LGBTQ YOUTH SAFE SPACE PROJECT
SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS 

Focus Groups & Surveys of 43 Chicago-Area Youth Programs

COMMISSIONED BY GIRL’S BEST FRIEND FOUNDATION,

CROSSROADS FUND, & THE CHICAGO FOUNDATION FOR WOMEN

Table of Contents










Page 
Introduction








3

Executive Summary






   
6
Methods







   
9
LGBTQ Focus Groups, Summary of Results



   
10
LGBTQ Written Survey, Summary of Results


  
17
Comments & Recommendations




  
20
About the Researchers & Funders    




  
22
Attachment 1: Instruments





  
23
Attachment 2: Definitions





  
28
Attachment 3: Resources





  
29
Attachment 4: 10 Steps to Making School Safe


  
31
Attachment 5: Bibliography





  
32
Introduction

Why Explore LGBTQ youth issues? 

In early 2003, Girl’s Best Friend Foundation (GBF), Crossroads Fund (CF) and Chicago Foundation for Women (CFW), collaborated to explore issues related to Safe Space for LGBTQ (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Questioning youth). As foundations committed to social justice, we care about LGBTQ issues and know that many of the community groups we support are struggling to include all youth in their programs. We also understand that the exploration of issues related to sexual orientation and gender identity and among youth may be new concepts for many funders and organizations. 

GBF, CF and CFW were each founded with goals of supporting distinct and multiple sectors including girls, women, youth, low-income, people of color, immigrants, lesbians, gays, and activists. Each of us provides resources that amplify the voices of those most under-represented in society and under-funded by mainstream foundations. 

GBF, CF and CFW were particularly moved to look at LGBTQ issues and how they intersect with our missions, in part, because of statistics related to LGBTQ youth and violence. We were also interested in LGBTQ issues because, as organizations supporting youth programs, we have learned that adolescence is a critical time for all young people with regard to these issues. We know that attaining a sexual orientation identity and a gender identity are key developmental tasks of adolescence.  

In addition, we observed that LGBTQ issues historically have been some of the most difficult for organizations to address—both internally and externally—with board members, grantees, donors, the public at large, and colleagues in philanthropy. Another goal of this collaboration is to push our own organizations—and by extension the field of philanthropy—to consider these issues more deliberately. 

Our research has given us a better understanding of many, although not all, of the needs, questions, best practices, and barriers that community groups experience as they work to reduce exclusion and discrimination. Our hope is that this exploration and what we learned from it will permit us to better support grantees in their work building inclusive programs for all youth. 

What We Learned

In addition to two focus groups that included representatives from 20 Chicago-area organizations and programs and surveys of more than 23 additional organizations, GBF, CF and CFW reviewed existing research related to LGBTQ issues and youth.  

The Foundation Center's most recent report, Foundation Giving Trends 2001 Report, found that among the 1,000 largest U.S. foundations, only 0.1 percent of the total grant dollars awarded in 1999 benefited lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender organizations and projects. And statistics provided by the Donors’ Forum of Chicago GrantSource Database indicate that approximately .01 percent of local foundation giving went to LGBT groups in 2001. (Data obtained by the Donors’ Forum of Chicago.) 
According to the Coalition for Education on Sexual Orientation (CESO), a statewide coalition of 41 organizations formed in 1998 to address anti-gay violence in Illinois schools, “LGBT youth report a striking lack of response (to anti-gay violence) by teachers, counselors, administrators, and other adults who are supposed to protect them from such verbal and physical violence. Teachers cite a lack of knowledge of how to handle such incidents, as well as discomfort with the issue of homosexuality.” (Safety for All: Addressing Anti-Gay Violence in Illinois School, Coalition for Education on Sexual Orientation, October 2003.)
When we explored data on youth and sexual orientation, we encountered a disturbing picture:

· Suicide is the leading cause of death among LGBT youth, primarily because of the debilitating effects of growing up in a homophobic society. It is estimated that LGBT youth were two to three times more likely to kill themselves as straight youth and that these deaths constitute 30 percent of all adolescent suicides. (US Dept. of Human Services, Report of the Secretary’s Task Force on Youth Suicide, 1989.) 

· Victimization based on sexual orientation, or presumed sexual orientation, is one of the most common forms of bias-related violence in the United States (Berrill, 1990; Reis & Saewyc, 1999)

· Service providers estimate that 25 to 40 percent of homeless youth may be LGBT. These figures may be conservative since many LGBT youth hide their orientation out of fear. (Lesbian and Gay Youth: Care and Counseling, Adolescent Medicine State-of-the-Art Reviews; v.8, no.2)

· Illinois does not currently collect data on sexual orientation through the YRBS. However, we know from youth service providers in Illinois who work directly with LGBT youth that over 80% of youth in their programs report incidents of violence and harassment, and 100% report hearing anti-gay slurs on the school grounds. (Information gathered from providers in Chicago, suburban Chicago including Cook and DuPage County, Kane County, Will County, Peoria/Tazwell County and the Quad Cities). (Safety for All: Addressing Anti-Gay Violence in Illinois School, Coalition for Education on Sexual Orientation, October 2003.)
Where Do We Go from Here? 

Are there positive models that we can look to in attempting to establish safe space for youth? In their report “Safety for All: Addressing Anti-Gay Violence in Illinois Schools,” CESO states:

At least six states currently ban anti-gay bias in schools, including California, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Maine, Vermont and Wisconsin. The Massachusetts Department of Education runs the Safe Schools Program for Gay and Lesbian Students, which began in 1993 by the Department of Education and the Governor’s Commission on Gay and Lesbian Youth, responding to evidence indicating high levels of suicidality and other risk behaviors. The Safe Schools Program offers free parent, faculty, staff, and student trainings; provides on-going technical assistance to schools in need; facilitates up to 12 regional conferences annually; administers three grants programs; and provides a variety of materials and resources. A recent evaluation of the Massachusetts Safe Schools initiative, a statewide initiative geared at reducing anti-gay violence in schools, found that schools who had implemented mandatory teacher training and who provided support for student organized groups, such as gay-straight alliances, showed a significant reduction in victimization of GLBT students or those perceived to be GLBT compared to schools who did not implement these measures (Szalacha, 2002).

