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This study explored lesbian identity development and the relationship between 

Oregon State University campus climate as reported by 35 lesbian students. Identity 

development was measured by using Cass's (1984b) Stage Allocation Measure (SAM) 

which is a self-select tool for determining stage of lesbian identity development. The 

SAM was then used to create a three stage identity development model. Herek's (1986) 

Sexual Orientation Survey (SOS) was used to examine the campus climate as experienced 

by lesbian students. 

Findings showed that 63% of the participants felt it was important to disclose 

their sexual orientation to members of OSU's campus. Yet, 69% of the respondents did 

not feel comfortable doing so. Also, 51% of the respondents reported fearing for their 

safety, and because of this, 47% of all respondents modified their behavior. The results of 

this study indicate there are additional factors that contribute to these findings. For 

example, 89% of the participants reported hearing disparaging remarks; 94% felt the 

possibility of harassment, violence or physical attacks was likely; and 91% believed 

discrimination and unequal treatment towards lesbian, gay or bisexual persons at OSU 
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was very likely. These findings were reported by equal numbers of individuals in each 

stage of their identity development. 

The results of this study indicate that lesbian students at OSU suffer from similar 

negative experiences as students who attended Emory University (1987), Pennsylvania 

State University (1987), Rutgers University (1987) and Yale University (1986) where the 

SOS was also used to measure campus climate. 

Recommendations for changes at Oregon State were creation of a "safe zone" 

and programs for retention of lesbian students, increasing visibility of the President's 

Commission on Hate Related Activities, and making the OSU community a safe place for 

women administrators and faculty role models to come out. Additional research was also 

recommended to examine the OSU campus climate as experienced by gay male students 

and lesbian and gay faculty members. 
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Does Lesbian Identity Development Affect College Women's Experience of  
OSU's Campus Environment?  

Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Craig Hardesty and Jan-Mitchell Sherrill (1994) found that one-third of the 

lesbian, gay and bisexual students attending Oregon State University, who participated 

in their study, believe homophobia is a serious problem on campus. Moreover, 

responding students in Hardesty and Sherrill's (1994) study state they have been victims 

of verbal abuse and have knowledge of hate crimes and assaults which have taken place 

on OSU's campus. One-quarter of the lesbian, gay and bisexual students who 

participated in the study reported they would have chosen another university if they had 

been aware of OSU's campus climate (Hardesty and Sherrill, 1994). 

Oregon State University is not unlike other universities nationwide. Institutions 

of higher education are faced with the challenge of meeting the needs of a growing 

number of multicultural students. Race, ethnicity and gender issues are now joined by 

the issues and concerns of lesbian, gay and bisexual students. "Homophobia is best 

seen as analogous to racism and sexism, a prejudice that leads to hatred and 

discrimination toward lesbian and gay people" (Hancock, 1986, p. 1). As sexual 

orientation becomes a political issue, negative and ambiguous feelings about sexual 

orientation have developed into hate crimes. Recent studies suggest that as many as 

92% of lesbian women and gay men reported they had been the targets of antigay verbal 
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abuse or threats and as many as one third are survivors of physical attacks because of 

their sexual orientation (Gregory Herek, 1989). 

However, the relationship between discrimination, harassment and violence and 

the homosexual individual's identity development has not been explored. Since 

violence against lesbians and gays is pervasive on college campuses (Cavin, 1987; 

D'Augelli, 1987; Emory Lesbian and Gay Organization, 1987; Evans, 1991; Hardesty & 

Sherrill, 1994; Herek, 1993; Reynolds, 1989; Task Force on Lesbian and Gay Concerns, 

1990; Yeskel, 1984), research into this issue is overdue. Hardesty and Sherrill (1994) 

have identified that this social problem is prevalent at OSU, as well. 

Research (Fischer & Good, 1994; Helms, Leonard & Ossana, 1992) indicates 

that as individuals become more assured regarding feminist or womanist identities, 

incidents of discrimination and bias toward them increases. Arthur Reynolds (1989) 

found that homosexual male students also experience more discrimination and less 

satisfaction on their college campuses than do heterosexual male students. This 

research (Fischer & Good, 1994; Helms, Leonard & Ossana, 1992; Reynolds, 1989) 

indicates that open expression of an identity different from the norm increases the risk 

of negative responses from campus community members. Therefore, to risk being 

"uncloseted" in society can be a threatening and frightening undertaking. 

"Theorists such as Vivienne Cass (1979, 1984a) have addressed the question of 

how identity is formed by those who are members of some group which is viewed 

negatively by the dominant group or society" (Levine, 1994, p. 1). The process of 

forming a gay identity is encumbered by confusion and conflict between self and 

heterosexual others' perceptions of the individual. This identity confusion is further 
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compounded by the dichotomy created from having strong pride in the gay community 

and gay identity while also having intense anger about the heterosexual society which 

creates isolation by its homophobic behaviors and views (Cass, 1979). Cass notes that 

negative reactions from heterosexual others can influence and even hamper the 

homosexual individual's identity development. 

Purpose of the Study 

Researchers and theorists have paid little attention to the factors involved in the 

development of a gay, lesbian, or bisexual identity. Diane Richardson (1987) suggested 

that the development of gay, lesbian, and bisexual identities has been neglected for three 

reasons: (a) the study of homosexuality has focused almost exclusively on determining 

its causes, (b) homosexuality has been defined in terms of sexual acts, and (c) up until 

1972 homosexuality was defined as a pathological state. 

The original Kinsey studies (Kinsey, Pomeroy, & Martin, 1948; Kinsey, 

Pomeroy, Martin & Gebhard, 1953) indicated that 10% of men and approximately 5% 

of women had participated in same-sex sexual behavior for at least a three year period. 

Although no accurate report has been made of the numbers of gay, lesbian, and bisexual 

students in colleges and universities, a more recent study conducted by the Kinsey 

Institute (Bell, Weinberg, & Hammersmith, 1981) suggested college or university years 

are a period during which individuals are defining their sexual orientation. If 15% of 

students identify themselves as lesbian or gay in a student body of 1,000 this would be 

150 students. With a student body of approximately 15,000 students, at any given time, 
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OSU could have 2,250 student who identify as lesbian or gay during their academic 

career. This is a significant number of students and merits attention from student affairs 

professionals. 

As noted, past research has not thoroughly explored the identity development of 

these individuals. Furthermore, many studies have looked at the experiences of lesbian, 

gay and bisexual individuals as if they are the same (Chan, 1989; LaMaster, 1991; 

Miranda and Storms, 1989; Simoni and Walters, 1993). As research exploring gender 

issues has discovered, it can be misleading to combine experiences of men and women 

together and then contending that results apply equally to both sexes. Unfortunately, 

research examining the relationship between campus experiences and homosexual 

identity development is limited, particularly in regards to lesbian identity development. 

The purpose of this study is threefold: (a) to add to the body of knowledge regarding 

campus climate (b) to add to the body of knowledge regarding lesbian identity 

development, and (c) to investigate the relationship between lesbian identity 

development and campus climate. 

Definitions of Terms 

Several terms will occur frequently throughout this study. The following 

operational definitions are utilized: 

Campus Climate	 Campus Climate consists of all stimuli that impinge 
upon students' senses, including physical, chemical, 
biological and social stimuli (Huebner, 1991). 
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Cass's Model of 
Sexual Identity 
Formation 

Cass's Stage One: 

Identity Confusion 

Cass's Stage Two: 

Identity 

Comparison 

Cass's Stage Three: 

Identity Tolerance 

Cass's Stage Four: 

Identity Acceptance 

Cass's Stage Five: 

Identity Pride 

Cass's Model of Sexual Identity Formation is a six 
stage process that assumes that prior to the first stage, 
individuals perceive themselves as heterosexual and 
nonhomosexual (Evans & Levine, 1990). 

Identity Confusion is entered with the first awareness 
that some thoughts, feelings, or behaviors might be 
homosexual in nature. This leads the individual to 
question "Who am I?" Very rarely during Stage 1 do 
individuals disclose to others (Evans & Levine, 1990). 

Individuals in stage two now accept the possibility that 
they may be lesbian or gay. Individuals begin to 
compare themselves to others and experience 
incongruency, or dissonance, in realizing they are 
different from the dominant and socially accepted 
heterosexual culture. Individuals in stage two still do 
not want to tell others of their perceived sexual 
orientation (Morrow, 1993). 

Individuals in stage three feel rather certain that they 
are homosexual. There is an increase in conflict 
between the private and public self which may lead the 
individual to adopt a lesbian or gay identity when in the 
gay community and a heterosexual identity when 
among presumed heterosexual others (Morrow, 1993). 

Stage four lesbians and gays are more sure of their 
sexual orientation and have a positive acceptance of 
that aspect of themselves (Morrow, 1993). Stage four is 
characterized by selective disclosure in which one 
begins the legitimization (publicly as well as privately) 
of one's sexual orientation (Fassinger, 1991). 

Stage five is marked not only by strong pride in the gay 
community and identity but also by intense anger 
directed towards and isolation from the heterosexual 
society (Evans & Levine, 1990). It is not unusual for 
someone in this stage to take an activist stance to 
confront homophobic incidents and attitudes (Morrow, 
1993). 
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Cass's Stage Six: 

Identity Synthesis 

Closeted 

Coming Out 

Gay Bashing 

Gay 

Heterosexism 

Homophobia 

Homosexual 

Lesbian and gay individuals entering stage six begin to 
relinquish the dichotomized "them" and "us" 
perception of stage five. These individuals are less 
hostile and may remain active in lesbian and gay 
causes. They begin to see that their sexual orientation 
is but one aspect of their identity (Morrow, 1993). 

The act of not identifying as lesbian or gay to others. 

Coming out is the process through which lesbian and 
gay individuals recognize their sexual orientation and 
choose to integrate that orientation into their personal 
and social lives (DeMonteflores & Schultz, 1978). 

Verbal, political or physical violence against 
individuals perceived as lesbian, gay or bisexual 
(Schreier, 1995). 

Gay refers to same gender sexual/affectional 
orientation and is preferred by many current theorists 
over the more clinical term, "homosexual" (Gonsiorek 
& Weinrich, 1991). Although the term "gay" can be 
inclusive of both males and females who are same 
gender attracted, for this study it will represent males 
only. 

Heterosexism is the belief that being heterosexual is 
superior to other forms of sexual orientation (Neisen, 
1990). Heterosexism is perpetuated by social 
institutions such as the media, the legal system, 
educational and religious institutions, and the health 
care system (Morrow, 1993). 

Presence of negative attitudes and beliefs, including 
fear and/or loathing, about homosexuality and 
homosexual people. May reflect societal attitudes 
(Levine, 1994). 

Homosexuals are those whose sexual orientation is 
characterized by sexual/affectional desire for those of 
the same sex as oneself (Guralnik, 1984). 
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Homosexuality Homosexuality is the nature of being sexually attracted 
to persons of the same sex (Funk & Wagnall, 1975). 

Homosexual 
Identity 
Development 

Homosexual Identity Development is one of identity 
change in which a previously held image of sexual 
orientation is replaced with a homosexual image (Cass, 
1984b). 

Identity Identity relates to the organized sets of self-perceptions 
and attached feelings that an individual holds about self 
with regard to some social category (Cass, 1984a) 

Internalized 
Homophobia 

Internalized Homophobia is the internalization, or 
unconscious adoption, of homophobic messages by 
gay, lesbian, and bisexual individuals. Unresolved 
internalized homophobia can lead to low self-esteem 
and self-hatred (Dworkin & Gutierrez, 1992). 

Lesbian Lesbian refers exclusively to females who are 
sexually/affectionately oriented toward other females 
(Gonsiorek & Weinrich, 1991; Grahn, 1984). 

Marginality Feelings of being outside the norm or not quite 
accepted (Schlossberg, 1989). 

Explicit 
Marginality 

Overt homophobic comments, unfavorable attitudes 
about homosexuality and the exclusion of lesbian/gay 
topics when appropriate in academic settings (Church 
& DeSurra, 1994). 

Implicit 
Marginality 

Subtle forms of covert actions that tend to avoid or 
ignore lesbian/gay topics or perspectives in academic 
settings altogether (Church & DeSurra, 1994). 

Minority A group of people who, because of physical or cultural 
characteristics are singled out from others in the society 
in which they live and who receive differential and 
unequal treatment, and who therefore, regard 
themselves as objects of collective discrimination 
(Atkinson et.al., 1989, p. 8). 
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Self-Labeling 

Womanist Identity 
Development 
(WID) 

WID: 
Preencounter -
Stage One 

WID: 
Encounter - Stage 
Two 

WID: 
Immersion/ 
Emersion - Stage 
Three 

WID: 
Internalization -
Stage Four 

The way in which individuals describe their own sexual 
orientation (e.g., heterosexual, lesbian, bi-sexual, 
uncertain) (Levine, 1994). 

Womanist Identity Development is the four stage 
process of Preencounter, Encounter, 
Immersion/Emersion and Internalization of self-
definition among women. During this process women 
overcome the tendency to use male (or female) societal 
stereotypes of womanhood and define for themselves 
what being a woman means (Helms, Ossana & 
Leonard, 1992). 

The woman conforms to societal views about gender, 
holds a constricted view of women's roles, and 
nonconsciously thinks and behaves in ways that 
devalue women and esteem men as reference groups 
(Helms, Ossana & Leonard, 1992). 

The woman begins to question the accepted values and 
beliefs of the preencounter stage as a result of contact 
with new information and/or experiences (Helms, 
Ossana & Leonard, 1992). 

