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UNF’s Campus Climate 
for 

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender/Transsexual 
Students, Faculty, and Staff  
 
Committee on Equity and Civility 
University of North Florida 

 
Executive Summary                                                                                      
 
Charged with examining the problems that lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender/ 
transsexual (LGBT) students, faculty, and staff face on the University of North Florida 
campus, the Committee on Equity and Civility collaborated with the UNF Public Opinion 
Research Laboratory to conduct on-campus student and faculty/staff surveys. Survey 
questions asked respondents about the campus climate and about experienced and 
observed bias against and harassment of LGBT students, faculty, and staff.  
 
Following the completion of the surveys, members of the committee conducted follow-up 
interviews with LGBT staff, faculty, administrators, and students. In these interviews, 
LGBT participants were asked to identify the most critical actions UNF could take to 
ensure equitable treatment for LGBT members of the university community. 
 
One hundred and sixty-seven faculty and 289 staff members participated in the surveys. 
There were 2,172 respondents to the student version of the survey. Ten percent of 
student, 7% of faculty, and 6% of staff respondents self-identified as lesbian, gay, or 
bisexual. One faculty member and 34 students who participated in the surveys also noted 
cross-gender identity, that is 10 biological males identified more strongly with being 
female and 25 females identified more strongly with being male. 
 
Survey Results 
 
When asked about their perceptions of the on-campus climate,  
 
 Of those responding, 50% of LGBT faculty and staff and 34% of LGBT students 

reported that they found the UNF campus to be unaccepting or very unaccepting 
of LGBT students. 

 
 Of those responding, 26% of LGBT students and 25% of LGBT faculty and staff 

felt that LGBT individuals had cause to feel unsafe on campus. 
 
 Of those responding, 96% of faculty and staff reported that too little attention was 

given to LGBT issues; 71% of LGBT students reported feeling the same way. 
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 And when asked if the campus climate had changed and, if so, in what direction, 
64% of faculty and staff and 54% of students said they had not seen a change. 
Eleven percent of both groups did report a change for the better. 

 
When asked about personal experiences of on-campus bias and/or harassment, 
 
 Fifty-four percent of LGBT students and 61% of faculty and staff reported 

experiencing one or more of the forms of bias or harassment shown in Table A, 
 

Table A 
Percent of UNF LGBT Students and Faculty/Staff 

Who Reported Experiencing Incidents of Bias or Harassment 
Based on Sexual Orientation 

Types of bias or harassment 
experienced 

% of 
LGBT 
faculty 

and staff 

% of 
LGBT 

students 

Verbal harassment 14% 25% 
Physical assault 0% 4% 
Sexual harassment 0% 9% 
Threats 0% 8% 
Anti-gay graffiti  25% 10% 
Anti-gay jokes 43% 36% 
Employment problems 4%  
Pressure to keep silent 43% 33% 
Refusal of friends/colleagues to 
associate with you 7% 16% 

Pressure to leave campus housing  6% 

 
 Twenty-one percent of LGBT students report experiencing bias or harassment 

initiated by UNF faculty members, and 
 
 Sixty-four percent of LGBT faculty and staff felt that having a same-sex 

orientation could hurt promotional opportunities. 
 
Heterosexuals held different views concerning the campus climate than did their LGBT 
peers. 
 
 Throughout the survey, heterosexual respondents more frequently checked no 

opinion when offered this option than did their LGBT peers. LGBT individuals, 
probably led by their personal investment and their prior considerations, were 
significantly more likely to voice an opinion.  

 
 Forty percent of heterosexual faculty and staff, and 39% of heterosexual students 

felt that UNF’s campus was accepting or very accepting of LGBT students. 
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 At the same time, 29% of heterosexual students and 29% of staff and faculty 
responded that there was too much attention paid to LGBT issues. 

 
 And only 6% of heterosexual students and 7% of faculty and staff reported that 

there was any reason for LGBT individuals to feel unsafe on UNF’s campus.  
 
While heterosexuals perceived the campus climate differently, 31% of heterosexual 
students and 36% of heterosexual faculty and staff reported witnessing one or more of the 
forms of bias or harassment based on sexual orientation listed in Table A. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Upon completion of the survey, a panel of 17 LGBT staff, faculty, and students 
developed a list of suggestions on how the university could better address the needs of 
LGBT individuals on UNF’s campus. The four recommendations given the highest 
priority were  

 include sexual orientation and gender identity in the UNF’s 
nondiscrimination policy,  

 provide a full-time coordinator for an on-campus LGBT resource center,  
 provide domestic partner benefits, and 
 include sexual orientation in UNF’s diversity training, and at the same time 

increase and improve this training. 

These recommendations reflect national trends in college and university policies and 
practices.  

More than 550 colleges and universities across the country, including all but four of 
Florida’s public universities, include sexual orientation in their nondiscrimination 
policies (Human Rights Campaign, 2003b). Many of our leading universities have 
established LGBT resource centers (Rankin, 2003) and more than 109 of them have 
fulltime paid staff members operating these centers (The National Consortium of 
Directors of LGBT Resources in Higher Education, 2005). And, as recognized by the 
University of Florida’s Board of Trustees, to be competitive in recruiting top quality 
faculty members, universities are including domestic partner benefits in their 
employment packages. In 2004, 130 or more of the 151 doctoral extensive universities in 
the U.S. offered these benefits to their employees (Human Rights Campaign, 2004a). 

Other proposed recommendations are detailed in the full report. These speak to the need 
for more inclusive and targeted diversity training, opening up the curriculum to include 
GLBT issues and recognition of the roles that GLBT individuals have played in history 
and specific fields of study, and building a safe, open, and accepting on-campus 
community.
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UNF’s Campus Climate 
for 

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender 
Students, Faculty, and Staff  
 

 
Introduction                                                                                       

 
Universities often represent a microcosm of the general society and, as such, are engulfed 
in the same debates that occur throughout the culture. Thus it is not surprising that in fall 
2004 University of North Florida Student Government leaders and leaders of PRIDE at 
UNF, an organization providing support for the lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender/ 
transsexual (LGBT) students, became involved in a dispute over the process used to fund 
a PRIDE sponsored event. The dispute, which from PRIDE’s perspective was indicative 
of other previous interactions between the two organizations, served as a catalyst for on-
campus discussions concerning possible bias against and harassment of LGBT students, 
as well as conversations on the free speech rights of those who oppose same-sex 
behaviors. 
 
In response to the issues raised in these campus discussions, President Delaney appointed 
a committee now known as the Committee on Equity and Civility (E&C Committee). He 
charged this committee with examining the concerns raised by UNF’s students and with 
developing recommendations for action. 
 
As one step in fulfilling its charge, the E&C Committee, under the direction of Dr. 
Mauricio Gonzalez, Vice President for Student and International Affairs, commissioned 
the University of North Florida Public Opinion Research Laboratory to conduct a survey 
on UNF’s campus climate as related to LGBT students and staff. This report offers a 
summary of the results from this survey and discussions with a follow-up panel of 
interviewees. It also provides a set of recommendations for administration consideration. 
 