Philanthropy has taken significant steps with regard to examining and promoting diversity in funding decisions. It is not unusual for grant applications to ask for data regarding race, ethnicity, income and gender diversity in organizational leadership and programs. Of course, much more can be done in all these and other areas (for example, disability issues). But we would argue that, because of homophobia, the issue of LGBTQ inclusion may be one of the last remaining taboos and one given the least attention in the field, despite the fact that LGBTQ issues have no borders and are part of the patchwork of identities within all communities.

“We need to include the multiple identities of those being served rather than excluding and requesting that organizations only discuss, promote and protect one identity. We can’t fund South Asians thinking that they are a homogeneous group irrespective of sexual orientation or gender, not to mention religion, caste, or language. One identity does not exist in isolation…we must ask when we seek solutions to a problem, are we perpetuating stereotypes if we do not analyze the problem in the context of intersecting identities? Could we be funding “the norm,” which fails to address the problems that communities face or a movement toward long-term consecutive change?” (Patti Chang, President and CEO of The Women’s Foundation in an address to the Northern California Grantmakers Inclusiveness and Social Change Conference, February 12, 2003)

GBF, CF, and CFW believe it is crucial to fund youth programs with a clearer approach to funding LGBTQ issues, particularly identity development. We see dialogue around the issues as critical for all youth—LGBTQ or straight—and for the providers working with youth every day. And the 43 providers who participated in our focus groups and surveys also overwhelmingly stated that they need and want training and resources dedicated to LGBTQ issues.

This report is a very first step in exploring how funders can do a better job supporting youth-serving organizations with regard to LGBTQ issues. We thank the organizations that participated in the focus groups and the survey that form the basis for the information in this report. We call on everyone in the philanthropic community to join us in assuring the safety, well-being, and inclusion of all youth. In an effort to learn from your experiences, we welcome your comments and participation as we move forward. 

Executive Summary

The Research 

For the purposes of this project, Morten Group and McAlpine Consulting conducted two focus groups and reviewed 23 written surveys. 
Questions for both the focus group and written survey formats were developed to assess the level of work by 79 grantee organizations on the inclusion of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and questioning (LGBTQ) girls and youth within youth-serving programs. Focus groups were held on June 30, 2003, and July 1, 2003. Twenty-two representatives from 20 organizations participated in the focus groups; eleven of these organizations subsequently completed the written survey. Fifty-nine organizations that did not participate in the focus groups were sent a written survey; twenty-three of the 59 completed and returned the survey. A total of 43 organizations participated in either the focus groups or the written survey, for a total response rate of 54 percent. 

The organizations are varied with regard to their youth programs, including foci such as media/arts production, leadership and mentoring, clinical services, career/business training, community organizing, violence prevention, and general social services. 

What We Learned 

The majority of focus group participants reported that they do not specifically serve LGBTQ youth. Approximately 50 percent of the groups have already discussed LGBTQ issues directly with their participants. For those programs that have previously addressed these issues, all raised concerns about the results of the discussions. Anti-gay incidents at their organizations were noted by 30 percent of the focus group participants and 26 percent of the written survey participants. While the majority of the organizations have non-discrimination policies in place, fewer have specifically noted sexual orientation and even less have gender identity listed in the policy. Organizations are more likely to have a policy in place for staff than for participants.

Previous interaction with the LGBTQ community across all groups in Focus Group One was relatively low (HIV/AIDS presentations, personal conversations) and fairly high in Focus Group Two (youth presentations, conferences, Spanish programming, media ads, volunteers, Gay Straight Alliances [GSAs]). Both focus groups gave similar reports of the youth in their programs and indicated that many youth in their programs are homophobic or are afraid of being labeled LGBTQ. Participants also described situations during which participating youth challenged their peers’ homophobia. However, the majority reported that youth are either silent on the topic or actively homophobic. Most groups reported few ‘out’ LGBT staff members.

Barriers identified by participants/respondents to providing targeted or named services to LGBTQ youth are categorized as follows:

1. Homophobia –lack of safe space from homophobic comments; societal homophobia; fear of negative response by youth or staff; backlash.

2. Parents – believe LGBTQ issues will teach kids to be gay; withdrawal of kids from other programs in the organization.

3. Staff – heterosexual staff providing the services: lack of staff support to address the topic.

4. Targeted programs – youth won’t come if the program is for LGBTQ; programs can’t specifically target any one group of youth; funders may say the need is being served by LGBTQ-specific organizations in the region even when travel is a barrier.

5. Religion and cultural taboos.

6. Funding – lack of staff; lack of funding to create specific programs; being denied funding for having LGBTQ programming.

Changes needed for the organization to be a welcoming and affirming environment were reported as follows:

1. Training – basic definitions; myths; discrimination laws; adolescence; identity; high-risk issues; referrals. Training for all staff including administrators and front-line workers. Workshops for youth.

2. Communication with parents

3. Advocacy within the organization to address the topic

4. Materials – pamphlets, videos

5. Plan for integration into daily program, not just as a separate issue

6. Funding

7. Partnerships and collaborations

8. Technical assistance – curriculum development; board development; capacity building; adding transgender to programming

Given the differences noted in the reports by the various grantees, we also believe that it is important to assess an organization’s readiness to address LGBTQ issues and that support should be given on a continuum of need. From these conversations, we surmise that there are the following types of youth-serving organizations: 

· Organizations that do not address LGBTQ issues and do not see its relevance to their mission;

· Organizations in which LGBTQ issues have been raised at various times by youth and/or staff, but no institutionalized approach has been made to address LGBTQ issues;

· Organizations in which LGBTQ programs and/or direct policies/activities have occurred with negative responses by the administrators, staff, youth and/or community; and

· Organizations in which LGBTQ programs and/or policies are in place and further development is desired.

