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Section I Finding My Way



Chapter 1 Calling Names, Naming Tales
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When I was in the fourth grade, sitting alone at home one afternoon, I was perusing the World Book Encyclopedia set we kept in the den. I looked up sex and read about the physiological facts and functions. I dutifully studied—a prospective researcher even then—each cross-reference. I came across an entry in the H volume. As I read it, I thought, “that is talking about me and why I like boys.” That moment, for me and for others first naming of a part of themselves that they could not convey before learning new names, was a powerful experience.

Three years later, the winter of my thirteenth birthday, my family vacationed in the Florida Keys. A grandson of one of my mother’s friends arrived a few days later. Karl was dramatic in a 1940s Joan Crawford way, dressed a la Truman Capote (long knitted scarf and gloves, even in Florida), and a year older than I. I knew, immediately, he was, like me, “not like the other kids,” but I did not understand how or why I knew that. We found a fast rapport. Although the details of our lives were dissimilar, we shared a particular meaning of the world in which we felt trapped: snared by high school bullies, by small towns and minds, by our inability to replace those bourgeois tragedies with the dramas and comedies we wanted. That night was the first time I ever stayed awake the entire night, as we lay on the floor, watching and listening to the waves of the ocean, telling our stories about our Midwestern adolescence in the dark.

The researcher I have become recognizes the patterns that form my life evident in those moments. I continue to study identity, particularly of people “not like the others,” who are sexually and emotionally drawn to members of the same gender. I still listen to their stories, asking questions, comparing and contrasting the tales I gather. College life—the extracurricular activities in which I participated, the topics I chose to study, the professional focus I developed—built upon both aspects of my identity—as a non-heterosexual male and as a scholar of identity and higher education. The two aspects are intertwined: without one, the other makes little sense on its own.


“Common” Sense and “Queer” Sensibilities

How, then, I wondered, do other men who do not identify as heterosexual make sense of their lives in college? How do they understand who they are? What impact did their postsecondary experiences have on those understandings? What elements of postsecondary education contributed (or detracted) to the identities and experiences of non-heterosexual males?

One goal echoes Hesford’s call (1999) “to explore multiple articulations of authority and identity and to discover how authority and agency shift from one pedagogical context to another” (1999, p. xxix). Another aim is to document and examine experiences previously hidden (McLaughlin and Tierney, 1993), while a third harkens to Talburt’s challenge to move beyond simply representing voices and making lives visible, to convey “the relations of voice to visibility within circulations of knowledge and ignorance—what is revealed, seen, and heard, by whom, how, and with what effects” (1999, p. 536). Ultimately, I question existing notions of what we know about “gay college students”: their experiences, their identities, and their history.

I proffer a theory of how non-heterosexual males—and their identities—can be understood during their college years. The theory is typological, providing classifications for identity based upon the patterns of how individual students thought of their identity while in college, what activities they engaged in while a student (and the motivations behind those actions), and how their self-concepts and actions related to other concepts of identity (both heterosexual and non-heterosexual). In much of the research on the lives of these students, a paired master category (akin to those of power and subservience in Marxism, or male and female in feminism) exists: one is assumed to be either heterosexual or not, with few (if any) gradations between the two. The typology I provide, however, moves beyond the binary definitions of “straight” and “gay,” or even “straight” and “gay, lesbian, or bisexual.”

Although recent research has advocated separate theories for development for those identities (Brown, 1995; de Monteflores and Schultz, 1978; Esterberg, 1997; Fassinger, 1998; Henderson, 1984; Jenness, 1992, 1998; Weinberg, Williams and Pryor, 1994), the latter three terms are usually paired collectively against “heterosexual.” Because of the compelling evidence of the differences in experiencing non-heterosexual contexts and concepts for women and for individuals who identify as bisexual, I limited my study to the experiences of men. In addition, I was able, due to my gender and my identification as a non-heterosexual man, to talk to men about the intimate details of their early lives, thus decreasing barriers against obtaining trustworthy data (Coffey, 1999; Denzin, 1989; Fontana and Frey, 2000; Gergen and Gergen, 2000; Glesne and Peshkin, 1992; Merriam, 1998; Warren, 1998).