Immersion, the first half of this stage, is the 
idealization of women with an expanded definition of 
womanhood and an active rejection of male-
supremacy. Emersion, the later half of this stage, is 
characterized by a search for a positive, self-affirming 
definition of womanhood and intense affiliations with 
women (Helms, Ossana & Leonard, 1992). 

The woman incorporates into her identity constellation 
a positive definition of womanhood based on personal 
attributes, views of other women and their shared 
experiences as a source of information concerning the 
roles of women, but refuses to be bound by external 
definitions of womanhood (Helms, Ossana & Leonard, 
1992). 
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Hypotheses 

Six hypotheses were posited. 

1) Individuals in Cass's Stage 1 (identity confusion) of their identity development 

will experience a less negative campus climate than their peers in stages 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 

of lesbian identity development. 

2a) Individuals in Cass's Stage 2 (identity comparison) of their identity 

development will experience a less negative campus climate than their peers in stages 3, 

4, 5, or 6 of lesbian identity development. 

2b) Individuals who are in Cass's Stage 2 (identity comparison) of their identity 

development will experience a more negative campus climate than their peers in Stage 1 

(identity confusion). 

3a) Individuals in Cass's Stage 3 (identity tolerance) of their identity development 

will experience a less negative campus climate than their peers in stages 4, 5, or 6 of 

lesbian identity development. 

3b) Individuals in Cass's Stage 3 (identity tolerance) of their identity development 

will experience a more negative campus climate than their peers in stages 1 and 2 of 

lesbian identity development. 

4a) Individuals in Cass's Stage 4 (identity acceptance) of their identity development 

will experience a less negative campus climate than their peers in stages 5 and 6 of 

lesbian identity development. 
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4b) Individuals in Cass's Stage 4 (identity acceptance) of their identity development 

will experience a more negative campus climate than their peers in stages 1, 2 or 3 of 

lesbian identity development. 

5a) Individuals in Cass's Stage 5 (identity pride) of their identity development will 

experience a more negative campus climate than their peers in any other stage of lesbian 

identity development. 

6a) Individuals in Cass's Stage 6 (identity synthesis) of their identity development 

will experience a negative campus climate equal to or less than the campus climate 

experiences in stage 5. 

6b) Individuals in Cass's Stage 6 (identity synthesis) of their identity development 

will experience a more negative campus climate than their peers in Stages 1 through 4. 

7a) As an individual's identity development progresses from stage 1 through stage 6 

of Cass's model, the individual's negative campus experiences will increase as well. 
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Chapter 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Campus Climate 

James Croteau and Michael Kusek (1992, p. 396) state that "institutional 

environments are often not supportive or perceived not to be supportive of gay and 

lesbian students." Gibson Burrell, Jeff Heam, Deborah Sheppard, & Peta Tancred-

Sheriff, (1990) state most organizations are "archives of heterosexuality and 

heterosexism . . . such heterosexual hegemony tends to construct lesbians and gay men 

as isolated exceptions, so that they and their sexuality come to be seen by many 

heterosexuals at least, as private and even as individual personal problems" (p. 23). 

Kathy Obear (1991) states societal institutions create and perpetuate cultural 

values that promote heterosexuality and condemn homosexuality. The current climate 

on college and university campuses reflects widespread negative attitudes towards 

lesbians and gays in every setting studied (D'Augelli, 1989b). The University of 

Oregon (U of 0) Task Force for Lesbian and Gay concerns (1990) states in their 

findings that "prejudice directed toward lesbians, gays and bisexuals which occurs on 

campus parallels behavior pervading the larger society; it ranges from outright physical 

victimization and overt harassment to more subtle forms of emotional intimidation and 

covert discrimination" (p. 5). 
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Examples of victimization and harassment abound. These statements were made by 

students who participated in the U of 0 study: 

"With the few people I've come out to, I've been threatened, punched, evicted,  
and have lost friends" (p. 14).  

"While living in the dorms, I was continually harassed by other residents . . . I  
experienced subtle and sometimes not so subtle forms of harassment and 
discrimination almost on a daily basis" (p. 14).  

"I was sexually assaulted by two men on campus who knew I was a lesbian. I  
was afraid to report it because I am not out to my folks. But the campus police  
didn't even believe me, so I dropped it" (p. 15).  

"When I was harassed in my dorm room and asked the RA (resident advisor) for 
help, he just ignored me! When I called the campus police, the officer threatened 
to call my parents! I had to move out" (p. 15). 

"College and university environments are a microcosm of society. The same 

issues that exist in the larger community also exist in residence halls and in student 

organizations on campuses. Issues of oppression must be addressed within college and 

university environments to combat their persistence in the larger society" (Evans, 1991 

p. xiii). 

Data collected by the New York State Governor's Task Force on Bias-Related 

Violence (Governor's Task Force, 1988) show that many groups on New York 

campuses are recipients of discrimination and prejudice. However, lesbians and gays 

are the victims of the most severe hostilities. The National Gay and Lesbian Task Force 

(1990) based in Washington, D. C. documented "7,031 incidents of violence and 

victimization across the United States in 1989; of these 1,329 occurred on college 

campuses" (p. 5). 
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Homophobia on college and university campuses is pervasive. Studies of 

lesbian and gay students' experiences show high rates of violence and harassment 

(D'Augelli, 1989a and b; Cavin, 1987; Herek, 1989; The National Gay and Lesbian 

Task Force, 1990; Yeskel, 1984). Research also notes lesbian and gay students who do 

experience homophobic behavior, violence and harassment often do not report the 

behavior or seek assistance from campus offices ( Herek, 1989; Yeskel, 1984). 

FeliceYeskel (1984) also found that lesbian, gay or bisexual students feel most student 

service offices are inadequate in meeting their needs. 

Some studies that have examined campus climate through the experiences of 

lesbian, gay or bisexual students include (Cavin, 1987; D'Augelli, 1987; Emory Lesbian 

and Gay Organization, 1987; Hardesty and Sherrill, 1994; Herek, 1993; Reynolds, 

1989; Task Force on Lesbian and Gay Concerns, 1990; Yeskel, 1991). The studies 

listed above confirmed lesbian, gay and bisexual students live in fear on college 

campuses. These same students have experienced or know someone who has 

experienced violence, harassment or discrimination due to their sexual orientation. The 

above studies note many lesbian, gay, and bisexual students prefer to stay closeted 

because of these factors. 

Herek (1993) reported many lesbian, gay and bisexual students "live in a world 

of secretiveness and fear. They fear verbal and physical abuse as well as discrimination 

and unfair treatment due to their sexual orientation. These fears were reinforced by 

threats, attacks, and discrimination they and their friends experienced at Yale. Most 

respondents did not perceive the University to be sympathetic to their plight and 
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consequently, did not usually report such incidents" (p. 25). Students who participated 

in the Yale Survey reported similar experiences: 

"In my college dining hall I had food thrown at me" (p. 19). 

"At a party on Yale property a lesbian friend and I were physically threatened by 
some heterosexual men, and ordered to kiss in front of them" (p. 19). 

Arthur Reynolds (1989) found "homosexual students perceived the climate as 

significantly less emotionally supportive, less intellectual, and less tolerant of change" 

(p. 66) than did heterosexual students. Furthermore, "male homosexuals [students] 

perceived aspects of the [college] environment more negatively than heterosexual 

students" (p. 67). 

Brent Bruton and Sue Crull (1979) in their research on social distance toward 

minorities found that of any group studied, homosexuals (n=1043) received the highest 

social distance scores. In 1985 Bruton and Crull repeated their 1979 study at the same 

campus (n=954). The results of the 1985 study showed that homosexuals still received 

the highest social distance scores of any minority, and that in fact the scores had 

increased. Jon Alston and Kenneth Nyberg (1977) found a majority of college students 

thought homosexuality was wrong. Mary Laner and Roy Laner (1980) reported that 

college students ranked both male and female heterosexuals (n=511) higher on a scale 

of likableness than lesbian, gay or bisexual students. 

A study conducted at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst (Yeskel, 1984) 

revealed that 45% of the lesbian, gay and bisexual students interviewed said they were 

verbally harassed, 21% had been physically attacked, 29% had been threatened with the 

exposure of their sexual orientation and 86% reported seeing anti-gay graffiti on 
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campus. At Yale University, Herek (1993) reported 65% of the respondents had been 

verbally insulted, 25% were threatened with physical violence, 10% had property 

destroyed, 19% had objects thrown at them, 25% had been chased or followed and 90% 

did not report the incident to the proper authorities. At Rutgers University (Cavin, 1987) 

55% of the lesbian gay or bisexual individuals interviewed had been verbally insulted, 

16% had been threatened with physical violence, 18% had been chased or followed and 

8% had been sexually harassed or assaulted. At Pennsylvania State University 

(D'Augelli, 1987) respondents reported 72% had been verbally insulted, 25% had been 

threatened with physical violence, 16% had property damaged or destroyed, 22% had 

been chased or followed, and 15% had been sexually harassed or assaulted. The 

findings at Emery University are remarkably similar to the other universities already 

mentioned; 67% of the respondents reported verbal insults, 25% received threats of 

physical violence, 22% had personal property damaged or destroyed, 16% had been 

chased or followed and 12% had been sexually assaulted. 

In their 1994 nationwide study of colleges, universities and graduate schools, 

Hardesty & Sherrill received responses from 189 institutions with a total student 

response of 1,464. Their nationwide report noted that 48% of the respondents had been 

verbally abused, 33% had been harassed, 18% had personal property vandalized, 11% 

had been physically assaulted and 11% had received hate mail. Respondents of the 

University of Oregon study (TFLGC, 1990) noted that 54% of the respondents had been 

verbally threatened, 24% had been physically assaulted and 18% had been sexually 

assaulted. These respondents also noted they knew of other gay, lesbian, or bisexual 

students who had also been victimized. With the amount of harassment and violence 
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lesbian, gay and bisexual individuals may experience, it is no wonder that many stay 

closeted when possible. Thus, they have been labeled by many as a "hidden minority". 

Hidden Minority 

Hidden minority refers to lesbians, gays and bisexuals who stay hidden or 

closeted to escape harassment. Furthermore, lesbians, gays and bisexuals are also 

referred to as a "hidden minority" because they have no visible characteristics by which 

they may be identified (Fassinger, 1991). When an individual decides to come out of the 

closet she or he is no longer invisible. No longer being invisible subjects the individual 

to a risk of being a target of discrimination, violence and rejection. "Everyday 

interactions may suddenly become apprehensive and uncomfortable. Social acceptance 

can never be guaranteed since each new situation holds the possibility of rejection" 

(McDonald and Minton, 1984, p. 102). 

Marginality 

One of the primary problems of being a closeted, or hidden minority, is that it 

can result in feelings of what is termed "marginality." Nancy Schlossberg (1989) 

explains "marginality" as feelings of being outside the norm or not quite accepted. This 

definition applies to lesbian, gay or bisexual students who feel marginalized during their 

entire academic career. Schlossberg states that the student who enters the university and 

does not move out of the marginal stage may suffer from feelings of isolation, 

loneliness and depression. Recognizing factors which contribute to marginality is 
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important because students who feel marginalized are more prone to drop out of school 

or to do poorly in academia. "Student involvement in the life of the college has been 

found to relate positively to a number variables, such as satisfaction with college, 

retention, academic achievement, and loyalty" (Schlossberg, 1989, p. 5). How students 

feel they belong or fit on campus can contribute to students' feelings of "marginality." 

Lesbian students may be at risk of remaining "marginal" if they do not feel supported, 

validated or safe in their campus communities. Laura Brown (1989) states "that lesbian 

experiences are seen as unique, as an interesting variance of human experience, equal 

but still separate and always marginal" (p. 448). 

Robert Rhoads' (1995) states "although coming out often brings with it an 

improved sense of self, as well as a sense of pride . . . . for many college students it also 

involves a degree of vulnerability" (p. 67). Students in Rhoads' (1995) study reported 

many incidents of being marginalized at college parties, in residence halls and 

fraternities, as well as in the classroom. Several students in Rhoads study recalled 

occasions where lesbian, gay and bisexual people were left out of class discussions or 

marginalized by negative remarks. 

"In one class students got to ask each other questions . . . . almost all the 
questions concerned what students looked for in dating the opposite sex" (p. 72). 

"The instructor asked students what they looked for in the opposite sex. When 
the instructor got to me, I said "I don't look for anything in women. I date 
men. I'm gay" (p. 72). 

"[My] human development professor talked about behavior modification as a 
way to treat homosexuals" (p.72).  

"[My] professor of Black Studies was pointing out three weaknesses of Bayard  
Rustin, a key advisor to Martin Luther King, Jr. First, Rustin was a suspected  
communist. No one in the class said anything. Second, he avoided the draft.  
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Again, no response. Rustin's third shortcoming was that he was openly gay. 
Everyone gasped. That was the one unforgivable thing--that he was gay" (p.72) 

Anthony D'Augelli (1992) notes that "at a time when accurate information and 

supportive experiences are critical to their identity development, young lesbians and gay 

men find few, if any, affirming experiences in higher educational settings" (p. 214). 

Kimberly Church and Christopher DeSurra (1994) noted "while other students are 

learning self-esteem and self-worth, the lesbian/gay student is often left with feelings of 

self-doubt and self-hatred" (p. 11). It is not surprising that the lesbian/gay student 

might feel marginalized . . . given that "homophobia is accepted and encouraged by 

society, particularly in the sterile world of academia which allows, promotes and creates 

homophobia" (Bapst, 1991, p. 1). D'Augelli (1989b) found that "evidence gathered at 

several universities reveals widespread negative attitudes toward lesbians and gay men 

at every setting studied." 

