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The Interrelatednesd Homosexual Identity Development and Perceptions of Campus
Climate for Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and Transgender Students at the University of South
Florida, Tampa Campus
by FredericDrury Baker
ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine threggions of campus climate at
the University of South Florida, Tampa Campus for Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and
Transgender students. Specifically, the study determined if there was any relationship
between level of homosexual identity development acquimddgarceptions of campus
climate. If a relationship existed, it woultfluencethe way that campus climate
perceptions would be analyzed in future studies.

The population was the undergraduate student body at the University of South
Florida taking at lest six credit hours in the fall semester 2007. An online survey was
created with two instruments that haverbgalidated in previous studiesne on campus
climate and one that identified identity level. The campus instrument was completed by
all responénts, while only those self identifying as gay, lesbian, bisexual, or questioning
were directed to the identity level instrument.

Of the 31030 email solicitations sent out to eligible students, 2345 students
responded and completed the survey. Of thB2&were from gay, lesbian, bisexual, and
guestioning studentResearch questions sought to reveal the campus climate
perceptions of GLBTQ students; to determine if perceptions varied between gay, lesbian,

Vv
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bisexual, questioning, and heterosexual studamnis to determine if there was a
relationship between homosexual identity development and perceptions of campus
climate.

Conclusions of the study inclugerceptions of campudimate at USF are more
positive than those reported in the results of thigdNal Gay and Lesbian Task Force
Study conducted by Rankin (2003\dditionally, alministrative responses to GLBT
issues are not visible to studenfshe research also noted thigingficant differences
exist between the perceptions of campus climat&tBTQ students between the
heterosexual and gay, lesbiarsebiual, and questioning studentinally,thelevel of
homosexual identity development attained has a significant relationship with perceptions
of campus climate

The results of this study wilinpact the focus and delivery of student services,
training, and diversity initiatives at the university. Future opportunities for advancing
the knowledge of the subject matter inclddeher development of the GIQ identity
development instrument, aeapanding the question of identity development and campus

climate perceptions to a nationwide study.

Vi
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Chapter One
Introduction
Introduction

College and University administrators have been continually challenged with
meeting the needs of an ex@rarging student population. For most of thé"2@ntury,
higher education was made available to an increasingly diverse student population. With
these population shifts also came great change in the campus environment for students.
Students who have nevieeen exposed to different cultures, races, and religions are
suddenly living, learning and working together. Additionally, societal evolution has
increased the visibility of groups that were previously hidden, such as gay students; men
whose primary sexal preference are men; lesbian students, women whose primary
sexual preference are women, bisexual students; those who do not identify a specific
sexual gender preference; and transgender students; who are biologically one gender but
who identify as beingf another gender. These non heterosexual students have been
clustered together in acronyms that often alter the order of the groups, such as GLBT and
LGBT.

Higher education administrators make decisions each day in an effort to support
learning at theimstitutions. Many of these decisions influence the campus climate of the
institution. Campus climate has been desc
perceptions, attitudes, and expectations t

1
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Kuh,Pe e, & Vesperods (1997) national study de
environment of the campus has significant influence on students mastery of general

education skills, as well as an understanding of the arts, literature, and humanities.

Covaing 75 institutions of varying type, the impact was also significant when controlling

for such variables as academic preparation, seocomomic status, and other

environmental factors.

A positive perception of the academic environment within therdassis a
strong indicator of student success and learning (Hirschy & Wilson, 2002). To ensure
that students are challenged academically and personally, institutions need to develop and
sustain learning environments that challenge, redefine and affirnper@eptions of
identity, cultivate student leaders, and foster a sense of community (Tatum, 2004).
Additionally, it has been found that students who participate in a classroom that is
considered safe increased the range and depth of the topics they I¢4oiiey &

Steiner, 2005).

The increase in diversity in the American higher education system has impacted
the campus climate of higher education institutions across the country. Demographic
shifts within institutions have resulted in newly visible, sabsal populations of
students whose academic and developmental needs are different from the perceptions
derived from more a traditional view of student populations. Rankin (2003) described the
term heterosexism aso t herityafthedenosepualityoan of t h
obliviousness to the lives and experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender

people, and the presumption that all people are, or should be, heterosexual (p.6).
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The impact of heterosexism has been documented on collegmuses. Several
studies have shown that the campus climate for GLBT students is particularly
unwelcoming, prejudicial, and even hostile (Rankin, 2003; McRee & Cooper, 1998;
Malaney, Williams, & Geller 1997). Rankin (2003) conducted a large, compreéens
study that included participation from 10 campuses across the country; while McRee &
Cooper (1998) and Malaney, Williams, and Geller (1997) studied institutions within the
southeast and northeast regions, respectively. All of these studies redes®gthan
satisfactory campus environment for GLBT students.

Previous studies on campus climate for GLBT students (Clark, 2002; Rankin,
2003; Noack, 2004) have focused on the need for a supportive and welcoming university
climate in order to assistudens éducation and personal growth. While these studies
were significant in informing the public of issues that GLBT students face, this and other
studies failed to examine the identity development level of participants and determine the
impact that eactelvel had on the perceptions of campus climate. This study will measure
the campus climate, while also identifying the sefforted level of homosexual identity
development of respondents as theorized by Cass. Statistical analyses of the
interrelatednessf identity development and campus climate perceptions will determine
if there is empirical support for such a relationship. If a relationship is found, it will
provide a new frame in which to review campus climate and ways to improve it. With
identity theory serving as a framework for how a person orients his or her self to the
world, it is critical that how he or she views the world is taken into consideration when

assessing data on perceptions of campus environment.
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Negative learning and climate peptiens affect all students; however,
repercussions are especially significant for students who identify as GLBT, as traditional
age college students are at a critical time in development of their sexual identity (Levine
and Evans, 1991). The importancedsntity development has been noted by leading
psychosocial theorists such as Chickering and Reisser (1993) who include identity
development as an individual factor of growth within their seven vector model. Specific
to the GLBT community, recent thedsshave furthered the understanding of the identity
process, and outlined environmental factors that contribute to it (Cass, 1979, Troiden,
1979, D6Augel i, 1994) .
Conceptual Framework

Person environment theories attempt to explain the impact that phgsicill,
organizational, and cultural constructions have on individual and group behavior. A
theory extensively cited within student affairs research was proposed by Kurt Lewin
(1936) . Lewinds theory can be apersoori bed s
interacting with the environment. Since its inception, it has been utilized as student
development, or psychosocial theories, developed in the@ttury. Scholarly work,
including Chickering & Reisserds (1993) se
Perryd6s(1970) cognitive devel opment model ,
environment and development into one theory.

Rodgers (1990) has restated Lewinds ori
developmental theory within its parameters. The exgamideory can be expressed by:

Bp=f (Pd X Es).
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With these additions, fBis the probability of facilitating growth within a specific type of
development. @is the developmental level of a person in a given developmental area,
and Es is the external stuli of the environment attributed to the developmental
component being assessed according to the theory (p 32). For the purposes of this study,
the equation wasread as follows:
(Bp) = the probability of facilitating homosexual identity development(fs a
function of the () level of homosexual identity development acquired by a student and
that studentds interagtion within the envi
This enhanced v erywiluseman ideftity Hewalopnmeldt smodel h e
to evaluate the currentel of identity assimilation achieved. Identity development
models for gay, lesbian, and bisexual people have been developed by many theorists
(Cass, 1979, Troiden, 1979, DO6Augelli, 199
psychological and sociolagpl forces on identity development, as well as the framework
in which to explain identity growth. Evans, Forney, & Gulebrito (1998) describe the

t wo most researched models as being Cassos

interactive processeso d e | . Cassobds model descri bes si X
acclimation, while DOAugelli concentrates
constantly shifting. While both models ha

researclstudies (Cass, 1984; Brady & Busse, 1994) with more than one acceptable
measurement instrument documented. Additionally, Cass is accepted as a leading

homosexual identity theory by respected schdl@rsckering & Reisser, 1993
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Theref or e, f@enstwdevwlopmentwvalllserve as the theoretical benchmark

for this study.

Cassod6 (1979) model i's based on the fram

theory. Movement through the stages is achieved when the incongruence between
behaviors and current ssnof identity is rectified, resulting in reassignment of ones

sexual identity over stages. Progress through the stages can be stopped at any stage

through a condition | abeled fAidentity fore

rectified by retreatrbm identity growth, denying further progress within the model.

The model is comprised of six stages, which are sequential in nature. The initial

stagejdentity confusionis where the first homosexual thoughts and feelings are realized.

This process dgins withindividualsacknowledging thaheir behavior may be
considered homosexual. After a period of self questioning, if positive feelings remain,
the person moves to stage twaentity comparison During this stage, the inner
perception of identytis in conflict with external perceptions of the identity. The person
tentatively commits to the possibility of a homosexual self. Positive interactions further
growth along the stage, while negative feelingsy invoke foreclosure and sdifatred.
A heterosexual public image is upheld.

Stage three of this modeligentity tolerancePrivate self image is tolerated, and
contact with a gay community increases,
Persons in this stage perceive positiveeptance from homosexuals, and begin to move

away from contact exclusively with heterosexual counterparts. By the end of the third

stage, the subject is capable of saying

w h

Al
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fourth stageidentity acceptances indicated by behavior that validates homosexual
identity. Contact with the gay community is frequent, and initial disclosure to select
others occurs. Often this stage serves as a comfort zone for subjects. Passing as
heterosexual in the outside world isoaitine coping strategy, while privately operating as
a homosexual within specific subgroups. If this behavior continues, the discourse
between self perception as homosexual and the public perception as heterosexual, create
a shifting of self perceptionsd assimilation. Movement into stage five is likely. If the
discourse is low, identity foreclosure occurs and the subject remains in stage four.
The fifth, oridentity pride,stage is marked by a shift in perception of the
heterosexual world to negatiwvenature, causing a retreat to contacts only with those
who are homosexual. Continued negative responses from heterosexual contacts and
positive support from homosexual contacts strengthen this belief. This stage is symbolic
of activists, who perceivéné gay subculture as positive and are seeking to challenge the
establishment. After the negativity and anger of stage five subsides, the subject moves
into stage sixidentity synthesisCommon values are seen in both the heterosexual and
homosexual wods, and sexual identity retreats to become merely a part of the entire
identity, rather than the main component.
dominates (p. 234). This final stage is demonstrated by a fully integrated sense of a
homosexuals| f bei ng seamlessly entrenched into
This model has been demonstrated to be an effective portrait of identity for both
gay and lesbian populations (Cass, 1984; Brady & Bussey, 1994), and noted to be

applicable to the bisexual poptibn as well (Evans, Forney, &GuidzeBrito, 1998).
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The more recently acknowledged group of transgender people has not been significantly
discussed in either model, nor tested empirically to date. Itis likely that identity
development among transgengepople will follow a different path. Therefore, this
study will not include that subgroup.
Population and Sample

Thestudytoolp| ace at the Uni v emmicdmpus@fdw&o ut h
open to all undergraduate students who are registerdaefdall 2006 smester. The
data collected was useddetermine how students perceaitbe campus climate for
GLBT members of the campus, atwohsisedof two instruments. The firstas a
guantitative measurement to assess campus climate tHadraslidated nationally; the
second survegetermine identity level as defined by the Cq4979)model of identity
development. These instruments wex@ministered through the internet, hosted by a
server that is not associated with the cantpaswasstuded. Ony respondents who self
identifiedas anything other thdmeterosexual or transgender wdnected to the second
instrument that determines identity developmentsdiptive statistics weneported to
determine perceptions of climate, ehinferential statisticatlescribe any significant
correlation between the identity development of GLB individuals and their perceptions of
campus climate.
Problem Statement

National, regional, and local studies have demonstrated that college campus
c | i mertGeBTstudents are less than satisfactory in areas of inclusion, safety, and

acceptance (Rankin, 2003, McRee and Cooper, 1998, and Cavendish, 2004). Rankin
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(2003) conducted a nationwide study of campus climate at colleges and universities, in
conjuncton with the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force. With its national scope, the
study quickly became seen as a benchmark to assess institutional climate perceptions for
GLBT students. Noack (2004) utilized a modified version of this instrument to determine
the perceptions of climate at Texas A&M, and recently the University of IIH@bisago
hired Dr. Rankin to conduct a more in depth study in the Spring of 2005 (S.R. Rankin,
personal communication, March 17, 2006). In 2002, the University of Soutlddlori
(USF) conducted a campus climate survey of faculty and staff administered via the
internet with an instrument developed in house prior to the Rankin national study. The
results of this study were released in spring 2004 and showed that a majority of
respondents felt that the climate of USF was not supportive or even tolerant of GLBT
students. Only 42% of the respondents felt that USF provided opportunities to increase
understanding of GLBT issues, and 66.7 percent of GLBT respondents felt that they
avaded disclosing sexuality for a fear of consequences (Cavendish, 2004). This impacts
the institutionds ability to foster a posi
the survey was of great assistance in determining that a problem exiteceyes of the
faculty and staff, the instrument was too broad to properly investigate the factors that
may have led GLBT faculty and staff to feel unsupported or even unsafe in being public
with their sexual orientation on campus. Additionally, theeesywas not administered
to students, who make up the largest percentage of any campus population.