While I was conducting the interviews, I began to discern patterns of identification and experience, which I eventually developed into a typology, or sets of patterns, of identity (outlined in Figure 1.1). Resisting the temptation to simplify my understanding by using existing, agreed-upon yet amorphous terms and definitions was not easy. For instance, the incongruity of what the men told me to what was I knew or learned before did not negate the validity or veracity of what they told me, even if the information did not fit into previously proposed theories. Theorization about identity formation—particularly for a typological theory—must be open to multiple paths of development, even within discernable patterns or types.
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Figure 1.1 Non-Heterosexual Collegiate Male Identity Typology, Late Twentieth Century

I strove to keep my thinking as unsettled as possible while talking to and about the very distinctly different life stories I collected, collated, constructed, and dissected. A priori research is particularly troublesome in work concerning identity; after all, we must know something about our research topics in order to know what questions to ask, and of whom. But those of us who investigate how and why people identify in particular ways must guard against the initial evaluative response that so often occurs: “That answer does not reflect my experience; can that response be true?” Even after many interviews, I sometimes asked myself, while I was in the midst of talking with a respondent, That story does not fit into the patterns you have recognized so far; can it be true, or even relevant? The key to working through these impulses, I believe from this study, is not to ignore that voice, that questioning impulse, but to do two things when I hear it: one, to utilize the recursive and/or compare/contrast techniques, to probe the respondent further and (with luck) glean information that will help with later analysis (including of veracity of the data); and two, to note (preferably within observational and field notes) the thoughts of the potential discrepancies for consideration during the analysis of the entire project. The confounding data should not be discounted out of hand, however.

From this basis of classifying actions and self-concepts flows the typology, comprised of: homosexual, closeted, gay, queer, “normal,” parallel, and denying. Taking into account Bravmann’s call for “new investigations of the varied histories of gay men and lesbians [that] include looking at how queer subjects have made and made sense of their cultures” (1997, p. 38), I provide the typology as a pattern of understanding non-heterosexual collegians’ identities evident in their educational life histories. The patterns show not only the differences of the identities but also the relational and historical natures of those identities; changes in the last 55 years of the very notions of what was considered a non-heterosexual identity can be seen in this progression.

Those changing notions, I found, were based upon formations of common components of identity development: experiences (what happened to these students in college), senses (how the students perceived what happened), and sensibilities (the meanings they ascribed to those experiences and perceptions). Few, if any, theorists of identity seek to convey the meanings individuals make; most concentrate upon either experiential or self-perceived aspects of students’ lives and identities. Further, for non-heterosexual male students, none of those three qualities of collegiate life have been studied extensively; indeed, in the bulk of the research, a “gay” student is defined either exclusively through self-contemplation (an ephemeral nature), or through self-action (physical homosexual experiences). To read the research literature on “gay” college students, one would assume that all men in college who do not identify as heterosexual have a fairly homogenous, unified pattern of experiences and understandings. Moreover, no study has placed the concepts of such an identity in a historical context. I feel the narratives in this study convey complexities that escape current theories of development.

Gay identity theories are also incomplete and inadequate for comprehending non-heterosexual collegiate identities. As I demonstrate in chapter 2, such development models rarely, if at all, address collegiate experiences; one would think that achieving postsecondary education had no bearing upon the development of a non-heterosexual man. As the stories of the respondents in this project demonstrate, such representations are facile and misleading: the participants in this study spoke frankly about love and sex (both public and private), relations with other non-heterosexuals on campus, demonstrating for change on campus (in manners unauthorized and official), and perceptions of how their self-concepts compared to those of their peers (both straight and not).


Defining Desires

Like those issues, many of the terms in this study might seem to overlap, if not be synonymous; several appear to have multiple, sometimes conflicting, meanings. Does homosexual differ from gay? The data, in the form of narrative responses from the men I interviewed, show the answer was, paradoxically, yes and no. In some instances, terms like gay and queer might be interchangeable in the stories of the men, but at other times each will have distinct meanings. I have endeavored to use the terminology with discrimination, to correspond to the sensibilities of the narrators’ use when presenting their words, as well as my own when discussing theoretical constructs of identity based upon those distinctions.

