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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

In Georgia, LGBT people face a challenging legal landscape and social climate, which contribute 

to stigma and discrimination against LGBT people in the workplace, at school, in housing, and in 

public life.  Stigma and discrimination have been linked to negative economic impacts on 

governments, businesses, and the economy.  For example, stigma and discrimination against 

LGBT employees affect businesses by creating a workforce that is less productive, and by 

making it more difficult for employers to recruit and retain the most talented employees.  In 

addition, stigma and discrimination can lead to economic instability and health disparities for 

individuals, which increase social safety net costs for the state, and impact the economy by 

reducing productivity and increasing health care costs.  For example, in terms of increased social 

safety net costs, we estimate that workplace and housing discrimination against transgender 

people costs the State of Georgia approximately $1,048,000 in state Medicaid expenditures and 

$477,000 in homeless shelter expenditures each year.  In addition, we estimate that reducing the 

disparity between LGBT and non-LGBT people in rates of major depressive disorder would 

benefit the state’s economy by $110.6 million to $147.3 million each year, and reducing the 

disparity in rates of smoking would benefit the state’s economy by $81.5 million to $108.6 

million each year.  We conclude that if Georgia were to move toward a more supportive 

environment for LGBT people, the state government, business, and the economy would likely 

benefit.   

 

Georgia is home to over 

300,000 LGBT adults 

and 58,200 LGBT youth.  

LGBT people in the state 

face a challenging legal 

landscape and social 

climate.  Statewide laws 

in Georgia offer no 

protections from 

discrimination on the 

bases of sexual 

orientation and gender 

identity in areas such as 

employment, housing, 

and public 

accommodations, and do 

not adequately protect 

LGBT youth from 

bullying in schools.   

State Rankings on LGBT Social & Political Climate Scores  
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The state also lacks a number of protections for LGBT people that have been enacted in other 

states, such as an LGBT-inclusive hate crimes law and laws that facilitate family formation for 

same-sex couples.  Only a few localities in Georgia extend protections from discrimination to 

LGBT people through local ordinances, and generally, only to municipal government employees.  

In terms of social environment, Georgia ranks 38
th

 in the nation on public support for LGBT 

rights and acceptance of LGBT people. 

 

Georgia’s unsupportive legal landscape and social climate contribute to an environment in which 

LGBT people experience stigma and discrimination.  Research has linked several forms stigma 

and discrimination against LGBT people to negative economic effects on businesses and 

governments.  In this study, we consider three forms of LGBT stigma and discrimination that 

have economic implications: discrimination in employment and other settings; bullying and 

family rejection of youth; and health disparities experienced by LGBT people.  In our analysis, 

we provide data and research documenting the prevalence of each type of stigma and 

discrimination in Georgia, and describe how each form is likely to affect the state’s economy.  

We also provide several illustrations of the magnitude of economic impact, in terms of annual 

cost to the state’s economy, where we have state-level data that allow us to make these estimates. 

 

Key findings include: 

 

LGBT People in Georgia Experience Discrimination in Employment and Other Settings 

 The 2011 National Transgender Discrimination Survey found that 80% of the transgender 

respondents from Georgia reported experiencing harassment or mistreatment at work, 

34% reported losing a 

job, 26% reported being 

denied a promotion, and 

60% reported not being 

hired because of their 

gender identity at some 

point in their lives.  In 

addition, 23% reported 

becoming homeless 

because of their gender 

identity at some point in 

their lives. 

 A 2011 statewide survey 

of over 2,000 LGBT 

Georgians conducted by the Phillip Rush Center found that one-quarter of respondents 

reported experiencing employment discrimination because of their sexual orientation or 

26% 
34% 

60% 

24% 
15% 

Denied

Promotion

Lost Job Not Hired Denied a

Home or

Apartment

Evicted

Discrimination in Employment Discrimination in Housing

Gender Identity Discrimination among  2011 National Transgender 

Discrimination Survey Respondents in Georgia  
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gender identity, and 45% reported that they had experienced homophobia, transphobia, or 

harassment at work within the year prior to the survey.   

 In addition, 48% of respondents to the 2011 Phillip Rush Center survey said they had 

experienced homophobia, transphobia, or harassment at a public establishment in the year 

prior to the survey; and 6% of respondents said that they had been denied housing in the 

past year because of their sexual orientation or gender identity.  

 Public opinion polling indicates that 82% of Georgia residents, non-LGBT and LGBT, 

believe that LGBT people experience discrimination in the state.  

 Discrimination against LGBT people in Georgia has also been documented in a number 

of court cases and the media.  Instances of discrimination documented in these sources 

involve private and public sector workers in the state, including a security guard, a police 

officer, an automechanic, and state government employees.  

 

LGBT People in Georgia Experience Economic Instability 

 Gallup polling data from 2012-2014 indicate that 36% percent of LGBT adults in 

Georgia reported having a household income below $24,000 compared to 28% of non-

LGBT adults.  

 Gallup data further show that same-sex couples raising children have average household 

incomes of over $10,000 less than different-sex married couples raising children in 

Georgia. 

 In addition, nearly one-third of LGBT adults (32%) in Georgia reported that they do not 

have enough money for food compared to around one-fifth of non-LGBT adults (21%) in 

response to Gallup polls.  Similar proportions of LGB and non-LGB people reported that 

they do not have enough money to meet their health care needs. 

 The 2011 National Transgender Discrimination Survey suggests that transgender people 

in Georgia are five times as likely to be poor and three times as likely to be unemployed 

as the general population in the state. 

 The Trans Housing Atlanta Program estimated that more than 2% of the city’s 

transgender residents are homeless. 

 

Stigma and Discrimination against LGBT People in Employment and Other Settings Has 

Economic Consquences for Employers and the State Government  

 Productivity. Unsupportive work environments can mean that LGBT employees are less 

likely to be open about their sexual orientation or gender identity at work, and more 

likely to be distracted, disengaged, or absent, and to be less productive.  These outcomes 

could lead to economic losses for state and local governments, as employers, and private 

businesses in the state.  Given that nearly 200,000 workers in Georgia identify as LGBT, 

the loss in productivity from a discriminatory environment could be significant.   

 Retention. LGBT employees in less supportive work environments feel less loyal to their 

employers, and are more likely to plan to leave their jobs.  Given the average replacement 
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costs of an employee, public and private employers risk losing $9,100, on average, for 

each employee that leaves the state or changes jobs because of an unsupportive 

environment in Georgia. 

 Recruitment. Many LGBT and non-LGBT workers, in particular those who are younger 

and more highly educated, prefer to work for companies with more LGBT-supportive 

policies, and in states with more supportive laws.  To the extent that workers from other 

states perceive Georgia to be unsupportive of LGBT people, it may be difficult for public 

and private employers in the state to recruit talented employees from other places. 

 Public Benefits Expenditures. Discrimination in employment and housing can lead to 

hardships for individuals including lower earnings, underemployment or unemployment, 

and loss of housing, which in turn can lead to increased reliance on public benefits.  As 

an illustration of how the state is impacted by the economic instability of LGBT 

residents, we estimate that discrimination in the workplace and in housing against 

transgender people annually costs Georgia approximately $1,048,000 in state Medicaid 

expenditures and $477,000 in homeless shelter expenditures. 

LGBT Youth in Georgia Experience Bullying and Harassment at School  

 The 2015 Youth Risk Behavior Survey from DeKalb County Georgia, found that LGB 

students were more likely to report being bullied at school (20.8% v. 12.8%) and 

electronically bullied (12.0% v. 8.0%) in the 12 months prior to the survey than non-LGB 

students. 

 In addition, LGB students in DeKalb County were more likely than non-LGB students to 

report missing school because they felt unsafe at least once in the month prior to the 

survey (13.9% v. 8.7%). 

 The 2011 National Transgeder Discrimination Survey found that 83% of respondents 

who identified as transgender while in grades K-12 reported experiencing harassment at 

school, and 39% reported experiencing physical assault at school because of their gender 

identity.   

 The 2011 Phillip Rush Center Survey found that 46% of respondents had been harassed 

or bullied when they were in middle or high school. 

 A 2016 campus climate report based on a survey of students, faculty, and staff at the 

University of Georgia found that 65% of the transgender and genderqueer respondents 

reported experiencing exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, or hostile conduct on 

campus, and 47% of respondents who had experienced such conduct said that it was 

because of their gender identity. 

 

LGB Youth in Georgia Experience Health Disparities 

 The 2015 Youth Risk Behavior Survey from DeKalb County, Georgia found that LGB 

students were over twice as likely to have seriously considered suicide in the year prior to 

the survey compared to non- LGB students (35.2% v. 12.9%). 
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 LGB students in DeKalb 

County were also more likely 

than non-LGB students to report 

smoking cigarettes (23.1% v. 

9.9%), drinking (33.0% v. 

19.2%), and using marijuana 

(27.8% v. 21.6%) in the month 

prior to the survey.  

 

Bullying and Family Rejection of LGBT 

Youth Negatively Impacts the Economy 

 Bullying and family rejection of 

LGBT youth can cause them to miss or drop out of school, become homeless, or 

unemployed or underemployed. 

 In response to the 2011 National Transgender Discrimination Survey, of those 

respondents from Georgia who said they had been harassed in school, 25% reported that 

the harassment was so severe that they had to drop out of primary, secondary, or higher 

education. 

 A 2015 survey of homessless youth in Atlanta found that 28.2% of the respondents 

identified as LGBT, far exceeding the proportion of LGBT youth in the general 

adolescent population. 

 School drop-out and homelessness that arise due to bullying and family rejection are 

harmful not only to individual LGBT youth, but also have societal consequences in that 

they reduce the capacity of these youth to contribute to the economy as adults. 

 In addition, school-based harassment and family rejection can increase costs to the state 

via Medicaid expenditures, incarceration, and lost wages.  The Jim Casey Foundation has 

estimated that homelessness, juvenile justice involvement, and poor educational and 

employment outcomes cost nearly $8 billion per cohort that ages out of foster care each 

year in the U.S.  The best available data suggest that LGBT youth make up one-fifth, if 

not more, of each annual aging out cohort. 

 

LGBT People Experience Health Disparities  

 Research indicates that a lack of legal protections and a less favorable social climate for 

LGBT people contribute to adverse health outcomes for LGBT people such as major 

depressive disorder and smoking.  

Depression and Suicidality among DeKalb County, Georgia, 

High School Students, by Sexual Orientation (Past 12 Months) 

11.6% 

35.2% 

46.8% 

3.3% 

12.9% 

24.2% 

Injury from suicide

attempt requiring

medical care

Seriously

considered suicide

Felt sad or

hopeless for 2

weeks

LGB Non-LGB
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 LGB adults in Georgia who 

completed the 2015 

Behavioral Risk Factor 

Surveillance System (BRFSS) 

survey were significantly more 

likely to have been disagnosed 

with a depressive disorder by a 

health care professional than 

non-LGB adults who completed 

the survey (49.7% v. 18.4%).  

In addition, LGB adults were 

significantly more likely to 

smoke than non-LGB adults on 

the 2015 BRFSS survey (34.4% 

v. 17.6%).  

 

Health Disparites for LGBT People in Georgia Cost Hundreds of Millions of Dollars Each Year 

 A more supportive legal landscape and social climate for LGBT people in Georgia is 

likely to reduce health disparities between LGBT and non-LGBT people which would 

increase worker productivity and reduce health care costs. 

 We estimate that reducing major depressive disorder and smoking among LGBT people 

in Georgia by 25% to 33.3% could benefit the state’s economy by $192.1 to $255.9 

million in increased productivity and reduced health care costs each year.  To the extent 

that a more supportive legal landscape and social climate would reduce other health 

disparities, the state’s economy would benefit even more.  

Health Characteristic 

Reduction in disparity between 

LGBT and Non-LGBT  

Georgians 

LGBT 

individuals 

impacted 

Annual 

reduction in 

costs (millions) 

Major Depressive Disorder 25%-33.3% 7,444-9,916 $110.6-$147.3 

Smoking 25%-33.3% 12,633-16,827 $81.5-108.6 

 

Georgia’s legal landscape and social climate for LGBT people is contributing to a discriminatory 

environment in the workplace, at school, in housing, and in public life—creating economic and 

health disparities for LGBT people in the state.  If the state were to move toward creating a more 

supportive environment for LGBT people, it would likely lead to the economic advantages that 

result from inclusion of its LGBT residents. 

Reduction in Costs Associated with Major Depressive Disorder and Smoking in Georgia if  

LGBT Disparity Were Reduced 

49.7% 

7.6 
34.4% 

18.4% 3.6 17.6% 

Health care

professional ever

told has depressive

disorder

Average number of

days during past 30

days mental health

not good

Current smoker

LGB Non-LGB

Health Characteristics of Adults in Georgia, by Sexual Orientation 
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SECTION I.  LGBT POPULATION, LEGAL LANDSCAPE, AND SOCIAL CLIMATE IN GEORGIA 
 

Georgia is home to an estimated 300,000 LGBT adults and approximately 58,200 LGBT youth 

who reflect the diversity of the state’s overall population. There are few legal protections for 

LGBT people in Georgia.
1
 Additionally, the state is ranked 38

th
 in the nation on LGBT social 

climate (as measured by public support for LGBT rights and acceptance of LGBT people).
2
  

However, despite this standing, public opinion polls also show that a majority of Georgians 

support extending discrimination protections to LGBT people.
3
 

A. LGBT People in Georgia 

1. LGBT Adults in Georgia  

Georgia is home to over 300,000 LGBT adults (3.9% of adults self-identify as LGBT)
4
, 

including 55,650 (0.75%) transgender adults.
5 

 About 170,000 LGBT adults, live in the Atlanta 

metropolitan area (4.2% of the metropolitan population).
6
  They are diverse across many socio-

demographic characteristics, including age, sex, race-ethnicity, and the presence of children in 

the household.  

 Representative data from the combined 2012-2014 Gallup Daily Tracking Surveys 

indicate that LGBT adults in Georgia, like LGBT adults elsewhere in the South and 

across the United States, are younger than non-LGBT adults.
7
  As shown in Table 1 

below, over half of LGBT adults in Georgia are under the age of 40.  

 Approximately half of both LGBT and non-LGBT adults are female.  