What is not known is the current campus climate at the University of South

Florida as perceived by GLBT students, and if membership in these particulayugggr
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(gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender) has a relationship with the perceptions of campus
climate. Additionally, homosexual identity development level as identified by students
has not been investigated as possible factor in perceptions of campus elirtigs
campus or in previous studies. The work of Vivienne Cass (1979, 1984) has shown that
environment plays a central role in the integration of a homosexual identity into ones
overall perception of self for gay, lesbian, and possibly bisexualrggidEmpirical
research has validated that point; however, few if any studies have reversed the study,
attempting to quantify the relationships between that homosexual identity development
level and perceptions of the campus climate for GLB studentsisgeader students
have more complex identity factors that have not been quantified within the Cass model,
and will not be included in that inquiry. With a central construct of identity theory being
how peopleorientthemselveso the outside world, this caept of identity is likely to
have an impact on how one perceives the environment around them.
Significance of Study

In researching the subject of campus climate, key theoretical models and research
studies have emerged as significant. The collegesaarcritical in the development of
student identity (Chickering and Reiser, 1993) particularly for students who are
developing identities as gay, lesbians, and bisexuals (Levine and Evans, 1991). Campus
climates that are supportive of underrepresentedps can assist in that development
(Rankin, 2003). Particularly, campus climate has been theorized as having a significant
impact on the development of homosexual identity development (Cass, 1984, Levine &

Evans, 1991). Persaemvironment theory, com@mented by a homosexudeéntity

10
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development modeprovided the theoretical foundation that fradhis research project.

If a significant relationship between the two theonesestablished, it will provide a

new factor to be considered when analyziatp in future studies. By understanding the
current perceptions of campadémateand the developmental levels that shape students
perceptions, administi@ats coulddevelop an intentional program to impact the campus
climate and better meet the needsuofoften overlooked student population. This will

not only enhance the environment for classroom learning, but will assist GLBT students
in progressing towards a fully integrated identity as a non heterosexual person.

With institutions of higher educatidbeing challenged by the Association of
American Colleges and Universities (1995) to create and articulate a commitment to the
promotion of diversity, this studservedas an indicator of how inclusive GLBT students
perceive the USF campus envirogmh tobe. Additionally, it identifiedf gay, lesbian,
bisexual, or transgender students perceive the campusehiiffarently. Finally, it
determind if identity development level of students has signifiaqahtionship with
perceptions of campus climate.

With documented evidence that the social and relational environment impacts
studentdearningand data confirming that the environment at institutinsigher
education is less than positive, administrators are obligated to determine the factors that
impact campus climate perceptions. Further understanding of these perceptions can lead
to the development of a concrete action plan to address the issue of climate, and assist in

meeting the educational goals of colleges and universities in the process.

11
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ResearchQuestions
1. What are the perceptions among GLBT students of the campus climate for GLBT
students?
2. Is campus climate for GLBT students at USF perceived differently by heterosexual,
gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender students?
3. Doeghe identity level of GLB students relate to their perceptions of campus
climate?
Delimitations

The populations for which this study will be applicable will be undergraduate
college students at the University of South Florida, Tampa Campus whoiaeaak
least six credit hours in the f&0D06 term. The instrumenassessdthe perceptiosof
campus cémate for GLBT students and sougbtdetermine if a relationship exists
between subgroup membership, identity development, and perceptions of campus
climate. While the instrument and procedures can be replicated elsewhere, the factors
that lead to campus climate perceptions are unique to this campus, the time of the study,
and student population studied.
Limitations

One significant limitation to thstudy is that it is dependent on students to self
identify and disclose their sexual orientation. Many stigmas are placed upon students who
label themselves anything but heterosexual, most of which are negative. Therefore, the
ability for students to beompletely forthright in their disclosure of sexual identity is not

assured, thereby affecting internal validity. Additionally, the sample utilized for

12
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statistical analyses may not be fully representative of the entire population at USF due to

the stigmad discussed above. To obtain as representative a saspissible, the

survey wadglistributed to the entire student population who are enrolled in a minimum of

six credit hours.It is expected that students who are more comfortable with their sexual
orientation are more likely to participate than those who choose to conceal their

orientation, possibly impacting the results, particularly in regards to equal numbers of
participants in each of CassoO0s si»xthedenti't
first two stages of Cass 0 gespodenesinthdsee t o i n
categories, so reliability of the GIQ for those stages is unknéwrally, there is no

control over any significant events that may occur on the campus duritignéhef the

study that may have substanti al i nfl uence

climate.

13
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Chapter Two

Review of Literature

Introduction

This section will outline research studies that have been influential on the topics
of campus kimate in general, campus climate for GLBT students, and identity
development of GLB students. First, the importance of campus environments to overall
learning will be discussed, followed by studies of climate in general as well as those
targeted at spefit sub populations within the institution. Greater attention will be
focused on the research studies that provide background knowledge to the variables
investigated in this study: campus climate perceptions for GLBT students and identity
development ammy GLB students. When appropriate, implications of each study that
influenced the design of this investigation will be discussed.
Literature Regarding Campudi@ate

The intentional design of learning environments goes beyond the bricks and
mortar usedo construct the facilities that house classrooms. Student affairs practitioners
as a whole have identified serving the needs of all members of the campus community as
an ethical practice, embracing diversity rather than narrowing its scope (American

Cdllege Personnel Association, 1990). Campus climate, as defined by Bauer (1998), is

made up Aof current perceptions, attitudes

its memberso (p. 2). Il ntenti onatmusgtf f orts

14
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incorporate an understanding of student motivations and backgrounds in order to be truly
successful. To better understand our student population, many institutions of higher
education participate in the Cooperative Institutional Research Progi&m)(C

described by Cress and Sax (1998) and housed at the University of California at Los
Angeles. Initiated in 1966, this annual study of incoming freshman from across the
country is used to profile the background characteristics, attitudes, valuestj@uhic
achievement, and future goals of incoming students (p.65). This longitudinal study tracks
trends, slow and/or rapid change, and is used in determining the expectations and
perceptions that students have regarding their upcoming college experience.

Historically, non heterosexuals have been operating in unsafe environments. In
the United States, growing political unrest and violence against gay citizens caused the
federal government to enact legislation that would track violence acts perpetrated du
sexual orientation (Comstock, 1991). For the college student, the perceptions of feeling
safe are two fold. Students have a need to feel safe from physical harm, and also feel
respected by their peers within the educational setting to fully int@rch the learning
environment (Holley & Steiner, 2005). The value of a positive campus environment,
particularly the social and relational aspects, has been shown to be a significant indicator
of student learning. Kuh et al (1997) studied educatiaomegss indicators that impacted
students by motivating them to spend more time in behaviors known to support learning.
Results included the fact that cooperation among students, a key factor in the definition

of campus climate, was a significant indicatbstudent gains in this study. Without a

15
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safe, inclusive, cooperative | earning envi
learning gains will be compromised.

Another key consideration when discussing learning and environment is safety.
Physial safety within the campus environment is a critical issue for GLBT students.

Finn and McNeil (1987) reported that gay and lesbian people are more often targeted for
hate crimes than other underrepresented groups. The environment outside our campuses
creates an assumption that the campus climate is similar. Unless steps are taken to
demonstrate that campus climates are more accepting than general society, student
learning will be impacted. Holley and Steiner (2005) studied the characteristics of

faculty, peers, the physical building, and self that influenced a feeling of safety, or a
feeling of insecurity, within the classroom. Findings suggested that developing

guidelines for classroom interaction that are based on respect for individual views and
open discussions foster the type of environment that a majority of students will find safe.
The researchers note that striving for a safe classroom may be unachievable due to the
wide diversity of students and 6d)tti tudes;
classroom is a goal that should be given priority.

The importance of a positive campus environment was studied by Cheng (2004),
who sought to gain insight into community at a private institution in New York City. The
survey was web based, containe@miy six questions, and was administered to freshman
through juniors within the colleges of arts and sciences as well as engineering. The
dependent variable was the statement Ather

t his i nstit utuden nespongepvarie@dn a foua pooht ssale to each

16
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guestion. Thirty eight percent of the eligible students participated in the study. Cheng
focused his iIinquiry on two main questions:
and what can educatorschadministrators do to build community on campus?

The results were analyzed in a three part process, including descriptive statistics
to demonstrate overall reactions to specific aspects of campus life. A second process
included an exploratory factor alysis to determine underlying dimensions of
community issues. Finally, multiple regressions were run to examine the relationships
between community associated variables and students overall sense of campus
community. Results indicated that for studentéeel a sense of community, they require
to be treated in a caring way, to be valued as individuals, as well as being accepted as a
part of the community (p.227). The | arges
community was a feeling of lonelisge. The researcher challenges administrators to
engage students and faculty in learning, foster positive relationships among ethnic
groups, and provide an open environment where free expression is encouraged and
respected.

Campus climate, especially terms of studies of diverse populations, is a hot
topic on many campuses (Shenkle, Snyder, and Bauer, 1998). Studies have involved
assessing the entire campus for cultural diversity sensitivity (Morrow, B(itdken, &
Der-Karabetian, 2000), and indiwidl campus or specific cultural subgroups (Rankin &
Reason, 2005; Noack, 2004; Rankin 2003; Cress & lkeda, 2003; Clark 2002). Using both
guantitative and qualitative methods, clear information about minority experiences within

institutions of higher leaing is discussed. These studies describe multiple experiences
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within a similar context for members of unique and separate minority groups. While
each study is unique in design and sample, specific perceptions of campus climate are
clearly similar.

Usinga mixed methods approach, Morrow, Buiigchen, & DerKarabetian
(2000) studied climate at the University of LaVerne, with the intention of obtaining
specific insight into climate perceptions among various minority groups. The researchers
used quantitave data obtained by two measures: the ACT student survey and a locally
designed instrument to assess the climate for diversity. One question was taken from the
ACT survey that specifically asked fihow sa
cd |l ege?0 Results showed 77% of the facult
very satisfied with racial harmony on campus. Significant differences were noted in the
way that individual racial groups experienced discrimination, with Blacks amal baéi s
finding race more of a barrier than Caucasian students. A second portion of this study
used qualitative focus groups in an effort to complement and enhance the qualitative data.
The researchers found that the data obtained from focus groups sdpperstatistics
generated quantitatively, and added to the understanding of the statistics due to specific
examples of why students answered questions the way that they did.

While several minority groups have documented less than ideal campus
environmeits for their specific group, unique issues are presented within the GLBT
community. GLBT students are often faced with being a member of two minority
groups: one based on race, another by sexual orientation. Evans and Wall (1991)

describe the nuances GLBT student experiences in areas such as residence halls, Greek
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organizations and GLBT student organizations, as well as address secondary issues of

race and gender that magnify GLBT issues. Race and sexuality issues are present at

historically black cleges and universities (Black issues in higher education, 2002) as

well as traditionally white universities. Rasmussen (2004) discusses the choices people of

two minorities make in regards to going public with their sexuality. Akanke, who wrote

ofhereperi ence as a student who was bl ack and

choice I wish to make. Nevertheless, because of the pervasiveness of racism, it is one that

| choose to make. Being bl ack, hoOdever, i
It has been documented that GLBT students face an unsafe campus climate at

universities across the country (McRee & Cooper, 1998; Rankin 2003). Hurtado, Carter,

and Kardia (1998) explain that students within this population are subject to a hostile

campus climate, and reported the following problems as presented by DeVries and

LaSalle (1993): fears for their physical safety, frequent occurrences of disparaging

remarks, anti gay graffiti, and a high degree of false information and stereotypes in

stucent attitudes. Additionally, they noted the lack of visibility of gay role models,

conflicts in class regarding the topic of sexual orientation or responses to it when a

student comes out in class, and students feeling as if they need to censor themselves

classroom environments or academic activities for fear of repercussions. Finally, they

noted a lack of integration of sexual orientation into the curriculum, and a lack of

institutional policies addressing these climates issues coupled with a sk@ness of

such policies when they do exist.
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The issues faced by GLBT students on college campuses are unique to their
minority group, and therefore have attracted the attention of a number of researchers.
Perhaps the most well known study was conaubieRankin (2003). This nationwide
survey of campus climate for GLBT students was sponsored by the National Gay and
Lesbian Task Force (NGLTF). Thirty institutions were solicited to participate in the
survey, with fourteen actually completing the enpirecess. Four of the institutions
were private, ten were public. All the institutions had visible GLBT centers located
within the campus. 1,669 total surveys were received from students, faculty, and
staff/fadministrators, both online and in paper fosn&he instrument consisted of thirty
Six quantitative questions, with a mix of likert and check box questions. Additionally,
one open ended question asked for any suggestions to improve campus climate at that
particular institution. At the conclusion tife study, Rankin completed a factor analysis.

Within the theme of lived oppressive experiences, results showed that fifty one
percent of respondents failed to disclose their sexual orientation for fear of repercussions,
and nineteen percent feared floeir physical safety due to their sexual orientation gender
identity (Rankin, 2003, p 24). Under perceptions of anti GLBT oppression on campus,
thirty six percent of GLBT undergraduate students reported that they have experienced
harassment within the payear for being GLBT. Finally, under institution actions, forty
one percent of respondents indicated that the campus was not addressing issues of sexual
orientation and gender identity.

The Rankin study was part of a long term project through the Naaeand

Lesbian Task Force, which began gathering data on campus climate in 1988. The 2003
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study was one of the largest and most comprehensive studies on the subject, and Dr.
Rankin has adapted this instrument for use at other institutions and inl skss&ggtation
studies. Due to the scope of this nationwide study, follow up projects have used these
national figures as benchmarks for comparisons with their own institutions (Noack, 2004)

Noack (2004) studied the campus climate for gay, lesbian,uageand
transgender students at Texas A&M University as perceived by the faculty and staff of
the institution. The study sought to identify and describe the current campus climate and
look at differences in perceptions based on university position, daptugrsubgroup,
and the amount of interaction with members of the GLBT community. Surveying a
random sample of administrators, faculty, and professional staff, she administered a
standard measure of campus climate for minoritlesassessment of climdte
underrepresented groupdeveloped by Susan R. Rankin, PhD (p.iii). Out of 1020
surveys distributed, the response rate was forty seven percent.