Consequently, I offer a few clarifications. Most of the meanings I utilize have historical distinctions (Chauncey, 1994; Dilley, 1999; Jagose, 1996). While within the context of the narrators’ stories the meanings might differ, I offer the following as my working, contemporary definitions.


	Identity Deployment: the conscious acts—physical and vocal—of displaying (or not) aspects of one’s identity to others; one could conform (or perform) unconsciously or without consideration to contexts, but deployment requires some consideration of audience and self.

	Heterosexual: sexual and/or affectional relationships with members of the opposite gender; also, a person exhibiting those qualities.

	Hetero-sex: actual physical sexual activities between members of opposite genders.

	Homo-erotic: pertaining to sexual desire of one person toward a person of the same gender.

	Homo-sex: actual physical sexual activities between members of the same gender.

	Homo-affection: intimate and/or romantic feelings (but not necessarily enacted physically) from one person toward a person of the same gender.

	Homo-expression: an identity deployment, of a physical nature or intent, that is homo-sexual and/or -affectional in nature, but not outright homo-sex; such a deployment could be “a delight in one another’s physical proximity, an awareness of each other’s bodies, a sort of excitement that overtook them at the prospect of spending time together” (Gustav-Wrathall, 1998, p. 57), or it could be extensive, sexually charged conversation about matters homo from someone who identifies as not.

	Homosocial: a different form of identity deployment than homo-expression, with less emphasis upon sexual communication or action and more upon socializing and living with other men. This, then, is a relational aspect of non-heterosexual identity (Mann, 2001, p. xx) rather than a physical aspect.

	Homosexual: sexual and/or affection relationships with members of the same gender, but usually indicating that the acts or relationships have some marker of influence upon the actor’s personality (i.e., someone identifying as the oppositive of—or other than—heterosexual at least in part because of those actions and relationships); also, a person exhibiting those qualitites.

	Gay: having homosexual and/or homo-affectional relationships with members of the same gender (by the late 1970s, usually, but not exclusively, referring to gay males); more specifically, used to describe men who identify socially and/or politically in such ways.

	Queer: in current context, a collective, inclusive adjective (incorporating gay, lesbian, bisexual, and at times transgendered people and perspectives), as well as a political adjective (in opposition to the norm of heterosexuality); often the two go hand in glove. In previous contexts (prior to the 1980s), the word did not have overt political connotations but instead was an invective slur.

	Closeted: denying to others homo-sexual or -affectional feelings while recognizing within oneself those feelings.

	Denial: denying homo-sexual or -affectional feelings for others while also not recognizing, or denying, to oneself those feelings.

	Non-heterosexual: sexual and/or affectional relationships with members of the same gender, but not necessarily indicating that the acts or relationships have any marker or influence upon the actor’s personal identity (i.e., someone engaging in sexual activity with another of the same gender, but not identifying himself with a label or term because of the action).


In this study, I utilize the term “non-heterosexual” from the viewpoint of the men whose lives I draw upon; they uniformly conceptualize heterosexuality as a fixed, monolithic quality, which was separate and different from their own sexuality. What the respondents’ narratives will show is that identities apart from heterosexual are not fixed but are fluid and contextually based. Their comments, however, explicitly relate only to their own identities; through using the inclusive (if contrapositive) term “non-heterosexual” in this study I do not intend to make statements about heterosexual identity nor bisexual identity (a concept that encompasses its own body of scholarship, research, and theory). As I discuss in the next chapter, language contains our very ability to express, investigate, and talk about sexuality and identity; that could be the reason previous researchers concentrated only upon experiences or self-perceptions.


Different Voices, Different Lives

This project is an attempt to map out the intricacies of being a student and a man who is not heterosexual. I explore, on the one hand, the nexus between what researchers have shown as ways students develop and change while in or because of attending college, and, on the other, how the experiences and qualities of men who identify as non-heterosexuals bring them to such an understanding. I combine interview data with historical documents and scholarship; the interviews provide the data for the typology, while the historical material provides a context for understanding how and why differences exist in the data—and in the self-concepts and -identities—of the respondents.

