BAZE/ — k@ TLGBT |CBE 9 2BUBERSE 7 > — b 2014) (TH115 [ERINSEIDOER] ORBEHH 119
Research notes: Case Analysis of Discriminatory Speech in “Survey on LGBT Issues in the Work Environment 2014”

NLGBT B9 BEHSRIRT7 7 — bk 2014) (£HIFS
[ZRIMEEHDER] ORABSIR
b V-

lFLoic

AFBI£2014FE28H 53 BICfTo 7 TLGBTICES 2BIBRET 7 — b
2014) ORBDO—DTH 5 IEFNETDERF ] NOBHZEANBDEDZ
£ LIEEDTH B, A7 V77— MABIFFEIFENEENENILE S 1 /\—
T4 CEBREBHARE Y I VARV A —DHHBETERELIZEDTH S
GAEMIZEIEp. 8758, CITIE TENNEEFDOEA] ZRNES8Z RHE
ELEELN DS AIE. ZTORBPZDROSFEBICDOWVWT. BMEFaEEEH LT
CIEEW ICERENERBE. TFAMIAZ2 TV 7 b TinyTextMiner %=
FRLTCTDEAZES L, TORRZ2 LGBTZa3TCHHN< (/T (4
FE 21 MB3RR. 22 FSI VAT T VA—BXOVRI T E—5). 3 3E
HEE (MERR) THENT 2.

FRETlE. LXET . 140 I\ 1w o>a7 )b b VRI TV E—DFE
FBEFHZREDFH (p.110) I[CET D, Fle. AR CERT S [LGBTZEE
MU A /)T A HEE] BEAFEE| M S VRI VA= TV RI TV
A= TOW\WTIk, BEBRLTVAMHR (HER) BLU. FEICED1E
FOMR (EER) . HEROMR]® ORMBICHIFIEHOI—T 1>
(p.111) ZHBL. ZXOLDICHE LT,

- LGBTA LM A/ ) 74 HEE B MEiEE) o BHEE). Tl
ME | [Z0OM) ITHTEEBA B MOV RV VE—] D TV
AV TR —] ITEZET BE,

- IEHEE B THNEERL O T2EE) ICRET 55,

CRSURITIVE— BRI NSURV A=) TS VRY T
2—] ICZET BE,

RV I VR BTN VRI TR —] TRV —] 1T
ERCER



120

BH. TFIAMAZ TV T b TinyTextMiner [CERENTUVEVEEYE
HOFEE LTHBIENTLE SEAIE. EENF—T— FERETVE—SEE
LTHETEDELSICLZ?  AERBIEEFEOHTEFHRD LDV T MTER
T, SEHEAIDSE [TEI TAI TE2) 192 GED—HRNEE
A7 b LTWEW, EBAOHRERISENEHTH S,

1 ENREDIRAEHN

KABICKD L. LGBTEEGHNT A/ U T« UBEICHT 2ENSE%
Rletébh®s [K<HB]) [LELEHB)) ADBIEIFHEET70%. FE
HEETHM% THolz. ERNEHOEFZEO R TERNSEHDSE
] ZEREESEE RET Lf:%b\azs%aﬁi ZORBPZDOEDTIFEITD
WT. BERFZESHLTLZEV I A5HDARB (MFIca L) PHFR
AIREE XX LI & BR <) %ua%zui &, AAEICEELZAD36.6% Tdb >
fz (1815 A 664 N), RAEICEELIEADSBELGBTZEEMHN<T A/ 1)
T A HEEIF1,290 AT, TDDBEEFEMICEEA LTeDIL41.0% D529 AT
Hofce —H. FEUEEIIHERAETL9AANTH > TDS>EEJNEE
ICDWCEAET2EEHDIE25.1% D 124 A ThHoTce TIHSLGBTEEE
MU A /T A HEEORD. EFNGEEEREE LIARZELRALTY
BT EDDH B

RICRBICEEA LB AL L THB L. LGBTZEGMHEN< A/ U T o
HEEHDGCA LIKEEY BAEER<) 1£9,03588CTH>fce —H. FEH
EEHRA LR EERIL21358BTH ol INEZ—AHLVICHRET S
. BEEIFMHHIEYFHI705E. FHEBIF172BTREZTEWVIERES
nizLy (BHERICRIZEBHBIL TSR,

AEMICEEH I NEHRIEZIEITEY . TN5ORBE—BICHIET 5D1E
REETHAHH. Tee CIFEREBICHIT TENTHT ETESHDERHNRSNS
&t LIz,

2 LGBTZELHMT I/ ) T+ HFE
WTFTIE ETLGBTZEGHNT A/ T« HEEICKYEHEINED



Bge/ — k@ TLGBT |CBE 9 BRUBERSE 7 > — b 2014) (TH1H5 [ERINSEDOEF] ORBEHH 121
Research notes: Case Analysis of Discriminatory Speech in “Survey on LGBT Issues in the Work Environment 2014”