Recommendations

In order to continue supporting LGBTQ youth and youth affected by LGBTQ issues in youth-serving organizations, we recommend the following for Girl’s Best Friend Foundation, Crossroads Fund, and the Chicago Foundation for Women:

· Invite organizations to participate in ongoing roundtable discussions to address LGBTQ issues either separately or within the context of other youth issues.

· Research and identify existing culturally appropriate assessment tools for organizations to use in the identification of action steps to address LGBTQ issues. 
· Provide funding for training (including train-the-trainer opportunities) and technical assistance opportunities to organizations based upon needs identified in an assessment.

· Publicly promote funding opportunities for the creation of LGBTQ safe space programs in grantee organizations and advocate for same in the broader philanthropic community.

· Provide funding to build the capacity of organizations that have the interest and skills to provide technical assistance to grantee organizations to help address these youth issues.

Methods

Questions for both the focus group and the written survey formats were developed to assess the level of work by grantee organizations on the inclusion of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and questioning (LGBTQ) girls and youth within youth-serving programs. Morten Group and McAlpine Consulting designed the questions and format, in consultation with Stacey Horn, assistant professor, University of Illinois at Chicago, and representatives of Girl’s Best Friend Foundation, the Crossroads Fund, and the Chicago Foundation for Women. The three foundations identified 79 grantee organizations that received invitations to participate in one of two focus groups. (See Attachment 1 for the focus group and written survey questions.)

Focus groups were held on June 30, 2003, and July 1, 2003. Twenty-two representatives from 20 organizations participated in the focus groups; eleven of the organizations subsequently completed a written survey. The 59 organizations that did not participate in the focus groups were sent a written survey; twenty-three completed surveys were returned. A total of 43 organizations participated in either the focus groups or the written survey, for a total response rate of 54 percent. 

Two organizations refused to participate in either the focus group or the written survey, reporting that this issue was not relevant for their youth program. Thirty-four organizations did not respond to the invitation to participate in the focus group or written survey.

The focus group sessions were transcribed and the information coded in order to compare answers across the two sessions. The written survey information was also coded. Data was not compared across the two formats, with comparisons only among those organizations that were involved in either the focus groups or the written survey.

LGBTQ Focus Groups, June 30 & July 1, 2003

Summary of Results

Participants: 22 people, representing 20 organizations. Seven of the organizations work directly with LGBTQ youth; three of the seven work exclusively on LGBTQ issues. Half of the groups serve only girls and half serve both boys and girls. 

Question 1: Describe your organization’s work with youth and, if relevant, LGBTQ youth.

· The organizations are varied with regard to their programs for youth, including foci such as media/arts production, leadership and mentoring, clinical services, career/business training, community organizing, violence prevention and general social services. Youth served by the programs are primarily high school-age. One program serves girls as young as six years old.

· The majority of the groups do not specifically serve LGBTQ youth. Approximately 50 percent of the groups have already discussed LGBTQ issues directly with their participants. Among those programs that have addressed these issues, all raised concerns about the results of the discussions. For some groups, participants reported that the youth are not open to LGBTQ issues and have demonstrated homophobia in response to the topic. For some groups, staff suffered repercussions, particularly LGBT staff that have come out to the girls. Other groups were concerned about raising the subject with youth when staff is not currently out to the youth or other staff. Groups also expressed concerns that parents would react negatively to program staff introducing the topic. One group expressed concerns that the community needed to be educated on the topic before it could be discussed with girls in their program. 

· Differences were noted between Focus Group One (June 30th) and Focus Group Two (July 1st). More participating groups in Focus Group Two have established programs for LGBTQ youth (four vs. three). 

· Summary of specific comments: 

· Our girls are not open to LGBTQ.

· LGBT staff who came out to the kids has suffered repercussions. 

· Staff being out is important and I’m not sure we’re progressive enough.

· Staff was asked if she is a lesbian because she works with girls.

· We’re working on inclusive language and a diversity curriculum, but whenever sex ed comes up, there’s been a strong reaction by the parents. 

· I think the kids might be open to the LGBTQ conversation, but I’m worried about how the parents would react. 

· My girls are young, six to 12 years old, so it’s not time to talk to them about LGBTQ issues. With the high school kids, however, we did talk about those topics. 

· In the community there’s a lot of taboos, especially in the Latino community, where people say “God made man to be with woman.”

Question 2: Describe your agency’s interaction with the LGBTQ community—issues, activities, agencies, individuals.

· In Focus Group One, five organizations responded to this question, with two groups reporting that they have only informal relationships to the LGBTQ community and three groups describing various LGBTQ groups that have linkages or partnerships with their organization. In Focus Group Two, eight organizations responded to this question. All eight have formal and informal relationships with the LGBTQ community with the exception of one group that has a small number of LGBTQ clients for a specific issue.

· Focus group differences were again noted in response to this question: the interaction with the LGBTQ community across all groups in Focus Group One was relatively low (HIV/AIDS presentations, personal conversations) and fairly high in Focus Group Two (youth presentations, conferences, Spanish programming, media ads, volunteers, GSAs).

Question 3: Describe the climate at your agency with respect to how LGBTQ issues are handled by: a) youth b) staff c) community members, and d) parents.

a) Youth

· Both focus groups reported similar things about the youth in their programs and indicated that many youth are homophobic or are afraid of being labeled LGBTQ. They described some situations where other youth challenged their peers’ homophobia. However, the majority reported that youth are either silent on the topic or actively homophobic. 

· Youth are more likely to challenge homophobia from society or from other youth when the program directly addresses LGBTQ issues. One program gave an example of how the girls raised funds for their local United Way in response to community backlash when the United Way added sexual orientation to its non-discrimination policy.

· Summary of some specific comments:

· A certain youth kept saying “that’s so gay,” and I was about to say something and then another youth busted in—she was an ally this year—and she gave this whole seminar on heterosexism. 

