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The counseling profession requires its professionals to be ethically aware,
culturally aware, and personally aware. Counselor Education departments strive to
create environments that foster multicultural interactions and environments that provide
sufficient safety for persons to be self-expressive and self-reflective. Such environments
support the personal growth required to be effective counselors and agents of change.

The purpose of this research was to measure the climate for sexual minorities in
Counselor Education programs. Using the Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor
Education Programs Survey (CSMCEPS) to collect information from faculty and
graduate students, this research attempted to describe the level of acceptance across
Counselor Education programs in North America. In addition, this research looked for
(a) differences in responses based on geographic regions; (b) differences between the
perceptions of sexual minority individuals and heterosexual individuals; and, (c)
differences between faculty members’ perceptions of the climate and graduate students’

perceptions.



In general, the results of this study showed that the climate for sexual minorities
in counselor education programs was positive. The stance of the counseling profession
would dictate that the outcome should have been positive and, as mentioned previously,
there is evidence that self-selection biased the sample. Given the professions ethical
stance and the bias of the sample, the results should have been overwhelmingly
supportive and affirming of sexual minorities and this was not the case. The data
indicated that the environment could only be considered mildly accepting, but should
not be considered affirming.

To answer the research questions around differences in responses based on
demographic data there were several ANOVA completed. There were differences found
between student and faculty responses and between institutions that are not funded by
religious affiliation and those that are. There were no significant differences found
between respondents who identified as sexual minorities and those who identified as
non-sexual minorities. There were no significant differences based on regional
differences nor were there differences based on CACREP accreditation. The lack of

differences may be indicative of sample bias.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The purpose of this research was to measure the climate for sexual minorities in
Counselor Education programs. Using the Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor
Education Programs Survey (CSMCEPS) to collect information from faculty and
graduate students, this research examined the level of affirmation across Counselor
Education programs in North America. In addition, this research looked for (a)
differences among responses based on geographic regions; (b) differences between the
perceptions of the climate of sexual minority individuals and heterosexual individuals;
and, (c) differences between faculty members’ perceptions of the climate within
programs and graduate students’ perceptions.

“The counseling profession evolves in anticipation of and response to societal and
other changes in the United States and throughout the world” (p.1). So begins the
Introduction to The 2001 Standards adopted by the Council for Accreditation of
Counseling and Related Programs (CACREP). The document continued to stress the
importance of the counseling profession’s response to societal concerns with its first
suggestion of multiculturalism in Section 11.B.2 in which it requires program objectives
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to adapt to and reflect the pluralistic nature of our society. Section I1.D included the need
for students in Counselor Education programs to participate not only in professional
organizations and activities but also activities that promote personal and professional
growth. This two-pronged requirement of personal and professional growth is particularly
important in counseling because counselors use themselves as therapeutic instruments to
promote client welfare and change. That is, who the counselor is becomes a factor in the
process of therapy. In fact, it might be a greater factor than the counselor’s knowledge or
the techniques the counselor employs (George & Cristiani, 1995). The Section on social
and cultural diversity echoed these requirements with emphasis in Section 11.K.2.d:

...counselors’ roles in social justice, advocacy and conflict

resolution, cultural self-awareness, the nature of biases,

prejudices, processes of intentional and unintentional

oppression and discrimination, and other culturally

supported behaviors that are detrimental to the growth of

the human spirit, mind and body. (p.7)

The ethical standards of the American Counseling Association specifically
address gay, lesbian, and bisexual and transexual (GLBT) issues encouraging counseling
professionals to be inclusive of them as clients, students, professionals, and their
respective concerns and issues. Since the American Psychiatric Association
depathologized homosexuality in 1973, clinical practice, research, and training have
lagged far behind in adapting programs and education to reflect this change (Arnold,
Cutler, Myers, Campbell, Long, & Davis, 2002). Whereas there have been numerous

2



studies about gay clients and gay counselors, there have been few studies of the inclusion
and impact of GLBT populations within the training programs of the helping professions.
Pedersen (1997) examined the American Counseling Association’s (ACA) Code
of Ethics and Standards of Practice (American Counseling Association, 1995) in a
multicultural context. He found that there were assumptions within the Code that were
implicitly biased. He cites the preamble’s support of “the worth, dignity, potential, and
uniqueness of each individual” (p.1) as indicative of bias in favor of those cultures that
value individualism over those that value collectivism. The current debate in the United
States over the rights of sexual minorities is an example of this conflict over preferences
for individualism versus collectivism. Summarizing that debate, should individuals who
live in an ethos revolving around sexual attractions, attitudes, and behaviors that are
significantly less frequent in the dominant culture be allowed to enjoy the benefits
afforded to the dominant culture when those behaviors closely resemble the norm, e.g.,
legal marriage, coupling, or inheritances. When the ethical guidelines of a profession
mandate the inclusion of GLBT persons within the range of normative, socially
acceptable behavior there may be the internalization of the debate for GLBT rights within
the profession. This may encourage some people to suppress their opinions if they are
anti-gay. Some Counselor Education departments may have undercurrents of bias against
sexual minorities, whereas other departments may have undercurrents of bias against
those who express anti-gay sentiments. Either type of undercurrent will have a
detrimental effect on the Counselor Education department’s effort to create an

environment that is intended to foster personal growth.
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Pope, Sonne, and Holroyd (1993) proposed the following conditions that
programs could provide to encourage personal growth and optimal learning: (a) safety,
(b) respect, (c) openness, (d) encouragement, (e) acceptance, (f) sensitivity, (g) frankness,
(h) support, (i) appropriate privacy, and (j) understanding the task (p. 37). They assert
that such a climate would foster trust and allow trainees to explore personal and
professional issues. Myers, Mobley, and Booth (2003) emphasized the importance of
wellness training for counselors referring to it as the foundation for developing healthy,
professional counselors. If there are undercurrents of bias as previously discussed, then
the efforts of Counselor Education programs to create environments of safety, respect,

and openness for all may be jeopardized.

Review of the Literature
Theoretical Basis
Five important counseling and sociological theories give credence to a study of
the climate for sexual minorities in Counselor Education programs: (a) Maslow’s
hierarchy of needs; (b) Bronfenbrenner’s ecological developmental theory; (c) Queer
Theory; (d) gay/lesbian/bisexual identity theory; and (e) multicultural counseling theory.
Each one of these by itself is sufficient justification for such a study; however,
collectively they create a basis of understanding that informs Counselor Education
programs of the potential rewards and pitfalls of endorsing a safe and affirming

environment for sexual minorities.



Maslow and Bronfenbrenner

Maslow’s (1954) developmental theory described a hierarchy that prioritized
needs from basic necessities to personal growth needs. Maslow believed that an
individual could not concentrate on the higher levels of need if there were significant
deficiencies in the lower levels. He described the highest level as the need to self-
actualize. His description of a self-actualized person includes many of the characteristics
attributed to good counselors — self-direction, good problem solvers, nonauthoritarian
characters, and the satisfying relationships. Maslow placed the needs of safety and the
needs for love and belonging beneath the needs for self-actualization. According to
Maslow’s humanistic approach, Counselor Education departments would need to create
environments that foster safety for all participants and that encourage satisfying
communication to enhance relationships and a sense of belonging. Only then can
individuals be expected to grow personally and professionally toward self-actualized
counselors.

A particular criticism of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs was its subjective nature
and concepts that were difficult to define sufficiently (Papalia, Olds, & Feldman, 2001).
The research and discussion generated by Maslow’s theory established it as a
developmental theory, however, because its concepts made sense to other scholars. In
particular, the concept that safety and acceptance are usually prerequisites to growth
(generativity) finds support in our experience, even if it is difficult to support empirically.

Bronfenbrenner’s (1976) bioecological theory of development sought to include

the processes and contexts of development. The concept of assessing the climate for
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sexual minorities in Counselor Education programs is taken from the bioecological
developmental theories of Bronfenbrenner (1976). Drawing on the terminology of Brim
and the theories of Kurt Lewin, Bronfenbrenner proposed that the individual must be
studied within the contexts of life including the dynamic bidirectional influences that the
individual shares with his environment. In his theory, Bronfenbrenner included not only
the immediate environment, referred to as the microsystem, but also those systems that
influence the microsystem. Figure 1 illustrates Bronfenbrenner’s systems showing the
individual at the center of systems that become more generalized as you move toward the
outside.

The first level of influence, the microsystem, is the immediate environment of
day-to-day activity which Bronfenbrenner described as the face-to-face contact of family,
school or work, church, and friends. The second level of influence, the mesosytem,
Bronfenbrenner described as the interactions of two or more systems within the
microsystem, e. g., a parent-teacher conference about a child. The exosystem is the third
level of influence which consists of the linkages and influences between two or more
settings. According to Bronfenbrenner, it differs from the mesosystem because at least
one of the settings does not contain the individual’s face-to-face interaction such that the
influence is indirect. An example of an exosystem interaction is the policies created in an
educational department or an educational institution as a whole. The individual is not a
part of the policy making process but is governed by the policies in place. The next level
of influence, the macrosystem, consists of overall cultural values and patterns, e.g., the

attitudes of a culture toward sexual minorities or sexual deviance. Finally, the last system
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that Bronfenbrenner described was the chronosystem which is the influence of time. An
example of this would be the changes in women’s roles in the workforce over the past

century. (Papalia, Olds, & Feldman, 2001).

Chronosystern

Ilesceystern

Iicrosystem

Figure 1 Bronfrenbrenner’s Bioecological Theory of Development.

Counselor Education programs are a part of the individual’s microsystem as they
develop as counselors. The interactions between the student or faculty member become
dominant aspects of the mesosystem for the individual. The university policy, the state
and local government, the community environment, and current events contribute to the
exosystem in which the department resides and thereby influence the mesosystem. The
social attitudes and ideology and the conflict between local values and the values

portrayed in the mass media influence the Counselor Education Department and



contribute to the macrosystem and how they change over time are reflected in the
chronosystem.

In this study the term *climate’ will describe the mesosystem for sexual minority
faculty and students in Counselor Education programs. Sexual minority persons involved
in any system have to “check the forecast” to determine their interaction within that
system. In addition to this assessment of the immediate environment, sexual minority
persons also have to examine the interaction of this system with other systems in their
environment. Indeed, the success of persons who are sexual minorities are most likely
contingent on their ability to look across the systems of their lives and make correct
decisions relative to their safe interaction within their situation. At the same time, persons
within Counselor Education Departments who are not sexual minorities are influenced by
the very active debate around the rights of sexual minorities to be visible and expressive
of their orientations. Indeed, even the morality of specific behaviors continues to be
debated in the media and political venues. When sexual minorities interact with non-
sexual minorities in the workplace or in educational programs, both groups bring the

impact of these cultural debates.

Queer Theory and Gay/Lesbian/Bisexual Identity Models

The need for a contextual study for sexual minorities is further emphasized by the
assertion from Queer Theory that the concepts of homosexual, bisexual, and even
heterosexual are born from social construction as opposed to being defined traits of

individuals (Adams, 1996; Carroll, 2001; Jagose, 1996; Quinlivan & Town, 1999; Rubin,



1993; Seidman, 1996a, Seidman, 1996b; Weeks, 1996). Queer Theory was born in the
mid-seventies as sexual minority faculty members in some of the more liberal universities
created multi-disciplinary centers to study the phenomenon and history of
gay/lesbian/bisexual life (Jagose, 1996; Seidman, 1996a).

One of the most frequently cited references in the queer theory literature is
Foucault’s History of Sexuality, Volume 1 (1981). Foucault contended that the concept of
a homosexual identity can be traced to the medicalization of male homosexuality as a
result of the birth of sexology and extensive sexual discourse during the Victorian era. He
stated that although homosexual behaviors have been present throughout human history,
it was the discourses surrounding human sexuality that created the bipolar concepts of
heterosexuality and homosexuality. It is this polarization that Foucault used to explain the
development of a homosexual personality that would be pathologized by the medical
profession. Foucault’s observations are more specific to the homosexuality of gay men
than to lesbians. Lesbian identity was largely ignored by the Victorians and the
emergence of a lesbian identity is the source of debate among queer theorists (Vincinus,
1993). Vincinus theorized that lesbian identity made minimal appearances in those
cultures and settings where women’s social and political powers made it possible for
women to define themselves in relation to other women as opposed to defining
themselves in relation to men. In the twentieth century there has been more attention paid
to lesbian culture and identity; however, it was intertwined with the feminist and
women’s rights movements. The problem here is that the history of women’s sexuality

has been less studied and documented than men’s sexuality. Of course, women have
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formed lasting and deep relationships with one another throughout history. Some of these
relationships have included sexual encounters, but a clear concept of a lesbian subculture
escaped historians until the twentieth century.

Although the dominant literatures in Queer Theory belong to the areas of
sociology, political science and history, it is important to examine some of the assertions
of Queer Theory. These arguments reflect the contextual nature and dilemmas of sexual
minorities in current society. Queer Theory presupposes that “queer”, almost by
definition, defies definition. However, Jagose (1996) described queer as the “dramatized
incongruence and incoherencies between the relationships of chromosomal sex, gender
and sexual desire” (p. 3). Although culture views these relationships as stable, Queer
Theory questions such stability because it relies on heterosexuality as its origin. Queer
Theory focuses on the mismatches that occur between sex, gender, and sexual desire.
With its primary focus on the definitions and politics of gay men and lesbians, Queer
Theory also would include cross-dressing, the intersexed, gender ambiguity, and gender
corrective surgery. Jagose asserted that Queer Theory even questions the ideas of man
and woman or masculine and feminine as concepts that constantly are in flux defined by
customs and dominant cultures.

A primary concern of Queer Theory is the epistemologies and etiologies of
sexuality, gender, and identity. Namaste (1996) referred to the poststructural nature of
queer theory. Poststructualism argues against the Cartesian assumption of “intentionality”
of the subject. Descartes (1963) argued that the rational individual is the ground of both

ontology and epistemology. That is, free-thinking individuals are the basis for the

10



formation of political and moral action. Poststructuralism challenges this assumption
arguing that individuals are not autonomous in the creation of their identities or of their
world. It is the complex social world that interacts with the individual to determine where
a person can appear and in what capacity. The implication here is that ground and focus
can become quite mercurial especially in those instances of controversial topics and
society versus individualism.

This orientation to Queer Theory has been offered first to illustrate the very
evident function of Bronfenbrenner’s systems in the lives of sexual minorities,
specifically the need to study outside influences on the individual when collecting data
about the individual. Another relationhip is the concept of gay, lesbian, or bisexual
identity models. Siedman (1996a) proposed that in reaction to the feminist and racial
liberation movements, the gay and lesbian movements shifted to an identity-based
strategy to progress politically and socially. The need to identify as gay or lesbian
followed the ethnic and feminist models. That is, if gays and lesbians could identify as an
“oppressed” group as had women and racial minorities, they could argue for the same
“different, but equal” status that had characterized the feminist and civil rights
movements.

The 1970’s and early 1980°s gave rise to the lesbian and gay identity models of
Coleman, Sophie, Cass, and others (Cass, 1979, 1984; Coleman, 1982; Sophie, 1982,
1986). According to Seidman (1996a) and Smith (1993), these attempts to stabilize a gay
or lesbian identity held within them the source of their own discredit. The identity models
were based on Caucasian sexual minorities who lived in urban areas with gay
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neighborhoods. Clearly the experiences of other ethnic and or rural gays and lesbians
were considerably different. Both racial and sexual minority identity models are
expressed in terms of reactions to white heterosexual male dominated society. Queer
Theory questions the ability to create definitive identity models for sexual minorities that
would function across individuals, settings, cultures, and time. At the same time, Queer
Theory recognizes the need to understand the conflicts within individuals as they
confront their personal needs that may be opposed to the prevailing cultural values.
Identity models clarify the negotiation of these conflicts within individuals.

Cass’s identity model was developed for both gay men and lesbians. She
included: (a) pre-stage one, a precognizant stage; (b) confusion, a stage where the
possibility that one is gay or lesbian begins to appear — the appearance of the first
cognitive dissonance between feelings or attitudes and the dominant heterosexual culture;
(c) comparison, a stage in which the cognitive dissonance is examined more closely with
the heterosexual model; (d) identity tolerance, a stage in which a person begins to
acknowledge same sex desires but sees them as inferior to heterosexual desire; e) identity
acceptance, a stage of more acceptance and more integration within the gay/lesbian
community; (f) identity pride, a stage of acceptance and even feeling that same-sex
identity is superior to heterosexual identity; (g) identity synthesis, a stage in which
cognitive dissonance yields to integrate the same-sex identity into an entire identity.
According to Cass’ last stage, the gay man or lesbian no longer views the world in gay
and straight terms, but rather embraces the overall community. In his description of later
stages of the coming out process, Blasius (1992) went beyond the individual by
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describing gays or lesbians in terms of ethos. According to Blasius, ‘coming out’ is the
process of entering into the collective problem solving efforts of a group of individuals
who have a common set of behaviors, attitudes, or attractions that differ from societal
norms. Cass’ model illustrates that identity is clearly defined as a reaction to society as
opposed to an individual’s creation of identity, thus emphasizing the environmental
nature of sexual identity and its expression.

The assertions made here are not intended to discourage individuals from
identifying as a sexual minority. Indeed, Queer Theory would suggest that society has
increasingly demanded persons be more declarative of their sexual and gender
differences and even deviances. However, these assertions remind us that each individual
in a Counselor Education Department brings his or her own unique experience into a
climate influenced by multiple systems that may or may not foster personal health and
growth. The sexual minority person participates in a Counselor Education program that is
surrounded by an ongoing debate about his or her normality, morality, and basic human

rights.

Multicultural Counseling Theory

Given the current level of debate about the civil rights status of sexual minorities
in American society, it was surprising to find very little debate in the literature about the
inclusion of sexual minorities in the ACA Code of Ethics, the CACREP Standards for
Accreditation, or in articles concerning multicultural counseling theory. Pope (1995)

argued for the inclusion of lesbians and gay men in the definitions of multiculturalism.
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He based his argument in the coming-out models prevalent in the literature and the
communities of gays and lesbians that exist within larger urban areas. Pope referred to a
debate that occurred at the ACES conference in 1992 (Arredondo, Lee, Leong,
Ponterotto, Redleaf, & VVontress, 1992; Hughes & Brinks, 1992) as the impetus for his
article. According to Pope, some scholars believe that multiculturalism should be limited
to racial and ethnic groups, while others propose a broader definition. The broader
definition would include sexual orientation, gender differences, and variations in gender
expression.