Unfavorable messages as perceived by lesbian and gay students include: direct 

and/or intentional negative remarks and negative attitudes and/or actions by campus 

members which keep lesbians and gay men marginalized. Church and DeSurra (1994) 

call such overt actions "explicit marginalization." They call the more subtle forms of 

homophobic behavior such as, ignoring or avoiding lesbian and gay topics, issues and 

concerns "implicit marginalization." Church and DeSurra (1994) state that lesbian or 

gay students tend to not come out when threatened by either explicit or implicit forms of 

marginalization. They say that "homosexual students do not have the same rights as 

their heterosexual counterparts when it comes to discovering how they fit into history, 

how they fit into society, or even how they fit [on the college campus]" (p. 35). 
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Identity Development 

"Researchers did not begin to study homosexuality seriously until the 1940's. 

Since then, research has examined mainly male homosexuality and has been conducted 

primarily in the United States" (Plummer, 1981, p. xv). Early studies focused on 

determining the causes of homosexuality in order to treat it as a condition (Evans & 

Levine, 1990). Until as recently as the 1970's, the focus of all discussions of 

homosexuality centered on its cause or cure. Furthermore, "existing models of student 

and adult development, such as those of Arthur Chickering (1969), Erik Erickson (1975) 

and Daniel Levinson (1978) are based on the assumption that all individuals are 

heterosexual" (Evans & Levine, 1990, p. 50). In essence "psychology values those 

experiences that are white, male, heterosexual, young, middle class, abled-bodied, and 

North American: thus has the universe of 'human behavior' been defined" (Brown, 

1989, p. 446). More recent research has focused on the process by which a gay identity 

is developed. Several models of gay identity development have been proposed. Some 

emphasize the internal psychological process involved (Coleman, 1981-82; Dank, 1971; 

McDonald & Minton, 1983-84; Plummer, 1975; Troiden, 1979). Other models focus on 

the "coming out" process (DeMonteflores & Schultz, 1978; Hawkins & Moses, 1986; 

Hencken & O'Dowd, 1977; Lee, 1977; Lehman, 1978;). These models suggest a 

progression that moves from self-acknowledgment, to "coming out" to significant 

others, to identifying oneself as gay to the public at large. Still other researchers have 

explored the external factors that influence the development of a gay identity 

(Hammersmith & Weinberg, 1973; McDonald, 1982; Warren, 1974; Weinberg, 1983). 
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These researchers propose that a gay identity development can be affected by social 

factors, reaction of family and friends and the mental health of the individual. 

While all of these models offer insight and explanation regarding gay identity 

development, Cass (1984a) indicated a number of apparent weaknesses. Cass (1984a) 

states many models are theoretical, others are based on small sample size and still others 

used poor research design. Cass (1984a) goes on to state that most studies are 

descriptive and fail to explain how the individual moves from one stage to another, or 

that the researcher fails to discuss how the cognitive process moves from one state to 

the next. 

Table A 

Summary of Researchers listed by Model 

Psychological "Coming Out" Social Psycho-

Process social 

Coleman, DeMonteflores & Hammersmith Cass, 1979 
1981-82 Schultz, 1978 & Weinberg, 

1973 
Dank, 1971 Hawkins & McDonald, De Lois, 1983 

Moses, 1986 1982 
McDonald & Hencken & O'Dowd, Warren, 1974 
Minton, 1983-84 1977 
Plummer, 1975 Lee, 1977 Weinberg, 1983 
Troidin, 1979 Lehman, 1978 

Another concern regarding many of these models is that researchers did not 

discriminate between gay and lesbian identity development and thus assumed that 
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identity development is the same for men and women. Carmen DeMonteflores & 

Stephen Schultz (1978); Ann Henderson (1984); and Judd Marmor, (1980) suggest that 

men and women experience significant differences in identity development. They note 

these points: 

1) Women tend to develop a lesbian identity later than men  
develop a gay identity.  

2) Women tend to develop a lesbian identity before becoming  
sexually active.  

3) Emotional attachment appears to be more important than  
sexual activity to heterosexual women and lesbian women. 

4) Homosexuality seems to be less threatening to women than men. 
5) Sexuality tends to be more contextual, rational, and fluid for 

women than for men. (Evans & Levine, 1990, p. 52). 

Jo Ann Brannock and Beata Chapman (1987) state "the lesbian identity exists 

prior to a person's recognition of it and often before the individual experiences 

incongruency between her sexual orientation and the societally accepted norm" (p. 71). 

Cass's (1989) model of homosexual identity formation is viewed as a movement 

through stages which is motivated by the desire to establish congruence between the 

individual's psychological being and his or her environment. "Authenticity and positive 

growth occur when inconsistencies between self perception and other's perception are 

resolved" (Kahn, 1991, p. 48). In a similar perspective, Girten, Graham and Rawlings 

(1985) "found that lesbians who believe it is important for them to be 'out' in all areas 

of their lives, reported higher levels of physical and mental health." They go on to say 

that "certain coping skills [such as] feminist ideology and a supportive community are 

pre-conditions for experiencing openness as psychologically healthy" (p. 48). Mack 

(1986) asserts "homonegativism in others and internalized homophobia affect the 
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coming out process by lowering self-acceptance and negatively influencing one's ability 

to disclose both to heterosexuals and other homosexuals" (p. 49). 

DeMonteflores & Schultz (1978) state that in the broadest sense, coming out as a 

lesbian is "adapting [to] a nontraditional identity [and] involves restructuring one's self 

concept, reorganizing one's personal sense of history, and altering one's relations with 

others and with society" (p. 61). Furthermore, Christine Browning, Sari Dworkin, and 

Arthur Reynolds (1991) note that "unlike nongays or members of particular racial 

groups, lesbian women are usually part of a culture to which their parents do not belong. 

Lesbians are often relationship oriented; as a result coming out to family and friends 

may be especially stressful" (p. 151). 

Deana Morrow (1993) explains "in discovering that they are different from 

heterosexuals, lesbian women must confront the loss of socially approved roles (e.g., the 

socially approved image of a woman married to a man)." One of Morrow's (1993) 

participants described her experience as follows: 

"This lesbian identity discovery or accepting shit is damn hard work. 
It is changing drastically every flicking aspect of my life! My level of 
honesty each and every waking moment, my sense of spirituality and belief 
system, my self-view and family viewed role in my biological family, 
my sense of vocational purpose and career discernment, my circle 
of current friends, my relationship with longer-term friends, my civic 
involvement and sense of politics, my social activities" (p. 152). 

Many participants in Morrow's (1993) study reported the overriding emotion of 

fear. Fear of something terrible happening to them because of their lesbianism; fear of 

rejection or abuse; fear of loosing a job or custody of their children. These comments 

show us that fear is a critical component of the lesbian identity development process 

(Morrow, 1993). Fear is often the predecessor of isolation. Freire (1970) explains that 
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isolation limits dialogue with like others and limits liberation from oppression. Fear 

and isolation are also accompanied by a lack of freedom. Participants in a study done 

by Kathryn De Lois (1983) made the following comments: 

At first the idea of lesbians feeling free struck me as ironic. As 
a group, gays and lesbians are still without basic legal protections 
which most U.S. citizens take for granted. Except for specific 
locations in the U.S., gays and lesbians are at risk of losing their 
jobs, being denied housing, and losing custody of their children 
simply by virtue of their status as lesbians and gays. In addition 
to civil rights, lesbians and gays often risk being cut off from family, 
friends, churches, and other institutions of social support. Finally, 
openly avowed lesbians and gays are at high risk of verbal and 
physical harassment and assault. Where is the freedom in that? (p. 48). 

While lesbians recognize the risk involved in identifying themselves as lesbians, 

they also are cognizant of the freedom from fear, isolation and oppression it offers. 

DeLois (1983) calls this "growing toward authenticity" (p. 50). DeLois (1983) explains 

that "growing toward authenticity" is the taking of responsibility for one's life, to be 

free to explore one's self, one's talents and interests and to pursue them regardless of 

social constraints imposed by gender roles, tradition, or even by law" (p. 50). DeLois 

states that "the social conditions . . . the law, the economy, the political atmosphere have 

an impact on the individual woman's growth and health within a particular society. The 

individual interacts with these social conditions and her daily existence is shaped to a 

substantial degree by the quality of these interactions" (p. 52). 

Marla Kahn (1991) explored factors that affected the coming out process for 

lesbians. She found that women who expressed a stronger feminist ideology were more 

likely to report lower levels of internalized homophobia, more open behavior, and the 
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expectation of acceptance. Furthermore, lower levels of internalized homophobia were 

correlated with higher levels of comfort in disclosing lesbian identity. 

Joan Sophie (1987) found the process of lesbian identity development was very 

sensitive to the social and historical context. She stressed the importance of coming out 

to at least some close friends since self-disclosure is necessary for intimacy in a 

relationship, confirmation of identity, and for self-actualization. Furthermore, the 

reactions of those who are told is very important; positive responses promote self-

acceptance, while negative responses provide further stress for the individual (Coleman, 

1981-82). 

Identity Development and Campus Climate 

Ann Fischer and Glen Good's (1994) study on gender and perceptions of 

campus climate indicated that women (n=394) reported detecting significantly more sex 

bias and discrimination in their campus environment then did men (n=241). Also, 

women who had developed some degree of feminist identity were more aware of sex 

bias in the classroom and curriculum than those women who had not developed a degree 

of feminist identity. Furthermore it was reported by both women and men students that 

there was a lack of women represented in the curriculum. 

Janet Helms, Mary Leonard and Shelly Ossana (1992) explored the influence of 

womanist identity attitudes on women's perception of environmental bias. Their study 

found that female students who self-defined womanhood were less likely to perceive 

gender bias in the campus environment. Therefore, they stated that as women 
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matriculate they were less likely to perceive bias. Helms, Leonard, & Ossana (1992) 

give three explanations for why this might happen: 

1) Because the research instrument focused on encouragement and support . . . 

it may be a type of bias that is most likely to happen during the early years when 
one feels like a newcomer. 
2) They became less aware of environmental inequities as they progressed 
through their college years. 
3) It is possible that undergraduate women who perceive a great deal of gender 
bias drop out without finishing their education (p. 406). 

Women within the preencounter, encounter and/or immersion-emersion stages 

are likely to perceive the campus environment as biased. However, women in the 

internalized or last stage of their womanist identity development experience are less 

likely to perceive bias. Perhaps this is because they have a greater capacity to shield 

themselves, better defense strategies, or elicit more positive responses from their 

environment (Helms, Leonard, & Ossana,1992). 

Reynolds (1989) found that male homosexual students perceived the campus 

climate as significantly less emotionally supportive, less intellectual, and less tolerant of 

change and innovation, than heterosexual male students. Results in Reynolds' (1989) 

study, supported sexual orientation as the best predictor for measuring campus climate. 

Summary 

Evidence supports that lesbian and gay students face bias, discrimination and 

violence on today's campuses. Oregon State University is not immune to this 

phenomenon. Hardesty and Sherrill (1994) reported that responding students stated 

they had been victims of verbal abuse and had knowledge of hate crimes and assaults 
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which had taken place on OSU's campus. Incidents such as the attacks on the lesbian, 

gay and bisexual students' tent during Queer Pride Week are strong examples of the 

violence and harassment experience on OSU's campus: 1992, eggs were thrown at the 

tent; 1993, the tent was pulled down; 1994, gun shots were fired over the tent. 

It is also evident that in a climate of hostility, lesbian students feel fearful, 

isolated and marginalized. These factors affect identity development, student retention 

and academic achievement. To assist students in their exploration of identity, campus 

climates need to be more supportive and encouraging and less violent. Forming a stable 

and positive identity is an important challenge for lesbian women in the face of both 

societal and internalized homophobia (Lewis, 1979; Pharr, 1988; Reiter, 1989; Sophie, 

1987). The attainment of an integrated lesbian identity seems tied to the ability to face 

society and internalized homophobia (Kline & Wells, 1987; Miranda & Storms, 1989; 

Simoni & Walters, 1993). Therefore, student affairs professionals need to gain a better 

understanding of lesbian identity development and the relationship and effect of campus 

climate on lesbian identity development. 
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Chapter 3 

METHODS OF PROCEDURE 

The Population 

The sample population (n=35) was self-identified lesbian students enrolled at 

Oregon State University winter term 1997. 

The total lesbian population enrolled at OSU could not be accurately 

determined. However, using data from the Kinsey reports that stated approximately 5% 

of the population are lesbian and that 10% of the population are gay men, it could be 

estimated that approximately 296 female students are in some stage of identifying as 

lesbian. During the 1996/1997 academic year OSU had an enrollment of 13,784 

students with 43% of the students being women (n=5927). Based on Kinsey's formula, 

approximately 5% of these women are lesbian (n=296). Out of these 296 possible 

lesbian students, 12% (n=35) participated in this study. This included 22 undergraduate 

and 13 graduate students, with an average of 6 terms of attendance and mean grade 

point average of 3.33. Ages ranged from 18 to 44 with a mean age of 26. The 26 

academic majors are listed in Appendix F. 
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Sampling Procedures 

Since lesbians who are openly out, are an "at risk" population, attracting 

individuals to participate in this study was achieved by purposefully visiting and 

communicating with groups, organizations and classrooms where lesbian students might 

congregate. Additional subjects were recruited by asking those who completed the 

survey to tell their friends and classmates who were lesbians about the study and 

encourage them to participate. 

Survey packets were created and left at several locations, including the OSU 

Women's Center, the Lesbian, Gay and Transsexual Alliance (LGBTA) Office, the 

LGBTA Advocates desk, and with ten faculty members. Students could request packets 

by phone or e-mail or could have a packet mailed to a specific address. Packets 

consisted of five items: instructions (Appendix C), letter of consent (Appendix D), one 

self-addressed envelope to return the completed survey in, one envelope for the student 

to indicate where their $5.00 gratuity should be sent, and the survey (Appendix E). 