Survey Methodology                                                                                      
 
In September 2005, email letters were sent to 1,547 faculty and staff and 20,238 UNF 
students: 15,375 who were currently enrolled and 4,863 who still had active student email 
accounts. These emails invited students, faculty, and staff to participate in an online 
survey on the status of UNF’s LGBT students and staff. A link was provided in the email 
that took respondents to a 16-question survey.  
 
On the student version of the survey, 8 of the questions focused on campus climate and 
experiences of harassment and bias, 2 asked about the individual respondent’s sexual 
orientation and gender identification, and 4 asked for general demographic information. 
The two remaining questions asked about participation in and satisfaction with activities 
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operated by PRIDE, an on-campus student organization that supports LGBT students. 
Results on these last two questions are reported in another document. 
On the faculty/staff version of the survey, 7 questions focused on campus climate and 
experiences of harassment and bias, 2 on sexual orientation and gender identification, and 
5 asked about demographics. The remaining two questions on the survey also asked about 
participation in and satisfaction with PRIDE, the results of which are reported elsewhere. 
Both versions of the survey were developed by the Public Opinion Research Laboratory 
staff and reviewed by members of the E&C Committee. 
 
Among faculty and staff, there were 456 respondents. Of these, 167 identified themselves 
as faculty and 289 identified themselves as staff members. These figures represent a 30% 
and 31% response rate, respectively. There were 2,172 respondents to the student version 
of the survey. Counting all 20,238 emails, the response rate was 11%; counting only 
current students the response rate would be 14%.  
 
The fact that participation in the survey was based on self-selection means no margin of 
error can be computed for the results. Likewise, with relatively low numbers of gay, 
lesbian, and bisexual respondents among faculty and staff, these results should be used 
with a degree of caution. 
 
Characteristics of Respondents 
 
The gender and racial/ethnic breakdowns within each of the groups (students, faculty, and 
staff) are shown below in Table 1. This table provides the number and percentage of 
individuals in each category, as well as percentages for the university’s overall 
population based on the relevant group (faculty, staff, and students) and category (gender, 
racial/ethnic identification). 
 
As shown in the table, females were more likely to complete the survey than males in 
each of the three groups. While female students made up 59% of the student body, 
females were 65% of the respondents among students. This discrepancy between the 
gender composition of the subpopulation and the gender composition of respondents was 
most apparent among staff members: females were only 40% of the staff at the time of 
the survey, but constituted 67% of the respondents. This over representation could, in 
part, be explained by varying levels of access to computers that different segments of the 
staff have: for example, members of UNF’s secretarial support staff are more likely to be 
female and more likely to have routine access to computers than are groundskeepers.  
 
When we consider the race/ethnicity of respondents, we find the figures closely resemble 
the racial/ethnic composition of the overall populations of faculty and students. This is 
not true when we examine figures for staff members. There is an under representation of 
minorities among staff respondents. As with differences based on gender, differences in 
computer access for positions more frequently held by minority and white employees in 
nonprofessional staff lines may explain some of the discrepancy found here.  
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Table 1 
Respondents by Group, Gender, and Race/Ethnicity 

Category 

Students Faculty Staff 

Number of 
respondents 

Percent of 
completed 
responses 

Percent 
found in the 
university 

totals 

Number of 
respondents 

Percent of 
completed 
responses 

Percent 
found in the 
university 

totals 

Number of 
respondents 

Percent of 
completed 
responses 

Percent 
found in the 
university 

totals 
Gender 

Male  754 35% 41% 84 51% 58% 95 33% 60% 
Female 1,413 65% 59% 81 49% 42% 192 67% 40% 
No response 5   2   2   

Race/Ethnicity 
White 1,698 78% 76% 140 85% 84% 220 76% 68% 
Black 142 7% 10% 8 5% 5% 33 11% 24% 
Hispanic 111 5% 6% 6 3% 3% 11 4% 5% 
Asian 82 4% 5% 3 2% 7% 6 2% 3% 
Multi-racial 69 3% * 3 2% * 2 >1% * 
Other 60 3% 3% 5 3% 1% 13 5% >1% 
No response 10   2   4   

* Survey respondents could identify themselves as multiracial; however, the university database does not include this category in classifying employees or 
students. 
 

Table 2 
Respondents by Group, Gender, and Self-Identified Sexual Orientation 

 Students Faculty Staff 
 Females Males Females Males Females Males 
 Number of 

respondents 

Percent of  
female 

responses 

Number of 
respondents 

Percent of  
male 

responses 

Number of 
respondents 

Percent of  
female 

responses 

Number of 
respondents 

Percent of  
male 

responses 

Number of 
respondents 

Percent of  
female 

responses 

Number of 
respondents 

Percent of  
male 

responses 
Heterosexual 1,257 89% 657 87% 75 94% 74 88% 180 95% 85 91% 
Lesbian/Gay 54 4% 64 9% 3 4% 5 6% 5 3% 8 8% 
Bisexual 83 6% 19 3% 1 1% 2 2% 3 1% 1 1% 
Other 15 1% 11 1% 1 1% 3 4% 2 1% 0 0% 
No response 4  3  1  0  2  1  
Note: There were 5 students, 2 faculty members, and 2 staff members who failed to identify their gender, and are, therefore, not counted in this table.
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The percentages of respondents who identify themselves as gay or lesbian on this survey 
are similar to those found on other campus and school climate surveys that focused on the 
perceptions of all students, faculty, and staff as opposed to surveys directed to the LGBT 
populations (GLSEN, 2004; University of Arizona, 1992).  
 
A higher percentage of UNF’s male students (12%) self identified as having same sex 
attractions, with 9% identifying as gay and 3% identifying as bisexual. A smaller 
percentage of female students (10%) identified as having same sex attractions. Female 
students with same sex attractions more frequently (6%) self identified as bisexual. 
Similar identification-patterns have been found in a number of different surveys of older 
adolescents and young adults (Savin-Williams, 2005). Rates of faculty and staff 
respondents reporting same sex attraction were lower than those found within student 
respondents.  
 
Despite the repeating pattern, because of respondents’ self-selection the data in this 
survey can not be assumed to document the rate of same-sex attraction within the UNF 
community. While this may be a representative sample, a strong argument can be made 
that gays, lesbians, and bisexuals would be more inclined to complete a survey on issues 
that defined how LGBT individuals were treated on campus than would their 
heterosexual peers, leading to LGBT over representation. It is also possible that even on 
an anonymous survey, LGBT individuals would continue to be reluctant to reveal their 
sexual orientation, leading to under representation or incomplete and inaccurate self-
identification. Under representation might be more likely to occur among employees. It is 
also likely that a number of students who will eventually identify as gay, lesbian, or 
bisexual now identify themselves as heterosexual. This would be less likely among 
faculty and staff because of their respective ages.  
 
On the last question in the survey, respondents were asked about their gender identity: 
Regardless of your sex, what is your gender identity?  That is, do you identify more with 
being a man, or being a woman?  One biologically female faculty member and one 
biologically female staff member reported identifying more as men. Among students, 10 
physiologically male students (1.5% of male student respondents) stated that they 
identified more with being female. Twenty-four biologically female students (1.9% of 
female respondents) stated that they identified more with being male.  
 