I hope my thoughts continue the fairly recent examination of gay and lesbian issues and experiences as topics of inquiry in higher education, history, and identity development of students (cf., Tierney and Dilley, 1998). I frame my attempts to answer those questions within four bases of knowledge: historical and empirical works concerning non-heterosexuals on college campuses, student identity development theory, gay identity development theory, and queer theory. A number of goals influenced my decision to undertake this project and to make it a qualitative, typological study. Queer theory provides the critical lens of my thinking. As Carlson pointed out, “queer is among the slipperiest of terms, and its meaning glides back and forth between affirming and disrupting identity categories—often in the same text” (1998, p. 113). I utilize queer theory analytically, to examine how the concepts, the “norms,” of identity were formed in relation to the master categories of heterosexual and non-heterosexual, and to other concepts of “non-heterosexuality.” In doing so, I attempt what Talburt would label a “queer project … shift[ing] ethnography’s purposes from representation of gay and lesbian subjects and experiences to an analysis of practices as they are constructed in social and institutional locations” (Talburt, 1999, p. 526). I also expand upon Rhoads’s challenge for those working with non-heterosexual identities to resist the dominant developmental inclinations of portraying a monolithic “homosexual” identity without acknowledging that “significant differences exist among lesbian, gay, and bisexual students” (Rhoads, 1997b, p. 461), as well as their conceptions and constructs of whom they are. Indeed, identity for non-heterosexual men in the United States over the latter part of the twentieth century was as much a matter of accepting that one was not one “name” or label instead of another, a process as much of unbecoming as it was of becoming. For many men, the college years were a peculiar twilight time between what was considered “normal” for heterosexuals and what was often considered “normal” for non-heterosexuals. To understand what these men thought they could become in their lives, one must understand both concepts of “normal” and how those concepts meant to the lives of these men.

As their narratives in chapters 3, 4, and 5 exhibit, male collegians viewed their sexual activity, self-identity, and campus roles and participation more recursively, more bound by the contexts of participants and settings, and paradoxically more and less dependent upon the judgments of others’ views of their identity. Some men knew, at relatively early ages, that their feelings of difference placed them in a category juxtaposed to “straight.” In the mid-century, their ideations of how they could live, their relations to other people (both straight and non-straight), and their personal goals were conscripted by the secretive and penalized nature of their non-straight identities. Homosexual collegians could find others whose feelings and experiences mirrored theirs, and with whom they could socialize more freely, but not necessarily openly: private gatherings and parties were the main form of socialization, and if sex were found, it was usually quick, anonymous, and secret. The consequences for transgressing these boundaries—being too open sexually, socializing too frequently with homosexuals “known” by straight authorities—could be dire. Expulsions from college were not uncommon, either for being caught in flagrante delicto or simply being associated with those who were. In almost all cases, homosexual collegians considered their sexuality a private matter, at most important only to close friends (but rarely family). And in this, their identities were juxtaposed to the public lives and emotions of heterosexuals; homosexuals not only were opposite in their sexual affections but also in their ability to deploy or enact those identities.

By the 1970s, the precepts of what it meant to be non-straight had changed: some forms of visibility were encouraged, and non-heterosexual collegians began to socialize with others who identified as gay. The concepts of self-identity and life goals transformed accordingly: in the politics of the time, “gay is good” represented a paradigm shift from the clandestine and whispered to the visible and spoken. For students viewing themselves and their lives as gay, the integration of sexual orientation into their identity fostered a need to become involved in the local community; others brought their sexual identity to the fore of their campus experience through work in collegiate organizations and/or political movements. Some gay collegians, however, maintained the homosexual collegian’s separation of social activities and scholastic endeavors during their undergraduate years.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, queer came into prominent use not only as a marker of difference from normal (which the term had been, evident in the experiences and the sensibilities of students as early as the 1970s) but also as a political and social rallying cry. Not just visible, queer students confronted social mores and traditions; not just spoken, queer ideology—and students—was often shouted. Queer students tended not simply to join campus or community organizations, but instead to attempt to subvert or to reinvent the structures of those very institutions. Whereas gay students working for change on a college campus might become involved in university governance, student politics, or campus activities, queer students formed coalitions to protest many of those very elements of campus life, or to plan events that highlight the social stigmatization they felt in a non-homosexual environment. It is also possible, in a historical analysis, to see that the type “queer” was visible long before the term emerged in its current use.

