his 
friends and religion:

„I reckon it’s even good that I have a kid. At least 
I am true before myself and before the society 
in general. When they say that [it is possible] to 
change, I’ve tried to become what I am biologically, 
but I failed… I failed so much that I should not have 
existed then… then I thought, why should I not ex-
ist, is not it better to annoy you? … so I made a cor-
rect decision, I reckon.” (Beka, 39)

Currently, the family does not interfere with 
his gender identity related issues. This, according to 
Beka himself, might be resulting from the fact that he 
is the main provider of the family, and they consider 
themselves to be obliged to respect his opinion. Five 
interviewees stated that the friends are one of the 
main sources of the support they get. Maia says that 
discussing her identity with friends, she does not 
get any support or advice, so she tries not to speak 
about this very often.

The facts of violence from the family members 
are also described by the specialists:

„Speaking of the forced treatment I recall one pa-
tient, FtM, who directly told his mother that he was 
a boy and asked to live him alone. Mother would 
bring him to the doctors, made the endocrinologi-
cal tests. He was already 25, person who knew that 
he is male and had a wife, with whom he lived in 
full harmony; he had fully established sexual reper-
tory and was just laughing at such speeches of his 
mother”5 

This person obeyed his mother’s request for un-
dergoing “treatment” only because he was unable 
to provide for him and his wife himself. Financial de-
pendence on the family often becomes the reason 
for transgender persons making some compromises 
with regard to their gender identity. At the same 

5	 Materials from CEDAW shadow report on conditions of LBT 
women in Georgia; interview with Maia Chavchanidze, Wom-
en Initiatives Supporting Group, 2012.

time, their financial independence, along with the 
other factors, depends on their legal status.

MEDICAL AND LEGAL ASPECTS  
AND EMPLOYMENT

Notion of transsexual is also closely linked with the 
diagnosis of gender disphoria or gender identity 
disorder, which is included into the Mental Diseas-
es Guidelines of American Psychiatrists Association 
(DSM-IV TR)6. Diagnosis of gender disphoria is re-
quired in many countries to grant the transsexual 
person right of changing sex through surgery or 
achieve legal recognition of the desired gender. In 
Georgia this requires certificate of “true transsexu-
al”. Nowadays, the term “true transsexual” is an ob-
solete notion, which takes its origin from the practice 
of German endocrinologist Harry Benjamin. It was 
Benjamin, who classified the various levels of gender 
identity disorders. According to this classification, 
“true transsexual”7 has been defined as the extreme 
form, in case of which hormonal therapy or surgical 
intervention is necessary for ensuring the wellbeing 
of the patient. Out of our six participants, the cer-
tificate of “true transsexual” has been taken only 
by three (one transgender female, one transgender 
male and one, who does not identify himself with 
any gender). Only two transgender males of them 
are receiving the hormones, and one has undergone 
bilateral mastectomy. One should stress that proce-
dures necessary for receiving the certificate of “true 
transsexual”, hormonal therapy and surgery, as well 
as post-surgery rehabilitation process are quite ex-
pensive8. We have discovered that our respondents 
cannot afford such procedures. According to Leo, 
for instance, in order to get certificate and undergo 
the bilateral mastectomy, he had to sell the apart-
ment. According to the practices existing in Georgia, 
in order to change the sex in ID, the person has to 

6	 http://behavenet.com/apa-diagnostic-classification-dsm-iv-tr

7	 http://www.genderpsychology.org/transsexual/benjamin_
gd.html

8	 According to the studies conducted by the organization Iden-
tity, the amount necessary for passing all three stages of the 
transition makes approximately 19,000 Laris and neither of 
these procedures are reimbursed by the state or insurance.
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undergo the total gender regaining surgery9. In con-
sideration of the fact that many are unable or unwill-
ing to undergo the surgery, they remain suspended 
between two genders for years. All six respondents 
think that sex in ID shall be changed rather on basis 
of the certificate of “true transsexual” then of the 
surgery.

Lasha found the alternative way for bringing 
his body in harmony with self-perception. He made 
bilateral mastectomy in mid-September 2008, when 
he was serving in the army:

„I have undergone surgery after the war to avoid 
the questions from the neighbours. Friends and 
family members new everything and the others 
thought I was wounded… Surgery was made under 
fake diagnosis – as though I had the nodes in the 
breast. In such case, doctor does not bear the re-
sponsibility. If I would not like anything, I would be 
unable to make him responsible. I am still illegally 
taking the hormonal therapy. This surgery costs 
900 Laris in the other places, but since he knew 
that I am transsexual, he charged my 2000 Laris in 
cash, and without any receipt”10 (Lasha, 24)

By the time of the interview, Beka has already 
changed his name in ID and since the old IDs did not 
indicate the sex, his problems were smaller. How-
ever, once, during the visit to the bank, he was ad-
dressed as “misses”, which was very humiliating for 
him, because already for years he positions himself 
as a man.

Leo’s circumstances are more problematic, be-
cause he has the new ID, in which the sex (female) 
is indicated. He is trying to maximally conceal the 
document, and when presenting it is unavoidable, 
says that it was a mistake made by Civil Registry. In 
2005 he was denied the employment in one of the 
restaurants:

„I have resigned by my will and when later I asked 
them to hire me again, they said: you know that 
they know that you are transgender, and we can-
not hire you. They denied me on this ground… it 
was just like this, no official statement, just on 
words.” (Leo, 28)

9	 Monitoring of implementation of Council of Europe CM 
REC(2010)5 recommendation in Georgia, WISG. 2012 

10	 From the materials of organisation Identity.

For the moment of study, only three out of the 
interviewees were employed. Bamby describes her 
working environment as friendly. This, in her opinion, 
is due to personal features of her and her colleagues, 
and has nothing to do with the gender identity.

Salome worked as a waitress in one of the pop-
ular cafes, and there was quite favourable environ-
ment. In 2010, however, when her interview was 
published in one of Tbilisi magazines, she was fired. 
Her boss said that her being there created discom-
fort for the clients. Salome says that, due to unem-
ployment, her economic conditions were so bad that 
if not the help from her mother, she might even get 
involved into the commercial sex. She also faced the 
employment-related discrimination in 2011, when 
she took M-Group trainings, where she could feel 
askance looks of both, the trainers and participants. 
After trainings, every participant got employment 
except Salome, despite her very good results at the 
final tests.

Few years ago Beka was fired from the police, 
but as a lesbian, and not as a transgender. The col-
leagues claimed that “women were calling him” and 
this was “embarrassing” for the police. As a result, 
the new boss called him and requested to leave.

Nino has never stayed for a long time at the 
same place. She mainly worked as a waitress or a 
bartender, and was forced to change the jobs fre-
quently because of increasing negative attitudes. 
Once, two clients said that they would be waiting 
outside to “talk” to her. Nino was frightened and did 
not return to the job the next day. The only positive 
case she recalls from her working experience was 
when her boss said that only thing he cared was the 
quality of job, and not who performs it.

Most of the participants say that they have not 
experienced any discrimination on the gender iden-
tity grounds in receiving public services. However, 
Bamby remembers the homophobic and transphobic 
attitudes of the hospital staff, where she went to get 
the certificate of “true transsexual”:

„As soon as they would learn that I was trans, ter-
rible things happened… I have taken some tests 
in Zhordania Hospital. Some doctors greeted me 
normally; spoke warmly, but in general… I found 
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myself in a very bad situation actually… I have re-
ceived lots of offences… but, when I thought about 
this later, maybe it was not exactly an offence… this 
person (one of the doctors) was really concerned 
with all this… “I don’t know what I would do, have 
I found my child in the similar situation”… I asked 
him: “and what would you do? Would you kick him 
out of home? Or kill him?” There also were offen-
sive things; I just do not want to recall all this…” 
(Bamby, 27)

CONCLUSION

Although, the discussion of transgender persons’ 
problems cannot be exhausted by one study or one 
article, we tried to describe in detail those issues 
that are important for our respondents. The study 
materials demonstrate that persons living in Georgia 
often become victims of physical and psychologi-
cal violence at the various stages of their lives both 
from their family members and the society. The sys-
tem built upon two clearly separated genders does 
not leave the space for self-determination of gender 
non-conforming persons; procedure of regaining 
the gender requires improvement and development 
of regulation mechanisms; needs of transgender 
persons are not reflected in the state policies and 
practices. All this influences the self-perception, self-
realisation possibilities and financial independence 
of such persons, which, ultimately, hinders their full 
integration into the society.
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STUDY DESCRIPTION

A research was conducted with participation from 
150 members of LGB community, in April 2012. The 
aim of the research was to study the social environ-
ment, in which, the members of the above men-
tioned community live. This research provided us 
with the opportunity to evaluate how widespread 
is discrimination against LGB people in different 
spheres, what forms of physical and psychological 
violence take place and how often, how do the group 
members themselves evaluate the attitudes of the 

society towards them.

