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THE EDUCATI ONAL CLI MATE FOR CGAY, LESBI AN AND BI SEXUAL STUDENTS

ABSTRACT

The harassment of gay, |esbian and bi sexual (G.B) students was studied
at UC Santa CGruz. Students were sanpled to assess their attitudes and
behavi ors toward G.B people. A non-random survey on the site, frequency, and
type of harassnent was distributed to GB students. Fifteen percent of the
students identified thensel ves as gay, |esbian, or bisexual. These students
were | ess confortabl e than heterosexual students, but were not socially
isolated. One-fourth of GB students reported some formof academ c
di scrimnation and one-fifth had conceal ed their sexual orientation to avoid
harassnment. Freshpersons were nore honophobi ¢ than nore advanced students and
mal es were nore honophobi ¢ than women. Students who had attended wor kshops or

courses on B issues were | ess honophobi c than those who had not.
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Creating and preserving a canpus atnosphere that offers equal | earning

uni versity. University policies have been devel oped to assist individuals
fromgroups who, in the past, have been systematically denied access to
education. Several groups (e.g., woren and ethnic mnorities) have been
specifically targeted for special attention in university equal rights
policies. 1In addition to receiving special advising, counseling, academ c and
financial support, the University is bound by | aw to make every effort to

el imnate any organi zational or personal forns of discrimnation

Gy, |esbian and bi sexual (G.B) students have al so been a target of

discrimnation and are often cited in university equal rights statenents.

policy at the University of California, Santa Guz (UCSC), states in part:

Students, faculty, admnistrators, and staff who are perceived to

students is one of the prinmary responsibilities of the

be gay, |esbhian, or bisexual are to be free from harassnent or

legally inpermssible, arbitrary, or unreasonable discrimnation

related to their sexual/affectional orientation . The strength of

the canpus community lies in its open di al ogue bet ween persons and

groups of differing views. No one is asked to personally enbrace

a particular identity, what is asked is a thoughtful and reasoned

approach to differences . Therefore, the practice or display of

legally inpermssible, arbitrary, or unreasonable discrimnatory

practi ces agai nst any person or group based on sexual /affecti ona

orientation is prohibited ... and will not be tolerated on the

UCSC canpus .

Provi di ng student organi zati onal and counsel i ng support may not be

support and protection for
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@B students. Al though these services nmay exi st and may be successful, they
may do little to alter an atnosphere of suspicion and m sunderstanding. The
intent at UCSCis to promote and mai ntain an at mosphere where students of al
sexual orientations can feel confortable. This is a goal that goes beyond the
mnimum | egal requirenents stated in the University's policy statenent.

The Uni versity began studying the academ c and social clinate for GB
students in 1986. At that time, the Student Union Assenbly (SUA) passed a
resolution calling for the Chancellor to "inmmediately forma committee to
catal og and report to the SUA the needs and concerns of the gay comrunity."
The commttee interviewed groups of students about GB issues and published
its report in 1987. As a result, the University created a pernmanent conmmittee
to address the needs of the @B comunity.

This study was designed to provide quantitative information to the
Chancel l or and the Commttee on Gay, Lesbian and Bi sexual Community Concerns
on the nature, extent and effects of harassment of G.B students. The study
assessed student know edge about G.B-rel ated i ssues, and docunented students
attitudes and behaviors toward @B students, faculty and staff. A copy of the
conpl ete report nay be obtained fromthe authors.

LI TERATURE REVI EW

In a review of the published studies on attitudes toward honosexuality,
Pl asek and Allard (1984) found persistent nethodol ogi cal flaws. According to
Pl asek and Allard, nmany researchers relied on attitude scales that suffered
froma host of neasurenment problens. For exanple, many of the scal es
confounded cognitive and affective dinensions of attitudes, |leading to the
incorrect labelling of negative feelings toward honosexual ity as beliefs about
honmosexuality. @G ven the seriousness of the flaws, they argued that research

has shed very little light on attitudes toward honmosexual ity and honmosexual s.
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Al t hough much of the literature published on honmosexuality was of little
use, other colleges have al so studied B issues and concerns. Studies
conducted at the University of Massachusetts at Anherst (1985), Rutgers
Uni versity (1987), and the University of Illinois at U bana- Chanpaign (1987)
proved very useful for identifying inmportant issues.