Flyers (Appendix B) that explained how to participate were distributed to 

sororities, residence halls, the student health service, classrooms and placed on bulletin 

boards. The investigator also attended a lesbian and gay youth conference at LaSell's 

Stewart Center, a panel discussion at the athletic department and a lesbian, gay 

transsexual alliance (LGBTA) meeting on campus where she discussed the survey. 

During the days of February 13-21 the investigator maintained open hours at the 

Women's Center to give students additional opportunities to pick up a survey or to ask 

for more information. 
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A personal request was made to nine faculty members requesting permission to 

address the students in their classrooms. This resulted in appearances by the 

investigator in 12 classes making contact with 336 students. To protect the anonymity 

of lesbian students, each student in the classroom was asked to take a copy of the 

informational flyer whether the survey pertained to them or not. If the survey did not 

pertain to them they were asked to pass it along to someone that it might pertain to. 

Each faculty member was given several survey packets to distribute to interested 

students. The survey packets were left at these locations until the end of April 1997. 

While several subjects chose to participate at the Women's Center, the majority 

of the participants completed the survey at their home or in other locations. Upon 

receipt of a completed survey, the subjects were sent a $5.00 cash gratuity that was 

mailed to them in the self-addressed envelope they enclosed. 

To protect the anonymity of the respondents, all completed surveys and signed 

consent forms were stored in a locked cabinet accessible only to the researcher. 

Discussion of the Instrument 

The two instruments used in the study have had extremely wide usage in recent 

education research. The Stage Allocation Measure (SAM) (Cass, 1984b) is a widely 

used instrument in the study of homosexual identity formation. It consists of seven 

paragraphs, six of which provide ideal descriptions of Cass's stages of lesbian and gay 

identity development as well as one description of heterosexual orientation. Cass 

(1984b) reports that the SAM has content, concurrent, and construct validity. In an 
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analysis of comparison of means, she found support for the sequential ordering of stages 

at the p<.001 level of stages one, two, four, five, and six, and at the p<.05 level of stage 

three. Further content and concurrent validity was established by Khan (1991) who 

found the SAM to be positively correlated with a measure of openness, r=.50, p<.001, 

and negatively correlated with a measure of internalized homophobia, r=-.29, p<.01. 

The instrument lists the stages of identity formation in hierarchical order. To 

reduce possible effects of instrumentation, the order of the stages was mixed so it was 

not evident which stages came first in identity formation. This reordering of the stages 

did not affect the scoring of the instrument. 

The Sexual Orientation Survey (SOS) was established by Gregory Herek in 

1986. Since then the SOS has been replicated with "very similar results on several other 

campuses: Yale, n=166 (Herek, 1986); Rutgers, n=118 (Cavin, 1987); Pennsylvania 

State, n=132, (D'Augelli, 1987), Emory, n=51 (Emory Lesbian and Gay Organization, 

1987); and Oberlin (Berrill, 1992b). The principle findings of these studies were 

remarkably similar to those obtained at Yale" (Herek, 1993, p. 25). Based on the 

similarities of results in these five studies, the coefficient of internal consistency appears 

to have been established. Furthermore, concurrent, construct and face validity of the 

SOS has apparently been established by these results as well. Access to any published 

validity or reliability data for the SOS was not available. 
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Reconfiguration of Responses 

Responses to survey questions 1, 2, 5, 6, 9, 11, and 12 (Appendix D) were 

reconfigured to create two categories and responses to question 7 were reconfigured to 

four categories. This was done to assist with the statistical analysis of the data and to 

clarify the responses for the reader (see Appendix A). 

The responses for Question 1 were reconfigured into two categories "not 

important" and "important" as noted on Table 7. Responses for Question 2, were 

reconfigured as "not comfortable" and "comfortable" as noted on table 8. Responses 

for Questions 5 and 6 were reconfigured as "never heard comments" and "occasionally 

or often heard comments" as noted on table 10. Table 11 shows the responses for 

Question 6 have been reconfigured to two categories "never feared for safety" and 

"occasionally or often feared for safety." Responses for Question 7 were changed to 

four categories. Questions 7b, d, e, f & g were combined into "physical violence," 

Question 7a to "verbal insults;" Question 7c to "property damage;" and Question 7h to 

"sexually assaulted or harassed" as noted on Table 12. Responses for Question 9, 

shown on Table 13, were collapsed to create two responses "did not know of anyone" or 

"know of at least one or more person." Responses for Questions 11 and 12, as noted on 

Tables 15 and 16, were collapsed to create two responses "not likely" or "likely." 
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Revised Stages of Identity Development 

The six stages of identity development were combined to create three new 

stages. This was done to increase the numbers in each cell to assist with statistical 

calculations. Definitions for each of the new stages were developed by combining 

definitions of two merged stages. The stages were merged by examining the 

characteristics noted in the six original stages of Cass's identity formation. There 

seemed to be a natural flow between early stages 1 and 2 which were united to create 

Stage A. This was also the case for the new Stage B which was created from combining 

middle stages 3 and 4, and Stage C in which late stages 5 and 6 were merged. The 

definitions for the new stages of identity development are as follows. 

Stage 1 - Identity Confusion and Stage 2 - Identity Comparison were combined 

to create Stage A (n=7). Stage A involves the beginning of self-awareness that one's 

thoughts, feelings and behaviors that might indicate the individual is not heterosexual; 

as well as the comparison of self to others thereby creating incongruency and 

dissonance when the individual realizes they are different from the dominate 

heterosexual culture. People in this stage do not want to and rarely disclose their 

perceived sexual orientation to others. 

Stage 3 - Identity Tolerance and Stage 4 - Identity Acceptance were combined to 

create Stage B (n=9). Individuals in this stage feel certain they are not heterosexual and 

begin to positively accept this aspect of themselves. They begin to selectively disclose 

to others which begins the process of legitimating their lesbian, gay or bisexual sexual 

orientation. 
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Stage 5 - Identity Pride and Stage 6 - Identity Synthesis were combined to create 

Stage C (n=19). Individuals in this stage have developed and accepted their sexual 

orientation. These individuals are likely to be openly active in gay rights activities. 

They begin to relinquish the dichotomy of "them" and "us" and see their sexual 

orientation as one aspect of their identity. 

Revised Hypotheses 

After creating new stages of identity development the original hypotheses were 

no longer in conformity with the stages. The hypotheses were then revised to 

accommodate the creation of these new stages of identity development. The revised 

hypotheses are as follows: 

1) Individuals in Stage A of Identity Development will experience a less negative 

campus than their peers in Stages B and C. 

2) Individuals in Stage B of their Identity Development will experience a more 

negative campus climate than individuals in Stage A and a less negative campus climate 

than individuals in Stage C. 

3) Individuals in Stage C of their Identity Development will experience a more 

negative campus climate than their peers in Stages A or B of Identity Development. 

4) As individuals grow through Stage A to Stage C of their Identity Development 

they will experience a more negative campus climate. 
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Statistical Analysis 

The survey used in this study consisted of three parts, demographic questions, 

Stage Allocation Measure and Sexual Orientation Survey. The responses were then 

transferred to code sheets for data entry purposes. 

The data gathered in the study were analyzed using chi-square and Fisher's 

Exact Test for each of the hypotheses posited. 

Qualitative Analysis 

The qualitative data derived from comments and responses given by students in 

sections of the survey instrument were used to enhance the research. The survey 

included space for students to elaborate on their answers and to include comments. All 

35 respondents made comments. Comments were organized by the section in which 

they were located on the survey. They were collected from the demographics and 

questions 4, 8, 10, 13, 14, 15, and 16. After organizing the statements made by 

students, each section was explored for common themes. 
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Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

Characteristics of Respondents 

A total of 35 questionnaires were completed by respondents. Respondents were 

distributed over the stages of Identity Development as follows: Stage 1 (14%), Stage 2  

(6%), Stage 3 (6%), Stage 4 (20%), Stage 5 (3%), Stage 6 (51%). (Table 1) 

Table 1  

Distribution Between Identity Development Stages 

Identity Development Number of Participants 
Stage 1 5  
Stage 2 2  
Stage 3 2  
Stage 4 7  
Stage 5 1  

Stage 6 18  

Table 2 shows the number of respondents when the six stages of identity 

development are collapsed into the three new stages. 
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Table 2 

Stages of Identity Development 

Identity Development Number of Respondents 

Stage A 7 

Stage B 9 

Stage C 19 

The combined mean age in early Stage A (Stages 1 and 2) was 20 years, in 

middles Stage B (Stages 3 and 4) mean age was 27 years and the later Stage C (Stages 5 

and 6) mean age was 28 years. (Table 3) 

Table 3 

Mean Age for Combined Stages 

Identity Development Years 
Old 

Stage A (n=7) 20 
Stage B (n=9) 27 
Stage C (n=19) 28 

The majority of the respondents were Euro-Anglo (82%) with the remaining 

participants Native American (9%), Hispanic (9%) and International (3%). (Table 4) 
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Table 4 

Ethnicity of Participants 

Ethnicity Number of 
Respondents 

Euro-Anglo 28 
Hispanic 3 

International Student 1 

Native American 3 

Most respondents (80%) lived off campus, 3% lived in sororities and 17% lived in 

residence halls. (Table 5) 

Table 5 

Housing 

Identity Development Sorority Residence Hall Off-Campus 
Stage A 0 3 4 

n=7 
Stage B 0 0 9 

n=9 
Stage C 1 3 15 

n=19 

The participants reported that they had earned 0 to 200 credits and had been 

attending OSU for a minimum of one term to a maximum of 16 terms. Twenty-two 

respondents were undergraduate, 13 respondents were graduate students with a total of 

twenty-six academic majors reported (Appendix F). Participants reported grade point 

averages from 0.9 to 4.00, with a mean GPA of 3.33. 



38 

When asked what term respondents used to identify their sexual orientation 51% 

listed lesbian, 34% noted gay women, 31% listed bisexual, 17% responded dyke, 11% 

marked queer and 3% indicated homosexual. Eight respondents indicated more than one 

term. Of the eight who indicated more than one term when self identifying seven stated 

they were in Stage C of their identity development. 

Table 6  

Terms used When Identifying Self  

Identity Lesbian Gay Bisexua Dyke Queer Homosexual 
development Woman I 

Stage A 0 0 6 0 0 0 
n=7 

Stage B 4 3 2 1 0 0 
n=9 

Stage C 13 9 3 5 4 1 

n=19 

A number of respondents (66%) reported having no religious affiliation. All 

respondents in Stage A reported no religious affiliation with the first respondent to 

indicate a religious affiliation being in Stage B. Only 9 of the 35 respondents listed a 

religious affiliation. 

Identity Development and Campus Climate 

In Question 1, respondents were asked how important is was for them to feel 

comfortable disclosing their sexual orientation to other members of OSU's community. 



39 

Although it was not statistically significant (p = 1.0) 63% of the respondents said it was 

important (Table 7). 

Table 7 

Importance of Disclosing Sexual Orientation 

Identity Not Important Important 
Development Stage 

Stage A (n=7) 3 4 
Stage B (n=9) 3 6 
Stage C (n=19) 7 12 

Percentage 37% 63% 
p = 1.0 

When respondents were asked "how comfortable they actually felt disclosing their 

sexual orientation to people around them" 69% of respondents reported not being 

comfortable doing so. 

Table 8 

Comfortable Actually Disclosing Sexual Orientation 

Identity Not Comfortable 
Development Stage Comfortable 

Stage A (n=7) 5 2 
Stage B (n=9) 7 2 
Stage C (n=19) 12 2 

Percentage 69% 31% 
p = .885 
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Of the students in Stage A of their identity development, 100% indicated that 

they "occasionally" to "often" heard other OSU students, faculty or administrators make 

disparaging remarks about lesbian, gay or bisexual students. Also, 100% of the 

respondents in Stage B indicated they had heard negative comments as well. And 80% 

of students in Stage C of their identity development reported having heard negative 

comments regarding lesbian, gay and bisexual members at OSU. (Table 9) 

Table 9 

Heard Disparaging Remarks About Lesbian, Gay or Bisexual Individuals 

Identity Development Never Heard Occasionally or Often 
Stage Comments Heard Comments 

Stage A (n=7) 0 7 
Stage B (n=9) 0 9 
Stage C (n=19) 4 15 

Percentage 11% 89% 
p = .289 

When respondents were asked how often they feared for their safety while on 

OSU's campus, 49% stated that they never feared for their safety, while 51% said they 

occasionally or often feared for their safety. (Table 10) 
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Table 10  

Feared for Safety  

Identity Development Never Feared for Safety Occasionally or 
Stage Often Feared for 

Safety 
Stage A (n=7) 5 2 
Stage B (n=9) 3 6 
Stage C (n=19) 9 10 

Percentage 49% 51% 
p = .357 

It can be seen in Table 11 that a number of respondents (37%) have experienced 

verbal insults. Respondents also reported that they had experienced physical violence 

(11%), property damage (3%), or were sexually harassed or assaulted (9%) by members 

of 0 SU' s community. 