METHODOLOGY

A structured questionnaire has been used as a study 
instrument, compiled with open and closed ques-
tion1. Separate boxes where considered in the ques-
tionnaire for the description of concrete incidents. 
The questionnaire consisted of several blocks with 
71 detailed questions. In addition, some of the ques-
tions permitted the respondent to choose several 
answers at the same time (for instance: forms and 
site of physical violence).

1	���������������������������������������������������������� For the study we used the adopted version of the ���������question-
naire prepared by polish organizations: „Poland, Campaign 
Against Homophobia“ and ”Lambda Warsaw Association

The questionnaire encompassed the following issues: 
•	 General data (sex, sexual orientation, age, 

education, the size of city/town/village 
where the respondent lives/lived) 

•	 Experience of physical and psychological 
violence (whether or not the participant 
had such experience and how often); de-
scription of the incident (who was the per-
petrator, when and where the incident took 
place); whether or not the police had been 
informed about the incident and if not, 
what was the reason; if the incident was re-
ported, what were the measures taken by 
the law enforcement structures.

•	 The workplace violence: denying employ-
ment or promotion, dismissing from the 
job, or having higher demands in compari-
son to other co-workers; having to conceal 
one’s sexual orientation at work (to what 
extent, from whom, for what reason) – in 
case the participant was employed at time 
of the research.

•	 Cases of different/discriminatory treatment 
(based on knowledge or suspicion about 
participant’s sexual orientation) within the 
service sphere: healthcare and state insti-
tutions (for instance: local governments, 
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court of law), places of public assembly (for 
instance: bar, club, public transport etc.)

•	 Coming out to the family members and rela-
tives (who knows, who accepts the identity 
of the participant, how did the family mem-
bers find out about the respondent’s sexual 
orientation); do they experience pressure 
from family/relatives and how is this pres-
sure expressed.

•	 Sense of freedom in terms of showing affec-
tion towards the partner in public settings.

•	 The evaluation of societal attitudes towards 
the members of LGBT community.

SCOPE OF THE STUDY  
AND LIMITATIONS

150 members of LGB community participated in 
the research2 . The questionnaire was filled in by the 
interviewers trained in advance, who met the partici-
pants in different places of assembly of LGBT people: 
offices of Women’s Initiatives Supporting Group and 
Identoba, apartments, clubs, bars etc. 2 questionnaires 
were filled using Skype. This sampling method influ-
enced the division of the participants according to resi-
dence and age groups. The majority of the participants 
are currently residing in the capital city. Notwithstand-
ing our efforts to cover all the age groups from 16-60 
(included), the majority of the participants has been 
distributed into age groups of 18-25 and 26-403. 

RESULTS INTERPRETATION

Data was elaborated via analytical software 
SPSS. Descriptive and explanatory statistical meth-
ods have been used.

1. Frequencies and percentages

2. Regressive and dispersive analysis

2	 In-depth interviews were conducted with Transgender peo-
ple. The results are included in the publication as a separate 
article.

3	 LGBT community members, who are in the age groups 41-50 
and 51-60 do not use the same places for socialization as the 
representative of lower age groups. 

MAIN FINDINGS

Nearly a third of all respondents, 32% (N=48) 
said they did experience violence at least for once, 
while 68% (N=102) either declined to reveal such 
incidents, or didn’t have anything to report in this 
regard.

Out of those 48 individuals, who experienced 
violence within the recent 24 months, ������������60.87% expe-
rienced it once, 17.39% twice and 21.74% three or 
more times. 

The majority of the respondents who experi-
enced physical violence within the recent two years 
were more likely to be men than women (N=33 for 
men and N=15 for women). More men will have 
experienced at least 1 attack than women in the 
sample interviewed. For these individuals, gender 
factor doubles the likelihood of being subjected to 
physical violence. However, repeated experience 
of violence is stabilized for both genders. Thus we 
could speculate that those men, who were subject 
to physical violence, quickly adjusted their behav-
ior, possibly by avoiding situations where violence 
was likely to be repeated or resorted to passing 
and to other tactics of disguising one’s behavior.  
Most widespread form of physical violence was beat-
ing (N=35), sexual harassment (N=7), sexual assault 
(N=6).

The risk of being attacked is at its peak for the 
second age bracket (18-26), with most incidents re-
ported by the representatives of this group. While 
other age groups reported less experience of vio-
lence, age group 16-18 demonstrates that as these 
individuals graduate from teenage years into adult-
hood, they will be at even greater risk of being at-
tacked. And at this point we simply do not know 
how much experience the representatives of age 
groups 4 (41-50) and age group 5 (51-60), have due 
to lack of such respondents. Thus sharp fall-off of 
violence reporting is explained by lack of data, not 
by decrease of violence as age increases. However, 
a moderate downward trend is still evident for age 
group 3 (Age 26-40) and indicated that as people 
mature and engage in less public or social interac-
tions where they might encounter unpredictable 
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attitudes, their chances of being physically attacked 
gradually shrinks too.

The data reveals that, gay men are most at-risk 
group to be attacked (N=21), especially as we have 
shown above, if they come from age groups 2 and 
3. Bisexual men (N=11) and Lesbian women (N=9) 
are next high risk groups, whereas, bisexual women 
(N=4) and others (N=3) report less experience of be-
ing subjected to physical violence.

Most widespread form of physical violence were 
beating - 58.33% (N=35) and sexual harassment 11% 
(N=7), sexual violence and assault with the use of a 
gun, as well as other forms of violence (destruction 
of property, choke attempts, having things thrown 
at, fight, use of weapon for self-defense and being 
thrown of the door etc,) were 10% each (N=6).

The study revealed that streets and parks are 
the most dangerous and insecure places with most 
(45.83) incidents taking place there. However, home 
was listed as the second most likely location to en-
dure violence, (18.75%). Cafes and bars had 14.58% 
of incidents.

From 48 individuals who has experiences physi-
cal violence 27.08% (N=13) said they did notify po-
lice, while 72,92 of all victims (N=35) did not do so. 
As for the reasons for not reporting to the police 8 
said that they believe police is ineffective in such 
cases, 11 was scared off by their homophobic reac-
tions, while 10 didn’t think the incident was worthy 
of reporting at all.

Out of those who did seek help from the police, 
46.15% regretted doing so because police reacted in 
non-friendly and homophobic manner, 30% individu-
als received friendly attitude and 23.08% of respon-
dents said they were treated in a neutral manner. 

The experience of psychological violence is 
rather widespread and frequent. 89.33% of respon-
dents (N=134) said they did experience some kind 
of mental violence within the last two years, merely 
because they are lesbian, bisexual or gay men and 
women. On average, of the 134 individuals that re-
ported experience of attacks, 75.37% (N=101) expe-
rienced it three and more times, 11.94%- twice and 
12.69% once. This leads to conclusion that once a 
person is exposed and rendered vulnerable, assault 

on person’s mental integrity doesn’t stop and only 
few manage to escape the cycle of bullying. Most 
stay in this vicious cycle of violence mounted against 
them.

Of 134 respondents who reported being sub-
jected to psychological violence, experiences of both 
sexes were more closely related. 64 women and 70 
men endured mental violence. Looking from the per-
spective of sexual orientation, however, the picture 
is not so uniform. Cross-tabulation analysis shows 
that the single most distressed group among the 150 
interviewed individuals, gay men (N=48), constitute 
almost the third of all the interviewed experiencing 
mental violence. They are followed by lesbian and 
bisexual women (each N=28 and N=28).

The most widely spread form of psychological 
violence is derogatory statements and being ridi-
culed (N=110); verbal abuse was reported by 85 in-
dividuals. 74 individuals had gossips spread about 
them, as much as 50 were blackmailed, 6 had their 
property destroyed and 27 received hate mail. 

When faced with violence, how did the respon-
dents fare as far as seeking help from police was at 
stake? Turns out not even 1% would trust or other-
wise be demotivated to ask police for help when in 
psychological distress.

Physical violence mostly occurs in the street/
parks, and also happens to be the place where psy-
chological assaults take place (N=115), which leads 
to the conclusion that for all those interviewed, be-
ing attacked by people they do not know is the high-
est risk compared to all other types of risks. This 
highlights how public security and sense of insecu-
rity is the largest problem LGB individuals face in our 
sample. In addition to streets, public transport is the 
place one can expected to be mentally (N=32) and 
physically attacked (N=5). Bars and clubs occupied 
third place as being most physically dangerous (N=7) 
and psychologically distressing environment to be in 
(N=49). 