Even after the depathogizing of homsexually in 1973, there remain debates in
counseling and psychology literature concerning reparative or conversion therapies
(therapies aimed at changing from a homosexual to a heterosexual orientation) despite the
fact that the professional organizations from counseling, social work, psychiatry, and
psychology have issued statements criticizing the efficacy and ethics of using such
techniques (Beckstead & Morrow, 2004; Jenkins & Johnston, 2004; Morrow &
Beckstead, 2004; Spitzer, 2003; Steigerwald & Janson, 2003.) The continued debate
about inclusion of sexual minorities in multicultural definitions juxtaposed with the
presence of the debate about conversion therapies indicates a dichotomy of attitudes
around sexual minorities within the profession.

This split in the professional literature reveals that articles written about
conversion therapies refer to religious orientation as the major reason that a gay man or
lesbian would seek to change. It is important that counseling professionals recognize the
needs of persons who have conflict between their religious beliefs and their sexual
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orientation. Equally important is the need for the counseling profession to acknowledge
its own internal conflict between religion and sexual minority issues. The first
competencies of multicultural counseling are for the professional to be aware of his/her
own biases, prejudices, and cultural values (Arrendondo, et al., 1996; Frederick, 1995;
Nezu, 2005; Pope, 1995; Vera & Speight, 2003; Weinrach & Thomas, 1998). To apply
the multicultural competencies to the profession as a whole suggests that Counselor
Education programs must create environments in which this debate can be freely voiced.
Then professionals on both sides of the issue would have opportunity to grow and change
personally and professionally. To illustrate this need concretely consider this: A sexual
minority counselor is equally as likely to have a fundamentally religious individual for a
client as is a straight counselor to have a gay client. This illustration shows that the effort
of assessing the environment for sexual minorities in Counselor Education programs may
also indirectly and partially assess the climate for our more conservative and religious

professionals and students.

Empirical Justification
Discrimination and Bias
Research relative to the impact and prevalence of prejudice against sexual
minorities has proliferated over the past several decades (Allport, 1954; Harper,
Jernewall, & Zea, 2004; Herek, 1984; Mays & Cochran, 2001; Meyer, 2003; Ritter &
Terndrup, 2002) The current stage of discussion in most articles and books relative to

sexual minorities take a bipolar approach — homosexual versus heterosexual, gay versus
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straight — and then there is a struggle to incorporate or place bisexuality between the
polar opposites. Most of the literature focuses on either gay issues or lesbian issues or
both and often exclude bisexual issues or make obligatory inclusion.

Allport (1954) found that sexual minorities face the same psychological stressors
that other marginalized and discriminated groups face: (a) social withdrawal; (b)
obsessive anxiety, suspicion, and insecurity; (c) personal and social denial of minority
group membership; and (d) self-hating dominant group identification. Herek (1984)
listed several characteristics of people who were likely to hold negative attitudes towards
lesbians and gay men: (a) those who hold traditional attitudes toward gender roles; (b)
those who have not engaged in homosexual behavior or identified as a sexual minority;
(c) those who have peers who manifest negative attitudes toward sexual minorities; (d)
those with little or no known contact with lesbians and gay men; (e) those who are older;
(f) those who have less education; (g) those who live in rural areas, particularly those in
the Midwest and the South; and, (h) those who are fundamentalist or conservative in their
religious beliefs, particularly those who are Christian.

In 2001, Mays and Cochran found that sexual minorities were more likely to
report discrimination and found that higher rates of stress and affective disturbances were
correlated with higher reports of discrimination. Cochran (2001) identified the lack of
equitable delivery of mental health care to sexual minorities as a common problem. Such
a lack of care increases the already elevated risk for mood disturbances and suicide
attempts among sexual minorities. Cochran also listed the differences in life experiences

as factors contributing to the mental health disorders in sexual minorities. Meyer (2003)
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presented a model of minority stress that contributes to mental health problems that
includes: (a) experience of prejudice events, (b) expectations of rejection, (c) hiding and

concealing, (d) internalized homophobia, and () ameliorative coping processes.

The World of Work

Counselor Education programs exist in the world of work. Counselor educators
are senior professionals mentoring junior professionals. Hopefully, these junior
professionals are experiencing work simulations in their classroom, practicum and
internship settings.

In 1996, the Journal of Vocational Behavior dedicated an issue to GLBT concerns
in the workplace. Largely the issue contained position papers calling for GLBT research
linked with vocational theories. In this issue, Mobley and Slaney (1996) recommended
Holland’s Vocational Congruence Theory (1992) as an important lens to view sexual
minorities in their work-lives. Three of Holland’s assumptions are particularly salient to
sexual minorities. One assumption (Holland’s third) is that individuals seek work that
utilizes their skills and abilities, expresses their attitudes and values, and creates
opportunities for mutual problem solving and roles within the environment. Another
assumption (Holland’s fourth) is that there is an interaction between the individual and
the work environment that will consequently dictate the individual’s behavior. The third
assumption of emphasis (Holland’s sixth) is that vocational satisfaction is contingent on
the congruence between the individual’s personality and goals. Mobley and Slaney
related these working assumptions to the gay/lesbian identity model of Cass (1979). Cass
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also emphasized the importance of interpersonal congruency, which relates directly to
Holland’s three aforementioned assumptions. The need for sexual minorities’ personal
congruence clearly intersects at the world of work and has increased significance for
counselors, counselor educators, and future counselors whose primary work is to help
people better achieve satisfying personal congruence and adjustment.

In the same issue, Morrow, Gore, & Campbell (1996) discussed social cognitive
career theory (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994). Social cognitive career theory describes
the development of career and academic interests across the lifespan, how career goals
are created, and how these goals are translated into actions. Morrow et al., theorized that
sexual minorities might encounter obstacles to these developmental stages. The authors
create a series of sample hypotheses over the lifespan where these obstacles might
surface. For example, social learning (especially negative messages) and gender-
stereotyping may hinder the development of self-efficacy toward pursuing a certain
career because of persistent feelings of “differentness’ or lack of validation. Another
related hindrance may be that such “differentness’ causes sexual minorities to have less
optimistic outcome expectations about their career possibilities. For example, they will
not be welcomed in their careers of choice or that they should choose careers that already
employ larger numbers of sexual minorities. This latter choice implies that some sexual
minorities may choose a career that is less congruent with their interests, talents and
skills. A barrier hypothesized by Morrow et al. was the stigma and societal prejudices
around sexual minorities. For example, sexual minorities may reject the teaching

profession because they fear they will have to live too closeted or live in fear of being
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exposed and misunderstood. A final consideration offered by Morrow et al, (1996) was
that during the coming out process many gays and leshians go through abrupt and often
dramatic shifts in their careers. All of these hypothesized barriers would be excellent
research endeavors. However, a search of the literature for subsequent research on these
hypotheses yielded no results.

In qualitative research on the career trajectories of lesbians, Boatwright, Gilbert,
Forrest, and Ketzenberger (1996), found lesbian participants reported educational delays,
career derailment, and the feeling of being a step or more behind their heterosexual
counterparts. They also reported missing job opportunities because of their openness
about their sexual orientation or a fear of being discovered when they chose to be
closeted. Some of these participants reported that their work environments had negative
impact on their own self-esteem and self-confidence as well as increasing their feelings
of isolation. When they asked participants about career benefits from the leshian
community, Boatwright et al. found: (a) business benefits as the result of community
networking; (b) support for difficult challenges; (c) utilization of their expertise in
diversity; and (d) specific skills development relative to the perspective of being a
lesbian.

Driscoll, Kelley, and Fassinger (1996) reported a significant correlation between
the climate of the workplace and leshians’ levels of stress, need to cope, and decreased
job satisfaction. Driscoll et al. found that the length of time in a long-term relationship

seemed to mitigate both the level of disclosure about one’s sexual identity and the level
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of job stress. More time in a long-term lesbian relationship correlated with the likelihood

of being “out” in the workplace and less occupational stress.

On Campus

On college campuses there has been concern for gay and lesbian students and
staff; however, there has been only a small amount of research relative to the actual
climate for sexual minorities. In a study of 219 sexual minority college students across
the United States, Marszalek and Goree (1995) asked participants to identify positive and
negative experiences with student affairs units at their universities. Marzalek and Goree
found that some universities were making efforts at providing positive environments for
its gay and lesbian students, whereas others were not succeeding and possibly doing little
to change these efforts. Their study included only gay, lesbian, and bisexual (GLB) issues
and did not address transsexual issues. The authors hypothesized that the discrepancy
between American College Personnel Association Statement of Ethical Principles and
Standards (1993) and actual practice were created by the following: (a) the fear by some
professionals that creating an affirming environment is to endorse a GLB lifestyle; (b)
administrators fear the complications of community and alumni relationships if efforts
are made to provide that environment; (c) GLB individuals are not protected by federal
law; (d) universities themselves do not include GLB issues in their policies; (e) student
affairs professionals might not understand the conditions favoring a just and supportive
environment for GLB students, possibly believing that as long as they do no harm, they

are practicing ethically; (f) the lack of professional organization involvement by student
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affairs professionals; and (g) the lack of ability to enforce the professional standards
themselves. Each of these hypotheses should be researched further.

In 1995, the American Political Science Association published its findings on a
1993 survey of its members at their annual conference combined with a survey sent to
department chairs in college and university political science departments. The
justification for this study included three major premises: (a) that discrimination against
people on the basis of their sexual orientation is inappropriate and as such justifies
professional and intellectual inquiry; (b) a broad range of institutional practices (and
interpersonal behaviors) may effectively marginalize gays, lesbians, and bisexuals, even
if there in no intent to discriminate; and, (c) that the political science curriculum should
incorporate attention to sexual minority issues. An important limitation of this study was
that only 37% of the department chairs responded and that only 495 responded from the
annual conference, a conference that usually has an attendance in excess of 5000
professionals. Therefore, the data is only marginally representative of the profession
causing the self-selected nature of the sample to be a large threat to validity. An
important factor in this self-selected sample is that of the 495 participants only 116 of
them identified as gay. The authors hypothesized that many sexual minorities had opted
not to participate in such a survey for fear of becoming visible.

The results of the survey found that the status of sexual minorities had improved
over the previous decade. However, there remained significant problems: (a) graduate
students wanting to do research in GLBT studies could not find mentors; (b) research in
GLBT issues were not considered valid research by some faculty colleagues; (c) research
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was not pursued for fear of the consequences of visibility as a GLB person or the
perception of being a GLB person; (d) ambiguous findings concerning the impact of
being a sexual minority on hiring and tenure decisions; and (e) the lack of full integration
into the academic life and activities within the department. A significant finding of this
study was the discrepancy between the perceptions of sexual minorities and straight
persons concerning the possible negative impact of being ‘out’ in the department and in
the field of political science. Straight respondents estimated less potential for negative
impact than did sexual minorities.

A subgroup of departmental chairs was asked for personal reactions to the survey
and its topic. Although some chairs were generally agreeable to research in sexual
minority issues, there were several who had strong reactions to a colleague identifying
her/himself as a sexual minority. Only 31% of the department chairs surveyed said their
institutions would be likely to accept faculty ‘being out’ in the classroom. Another
common theme was that while the institutions where the departments were housed were
accepting of sexual minority research, they were less tolerant of public activities or
activist roles on campus or in the surrounding community. A final common theme was
that student attitudes toward sexual minorities impeded full equality for faculty and
graduate students.

In 1999, the Commission on Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgendered Issues in
Anthropology published its final report on the status of sexual minorities in anthropology.
Their research included survey data taken during their 1994 conference as well as

narratives from over 30 sexual minority volunteers who were undergraduate students,
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graduate students, and faculty in Anthropology. Again, it is important to consider the
limitations of self-selection and that only 525 surveys were returned of the approximately
4000 surveys distributed. This survey used the aforementioned political science survey as
a model with one important exception. The political science survey had used Likert scale
items that forced the choice between some level of ‘yes’ or some level of ‘no” and
included “‘don’t know’ and ‘not applicable’ responses, whereas the anthropology study
included a midpoint response of ‘not sure’.

The study of anthropology faculty and graduate students yielded similar findings
to those of the political science study. The availability of a ‘not sure’ response on this
survey provided an important finding. There were a significant number of ‘not sure’
responses on many items that related to discrimination and departmental climate that
were coupled with a significant percentage of responses that indicated discrimination or
bias toward sexual minorities. This prevalence of ‘not sure’ responses was highlighted by
the authors of the study who believed that it showed either departmental indifferences
relative to GLBT persons or a collective denial of bias or hostility within the department.
The ambiguity here becomes more evident when responses of those identifying as sexual
minorities were contrasted with those of the straight respondents. Sexual minority
respondents were more likely to report either incidents or the perception of discrimination
than were straight respondents. Interestingly, even among sexual minority respondents
the use of the ‘not sure’ response was frequent on discrimination and departmental

climate questions. The authors attribute this phenomenon to the efforts of departments to
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be politically correct and theorize that sexual minorities do not really want to believe that
their colleagues would harbor bias or would discriminate.

The heavy use of the “not sure’ response supports a theme that was discovered
during the interaction with participants and researchers during the qualitative portion of
this research. The research found among sexual minority respondents a tendency to
minimize the impact of their experiences or to diminish the importance of their
narratives. Leap and Lewin labeled this phenomenon ‘downplaying’. A characteristic
example of “downplaying” is when a participant begins a narrative with “I may have
experienced discrimination when | applied for a job at...” and then later interrupts her
story with “You know | might not have been hired because | am a Lesbian”. Such
downplaying might be related to the low expectations for affirmation or acceptance that
many sexual minorities hold as they approach the workplace.

The field of sociology has provided most of the longitudinal data on the status of
sexual minorities within its profession. The Committee on Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and
Transgendered Persons in Sociology was established in 1970 and there have been regular
publications from the discipline relative to sexual minorities and professional
development.

Taylor and Raeburn (1995) reported their research on identity politics and its
impact on the careers of sexual minorities in sociology. Again the research was
conducted in a mixed qualitative and quantitative design as narrators described the impact
the Sociologists’ Lesbian and Gay Caucus had on the profession and on them personally.

They observed that being “out” in a sociology department is equated by many, both
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straight and sexual minorities, as being an activist. This theme led them to ask “Is there a
cost to the sociologist who participates in *high-profile’ activism in the GLBT cause?”
Drawing from Caucus members who self-identified either as activists or non-activists,
Taylor and Raeburn found that activists reported significantly higher levels of: (a) bias in
hiring; (b) bias in tenure/promotion decisions; (c) exclusion from networks; (d) scholarly
devaluation; (e) harassment and intimidation; and (f) overall discrimination.

In 2002, the Committee on the Status of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and
Transgendered Persons in Sociology reported on its data collected between August 2000
and December 2001. They studied the experiences of graduate students in sociology and
the representation of GLBT scholarship in the various venues of the sociology profession.

The Committee’s findings showed that sexual minority graduate students reported
a moderate degree of satisfaction with their training and academic culture; however, they
still reported high levels of academic and social isolation. There were two kinds of
reports from graduate students relative to GLBT scholarly efforts. Some reported a high
degree of support from only a few faculty members whereas others reported that GLBT
research was belittled or marginalized. A final finding was that graduate students
reported more support for their GLBT research from fellow students than from their
faculty in their graduate departments.

The Committee’s report indicated that scholarly activity on sexual minority issues
had improved over the last fifteen years. The presence of sexual minority research in the
sociological journals rose from 2% representation in 1986 to 10% representation in 2000.

The authors of the report limited their optimism on this finding stating that the research is
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confined to a limited number of sub-disciplines and that few papers seem to reach the
premier journals of the profession. There was a significant increase in the presence of
sexual minority related presentations at conferences; however, these presentations are not
being included in the journals of the profession.

In the medical profession, a 1994 report from the Gay and Lesbian Medical Association’s
survey of its membership showed that doctors had been denied referrals, had experienced verbal
harassment or insult by their medical colleagues and felt that many homosexual and bisexual
doctors would risk losing their practices if colleagues discovered their sexual orientation. They
added that the more disturbing results of their study were the qualitative anecdotes detailing
callousness, ostracism, insults, rescinded job offers, and invitations to undergo psychotherapy
(Cited in Burke & White, 2001).

The results of a telephone survey conducted in Canada by Saunders, Bewley,

Bolton, Johnson, Playdon, Oxley, von Fragstein, and Harris (1998) reported that of the
500 participants contacted, 346 participants stated that they would refuse to see an openly
gay or lesbian doctor. The reasons most cited was fear that a gay or lesbian doctor would
be incompetent or that they would be uncomfortable with such a doctor.

The above studies from other professions reflect the efforts of sexual minorities to
secure a place of respect not only for sexual minority research but also the full acceptance
of sexual minorities into their academic and professional communities. The existence of
these studies is indicative of the silences, biases (both intentional and unintentional), and
discrimination experienced by sexual minorities in these fields. These studies within the

human science disciplines indicate the need for a systematic exploration of the status of
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sexual minority practitioners, faculty, and graduate students within the counseling

profession. This is especially true because our educational and professional standards so
unconditionally demand our reduction of bias and discrimination around sexual minority
issues. In particular, a study of Counselor Education departments should be conducted to
get a description of how sexual minorities progress within our profession. Sociology has
made moderate improvements over the past several decades because of a vocal group of
sexual minority scholars who insisted on increasing their visibility within the profession.

Counselor Education will benefit from the same kind of scrutiny.

Counseling and Counselor Education

To date, there have been no formal studies of the status of sexual minorities in
Counselor Education Departments. However, there have been numerous studies about
therapists’ preparation relative to working with sexual minorities. The Committee for
Lesbian and Gay Concerns from Division 44 of the American Psychological Association
(2000) acknowledged in its Introduction to the Guidelines for Psychotherapy with
Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Clients that 25 years after the resolution to depathologize
homosexuality that it has yet to be fully implemented in practice. Graham, Rawlings,
Halpern and Hermes (1984) reported that therapists in their sample had significant
concern about their own biases and prejudices. They further reported that therapists
experienced difficulty in identifying the strengths, weaknesses, and problems of their
sexual minority clients. Several other studies have highlighted these biases and concerns
(Fassinger, 1991; Glenn & Russell, 1986; Rudolph, 1988).
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Since 1977 there have been a number of content analysis studies of research and
articles relative to sexual minorities in the counseling and counseling psychology
literatures (Buhrke, Ben-Ezra, Hurley, & Reprecht, 1992; Morin, 1977; Phillips, Ingram,
Smith, & Mindes, 2003; Watters, 1986). These analyses indicate a staid concern of the
profession to providing quality care to sexual minorities. However, the consistent finding
of all of these studies has been that sexual minority research still remains under-
represented in the mainstream journals of counseling.