Table 11 

Negative Experiences at OSU 

Identity Verbal Insults Physical Property Sexually 
Development Violence Damage Assaulted or 

Stage Harassed 
Stage A (n=7) 3 0 0 1 

Stage B (n=9) 2 2 0 1 

Stage C (n=19) 8 2 1 1 

Percentage 37% 11% 3% 9% 
p = N/A 
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Respondent's written comments regarding their experiences at OSU revealed negative 

encounters occurred in a variety of settings and assumed many forms. The majority of 

the perpetrators were students, with most being male and often members of fraternities 

or religious organizations. The following comments were given: 

"Oxford House, winter term 96, unknown co-op housemate defaced my door 
telling me I was offensive and such. A disposable razor was put in my tub in the 
bathroom because I don't shave my legs. My laundry was tampered with . . . . I 
was verbally told gay people were 'gross', 'going to hell"mad, sick and wrong.' 
Bible passages concerning homosexuality were read to me . . . . " 

"Often in my classes . . . . guys will whisper 'dyke' under their breath 
get yelled at on the street 'are you a girl or a boy?' or something like that." 
"walking by fraternities on 26th and on 14th streets I have received verbal 
insults and threats of violence (1994 & 1995) I have been called 'bull dyke' 
twice." 

"On several occasions I have been verbally insulted and sexually harassed by an 
OSU student. . . . all cases involved either a member of a fraternity or of a 
Christian group." 

"I overheard students behind me in class talking about Queer History Month, 
they were saying how disgusted they were about events advertised in the 
Barometer . . . .some people in my house noticed a couple of letters in my 
mailbox with triangles and rainbow stickers on them and I found them in the 
recycling bin below our mailboxes sort of tampered with, but not all the way 
opened ." 

"In a few classes there was a student who made very disparaging comments in 
my presence, knowing full well I was a lesbian." 

People need not directly experience harassment or unequal treatment personally to be 

affected or threatened by it. When asked if they knew of someone who had been a 

victim, half of the respondents (51%) knew of at least one lesbian, gay or bisexual 

person who had been a victim of violence, verbal insults, harassment or other threats 

because of their sexual orientation. (Table 12) 
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Table 12  

Know of Someone Who has been a Victim  

Identity Development Did Not Know of Anyone Know of at least 1 or 
Stage more Persons 

Stage A (n=7) 4 3 

Stage B (n=9) 3 6 
Stage C (n=19) 10 9 

Percentage 49% 51% 
p = .657 

None of the respondents in Stage A of their identity development reported 

modifying their behavior, whereas 45% of the respondents in Stage B and 47% of the 

respondents in Stage C reported modifying their behavior (Table 13). The respondents 

noted that they often altered their dress, behavior, or language, and frequently avoided 

certain areas. The following comments were offered by participants: 

"I have dressed more feminine, altered body language, acted heterosexual in 
ways	 with my language (i.e., he's cute)." 

"I won't wear gay apparel (buttons, T-shirts, etc. that indicate that I'm a lesbian) 
be extra conservative in certain classes (range, agriculture, and forestry) by 
wearing a bra and dressing like a girl." 

"[I] avoid areas; fraternities, Greek, etc. dress straight."  

"[I] don't walk through campus holding my partner's hand."  

"[I] don't discuss with fellow students details of what I might have done over the  
weekend or what I am interested in." 
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Table 13  

Modified Behavior  

Identity Development Did Not Modify Behavior Modified Behavior 
Stage 

Stage A (n=7) 100% 0 
Stage B (n=9) 55% 45% 
Stage C (n=19) 53% 47% 

p = .072 

One quarter (25%) of the respondents reported experiencing some form of 

unequal treatment or harassment but only 5% reported the incidents to the appropriate 

authority. Reasons for not reporting the incidents were fear of exposure, weren't sure 

anything would be done, waste of time, fear of further negative treatment, too minor to 

report, didn't feel threatened or it was resolved naturally in class. The following are 

direct comments that the respondents made: 

"I didn't want to file a report about sexual orientation when I wasn't even sure 
what mine was." 

"I don't know that OSU will really do anything anyway."  

"I know our university does nothing to protect the rights of women . . . it is a  
shame that our university doesn't take these matters seriously."  

"[I] Don't think . . . they would do anything . . . ." 

The two respondents (5%) who did report gave the following comments: 

"It was made a part of a statistic, but no action was taken." 

"My position on campus requires me to report the instances involving other 
students . . . . I do not believe the reports are investigated or given serious 
consideration." 
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When the respondents were asked to give an opinion as to the possibility that a 

lesbian, gay or bisexual person at OSU would experience harassment, threats, violence 

or physical attacks, 94% said it was likely to happen. Also, 91% of the participants felt 

it was likely that a lesbian, gay or bisexual individual at OSU would be the target of 

discrimination or unfair treatment (Table 14). 

Table 14 

Possibility for Harassment, Threats of Violence or Physical Attacks 

Identity Development Stage Not Likely Likely 
Stage A (n=7) 1 6  

Stage B (n=9) 0 9  

Stage C (n=19) 1 18  

Percentage 6% 94%  
p = .425  

Table 15 

Possibility of Discrimination or Unequal Treatment 

Identity Development Stage Not Likely Likely 
Stage A (n=7) 1 6  

Stage B (n=9) 0 9  

Stage C (n=19) 2 17  

Percentage 9% 91%  
p = .765  

When asked about negative classroom experiences 29% of the respondents in 

Stage A, 22% of the students in Stage B and 26% of the respondents in Stage C reported 
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hearing disparaging comments, inappropriate jokes and misinformation regarding 

lesbians, gays or bisexuals. 

Table 16 

Negative Classroom Experiences 

Identity Development Experienced Have not 
Stage Experienced 

Stage A (n=7) 2 5 

Stage B (n=9) 2 7 
Stage C (n=19) 5 14 

Percentage 26% 74% 
p = 1.0 

Perceived versus Actual Campus Experiences 

Participants were asked about the possibility of harassment, unequal treatment, 

or threats of violence toward lesbian, gay or bisexual individuals by other OSU campus 

members. Many respondents noted that there was a possibility of lesbian, gay or 

bisexual individuals experiencing such negative behavior. However, far fewer 

respondents reported actual negative experiences from the same members of OSU's 

campus that they had perceived would victimize lesbian, gay or bisexual individuals. 

(Table 17) 
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Table 17 

Possible Compared with Actual Harassment or Unequal Treatment 
from OSU Community Members 

The numerator indicates the possibility of harassment or unequal treatment whereas the denominator represents the 
actual number of times harassment or unequal treatment happened (e.g. 57% reported that experiencing negative 
behavior from undergraduate student was possible, while only 17% had actually experienced negative behavior from 
undergraduate students.) p = N/A 

Stage A Stage B Stage C Percentage 
Undergraduate 4/ 1 7/ 0 9/ 5 57 / 17 
University Staff 3 / 2 7 / 2 5 / 1 42 / 14 

Faculty 1 / 1 3/ 0 10 / 1 40 / 5  
Grad/Prof. Student 2/ 1 4/ 0 6/ 1 34 / 5  

Administrator 2/ 1 2/ 1 4/ 0 23 / 5  
Job Supervisor @ OSU 1 / 2 1 / 0 6 / 0 23 / 2  

Sororities 1/ 1 3/ 0 3/ 2 20 / 8  
Roommate 3 / 0 3 / 0 1 /2 20 / 2  

Dixon 1 / 1 1 / 0 4 / 2 17 / 8  
Admissions Office 3/ 2 0/ 0 2/ 0 14 / 5  

Dept. Chair 1/ 1 1/ 0 3/ 0 14 / 2  
Res. Hall Staff 1 / 1 1 / 1 1 / 1 8 / 8  

GTA Supervisor 2/ 1 0/ 0 1/ 0 8/ 2  
Health Care Provider 1/ 1 1/ 0 1/ 0 8/ 2  

Respondents were asked to state who the perpetrator of harassment or unequal 

treatment was when they marked a "yes" answer. They noted faculty members from 

Animal Science, Athletics, Business, Engineering, Exercise & Sports Science, Fisheries 

& Wildlife, Forestry, Human Development and Family Studies (HDFS), Liberal Studies 

and the ROTC. The respondents noted Administrators from the Athletics Department, 

HDFS, Liberal Studies and ROTC as well as the President of the University and a 

supervisor at a Cultural Center (name of center was not given). Sororities were also 

mentioned, two students said "All sororities" while other students said Alpha Chi 
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Omega, Alpha Delta Pi, Delta Gamma and Kappa Gamma. Residential Hall Staff was 

also mentioned, i.e., Azalea House, Callahan, and Oxford house. Respondents also 

offered comments as follows: 

"They don't know - I hide from those I fear." 

"Frat boys tried to run over me with a truck when my head was shaved." 

"I haven't told any of these people, except the health care providers and they 
were OK." 

Questions 2, 11 and 12 asked participants their perception of possible negative 

behavior from members of OSU's campus community. These questions were then 

correlated with student's actual negative campus experiences. 

Question 2 asked participants their level of comfort of disclosing their sexual 

orientation to members of OSU's campus community; 69% reported they were not 

comfortable doing so. When this variable was correlated with actual experiences (as 

noted in Table 11) there was no statistical significance between the level of comfort 

disclosing sexual orientation to others and hearing disparaging remarks, fearing for 

one's safety, knowing others who have had negative campus experiences, modifying 

one's behavior, or negative classroom experiences. 
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Table 18 

Relationship between Comfort of Disclosing Sexual Orientation 
and other variables 

1 Identity Heard Feared Know Modified Negative 
Development Negative for of Behavior Classroom 

Comfort Remarks Safety Someone Experience 
Disclosing 

Sexual 
Orientation Table 9 Table 10 Table 12 Table 13 Table 16 
to Other's Stage A p= N/A p= 1.0 p= 1.0 p= N/A p= 1.0 
at OSU (n=7) 

Stage B p= N/A p= .5 p= .5 p= 1.0 p= 1.0 
Table 8	 (n=9) 

Stage C p= .530 p= .628 p= .303 p= .628 p= .570 
(n=19) 

Although three "p" factors are nonexistent and five are p=1.0 responses given by 

participants in Stage C may begin to expose a potential relationship between variables. 

Even though there is no statistical significance, participants in Stage C know of 

someone who has experienced negative treatment at OSU and they are not comfortable 

disclosing their sexual orientation to members of OSU's community (p= .303). 

Question 11 asked participants for their opinion of the chance that lesbian, gay 

or bisexual persons on OSU's campus might be a target of harassment, threats of 

violence, or physical attacks; 94% of the participants felt a lesbian, gay or bisexual 

person was likely to be a target. When this variable was correlated with five variables 

of actual experiences, statistical significance was not established. 
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Table 19 

Relationship between  
Target of Harassment, Threats of Violence, or Physical Attacks  

and other variables  

(
Possibility 

of 
Harassment 
Threats of 

Violence or 
Physical 
Attacks 

Table 14 

Identity 
Development 

Stage A 
(n=7) 
Stage B 
(n=9) 
Stage C 

Heard Feared Know Modified 
Negative for of Behavior 
Remarks Safety Someone 

Table 9 Table 10 Table 12 Table 13 
p= N/A p= 1.0 p= 1.0 p= N/A 

p= N/A p= N/A p= N/A p= N/A 

p= 1.0 p= .474 p= 1.0 p= 1.0 

Negative  
Classroom  
Experience  

Table 16 
p= 1.0 

p= N/A 

p= 1.0 
I (n=19) 

In Stage C, participants thought is was possible (94%) (Table 15) that a lesbian, gay or 

bisexual person would experience harassment, threats of violence or physical attacks 

and 51% (Table 11) occasionally feared for their safety while at OSU (p= .474). 

Question 12 asked participants their opinion of a lesbian, gay or bisexual 

individual being a victim of discrimination or unfair treatment; 91% said it was likely. 

When this variable was compared to variables of actual experiences, no statistical 

significance was noted. 
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Table 20 

Relationship between Possible Discrimination or Unequal Treatment 
and other variables 

j Identity Heard Feared Know of Modified Negative 
Development Negative for Someone Behavior Classroom 

Remarks Safety ExperiencePossibility  
of  

Discrimin-
ation or  
Unequal	 Table 9 Table 10 Table 12 Table 13 Table 16 

Treatment	 Stage A p= N/A p= 1.0 p= 1.0 p= N/A p= 1.0  
(n=7)  
Stage B p= N/A p= N/A p= N/A p= N/A p= N/A  

Table 15 (n=9)  
Stage C p= 1.0 p= 1.0 p= 1.0 p= .474 p= 1.0  

1 (n=19)  

The "p" factors for the most part do not indicate or support a relationship 

between variables. However, participants in Stage C (Table 16, 91%) thought it was 

possible that lesbian, gay or bisexual individuals at OSU would experience 

discrimination or unequal treatment and 37% modified their behavior while on campus. 

Although p = .474 is too large to indicate statistical significance, yet, when compared 

with the "p" factor of the variable "Modified Behavior" (Table 14, p= .07) there does 

appear to be a trend toward significance developing. 

Qualitative Analysis 

This qualitative analysis describes the dynamic experiences of the participants 

and supports and enhances the quantitative analysis. The qualitative analysis resulted 
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from written comments that participants included on the survey. Respondents were 

asked to describe and explain answers to specific questions. The majority of the 

comments were found in four areas: modification of their behavior; classroom 

experiences; improve, change or add policies, procedures and services; general 

comments. 

Three main themes emerged from the anecdotal remarks: 

Harassment and unequal treatment takes many forms (student and instructor 
remarks, and through omission of information by students and instructors). 
Harassment and unequal treatment are wide spread on campus (in classrooms, 
student government, sororities, fraternities as well as the school paper). 
Harassment and unequal treatment need to be eliminated from campus through 
change (suggestions for types of change and who is responsible). 

Students 

Over and over again, participants reported that the majority of the disparaging 

remarks, harassment and discrimination originates from other students. Most often 

these negative behaviors are expressed by male students and occasionally students 

affiliated with fraternities or religious student organizations. 