Throughout these decades, closeted individuals realized their non-heterosexual feelings but consciously and actively avoided addressing and/or reconciling those feelings with their self-concepts. Closeted collegians might act upon their desires, but never very often and rarely within their own social circles. For still other men, there was a sense, during their college years, of leading parallel lives: they had one set of self-concepts and behaviors for straight contexts and friends, and another set of for non-heterosexual contexts. Also consistently throughout the periods, some men were denying their feelings, either consciously or unconsciously choosing to avoid even admitting to themselves their attractions and/or emotions.

During each of these times, a significant number of collegiate men defied the norms of both the straight and the non-straight cultures. They did not identify socially or politically as gay, homosexual, or queer; indeed, they did not seem to undergo the process of “finding” or “establishing” an identity, the “unbecoming” that many of their non-heterosexual peers experienced, an act that those who are non-homosexual (or not a member of other minorities) often never experience. Yet at the same time as they were not questioning their identities, these men were engaging in homo-sex, often quite frequently. While they were not denying to themselves that they enjoyed the sex, it had no correlation to their sensibility of who they were, to how they viewed themselves in relation to their (straight) peers. Many of these peers were their (secretive) sexual partners. These men found, at the time, no dissonance between their actions and their “selves”: they were “just like everybody else”; they were, in their own estimation, if not that of others, “normal.”


What Lies Ahead

Six of the seven identities types—all save one—are explored in the narratives within the data section. Chapter 3 explores the experiences of men whose experiences place them into the homosexual (corresponding primarily to the years 1945 to 1970) and closeted types (also beginning in the 1940s but applicable through the 1990s). Chapter 4 covers identities that came afterward, gay (starting from the late 1960s), and queer (starting in the 1970s, but more public from the late 1980s). Chapter 5 examines two identities evident across the entire second half of the twentieth century that are not covered in earlier studies: parallel and “normal.” The aspects of denial are covered in relation to all of the other identity types in the historical analysis of chapter 6.

Chapter 6 is key to contextualizing the changes in non-heterosexual sexual identity, the concepts that represent what one might be in relation to the meanings one makes of his experiences and senses. My determinations about the meaning of identity are as much dependent upon understanding the social history of non-heterosexuals in the United States as it is about understanding the educational life histories of the men with whom I spoke. Much of the historical literature I draw from—memoirs and autobiographies, oral histories, diaries, histories—relates differing ways of how people who are homosexual (or bisexual) have identified their different experiences as individuals and groups to themselves and others. As Jenkins wrote, “all classes and groups write their collective autobiographies. History is the way people(s) create, in part, their identities” (1991, p. 19). Yet when it comes to queers and the meanings of their lives, history is as much about the ways people did not create their identities. To quote William Mann, “Writing gay histories requires a revaluation of traditional rules of ‘evidence.’ Learning to read between the lines without reading into them is an acquired skill, as is learning to discern the truth as much by what isn’t said as what is” (2001, p. xx).

Historical analysis is one way to explore non-heterosexual identities, as is typological analysis of identification; but in combining the two, I feel I understand the development of non-heterosexual identities—and can demonstrate how and why I understand them the way I do—better than if I delimited my thinking. Chapter 6 includes an analysis of the development of each particular identity type, as well as how each type relates to the other identities. It is also a fairly traditional historical narrative, focusing primarily upon how those identities can be seen and understood through events at one campus, the University of Kansas.

Examining the changes in student identity as demonstrated in campus experiences at one traditional, Midwestern institution shows how what experiences and deployments of non-heterosexual identity was considered normal (and who considered it so). Consequently, I center this chapter on KU to provide historical context for the changing culture of the United States over the latter half of the twentieth century. Finally, in chapter 7, I offer seven major findings from the narrative data that provide challenges and guidance for identity development theorists as well as postsecondary educators, policymakers, practitioners, and programmers.