In 1977, Morin found that the articles published on counseling journals between
1967 and 1974 reflected topics and research questions that supported heterosexism and a
pathological view of homosexuality. Of 170 identified research questions, he found 75
studies that focused on the diagnosis and treatment of homosexuality as a pathological
condition or on etiology and possible cures or preventions. There were another 46
articles on the maladjustment of gay men and lesbians compared to heterosexual people.
He found remaining articles that were somewhat more supportive of sexual minorities
that focused on the coming-out process for sexual minorities and identifying and
changing heterosexist attitudes. Morin theorized that as society became more accepting of
homosexuality as an alternative lifestyle and valid healthy psychological state that
research would change to reflect less bias and heterosexism.

Watters (1986) conducted a follow-up study using the same taxonomy that Morin
had used. His finding confirmed that the counseling literature was indeed changing shape.

There were fewer articles on the etiology and prevention of homosexuality and more
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articles on helping sexual minorities achieve a healthy, adaptive lifestyle in the face of
discrimination.

Buhrke et al. (1992) completed a study of six major counseling psychology
journals over a 12-year period. Of 6661 studies appearing in these journals, 43 research
articles focused on gay and lesbian issues. This represented 0.65% of the research
literature. The authors found that the literature reflected a perspective of more acceptance
for gay males and lesbians. A concern resulting from this study was that most of the
studies used samples that were questionable in their representation. For instance, the
authors found an over-representation of studies using university students.

Phillips, Ingram, Smith, and Mindes (2003) published a similar article to the
Buhrke et al. study. They broadened their search to include eight major journals in
counseling psychology. They performed a thorough analysis of the sexual minority
articles including position papers, program descriptions, rejoinders/replies, and comments
in addition to the empirical articles. Of 5,628 articles in these eight journals, there were
119 (2.11%) sexual minority-related articles. Of these 119, there were only 68 empirical
studies. Of these studies, 48 articles reported on survey and correlational analogue data, 8
were experimental, 8 were qualitative, 3 were field experiments, and 1 was
archival/correlational field data. The authors found that there had been a significant shift
away from pathological attitudes and heterosexual biases. They also discovered that there
were more articles on sexual minorities who were members of other minority groups with
the exception of persons with disabilities. There were no articles on transgendered

persons; however, there was a significant increase in articles on bisexuality. The authors
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added that whereas an increased number of articles on sexual minorities reflect a more
affirming attitude in the discipline, there still remained “heterosexist and non-affirming
academic environments.”

Within the issue of The Counseling Psychologist containing the article produced
by Phillips et. al., the editors provided opportunities for several scholars to post their
reactions to the status of the literature on sexual minority issues. Each of these
commentaries highlighted the shortage of representation of sexual minority issues in the
mainstream literature; the under-representation of lesbians, bisexuals, and transgendered
persons; the lack of diversity in sampling; and the lack of articles using more rigorous
research methodologies (Bowman, 2003; Morrow, 2003; Rodolfa & Davis, 2003;
Worthington & Navarro, 2003). Rodolfa and Davis (2003) raised the question of whether
the environments of our training programs for counselors and counseling psychologists
fail to foster the research on sexual minority issues. They also considered that graduate
students conducting research on sexual minority issues for a master’s or doctoral thesis
might limit their job opportunities. They proposed that faculty members may need more
training to enhance their own skills to treat and supervise sexual minorities or simply to
be more sensitive to these persons.

In a recent study, Dillon, Worthington, Savoy, Rooney, Becker-Schutte, and
Guerra (2004) completed a qualitative self-analysis of their team of ten research
volunteers to study sexual minority issues. They became self-aware of their own biases.
Perhaps more importantly, those who were not sexual minorities realized how little they

had thought about how they had matured as heterosexual. This research highlights an
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additional advantage of creating a more affirming environment for sexual minorities
because it may increase opportunities for everyone to be more sexually self-aware.

In an experimental design to study the difference between information-based
interventions as opposed to attitudinally-based interventions in educating trainees about
sexual minority issues, Israel and Hackett (2004) found that information-based
interventions were better accepted by trainees. In their studies, students who were
exposed to the attitudinally-based intervention actually reported less tolerance for sexual
minorities after the intervention. An aspect of this result might be that an examination of
attitudes required people to reflect in new ways on their own sexual development. In turn,
they became less receptive to sexual minorities in an effort to re-affirm their own sexual
attitudes and behaviors.

Into this question of environment, add a citation from a biographical sketch of
Susan D. Cochran when it was reported that she had received an award for Distinguished
Contributions to Research in Public Policy by the editors of American Psychologist: “As
a tenured, full professor, Cochran no longer worries about hiding her research passion to
improve the lives of sexual minorities, and she is immensely grateful to have gotten to
this point without losing her sense of purpose or humor” (p. 929) (American
Psychologist, 2001). The authorship of this biographical sketch was not clear. However,
considering that Dr. Cochran herself and editors of American Psychologist approved this
copy, it is a clear admission by the academy that sexual minorities face decisions every
day about identifying themselves as sexual minority persons or choosing language that

may be less than authentic to describe their lives and experiences.
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Summary of the Literature Review

A review of the literature relative to sexual minorities in Counselor Education and
academia in general shows the necessity of studying the climate for sexual minorities in
Counselor Education programs. There is strong theoretical support for the study of the
environments when assessing the development of individuals. This is particularly true
when training individuals to intervene in the development of counseling clients. Creating
an environment of safety for all individuals should be a paramount consideration for any
Counselor Education program. The literature reflects progress for the inclusion of sexual
minorities in academic and professional work, but at the same time indicates remaining
inequities, perceived inequities, bias, and isolation toward those who would choose to

express their sexual minority status openly.

Problem Statement and Purpose of the Study
The counseling profession specifically directs its educators, practitioners, and

students to be aware and supportive of persons who may identify as sexual minorities.
The problem addressed by this research was to answer the question: Does the counseling
profession provide an atmosphere that reflects the ethical and multicultural stance toward
sexual minorities. The purpose of this study was to begin a descriptive inquiry into the
climate for sexual minorities who teach and learn in Counselor Education programs in
North America. Using as models the studies conducted in other academic disciplines, this
study surveyed faculty and graduate students to assess the perceived levels of tolerance

within Counselor Education departments. A further purpose of this study was to assess
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differences in these perceptions based on demographic variables including: (a) region of

the country; (b) sexual minority or straight; and (c) student or faculty.

Research Questions
The research questions to be answered by this study include:

(a) How do persons in Counselor Education programs perceive the climate of their
program as tolerant or intolerant for sexual minority faculty and students?

(b) How do sexual minority faculty and students perceive these climates and behave
within these programs? Is there a significant difference in sexual minorities’
perceptions and straight people’s perceptions of these climates?

(c) Are there significant differences by geographic region in perceived tolerance
levels for sexual minorities in Counselor Education programs?

(d) Are there significant differences between faculty perceptions and student

perceptions of the climate for sexual minorities?

Operational Definitions

Sexual minority person - person who self-identifies as a gay man, lesbian, bisexual,

transgendered or transsexual. (Ritter & Terndrup, 2002)

Straight person — a person who self-identifies as heterosexual or who rejects being

identified as a gay man, lesbian, bisexual, transgendered or transsexual. (Ritter &

Terndrup, 2002).
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Regions — the regions available for selection by respondents are those regions specified
by the United States Census Bureau. Respondents will select those regions based
on their understanding of where their institution is located.

Institution types — based on source of funding support for the university where the

Counselor Education program is housed. These include: a) state-supported; b)
privately supported with religious affiliation; c) privately supported without
religious affiliation; and d) other to provide an open-ended response.

Climate — the Counselor Education Department’s environment that includes institutional
policies and procedures, professional and academic constraints, as well as

interpersonal and classroom interactions and communications.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

This study focused on the climate for sexual minorities in counselor education
programs around the United States. The general methodology of this study is considered
descriptive survey research. The nature of this study falls within the realm of cultural
studies and critical theory. According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996), the terms cultural
studies and critical theory are often used interchangeably. Both perspectives assume a
power differential between a dominant culture and an oppressed group — in this case
sexual minorities within the dominant heterosexual culture. Fiske (2000) clarified this
similarity in perspectives stating that “the basic assumption of all critical theories is that
the inequalities need to be changed and that the world would be a better place if we could
change them” (p. 190). The cultural studies and critical theory research perspectives
speak to Bronfrenbrenner’s (1976) assertions that studying the developmental
environment is critical to understanding the individual. Finally, Queer Theory establishes
a historical and theoretical argument that sexual minorities are an oppressed group
defined by the dominant culture in terms of language, politics, and power.

The literature on sexual minorities is replete with incidence and description of

heterosexism and discrimination against sexual minorities across the domains of
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everyday life. As opposed to beginning with a purely objective qualitative stance to
investigate the presence of bias against sexual minorities in Counselor education
programs, this study used the findings of previous studies in sociology, anthropology,
history, and political science to assume that bias exist. This assumption of bias justified
the need for this study. A survey approach grounded in the findings of these studies will
assess the general climate for sexual minorities in counselor education programs.

The survey should be considered a mixed methodology (qualitative and
quantitative) approach because in addition to closed-ended items on a Likert scale, there
was an open-ended item inviting comments from respondents. Another feature of this
study is that most of the demographic variable items included the opportunity for open-
ended responses. These open-ended responses included the items of sexual orientation,
gender, and race. Mixed methodologies are considered pragmatic approaches to provide
an initial description for phenomenon or to abbreviate the extensive qualitative process

(Creswell, 2005).

Methodology
Population and Sampling
The population studied included: (a) counselor educators, (b) graduate students in
master’s and doctoral studies in counselor education programs, and c) recent graduates of
counselor education programs. The sampling procedure was a convenience sample of the
population solicited by electronic mails to a mailing list purchased from the American

Counseling Association. Follow-up electronic mailings were sent to encourage as many
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participants as possible to respond. Due to the web-based nature of this research,
Counselor educators were able to offer extra credit or class credit for student participation
by having students print out the final page of the survey and submit it as proof of

completion.

Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Programs Survey

The survey for this study included a demographic portion and the Climate for
Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Programs Survey (CSMCEPS). Both parts of
the survey were administered through SurveyMonkey.com, a commercial website for
survey research.

The demographic survey collected (a) age, (b) race/ethnicity, (c) gender
(including a blank for “other”), (d) sexual orientation, and, (e) faculty or student. All
participants were asked to report information concerning the type of university (state
funded, private-religious affiliation, or private non-religious affiliation), the setting (rural,
urban, major metropolitan area), and region of the country (New England, Mid-Atlantic,
South, Southwest, Mid-West, West). More specific data were not collected to ensure
anonymity. The minimal nature of the demographic data was to ensure anonymity of
individuals as well as assurance that no specific programs will be identified. As stated
earlier all of these variables gave the opportunity for respondents to use a standard choice
or to respond in an open-ended fashion.

The Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Programs Survey
(CSMCEPS) asked participants to report on their perceptions of their Counselor
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education departments. The CSMCEPS was developed by the author. Items on the
CSMCEPS have been suggested by the surveys conducted in the other academic
disciplines, specifically the anthropology (Leap, W. & Lewin, E. (1999), political science
(American Political Science Association, 1995), and sociology (American Sociological
Association’s Committee on the Status of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgendered
Persons in Sociology, 2002). Item wording was modified to specifically relate to
counselor education programs and considered the ethical stance suggested by the ACA
and CACREP. Some items were worded such that agreement would indicate a favorable
climate and some were worded in the reverse.

The CSMCEPS was reviewed by university faculty members and students to
ensure content and face validity. Among the reviewers were persons who identify as
sexual minorities and those who identify as heterosexual. Some non-university persons
completed the on-line survey to test its mechanisms and data storage formats and
capabilities.

The survey was issued in two forms with language adjusted based on whether the
participant was faculty or student such that each item related more specifically to the
experience of the participant. That is, all participants had the same items worded in
language appropriate to their status within the department (student or faculty). In
addition, self-identifying sexual minorities were asked to complete additional items that
are specific to their own experience. The reason for the extra items for sexual minorities
was to provide a contrast between their perceptions of their counselor education
department and their actual experience as members of a sexual minority. For example, if
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a person chooses to openly gay or leshian an environment where other sexual minorities
are prone to remain closeted or ambiguous with their status, this person’s responses
within the department may contrast sharply with the environment for others.

There were 35 items on the survey. Eight items of the survey asked participants
about their personal experiences and opinions and were labeled personal position items.
The other 27 items on the survey asked participants about the environment and the
attitudes or behaviors of others within the department and was labeled environmental
items. These items were important for the assessing the climate. Thus, the survey sought
primarily to have respondents report on the climate within the department and not
exclusively on their specific attitudes, beliefs, and experiences. It is this inclusion of more
items that assess climate that made it the CSMCEPS different from the surveys of the
other disciplines because they worded most of their items in terms of personal opinion.
This wording of items to assess climate was intended to allow someone who is less
accepting of sexual minorities but who was housed in an affirming department to provide
accurate feedback that may be contrary to his/her own attitudes or vise versa. Some items
asked for participants’ suspicions or beliefs about what may or may not occur within a
department to create a more subtle measure of the climate. For example:

In the last 3 years, | have suspected at least one incidence when a person’s sexual

minority status was a significant negative influence in a hiring, promotion, or

tenure decision.

Or
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Students are likely to feel encouraged and comfortable disclosing their sexual
minority status to faculty in our program.
Anchors for the 5-point Likert scale ranged from “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly
Disagree”. The median response was “Not sure”. There was also a “Don’t know/Not

Applicable” response available to those who do not feel qualified to respond to an item.

Data Analysis

Question 1: How do persons in counselor education programs perceive the
climate of their program for sexual minority faculty and students?

Analysis: The responses for each question were examined using a comparative
approach based on the demographic data collected. Frequencies for each item were
produced using the entire dataset. Additionally, several cross tabulations were produced
using sexual orientation, faculty/student, the type of institution, and region of the country
as blocking variables. An examination of the total frequencies, means, and standard
deviations of each item enabled some general description of the current climate for sexual
minorities across most programs. The data, blocked and contrasted according to
demographic information, allowed an examination for differences in perceptions among
groups. There were no hypotheses relative to these differences and test for the
significance of these differences at the item level will not be conducted. Those
differences that seemed to be significant became recommendations for further inquiry.
Conclusions relative to these summary statistics are based on current literature in sexual
minorities and the studies from anthropology, sociology, and political science.
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In addition, the data were coded and recoded such that 5 represented a positive
environment for sexual minorities and a 1 represented a negative environment. The sums
of all items were calculated to create a measure of the overall climate reported by each
participant. This measure was treated with similar cross-tabulation procedures as
described above.

Question 2: How do sexual minority faculty and students perceive these climates
and behave within these programs? Is there a significant difference in sexual minorities’
perceptions and straight people’s perceptions of these climates?

Analysis: To answer this question, the data of those respondents who identified as
a sexual minority was examined. To test for significant differences between the
perceptions of sexual minorities and straight people an ANOVA was conducted using the
CSMCEPS scale totaling the responses?

Question 3: Are there significant differences by region in perceived tolerance
levels for sexual minorities in counselor education programs?

Analysis: To compare regional differences, a one-way ANOVA was conducted
using the CSMCEPS scale calculated for each respondent. Using an alpha of 0.05, any
significant differences were treated with a post-hoc appropriate to the variances within
the data.

Question 4: Are there significant differences between faculty perceptions and
student perceptions of the climate for sexual minorities?

Analysis: To test for significant differences between the perceptions of sexual
minorities and straight people an ANOVA was conducted using the CSMCEPS scale.
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CHAPTER IlI

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results
The purpose of this study was to assess the climate for sexual minorities in
counselor education programs throughout North America. The research questions to be
answered by this study included:

(a) How do persons in counselor education programs perceive the climate of their
program as tolerant or intolerant for sexual minority faculty and students?

(b) How do sexual minority faculty and students perceive these climates and behave
within these programs? Is there a significant difference in sexual minorities’
perceptions and straight people’s perceptions of these climates?

(c) Are there significant differences by geographic region in perceived tolerance
levels for sexual minorities in counselor education programs?

(d) Are there significant differences between faculty perceptions and student
perceptions of the climate for sexual minorities?

Chapter three reports on the results of an ethnographic style survey sent to a mailing list
of 3,349 members of the American Counseling Association (ACA) who identified as
either counselor educators or graduate students in counselor education or counseling
psychology programs. In addition to a brief demographic questionnaire, respondents were
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asked to complete the Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Programs
Survey (CSMCEPS). This survey included items that elicited opinions from respondents
not only about their own beliefs and experiences, but also about how others within their
counselor education department behaved and felt about sexual minorities. The survey
included extra questions for those respondents who identified themselves as a sexual

minority.

Participants

Participants were solicited from a mailing list (Internet mail addresses) obtained
in January of 2006 from the American Counseling Association that included 1,457
counselor educators and 2,570 graduate students. On mailing, 858 addresses returned as
invalid or obsolete. This reduced the total number of requests to 3,349. There were 890
responses to the survey. As stated in the informed consent, those responses that were not
completed were eliminated. When there were four or more missing responses to the
survey the observation was eliminated from the analysis. Of the original 890 responses,
799 were usable observations giving a net response rate of 23.9%. Faculty responses
totaled 261, whereas 537 responses were from students. Based on the original mailing
list, the response rates were 17.9% for faculty and 20.8% for students. These response
rates are considered acceptable for cultural studies (Gall, Borg, & Gall 1996). It should
be noted that the electronic mail requesting participation included an invitation for
professors to encourage students to participate. There was no mechanism to account for
those who participated as a result of such invitations.

Displayed in Table 1 are the subgroups according to the self-reports of gender and
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sexual orientation. The demographic of the study showed that 74.8% of the respondents
were women. Table 2 reports the subgroups based on the type of area where the
university was housed and the type of institution. There was also an item asking for
race/ethnicity. This item was asked in an open-ended manner providing a blank for
respondents to enter whatever they wished. The types of entries were myriad.
Generalizing from the responses, the basic racial breakdown was 63 African-American or
Black, 16 Asian (mostly from the far east), 11 Native Americans, 36 Hispanic or
Chicano, 10 identified as mixed race, 653 Caucasian or white, and 10 as other or no
answer. Most interesting were the diverse ways of responding to this item. For example,
there were over 100 different ways that people who usually respond as white or
Caucasian responded to this question with responses such as white- Irish and German or

white - Jewish. This item will not be used for any further data displays or analysis.
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Table1 Respondents by Reported Gender and Orientation

Orientation Female Male Other Total
Straight 507 147 1 655
Lesbian 51 1 1 53

Gay 0 43 0 43
Bisexual 33 6 1 40
Other 5 0 1 6
Total 596 197 4 797

Table 2  Respondents by Institution Type and Institution Location

Type of Institution

Institution State Private Private  Distance No
Location Supported Religious Not religious Learning Response Total
Rural 171 9 12 1 1 194
Urban 251 74 35 1 1 362
Major Metro Area 141 68 26 3 2 240
No Response 0 0 3 3
Total 563 151 76 5 4 799

Other demographic data included region of the country and the status of a
counselor education program with the Council for Accreditation of Counselor Education
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and Related Educational Programs (CACREP). In terms of regional distribution there
were: 3 no response, 52 from New England, 107 from Mid-Atlantic states, 233 from
Southern states, 88 from Southwest states, 198 from Midwestern states, and 118 from
Western States. The CACREP distribution was: 8 no response, 597 yes, 128 no, and 66
awaiting accreditation. It should be noted that some of the respondents commented they
were in counseling psychology programs and were accredited by the American

Psychological Association instead of CACREP.

