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Introduction

In the fall semester of 2009, the Faculty Senate received and approved a white paper report on diversity that was then sent to President Wendy Libby as an expression of faculty interest and concern about this institutional commitment.  For various reasons, sexual identity, gender identity, and gender expression were only touched upon in a brief section that did not do justice to concerns about the campus climate for lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgendered, questioning, and queer (LGBTQ) members of our community.  In response to the white paper and subsequent expressions of concern about the treatment of LGBTQ issues in it, President Libby requested that the Senate return to the issue and produce a more substantial report specifically on LGBTQ matters.  Near the end of fall semester 2009, a task force was established outside of the Senate to accomplish this task.  The Sexual Orientation & Gender Identity group (SOGI) eventually included the following students, staff, and faculty:
Rosalie Carpenter, Associate Director of First Year Studies & Coordinator of FOCUS
Jane Christeson, Professor of Music

Courtney Cioffredi, student at the College of Law

Victor Diaz, student in the College of Arts & Sciences

Will Livingston, student in the College Arts & Sciences

Joseph Morrissey, Professor of Law

John Pearson, Professor of English, Chair of the SOGI Group

Jessica Price, Assistant Director of the Cross Cultural Center & Diversity Programs
Ben Robles, student in the School of Music

Michele Skelton, Associate Professor of Integrative Health Science
Justin Williams, Director of Housing and Residential Life

Eli Witek, student in the College of Arts & Sciences

During the spring and summer of 2010, the SOGI group conducted individual and group interviews of personnel and students at the DeLand and Gulfport campuses.  In addition, we surveyed both students and employees at all campuses.  We studied best practices at other colleges and universities, contacted key personnel and students at other colleges and universities, and considered similar campus climate studies conducted at other schools and nationally.  The following report presents our findings, concerns, and recommendations.

A Note on the Acronym LGBTQ.  The SOGI group decided to use LGBTQ consistently in our work to represent the individuals and experiences often collected under the broad spectrum of non-heterosexual sexual orientations and non-traditional gender identities.  LGBTQ stands for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and with the Q doing double duty, Queer and Questioning.  Some combination of LGBTQ is used by most institutions and organizations when referring to these individuals and groups.  Although some individuals find the term queer offensive, and indeed it has been a slur used against the gay community for decades, it has for many years now been a term adopted by some members of the LGBT community and their allies to indicate their rejection of heteronormativity (see below), traditional gender identities, and traditional sexual categories.  A number of universities, including Yale, the University of Oregon,  University of California at Berkeley, New York University, and DePaul University now offer Queer Studies programs.  
Stetson’s Previous Diversity Reports

In the last twelve years, the University has issued three reports on Diversity.  Rita Nethersole, a consultant hired by the University, produced her first report in 1998, and updated it in 2001-2002.  Both the original and updated reports can be found at http://www.stetson.edu/administration/diversity/reports.php.  Except insofar as sexual orientation and gender identity are included under the rubric “diversity,” Nethersole includes no recommendation specifically about sexual orientation and gender identity (other than to use the terms gay, lesbian, and bisexual instead of homosexual).  However, she does include GLB and sexual orientation in her recommendations for anti-discrimination policies and training.  Through the 37 recommendations in her executive summary, Nethersole identifies women and ALANA (African-, Latin- Asian-, and Native-American) individuals as the focus of specific diversity initiatives.    
In November 2000, the Diversity Council published the revised “On the Path of an Inclusive Community: The Impetus and Challenge of Diversity at Stetson University” (the Nance Report).  In that report, Leonard Nance indicates the campus climate for gay, lesbian, and bisexual individuals (GLB) is not positive: “Just over a third of the faculty (38%) ‘agree’ to ‘strongly agree’ that discrimination is currently a problem on campus for GLB students, about a third of the students (32%) do so, and a quarter of the staff (35%) would agree.”  Moreover, “about 36% of the students say that they have witnessed a student being called names or insulted on the basis of that student’s sexual orientation . . ., and 26% report that they have witnessed discriminatory jokes, cartoons, or graffiti that is based on sexual orientation . . .  Comparable figures for the faculty are 18% and 24% respectively.”  Nance notes that gay, lesbian, and bisexual students are more likely to be the targets of harassment than their faculty and staff counterparts.  Indeed 42.6% of the students described the general attitude of Stetson students as “somewhat” to “very rejecting” of GLB students.  Similarly, but to a lesser degree, 22% of the students stated that Stetson students in general are “somewhat” to “very rejecting” of GLB faculty and staff.  Nance states, 
While we must be careful not to generalize to the entire student population, the results suggest that there may be a strong (or overall academic) dynamic at work here in the experiences of a significant segment of our students.  If almost a quarter of the student respondents perceive that such a negative attitude exists among our students, then we have to raise questions about what this means with regard to climate—certainly for GLB faculty and staff, but for all whose sexual orientation is other than heterosexual.  
The third diversity report was issued by the Faculty Senate in 2009 and is discussed above.

Recent National Survey and Report

At the end of September, 2010, Campus Pride issued the report, “State of Higher Education for LGBT People,” based on its recent Campus Pride 2010 National College Climate survey.  In the executive summary of its findings, Rankin, Weber, Blumenfeld, and Frazer make the following observations:

· LGBQ respondents experienced significantly greater harassment and discrimination than their heterosexual allies and were more likely to indicate the harassment was based on sexual identity.

· Respondents who identified as transmasculine, transfeminine, and gender-nonconforming (GNC) experienced higher rates of harassment than men and women and were more likely to indicate gender identity as the basis.

· Multiple minoritized identities (e.g., racial identity and sexual identity; racial identity and gender identity) lead to encounters of multiple forms of oppression.

· [LGBTQ] students are at the highest risk for experiencing conduct that interferes with their ability to live and learn on campus.

· LGBQ respondents have more negative perceptions of campus climate than their heterosexual counterparts.

· Respondents who identified as transmasculine, transfeminine, and GNC have more negative perceptions of campus climate when compared with those who identify within the gender binary (i.e., men and women).

· The intersection of multiple cultural and social identities increases the risk for negative perceptions of campus climate.

· LGBQ faculty members had more negative perceptions of campus climate than their LGBQ student and staff counterparts.

In addition, Rankin, Weber, Blumenfeld, and Frazer note that retention rates of LGBTQ students and faculty are lower than the retention rates for all students and for all faculty.  These findings suggest that the campus climate for LGBTQ individuals nationwide is challenging at best, and that some issues faced by the University, such as student persistence and satisfaction rates, are attributable at least in part to the campus climate not only for LGBTQ individuals but for everyone who prefers to be part of a truly inclusive community. (The executive summary of the Campus Pride 2010 report is available here: http://www.campuspride.org/Campus%20Pride%202010%20LGBT%20Report%20Summary.pdf  )
Heteronormativity.  The Nance Report identifies heteronormativity as the main concern with the campus climate for LGBTQ individuals without naming it as such.  Heteronormativity (according to the Urban Dictionary), is “A pervasive and institutionalized ideological system that naturalizes heterosexuality as universal; it must continually reproduce itself to maintain hegemony over other non-normative sexualities and ways of identity construction.”  As the term suggests, heteronormativity is based on the assumption that heterosexuality and the construction of heterosexual identities are normal and, to a large extent, desirable.  Because of this—because it is a “given”-- heterosexuality never needs to be identified as a sexual orientation, which is why several people, including some in the LGBTQ community, assume that the phrase “sexual orientation” refers to homosexuality (just as many people assume that the term “race” is a synonym for “black,” “man” represents humanity, or “gender studies” is not about heterosexual men).  