Several participants who experienced these negative attacks felt that the 

perpetrator didn't know for sure if the participant was lesbian. One respondent 

reported: 

"Riding my bike near the fraternities I have been called "dyke" and other names by 
men in the yards (for no apparent reason). I would consider this sexual 

harassment when it's directed at a stranger (women) in such a menacing way. 
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Another commented:  

"On several occasions, I have been verbally insulted and sexually harassed by OSU  
students who assumed I was a lesbian based on my feminist activities. All cases  
involved either a member of a fraternity or a member of a Christian group."  

and still another respondent gave this example:  

"By affiliation with feminist organizations, people tend to assume you "must be" 1  
lesbian. Usually remarks have been made by men such as football fans at our 

demonstration outside the civil war game." 

Respondents reported that others make disparaging remarks knowing that the 

individual is a lesbian. Often the remarks are passive in the way they are presented. For 

example:  

"I just overheard students behind me in class once talking about Queer History Month,  
they were saying how disgusted they were...."  

"There was a student who made very disparaging comments in my presence, knowing 
full well I was lesbian."  

"Lots of cowboys mostly making snide comments, just loud enough for everyone to  
kind of hear."  

"In my class . . . . guys will whisper dyke under their breath." 

Although students were far more likely to be cited as being the offenders, 

several respondents noted that instructors were sometimes involved as well. 

Instructors 

Instructors set the tone for their classes. The classroom climate is set by 

inclusion or exclusion of information; by how instructors respond to students' remarks 

or by how they react in conjunction with student comments. Instructors can assist with 

developing a negative or positive reaction to information regarding lesbian, gay or 
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bisexual individuals. How instructors respond to students when they react to 

information in non affirmative ways can be seen by lesbian and gay students as a 

reflection of the instructor's own biases. 

"Sometimes when an instructor mentions homosexuals it triggers comments from 
students such as derogatory remarks or insults to homosexuals." 

"In animal science course we study a lot of reproduction, behavior and hormones, etc. 
In many domestic animals, homosexual behavior is common and mentioned by the 
instructor this is always the time students snicker and the instructor grins.". 

"In poetry class the professor read poems about someone who was in love with a man.  
He said, "the writer of the those poems is obviously a woman but could be a man."  
When he said this some of the people laughed . . . "  
"I've heard psychology professors say that two opposite sex partners are best for  
children."  

"I get uncomfortable when professors give mis-information about homosexuals, if I  
correct him/her then I would be identifying myself. But the class ends up believing the  
mis-information if I don't. A specific incident was a professor confusing gender  
identity with sexual orientation."  

These types of comments were reported from different respondents and indicate that the 

situation is widespread in several academic areas. 

Unequal Treatment through Omission 

There are different forms of discrimination and unequal treatment. Some 

examples of overt forms of discrimination or unequal treatment by students and 

instructors are inappropriate comments and laughing. Another is a more covert form 

that is defined by leaving out or omitting homosexuality from a topic. Participants also 

reported experiencing this type of discrimination and unequal treatment. 
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"It is uncomfortable to only focus on heterosexual issues - it's not that I feel fearful, it's 
that homosexual experience is ignored or discounted and thus rendered invisible and 
unimportant." 

"So many times it is impossible to describe. In my department the inclusion of 
homosexuality in discussions should be included in all phases of human development 
and family studies. It was raised, but primarily by me. I felt like I did very important 
awareness work. . . . but also think it may have harmed my progress in other ways." 

"In non-verbal communications class, they discussed straight relationships, but not 
gay/lesbian ones." 

"[It was left out of a] history class [when we were] discussing FDR and Walt 
Whitman." 

"Many times when people are speaking of society's problems with race they don't 
mention the problem with homophobia and other classes, such as some sociology and 
psychology instructors leave the subject out completely when it could be pertinent to a 
lecture." 

These comments again indicate that the problem is not an isolated one. The respondents 

who reported these incidents are not the same ones who offered comments in other 

areas. In fact, only two of the comments offered in the sections "Students," 

"Instructors," and this section are from the same person; all other comments offered are 

from different respondents. 

Widespread throughout Campus 

The problems reported by participants do not occur in isolated locations on 

campus but appear to be prevalent across campus. Negative experiences have been 

reported at sporting events, in sororities and classrooms, and in comments in the 

Barometer. Disparaging comments are the most frequently experienced and reported by 

the respondents. 
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"Coming out is something I fear because of the Greeks' homophobia." 

"I avoid certain locations and don't talk to people I intuitively feel are anti-gay . . . I am 
cautious on campus . . . OSU is not safe for women whether gay or straight." 

"[I was] verbally harassed by students through numerous letters to the editor in the 
Barometer." 

"I overheard students behind me in class talking about Queer History Month, they were 
saying how disgusted they were about events being advertised." 

"Some people in my house noticed a couple letters in my mailbox with triangles and 
rainbow stickers on them and I later found them in the recycling bin . . . sort of 
tampered with." 

"There is an "air" of homophobia in the athletic department." 

"This university is full of harassment and unfair treatment towards lesbians, gay men 
and women. This could be clearly seen last term when the undergraduate student senate 
met to vote on the approval of task force coordinators. Many members voted against 
the women's affairs task force and after the initial vote, LGBA did not pass. Further 
discrimination can be seen daily in the activities and statements of the ROTC and many 
student religious groups, particularly the Campus Crusade for Christ. During the 'take 
back the night walk' we passed a group of sorority women who made comments such as 
`here come the lesbian dykes.'" 

These are just a few of the comments cited by respondents. These examples support the 

concern for safety noted elsewhere in this report. They also indicate the extent of the 

harassment lesbian students encounter while participating in activities and classes on 

campus. 

Making Changes 

The majority of respondents had ideas and suggestions about how to improve 

the campus climate at OSU. For the most part, the comments offered were general in 

nature and did not make specific suggestions or recommendations. Furthermore, the 
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diversity of comments and suggestions were only limited by the number of participants. 

Suggestions included creating a "safe zone," to programs for retention, increased 

visibility of the President's Commission on Hate Related Activities, better education 

and training for residence hall staff, and making the OSU community a safe place for 

women faculty to come out. Along with suggestions for change, respondents felt the 

administration of OSU was responsible for taking the lead by setting positive examples 

and making change happen. 

"Whew! how about administration walking their talk and shaking a few "gay" hands, 
participating in events, etc. The new President and Vice Provost are (seemingly) good 
about it, but [it is] too early to tell." 

"More lectures, seminars and classes that teach people that it is okay if you are 
homosexual or heterosexual." 

"The university needs to take a more active verbal role in defending the rights of 
lesbians. In incidents such as verbal harassment during queer pride week, the university 
did not acknowledge or act on . . . attacks." 

"I just feel the administration in general is trying to hide the fact that there are 
homosexuals on campus . . . if they focused more on helping and supporting us, and 
letting us educate others it might be an improvement." 

"More administrator involvement in campus/community activities/advocacy with 
respect to this issue." 

"More visible support by administration and staff before an incident occurs, they only 
react." 

"All instructor and staff [should] go through a mandatory discriminatory type workshop. 
Just knowing that has been done and they've at least been exposed to tolerance would 
help." 

"Not tolerate homophobia in the Greek system, provide administrative information that 
OSU really does not discriminate against students for sexual orientation (ROTC, etc.)." 

"Require all student government participants to sign a pledge to represent all students, 
not just straight, white religious ones." 
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Summary 

While the results of the quantitative and qualitative analysis were not significant, 

there does appear to be evidence that discrimination, unequal treatment and harassment 

for lesbian students does exist at OSU. Many of the answers and comments given by 

respondents support this. Furthermore, the respondents report similar experiences 

whether they are in Stage A, Stage B or Stage C of their identity development. With 

these results, it is evident that individuals in Stage A, who are usually not "out" to 

anyone, still find themselves exposed to negative experiences and disparaging remarks. 

The effect of living and participating in this type of environment may contribute to low 

self-esteem, poor grades, lack of involvement in campus activities, isolation, and low 

retention. Furthermore, this environment may keep the individual from developing and 

moving on to other stages of identity development. 
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Chapter 5 

DISCUSSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the results noted in the previous 

chapter. This chapter will also focus on the results as subjected to the four revised 

hypotheses noted in chapter three. The attitudes in the Oregon State University (OSU) 

campus community as experienced by lesbian students will be compared and contrasted 

with studies on other campuses that have asked similar questions of lesbian, gay or 

bisexual individuals. And finally, the limitations of the study as well as implications for 

future research will also be presented. 

Hypotheses 

The findings suggest that many of the lesbian student participants live in fear 

and conceal their identity from the majority of members in the campus community. The 

results further show that although actual experiences of violence are infrequent at OSU 

the respondents experience other types of negative behavior such as discrimination, 

harassment, disparaging comments, damage to personal property, and sexual 

harassment. Furthermore, all respondents perceive such threats as real possibilities even 

if they have not experienced them. 

Hypotheses 1: Individuals in Stage A of Identity development will experience a 

less negative campus than their peers in Stages B and C. 



60 

The Fisher's exact two-tail test did not support a significant difference of 

experiences for individuals in Stage A compared to individuals in Stages B and C. 

These results tend to show the seven lesbian students in Stage A had experiences at 

OSU similar to their nine peers in Stages B and their 19 peers in Stage C (Tables 10, 11, 

12 and 13). 

Hypothesis 2: Individuals in Stage B of their identity development will 

experience more negative campus climate than individuals in Stage A and a less 

negative campus climate than individuals in Stage C. 

No significant difference between stages was noted using the Fisher exact two-

tail test (Tables 9, 10, 11 and 12). This would indicate that individuals in Stage B had 

experiences similar to their peers in Stages A and C. 

Hypothesis 3: Individuals in Stage C of their identity development will 

experience a more negative campus climate than their peers in Stages A or B. 

No significant difference between stages was noted using the Fisher exact two-

tail test (Tables 9, 10, 11 and 12). This indicates that individuals in Stage C of their 

identity development had experiences similar to their peers in Stages A and B. 

Hypothesis 4: As individuals grow through stage A to Stage C of their identity 

development they will experience a more negative campus climate. 

Using the Fisher exact two-tail test no significant differences was found (Tables 

9, 10, 11 and 12) which indicates individuals suffer from negative campus climate, real 

or perceived, at OSU regardless of where they are in their identity development. 
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Discussion 

These results indicate that regardless of level of identity development 

individuals are exposed to and experience negative campus climate. Studies based on 

the use of Herks' instrument such as Cavin, 1987; D'Augelli, 1987; Hardesty and 

Sherrill, 1994; Herek, 1986; Emory Lesbian and Gay Organization, 1987; and Task 

Force for Lesbian and Gay Concerns (TFLGC), 1990 support that lesbians, gays and 

bisexuals across the nation have had similar negative experiences on their campuses. 

(Table 21) 

Table 21 

Comparison of Studies which used  
Herek's Sexual Orientation Survey  

OSU Emory Pennsylvania Rutgers Yale 
1997 1987 State 1987 1986 

1987 

Total Sample 35 * 51 132 118 166 

Verbal Insults 37% 67% 72% 55% 65% 

Threatened 
w/ physical 11% 22% 25% 16% 25% 
violence 
Sexually 9% 12% 15% 8% 12% 
Harassed 

* Only lesbian students participated in this study, at all other institutions noted 
lesbian, gay and bisexual students participated. 
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Hardesty and Sherrill (1994) received 1,464 completed surveys from lesbian, 

gay and bisexual students at 189 colleges and universities nationwide stating they had 

experienced negative treatment at their schools . Their study indicates that the incidents 

of victimization which lesbian, gay and bisexual students experience at institutions of 

higher education is quite large. They note that 40% of the respondents who participated 

in their study do not feel safe on their campus. The study completed by the Task Force 

on Lesbian and Gay Concerns (1990) at the University of Oregon (U of 0) had similar 

fmdings in that over one half of the students responding stated they had been harassed 

or threatened on campus. Specifically, 69% of the lesbian students in the U of 0 (1990) 

study reported feeling concern for their safety while on campus. These fmdings support 

the present study, which notes that 52% of the respondents reported they do not feel safe 

at OSU. 

In the qualitative study completed by Rhoads (1995) similar results were noted 

by the 40 respondents. Rhoads (1995) notes that all 40 participants in his study had 

experienced harassment and/or verbal insults and several had experienced physical 

assaults. Also, several participants commented on feeling unsafe while others noted 

feeling marginalized in classroom settings 

The classroom was another area where OSU participants reported experiencing 

negative behavior. Negative classroom climate was experienced by 26% of the 

participants in this study. Several studies support these findings (Church and DeSurra, 

1994; Rhoads, 1995; and Task Force on Lesbian and Gay Concerns (TFLGC), 1990). A 

number of respondents in Rhoads' (1995) study reported incidents where lesbian, gay or 

bisexual people were excluded from class discussion or marginalized by negative 
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comments. Respondents in the TFLGC (1990) study reported often hearing disparaging 

remarks in the classroom. And Church and DeSurra (1994) reported that lesbian, gay 

and bisexual students learn from the curriculum, teacher and student comments to be 

ashamed of their identity. 

Individuals in the OSU study, in all stages of identity development indicate 

having had similar negative experiences (Tables 17, 18, and 19), although the data are 

not statistically significant. An important finding is that while the majority (94%) of the 

respondents perceive or believe the possibility of harassment, discrimination and 

negative experience is extremely likely (Table 14 and 15) very few have had negative 

experiences. However, the findings again are not statistically significant. 