Group Differences

In order to best report the data in its most germane context, the questions around
group differences were first answered. These included difference between faculty student
responses, differences between sexual minority and non-sexual minority responses,
regional differences, and institutional type. Items on the survey were varied such that
agreement with some questions on the survey suggested a positive environment for
sexual minorities and agreement with others reflected a less positive environment. Using
SPSS version 14.0, the questions were recoded such that a 5 on the Likert scale would
reflect a more accepting environment and a zero reflected a less accepting environment.
Zero was used for those items where people responded with not applicable. Also, after
the aforementioned deletions of observations, there were 15 observations that had
missing data. These missing data were set to zero making them equivalent to a not
applicable response. Although, this might bias an otherwise favorable response, it seemed

an equitable solution to the 15 missing data points within the survey portion. A simple
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scale was created by totaling the appropriately coded items. The 35 items on the general
portion of the CEMSMS were summed for each respondent to examine the differences
between groups.

The sum of CSMCEPS had a possible total of 175, the sums ranged from 60 to
170 with a mean of 129.5 (SD = 17.79). The data were normal in distribution.

The mean for individual items was 3.70 (SD = .44) with a range of item means from 2.80
to 4.60. To answer the questions relative to group differences a series of ANOVA’s were
completed including: a) student versus faculty; b) straight versus gay; ¢) CACREP
accreditation versus not CACREP; d) regional differences; e) type of institution (public
or private); and f) type of area where the institution was situated (rural, urban, major
metropolitan area). All ANOVA’s were executed with an o of .05. There was no
adjustment in alpha for multiple procedures because of the unrelated nature of the
independent variables and because the consequences of either a Type | or a Type Il error
were minimal due to the descriptive nature of the study.

Of the tests conducted, there were only two ANOVA'’s that yielded significant
differences. There was a significant difference between faculty and student response on
the CSMCEPS. The results are displayed in Table 3. There was also a significant
difference in the type of institution as displayed in Table 4. A least significant difference
(LSD) t-test was used post hoc for the differences in types of institution. The groups that
showed a significant difference were between the state-supported schools versus private
institutions that held religious affiliation and private institutions with no religious

affiliation versus private institutions with religious affiliation. There were no other
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significant differences among the groups. It should be noted that the other category

consisted of on-line programs primarily.

Table 3 Means and Results for One-Way ANOVA on the
CSMCEPS Scale Faculty versus Students

N Mean SD SE

Faculty 265 131.64 18.16 1.12
Students 534 128.47 17.52 0.76
Total 799  129.52 17.78 0.63

Sum of Mean

Squares  df Square F Sig.
Between
Groups 1781.37 1 1781.37 5.664 0.018
Within Groups  250652.1 797 314.494
Total 252433.5 798
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Table 4 Means and Results for One-Way ANOVA on the CSMCEPS Scale
Type of Institution

N Mean SD SE

State-supported™ 563 130.13 17.58 0.74
Private—Religious* ** 151 125.72 18.25 1.49

Private — Not religious** 69 132.17  17.46 2.00

Other 5 129.00 23.60 10.55
Total 795 129.48 17.80 0.63

Sum of Mean

Squares df  Square E Sig.
Between Groups 2928.04 3 976.014 3.104 0.026
Within Groups 248732.32 791 314.453
Total 251660.36 794

Cross Tabulation Results
The items on the CSMCEPS were divided into two groups: a) personal position
items (8 items); and b) environmental items (27 items). Personal position items were
those items that reflected the respondents experience or opinion. Environmental items
were those that required respondents to assess the environment in some way or to
comment on the way others in the department might think or behave. Tables in the

appendix display the cross-tabulation results for all items for both students versus faculty
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responses and straight versus sexual minority responses. In an effort to be succinct, only
those items that had a recoded mean response rate less than 3.5 (more toward unsure),
had notable distributions, or that showed significant differences between faculty and
students will be highlighted here. The 3.5 cut-off would highlight those items where the
sample average indicated uncertainty or disagreement about the existence of a favorable
environment as opposed to agreement.

Those items that were identified as personal position items showed a high rate of
support for sexual minorities from the respondents. It should be noted that some of these
items were cited as “ambiguous” in comments from a number of respondents. For
example, the item that pertained to the teaching of conversion therapy as a valid option
for treatment drew comments stating that it should be taught as a possible option for
those who did not want to identify as gay or leshian. Several of these participants
indicated concern that their response for the inclusion of conversion therapy would be
interpreted as unsupportive. Similar comments were made about the items concerning
writing and research topics.

An interesting response distribution was on the item stated as “Within the last 3
years, faculty have served as mentors to persons who are open about his/her sexual
minority status”. Of student respondents, 41.34% selected unsure, calling into question
the level of communication between faculty and students about both mentorship and
sexual orientation. Another interesting distribution was on the item regarding writing
about sexual minority issues approached a 50:50 split between those who have and those

who have not written. The mean response on that item was 2.80 (SD = 1.59). Only

50



3.76% of respondents agreed with the item which read: “To be an advocate for more
inclusion of sexual minority issues in the counseling curriculum is to be an advocate of
immorality”. Only 3.26% of respondents selected unsure. This means that almost 94% of
persons responding to the survey did not consider behaviors associated with being a
sexual minority as immoral.

Those items that were considered environmental also showed a high rate of
support for sexual minorities, but to a lesser degree than the personal opinion items.
There were significantly more items that hovered around the midpoint of unsure. Before
those items are highlighted, it is important to note that there were numerous comments
regarding respondents’ reluctance or diminished comfort level in answering items
requiring assessment of other people’s state of mind or motivations.

There were 11 items from the environmental items that fell below the 3.5 cut-off
for items to be highlighted. All but one of these items fell into this range because of high
responses of not sure. The item reading “I tell prospective students that our department
would be safe and affirming for sexual minority students” had a high response rate of not
applicable. This might be due to the concrete wording of the item such that if a
respondent had never had the opportunity for such a conversation then it was marked as
not applicable. Of those who did see it as applicable, 63.4% agreed that they do see their
departments as safe and affirming and 25.8% were unsure. Of the remaining items that
fell below the 3.5 cut-off, there were 8 items that address level of *outness’ in the
department for sexual minorities. The other two items could be considered program-

related.
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The first of the ‘outness’-related items (M=3.05, SD=1.34) read “Faculty feel
comfortable disclosing their sexual minority status in our program”. This had an overall
not sure response rate of 37.0% with those agreeing at a rate of 37.0% as well. Notably, it
was the students who were most unable to assess the comfort level of faculty ‘outness’
showing a not sure response rate of 41.3% as opposed to faculty responses of 28.0% on
not sure.

The second of the “outness’-related items (M=3.40, SD=1.09) read “Students feel
comfortable disclosing their sexual minority status in our program”. This had an overall
not sure response rate of 26.6%. Also there was a smaller percentage of those who
selected strongly agree than there were on most questions.

The next of the ‘outness’-related items (M=3.19, SD=1.09) was “Few students
who are sexual minorities disclose their status to faculty in our department”. There was a
not sure response rate of 40.0%. The largest part of this was in student responses where
47.5% answered with not sure.

The fourth of the ‘outness’-related items (M=3.27, SD=1.06) was “Few students
who are sexual minorities disclose their status to students in our department”. There was
a not sure response rate of 35.1% overall. In contrast to the previous item concerning
disclosure to faculty, this item showed similar percentages of faculty and students
marking unsure. Distribution in the sexual minority responses was similar to the straight
responses.

The next of the ‘outness’-related items (M=3.48, SD=1.18) read, “People in our

department prefer that a new faculty member who is a sexual minority keep their status
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private or ambivalent”. Again, it is the not sure response that had the largest distribution
of 39.8% of the sample. Students again showed the largest contribution to this
distribution with 44.9% of the student responses. Distribution in the sexual minority
responses was similar to the straight responses.

The sixth of the *outness’-related items (M=3.21, SD=1.36) was “Students in our
program are uncomfortable with a faculty person who is open about his/her sexual
minority status”. Again there was a significant cluster around the not sure response. The
overall distribution showed 31.7% marking not sure with the faculty and student
percentages, 38.7% and 28.3% respectively. Distribution in the sexual minority responses
was similar to the straight responses.

The seventh item (M=3.43, SD=1.33) was similar to the sixth of the ‘outness’-
related items. It read, “Faculty in our program are uncomfortable with a faculty person
who is open about his/her sexual minority status”. Again there was a cluster around the
not sure response. The overall distribution showed 34.0% marking not sure with the
faculty and student percentages, 21.8% and 29.9% respectively. Distribution in the sexual
minority responses was similar to the straight responses.

The last “outness’-related item (M=3.32, SD=1.24) that fell below the cutoff for
highlighting read: “Faculty who belong to sexual minorities would feel comfortable
bringing their same-sex dates or partners to departmental activities”. The responses were
similar to the seventh item. Respondents marked unsure at a rate of 41.4% with that total
showing 21.5% of faculty and 51.0% of students marking unsure.

The two program-related items were: a) “Within the last 3 years, our faculty has
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had serious discussions about the inclusion of sexual minority issues in our counseling
curriculum”; and b) “Our graduating students are well prepared to work with persons
(clients or colleagues) who are members of sexual minorities”. The item addressing
program planning had a mean of 3.32 (SD=1.29). Again, there was a cluster around the
unsure response at 29.7%. Faculty and student response rates were very similar. The
item addressing graduate readiness (M=3.30, SD=1.03) fell below the cutoff because
20.9% of respondents marked unsure and 25.6% of respondents marked either disagree or
strongly disagree. Of the sexual minority respondents who marked this item 18.4%

selected unsure and 48.5% selected disagree or strongly disagree.

Items Specifically for Sexual Minorities

A set of 11 items were completed by those who identified themselves as sexual
minorities. In general, the responses of these participants reflected a positive experience
as faculty or students in counselor education programs. A table in the appendix shows the
cross tabulated frequencies and percentages for these 11 items.

Item 1 stated, “I have been affirmed in my department”. This item received a high
level of endorsement with 72.2% of respondents marking agree. Only 13.53% marked
unsure. Distribution of students’ responses was similar to that of faculty.

Item 2 stated, “My dissertation topic concerned sexual minority issues” or “I plan
to do or already do papers and/or research on sexual minority issues”. The responses for
this were an interesting contrast between faculty and students. Of faculty, 62.8% reported

not having a dissertation on sexual minority issues, whereas 55.6% of students
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acknowledged plans to write about or conduct research on sexual minority issues.

Item 3 stated, “I would feel comfortable taking a same-sex date or partner to a
departmental social function”. Although 76% of faculty endorsed this item, only 64.2%
of students agreed. Furthermore, 24.7% of students disagreed with this item.

Item 4 read, “I prefer to keep my sexual orientation private or at least
ambiguous”. This item showed only 27.8% of respondents agreeing and 63.9%
disagreeing. Even though this reflects a positive environment for sexual minorities, note
the difference between this item and item 1.

Item 5 read, “In general, my sexual minority status has not been an issue with
students”. This item was positively endorsed by 77.4% of respondents with very little
difference between faculty and students.

Item 6 stated, “I feel tolerated by my colleagues and the students within the
department”. This item was endorsed with 82.7% agreement by the respondents.

Item 7 read, “I feel accepted by my colleagues and the students within the
department.” This item was endorsed with 84.2% of the respondents. Note that asking in
terms of acceptance versus the previous item of tolerated caused a slight increase. This
might be because some people found the use of the word tolerated as a negative type of
acceptance.

Item 8 read, “I have difficulty assessing the presence or absence of bias or
prejudice toward sexual minorities within the faculty and/or students in our department”.
Over 29.7% of respondents agreed with this item, whereas 17.6% of respondents

responded as unsure. This indicates that almost 50% of respondents could not commit to
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the absence or presence of bias within their departments. There was little difference in
distribution between faculty and students.

Item 9 read, “I seldom mention my sexual minority status within the department.”
This item had a high rate of endorsement among faculty (55.1%) and a low rate of
endorsement among students with 56.1% disagreeing. Although the net responses were
divided almost 50:50, it is notable that faculty seemed to talk less about their status than
students within the department.

Item 10 read, “l would recommend my department to any sexual minority
member considering a faculty position” or “I would recommend my department to any
sexual minority member considering a graduate degree from this department.” This item
showed a 79.3% level of endorsement. Faculty marked strongly agree at a higher rate
than students.

Finally, item 11 read “I have been encouraged to pursue research or to do
presentations related to sexual minority issues by other faculty and/or my department
chair.” This item was almost a 50:50 split among respondents with 49.6% of respondents

agreeing and 50.4% failing to agree.

Comments from Participants
The final item on the questionnaire was an opportunity to for the respondents to
write any comments they wanted. Of respondents 335 chose to enter some comments.
Many of the comments were long and complex. The items clustered into four broad

categories: a) 71 respondents offered appreciation or validation for research on this topic;
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b) 138 needed to clarify a specific response or their approach to responding to items in
general; c) 71 had specific thoughts about the topic they wished to share; and, d) 55
offered criticism or suggestions around the methodology or suggested that the topic itself

was flawed. Some of these comments will be used to expedite the discussion.

Discussion
The Climate According to the Entire Sample

In general, the results of this study showed that the climate for sexual minorities
in counselor education programs was positive. This was not a surprise; in fact, it was an
expected outcome because there are requirements from within the profession that we
would be accepting. The item means of 3.70 (SD=.44) was certainly more indicative of a
positive environment than a negative one. The threat of sample bias must be strongly
considered due the self-selection nature of the survey. An important indicator of the bias
of this sample was the number of comments that praised the efforts of this research
and/or stated that it was much needed. Of the 335 respondents entering comments, over
100 of these made these favorable comments. Given the bias of the sample, this mean
could be considered disappointing, because it is not overwhelmingly affirming. When the
scale had a maximum potential of 175 and the mean scale response was 129.5
(SD=17.79) the environment could only be considered tolerant and mildly accepting. It
should not be considered affirming.

The use of not sure as a midpoint in a Likert scale was the factor that most

contributed to the lowered rating of the environment. Assuming this was a valid aspect of
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the study’s design, the high use of not sure among respondents seemed to indicate that
people were unwilling to think or commit about situations involving sexual minorities or
unable to assess the environment for sexual minorities in their departments. Interpreting
the general use of not sure beyond that would seem unwise.

Student respondents used not sure more than did faculty. Of course, this is
somewhat expected because faculty have more access to one another and are constantly
attempting to assess student beliefs and attitudes so that they may be addressed.
However, some of the questions regarding how out a person might be, as well as those
questions relative to program considerations reflected the highest differences between
faculty and student use of the not sure response. It is possible that while faculty are
having discussions and intentions about how to make the department safe and affirming
for students that these intentions are not being poignantly illustrated for students to see.
As mentioned in the results section, the item regarding mentoring persons of a sexual
minority status had 41.34% of students choosing not sure. This seemed to be high for a
question that should have been rather straightforward. It is hard to know about which
aspect of this item these students were unsure. Did they not know if faculty were
mentoring students or what mentoring was or did they not know if there was someone in
the department “openly” gay? Students know what happens within the department to
some extent and the item specifically addresses openly a sexual minority. If there is no
mentoring and/or there are no sexual minorities within departments, then the more

appropriate response should have been not applicable rather than not sure. Again,
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perhaps this problem is best explained by poor communication of both the intent to help
people feel safe within the department and day-to-day activity within the department.

It is the responses to specific items that best reflect the environments in counselor
education across the country. As mentioned earlier, the responses were generally positive
toward safe and accepting environments. Those items that were considered personal
opinion and experience items were mostly very agreeable to positive environments.
Although it should be noted that persons who identified as a sexual minority of some type
more often chose agree rather than strongly agree. However, this was not enough to
create a statistically significant difference in response rates. Those items that were
considered to be assessments of the environment had slightly less positive response rates
in general.

The item “To be an advocate for more inclusion of sexual minority issues in the
counseling curriculum is to be an advocate of immortality” had only 7% of respondents
failing to disagree. This 7% includes 3.76% agreeing with the statement and 3.26%
choosing unsure. Given the culture wars currently occurring in the United States this was
a low percentage of respondents. Of course, part of this has to be due to sample bias but
19% of the respondents were from religiously affiliated schools. It was surprising that
few of them agreed with the statement. Perhaps this was the phenomenon of persons
choosing to answer within politically correct and socially acceptable parameters;
however, anonymity of the study hoped to circumvent such responses. When given the
opportunity to comment, many respondents mentioned either the type of institution or the

location as causing difficulty in their responses or difficulty within their departments as
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they address sexual minority issues. For the most part, these persons were accepting and
affirming of GLBT individuals. Many comments around this made it clear that while the
respondents as a whole did not have problems with sexual minorities, there were indeed
tensions between the need to address this in the counseling curriculum and the
community standards that often see it as immoral or at least problematic.

Those items that were related to “outness’ showed considerable ambiguity among
this sample because of the predominance of unsure responses. Some respondents were
unwilling to speak for others and what they might be thinking or feeling. Assuming that
many of the respondents who chose unsure did so because they really could not assess
the environment, this seems to indicate a lack of people openly discussing their feelings
about such behaviors within the department when they occur. It may very well indicate
that in many departments such behaviors have not yet been present to enable respondents
to have a clear observation. An accepting and affirming department would be one in
which being out would be strictly a matter of personal choice for the person who is a
sexual minority and having a same-sex spouse or partner accompany at a social event
would be a desirable event in the life of a department that values diversity and social
justice.

Level of ‘outness’ is a personal choice that sexual minorities have to make and are
making each and everyday as they move from venue to venue. This point was made by
several sexual minority who stated that they had difficulty answering the questions on the
general survey because they had chosen to be out to only a few persons within their

departments. Two of them stated that they perceived their department to be very safe for
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sexual minorities but chose to remain semi-closeted for personal reasons. Two comments
from straight faculty persons related that within their departments the person who was
most out was also a person who was the least representative of a healthy individual, gay
or straight. It is these complications that underscore the need for faculty in counselor
education departments to be vocal about their intent and desire that departments be safe
and affirming for everyone.