Findings included that, when compared to standardized national campus climate
figures, Te xtavwas noge Mégativedar theseastudents. Additionally,
significant interactions between race and perception of climate of GLBT students were
noted, indicating experiences were also influenced by being a member of a racial and
sexual minority. Finally,ths r esearch confirmed that an i
behaviors towards GLBT persons were positively influenced by the frequency of contact
that person had with members of the targeted population.

Campus climate was also studied at the University cfddehusetts, Lowell

(UML). Clark (2002) interviewed both students and faculty in order to ascertain the
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climate for GLBT students and to determine any progress within the climate from an
earlier study, which concluded the invisibility of the GLBT populatontributed to the
homophobia on campus. Since 1994, several initiatives had helped erase that invisibility,
including the establishment of a GLBT center on campus, a gay straight employee
network, and a safe zone program to educate faculty and staff fadowv to provide

resources for GLBT students.

To measure the changes in climate, twelve faculty/staff and eight students
participated in interviews, which sought information in five general campus climate
areas: feelings of acceptance and inclusiaspeet; visibility; fairness; and safety. The
sample population was chosen based on two criteria: because their were known to be
GLBT or GLBT allies, or they held pivotal positions within the university that impacted
campus climate, as staff from resideniée, campus police, counseling center, athletics,
student activities, as well as faculty members. Students were selected for the study after
responding to a call for participants advertised throughout campus and through the
student GLBT group, Spectruninterviews were completed during the summer and fall
of 2001. The sample proved to be strongly female, with only two of twelve students and
one of eight faculty/staff members identifying as male (p.19).

The results indicate that, overall, the campus judged to be reasonably
supportive of the GLBT community and students felt that the climate was accepting
despite the fact that several agély incidents occurred while the data was being
collected. The researcher explains these incidents as a backthshgrowing visibility

of the GLBT population on the campus. The incidents were viewed as random acts of
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graffiti that were not targeted at individuals. The university administration or student
government offered no formal response to the seriesofdsh incidents. Ironically,
despite the acts, most students described the climate as satisfactory, and felt that
university officials were supportive.

Climate studies have also been done within the southeastern region of the country.
McRee & CooperX998) studied the campus environment for GLB students at public and
private institutions with the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators
(NASPA) region three. Transgender student issues were not included in the sample. The
authors develped surveys that were then modified by five chief student affairs officers
outside of region three. Survey questions were a series ofenpled quantitative
guestions with an opportunity for opended responses afforded beneath each
guantitative respae. The anonymous instrument was mailed to voting delegates at each
of the 262 institutions within the region. 122 surveys were returned, for a 46.5% return
rate.

Variables studied included location and activity level of organizations: use of
campus resurces, campus funding, academic support, contact with faculty and staff,
GLBT organizations relationship to other departments, availability of printed resources,
number of hate crimes, and non discrimination statements. Results for selected variables
studied are outlined as follows:

Campus funding Institutional funding was reported by sixty four percent of the

organizations, with the largest provider of funds being from student government

organizations (seventy nine percent).
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Academic support and contawith faculty and staff Only eight percent of the

institutions had gay or lesbian study courses, while fourteen percent reported GLB
content being present in regular courses. Three fourths of the schools that presented GLB
content were public.

Availability of printed resourcesOnly eleven percent of institutions responding

reported that library collection policies and active subscriptions supported GLB interests.

Hate crimes The mean number of hate crimes reported per institution was 5.3.
Within the study, hate crimes included gay bashing, faculty reprimand for homophobic
behavior, roommate harassment, vandalism, destruction of property, and verbal assaults
and threatening phone calls.

Non-discrimination statementsThirty nine percent of the spondent

institutionds non discrimination statement
These results are similar to the results reported in the Rankin (2003) national
study. Additionally, significantly low responses occurred in the areas of interest outlined,
lived oppressed experiences and university response to issues of sexual orientation and
gender identity. Finally, this study further supports the theme areas that were factored in
the Rankin study, and will be addressed in the design of this investigation
Limitations to the study included that some respondents had to answer questions
according to their fAbest guesso (electroni
limited knowledge of contact with those services. Another factor that may skew the
resuts was that a majority of the institutions that responded to the study were larger

public institutions that contained more human and programmatic resources for students
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than other schools, as well as more members of NASPA. A majority of the conclusions
outined above were gleamed from the quantitative answers to the surveys. Conclusions
suggest that institutions need to do a better job of addressing the number of hate crimes to
increase the level of satisfaction with the learning environment providee by th
institution. Additionally, the authors outline the need for more faculty staff mentoring
programs, which have been proven in previous studies to be effective. Only forty percent
of respondents currently have such a program in place.

Central Florida uiversities are not immune from the heterosexist paradigm that
has been demonstrated by campus climates studies outside the state. The University of
North Florida student government president was accused of bias when he denied funding
to a program sponsatdy the campus gay and lesbian student organization. (Pride, SG,
2004). While the funding was ultimately restored, the student government president felt
he needed to veto the funding due to his moral beliefs.

These studies demonstrate that campusaté for GLBT students are generally
less than satisfactory, with unique problems within the overall climate being exacerbated
on individual campuses. While much has been written about the state of climate today,
few studies have been done that measwréntipact of interventions to improve the
perceptions of climate on campus. A common intervention that is seen on a large number
of college campuses is a safe zone program, which identifies supportive faculty and staff
within the university community (Tulsh2004). Addressing this need, Evans (2002)
conducted a study at |l owa State University

for faculty and staff five years earlier. The goals of the program included increased
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visibility for LGBT people and corerns, and for increased support and awareness of the
issues facing LGBT people.

The safe zone program consisted of faculty and staff volunteering to display a
sticker symbolizing that they were safe individuals to discuss GLBT issues. Due to the
goals @ the program, interested participants did not receive formal training on how to be
an ally to these groups, but received an informational brochure about the implications of
posting this sticker. As this was an initial study into the efficacy of suchoment
programs, an exploratory, qualitative approach was used based on a constructivist
philosophy. An ethnographic methodology was used to describe and interpret the culture
on the campus.

The research team consisted of a heterosexual lead evaluator, as tivede
members of the LGBT student population, including a lesbian graduate student, gay male
undergraduate, and a transgender undergraduate. Data collection was obtained by
extensive immersion in the field, from spring of 1998 and into the sumnmaal F
observations were made in the fall after a preliminary report was shared with the
university community. Ethnographic interviews were used, with each interview being
recorded and transcribed. Additionally, student research team members canvassed all
academic buildings on campus for the amount of safe zone stickers visible in each, and to
get a sense of the climate portrayed by other artifacts.

Project planners, participants, and LGBT students were interviewed to assess the
impact of the program on tingerceptions of campus climate. Additionally, initial

interviewees were also asked for names of others who might provide different or
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interesting perspectives regarding the impact of the program. Forty two individuals were
interviewed (p.526).

Data andysis included the coding of all transcripts of interviews, with each
member of the research team agreeing to the coding categories. These included
perceived goals of the project, sources of information regarding the project, motivation
for posting stickes, impressions of the sticker, reactions to the process for obtaining a
sticker, issues within posting stickers, a debate that arose within student government,
positive and negative effects of the project on campus, personal effects of the project,
interactions and reactions of others, personal reactions, perceptions of LGBT reactions,
perceptions of heterosexual reactions, perceptions of administrators reactions and
suggestions. These categories where then broken down by respondent groups such as
LGBT male and female students, LGBT faculty and staff, male and female heterosexual
faculty and staff, and male and female heterosexual students-G2326Findings
included a higher visibility of LGBT individuals, a more positive outlook on climate, and
increased perceptions of support for LGBT students.

This study is significant in the overall concept of this study, as it shows the impact
that campus interventions can have on improving the climate for GLBT students. It
validates that indeed universityggrams can alter and improve the climate through
education and assimilation programs. Additionally, it is a factor to consider when
making comparisons between institutions relative to overall campus climate.

From reviewing the literature on campus climattés clear that a negative

perception of campus climate can impede the learning environment in many dimensions,
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ranging from identity development to campus engagement and safety. Thus it becomes
the duty of administrators within higher education; nus duty to work to ensure that
each student has the best possible experience while engaged with our academic
community. Only then are we truly working towards a more pluralistic society that
accepts and values our similarities and our differences.
Literature Regarding ldentity &elopment
A key component of feeling accepted within a campus environment is respect for
oneds individuality. Hanri ck, Evans, and
the development of identity and its impact one@lepment. Development of overall
identity may be impacted by the level of identity achieved through assimilation of
minority subgroup identity. A comprehensive model of minority identity development is
advanced by Atkinson, Morten, and Sue (19%asedon stages, this theory describes
the assimilation and accommodation of ones ethnic identity in the context of a greater
society. Stages include:
e Conformity- where people hold a negative view of their ethnic group and
buy into labels placed on them hycgety,
e Dissonancé marked by confusion of beliefs and values due to negative
experiences based on ethnicity
e Resistancé time when white culture is rejected by the individual and
embracing of cultural traditions associated with their ethnicity
e Introspectiori people see themselves as individuals, and create their

own assessment of positives and negatives of majority and minority
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cultures
e Synergistic Awarenessthe level at which ones individual identity draws
minority cultural sources, agell as understanding the majority culture
has positive influences as well (p-33)
Another category of students whose oppression can impact their ability to develop
positive identity is gay, lesbian, and bisexual students. Bilodeau and Renn (2005)
reviewed current identity development models that frame the integration of GLBT
identity into oneb6s overall sense of ident
the beginning of sexual orientation identity theories (Cass, 1979), the authors expand the
discussion beyond stage measurementsintdnom e ar model s (D6 Augel |l
Additionally, the impact of being a member of another underrepresented group and its
impact on GLBT identity development was discussed. The models range from
psychosocial moels such as Cass (1979, 1984) to specific explanation of GLBT identity
devel opment in relation to higher educatio
environmental factors into the formation of identity development. Finally, non empirical
theorieghat document perspectives of non heterosexual identities (feminist, postmodern,
and queer) are outlined.
One of the earliest models of gay identity development was proposed by Cass in

1979, and validated by her research in 1984. The model is compfisedstages,
which are sequential in nature. The theory is based on two assumptions: that identity is
acquired through a developmental process and that the locus for stability of, and change

in, behavior lies in the interaction process that occurs leetwelividuals and their
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environment. The model uses a framework of interpersonal congruence theory, which

holds that stability and change in behavior are dependent on the congruence or

i ncongruence that exists wi tniantn Stab#itgis i ndi vi
maintained when the perception of the individual and environment is congruent; growth

is achieved by resolving the incongruence between ones identity and the environmental
definition of that identity.

The initial stage, identity cons$ion, is where the first homosexual thoughts and
feelings are realized. After a period of self questioning, if positive feelings remain, the
student moves to stage two, identity comparison. The inner perception of identity is in
conflict with external prceptions of the identity. Positive interactions further growth
along the stage, while negative feelings may invoke disclosure arichaed. A
heterosexual public image is upheld.

Stage three of this model is identity tolerance. Private self insatgéerated, and
contact with gay community increases, while conflict exists with public image.

Moving to the fourth stage, identity acceptance is indicative of behavior that validates
homosexual identity. Contact with the gay community is frequedtjramal disclosure

to select others occurs. Often this stage is comfortable for people to stay. If continued
discourse between self perception and that of others is high, movement into phase five is
likely. This identity pride stage is marked by aftsim perception of the heterosexual

world that is negative in nature, causing a retreat to contacts with those who are
homosexual. Continued negative responses from heterosexual contacts strengthen this

belief. After the negativity and anger of stageefsubsides, the student moves into stage
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six, identity synthesis. Commonalities of values are seen in both the heterosexual and
homosexual worlds, and sexual identity retreats to a part of the entire identity, rather than
the main component. As a whotgpwth and development through these stages occurs
through awareness, exploration, and acceptance (pL887

Cass (1984) conducted a quantitative research study based on her theoretical
model of identity development in the hopes of validating her #tigat model proposed
in 1979. The sample was made up of 227 subjects, who were identified through private
social functions, a homosexual rights march, counseling centers, newspaper
advertisements, and personal acquaintances. The research desigmetidin@random
selection of participants. 109 males and 69 females returned the responses for a 78.4%
response rate. Only 12 respondents out of the 178 received were unable to be defined by
one stage of the model, and those surveys were excluded fréimathenalysis. The
biographical information provided by the respondents determined that there was no
significant difference in any of the stages by gender, occupation, religious upbringing,
and age of first labeling of self as a homosexual (p.155).

Thestudy consisted of two instruments, a stage allocation measure and
homosexual identity questionnaire. The first instrument contained sevgraagraph
descriptions of possible ways respondents feel about homosexuality and their perceptions
of the role i plays within their overall identity. The seven choices represent each of the
six stages as well as a ptage paragraph. Instructions were to select the paragraph that

best fit the way they saw themsel iees at
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homosexual identity questionnaire contained 210 questions that framed the components
outlined in her theoretic framework.