Domestic violence is also very significant issue 
for the interviewees, since 41 individuals reported 
being mentally assaulted at their own homes (26 
women, 15 men), and 11 said they were physically 
attacked in their domiciles (5 men, 6 women). The 
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same number of respondents (N=41) names working 
place and educational institution as the place where 
they experienced psychological violence. As for cat-
egory “other” (N=56), almost the half (N=26) goes to 
internet space. 

The sources of psychological attacks were 
friends (N=61), class and group mates (N=23), moth-
ers (N=35), neighbors (N=23), co-workers (N=18). It 
make us think that the settings that do not encour-
age physical contact or settings that legally regulate 
relationships between individuals and impose time 
and other limitations on human interactions (e.g. 
public service agencies, etc.), may be more effec-
tive in guarding people from the threat of violence. 
Fear of sanctions may be an explication here. Fa-
thers were reported as the source of mental distress 
(N=19), and other family members (N=28) as well.

 However, as with physical violence, the single 
largest group of mental violators are those who are 
unknown to the victims - 31% (N=96). This suggests 
that visibility and long term exposure of LGB commu-
nity members to people around them, will eventually 
lead to more acceptance and hence lower reported 
rate of psychological attacks.

79.33% (N=119) said they did work within the 
last two years, and 20.67% (N=31) said they didn’t. 
The majority of employed respondents (N=104) have 
not experienced discrimination at workplace during 
last two years. which is explained by the fact that 
majority of them choose not only not to come out, 
but to actually “pass” as non LGB person at work. 
42.37% (N=50) say they hide their orientation, an-
other 42.37% say they selectively hide it, and only 
15.25% are out at work. 

Out of 150 participants, 19 stated that the 
healthcare services are not available to them, 39 in-
terviewees believe, that they have access to these 
services, 92 do not have the answer to this ques-
tion (latter also includes cases in which participants 
haven’t had the necessity to use healthcare service 
in the last two years).

Everyone, who said they experienced discrimi-
nation at healthcare providers, were those who say 
they have experienced psychological violence within 
the last two years. Thus, every victim had experi-

enced at least this kind of discrimination at health-
care providers. 

Within the service sphere, gay men are those 
who experience most discrimination (N=20). This 
group is followed by lesbians (N=16). As for bisexual 
women (N=11) and men (N=9), no difference has 
been revealed between them. Out of those who in-
dicated “other” while identifying their sexual orien-
tation, 4 stated that they have had this experience 
within the service sphere.

The research revealed that, when it comes to 
service sphere, members of LGB community face 
most discrimination in public transport (N=49). In 
terms of frequency, the next spot is occupied by 
bars/clubs (N=29) and shops (N=21). There are rare 
reports of discrimination within the state institu-
tions (N=5). Victims of psychological violence, not 
surprisingly, were the same people who experienced 
discrimination in service fields: 61 victims of psycho-
logical violence comprised the absolute majority of 
the group of 62 individuals who experienced discrim-
ination in service fields. Those, who did not experi-
ence psychological violence were 3 times less likely 
to experience discrimination in services (28>9 ratio). 

Out of 150 interviewed, 28 individuals said they 
were discriminated in religious institutions (N=3, 
N=11, and N=14 across first three age groups, respec-
tively). Majority of the respondents didn’t have any 
relationship established with the church, and didn’t 
have an answer (N=112) to the question.  There was 
no significant difference among sex or orientation 
groups who experienced discrimination in churches 

As for coming out with family members/rela-
tives: In total, 34,67% of the participants have come 
out to their mothers, 12,67% to their fathers, 12,67% 
to their brothers, 20,67% to their sisters, 6% to their 
grandmothers and only 0.67% to their children (1 
person); 30,67% are out with their cousins, 8% with 
their aunts and 7,33% with their uncles.

More than one-third of the participants – 35% 
(N=54) states that they conceal their sexual orienta-
tion completely from their family and relatives. Men 
are hiding their sexual orientation more (N=29) than 
women (N=25).

56% of the participants (N=84) has at least 
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once experienced pressure from family members/
relatives. The most common form of pressure among 
those listed above, is criticism regarding clothing, 
behaviour, lifestyle 48.67% (N=73). 26% of the par-
ticipants (N=39) states that they were forced to get 
married, or that they were pressured because they 
were not married. Almost one-fifth of the partici-
pants 18% (N=27) was banned from contacting their 
friends. 7,33% (N=11) participants experienced 
forced isolation at home and the same number ex-
perienced financial pressure from the family, other 
kind of pressure was 2% (N=3). No difference was 
revealed in terms of age groups, although there is a 
difference in terms of biological sex (48 women, 36 
men). As for the sexual orientation, it was revealed 
that lesbian and bisexual women experience more 
psychological pressure from their families, than men. 
This is applied to all the age groups (total of N=40, 21 
lesbians, 19 bisexual women).

60.67% of respondents believe that public atti-
tudes towards lesbian and bisexual women are nega-
tive, 26% believes the attitude is partly negative, 8 % 
think the attitudes are more positive, than negative. 
Only 33% thinks that attitude in positive, 4% is un-
sure about this.

86.67% of the sample believe that public atti-
tudes towards gay and bisexual men are negative, 
11.33% think the attitudes are partly negative, 0.67% 
(N=1) considers the attitude is partly positive, 2 re-
spondents are unsure about this. 

84% of the interviewed believe society has neg-
ative views about transgender people, 8.67 % think 
the attitudes are partly negative, and 3.33% think the 
attitudes are partly positively, while another 4% are 
unsure about this.

An experience of previous physical or psycho-
logical violence, while strongly correlated itself, 
didn’t predict outcomes to awareness on societal at-
titude questions. It can only be suggested that the 
previous absence of physical  violence experience 
was slightly negatively correlated to how these in-
dividuals thought society treated transgender peo-
ple, or other sexual orientation and gender identity 
groups. However, the victims of psychological vio-
lence, seemed to be slightly more aware of LB wom-

en’s and transgender people’s issues, but less likely 
to be aware about GB men’s issues.

To avoid violence and harassment LGBT com-
munity members feel the need to restrain from 
showing emotions towards loved ones in public. 
In total  47.3% of all respondents are always hiding 
romantic affection in public, 37,3% does this some-
times, while only 6.67% do not hide it, and 8.67% 
didn’t have partner and didn’t feel the need to do so 
within the last two years.

Gay men are mostly secretive about showing af-
fection in public (N=35). 9 persons said they do this 
sometimes, and only 2 gay men were able to hold 
hands or kiss their partner in public. 10 bisexual men 
were always hiding affection, 5 were partly hiding it, 
and 2 were not doing this.

13 lesbian and 9 bisexual women were hiding ro-
mantic affection to their partners in public, 15 bisexu-
al, and 18 lesbian women were doing this sometimes, 
and 4 bisexual women and 1 lesbian woman made no 
effort to hide their affection from the public.

Out of those who have experienced physical 
violence (N=48), at least once, 25 always hide their 
affection towards their partners in public settings, 15 
– sometimes, 6 – do not hide it, 2 do not have part-
ners. As for the psychological violence: out of 134 
participants who have experienced psychological vi-
olence, 65 always hide their affection, 50 sometimes, 
8 do not hide it, 11 do not have partners.

Scope of the study and limitations does not give 
us the opportunity to generalize the results to the 
country. However, the results of this survey provide 
us with certain information about the discriminatory 
practices and experiences, encountered by the 
participants of the research. This information is 
sufficient to shed the light on the type of problems 
that LGBT people face in their daily life. The results 
of the survey remind us, that discrimination based 
on sexual orientation and gender identity is an 
important human rights issue, which requires 
response both from the government and from the 
society.  n
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though men were not the majority of those polled, 
“Gays” are the largest sub-group of the survey. 
32.67% of all respondents, or to be more precise, said 
they consider themselves “Gay”.  “Lesbian” women 
are the second largest group with 22.67%, closely fol-
lowed by “Bisexual Women” with 21,33% share. On 
the forth position we see bisexual men 12.67%, fol-
lowed by “others” 6% and “undecided 4.67%.