· Basic questions are sometimes asked, but it’s a slow process.

· In the schools there are gay-straight alliances and it’s not cool to insult kids, but kids still don’t feel it’s safe to be out. It’s a school of 4,000 students but only two people feel safe to be out.

· Computer access is how many kids deal with LGBTQ issues or find a safe community. But in a small community, kids know each other’s screen names, so there isn’t the protection of anonymity.

· Our youth don’t fit into a neat LGBTQ label. They don’t want a label, which makes the issue hard to talk about as a discrete issue.

· Youth will talk one-to-one with staff, but not with parents.

b) Staff

· Most groups reported few out LGBT staff members. In Focus Group One, a group reported having born-again Christians and lesbian or gay staff. Another group reported a controversy among staff when a lesbian staff member became pregnant. In Focus Group Two, some groups reported that staff put up stickers/posters, etc., to indicate safe space for LGBTQ youth.

· Staff issues were addressed more directly in response to later questions.

c) Community Members

· In both focus groups, few groups responded directly to this question and those that did reported negative environments. One group from a small urban community was concerned that the community could become particularly hostile and unsupportive if they addressed LGBTQ issues with the girls in their program. Other groups noted that the community does not believe LGBTQ youth exist.

· Community issues were addressed more directly in response to later questions. 

d) Parents

· The groups were mixed on whether parents would be a problem or not on LGBTQ issues when asked this question. Parents were discussed further in later questions.

· Summary of some specific comments:

· There’s not a lot of parent involvement in the LGBTQ group (kids 12 to 21), but those who are involved are very enthusiastic. 

· Working with Big Brother Big Sister we noticed that more people didn’t want their kid being mentored by a Buddhist or Muslim than a lesbian or gay mentor.

· There’s been no backlash around LGBTQ issues/discussion.

· It’s a challenge because it’s not part of the mission to take on parents.

Question 4: Discuss any real or perceived barriers to providing targeted or named services to LGBTQ youth.

· Reported barriers are categorized as follows:

1.   Homophobia – lack of safe space from homophobic comments; 

societal homophobia; fear of negative response by youth or staff; backlash.

2. Parents – believing LGBTQ issues will teach kids to be gay; withdrawal of kids from other programs in the organization.

3. Staff – heterosexual staff providing the services; lack of staff support to address the topic.

4. Targeted programs – youth won’t come if the program is for LGBTQ; programs can’t specifically target any one group of youth; funders may say the need is being served by LGBTQ-specific organizations in the region even when travel is a barrier.

5. Religion and cultural taboos.

6. Funding – lack of staff; lack of funding to create specific programs; being denied funding for having LGBTQ programming.

· Differences were noted between Focus Group One and Focus Group Two. Focus Group One had more concerns about how to start programs. Focus Group Two had more concerns about what happens after you have already started the programs.

· Summary of some specific comments:

· As a result of targeting LGBTQ youth, we were denied a grant we would otherwise have gotten. The funder told us over the phone, “I don’t think I’d want my kid participating in a program like that. I just don’t think you guys are going to get the grant.”

· There’s a fear that if you acknowledge LGBTQ programming in your funding, you won’t get the money. It’s political—to get local funds, you need to cater to local prejudices.

· We’re concerned that if you made a targeted program, parents from another youth program may withdraw their support.

· I feel that I would have trouble advocating for a group when I am a heterosexual, similar to being white and raising racial issues.

· If I had funding, we could have an LGBTQ group, although some staff are getting emotional abuse from other staff for trying to push this group. But if there were money backing our service, people would be less difficult.

· I’m the only staff person at the girls’ program I just started and my energy is more directed to anti-racism training, so I feel that I don’t have enough staff to take on these projects.

Question 5: If you are not currently serving any LGBTQ youth, what if any changes would need to be made for your organization to be a welcoming and affirmative environment for these youth? 

· Reported changes as categorized as follows:

1.   Training – basic definitions; myths; discrimination laws; adolescence; identity; high-

       risk issues; referrals. Training for all staff including administrators and front-line 

       workers.

2. Communication with parents.

3. Advocacy within the organization to address the topic.

4. Materials – pamphlets, videos.

5. Plan for integration into daily program, not just as a separate issue.

6. Funding.

7. Partnerships and collaborations.

8. Technical assistance – curriculum development; board development; capacity building; adding transgender into programming.

· Differences were noted between Focus Group One and Focus Group Two. Organizations in Focus Group One requested more basic help on introducing the topic to their agencies and getting people trained. Organizations in Focus Group Two were more likely to request assistance in institutionalizing the work within their agencies.

· Summary of some specific comments:

· I think the trainer should be from outside the group because I get sick of being an impromptu trainer.

· How do you build bridges to the parents who won’t come to the LGBTQ training?

· Response might be “we can’t be all things to all people,” and I even feel overwhelmed by the question.

· I think our organization is open to everything, but I’m not sure we know what we’re open to. 

· None of the girls I work with who are LGBTQ want me to bring up a lot of these issues. 

· We had difficulty just keeping the LGBTQ signs from being torn down. We had to laminate and nail the signs to the wall. 

· I wonder how LGBTQ aware/accepting the gatekeepers/intake specialists to our program are, given that they decide who can enter the program. 

· It’s going to take a lot of creativity, discussion, education, and prayer because my agency is faith-based and there are some very strong feelings about LGBTQ issues. Even though I’m open to exploring it, people have a lot of contrary religious convictions.

· The girls (eight to 18 years old) that I work with talk about these issues negatively because of negative experiences at schools. They don’t like the idea that they’re being forced to move out of their comfort zones.

· We’d like to partner with some of the agencies in this room to perhaps start one of our programs at a LGBTQ agency, but we don’t have money for new groups of our own.

· How do you do curriculum integration of LGBTQ issues?

· We’d like to do technical assistance (TA) for youth groups, but we lack capacity.