In scoring the questionnaire, the researcher predicted how members of each stage
would respond the each question, which was condpaith the self allocation of stage
made in the first instrument. If a respondent self identified as being in stage one, the
answer to the question that most resembled a stage one answer would be correct, while all
others incorrect. This was repeateddach question in the survey, and was unique to the
self identified stage as reported in the first instrument. Each identity questionnaire was
then scored through a computer based answer key created for the stage identified. The
across groups hypothesigs that subjects at each stage would obtain the highest scores
on the profile of their particular selfentified stage compared with other stages, and that
scores would decrease progressively as you moved away from the correct stage (p.158)

Results werelerived by determining the number of correct scores in relation to
the selfidentified stage, and the dissonance between that stage and correct answers for
the other five stages. Respondents from stages one, five, and six were significant at the
.05 level Stages two and four were very nearly significant at the same level, but stage
three respondents were unsupportive of the hypothesis (p. 159). This was explained as
being impacted by the similarity and reversal of scores of profiles one and two, and for
profiles five and six as they moved further from their actual identity stage. Additionally,
the stage three group followed the predicted order of means on five of six stages, but the

differences in the means were too small to be significant.
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The results alidate that participants were more likely to acknowledge the
hypothesized ideal description of their stage more closely than other stages in terms of
their behavior. There is also a greater tendency for participants at a particular stage to
show similarty to their hypothesized profile when compared with subjects at other
stages. This suggests that individuals who acknowledge homosexuality to be present in
their |ives can be distinguished by the <c¢ch
model. Addtionally, the findings also support that the grouping of individuals by stage
will follow the order predicted by the theoretical model.

Later research on sexual identity development provided another, more compact,
instrument that was validated as detaing the identity level according to the Cass
model. Brady and Busse (1994) developed an instrument known as the Gay Identity
Questionnaire (GIQ) that was designed to measure sexual identity development. Made
up exclusively of true/false questions, thety five question survey delineates seven
guestions that are indicative of each identity stage, along with three questions mixed in to
validate the existence of same sex attraction. The instrument was validated during a
study that consisted of 225 resplents, who had a median age of 28.8 years. The
sample was gathered in southern California in 1983, and the majority of respondents were
nontHispanic white men. The entire sample indicated that they have had homosexual
thoughts, feelings, or sexual act® 196 of the 225 respondents were included in the
data analysis, with twenty nine subjects excluded due to either being in a stage that had

too few subjects to be validated or the responses indicated a dual stage result.
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Results of the study indicatéidiat the instrument was valid for four out of the six
stages within the Cass model, with stages one and two obtaining too few responses to be
statistically quantified. The researchers suggest new ways of recruiting subjects who are
reluctant to participatin studies in which homosexual labels are involved, as individuals
in stages one and two of the model have not yet self identified as a member of the
population despite having some feelings that would be objectively labeled non
heterosexual. Additiongl] the data suggested that the homosexual identity formation
may actually be stated more simply as a two stage process, with stage one consisting of
Cass st-bgbeés and stage two cesimsisting of

Other researchers have uskd Cass model for formal research on the impact of
identity development on other variables. iAimini (2003) studied the effect of identity
development and perceived university environment on the adjustment to college of gay,
lesbian, and bisexual studsrat universities in the United States. The design of the
study included three separate instruments: the gay identity questionnaire (GIQ), the
student adaptation to college questionnaire (SACQ), and the university environment scale
(UES). The GIQ is 45 question true/false quantitative measure that assigns respondents
to a stage level within the Cass model; The SACQ is a self reported measure of college
adjustment, and contains 67 questions with 9 point Likert scales as possible answers; the
UES is s# reported 16 question measure that uses Likert scales based on a range of
seven.

Participants were obtained by contacting colleges and universities in the US that

were listed in online directories of LGBT programs across the country. Center directors
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were sent a letter encouraging them to promote the study to their students. Packets of the
three surveys were then sent to center directors to be distributed to their students. Only
gay, lesbian, and bisexual students within each institution were conkfdetae
sample. Snowball sampling within each institution was encouraged by the investigator as
way to reach out to other students who may not have been affiliated with a LGBT
program at the institution. The students then sent back the packets tectireer. 325
survey packets were mailed out, with 102 being returned for a response rate of 32%.
Results indicated a correlation with a particular stage of identity development,
Cassobds stage three, identity t orseeinsage e .
three, the more |ikely studentods were to
was true for all but one stage of the adjustment scale. The researcher explains this

phenomenon by the fact that stage three deals with students whoe fmul t i pl e

personaeod¢ (p.42), or a public and private

correlations also exist between perceived university environment and overall college
adjustment. Perceptions of university environment were found to be theigraitant
predictor of college adjustment even after testing a number of predictor variables. This
study reinforces previous research that indicates that perceptions of campus climate can
impact the rate at which students adjust to the college enwaminend provides

interesting data in terms of identity development and its role in adjustment to a new
environment. Clearly, a more targeted study that isolates the interrelatedness of identity
development and campus climate would provide more usefuffdiastudent affairs

practitioners to guide their work.
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D6Augel I i (1991, 1994) developed an al't
development that defines identity as a social construction, based on the experiences of the
individual within their environmentRather than establishing sequential stages as Cass
theorizes, DOAugellidés | ife span model est
define ones sexual identity. They include:

1. Exiting heterosexual identityshedding the belief that one is hetepasal and

the ability to express to others that they are GLBT.

2. Developing a personal lesbian/gay/bisexual identity statie process of
finding your own truth of the gay expe
desireso ( D6 Aug e lethallenginigahe itarnal stere@ypes ) , wh
of what the gay experience is with others within the community.

3. Developing a lesbian/gay/bisexual societal iderititite process of
establishing a network of people who are accepting of their sexual orientation
andto whom the individual has disclosed their orientation.

4. Becoming a lesbian/gay/bisexual offsprinthe process of coming out to
parental figures and the redefinition of that relationship following the
disclosure.

5. Developing a lesbian/gay/bisexual intioyastatug the ability to enter into an
intimate non heterosexual relationship. Noted challenges include the social
and legal issues surrounding homosexuality, which can be a barrier to full

growth within this process.
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6. Entering a lesbian/gay/bisexual comnityi the process of joining and
engaging the social and/or political arena of the gay community. This process
involves substantial risk to those in less than supportive environments.

The strengths of this model are that it takes into account teegéint personal
experiences and continually changing environment that GLBT individuals operate in.
The focus on process, instead of stages, is also more adaptive to many more people. The
shortcomings, however, include the fact that any assessment widities would take a
significant longitudinal study, as the model progresses over a lifetime. In addition, the
fact that no study has validated the constructs of the theory, and no instrument has been a
valid measure of the processes of the theory, makegientity theory incongruent with
the design of the study. Therefore, the Cass (1984) model of identity development, along
with the BradyBusse (1994) gay identity questionnaire, will be used in determining the
identity progression of the subjects hetstudy.

Identity development, as a psychological construct impacted significantly by
environment, is a complex area to study. Many theories exist in an attempt to explain
how individuals come to view themselves in relation to the outer world. GLBT
individuals have a unique situation in which their identity undergoes significant
moderation outside of the realm that heterosexual people experience. Determining if any
relationship exists between identity development and how students perceive theiglearni
environment is an important step in furthering the understanding of the many complex

factors that make up perceptions of campus climate.
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Chapter Three
Method

Introduction

The following sections will outline the research questions that are dtivéeng
study, as well as outline the methodology; including variables, instruments, population
and sample, as well as data collection and analysis procedures. All methodology outlined
within this chapter has been approved by the University of South Flostiautional
Review Board (IRB).
Research Questions
There are thregesearch questions that we@dressed within this study:
1. What are the perceptions among GLBT students of the campus climate for GLBT
students?
2. Is campus climate for GLBT stants at USF perceived differently by heterosexual,
gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender students?
3. Does the identity level of GLB students relate to the perceptions of campus climate?
Research Design

This study expands on previous research comaglen campus climate for GLBT
students as well as an identity development model for that population. Designed as a
guantitative study comprised of two individual instruments, the instruments employed

were a Campus Climate Survey developed by Rankin j2@@i8the Gay Identity
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Questionnaire (GIQ) designed by Brady & Busse (1994). The Rankin instrument

provided data on campus climate perceptions for GLBT students, and has been used in a
nationwide study as well as individual campus environments. The/Buwgsbe model

assessed the level of homosexual identity that has been attained by respondents according
to the identity model theorized by Cass (1979). Both instruments were accessible online
through an off campus provider, snapsurveys.com. Respondemrprovided the

instruments simultaneously. All students began with the Rankin climate survey. Only
students who self identified as any category other than heterosexual or transgender on the
Rankin survey were administered the GIQ after the climategwas completed.

Population and Sample

The population being studied is undergraduate university students who are taking
at least one class at the University of South Florida, Tampa campus. The sample
consisted of undergraduate university students freniversity of South Florida,

Tampa campus, taking at least six credit hours in the 2006 fall term, who completed the
surveys. 2,429 students responded to the campus climate instrument. Of that sample,
225 GLB students responded to the identity questaoe as well.

Data obtained remained confidential and
sequentially to ensure that data can be correlated between the two instruments. Each
student who was registered for six or more credits in the 2006 fall term was sgnah
asking them to complete the survey in December of 2006, with a follow up email sent out

January 11, 2007. Statistical power was achieved by these electronic mail solicitations,
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eliminating the need for any intentional snowball sampling of the GétBdlent
population.

A power analysis was performed using Co
with a medium effect size of .25, alpha set at .05. To ensure adequate power for the
planned repeated measures ANOVA for question two and one way ANQ\(uéstion
three, a minimum sample of 210 respondents completing both instruments was needed
Of the 28 responses received for the identityestion, 212 were complete and 198
passed the validity check within the GIQ and were assigned to stages
Variables

In answering question one, | conducted a descriptive analysis focusing on the
three areas of inquiry noted in the Rankin (2003) study; lived oppressive experiences,
perceptions of anti GLBT oppression on campus, and institutional actions. For question
two, an inferential analysis was conducted between the variables of campus climate
perceptions and the self identified sexual orientation of students to determine if a
relationship existed. Finally, question three was analyzed inferentially by deteymhinin
a relationship existed between the variables of campus climate perceptions within the
Rankin areas of inquiry noted above and the six identitydeagbutlined by Vivienne
Cass.

Instruments/Measures
Two instruments were used to gather data fordtudy. The firstThe

Assessment of Campus Climate for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender,Persons

was used for assessing campus environment. Rankin (2002) used the instrument in a
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national survey on campus climate for GLBT students. The assessméainhed three
areas of inquiry: Campus experiences; feelings about campus climate; campus response
to GLBT issues; and a section on background demographic information. Section one,
campus experiences, had 8 questions which were closed ended, andstiigeats 2
choices for their response. Section two, feelings about campus climate, had eight
guestions with a five point likerttype scale responses ranging from very unlikely to
very likely. Section three, campus response, had eight questions fiviehpoint likert-
type scale responses ranging from strongly agree through strongly disagree. Section four,
had eleven questions about demographic information, including a question that asks the
respondent to self identify their sexual orientation.e @nal open ended question asked
for suggestions for improving campus climate. A copy of theungnt is located in
Appendix A.

| selected this instrument for several reasons. First, it has been used nationally in
a study that will serve as an effegtibenchmark to assess the climate of University of
South Florida against other campuses and established national norms. Second, Noack
(2004) used it in another study similar in scope at Texas A& M University. Rankin and
colleagues reported adequate ing consistency reliability for the entire measure, with
correlation coefficients between r= :45=.60. Similarly, the stability of the instrument
has been assured by experts in the field who consulted with Rankin on the national study.
Finally, discete factors were isolated by a factor analysis conducted by the researcher.

Fifteen items were used for the analysis: Questiehstzough 28 and Questions

3-1 through 37. The survey questions in Part 1 (Campus experiences) were not analyzed,
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as factoranalysis is not appropriate for dichotomous items; factor analysis is appropriate
only for items with Likeritype response scales. Likewise, questieBa Bhrough 38k
were excluded from the analysis as the responses were essentially dichotomous.

The factor analysis was conducted on the fifteen items using Principal
Components Analysis with Varimax rotation. Factors with Eigen values over 1 were
extracted. In analyzing each factor, items whose factor loadings were .40 or higher in one
factor were retairgk Items that loaded on more than one factor at .40 or higher were
eliminated.

The first factor analysis yielded four factors explaining 69.2% of the variance.
However, in reviewing the factor composition of the féastor solution, one factor was
comprised only of one iterm an item that ideally should have been retained in another
factor. The factor analysis was rerun, forcing SPSS to extract only three fdntors.
forcing a threefactor solution, the Rdecreased to 62.5%. The thifeetor solution
seemed more reasonable to Rankin than the-factor solution, and the following three
factors (with the factor composition) are explained below. Question 2.5 was eliminated
from inclusion in any of the factors because it loaded on two factors at .4(her.hig
Factor 1: Harassment of GLBT Persons Reliability (alpha) = .893

Q2.1. Gay men are harassed on campus due to their sexual orientation/gender

identity.

Q2.2. Lesbians are harassed on campus due to their sexual orientation/gender

identity.

Q2.3. Bsexual persons are harassed on campus due to their sexual

orientation/gender identity.

Q2.4. Transgender persons are harassed on campus due to their sexual

orientation/gender identity.

Factor 2: Avoidance Behaviors Reliability (alpha) = .757
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Q2.6. Iconceal my sexual orientation/gender identity to avoid harassment.

Q2.7. 1 conceal my sexual orientation/gender identity to avoid discrimination.

Q2.8. | stay away from areas of campus where GLBT persons congregate for fear

of being labeled.
Factor 3:Institutional Response Reliability (alpha) = .841

Q3.1. The institution thoroughly addresses campus issues related to sexual

orientation/gender identity.

Q3.2. The institution has visible leadership from the administration regarding

sexual orientatiogfender identity issues on campus.

Q3.3. The curriculum adequately represents the contributions of LGBT persons.

Q3.4. The climate of the classes | have taken or the job site where | work are

accepting of LGBT persons.

Q3.5. The institution provides visibtesources on LGBT issues and concerns.

Q3.6. The institution has a rapid response system for incidents of LGBT

harassment.

Q3.7. The institution has a rapid response system for incidents of LGBT

discrimination.