Correlation between individual’s biological sex 
and sexual orientation with perfect credibility shows 
that biological sex is a very strong predictor of the 
respondent’s sexual orientation. What this means is 
that if the respondent identified either as “Woman” 
or “Man” the person was very likely to have strong 
gender identity as well and self-identify as either gay 
or bisexual man and, lesbian or bisexual woman. This 
is further confirmed in Figure 2: only 7 individuals 
were “Undecided” and 9 said they were neither gay, 
bisexual or lesbian. „Other” is interpreted as queer, 
and/or open gender.1

This finding may speak to the issue of identity 
politics and where these 150 representatives of LGB 

1	 Please note that the N=150 excludes transgender individuals, 
the in depth interviews with transgender people is  included 
in the publication as separate article

GENERAL DATA

Figure 1: Quantitative distribution of respondents 
by biological sex (N=150)

The analysis presented includes responses col-
lected among 150 respondents. Respondents had 
the option to indicate their biological sex either as a 
“Woman”, a “Man”, or “Other”. Out of 150 individu-
als polled, 76 opted to indicate their sex as “female”, 
74 as “male” and none as “other” gender. Thus, the 
responses collected are slightly skewed but in most 
parts, is balanced biological sex-wise. In the analysis 
that follows, where the differences occur between 
these sex groups, data will be broken down by sex-
specific groups.

Figure 2: Percentage distribution of the respond-
ents by sexual orientation (N =150)

Out of all (N=150) respondents, 7 declared they 
were “Undecided”, while 9 chose to self-identify 
as “Other”. Of the largest group, by biological sex 
“Women”: 34 self-identifies as “Lesbian”, while 32 as 
“Bisexual Woman”, 49 as gay and 19 as bisexual men.

Among men, belonging to one definite sexual 
orientation category was more strongly felt. Even 
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communities stand in relation to that. One may spec-
ulate that the sense of belonging to strictly defined 
sexual orientation categories is high and it is firmly 
predicted by one’s sex: This rigidity between gender 
and sex could also be explained by the selection bias: 
interviewers first sought respondents by their sexual 
orientation (as they needed to collect data from les-
bians, gays, bisexuals). Had the data from the inter-
views with transgender individuals be fused with LGB 
data, the correlation between sex and gender would 
have been significantly altered.

Figure 3: Quantitative distribution of respondents 
by age groups (N=150)

Figure 3 is a graphical representation of age 
groups. The survey didn’t ask the respondents about 
their age, but rather, broke them down into sub-
groups of those who are under 18, 18-25, 26-40, 41-
50, 51-60 and over 60. It must be no coincidence that 
despite the intention and the attempt to have all age 
groups represented in the sample, only 1 representa-
tive was polled in the age group over 60. We couldn’t 
collect responses from anyone aged 41-50 and 51-60. 
Problems arise when one attempts to survey these 
age groups and is widely expectable: LGBT individuals 
who outlived Soviet times, have either left the newly 
independent Georgia in early 1990s and emigrated in 
search of better future, or they have remained clos-
eted even after slow democratic development took 
place in the country accompanied by more visibility 
of queer issues in public and resulting hate towards 
the representatives of these groups. Representatives 
of the two upper aged groups are not frequent visi-
tors of venues where the interviewers hired by us 
could easily cross paths with them and this could be 
seen as one of the limitations of the research meth-
odology. Mostly younger interviewers have fewer 

opportunities to cross paths with people above 41 so 
this may have additionally diminished their opportu-
nities to be identified and approached by the inter-
viewers. However, the bulk of the issue lies, in addi-
tion to emigration, in approachability and closeted-
ness, in the fact that people above 41 frequent less 
the locations where younger generations of LGBT 
communities tend to gather. They do not frequent 
those very few LGBT moderately ‘friendly’ cafes, bars 
and clubs in Tbilisi. They tend to either be already 
settled down in partnerships, are more inclined to 
live in heterosexual marriages or to simply avoiding 
social interaction and live in close-nit communities 
that are not easily identifiable and approachable. 
Hence, it must be emphasized that this report is the 
report of the situation of the younger and middle –
aged generations and LGBT communities in Georgia. 
Only 7 individuals (4.67% of the respondents) were 
interviewed from age under 18, thus results will not 
be skewed favorably to the youngest group. The re-
sponses and consequent analysis that follows will 
equally be dominated by answers given by 75 indi-
viduals, who come from age group 18-25 making up 
nearly perfect half of all respondents at 49.33%. They 
are closely followed by 68 individuals from age group 
26-40, awarding them 45.33% share of all answers.

Figure 4: The percentage distribution of  
respondents according to the size of the current 
city of residence (N=150)

Figure 4 is a standard part of the questionnaire ad-
ministered across European countries within the 
frame of similar studies. Georgia, is a small country 
with very few, evenly distributed cities, Therefore, 
the answers doesn’t give us right results: Georgia’s 
second largest city, Kutaisi has the population less 
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than 250.000, while the capital city Tbilisi has rough-
ly 1. 250.000, total population of Georgia is less than 
4.5 million. Given this extremely uneven distribu-
tion,  coupled with the intra-country migration pat-
tern that has been well established for LGBT individ-
uals, it must be no surprise that a 94 % or 141 out of 
total 150 identify Tbilisi as their current residence. 
Other options on the scale had 1 response each, 
with group “100 000-499 999” having 7 individuals 
(4.67%) who were polled for the survey.

Figure 5: The percentage distribution of  
respondents by the size of the city, where they 
spent the most of their life-time (N=150)

Now, we also asked the respondents if the town 
they spent most of their lifetime was the same one 
they currently live in. Turns out, only 126 have spent 
greatest share of their life-time in Tbilisi, thus making 
them 84% of all respondents. The group that previ-
ously indicated they come from towns of population 
100 000-499 999 and less, has now increased its share 
from 4.67% to 10.67%, However, due to the selection 
limitations and very limited visibility or accessibility 
of LGBTs in the regions, we cannot assume this to be 
the national representative sample. What the distri-
bution shows is that out of total LGB population in 
the Capital, those that are most well-connected and 
readily available to interviewers, roughly 12% has 
changed residence and moved to Tbilisi during last 
two years. However, at this point it cannot be known 
why these individuals moved. We ran correlations 
test but it didn’t demonstrate significant correlation 
between any age group and previous residence. Thus 
we will not be able to tell whether these individuals 
moved to Tbilisi due to educational purposes, due to 
family relocation or any other reason. 

Figure 6: The percentage distribution of  
respondents by level of education (N=150)

Figure  6 is a pie-chart representation of edu-
cation level attainment by the 150 individuals inter-
viewed. In this particular community, people with 
higher education prevail at 43.24%. 64 respondents 
said they have attained the equivalent of BA de-
gree, while additional 23.65% have said they have 
incomplete higher education level, which should be 
interpreted so that these people stand as current 
students 35 individuals said they have “incomplete 
higher education” degree. The third larger group 
that follows are those with advanced graduate de-
grees (Master and Doctorate or post-doctorate de-
gree holders): 32 individuals or 21.62% of total re-
spondents. Smallest group with 11.49% share (17 
individuals) are with High School diploma holders. 
The result should not be surprising as education 
in Georgia is traditionally considered a high value 
that people of all walks of life aspire to.   It would 
be interesting to know if Georgian LGBs have higher 
education attainment level than similarly aged non-
LGB groups.  This can be the question for further re-
search. 

We ran test to see if education level was cor-
related with respondent age. Significant correlation 
was found (N=148) with age and education. Higher 
the age, higher the level of education aspirations for 
those 148 individuals out of total 150 interviewed. 
This is a welcome trend for the group and may speak 
about survival strategies or resiliency of the group. 
However, since the survey didn’t intend to research 
resiliency and survival tactic, this suggestion must 
only be taken as suggestive and speculative, albeit 
something that could be further explored in the fu-
ture.
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EXPERIENCE OF PHYSICAL  
AND PSYCHOLOGICAL VIOLENCE

The assumption of the questionnaire is that physi-
cal violence against gay, lesbian and bisexual persons 
stands as both widespread and most underreported 
practice. Violent and semi-violent attacks on bodily 
integrity of LGBT individuals may range from bodily 
harm and may result in disability or other type of 
infringement of bodily integrity of these individuals.  
Psychological violence is understood as verbal or 
non-physical attacks on individuals that may lead to 
stress, development of the sense of guilt and self-
victimization of LGBT individuals, depression, with-
drawal or panic attacks. 

PHYSICAL VIOLENCE
Figure 7. The percentage of physical violence  
experienced by LGB group (N=150)

Figure 7 depicts experience of physical violence 
within the last two years because someone knew or 
suspected these individuals belonged to LGBT com-
munity. We asked them to report beating, pound-
ing, kicking, throwing over, pulling, armed menace 
or armed assault, sexual pressure (touching against 
person’s will), sexual violence (rape or attempted 
rape), etc. 

Nearly a third of all respondents, 32% (48 indi-
viduals) said they did experience at least one of these 
forms of violence, while 68% (N=102) either declined 
to reveal such incidents, or didn’t have anything to 
report in this regard.