Heteronormativity assumes that alternate sexualities and identities should, at best, fit within the structures that benefit heterosexuality.  These structures might include benefits packages designed to accommodate opposite-sex couples and their families; single-sex housing, organizations, and restrooms; academic programs and course curricula that present LGBTQ issues as marginal or exotic; and support services for students and employees that are ill-equipped to address the concerns of LGBTQ individuals.   LGBTQ-supportive attitudes grounded in heteronormativity will view LGBTQ people and think, “Yes, they are just like us.”  These views can render LGBTQ identities invisible by casting them in heteronormative molds.  For example, when benefits are discussed with new employees, LGBTQ issues are frequently not mentioned, and the rationale is “equal treatment”: no one mentions heterosexuality when discussing benefits; therefore, LGBTQ issues should not be singled out even though the legal and social status of LGBTQ individuals is quite different than it is for heterosexual individuals.  Indeed, heteronormativity does not leave room in the conceptual make-up of the university for a rightful place for LGBTQ people.  As a result, student groups like Kaleidoscope are placed under the auspices of the Cross Cultural Center as if being LGBTQ is an ethnicity, a different culture, a reference to a faraway land.  

Heteronormativity is based on—it is—heterosexual privilege.  Perhaps the greatest heterosexual privilege is the privilege to take one’s sexual and gender identity for granted.  As our survey results indicate, heterosexuals do not have to figure out who and what they are and then begin the long process of explaining themselves and sometimes defending themselves to others simply because of their sexual orientation.  In the SOGI survey, we see that there are students and LGBTQ students; there are employees and LGBTQ employees.  The distinction is not made by the survey: it is made by those who completed the survey and ultimately society at large, for the survey shows that while 100% of all heterosexual employees are fully open about their sexual identity, fewer than 70% of their LGBTQ colleagues are fully out at work.  Moreover, the survey and our campus interviews reveal that while LGBTQ students and employees are assumed to be, and for the most part are comfortable living and working with people of other sexual orientations, heterosexuals are not assumed to be comfortable in these situations without education and training.  Heteronormativity “must continually reproduce itself to maintain hegemony over other non-normative sexualities,” which is why claims by the LGBTQ community for equal treatment on campus and under the law are sometimes perceived as an attack on the rights and privileges of the majority population. 
The SOGI Survey 2010
While the SOGI group did not base its survey of students, staff, and faculty on previous diversity reports, its findings reveal progress in some areas and not much at all in others.  The surveys contained several questions about the campus climate, other questions about the respondent’s attitudes, questions about experiences of harassment and discrimination, and demographic questions including one about the respondent’s sexual orientation.  Students were asked to indicate the school in which they major; to ensure anonymity, employees were not asked for their department or unit.  Faculty and staff are not distinguished.  The survey concluded with a section for comments, some of which are included verbatim in the following summary of results.
Summary of Student Survey Results

551 students from the DeLand and Gulfport campuses responded to the SOGI survey distributed by Institutional Research in spring 2010, which focused exclusively on sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression on Stetson’s campuses.  434 students, or 81.1%, identified as heterosexual; 99 students, or 18.5%,  identified as LGBTQ.  13 identified as Other (these were not included in the LGBTQ group), and 5 respondents did not answer the question.

The breakdown by school/college is as follows:


School




Frequency

Percent


College of Arts & Sciences

229


41.6%


School of Music


 59


10.7%


School of Business


 66


12%


College of Law 


181


32.8%


Unknown



 16


 2.9%



65.9% of the respondents were female; 32.5% were male; .5% (3 individuals) were transgendered; the remaining 1.1% did not answer this question.

Campus Climate.  The student survey results from both the Gulfport and DeLand campuses suggest that LGBTQ students and heterosexual students have very different experiences at Stetson.  Whereas an overwhelming majority of heterosexual students believe their campus is inclusive, nonhomophobic, supportive and respectful of LGBTQ students, the LGBTQ students themselves are not united in their perceptions.  The main concerns are the same as those first reported by DeVries and LaSalle (1993) and reiterated by Nance (2000):  verbal harassment, anti-gay graffiti, self-censorship for fear of negative repercussions, and uncertainly about institutional policies addressing harassment and discrimination.
· Harassment of individuals due to their sexual orientation and gender identity occurs “Rarely,” “Sometimes,” and “Frequently” according to 70% of all student respondents.  This is a slight increase over the percentage of students (64%) who reported similar incidents in the Diversity Council survey in 2000 as reported by Nance.  In the recent survey, 18 students report being harassed once or more during the last year.  The form of harassment most frequently reported in the survey is derogatory remarks, followed by direct or indirect verbal harassment and threats, pressure to be silent about one’s sexual orientation, and threats to expose one’s sexual orientation.  The incidents tended to happen on campus in public or in class.  While the source of harassment is most commonly a student, 6 students report being harassed by faculty.  Indeed, one respondent wrote in the comments section that “I used to work on campus and have heard slanderous things from faculty and staff members.  I don’t think Stetson prizes diversity of sexual orientation, ethnicity, or socio-economic status.”  Another student writes that “there is still plenty of verbal abuse (or in past years, physical/damaging) abuse towards the GLBT community.”  
· Self-Censorship and Fear of Exposure:  43.5% of the LGBTQ student respondents indicate that they have avoided disclosing their sexual orientation or gender identity to “an instructor, teaching apprentice, administrator, or supervisor due to a fear of negative consequences, harassment, or discrimination.”  We need not look far to discover the cause of this fear: if 70% of all students report that harassment of LGBTQ individuals occurs on campus, then we should not be surprised that students who are not in the majority will likely fear negative consequences for honesty about their sexual orientation or gender identity.  A student who works in a residence hall writes that “there was a lesbian in a residence hall where I work.  This woman felt targeted, unsupported by the university, and excluded by her peers.”  Treatment such as this sends a powerful message to other students who have not yet come out: stay in the closet; live a lie or risk being targeted or alienated.  On the other hand, one student writes of the support he/she received by Stetson staff during the process of coming out:  “I just recently came out, and therefore am new to all these issues.  I was being made uncomfortable by my roommates, and sought to find a new residence.  Megan Young was very supportive and helped me in every possible way.”  While there is a price to be paid for coming out on this campus, there is support available on the DeLand campus to those who can find it.  
At the College of Law, 56.5% of the LGBTQ students report that they have avoided revealing their sexual orientation to an instructor, teaching apprentice, administrator, or supervisor for fear of negative consequences, harassment, or discrimination, perhaps indicating a larger trend wherein the stakes seem higher to the LGBTQ law students than to the undergraduates.  In contrast, only one heterosexual student at the College of Law, representing 0.6%, made the same claim.  Some students from the College of Law describe specific incidents of verbal harassment of LGBTQ people and organizations, while others report that they have never heard anything of the kind.  This bifurcation is likely not the result of one group being honest and the other being dishonest; it is most likely a sign that, as the survey data from the College of Law suggest, harassment is certainly not pervasive on the Gulfport campus, but it does occur.
· Student Perceptions of Faculty.  Students were asked to respond to the following statement: “I am comfortable being in a class taught by a faculty member whose sexual orientation is different than my own.”  
· At the DeLand campus, 91.2% of the heterosexual students and 95.7% of the LGBTQ students agree or strongly agree.
· At the College of Law, 97.3% of the heterosexual students and 100% of the LGBTQ students agree or strongly agree.
Whereas the Nance Report (2000) indicated that 22% of students are perceived by their peers to be “somewhat” or “very rejecting” of LGBTQ faculty, we cannot say with any certainty that the current data describe a trend toward greater acceptance.  Because the Diversity Council survey did not ask students their own responses to LGBTQ faculty and stuff, but instead asked their impressions of the student body overall, the results from the two surveys cannot be directly compared.  