Focus Group Participant Demographics

Organization

Affinity Community Services
Alternatives, Inc.- Girl World

Centro Comunitario Juan Diego 

Chicago Women in Trades 

Children & Family Justice Center, Northwestern University 
Coalition for Education on Sexual Orientation

Community Extension Project 

Community TV Network

Developing Communities Project

Family Matters

Family Planning Initiative of Western Illinois
Illinois Center for Violence Prevention

LINKS – North Shore Youth Health Service

Mexican Fine Arts Center - Radio Arte

Pintig Cultural Group
Questioning Youth Centers

YWCA Evanston/North Shore

Young Chicago Authors 

Young Women’s Empowerment Project

Youth Service Project

Written Survey Responses by Focus Group Participants: n=11


1. Average agency expenses: $300,000 - $499,999

Median: $500,000 - $999,999

2. Average number of directors on Board: 12

Median: 12

3. Average number of full-time staff: 16

Median: 10

4. 4. Average number of youth served in last year: 1,024

Median: 250

5. Number of LGBTQ youth served in last year: only three groups answered this and reported 30, 200, and 50,000. 

6. Race/ethnicity of youth in programs: Majority youth of color; primarily African-American or Latino.

7. Household annual income of youth in programs: Majority low-income to low- to middle- income youth; two organizations with upper-income youth.

8. Youth served by agency: Five organizations serve predominately female; five serve even mix of female and male.

Questions 9-11: n=10

9. Written non-discrimination policy for staff: 10 (100%)


Inclusive of sexual orientation: 9 (90%)
Inclusive of gender identity: 4 (40%)

10. Written non-discrimination policy for participants: 8 (80%)


Inclusive of sexual orientation: 7 (70%)
Inclusive of gender identity: 5 (50%)

11. Incidents of on-site anti-gay teasing, harassment or violence: 3 (30%)

Description of incidents: 

a) Discrimination resulted in isolation of student. Participants made no direct comments to student. Mentors took a special interest in this young woman to make her feel comfortable.

b) The teens have on occasion said discriminatory words. General practice is that staff challenges those words and reminds the teens of the consequences of using them. Respondent takes the same approach with sexist and racist words.

c) Anti-gay teasing: Staff addresses the anti-gay language used by youth directly by saying it’s inappropriate and engaging in discussion around why it’s wrong.

Note: These three organizations did not serve LGBTQ youth in the last fiscal year.

LGBTQ Written Survey-Only Participants

Summary of Results

Participants: 
23 surveys returned, representing 23 organizations. 

Demographics

1. Average agency expenses: $300,000 - $499,999

Median: $300,000 - $499,999

2. Average number of directors on Board: 13

Median: 11

3. Average number of full-time staff: 11

Median: 7

4. Average number of youth served: 1,612

Median: 225

5. Number of LGBTQ youth served in the last fiscal year: only one group answered this and 

reported 16. Sixteen groups estimated the number of LGBTQ youth served in the last year, reporting an average of 72. 

6. Race/ethnicity of youth in programs: Majority youth of color; primarily African-American, Latino or Asian.

7. Household annual income of youth in programs: Majority low-income to low- to middle- income youth; three organizations with upper-income youth.

8. Youth served by agency: Nine organizations serve predominately female; fourteen serve even mix of female and male.

9. The organizations described their work with youth in the following ways: Leadership 

programs (6), Literacy programs (3), Life skills/job training (3), Digital media/ technology (3), Cultural programs (3), HIV/AIDS (2), Health information (2), 

Elementary school (1).

10. Written non-discrimination policy for staff: 21 (91%)


Inclusive of sexual orientation: 18 (78%)
Inclusive of gender identity: 12 (52%)

11. Written non-discrimination policy for participants: 14 (61%)


Inclusive of sexual orientation: 10 (43%)
Inclusive of gender identity: 9 (39%)

Written Survey: LGBTQ-Specific Information

The following questions were rated on a scale from one to 10. One represents very unwelcoming and 10 very welcoming, with the average score shown below.

How safe or welcoming do you think your agency is to LGBTQ youth:  8 (average score)

Climate with respect to how LGBTQ issues are handled by: (average score)

Youth: 7


Staff: 9

Community members: 7
Parents: 7

When asked to describe in more detail the answers that were given on the rating scales, we then coded their answers according to whether they described a particular group as either welcoming or not welcoming. The number of organizations that responded is as follows:




Youth

Staff

Parents

Community

Welcoming

1

13

0

1

Not welcoming
3

0

2

4

Incidents of on-site, anti-gay teasing, harassment or violence: 6 (26%)

Description of the incidents:

a) Youth use anti-gay slang terms to insult their peers, regardless of actual sexual orientation. Staff has initiated discussions on stereotypes, sexual orientation, etc. 

b) One girl accused another girl of making a pass at her. It was handled in a group discussion, facilitated by an adult. We see homophobia in general.  

c) Our youth participants often refer to someone as being “gay” or express disgust when confronted with LGBTQ issues, so our staff tries to talk through these incidents with the youth in an effort to get them to deal with their feelings and prejudices around these issues. 

d) Participants regularly use terms: gay, queer, sissy, fag, tomboy to describe things and each other. 

e) Children told child of lesbian moms that she was going to hell because of her moms.

f) Group discussion. Field trip to see plays that deal with gay issues.  

Agency’s interaction with the LGBT community: issues, activities, agencies, individuals:

Agencies described their interaction in the following ways: Referrals for work with LGBTQ organizations (5), part of coalition/network (4), host educational workshops (1), current or former staff (1), kids who are curious (1), no formal relationships (10).

Real or perceived barriers to providing targeted or named services to LGBTQ youth:

Agencies described their barriers in the following ways: Misconceptions/old fashioned beliefs (5), none (4), LGBTQ issues are unknown (2), no specific programs (2), identifying youth (1), education (1), staff to child ratios (1).

Changes that would need to be made for the organization to be welcoming and affirming for LGBTQ youth:

The following needed changes were noted: Training/education (5), unsure/not applicable (2), no changes (2), written policy (1).