Figure 8. Percentage distribution of the frequency 
of physical violence (N=48)

Out of those 48 individuals, who experienced 
violence within the recent 24 months, ������������60.87% expe-
rienced it once, 17.39% twice and 21.74% three or 
more times. 

Figure 9. Frequency of physical violence cases by 
biological sex (N=48)

In Figure 9 it can be seen that those who con-
firmed the experience of being attacked within the 
recent two years were more likely to be men than 
women (N=33 for men vs. N=15 for women). More 
men will have experienced at least 1 attack than 
women in the sample interviewed. For these individ-
uals, gender factor doubles the likelihood of being 
subjected to physical violence. However, the figure 
also shows that, repeated experience of violence is 
stabilized for both genders. Thus we could specu-
late that those men that were subject to physical 
violence quickly adjusted their behavior, possibly by 
avoiding situations where violence was likely to be 
repeated or resorted to passing and to other tactics 
of disguising one’s behavior.

However, relative balance between sexes where 
multiple violence was reported, may allow for sug-
gestion, that if violence cannot be avoided, aggres-
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sors will not prefer men over women as the targets 
of attack, or other forms of assault. Thus, we ran test 
to examine the hypothesis that those few individu-
als with the recent history of violence, perhaps due to 
strong gender or sexual orientation identifiers, stood 
equal chances of inviting violence from aggressors. 
Individual’s biological sex was did not predict the fre-
quency of attacks. There was a negative correlation be-
tween the general experience of physical violence, and 
a person’s biological sex that affirms the findings of the 
Figure 9, that men are more likely to experience physi-
cal violence than women among our target group of 
150 LGBs. In other words, individual’s gender negatively 
predicts the violence one may have to endure. It also 
could be suggested, that gender will matter less as the 
frequency of attacks will increase. However, due to ex-
tremely low number of responses, this finding is highly 
speculative and statistically non-significant. 

Figure 10. Percentage distribution of physical  
violence cases by age groups (N=48)

Age is a strong predictor of violence; Figure 10 
shows what the risk of being attacked is at its peak for 
the second age bracket (18-25), with most incidents 
reported by the representatives of this group. While 
other age groups reported less experience of violence, 
age group 16-18 demonstrates that as these individu-
als graduate from teenage years into adulthood, they 
will be at even greater risk of being attacked. And at 
this point we simply do not know how much experi-
ence the representatives of age groups 4 (41-50) and 
age group 5 (51-60), have due to lack of such respon-
dents. Thus sharp fall-off of violence reporting is ex-
plained by lack of data, not by decrease of violence as 
age increases. However, a moderate downward trend 

is still evident for age group 3 (Age 26-40) and indi-
cated that as people mature and engage in less public 
or social interactions where they might encounter un-
predictable attitudes, their chances of being physically 
attacked gradually shrinks too.

Figure 11. Percentage distribution of physical  
violence cases by the forms of violence (N=60)

Most widespread form of physical violence 
were beating - 58.33% (N=35) and sexual harass-
ment 11%(N=7), sexual violence and assault with the 
use of a gun, as well as other forms of violence (de-
struction of property, choke attempts, having things 
thrown at, fight, use of weapon for self-defense and 
being thrown of the door etc,) were 10 % each (N=6).
When asked about the identities of the aggressors, in 
8 cases friends or acquaintances initiated violence, 3 
were class/group mates, 3 cases came from neigh-
bors, 2 from mothers, 4 times from fathers, on 1 oc-
casion from other member of the family and 2 oth-
ers. On 3 occasions, respondents said police attacked 
them. However largest single group 56.7% (N=34) 
were the people the victims did not know or didn’t 
know well enough to place in one of those identifi-
able categories.

Figure 12. Percentage distribution of physical  
violence cases by the place of violence (N=48)
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We asked the victims to list the locations where these 
incidents took place. They have identified streets 
and parks as the most dangerous and insecure plac-
es with most 45.83% (N=22) incidents taking place 
there. However, home was listed as the second most 
likely location to endure violence, 18.75 % (N=9). Ca-
fes and bars had 14.58% (N=7) incidents 4 incidents 
took places in public transport, 2 in shops, 4 in other 
places.

Figure 13. The percentage of reporting to the  
police in cases of physical violence (N=48)

We asked all 48 individuals if they had notified 
police about the incidents. 27.08% said they did no-
tify police (N=13), while 72.92% of all victims (N=35) 
did not do so. As for the reasons for not reporting to 
the police 8 said that they believe police is ineffective 
in such cases, 11 was scared off by their homopho-
bic reactions, while 10 didn’t think the incident was 
worthy of reporting at all and 7 respondents did not 
answer the question.

Out of those who did seek help from the police, 
46.15% regretted doing so because police reacted in 
non-friendly and homophobic manner, 30% individ-
uals received friendly attitude and 23.08% persons 
said they were treated in a neutral manner. 

The data reveals that, gay men are most at-risk 
group to be attacked (N=21), especially as we have 
shown above, if they come from age groups 2 and 
3. Bisexual men (N=11) and Lesbian women (N=9) 
are next high risk groups, whereas, bisexual women 
(N=4) and others (N=3) report less experience of be-
ing subjected to physical violence. 

In general, physical violence is positively corre-
lated to educational achievement, which is interpret-
ed as the education level grows; people are more 

likely to not only notice, but also to report violence. 
These people are mostly from the higher age group. 
This however, cannot necessarily be explained by 
their longer life experience, which allows higher 
number of violent incidents timewise. Our respon-
dents were asked to report only the incidents that 
took place within the last two years.

PSYCHOLOGICAL VIOLENCE

Interviewees were asked whether they had been ver-
bally assaulted because of their gender identity and 
sexual orientation, if they had to endure degrading 
comments directed at them, whether they were ridi-
culed or not, if they had to hear and respond to gossips 
mounted against them, if they were menaced, black-
mailed or received hate mail, if they were boycotted 
and forced to restrain from contacts/jobs, if they were 
forced into marrying someone they didn’t want to mar-
ry, etc. within the previous two-year period.

Figure 14. Percentage distribution of psychological 
violence cases in LGB group (N=150)

The experience of psychological violence makes 
the incidents of physical violence as though seemingly 
infrequent, due to its widespread and frequent nature. 
Almost everyone interviewed, a whopping 89.33% 
(N=134) said they did experience some kind of mental 
violence within the last two years, merely because they 
are lesbian, bisexual or gay men and women.

Figure 15. Percentage distribution of frequency of 
psychological violence cases (N=134)

On average, of the 134 individuals that reported 
experience of attacks, 75.37% (N=101) experienced 
it three and more times, 11.94%- twice and 12.69% 
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once. This leads to conclusion that once a person is 
exposed and rendered vulnerable, assault on per-
son’s mental integrity doesn’t stop and only few man-
age to escape the cycle of bullying. Most stay in this 
vicious cycle of violence mounted against them.

Participants, who identified themselves as lesbi-
an turned out to be victims of psychological violence 
in 28 cases. Bisexual women reported psychological 
violence in 28 cases, bisexual men in 18 cases and gay 
men in 48 cases. Out of those participants, signed un-
decided while identifying their sexual orientation, 4 
have, at least once, been victim of psychological vio-
lence. Eight participants out of those 9 who identified 
their sexual orientation as “other” also reported hav-
ing experience of psychological abuse.

Out of total respondents interviewed, only 
16 individuals did not report psychological attacks 
within the last two years. In total, 48 persons expe-
rienced both: physical and psychological violence. 
In summary, of the 48 respondents who reported be-
ing subjected to violence in physical manner, 33 were 
men and 15 were women. 

Figure 16. Frequency of psychological violence by 
biological sex (N=134)

Of 134 respondents who reported being subjected 
to psychological violence, experiences of both sexes 

were more closely related. 64 women and 70 men 
endured mental violence.

Figure 17 Percentage distribution of psychological 
violence by sexual orientation (N=134)

Looking from the perspective of sexual orienta-
tion, however, the picture is not so uniform. Cross-tab-
ulation analysis shows that the single most distressed 
group among the 150 interviewed individuals, gay men 
35.82% (N=48), constitute almost the third of all the 
interviewed experiencing mental violence. They are 
followed by lesbian 20.9% and bisexual 20.9% wom-
en (each N=28 and N=28). After comes Bisexual men 
13.43% (N=18), undecided (N=7) and other (N=9).