Survey Results                                                                                     
 
Using the survey results, this study looked at three recurring questions: How do LGBT 
students, faculty, and staff rate the UNF campus on acceptance, safety, and addressing 
issues related to differences in sexual orientation? Do LGBT individuals report 
confronting bias and harassment on the UNF campus?  And, are there differences in the 
way heterosexual respondents perceive the UNF campus in comparison to their LGBT 

                                                
 Due to questions about the accuracy of respondents’ understanding of the question on gender identity, 11 
of these 36 respondents were not used in calculating differences between heterosexual respondents and 
LGBT respondents in this study.  
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peers. In some cases, analyses were also run to determine if gender or other variables 
were related to respondent views.  
 
One of the early findings on the surveys was that heterosexual respondents were more 
likely than LGBT respondents to check no opinion on questions where this option was 
made available to them. They were also more likely to leave questions unanswered, albeit 
with considerably less frequency than using the no opinion option. This response pattern 
may result from heterosexual respondents having had less cause or motivation to have 
thought about the issues raised and from them being less invested in the issues than their 
LGBT peers.  
 
Data analyses showed that heterosexual respondents frequent use of no opinion resulted 
in statistically significant differences between the sexual orientation groups (i.e. opinions 
of heterosexual students compared to LGBT students and opinions of heterosexual 
faculty and staff compared to LGBT faculty and staff) on four out of five questions where 
no opinion was an option.  
 
For this study, however, the more compelling question was whether there were 
differences in the response patterns for those individuals who held an opinion. Thus, in 
reporting these results two sets of percentages are provided. The first set of percentages 
show response rates for all respondents in the given classification, including those who 
offered no opinion or provide no response. The second set of percentages shows the 
breakdown among those individuals who did offer an opinion. The latter data set was 
used in calculating differences based on sexual orientation. 
 
Acceptance of LGBT Students 
 
The first question on the campus climate asked respondents: How would you describe the 
campus environment for gays, lesbians, bisexuals, and transgender students at UNF? 
Respondents had six response options: very accepting, somewhat accepting, neutral, 
somewhat unaccepting, very unaccepting, or do not know. Table 3 provides a display of  
 

Table 3 
Acceptance of LGBT Students 

  Faculty Staff Students 

# Overall 
% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 
Very accepting 23 14% 19% 54 19% 25% 326 15% 22% 
Somewhat 
accepting 42 25% 34% 57 20% 26% 415 19% 29% 

Neutral 18 11% 14% 55 19% 25% 445 20% 31% 
Somewhat 
unaccepting 30 18% 24% 47 16% 22% 200 9% 14% 

Very unaccepting 11 7% 9% 5 2% 2% 65 3% 4% 
Do not know 43 26%  71 25%  717 33%   
No response 0 0%  0 0%  4 >1%   
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the number of respondents who selected the various options broken down into faculty, 
staff, and students. For the respondents who held opinions, the table also shows what 
percent checked each of the five opinion categories. 
 
Twenty-six percent of faculty, 25% of staff, and 33% of students either did not respond 
or responded that they did not know (no opinion). In each group, over half of the 
respondents who did offer an opinion felt that UNF was accepting or very accepting of 
gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender students.  
 
One-third (33%) of faculty members reported that the environment was somewhat or very 
unaccepting. Students were the least likely to respond in this manner (18%). Twenty-four 
percent of staff members rated the environment as somewhat or very unaccepting1. 
 

Table 4 
Faculty and Staff Responses to Campus Acceptance of LGBT Individuals 

Campus environment is 

Heterosexual Faculty and Staff 
N=415 a 

LGBT Faculty and Staff 
N=28 

# Overall % 
% 

with 
opinions 

# Overall % 
% 

with 
opinions 

Very accepting 73 18% 24% 1 4% 4% 
Somewhat accepting 92 22% 30% 3 11% 12% 
Neutral 62 15% 20% 8 29% 31% 
Somewhat unaccepting 65 16% 21% 12 43% 46% 
Very unaccepting 14 3% 5% 2 7% 8% 
Do not know 109 26%   2 7%   

a One respondent did not answer the question “What is your sex?” and is thus not counted under either 
gender. Note: The 6 respondents who reported “other” and the 9 respondents who failed to answer the 
question “What is your sexual orientation?” are not included in this table. 

 
Table 5 

Student Responses to Campus Acceptance of LGBT Individuals 

Campus environment is 

Heterosexual Students 
N=1914 

LGBT Students 
N=220 

# Overall % 
% 

with 
opinions 

# Overall % 
% 

with 
opinions 

Very accepting 301 16% 24% 16 7% 9% 
Somewhat accepting 364 19% 29% 48 22% 26% 
Neutral 395 21% 32% 45 20% 24% 
Somewhat unaccepting 142 7% 11% 53 24% 29% 
Very unaccepting 40 2% 3% 23 10% 12% 
Do not know 670 35%   35 16%   
No response 2 >1%       

Note:  The 26 respondents who answered “other” and the 12 who failed to answer to the question “What is 
your sexual orientation?” are not included in this table. 

                                                
1 For staff members there was a statistically significant, albeit weak, relationship between the age of the 
respondent and the respondent’s view on the acceptance level of LGBT individuals on UNF’s campus. The 
correlation indicated a somewhat higher likelihood for younger respondents to see the campus as less 
welcoming. The correlation was -.16 (df = 208, p = .01).  
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Tables 4 and 5 provide a further breakdown of responses to this question. Table 4 
displays how faculty and staff responded when categorized by sexual orientation. Table 5 
offers the same display for student respondents. Both of these tables, as well as Table 3, 
show the recurring response pattern described above. Heterosexual respondents more 
frequently offered no response to questions or responded by checking do not know. 
 
Statistical analyses were run on the data displayed in these tables, comparing male versus 
female, heterosexual versus LGBT, different racial/ethnic groups, and faculty/staff versus 
student respondents. In these analyses no significant differences were found based on 
race/ethnicity, gender, or faculty/staff and student respondents.  
 
Sexual orientation did prove to be a significant variable in predicting individual 
responses. Lesbian, gay, and bisexual students and LGBT faculty/staff who offered 
opinions were significantly more likely to perceive UNF’s environment as unaccepting of 
LGBT students than were their heterosexual counterparts2.  Fifty-four percent of 
heterosexual faculty/staff thought UNF’s climate was accepting or very accepting of 
LGBT students in contrast to only 16% of their LGBT peers. Fifty-four percent of LGBT 
faculty/staff felt that UNF was unaccepting or very unaccepting of LGBT students 
compared to 26% of heterosexual faculty/staff. For students, 41% of LGBT students 
found UNF to be unaccepting or very unaccepting. In contrast, only 14% of heterosexual 
students rated UNF as unaccepting or very unaccepting of LGBT students.  
 
Change in Campus Climate  
 
The second question on campus climate asked: Since you began working at/attending 
UNF, would you say that the treatment of gays, lesbians, bisexual, and transgender 
students has been better, the same, or worse? Tables 6 and 7 display the results for this 
question disaggregated by sexual orientation.  
 
The majority of respondents who reported opinions in each of the groups felt that there 
had been no change on campus. Respondents who felt there had been change were more 
likely to report positive change as opposed to negative change.  
 