                                                           
1
 See Section I.B., infra for a discussion of the legal landscape for LGBT people in Georgia. 

2
 See Section I.C., infra for a discussion of public opinion on LGBT issues in Georgia. 

3
 Andrew R. Flores, Jody L. Herman & Christy Mallory, Transgender Inclusion in State Non-Discrimination 

Policies: The Democratic Deficit and Political Powerlessness, _ RESEARCH & POLITICS 1 (Oct. – Dec. 2015). 
4
 LGBT Data & Demographics: Georgia, Williams Inst., http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/visualization/lgbt-

stats/?topic=LGBT&area=13#density (last visited Oct. 12, 2016) (percentage of adults in Georgia identifying as 

LGBT).  Total adult population in the state is 7,712,446.  For total adult population: search American FactFinder, 

http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml (last visited Oct. 19, 2017) (select advanced search, 

enter "Population by Single Year of Age and Sex" under topic or table name and "Georgia" under state, county or 

place, select "Annual Estimates of the Resident Population by Single Year of Age and Sex for the United States, 

States, and Puerto Rico Commonwealth: April 1, 2011 to July 1, 2015" 2015 estimates). 
5
 ANDREW R. FLORES, JODY L. HERMAN, GARY J. GATES & TAYLOR N.T. BROWN, WILLIAMS INST., HOW MANY 

ADULTS IDENTIFY AS TRANSGENDER IN THE UNITED STATES? 2 (2016), http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-

content/uploads/How-Many-Adults-Identify-as-Transgender-in-the-United-States.pdf.  
6
 Frank Newport & Gary J. Gates, San Francisco Metro Area Ranks Highest in LGBT Percentage, GALLUP.COM, 

Mar. 20, 2015, http://www.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-ranks-highest-lgbt-

percentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20Issues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign=tiles.  
7
 LGBT Data & Demographics: Georgia, Williams Inst., supra note 4. 

http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/visualization/lgbt-stats/?topic=LGBT&area=13#density
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/visualization/lgbt-stats/?topic=LGBT&area=13#density
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/How-Many-Adults-Identify-as-Transgender-in-the-United-States.pdf
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/How-Many-Adults-Identify-as-Transgender-in-the-United-States.pdf
http://www.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-ranks-highest-lgbt-percentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20Issues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign=tiles
http://www.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-ranks-highest-lgbt-percentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20Issues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign=tiles
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 Over half of LGBT adults in Georgia are people of color, including 28% African 

American/black, 8% Latino/a, 3% Asian, Pacific Islander, American Indian or Alaska 

Native, and 14% identified as another race or other.  

Table I.a. Weighted Characteristics of Georgia Adult Participants in the 2012-2014 Gallup 
Daily Tracking Surveys by LGBT and non-LGBT Status (N=10,741)

8
   

 LGBT (n=358) nonLGBT (n=10,383) 

 % % 

Age   

   18-24 30 13 

   25-39 26 26 

   40-64 35 46 

   65+ 9 15 

Sex   

   Female 49 51 

   Male 51 49 

Race-ethnicity   

   White 46 58 

   African-American/black 28 25 

   Latino/a or Hispanic 8 6 

   Asian, Pacific Islander, American  

   Indian, or Alaska Native 

3 2 

   Other 14 9 

Children under 18 in Household 29 41 

 

 Many LGBT adults in Georgia are raising children, in the context of same- and opposite-

sex relationships, married and unmarried, and as single parents. Approximately 29% of 

LGBT adults in Georgia (87,000 individuals)
9
 and one in five same-sex couples are 

raising children.
10

 As of 2010, there were 21,320 same-sex couples living in Georgia;
11

 

by 2018, 10,659 of these couples are likely to be married.
12

  While different-sex married 

couples are more likely to be raising children than same-sex couples, same-sex couples in 

the state are more likely to be raising adopted children (12%) than different-sex married 

couples (3%).
13

   

 

 

                                                           
8
 Id.  

9
 Id. 

10
 Same-Sex Couple Data & Demographics: Georgia, Williams Inst., supra note 4. 

11
 Id.   

12
 JUSTIN M. O’NEILL, CHRISTY MALLORY & M.V. LEE BADGETT, WILLIAMS INST., ESTIMATING THE ECONOMIC 

BOOST OF MARRIAGE FOR SAME-SEX COUPLES IN GEORGIA 1 (2014), http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-

content/uploads/GA-Econ-Impact-Aug-2014.pdf.  
13

 Id. at 30, 31. 

http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/GA-Econ-Impact-Aug-2014.pdf
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/GA-Econ-Impact-Aug-2014.pdf
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2. LGBT Youth in Georgia  

The Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System survey (YRBS) is a state-administered, school-

based survey of health and health determinants that is managed by the Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention (CDC). The YRBS is one of the few sources of data about LGB youth in 

grades 9 through 12. In 2016, the CDC released a report about the health and well-being of these 

youth from states and large urban school districts that included measures of sexuality from their 

2015 YRBS survey.
14

 Questions that would make transgender youth participants identifiable on 

the YRBS have not yet been added to the survey. 

 

Weighted estimates from the national YRBS indicate that 8.0% of youth in grades 9-12 identify 

as gay or lesbian (2.0%) or bisexual (6.0%) (see Figure 1.a.).
15 

While data were unavailable from 

the state of Georgia, data from the DeKalb County School District, a school district 

encompassing parts of the metropolitan Atlanta area, and one of the largest school districts in the 

U.S, indicate that a large minority of students in this county are LGB. An estimated 11.3% of 

youth in grades 9-12 in the DeKalb County School District identify as gay or lesbian (3.1%) or 

bisexual (8.2%) (see Figure 1.b.).  

 

 

We estimate that there are approximately 58,200 LGBT youth in the state of Georgia, including 

almost 57,100 LGB youth (8%
16,17

 of 713,400 youth ages 13 to 17 in Georgia)
18

 plus an 

                                                           
14

 See Sexual Identity, Sex of Sexual Contacts, and Health-Related Behaviors Among Students in Grades 9-12—

United States and Selected Sites, 2015, http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/65/ss/pdfs/ss6509.pdf 
15

 See id. 85 
16

 See Sexual Identity, Sex of Sexual Contacts, and Health-Related Behaviors Among Students in Grades 9-12—

United States and Selected Sites, 2015, http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/65/ss/pdfs/ss6509.pdf 

Gay or 

Lesbian 

3.1% 

Bisexual 

8.2% 

Not sure 

5.0% 

Figure I.b. Sexual Orientation of High School 

Students in Dekalb County, GA (2015)  

Heterosexual 

(straight) 

83.7% 

Gay or 

Lesbian 

2.0% 

Bisexual 

6.0% 

Not sure 

3.2% 

Figure I.a. Sexual Orientation of High School 

Students in the US (2015) 

Heterosexual 

(straight) 

88.8% 

http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/65/ss/pdfs/ss6509.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/65/ss/pdfs/ss6509.pdf
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additional 1,100 transgender youth who are straight/heterosexual (i.e., are not LGB).  An 

estimated 4,950 youth ages 13 to 17 in Georgia are transgender.
19

  We estimate that 22% of these 

transgender youth identify as straight/heterosexual.
20

 

 

Figure I.c. Estimates of the LGBT Youth Population of Georgia ages 13-17 

Sources: National YRBS, 2015; Herman et al., 2016; American Community Survey, 2015 

 

LGB youth are more likely to be female than male. Among national YRBS participants, male 

and female students were equally as likely to identify as gay or lesbian (2.0%). However, a larger 

percentage of female students identified as bisexual than male students (9.8% versus 2.4%, 

respectively).  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
17

 We assume the same distribution of sexual orientation across all youth in the state, including those who declined 

to answer this question on the YRBS and those who are not enrolled in school. 
18

 Population data (aged 13-19): search American FactFinder, 

http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml (last visited Nov. 9, 2016) (select advanced search, enter 

"Population by Single Year of Age and Sex" under topic or table name and "Georgia" under state, county or place, 

select "Annual Estimates of the Resident Population by Single Year of Age and Sex for the United States, States, 

and Puerto Rico Commonwealth: April 1, 2011 to July 1, 2015" 2015 estimates).   
19

 ANDREW R. FLORES ET AL., WILLIAMS INST., AGE OF INDIVIDUALS WHO IDENTIFY AS TRANSGENDER IN THE 

UNITED STATES 4 (2016), http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/TransAgeReport.pdf.   
20

 JODY L. HERMAN, LGB WITHIN THE T: SEXUAL ORIENTATION IN THE NATIONAL TRANSGENDER DISCRIMINATION 

SURVEY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR PUBLIC POLICY 1 (2016), available at http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-

content/uploads/Sexual-Orientation-in-NTDS-March-2016.pdf.  

 

53,250 

3,850 

1,100 Transgender, non-LGB youth 

Transgender, LGB youth 

LGBT Youth, n = 58,200 

Transgender youth 

LGB Youth LGB, non-transgender youth 

http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/TransAgeReport.pdf
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Sexual-Orientation-in-NTDS-March-2016.pdf
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Sexual-Orientation-in-NTDS-March-2016.pdf
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B. Legal Landscape for LGBT People in Georgia 

Georgia’s legal landscape reflects a history of state laws and policies that have sought to limit 

protections for LGBT people or to discriminate against them.  Although same-sex couples are 

now able to marry in the state following the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Obergefell v. 

Hodges,
21

 the state and most localities continue to lack protections against sexual orientation and 

gender identity discrimination in the workplace, housing, public accomomdations, and other 

areas. 

1. Historical Legal Landscape 

Although Georgia’s sodomy law is no longer on the books, and marriage has been extended to 

same-sex couples in the state, these historical anti-LGBT laws likely have lingering negative 

effects on the social climate for LGBT people in the state. 

Sodomy Law. Enforcement of Georgia’s sodomy law indicates a decades-long history of 

discrimination against LGB people in the state.  Georgia’s sodomy law was never limited to 

sexual behavior between same-sex partners, but documented cases tracing back to the 18th 

Century suggest that the law was more frequently enforced against same-sex partners than 

different-sex partners.
22

  Georgia’s sodomy law was also used to justify employment 

discrimination by the state against LGB people.  For example, in 1991, a woman’s offer to work 

at the Georgia Attorney General’s office was rescinded after she told coworkers about her 

upcoming wedding to her same-sex partner.
23

  The Attorney General’s office revoked the offer 

because employing her “would create the appearance of conflicting interpretations of Georgia 

law and affect public credibility about the Department’s interpretations [and]…interfere with the 

Department’s ability to enforce Georgia’s sodomy law.”
24

  The woman filed a lawsuit 

challenging the decision, but both the district court and the Eleventh Circuit ruled in favor of the 

Attorney General.
25

  

The U.S. Supreme Court upheld Georgia’s sodomy law in the 1986 case Bowers v. Hardwick.
26

  

The Georgia Supreme Court did not invalidate the state’s sodomy law until 1998.
27

  Five years 

later, the U.S. Supreme Court reversed Bowers in Lawrence v. Texas, holding that laws banning 

private, consensual sexual conducting between adults violated the Due Process Clause.
28

  

                                                           
21

 576 U.S. __ (2015); Inniss v. Aderhold, No. 1: 14-cv-1180-WSD (N.D. Ga. Oct. 7, 2015). 
22

 George Painter, Sodomy Laws: Georgia, Aug. 10, 2004, 

http://www.glapn.org/sodomylaws/sensibilities/georgia.htm#fn5.  
23

 Shahar v. Bowers, 114 F.3d 1097, 1101 (11th Cir. 1997).  
24

 Id.  
25

 Id. at 1099. 
26

 478 U.S. 186 (1986). 
27

 Powell v. State, 510 S.E.2d 18 (Ga. 1998). 
28

 539 U.S. 558 (2003). 

http://www.glapn.org/sodomylaws/sensibilities/georgia.htm#fn5
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Marriage Equality. Nearly a decade before any state extended marriage to same-sex couples, 

Georgia passed a statute prohibiting marriage equality.
29

  In 2004, voters in Georgia approved a 

more sweeping constitutional ban that prohibited civil unions as well.
30

  The referendum passed 

with 76% support.
31

  Georgia’s statutory and constitutional bans remained in effect until the U.S. 

Supreme Court ruled in 2015 that state-level bans on marriage for same-sex couples violate the 

Due Process and Equal Protection Clauses of the U.S. Constitution.
32

 

Months after the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision extending marriage nationwide, the Georgia 

legislature passed a bill allowing faith-based organizations to discriminate against LGBT 

employees and allowing ministers and faith-based organizations to refuse to perform or host 

wedding ceremonies for same-sex couples.
33

  The bill also stated that individuals had the right to 

choose not to attend any religious marriage ceremony.
34

  The bill passed the Georgia House and 

Senate, but was vetoed by Governor Nathan Deal.  In a press conference, Governor Deal stated 

that “we do not have to discriminate to protect the faith-based community in Georgia.”
35

  

2. Current Legal Landscape 

Discrimination Protections.  Unlike most states, Georgia does not have a broad, statewide non-

discrimination law that prohibits discrimination based on personal characteristics in employment 

or public accommodations.  Georgia does have a statute that prohibits housing discrimination 

based on race, religion, sex, disability, familial status, and national origin,
36

 as well as several 

employment non-discrimination laws that apply in limited circumstances.  One employment non-

discrimination law in Georgia prohibits discrimination based on race, disability, religion, sex, 

national origin, and age in state government employment,
37

 and separate laws prohibit 

discrimination based on age
38

 and disability
39

 in both private and public sector employment.  

Georgia does not have any state-level non-discrimination laws that include sexual orientation or 

gender identity as protected characteristics.
40

 

                                                           
29

 1996 Ga. Laws 624.  
30

 GA. CONST. § IV (2005). 
31

 Georgia Election Results: 2004 General Election, Ga. Sec. of State, Nov. 2, 2004, 

http://sos.ga.gov/elections/election_results/2004_1102/.  
32

 Obergefell v. Hodges, 576 U.S. __ (2015); Inniss v. Aderhold, No. 1: 14-cv-1180-WSD (N.D. Ga. Oct. 7, 2015). 
33

 H.B. 757, 2015-2016 Reg. Sess., 153rd Gen. Assem. (Ga. 2016). 
34

 Id. 
35

 Transcript: Deal HB 757 Remarks, Ga. Office of the Governor, Mar. 28, 2016, https://gov.georgia.gov/press-

releases/2016-03-28/transcript-deal-hb-757-remarks-0.  
36

 GA. CODE ANN. § 8-3-200 (2015). 
37

 GA. CODE ANN. §§ 45-19-20 to 45-19-46. 
38

 Id. § 34-1-2. 
39

 Id. § 34-6A-2. 
40

 Some federal laws that prohibit discrimination based on sex, including Title VII, have been interpreted by some 

courts and federal agencies to also prohibit discrimination based on gender identity and sexual orientation.  These 

laws would apply to workers and residents of Georgia, though they are not discussed here because they are outside 

the scope of this memo.  See Examples of Court Decisions Supporting Coverage of LGBT-Related Discrimination 

http://sos.ga.gov/elections/election_results/2004_1102/
https://gov.georgia.gov/press-releases/2016-03-28/transcript-deal-hb-757-remarks-0
https://gov.georgia.gov/press-releases/2016-03-28/transcript-deal-hb-757-remarks-0
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Several localities in Georgia have enacted local ordinances or personnel policies that prohibit 

discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity, creating a patchwork of legal 

protections for LGBT people in the state.  Atlanta is the only locality in Georgia that has enacted 

a broad local ordinance that prohibits discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender 

identity in public and private sector employment, housing, public accommodations, and other 

areas.
41

  At least thirty-five other localities in Georgia have adopted ordinances or personnel 

policies that protect their own municipal government employees from discrimination based on 

sexual orientation.
42

  Thirteen of these laws and policies also protect municipal employees from 

gender identity discrimination.
43

   

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Under Title VII, U.S. EEOC, https://www.eeoc.gov/eeoc/newsroom/wysk/lgbt_examples_decisions.cfm (last visited 

Jan. 3, 2017). 
41

 Other areas include employment by city contractors, decisions regarding potential lessors of the Atlanta 

Cyclorama or the Atlanta Civic Center, and decision regarding the sale of alcohol by an individual or company 

licensed to sell alcohol in the city.  Atlanta, Ga., Bill of Rights, A § 4; ATLANTA, GA., CODE §§ 94-111, 94-112, 94-

91 to 94-97, 94-68, 10-224(a), 46-1(b), 46-37, 2-1381, 2-1414, 2-1466, 10-223. 
42

 These localities include: Carrollton, Chamblee, Chattahoochee Hills, Clarkston, Dallas, Decatur, Doraville, East 

Point, Hapeville, Hinesville, Loganville, Macon, Midway, Norcross, North High Shoals, Oakwood, Pine Lake, Port 

Wentworth, Riverdale, Sandy Springs, St. Marys, Savannah, Tybee Island, Vidalia, Athens-Clarke County, Bibb 

County, Clayton County, Colquitt County, Dekalb County, Fulton County, Jackson County, Lincoln County, 

Putnam County, Rockdale County, Ware County.  Carrollton, Ga., Employment, http://www.carrollton-ga.gov/city-

departments/human-resources/employment/  (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); Application for Employment, Chamblee, 

Ga., http://www.chambleega.com/DocumentCenter/View/88 (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); Application for 

Employment, Chattahoochee Hills, Ga., 

http://www.chatthillsga.us/Assets/Files/Employment_Opportunities/Employment_Application.PDF (last visited Oct. 