Figure 18. Percentage distribution of  
phsychological violence cases by the forms  
of violence (N=349)

The respondents listed the forms of violence 
they endured most frequently within the last two 
years. Verbal abuse was reported by 24.36% (N=85) 
individuals, 31.52% (N=110) said derogatory state-
ments and being ridiculed was what they experi-
enced most. 21.20% (N=74) individuals had gossips 
spread about them, 11.46% (N=40) of respondents 
were threatened, 2,1% (N=7) were blackmailed, 
1.72% (N=6) had their property destroyed and 7.74% 
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(N=27) received hate mail. 
When faced with violence, how did the respon-

dents fare as far as seeking help from police was at 
stake? Turns out not even 1% would trust or other-
wise be demotivated to ask police for help when in 
psychological distress.

The sources of psychological attacks were 
friends (N=61), class and group mates (N=23), moth-
ers (N=35), neighbors (N=23), co-workers (N=18). 

Settings that do not encourage physical contact 
or settings that legally regulate relationships be-
tween individuals and impose time and other limi-
tations on human interactions (e.g. public service 
agencies, etc.), may be more effective in guarding 
people from the threat of violence. Fear of sanctions 
may be an explication here. Fathers were reported 
as the source of mental distress (N=19), and other 
family members (N=28) as well.

However, as with physical violence, the single 
largest group of mental violators are those who are 
unknown to the victims 31% (N=96). This suggests 
that visibility and long term exposure of LGB commu-
nity members to people around them, will eventually 
lead to more acceptance and hence lower reported 
rate of psychological attacks.

Figure 19. Quantitative distribution of  
phsychological violence cases by the place of 
violence(N=335)

Physical violence mostly occurs in the street/
parks, and also happens to be the place where men-
tal assaults take place (N=115), which leads to the 
conclusion that for all those interviewed, being at-
tacked by people they do not know is the highest 
risk compared to all other types of risks. This high-
lights how public security and sense of insecurity 
is the largest problem LGB individuals face in our 

sample. In addition to streets, public transport is 
the place one can expected to be mentally (N=32) 
and physically attacked (N=5). Bars and clubs occu-
pied third place as being most physically dangerous 
(N=7) and psychologically distressing environment 
to be in (N=49). 

Domestic violence is also very significant issue 
for the interviewees, since 41 individuals reported 
being mentally assaulted at their own homes (26 
women, 15 men), and 11 said they were physi-
cally attacked in their domiciles (5 men, 6 wom-
en). The same number of respondents (N=41) 
names working place and educational institution 
as the place where they experienced psycho-
logical violence. As for category “other” (N=56), 
almost the half (N=26) goes to internet space.  

WORKPLACE
Figure 20. Quantitative distribution of employed 
respondents by age groups (N = 119)

79.33% (N=119) said they did work within the 
last two years, and 20.67% (N=31) said they didn’t. 
This is how employment was distributed across age 
groups. In the age group 16-18 everyone had work-
ing experience (N=7), 52 individuals worked in age 
group 18-25, slightly more, 59 individuals worked 
in an age group 26-40 and 1 person from age group 
above 60 worked as well. It is interesting that unem-
ployment rate is extremely high for the age group 
18-25 (N=22), and drops significantly in the next tier 
(N=9).. There are differences in the level of employ-
ment by biological sex: 64 of employed respondents 
are women and 55 men, 12 of unemployed respon-
dents are women and 19 men. 
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Figure 21. Quantitative distribution of employed 
respondents by biological sex (N=119)

1 person was refused job and contract in the age 
group 18-25, and 6 in age group 26-40, 3 women and 
4 men. 3 out 4 refused were gay. 4 were higher gradu-
ates and 3 advanced degree holders. 1 bisexual woman 
was refused promotion due to homophobic motives. 2 
persons from age group 18-25 and 4 from age group 
26-40 lost their job for the same reason: 2 were lesbian, 
2 were gay, and 1 was a bi man and 1 was a woman.

5 individuals felt that they had to work more, 
because they were, or were suspected to be LGB: 4 
women and 1 man. Majority of respondents said they 
didn’t encounter any of these forms of discrimination 
(women N=56, men N=48). Women were not more 
likely to say they didn’t suffer any of these forms of 
discrimination then men. More educated the respon-
dent was, less likely it was for them to face discrimina-
tion in working place. However, overall no particular 
group reported significant correlation to workplace 
discrimination which is explained by the fact that ma-
jority of them choose not only not to come out, but to 
actually “pass” as non LGB person at work. 

Figure 22. Percentage distribution of employed re-
spondents by coming out (N=119)

42.37% (N=50) say they hide their orientation, 
another 42.37% say they selectively hide it, and only 

15.25% are out at work. All the respondents under 
18 are in closet in the working place. Only 10 in age 
group 18-25 were out at work and 8 in group 26-40.

Lesbian and bisexual women were more selective 
in coming out to some people (N=16) and (N =15), 
while more gays preferred to remain closeted (N=18) 
than bisexual men (N=11). However, given the larg-
est share of the “Gay group” in the total sample, this 
is not surprising. Gay men’s was also the single larg-
est out group (N=9) at workplace. Only 1 undecided 
person and  1 “Other” were not hiding their ques-
tioning or queer status at work.

Education did affect coming out rates at work, 
as 27 individuals with higher education degree and 
12 advanced degree holders were partly out. High 
school diploma holders and students or others with 
incomplete higher education remained closeted. 
Seems like graduation (holding diploma) and profes-
sional growth positively impacts one’s decision to 
be out. Experiences of physical violence in the past 
didn’t seem to have any impact on coming out rates 
at work, neither was it strongly predicted by educa-
tional level overall. 

HEALTH

6 individuals from age group 18-25 and 3 from 26-40 
said they were discriminated by medical personnel. 
No one under 18 reported this. Clearly, teenagers are 
least likely to seek medical help on their own, and 
are probably accompanied by their parents when 
seeking such services.

Figure 23. Access to health services for LGB group 
(N=150)

Out of 150 participants, 12.67% (N=19) stated 
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that the healthcare services are not available to 
them, 26% (N=39) interviewees believe, that they 
have access to these services, 61.33% (N= 92) do not 
have the answer to this question (latter also includes 
cases in which participants haven’t had the necessity 
to use healthcare service in the last two years).

Only 1 person under 18 said health services were 
accessible, 2 said such services were not accessible, 
and 4 weren’t sure about accessibility. 25 individuals 
aged between 18-25 said they could access health ser-
vices and 4 didn’t have access; however, 45 individuals 
weren’t sure about this at all and only 13 individuals 
aged between 26-40 had access to healthcare servic-
es, and 13 didn’t. Again, largest group was composed 
of 41 individuals, who couldn’t identify if they had se-
cured health providers if the need arose.

We asked about experiences of discrimination 
at healthcare providers. Everyone, who said they 
experienced discrimination at healthcare providers, 
were those who say they have experienced psycho-
logical violence within the last two years. Thus, every 
victim had experienced at least this kind of discrimi-
nation at healthcare providers. Only 35 victims of 
psychological violence said they had access to health 
services (out of 134 total victims). In sum, 18 individ-
uals were confident they didn’t have access to health 
services and 80 were unsure about this.

SERVICES

Out of 150 respondents, 62 have the experience 
of discrimination within the service sphere (37 
participants have not experienced discrimination, 
whereas 50 respondents do not have an answer) 
this number is evenly distributed across almost all 
the age groups.

Figure 24. Percentage distribution of discrimination 
experience by sexual orientation (N=62)

The research revealed, that within the service 
sphere, gay men are those who experience most dis-
crimination 32.26% (N=20). This group is followed 
by lesbians 25.81% (N=16). As for bisexual women 
17.74% (N=11) and men 14.52% (N=9), no difference 
has been revealed between them. 

Out of those who indicated “other” while iden-
tifying their sexual orientation 6.45% (N=4) stated 
that they have had this experience within the service 
sphere. In category “undecided” only 2 cases were 
identified- 3.23%. 

 
Figure 25. Persentage of discrimination cases in 
services by the place (N=104)

The research revealed that, when it comes to 
service sphere, members of LGB community face 
most discrimination in public transport 44.23% 
(N=49). In terms of frequency, the next spot is occu-
pied by bars/clubs 27.88% (N=29) and shops 20,19% 
(N=21). There are rare reports of discrimination with-
in the state institutions 4.81% (N=5).

Victims of psychological violence, not surprising-
ly, were the same people who experienced discrimi-
nation in service fields: 61 victims of psychological vi-
olence comprised the absolute majority of the group 
of 62 individuals who experienced discrimination in 
service fields. Those, who did not experience psycho-
logical violence were 3 times less likely to experience 
discrimination in services (28>9 ratio). For example 
29 people experienced discrimination in bars and 28 
of them separately said they were the victims of psy-
chological violence in the same reporting period. 