Resources needed to continue working on welcoming and affirming LGBTQ youth (check all that applied):

Staff training: 15



Workshops for youth: 15

Printed resources: 14



Best practice models: 14

Workshops for parents: 7


Peer learning/mentoring for staff: 4

Comments & Recommendations 

by Mary Morten & Laura McAlpine

Overall, Girl’s Best Friend Foundation, Crossroads Fund and the Chicago Foundation for Women’s grantees responded positively to the focus groups. More organizations requested to participate than capacity allowed and some organizations, whose schedule did not match the two meetings, requested notification of future meetings. 

During the focus groups, participants engaged in lively discussion and expressed appreciation for being given the opportunity to discuss LGBTQ issues with their peers. We were struck by the depth of concern participants expressed and the level of distress they reported. Many participants expressed concern that they and their organization were not taking care of LGBTQ issues appropriately. Many were concerned about how to begin addressing these issues. Some participants reported at the end of the session that they had come not knowing that this issue was relevant to their organization, but now understood that it was relevant and they had failed to adequately address it in the past.

The response to the written survey was also positive. Thirty-nine percent of the groups unable to attend the focus groups provided information via the survey. Reviewed together, the two sets of information helped us to begin to understand the needs, questions, best practices, and barriers that groups experience as they seek to reduce exclusion and discrimination by creating more safe space for youth within their organizations. 

Given the differences noted in the reports by the various grantees, we also believe that it is important to assess an organization’s readiness to address LGBTQ issues and that support should be given on a continuum of need. From these conversations we surmise that there are the following types of youth-serving organizations:

1. Doesn’t address LGBTQ issues and doesn’t see its relevance to its mission.

2. LGBTQ issues have been raised at various times by youth and/or staff, but no institutionalized approach has been made to address LGBTQ issues.

3. LGBTQ programs and/or direct policies/activities have occurred at the organization, with negative responses by the administrators, staff, youth and/or community.

4. LGBTQ programs and/or policies are in place at the organization and further development is desired.

Another way to articulate this is with the following continuum for addressing LGBTQ issues:

Viewed as non-issue
   Fear about issue     
Struggling with issue
Capacity on issue

Expert
“Expert on the issue” is defined as an organization that is now in a position to provide support to other organizations by sharing what they have learned and established. Their work has been evaluated and shows a positive impact on youth participants.

“Capacity on the issue” is defined as an organization that has begun to systematically provide direct information on LGBTQ issues for youth participants and staff. This can range from training to direct services, but it implies that when the issues arise, the staff feels competent to handle the situation. 

”Struggling with the issue” is defined as an organization that has had LGBTQ issues arise and the staff has begun discussions on how to appropriately respond. The staff has not come to a consensus on whether the organization should provide direct information on LGBTQ issues for youth participants and staff.

“Fear about the issue” is defined as an organization where staff and/or youth participants report negative responses to LGBTQ issues, and are reluctant to bring this information forward to administrators for fear of personal repercussions.

“Viewed as a non-issue” is defined as an organization that reports no discussion of LGBTQ issues and no need to begin discussions on LGBTQ issues with staff and/or youth participants.

While organizations who participated serve different youth, we believe that a number of recommendations can be made to support them in creating safe space for LGBTQ youth and youth affected by sexual orientation and gender identity issues. Cultural differences are important to consider in doing this work. Gender differences are also relevant. Most models being used to create safe spaces do not have different methods to use with girls versus boys.

Recommendations

In order to continue supporting LGBTQ youth and youth affected by LGBTQ issues in youth-serving organizations, we recommend the following for Girl’s Best Friend Foundation, Crossroads Fund, and the Chicago Foundation for Women:

· Invite organizations to participate in ongoing roundtable discussions to address LGBTQ    

issues either separately or in the context of other youth issues. 

· Research and identify existing culturally appropriate assessment tools for organizations to use in the identification of action steps to address LGBTQ issues. 
· Provide funding for training (including train-the-trainer opportunities) and technical assistance opportunities to organizations based upon needs identified in an assessment.

· Publicly promote funding opportunities for the creation of LGBTQ safe space programs in grantee organizations and advocate for same in the broader philanthropic community.

· Provide funding to build the capacity of organizations that have the interest and skills

to provide technical assistance to grantee organizations to address these youth issues.
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Attachment 1

Focus Group and Written Survey Instruments

Focus Group Questions

· Describe your organization’s work with youth, and if relevant, LGBTQ youth. 

· Describe your agency’s interaction with the LGBT community—issues, activities, agencies, individuals. 

· Describe the climate at your agency with respect to how LGBTQ issues are handled by a) youth; b) staff; c) community members; d) parents. 

Probe: What is the institutional response when the issue is raised? 

· Discuss any real or perceived barriers to providing targeted or named services to LGBTQ youth. 

· If you are not currently serving any LGBTQ youth, what if any changes would need to be made for your organization to become a welcoming and affirming environment for these youth? 

Focus Group Participants Only

Grantee Partner Survey: Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Questioning Youth  

Background and Purpose: Girl’s Best Friend Foundation, Crossroads Fund and the Chicago Foundation for Women are exploring the implementation of safe space for lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and questioning (LGBTQ) youth. As part of this process we are collecting information on how our grantees interact with or serve this population of young people. The focus group discussions will be supplemented by a written survey and will help inform our thinking about the best way to deliver and provide services to LGBTQ youth. As we continue with the development of this joint collaborative, we will keep you apprised of our progress. 

All of the information gathered will be used only in aggregate form and will remain confidential without any identifying information being released to the funders. 

Please see the attached page for commonly used language and definitions. 

Thank you for sharing your thoughts with us!