17, 2016); CLARKSTON, GA., CODE § 14-4; Application for Employment, Dallas, Ga., 

http://www.cityofdallasga.com/Forms/Employment_App_2015.pdf (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); Peggy Meriss, 

Nondiscrimination Policy, Decatur, Ga., http://www.decaturga.com/about/nondiscrimination-policy (last visited Oct. 

17, 2016); DORAVILLE, GA., CODE, Ch. 2, Art. IX, § 2-244; EAST POINT, GA., CODE, Div. 1, Bill of Rights, § 6; 

Employment, Hapeville, Ga., http://www.hapeville.org/index.aspx?NID=120 (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); Human 

Resources Dep’t, Hinesville, Ga., http://www.cityofhinesville.org/77/Human-Resources (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); 

MACON, GA. CODE § 16-47; Employment Application, Midway, Ga., 

http://www.historicmidway.com/Employment_Application05714.pdf (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); MILTON, GA., 

CODE § 38-91; Application for Employment, Norcross, Ga., http://www.norcrossga.net/DocumentCenter/View/397 

(last visited Oct. 17, 2016); NORTH HIGH SHOALS, GA., CODE § 12-7; Oakwood, Ga., Application for Employment, 

http://www.cityofoakwood.net/Assets/Files/Application12.03.12.pdf (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); City of Pine Lake 

Personnel Manual Revised & Adopted (1999); Employment Application, Port Wentworth, Ga., 

http://www.cityofportwentworth.com/users/forms/nonpublicSafety_employmentapplication.pdf (last visited Oct. 17, 

2016); Equal Employment Opportunity Policy, Riverdale, Ga., http://www.riverdalega.gov/index.aspx?NID=102 

(last visited Oct. 17, 2016); Careers, Sandy Springs, Ga., http://www.sandyspringsga.org/Careers (last visited Oct. 

17, 2016); Employment Application, St. Marys, Ga., 

http://www.stmarysga.gov/stmarys/department/human_resources/uploads/St_Marys_Employment_Application_revi

sed_072014.pdf (Oct. 17, 2016); Dawn Ennis, Savannah Votes to Protect LGBT City Employees from 

Discrimination, ADVOCATE.COM, Dec. 10, 2015, http://www.advocate.com/transgender/2015/12/10/savannah-votes-

protect-lgbt-city-employees-discrimination; TYBEE, GA., CODE § 2-4-1; ATHENS-CLARKE CTY, GA., CODE § 1-17; 

Equal Employment Opportunity Plan, Clayton Cty, Ga., 

http://www.claytoncountyga.gov/pdfs/human_resources/EEOP_2010_final.pdf (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); 

Application for Employment, Colquitt Cty, Ga., 

http://www.ccboc.com/document_center/Employment/1_EmploymentApplication_Fill_In.pdf (last Oct. 17, 2016); 

DEKALB, GA., CODE Art. I § 20-16 and Art. IX § 20-194; FULTON CTY, GA., CODE Art. I § 38-1; Employment 

Application, Jackson Cty, Ga., http://www.jacksoncountygov.com/Index.aspx?page=96 (click link to download 

https://www.eeoc.gov/eeoc/newsroom/wysk/lgbt_examples_decisions.cfm
http://www.carrollton-ga.gov/city-departments/human-resources/employment/
http://www.carrollton-ga.gov/city-departments/human-resources/employment/
http://www.chambleega.com/DocumentCenter/View/88
http://www.chatthillsga.us/Assets/Files/Employment_Opportunities/Employment_Application.PDF
http://www.cityofdallasga.com/Forms/Employment_App_2015.pdf
http://www.decaturga.com/about/nondiscrimination-policy
http://www.hapeville.org/index.aspx?NID=120
http://www.cityofhinesville.org/77/Human-Resources
http://www.historicmidway.com/Employment_Application05714.pdf
http://www.norcrossga.net/DocumentCenter/View/397
http://www.cityofoakwood.net/Assets/Files/Application12.03.12.pdf
http://www.cityofportwentworth.com/users/forms/nonpublicSafety_employmentapplication.pdf
http://www.riverdalega.gov/index.aspx?NID=102
http://www.sandyspringsga.org/Careers
http://www.stmarysga.gov/stmarys/department/human_resources/uploads/St_Marys_Employment_Application_revised_072014.pdf
http://www.stmarysga.gov/stmarys/department/human_resources/uploads/St_Marys_Employment_Application_revised_072014.pdf
http://www.advocate.com/transgender/2015/12/10/savannah-votes-protect-lgbt-city-employees-discrimination
http://www.advocate.com/transgender/2015/12/10/savannah-votes-protect-lgbt-city-employees-discrimination
http://www.claytoncountyga.gov/pdfs/human_resources/EEOP_2010_final.pdf
http://www.ccboc.com/document_center/Employment/1_EmploymentApplication_Fill_In.pdf
http://www.jacksoncountygov.com/Index.aspx?page=96


14 
 

Atlanta’s non-discrimination ordinances provide for administrative enforcement through the 

city’s Human Relations Commission as well as a private right of action, allowing individuals 

who have experienced discrimination to file a lawsuit in court.
44

  The code does not specify the 

remedies available if the Human Relations Commission or court determines that unlawful 

discrimination has occurred.
45

  Non-discrimination ordinances and policies that apply only to 

municipal employees do not provide similar enforcement mechanisms.
46

 

Nearly 200,000 workers in Georgia identify as LGBT (4.0% of the state’s workforce).  An 

estimated 6% of the state’s workforce is protected from employment discrimination based on 

sexual orientation or gender identity under local ordinances and personnel policies.
47

  An 

estimated 5% of Georgia’s total adult population is also protected from discrimination in other 

areas, such as housing and public accommodations, under Atlanta’s broader ordinance.
48

 

Parenting Rights.  Same-sex couples face legal barriers to securing parental rights in Georgia.  

Georgia statutes regulating parentage use gendered terms that facially exclude same-sex couples.  

For instance, the donor insemination statute only applies to “a husband and wife;”
49

 according to 

the text of the statute, a man who consents to his wife’s insemination with donor sperm would be 

recognized as a legal parent, but a woman with a female spouse would not.  This treatment poses 

constitutional problems in light of the Supreme Court’s recognition of same-sex couples’ right to 

marry in Obergefell v. Hodges.
50

  While recent experiences of same-sex couples in Georgia 

indicate that the Office of Vital Records will recognize married same-sex partners listed on a 

child’s birth certificate,
51

 a birth certificate alone does not establish parentage.  Legal parentage 

is important because it establishes rights to and responsibilities for the child.  Male same-sex 

couples face an even more hostile environment with regard to family formation.  Because no 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
employment application) (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); Application for Employment, Lincoln Cty., Ga., 

http://www.lcgagov.org/uploads/3/1/8/8/3188716/lcgjobapp.pdf (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); Putnam Cty., Ga., 

Human Resources, http://www.putnamcountyga.us/departments/human-resources/ (last visited Oct. 17, 2016); 

Rockdale Cty, Ga., Equal Opportunity Statement, http://www.rockdalecountyga.gov/about/company-history/county-

departments/human-resources/equal-opportunity-statement/ (last visited Oct. 17, 2016), Ware Cty, Ga., Mission, 

http://www.warecounty.com/HumanResourcesMission.aspx (last visited Oct. 17, 2016). 
43

 These localities include: Atlanta, Clarkston, Decatur, Doraville, East Point, Hapeville, Macon, North High Shoals, 

Pine Lake, Savannah, Wentworth, Athens/Clarke County, and Fulton County.    
44

 ATLANTA, GA., CODE §§ 94-210 et seq. 
45

 See id. 
46

 See note 42, supra. 
47

 For workforce data: search American FactFinder, http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 

(last visited Oct. 18, 2016) (enter Georgia or locality name and select go, click on income tab, choose Selected 

Economic Characteristics for the 2015 American Community Survey).   
48

 For population data, search American FactFinder, http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 

(last visited Oct. 18, 2016) (enter Georgia or locality name and select go, search for “age by sex”, choose Age by 

Sex for the 2015 American Community Survey).   
49

 GA. CODE ANN. § 31-10-9(f) (2015). 
50

 576 U.S. __ (2015); Douglas NeJaime, Marriage Equality and the New Parenthood, 129 HARVARD L. REV. 1186 

(2016). 
51

 Barbara E. Katz, Marriage Equality and the Parent-Child Relationship, GEORGIALORDLAW.COM, 

http://cdn.georgialordlaw.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/katz_handout_marriage_equality-002.pdf (last visited 

Oct. 18, 2016).  

http://www.lcgagov.org/uploads/3/1/8/8/3188716/lcgjobapp.pdf
http://www.putnamcountyga.us/departments/human-resources/
http://www.rockdalecountyga.gov/about/company-history/county-departments/human-resources/equal-opportunity-statement/
http://www.rockdalecountyga.gov/about/company-history/county-departments/human-resources/equal-opportunity-statement/
http://www.warecounty.com/HumanResourcesMission.aspx
http://cdn.georgialordlaw.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/katz_handout_marriage_equality-002.pdf
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statutes in Georgia directly address gestational surrogacy, for same-sex male couples, the non-

biological father would ordinarily need to adopt the child and could only do so after the 

gestational surrogate relinquishes parental rights following the child’s birth.  

Safe Schools.  Georgia’s anti-bullying statute prohibits bullying (including cyber-bullying) and 

harassment at school.
52

  Unlike many state anti-bullying laws, Georgia’s statute does not include 

an enumerated list of personal characteristics based on which students are likely to be bullied, 

such as race, sex, sexual orientation, or gender identity.
53

  However, the anti-bullying policy 

developed by the Georgia Department of Education does expressly prohibit harassment and 

intimidation at schools based on sexual orientation, among other personal characteristics.
54

  The 

policy does not expressly include gender identity in the enumerated list of protected 

characteristics. 

Gender Marker and Name Changes.  Georgia allows individuals to change their gender 

marker and name on identification documents, but requires proof of surgery for a gender marker 

change.  To amend a birth certificate, an individual in Georgia must have a certified court order 

stating that their sex “has been changed by surgical procedure” and that their name has been 

changed.
55

  The law does not specify the type of medical interventions that would be considered 

“surgical procedures.”  Georgia also allows individuals to change their names and gender 

markers on a driver’s license.  To obtain a name change, the individual must submit certified 

documentation supporting the name change to the Department of Driver Services.
56

  

Documentation can include a legal name change, which may be obtained by petitioning the court 

and publishing a notice of the name change in county records once a week for four weeks.
57

   To 

obtain a gender marker change, the individual must submit a court order or physician’s letter 

certifying gender change, including the date of “gender reassignment operation.”
58

 

Other protections.  Finally, Georgia also lacks a number of protections for LGBT people that 

have been enacted in other states, including a hate crimes law that includes sexual orientation or 

gender identity,
59

 a law that prohibits health insurance providers from discriminating based on 

                                                           
52

 GA. CODE ANN. § 20-2-751.4. 
53

 18 states and the District of Columbia have enumerated anti-bullying laws that include sexual orientation and 

gender identity along with other personal characteristics.  State Maps, GLSEN.ORG, 

http://www.glsen.org/article/state-maps (last visited Oct. 19, 2016).   
54

 GA. DEP’T OF EDUC., POLICY FOR PROHIBITING BULLYING, CYBERBULLYING, HARASSMENT AND INTIMIDATION 5 

(2015), available at https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Curriculum-and-

Instruction/Documents/GaDOE%20Bullying%20Policy_May%202015.pdf.  
55

 GA. CODE ANN. § 31-10-23(e). 
56

 Changes to Your License, Ga. Dept’ of Driver Services, 

http://www.dds.ga.gov/drivers/dldata.aspx?con=1748208403&ty=dl (last visited Oct. 18, 2016). 
57

 GA. CODE ANN. § 19-12-1. 
58

 Changes to Your License, Ga. Dept’ of Driver Services, supra note 56.  
59

 Georgia is one of five states that does not have a hate crimes law.  Nancy Badertscher, South Carolina, Georgia, 3 

Other States Do Not Have Hate Crimes Laws, POLITFACT.COM, July 1, 2015, 

http://www.politifact.com/georgia/statements/2015/jul/01/various-media-reports/south-carolina-georgia-3-other-

states-dont-have-ha/.  

http://www.glsen.org/article/state-maps
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Curriculum-and-Instruction/Documents/GaDOE%20Bullying%20Policy_May%202015.pdf
https://www.gadoe.org/Curriculum-Instruction-and-Assessment/Curriculum-and-Instruction/Documents/GaDOE%20Bullying%20Policy_May%202015.pdf
http://www.dds.ga.gov/drivers/dldata.aspx?con=1748208403&ty=dl
http://www.politifact.com/georgia/statements/2015/jul/01/various-media-reports/south-carolina-georgia-3-other-states-dont-have-ha/
http://www.politifact.com/georgia/statements/2015/jul/01/various-media-reports/south-carolina-georgia-3-other-states-dont-have-ha/
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sexual orientation or gender identity,
 60

 
 
a law that requires such providers to offer coverage for 

transition-specific medical care,
61

 and a ban on professional therapists enganging in efforts to 

change people’s sexual orientation or gender identity.
62

  