· Students’ Acceptance of One Another.  Students were asked to respond to the statement, “I would feel comfortable sharing living quarters with a person whose sexual orientation is different than my own.”  Overall, 71.3% of students say that they agree or strongly agree; 19.5% are evenly divided between disagree and strongly disagree.  The remaining group is uncertain. When these responses are grouped according to sexual orientation, we see a radical distinction between LGBTQ and heterosexual students.
· On the DeLand campus, whereas 93.5% of LGBTQ students agree or strongly agree that they would be comfortable living with a non-LGBTQ individual, only 63.3% of heterosexual students agree or strongly agree.  As expected, the distinction at the other end of the spectrum is as noteworthy: 6.5% of LGBTQ students disagree, strongly disagree, or are uncertain that they would be comfortable in this situation.  36.7% of heterosexuals disagree, strongly disagree, or are uncertain that they would be comfortable sharing living quarters with an LGBTQ student.  
· At the College of Law, 95.7% of the LGBTQ students state that they would be comfortable living with someone of a different sexual orientation, whereas 73.7% of the heterosexual students responding to the survey state that they would be comfortable in this situation.    
Because students report varying degrees of comfort living and learning with people whose sexual orientations differ from their own, there is considerable potential for conflict and discomfort in the residence halls.  The comments quoted above (see Self-Censorship and Fear of Exposure) provide anecdotal evidence to support this.  

The survey data on harassment, self-censorship and fear of exposure, student perceptions of faculty, and students’ acceptance of one another indicate that the campus climate is “inclusive,” but inclusivity has its limits.  As a law student put it, “Diversity here, regardless of whether racial, national, age, or gender seems to mean ‘they get to have their own group.’”  Another law student represents the views of a number of his or her peers: “We surround ourselves with people we identify with.  We may not want to be around fat people, or old people, or bald people, or ugly people, or people that don’t have the same political views, or people that don’t have the same sexual views.  Its choice or it may be discrimination.  You can pick your definition.  You don’t want anyone to know, then don’t tell.”  Several students at both campuses noted that their religious beliefs dictate their views of homosexuality in particular, and some lamented the discussion: the comments “concerning ourselves with such issues is in complete disregard to our moral standards we as Stetson Hatters pride ourselves so much on” and “What happened to the good old days of Baptist Stetson?” exemplify these views.
It is important that we underscore an apparent contradiction in the concept of “inclusive community” at Stetson.  While just over half of the students believe this is an inclusive community that is non-homophobic, 70% of the students have witnessed some kind of harassment based on sexual orientation or gender identity.  This suggests that at least for some, “inclusive” and “non-homophobic” allow for some degree of exclusion and harassment of LGBTQ people.  If the University seeks to create and maintain a truly inclusive environment, a zero-tolerance policy about harassment, including verbal harassment (the most prevalent form reported) must be the starting point of its efforts (see our recommendations at the end of this report).  
Moreover, while the general perception is that differences of sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression are more widely accepted among students today than ten years ago, the data is inconclusive: in fact, a higher percentage of students today reports harassment than in 2000.


University Support.  Again, there is not one snapshot of student attitudes toward University support and/or University policy and leadership in regard to LGBTQ issues and support.  For example, heterosexual students’ perceptions of University leadership regarding LGBTQ issues are more positive than the perceptions of the LGBTQ students (these results mirror the findings of Campus Pride’s report issued recently).  However, the picture is slightly different depending on the respondent’s school or college: 42.4% of heterosexual students in the College of Arts & Sciences agree or strongly agree that the University thoroughly addresses campus issues related to sexual orientation and gender identity, 40.1% of heterosexual students in the School of Music and 33.9% of heterosexual students in the School of Business agree.  The most common response to this question is “Uncertain”:  45.5% of all students (LGBTQ and heterosexual) at the College of Law, 38% of students in Arts & Sciences, 36.4% of students in the School of Business, and 32.8% of students in the School of Music are uncertain.  
· Leadership.  Students were asked to respond to the statement “The University has visible leadership from the administration regarding sexual orientation/gender identity.”  Again student awareness differs by school and college: the following table shows the percentage of students who agree or strongly agree.  
College of Law


60.9% 
School of Music


50.0%
School of Business

38.5% 

College of Arts & Sciences
33.6%
Once again, the most common response at all schools is “uncertain.” While few students commented on the University’s leadership regarding LGBTQ issues, one student suggests a reason why so few know where the administration and University leaders stand on these issues:  “In all of the incidences of violence and harassment that I’ve heard about while studying here, the one unifying factor was the administration’s seemingly single-minded obsession with making sure that no one heard about them and that they weren’t reported on, which in turn led to little being done to raise awareness or combat the violence.”  
· Curriculum.  Students seem divided in response to the statement “The University offers a variety of classes in which sexual orientation and gender identity are the focus for at least part of the semester,” with college/school and sexual orientation as the main determinants of student perception.  
· At the College of Law, 25% of the students agree or strongly agree.  The LGBTQ students at the College of Law disagree and strongly disagree with this statement in the greatest numbers--66.5% of the LGBTQ law students vs. 24% of the heterosexual law students.  One student writes that discussions of LGBTQ issues are “completely outside class discussions, even in Employment Discrimination class when we had a case in which lesbian issues were clearly implicated.”  It is impossible to know why LGBTQ issues are not part of the curriculum, if indeed that is the case; however, an employee at the College of Law claims that “I have been asked to avoid using assignments that address sexual orientation because they are too ‘controversial’ and can lead to problems,” presumably from students who do not want to study LGBTQ legal issues.  A student suggests as much, arguing that emphasizing sexual orientation is “inappropriate because sexual orientation should not affect day to day activities at an academic institution.”  A critique of heteronormativity would likely suggest that sexual orientation affects every individual every day.  Only those who enjoy heterosexual privilege are able to not know and consciously experience this.
· This contrasting perceptions of LGBTQ and heterosexual students is not as stark in DeLand, but it depends on the college/school with which the students are affiliated.  The following table shows the percentages of students who agree or strongly agree that the University offers a wide variety of classes in which sexual orientation and gender identity are a focus for at least part of the semester.