For factors 1 and 3 (Harassment of GLBTd8&@s and Institutional Response),
the reliability analysis suggests appropriate and strong factor scales (i.e., the reliability
coefficients are .893 and .841, respectively). The reliability analysis examined the effects
of deleting items from the scalesd for factors 1 and 3 the original scale compositions
provided the strongest reliability for each scale.

For factor 2, Avoidance Behaviors, deleting question 2.8 actually increased the
reliability of that particular scale to .887, though it left ontyva-item factor.
Conceptually, question 2.8 seems to Ahango
the item lowers the reliability to .757. A scale reliability of .757 is still acceptable;

therefore it is suggested to retain the original thtem sale (S.R. Rankin, personal

communication, January 6, 2007).
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This thirty-nine question instrument provided data in a number of areas. It
directly provided data in assessing overall campus climate (research question one); and
whether the environment is expnced differently by gay, lesbian, bisexual, or
transgender students (research question two). Additionally, data from this survey was
compared with identity development results from the second instrument (research
guestion three).

This instrument wastilized through an agreement with the instrument creator,
Dr. Susan Rankin, for a fee of $2500. Modifications include placing the instrument
online, providing confidentiality information as required by IRB guidelines, and adding
another possible responseder the sexual identity question, which allowed for a
Aqguestioningod response. Addi tionally, t
instrument, with background information questior #hrough 411 asked at the
beginning of the survey. Quem 41, fAwhat i s your gender o, w.
by the researcher when duplicating the instrument online, with the transgender option
being added under sexual identity in order to direct only the target respondents to the
second instrument.

The Gay Identity Questionnaire, developed by Brady & Busse (1994) was
administered subsequently to students within the sample who self identified as gay,
lesbian, bisexual, or questioning on the Rankin survey. This forty five question
instrument has been vdéited for determining the identity levels of four out of the six
|l evel s of Cassob6s identity model . The ques

targeting a specific | evel of Cass6 model
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to assess idwity level, with each of the six stages being represented by seven questions,
randomly ordered. The remaining three questions serve as validity checks, to ensure that
respondentsan be labeled as homosexual. @h¢he three validity check questions

nealed to be answered affirmatively for the response to be considered valid. Stage totals
are tallied and the stage with the truest
level. If two levels were equally represented, a dual stage level is pamtethe

response is taken out of the final analysis. The measure has been found to be a valid and
reliable way to examine the coming out process theorized by Cass. The measurement
designer reports that it has been used in a number of dissertatibies®s nationwide.

Inter item consistency scores were reported by Brady for each of the six Cass
stages. Stage one and two did not contain enough respondents to perform statistical
analyses. The follow reliabilities were reported for the remainingdtages:

Stage 3r =.76; Stage 4 r =.71; Stage 5, =.44; and Stage-6 = .78.

Written approval to use this instrument has been obtained by its creator, Dr.
Stephen Bradwia electronic mail.

Reliability Measures for Thisé@nple

Sample reliabity measures for the Campus Climate survey and the Gay Identity
Questionnaire in this study are outlined in tablés By including all students in the
target population, a significant number of questioning students responded to the survey,
allowing forreliability statistics to be generated tbe GIQ that werenot yet validated.

Table 1 represents the reliabilities reported by Rankin for the national study, and
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contrasts that with the results from this sample. It is clear that this sample provided
similar results as reported by Rankin, with strong reliability indicators.
Table 1

Reliability Measures for the Campus Climate Survey

Sub Scales Reliability Value
Sample Previously Stated

Campus Experiences KR-20=.612

Q1.1-15
Feelings about Capus Climate Alpha = .816 Alpha = .893 .757
Q2.1-2.8
Campus Responses to GLBT Issue Alpha= .846 Alpha= .841

Q3.1- 3.7

*specific questions located in instrument in appendix 1
Table 2

Reliability Measures of the Gay Identity QuestionnaireQ@gl

Cass Stage Designation and Corresponding Ques KR-20
Sample Previously State«

One

Q6, 17, 20, 25, 28, 31, 37 762 N/A

Two

Q1, 12, 21, 23, 24, 29, 32 .728 N/A

Three

Q11, 15, 16, 18, 27, 33, 42 721 .76

Four

Q2,3,7,14, 35,6 44 .796 71

Five

Q5, 8, 9, 26, 34, 38, 41 463 44

Six

Q10, 13, 19, 30, 39, 43, 45 .847 .78

* Specific questions located in appendix 2
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Table 2 demonstrates previously reported reliabilities for the GIQ as well as the
reliabilitiesreportedf om t hi s sampl e. Due to this stuc
respondents who identified as stage 1 or two were reported, which enabled reliability
tests to be conducted on the sample. The KRigrardson test, or KRR0O test was
performed on this san®with very reliable results being returned for all stages with the
exception of stage 5, which showed similarly powgalues as the original study. These
results are very significant as it demonstrates the reliability of the entire measure, which
was peviously unknown.

Data Collection Procedures

The Rankin and Brady & Busse instruments were administered sequentially
online, and made available to all undergraduate students at the University of South
Florida who are enrolled for a minimum of six creduhs in the fall 2006 semester.
Approval/support was obtained from the Dean of Undergraduate Studies, who facilitated
the releasef student email addresses to the researcher through thexsityi registrar.

Only studentsvho requested confidential redsr took only online courses, and those
registered for less than six credit hours in the fall 2006 semester were excluded. The
campus climate instrument served to isolate any non heterosexual respondents and direct
them to the second survey, the GIQ. sgendents who identified as heterosexual or
transgender were not administered the GIQ. Students who chose to respond to the
instrument were given information on the purpose of the study, and provided with
instructions for instrument completion, including estimated time of completion, along

with a statement that the datas collectedonfidentially.
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The instruments were available for sixty days for students to complete. Email
solicitations were sent in early December 2006, and again in early J20@&arywith
January 3% being the deadline for responses to be included in the sample. The
instruments were hosted online through a third party vendor, snapsurveys.com, with the
researcher being responsible for placing the instruments online and rettievidata at
the conclusion of the survey period.

Data Analysis Procedures

Data analysis revolved around the most appropriate statistical method pertaining
to each research question. For the first question, | computed descriptive statistics on the
canpus climate data. The remaining questions were addressed through inferential
statistical analysis which included one way and repeated measures ANOVA.

For question one, descriptive statistics were calculated for each of the three
subscales identified imé Rankin instrument. This included frequencies, sample size,
mean, standard deviation, degree of skewness and kurtosis of the distribution, as well as
any outliers or extreme data. These results addressed the question of campus climate
perceptions as dlined in research question one.

For research question two, a five by two ANOVA was conducted on the
heterosexual, gay, lesbian, bisexual, and questioning populations and their perceptions of
campus climate in two of the focus areas; climate percepti@hadministrative
response. Due to thew responsef transgendestudentgthree), those responses were

calculated with the questioning group. For these calculations, alpha was set to .05, with
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effect size detected set at the medium level. Questiomargisignificant difference are
reported and results discussed in the implications chapter.

Finally, for researclgquestion three, a six by o®dNOVA was calculated between
the campus climate perceptions and the results of the six stages of identity whewvetlop
as determined by the Brady & Busse identity level instrument. This will determine if any
of the identity levels show a correlation to any of the three focus areas of campus climate;
lived oppressed experiences, perceptions of anti GLBT oppresstanygus, and
administrative response. Representative questions within each area were selected for the
analysis. To determine if a correlation exists, alpha was set to .05, with effect size
detected set at the medium level.
Threats to reliability validity and generalizability

The study was structured in a manner that will support student confidentiality
while also maintaining efforts to overcome possible threats to reliability, validity and
generalizability. In terms of reliability and validity, botlsiruments have been utilized
in national and localized research studies, and have been found to be adequately reliable
and valid. To avoid any threat, the instruments will be placed online in the same format
and worded exactly as the paper instrumentdy anly the modifications alluded to
earlier. Finally both instruments had expert evaluation within their respective fields, have
been modified after feedback, and define critical terms.

One threat to the validity of the data was the dependence atissifsure of the
respondent sdé sexual orientation. Many sti

connected with labeling oneself gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender. To reduce this
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possibility, sexual orientation was not asked on the climateeyg until the end of the
survey, with questioning and transgender options added. Only those who describe
themselves as anything but heterosexual or transgender were allowed to proceed to the
identity survey. One final threat to reliability was the passyof multiple entries from
an anonymous student. While this threat is very unlikely, data was assessed prior to
being analyzed to search for similar entries that are clearly duplicates.

In terms of generalizability, it was important to have as randsample as
possible, while also encouraging participants specifically from the GLBT community at
USF. The instrument was made available to all students, regardless of sexual orientation,
who met minimum standard for credit hours in an effort to gathdroad a sample as
possible. | was prepared to conduct purposeful follow up with student organizations and
university support systems that cater to GLBT students in case a large enough sample
size was not achieved through the random sample. Howetaegeaenough sample was
achieved through random methods, so intentional follow up with GLBT community
members was not needed to ensure adequate power for inferential statistics. These efforts
will ensure that the study is as generalizable to as manymapeftations/institutions as
possible. The results of the campus climate research questions can be generalizable to
other state supported metropolitan rese@amd universities in the southeast, while the
interrelatedness of identity development and casrgbimnate perceptions would be

generalizable to other GLBT college students across the nation.
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Chapter Four
Results

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to assess the perceptions of campus climate for gay,
lesbian, bisexual, and transgender stgsl@at the University of South Florida, Tampa
Campus, and determine if those perceptions varied between the subgroups. Additionally,
identity development level was assessed to determine if a relationship existed between
perceptions of campus climate aeddl of GLBT identity development attained. The
data included in the study were obtained by internet survey from December 2006 through
January 2007 with two email prompts sent out to the target population.
Demographic information of respondents

Basic demographic information was collected on all respondents and is reported
in Table 3. With the target group in this study being undergraduate students taking at
least six credit hours of courses, question two (position at the university) served as a
means okliminating nonundergraduate students from the sample. Participants included
2,322 undergraduates who were over the age of 18. Any responses from students under
the age of 18, or responses from anyone who selected a position at the university other
thanundergraduate student were not considered. Four students did not complete more
than 15 questions from the survey, and were eliminated. The actual number of useable

responses was 2,318.
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Table 3

Demographic Characteristics of Responden

Characteristic Total Sample

n %
Position:
Undergraduate Student 2318 100
Age:
1822 1515 65.5
22-32 588 25.4
3342 134 5.8
4352 59 2.6
53+ 17 e
Race/Ethnicity:
African American/Black 230 10.0
Asian/Pacific Islander 130 5.6
American Indian/Alaskan Native 13 .6
Middle Eastern 20 9
Chicano/Latino/Hispanic 222 9.6
White/Caucasian 1548 67.0
Mixed Ethnicities 148 6.4
Sexual ldentity:
Bisexual 77 3.3
Gay 60 2.6
Lesbian 32 1.4
Heterosexual 2077 90.1
Transgender 3 A1
Questioning/uncertain 56 2.4
Status:
Full-time 1939 838
Parttime 376 16.2

The majority of respondents (694 were aged 122; the ageggroup most

consider traditionahged college students. The next largestggeap was 232 years,
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comprising 25.% of the survey respondents. Five students did not answer this question.
White/Caucasian was the largest racial/ethnic group, 6¥ih of the sample, followed
by 10% African American/Black, 9% Chicano/Latino/Hispanic, 824 Mixed
Ethniaties, 5.6% Asian/Pacific Islander, .9% Middle Eastern, afel ABnerican
Indian/Alaskan Native.

The vast majority of the respondents were-fuie undergraduate students
(83.8%), with the remainder (164) identifying as parftime. The breakdown of
regpondents by seldentified sexual orientation was overwhelmingly heterosexual, with
non-heterosexuals making up slightly more than nine percent of the sample. Noticeably
absent from the demographic characteristics are gender breakdowns. Researdher error
transcribing the paper instrument to an online instrument led to the omission of that
guestion from the instrument; therefore further analysis based on gender was not
possible. However, gender was not one of the variables targeted by any of théaresearc
guestions.
Table 4

Living arrangements of respondents

Where do you live? Total Sample

n %
On campus residence hall 269 11.6
On campus apartment 134 5.8
Fraternity or Sorority house 34 15
Family student housing 11 5
Off campus 1864 80.6
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Table4 breaks down the living arrangement of students who responded to the
survey. The largs group lived off campus (80.6%), followed by 11.6% on campus
residence hall, 5.8% on campus apartmengolffaternity or sorority house, and less
than one percent iimamily student housing. Six respondents did not answer this question.
Cumulatively, almost 20% of the respondents lived in some form of university housing.
This differs from the overall undergraduate population at the Tampa campus of USF, in
which 14.8%of undergraduates chose to live on campus for the fall 2006 semester
(University of South Florida, 20Qwhich is greater than the proportion of residential
students in the overall undergraduate population.

With a larger than proportionate resident studresponse rate, further
investigation into the same was needed to ensure the sample contained similar
proportions of resident students in the GLBT and heterosexual populations. A larger
resident student population in the GLBT group had the possituilgitew the results of
the questions two and three. The data demonstrated that 21.6% of the GLBT gibup live
on campus, compared with 1%3or the heterosexual group. These proportions are
similar and no not pose any threat to the validity of the esfilthe research questions.

Results folResearch Question Or&Vhat are the BrceptionsAmong GLBT Students of
the Campus Climate for GLBTud8ents?

To determine the climate perceptions of BIeBT population respondents who
self-identified as gay, ldsan, bisexual, questioning, or transgender were grouped and
namedGLBTQ group The questioning respondents were added into this group due to
their selfidentification as notheterosexual. Heterosexual perceptions of campus climate
for GLBTQ students wereot examined in this question. Each factor as outlined by
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Rankin (2003) was examined and presented separately in tables in this section.
Additionally, results from the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force (NGLTF) study
conducted by Rankin (2003) are castied with results from this study.