Statistical analyses found no significant differences based on sexual orientation or based 
on faculty/staff versus student classification. There were also no significant relationships 
found between length of employment or enrollment and respondents’ views on whether 
or not there had been changes in the treatment of LGBT individuals on campus. 
 
 

 
 

                                                
2 A Kruskal Wallis test of independent samples comparing heterosexual to LGBT faculty and staff yielded 
a significant difference in perceptions of UNF’s acceptance level of LGBT students: χ2 =12.93, df=1, 
p=.000. Differences in perception were even greater for student respondents based on their sexual 
orientation: χ2 =55.34, df=1, p=.000.  
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Table 6 
Change in Treatment of LGBT Individuals  

Has the 
environment  
changed 

Heterosexual Students LGBT Students Total Students 
N = 1914 N = 220 N= 2172 

# Overall 
% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall % 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 
Better 195 10% 23% 24 11% 16% 24 11% 16% 
Remained the 
same 603 32% 72% 118 54% 78% 734 34% 72% 

Worse 44 2% 5% 10 5% 7% 56 3% 6% 

Do not know 1,066 56%  68 31%  1147 53%  

No response 6 >1%  0 0%   7 >1%  
NOTE: Columns for Heterosexual or LGBT respondents do not include respondents who didn’t answer the 
question on sexual orientation or who answered “other.”  

 
Table 7 

Change in Treatment of LGBT Individuals 

Has the 
environment  
changed 

Heterosexual Faculty/Staff LGBT Faculty/Staff Total Faculty and Staff 
N = 415 N = 28 456 

# Overall 
% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall % 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 
Better 94 23% 37% 3 11% 13% 103 23% 36% 
Remained the 
same 143 34% 57% 18 64% 78% 165 36% 58% 

Worse 15 4% 6% 2 7% 9% 17 4% 6% 

No opinion 163 39%  5 18%  171 37%  

No response       2 >1%  
NOTE: Numbers for Total Faculty/Staff include respondents who didn’t answer the question on sexual 
orientation or who answered “other.” Columns for Heterosexual or LGBT respondents do not include these 
individuals. 
 
Negative Experiences 
 
In this question, survey participants were asked if while attending/employed at UNF, 
[they had] personally experienced any of the following due to [their] sexual orientation: 
(a) verbal harassment, (b) physical assault, (c) sexual harassment, (d) threats, (e) anti-
gay graffiti, (f) anti-gay jokes, (g) employment problems, (h) pressure to keep silent,      
(i) refusal of friends/colleagues to associate with you, and/or (j) pressure to leave campus 
housing. The results of this question for LGBT faculty/staff and students are displayed in 
Table 8. 
 
Over half (54%) of LGBT students reported having experienced one or more of these 
event types. When categorized by gender and sexual orientation, 65% of gay males and 
66% of lesbians reported experiencing one or more of these types of events. Forty-one 
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percent of female bisexual students and 37% of male bisexual students acknowledged 
having experienced one or more of these types of events on the survey.  
 
Of those LGBT students who reported having experienced one or more types of events, 
33% experienced only one type of event, 40% experienced two to three different types of 
events, 19% experienced between four and six different types of events, and 8% 
experienced seven or more different types of events.  
 
The most commonly reported event category among LGBT students was hearing anti-gay 
jokes. Thirty-six percent reported confronting these jokes. Based on self-report, gay 
males were most likely to hear these jokes (45%). Thirty-three percent of LGBT students 
reported feeling pressured to hide or keep silent about their sexual orientation. Over half 
of lesbian students (52%) reported feeling this pressure on campus. Twenty-five percent 
of all LGBT students reported being verbally harassed, with 34% of gay males and 34% 
of lesbians reporting this phenomenon. Eight (13%) gay male students reported feeling 
pressure to leave campus housing as a result of their sexual orientation.  
 
While 4% or more of LGBT students reported experiencing each event type, no faculty or 
staff members reported being subjected to physical assault, sexual harassment, or threats. 
However, LGBT faculty/staff did report higher rates of pressure to keep silent about their 
orientation and higher rates of being confronted by anti-gay jokes or anti-gay graffiti than 
did students. Just under half of all LGBT faculty/staff respondents (12 out of 28 or 43%) 
reported feeling pressure to remain silent about their sexual orientation. This sense of 
pressure was highest among gay males. Forty-three percent of LGBT faculty/staff also 
reported being confronted by anti-gay jokes and 25% reported being confronted by anti-
gay graffiti.  
 
In only one case did a faculty or staff member report having an employment problem 
related to his sexual orientation. In two cases faculty or staff report having colleagues 
refuse to associate with them based on their acknowledged or assumed sexual orientation. 
 
In addition to looking at how many and what percentage of LGBT students and 
faculty/staff reported experiencing these different types of negative events, statistical 
analyses were run to determine if there were differences in numbers or types of reported 
negative events for males versus females or for homosexual (gays and lesbians) versus 
bisexual respondents. There were no statistically significant differences in the number of 
categories a respondent checked or the types of categories a respondent checked based on 
gender.  
 
However, homosexual (gay and lesbian) students were significantly more likely to report 
experiencing negative events in more categories (e.g. anti-gay remarks, harassment, 
pressure to keep silent) than were their bisexual peers3.  No significant differences were 
found among faculty/staff.  
 

                                                
3 t= -4.066, df=199.159, p=.000  
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Table 8 
Responses to Personal Experiences 

 
 
Types of bias or harassment 
experienced 
  

LGBT Faculty/Staff LGBT Students 

Gay males 
N=13 

Lesbian 
N=8 

Bisexual 
females 

N=4 

Bisexual 
males 
N=3 

Total LGBT 
N=28 

Gay males 
N=62 

Lesbians 
N=56 

Bisexual 
females 
N=83 

Bisexual 
males 
N=19 

Total 
LGBT 
N=220 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

Verbal harassment 3 23% 1 13% 0 0% 0 0% 4 14% 21 34% 19 34% 11 13% 3 16% 54 25% 

Physical assault 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 8% 4 7% 0 0% 0 0% 9 4% 

Sexual harassment 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 10 16% 3 5% 4 5% 2 11% 19 9% 

Threats 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 10 16% 4 7% 3 4% 1 5% 18 8% 

Anti-gay graffiti  4 31% 1 13% 0 0% 2 67% 7 25% 11 18% 7 13% 4 5% 0 0% 22 10% 

Anti-gay jokes 8 62% 2 25% 0 0% 2 67% 12 43% 28 45% 24 43% 23 28% 4 21% 79 36% 

Employment problems 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4%           

Pressure to keep silent 8 62% 2 25% 1 25% 1 33% 12 43% 19 31% 29 52% 20 24% 4 21% 72 33% 

Peers refusing to associate 
with you 1 8% 0 0% 1 25% 0 0% 2 7% 12 19% 13 23% 8 10% 1 5% 34 16% 

Pressure to leave campus 
housing           8 13% 3 5% 3 4% 0 0% 14 6% 
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Likewise, gay/lesbian students were statistically more likely to check each of the 
following event categories than were their bisexual peers: (a) verbal harassment;  
b) physical assault; (c) threats; (d) anti-gay graffiti; (e) anti-gay jokes; (f) pressure to keep 
silent; and (g) refusal of friends/colleagues to associate with you4. 
 