1.  Please circle the answer that best describes your agency.

     Total Expenses for the last completed fiscal year:

     < $150,000
   $150,000-$299,999
   $300,000-$499,999
   $500,000-999,999
$1,000,000+

2.  Number of directors on Board: ___________________

3.   Total number of staff: ______________ Number of paid staff:_____________

4.   Number of youth served in last completed fiscal year: ___________________

5.   Number of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender or questioning youth served 

      in last completed fiscal year:___________  or best estimate: _____________

6.  The race/ethnicity of youth in programs (note percentages or check all that apply): 


____African/Black
____ Native American  
____European/White (non-Hispanic)

____Hispanic/Latina 
____Multi-racial

____Arab/Middle Eastern


____Asian/Pacific Islander
Other (please specify):__________________________

7. Household annual income of youth in programs (note percentages or check all that apply):


_____<$15,000    _____$15-29,999   _____$30-49,999    _____$50-74,999    

_____$75-99,999 _____$100,000-149,999
  ______$150-$199,999     _____$200,000+

For the questions 8 through 11, please circle the best answer that fits your agency: 

8. Are the youth served by your agency:
    Predominately male

Predominately female

Even mix of male and female

9. Does your agency have a non-discrimination policy for its staff? 

Yes
No

If yes, does it specifically include sexual orientation?


Yes
No

If yes, does it specifically include gender identity?



Yes
No

10. Does your agency have a non-discrimination policy for its participants?  
Yes
No

If yes, does it specifically include sexual orientation?


Yes
No

If yes, does it specifically include gender identity?



Yes
No

11. Has your agency had incidents on-site of anti-gay teasing, harassment or violence to 

       or among the youth in your programs?     




Yes
No

       If yes, describe the incident(s) and what steps were taken by the staff to address it:

______________________​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_______________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

Thank you for sharing your thoughts and completing this survey. 

Surveys must be returned by July 31, 2003. Responses may be faxed 773/728-0271, or emailed to Laura McAlpine, McAlpine Consulting, Laura@LMcAlpine.com.

Written Survey Participants Only 
Grantee Partner Survey: Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Questioning Youth  

Background and Purpose: Girl’s Best Friend Foundation, Crossroads Fund and the Chicago Foundation for Women are exploring the implementation of safe space for lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and questioning (LGBTQ) youth. As part of this process we are collecting information on how our grantees interact with or serve this population of young people. The focus group discussions will be supplemented by a written survey and will help inform our thinking about the best way to deliver and provide services to LGBTQ youth. As we continue with the development of this joint collaborative, we will keep you apprised of our progress. 

All of the information gathered will be used only in aggregate form and will remain confidential without any identifying information being released to the funders. Please see the attached page for commonly used language and definitions. 

Thank you for sharing your thoughts with us!

1.  Please circle the answer that best describes your agency.

     Total Expenses for the last completed fiscal year:

     < $150,000
   $150,000-$299,999
   $300,000-$499,999
   $500,000-999,999
$1,000,000+

2.  Number of directors on Board: ___________________

3.   Total number of staff: ______________ Number of paid staff:_____________

4.   Number of youth served in last completed fiscal year: ___________________

5.   Number of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender or questioning youth served 

      in last completed fiscal year:___________  or best estimate: _____________

6.  The race/ethnicity of youth in programs (note percentages or check all that apply): 


____African/Black
____ Native American  
____European/White (non-Hispanic)

____Hispanic/Latina 
____Multi-racial

____Arab/Middle Eastern


____Asian/Pacific Islander
Other (please specify):__________________________

7. Household annual income of youth in programs (note percentages or check all that apply):


_____<$15,000    _____$15-29,999   _____$30-49,999    _____$50-74,999    

_____$75-99,999 _____$100,000-149,999
  ______$150-$199,999     _____$200,000+

For the questions 8 through 11, please circle the best answer that fits your agency: 

8. Are the youth served by your agency:

    Predominately male

Predominately female

Even mix of male and female

9. Does your agency have a non-discrimination policy for its staff? 

Yes
No

If yes, does it specifically include sexual orientation?


Yes
No

If yes, does it specifically include gender identity?



Yes
No

10. Does your agency have a non-discrimination policy for its participants?  
Yes
No

If yes, does it specifically include sexual orientation?


Yes
No

If yes, does it specifically include gender identity?



Yes
No

11. Has your agency had incidents on-site of anti-gay teasing, harassment or violence to 

       or  among the youth in your programs?     




Yes
No

       If yes, describe the incident(s) and what steps were taken by the staff to address it:

______________________​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_______________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

12. Describe your organization’s work with youth, and if relevant, LGBTQ youth. 

______________________​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_______________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

13. Describe your agency’s interaction with the LGBT community – issues, activities, agencies,   individuals. 

______________________​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_______________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

For the following questions, please rate this answer on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 meaning very unwelcoming and 10 meaning very welcoming.

14. How safe or welcoming do you think your agency is to LGBTQ youth?

1    2 
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10 

Very unwelcoming                                                                 
Very welcoming

15. Describe the climate at your agency with respect to how LGBTQ issues are handled by:

a) Youth

1   2 
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10 

Very unwelcoming                                                                 
Very welcoming

b) Staff

1   2 
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10 

Very unwelcoming                                                                 
Very welcoming

c) Community members

1       2 
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10 

Very unwelcoming                                                                 
Very welcoming

d) Parents

1   2 
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10 

Very unwelcoming                                                                 
Very welcoming

16. Describe in more detail climate responses noted above:

______________________​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_______________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

17. Describe any real or perceived barriers to providing targeted or named services to LGBTQ youth. 

______________________​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_______________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

18. If you are not currently serving any LGBTQ youth now, what if any changes would need to be made for your organization to be a welcoming and affirming environment for these youth? 

______________________​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​_______________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

19. What resources would your agency need in order to continue working on welcoming and affirming LGBTQ youth? (Please check all that apply):

(    Staff Training
    (   Printed resources

(   Peer learning/mentoring for staff

(    Workshops for youth
    (  Workshops for parents
(   Best practice models

Other: ______________________​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​__________________________________________

Thank you for sharing your thoughts and completing this survey. 

Surveys must be returned by July 31, 2003. Responses may be faxed to 773/728-0271, or emailed to Laura McAlpine, McAlpine Consulting, Laura@LMcAlpine.com.