Victims of physical violence said that in 62 cases, 
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when they experienced discrimination in service fields, 
30 had separately experienced physical violence and 
32 had not. Thus, this leads us to speculate that ser-
vice field is a major source of psychological, but not 
physical distress, and may further aggravate the nega-
tive experiences of victims of previous discrimination.  
Although bar discrimination was not predicted by the ex-
perience of physical violence, 11 out of 29 had also been 
physically abused before. Government discrimination 
however, neither predicted, neither negated the ratio 
of those who had been physically abused in the same 2 
year window (N=21 total, 11 victims, and 10 non victims) 

RELIGION

Out of 150 interviewed, 28 individuals said they were 
discriminated in religious institutions (N=3, N=11, and 
N=14 across first three age groups, respectively). Ma-
jority of the respondents didn’t have any relationship 
established with the church, and didn’t have an answer 
(N=112) to the question. Only 10 persons were confi-

dent they did not experience discrimination in church-
es, or personally from the priests. There was no signifi-
cant difference among sex or orientation groups who 
experienced discrimination in churches: 9 gay men, 8 bi 
women, 6 lesbian women, 2 bi men, 1 “undecided” and 
2 “other” persons reported discrimination in churches. 
As far as non-discrimination was concerned, 5 gay 
men were confident about not being discriminated 
which could simply be reflecting their larger share in 
the survey sample. Per established pattern, the more 
educated respondents were, the more they perceived 
discrimination (22 highly educated vs. 6 high school and 
2 incomplete high educated individuals).

FAMILY

Respondents were asked about their coming out and 
relationship status with their families. We wanted to 
know how many had came out to parents, to siblings 
and to other immediate relatives in the family, and 
how much of this was on a voluntary basis? 

Table 1. Which member of the family knows about your sexual orientation

 Person N %

Mother 52 34.67%

Father 19 12.67%

Brother 19 12.67%

Sister 31 20.67%

Grandparents 9 6.00%

Children 1 0.67%

Aunt 12 8.00%

Uncle 11 7.33%

Cousins 46 30.67%

Nobody 54 36.00%

Other 6 4.00%

34.67% (N=52) say they are out with their moth-
ers,  55.77% of which is made voluntarily. From 52 re-
spondents 26.92% thinks mother is positively disposed 
to their sexual orientation. 30 individuals  in age group 
between 26-40, 21 individuals in age group between 18-
25, and 1 individual under 18 were out to their mothers. 

Gay men  were most likely to be out with 
their mothers (N=17), followed by bisexual wom-
en (N=12), and lesbian women (N=11),  bisexu-

al men (N=6)  and “Undecided” (N=4) persons.  
No group was more likely to report mothers’ positive 
attitudes towards their sexuality. Gay men were most 
confident about this (N=7), but this is related to their 
larger share in the sample, and not to higher accep-
tance rate among their maternal parents.

Only 12.67% (N=19) of the respondents were 
out with their fathers. From the respondents out with 
their father Only 26.32% came out voluntarily, and 
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Table 2. Who told about your sexual orientation to your family members/relatives?

 Person
Voluntary coming out Forced coming out Favorably disposed

N % N % N %

Mother 29 56% 23 44% 14 27%

Father 5 26% 14 74% 3 16%

Brother 9 47% 10 53% 5 26%

Sister 22 71% 9 29% 18 58%

Grandparents 1 11% 8 89% 2 22%

Children 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%

Aunt 5 42% 7 58% 5 42%

Uncle 4 36% 7 64% 4 36%

Cousins 34 74% 12 26% 25 54%

Nobody 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Other 0 0% 6 100% 0 0%

73.68% had forced coming out.  15.8% said their fa-
thers are positive about their orientation. 9 gay men, 
5 bisexual women, 5 lesbian women were out with 
their fathers. 3 lesbian women and 4 gay men came 
out voluntarily. 6 men and 6 women were forced out. 
As far as positive attitudes were concerned, all sub-
groups had similar experiences. Only 3 individuals felt 
their fathers accepted them.

12.67% of the respondents are to their brothers: 
14 individuals aged between 26-40, 4 individuals aged 
between 18-25, and 1 individual aged under 18. 

10 individuals out of 19 who are out with their 
fraternal siblings had forced coming out with their 
brothers, and only 26.32% think their brothers have 
positive attitudes towards their homosexuality. 
Women were more likely to come out voluntarily 
(N=6 vs. N=3 for men), and they were also more like-
ly to be forced out (N=6). Only 3 bisexual women and 
2 gay men said their brothers were positive about 
orientation.

20.67% of the respondents are out with their 
sisters (N=31), 71% of those who are out with their 
sisters, came out voluntarily, while 29% were forced 
out to their sisters. Only 58.06% felt they were ac-
cepted. 12 individuals from 31 came out voluntarily 
9 of them were below 25. Younger ones had high-
est rates of being forced out: 6 individuals. As far as 
acceptance was concerned, all age groups reported 
similar acceptance rates.

According to the results, after mother the most 
representative group who knows about respondents 
sexual orientation is cousins – 30,67% (N=46) and 
73,91% of all surveyed came out voluntarily to them 
(N=34), while the remaining 26,09% were forced out 
(N=12), 54,35% of the total sample think their cous-
ins are positive about their orientation. All age groups 
were similarly out to their cousins and so was the 
forced out statistics.

Figure 26. Percentage of coming-out with family 
members/relatives (N=150)

In total, 34.67% of the participants have come 
out to their mothers, 12.67% to their fathers, 
12.67% to their brothers, 20.67% to their sisters, 6% 
to their grandmothers and only 0.67% to their chil-
dren (1 person); 30.67% are out with their cousins, 
8% with their aunts and 7.33% with their uncles.
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More than one-third of the participants – 36% 
(N=54) states that they conceal their sexual orien-
tation completely from their family and relatives. 
Among the cases, in which participants signed “oth-
er” (N=6) it has to do mostly with former spouses and 
coming out was forced. Men are hiding their sexual 
orientation more (N=29) than women (N=25).

Figure 27. Cases of harassment from family mem-
bers /relatives (N=150)

We asked the respondents if they were under 

pressure from their family members. Such as forced 

to marry, or felt the pressure to marry due to the 

fact that they hadn’t already done so.   Pressure 

because the way they dress, their life-style, with 

whom they are friends, or because of their mascu-

line or feminine mannerisms. (The questionnaire al-

lowed the participants to choose several answers/
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options at the same time).

56% of the participants (N=84) has at least 

once experienced pressure from family members/

relatives. The most common form of pressure 

among those listed above, is criticism regarding 

clothing, behaviour, lifestyle 48.67% (N=73). 26% of 

the participants (N=39) states that they were forced 

to get married, or that they were pressured because 

they were not married. Almost one-fifth of the par-

ticipants 18% (N=27) was banned from contacting 

their friends. 7,33% (N=11) participants experi-

enced forced isolation at home and the same num-

ber experienced financial pressure from the family, 

other kind of pressure was 2 % (N=3). No difference 

was revealed in terms of age groups, although there 

is a difference in terms of biological sex (48 women, 

36 men). As for the sexual orientation, it was re-

vealed that lesbian and bisexual women experience 

more psychological pressure from their families, 

than men. This is applied to all the age groups (total 

of N=40, 21 lesbians, 19 bisexual women). Among 

men this kind of pressure was experienced more by 

gays (N=19). The same kind of pressure was expe-

rienced by those 5 participants who did not wish 

to identify themselves with any of the listed sexual 

orientations and 7 participants who identified their 

sexual orientation as “other”.
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Table 3. Social attitude towards LGBT people

Answers
LB women GB men Transgenders

N % N % N %

Positive 2 1.33% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

More positive than negative 12 8.00% 1 0.67% 5 3.33%

More negative than positive 39 26.00% 17 11.33% 13 8.67%

Negative 91 60.67% 130 86.67% 126 84.00%

Unsure about it 6 4.00% 2 1.33% 6 4.00%

Table 4. Society attitude towards LB women

Answers
woman man

N % N %

Positive 0 0.0% 2 1.3%

More positive than negative 4 2.7% 8 5.3%

More negative than positive 16 10.7% 23 15.3%

Negative 53 35.3% 38 25.3%

Unsure about it 3 2.0% 3 2.0%

86.67% of the sample believe that public at-
titudes towards gay and bisexual men are negative, 
11.33% think the attitudes are partly negative, 0.67% 
(N=1) considers the attitude is partly positive, 2 respon-
dents are unsure about this. 

84% of the interviewed believe society has nega-

tive views about transgender people, 8.67 % think the 
attitudes are partly negative, and 3.33% think the atti-
tudes are Respondents’  experiences were connected 
to church. That is the reason why other religious insti-
tutions are not represented in the research partly posi-
tively, while another 4% are unsure about this.