No significant differences were found among faculty/staff respondents for the numbers of 
categories checked or the types of incidents reported when comparing LGBT female 
versus male respondents or when comparing homosexual versus bisexual respondents.  
 
Observed Incidents of Bias or Harassment  
 
Using the same response categories as in the previous question, survey respondents were 
asked whether while attending/employed at UNF, [they had] witnessed any of the [listed 
categories of bias or harassment], even if it did not happen to [them] personally. The 
results for this question are shown in Table 9.  
 

Table 9  
Observed Incidences of Harassment or Bias 

Types of  bias or 
harassment 
observed 

Heterosexual 
Students 

LGBT 
Students 

Total 
Students 

Heterosexual 
Faculty/Staff 

LGBT 
Faculty/Staff 

Total 
Faculty and 

Staff 
N = 1914 N = 220 2172 N = 415 N = 28 456 
# % # % # % # % # % # # 

Verbal 
harassment 218 11% 75 34% 302 14% 46 11% 9 32% 56 12% 

Physical assault 19 1% 13 6% 35 2% 3 1% 1 4% 4 1% 

Sexual 
harassment 71 4% 27 12% 102 5% 28 7% 2 7% 30 7% 

Threats 56 3% 43 20% 102 5% 16 4% 2 7% 18 4% 

Anti-gay graffiti 96 5% 46 21% 150 7% 31 8% 16 57% 48 11% 

Anti-gay jokes 465 24% 111 51% 589 27% 108 26% 20 71% 130 29% 

Employment 
problems 31 2% 17 8% 50 2% 21 5% 4 14% 25 5% 

Pressure to keep 
silent 103 5% 73 33% 185 9% 37 9% 11 39% 49 11% 

Peers  refusing to 
associate with 
you 

84 4% 53 24% 143 7% 18 4% 7 25% 25 5% 

Pressure to leave 
campus housing 52 3% 34 16% 89 4% 6 1% 1 4% 7 2% 

NOTE: Columns for Heterosexual or LGBT respondents do not include individuals who failed to identify their sexual orientation. 

                                                
4 (a) verbal harassment χ2 = 12.02, df=1, p=.000; (b) physical assault  χ2 = 8.11, df=1, p=.004; (c) threats χ2 
= 4.59, df=1, p=.032; (d) anti-gay graffiti χ2 = 7.81, df=1, p=.005;  (e) anti-gay jokes χ2 =7.36, df=1, 
p=.007; (f) pressure to keep silent χ2 = 7.31, df=1, p=.007; and (g) refusal of friends/colleagues to associate 
with you  χ2 =6.40, df=1, p =.014 
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Forty percent of all faculty/staff and 33% of all student respondents reported witnessing 
anti-gay harassment or bias on UNF’s campus. Faculty/staff and student respondents who 
reported awareness of these incidents had similar patterns in the types of incidents that 
they witnessed. The most commonly reported category was anti-gay jokes followed by 
verbal harassment. Physical assault was the least commonly reported event category in 
both groups. For faculty/staff the most commonly observed behavior was again telling of 
anti-gay jokes. The second most common observed behavior was the pressure to keep 
silent.  
 
When survey groups were compared based on sexual orientation, individual LGBT 
faculty/staff members and students had a significantly higher likelihood to report 
witnessing more types of incidents of bias and/or harassment than did their heterosexual 
peers5.  
 
Perceived On-Campus Safety  
 
Survey respondents were next asked: Do you believe that harassment on campus at UNF 
is serious enough to cause a gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender student, faculty, or 
staff member to fear for [her or his] safety? Tables 10 and 11 provide summaries of 
survey responses to this question. As shown in these tables, 87% of all students and 87% 
of all faculty/staff who offered an opinion felt that there was no reason for LGBT 
students to feel unsafe on campus. Percentages of individuals who held no opinion were 
similar across all categories. 
 
When the data were disaggregated based on sexual orientation, it became apparent that 
LGBT students and faculty held similar views. Forty-one percent of each group  

 
Table 10 

Is There Cause for an LGBT Individual to Fear for Her or His Safety 
Cause for 
LGBTs to 
fear for 
safety 

Heterosexual Students LGBT Students Total Students 
N = 1914 N = 220 2172 

# Overall 
% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall % 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 

Yes 124 6% 10% 58 26% 41% 189 9% 13% 

No 1137 59% 90% 84 38% 59% 1236 57% 87% 

No opinion 649 34%  77 35%  740 34%  

No 
response 4 >1%  1 >1%  7 >1%  

NOTE: Columns for Heterosexual or LGBT respondents do not include individuals who failed to identify 
their sexual orientation. 

 
 

                                                
5 For students the independent t = 8.762 (df =230.198, p =.000); for faculty/staff the independent t =5.487 
(df =30.187, p =.000)   



13 

Table 11 
Might an LGBT Individual Fear for Her or His Safety 

Cause for 
LGBTs to 
fear for 
safety 

Heterosexual Faculty/Staff LGBT Faculty/Staff Total Faculty and Staff 
N = 415 N = 28 456 

# Overall 
% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall % 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 

Yes 27 7% 11% 7 25% 41% 34 7% 13% 

No 217 52% 89% 10 36% 59% 233 51% 87% 

No opinion 170 41%  11 39%  188 41% 
  

No 
response 1 >1%  0 0%  1 >1% 

  
NOTE: Columns for Heterosexual or LGBT respondents do not include individuals who failed to identify 
their sexual orientation. 
 
responded that there was cause for LGBTs to fear for their safety. The rates of LGBT 
respondents who felt there was cause to fear for their safety differed significantly from 
the rates among heterosexual students and heterosexual faculty who believed there was 
cause6.  LGBT students who responded that there was reason for an LGBT individual to 
fear for his or her safety were more likely to have reported experiencing one or more 
incidences of harassment and/or bias on campus7. 
 
Faculty and Staff Promotions  
 
As seen in Table 12, when asked Do you believe that being openly gay would harm a 
faculty/staff member’s chances of promotion at UNF, once again the most frequent 
response for heterosexual faculty/staff respondents was no opinion. Of those who did  

 
Table 12 

Faculty/Staff Member’s Opportunities for Promotion 
Sexual orientation 
hurt a faculty or 
staff member’s 
chance for 
promotion 

Heterosexual Faculty/Staff LGBT Faculty/Staff Total Faculty and Staff 
N = 415 N = 28 456 

# Overall 
% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 

Yes 87 21% 30% 18 64% 78% 109 24% 34% 

No 199 48% 70% 5 18% 22% 208 46% 66% 

No opinion 129 31%  5 18%  139 30%  

NOTE: Columns for Heterosexual or LGBT respondents do not include individuals who failed to identify 
their sexual orientation. 

                                                
6 LGBT students compared to heterosexual students χ2 = 108.723, df=1, p=.000 and LGBT faculty 
compared to heterosexual faculty χ2 =12.778, df=1, p=.000. 
7 r = .612, df = 141, p=.000 
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express an opinion, 30% felt that being gay could lessen an individual’s opportunity for 
promotion. This was significantly different from the 78% of LGBT faculty/staff who felt 
that being gay could hurt chances for promotion8.  
 