In general, the results of this survey showed that our training efforts have created
environments that generally accept sexual minorities. However, there are differences in
departments around the country. It seems that within many departments there is not a
sufficient dialogue to clearly communicate the counseling profession’s stance and
recommendations to include sexual minorities as healthy and viable persons and

practitioners.

The Climate According to Sexual Minority Respondents

The portion of the survey that was completed only by those who identified as
sexual minorities also showed mixed results. Although most respondents reported feeling
affirmed and safe enough to be out in their departments there were ambiguous responses
around the items referring to ‘outness’ within the department. That is, while 72% of
respondents stated that they felt affirmed within the department there was 28% of
respondents that reported their preference to keep their orientations private or ambiguous.
There were 44% of respondents who reported that they seldom mention their sexual
minority status within the department. An additional contradiction to the high results was
that 29% of respondents reported that they had difficulty assessing the absence or
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presence of bias or prejudice and another 18% of respondents reported that they were
unsure on this item. This mixture of results shows that some departments are safe enough
for sexual identities to express all of whom they are while others feel the need or are
more inclined to be less expressive. These mixed results may speak to the phenomena of
downplaying (Leap and Lewin (1994) addressed in the first chapter. Especially when
coupled with the heavy use of the not sure response in the general survey, it appears that
sexual minorities in some departments might not expect a high level of affirmation and
therefore, they do not register the presence of bias or prejudice because it is not overt
prejudice.

Faculty and student response rates paralleled within most of the eleven items. The
notable exception was around the dissertation and research item. More students reported
intent to write about sexual minority issues than faculty had written during their early
careers. This switch in the data most likely indicates the change in the cultural and

departmental environments that encourages research in GLBT areas.

The Survey lItself
There were some ways that the survey could have been enriched. One respondent
commented that a structured survey might have been more effective. That is, it might
have been more effective to ask about a person’s immediate experience with sexual
minorities in the department and then to route them to items based on that experience.
That might have produced more focused results. The questions were worded in a very

concrete way. Perhaps wording the items in more tentative words would have made
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people more comfortable about assessing or guessing the experiences of others within
their departments. This may have enabled people to use the not sure response less
frequently thus reducing the level of agreement. Another way to have encouraged better
results may have been to explain more fully the difference between a not sure response
and a not applicable response.

The purpose of the survey was to assess the climate for sexual minorities in
counselor education programs. This instrument has been more of a barometer than a
thermometer in its results. That is, it is clear that the weather is not stormy or even very

cloudy; however, the temperature remains a mystery.

Limitations

This study used a survey technique and is based on people reporting on both their
own attitudes as well as their perceptions of the behaviors of others. There are numerous
threats to validity. However, social and behavioral science has been tolerant of these
threats to validity within survey research when the nature of the research is descriptive.

The sample for this study was a convenience sample of self-selecting participants.
This is always a threat to validity as those who chose to participate may do so because of
their own interest in the topic. In this case, there might not only be bias in self-selection
but because participants are being asked about their perceptions their responses may be
clouded by their biases. It was hoped that the timing of this study with the heated public
environment around sexual minority issues will mitigate this threat by encouraging

persons who might not otherwise participate to participate.
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Again, the factor of timing in this study causes concern relative to the maturation
threat. The current media interest and public debate can cause people to be more sensitive
to these issues. There was no available mechanism to monitor the events and reporting
relative to sexual minorities to identify them as threatening the validity of the study.

Another important limitation was created by the use of the not sure response.
While providing a clear median in the Likert scale, it complicated the data analysis. This
is especially true in the clarification of any differences between faculty and students
because student used not sure more often. A clarification of the researcher’s intention
when providing both a not sure and not applicable may have yielded a different

description of the climate in counselor education departments.
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CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this research was to measure the climate for sexual minorities
in counselor education programs. Using the Climate for Sexual Minorities in
Counselor Education Programs Survey (CSMCEPS) to collect information from
faculty and graduate students, this research attempted to describe the level of
acceptance across counselor education programs in North America. In addition, this
research looked for (a) differences among tolerance levels in programs according to
geographic region; (b) differences between the perceptions of sexual minority
individuals and heterosexual individuals; and, (c) differences between faculty
members’ perceptions and graduate students’ perceptions.

In general, the results of this study showed that the climate for sexual
minorities in counselor education programs was positive. The stance of the
counseling profession would dictate that the outcome should have been positive and,
as mentioned previously, there is evidence that self-selection biased the sample.
Given the professions ethical stance and the bias of the sample, the results should

have been overwhelmingly supportive and affirming of sexual minorities and this was
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not the case. When the scale had a maximum potential of 175 and the mean scale
response was 129.5 (SD= 17.79) the environment could only be considered tolerant
and mildly accepting. It should not be considered affirming.

To answer the research questions about differences based on demographic
data there were several ANOVA completed. There were no significant differences
found between respondents who identified as sexual minorities and those who
identified as non-sexual minorities. There were no significant differences based on
regional differences nor were there differences based on CACREP accreditation. The
lack of differences may be indicative of sample bias.

There were significant differences found between student responses and
faculty responses. The best explanation for this is that students used the not sure
response more than faculty did. This might indicate that the amount of dialogue
within departments about GLBT issues and other gender and sexual expressions
might not be sufficient for students to feel comfortable answering with definitive
responses.

There were also significant differences within the types of institutional
affiliation. Those who reported being from institutions with religious affiliations were
significantly lower in their support than those who reported being in state-supported
institutions or private institutions with no religious affiliation. However, there was not
a dramatic lack of support for sexual minorities in those institutions with religious
affiliation. Several respondents cited the absence of sexual minorities or the choice to

remain in the closet as reasons for their more frequent of the not sure response.
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Several continued to say that they thought that their departments would welcome
students who were sexual minorities if they were to enroll.

The portion of the survey that was completed only by those who identified as
sexual minorities showed mixed results. While most respondents reported feeling
affirmed and safe enough to be out in their departments, there were ambiguous
responses around the items referring to outness within the department. This mixture
of results shows that some departments are safe enough for persons who identify as
sexual minorities to express all of whom they are while others feel the need or are
more inclined to be less expressive. These mixed results may speak to the
phenomena of downplaying (Leap and Lewin, 1994) addressed in the first chapter.
Especially when coupled with the heavy use of the not sure response in the general
survey, it appears that sexual minorities in some departments might not expect a high
level of affirmation and therefore, they do not register the presence of bias or
prejudice because it is not overtly prejudiced.

In summary, the results indicated that counselor education programs across
the country are accepting of sexual minorities and are moving toward climates of
affirmation and more robust dialogue concerning people’s expression of their

sexuality and their gender or androgyny.

Implications
Every working day in counselor education departments, counselor trainees are

taught the values of our profession. Regardless of theoretical inclinations the basic
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core conditions remain central to our profession. Among our highest held values are:
a) extending unconditional positive regard; b) being genuine; ¢) being non-
judgmental; and d) practicing with self-awareness. Creating a safe environment for
our trainees to grow and change is a central demand of a profession that would hold
these values. At the same time in the world outside academe, there is a dialogue about
sex and gender values that often erupts into skirmishes as ideologies clash. It is
essential that counselors be sufficiently self-aware to help anyone who may be
wounded or confused within these debates. At the same time, counselor education
departments exist within the real world and it internalizes the debates from the greater
culture.

The most important implication from this study is that the dialogue around
sexual minorities and gender issues probably remains idealistic and in many
departments contained within a few classes. While the effort to welcome sexual
minorities into the departments has been successful, there remains the need to
increase the dialogue about the debates and changes around sexuality in the general
culture. To train counselors, the profession must be self-aware of its own internalized
debate and must acknowledge that being open to pluralism and diversity does not
mean compromising one’s own beliefs or values. Embracing pluralism and diversity
means honoring one’s own values and the values of others. In order to honor and
appreciate these values, especially when they conflict, counselors must be exposed to

them in very real world language and circumstances. For instance, using the topic of
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bringing same-sex dates to departmental social functions might be useful to the
counselor trainee and to the departmental environment.

Of the respondents who left comments, 30 of them stated that the location of
their institution in very conservative communities made discussion of sexual minority
issues problematic. Some of them wrote of unvoiced concerns from people who hold
deep religious values and social values that consider deviating from the norm sexually
as aberrations or pathologies. These unvoiced concerns are undercurrents within
departments that discount the topic of GLBT issues when it is addressed. There were
several comments from faculty that while faculty were gay-friendly the students were
not. At the same time, there were two comments that reflected that sexual minorities
were the more advantaged within the department. These respondents stated they were
in large urban areas with large GLBT populations. These examples from respondents
would indicate that counselor education departments may be either friendly toward
sexual minorities or not. This survey has shown that departments are not as clearly
polarized as the comments might suggest; however, it is important to note that
students may not voice these debates unvoiced and instructors may avoid using the
debate for teaching purposes because they might consider it a volatile topic. It is
idealistic to think that all undercurrents of bias can be addressed; however, the ethics
of the counseling profession obligates itself to address as many of the undercurrents
as possible.

A last implication stems from the discrepancies noted in those who self-

identified as sexual minorities. Their responses indicated that for the most part they
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felt affirmed and accepted within the departments while at the same time there were
many who did not speak frequently about their minority status nor were they
comfortable assessing the presence of bias within the department. It is difficult to say
whether this discrepancy is the result of tension between the individual and the
department or whether it is reflective of personal decisions and perhaps tensions
within the individuals who responded. Regardless of the source of the discrepancy,
there remains the need to understand what level of comfort these individuals have
within their departments. It also implies another question: How comfortable should
any individual be who is somehow distinctly different from the average faculty
member or student within the department or institution as a whole? This question
applies to any minority person within the counselor education department where
diversity and multicultural competence are required values in the curriculum. The
ways of coping with being different are varied across individuals. These coping
strategies are very personal. At what point does the department’s responsibility to be
respectful and accepting meet the minority individual’s responsibility to flex within
the dominant culture of the department. This would seem to be a rich area for

reflection and research within our profession.

Recommendations
The results of this study have provided some evidence that many counselor
education programs around the country have made considerable progress in providing

safe and affirming environments for sexual minorities to learn and work. However,
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there is also evidence that there are areas and programs that need to continue to grow.
It was hoped that this instrument would be more sensitive in establishing a difference
between tolerance, acceptance, and affirmation for sexual minorities. Comments from
respondents made it clear that this intent was not realized. Perhaps a more limited and
more carefully worded survey could be developed that would be more discriminating.
It may be that the problem of changing environments and even changing politically
correct terms makes an accurate assessment of environments for sexual minorities too
difficult to do by survey. A better approach might be a structured focus group that
would enable a counselor education department to address its own environment and
create the necessary enhancements for integrity and safety for everyone within the
department. Possibly such a focus group could become part of a departmental self-
study.

There have been numerous articles recommending ways to incorporate and
compassionately teach about GLBT issues. Some have recommended including
Queer Theory and others have studied the efficacy of expanding empathy versus
simply teaching the theory. There is a need for more research in how to effectively
communicate the issues and life situations of persons who are sexual minorities.

It is not sufficient just to create environments where sexual minorities are
supported and affirmed. There is also the consideration of those persons in a
counselor education department that hold conservative values or deeply religious
objections to homosexual behaviors of any sort. These persons also deserve a safe

environment in which to grow and be nurtured as they become counselors. Merely
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telling them that the ethical guidelines require them to be accepting of sexual
minorities might not be enough. To frame the guidelines only as imperatives in this
regard may cause conservative students to have deep conflicts between their chosen
profession and their social or religious values. This conflict may cause some to ignore
the imperative altogether. Such conflicts might actually cause harm either to the
student or to the student’s subsequent clients. Some attention to this issue is certainly
warranted. Perhaps there could be some joint effort to specifically address
environmental issues within counselor education departments for GLBT persons from
the members of Association of Counselor Educators and Supervisors and the
members of the Association for Gay, Lesbian, and Bisexual Issues.

The above recommendation could be further stretched to encourage research
for other minorities within the counselor education departments. Again a structured
focus group or a broader dialogue within the department seems like the best approach.
Examples of such minorities could be those based along ethic/racial lines or religious
affiliation. One respondent commented that a study such as this should be done about
the status of men in a profession that is growing to be more populated by women. His
comment was a serious one and speaks to the complexity of creating affirming
environments for everyone.

Another recommendation is to address the role of the individual and the role
of the department in providing a rich environment for personal growth and expansion
while teaching the tremendous body of knowledge needed to begin in our profession.

We attempt to communicate to students the need to extend unconditional positive
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regard to their clients while also maintaining and valuing their own integrity. In the
real world, those two principles can cause intrapersonal conflict unless the individual
has confronted and negotiated the crisis. At the root of multicultural competence is
learning how to be fully oneself while being fully with another in a counseling
relationship. Communicating to students the need to acquire this root competence
should be a portion of the informed consent process as they begin their counselor

education programs and an expectation as they complete their programs.
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Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Survey
Demographic Section:

What is your age?

What is your race/ethnicity?
What is your gender?

a. Male

b. Female
c. Other

Which of these best describes your sexual orientation?
Heterosexual

Lesbian

Gay Male

Transsexual

Bisexual

Transgendered

Other

@rPo0oTw

Which of these best describes you?

a. Full-time/Adjunct Faculty in Counselor Education or Counseling
Psychology Program

b. Counselor Supervisor providing regular supervision to persons in
Counselor Education or Counseling Psychology Programs

c. Master’s Level or ED.S Graduate Student in Counseling Program

d. Doctoral Level Graduate Student in Counseling Program

e. Other

Which of the following best describes the institution housing your counseling
program?

State supported university/college

b. Private university/college with religious affiliation or support

c. Private university/college without religious affiliation or support

d. Other

o

Which best describes your institution’s location?

a. Rural
b. Urban
c. Major Metropolitan Area
d. Other
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10.

In which area of North America is your institution located?
New England

Mid-Atlantic

South

Southwest

Mid-west

West

Alaska or Hawaii

Canada

S@me a0 o

Approximately how many years have you been affiliated with your program?
0-1 years

2-4 years

4-6 years

6-8 years

8-10 years

More than 10 years

~® o0 oW

Is your program accredited by the Council for the Accreditation of Counseling
and Related Educational Programs (CACREP)?

a. Yes

b. No

c. Awaiting Accreditation
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Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Programs

Parallel Forms
Likert scale of

Strongly Agree  Agree  Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree  Not Applicable

Climate for Sexual Minorities in
Counselor Education Programs
Survey
Faculty Form

1. Within the last 3 years, our faculty
has had serious discussions about the
inclusion of sexual minority issues in
our counseling curriculum.

Within the last 3 years, | have
encouraged a student to develop a
paper on sexual minority issues.

Within the last 3 years, | have served
as a mentor to a person who is open
about his/her sexual minority status.

Within the last 3 years, | have
conducted research or written
relative to sexual minority issues.

In the last 3 years, | know about an
incident when a person’s sexual
minority status was a significant
negative influence in a hiring,
promotion, or tenure decision.

In the last 3 years, | have suspected
that a person’s sexual minority status
was a factor in their denial of
employment, promotion or tenure.

Climate for Sexual Minorities in
Counselor Education Programs
Survey
Student Form

1. Within the last 3 years, our faculty
has had serious discussions about the
inclusion of sexual minority issues in
our counseling curriculum.

Within the last 3 years, | know a
student who has been encouraged to
develop a paper on sexual minority
issues.

Within the last 3 years, faculty have
served as a mentors to person s who
are open about his/her sexual
minority status.

Within the last 3 years, | have
written about or started research
relative to sexual minority issues.

In the last 3 years, | know about an
incident when a person’s sexual
minority status was a significant
negative influence in a hiring,
promotion, or tenure decision

In the last 3 years, | have suspected
that a person’s sexual minority status
was a factor in their denial of
employment, promotion or tenure.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Within the last 3 years, | have
suspected or known about an
incident where a person’s sexual
minority status or assumed minority
status was a significant influence in
the rejection of graduate student
applicant.

Faculty feel comfortable disclosing
their sexual minority status in our
program.

. Students feel comfortable disclosing

their sexual minority status in our
program.

Jokes and slurs about sexual
minorities are heard in our
department.

I tell prospective students that our
department would be safe and
affirming for sexual minority
students.

Our department is a welcoming,
affirming department for a sexual
minority faculty member.

Few students who are sexual
minorities disclose their status to
faculty in our department.

Few students who are sexual
minorities disclose their status to
other students in our department.

People in our department prefer that
a new faculty member who is a
sexual minority keep their status
private or ambivalent.

Background:

7. Within the last 3 years, | have
suspected or known about an
incident where a person’s sexual
minority status or assumed minority
status was a significant influence in
the rejection of a graduate student
applicant.

8. Faculty feel comfortable disclosing
their sexual minority status in our
program.

9. Students feel comfortable disclosing
their sexual minority status in our
program.

10. Jokes and slurs about sexual
minorities are heard in our
department.

11. I tell prospective students that our
department would be safe and
affirming for sexual minority
students.

12. Our department is a welcoming,
affirming department for a sexual
minority faculty member.

13. Few students who are sexual
minorities disclose their status to
faculty in our department.

14. Few students who are sexual
minorities disclose their status to
other students in our department.

15. People in our department prefer that
a new faculty member who is a
sexual minority keep their status
private or ambivalent.

16. Background:
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According to a recent study, over the last

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

10 years, 119 of 5628 journal articles
in the major counseling journals were
about lesbian/gay/bisexual issues. This
IS 2.11% of the mainstream counseling
literature.

I believe this is proportional coverage
for sexual minority issues in the
mainstream journals.

Research about sexual minority
issues is critical to the field of
counseling.

Research about the etiology of sexual
orientation is more important than
research about sexual minority
lifestyle issues, e.g., relationships or
parenting issues.

I consider our department tolerant of
persons belonging to sexual
minorities.

Students in our program are
uncomfortable with a faculty person
who is open about his/her sexual
minority status.

Faculty in our program are
uncomfortable with a faculty person
who is open about his/her sexual
minority status.

Our graduating students are well
prepared to work with persons
(clients or colleagues) who are
members of sexual minorities.

An elective course specific to sexual
identity and sexual minority issues
would be valued by our students.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

According to a recent study, over the last

10 years, 119 of 5628 journal articles
in the major counseling journals were
about lesbian/gay/bisexual issues. This
Is 2.11% of the mainstream counseling
literature.

I believe this is proportional coverage
for sexual minority issues in the
mainstream journals.

Research about sexual minority
issues is critical to the field of
counseling.

Research about the etiology of sexual
orientation is more important than
research about sexual minority
lifestyle issues, e.g., relationships or
parenting issues.

I consider our department tolerant of
persons belonging to sexual
minorities.

Students in our program are
uncomfortable with a faculty person
who is open about his/her sexual
minority status.

Faculty in our program are
uncomfortable with a faculty person
who is open about his/her sexual
minority status.