The modification of behavior can be understood when individuals are faced with 

such extreme possibilities of persecution. Herek's (1986) study reported that 39% of the 

respondents modified their behavior to avoid persecution of some sort. In the TFLGC 

(1990) study, 69% of the respondents reported altering their behavior. Respondents 

from the two previous studies (Herek, 1986; TFLGC, 1990 and this study) reported 

they acted heterosexually by altering their dress, behavior, or language to avoid 

persecution. Furthermore, many lesbian, gay or bisexual individuals avoided specific 

locations or situations where harassment seemed to them to be likely, such as parties, 

fraternities and/or sororities. This supports the findings in this study where 45% of 

those students in Stage B and 47% of the students in Stage C of their identity 

development stated they modified their behavior to avoid persecution. 

Although one quarter of participants reported some form of negative behavior, 

the majority (95%) did not report such behavior to the appropriate authorities. Herek 
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(1993) noted that 90% of the violence and/or harassment experienced by participants in 

the Yale study was not reported to the proper authority. Similarly TFLGC (1990) notes 

that although a substantial number of respondents had experienced violence, threats and 

harassment, very few of these incidents were reported. Cavin (1987) stated that 88% 

did not report and D'Augelli (1987) noted that 93% did not report incidents of violence, 

harassment or other negative experiences. 

Summary 

Responses from lesbian students at OSU indicate their negative campus 

experiences are not anomalies. Negative experiences of physical violence, hearing 

disparaging comments and fearing for their safety, are common to the lesbian, gay and 

bisexual student population nationwide (Hardesty and Sherrill, 1994; Herek, 1986; 

Emory Lesbian and Gay Organization, 1987; and Task Force for Lesbian and Gay 

Concerns (TFLGC), 1990). Furthermore, most respondents did not report their negative 

experiences to the appropriated campus administration. Such behavior, may indicate 

that these students are suspicious of the system of higher education with which they are 

affiliated. 

Respondents in this study reported that they do not trust the system to respond or 

support them. Furthermore, they believe by reporting negative incidents they may 

expose themselves to additional harassment. Students who participated in this study 

also indicate that the system is not designed to assist them with the complex issues of 

coming out. In this study the majority (63%) of respondents felt it was important to 
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disclose their sexual orientation to others, however, 69% did not feel comfortable in 

doing so. At OSU as well as at other institutions of higher education the lesbian, gay 

and bisexual populations reported they do not feel safe or supported (Hardesty and 

Sherrill, 1994; Herek, 1986; Emory Lesbian and Gay Organization, 1987; and Task 

Force for Lesbian and Gay Concerns (TFLGC), 1990). It is no wonder than, that many 

lesbian, gay and bisexual students voluntarily silence themselves by modifying their 

behavior as learned in this study and reported in other studies (Cavin, 1987; D'Augelli, 

1987; Hardesty and Sherrill, 1994; Herek, 1986; Emory Lesbian and Gay Organization, 

1987; and Task Force for Lesbian and Gay Concerns (TFLGC), 1990). 

As noted by many of the researchers (Brown, 1989; Cass, 1979; Church and 

DeSurra, 1994; Coleman, 1981-82; D'Augelli, 1992, DeLois, 1983; Morrow, 1993; 

Rhoads, 1995; Schlossberg, 1989 and Sophie, 1987) who are concerned with identity 

development "coming out" is an intricate and important part of a healthy identity. 

Individuals who do not feel safe to come out may be stuck in a state of limbo, feeling 

isolated, alone and depressed (Brown, 1989; Church and DeSurra, 1994; Coleman, 

1981-82; D'Augelli, 1992, DeLois, 1983; Morrow, 1993; Rhoads, 1995; Schlossberg, 

1989 and Sophie, 1987). This state of limbo contributes to low self esteem, lack of self 

confidence and marginality. Marginalized individuals are less likely to succeed at their 

academic studies which may eventually lead to them dropping out of college 

(Schlossberg, 1989). The evidence (Cavin, 1987; D'Augelli, 1987; Hardesty and 

Sherrill, 1994; Herek, 1986; Emory Lesbian and Gay Organization, 1987; Task Force 

for Lesbian and Gay Concerns (TFLGC), 1990, and this study) suggests and supports 

the concept that lesbian, gay and bisexual students feel marginalized. The fear of being 
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victims keeps lesbian, gay and bisexual students alone and isolated (Brown, 1989; 

Fassinger, 1990; Morrow, 1993). Mack (1986) notes homonegativism in others affects 

the coming out process by negatively influencing one's ability to disclose. Rhoads 

(1995) states that although coming out affords individuals a sense of freedom and 

belonging it also makes one more vulnerable for negative experiences and attacks. 

Whereas D'Augelli (1992) states that supportive experiences are critical to a healthy 

identity development, the research shows that few if any lesbian, gay or bisexual 

students encounter such positive experiences (Cavin, 1987; D'Augelli, 1987; Emory 

Lesbian and Gay Organization, 1987; Hardesty and Sherrill, 1994; Herek, 1993; 

Reynolds, 1989; Task Force on Lesbian and Gay Concerns, 1990; Yeskel, 1991). 

Church and DeSura (1994) support such findings by stating when lesbian, gay or 

bisexual individuals experience negative remarks and attitudes they tend not to come 

out. Researchers (Fassinger, 1991; McDonald and Menton, 1983-84; Rhoads, 1995) 

state that coming out brings with it a sense of pride but being visible also leads to being 

vulnerable, victimized and rejected. 

The major foundation for this research has been developed over an eleven year 

span, starting with Herek's study at Yale in 1986 up to the present study in 1997. 

Although the body of knowledge continues to grow, the results are sadly similar to 

what was found at the Yale study in 1986. The question then is "has the campus climate 

changed for lesbian, gay or bisexual students?" In one regard there are more data 

available, and lesbian gay and bisexual individuals have acquired a larger voice and 
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platform to be heard and get their needs met. At the same time, these individuals are 

still living in fear of violence and victimization at OSU as well as on other campuses 

across the nation. 

Limitations of this Study 

The largest and most concerning limitation of this study was the at-risk nature of 

the lesbian students at OSU. This factor made it difficult to recruit participants, use 

statistical analysis, and have adequate distribution of representation in stages of identity 

development. The majority (80%) of the individuals who volunteered to participate 

were in the later stages of identity development. Eighty percent were at least out to 

some members of the OSU community and 54% were openly out. The sample size 

(n=35) was directly related to the at risk nature of the population in question. Although 

35 respondents was considered a solid and large number based on their at-risk nature, 

the number was too low to provide accurate statistical analysis. This small number also 

affected the distribution of participants in the stages of identity development. 

Recommendations 

This study was designed to accomplish three objectives: first was to add to the 

body of knowledge regarding homosexual identity development. Second, was to add to 

the body of knowledge regarding campus climate. And third was to explore the campus 

community and identity development from the perspective and experiences of lesbians 

only. Many previous studies (Brown, 1989; Cavin, 1987; Church and DeSurra, 1994; 
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Coleman, 1981-82; D'Augelli, 1987; De Lois, 1983; Emory Lesbian and Gay 

Organization, 1987; Hardesty and Sherrill, 1994; Herek, 1993; Morrow, 1993; 

Reynolds, 1989; Rhoads, 1995; Schlossberg, 1989; Sophie, 1987; Task Force on 

Lesbian and Gay Concerns, 1990; and Yeskel, 1991) included lesbian, gay and bisexual 

participants as if their development and experiences are the same. Further research 

could elaborate on the objectives noted above. For instance: 

1) A study that includes gay men would do several things: it would increase the 

number of participants; it could possibly increase the distribution of individuals in 

stages of identity development; and a comparison could be done to explore similarities 

or differences in campus experiences between lesbians and gay men. 

2) A study that includes lesbian faculty and administrators at OSU could also detect 

useful information. This approach was used by Herek (1986) and TFLGC (1990). The 

data could be explored from a faculty perspective, such as, job security, promotion, and 

partner benefits, allowing for a broader examination of OSU's campus community. 

3) A study that compares campus climate from the perspective and experience of both 

heterosexual women students' and lesbian students' could be done. This would explore 

whether experiences are a result of issues typically face by women or are the isolated 

lesbian issues (e.g., sexual harassment, or unequal treatment). 

Conclusion 

This study does not show OSU's campus climate in a positive light in relation to 

lesbian students. As reported by the participants, whether actual or perceived, the 
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campus is viewed as negative, unsupportive and unsafe. A number of suggestions were 

made by participants on ways to improve the climate at OSU, i. e., create a "safe zone," 

develop programs for retention, increase visibility of the President's Commission on 

Hate Related Activities, better education and training for residence hall staff, and make 

the OSU community a safe place for women faculty to come out. Overwhelmingly, the 

respondents feel it is the responsibility of the administration at OSU to set the example, 

develop programs and policies, and display a zero tolerance on discrimination, 

harassment or violence toward members of OSU's lesbian, gay and bisexual 

community. 
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APPENDIX A  

APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF THE OSU INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB)  
FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 

Principal Investigator Dr. Jo Anne Trow 

Department Education	 Phone 541/752-5395 

Project Title: Does Lesbian Identity Development Affect College Women's Experiences on 
OSU's Campus Environment? 

Type of Project:	 X Student Project or Thesis* 
Student's Name Betty Jean (Bee Jai) Repp Phone 503/361-8782 
Student's Mailing Address 1150 Oxford SE, Salem, OR 97302 

Type of Review Requested: _Exempt _Expedited )CX Full 
Board 

1. A brief description (one paragraph) of the significance of this project in lay terms. 

Incidents on OSU's campus over the past years, i.e., lesbians picketing the OSU Women's 
Center in 1992, as well as the attack on the LGBA tent during Gay Pride week in 1994, indicate 
that there is a current of harassment and discrimination on OSU's Campus. Furthermore, 
research that was done by Hardesty and Sherrill in 1994 showed that 1/3 of the OSU lesbian, 
gay and bisexual students who participated in their study would have gone to another 
institution had they been aware of OSU's campus climate toward lesbians and gays. There has 
been little research done that views the campus climate through the eyes and experiences of 
lesbian students or explores the relationship between identity development and campus climate. 
This research will attempt to examine these two variables. 

2. A brief description of the methods and procedures to be used during this research project. 

A survey has been developed using two instruments which were developed and used by other 
researchers. 

a) Herek's (1986) Yale's Sexual Orientation Survey 
b) Cass's (1984) Stage Allocation Measure 
c) Demographic section 

To protect the identity of the participants, the survey will be available at the OSU's Women's 
Center. Participants will be solicited by word of mouth, and through residence halls, sororities, 
the LGBA organization, Women's Studies classes and the LGBA conference held at OSU in 
February 1997. At each location personal contact will be made to request permission to address 
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student's involved in these organizations or classrooms. During a presentation at the 
organization or class each person present will receive a handout that lists my name and phone 
number, and the time and place they may come to complete the survey instrument (see 
Appendix C). Each participant will be awarded $5.00 after they complete the survey. 

3. A description of the benefits (if any) and/or risks to the subjects involved in this research. 

I feel that there will be two benefits for the participants. First, each participant will receive 
$5.00 for completing the survey. Second, they will have an anonymous way to voice their 
experiences and opinions regarding OSU's campus. The main risk for these individuals is to be 
affiliated with this at risk population which has historically been victimized and harassed 
because they are perceived or identified as a lesbian. 

I will handle the distribution of surveys to reduce the number of individuals with whom 
participants will interact. Students may either participate in person or request a survey via my 
email address or by telephone. The incentives will be given to participants at the time they 
return a completed survey. For individuals that request a mailed survey the incentive will be 
sent with the survey. 

4. A description of the subject population, including number of subjects, subject 
characteristics, and methods of selection. Include any advertising, if used, to solicit subjects. 
Justification is required if the subject population is restricted to one gender or ethnic group. 

subject population: Lesbians (18 years or older no one under 18 may participate) 
subject Characteristics: undergraduate and graduate students currently enrolled at OSU 
number of subjects: 100 
method of selection: purposeful and snowball sampling methods: 

Because of the at risk nature of the lesbian population it will be difficult to attract individuals 
to participate. I will use the "Purposeful" method of actively visiting and communicating with 
groups, organization and classrooms where lesbian students might be located or involved. I will 
also use, the "Snowball" method of those who have participated telling their friends and 
classmates who are lesbians about the study and encouraging them to participate. 

The choice of using only lesbians in this study was twofold. First, lesbians have historically 
been classified as the female counterpart of gay men. This erroneously suggests that lesbians 
have the same identity development process and share the same experiences as gay men. 
Secondly, since as a population lesbians have been underrepresented in prior research, I want to 
add to the body of knowledge of lesbian research. 

All completed consent forms, surveys and other data related to this study will be kept in a 
locked file cabinet in my locked office at PSU Salem Center, 4061 Winema Pl. NE., Salem, 
Oregon. The participant's name will only appear on the consent form; it will not appear on any 
other materials. I do not feel the subject could be identified by her responses; furthermore, all 
data will be compiled and processed as a group summary. There will be no individual subjects 
identified. To maintain the subject's confidentiality, coded data will only be seen by Dr. Trow, 
the statistical consultant and myself, all of whom are no longer affiliated with OSU's campus 
on a regular basis. 
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5. A copy of the informed consent document (Appendix D). The informed consent document 
must include the pertinent items from the "Basic Elements of Informed Consent" and must be 
in lay language. 

The following items have been added to the consent form: 

a) Please print name 
b) a disclaimer "no one under age 18 may participate" 
c) Dr. J. Trow's phone number 
d) my business card 

To protect participant confidentiality, signed consent forms will be held by me. For purposes of 
communication, each participant will receive my business card and the option of having a 
blank consent form. 