Observed and Experienced Faculty Behavior  
 
On the student survey, respondents were asked if they had ever experienced one of the 
following from a professor at UNF: anti-gay jokes, discriminatory speech based on 
sexual orientation issues, pressure to change a project because it dealt with sexual 
orientation, penalized on an assignment because of … sexual orientation, [or some] other 
[discrimination based on sexual orientation].  
 
Five percent of all students reported that they had heard anti-gay jokes and discriminatory 
speech referencing sexual orientation from their professors. When data for these two 
categories were compared for heterosexual versus LGBT students there were significant 
differences found between the two groups. Three percent of heterosexual students 
reported hearing anti-gay jokes compared to 15% of LGBT students and 4% of 
heterosexual students reported hearing discriminatory speech referencing sexual 
orientation in comparison to 17% for LGBT students9. 
 
Fewer students, both heterosexual and LGBT, reported professors asking that projects be 
changed because the project addressed sexual orientation issues (9% of LGBT students) 
or penalizing students because of their sexual orientation (4% of LGBT students).  

 
Table 13 

Reported Professor Behaviors 

Experienced from a professor 
Heterosexual Students LGBT 

Students Total Students 
N = 1914 N = 220 N= 2172 

# % # % # % 

Anti-gay jokes 58 3% 34 15% 99 5% 

Discriminatory speech based on 
sexual orientation issues 75 4% 38 17% 118 5% 

Pressure to change a project 
because it dealt with sexual 
orientation 

16 1% 19 9% 39 2% 

Penalized on an assignment 
because of your sexual 
orientation 

7 >1% 8 4% 17 1% 

NOTE: Columns for Heterosexual or LGBT respondents do not include individuals who failed to identify 
their sexual orientation. 
 
 
                                                
8 χ2 =21.719, df=1, p=.000. 
9 Anti-gay jokes χ2 =73.834, df=1, p=.000; discriminatory speech referencing sexual orientation  
χ2 =70.170, df=1, p=.000. 
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Attention to LGBT Issues   
 
The last climate question on the survey asked: In thinking about the current campus 
environment toward gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender students, do you believe that 
UNF gives (a) too little attention to gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender student 
issues; (b) enough attention to gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender student issues; or 
(c) too much attention to gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender student issues? Tables 
14 and 15 display the response patterns for this question.  
 

Table 14 
Level of Attention Given to LGBT Issues 

Level of attention 
to LGBT issues 

Heterosexual Faculty/Staff LGBT Faculty/Staff Total Faculty and Staff 
N = 415 N = 28 456 

# Overall 
% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 
Too much 
attention 120 29% 44% 1 4% 4% 125 27% 41% 

Enough 69 25% 25% 0 0% 0% 71 23% 23% 

Too little 
attention 83 30% 31% 24 96% 96% 110 36% 36% 

No opinion 142 52%  3 12%  149 49%  

No response 1 >1%  0 0%  1 >1%  

NOTE: Columns for Heterosexual or LGBT respondents do not include individuals who failed to identify 
their sexual orientation. 
 

Table 15 
Level of Attention Given to LGBT Issues 

Level of attention 
to LGBT issues 

Heterosexual Students LGBT 
Students Total Students 

N = 1914 N = 220 2170 

  Overall 
% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 
# Overall 

% 

% 
with 

opinions 
Too much 
attention 546 29% 44% 38 17% 20% 585 27% 40% 

Enough 437 35% 35% 16 9% 9% 465 32% 32% 

Too little 
attention 264 21% 21% 132 71% 71% 410 28% 28% 

No opinion 665 53%  34 18%  706 48%  

No response 2 >1%  0 0%  4 >1%  

NOTE: Columns for Heterosexual or LGBT respondents do not include individuals who failed to identify 
their sexual orientation. 
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As noted in the analyses on earlier questions, heterosexual faculty/staff and students were 
more likely to respond no opinion than were their LGBT peers. For those respondents 
who did offer opinions, heterosexual respondents were significantly more likely to check 
the too much attention option, while GLB respondents were more likely to check the too 
little attention category.10 

 
Overview of Survey Results                                                                                      

The results of the student and faculty/staff surveys provide compelling evidence that 
LGBT students and LGBT faculty and staff see the campus through different lenses than 
do their heterosexual peers. When offered the option, heterosexual respondents were 
more likely to check no opinion than were their lesbian, gay, and bisexual peers. This is 
not surprising considering LGBT respondents’ personal investment in and probable prior 
consideration of the issues. 

Among heterosexuals who offered opinions, the majority reported that UNF’s campus 
was accepting or very accepting. In contrast, 54% of LGBT respondents saw the campus 
as unaccepting or very unaccepting. This perception of an unaccepting atmosphere was 
stronger on UNF’s campus than was found in a national survey of 14 campuses where 
only 17% of LGBT respondents rated their campuses as being unaccepting of LGBT 
individuals (Rankin, 2003). The 14 leading universities used in Rankin’s study have 
reputations for being more gay-friendly than most campuses.  

In similar fashion, 96% of LGBT faculty/staff and 71% of LGBT students believed that 
UNF paid too little attention to gay, lesbian, bisexual issues in contrast to the 41% of the 
heterosexual faculty/staff and 41% of heterosexual students who felt that UNF paid too 
much attention. In comparison, 41% of LGBT respondents on Rankin’s study (2003) 
reported that their campuses failed to adequately address issues related to sexual 
orientation and gender identity.  

On UNF’s campus, 41% of LGBT faculty/staff and students rated the campus as unsafe 
for LGBT individuals. In a similar study, 29% of LGBT faculty and students at the 
University of Georgia rated their campus as unsafe (UGA Campus Climate Research 
Group, 2002).  

The view of UNF’s campus as less accepting and even hostile toward LGBT students, 
faculty, and staff may result from personal experiences of bias and harassment. Fifty-four 
percent of LGBT students and 61% of LGBT faculty and staff reported having 
experienced some form of bias or harassment on campus, with 29% of LGBT students 
reporting such events occurring during interactions with faculty members.  

                                                
10 Differences among faculty/staff χ2 =33.811, df=1, p=.000; student differences χ2 =118.786, df=1, 
p=.000. 
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Table 16 shows the percentages of UNF’s LGBT faculty/staff and students who reported 
experiencing or witnessing specific types of bias or harassment based on sexual 
orientation. The table also shows comparable figures from Rankin’s national survey of 14 
gay-friendly campuses (2003) and/or the University of Georgia’s 2002 campus climate 
survey (University of Georgia Climate Research Group).  