Attachment 2

Commonly Used Language & Definitions

Gay: A term that can apply to either men or women who have an erotic, romantic, and affectional attraction to persons of the same sex. However, most often used to describe men, e.g. “gay men.”

Lesbian: A term used to describe women who have an erotic, romantic, and affectional attraction to other women.

Bisexual: A person who has an erotic, romantic, and affectional attraction to someone of the opposite sex, as well as to someone of the same sex.

Transgender: An umbrella term that means to cross traditionally accepted gender roles.  Included under this umbrella are: transsexuals, transvestites, crossdressers, and intersexed people.

Questioning: A term used to describe individuals who are questioning their sexual orientation.  The term is used most often in reference to youth as they enter adolescence. However, adults may also be “questioning.”

Queer: A term that currently is being used by gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender people to describe their pride in being different and to reclaim a word that has been negatively used in the past.

Sexual Orientation: Describes one's erotic, romantic, and affectional attraction to the same gender, the opposite gender, or to both.
Gender identity: Gender identification includes understanding that one is male or female and the roles, values, duties, and responsibilities of being a man or a woman. The feeling of being either female or male; e.g. Sue’s sex is female, but gender identity is male.

Attachment 3

Resources

HOTLINES

National GLB Youth Hotline: 1-800-347-TEEN (8336)

YOUTH SUPPORT & SERVICES

About Face Youth Theatre: youth program of gay and lesbian theatre company, (773) 784-8565
Affinity Community Services: Southside community center for lesbian, bi & questioning women and youth of African descent, (773) 324-0377 or 5650, South Woodlawn (Hyde Park) 

Aunt Martha’s Youth Services: crisis line and referrals, (708) 709-6791, 4343 Lincoln Highway, Suite 340, Matteson, IL

Questioning Youth Center: services for youth ages 14-20, (630) 415-2053 or 2017, West Maple, Hinsdale, IL 

Horizons Youth Services: North side and Southside drop-in groups and call helpline for information between 6:00 and 10:00 p.m., (773) 929-HELP

LINKS – Northshore Youth Health Service: two youth centers operated for sexual minority youth ages 13 to 19, (847) 441-6191 
Minority Outreach Intervention Project: (312) 986-0661, 1255 SouthWabash, Suite 2-S, Chicago, IL 60605.

Oak Park Area Lesbian and Gay Association: youth program and drop-in center for Prism youth, ages 14 – 17 and Spectrum young adults, ages 18-25, (708) 386-3463
Teen Living Programs: (773) 883-0025, 3179 North Broadway, Chicago, IL

YOUTH-FRIENDLY COMMUNITY RESOURCES

Adodi: for African-American men,1346 South Michigan Avenue, Chicago, IL, (312) 458-9584
Amigas Latinas: (312) 409-5697
A Real Read: African-American LesbigayTrans Performance Ensemble, (312) 409-2457
Association of Latino Men for Action (ALMA): (773) 929-7688
AXIOS!: for GLBs of Greek/Eastern Orthodox ethnic/religious background,(773) 481-0304

Chicago Black Lesbians and Gays: (312) 409-4917

Church of the Open Door: Black lesbigay/trans/heterosexual Church,(773) 778-3030

5954 S. Albany, Chicago, IL

Khuli Zaban: for lesbians, bi and questioning women of South Asian heritage,(312) 409-2753

Lakeside Pride Freedom Band:(773) 381-6693

Project Alliance: for LGBT folks in DeKalb, IL  Area,(815) 748-6415

SANGAT/Chicago: South Asian GLBT organization,(773) 506-8810

INTERNET RESOURCES

Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education Network (GLSEN)


GLSEN Chicago (local chapter) www.glsenchicagoland.org
Youth 13 - 17 and youth 17 - 21 e-mail lists, www.youth-guard.org/youth
E-mail support group run completely for and by gay and supportive youth  

WWW.itpeople.org: for intersexed and transgender people

INFORMATION & ADVOCACY

Advocates for Youth: developing a resource book for starting safe schools coalitions,
(202) 347-5700, 1025 Vermont Ave. NW, Suite 200, Washington, DC 20005
Chicago Commission on Human Relations’ Advisory Council on Gay and Lesbian Issues (ACGLI), (312) 744-7911, 740 N. Sedgwick, 3rd Floor, Chicago, IL 60610

Coalition for Education on Sexual Orientation (CESO), (312) 368-9070 x12 CESOCoalition@aol.com 

Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education Network (GLSEN)
Chicago Chapter, (312) 409-1835, 5210 N. Wayne, Chicago, IL (glsenchgo@aol.com)

GLSEN National, (212) 727-0135, 121 W. 27th St., Suite 804, New York, NY 10001

Lambda Legal Defense and Education Fund, Inc. (LLDEF), (312) 663-4413 11 East Adams, Suite 1008, Chicago, IL 60603

National Youth Advocacy Coalition (NYAC), (202) 319-7596

1638 R Street NW, Suite 300, Washington, DC 20009 NYAC@nyacyouth.org
Attachment 4
10 Steps to Making Schools Safe for All: Including GLBT Youth & Families

1. Work to ensure that your school has an anti-discrimination policy that is inclusive of gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender (GLBT) issues.

2. Address and stop verbal anti-gay violence.

3. Confront stereotypes.

4. Encourage parents to participate in the educational process that addresses all forms of discrimination and harassment, including anti-gay.

5. Teach students to respect differences, including gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender persons.

6. Use health education curricula that respect all forms of sexual orientation and have an inclusive definition of family.

7. Post posters regarding GLBT persons visible in hallways, classrooms, and meeting rooms.

8. Post GLBT teen crisis hotline with other hotline numbers.

9. Make GLBT books/posters/images visibly available.

10. Include GLBT issues in educational programs, especially during Gay History Month (October).

* Developed by Elizabeth Reis, Safe School Coalition, Seattle, WA, 1998.
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