Table 5

Number and percentsf GLBTQ groupmembersvho responded yes to quesis
regarding campus experience

Question GLBTQ NGLTF
Group study
(n=228)
n % n %
Feared for my physical safety because of my sexual 27 11.8 313 19

orientation/gender identity
Concealed my sexual orientation/gender identity to avoid 95 41.7 844 51
intimidation

Avoided disclosing my sexual orientation/gender identity t65 28.5 574 34
instructor, TA, administrator, or supervisor

Was a victim of harassment due to my sexual 29 12.7 254 36*
orientation/sexual identity

* Undergraduate students only

Campus experiences of GLBTQ respondents are presented inbT aR&sults
indicate that 11.% of GLBTQ respondents feared for their plogsisafety because of
their sexual aentation/gender identity; 4194 concealed their sexual orientation/gender
idenity to avoid intimidation, 28.% avoided disclosing their sexual orientation/gender
identity to an instructor, TA, admirrsitor, or superngor, and 12.% reported being a

victim of harassment due to their sexual orientation/gender identity. The numbers are
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particularly concerning when placed in the context of an educational setting, where 42%
of the population hides their orientation to mvimtimidation, and 13% experienced

actual harassment on campus.

Table 6.

Percents of GLBTQ group who responded very unlikely through very likely to questions
onfeelings about campus climate.

Question GLBTQ GroupResponses
(in percent}

Very Unlikely UncertainLikely Very (n)
unlikely Likely

Gay men are harassed on carr 4.8 20.6 324 329 9.2 228
due to their sexual

orientatiorigender identity

Lesbians are harassed on camr 7.0 29.0 34.7 22.4 70 228

due to their sexual
orientation/gender identity

Bisexuals are harassed on 13.6 29.0 35.1 16.2 6.1 228
campus due to their sexual
orientation/gender identity

Transgender are harassed on 4.0 7.0 34.7 28.1 26.3 228
campus due to their sexual
orientation/gender identity

| fear for my physical safgt 38.2 41.7 11.0 7.9 1.3 228
because of my sexual
orientation/gender identity

| conceal my sexual 26.8 27.2 9.2 246 12.3 228
orientation/gender identity to
avoid harassment

| stay away from areas of 57.5 20.2 114 7.9 3.1 228
campus where glbt persons

congregate for fear of being

labeled
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Despite the concern regarding these results, the negative experiences of GLBTQ
students at USF are less frequent than the totals from the NGLTF study conducted by
Rankin (2003). arly there is work to be donkepwe\er, the results indicatelSF
students experience less discrimination than their national counterpart2 (.25

Table 6 displays the results of the GLB
at the university. When asked if they felt students were $@dague to their sexual
orientation/gender identity, 424 of respondents felt that it was likely or very likely that
gay men ardarassed on campus, while 28.4elt lesbians were harassed, and 22félt
that bisexuals were harassed. Fitiyr percenof GLBTQ respondents felt that
transgender students were harassed for their gender identity. It is clear from these results
that students perceive that transgender students and gay men are more likely to be
harassed than lesbians or bisexuals.

In terms & physical safety, 9% were likely to fear for their physical safety due
to their sexual orientation/gender identity. Thisgven percent were likely or very
likely to conceal their sexual orientation/gender identity to avoid harassmerit]%nd
were d@her likely or very likely to avoid areas of campus where GLBTQ persons
congregate for fear ofding labeled. Conversely, 79680f GLBTQ students were
unlikely or very unlikely to feafor their physical safety, 34 were unlikely or very
unlikely to coneal their sexual orientaticto avoid harassment, and ®o.6vere unlikely
or very unlikely to stay away from areas of campus where GLBTQ persons congregated.

The results demonstrate that GLBTQ students at USF are less likely than not to

conceal their orietation in an attempt to avoid harassment, and are not afraid to be
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present in areas where GLBTQ members congregate. The campus climategercepti
from respondents indicate lower scores on perceptioasvafonment than the national
study that utilizedhis same instrument, where 51% of the sample reported that they were
likely to conceal their orientation to avoid harassment, and where 19% feared for their
physical safety (Rankin, 2003 p.25).

Table 7.

Percents of GLBTQ group who responaéngly ageethroughstrongly disagre¢o
guestiongegardingfeelings aboutampus responses

Question GLBTQ Group
(in percent}

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly (n)
Agree Disagree

The College/University 44 136 44.7 27.6 9.7 228
thoroughly addresses issue

related to sexual

orientation/gender identity

The College/University has 44 184 38.6 23.7 149 228
visible leadership from the

administration regarding

sexual orientation/gender

identity issues

The curriculum adequately 48 132 43.4 21.5 17.1 228
represents the contribans

of LGBT persons

The climate of the classes | 13.7 471 23.8 11.5 4.0 227
have taken or the job site

where | work are accepting

of LGBT persons

The University provides 6.1 215 38.6 21.9 11.8 228
visible resources on LGBT

issues and concerns

The University has a rapid 3.5 7.5 76.3 9.2 3.5 228
response system for incidel

of LGBT harassment
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Table 7 displays the responses of GLBTQ students and their perceptions of
campus responses to GLBT issues. Eighteen percerspafitdents agreed or strongly
agreed that the university addresses issues related to sexual onégeatier identity,
whereas 37% disagreed or strongly disagreed. The largest number of respondents,
44.7%, were uncertain. In terms of visible leader§ioim the administration regarding
sexual orientation/gender identity issues, 22.8% agreed or strongly Hdugeedvas
visible, with 38.66 disagreeing or strongly disagreeing. Thegéat single group of
respondents (38%) were unsure if the adminiatron showed visible leadership on this
issue, similar to results of other questions in this table.

This clearly demonstrates that the GLBT community represented by this sample
has seen less than satisfactory leadership from the university administratssues of
sexual orientation identity. Less than 25% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that
the university demonstrated leadership in addressing these issues. Whether this is due to
an actual lack of leadership or a breakdown in communicdtatgcommitment to the
USF community on GLBT issues could not be determined based on the data collected.

Perceptions of the climate in the classroom enwiremt on campus provided
insight into areas directly impacted by faculgixty one percent of respdents agreed
or strongly agreed that the climate was suppodi@LBT issues, with only 15%
disagreeing or strongly disagreeing. However, more students aidaad strongly
disagreed (33%) that the university provides visible resources on GLBliessand

concerns than those wiagreed or strongly agreed (27.6%). Finally, only %4 dj
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students agreed or strongly agreed that the University has a rapid response system for
incidentsof GLBT harassment, while 124 disagreed or strongly disagreed.

The most common respamsvas that of uncertainty (7843 about the university
response system to address repoftharassment. With nearly ¥ of this sample self
identifying as norheterosexual, this group makes up a clear presence within the student
body, yet the results indicate that they remain a forgotten minority. This indicates that
more education regarding available, established resources for victims of GLBT
harassment needs to occur.

Compared with the national study, USF students are less likedport positive
feelings about campus responses to GLBTQ issues. Nationally, 37% of respondents
agreed or strongly agreed that their institution thoroughly addressed issues related to
sexual orientation/gender identity, compared with 18% of USF stud&hts most
striking disparity among the national and USF results in campus responses was to the
st at eTmeUniversifly provides visible resources on LGBT issues and coldcerns
Nationally, 71% agreed or strongly agreed with this statement, while o%yo23
respondents to this study felt that way. The results clearly indicate that students at USF
perceive their administratisupport in GLBTQ issuasiuch less favorably than the
respondents in the national study.

Overall, the results for campus climaergeptions for GLBTQ students showed
mixed perceptions among the three areas of inquiry. While experiences with
discrimination are lower than the national study, they still indicate that a population of

students do not feel safe and have experienceddmaeas. Feelingabout campus
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climate at USF show less perceptions of harassthantthat of the national study, but

there are still substantial numbers of USF students who feel that the campus climate is
unwelcoming to the point that they hide their ssbarientation to avoid intimidation.

Finally, the perceptions of campus responses to GLBTQ issues are much lower than those
of the national study. This disparity is partially explained by the fact that schools in the
national study all had GLBT resourcenters on campusAdditionally, USF is a larger,

urban, research one institution that is being compared to a diverse group of institutions in
the national study, which may explain some of that differektmvever, it remainslear

that administrators aither institutions are more effective than those at USF at
demonstrating support for GLBT concerns.

Results fronResearch Question Twds Campus Climate for GLBTi&#lents at USF
Perceived bfferently byHeterosexual, Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, or Transgend

Sudents?

In addressing question two, responses were broken down into three main areas of
inquiry as outlined in the climate instrument; campus experiences, feelings about campus
climate, and campus responses to GLBT issues. Questions within eaohiacgsry
where then tallied, with mean scores for each area computed. Ranges for each area were
unique. Questions®13 from the survey represented campus experiences. Responses to
these questions were fAyeso oWforfyespwittba and
range of 85. Thus, a relatively high score in this range indicates that people had
experienced more of the events asked about in the five questions.

Questions 1724 (disregarding question 21) represented feelings about campus

climate, and were tallied by assigningvalues& 1t o t he | i kert scal
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unl i kel yo through Av-d0 WloWerrkear sgoreavoulditrandh a r a
towards the unlikely range of the scale, with the higher mean scores trending towards
Avery | ikelyo responses. With the questio
response would indicate more perceived discrimination.
Questions 2531 represented feelings about campus responses, and were tallied

by assigning values of3tothel i kert scal e answers of #fAstro
Astrongly di s ag k3. lower mean dtoreawouldarend ®waal$ the7
agree range of the scale; with the higher mean scores trending towards disagree
responses. Thus high scores would in@icaore negative feelings about campus
responses regarding GLBT issues. Only three students identified as transgender;
therefore that group was not examined due to insufficient numbers of responses.

Table 8 details the distribution of responses to tihepes climate survey by the
three areas of inquiry identified by the Rankin instrument. The figure for campus
experiences only includes the nbaterosexual respondents as the questions specifically
related to personal experiences of discrimination baseéxunal orientation, and
including the responses of heterosexuals led to a largely skewed sample for that factor.
The overall sample showed relatively normal skewness and kurtosis in the distribution of
campus experiences, campus climate and adminignasponses variables. The data
were screened for violations of assumptions to conduct an ANOVA; no violations were

noted.
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Table 8

Distribution of Responses byé&tors

Factors Total Sample

n Range Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Campus Experiences* 225 05 0.96 1.18 1.02 0.03
Feelings About Campus Climate 2294 8-40 15.164.59 .50 .75
Campus Responses 2287 7-35 19.743.94 -0.33 2.44

*Includes only non heterosexual respondents

In determining if perceptions of campus climate vary significantly betlee
heterosexual, gay, lesbian, bisexual, and questioning groups, two statistical measures
were used due to the format of the questionnaire. For campus experiences, the data is
dichotomous and the largest population (heterosexual) was very unlikelyeoence
discrimination due to their sexual orientation. Therefore, it was not examined for
differences between the groups.

Table 9 displays the data regarding feelings about campus climate by sexual
orientation identified. The distribution of the sdemphowed normal skewness among all
the populations, and only a moderate leptokurtic kurtosis among the heterosexual
population. A mean score that was lower in this variable would indicate a perception of a
more positive campus climate, while a higheredadicates a perception of a
discriminatory environment. Heterosexual respondents viewed the environment for

GLBT students much more favorably than any of the other groups.

The results of the ANOVA comparing campus climate feelings scores by sexual

orientation identified are outlined in Table 10. Since two ANOVAS were being
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conducted to answer this question, a bonferroni adjustment was used to counter the larger
chance for error. Therefore, significance was determined at the .025 level rathebthan .0
Significant differences were noted among the populations identified [F(4,2279) = 84.59,
p<.0001]. A tukey test was then conducted to look for significant differences between the
individual groups at the 95% confidence level. Significant differences maed

between heterosexual students and all of the non heterbgeaups, and are displayed

in Table 11. The only significant difference noted between groups that did not include
heterosexual students was between gay and questioning students.

Table9

Data offeelings about campus climatg sexual orientatiordentified

Feelings about climate

Orientation N M SD Sk Ku
Bisexual 77 21.402 6.044 0.461 -0.349
Gay 60 23.200 5.306 0.295 -0.347
Lesbian 32 22.437 8.011 -0.137 -0.846
Heterosexual 2056 15.871 4.398 0.499 1.219
Questioning 56 20.08 6.362 0.142 -0.345

These results indicate that heterosexual stugemteivethe ewvironment for
GLBTQ students much differentthan the GLB Q students themselves perceive. This
demonstrates the faileiof heterosexual students to observe the types of harassment and
discrimination experienced by non heterosexuals, including stereotypical portrayals of
GLBTQ persons. Questioning students, who do not identify as heterosexual or GLBT,
also demonstratedggiificantly different perceptions of campus climate than gay men,

indicating a lack of awareness of what the experience for gay men is like.
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Analysis of Variance fo€ampus Climat&eelings by Sexual Orientation Identified

Climate perceptions/Identity

Source SS df ms F p
Sexual 7198.945 4 1799.736 84.59 <.0001
Orientation
Error 48400.632 2275 1309.4
Total 55599.578 2279

The results from this analysis also need to be further dissected to completely

understand the results. One possibility for the lower mean sooneheterosexual

respondent s

i s the

| ar ge

number

of

funcert

in this sample. While this may explain some of the statistical figures, it still underscores

the need for education regarding a student populdtiatrstgnificant portions of the

popul ati on

Table 11

ar e

funcert ai

no

about .