LGBTQ

Heterosexual


Arts & Sciences
66.9%


79.4%

School of Music
54.5%


68.4%


School of Business
38.5%


32.7%
In DeLand overall, 35.5% of the students are uncertain and 17.2% disagree or strongly disagree.  However, some students understand the value of education about sexual orientation and gender identity, as one student explains: “while there is much positive sentiment toward the LGBTQ community [at Stetson], it is a group often overlooked and not necessarily included as much as the heterosexual community in the overall university consciousness.  I also believe that this stems not from any sort of homophobia or LGBTQ discrimination, but from a general lack of knowledge about the non-heterosexual community.”
· Organizational Discrimination.   When asked to respond to the statement, “No organization affiliated with the University should be allowed to discriminate based on sexual orientation and/or gender identity” the majority of students agreed.  In fact, 89.4% agreed or strongly agreed; 5.3% disagreed or strongly disagreed; 5.3% are uncertain.  All students on the DeLand campus who disagreed or strongly disagreed identified as heterosexual.  Five individuals report being denied membership in a campus organization or prevented from participating in a campus activity based on sexual orientation.  While two law students contend that religious organizations should be allowed to discriminate according to their faith, the recent Supreme Court affirmation of the Christian Legal Society v. Martinez decision allowing Hastings College of Law to withhold funds from a campus organization that actively discriminates against lesbians and gay men further supports efforts on the part of the University to maintain equal access to all campus organizations and facilities regardless of sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression.

Identity.  Sections of the survey asked students to consider their own experiences based on sexual orientation, including whether they are open about their sexual orientation and, if so, to what degree (and to whom).  The results are crucial in our understanding of the student population we wish to serve as we strive to understand their needs.  Please note that the survey did not specify a sexual orientation in these questions.  Respondents were asked their sexual orientation in the final demographics section of the survey to enable cross tabulation of the results.  
For the LGBTQ community, college (and more recently, high school) is often the stage on which LGBTQ individuals begin to claim or reject an identity that includes their sexual orientation, otherwise known as coming out. As explained by Gortmaker and Brown (2006), 

Many lesbian and gay (LG) college students remain in the closet, while others take their first step out on campus. Outness has been conceptualized as disclosure of sexual orientation to family members, friends, and coworkers (Bradford, Ryan, & Rothblum, 1994). Coming out involves a complicated process of self-realization of one's sexuality, then disclosing one's realization to others (Herek, 2003). Disclosure to others has been acknowledged as a ‘rite of passage’ and an important layer in the bricks of a student's self-construction (Garnets & Kimmel, 2003). Conversely, remaining "in the closet" (passing as a heterosexual) causes students to lead double lives and endure psychological stress (Herek, 2003).

In significantly higher numbers, students who are out report using campus services more often than closeted students, they know more about gay history and culture, they participate in campus organizations more often than closeted students, and report feeling safer on campus than closeted students, according to Gortmaker and Brown (2006).
· Responding to a series of questions about being out and to whom, students at the DeLand Campus report as follows:
· 66.3% of the LGBTQ students in DeLand are out to most friends

· 91.3% of the LGBTQ students in DeLand are out to their family.

· 73.9% of the LGBTQ students in DeLand are out to everyone

We cannot explain with certainty how 73.9% of LGBTQ students can be out to everyone while only 66.3% are out to most friends.  We conjecture that some people who are out to everyone checked “no” to the statement about being out to most friends because they felt it didn’t describe them accurately: they are out to all friends.  Clearly, some LGBTQ people are out to most friends but not to everyone. Since “out to everyone” is unambiguous, we accept this statistic as the more accurate of the two.
· At the College of Law, the data are similar with one exception: fewer people are out to family.  
· 65.2% of the LGBTQ students are out to most friends

· 78.3% of the LGBTQ students are out to family

· 69.6% of LGBTQ students are out to everyone
Again, it is logically impossible that 69.6% of LGBTQ students are out to everyone while only 65.2% are out to most friends unless some people read “out to most friends” as inaccurately describing them, for they are out to all friends.  “Out to everyone” is the most unambiguous descriptor.
· At all campuses, the group to whom most LGBTQ students are out:  the people at work.  87% of the LGBTQ students at the College of Law and 91.3% of the LGBTQ students in DeLand are out to the people at work.
While we are pleased to see that over 91% of the DeLand students and 78.3% of the law students are out to some degree, we are concerned for those who are out to only some people and especially for those who are out to no one.  From these data we know that in DeLand, 8.7% of the LGBTQ students are not out to anyone, and 26.1% of the LGBTQ students are out to some people but not to everyone.  At the College of Law, only 1 student is not out to anyone, whereas 21.7% of the LGBTQ students are out to some people but not to everyone.  The students who are not out to anyone are not likely to rely on the LGBTQ-related services that the University offers, nor are they likely to talk with anyone here until they are ready to out themselves.  The students who are out to some people but not others may also be under-utilizing services offered by the University for fear of being outed beyond their comfort zone.  They are more likely to experience fear about being outed and about being harassed as a result.  Some students at the College of Law, for instance, report that they do not out themselves to certain faculty for fear of negative repercussions.   Again, those who are fully or partially closeted are less likely to use University resources (see Gortmaker and Brown, 2006), are more likely to suffer psychological stress (Madera, 2010) and are less likely to be retained at the University than either out students or heterosexual students (Rankin et al., 2010).
Summary of Employee Surveys & Interviews

A nearly identical survey also prepared by this committee was distributed by Institutional Research to all employees of the University during the spring semester 2010 when the student survey was issued.  295 employees completed the survey, 229 from the DeLand campus and 66 from the College of Law.  In addition, employees from several offices, particularly those who deliver services directly or indirectly to students, were interviewed by one or more members of the SOGI group.
Of the 295 survey respondents, 247 identified as heterosexual; 38 identified as LGBTQ; 4 identified as other; 6 did not identify their sexual orientation.  The LGBTQ respondents represent 13.2% of those who completed the survey.  


Campus Climate.  The employees reflect many of the same attitudes that we see in the student data, including differing experiences for LGBTQ and heterosexual employees.
· Harassment.  As with the students, these data reveal that the prevailing view of an LGBTQ-supportive workplace free of discrimination includes some level of harassment and discrimination of LGBTQ employees.  

· At the College of Law, 66.2% of the employees agree or strongly agree that the campus climate is supportive of LGBTQ people, 73.8% agree or strongly agree that the campus climate is respectful of LGBTQ people, and 64.1% agree or strongly agree that the campus climate is inclusive.  These data are supported by our interviews with various administrative staff, all of whom report that the campus is an inclusive, respectful climate situated in a city with anti-discrimination laws covering sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression.  However, there is widespread belief that harassment due to sexual orientation and gender identity occurs on campus.
· 60% of the employees believe that gay men are harassed rarely, sometimes, or frequently;
· 56.6% of the employees believe that lesbians are harassed rarely, sometimes, or frequently;
· 65.9% of the employees believe that bisexuals are harassed rarely, sometimes, or frequently;
· 67.6% of the employees believe that persons whose gender identity is not traditional are harassed rarely, sometimes, or frequently.