C. Public Opinion 

In 2014, Williams Institute scholars created the LGB Social and Political Climate Index to 

characterize the social environments in which LGB people reside.
63

  The Index summarizes four 

items about acceptance of LGB people and attitudes toward LGB rights: 1) approval of marriage 

for same-sex couples; 2) approval of adoption rights for same-sex couples; 3) approval of laws 

that protect lesbians and gay men from employment discrimination; and 4) belief that 

homosexuality is a sin.
64

  The Index provides climate scores for each state, denoting relative 

levels of social and political support for LGBT people across the U.S.
65

  Higher Index scores 

indicate higher levels of social acceptance of LGB people, while lower scores indicate lower 

levels of acceptance.
66

  As Figure I.d. shows, LGB Social and Political Climate Index scores 

range from 45 in West Virginia to 92 in the District of Columbia.  Georgia has a climate score of 

51, placing the state below the national average of 60, and ranking the state 38
th

 its level of 

support for LGBT people and issues.  However, among southern states, Georgia ranks fifth, 

behind Kansas, Missouri, North Carolina, and Virginia. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
60

 At least 16 states and the District of Columbia have such laws (research on file with the authors). 
61

 At least 15 states and the District of Columbia have such laws (research on file with the authors).  
62

 Four states in the U.S. and the District of Columbia have such bans, which generally prohibit therapists and other 

medical professionals from trying to change a youth’s sexual orientation or gender identity (research on file with the 

authors).   
63

 AMIRA HASENBUSH, ANDREW R. FLORES, ANGELIKI KASTANIS, BRAD SEARS & GARY J. GATES, WILLIAMS INST., 

THE LGBT DIVIDE: A DATA PORTRAIT OF LGBT PEOPLE IN THE MIDWESTERN, MOUNTAIN & SOUTHERN STATES 5 

(2015), http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/LGBT-divide-Dec-2014.pdf. 
64

 Id. at 6. 
65

 Id. at 5. 
66

 Id. at 6. 

http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/LGBT-divide-Dec-2014.pdf
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Figure I.d. State Rankings on LGBT Social & Political Climate Index Scores (2014) 
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Although Georgia ranks below the national average in terms of support for LGBT people, 

attitudes toward LGBT people in the state are improving over time. Figure I.e. shows an increase 

in acceptance of same-sex marriage in Georgia, among other southern states, from 1992 to the 

present day.
67

 

Figure I.e. Public Support for Same-Sex Marriage in the South 1992-2016 

 

In addition, recent public opinion surveys also indicate that a majority of Georgians support 

expanding non-discrimination protections to include LGBT protections and oppose policies 

allowing businesses to refuse service to LGBT people on religious grounds.  The 2015 American 

Values Atlas, a survey of 42,000 Americans in all 50 states and 30 major metropolitan areas, 

found that two-thirds (66%) of Georgia residents favored legal protections from discrimination 

for LGBT people in areas such as employment, housing, and public accommodations.
68

  Younger 

                                                           
67

 Changes in support for marriage equality are rooted in two causes: generational change and attitude change. 

ANDREW R. FLORES & SCOTT BARCLAY, WILLIAMS INST., TRENDS IN PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR MARRIAGE FOR SAME-

SEX COUPLES BY STATE (2015), http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Trends-in-Public-Support-

for-Same-Sex-Marriage-2004-2014.pdf.   Less than half of the changes over time are due to younger and more 

accepting generations replacing older ones.  Gregory B. Lewis and Charles W. Gossett, Changing Public Opinion on 

Same-Sex Marriage: The Case of California, 36 POLITICS & POLICY 4 (2008). 
68

 ROBERT P. JONES, DANIEL COX, BETSY COOPER & RACHEL LIENESCH, A PROFILE OF GEORGIA RESIDENTS’ 

ATTITUDES ON LGBT ISSUES: FINDINGS FROM THE 2015 AMERICAN VALUES ATLAS 1 (2016), available at 

http://prri.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/PRRI-AVA-Georgia-LGBT-Report.pdf.  

http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Trends-in-Public-Support-for-Same-Sex-Marriage-2004-2014.pdf
http://williamsinstitute.law.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/Trends-in-Public-Support-for-Same-Sex-Marriage-2004-2014.pdf
http://prri.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/PRRI-AVA-Georgia-LGBT-Report.pdf
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residents were more likely to express support, with 78% of respondents under 30 years old in 

Georgia saying they were in favor of LGBT non-discrimination laws.
69

 

Figure I.f. Support for Laws That Would Protect LGBT People from Discrimination in Jobs, Public 

Accommodations, and Housing among Adults in Georgia, by Age  

Source:  American Values Atlas, 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The survey found support for LGBT non-discrimination laws across political parties (74% of 

Democrats, 68% of Independents, and 59% of Republicans were in favor) and across major 

religious affiliations in Georgia (73% of Catholics, 67% of white mainline protestants, 65% of 

black protestants, 54% of white evangelical Protestants, and 76% of religiously unaffiliated were 

in favor).
70

  There were no significant differences in opinion by race (65% of white Georgians 

and 67% of black Georgians were in favor).
71

 

Figure I.g. Support for Laws That Would Protect LGBT People from Discrimination in Jobs, 

Public Accommodations, and Housing among Adults in Georgia, by Political Affiliation 

Source:  American Values Atlas, 2015 
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Similarly, a 2011 national public opinion poll found that 77% of respondents from Georgia were 

in favor a federal law to prohibit employment discrimination based on sexual orientation and 

gender identity.
72

 

The 2015 American Values Atlas also found that the majority of respondents (57%) from 

Georgia were opposed to allowing small businesses to refuse service to LGBT people on 

religious grounds.
73

  Younger residents were more likely to oppose religious refusals, with 64% 

of respondents under age 30 saying that small businesses should not be allowed to refuse service 

to LGBT people on religious grounds.
74

  Black respondents were more likely to oppose religious 

refusals than white respondents (66% v. 53%).
75

 

Figure I.h. Opposed to Allowing Small Businesses to Refuse to Provide Services or Products to 

LGBT People if Doing so Violates Their Religious Beliefs among Adults in Georgia, by Age 

Source:  American Values Atlas, 2015 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The majority of respondents from Georgia in all but one religious group said they opposed 

religious refusals by small businesses.  Nearly two-thirds of black Protestants (66%), religiously 

unaffiliated (64%), and Catholics (63%) said they were opposed to allowing small businesses to 

refuse service to LGBT people, along with 53% of white mainline protestants.
76

  A slim majority 

(52%) of white evangelical Protestants said they favored a policy that would allow small 

businesses to refuse service to LGBT people on religious grounds.
77
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Figure I.i. Opposed to Allowing Small Businesses to Refuse to Provide Services or Products to 

LGBT People if Doing so Violates Their Religious Beliefs among Adults in Georgia, by Religious 

Affiliation and Race 

Source:  American Values Atlas, 2015 

 

In addition, a poll commissioned by the Atlanta Journal-Constitution in May 2016 found that a 

slight majority of Georgia voters (51%) were opposed to the legislature reintroducing a bill that 

would allow businesses to refuse service to LGBT people on religious grounds.
78

  The bill had 

passed the legislature and was vetoed by Governor Deal earlier in the year.
79
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SECTION II.  APPROACH TO ANALYZING ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF STIGMA AND 

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST LGBT PEOPLE  

In 2014, USAID and the Williams Institute produced a study addressing how stigma and 

discrimination against LGBT people can have economic impacts.  In this report, we draw from 

that study and look to three forms of stigma and discrimination to assess the impact of an 

unsupportive legal landscape and social climate on Georgia’s economy: 1) discrimination and 

harassment in the workplace and other settings; 2) bullying and harassment of youth; and 3) 

health disparities experienced by LGBT people.
80

  In our analysis, we draw on data specific to 

Georgia, and illustrate the magnitude of some of the costs resulting from different types of 

stigma and discrimination.  Due to limited available data on LGBT people in the state, we are 

able to estimate a few of the costs related to LGBT stigma and discrimination in Georgia.  

In the 2014 USAID and Williams Institute study, the authors explored both micro- and macro-

level analyses to assess possible links between discrimination against LGBT people, as well as 

exclusionary treatment of LGBT people, and economic harms.
81

  In the micro-level analysis, 

the authors considered five types of exclusion of LGBT people and explained how they might 

be linked to harmful economic outcomes:  

1) Police abuse and over-incarceration;  

2) Higher rates of violence;  

3) Workplace harassment and discrimination;  

4) Discrimination and bullying of LGBT students in schools; and  

5) Health disparities.
82

    

After considering these, the authors concluded that “human rights violations experienced by 

LGBT people diminish economic output and capacity at the micro-level. When LGBT people 

are targets of violence, denied equal access to education, stigmatized in communities, and 

discouraged from pursuing the jobs that maximize their skills, their contributions to the 
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whole economy are diminished, holding back economic advancement for the national 

economy.”
83

 

Turning to the macro-level, the authors found an association between greater protections of 

legal rights for sexual and gender identity minorities and economic development in emerging 

economies, measured by per capita GDP.
84

  Notably, they found that non-discrimination laws in 

particular “have an especially strong correlation with GDP per capita.  The importance of 

nondiscrimination laws could be related to their stronger connection to the treatment of LGBT 

people in the workplace and other settings that have direct economic relevance.”
85

 

While the USAID and Williams Institute study focused on national economies, similar types of 

discrimination and stigma confront LGBT people in Georgia and are likely to have similar 

economic effects.   

Before we turn to the analysis, five important points: 

First, we map out economic impacts in each of the three areas we analyze due to stigma and 

discrimination against LGBT people in Georgia in general.  We do not consider how the effects 

specifically relate to any particular law or policy in the state.  

Second, we illustrate just a few of the economic impacts created by a challenging legal 

landscape and social climate for LGBT people in Georgia.  This report is not intended to 

quantify the total amount of harmful economic impacts related to stigma and discrimination 

against LGBT people in the state.   

Third, while the forms of discrimination and stigma that we address in this study provide a 

useful way to understand some of the significant challenges that LGBT people face throughout 

their lives, different types of discrimination and stigma interact with each other and all may 

contribute to one or more negative outcomes for LGBT people.  For example, LGBT people are 

more likely to be poor because of school bullying and workplace discrimination, to have poor 

health, and to have higher rates of incarceration and violent crime victimization.  Because these 

factors overlap and interact, the economic impacts that we have estimated should not be 

summed together.    

Fourth, focusing on LGBT stigma and discrimination alone will not address all negative 

outcomes experienced by LGBT people.  LGBT people have a minority sexual orientation 

and/or gender identity, but also have other identities including race, ethnicity, age, disability, 

and gender.  While a singular focus on LGBT stigma will not entirely eliminate the disparities 

we discuss, an approach that embraces eliminating disparities for diverse LGBT people, no 
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matter what their cause, will improve the lives of many non-LGBT people as well.   For 

example, eliminating gender and racial-ethnic wage gaps in the U.S. would both eliminate the 

poverty gap between same-sex and different sex-couples, as well as to lift many non-LGBT 

people out of poverty as well.
86

  

Finally, as the authors of the USAID and Williams Institute study emphasize, to move this 

analysis beyond this framework and the illustrations of economic impact below, we need more 

complete and better data on LGBT populations.  In particular, the routine inclusion of sexual 

orientation and gender identity measures on large, population-based surveys would provide a 

rich source of information about LGBT people and disparities they face related to their sexual 

orientation and gender identity.  The value of such data collection is illustrated by our use of 

three data sets specific to LGBT people in Georgia that were unavailable just a few years ago—

data from the Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS), the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance 

System (BRFSS), and the National Transgender Discrimination Survey (NTDS).  We also need 

more research about the lived experiences of LGBT people and the effectiveness of legal 

protections to further assess the impact of LGBT supportive laws and climates on LGBT 

people.
87 
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SECTION III.  ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF DISCRIMINATION AND HARASSMENT IN THE 

WORKPLACE AND OTHER SETTINGS  

This section documents the existence of stigma and discrimination against LGBT people in 

employment, housing, and public accommodations, and discusses the consequences of such 

stigma and discrimination for LGBT individuals and for Georgia’s economy.  We conclude 

with two examples of the economic ramifications of discrimination on state expenditures.  

A. Discrimination Documented in Surveys, Court Cases, and Anecdotal 

Reports 

1. Employment Discrimination 

Discrimination against LGBT workers in the U.S., as well as in Georgia, has been widely 

documented.  For example, a 2013 national survey conducted by Pew Research Center found that 

21% of LGBT respondents reported having been treated unfairly by an employer in hiring, pay, 

or promotions.
88

  The 2015 U.S. Transgender Survey, the largest survey of transgender and 

gender non-conforming people in the U.S. to date, found that 27% of respondents reported being 

fired, denied a promotion, or not being hired for a job they applied for in the year prior to the 

survey because of their gender identity, and 15% report being verbally, physically, or sexually 

harassed at work in the year prior to the survey because of their gender identity.
89

   

Surveys of LGBT individuals in Georgia find similar levels of reported discrimination and 

harassment.  For example, a 2011 statewide survey of over 2,000 LGBT Georgians found that 

one-quarter of respondents reported experiencing employment discrimination because of their 

sexual orientation or gender identity, and 45% reported that they had experienced homophobia, 

transphobia, or harassment at work within the year prior to the survey.
90

  Additionally, in 

response to the 2011 National Transgender Discrimination Survey (NTDS), 80% of the 

transgender respondents from Georgia reported experiencing harassment or mistreatment at 

work, 34% reported losing a job, 26% reported being denied a promotion, and 60% reported not 
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being hired because of their gender identity at some point in their lives.91  Additionally, analysis 

of public opinion data indicates that 82% of Georgia residents, non-LGBT and LGBT, believe 

that LGBT people experience discrimination in the state.92 

Instances of employment discrimination against LGBT people in Georgia have also been 

documented in a number of court cases and the media.
93

  Documented examples include: 

 In 2015, a security guard sued her former employer, the Georgia Regional Hospital, 

alleging sex discrimination by her workplace supervisor.  According to an appellate brief 

filed by her attorney, she was targeted because she identified as a lesbian and wore a 

male uniform and had a short haircut.
94

  The district court dismissed her complaint, 

holding that neither sexual orientation nor gender non-conformity could form the basis of 

a discrimination claim.
95

  The case is now pending on appeal.
96

 

 In 2015, a former Atlanta police officer reached a $140,000 settlement with the Atlanta 

Police Department, after being forced to take unpaid medical leave after suffering several 

grand mal seizures.  She experienced the seizures “days after she complained of anti-gay 

comments directed at her” by a co-worker.
97

  

 In 2013, a mechanic sued her former employer alleging that the employer had 

discriminated against her because she was transgender.  She reported that her employer 

told her to stop talking about her transition to her co-workers and advised her not to wear 

feminine clothing.
98

  Although the district court found that there was no evidence of 

unlawful discrimination, and held in favor of the employer, the Eleventh Circuit Court of 