Only 4 women (N=76 total who responded 
to this question) felt they were more or less re-
spected by the society, 53 reported negative atti-
tudes, and 16 reported partly being disrespected.  
38 men though LB women were treated disrespect-
fully, 23 thought LB women were partially respect-
ed, and 8 thought they were partially respected, 2 
men thing that the attitude is positive. This shows 
that GB men, in general had very limited knowledge 
about how LB women feel they are treated by the 
society in general, and hold higher positive outlook 

than these women do about themselves. This may 
be explained by the relatively low intra-group com-
munication or low sensitivity of GB men about the 
issues LB women face in the society.

One more reason, why GB men hold more 
positive outlook about LB women’s experiences 
is the fact that little is known about these women 
in general. This is not the case with GB men at 
all. In fact, more  women thought GB men were 
treated disrespectfully, than the GB men them-
selves felt so.

SOCIETAL ATTITUDES

SOCIAL ATTITUDE TOWARDS  
LGBT PEOPLE

The survey intends to find out how LGBT community 
members perceive themselves in society. They were 
asked about how they felt the society in general was 

disposed to LGBT individuals.
60.67% of respondents believe that public atti-

tudes towards lesbian and bisexual women are nega-
tive, 26% believes the attitude is partly negative, 8 % 
think the attitudes are more positive, than negative. 
Only 33% thinks that attitude in positive, 4% is un-
sure about this.
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Table 6. Social attitude towards transgender people

Answers
woman man woman man

N % N %

Positive 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

More positive than negative 0 0.0% 5 6.8%

More negative than positive 5 6.6% 8 10.8%

Negative 69 90.8% 57 77.0%

Unsure about it 2 2.6% 4 5.4%

Table 5. Social attitude towards GB men

Answers
woman man woman man

N % N %

Positive 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

More positive than negative 0 0.0% 1 1.4%

More negative than positive 7 9.2% 10 13.5%

Negative 67 88.2% 63 85.1%

Unsure about it 2 2.6% 0 0.0%

69 women and 57 men said they believed trans-
gender people were not respected at all, 4 men and 
2 woman were not sure, 8 men and 5 women said 
transgender people were more disrespected than re-
spected and no woman, but 5 men thought transgen-
der people were respected. This again, shows that 
women in general have more awareness of their own 
and other sexual orientation groups issues than men 
do. They hold more negative expectation as to how 
others are treated, which may come either from their 
awareness, or exaggerated views how other groups 
experience societal attitudes. Men, in general tend to 
underestimated how women feel social pressure, and 
display very low awareness about how women and 
transgender people experience societal attitudes.

The level of education in our sample is posi-
tively correlated to awareness of discrimination in 
the Georgian society. The more educated the re-
spondents are, the more equally aware they seem to 
be about societal attitudes towards both LB and GB 
groups. Education showed stronger correlation (P.328 

67 women out of total 76 said GB men were 
not respected, while only 63 GB men out of 74 
confirmed this for their group. 10 men said GB 
men were probably not respected, while only 7 

women were hesitant on this. Only 1 man said he 
thought GB men were more respected than not. 
No women thought the same about either GB 
men, or LB women.

and Sign.000). Education didn’t predict awareness 
about transgender issue but no significant or strong 
correlations was suggested by the findings.

An experience of previous physical or psycho-
logical violence, while strongly correlated itself, didn’t 
predict  outcomes to awareness on societal attitude 
questions. It can only be suggested that the previ-
ous absence of physical  violence experience was 
slightly negatively correlated to how these individuals 
thought society treated transgender people, or other 
sexual orientation and gender identity groups. How-
ever, the victims of psychological violence, seemed to 
be slightly more aware of LB women’s and transgen-
der people’s issues, but less likely to be aware about 
GB men’s issues. 

ACTION TO AVOID VIOLENCE  
AND HARASSMENT 

We asked respondents if within the last two years 
they felt the need to restrain from showing emotions 
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Table 7. How open are respondents about showing affection in public

Answers
Lesbian B women B men Gay Undecided other total

N N N N N N N %

always 13 9 10 35 1 3 71 47.3%

sometimes 18 15 5 9 5 4 56 37.3%

never 1 4 2 2 1 0 10 6.7%

Does not have a 
partner

2 4 2 3 0 2 13 8.7%

towards loved ones in public out of the fear of invit-
ing violence.

In total  47.33% of all respondents are always 
hiding romantic affection in public, 37,33% doe this 
sometimes, while only 6.67% do not hide it, and 
8.67% didn’t have partner and didn’t feel the need 
to do so within the last two years.

Gay men are mostly secretive about show-
ing affection in public (N=35). 9 persons said 
they do this sometimes, and only 2 gay men were 
able to hold hands or kiss their partner in pub-
lic. 10 bisexual men were always hiding affection, 
5 were partly hiding it, and 2 were not doing this. 

13 lesbian and 9 bisexual women were hiding roman-
tic affection to their partners in public, 15 bisexual, 
and 18 lesbian women were doing this sometimes, 
and 4 bisexual women and 1 lesbian woman made 
no effort to hide their affection from the public.

Out of those who have experienced physical 
violence, at least once (N=48), 25 always hide their 
affection towards their partners in public settings, 15 
– sometimes, 6 – do not hide it, 2 do not have part-
ners. As for the psychological violence: out of 134 
participants who have experienced psychological vi-
olence, 64 always hide their affection, 50 sometimes, 
8 do not hide it, 11 do not have partners.
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BISEXUAL refers to a person who is attracted to both sexes.

GAY is a synonym for homosexual. It is sometimes used to describe only males whose primary emotional and physical 
attraction is to other males.

GENDER is a socially constructed concept, or social classification, of certain sets of behaviors, character traits and roles as 
“feminine” or “masculine.” Though the specifics of what may constitute feminine/female and masculine/male behaviors 
can vary across cultures, they uniformly impose a set of restrictions and rules on how each man or woman should behave 
in all areas of life. 

GENDER EXPRESSION refers to the external manifestation of one’s gender, usually expressed through “masculine,” 
“feminine” or gender variant dress, appearance, mannerisms, speech patterns, and behavior. Gender expression is not 
necessarily an indication of sexual orientation or gender identity.

GENDER IDENTITY refers to a person’s deeply felt sense of identification with a specific gender, in relation to the social 
construction of masculinity and femininity. A person’s gender identity may be male, female, or something other than 
or in between male and female. A person’s gender identity may or may not correspond with the sex assigned at birth. 
Since gender identity is internal, one’s gender is not necessarily visible to others. Gender identity is different from sexual 
orientation.

GENDER NON-CONFORMING OR GENDER VARIANT describes individuals who do not conform to prescribed social 
“norms” regarding “gender appropriate” conduct and presentation, whether or not they identify with the gender 
associated with their sex assigned at birth. 

HOMOPHOBIA refers to an irrational fear or hatred of homosexuality and people who are (or are perceived to be) 
homosexual. Similarly, biphobia refers to an irrational fear or hatred of bisexuality and transphobia refers to an irrational 
fear or hatred of transgender people. All of these phobias manifest themselves in harassment, prejudicial and negative 
treatment, violence and other forms of discrimination.

HOMOSEXUAL refers to a person whose primary emotional and physical attraction is to people of the same sex.

INTERSEX refers to when a person’s biological anatomy varies from the standards usually used to classify bodies as male 
or female. Intersex variations describe a large variety of conditions where a body varies from the male or female standard 
in areas such as chromosomes, hormonal makeup and genitalia. Intersex variations may be noticeable at birth or develop 
later in life. 

LESBIAN refers to a female whose primary emotional and physical attraction is to other females.

LGBT is an abbreviation for Lesbian, Bisexual and Transgender. This umbrella term is meant to include lesbians, bisexual 
women, transwomen (male-to-female transgender persons) and transmen (female-to-male transgender persons). LBT 
women are sexually marginalized in their societies on the basis of their sexual orientation, gender identity and/or gender 
expression.

SEX is the classification of bodies as male or female. At birth, infants are assigned a sex based on the socially constructed 
understanding of a certain combination of biological characteristics as representative of either male or female. These 
characteristics include: chromosomes, hormones, internal reproductive organs, and genitals.

SEXUAL ORIENTATION describes an individual’s physical, romantic, emotional and/or spiritual attraction to another 
person, including lesbian, gay, bisexual and heterosexual orientations.

TRANSGENDER is an umbrella term for people whose gender identity, expression or behavior is different from that 
typically associated with their assigned sex at birth, including but not limited to transsexuals, travestis, transvestites, 
transgenderists, cross-dressers, and gender non-conforming people. Transgender people may be heterosexual, lesbian, 
gay or bisexual. 