Table 16  
Percent of Respondents Reporting Experiencing or Witnessing  

Incidences of Harassment or Bias  

Types of  bias or harassment 
observed 

UNF’s LGBT 
faculty and staff 

UNF’s LGBT 
Students 

University of 
Georgia student 

survey 

Rankin’s 
national survey 

of LGBT 
students, faculty 

and staff 

Experienced 

Verbal harassment 14% 25% 44% 48% 

Physical assault 0% 4% 3% 2% 

Threats 0% 8% 9% 10% 

Pressure to keep silent 43% 33% n/a 38% 

Refusal of friends/colleagues 
to associate with you 7% 16% 33% n/a 

Witnessed 

Anti-gay graffiti 57% 21% 51% 39% 

Anti-gay jokes 71% 51% 90% n/a 

While there are similarities in these data (e.g. threats, physical assault, and pressure to 
keep silent), there are also some noteworthy differences (i.e., refusal of colleagues to 
associate with you, anti-gay graffiti, and verbal harassment). The direction of these 
differences seem to contradict the comparisons of acceptance levels and levels of 
attention paid to LGBT issues noted between the Rankin study and UNF’s surveys and 
comparisons of perceived campus safety noted between the UNF surveys and the 
University of Georgia study.  

The differing residence patterns among the institutions (i.e. a high-commuter campus 
versus campuses with high rates of on and off-campus student housing) may account for 
some of the differences in reported incidence figures for experienced and witnessed on-
campus events. Another possible explanation is the sampling techniques used in these 
studies. In both the Rankin and University of Georgia studies, LGBT participants were 
solicited through organizations that serve the needs of the LGBT community. In the 
current UNF study, LGBT survey participants were solicited through a campus-wide 
survey that did not focus on LGBT activists, but included all LGBT members of the 
campus community. It is possible that non-activists have different levels of sensitivity 
and different frames of reference (Savin-Williams, 2005). 
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What the UNF surveys do suggest is that the majority of UNF’s LGBT students, faculty, 
and staff find the University safe (59%) but less than accepting (65%). The majority, but 
certainly not all, also report having experienced some level of bias or harassment.  

The range of these findings can be illustrated by three personal stories. A UNF staff 
member who was interviewed following the survey wrote: I have been an employee on 
campus for 23 years and have never experienced any sort of bias or harassment. I have 
been very lucky to be surrounded by co-workers that are open-minded. I am totally out at 
work and have been treated the same as my counterparts. At the same time, this staff 
member questions why LGBT employees are denied benefits that their heterosexual 
colleagues take for granted.  

In contrast, one faculty member wrote: Since coming out to my colleagues I have noticed 
a decided change in the conversations – more guarded and less welcoming. An even 
greater contrast is provided by a gay student who tells the story of how he and his 
roommate were harassed in their dorm room by fellow students. The ongoing harassment 
escalated to a level forcing the roommates to move to another residence hall. After the 
move, these students noticed that they had up-charges placed on their bills, covering the 
difference in the cost of the new room to which they had been assigned. The University 
removed the up-charges after what the student reports to be a drawn out protest. 

The data also point to a significant difference in the perceptions of LGBT members of the 
campus community and their heterosexual peers. Heterosexual participants report UNF to 
be much more accepting of LGBT students, faculty, and staff than do LGBT members of 
the community. For the majority of heterosexual respondents, this acceptance is reflected 
in what is perceived to be adequate and even too much attention being paid to issues 
related to sexual orientation. 

This sense of an accepting environment and sufficient or even excessive attention being 
paid to sexual orientation issues is certainly not unique to this campus or to questions 
about sexual orientation. Members of majority groups often report that too much 
attention is being paid to and too many demands are coming from minority groups within 
the general population. It is possible that these reactions are a response to the fear that 
addressing minority issues will result in some rights or special status being taken away 
members of the majority.   

Despite the perception that the campus is accepting and may even at times place too 
much emphasis on issues around sexual orientation, one-third or more of heterosexual 
respondents reported witnessing some form of bias or harassment on UNF’s campus.  

Recommendations                                                                                      

Following the surveys, two members of the E&C Committee worked with a panel of 17 
student, faculty, and staff representatives who self-identified as LGBT members of the 
UNF community. Four of the panel participants met in a focus group. The remaining 13 
used electronic communication to offer their observations and recommendations.  
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Participants included 9 males and 8 females. Four were ethnic/racial minorities. Eight 
participants stated that on campus they were open about their sexual orientation. Three 
indicated that they chose not to be. As in the three stories mentioned above, panel 
members demonstrated variance in their perspectives about the issues under 
consideration. 

Not surprisingly, the recommendations that came out of the panel are much the same as 
those offered in other similar campus climate studies (Colorado University- Boulder 
Campus, 2001; Rankin, 2003; UGA Campus Climate Research Group, 2002; University 
of Arizona, 1992; University of Florida, 2003). The first three also reflect growing 
national trends in university policies and practices.  

In offering suggestions on how the campus could better support LGBT members of the 
UNF community, the most common recommendation for the campus was 

 Include sexual orientation and gender identity in the UNF’s 
nondiscrimination policy.  

One of the first and, arguably, most important steps an organization can take in signaling 
its commitment to a group of internal constituents is their inclusion in the organization’s 
nondiscrimination policy. While some have viewed such policies as bestowing special 
rights, members of affected communities more frequently see the organization’s 
nondiscrimination policy as a clear statement that they will be treated with equal respect.  

Minus Federal and state protections, absence from such policy is often taken to mean that 
individuals in the group can be denied access to or fired from the organization merely for 
being a member of the excluded group. While many organizations state that this would 
not be the case in their practices; this sense of vulnerability is affirmed by the well 
publicized actions of others (e.g., Boy Scouts of America and Cracker Barrel 
Restaurants). 

In response to changing social attitudes and a desire to ensure equal treatment and the 
safety and security of their students, faculty, and staff, an increasing number of colleges 
and universities are including sexual orientation and, somewhat less frequently, gender 
identity in their nondiscrimination policies. The Human Rights Campaign (2004b) lists 
551 colleges and universities that have such statements. This figure is demonstrably an 
undercount of current numbers.  

The HRC site recognizes seven institutions in Florida as having sexual orientation in their 
policies; only one of these is a state supported institution, the University of FloridaB. A 
check on current nondiscrimination policies among Florida’s public universities and 
colleges documents that six of the ten currently include sexual orientation in their 
nondiscrimination statements. Of the four that do not affirm equal treatment based on 
sexual orientation (i.e., Florida Atlantic University, Florida Gulf Coast University, 
Florida State University, and the University of North Florida), two have academic units 
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within their institutions that have separate polices that include this characteristic: i.e., 
FSU’s Law College and FAU’s School of Social Work.  

The most common recommendations for supporting students and the most common 
recommendation for supporting faculty and staff were  

 Provide a full-time coordinator for an on-campus LGBT resource center. 
 Provide domestic partner benefits. 

An important step that colleges and universities are taking to ensure the acceptance of 
their LGBT students is the development of on-campus LGBT resource centers. These  

B The University of Florida was the last institution in the Association of American Universities to include 
sexual orientation in their nondiscrimination policies (University of Florida, 2003).  

centers serve to organize on-campus services for LGBT students and as informational and 
educational resource centers for the entire campus. The stability and effectiveness of 
these centers has been tied to the presence of paid staff members. The National 
Consortium of Directors of LGBT Resources in Higher Education (2005) documents 109 
such centers with paid staff on U.S. campuses. These 109 campuses include the leading 
private and public educational institutions in the United States (e.g., MIT, Stanford, 
Brown, Dartmouth, Princeton, Oberlin, U.C. Los Angeles, U.C. Berkley, University of 
Michigan, UNC – Chapel Hill, and the University of Wisconsin – Madison) as well as a 
number of regional universities (e.g., Central Michigan, Eastern Michigan, and Central 
Washington)C.   