During the Fall senester of 1984, a series of confrontations occurred at
Uni versity of Massachusetts at Anmherst. These events convinced the university
that G.B students were "subjected to an unusual amount of harassment and may
wel I lack any of the usual student services sensitive to their needs as a
group” (University of Massachusetts, 1985, p. 1). This led to an eval uation
of the canpus' clinmate, needs, and existing services for (B students. The
mul ti-faceted eval uation included tel ephone surveys, open-ended surveys
distributed anong the G.B community, surveys in the student newspaper, and
surveys sent to student services units and residence halls.

Resul ts showed that over half of the student body believed there were
wi despread anti-gay and anti-leshian attitudes on canpus. Over a third of the
students frequently saw anti-gay or anti-lesbhian graffiti on canpus. Al nost
three-fourths of the student body believed G.B students were directly and
verbal |y harassed; over half believed these students had been the victins of
vandal i zation; and close to half believed that G.B students received
threat eni ng phone calls. Students were reluctant to intervene in these types
of harassnments: only one-fourth indicated willingness to intervene directly,
and fewer than five percent said they woul d even report such an incident.

@B students reported a sinmlar pattern of harassnent. About eighty-
five percent reported seeing anti-G.B graffiti, alnost half reported having
recei ved verbal threats, a third had been harassed over the tel ephone, and a

fifth reported physical confrontations or assaults. Many of these students
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also felt their sexual orientation was responsible for other, nore subtle,
forns of discrimnation including | ower grades (60%, job discrimnation
(21%, and being forced out of housing (13%.

The study concl uded that "lesbian, gay, and bi sexual students experience
a range of verbal and physical assault [ sic] which exceeds that of any other
group of students" (University of Massachusetts, 1985, p. 20). Wen assaults
did occur, GB students were either afraid or unwilling to report such
i nst ances because they considered University staff to be insensitive to gay
and | eshian issues. Faculty were also of concern to @B students. Professors
were deered to be, at best, ignorant of the experiences of gay men and | esbi an
wonen. Finally, GB students who were nost open about their sexuality were
much nore likely to experience harassment and di scrimnation. The University
of Massachusetts report concluded that a

clear definition of sexual identity is a primary task for the

college years. This is a stressful task even for heterosexual

students and often an overwhel m ng one for |eshian, gay and

bi sexual students. The |ack of adequate physical protection, the

anti-gay stance of many acadeni c courses, the inadequacy of student

services and the openly anti-gay atnosphere in nany residence halls

conbine to create a climate produci ng anxi ety and depression for

many of these students. This is particularly true for those whose

sel f-image suffers fromthe negative attributes assigned to

| eshbi an, gay and bi sexual peopl e by societal prejudice (p- 21).

In 1987, students enrolled in a Hombsexuality and Society class at

Rutgers University performed a study simlar to the one conducted at the
Uni versity of Massachusetts. Their results showed that almost a third of the

canmpus thought it was likely that a G.B person woul d be harassed, threatened,
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or assaulted and al nost half believed that a GB student woul d receive unfair
treatment on canpus. These results natched the experience of (B students.
Ome-third of the GB students reported at |east one instance of verba
insults, one-sixth reported being threatened at | east once w th physica

vi ol ence, and one-fifth had been chased or followed. The nalicious intent of
these events was underscored by nore serious events: four percent reported
havi ng been physically assaulted, and two percent had been assaulted with a
weapon. As a result, many G.B students kept their sexual identities secret,
fearing for their safety. So pronounced was the anti-G.B sentinment on canpus,
that the student researchers feared for their own safety even after the study
was finished. The report concluded that G.B students do not have access to,
or receive, the sane rights and servi ces as heterosexual students.