Moreover, 53.8% of the self-identified LGBTQ employees at the College of Law have avoided disclosing their sexual orientation to another employee or student due to a fear of negative consequences, discrimination, or harassment.  Since 69.2% of the LGBTQ employees at the College of Law consider themselves out to everyone, we know that for some of those people, “out to everyone” really means “out to everyone except a few people at work.”   For them, the impetus to avoid disclosure is great enough to change their usual behavior.  These fears seem reasonable given that 23.1% of the LGBTQ employees at the College of Law believe that they are the victims of work-place discrimination because of their sexual orientation and/or gender identity.  In comparison, 3.8% of heterosexuals report work-place discrimination due to their sexual orientation and/or gender identity.  Nonetheless, some respondents comment that at the College of Law, there is “reverse discrimination in favor of LGBTQ people” and that “the law school is ANTI-HETEROSEXUAL.”  
· At the DeLand Campus, 56.2% of the employees (10% fewer than at the College of Law) agree or strongly agree that the campus climate is supportive of LGBTQ people, 63% agree or strongly agree that the campus climate is respectful of LGBTQ people, and 58.5% agree or strongly agree that the campus climate is inclusive. Faculty and staff interviewed by the SOGI group were unanimously supportive of LGBTQ employees and believe that their workplace is free of discrimination. However, an overwhelming majority of employees believe that harassment of LGBTQ individuals occurs on campus.
· 93.6% of the employees believe that gay men on campus are harassed rarely, sometimes, or frequently

· 91.1% of the employees believe that lesbians on campus are harassed rarely, sometimes, or frequently

· 92% of the employees believe that bisexuals on campus are harassed rarely, sometimes, or frequently

· 92.6% of the employees believe that persons whose gender identity is not traditional are harassed rarely, sometimes, or frequently

Moreover, 42.9% of the self-identified LGBTQ employees at the DeLand campus have avoided disclosing their sexual orientation to another employee or student due to a fear of negative consequences, discrimination, or harassment.  This must include at least a few of the 60.1% of DeLand LGBTQ employees who are out to everyone, indicating that the fear of consequences for coming out alters well established behavior.  14.31% of the LGBTQ employees at the DeLand campus believe that they are the victims of work-place discrimination because of their sexual orientation and/or gender identity.  2.1% of heterosexuals report work-place discrimination due to their sexual orientation and/or gender identity.  We do not need to search for at least one likely reason why many LGBTQ people are not out to everyone at work: more than 90% of the employees at Stetson’s DeLand campus believe that LGBTQ people are harassed at least rarely or more often.
Our interviews of key personnel and, in some instances, the entire staff of a division or unit, suggest that LGBTQ personnel would be welcome at both campuses despite the perceptions of the 42.9% of LGBTQ employees who have avoided disclosure. Nonetheless, the data clearly suggest that neither the DeLand nor the Gulfport campus is an entirely safe environment for those employees who do not identify as traditionally gendered and/or heterosexual.  The perceptions held by heterosexual employees of the campus climate for LGBTQ personnel are categorically different than the perceptions held by LGBTQ employees.  We should note that most LGBTQ faculty who were interviewed generally expressed feelings of acceptance and safety at work; not all LGBTQ staff share those feelings.  

University Support.  Typical university support for LGBTQ employees includes anti-discrimination policies, extension of all benefits to same-sex partners that are available to heterosexual spouses, clear procedures for discrimination and harassment claims, inclusion of LGBTQ partners and families at university functions that are open to employee partners and families, and some gender-neutral bathrooms for those who are not traditionally gendered and others who wish to overcome heteronormative gender identities. The University may further support LGBTQ employees and students, and in fact all employees and students, by responding quickly and consistently to issues related to sexual orientation, gender identity, and gender expression as they arise.
In general, nearly a third of all employees are uncertain if the University provides support, resources, and leadership regarding issues related to sexual orientation and gender identity.  Moreover, LGBTQ employees’ opinions of the University’s support for these issues are different than the opinions of heterosexual employees.

· When asked to respond to the statement “The University thoroughly addresses campus issues related to sexual orientation/gender identity,” employees did not speak with one voice:
· At the College of Law, 30.8% of LGBTQ employees and 47.2% of heterosexual employees agree or strongly agree.  30.8% of LGBTQ employees and 9.4% of heterosexual employees disagree or strongly disagree.  The remaining are uncertain.  
· At the DeLand campus, 28.6% of LGBTQ employees and 39% of heterosexual employees agree or strongly agree.  39.2% of LGBTQ employees and 20.9% of heterosexual employees disagree or strongly disagree.  The remaining are uncertain.  
While employees with varying lengths of employment at the University may have different experiences and knowledge, the most likely explanation for these varied results, particularly within the LGBTQ population, and for the large number of people who are uncertain, is that the University has not done a good, consistent job of explaining and publicizing its responses to various LGBTQ issues, whether those responses have been supportive or not.

· Leadership.  Employees’ responses to the statement “The University has visible leadership from the administration regarding sexual orientation/gender identity” are similar to those reported immediately above.  In the College of Law, they depend largely on sexual orientation, while in DeLand that distinction is not as great.
· At the College of Law, 
· 23.1% of the LGBTQ employees agree or strongly agree
· 50.5% of the heterosexual employees agree or strongly agree
· 53.9% of the LGBTQ employees disagree or strongly disagree
· 11.3% of the heterosexual employees disagree or strongly disagree
· The remaining employees are uncertain
· At the DeLand campus, 
· 39.3% of the LGBTQ employees agree or strongly agree 
· 46.6% of the heterosexual employees agree or strongly agree
· 25% of the LGBTQ employees disagree or strongly disagree
· 15.6% of the heterosexual employees disagree or strongly disagree
· The remaining employees are uncertain.
At both campuses, LGBTQ employees disagree at significantly higher rates than the heterosexual employees disagree about the presence of visible leadership.  This distinction reflects national trends, according to the Campus Pride report (Rankin et al., 2010).  