ANOVA offeelings about campus climate by Sexual Orientation laitfer mean score

in group one
Group One Group Two Mean Difference

Gay Questioning 3.110
Gay Heterosexual 7.328
Gay Lesbian 0.762
Gay Bisexual 1.794
Lesbian Heterosexual 6.566*
Lesbian Questioning 2.348
Lesbian Bisexual 1.034
Bisexual Heterosexual 5.531*
Bisexual Questioning 1.313
Questioning Heterosexual 4.217*
* p<.05
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Campus responses to discnmaiion of GLBT students yielded similar results as
the campus climate perceptions, and are display&dbfe 12. Heterosexual respondents
had the lowest mean score of 19.54, while gay men had the highest with 23.06. In this
analysis, a lower score wouhdean higher satisfaction with campus responses to
discrimination, and a higher score would indicate more dissatisfaction with the campus
response.

Distributions of responses to this factor were normal with the exception of the
heterosexual group, whiakere significantly leptokurtic. This can be explained due to
the significantly | arge number of Auncert a
middle of the likert scale. Skewness results also showed normal distribution figures. The
data were geened for violations of assumptions to conduct an ANOVA, no violations

were noted.

Table 12

Data of Campus Responses to Discrimination by Sexual Orientation

Campus Responses

Orientation N M SD Sk Ku
Bisexual 77 20.844 4.872 -0.290 0.978
Gay 60 23066 4.870 0.323 -0.265
Lesbian 32 20.875 5.505 -0.466 0.131
Heterosexual 2048 19.544 3.772 -0.474 2.754
Questioning 55 21.145 4.178 -0.262 1.787

An ANOVA was performed on mean scores for campus responses to
discrimination and sexual orientation idi€ed. Relevant datfrom the ANOVA is

outlined in Table 13. This analysis showed a significant difference among the mean
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scores of the different orientations identified. To determine which groups had
significantly different means between the groupsikay test was conducted with alpha

set to .05. Since two ANOVAS were conducted to answer this question, a bonferroni
adjustment was used to counter the larger chance for error. Therefore, significance was

determined at the .025 level rather than .05.

Table 13

Analysis of Variance for Campus ResportsdBiscriminationby Sexual Orientation
Source SS df ms F p

Sexual 986.068 4 246.517 16.33 <.0001

Orientation

Error 34220.156 2267 15.094

Total 35206.224 2271

Table 14

ANOVA ofcampus responsés discriminationby Sexual Orientation witlarger mean
in group one

Group One Group Two Mean Difference

Gay Bisexual 2.222*
Gay Heterosexual 3.522*
Gay Lesbian 2.191
Gay Questioning 1.921
Questioning Lesbian .027C
Questioning Bisexual 0.301
Quesioning Heterosexual 1.601*
Lesbian Bisexual 0.031
Lesbian Heterosexual 1.33C
Bisexual Heterosexual 1.299*

* p<.05

Table 14 outlines the differences between groups and the mean difference noted.
Significant differences anadicated Similar to the ampus climate feelings analysis, the

only significant difference among non heteexual groups included gay méuit in this
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analysis it was the bisexual, not questioning population, that showed significant mean
difference. Also, the previous differencetlveen the Lesbian and Heterosexual groups
wasnot repeated.

It is clear from these results that heterosexual students perceive the campus
climate differently than non heterosexual students. The data analysis indicated
significant differences between ketsexuals and all other groups in feelings about
campus climate. This incongruence of perceptions also was demonstrated in analysis of
perceptions of campus responses to GLBT issues. The differences between heterosexual
and all other groups except tlesbian population showed significance. This
demonstrates a clear disconnect between heterosexuals and non heterosexuals in terms of
perception of campus environment for GLBTQ students. Additionally, within the non
heterosexual populations, gay men repess satisfaction with administrative responses
than other non heterosexual groups.
Results from Research Question Thr&mes the Identity Level of GLB Students Relate

to the Perceptions of CampusirGate?

Of the 2,385 valid responses, 230 studerlfsdentified as gay, lesbian, bisexual,
or questioning and were administered the online GIQ. It was completed by 225 of them.
Two hundred nine of those respondents answered all 45 GIQ questions completely
whereas sixteen respondents left at least oestmun blank. A mean imputation was
performed for these sixteen respondents, with the mean score of the responses for that
stage inserted into the missing question. Respondents who scored the same in more than
one stage were eliminated from the sampléegeping with established research
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protocols that utilized the GIQ (Brady, 1994). Additionally, respondents who failed to
answer any of the three validity questions from the GIQ were eliminated from the
sample. Twenty five responses did not pass thditsathecks built into the measure.

Two were missing more one question for stage and were removed from the sample,
leaving 198 valid responses that were placed into stages. The data were screened for

violations of assumptions to conduct an ANOVA; ndaiomns were noted.

Table 15
Identity level by self identified sexual orientation
Identity Level Gay Lesbian  Bisexual Questioning Total
n % n % n % n % n %
1 0 00 0 00 15 469 17 531 32 160
2 0O 00 O 0.0 13 464 15 536 28 14.0
3 1 59 4 235 9 529 3 177 17 85
4 15 341 11 250 15 341 3 6.8 44 220
5 5 500 2 200 3 300 O 0.0 10 5.0
6 39 582 11 164 16 239 1 1.5 67 335
88* 2 1.0 2 1.0
Totals 60 30.0 28 140 71 355 41 20.5 200100

*Left more than one stage question per stalgek, not assigned a stage

Table 15 shows descriptive statistics for the gay, lesbian, bisexual, and
guestioning groups that were administered the GIQ. Numbers of respondents are
displayed by sexual orientation and identity level. The results demendtatly that
students who score in stages one and two identify themselves as bisexual or questioning,

and do not see themselves as gay or lesbian. This reflects the level of identity acceptance
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outlined by Cas$§1979)and quantified by the instrumerAdditionally, a clear trend
towards fewer questioning students scoring in the higher identity stages is noted. Two
respondents who identified as questioning did not pass the validity tests of the GIQ and
were not counted in the final total.

Aswithreseash question 2, two separate ANOVA(
research question, one addressing feelings about campus climate and the other addressing
campus responses, to examine if any relationship existed with those perceptions and
respondeeni & $s eslelidenti ty | evel. Because mul
on this sample, a Bonferroni adjustment was performed. Therefore, to determine
significance with 95% confidencp;values would need to be <.025.

The descriptive statistics for feelings aboampus climate by identity stage are
displayed in Table 16. For the feelings about campus climate factor, a higher mean score
indicates more negative perceptions of campus climate for GLBT students. The mean
scores increase from stage one through ftven tdrop back at stage six. The data were
screened for violations of assumptions to conduct an ANOVA; no violations were noted.
Table 16

Mean scores for feelings about campus climate by identity stage

Identity Stage n Mean* SD

1 52 18.8€ 5.33
2 26 21.2€ 6.42
3 18 23.0C 7.01
4 42 25.88 5.84
5 9 25.11 6.93
6 63 20.98 5.89
*range8-40
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The first ANOVA compared feelings about campus climate with Identi lev
assigned according to the Cassdel. The results from the ANOVA are outlined in
Table 17. Th results [F (5,183) =6.90,<.0001] indicated a significant difference
among the six different Cass stages in relation to campus climate feelings.

To determine where the significance was found between the six stages, the
researcher referred back to trgginal study that created the GIQ. Brady (1994)
suggested that instead of a six stage model for identity formation, his data indicated a two
stage model, collapsing stages one, two, and three into one stage, and four five, and six
being another. A adrast ANOVA was conducted by grouping the stages in this
manner. The results of the contrast are located in Tabl©#®rcombinations of
collapsing stages to determine significant differences were not explRe=dilts from
the contrast reveal a sifjoant difference in campus climate feelings between stages one,
two, and three versus stages four, five and six. This result is congruent with the
interpretation of the results expressed by Brady in 1994.

To determine the level of the effect size, a oacalculation was performed to
determine the magnitude of the significance noted in the contrast. The calcllgation,
.33(mearfor stage 1) + .33(medor stage2) +.33(medlor stage 3) .33(mearfor stage
4) -.33(mearfor stage 5}).33(mearfor staged) determines the raw effect size, which is
then divided by the root mean square error (MSE) for actual effectsiZeof this
ANOVA, thef value = 0.48, describing a large effect size according to Cohen (1992).

This further emphasizes the relatioqshetween homosexual identity development and
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feelings about campus climate, and demonstrates the need to take this factor into
consideration when interpreting perceptions of campus climate feelings.
Table 17

Analysis of Variance fo€ampus Climate Feelgs by ldentity Stage

Source SS df ms F p
Identity Level 1162.876 5 232.575 6.90 <.0001
Error 6164.657 183 33.686
Total 7327.534 188
Table 18
Analysis of Variance for Camp@imate Feelingdby Identity Stages Contrasted

Source ContrastSS df ms F p
Stage 1,2,3vs 226.243 1 226.243 6.72 0.01
4,5,6

Mean scores fgparticipants responses to GLBT administratssies sorted by
identity level scored are outlined in Table 19. For the administrative responses factor, a
higher mean score indicatenore negative perceptions of responses for GLBT issues.
Similarly to the feeling about campus climate factor, the mean scores increase from stage
one through four, then drop back at stage six. The data were screened for violations of
assumptions to caluct an ANOVA; no violations were noted. A second ANOVA was
performed on campus responses to discrimination and harassment and identity stage. As
with question two, a Bonferroni adjust ment
conducted on the data. Théore, to determine significance with 95% confidemce,
values would need to be <.025. A result of [F (5,185) =g-5032] was obtained,
indicating that the differenseébetween identity stages and administrative respaveaes

not significant when considag the Bonferroni adjustment among the stages for campus
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responses. The results of the ANOVA presentedn Table 20. With this result being
close to significant, a contrast ANOVA was performed in the same fashion as with the
campus climate feelingsariable, contrasting the results for levels 1, 2 and 3 with the
result from levels 4, 5 and &ther combinations of collapsing stages to determine
significant differences were not explored.

Table 19

Mean scores for administrative responses to GLBIes®y identity level

Identity Stage n Mean * SD

1 37 20.35 4.27
2 28 20.9€ 3.26
3 16 21.31 3.4
4 44 22.45 5.07
5 10 24.7C 4.37
6 67 21.% 5.67
*

range of 735

Table 21 shows the results of the contrast ANOVA between stages one, two and
three and far, five, and six. Significant differences are noted between these groups with
a p value of .0042. A manual calculation, as detailed previously, was performed to
determine the magnitude of the effect, which produced an f value of 0.50. Cohen (1992)
setsa large effect size for this statistic at .40, indicating a large effect size for this
ANOVA. This is significant for demonstrating the relationship between homosexual
identity formation and perceptions of campus responses to discrimination. Addjtionall
when considered with the significant result for feelings of campus climate, further
strengthens the overall result that GLB identity development impacts perceptions of

campus climate in general.
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Table 20
Analysis of Variance for Campus Responseslbgtity Stages
Source SS df ms F p
Identity Level 280.212 5 56.042 2.50 0.032
Error 4691.355 185 22.436
Total 5038.504 190
Table 21
Analysis of Variance for Campus Responseslegtity Stages Contrasted
Source Contrast S df ms F p
Stage 12,3, vs. 188.631 1 188.631 8.41 0.0042
45,6

Validation of Gay léntity Questionnaire (GIQ) for IdentityelzelsOne and Wo

In chapter three it was noted that the GIQ had not been validated in its initial
study due to lack dad significant number of reepsedrom participants who scored in
stages one and two. This was due to the methodology employed to bbtangtnal
GIQ research sample, where gay men were asked to complete the instrimoedéer to
obtain significant numbers of respondentsdibistages, this study targetat
undergraduate students, including malesfanthles Sudents who self identified as any
sexual orientation other than transgender or heterosexual were administered the GIQ.
Table 22

Identity stage reliability scoreand number of respondents

Identity Stage n r

1 32 762
2 28 .728
3 17 721
4 44 .796
5 10 463
6 67 .847
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The addition of Aquestioningod to the
provided an additional label that more accurately describ@dmdents who are in the
early stages of homosexual identity development. With the inclusion of the questioning
studentsthe sample provided significant number of responses needed to valid@i€the
in all stages, particularlstagesone and two.Additionally, the online format in which
the instrument was administered allowed for anonymous self identifying of the
respondentsexual orientation, which increased the likelihood of questioning students to
check an identity other than heterosexual.