At the University of Illinois at W bana- Chanpai gn, the Chancellor al so
appointed a task force to study @B issues. Conpared to Arherst and Rutgers,
there was | ess awareness of the problens faced by @B students. Even though
fewer incidents were reported, around forty percent of the gay and | eshian
respondents reported having been "socially ostraci zed," and about a third
reported having felt ridiculed in classes. Passive acceptance of anti-GB
practices had a negative inpact on (GB students' well-being resulting both in
| oss of self-esteemand feelings of isolation

METHCDOLOGY

Two surveys were devel oped. A general survey was randomy distributed
to 20 percent of the undergraduate and graduate students. This survey was
designed to: (1) assess attitudes toward @B students, faculty, and staff;
(2) docunent students' acceptance of discrimnation or harassnent; (3) assess
know edge about G.B rel ated issues; and (4) determne the proportion of

students who were gay, |esbian or bisexual. A "select" survey was distributed
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t hrough vari ous G.B student organi zati ons whi ch focused on the nature, site,
frequency, and effects of discrimnation

Because the University is legally required to create and maintain an
environnent free fromdiscrimnation, part of the survey focused on harassing
or discrimnatory behaviors. The itens documented specific behaviors, often
without reference to the notive of the offender. Having addressed the
University's mnimumresponsibilities, it was necessary to exanm ne the |ess
tangi bl e el enents that are necessary for a heal thy acadeni c at nosphere.
Al though the University is not responsible for any individual prejudices that
students may harbor, students' private feelings and attitudes have an
i mportant influence on the canpus atnmosphere. The itens on attitudes and
student confort exam ned how confortabl e GLB and heterosexual students felt
when interacting with one another. O particular interest was the acceptance
of discrimnation or harassnent by other students. Wile students woul d not
initiate an incident thenselves, their tacit acceptance of such an occurrence
creates an atnosphere where such incidents are nore likely to occur

The nost common instances of harassnent on canpus were not overt and
often were quite subtle. Thus, the surveys did not focus on acts of viol ence,
but on types of harassnent that were nore common. Harassment was studied in
the context of students' daily lives in classroons, canpus housing and
admnistrative offices. Questions on the frequency of harassnent were
i ncl uded on bot h surveys.

To ensure that students understood what was nmeant by the phrase "sexua

orientation," the surveys defined it as having to do with the gender of the

peopl e to whomone is romantically or sexually attracted. Qurrent socia

descriptions of sexual orientations include |esbian wonen, gay nen, bisexual

men and worren, and het er osexual nen and wonen Students were asked to sel ect
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the best description of their sexual orientation (being prinmarily attracted to
nmenbers of the same or opposite gender, both genders, neither gender, or
unsure). However, student-supplied classifications nay not address the

rel ati onshi p between students' sexual identities and their actual behavior
Because of this, students were asked if they had engaged in sex w th menbers
of their own or opposite gender during the |last year or ever in their

l[ifetime. This was used to establish the degree to which sexual behavior
corresponded to sexual identity.

Information from G.B students was collected in the random y-distributed
general survey, but the questions generally were focused on heterosexua
students. Because the popul ation of GB students could not be identified,
non- random sanpl ing was required for the select survey. As the results of the
sel ect survey could not be considered representative, questions on the sel ect
survey were prinmarily designed to docunent individuals' experiences. About
one-third of the questions were identical with the general survey. n the
remai ning itens, nore enphasis was placed on open-ended questi ons.

A recurrent problemin devel opi ng survey questions was defining a
referent group -- should the questions refer to gay, |esbian or bisexua
peopl e separately or all of themas a single group? For exanple, would
homophobi ¢ nmen respond differently to questions referring to gay friends than
they would to questions referring to | esbian friends? Asking each question
with regard to each group, however, would have created a tediously |ong and
repetitive questionnaire. Splitting the sanple would have markedly increased
the required sanple size. During field testing, it was found that
het er osexual respondents generally referred an itemto the group towards which

there was the greatest enotional inpact. As a result, nost questions referred
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to GB students as a single group. Several itens were targeted to specific
referents (e.g., gay professors) for the purpose of exam ning this assunption
(One of the purposes of the study was to exam ne the rel ati onshi p between
homophobi a and know edge of G.B-related issues. |[If students who knew | ess
about G.B people were found to be nore honophobi c, nore enphasis could be
pl aced on educati on and awareness prograns. However, many of the know edge
i ssues were a matter of controversy even anong experts in the field. This
resulted in some know edge-based itens w t hout agreed-upon correct answers.
RESULTS

The surveys were adm nistered during the fall of 1988. The genera
survey was mailed to 2000 randomy sel ected students of which 733 were
returned (36.6%. The students who returned the general survey were fairly
representative of the UCSC student population in terns of their residentia
coll ege, age, ethnicity, and major. The average sanpling error across al
itenms on the general survey was about 1.5 percent.