Once again, more than a third of all employees at both campuses are uncertain if the University has visible leadership from the administration on these issues.  While there are few comments directed at the administration or campus leadership, one employee at the DeLand campus notes that “Stetson needs community-wide training on harassment issues.  Managers and supervisors are not necessarily aware of the best approach when dealing with the topic.  Also, faculty need to address discrimination in their classes [when it occurs].”  This individual calls for better training for all faculty, staff, and student leaders.
· Visible Resources.  One register of an institution’s commitment to any value is material investment.  To determine the employees’ perceptions of the University’s material investment in its LGBTQ employees, we asked employees to respond to the following statement: “The University provides visible resources on LGBTQ issues and concerns of its employees.  ” 
· At the College of Law, 50.8% of all employees are uncertain, 35.3% agree or strongly agree, and 13.9% disagree or strongly disagree.
· At the DeLand campus, 43%  of all employees are uncertain, 38.9% agree or strongly agree, and 18.1% disagree or strongly disagree.
Information gathered from interviews across both the DeLand and Gulfport campuses provides insight into the high degree of uncertainty.  The Office of Human Resources does not routinely inform new employees of LGBTQ-supportive policies and benefits such as Stetson’s Domestic Partners benefits unless the new employee asks.  Given that 42.9% of LGBTQ DeLand campus employees fear repercussions from revealing their sexual orientation, it is likely that some may not wish to ask the question for fear of outing themselves.  This fear is heightened in states such as Florida that do not provide equal protection for LGBTQ workers.  
While at least two employees at the College of Law believe that LGBTQ faculty receive more than their fair share of support, including financial awards and positions of leadership, our interviews with staff and administrators clearly indicate awareness of the issues and they, like their counterparts in DeLand, resolve to create an inclusive environment at the Gulfport campus.

Identity.  While we might presume that questions of identity are resolved for most people by the time they reach adulthood and go to work for the University, we live at a time when generations of LGBTQ people have radically different experiences.  While an increasing number of LGBTQ people are coming out soon after puberty, there are many over 50 who grew up and have lived (and perhaps continue to live) in a local culture where being LGBTQ is unacceptable.  It is an axiom that there are more people over 50 than under 30 in the closet.  While we have no data to support this claim, we should always be aware that the people who may need the most support are those people least likely to seek it, and perhaps most likely to shun it.  That said, 
· At the DeLand campus, 
· 60.7% of LGBTQ employees are out to everyone; 100% of heterosexual employees responding are out to everyone.
· 60.7% of LGBTQ employees are out to most friends; 100% of heterosexual employees responding are out to most friends.
· 67.9% of LGBTQ employees are out to people at work; 100% of heterosexual employees responding are out to people at work.
· 67.9% of LGBTQ employees are out to family; 100% of heterosexual employees responding are out to family.

· 7.1% of LGBTQ employees are not out to anyone; 0% of heterosexual employees responding are not out to anyone.

· At the College of Law,

· 69.2% of LGBTQ employees are out to everyone; 100% of heterosexual employees responding are out to everyone.
· 61.5% of LGBTQ employees are out to most friends; 100% of heterosexual employees responding are out to most friends.
· 69.2% of LGBTQ employees are out to people at work; 100% of heterosexual employees responding are out to people at work.
· 76.9% of LGBTQ employees are out to family; 100% of heterosexual employees responding are out to family.
· 23.1% of LGBTQ employees are not out to anyone; 0% of heterosexual employees responding are not out to anyone.
Reasons for being in the closet or out are often long-standing and individual.  Nevertheless, 30% (College of Law) and 40% (DeLand) of the employees at the two campuses are not completely open about their identity, putting them in danger of outing themselves whenever they rely on University resources for LGBTQ employees, make a claim of harassment or discrimination, or participate in any activity on campus that might be seen as LGBTQ-oriented, and they are less likely than either heterosexuals or out LGBTQ individuals to bring their immediate families to University functions.  King and Cortina (2010) have argued that fear of disclosing one’s sexual orientation impacts attitudes, mental health, and physical health.  Moreover, Madera (2010) finds that closeted employees suffer negative effects on cognition, which in turn affects job performance.  
Some employees noted in their comments that attitudes toward different sexual orientations are generally more positive than attitudes toward gender identities and expressions that are outside the mainstream.  Very few people whom we interviewed are aware of transgendered students on campus, for instance, and do not know how transgendered students or employees would be treated on campus.  

Surveys:  Concluding Remarks

The survey data, including the comments, reveal clearly that we like to think of Stetson University as an inclusive, supportive, respectful community where everyone is welcome to study and work.  It is equally true that the majority of people responding to the survey are aware of harassment of LGBTQ individuals on campus.  There is a disconnect between (a) what we like to think we are, and (b) what we know we are.  A large percentage of students and employees who responded to the survey maintain both views despite the contradiction.  Over 30% of LGBTQ employees choose not to be open about their sexual orientation or gender identity at work, suggesting that they perceive the University as a relatively unsafe place to be honest about themselves.  As explained earlier, research indicates that these people who are not out will likely suffer negative affects, including diminished job performance, and are more likely than completely out LGBTQ individuals to view the environment as unfriendly and unsafe.  
At an institution with diversity as a major value commitment, a university that includes sexual orientation in its anti-discrimination policy, and a university that prides itself on being an open, inclusive community, no degree or kind of harassment or discrimination can be acceptable regardless of anyone’s personal beliefs about non-heterosexual orientations or non-traditional gender identities and expressions.  Clear, unambiguous, public responses to incidences of harassment and discrimination will do more than many hours of training to educate members of the University about our policies and values commitments.
A Note on the Larger Community.  It was beyond our scope to survey the local communities to determine the attitudes toward LGBTQ individuals and issues, and we did not systematically study the experiences of LGBTQ individuals off campus.  Whereas Gulfport has instituted comprehensive anti-discrimination policies that protect LGBTQ individuals, DeLand has no such policies, and Florida has some of the most hostile anti-LGBTQ laws of any state in the nation.  These laws and the attitudes that support them undoubtedly hurt our efforts to recruit some of the best employees and students, particularly those who are openly LGBTQ.  Whatever work the University accomplishes in its efforts to make Stetson an inclusive community, we must constantly remember that every individual who is part of the Stetson community must live in, or at least interact with the communities beyond our campus borders.  Stetson can take the lead in changing those communities, certainly, and it can make an effort to mitigate some of the effects of the harsh state environment by enacting policies that create parity rather than inequality among its various constituencies.
Recommendations

All recommendations are informed by two sometimes competing and sometimes cooperating desires: to have the University become what we wish it to be, and to work within the University at it is.  These recommendations respond to the findings of our work, and they are informed by best practices at other universities.
Diversity.  Our first and most fundamental recommendation is that the University re-imagine diversity.  Just as sexual orientation usually signals gay to many people, traditionally at Stetson, diversity has meant non-normative groups: non-white, non-Christian, non-male, and non-heterosexual.  Representatives from these non-normative groups and their allies host meetings and events throughout the year, and one goal is to expose those who are not from the “non” groups to diversity.  This practice fosters a belief that diversity is about the other, and in fact the Guide to Managing Human Resources at the University of California, San Francisco, defines diversity as “otherness or those human qualities that are different from our own and outside the groups to which we belong, yet present in other individuals and groups” (Managing Diversity, 2000). This definition of diversity limits diversity to that which is different from ourselves.  It encourages education about the other without dismantling the self/other dichotomy that is at the base of discrimination and exclusion.