6. A description of the methods by which informed consent will be obtained. 

The informed consent document will be attached to the survey instrument and given to the 
students at the time they come to complete the survey. 

7. A description of the method by which anonymity or confidentiality of the subjects will be 
maintained. 

Students' anonymity will be protected by limiting the number of individuals they must be in 
contact with to participate. I will give all surveys. The Women's Center has been selected to 
assist with participant's level of comfort and security as a safe place. Participants' completed 
surveys will not bear their names or other forms of identification to connect students to 
responses or to the project. 

8. A copy of any questionnaire, survey, testing instrument, etc. (if any) to be used in this 
project. 

see attached - Appendix E 

9. Information regarding any other approvals which have been or will be obtained (e.g., school 
districts, hospitals, cooperating institution). 

The following individuals have given me permission to present my study in their classroom, at 
their organization or conference. 

Janet Lee Director of Women's Studies 
Beth Strohmeyer Women's Center Coordinator 

LGBA contact person 
Brooke Collison LGBA Conference Coordinator 
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Other individuals whom I will contact for permission are: 

Dawna Woodward LGBA president 
Heidi Schmid ASOPSU LGB Advocate 
Mina Carson Difference, Power and Discrimination 
Alexis Walker Human Development and Family Studies 

Signed Date 
Principal Investigator* 

*NOTE: Student projects and theses should be submitted by the major professor as Principal 
Investigator. 
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APPENDIX B 

REQUEST FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS 
By Bee Jai Repp  

Lesbian Identity Development and the Relationship to OSU's Campus  
Climate  

PLACE: to participate come by the OSU'S Women's Center or contact me 
by email or telephone 

DATES: Monday, February 17th through Friday, February 21st  

TIMES: Monday, Wednesday and Friday, 9:00 am to 6:00 pm  
Tuesday and Thursday, noon to 9 pm  

$5.00 is given to each participant that completes the 20 minute survey 

to have a survey mailed to you or for more information contact Bee Jai Repp  
@ 503/361-8782 or email: repb @chemek.cc.or.us  

REQUEST FOR RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS  
By Bee Jai Repp 

Lesbian Identity Development and the Relationship to OSU's Campus  
Climate  

PLACE: to participate come by the OSU'S Women's Center or contact me  
by email or telephone  

DATES: Monday, February 17th through Friday, February 21st  

TIMES: Monday, Wednesday and Friday, 9:00 am to 6:00 pm  
Tuesday and Thursday, noon to 9 pm  

$5.00 is given to each participant that completes the 20 minute survey  

to have a survey mailed or for more information contact Bee Jai Repp @  
503/361-8782 or email: repb@hemek.cc.or.us 

mailto:repb@hemek.cc.or.us
http:chemek.cc.or.us
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APPENDIX C 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1) Please remove my business card from letter of consent and place in your pocket 
or wallet. Keep this card in case you want to contact me with questions or for more 
information later on. 

2) Read and sign "Consent for Participation in Research" form. Be sure to both 
sign and print your name. 

3) Read and respond to the questionnaire. Remember there are no right or wrong 
answers. 

4) Place all completed forms in the envelope and seal. 

5) Hand in your sealed envelope and collect $5.00. 
MMMMM=MMM===M==.=,M=MM. 

IF YOU HAVE PICKED UP THIS PACKET AT THE LGBA CONFERENCE, 
LGBA OFFICE OR ASOSU LGB ADVOCATE'S DESK OR YOU 
RECEIVED THE PACKET THROUGH THE MAIL PLEASE FOLLOW 
THESE ADDITIONAL STEPS. 

Before sealing the envelope 

6) Place your name and a mailing address on the small white envelope. This will 
be used to send you your $5.00. 

7) Place everything (consent form, completed questionnaire, and self-addressed 
envelope) in the envelope that is addressed to OSU Women's Center, Attention: Bee 
Jai Repp. Securely seal the envelope. 

8) Drop sealed envelope in any campus mail box. 

9) Your $5.00 dollars will be sent to you upon receipt of your completed 
questionnaire. 

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING !! 
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APPENDIX D  

CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH  

I consent to participate in the doctoral research study conducted by Betty 
Jean (Bee Jai) Repp, M.Ed. entitled "Does Lesbian Identity Development 
Affect College Women's Experiences of OSU's Campus Environment?" 
In so doing I consent to participate by completing the written survey 
related to Lesbian Identity Development and my experiences at Oregon 
State University. I will receive an incentive of $5.00 for my completed 
survey. I understand that there are no right or wrong answers to the 
questions and my honest responses are being solicited. 

The results of this research will be coded in such a fashion that my 
confidentiality will be preserved. My identity will not be attached 
physically to the data I contribute. 

I understand that my participation is voluntary and that there is no penalty 
for refusal to participate. If at any time I have questions about this project, 
I understand that I may contact Bee Jai Repp at 503/361-8782 or email 
repb@chemek.cc.or.us or Dr. Jo Anne Trow at 541/752-5395 or email 
trowj@ucs.orst.edu. 

Research Participant's Signature Date 

Please print your name 

I regret to inform you that if you are under the age of 18 you may not 
participate in this study....please stop here. 

mailto:trowj@ucs.orst.edu
mailto:repb@chemek.cc.or.us
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APPENDIX E  

Ouestionnaire 

FEELING ABOUT SEXUAL ORIENTATION: Please read the following seven 
descriptions and place an (X) by the ONE that best fits how you currently feel about 
yourself. CHOOSE ONLY ONE. 

A.	 You feel proud to be a homosexual and enjoy living as one. You like 
reading books and magazines, seeing movies and listening to music about 
homosexuals, particularly if they portray them in a good light. You are 
prepared to tell many people about being a homosexual and make no 
attempt to hide this fact. You prefer to mix socially with homosexuals. 
You get angry at unfair treatment of homosexuals and often openly stand 
up for homosexuals. You are happy to take a politically active stance in 
regard to homosexuality. You believe it is more important to listen to the 
opinions of homosexuals than heterosexuals. 

B.	 You feel sure you're homosexual and you put up with, or tolerate this. 
You see yourself as a homosexual for now but are not sure about the 
future. You are not happy about people knowing about your 
homosexuality and usually take care to put across a heterosexual image. 
You worry about other people's reaction to you. Your sometimes mix 
socially with homosexuals, or would like to do this. You feel a need to 
meet others like yourself. 

C.	 You believe you are heterosexual and never question this. You rarely, if 
ever, wonder "Am I a homosexual?" You do not believe that 
homosexuality has anything to do with you personally. 

D.	 You are prepared to tell anyone that you are a homosexual. You are happy 
about the way you are but feel that being a homosexual is not the most 
important part of you. You mix socially with fairly equal numbers of 
homosexuals and heterosexual and with them you could can be open about 
your homosexuality. You still get angry at the way homosexuals are 
treated, but not as much as you once did. You are politically active in 
regard to homosexual rights. You believe there are many heterosexuals 
who happily accept homosexuals and whose opinions are worth listening 
to. There are some things about a heterosexual way of life that seem 
worthwhile. 



87 

E.	 You are quite sure you are a homosexual and you accept this fairly 
happily. You are prepared to tell a few people about being a homosexual 
(such as friends, family members, etc.,) but you carefully select whom you 
will tell. You feel that other people can be influential in making trouble 
for homosexuals and so you try to adopt an attitude of getting on with 
your life like anyone else, and fitting in where you live and work. You 
can't see any point in confronting people with you homosexuality if it's 
going to embarrass all concerned. A lot of the time you mix socially with 
homosexuals. 

F.	 You feel that you probably are a homosexual, although you're not 
definitely sure. You realize that this makes you different from other 
people and you feel distant or cut off from them. You may like being 
different or you may dislike it and feel very alone. You feel you would 
like to talk to someone about "feeling different." You are beginning to 
think that it might help to meet other homosexuals but you're not sure 
whether you really want to or not. You don't want to tell anyone about the 
fact that you might be a homosexual, and prefer to put on a front of being 
completely heterosexual. 

G.	 Your are not sure who you are. You are confused about what sort of 
person you are and where your life is going. You ask yourself the 
questions, "Who am I?," "Am I a homosexual?" You sometimes feel, 
think, or act in a homosexual way, but would rarely, if ever, tell anyone 
about this. You're fairly sure that homosexuality has something to do with 
you personally. 

DEMOGRAPHICS: Please complete the following questions. 

Academic field you are majoring in Age 

Number of Credits earned undergraduate graduate 

Number of terms at OSU GPA 

Current Religious Affiliation 

Ethnic background: (please mark all that apply) 

African American American or Alaskan Indian or Eskimo 
Hispanic Asian American 
International Student Euro-Anglo American 
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Please indicate which term you use when identifying who you are: 

Lesbian Homosexual Dyke Gay Woman Bisexual 

Queer Other 

1.	 How important is it that you feel comfortable disclosing your sexual orientation 
to the people around you? 

_not at all important to me _somewhat important to me  
_fairly important to me very important to me  

2.	 How comfortable do you actually feel disclosing your sexual orientation to the 
majority of the people around you at OSU? 

not at all comfortable _somewhat comfortable  
fairly comfortable very comfortable  

3.	 If you are lesbian, has the possibility of harassment or unequal treatment at OSU 
ever led you to hide your sexual orientation from: 

QUESTION	 YES NO CHECK 
MARK 

a roommate? 
an undergraduate student? 
a graduate/professional student? 
a member of the University staff? 
a faculty member: if yes, which department/academic 
unit? 
a University administrator: i f yes, which department? 
a University admissions officer/committee member? 
a health-care provider at OSU's student health services? 
your department chair: if yes, which department? 
your supervisor at a University job /internship: if yes, which 
department/academic unit? 
your supervisor of your graduate teaching assistantship: 
if yes, which department/academic unit? 
staff members at Dixon ? 
sorority member: if yes, which sorority? 
residence hall staff: if yes, which hall? 

4.	 Using the list above place a check mark for each category of persons WHO 
ACTUALLY TREATED YOU UNFAIRLY, at OSU because of your sexual 
orientation. 
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5. How often have you heard other members of the OSU community make 
disparaging remarks about lesbian, gay or bisexuals? 

never occasionally _often 

6.	 How often have you feared for your safety at OSU because of the threat of anti-
gay/lesbian violence? 

never occasionally _often 

7.	 How often have you experienced the following at OSU because someone 
assumed you to be a lesbian? 

QUESTIONS NEVER ONCE TWICE 
OR MORE 

a. had verbal insults directed at you? 
b. been threatened with physical violence? 
c. had your personal property damaged 

or destroyed? 
d. had objects thrown at you? 
e. been spat upon? 
f. been punched, hit, kicked, or beaten? 
g. been assaulted or wounded with a weapon? 
h. been sexually harassed or assaulted? 

if you have experienced any of the above, please give details such as: where, when, by 
whom and if the incident consisted of several of the behaviors noted above (for 
example if you have experienced a and b were they the same incident or separate 
incidents) 

8.	 If you have been the target of harassment, threats, or violence based on sexual 
orientation, have you always reported it to an appropriate OSU official? 

yes, reported all incidents no, did not report at least once 

8A. If you did not report an incident, why not? 
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8B.	 If you did report an incident, what happen? 

9.	 How many other members of the OSU community do you know personally who 
have been harassed, threatened with violence or physically attacked at OSU 
because they were assumed to be lesbian? 

none one two three more than three 

10.	 Have you modified your behavior at OSU in any way because of 
anti-lesbian/gay violence? (e.g., avoided certain locations, stopped walking with 
others who are lesbian/gay) 

yes _no 
10A.	 IF YES, how have you changed your behavior? 

11.	 In your opinion, what are the chances that an average lesbian or gay man at OSU 
will be the target of anti-lesbian/gay harassment, threats or violence, or physical 
attack? 

not at all likely somewhat likely fairly likely very likely 

12.	 In your opinion, what are the chances that an average lesbian or gay man at OSU 
will be the target of discrimination or unfair treatment? 

not at all likely _somewhat likely fairly likely very likely 

13.	 Has there been a time during a lecture where it would have been appropriate to 
include issues related to homosexuality and it was left out? (e.g., important 
person was a known homosexual which was not mentioned, or a 
historical event, etc.) 

yes no please give details: 



91 

14. Please share experiences that you have had in the classroom which have made 
you feel uncomfortable or fearful about being homosexual (e.g., instructor or 
student comments). 

15.	 What changes, services, programs or policies do you feel would improve OSU's 
campus community in relation to lesbian students? 

16.	 If you would like to provide more information, add comments, or details of a 
particular incident of harassment or unfair treatment based on sexual orientation, 
please use this page. 
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APPENDIX F  

Academic Majors 

1. Animal Sciences 
2. Apparel Design 
3. Art 
4. Bioresource Engineering 
5. Business Administration 
6. Civil Engineering 
7. College Student Services Administration 
8. Communication 
9. Exercise and Sport Science 
10. Exploratory Studies 
11. Forest Recreation Resources 
12. History 
13. Human Development and Family Studies 
14. Liberal Studies 
15. Mechanical Engineering 
16. Microbiology 
17. Natural Resources 
18. Philosophy 
19. Photography 
20. Psychology 
21. Science Education 
22. Sociology 
23. Veterinary Medicine 
24. Wildlife Science 
25. Women Studies 
26. Zoology 
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APPENDIX G  

Religion 

1. None 
2. Pantheism 
3. Unitarian - Universalist 
4. Agnostic Christian 
5. Christian 
6. Catholic 
7. United Methodist 
8. Nature/ecology 
9. Buddhist Pagan 
10. Own Spiritual Beliefs 