The students who responded to the sel ect survey were not simlar to the
@B students who responded to the general survey. Equal nunbers of G.B
students responded to each survey: 112 on the select survey and 103 on the
general survey.

The Gay, Leshi an and Bi sexual Community at UCSC

N ne percent of the nales identified thenselves as being prinarily
attracted to nmenbers of their own sex, as did eight percent of the fenales.
Six percent identified thenselves as being attracted to nmenbers of both sexes
(four percent of the males and eight percent of the females). Ten percent of
t he het erosexual males reported having had sex with a male at |east once and
four percent within the last year. Fifteen percent of the heterosexual women

reported having had sex with a woman at | east one tine and four percent had
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done so within the last year. Simlar conplexities were found for G.B
students. Two-thirds of the gay nmen reported having had sex with a woman in
the last year and over forty percent of the |esbian wonen reported having had
sex with a man in the last year. Thirty percent of the GB students reported
never having had sex with a sane sex partner. As expected, there were | arge
di fferences between students' sexual behaviors and their sexual identities.

Academ ¢ At nosphere

On the general survey, only two students (non-G.B) reported changi ng or
avoi ding an acadenmi c project related to sexual orientation because of an
instructor's di scouragenment. On the select survey however, 11 percent of the
respondents reported such incidents and 20 percent reported that they changed
a project because they feared the instructor mght disapprove.

On the general survey, one-fourth of the G.B students said that they had
attended cl asses where the instructor ignored (G.B-rel ated i ssues when they
were appropriate to discuss. This was reported by only five percent of the
het er osexual students. On the select survey, half of the respondents said
this had happened in their classes. Over ten percent of the @B students said
they felt they had been penalized in a class for bei ng honosexual

A simlar disparity was found regarding anti-GB remarks in the
classroom Five percent of the heterosexual students reported that an
instructor had nmade such remarks. Thirteen percent of the G.B students in the
general survey said such renarks had been made and over a fourth of the people
responding to the select survey reported occurrences.

Ei ght percent of the heterosexual students (seven percent of the nmen and
ei ght percent of the wonen) reported that professors or teaching assistants

made sexual remarks or advances, creating unconfortable classroomsituations.
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Over ten percent of the (B students also reported this problem-- nearly al
of them were woren.

Soci al At nosphere

An inmportant part of creating a healthy social atmnmosphere is providing
an environment where students can be confortabl e enough to explore their own
sexual identities. For GB students, this is closely related to "outness" --
the degree to which they feel confortable revealing their sexual orientation
to others. Conpared with their peers, GB students expressed a much greater
degree of disconfort over disclosing their sexual orientation to others. This
was especially true for gay men. None of the GB students reported keepi ng
their sexuality a secret, but thirty percent were 'out' only to a sel ect group
(this included half of all GB freshpersons). Thirty-six percent were 'out
to amjority of the people they knew and only thirteen percent were 'out’' to
everyone. The settings where GB students felt nost confortable being 'out
were soci al events sponsored by gay or |eshian groups. The nmost difficult
pl ace to be open about one's G.B sexual orientation was in class. Wen asked
how confortabl e G.B students felt publicly expressing affection for a person
of the same sex on canpus, 43 percent said they were confortable, 22 percent
had m xed feelings, and 35 percent felt unconfortable.

Openness about honosexual ity is influenced by how students tal k about it
informal | y anong thensel ves. About 75 percent said it was discussed in a
positive or neutral nmanner while twenty percent reported it was tal ked about
negatively. Heterosexual and G.B students reported very simlar percentages.
However, nearly a fourth of the select respondents said they heard anti-G.B
jokes or slurs weekly and half reported this happened at |east once a nonth.