We recommend that the University understand diversity as an inherent trait of every individual—as a trait that we recognize in ourselves.  There should be no privileged positions that are considered normative and unnamed.  Just as biodiversity describes an entire ecosystem, not simply the exotic plants and animals, diversity at Stetson should describe the entire community and everyone in it including ourselves.  And just as biodiversity is sometimes considered a register of the health of an ecosystem, so too should diversity be considered a primary index of the University’s health and wellbeing.  Everyone can be described according to race, sex, and sexual orientation, and if we conceive of differences as positive contributions from everyone, our differences can be a source of strength and community rather than weakness and disunity.  Differences should not be deemed problematic and therefore erased, nor should they be categorized into “us” and “them” with the few on display for the many; instead, as our critique of heteronormativity suggests, diversity should be understood as the fundamental strength of a single, complex community. 

Language.  The University should strive to develop a glossary that truly reflects its commitment to diversity.  While the acronym ALANA, for example, serviced the University for several years, it became the delimiter rather than a partial descriptor of the University’s interests in diversity.  Diversity includes socio-economic status, sexual orientation, spiritual belief, gender identity, gender expression, and many other components that are not included in terms that limit diversity to ethnicity and race.  At the same time, we must understand that despite the appearance of group unity that acronyms like SOGI and LGBTQ suggest, there exists the same range of human experience and opinions within those groups as there are in any other group.  

Chief Diversity Officer.  The University should create the position of Chief Diversity Office and hire a seasoned professional into that post.  The Chief Diversity Officer will be responsible for oversight of diversity initiatives and training on campus; will act as a resource to students, staff, and faculty who wish to enhance their programs and courses; and will undertake ongoing assessment of the University’s actions to realize its commitment to diversity.   Many universities have a chief diversity officer, as described four years ago in The Chronicle of Higher Education (Gose, 2006).  More information is available from the National Association of Diversity Officers in Higher Education (NADOHE), the professional organization that supports professionals in this field.  It is particularly important to our work that any chief diversity officer be sensitive to and knowledgeable about the issues and needs of the LGBTQ community.  Moreover, we should seek an individual who approaches all issues from a non-heteronormative perspective.
LGBTQ-Friendly Initiatives.  We recommend that the University make itself into, and then present itself as an LGBTQ-friendly University.  This will attract highly qualified students and employees, many of whom check the key indicators of campus climate before accepting admission or a position.  We are not recommending special (lower) admissions requirements or preferential treatment in hiring for self-identified LGBTQ individuals.  We are recommending that we show the world what we have to offer.  
1. Our website and publications for students should include clear references to the LGBTQ-friendly organizations, courses, and opportunities on campus.  
2. The website and print materials for employees should tout LGBTQ-friendly policies and benefits. 
3. We should participate in national surveys that would give us a “GPA”—Gay Point Average—and a ranking among the nation’s most LGBTQ-friendly universities and law schools (such as the University of Pennsylvania, Stanford, University of Michigan, New York University, Tufts University, Yale University, and Middlebury College).  As a member of the College of Arts & Sciences Board of Overseers told us, even the most conservative law firms do this, and it only makes sense that the University would too. 
4. Courses and academic programs that include LGBTQ issues should be supported academically and financially.
5. LGBTQ programming, co-curricular and extra-curricular, should become the responsibility of the University as a whole and not only LGBTQ-friendly individuals and organizations.
Anti-Discrimination Policy and Practice.

1. Anti-Discrimination Policy Terminology.  The University’s anti-discrimination policy and related publications and communications should use the term sexual orientation in every instance.  The term sexual preference is both outdated and, to many in the LGBTQ community, offensive.

2. Anti-Discrimination Policy Expansion.  The University’s anti-discrimination policy should be updated to include “gender identity and gender expression.”  Currently, the city of Gulfport, which is home to the College of Law, includes gender identity and gender expression in its anti-discrimination policy.  As one University, we should make this the official policy of Stetson.  

3. Anti-Discrimination Policy Publication.  The updated anti-discrimination policy should be uniformly published in every University document that describes policies and procedures and where one would reasonably expect to find an anti-discrimination policy.  Currently, not all University handbooks contain “sexual orientation,” which has been part of the University’s anti-discrimination policy for years.  The chief diversity officer or the human resources office or another office on campus should be tasked with the job of assuring that the complete and current policy is published in all relevant materials.
4. Zero Funding for Discriminatory Organizations.  The University should not fund any organizations or events that discriminate against LGBTQ individuals. 
5. Responsible Investing.  The University should not invest its funds, including funds in the University endowment, in any company, corporation, or institution with policies and/or practices that run counter to our values commitments.  Stetson should divest from any entity that claims the right to discriminate against LGBTQ individuals.  Moreover, all future investments should be consonant with all University values.
Policies and Benefits.  

1. Addressing Domestic Partner Benefits Inequities.  Currently Stetson creates a disparity between legally married employees and domestic partners, including same-sex partners, who do not have the right to marry in the State of Florida.  An employee who shows proof of marriage immediately receives benefits for his or her spouse regardless of the length of their marriage (10 years or 10 hours).  Domestic partners must show proof of co-residency and co-mingling of finances for one year.  Married partners do not need to show proof of co-residency or co-mingling of finances.  Married employees must produce a marriage license or proof of benefits coverage from a previous employer.   All employees should be held to the same standards of evidence and the same standards of partnership.
A financial inequity exists between those who qualify for benefits based on marriage and those who qualify for benefits based on domestic partnership (not married).  Domestic Partnership benefits are taxable benefits, whereas the same benefits received by a married employee are not taxable.  Some businesses (Google) and universities (Syracuse) offset the taxes in part or completely, and we recommend that Stetson also seeks to end this inequity.
2. Publication of Policies and Benefits.  
a. LGBTQ-friendly policies and benefits should be posted on our Human Resources website and in print material.  While most people might reasonably assume that the University offers health insurance with family coverage, most (LGBTQ) people might not reasonably assume that the University offers domestic partner benefits (including tuition).  Given the number of LGBTQ people who do not fully disclose their sexual orientation on campus, we cannot assume that anyone interested will ask, especially during the hiring process.  Offering the information suggests inclusion.  If members of the University feel that this excludes heterosexual-specific benefits, we recommend that a separate list of heterosexual privileges be included.

b. Similarly, all policies related to student and employee conduct in regard to LGBTQ individuals, including anti-discrimination and harassment policies, should be widely published and should include a very clear definition of harassment and equally clear procedures for reporting it, as has been the recent practice. 