While high-merit LGBT students are beginning to use the presence or absence of these 
centers as a criterion in selecting their institutions of choice (Cloud, 2005), junior and 
senior LGBT faculty members are focusing on the availability of domestic partner 
benefits in making their decisions to apply for and/or accept positions at universities. The 
University of Florida Board of Trustees recognized this in approving domestic partner 
benefits for employees. Currently, 130 or more of the 151 doctoral extensive universities 
in the U.S. offer these benefits to their employees (Human Rights Campaign, 2004a). As 
the overall number of institutions offering these benefits grows, it becomes increasingly 
more difficult to remain competitive without such programs.  

Another recommendation for the campus community as a whole was to  

 Include sexual orientation in UNF’s diversity training and increase and 
improve this training. 

This recommendation took on several different forms:  

c The University of Florida, Rutgers, Ohio State and other institutions in the AAU also host centers with 
fulltime directors, but are not listed in the Consortium’s directory (University of Florida, 2003). 
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 Develop and offer diversity training programs on LGBT issues targeted at 
different segments of the UNF community – administrators and managers, 
faculty, students, and specific staff groups (e.g., housing staff, front-line 
office staff, and physical facilities staff). 

 Include programs on sexual orientation and gender identity in the 
Distinguished Voices Series, on-campus films, etc. 

 Create a regular on-campus publication that celebrates and offers ideas on 
how to foster diversity. 

 Discuss sexual orientation issues in student orientation programs, 
identifying resources for LGBT students and emphasizing our 
nondiscrimination policy. 

In a similar vein, members of the panel also recommend that the faculty 

 Open the curriculum to discussion and acknowledgment of sexual 
orientation. 

This recommendation asks faculty to open the curriculum to issues that more often than 
not have been hidden from examination. In doing this, faculty are encouraged to 
acknowledge the sexual orientation of key figures in history and in specific fields of 
study, allowing the LGBT student to see her or his picture in the textbook. It also asks the 
faculty to learn about and include issues related to sexual orientation in the study of 
biology, healthcare, education, economics and business, the social sciences, the liberal 
arts and humanities, etc. In making this recommendation, the panel recognizes that 
almost all non-LGBT faculty and many LGBT faculty members are unfamiliar with the 
literature in their own fields on these issues. Thus, the panel also recommends that the 
Office of Faculty Enhancement, the Women’s Center, and the Bette Soldwedel Research 
Center support faculty development on these issues.  

Another set of panel recommendations address issues related to safe spaces. The panel 
asks the University to  

 Examine housing policies to ensure that LGBT students are treated equitably 
and their unique needs recognized. 

 Revitalize the safe haven program. 

In the safe haven program, LGBT and non-LGBT faculty and staff are asked, on a 
volunteer basis, to identify their offices as welcoming places for LGBT students. In 
examining housing policies, the panel recommends that UNF’s housing office work with 
other campuses to determine their best practices in addressing issues such as room 
arrangements for transgender students. Both of these recommendations could be 
facilitated by a director of an LGBT Resource Center.  

The next set of recommendations focuses on ensuring appropriate staff support for LGBT 
members of the UNF community. In these recommendations, panel members support  
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 Developing a faculty and staff mentorship program for LGBT students; 
 Recruiting LGBT staff to work in specific areas; and 
 Identifying an EEO staff member who understands and is sensitive to the 

needs of LGBT employees. 

Members of PRIDE have asked UNF’s LGBT faculty and staff to support them through 
mentorship programs. In response to this request, panel members recommend that LGBT 
staff and faculty take it upon themselves to develop such a program. At the same time, 
members of the panel felt it was important to examine specific university operations that 
interfaced directly with LGBT students, staff, and faculty to ensure that the needs of these 
segments of the university community would be heard and understood. These operations 
include housing, counseling services, the police department, student medical services, 
human resources, and EEO.  

The final set of recommendations addresses community building. These suggestions 
include 

 Welcoming same-sex partners at departmental and university-wide events, 
 Encouraging LGBT staff and faculty to begin their own discussion and 

social groups, and  
 Building networks with local and national LGBT professional and interest 

groups.  

Most panel members expressed a desire to build a campus where they felt they could be 
open about their sexual orientation and/or gender identity. Some felt that they already 
could be within the context of their own departments; others did not. In discussions and 
written comments, LGBT panelists acknowledged that at least part of the responsibility 
for implementing these recommendations was theirs. 

Closing Comment                                                                                       

The campus climate survey documents a range of views within and between the LGBT 
and heterosexual segments of the University of North Florida Community.  This variance 
and these differences can be readily seen in the opinions students expressed when asked 
about the level of attention paid to LGBT issues on UNF’s campus. In answering this 
question, 44% of heterosexual students responded that there was too much attention paid, 
35% thought it was an appropriate level, and 21% thought that it was too little attention. 
In contrast 20% of LGBT respondents thought there was too much attention, 9% thought 
the level of attention paid was appropriate, and 71% thought there was too little attention.  

Generally, heterosexual respondents saw the campus as more open than did their LGBT 
peers, who expressed significantly greater concern about their safety and the level of 
acceptance they experienced on UNF’s campus. This phenomenon is not unique. Most 
likely, comparable results would be replicated if a similar survey was conducted on the 
status of any on-campus minority group. Members of the minority group under study 
would be likely to paint a different picture than would nonmembers. 
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It is also likely there would be similar recommendations resulting from such surveys: e.g. 
greater diversity training. However, we might expect some significant differences in the 
recommendations. While other minority groups would be seeking the full realization of 
the already guaranteed promise of equal opportunity, LGBT individuals are still waiting 
to hear the promise.  

The data in this study provide us with some answers about the perception of different 
groups on campus. But as is often the case, the study also leaves as many or more 
questions unanswered. To provide a safe and unbiased environment for LGBT students, 
faculty, and staff, it is necessary to uncover the personal and structural impediments that 
we must overcome. Developing an understanding of these requires more in-depth study.   

Such study must address the characteristics of a predominantly-commuter campus like 
UNF. Such study must also recognize the unique needs of students who are at differing 
points in the coming-out process and must account for the fact that some students will be 
inclined to remain silent about their needs and some will be experiencing periods of 
increased vulnerability.   

Further study should also examine the synergistic relationship between creating an 
environment that supports LGBT students and one that supports LGBT faculty and staff. 
When students have visible and confident faculty and staff role models are they more 
likely to thrive on campus?   

While the concerns and perceptions of LGBT students, faculty, and staff provide 
sufficient reason to move ahead on implementing the suggestions offered in this report, 
there are broader institutional reasons which lead us in the same direction. If UNF is to 
realize its full potential it must attract and retain bright and talented students as well as 
highly qualified faculty and staff. There is a growing sense in higher education that 
providing a safe and supportive environment for LGBT persons is one necessary 
component in meeting these overarching goals.    
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