To determme reliabilitymeasures for the GIQ, the KueRichardson or KR20
test was used. As shown in TaBR stage one of the GIQ obtainedran.762,while
stage two obtained amd=.728. These results indicate that the GIQ a very reliable
measue of stagesne and two of the &s model, and are in line with previously
obtainedr values for stages theesix identified in Table 2The data also reflect a lower
value for stage 5, which is similar to thealue that was reported by Brady (199®)is
is a sgnificant finding that will assist future researchers in quantitativéiestunvolving
sexual identityAdditionally, previous researchers whsed the GIQ can review their

results with greater confidence than initially thought.
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Chapter Five
Implications
Introduction/Summary
This purpose of this study was to address three research questions:
e What are the perceptions among GLBT students of the campus climate for
GLBT students?
e |s campus climate for GLBT students at USF perceived differently by
hetersexual, gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender students?
e Does the identity level of GLB students relate to the perceptions of campus
climate?
To answer these questions, the researcher usassaiglished instrumentthe Rankin
Assessment of Campus Clireand the Gay Identity Questionnaire. The population
studied was undergraduate students taking six credits or more at the University of South
Florida, Tampa Campus in the fall of 2006. The instruments were administered online
with slight modifications asutlined in the previous chapters. A total of 2,318 useable
responses were received from the campus climate assessment, with 228 of those
respondents also completing the identity questionnaire. Findings included the validation
of the GIQ for the firsttwe t ages of Cassébés identity theor
not confirmed, and significant differences in perceptions of campus climate among the

subgroups studied. Finally, significant differences in perceptions of campus climate were
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noted among respolents who scored higher and lower on the GIQ. From these results,
the study was able to answer all three questions conclusively.
Conclusions

The data analysis of this study supports several key conclusions to the research
guestions. These conclusions autlined below in italics with supporting information
provided below.

e Perceptions of Campus Climate at USF are more positive than those reported in
the results of the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force Study conducted by

Rankin (2003)

USF studentseport fewer oppressive experiences, a lower percentage of negative
perceptions of the campus climate, and less satisfaction with administrative responses to
GLBT issues. This is positive affirmation that the campus is perceived as less oppressive
than oherswhen compared to theationalstudy However, the majority of GLBTQ
respondents felt that transgendered students were likely to be harassed, and over 40% felt
that gay men were likely to be harassed. Within the positive results there is stilbwork t
be done.

e Administrative responses to GLBT Issues are not visible to students
Regarding administrative responses, there is a clear indication from the results that the
administration needs to address GLBT issues in a visible fashion that is clearly
commuicated to the students. Thikeo ur t hs of GLBTQ student s
when asked if the university has a rapid response system for incid€it8of

harassment. Additionally, only one third of GLBTQ students felt that the university
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provided visilte resources oGLBT issues and concerns. Finally, the most common
response to questions regardi g wdd mihnies tt ha
communicates indifference by the administration, or indicates that admnsiedforts
to communcate supportor GLBT students is not effective.
e Significant differences exist between the perceptions of campus climate for
GLBTQ students between the heterosexual and gay, lesbian, bisexual, and
guestioning students
The data clearly shows that heteexual students do not have the same perceptions of
campus climate for GLBT students as the GLBT students have themselves. This is
especially clear between heterosexual students and gay men. Further research should be
conducted to determine the reasfor this dissonance. Numbef experiences and

contact with GLBTQ students would be a starting point.

e The level of homosexual identity development attained has a significant
relationship with perceptions of campus climate

The results of thisstudy valilee Br adydés (1994) findings tha
homosexual identity development can be quantifiably expressed in a two stage model.
Significant differences with large effect sizes in feelings about campus climate and
administrative responses were observettis study when identity stages 1,2,3 and 4,5,6
were contrasted. The results are important to future research as this validates a
relationship between identity level and perceptions of campus climate, which should be
addressed when designing futuredses.
Implicationsfor Theory

The implicationsof this study in terms of theory are significafirst, the design

and sample of the study were such that the validation of a previaualidated
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instrument was achieved. The Gay Identity Questionniaiiies original form, was

validated for all six theoretical stages of the Cass Homosexual identity formation theory.
Additionally, the significant relationships between identity stage and perceptions of

campus climate were quantified by usingthesaméd¢ apsi ng of Cassod6 si
into two stages as reported by Brady (1994).

Brady suggested that homosexual identity formation may be a two stage process
rather than a six step process as theorize
C a s stajess one through three, and is characterized by respondents that are unclear or
do not | ike their homosexwual identity. Br
through six, where respondents know about, approve of, and embody their homosexual
identity. By demonstrating significant differences in perceptions by identity level, these
findings provide additional support for a simplified application of the Cass Model into a
two stage model of homosexual identity development that allows less lsubtle
significant distinctions within the population sampled. Humspler application of the
Cassmodel provides new opportunities for theoretical development of sexual identity and
understanding of a very complex human phenomenon.

Noting the current age tfie GIQ (thirteen years), and the progression of
language regarding how non heterosexual students identify themselves, an updating of
this instrument would provide new opportunities for quantifiable data regarding identity
development that more recent netslhave attempted to achieve qualitatively. Terms
such as fAqueer 0 and A g wighsvhich many studemts have bec

identify, but are not currently used on the existregsion of theGIQ.
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Second, this study was centered on a theoretiaakfnoork which purports that
the probability of facilitating homosexual identity development is a function of the level
of homosexual identity devel opment acquire
within the environment. The results of this stindye shown that there is a significant
relationship between identity development and perceptions of campus climate, and
students who have a further developed sense chaterosexual identityiew the
campus climate more negativelp to stage sidtWhenplaced in the theoretical
framework equation, the results indicate that reducing the negative perceptions of campus
climatemayassist in the probability of identity development increasing. This provides a
unique challenge to administrators that are Ingkp create an environment that
facilitates identity development, and will be discussed further in implications for practice.

Finally, the results demonstrate that the Cass med®hins an important tool in
understanding the process of identity develeptrior sexual minorities. Modern
t heori sts, s u othersieag crBabed commehdnsive mameworks for
understanding the lifelong process of identity development and the many factors which
impact said development. The Cassdel, and specifally the simplified application
used to determine significance in this study, provalesnpler but effective mode for
assessing identity development and its relationship to variables being researched.
Implicationsfor Practice

This study provided da regarding perceptions of campus climate for GLBT
students at the USF Tampa campusg the implications for practice can also be of use to

administrators across the countiyhile the specific recommendations outlined below
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are unique to the USF Tampad the results of the study, more general themes are
applicable to institutions who are dealing with parallel iss#emlysis ofthesedata

identifies clear issues that need to be addressed to improve the learning environment of
non heterosexuals at thestitution. While the results are generally more positive than a
recent national study, there is a clear need to improve both the content and the
communication of university initiatives in this area

Conclusiors of this study documerthatstudents perdee the administration at
USF is not providing visible leadership on GLBT issues and is not communicating
effectively its system of addressing incideot GLBT harassment. A recommendation to
address both of these issues is the establishment of a GL&Irgesenter. Currently, a
graduate student in the Office of Multicultural Affairs is the only dedicated resource to
serving the GLBT community specifically. Given the unique issues surrounding the
acceptance of GLBT students, such as religious and jabliictors, the addition of a
GLBT resource center would clearly demonst
Additionally, this center could also promote existing initiatives and resquggels as the
safe zone program and procedures for filing camps to the Office of Diversity and
Equal Opportunithave not been clearly disseminated to all students.

Additional recommendations include additions to the curriculum that expose
students to GLBT issues and accomplishments in history and todayesthis indicate
that only 18% of respondents felt that the curriculum adequately covered the
contributions of GLBT individuals. Additional exposure to the GLBT communignin

academicsetingmaydv ance the understandinlgjasof t hi s
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accomplishments in varied disciplines. USF has brought a number of individuals to
speak on GLBT issues through its lecture series recently, including Judy Shepard, mother
of Matthew Shepardhe student who was slain at the University of Wyomingthar

Augusten Burroughwas also part of the serie€ontinued support for lectures on GLBT
issues will compliment additions to the academic curriculum.

Campus climate perceptions for GLBT students were significantly different
between several subgroupisstudents, particularly heterosexuals. Their perception of
campus climate for non heterosexual students was markiéeedt from GLBT
students.Educational initiatives through both the academic anducacular structures
to educate heterosexuals the experiences of GLBT studentgarticularand all
underrepresented groups in general, will serve to enlighten majority groups of the type of
experiences minority students face at USF.

An effective way of initiating climate change among the lasgedent population
is to identify key student subgroups that are influential on the student body at large, such
as athletes, greek students, and student government leaders. Prior research by Nowack
(2004) indicated that respondents are less likely b hegative stereotypes about sexual
minorities the more they are exposed to individuals from those groups personally. A
targeted ally building program among influential student groups for GLBT students
would impact the overall climate in a positive way.

The resilts also indicate that studsrpgerceive gay men and transgender students
to experience harassment at higher levels than other sexual minority groups, such as

lesbians and bisexuals. One possibility for this difference in perception can héexdtrib
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to campus attitudes regarding gender identity, where students who fail to live up to
traditional male roles within society are harassed at a greater rate than females. The
University can communicate an institutional value on gender identity by exgatheé
non discrimination statement $pecificallyinclude these members of the University
community which is currently limited to sexual orientation in generatiditionally,
educational initiatives that target gender role issues can be administeredoader
sense by including transge nfdnealte geideuralee nt s 6 i
discussions.

Significant differences between perceptions of campus climate and homosexual
identity development demonstrate that as homosexual identityrag@inncrease so
does the perception of harassitnand discrimination on campus, up to stage fivhis
may be due to negative experiences that they have personally withessed while
incorporating their identity, or the realization that social and acadgmuictures are not
meeting the unique needs of the GLBT population.

While the geneldrend from stage one through fiisetowards a more negative
view of climate, students who identified as Cass stage six showed similar mean scores to
students who iddified at level threeOne explanation of the lower score is that students
with a fully integrated sense of homosexual identity have become more accustomed to
their role as a sexual minority and have discovered the resources to effectively cope with
their minority status. These resources, both socially and administrative in nature, assist
t h e maoostadenisomhile students with a less developed sense of identity fail to see

those resources and continue to perceive the climate with skeplitidess tiese
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perceptions are reversed, studenisstioning their sexual orientatianll continue to

face a campus environment tiehot as conducive to growth igeentity development,

and increases the likelihdof negative behaviors that dobute to studerst 6 A1 dent i t vy
foreclosureo as described by Cass (1979).

This study has provided specific information to assist administrators at USF with
improving the campuslimate perceptions for GLBstudents at the Tampa campus.
However, campuses across the couakyerience similar issuedhis study has
identified new facets of campus climate perceptions that can improve the effectiveness of
campus environment initiatives being undertaken. These implications are presented in a
generalized form for applicatiorn a variety of institutions.

Perhaps thenost importantmplication from this study is the validation of the
relationship between identity development and campus climate perceptions. As
institutions seek to conduct their own campus climate studiesgitasnmended that
identity level of the respondents be factored into the methodology employed. Just as an
imbalance of other variables, such as residency and class status can impact the
distribution of results, this study has shown that identity levedgfondents is a key
factor to include in study design. A disproportionate number of students at either end of
the identity development spectrum can skew the results.

Another implication is to addressmpus climatérom an institution wide frame,
including academic and student affagsnstituents. The results demonstrated that GBLT

issues are not effectively incorporated into the curriculum, and that social structures
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within student life need improvement to reduce the perceptions of harassment. No one
initiative can correct the problem unless it involves the entire institution.
Implicationsfor Further Research

The results of this study have provided answers to the three questions it was
designed to answer. They also have created new opportunitiagday to further
study the GLBTQ population. Further research opportunities cemtbe outcomes of
this study: The validation of the Gay Identity Questionnaire, the duplication of a two
phasesimplificationof the Cass model as initially reporteg Brady (1994), the
relatiorship between identity development and perceptions of campus climate, and
suggestions for modifications to the GIQ for future studiedditionally, further study
that takes into account additional variables such as race addrgeay provide
additional insight into this complex framework.

The design of this study resulted in a large enough sample size to validate the
effectiveness of the GIQ in determining pa
six. Previously, th GIQ hadonly been validated in stages thteeough six This has
significant impacts on its ability to be used for future studies. Additionally, it allows
researchers who used the GIQ previously to reexamine their research with greater
confidence inhe results. With the newer homosexual identity development models
(D6Augel li, 1994) being developed, requir.i
determine identity development, the GIQ proves that effective, statistically verifiable
results can be obtaed and analyzed immediately for research studies in which the Cass

theory is a viable framework.
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The results of t h(1994) fmdingsdhat saggept la sinptifiedB r a d y
interpretation of the Cass model witho stage of identitydevelopments effective in
guantifying differences between | evels of
among six stagesin analyzing the data from this study, significant differences were
found between mean scores of campus climate perceptions and ittty general.

A contrast ANOVA verified that the difference was explained by grouping the six stages
into two as Brady suggested. When the ANOVA and tukegwesterun among all six
stages, no significance difference was noted between any okfluespite having an

overall significant resultThis may be the result of not having large enough sample size

to statistically validate the differences among the six stages, or may be that the effects
themselves are not detectable unless the simplepieatation is usedFuture research
involving the GIQ should also investigate all possible grouping of the stages to determine
if a different combination other than the one used in this analysis would more fully
explain the significant result.

Ofthetwen y five GI Q students who didnoét pac
GIQ, six were bisexual, four were lesbian, and fifteen were questioning. Noting that
Bradyods study was originally targeting gay
improve its effectiveess. The validity questions in the current GIQ use terms such as
Ahomosexual 06 and Agayo which many students
Afqgueer o, Aquestioningo and others do not h

homosexual, yedtill describe non heterosexual identities. Refinement of the terminology
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as well as an update of questions in a two stage format would reinvent the GIQ for future
studies.

Finally, the environmeii impacts on identity development have been previously
documented. However, the results of this study have shown that homosexual identity
development has a significant relationstufmow students perceive the environment in
which they are learning. Students with a more developed sense of idgntitystage
five, had a higher mean score on questions regarding feelings about campus climate.
Those higher scores indicate a greater percepfibarassment and discrimination,
perhaps caused by their growing acceptance of their identity as a non heterosexual
peron, and the internalization of discrimination originally seen as impacting others is
now viewed as impacting them. Now that this identity development and climate
perceptiorrelationship has been established, future research needs to examine what
interventons within the environment aedfective in altering perceptions of campus
climate, which may in turn impact identity developmentdgucing the likelihood of
events that cause identity foreclosuhile this progressiotowards identity
development caws perceptions of campus climate to seem initially negative, the results
show achieving the final stage of identity development actually reduces the negative
perceptions scores to a lower level.

This study did not examine racial or gender subgroups ggahjifto determine
any differences between identity development and climate perceptions. Given the
complex nature of overall identity development, further study into the specific impact of

these student characteristics will provide additional data titldtemefit development of
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targeted initiatives among racial subgroups and of women and men. Data from this study
indicated that gay men and transgender students were perceived to experience harassment
and discrimination at significantly higher rates tlodéimer sexual minorities, which may

indicate a gender issue that impacts the student experience at USF.
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