Without meeting these challenges, neither student identity development nor gay identity development theories will truly reflect the formation of non-heterosexual identity for males through their collegiate experiences. Further, the differences outlined through the typological model in this study calls into question the validity of the dominant developmental models as progressive stages and/or static models of a singular identity. If the understandings and presumptions of educators, administrators, and programmers are incorrect, then the services and guidance they can offer to their non-heterosexual students are faulty. If identity development theorists do not incorporate the incongruities of this student population, not only will theories not be as valid as they could (and should) be but what theorists teach educational practitioners, programmers, and administrators will continue to be disconnected from the reality of non-heterosexual students, perpetuating the problems of representation and education.

Before the data chapters or the conclusions, though, I present information on prior research and theories that framed my thinking, which should aid the reader to understand the contexts into which I placed the data, as well as the typology. (I provide more detailed information on the methodology I utilized in this work, answering who, how, when, where, and why I conducted the research and the analysis for the typology, in the appendix.) Chapter 2 summarizes the four bodies of relevant scholarship pertaining to my research: previous studies of non-heterosexual college students, student development theory, gay identity development theory, and queer theory. My summation of these distinct disciplines illuminates the benefits and deficits inherent in the existing literature.

The limitations of “the utility of developmental models of gay identity, such as stages theories” (Rhoads, 1997b, 461), became clear to me as I talked with the men who agreed to share their memories of their collegiate experiences, senses, and sensibilities with me. As I listened to them, I was not only a researcher completing a study but also someone who believes strongly in the ability of theory to guide student affairs practice and programming, so long as theory is valid and representative, descriptive rather than prescriptive. I also remained, in many ways, the teenager listening to others who somehow didn’t fit into straight cultures tell their stories of how they figured out who they were, who they are, and what those senses of identity affected (or, in some instances, effected) their collegiate experiences and sensibilities.



Chapter 2 Queer Theory, Identity Development Theories, and Non-Heterosexual Students
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Just as human lives have many components that influence identities, any understanding of non-heterosexual student identities draws from several areas of scholastic research. In this chapter, I outline four areas of research that inform my understanding. In some ways, the narratives of the men I present in this study are snapshots of campus life over five decades, fitting into that category. But just as frames require material (data—which I offer in chapters 3 through 7), tools are needed to construct a frame. These works frame my thinking about what is known—or not—about the lives of these students.

The frame built by research and theory, then, is ontological—a study of “being”—as well as epistemological—how we know what we know about “being.” To help us to ask and to know about the verisimilitude of being, theories become the instruments through which we implement our craft. Consequently, in addition to the previous studies of experience, in the rest of this chapter I review the three analytic tools I utilized most frequently. In this chapter, I first summarize the earlier descriptive and analytical studies of collegiate gay and lesbian experiences. Next, I briefly cover student identity development theories, paying particular attention to two widely utilized and studied models of understanding college student identity. I focus on psychosocial works because the corpus of gay identity development theories, to which I devote a bit more attention in this chapter, are also psychosocial models. Finally, I outline the tenets of queer theory; the critical lens of “normal” and “deviant” of queer theory focuses the organization and questions and structure of this historical study, my analysis of the narrative and historical data, and the resulting typological theory. One queer work in particular relates to identity as I came to understand it through investigating collegiate lives, and I will use its analytic motif throughout the narratives and analyses in later chapters.


What Do We Know about Non-Heterosexuals in College?

A number of researchers provide insight into the experiences, senses, and sensibilities of non-heterosexual college students; these form the first side of my frame of thinking. Often, these researchers investigate the publically unseen as well as the seen, positing the “queer” experience of people who identified as something other than heterosexual (be that gay, lesbian, queer, or another term relating to sexual and/or affection status) against the “normal” experience of those who identify as heterosexual. Few, however, address identity—at least not in ways that go beyond essence or experience.

