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"How Have Trans-Inclusive Non-Discrimination Policies Changed I nstitutions?"

Brett Genny Beemyn and Jessica Pettitt

When Harvard University amended its non-discrimorapolicy to include
“gender identity” last month, the change calle@rtibn to a growing movement. Since
1996, more than 55 colleges and college systene éacted transgender-inclusive non-
discrimination policies, from large institution&di the University of California, the
University of Wisconsin, and Ohio State Universtty smaller schools like Central
College, the College of Santa Fe, and Kalamazotey&@ommunity College. More than
half of the colleges and universities that haveeaddiender identity/expression” to their
non-discrimination policies have done so since 200&nsgender Law and Policy
Institute, 2006).

But what does it mean for a campus not to disciate@on the basis of gender
identity or expression? With more and more stuglenting out publicly as transgender
and reporting experiences of institutional discnation when they seek to have their
needs met (Beemyn, 2005; McKinney, 2005), how hbgse colleges and universities
sought to create a more trans-supportive climate?

To address these guestions, we surveyed many ofdtieitions that have
amended their non-discrimination policies to inéudender identity/expression” to
determine the extent to which the policy changel®agin a process of institutional
change. We were particularly interested in exangirdreas of campus life in which
transgender students often report experiencingidistation: having access to safe and

appropriate bathrooms and locker rooms; being libumskeeping with their gender



identity/expression; having access to appropnadical care, including hormones for
transitioning students; being able to change timelgiedesignation on campus records;
having trans-inclusive gender categories on ingibal forms; and offering trans-related
programming.

The study involved 19 colleges and university systéhat adopted a trans-
inclusive non-discrimination policy prior to mid-@5. The institutions in one of these
college systems, the University of California, weueveyed individually because of their
size, and 7 participated. Thus we had 25 totalesuresponses. Six of the campuses
added “gender identity/expression” to their nondmmation policies in 2002 or earlier,
five did so in 2003, nine in 2004, and five in 200Bhe institutions ranged from small
liberal arts colleges like Kalamazoo College, Matuliry College, and Wesleyan
University, to large state universities like Arizo8tate University, Ohio State

University, and the University of Wisconsin.

Survey Results

The participating colleges and universities weleedshow the inclusion of
“gender identity/expression” in their non-discriration statements led to changes in
different campus practices and policies. Mostdated that few changes had occurred
as a result of the non-discrimination policy. égample, nearly half of the institutions
had made no effort to establish gender-neutrakbaths. Three of the campuses were in
the process of “degendering” single-gender bathsand three had agreed to include
gender-neutral bathrooms in new and renovatedibhgsdd Nine colleges had some or

many gender-neutral bathrooms, but in most cakesetfacilities existed prior to the



non-discrimination statement change. Given thewarnof time required to construct
new restrooms and the brief time that most of Hramuses have had a trans-inclusive
policy, this finding is not surprising.

Similarly, few of the institutions considered odhan opportunity to create
private showers and locker rooms in recreationallere to enable many transgender
students to use the facilities. Only seven of2Zhe&olleges and universities offered these
privacy options. Another campus’ recreational eehid private showers, but not
lockers; and one had private lockers, but not sihewe

The establishment of a gender-neutral housing pgiaes not require a physical
change to a facility, but a change in how factitege used. On campuses that have
policies against people of different genders slgaaimoom, this change can be even more
difficult to make. Only two of the institutions steyed—Wesleyan University and the
University of California, Riverside—offered a gendawutral housing opportunity (since
the study was conducted, a third participatingegml the University of Pennsylvania,
has created a gender-neutral option for retursingents). These findings are indicative
of campuses in general. Regardless of their nondigation policy, only about a dozen
colleges and universities in the U.S. offer a gemitral housing opportunity (Beemyn,
2006).

The overall lack of access to hormones through canhealth centers was also
reflected in the survey results. Only a handfuhsfitutions nationwide and just one
college that participated in the study—the Univigref California, Santa Barbara—cover
the cost of hormones for transitioning studentsw Eolleges and universities in the

country even dispense hormones for transitioniangestts, and only four of the



institutions in the survey did so (Beemyn, 2008hme small colleges do not have
campus health centers, but instead rely on the#l loommunities, where trans-
supportive medical services may not be any morédadle.

Few colleges and universities also have trans-vdupolicies regarding records
and forms. Transitioning students need to be @btdhange the gender designation on
their college records to avoid being “outed” orsslaosters, identification cards, emalil
addresses, mailings, prescription labels, transgrggplomas, etc. Yet only six of the 25
campuses surveyed had a process for studentsrigeckize “M/F” box on their
documents without having gender reassignment syrders important for colleges and
universities not to require complete transitionfeas students can afford surgery, are in a
position to have it, or even desire it.

Some students identify and want to be recognizédaasgender, but none of the
colleges and universities in the study offeredapgon for students to self-identify
beyond “male” and “female” on all institutional fos. Seven of the campuses did have
housing, admissions, or health care forms that asszh-binary gender question
(typically “gender: male, female, self-identify: " or simply “gender:

”.

The one area where most of the institutions suryeyere trans-inclusive was in
providing transgender-related programming. Twaeritthe 25 institutions offered some
or frequent events that address transgender isguies. this would be the main “bright
spot” is not surprising, as providing programmirages not require changes to facilities or

institutional policies. Most of the colleges amduersities also provided at least some



transgender-specific programming prior to the aoldiof “gender identity/expression” to

their nondiscrimination statements.

Implications: What Does This Mean for Your Campus?

At first glance, the responses seem disappointimpt dismal. However, the
general lack of progress on transgender inclussows an important messagé:
colleges and universities have work to do on transgender issues and no campusis so far
behind other ingtitutions that it cannot catch up. Colleges and universities seem to fall
into one of three camps. The majority do not reeor serve the needs of the
transgender students on their campuses. Someweding trans-supportive services,
policies, and practices. Relatively few have créatans-inclusive non-discrimination
statements and implemented other trans-supportiveigs.

No college or university is overwhelmingly out ftan transgender inclusion,
perhaps because there is still too much risk anttceersy associated with being a
pioneer on transgender issues. Even such a pspggasstitution as Wesleyan
University may have experienced the pressure @igoaifrontrunner when it received
extensive national media coverage in 2003 for begma gender-neutral residence hall
floor. The following year, Wesleyan took a stegplhalisbanding the floor and at least
temporarily excluding first-year students from genahclusive housing.

The lack of a real trailblazer is disappointingjtasan be easier to follow another
college or university and learn from its mistakékwever, in the absence of a
completely trans-inclusive campus, institutionsndd need to feel that they are too far

behind and progressing too slowly. Instead, tlaysee their common situation as an



opportunity to support each other, share resouases|earn from the institutions that
have taken further steps toward trans-inclusidrms dur hope that these findings can help
colleges and universities assess their progreseeting the needs of transgender

students and begin dialogues that can lead togutthns-supportive changes.
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