Appeals reversed and sent the case back to the district court for a trial.
99

  In overruling the 

district court’s decision, Eleventh Circuit concluded that, based on the available evidence, 
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a jury could determine that the employer engaged in unlawful discrimination based on 

sex as prohibited by Title VII.
100

 

 In 2007, a Legislative Editor for the Georgia General Assembly’s Office was terminated 

after her supervisor found out about her gender transition.
101

  According to the employee, 

her supervisor said that “the intended gender transition was inappropriate, that it would 

be disruptive, that some people would view it as a moral issue, and that it would make 

[the employee’s] coworkers uncomfortable.”
102

  The employee filed a lawsuit against the 

Office in federal court, alleging that her constitutional right to equal protection had been 

violated.
103

  A district court in Georgia ruled in favor of the employee and the Eleventh 

Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed.
104

  As of December 2011, she was eligible to return to 

work.
105

  

 In 2006, a state agency employee reported that she was subjected to a humiliating and 

invasive four-hour investigation after other employees complained about working with 

her because she was a lesbian.  She said that she was asked questions about who looked 

after her children, who she lived with, and who her friends were.  She was then told not 

to tell anybody else about what happened during the interview.  According to the 

employee, the agency suspended her for “alleged misconduct” two weeks later.
106

  

2. Discrimination in Housing and Public Accommodations 

Discrimination against LGBT people in Georgia has also been observed in the areas of public 

accommodations and housing.  A 2011 survey of over 2,000 LGBT Georgians found that 48% of 

respondents said they had experienced homophobia, transphobia, or harassment at a public 

establishment in the year prior to the survey.
107

  Six percent of respondents reported that they had 

experienced such discrimination at least once a month during the prior year.
108

  Additionally, 

17% of respondents said they had experienced homophobia, transphobia, or harassment by a 

firefighter, police officer, or other civil servant in the year prior to the survey.
109

  Sixteen percent 

of respondents reported that they had experienced discrimination in health care and 6% of 
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respondents said that they had been denied housing in the past year because of their sexual 

orientation or gender identity.
110

   

A 2014 audit testing study conducted by the Equal Rights Center also found evidence of housing 

discrimination based on sexual orientation in Georgia.
111

  In the study, trained testers called 

assisted or independent living facilities and inquired about housing options for themselves and 

either a same-sex or different-sex spouse.
112

  Each facility received a call from one tester seeking 

housing for a same-sex couple and one call from a tester seeking housing for an opposite-sex 

couple.
113

  All couples were given similar personal and financial characteristics, including in 

terms of income, occupation, rental history, and credit history.
114

  The study was conducted in 10 

states including Georgia.
115

  Overall, the caller asking about housing for a same-sex couple 

received a poorer response (related to availability, rental price, deposits and fees, amenities and 

specials, and application requirements) than did the caller for the opposite-sex couple in 48% of 

the tests conducted.
116

  In Georgia, the caller asking about housing for a same-sex couple 

received poorer treatment in 70% of the tests.
117

   

Recent research also sheds light on the multiple forms of discrimination faced by various LGBT 

groups within Georgia.  For example, in response to a 2012 survey of 544 Black MSM (men who 

have sex with men) and transgender women in Atlanta, 13% of respondents said that they had 

been mistreated by health care providers because of their sexual orientation and 12% said they 

had been mistreated by health care providers because of their race.
118

 

B. Wage Gaps 

Wage gap analysis has been a traditional method used by economists to measure employment 

discrimination against women, people of color, and LGBT people.  In a meta-analysis of 31 

studies on sexual orientation wage gaps, Professor Marieka Klawitter concluded that almost all 

studies found an earnings penalty for gay men, with an average of -11%.
119 

 For lesbians, only a 
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few studies found an earnings penalty and most found a significant earnings premium, even after 

controlling for many relevant factors.  On average, the earnings premium for lesbians was 

+9%.
120 

 Klawitter concluded that her analysis “shows evidence consistent with possible 

discrimination—an earnings penalty—for gay men but not for lesbians.”
121

  A simple 

comparison
122

 of median incomes in Georgia suggests that men in same-sex couples also may 

face a wage gap.  The median income of men in same-sex couples in the state is 9% lower than 

the median income of men in different-sex marriages.
123

 

Klawitter posited several reasons to explain why gay men may face more discrimination in the 

workplace, including that straight men in the U.S. have less positive attitudes towards gay men 

than lesbians, and that straight men are more likely to be in wage-determining senior positions 

than women.
124 

 Klawitter also pointed to several studies suggesting that when gay men and 

lesbians are more visible in the workplace, they have lower earnings.
125  

She also noted that other 

research reviews have found that lesbians who do not fit the norms for femininity have a harder 

time securing employment.
126

 Finally, it is important to keep in mind that most lesbians still earn 

less than most gay and heterosexual men because of the gender wage gap.
127

  

In addition, a forthcoming study based on representative data from 27 states, finds “clear 

evidence that self-identified transgender individuals have significantly lower employment rates 

and household incomes and significantly higher poverty rates than non-transgender individuals.”  

The study concludes that transgender adults suffer a “household income penalty” equivalent to 

12% of annual household income.
128

 

 

A growing body of research supports that for many LGBT people who face discrimination along 

multiple axes of inequality, the resulting impact is greater than the sum of the parts.  For 

example, a 2015 study found that the overall wage gap for men of color in same-sex couples was 
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greater than what the sum of the race and sexual orientation wage gaps would have predicted.  

The gap was even more pronounced “in the bottom three quartiles of earnings, indicating that the 

magnifying negative interaction effects of minority race and sexual orientation status is most 

pronounced for lower-income workers.”
129

 

Research also indicates that non-discrimination polices help to close sexual orientation wage 

gaps.  A 2009 study found that in states with a sexual orientation non-discrimination law, men 

and women in same-sex couples had a wage premium (3% and 2% respectively) and they earned 

approximately 0.3% more for each year the policy was in effect.130  Similarly, two 2011 studies 

reported a significant impact of state non-discrimination laws on annual earnings131 and evidence 

that state non-discrimination laws were associated with a greater number of weeks worked for 

gay men -- especially in private-sector jobs.132  Furthermore, a 2015 study found that the 

enactment of state level non-discrimination laws increased wages by 4.2% and employment by 

2% for gay men.133 

C. Poverty in the LGBT Community  

While national averages indicate that LGBT people may be more likely to have higher household 

incomes, those averages can mask that LGBT people are also disproportionately poor134 and that 

poverty is concentrated in certain groups within the LGBT community such as female couples, 

people of color, transgender people, youth, and the elderly.  For example, key findings from a 

2013 study on poverty in the LGBT community include:  

 7.6% of lesbian couples are in poverty, compared to 5.7% of married different-sex 

couples;  

 Over 1 in 5 of children of same-sex couples are in poverty, compared to 12.1% of 

children of married different-sex couples;  
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 African American same-sex couples have poverty rates more twice that of married 

different-sex African American couples; and   

 Lesbian couples who live in rural areas are much more likely to be poor (14.1%), 

compared to coupled lesbians in large cities (4.5%).  

 

Similarly, research looking at the issue of food insecurity in the LGBT community has found 

that, in the year prior to the survey, more than one in four LGBT adults (27%) experienced a 

time when they did not have enough money to feed themselves or their family, and nearly one 

half of LGB adults aged 18-44 who are raising children (46%) received food stamps.135   

 

The U.S. Transgender Discrimination Survey found that, nationally, one-third of respondents 

were living at or near the federal poverty line, twice the rate of poverty in the general population 

(29% v. 14%).
136

  Transgender people of color were more likely to be living in poverty, with 

43% of Latino/a, 43% of American Indian, 40% of  multiracial, 38% of black, 34% of Middle 

Eastern, and 32% of Asian respondents reporting that they were living in poverty, compared to 

24% of white respondents.
137

    

 

In a 2013 study on poverty, Badgett et al. suggested that social climate and policy are linked 

determinants of LGB poverty: “LGB people who live in non-coastal regions of the U.S. or rural 

communities are more likely than those in urban and coastal regions to be in poverty.  These 

geographic areas are more likely to have social climates that are less accepting of LGB identities, 

increasing the stress and discrimination that LGB people face.  These locales may also be less 

likely to offer legal protections that would guard against major life events, such as job loss or 

health issues that often contribute to poverty.”138   

 

Building from that thesis, a 2015 report by the Williams Institute linked greater socio-economic 

disparities for LGBT people to region, a lack of legal protections, and poor social climate.139  The 

report found that LGBT Americans face greater social and economic disparities in states without 

statewide laws prohibiting sexual orientation discrimination, and in regions of the country such 

as the South, with a poorer social climate and fewer legal protections.140  For example, while 
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same-sex couples with children in all states face an income disadvantage when compared to their 

different-sex married counterparts, that income gap widens from $4,300 in the states with 

protective laws states to $11,000 in states like Georgia that lack such laws.141  

 

The report, The LGBT Divide, shows similar disadvantages for LGBT people in Georgia, 

including:   

 Thirty-six percent of LGBT adults in Georgia report having a household income below 

$24,000 compared to 28% of non-LGBT adults.142   

 Same-sex couples raising children have average household incomes of over $10,000 less 

than different-sex married couples raising children in Georgia ($73,900 for same-sex 

couples compared to $86,300 for different-sex married couples).143 

 Nearly one-third of LGBT adults (32%) in Georgia report that they do not have enough 

money for food compared to around one-fifth of non-LGBT adults (21%).144    

 Similarly, one-third of LGBT adults in Georgia report not having enough money to meet 

their health care needs compared to 22% of non-LGBT adults.145   

Data from the NTDS suggest that transgender people in Georgia are five times as likely to be 

poor (20% v. 4%) and three times as likely to be unemployed (21% v. 7%) as the general 

population in the state.146  In addition, 23% of NTDS respondents in Georgia reported having 

become homeless at some point in their lives because of their gender identity.147  The authors of 

the NTDS concluded that the higher rates of poverty and unemployment are “likely due to 

employment discrimination and discrimination in school.”148  

In addition, the Trans Housing Atlanta Program, a housing support organization for transgender 

people in Georgia, has also found high rates of homelessness among the transgender population 

in Atlanta, estimating that more than 2% of the city’s transgender residents are homeless.
149

 

D. Economic Impact of LGBT Stigma and Discrimination on Employers 

A growing body of research finds that supportive workplace policies and practices, such as non-

discrimination policies, have a positive impact on employer outcomes—what has been termed 

“the business case for diversity.”  While this research has primarily focused on the inclusive 
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policies and environments of individual firms, it also suggests that state economies benefit from 

more inclusive legal and social environments.  

To the extent that Georgia’s legal landscape and social climate is unsupportive of LGBT 

workers, the state is likely to experience negative economic outcomes.  Research shows that 

LGBT workers in unsupportive environments are less likely to be open about their sexual 

orientation or gender identity at work, more likely to be distracted on the job, and less likely to 

be committed to staying at their current employer, compared to LGBT employees at supportive 

workplaces.  Moreover, LGBT and non-LGBT workers from outside of a state that they perceive 

as unsupportive may be less likely to accept job offers from employers in the state.   

1. The Business Case for Diversity 

Over the past two decades, many employers have adopted non-discrimination polices to protect 

LGBT employees and created more inclusive workplace environments, even when not legally 

required to do so.150  In doing so, both employers and LGBT advocates have articulated the 

business case for diversity, drawing on research initially related to racial and gender diversity, 

but now frequently evaluating LGBT-supportive policies and practices.    

Corporations have increasingly enacted LGBT-supportive policies, in part, because the 

companies’ perceive that the policies will have a positive impact on the bottom line.  As of 2015, 

93% of Fortune 500 companies had policies prohibiting sexual orientation discrimination and 

75% included gender identity.151  Further, 64% offered domestic partner benefits and 40% had 

transgender-inclusive benefits policies.152   

Of the 18 Fortune 500 companies headquartered in Georgia,153 17 include sexual orientation in 

their non-discrimination policies, and 13 also include gender identity: Home Depot,154 UPS,155 

Coca-Cola,156 Delta Air Lines,157 Aflac,158 Southern Co.,159 Genuine Parts,160 First Data Corp.,161 
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HD Supply Holdings,162 Veritiv Corp.,163 SunTrust Banks,164 Mohawk Industries,165 AGCO 

Corp.,166 Asbury Automotive Corp.,167 NCR Corp.,168 PulteGroup Inc.,169 and Newell Brands.170  

As stated in a 2015 amici brief filed by 379 large corporations in the historic marriage equality 

case Obergefell v. Hodges,171  the business case for diversity is clear:  

Today, diversity and inclusion are a given. They are among the core principles of amici 

in the conduct of their businesses.  The value of diversity and inclusion in the workplace 

has been well-documented following rigorous analyses.  Amici and others recognize that 

diversity is crucial to innovation and marketplace success.  Members of the lesbian, gay, 

bisexual, and transgender (“LGBT”) community are one source of that diversity.172 

In fact, a 2011 study found that when enacting non-discrimination policies, 92% of the leading 

companies in the U.S. did so based on a general argument that diversity is good for business, and 

53% made that link specifically to LGBT-supportive policies and practices.173  Similarly, a 2013 

Williams Institute study found that over 60% of corporate respondents that offered transition-

related health care coverage to their employees did so because of the business benefits.174  Some 
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of the specific business-related outcomes that have motivated employers to adopt LGBT-

supportive policies include: recruiting and retaining talented employees, sparking new ideas and 

innovations, attracting and serving a diverse customer base, and enhancing employee 

productivity.175 

 

Academic research conducted over the past two decades supports the business case for LGBT 

inclusion.  In 2013, the Williams Institute reviewed 36 academic studies examining the effects of 

LGBT-supportive policies, and concluded that the research supports the existence of many 

positive links between LGBT-supportive policies or workplace climates and outcomes that will 

benefit employers.176   

Figure II.a. Number of studies conducted prior to 2013 showing relationship between LGBT-

supportive policies or workplace climates and individual-level outcomes 

 

A 2014 literature review of academic studies similarly concluded that LGBT-supportive policies 

have positive effects on LGBT employees in terms of mental health, workplace relationships, 

and job satisfaction.
177

 Many of the underlying studies included in the 2013 and 2014 literature 
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reviews focused on three specific areas of the case for business diversity: employee recruitment, 

productivity/engagement, and retention.  Studies focused on these outcomes have shown that: 

Recruitment 

 LGBT-supportive polices and workplace environments are important to LGBT 

employees when they are deciding where to work.
178

 

 LGBT employees prefer to work in states with more supportive laws and social 

environments.
179

 

 Employers are more likely to cite problems with recruitment of LGBT employees when 

LGBT-supportive policies are not in place.
180

 

 Many non-LGBT jobseekers also value LGBT-supportive policies and practices,
181

 

particularly younger and more highly educated workers.
182

 

Productivity/Engagement 

 LGBT-supportive policies and supportive workplace environments are associated with 

less discrimination and a greater likelihood that LGBT people will be out at work.  Both 

outcomes have been linked to greater workplace engagement, improved psychological 

health, increased productivity, and job satisfaction.
183
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 When LGBT employees are open about their sexual orientation or gender identity at 

work, teams that include both LGBT and non-LGBT workers may be more productive 

and more competent.
184

   

 These outcomes could lead to economic losses for state and local governments, as 

employers, and private businesses Georgia.  Since the state government of Georgia 

employs over 67,000 people,
185

 its own loss in productivity from a discriminatory 

environment could be significant.   