DE=ZIRETT Do

2.1 #EER

LGBTZ2GMNY A/ ) 7« HBEICL DD H 075291 = HBER
(BH g XTIV E—LZTOM) TlicHd s BEDSEE&HZTO
fcDIF42.7% (505 AHF216 A). ZZMEIE38.2% (550 AH210A). XV T
H— - ZDMIF45.1% (235 AF106 N) THoTe, & LIcBERIITNZ N,
B4 3,28358. M3,77258. XV T2 —ZDMIE2,0015B8T. —AHRzY

DIFHIE, S'%I*:HS 158, XH17758 XTI TV 54— - ZOMN1895ECTH >
feo TDEDITXTTVE— - ZTDOMOMBRDOANF. FRMITEEH LIEIE
DEFTE TOERLEZD O,

ERICED L SBFFRADEH EINHOZER THDE KDL SEFEAN T
ENfc, (Table 1) RAD/N -t 27 —IId EBEHEINFEADREBINT S
BECLDEIETH S,



122

Table 1 MW<1 /T HEE HEER
BH216 A 210 A XITUE— - ZFDMH

3 3,283:E 3,772:E 106 A 2,00138
Bt 67 (2.1%) 98 (2.6%) 59 (3.0%)
i 1(1.6%) 0(2.1%) 41 (2.1%)
7A 1 (1.6%) 61 (1.6%) 20 (1.0%)
IB5E 49 (1.5%) 44 (1.2%) 22 (1.1%)
KE 28 (0.7%) 51(1.4%) 22 (1.1%)
RE 35 (1.1%) 8(1.1%) 7 (0.9%)
SEHBEEN 7 (1.1%) 6 (1.0%) ( .8%)
% 9 (0.9%) 5 (0.7%) 1(1.0%)
IhE 29 (0.9%) 1 (0.6%) 7 (0.9%)
HITT Tk 1 (0.6%) 3(0.9%) 3(0.6%)
FEUE 38 (1.2%) 9 (0.8%) 2 (0.6%)
LAET7Y (LX) 9(0.3%) 9 (0.8%) 1 (0.5%)
Z R 11 (0.3%) 4 (0.6%) 2 (0.6%)
M1/ )T« 9(0.3%) 4 (0.6%) 1(0.5%)
[FIfE 15 (0.5%) 9 (0.5%) 8 (0.4%)
ELW 1 (0.6%) 2 (0.3%) 8 (0.4%)
+5] 4 (0.4%) 5 (0.4%) 11 (0.5%)
pEd:A 5 (0.4%) 4(0.4%) 9 (0.4%)
FhRE 14 (0.4%) 9 (0.5%) 5(0.2%)
"He 14 (0.4%) 2 (0.3%) 9 (0.4%)
FEEEE 9 (0.6%) 3(0.3%) 1 (0.0%)
LGBT 15 (0.5%) 3(0.3%) 3 (0.1%)
T 15 (0.5%) 2(0.3%) 4(0.2%)
JiE3 5(0.2%) 6 (0.4%) 8 (0.4%)
E=y 7 (0.2%) 4 (0.4%) 7 (0.3%)
AR 11 (0.3%) 2 (0.3%) 4 (0.2%)
e 12 (0.4%) 8 (0.2%) 7 (0.3%)
NI 12 (0.4%) 0(0.3%) 5 (0.2%)
f+=5 8(0.2%) 0(0.3%) 7 (0.3%)
E=xan 15 (0.5%) 6 (0.2%) 3(0.1%)
2B 6 (0.2%) 2(0.3%) 2(0.1%)
Zzob% 5 (0.2%) 0 (0.3%) 4(0.2%)
NSRRI TVHE— 5 (0.2%) 0 (0.3%) 3(0.1%)
L] 4(0.1%) 1 (0.3%) 2(0.1%)
ERIAEBR LI BE LY LIEERSEIOAPCEDOSEFBICIEFAD K 574
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Table2 MR/ UTAHEE PSRV VA— - VAT VA
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Bk 84 (2.7%) 140 (2.4%)
gedca 73 (2.3%) 9 (1.6%)
74 25 (0.8%) 107 (1.8%)
ES 42 (1.4%) 73 (1.2%)
KE 29 (0.9%) 72 (1.2%)
RE 22 (0.7%) 68 (1.1%)
SHEEEL 24 (0.7%) (1 1%)
TS 14 (0.5%) 5 (1.1%)
b 27 (0.9%) 2 (1.9%)
% 31 (1.0%) 44 (0.7%)
BHFE 26 (0.8%) 41 (0.7%)
HEIVIT Ik 29 (0.9%) 8 (0.6%)
LXET > 17 (0.5%) 2 (0.5%)
ZERIM 16 (0.5%) ( .5%)
M A /)T o 15 (0.5%) 9 (0.5%)
[EME 14 (0.5%) 8 (0.5%)
ELL 12 (0.4%) (o 5%)
+7 14 (0.4%) 26 (0.4%)
il 14 (0.5%) 24 (0.4%)
FERE 9 (0.3%) 29 (0.5%)
an=| 13 (0.4%) 22 (0.4%)
FEEE 4(0.1%) 9 (0.5%)
LGBT 5 (0.2%) 6 (0.4%)
TTak 6 (0.2%) (o 4%)
e 12 (0.4%) 7 (0.3%)
Euii] 8 (0.3%) 20 (0.3%)
NS 7 (0.2%) 20 (0.3%)
25 12 (0.4%) 5 (0.3%)
NHe 6 (0.2%) 1 (0.4%)
= 11 (0.4%) 4 (0.2%)
=t 5 (0.2%) 9 (0.3%)
T 5 (0.2%) 9 (0.3%)
=5l 4 (0.1%) 9(0.3%)
B 4(0.1%) 6 (0.3%)
ZoB% 6 (0.2%) 3(0.2%)
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RBRICEELAANABDEDZR THDERDEL S BEL B ENT,
(Table 3)