Nearly hal f of the students reported seeing defaced GB bulletins each nonth.
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Havi ng social contact with people who share simlar interests and val ues
is inportant to well-being. Half of the GB students said they bel onged to an
organi zation that serves the GB community and three-fourths had attended
soci al events sponsored by such organizati ons.

Student Servi ces and Housi ng

There was little evidence that University staff deliberately treated G.B
students differently than other students; however, over ten percent of the G.B
students reported difficulty working with a heterosexual non-teaching staff
menber. For exanple, GB students reported difficulty in finding satisfactory
counseling on canpus. Over a fourth said they net resistance or were unable
to receive counseling on issues related to sexual orientation

Fi ndi ng conpati bl e roommates was al so a problem Ten to twenty percent
of the GB students reported difficulty in finding confortable Iiving
arrangenents on canpus. Thirty percent of the GB students said they felt
unconfortable in on-canpus housing as a result of their sexual orientation
(conpared to seven percent who |ived off-canpus). There was no difference
bet ween the percentages of G.B and non- G.B students who |ived of f-canpus.

About twenty percent of the (B students reported noving off-canpus to
find a more accepting environment. One student wote "This year, |'mliving
in an all-strai ght (besides nyself) household, and | hate it. . . The nost
"under standi ng' straight person, while being easier to be around than sone
homophobe, still is not the sane as a gay or |esbian housemate, w th whom
can tal k about ny experiences without having to explain everything, justify ny
position, or feel bad about who I am" Another said "It seened to me like a
| ot of these people, having never been away from hone, started doing a | ot of
sexual exploration in the dorms ... | just didn't want to be around all that

buddi ng young drunken heterosexuality.”
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Har assnment and Di scrimnation

On the average, students reported that it was "sonewhat unlikely"” that a
@B student woul d be harassed on canpus; however, eight percent of the
students said it was "very likely." Over 20 percent of the GB students said
they had conceal ed their sexual orientation to avoid harassnent and about hal f
said that at |east once each quarter they felt pressured not to tal k about
their sexual identity (a third said this happens weekly). Sixteen percent of
the G.B students said they feared for their physical safety on canpus.

O the types of harassment studied, verbal harassnent was the nost
common. Forty percent of the GB students reported that it had happened at
| east once a year and ten percent said that it happens at |east once a nonth.
The nost common witten comments had to do with honmophobi ¢ remarks and j okes
outside of class. O greater concern was that nearly 20 percent of the GB
students said they had been sexual | y harassed, and over ten percent reported
i nstances of physical confrontation during the year. These sane types of
harassment al so occurred off-canpus, and with greater frequency.

As a rule, when harassnent occurred, students did not discuss the
problemw th the University Police, Orbudsman's Ofice, or other University
officials. About a quarter of the students said they tal ked to someone in
Counsel i ng and Psychol ogi cal Services, a faculty nenber or residential college
staff, and a third brought the problemto a (B canpus organi zati on. Most
students (75 percent), however, talked with friends about such matters.

QG her canpuses have found that the nmore open (LB students were about
their orientation, the nore harassnent they experienced. This was al so found
at Santa Quz, but it was not a direct relationship. Instead, only the GB

students who reported being "out" to everyone reported significantly higher

| evel s of harassment than those not "out" to everyone (including those who
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were "out"” to nost people). These students reported nore frequent instances
of viewi ng defaced @B bulletins, verbal harassnent, physical confrontation
viewi ng anti-A@B graffiti, and feeling penalized in class. As sone of the
reported incidents were not necessarily related to being "out” (i.e., viewng
defaced bulletins, viewing graffiti), greater sensitization rather than nore
frequent occurrences may have contributed to the differences.

Honmophobi a and Rel at ed Behavi ors

A homophobi a scal e was created to identify students who were markedly
honmonegat i ve (havi ng negative attitudes about honosexual people) or honophobic
(fearful of homosexual people). Itens related to honophobi c or hononegative
behavi or were conbined into a scale. Binary itens were assigned a maxi mum
val ue of five and a m ninumval ue of one so that their variances would be
simlar to itens enploying five point scales. Itens that were not highly
correlated with the scale were dropped fromthe conposite. The fina
seventeen itemscal e had an internal consistency (KR-20) of .90. The nean
score on this scale was 32.5 and the standard devi ati on was 12.3. The
distribution was nmarkedly skewed to the right and ranged from 17 to 78.