Retention 

 LGBT employees in supportive environments are more likely to say they are proud to 

work for their employer.
186

 

 LGBT employees in unsupportive environments feel less committed to their jobs.
187

  

 When a worker leaves a job, costs include a loss in productivity due to the unfilled 

position, the costs of hiring and training a new employee, and lower initial rates of 

productivity of the new employee.
188

  A 2012 review of academic articles concluded that 

businesses spend about one-fifth of an employee’s annual salary to replace a worker.
189

  

This rate was very consistent for most types of workers, except for executives and highly 

skilled positions, which have much greater turnover costs – up to 213% of annual 

salary.
190

  Based on the average annual mean wage in Georgia,
191

 public and private 

employers are at risk of losing approximately $9,100, on average, for each employee that 
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leaves the state or changes jobs because of the negative environment facing LGBT 

people.
192

 

In addition, several studies have linked LGBT-supportive policies and workplace environments 

to bottom line gains, including improved productivity, profitability, and stock prices when 

compared to firms without such polices.
193

  

This body of research suggests if Georgia were to move toward a more supportive legal 

landscape and social climate for LGBT people, public and private employers in the state would 

likely be able to more easily recruit employees from other places and retain current employees, 

and would likely see improved employee productivity.  

E. Illustration of Costs to Georgia Associated with Stigma and Discrimination  

As discussed above, discrimination in employment, housing, and other areas of life can result in 

LGBT people being unemployed, underemployed, underpaid, less productive, and more reliant 

on government benefits and social services.  Here we use available data to estimate the fiscal 

impact of discrimination in two of many possible areas by estimating the costs associated with 

Medicaid participation and use of shelters that result from housing discrimination against 

transgender people in Georgia.  

We use prevalence findings from the NTDS, coupled with estimates of the size of the 

transgender Georgia population (reported in Section I.A.), to estimate the number of transgender 

adults in Georgia who have experienced specific forms of anti-transgender bias. 
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Figure III.a.  Discrimination in Employment and Housing on the Basis of Gender Identity among 

NTDS Respondents in Georgia (n=167) 

Source: National Transgender Discrimination Survey, 2011 

 

Job loss, including due to anti-transgender bias, can result in economic insecurity and loss of a 

variety of benefits, such as health care coverage.  People who experience job loss may become 

eligible for and enroll in Medicaid.  Estimates from the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 

Services find that as of August 2016, 1.7 million people were enrolled in Medicaid or the 

Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP) in Georgia.
194

  

Based on findings from the NTDS, we estimate that 4.9% of transgender adults in Georgia who 

have lost a job due to anti-transgender bias have enrolled in Medicaid.
195

  An estimated 0.9% of 

transgender adults in Georgia who have not lost a job due to anti-transgender bias have enrolled 

in Medicaid.  We attribute the difference in Medicaid enrollment between these two groups 

(4.0%) to the elevated need for Medicaid coverage resulting from employment discrimination 

based on gender identity.  Applying this figure (4.0%) to the population of transgender adults in 

Georgia who have lost a job because of gender identity bias, we estimate that 757 transgender 

Georgians have enrolled in Medicaid because of employment discrimination on the basis of 

gender identity.
196

  In 2011, average state spending per Medicaid enrollee in Georgia was 
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approximately $1,384.
197

 Therefore, we estimate that employment discrimination experienced by 

transgender adults on the basis of gender identity costs Georgia approximately $1,048,000 

annually in state Medicaid expenditures. 

Individuals who are denied housing because of anti-transgender bias may experience 

homelessness and seek housing at a homeless shelter.  We estimate that 2.9% of transgender 

adults in Georgia who have been denied a home or apartment due to anti-transgender bias are 

currently experiencing homelessness.
198

 An estimated 1.2% of transgender adults in Georgia who 

have not been denied a home or apartment due to anti-transgender bias are currently 

experiencing homelessness. Therefore, we estimate that approximately 1.7% of transgender 

adults in Georgia, or 227 individuals, may be currently experiencing homelessness because of 

housing discrimination based on their gender identity.
199

 

These individuals may seek temporary housing at a homeless shelter in the state. A 2010 study 

by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) estimated that the cost of 

housing an individual experiencing homelessness at a shelter for an average length of stay based 

on cost data from three cities (Des Moines, IA; Houston, TX; and Jacksonville, FL) is 

approximately $2,100.
200

 This is likely a conservative estimate of costs to shelter facilities as the 

HUD estimate only considers those experiencing homelessness for the first time and individuals 

only, not families. Applying this estimate to the 227 transgender residents of Georgia whom we 

estimate to be currently experiencing homelessness due to housing discrimination on the basis of 

gender identity, we estimate that this form of housing discrimination may cost Georgia up to 

$477,000 annually in shelter expenditures. 

Reducing or eliminating discrimination against LGBT people in employment and housing can be 

a cost-saving measure for the state of Georgia.  As our illustration shows, to the extent that a 
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statewide prohibition against gender identity discrimination can reduce or eliminate bias in 

employment and housing against transgender individuals, the state of Georgia could save up to 

$1.5 million annually in Medicaid and shelter expenses alone.  These particular costs represent 

only two of a variety of costs that can accrue to the state and localities when LGBT individuals 

face discrimination. 
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SECTION IV.  ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF BULLYING AND FAMILY REJECTION OF LGBT 

YOUTH  

School-based bullying of LGBT youth is pervasive
201 

and increases the likelihood of school 

dropout
202

, poverty
203

, and suicide
204

. Educational attainment, especially high school completion, 

is a significant determinant of economic status and health across the life course.
205

  As a result, 

early experiences of harassment may not only shape the economic lives of LGBT people, but also 

have a negative effect on a state’s economy.  As the authors of the USAID and Williams Institute 

study explained, “education discrimination excludes LGBT students from opportunities to 

increase their human capital (that is, their knowledge and skills) and to be employed in higher-

skilled jobs that contribute to overall economic productivity.”
206

  

 

To the extent that Georgia’s legal landscape and social climate foster an environment that is not 

inclusive of LGBT youth, the state is likely to experience losses in human capital, as well as 

costs associated with an overrepresentation of LGBT youth in foster care, the juvenile justice 

system, and among the homeless.  This section presents data on experiences of LGBT youth in 

Georgia and throughout the U.S., and reviews research that links these experiences to negative 

outcomes for LGBT youth that, in turn, can lead to future reductions in economic output. 
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A. Bullying and Harassment of LGBT Youth Documented in Surveys 

1. Middle School and High School 

Data from several sources indicate that LGBT youth in Georgia face harassment, bullying, and 

exclusion in secondary and post-secondary schools.  

The Centers for Disease Risk Control and Prevention (CDC) recently published an analysis of 

2015 Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) data on LGB youth from multiple states and certain 

large urban school districts, including DeKalb County, GA, which included a measure of sexual 

orientation on its survey.
207

  This analysis compared LGB to non-LGB 9
th

 through 12
th

 graders 

on a variety of indicators of health and well-being. The 2015 DeKalb County YRBS data 

indicate that LGB youth in the county experience higher rates of being bullied and threatened 

with violence than non-LGB youth. 

Figure IV.a. 12-month Teasing & Bullying of High School Students in DeKalb County, Georgia, by 

Sexual Orientation 

Source: Laura Kann et al., Sexual Identity, Sex of Sexual Contacts, and Health-Related Behaviors among 

Students in Grades 9 – 12, United States and Selected Sites, 2016 

 

 
 

In DeKalb County, LGB students were more likely to report being bulled at school (20.8% v. 

12.8%)
208

 and electronically bulled (12.0% v. 8.0%)
209

 in the 12 months prior to the survey than 

non-LGB students.  In addition, LGB students were more likely to report being in a fight in the 

12 months prior to the survey (34.6% v. 24.4%)
210

 and were more than twice as likely to report 
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being threatened or injured with a weapon on school property (14.2% v. 6.6%)
211

.  Not 

surprisingly, LGB students were more likely than non-LGB students to report missing school 

because they felt unsafe at least once in the month prior to the survey (13.9% v. 8.7%).
212

 

Findings from the 2015 DeKalb County YRBS are consistent with YRBS findings from 25 

states and 18 other large urban school districts.
213

  In addition, a 2011 CDC meta-analysis of 

YRBS data collected from 2001 through 2009 also found that, nationally, LGB students were 

more likely to experience bullying and violence at school than non-LGB students, suggesting 

that bullying is a chronic problem.
214

   

Bullying and harassment of LGBT youth has also been documented in Georgia, beyond DeKalb 

County.  For instance, the 2013 GLSEN National School Climate survey reported that: 80% of 

Georgia middle- and high-school students responding to the survey said they had experienced 

verbal harassment based on their sexual orientation in the year prior to the survey, and 56% said 

they had experienced verbal harassment based on their gender expression.215  Many students also 

reported experiencing sexual harassment (58%), cyber bullying (49%), and physical harassment 

(32%).  Most of the students who experienced harassment did not report it to staff (65%) or their 

families (56%).216  Of those who reported incidents to school authorities, only 26% said that the 

report resulted in effective intervention.217    

Additionally, in response to the National Transgender Discrimination Survey, 83% of Georgia 

participants who identified as transgender while in grades K-12 reported experiencing 

harassment at school, and 39% reported experiencing physical assault at school because of their 

gender identity.218  Similarly, 46% of 2,124 LGBT adults in Georgia who completed a 2011 

survey said that they had been harassed or bullied when they were in middle or high school.
219

 

2. Higher Education 

Two universities in Georgia, the University of Georgia and Georgia Tech, have conducted 

campus climate surveys that measure LGBT inclusion on their campuses.  The University of 
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Georgia’s survey of students, faculty, and staff, which included 1,058 LGBQ
220

 respondents and 

66 respondents who identified as transgender or genderqueer, found higher levels of 

discrimination and discomfort among LGBTQ individuals compared to their non-LGBTQ 

peers.
221

  Nearly half (65%) of the transgender and genderqueer respondents reported 

experiencing exclusionary (e.g., shunned, ignored), intimidating, offensive, or hostile conduct, 

and 47% of transgender and genderqueer respondents who reported such conduct said it was 

because of their gender identity.
222

  By comparison, 16% of all cisgender female respondents and 

13% of cisgender  male respondents reported experiencing exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, 

or hostile conduct.
223

  Among LGBQ respondents, 48% said they had experienced exclusionary, 

intimidating, offensive, or hostile conduct, compared to 26% of heterosexual respondents.
224

    

Additionally, 12% of transgender and genderqueer respondents said they were uncomfortable or 

very uncomfortable with the campus climate compared to 6% of cisgender females and 4% of 

cisgender males.
225

  Similarly, 11% of LGBQ respondents said they were uncomfortable or very 

uncomfortable with the campus climate, compared to 6% of heterosexual respondents.
226

  

Several LGBTQ students also shared examples of the types of harassment they faced on or 

around campus, including being called derogatory names and having their picture taken without 

consent.
227

 

Georgia Tech’s survey also found that LGB students were less likely to find the campus 

environment welcoming and inclusive than non-LGB students.
228

  Forty-one percent of LGB 

undergraduates and 26% of LGB graduate students said they had experienced instances of 

marginalization on campus (e.g., a sense of exclusion or feeling left out), compared to 22% of 

non-LGB undergraduates and 16% of non-LGB graduate students.
229

  In addition, 57% of all 

undergraduates and 20% of all graduate students said that they heard disparaging remarks about 

LGB people on campus.
230

         

B. Family Rejection 

For many youth, the challenges that they face at school are compounded by unaccepting families. 

This can further impair their ability to learn and graduate.  Research shows that many LGBT 
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youth have strained relationships with their families, or face abuse by their parents, because of 

their sexual orientation and gender identity.231  For example, in one study about the challenges 

that youth face, LGBT youth ranked non-accepting families as the most important problem in 

their lives (26%), followed by school and bullying problems (21%), and fear of being open about 

being LGBT (18%).
232

  In contrast, non-LGBT youth ranked classes/exams/grades (25%), 

college/career (14%), and financial pressures related to college or job (11%) as the most 

important problems in their lives.
233

 

C. Health Disparities among LGBT Youth 

Patterns of poor health and health risk observed among LGBT adults have been widely 

documented among LGBT adolescents as well.  For example, the CDC analysis of 2015 YRBS 

data from 25 states and 19 large urban school districts reported disproportionately high rates of 

poor mental health and health risk behavior, commonly considered stress coping behavior,
234

 that 

disfavor LGB youth.
235

  Analyses of YRBS data from 2001-2009 also indicated sexual 

orientation disparities in mental health and health risk behaviors, suggesting that intervention 

efforts to date have been insufficient.
236

 Finally, a 2011 meta-analysis of 18 studies found that 

compared to non-LGB youth, LGB youth were more likely to report depression and more than 

twice as likely to think about suicide, over three times as likely to report that they had attempted 
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suicide, and more than four times as likely to have attempted suicide such that they needed 

medical attention.
237

   

 

Other studies have linked health disparities to discrimination and unsupportive environments.  

For example, a 2011 study of youth in Oregon found that, in general, LGB youth were more 

likely to have attempted suicide than heterosexual youth, and that LGB youth in unsupportive 

school environments were at a 20% greater risk of attempting suicide than were LGB youth in 

supportive school environments.238  High levels of school-based victimization have been 

associated with higher levels of illicit drug use and sexual risk behavior.239  Research has also 

linked unsupportive family environments to depression and suicidality,
240

 high levels of stress,241 

tobacco use,242 and illicit drug use243 in LGB youth and young adults.   

Studies of transgender youth have also found evidence of associations between discrimination, 

abuse, and poorer health.  A 2016 study found that transgender people who had been denied 

access to college bathrooms that matched their gender identity were 1.5 times more likely to 

have attempted suicide than those who were not denied bathroom access, and those who had 

been denied access to campus housing that matched their gender identity were 1.6 times more 

likely to have attempted suicide than those who had not been denied access.244  In addition, a 

2010 study found that transgender respondents who had experienced gender-related abuse in 

their youth reported significantly higher rates of major depression and suicidality during that 

period of their lives than those who had not had such experiences.245 
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2015 DeKalb County YRBS data suggest that sexual orientation disparities in health observed 

elsewhere in the U.S. also persist in DeKalb County, GA.  