Our graduating students are well
prepared to work with persons
(clients or colleagues) who are
members of sexual minorities.

An elective course specific to sexual
identity and sexual minority issues
would be valued by our students.
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24,

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

I would not research or write papers
on sexual minority issues because |
fear being labeled as gay/lesbian or
bisexual.

I specifically address sexual minority
issues in the classes that | teach.

I am comfortable talking about
sexual minority issues with trainees
that I supervise.

I make an effort to avoid
heterosexism in my classroom
lectures and activities.

To be an advocate for more inclusion
of sexual minority issues in the
counseling curriculum is to be an
advocate of immorality.

Students who belong to sexual
minorities would feel comfortable
bringing their same-sex dates or
partners to departmental activities.

Faculty who belong to sexual
minorities would feel comfortable
bringing their same-sex dates or
partners to departmental activities.

Conversion therapy (changing or
avoiding a gay or lesbian identity)
should be taught as valid options for
working with gay and lesbian clients.

Talking about sexual minorities in
class may cause people to be
concerned about my sexual
orientation.

24

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

. I would not research or write papers
on sexual minority issues because |
fear being labeled as gay/lesbian or
bisexual.

Sexual minority issues are
specifically addressed in the classes
that | take.

I am comfortable talking about
sexual minority issues with my
counseling supervisor.

I make an effort to avoid
heterosexism in my classroom
conversations.

To be an advocate for more inclusion
of sexual minority issues in the
counseling curriculum is to be an
advocate of immorality.

Students who belong to sexual
minorities would feel comfortable
bringing their same-sex dates or
partners to departmental activities.

Faculty who belong to sexual
minorities would feel comfortable
bringing their same-sex dates or
partners to departmental activities.

Conversion therapy (changing or
avoiding a gay or lesbian identity)
should be taught as valid options for
working with gay and lesbian clients.

Talking about sexual minorities in
class may cause people to be
concerned about my sexual
orientation.
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33. Students who openly talk about their
sexual minority status in classes are
respected and appreciated by the
majority of their classmates.

34. In the last 3 years, faculty or staff in
this department have expressed
hostile or prejudicial opinions about
sexual minorities.

35. The ACA ethical guidelines relative
to sexual minorities are strongly
reinforced in course work and
supervision in our department.

If you consider yourself a member of
a sexual minority, please continue
with the remaining questions.

For Faculty Members who identify as
sexual minorities:

1. As asexual minority faculty member,
I have been affirmed in my
department.

2. My dissertation topic concerned
sexual minority issues.

3. 1'would feel secure taking a same-sex
date or partner to a departmental
social function.

4. | prefer to keep my sexual
orientation private or at least
ambiguous.

5. Ingeneral, my sexual minority status

has not been an issue with students.

6. | feel tolerated by my colleagues and
the students within the department.

33.

34.

35.

Students who openly talk about their
sexual minority status in classes are
respected and appreciated by the
majority of their classmates.

In the last 3 years, faculty or staff in
this department have expressed
hostile or prejudicial opinions about
sexual minorities.

The ACA ethical guidelines relative
to sexual minorities are strongly
reinforced in course work and
supervision in our department.

If you consider yourself a member of
a sexual minority, please continue
with the remaining questions.

For graduate students who identify as a

sexual minority

1. As a sexual minority graduate student,

I have been affirmed in my
department.

I plan to do or already do papers
and/or research on sexual minority
ISSues.

I would feel secure taking a same-sex
date or partner to a departmental
social function.

I prefer to keep my sexual
orientation private or at least
ambiguous.

In general, my sexual minority status
has not been an issue with other
students

| feel tolerated by faculty and
students within the department.
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7.

10.

11.

| feel accepted by my colleagues and
the students within the department..

I have difficulty assessing the
presence or absence of bias or
prejudice toward sexual minorities
within the faculty and/or students in
our department.

I seldom mention my sexual minority
status within the department.

I would recommend my department
to any sexual minority member
considering a faculty position.

I have been encouraged to pursue
research or to do presentations
related to sexual minority issues by
other faculty and/or my department
chair.

So often, surveys like this leave people

wanting to make additional
responses or comments. Please feel
free to use the space below to make
these comments.

7.

10.

11.

| feel accepted by faculty and
students within the department.

I have difficulty assessing the
presence or absence of bias or
prejudice toward sexual minorities
within the faculty and/or students in
our department.

I seldom mention my sexual minority
status within the department.

I would recommend my department
to any sexual minority member
considering a graduate degree from
this department.

I have been encouraged to pursue
research or to do presentations
related to sexual minority issues.

So often, surveys like this leave people

wanting to make additional
responses or comments. Please feel
free to use the space below to make
these comments
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To be sent to mailing list purchased from the American Counseling Association and
faculty in counselor education programs retrieved from college and university websites.

Follow up emails will include this introductory paragraph:

This is a follow-up email for the research study described below. Please disregard if you
have already completed the survey. If you have not completed it, please consider taking
some time now to do so.

To: Faculty and Graduate Students in Counselor Education Programs in North America
From: George R. Beals

Subject: Important research in counselor education programs

I am George Beals. | am collecting data relative to the climate for sexual minorities in
counselor education programs. This is research for my dissertation. Please consider
taking 5 to 15 minutes to complete this survey.

The link below will take you to the SurveyMonkey.com website where | have a survey
for anyone who is a faculty member or graduate student in counselor education. The
survey is anonymous and the demographic data has been carefully selected to ensure
absolute privacy.

Faculty members might consider encouraging students to take the survey. Completion of
the survey may stimulate classroom discussions on sexual minority issues.

Thank you for your efforts with this important research. You are welcome to send me
replies requesting preliminary results of this research. Also, if you reply with the word
remove in the subject line I will remove you from the mailing list for follow-up
solicitation emails.

Sincerely,

George R. Beals, MA LPC

Doctoral Candidate in Counselor Education
Mississippi State University
grbl@msstate.edu

662 312-2099
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Informed Consent Screens
The Study

This survey is to research “The Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education
Programs”.

Target respondents are faculty members and graduate students in Counselor Education
Programs throughout North America.

Graduate students should be defined as students in Master’s level, Education Specialist,
or Doctoral programs.

After a short collection of demographic data, the survey consists of statements about how
gay/lesbian/bisexual (GLB) persons are perceived in your program. Some items seek
your input on the behaviors of other people and other items seek your individual opinions
about GLB issues within your counselor education department.

Most respondents will be able to complete the survey in 10 to 20 minutes.
Participation in this survey is strictly voluntary. You can end your participation at
anytime by clicking “Exit this Survey” in the upper right hand area of any screen.
Incomplete surveys will not be used.

Persons who identify as gay/lesbian/bisexual will be asked to complete items that relate
to their experiences within their Counselor Education departments.

Anonymity

This survey is using a commercial survey website. SurveyMonkey.com states that while
it does collect IP addresses there is no link between the data file created by the research
program and your IP address. Your completion of the entire survey will indicate your
consent to participate in this research. Partially completed responses will not be saved.

SurveyMonkey will place a web cookie in your cookies’ folder so that you can only take
the survey one time. For more information on this, view the Privacy portion of the
SurveyMonkey.com website.

The responses collected from this survey are intended to be anonymous. Demographic
data has been kept to a minimum. For instance, no rank information has been collected on
faculty respondents because a full professor, at a religious school, in the Midwest might
be identifiable. It is to the advantage of this research effort that your participation be
anonymous.
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Potential Risk

The issues of sexual preference and society are currently “hot topics” and sources of
fierce debate among some persons. Some people may find some items to be
uncomfortable or to cause recollection of unpleasant memories or feelings. However,
these should be minimal or short-lived.

Should you feel the need to speak to someone about this research I can be reached at 662
312-2099 or email at grbl@msstate.edu. My name, phone number, and email address
will be shown on each screen of the survey.

Mississippi State University Institutional Review Board Approval

This survey has been approved by the Institutional Review Board of Mississippi State
University. Any questions regarding this research beyond the primary investigator can be
directed to the Mississippi State University Institutional Review Board at 662 325-5220
or by mail at: P.O. Box 6223, Mississippi State University 39762.

Your completion of this anonymous survey indicates your informed consent to
participate.

Thank you for your time!

George Beals, MA, LPC

92



APPENDIX B

TABLES OF CROSS-TABULATIONS

93



Table 5 Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Programs Personal Opionion Items -
Faculty and Students
Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 102 39.08% 139 25.88% 241  30.20%
withinthe a3 83 31.80% 160 29.80% 243  30.45% \yithin the last 3
years, | have  not sure 13 498% 120 22.35% 133 16.67% Years lknowa
encouraged a student who has
student to dgevelop a disagree 35 13.41% 72 13.41% 107 13.41% been encouraged to
) develop a paper on
pmai?lzrri(i; ?:s);l:eil strongly disagree 6 2.30% 21 3.91% 27 3.38%  geyual minority
not applicable 22 843% 25  466% 47  5.8% ISsues
total 261 537 798
strongly agree 141 54.02% 151 28.12% 292  36.59%
withinthe tast 3 66 2529% 114 21.23% 180  22.56% \vithin the last 3
years, | have served not sure 10 383% 222 4134% 232 29.07% Years faculty have
as & Mentor o a served as a mentors
person who is open disagree 22 8.43% 21 3.91% 43 5.39% to person s who are
. open about his/her
about his/her sexual srongly disagree 6 230% 14 261% 20 251%  gouial minority
minority status.
not applicable 16 6.13% 15  279% 31  3.88% status.
total 261 537 798
strongly agree 56 21.46% 114 21.23% 170 21.30%
agree 43 16.48% 118 21.97% 161 20.18%
Within the last 3 Within the last 3
years, | have ~ notsure 7 2.68% 5 093% 12 1.50% years, | have written
conducted research . about or started
. . disagree 94  36.02% 213 39.66% 307 38.47% .
or written relative research relative to
to sexual minority  strongly disagree 35 1341% 51  950% 86 10.78%  sexual minority
issues. issues.
not applicable 26 9.96% 36 6.70% 62 7.77%
total 261 537 798
strongly agree 6 2.30% 10 1.86% 16 2.01%
agree 39  14.94% 76 14.15% 115 14.41%
| believe this is | believe this is
proportional  not sure 58 2222% 82 1527% 140 1754%  proportional
coverage for sexual . coverage for sexual
. g . . disagree 102 39.08% 239 4451% 341 42.73% . g . .
minority issues in minority issues in
the mainstream  strongly disagree 51 1954% 128 23.84% 179 22.43% the mainstream
journals. journals.
not applicable 5 1.92% 2 0.37% 7 0.88%
total 261 537 798
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Table 5 cont.

Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 5 1.92% 12 2.23% 17 2.13%

Research about the Research about the

etiology of sexual ~ adree 11 421% 31 577% 42 5.26% gjglogy of sexual
orientation is more not sure 37 14.18% 82 1527% 119 14.91% orientation is more
important than important than
research about disagree 130 49.81% 288 53.63% 418 52.38% research about
sexual minority ) . . . sexual minority
lifestyle issues, e.g., strongly disagree 75 28.74% 123 2291% 198 24.81% lifestyle issues, e.g.,
relationships or not applicable 3 1.15% 1 0.19% 4 0.50% relationships or
parenting issues. parenting issues.

total 261 537 798

strongly agree 0 0.00% 3 0.56% 3 0.38%

Iwouldnot  aqree 10 383% 13  242% 23  288% |wouldnot
research or write research or write
papers on sexual not sure 2 0.77% 12 223% 14 1.75%  papers on sexual

minority issues . 0 N 0 minority issues
because | fear being disaqree 84 3218% 180  3352% 264  33.08% because | fear being
labeledas  strongly disagree 156 59.77% 325 60.52% 481  60.28% labeled as
gay/lesbian or gay/lesbian or
bisexual. not applicable 9 3.45% 4 0.74% 13 1.63% bisexual.
total 261 537 798
strongly agree 2 0.77% 5 0.93% 7 0.88%
To be an advocate aqree 6 2.30% 17 3.17% 23 2.880% TO be an advocate
for more inclusion for more inclusion
of sexual minority not sure 3 1.15% 23 428% 26 3.26% of sexual minority
issues in the . issues in the
. disagree 39  14.94% 122 22.72% 161 20.18% .
counseling counseling
curriculum is to be strongly disagree 211 80.84% 367 68.34% 578 72.43% curriculumisto be
an advocate of an advocate of
immorality. not applicable 0 0.00% 3 0.56% 3 0.38% immorality.
total 261 537 798
strongly agree 3 1.15% 18 3.35% 21 2.63%

Conversion therapy aqree 16 6.13% 37 6.89% 53 6.64% Conversion therapy
(changing or (changing or
avoiding a gay or nhotsure 31  11.88% 60 11.17% 91 11.40% avoiding a gay or
lesbian identity) . 0 0 o, lesbian identity)
should be taught as disagree 49 18.77% 125 23.28% 174 21.80% should be taught as
valid options for  strongly disagree 160 61.30% 296 55.12% 456 57.14% Valid options for
working with gay working with gay
and lesbian clients not applicable 2 0.77% 1 0.19% 3 0.38% and leshian clients

total 261 537 798
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Table 6
Straight and Gay

Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Programs Personal Opionion - Items

Faculty Student
Question Response Straight Gay Total Question
strongly agree 181  27.59% 58 42.65% 239 30.18%

0, 0, 0,
N agree 205  31.25% 37 271.21% 242 30.56% Within the last 3
Within the last 3
years, | have ~ notsure 115 1753% 18 1324% 133 16.79% yezrs, ! kﬂo"r‘: a
' student who has
encouraged a disagree 97  14.79% 9 6.62% 106 13.38% been encouraged to
student to develop a
. develop a paper on
paper on sexual  strongly disagree 21 3.20% 5 3.68% 26 3.28% sexual minority
minority issues. -
not applicable 37  5.64% 9 662% 46 5.81% ISsues
total 656 136 792
strongly agree 216 32.93% 73 53.68% 289 36.49%
0, 0,
o agree 148  22.56% 31 2279% 179 22.60% Within the last 3
Within the last 3
years, | have served Ot sure 216 32.93% 14 10.29% 230 29.04% Years, faculty have
as a{ mentor to a served as a mentors
erson who is open disagree 33 5.03% 10 7.35% 43  5.43% to person s who are
P . P . open about his/her
about his/her sexual strongly disagree 15 2.29% 5 368% 20 253% ool minority
minority status.
not applicable 28 4.2T% 3 221% 31 391% status.
total 656 136 792
strongly agree 101 15.40% 68 50.00% 169 21.34%
agree 134 20.43% 25 1838% 159 20.08%
Within the last 3 Within the last 3
years, | have ~ hotsure 11 1.68% 1 074% 12 152%  yeqrs, | have
Cgr”\‘lj\,‘;fttt‘:: rr‘::;:feh disagree 279 4253% 27 19.85% 306  38.64% ‘é‘;;'::g sabsc;::(?f:
to sexual minority strongly disagree 74 1128% 10 7.35% 84 10.61% relative to sexual
issues. minority issues.
not applicable 57 8.69% 5 3.68% 62 7.83%
total 656 136 792
strongly agree 15 2.29% 1 0.74% 16 2.02%
agree 100  15.24% 15 11.03% 115 14.52%

I believe this is I believe this is
proportional ~ hotsure 129 19.66% 9 662% 138 17.42%  proportional
Cfﬂ‘:ﬁ;i?t?flcs’;j:;“::' disagree 206 4512% 41 30.15% 337 42.55% Cr‘:]‘:ﬁgi?t?fgg j::‘l‘r?'
the mainstream  strongly disagree 110 16.77% 69 50.74% 179 22.60% the mainstream
journals. _ journals.
not applicable 6 0.91% 1 0.74% 7 0.88%

total 656 136 792
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Table 6 continued

Faculty Student
Question Response Straight Gay Total Question
strongly agree 15 2.29% 2 1.47% 17 2.15%

Research about the Research about the

etiology of sexual agree 34 5.18% 8 5.88% 42 5.30% etiology of sexual
?rientationri]s MOre not sure 108 16.46% 10 7.35% 118  14.90% Orientation ris more
important than important than
research about disagree 353 53.81% 60 44.12% 413 52.15% research about
sexual minority . sexual minority
Iifest_yle is_sues, eg., strongly disagree 142 21.65% 56 41.18% 198 25.00% Iifest_yle is_sues, e,
relatlo_nshl_ps or not applicable 4 0.61% 0 0.00% 4  051% relatlo_nshl_ps or
parenting issues. parenting issues.
total 656 136 792
strongly agree 3 0.46% 0 0.00% 3 0.38%
| would not agree 14 2.13% 9 6.62% 23 2.90% 1 would not
research or write research or write
papers on _sexual not sure 12 1.83% 2 147% 14 1L7T% papers on _sexual
begrs‘;r'lt¥e';f‘;i?ng disagree 223 3399% 36 2647% 259 32.70% beglunsznlt)l‘/ei:lkj)(:ng
labeled as strongly disagree 396 60.37% 85 62.50% 481 60.73% labeled as
gay/leshian or gay/lesbian or
bisexual. not applicable 8 1.22% 4 2.94% 12 1.52% bisexual.
total 656 136 792
strongly agree 6 0.91% 1 0.74% 7 0.88%
To be an advocate agree 22 3.35% 1  074% 23  2.90% To be an advocate
for more inclusion for more inclusion
of sexual minority Not sure 25 381% 1 074% 26 3.28% of sexual minority
'ZZ‘L?SS;'I‘i :;e disagree 157 2393% 4 294% 161 20.33% 'ZZ‘:‘;SS;T;]ZE
curriculum is to be strongly disagree 443  6753% 129 94.85% 572 72.22% curriculumis to be
an advocate of an advocate of
immora"ty_ not applicable 3 0.46% 0 0.00% 3 0.38% immora“ty.
total 656 136 792
strongly agree 16 2.44% 5 3.68% 21 2.65%

Conversion therapy agree 50 7.62% 3 2.21% 53 6.69% Conversion therapy
(changing or (changing or
avoiding a gay or not sure 89 1357% 2 1.47% 91 11.49% avoiding a gay or
ool dsge ot oo 0 Taw we aiom St
valid options for  strongly disagree 334 5091% 116 85.29% 450 56.82% Valid options for
working with gay working with gay
and leshian clients not applicable 3 0.46% 0  0.00% 3 0.38% and leshian clients

total 656 136 792
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Table 7 Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Programs Environmental Items - Faculty

and Students

Faculty Student

Question Response Faculty Student Total Question

strongly agree 64  24.52% 99 18.44% 163 20.43%
Within the last 3 . . o Within the last 3
years, our fa_culty agree 75 28.74% 140 26.07% 215 26.94% years, our fa_culty
df‘as had Se“gUS not sure 25 958% 210 39.11% 235 29.45% df‘as had Se“gUS
iscussions about iscussions about
the inclusion of  disagree 70  26.82% 47  875% 117 14.66% the inclusion of
sexual minorit sexual minorit
issues in oury strongly disagree 21 8.05% 16 2.98% 37 4.64% issues in oury
counseling ot applicable 6 230% 25 466% 31  3.88%  counseling
curriculum. curriculum.
total 261 537 798
0, 0, 0,

In the last 3 years, | strongly agree 21 8.05% 20 372% 4 514% In the last 3 years, |
know aboutan  agree 20 766% 37 6.89% 57  7.14% know aboutan
incident when a incident when a

. not sure 33 1264% 109 20.30% 142 17.79% .
person’s sexual person’s sexual
minority status Was - ;o ree 77 2950% 209 38.92% 286 35849 MINOrity statuswas
a significant a significant
negative influence strongly disagree 97 37.16% 131 24.39% 228 28.57% negative influence
in a hiring, in a hiring,
promotion, or Mot applicable 13 498% 31  571% 44 551%  promotion, or
tenure decision total 261 537 708 tenure decision
strongly agree 18 6.90% 22 4.10% 40 5.01%

In the last 3 years, ) ) . In the last 3 years,
| have suspected agree 30 11.49% 54 10.06% 84  10.53% | have suspected
that al PErson’s ot sure 25 958% 93 17.32% 118 14.79% that al person’s
sexual minority sexual minority
status was a factor disagree 78 29.89% 200 37.24% 278 34.84% status was a factor
in their denial of in their denial of
employment strongly disagree 96 36.78% 136 25.33% 232 29.07% employment
promotion or ot applicable 14  536% 32 596% 46  5.76%  Promotionor
tenure. tenure.

total 261 537 798
Within the last 3  strongly agree 5 1.92% 3 0.56% 8 1.00% Within the last 3
years, | have years, | have
suspected or known agree 4 1.53% 8 1.49% 12 1.50% suspected or known
abr?“t anincident ot syre 15 575% 107 19.93% 122  15.29% abr?“t an incident
where a person’s where a person’s
sexual minority ~ disagree 60 22.99% 188 35.01% 248 31.08%  sexual minority
status or assumed status or assumed
minority status was strongly disagree 165 63.22% 198 36.87% 363 45.49% minority status was
asignificant ot applicable 12 460% 33 6.15% 45 5649  asignificant
influence in the influence in the
rejection of ___total 261 537 798 rejection of
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Table 7 cont.

Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 62  23.75% 57 10.61% 119 14.91%
agree 59 22.61% 114 21.23% 173 21.68%

Faculty feel Faculty feel
comfortab'e not sure 73 27.97% 222 41.34% 295 36.97% comfortab'e
disclosing their ;- ree 30 1149% 78 1453% 108 1353y Oisclosing their
sexual minority sexual minority
statusinour  strongly disagree 18 6.90% 31 577% 49  6.14%  statusinour
program program
not applicable 19 7.28% 35  6.52% 54 6.77%

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 31 11.88% 77 1434% 108 13.53%
agree 88 33.72% 228 42.46% 316 39.60%

Students feel Students feel
comfortab'e not sure 81 31.03% 131 24.39% 212 26.57% comfortab'e
disclosing their ;- ree 47 1801% 75 13.97% 122 1520y Gisclosing their
sexual minority sexual minority
statusinour  strongly disagree 9 3.45% 22  410% 31  3.88% statusinour
program program
not applicable 5 1.92% 4 0.74% 9 1.13%

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 1 0.38% 4 0.74% 5 0.63%
agree 17 6.51% 34 6.33% 51 6.39%
Jokes and slurs ~ not sure 15 575% 30 559% 45  564%  jokesand slurs
_aboutsexual oo 94 36020 238 44.32% 332 41600  2Poutsexual
minorities are heard minorities are heard
in our department. strongly disagree 132 5057% 226 42.09% 358 44.86% inour department.
not applicable 2 0.77% 5 0.93% 7 0.88%
total 261 537 798
strongly agree 59  22.61% 91 16.95% 150 18.80%
agree 96 36.78% 220 4097% 316 39.60%
| tell prospective | tell prospective
students that our ot sure 22 843% 54 1006% 76  9.52% stydents that our
department would disagree 47 18.01% 46  857% 93 11.65% department would
be safe and be safe and
affirming for sexual strongly disagree 7 2.68% 17 3.17% 24 3.01% affirming for sexual
minority students minority students
not applicable 30 11.49% 109 20.30% 139 17.42%
total 261 537 798
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Table 7 cont.

Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 101 38.70% 111 20.67% 212 26.57%
agree 95 36.40% 196 36.50% 291 36.47%

Our department is a Our department is a
welcoming, not sure 37 1418% 173 32.22% 210 26.32% welcoming,
affirming disagree 18 690% 18 335% 36 451  Amirming
department for a department for a
sexual minority  strongly disagree 4 1.53% 11 205% 15 1.88%  sexual minority
faculty member. faculty member.
not applicable 6 2.30% 28 521% 34 4.26%

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 11 4.21% 10 1.86% 21 2.63%
agree 70  26.82% 75 13.97% 145 18.17%

Few students who Few students who
are sexual not sure 65 2490% 255 47.49% 320 40.10% are sexual
m|nor_|t|es disclose disagree 81  31.03% 116 21.60% 197  24.69% m|nor_|t|es disclose
their status to their status to
faculty inour  strongly disagree 34  13.03% 64 11.92% 98 12.28% faculty inour
department. department.
not applicable 0 0.00% 17 317% 17 2.13%

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 9 3.45% 16 2.98% 25 3.13%
agree 46  17.62% 94 1750% 140 17.54%

Few students who Few students who
are sexual ) ) ) are sexual
minorities disclose MOt SUr® 98 37.55% 182 338%% 280  35.09% pingrities disclose
their status_to other disagree 86 32.95% 165 30.73% 251 31.45% their status_to other
students in our students in our
department. strongly disagree 22 8.43% 70 13.04% 92 11.53% department.
not applicable 0 0.00% 10 1.86% 10 1.25%

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 5 1.92% 4 0.74% 9 1.13%

People inour  agree 23 881% 22 410% 45 564%  Peopleinour
department prefer department prefer
that a new faculty notsure 74 2835% 241 44.88% 315  39.47% thatanew faculty
member who'is a ;e ree 83 31.80% 148 27.56% 231 28.950 Memperwhoisa

sexual minority sexual minority
keep their status  strongly disagree 66 2529% 96 17.88% 162 20.30% keep their status
private or private or
ambivalent. not applicable 10 3.83% 26 4.84% 36 4.51% ambivalent.
total 261 537 798
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Table 7 cont.

Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 126 48.28% 269 50.09% 395 49.50%
agree 121 46.36% 243 4525% 364  45.61%

Research about  hot sure 5 1.92% 13 242% 18 2.26%  Research about
sexual minority sexual minority
'SS“;? I?"C::;{tlc?l 0 gisagree 8 307% 10 186% 18  2.26% 'SS“tehS I?"C::;{tlc?l to
e field o e field o
counseling. strongly disagree 1 0.38% 2 037% 3 0.38% counseling.
not applicable 0 0.00% 0  0.00% 0 0.00%

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 108 41.38% 209 38.92% 317 39.72%
agree 127  48.66% 264 49.16% 391  49.00%

; I consider (l’ur not sure 18 690% 42 782 60 752% I consider (l’ur
lepartment tolerant lepartment tolerant
of persons disagree 5 1.92% 13 2.42% 18 2.26% of persons
belonging to sexual . belonging to sexual
minorities strongly disagree 3 1.15% 6 1.12% 9 1.13% minorities
not applicable 0 0.00% 3  0.56% 3 0.38%

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 5 1.92% 12 2.23% 17 2.13%
Students in our ~ 29"€€ 21 1034% 42 782% 69 865%  gygentsin our
Pfogfambf‘fe " not sure 101  38.70% 152 28.31% 253 31.70% Pfogfambf‘fe i
uncomfortable wit uncomfortable wit
a faculty person  disagree 77 2950% 202 37.62% 279 34.96% afaculty person
who is open about who is open about
his/herpsexual strongly disagree 24 9.20% 82 1527% 106 13.28% his/herpsexual
minority status. ot applicable 27 1034% 47 8.75% 74  9.279% Minority status.
total 261 537 798
strongly agree 5 1.92% 4 0.74% 9 1.13%
Faculty inour ~ 29r€€ 18 690% 15 279% 33 4% paoyiyinour
Pfogfambf‘fe " not sure 57 21.84% 214 39.85% 271 33.96% Pfo?fambf‘fe "
uncomfortable wit uncomfortable wit
a faculty person ~ disagree 84 3218% 170 31.66% 254 31.83% afaculty person
who is open about who is open about
his/herpsexual strongly disagree 76 29.12% 91 16.95% 167 20.93% his/herpsexual
minority status. ot applicable 21 805% 43 801% 64 8029 Minority status.
total 261 537 798
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Table 7 cont.

Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 16 6.13% 42 7.82% 58 7.271%

Our graduating  agree 126 48.28% 242 4507% 368 46.12% Our graduating
students are well students are well
prep.ared to Work not sure 60 22.99% 107 19.93% 167 20.93% prep.ared to Work

. isagree 07% .04% .05% .
V\/(I;::)rft;sg?s di 55  21.07% 113 21.04% 168  21.05% ""(';:‘I:’:t’;g’r‘s
colleagues) who are strongly disagree 3 1.15% 33 6.15% 36 4.51% colleagues) who are
members of sexual members of sexual
minorities. not applicable 1 0.38% 0  0.00% 1 0.13% minorities.

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 42 16.09% 137 2551% 179 22.43%

An elective course 29"€€ 101 38.70% 272 50.65% 373 46.74% An elective course
specific to sexual not sure 86  32.95% 97 18.06% 183 22.93% specific to sexual
identity and sexual disagree 26 9.96% 26 4.84% 52 6.52% identity and sexual
minority issues . minority issues
would be valued by Strongly disagree 4 153% 4 0.74% 8 1.00% \ould be valued by
our students. o anplicable 2 077% 1 019% 3 038y Ourstudents.

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 133 50.96% 98 18.25% 231 28.95%
agree 99 37.93% 284 5289% 383 47.99%
I specifically not sure ! 0-38% 15 2.79% 16 2.01% Sexual minority
address sexual  disagree 18 6.90% 116 21.60% 134 16.79% issues are
minority issues in specifically
the classes that 1 Strongly disagree 1 0.38% 19 354% 20 2.51%  ddressed in the
teach classes that | take.
not applicable 9 3.45% 5 0.93% 14 1.75%
total 261 537 798
strongly agree 144  55.17% 219 40.78% 363 45.49%
agree 100 38.31% 257 47.86% 357 44.74%
| am comfortable

I'am comfortable ot gyre 5 192% 16 298% 21 263%  talking about

talking about | minorit

sexual minority ~ disagree 0 000% 12 223% 12  150% S;‘:::‘:S V”V‘i'tr;]or:: Y

issues with trainees . . y
that I supervise. strongly disagree 0 0.00% 14 2.61% 14 1.75% counse!lng
supervisor
not applicable 12 4.60% 19 3.54% 31 3.88%
total 261 537 798
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Table 7 cont.

Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 108 41.38% 119 22.16% 227 28.45%
agree 100 38.31% 213 39.66% 313 39.22%

I make an effortto ot yre 18 690% 86 16.01% 104 13.03% | make an effort to
avoid heterosexism avoid heterosexism
in my classroom  disagree 20  7.66% 90 16.76% 110 13.78% ‘i’n 'my Classsmz';

lectures and -
activities strongly disagree 6  230% 23 428% 29  3.63%  conversations
not applicable 9 3.45% 6 112% 15 1.88%
total 261 537 798
strongly agree 50 19.16% 78 1453% 128 16.04%

Students who Students who
belong to sexual agree 93 35.63% 199 37.06% 292 36.59% belong to sexual
minorities would not sure 86 32.95% 203 37.80% 289 36.22% minorities would
feel comfortable feel comfortable

bringing their same- disagree 21 8.05% 38 7.08% 59 7.39% bringing their same-
sex dates or v di . ) 0 sex dates or
partners to strongly disagree 4 1.53% 15 2.79% 19 2.38% partners to
departmental ot applicable 7 2.68% 4 074% 11  1.38%  departmental
activities. activities.
total 261 537 798
strongly agree 70 26.82% 64 11.92% 134 16.79%

Faculty who belong ) ) ) Faculty who belong
to sexual minorities 29"€€ 89 3410% 132 2458% 221  27.69% to sexual minorities
would feel ot syre 56 21.46% 274 51.02% 330 41.350%  would feel
comfortable comfortable
bringing their same- disagree 17 6.51% 28 521% 45  5.64% bringing their same-
sex dates or v di . . 0 sex dates or
partners to strongly disagree 11 4.21% 11 2.05% 22 2.76% partners to
departmental ot applicable 18 690% 28 521% 46  5.76%  departmental
activities. activities.

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 2 0.77% 5 0.93% 7 0.88%
: agree 22 8.43% 43 8.01% 65 8.15% :

Talking about Talking about
sexual minorities in ot sure 30 11.49% 41 7.64% 71 8.90% Sexual minorities in
class may cause class may cause
people to be disagree 86 32.95% 210 39.11% 296 37.09%  people to be
concerned about . concerned about
my sexual strongly disagree 119 4559% 236 43.95% 355 44.49% my sexual
orientation. ot applicable 2 0.7T% 2 037% 4 050% Orientation.

total 261 537 798
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Table 7 cont.

Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 38 1456% 130 24.21% 168 21.05%

Students who Students who
openly talk about 29"€€ 129  49.43% 231 43.02% 360 45.11% openly talk about
theirsexual ot gyre 68 26.05% 131 24.39% 199 24.94% theirsexual
minority status in minority status in
classes are disagree 17 6.51% 18 3.35% 35 4.39% classes are
respected and . respected and
appreciated by the strongly disagree 2 0.77% 5 0.93% 7 0.88% appreciated by the
majority of their  not applicable 7 268% 22 410% 29  3.63% Majority of their
classmates. classmates.

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 5 1.92% 6 1.12% 11 1.38%

In the last 3 years, agree 13 4.98% 10 1.86% 23 2.88% Inthe last 3 years,
faculty or staff in faculty or staff in
thIS department not sure 19 7.28% 69 12.85% 88 11.03% thIS department
ha‘;]eozgferfrse‘j disagree 84 3218% 196 36.50% 280  35.09% ha‘;]eozgferfrse‘j
prejudicial opinions strongly disagree 132 5057% 242 45.07% 374  46.87% prejudicial opinions
about sexual about sexual
minorities. not applicable 8 3.07% 14 261% 22 276% minorities.

total 261 537 798
strongly agree 79  30.27% 138 25.70% 217 27.19%
The ACA ethical agree 122 46.74% 225 41.90% 347 43.48% The ACA ethical
guidelines relative guidelines relative
to sexual minorities Not sure 42 16.09% 113 21.04% 155 19.42% tg sexual minorities
rein?gfczzc;:g(:gurse disagree 1 4.21% 49 912% 60 7.52% rein?gfczzc;:g;gurse
work and strongly disagree 3 1.15% 8 149% 11 1.38% work and
supervision in our supervision in our
department Mot applicable 4 1.53% 4 0.74% 8  1.00% department
total 261 537 798
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Table 8 Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Programs Environmental Items - Straight and Gay
Faculty Sexual Student
Question Response Straight Minorities Total Question
strongly agree 136 20.73% 27 19.85% 163 20.58%
agree 174 26.52% 40 29.41% 214 27.02%

Within the last 3 Within the last 3
years, our faculty has not sure 196  29.88% 39 28.68% 235  29.67% Years, our faculty has
had serious had serious
discussions about the disagree 99 15.09% 16 11.76% 115 14.52% discussions about the
inclusion of sexual inclusion of sexual
minority issues in our ) minority issues in our
Counse“ng Strongly dlsagree 24 3.66% 12 8.82% 36 4.55% Counseﬁng
curriculum. curriculum.
not applicable 27 4.12% 2 1.47% 29 3.66%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 29 4.42% 11 8.09% 40 5.05%

Inthe last 3 years, | ggree 53 8.08% 3 2.21% 56 7.07% Inthe last 3 years, |
know about an know about an
incident whena  not sure 108 16.46% 32 2353% 140  17.68%  incidentwhena
person’s sexual person’s sexual

minority status was a  disagree 238 36.28% 47 3456% 285 35.98% minority status was a
significant negative significant negative
influence in a hiring, strongly disagree 188 28.66% 39 28.68% 227  28.66% influence in a hiring,
promotion, or tenure ) promotion, or tenure
decision not applicable 40 6.10% 4 2.94% 44 5.56% decision

total 656 136 792

strongly agree 28 4.27% 11 8.09% 39 4.92%

agree 69 10.52% 13 9.56% 82 10.35%

In the last 3 years, | In the last 3 years, |
have suspected thata not sure 98 14.94% 19 13.97% 117 14.77% have suspected that a
person’s sexual person’s sexual
minority status was a disagree 232 35.37% 45 33.09% 277 34.97% minority status was a
factor in their denial factor in their denial
of emp]oyment’ strongly disagree 187 28.51% 44 32.35% 231 29.17% of emp|0yment’
promotion or tenure. . promotion or tenure.
not applicable 42 6.40% 4 2.94% 46 5.81%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 6 0.91% 2 1.47% 8 1.01%
Within the last 3 years, | agree 9 1.37% 3 2.21% 12 1.5205 Within the last 3 years, |
have suspected or known have suspected or known
about an incident vyherg 1ot sure 92 14.02% 26 19.12% 118 14.90% about an incident vyherfe a
person’s sexual minority person’s sexual minority
status or assumed - oo 208 3171% 39 2868% 247 31199 Suusorassumed

minority status was a v di 297 45.27% 64 47.06% 361 45.58% minority status was a

significant influence in  Strongly disagree 070 Lo 870 significant influence in

the rejection of graduate . the rejection of graduate
student applicant. Nt applicable 44 6.71% 2 1.47% 46 5.81%  student applicant.
total 656 136 792
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Table 8 cont.