Previ ous studi es have nmade the distinction between honophobi a and
homonegativity. This distinction was useful in devel oping a range of
attitudi nal and behavioral itens. Hononegative and honophobic itens were
anal yzed to exani ne whet her these sets of itens behaved differently. Using
al pha factor anal ysis and several nonorthogonal rotation nethods, the data
were exam ned for evidence of nmore than one factor. A strong single factor
ermerged and no robust second factor was found. The difference between
honmophobi a and hononegativity, although conceptually useful, was not

substanti ated by our data.
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The rel ati onshi p bet ween honophobi a and denographi ¢ characteristics was
investigated. Using analysis of variance, differences were found due to
acadenic level, ethnicity, gender and residential college. Freshpersons were
consi derabl y nore honophobi ¢ than the other grade | evels (freshpersons, 35.5;
sophonores, 31.9; juniors, 32.0; seniors, 30.8; graduate students, 30.5).

Asi an and H spanic students were significantly nore honophobi c than Caucasi an
students (Caucasian, 31.5; Asian, 38.8; Hspanic, 40.7). Males scored

consi derably higher than fenales (35.0 vs. 30.8), and the mean scores for the
residential colleges ranged from29.3 to 35.4.

More inportant froma policy perspective was whet her students who had
attended | ectures, semnars, or courses on @B issues were | ess homophobic
than students who had not attended such events. Students who had attended
G B-related lectures or seminars were found to be significantly |ess
homophobi ¢ (attenders, 28.9; nonattenders, 32.9). Receiving information on
@B i ssues accounted for about two percent of the variance of the honophobia
scores, and the effect was uniformfor nmen and wonen and across all ethnic
groups. Thus, organi zed instruction and di scussi on may have reduced
homophobi a.

Contact with other students on canpus is also an inportant source of
information. As shown in Table 1, there was a strong inverse rel ationship
bet ween the nunber of G.B peopl e a heterosexual student knew and honophobi a.
In addition, there was a high negative correl ation between how wel| a student

knew a G.B individual and their honmophobi a score.
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Table 1
Homophobi a and Personal Cont act

How nmany peopl e do you know who woul d descri be t hensel ves as

| eshbi an, gay or bisexual ?

Nurmber of Aver age
Response Description Respondent s Honmophobi a Scor e
A None 51 45.5
B 205 35.9
C Sone 202 29.7
D 71 26. 3
E Many 38 23.4

Forty-one students (24 male, 17 female) scored two or nore standard
devi ati ons above the mean on t he honmophobi a scal e and were classified as
severel y honmophobic. There were no differences between this group and the
ot her survey respondents in academc |evel or college affiliation. However,
i ke the popul ation, there were differences between nen and wonen, and anong
et hni c groups. Honophobi c students averaged between one and two standard
devi ati ons above the nonhonophobi ¢ students' average on every item In spite
of these differences, it is difficult to infer that these people are nore
prone to overt harassnent. Many of their responses fall in the m drange of
possi bl e responses, and, since nmany of the itens are attitudinal, inferences
about actual behavior nust be made cautiously.

There were predictabl e differences between honophobi ¢ and nonhornophobi c
students. Thirty percent of the severely honmophobi c students reported not
knowi ng any @B peopl e (conpared to only eight percent of the nonhonophobic

group). Five percent of these students have a close relationship with a G.B

17
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person conpared with nearly half of the nonhomophobi c students. The sane
per cent age of honophobi ¢ students had attended workshops, |ectures and ot her
events as students in the general population. This suggests that extrene
homophobi a may not be affected by educati onal prograns.