1. Depression and Suicidality 

As shown in Figure IV.b., larger proportions of LGB students in DeKalb County reported feeling 

isolated, depressed, and suicidal than non-LGB students.  In fact, during the 12-months prior to 

the survey, 46.8% of LGB students reported feeling so sad or hopeless every day for over two 

weeks that they stopped doing some of their usual activities.
246

  That was nearly twice the rate of 

non-LGB students (24.2%).  An affirmative answer to this question is part of the diagnostic 

definition of major depressive disorder.247 

Figure IV.b. 12-month Depression and Suicidality among DeKalb County, Georgia, High School 

Students, by Sexual Orientation  

Source: Laura Kann et al., Sexual Identity, Sex of Sexual Contacts, and Health-Related Behaviors among 

Students in Grades 9–12, United States and Selected Sites, 2015 

 

LGB students in DeKalb County were over twice as likely to have seriously considered suicide 

in the year prior to the survey compared to non-LGB students.  More than one-third of LGB 

students (35.2%) reported seriously considering suicide in the 12-months prior the survey,
248

 

30.3% had made plan about how to attempt suicide,
249

 and 11.6% reported being injured from a 

suicide attempt in a way that had to be treated by a doctor or a nurse.
250

  By comparison, 12.9% 
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of non-LGB students in DeKalb County reported seriously considering attempting suicide in the 

year prior to the survey,
251

 12.9% had made a plan about how to do it,
252

 and 3.3% reported 

being injured from a suicide attempt that had to be treated by a doctor or a nurse.
253

 

2. Substance Use 

LGB students in DeKalb County were also more likely to report smoking, drinking, and 

substance abuse than non-LGB students.   

Figure III.c.  30-Day Substance Abuse among DeKalb County, Georgia, High School Students, by 

Sexual Orientation  

Source: Laura Kann et al., Sexual Identity, Sex of Sexual Contacts, and Health-Related Behaviors among 

Students in Grades 9–12, United States and Selected Sites, 2015 

 

LGB students were over twice as likely to report having smoked one or more cigarette or cigars 

in the month prior to the survey (23.1% v. 9.9%)
254

 and were also more likely to report that they 

had smoked cigarettes on 20 or more days in the month prior to the survey (2.8% v. 0.7%)
255

.  

Over 33.0% of LGB students had at least one drink in the month before the survey compared to 

19.2% of non-LGB students.
256

  And 13.4% of LGB students reported having had 5 or more 

drinks in a row, or within a couple of hours, in the month prior to the survey compared to 7.2% 

of non-LGB students.
257

  LGB students were also more likely to report having used marijuana 
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(27.8% v. 21.6%)
258

 in the month prior to the survey, and were over twice as likely as non-LGB 

students to report ever having used cocaine (8.5% v 3.5%)
259

.   

 

The 2015 DeKalb County YRBS findings are consistent with the 2015 YRBS data collected in 

25 states and 18 other large urban school districts.  In terms of mental health, like LGB youth in 

DeKalb County, LGB youth in the national YRBS sample were more likely to report that they 

felt so sad or hopeless that they stopped doing their usual activities for a period of time,260 that 

they had seriously considered suicide,261 that they had made a suicide plan,262 and that they had 

made a suicide attempt that resulted in an injury that had to be treated by a doctor or nurse.263  In 

terms of substance use, LGB youth in the national sample, similarly to LGB youth in DeKalb 

County, reported higher rates of smoking cigarettes,264 drinking alcohol,265 binge drinking,266 

marijuana use,267 and cocaine use.268   

 

D. Impact of Bullying and Family Rejection on Education and Economic 

Potential of LGBT Youth 

Given the negative impacts of school-based victimization and family rejection on the health of 

LGBT youth, it is not surprising that LGBT youth also are more likely to skip school, become 

involved in the juvenile justice system, and enter foster care or become homeless. LGBT youth 

are less likely, on average, to finish high school or to obtain a college degree, and thus, are more 

likely to be unemployed or underemployed.
269

  These individual consequences have economic 

ramifications for the state of Georgia.  

1. School Outcomes 

Research shows that bullying can lead to skipping school and low academic performance among 

LGBT youth.  Several studies, relying on representative samples of youth, found that LGB 

students were more likely than non-LGB students to skip school as a result of feeling unsafe.  

For example, a 2011 meta-analysis of 18 studies that used YRBS or National Longitudinal Study 

of Adolescent Health data found that, on average, LGB students were almost three times as 
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likely to report not going to school because of safety concerns as their non-LGBQ 

counterparts.
270

  Similarly, a 2014 analysis of pooled YRBS data from 13 sites found that LGB271 

high school students reported significantly higher rates of skipping school because they felt 

unsafe.272   

Studies based on convenience samples also indicate that many LGBT youth skip school due to 

bullying and harassment. A 2009 report by the National Education Association found that, 

nationwide, approximately half of LGBT students who said that they experienced frequent or 

severe verbal harassment because of their sexual orientation or gender identity missed school at 

least once a month, and around 70% who said they experienced frequent or severe physical 

harassment missed school more than once a month.
273

  The report also found that LGBT youth 

were almost twice as likely to consider dropping out of school as their non-LGBT peers.
274

  In 

response to the National Transgender Discrimination Survey, 83% of Georgia respondents who 

expressed a transgender identity or gender non-conformity while in K-12 reported experiencing 

harassment at school,275 and 25% of those who had experienced harassment reported that it was 

so severe they had to drop out of primary, secondary, or higher education.
276

  Other studies have 

found that bullying of LGBT youth is related to poorer academic performance and higher rates of 

absenteeism.
277
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2. Overrepresentation in Foster Care, Juvenile Justice System, and Among the 

Homeless Population 

Challenging environments at home and at school contribute to an overrepresentation of LGBT 

youth in the child welfare system, the youth homeless population, and the juvenile justice 

system.   

In addition to the human toll, there are direct costs to the government and social service systems 

created by the overrepresentation of LGBT youth in these systems.278  LGBT youth are 

overrepresented in the foster care system; 19% of youth in foster care in Los Angeles County are 

LGBT, 2-3 times their proportion of the general youth and young adult population.279  Research 

suggests that LGBT youth are more likely than non-LGBT youth to age out of the system.280  

While some of those who age out transition successfully into adulthood, many do not.   

Of those who age out of foster care: more than 1 in 5 will become homeless after age 18; 1 in 4 

will be involved in the justice system within two years of leaving the foster care system; only 

58% will graduate high school by age 19 (compared to 87% of all 19 year olds); fewer than 3% 

will earn a college degree by age 25 (compared to 28% all 25 year olds); and at the age of 24, 

only half will be employed.281 

A 2015 survey of homeless youth in Atlanta found that 28.2% of the respondents identified as 

LGBT.
282

  Similarly, in response to surveys conducted in 2012 and 2015, homeless youth service 

providers across the U.S. estimated that between 20% and 40% of their clients were LGBT.283  A 

2011 study of youth in Massachusetts found that approximately 25% of lesbian and gay youth, 

and 15% of bisexual youth in public high school were homeless, compared to 3% of heterosexual 
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youth.
284

   

Data from the National Survey of Youth in Custody indicates that 12.2% of youth in custody 

identify as LGBT.
285

  Another study found that LGBT youth made up 15% of detained youth.
286

  

Studies have shown that LGBTQ youth are more likely to be detained for offenses such as 

running away, truancy, curfew violations, and “ungovernability”—charges that can indicate 

problems with bullying in school and family rejection.287  Research also shows that in some 

instances, LGBT youth have been punished for defending themselves against their harassers,288 

and evidence of selective enforcement against LGBT youth.289 

Collectively, school-based harassment and family rejection, contribute to significant “welfare 

and Medicaid costs, the cost of incarceration, lost wages and other significant costs to individuals 

and to society.”290  For example, nationally, the Jim Casey Foundation estimates that 

homelessness, juvenile justice involvement, and poor educational and employment outcomes 

cost nearly $8 billion per cohort of youth aging out of foster care each year. The best available 

data suggest that LGBT youth make up one-fifth, if not more, of each annual cohort.   

  

                                                           
284

 Heather L. Corliss, Carol S. Goodenow, Lauren Nichols & S. Bryn Austin, High Burden of Homelessness among 

Sexual-Minority Adolescents: Findings from a Representative Massachusetts High School Sample, 9 AM. J. PUB. 

HEALTH 1683 (2011).  For further research on homelessness among LGBTQ youth, see MALLORY ET AL., supra note 

231. 
285

 ALLEN J. BECK & DAVID CANTOR, BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATS., U.S. DEP’T OF JUSTICE, SEXUAL VICTIMIZATION 

IN JUVENILE FACILITIES REPORTED BY YOUTH, 2012 at 20 (2013), http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/svjfry12.pdf. 
286

 Laura Garnette et al., Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender (LGBT) Youth and the Juvenile Justice System, in 

JUVENILE JUSTICE: ADVANCING RESEARCH, POLICY, AND PRACTICE 162 (Francine T. Sherman & Francine H. Jacobs 

eds., 2011).  
287

 KATAYOON MAJD, JODY MARKSAMER & CAROLYN REYES, HIDDEN INJUSTICE: LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL, AND 

TRANSGENDER YOUTH IN JUVENILE COURTS 71 (2009), http://www.nclrights.org/wp-

content/uploads/2014/06/hidden_injustice.pdf; SHANNAN WILBER, CAITLIN RYAN & JODY MARKSAMER, CHILD 

WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA, BEST PRACTICE GUIDELINES FOR SERVING LGBT YOUTH IN OUT-OF-HOME CARE 4 

(2006), http://familyproject.sfsu.edu/sites/sites7.sfsu.edu.familyproject/files/bestpracticeslgbtyouth.pdf. 
288

 MAJD ET AL., supra note 287 at 77. 
289

 Katherine E. W. Himmelstein & Hannah Bruckner, Criminal-Justice and School Sanctions against Non-

Heterosexual Youth: A National Longitudinal Study, 127 PEDIATRICS 49 (2011). 
290

 Id. 

http://www.nclrights.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/hidden_injustice.pdf
http://www.nclrights.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/hidden_injustice.pdf


54 
 

SECTION V.  LGBT HEALTH DISPARITIES 

Experiences of discrimination and harassment, as well as living in a state with unsupportive laws 

and social climates, have been shown to contribute to health disparities for LGBT people.   

Substantial research has documented that LGBT people experience disparities on a range of 

health outcomes, and health-related risk factors, compared to their non-LGBT counterparts.  

Research shows that mood291 and anxiety disorders,292 attempted suicide,293 and self-harm294 are 

more common among sexual minorities (LGBs) than non-LGB people. Studies also indicate that 

rates of depression, anxiety disorders, and attempted suicide are also elevated among transgender 

people.295  In addition, LGB people are more likely to report tobacco use, drug use, and alcohol 

disorders than their non-LGB counterparts.296  As described more fully below, empirical research 

has linked such disparities to anti-LGBT policies and unsupportive social climates.  Health 

survey data collected in Georgia indicate that LGB297 adults in the state experience the same 

types of disparities that have been documented in other states and on national surveys. 

A. LGB Health Disparities in Georgia 

One source for assessing health disparities between LGB and non-LGB people in Georgia is the 

Georgia Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (GA BRFSS).298  In 2015, Georgia included 

the CDC-recommended sexual orientation identity measure on its BRFSS.299  We present our 
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analysis of data from Georgia’s 2015 BRFSS below, noting where our results are similar or 

dissimilar to patterns observed in other samples.   

We assessed the health of LGB and non-LGB adults on three health outcomes that are widely 

viewed as stress-coping responses
300

 and which have been specifically linked to LGBT stigma 

and discrimination in prior research: depression, smoking, and binge drinking; as well as two 

other population health indicators (the number of days respondents experienced poor mental 

health during the month prior to the survey, and respondents’ experiences of feeling limited in 

their usual activities because of poor health).  In our analyses we include individuals who 

identified as lesbian, gay, or bisexual (LGB) and those who identified as heterosexual/straight 

(non-LGB). We were unable to identify transgender individuals because Georgia’s BRFSS does 

not include a measure of gender identity or of transgender status.   

The proportion of LGB (n=86) and non-LGB (n=3,564) people in Georgia that reported each 

health outcome are shown in Figure V.a. below.  The proportions are weighted to reflect the 

population of Georgia as is recommended by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 

when analyzing these data.
301

   

Mental Health.  LGB adults in the 2015 BRFSS were significantly more likely to have ever 

been diagnosed with a depressive disorder (including depression, major depression, dysthymia, 

or minor depression) by a health care professional when compared to non-LGB adults in Georgia 

(49.7% v. 18.4%).
302

  They reported twice as many days of being in poor mental health in the 

month prior to the survey than non-LGB respondents (7.6 days v. 3.6 days).
303

  Also, more LGB 

than non-LGB respondents reported being limited in their activities because of mental, physical, 

or emotional problems (29.6% v. 21.6%).
304

  LGB respondents also reported that poor physical 

or mental health kept them from doing their usual activities for one day more in the prior month 

than non-LGB respondents (3.8 days v. 2.6 days).
305
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Figure V.a.  Health Characteristics of Adults in Georgia, by Sexual Orientation  

Source:  Georgia BRFSS, 2015   

 

Smoking. LGB adults in Georgia were significantly more likely to smoke than non-LGB adults.  

More than one-third of LGB adults in Georgia (34.4%) were current smokers, compared to 

17.6% of non-LGB adults.
306

   

Drinking.  LGB adults in Georgia were more likely than non-LGB adults to be binge drinkers 

(23.9% v. 14.5%),
307

 although the difference was not statistically significant.  Binge drinking is 

defined as five or more drinks on at least one occasion in the past month for men and four or 

more drinks for women.  LGB and non-LGB adults reported similar levels of heavy drinking 

(6.9% v. 5.0%),
308

 defined as having more than two drinks per day for men and more than one 

drink per day for women.  
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Figure V.b.  Substance Abuse Among Adults in Georgia, by Sexual Orientation  

Source:  Georgia BRFSS, 2015 

 

Our findings are generally consistent with analyses of BRFSS data collected in other states and 

with analyses of National Health Interview Survey data.  For example, an analysis of BRFSS 

data collected in 10 states309 in 2010 found that LGB individuals were more likely to be current 

smokers than their non-LGB counterparts, and gay and bisexual men had higher rates of mental 

distress and life dissatisfaction than heterosexual men.310  Two studies analyzing BRFSS data 

from Massachusetts311 and Washington State312 similarly found disparities across a range of 

health outcomes and behaviors for LGB respondents, including poor physical and mental health, 

activity limitation, tension or worry, smoking, excessive drinking, and drug use.  An analysis of 

data from the 2013 National Health Interview Survey found that LGB adults aged 18-64 in the 

U.S. were more likely to be current smokers (27.2 LG v. 29.5% bisexual v. 19.6% non-LGB). 

They were also more likely to binge drink than their non-LGB counterparts.
313

  In addition, 

bisexual respondents were significantly more likely to report experiencing severe psychological 

distress in the 30 days prior to the survey than respondents who identified as straight (11.0% v. 