Table3 3JFHEE (1£BE5!
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geq:3 5(1.1%) 55 (3.2%)
Bk 4(0.9%) 49 (2.8%)
TA 2 (0.5%) 34 (2.0%)
MR A /)T« 6 (1.3%) 14 (0.8%)
[EIfE 1 (0.2%) 17 (1.0%)
NS 2 (0.5%) 13 (0.7%)
LGBT 3 (0.7%) 12 (0.7%)
Bis 2 (0.5%) 11 (0.6%)
ZRIH 2 (0.5%) 10 (0.6%)
RE 5 (1.1%) 9 (0.5%)
PHE 4(0.9%) 8 (0.5%)
TTEK 1(0.2%) 11 (0.6%)
e 2 (0.5%) 10 (0.6%)
HE 1(0.2%) 10 (0.6%)
SEHBEN 6 (1.3%) 5(0.3%)
ft= 3 (0.7%) 8 (0.5%)
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Case Analysis of Discriminatory Speech in
“Survey on LGBT Issues in the Work Environment 2014"
Izumi NIKI

This paper reports on discriminatory speech and behaviors directed
against gender and sexual minorities—LGBT, or Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and
Transgender people —in the Japanese workplace. The data was collected
in the "Survey on LGBT Issues in the Work Environment 2014,” which was
conducted by the non-profit organization Nijiiro Diversity and the Center
for Gender Studies at International Christian University in 2014. 41.0% of
the LGBT people and 25.1% of non-LGBT people who answered the
questionnaire elected to answer an open-ended question asking if they
have seen or heard about discrimination directed at LGBT people in their
workplace. Author used quantitative methods to evaluate which words
were used when referencing discrimination and found that “male,”

" ou "o

“female,” “gay,” “ridicule,

"o "o " ou

homo,” “gross,” “okama (lit. “rice pot,” equivalent
to English “bucket;” derogative euphemism for homosexual or

nou nou "o

transgender),” “coming out,” “marriage,” “lesbian,” and “sexual minorities”

were used frequently. In addition, because this questionnaire asked about

"o "o

a workplace context, words like “workplace,” “colleague,” “boss,” and

“employee” came up frequently, but so did “nomikai (social drinking

nou

party)’, “neta (joke material),

"

socchi-kei (lit. “one of those;” euphemism for
homosexual),” and “uwasa (gossip).”

Among LGBT people, words concerning one’s identity were used more
often, for instance the word “lesbian” was often used by people who
identified as women, and “coming out” was frequently used by self-
identified transgender people, as compared to cisgender people.

People reacted negatively to discrimination, using words such as “sad,”
“offended,” “discomfort,” and “anger,” and some people stated that they
had “given up” or “resigned” themselves to the situation. From this
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research, it is apparent that discrimination towards LGBT people in the
workplace is closely related to the traditional Japanese social hierarchy.
This organizational uniqueness, closeness, and the continuity of
relationships within the workplace make it more difficult for LGBT people
to deal with a discriminatory environment.

To encourage equity and to eliminate discrimination in the Japanese
workplace is an urgent human rights issue, and at the same time,
promoting diversity in the workplace is meaningful as it engenders positive
attitudes toward the organization from both LGBT and non-LGBT people.

Keywords:
LGBT, sexual minorities, workplace, discrimination, discriminatory speech
and behaviors