Faculty Sexual Student
Question Response Straight Minorities Total Question
strongly agree 98 14.94% 21 15.44% 119 15.03%
agree 136 20.73% 35 25.74% 171 21.59%

Faculty feel not sure 252 38.41% 42 30.88% 294 37.12% Faculty feel
comfortable disclosing ;.. oo 85  1206% 21 1544% 106  13.380 COMfortabledisclosing
their sexual minority their sexual minority
status in our program strongly disagree 36 5.49% 12 8.82% 48 6.06% Status inour program
not applicable 49 7.47% 5 3.68% 54 6.82%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 95 14.48% 13 9.56% 108 13.64%
agree 254 38.72% 61 44.85% 315 39.77%
Students feel not sure 184 28.05% 25 18.38% 209 26.39% Students feel
comfortable disclosing ;.. oo 04 1433% 27  19.85% 121 15280 COMfortabledisclosing
their sexual minority their sexual minority
status in our program strongly disagree 21 3.20% 9 6.62% 30 3.799 Status inour program
not applicable 8 1.22% 1 0.74% 9 1.14%
total 656 136 792
strongly agree 2 0.30% 2 1.47% 4 0.51%
agree 35 5.34% 15 11.03% 50 6.31%

Jokes and slurs about MOt Sure 3L 4.73% 13 9.56% a4 5.56% Jokes and slurs about
sexual minorities are disaqree 279 42.53% 53 38.97% 332 41.92% sexual minorities are
heard in our 9 ' ' ' heard in our
department.  gyrongly disagree 303 46.19% 52 38.24% 355  44.820  department.
not applicable 6 0.91% 1 0.74% 7 0.88%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 116 17.68% 35 25.74% 151 19.07%
agree 256 39.02% 58 42.65% 314 39.65%

I tell prospective " 66 10.06% 9 6,62 75 0.47% I tell prospective
students that our ~ "OtSUTe o7 e 70 students that our
department would be - oo o 75 1143% 17 1250% 92 11629 Gepartmentwouldbe
safe and affirming for safe and affirming for
sexual minority ooy disagree 17 2.59% 7 5.15% 24 3.03%  Sexual minority
students students
not applicable 126 19.21% 10 7.35% 136 17.17%

total 656 136 792
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Table 8 cont.

Faculty Sexual Student
Question Response Straight Minorities Total Question
strongly agree 175 26.68% 37 27.21% 212 26.77%
agree 246 37.50% 44 32.35% 290 36.62%

Our departmentisa not sure 173 26.37% 31 22.79% 204 25.76% Our department is a
welcoming, affirming welcoming, affirming
department fora  disagree 23 3.51% 13 9.56% 36 4.55%  department for a
sexual minority sexual minority
faculty member.  strongly disagree 12 1.83% 3 2.21% 15 1.89%  faculty member.
not applicable 27 4.12% 8 5.88% 35 4.42%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 13 1.98% 8 5.88% 21 2.65%
agree 103 15.70% 40 29.41% 143 18.06%

Few students who are not sure 288 43.90% 28 20.59% 316 39.90% Few students who are
sexual minorities sexual minorities
disclose their status to disagree 153 23.32% 44 32.35% 197 24.87% disclose their status to
faculty in our faculty in our
department_ strongly disagree 82 12.50% 16 11.76% 98 12.37% department,
not applicable 17 2.59% 0 0.00% 17 2.15%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 19 2.90% 8 5.88% 27 3.41%
agree 106 16.16% 31 22.79% 137 17.30%

Few students who are not sure 239 36.43% 37 27.21% 276 34.85% Few students who are
sexual minorities sexual minorities
disclose their status to disagree 211 32.16% 40 29.41% 251 31.69% disclose their status to
other students in our other students in our
departmem. strongly disagree 72 10.98% 20 14.71% 92 11.62% department,
not applicable 9 1.37% 0 0.00% 9 1.14%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 3 0.46% 6 4.41% 9 1.14%
agree 31 4.73% 13 9.56% 44 5.56%

People in our People in our
department prefer that not sure 265 40.40% 45 33.09% 310 39.14% department prefer that
a new faculty member a new faculty member

who is a sexual disagree 192 29.27% 38 27.94% 230 29.04% who is a sexual
minority keep their minority keep their
status private or strongly disagree 130 19.82% 32 23.53% 162 20.45% status private or
ambivalent. ambivalent.
not applicable 35 5.34% 2 1.47% 37 4.67%
total 656 136 792
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Table 8 cont.

Faculty Sexual Student
Question Response Straight Minorities Total Question
strongly agree 292 44.51% 100 73.53% 392 49.49%
agree 327 49.85% 35 25.74% 362 45.71%

Research about sexual not sure 1 2.59% 0 0.00% g 2.15% Research about sexual
minority issues is . o o o minority issues is
critical to the field of 01°29" 1 25%% ! 0.74% 18 2.21% /itical to the field of
counseling.  gyongly disagree 3 0.46% 0 0.00% 3 038y counseling.
not applicable 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 259 39.48% 57 41.91% 316 39.90%
agree 322 49.09% 65 47.79% 387 48.86%

I consider our not sure 51 1.17% 8 5.88% 59 7.45% | consider our
department tole(ant of disagree 14 213% 4 2.94% 18 297% department tole(ant of
persons belonging to persons belonging to
sexual minorities strongly disagree 7 1.07% 2 1.47% 9 1.14% sexual minorities
not applicable 3 0.46% 0 0.00% 3 0.38%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 13 1.98% 4 2.94% 17 2.15%
agree 49 7.47% 19 13.97% 68 8.59%

Students in our N N 0 Students in our
program are not sure 210 32.01% 38 27.94% 248 31.31% program are
uncomfortable with .a disagree 232 35.37% 47 3456% 279 35.23% uncomfortable with .a
faculty person who is faculty person who is
open about hisfher o a1y disagree 89  1357% 17  1250% 106  13.38% OoPenabout histher
sexual minority status. sexual minority status.
not applicable 63 9.60% 11 8.09% 74 9.34%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 8 1.22% 1 0.74% 9 1.14%
agree 22 3.35% 11 8.09% 33 4.17%

Faculty in our o . . Faculty in our
program are not sure 234 35.67% 31 22.79% 265 33.46% program are
uncomfortable with .a disagree 197 30.03% 57 11.91% 254 32.07% uncomfortable with .a
faculty person who is faculty person who is
open about hisher o a1y disagree 135 2058% 32 2353% 167  21.00% OPenabout hisiher
sexual minority status. sexual minority status.
not applicable 60 9.15% 4 2.94% 64 8.08%

total 656 136 792
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Table 8 cont.

Faculty Sexual Student
Question Response Straight Minorities Total Question
strongly agree 56 8.54% 2 1.47% 58 7.32%

Our graduating Our graduating
students are well  agree 323 49.24% 43 31.62% 366  46.21%  students are well
prepared to work with prepared to work with
persons (clients or  not sure 139 21.19% 25 18.38% 164 20.71%  persons (clients or
colleagues) who are colleagues) who are
members of sexual ~ disagree 117 17.84% 50 36.76% 167  21.09%  members of sexual
minorities. minorities.
strongly disagree 20 3.05% 16 11.76% 36 4.55%
not applicable 1 0.15% 0 0.00% 1 0.13%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 144 21.95% 33 24.26% 177 22.35%
agree 310 47.26% 62 4559% 372 46.97%

An elective course N . . An elective course
specific to sexual not sure 149 22.11% 32 23.53% 181 22.85% specific to sexual
|.denF|ty.and sexual disagree m 6.71% 7 5.15% 51 6.44% |.denF|ty.and sexual
minority issues would minority issues would
be valued by our 4001y disagree 6 0.91% 2 L47% 8 101y Devaluedbyour
students. students.
not applicable 3 0.46% 0 0.00% 3 0.38%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 185 28.20% 45 33.09% 230 29.04%
agree 329 50.15% 52 38.24% 381 48.11%

Sexual minority issues not sure 13 1.98% 4 2.94% 17 2.15% Sexual minority issues
are specifically are specifically
addressed inthe  disagree 105 16.01% 27 19.85% 132 16.67%  addressed in the

classes that | teach. strongly disagree 14 2.13% 5 3.68% 19 2.40%  classes that | take.
not applicable 10 1.52% 3 2.21% 13 1.64%
total 656 136 792
strongly agree 289 44.05% 72 52.94% 361 45.58%
agree 311 47.41% 42 30.88% 353 44.57%
| am comfortable
talking about sexual not sure 15 2.29% 6 4.41% 21 2.65% | am comfortable
minority issues with talking about sexual
trainees that | disagree 9 1.37% 3 2.21% 12 1.52% minority issues ith my
. counseling supervisor
supervise. strongly disagree 6 0.91% 8 5.88% 14 1.77%
not applicable 26 3.96% 5 3.68% 31 3.91%
total 656 136 792
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Table 8 cont.

Faculty Sexual Student
Question Response Straight Minorities Total Question
strongly agree 151 23.02% 75 55.15% 226 28.54%
agree 269 41.01% 41 30.15% 310 39.14%
| rpake an effo_rt to' not sure 100 15.24% 4 2.94% 104 13.13% | make an effort to
avoid heterosexism in avoid heterosexism in

my classroom lectures disagree 95 14.48% 13 9.56% 108 13.64%

L my classroom
and activities. Y

strongly disagree 28 4.27% 1 0.74% 29 3660  conversations
not applicable 13 1.98% 2 1.47% 15 1.89%
total 656 136 792
strongly agree 99 15.09% 29 21.32% 128 16.16%
Students who belong @dree 240 36.59% 52 38.24% 292 36.87% spydents who belong
to sexual minorities . ) ., 10 sexual minorities
would feel not sure 256 39.02% 28 20.59% 284 35.86% would feel

comfortable bringing
their same-sex dates

comfortable bringing

disagree 42 6.40% 17 12.50% 59 7.45% .
their same-sex dates

orpartnersto  gyronq1y disagree 9 1.37% 9 6.62% 18  227%  Orparnersto
departmental departmental
activities. not applicable 10 1.52% 1 0.74% 11 1.39% activities.
total 656 136 792
strongly agree 101 15.40% 33 24.26% 134 16.92%
Faculty who belong to agree 183 27.90% 37  27.21% 220 27.78% pacyity who belong to
sexual minorities Lo
sexual minorities
would feel not sure 288 43.90% 38 27.94% 326 41.16%

. would feel
comfortable bringing comfortable bringin
their same-sex dates disagree 33 503% 11 809% 44  556% O ging

their same-sex dates
or partners to ners t
departmental  strongly disagree 12 1.83% 9 6.62% 21 2.65%  Orparinersio
L departmental
activities. ) -

not applicable 39 5.95% 8 5.88% 47 5.93% activities.

total 656 136 792

strongly agree 2 0.30% 5 3.68% 7 0.88%

agree 28 4.27% 34 25.00% 62 7.83%

Talking about sexual not sure 55 8.38% 16 11.76% 71 8.96% Talking about sexual
minorities in class minorities in class
may cause people to  disagree 255 38.87% 38 27.94% 293 36.99% may cause people to
be concerned about be concerned about
my sexual orientation. strongly disagree 313 47.71% 42 30.88% 355  44.82% my sexual orientation.
not applicable 3 0.46% 1 0.74% 4 0.51%

total 656 136 792
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Table 8 cont.

Faculty Sexual Student
Question Response Straight Minorities Total Question
strongly agree 139 21.19% 29 21.32% 168 21.21%
agree 299 45.58% 59 43.38% 358 45.20%

Students who openly Students who openly
talk about their sexual not sure 163 24.85% 33 24.26% 196 24.75% talk about their sexual
minority status in minority status in
classes are respected  disagree 22 3.35% 12 8.82% 34 4.29% classes are respected
and appreciated by the and appreciated by the
majority of their ~ strongly disagree 4 0.61% 3 2.21% 7 0.88%  majority of their
classmates. ) classmates.
not applicable 29 4.42% 0 0.00% 29 3.66%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 8 1.22% 3 2.21% 11 1.39%
agree 16 2.44% 6 4.41% 22 2.78%

In the last 3 years, In the last 3 years,
faculty or staff in this not sure 75 11.43% 10 7.35% 85 10.73% faculty or staff in this
department have department have
expressed hostile or  disagree 223 33.99% 56 41.18% 279 35.23% expressed hostile or
prejudicial opinions prejudicial opinions
about sexual strongly disagree 312 47.56% 61 44.85% 373 47.10% about sexual
minorities. ) minorities.
not applicable 22 3.35% 0 0.00% 22 2.78%

total 656 136 792
strongly agree 185 28.20% 32 23.53% 217 27.40%
agree 282 42.99% 60 44.12% 342 43.18%

The ACA ethical The ACA ethical
guidelines relative to not sure 132 20.12% 23 16.91% 155 19.57% guidelines relative to
sexual minorities are sexual minorities are
strongly reinforced in disagree 44 6.71% 15 11.03% 59 7.45% strongly reinforced in

course work and course work and

supervision in our ~ strongly disagree 5 0.76% 6 4.41% 11 1.39%  supervision in our
department ) department
not applicable 8 1.22% 0 0.00% 8 1.01%
total 656 136 792
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Table 9 Climate for Sexual Minorities in Counselor Education Programs - Items for those who identified as sexual
minorities
Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 17 33.33% 27 32.93% 44 33.08%
agree 21 41.18% 31 37.80% 52 39.10%
As a sexual minority not sure 8 15.69% 10 12.20% 18 13.53% A a sexual minority
faculty member, | . graduate student, |
X disagree 0 0.00% 11 13.41% 11 8.27% . .
have been affirmed 1529 ° ° ° have been affirmed in
in my department  grongly disagree 2 3.92% 1 122% 3 2260 My department
not applicable 3 5.88% 2 2.44% 5 3.76%
total 51 82 133
strongly agree 12 23.53% 37 45.12% 49 36.84%
agree 2 3.92% 23 2805% 25 18.80%
0, 0, 0,
My disseration fopic not sure 2 3.92% 13 15.85% 15 11.28% I plan to do or already
concerned sexual  disagree 9 17.65% 6  732% 15 11.08y U0 papers and/or
minority issues research on sexual
strongly disagree 23 45.10% 1 1.22% 24 18.05%  Minority issues
not applicable 3 5.88% 2 2.44% 5 3.76%
total 51 82 133
strongly agree 23 46.00% 26 32.10% 49 37.40%
agree 15 30.00% 26 32.10% 41 31.30%
I would feel secure NOtsure 4 8.00% 7 8.64% 11 8.40% | would feel secure
taking a same-sex disagree 3 6.00% 14 17.28% 17 12.98% taking a same-sex date
date or partner to a or partner to a
departmen.tal social strongly disagree 3 6.00% 6 7.41% 9 6.87% departmen.tal social
function. function.
not applicable 2 4.00% 2 2.47% 4 3.05%
total 50 81 131
strongly agree 4 7.84% 6 7.32% 10 7.52%
agree 13 25.49% 14 17.07% 27 20.30%
| prefer to keep my not sure 5 9.80% 2 2.44% 7 5.26% | prefer to keep my
se>_<ua| orientation disagree 9 17.65% 30 36.59% 39 29,3206 se>_<ua| orientation
private or at least private or at least
ambiguous.  strongly disagree 18 35.29% 28 34.15% 46 34.59% ambiguous
not applicable 2 3.92% 2 2.44% 4 3.01%
total 51 82 133
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Table 9 cont.

Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 10 19.61% 21 25.61% 31 23.31%
agree 27 52.94% 45 54.88% 72 54.14%
In general, my sexual not sure 9 17.65% 5 6.10% 14 10.53% 4, general, my sexual
minority status has disagree 0 0.00% 6 732% 6 451% minority status has not
not been an issue g ' ' ' been an issue with
with students  srongly disagree 2 3.92% 3 3.66% 5 3769  Other students
not applicable 3 5.88% 2 2.44% 5 3.76%
total 51 82 133
strongly agree 18 35.29% 24 29.27% 42 31.58%
agree 22 43.14% 46 56.10% 68 51.13%
3 5.88% 3 3.66% 6 4.51%

| feel tolerated by my not sure

colleagues and the . | feel tolerated by
s disagree 3 5.88% 5 6.10% 8 6.02% faculty and students
students within the within the department
department  gtrongly disagree 2 3.92% 1 1.22% 3 2.26%

not applicable 3 5.88% 3 3.66% 6 4.51%

total 51 82 133

strongly agree 20 39.22% 27 32.93% 47 35.34%

agree 25 49.02% 40 48.78% 65 48.87%

I feel accepted by my not sure 3 5.88% 7 8.54% 10 7.52% | el accented b
colleagues and the . P Y
students within the disagree 0 0.00% 8 9.76% 8 6.02% faculty and students

within the department.
department..  gtrongly disagree 1 1.96% 0 0.00% 1 0.75%
not applicable 2 3.92% 0 0.00% 2 1.50%
total 51 82 133
strongly agree 3 6.12% 5 6.10% 8 6.11%

! Zisvfsg.hfgctﬁ:y agree 10 2041% 21 2561% 31 2366% | have difficulty
presence or absence not sure 11 22.45% 12 14.63% 23 17.56% assessing the pr(?sence
of bias or prejudice or absence of bias or

toward sexual  disagree 20 4082% 35  42.68% 55 41.98% Egi{j‘;‘:';e"tlg‘;‘l’zg

minorities within the L

faculty andfor  strongly disagree 4 8.16% 9 1098% 13 9.929  Within the faculty
students in our and/or students in our
department not applicable 1 2.04% 0 0.00% 1 0.76% department.
total 49 82 131
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Table 9 cont.

Faculty Student
Question Response Faculty Student Total Question
strongly agree 7 14.29% 10 12.20% 17 12.98%
agree 20 40.82% 21 25.61% 41 31.30%

I seldom mention my not sure 4 8.16% 1 1.22% 5 3.82% )
sexual minorit | seldom mention my
status within th); disagree 13 26.53% 29 35.37% 42 32.06% sexual minority status

within the department
department  gtrongly disagree 4 8.16% 17 2073% 21 16.03%
not applicable 1 2.04% 4 4.88% 5 3.82%
total 49 82 131
strongly agree 20 40.82% 19 23.17% 39 29.77%
agree 19 38.78% 46 56.10% 65 49.62%

I would recommend not sure 6 12.24% 6 7.32% 12 9.16% | would recommend
my department to my departm_ent t_o any

any sexual minority ~ disagree 0 0.00% 6 7.32% 6 458  Sexual minority

member considering member considering a
afaculty position  Strongly disagree 4 8.16% 4 488% 8 6.11% graduate degree from

this department.
not applicable 0 0.00% 1 1.22% 1 0.76%
total 49 82 131
strongly agree 13 26.53% 16 19.51% 29 22.14%
| have been agree 9 18.37% 27 32.93% 36 27.48%

encouraged to pursue . . . I have been
researchortodo  "OtSUre 2 4.08% 6 7.32% 8 6.11% encouraged to pursue

presentations related - ;. o0 14 2857% 22 2683% 36 2748y researchortodo

to sexual minority presentations related
issues by other  girongly disagree 5 10.20% 4 488% 9 6.87% 10 sexual minority
faculty and/or my issues.
department chair. not applicable 6 12.24% 7 8.54% 13 9.92%
total 49 82 131
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