3.9%).
314
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B. Impact of Anti-LGBT Policies and Unsupportive Social Climates on LGBT 

Health 

Empirical research has linked LGBT health disparities, including disparities in health-related risk 

factors, to anti-LGBT policies and unsupportive social climates.  This connection has been 

recognized by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in Healthy People 2010 and 

Healthy People 2020315 and the Institute of Medicine of the National Academies.316  Research 

also suggests that stigmatizing campaigns around the passage of anti-LGBT policies, or negative 

media messaging that draws attention to unsupportive social climates, may exacerbate these 

disparities. 

The minority stress model suggests that unsupportive social climates, created by anti-LGBT 

prejudice, stigma, and discrimination, expose LGBT individuals to excess stress, which, in turn, 

causes adverse health outcomes, resulting in health disparities for sexual minorities and 

transgender individuals compared with heterosexuals.317  Research that has focused on mental 

and physical health outcomes of LGBT people supports the minority stress model.318  This 

research has demonstrated that both interpersonal experiences of stigma and discrimination, such 

as being fired from a job for being LGBT, and structural stigma, such as living in a state without 

LGBT-supportive laws, contribute to minority stress.319   

A number of studies have found evidence of links between minority stressors and negative 

mental health outcomes in LGB people, including a higher prevalence of psychiatric disorders,320 
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including depression 321 
and psychological distress,322 as well as loneliness, suicidal intention,323 

deliberate self-harm,324 and low self-esteem.325  Studies have also linked minority stress in LGB 

people to an increased prevalence of high-risk health-related behaviors, such as tobacco use, 

drug use, and alcohol disorders.326 

For example, a 2016 study by the American Psychological Association linked experiences of 

discrimination to increased stress and poorer health for LGBT people.327  The study found that 

LGBT adults reported higher average levels of perceived stress (6.0 vs. 5.0 on a 10-point 

scale) and were more likely to report extreme levels of stress (39% v. 23%) in the prior 30 days 

than adults who were non-LGBT.328  Job stability was a current source of stress for 57% of 

LGBT adults compared to 36% of non-LGBT adults.329  The study also found that many LGBT 

respondents had experienced discrimination.
330

  Nearly one-fourth (23%) of the LGBT adults 
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reported that they had ever been unfairly stopped, searched, questioned, physically threatened or 

abused by the police; nearly one-fourth (24%) reported being unfairly discouraged by a teacher 

or advisor to continue their education; and one-third (33%) reporting being unfairly not hired for 

a job.331    

Studies have also linked a lack of legal protections and a poor state social climate to health 

disparities for LGBT people.  For example, a 2009 study by Mark Hatzenbuehler et al. found that 

an unsupportive state-level legal landscape for LGB people was associated with “higher rates of 

psychiatric disorders across the diagnostic spectrum, including any mood, anxiety, and substance 

use disorder” in the LGB population than found in LGB populations in states with more 

supportive laws.332  A 2010 study by the same authors found that rates of anxiety, mood 

disorders, and alcohol use disorder increased significantly for LGB respondents after their state 

passed a constitutional ban on marriage for same-sex couples, and rates were unchanged in states 

that did not pass bans. The authors concluded that their “findings provide the strongest empirical 

evidence to date that living in states with discriminatory laws may serve as a risk factor for 

psychiatric morbidity in LGB populations.”333  Drawing on these findings and prior research, 

Hatzenbuehler concluded that “‘the recent laws that have been passed [anti-LGBT laws in North 

Carolina and Mississippi], as well the prejudicial attitudes that underlie them, are likely to have 

negative consequences for the mental and physical health of LGBT populations.’”334 

Similarly, researchers who used 2011 North Carolina BRFSS data to study health disparities 

between LGB and non-LGB people in the state, noted that the poor legal and social environment 

for LGB people in the South may exacerbate the disparities:  

Of additional concern is that many Southeastern states have failed to incorporate sexual 

minorities into existing laws (e.g., employment nondiscrimination) or have adopted new 

anti-LGB policies (e.g., prohibiting legal recognition of same-sex relationships), both of 

which may create and exacerbate unhealthful social environments for LGB populations, 

even as evidence of the health impact of local and state policies on LGB health grows. 

This context may yield health profiles different from New England and the Pacific 
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Northwest, areas that currently have a greater number of policies in place that support 

LGB and transgender rights.335 

Existing research suggests that transgender people experience patterns of minority stress and 

negative mental health outcomes similar to those experienced by LGB people.  Analysis of data 

collected from transgender adults in Georgia through the 2011 National Transgender 

Discrimination Survey found that respondents who had lost their jobs due to discrimination were 

more likely to say that they had ever attempted suicide (53.5% v. 37.8%), drank or misused 

drugs (46.5% v. 25.3%), and smoked (48.8% v. 36.2%) than respondents who did not report such 

discrimination.
336

  Other studies have similarly found evidence of links between minority stress 

factors and psychological distress,
337

 attempted suicide,338 HIV risk behavior,339 and depression340 

among transgender populations.   

Figure V.c. Mental Health and Substance Use by Lifetime Employment Discrimination among 

Transgender Adults in Georgia  

Source:  National Transgender Discrimination Survey, 2011 
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Additionally, research indicates that laws or policies restricting bathroom access for transgender 

people can negatively impact their health, and can put them in danger of verbal and physical 

harassment.  For example, a 2008 survey of transgender and gender non-conforming people in 

Washington, D.C. found that 54% of respondents had experienced a physical health problem 

from trying to avoid public bathrooms, including dehydration, urinary tract infections, kidney 

infections, and other kidney related problems.341  Further, 58% of the respondents reported that 

they “avoided going out in public due to a lack of safe restroom facilities,” 68% reported that 

they had been verbally harassed in a restroom, and 9% reported that they had been physically 

assaulted in a restroom.342 

While research provides strong support for direct links between anti-LGBT policies or 

unsupportive environments and negative health outcomes, there may be other related factors that 

could contribute to the magnitude of observed disparities.  For example, researchers have noted 

that healthier and better-resourced LGBT people may be able to move to more supportive 

climates than LGBT peers in worse health which would heighten observed disparities in less 

accepting places.343  Nonetheless, the research indicates that minority stress factors, including a 

lack of legal protections, discrimination, and a poor social climate, contribute to LGBT health 

disparities in Georgia. 

C. Illustration of Economic Impacts of Increased Incidence of Major 

Depressive Disorder & Smoking 

Poor health “can affect people’s ability to be productive at work, reduce labor force participation 

when people cannot work, and burden public health care funds when individuals rely on 

emergency care rather than regular or preventative care.”344  For these reasons, poor health, in 

general, imposes costs on employers and governments.345  When LGBT people experience poorer 

health outcomes than their non-LGBT counterparts, there are economic costs beyond those 

which would exist in the absence of the disparity.  Thus, to the extent that factors contributing to 

LGBT health disparities can be reduced or eliminated, the economy will benefit.346 

To illustrate the cost savings that would result from eliminating health disparities facing LGBT 

people in Georgia, we follow a model used by Canadian research organization Community – 

University Institute for Social Research (CUISR).  CUISR estimated the costs associated with 

LGBT health disparities in Canada through a four-step method: 
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 Determining prevalence for health outcomes for LGB and non-LGB populations. 

 Subtracting the prevalence for non-LGB population from that for LGB populations.   

 Multiplying the difference in prevalence by the total LGB population to determine the 

number of LGB people who would have not had those health outcomes if the rates were 

the same. 

 Multiplying the excess number of LGB people with each health outcome by the annual 

cost per affected person associated with the outcome as drawn from existing research.   

In this report, we used CUISR’s method to estimate the costs associated with higher prevalence 

of two health outcomes – major depressive disorder and smoking – in LGB adults in Georgia.  

To the extent possible, we used data on these health outcomes and related costs specific to 

Georgia.  Where we could not find reliable cost data for these health outcomes at the state-level, 

we used national data as a proxy.  Given the limited data we have about health outcomes for 

transgender people nationally or in Georgia, we assume for purposes of our analysis that 

transgender people have the same rates of the health conditions described below as LGB people.  

The available research on health outcomes for transgender people indicates that this is a 

conservative assumption.347 

Since there are a variety of factors leading to each disparity, we assume that improving the laws 

and social climate of Georgia for LGBT people would reduce observed disparities by a fraction.  

This is consistent with the 2009 Hatzenbuehler et al. study described above, in which health 

disparities for LGB people related to mood and alcohol use disorder were lower in states with 

more supportive laws, but were still present.348   

Specifically, we assume a range of a 25% to 33.3% reduction in the disparity between LGB and 

non-LGB people on each outcome could be achieved if the state were to move towards extending 

legal protections and improving the social climate for LGBT people.  This range is a 

conservative assumption based on our review of the best available research on LGB-health 

disparities in LGBT-supportive and unsupportive environments including the 2009 and 2010 

Hatzenbuehler et al. studies.  

Further, we note that there may be significant overlap in the costs that we estimate because some 

people may have major depressive disorder and smoke, and the costs associated with each 

condition may overlap.  For this reason, our estimates are not intended to be cumulative, but 

rather to illustrate that significant cost savings could result if the disparity observed for either 

health outcome were reduced. 

  

                                                           
347
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1. Excess Costs Associated with LGBT Major Depressive Disorder (MDD) 

In order to best estimate the annual costs associated with MDD, we rely on data from the 

National Epidemiologic Survey on Alcohol and Related Conditions (NESARC), a general 

population study with a large, nationally representative sample of adults. An analysis of 2004-5 

NESARC data found that, nationally, 18.0% of LGB respondents had major depressive disorder 

in the 12 months prior to the survey, compared to 8.1% of non-LGB respondents.349   

Applying the percentage of excess prevalence of MDD among LGB people (18.0% - 8.1% = 

9.9%) to Georgia’s LGBT population (an estimated 300,785 adults)350 indicates that there are 

approximately 29,800 more people who have major depressive disorder in Georgia than would 

be expected in the general population.  As shown in Table IV.a. below, we further estimate that 

if 25% to 33.3% of the sexual orientation and gender identity disparity were reduced by 

improving the social climate for LGBT people, there would be between 7,444 and 9,916 fewer 

LGBT people living with MDD.   

To estimate the annual cost per person suffering from MDD, we drew from a 2015 study, The 

Economic Burden of Adults with Major Depressive Disorder in the United States (2005 and 

2010).351  The study found that the annual total cost of MDD, nationwide, in 2010 was $210.5 

billion.  The costs included loss of productivity in the workplace, absenteeism from work, costs 

for medical and pharmaceutical services, and suicide-related costs.  In order to determine the cost 

per person with MDD, we divided the total cost by the number of adults with the condition in 

2010.352  Next, we adjusted the cost per person with MDD in 2010 for inflation.353  In inflation-

adjusted dollars, the 2016 cost per person with MDD was $14,885.49.354    
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For the reasons described above, we estimate that Georgia may be able to reduce the disparity in 

MDD between LGBT and non-LGBT people by 25% to 33.3% by taking measures to improve 

legal protections for LGBT people. Applying this range would mean an eventual annual 

reduction in costs associated with MDD in Georgia of approximately $110.6 to $147.3 million.   

Table V.a. Reduction in Costs Associated with MDD in Georgia if LGBT Disparity Were Reduced  

Reduction in disparity between 

LGBT and Non-LGBT  

Georgians 

LGBT individuals 

impacted 

Annual reduction in 

costs (millions) 

25% 7,444 $110.6 

33.3% 9,916 $147.3 

 

2. Excess Costs Associated with LGBT Smoking 

Our analysis of Georgia’s 2015 BRFSS data found that 34.4% of LGB respondents were current 

smokers, compared to 17.6% of non-LGB respondents.  Applying the percentage (16.8%) of 

excess prevalence of smoking among LGB people in Georgia to the state’s LGBT population 

(300,785 adults)
355

 indicates that there are approximately 50,500 more people who currently 

smoke in Georgia than would be expected in the general population.  

A 2010 study estimates the annual costs per current smoker as $5,725.73.
356

  The total included 

costs from workplace productivity losses ($1,150.69), medical care costs ($2,006.23), and 

premature death ($2,568.81).
357

  We adjusted for inflation
358

 to estimate that the 2016 cost per 

current smoker in Georgia is $6,451.45.    

As shown in Table V.b. below, if the disparity in current smoking for LGBT people in Georgia 

were reduced by a range of 25% to 33.3%,  the savings would be $81.5 million to $108.6 million 

per year.   

Table V.b. Reduction in Costs Associated with Smoking in Georgia if LGBT Disparity Were 

Reduced  

Reduction in disparity between 

LGBT and Non-LGBT  

Georgians 

LGBT individuals 

impacted 

Annual reduction in 

costs (millions) 

25% 12,633 $81.5 

33.3% 16,827 $108.6 

                                                           
355

 See Section I.A. supra.   
356

 JILL S. RUMBERGER, CHRISTOPHER S. HOLLENBEAK, & DAVID KLINE, POTENTIAL COSTS OF SMOKING 

CESSATION: AN OVERVIEW OF THE APPROACH TO STATE SPECIFIC ANALYSIS (2010), available at 

http://www.lung.org/assets/documents/tobacco/economic-benefits.pdf.  
357

 Id. at 366-67. 
358

 To adjust for inflation, we used the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ inflation calculator available at U.S. Bureau 

of Labor Stats., CPI Inflation Calculator, http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl (last visited Nov. 23, 2016). 

http://www.lung.org/assets/documents/tobacco/economic-benefits.pdf
http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/cpicalc.pl


66 
 

If Georgia were to extend legal protections to LGBT people and if social acceptance of LGBT 

increased, the state would likely see improvements in the health of LGBT people.  Furthermore, 

consideration of just two health disparities for LGBT people in the state – MDD and smoking – 

suggests that Georgia would see hundreds of millions of dollars in returns on both savings 

associated with reduced health care and social service costs and in greater productivity. 

CONCLUSION 

Georgia’s unsupportive legal landscape and social climate contribute to an environment in which 

LGBT people experience stigma and discrimination, which in turn, have economic consequences 

for businesses in Georgia and the state itself.  Discrimination in the workplace undermines the 

advantages of diversity in the workplace, eroding worker productivity and making talented 

employees more difficult to recruit and retain.  Discrimination in employment, housing, and 

other areas can also lead to increased reliance on public benefits.  Considering just transgender 

Georgians experiences, we estimate that employment and housing discrimination is costing the 

state up to $1.5 million annually in increased Medicaid and shelter expenditures.  In addition, 

bullying and family rejection of LGBT youth in Georgia likely have lifelong impacts on 

education and earning potential of youth, resulting in lower participation in jobs that contribute 

to overall economic productivity.  Finally, unsupportive environments have been linked to health 

disparities for LGBT people, which likely impact Georgia’s economy by hundreds of millions of 

dollars each year in lost productivity and health care costs.  Considering only disparities on just 

two health outcomes, we estimate that Gerogia could benefit by $110.6 million to $147.3 million 

if the disparity between LGBT people and non-LGBT people in rates of major depressive 

disorder were reduced by a fraction, and could benefit by $81.5 million to $108.6 million if the 

disparity in rates of smoking were reduced by a fraction.  In sum, if Georgia were to take steps 

toward a more supportive legal landscape and social climate, the state’s economy would benefit. 

 