DI SCUSSI ON

The two surveys had a common set of itenms and the results obtained from
@B students on these questions were often quite different. The results from
the sel ect survey always showed greater |evels of harassment than did the
general survey. The general survey was sent to a random sanple while the
sel ect survey was distributed through G.B-rel ated organi zati ons. The students
responding to the select survey may have viewed the survey nore as a politica
vehi cl e for change or have been nore sensitive to harassnent. Al though the
i nci dence of harassnent was fairly low, it also may have been overstated due
to sonme @B students attributing their difficulties to sexual orientation
rather than to other personal characteristics.

The rel ati onshi p between know edge of G.B i ssues and honophobi c
behaviors was difficult to establish. There were no differences on know edge
itens between students who had attended cl asses and sem nars and those who had
not attended, nor were there differences between GB and heter osexua
students. Wthout a subject matter expert, these questions were difficult to
create. To examine this relationship nore closely, itens that have been
extensively field-tested will be required.

It is a generally-accepted practice to reverse the scaling of itens to
hel p assure that the respondents read each question carefully. In analyzing
t he honmophobi a scale, the itens which were reverse scaled did not correlate as
highly with the scale score as did the other itens. In this case, reverse

scaling of these itens nay have confused the students.

18
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The select survey attenpted to assess the personal inpact of different
types of harassnent. Exanination of these data reveal ed that the average
i mpact score correlated very closely with the frequency of the incidents.
Since the two were so simlar, the anal yses focused only on the frequency
data. Either the respondents did not understand the itemin the way it was
i ntended or personal inpact was a sinple function of frequency. Either way,
these data did not add any additional information.

The survey was cited in the student newspaper several times. Articles
witten by representatives of student LB organi zations criticized the study
for two reasons. (ne author felt that the nonies used to fund the survey
shoul d have been given directly to the student organi zations. Eforts by "the
adm ni stration" to study GB issues were not viewed positively. However, when
respondents were asked to eval uate the survey, eighty-five percent said the
surveys had addressed their concerns. Another article said that making the
i ssues nore salient would probably raise the | evel of honmophobia on canpus.

Topi cs not addressed in the study were mentioned in students' witten
comrents. A few heterosexual students felt that exclusion from GB socia
functions and organi zati ons constituted a formof discrimnation. Severa
students reported wanting to join, but felt unwel come. Thus, itens on
het er ophobi a, the fear of heterosexual people, mght have been included on the
sel ect survey. Such itens would not focus on pathol ogi cal distrust; they
would be sinmlar to the itens on confort devel oped for the general survey.
Wi | e het erophobia may not be a najor problem it could help to identify G.B
students who are having troubl e adapting to the university environnent.

Several students comrented that the survey did not place enough enphasis
on the social atnosphere as it is perceived by heterosexual students. Many

het er osexual students said they were conpl etely unaware of any of the issues
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di scussed in the survey or had never thought about them A nunber of students
felt that there needed to be itens about how G.B students were viewed by
het er osexual students. For exanple, several students thought G.B students
were undul y powerful because they were politically active and out spoken

There were several times when inappropriate, msleading, or politically
vol atile survey questions or anal yses were proposed. It was inportant to
focus the study on policy issues to protect the legitimcy of the study. The
sensitivity of the infornation required tight control of the research agenda.

Undert aki ng such surveys require working closely with @B students,
faculty, and staff. For an institutional researcher to provide the
prof essi onal expertise required, the researcher nust cope with his/her own
homophobi ¢ anxi eties. Wile nmany educated heterosexuals feel confortable
dealing with G.B people on an intellectual |evel, their enotions may betray
their logic. Undertaking research on G.B-rel ated i ssues nay al so raise
concerns about how one is perceived by one's co-workers. As others |earn of
the project, the researcher may feel sonme of the social stigna that G.B
students experience. Related to this, Plasek and Allard commented that one of
the of reasons there is a paucity of solid research on GB issues is that many
peopl e don't want to be | abelled as gay or |esbian researchers. Regardl ess of
one's sexual orientation, when famliarity with G.B peopl e overconmes any fears
of stigmatization, it becones easy to identify with the victimzed group.
This is a natural process which nust be treated cautiously. Understanding the
personal, social, and political problens of @B people nust be bal anced by the

need for accurate and non-judgnental anal yses.
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