Training and Education. Nearly every employee with whom we spoke this past year recommended training and education on LGBTQ issues.  References to employees include students who are employed by the University, such as FOCUS leaders and Resident Advisors.  We believe that diversity education is the responsibility of every member of this community.  A fundamental requirement of any position at the University should be an ongoing interest in, and commitment to diversity, and this would suggest that all employees would willingly educate themselves.  Nonetheless, the University must assure that every employee is properly trained.  We believe that diversity training is not a one-time add-on to orientations and other training programs.  Diversity training must be ongoing to help individuals process experiences and develop skills that will help them serve the diverse community we hope to become. 
1. Training Workshops for New Employees.  We recommend that the University require new employees to attend a diversity workshop that includes a segment on LGBTQ issues.  This workshop would include education about University policies and procedures, productive workplace environments, inclusivity, and other LGBTQ-related issues.  There are successful models for these workshops, and we should draw upon the best practices at other institutions.
2. Training & Education for Existing Employees.  We recommend that the University offer small-group LGBTQ workshops that are designed specifically for the concerns of those employees who will be attending.  For instance, members of the Campus Life staff who work directly with students should be offered LGBTQ training that addresses the specific elements of their work.  Members of the Health Services staff should be offered a workshop that meets their needs directly.  Other constituencies include the athletics staff, resident advisors, admissions staff, and Public Safety.  The Chief Diversity Officer would be responsible for creating these workshops and assuring compliance.
3. Training of Student Leaders.  Student leaders, including the officers of student organizations, should receive training in the policies and procedures related to LGBTQ issues that might arise in their organization, including discrimination, harassment, and social exclusion.  
4. Ongoing Conversations.  By its nature, diversity is an issue that is constantly changing.  We recommend that all departments, and especially those that are student-centered (such as Campus Life), remain engaged in conversations about diversity.  The conversations would address both issues that arise in their work and our evolving understanding of what it means to be part of a diverse community.  If diversity informs everything we do, these conversations will become routine.  We believe that such conversations will be crucial as we move forward to honor this University commitment.

5. Strict Adherence. All employees, including student employees, should be trained that while acting as an employee of the University, and regardless of personal belief systems, they must adhere to University policies of anti-discrimination and anti-harassment.  Moreover, very clear definitions of discrimination and harassment (including exclusion) should be provided during the training sessions.  Individuals who refuse to follow University anti-discrimination and anti-harassment policies for any reason should not be employed here.
Curriculum.  LGBTQ issues should be included in courses across the curriculum.  This should be the responsibility of the entire faculty, not only the faculty who identify as LGBTQ and their allies.
1. Making LGBTQ Issues Visible.  We recommend that faculty be encouraged to develop courses that take up LGBTQ issues, and that this component of their courses be made visible in course titles and descriptions.  While some faculty reported that they regularly include LGBTQ issues in some part of a course or courses that they teach, very few courses in the curriculum of any school or college at Stetson makes this component visible in its title or Bulletin description.  “Sexuality” appears in the title of a few courses, including the introductory course to the Women & Gender Studies minor (WGS 100D).  One of the indices of an LGBTQ-friendly campus is the visible place of LGBTQ issues in the curriculum.  Prospective students and employees consider course offerings not only to see if their interests are represented in the curriculum; they also search for signs that they are welcome at the University.  Could we imagine a first-year seminar on gay and lesbian history, for instance?
2. Inclusion of LGBTQ Issues Where Relevant.  We recommend that all courses—undergraduate, graduate, and law—that might reasonably include a component focused on LGBTQ issues do so.  Moreover, faculty should be supported in their attempts to gain the knowledge necessary to revise existing courses, including when they wish to add LGBTQ-related assignments to core and specialized courses.
3. Revising the Women & Gender Studies Program.  We recommend that the current WGS Program be revised to more openly include courses and course material on LGBTQ issues.  While the word Gender in the title of the program vaguely includes LGBTQ studies, it leaves it in the shadows.  Again, prospective students and faculty look to course and program offerings to see if their interests are represented.  A more representative program title could make the program more attractive to students and faculty who are interested in gay studies.  We do not believe that a separate Gay Studies or Queer Studies Program is necessary if, for instance, a gay studies or queer studies track might be developed under the auspices of the WGS Program and if the WGS Program makes these issues more central and visible.  We recommend that the WGS Program Committee decide how this recommendation might be accomplished.  

Facilities.  Our current facilities and related policies reflect the heteronormative standards of U.S. culture.  Restrooms and residence halls are designed to separate males and females when desired, with no acknowledgement of gender identities that are not traditional or sexual orientations that are not heterosexual.  
1. Gender-Neutral Restrooms.  Each major building on campus should include at least one gender-neutral restroom to serve the students and employees who do not readily sort themselves into “men” and “women” as our current binary system dictates. Many public buildings currently include gender-neutral restrooms, and many universities already include some gender-neutral restrooms in all new construction.  In addition to retro-fitting some existing facilities, we recommend that Stetson make this a policy for new construction.  This is especially important in residence halls that have communal bathrooms and in heavily trafficked buildings on all campuses.

2. LGBTQ-Friendly Residence Hall.  While we are concerned about the possibility that LGBTQ students will be segregated into separate housing, we recommend the creation of a publicized LGBTQ-friendly residence hall that would be open to anyone who indicates an interest in living there.  This will signal to LGBTQ students that there is safe housing on campus where they can live without concern that roommates or suitemates will disapprove of them if they come out (an issue that came up repeatedly in our interviews with students).  Many colleges and universities offer such housing.  To facilitate student placement, the current housing preference form should be revised to ask if the student is interested in LGBTQ-friendly housing.

Programming.  Programming at the College of Law and the DeLand campuses should routinely include LGBTQ speakers, bookfeasts, and events.  These should support and be supported by courses and course work..  It became apparent in our interviews on both campuses that most people were not sure why we were discussing these issues, and that the only context that made sense to most people is one involving social justice—specifically, the desire to ensure equal treatment of LGBTQ students and employees, and most people assumed that we already had achieved a just environment at Stetson.  Social justice is, of course, a crucial component of the University’s mission and some of our recommendations are based on the implicit belief in equal treatment for all members of the community.  However, our meetings with students and staff often evolved into very productive conversations about ways in which we could work together to achieve common goals by acknowledging our differences and combining our strengths.  We can continue these conversations through intentional programming that encourages positive conversations about diversity as we conceive it in the first recommendation. 
Allies Program & Safety Zone Program.  Stetson has made attempts to build Allies and Safety Zone programs on campus; however, without concerted, organized, and supported efforts, these programs languish.  We recommend that the Chief Diversity Officer on campus be given the responsibility of creating strong Allies and Safety Zone programs, including the required training of all Allies and all individuals posting a Safety Zone placard.  National organizations and standards should always be the starting point when we build these programs.
Attendance at the Expanding the Circle Conference.  Three members of our committee attended the annual Expanding the Circle Conference, which focuses on LGBTQ issues at universities across the nation.  The conference, which is well attended by representatives from the nation’s leading universities, offers resources, insights, and experiences that are not only beneficial to those attending; the Stetson participants bring those resources and insights back to campus.  Funding should be set aside to enable key personnel to attend this conference each year.
A Standing SOGI Committee.  Our work this year as the SOGI group has convinced us that the University needs a standing SOGI committee made up of students, staff, and faculty.  The committee’s ongoing work would be to monitor the progress made toward these recommendations and the ultimate goals implied herein.  A member of the SOGI committee would sit on the University’s Diversity Council in whatever form that group takes.  The SOGI committee would also include the director or assistant director of the Cross Cultural Center (or whatever form that entity takes) as well as the Chief Diversity Officer.   The SOGI committee would consult with various constituencies on campus, help plan training, and continue to build contacts with similar groups at other universities.  Student, faculty, and staff representatives from every college and school should sit on this committee.
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