Several of the (male) subjects of Nardi, Sanders, and Marmor’s (1994) collection of life histories reflected on college life before the 1970s. Fellows (1996) also compiled a group of recollections from gay men, from the Midwest, who came of age during the twentieth century; almost all of the men attended college, and mention their collegiate lives at least in passing. Marotta (1982) presented interviews he conducted with gay men from Harvard’s class of 1967; similarly, MacKay (1993) collected reminiscences from lesbian and gay Vassar alums from the 1930s to the 1990s. D’Emilio’s (1990, 1992) essays on gay life in higher education spanned the 1950s to the 1980s. Perhaps what is most evident from these studies is that non-heterosexual students were on college campuses throughout the twentieth century; they did not always identify along collective social or political identities on campuses, but rather often had lives (positive and negative) that were different from their heterosexual peers.

Non-heterosexual students from more recent years, however, related experiences and identities unlike those of their earlier peers: they organized more openly and collectively, often around issues of social and political reform, to provide equity for non-heterosexuals. Teal (1995) outlined the origins and actions of many of the early gay student organizations, as part of his history of the beginning of the gay liberation movement in the United States. Chandler (1995) and Due (1995) portrayed lives of gay youth, several of whom were in college in the 1990s, while Howard and Stevens (2000) collected personal accounts of lives of non-heterosexuals in college in the last two decades. The most theoretically advanced of these efforts to detail campus life for non-heterosexual students was Rhoads’s (1994) findings from a two-year ethno-graphic study focusing on their “struggle for a queer identity.” Again, it is important to remember that these studies were not necessarily about identity, but about lived experiences; consequently, they are primarily journalistic in approach to the questions of non-heterosexual lives. Changes in how non-heterosexual students were thinking of their relation to their campuses, to each other, and to their concepts of who they were are represented, although not deeply questioned or analyzed in these efforts.

In addition to these studies, a growing number of memoirs in the late twentieth century by non-heterosexuals addressed their recollections of life in college, from the 1940s to the present (Boyd, 1978; Duberman, 1991; Helms, 1995; Kantrowitz, 1977; Louganis with Marcus, 1995). Gay service people, whose collegiate environments are very different from civilians’, reflected upon higher education within the military (i.e., Staffan, 1992). Fraternity members who were gay also depicted vivid portraits of living with multiple dimensions of identity (Windmeyer and Freeman, 1998), as did sorority members (Windmeyer and Freeman, 2001). Perhaps most uniquely, primary source materials, such as the diaries of Jeb Alexander (1993) and Donald Vining (1996), provide insight into non-heterosexual experiences during college at the beginning of this century. But again, while these works convey valuable information about individuals’ experiences and self-reflection, the authors addressed more what it was like to be non-heterosexual rather than how they were non-heterosexual.

Tentative investigations into the experiences and beliefs of ethnic minority non-heterosexuals have appeared only since the late 1980s; perhaps not surprisingly, researchers of these lives with multiple minority identities were more analytical, bringing in social and race theories to help to understand the experiences of such folks. Loiacano’s (1989) interviews with black American non-heterosexuals indicated their need for validation from both the black and the gay communities. Chan (1989) reported that Asian-American homosexual college students perceived a choice—or a refusal of choice—between ethnic identity and gay or lesbian identity: One chooses to emphasize sexual-orientation aspects of one’s self-identity at the expense of one’s ethnic identity, or one refuses to choose to do so. Espin (1987) reached a similar conclusion from her subjects’ lives: the desire to identify as both lesbian and Latina can be a fundamental dilemma. These studies of the multiple identities found within members of multiple subcultures support an idea of multiple, contemporaneous, and/or potentially conflicting aspects of identity.

A few researchers have also begun to define and to demonstrate aspects of community, within general populations and college student populations of non-heterosexuals. Davies’ (1992) observation of gay male communities echoed Herdt and Boxer’s (1993); he stated that the crucial point for gay men coming out is that they choose new lifestyles, companions, and social structures. Rhoads (1993) posited a theory of gay male student contraculture, a set of socialized communities that reflected differing values, interests, and ideologies of gay students. One such community was centered around a concept of queer identity, which Rhoads (1994, 1995) defined (using his subjects’ responses) as a political exposition of personal identity to challenge prevalent heterosexual norms.


How Postsecondary Theorists Make Sense of Student Identities

Obviously, from my earlier comments, I had more questions than answers after reviewing the literature on gay collegiate experiences. How were those students’ identities affected by their experiences? How did their self-concepts change—or not—as a result of being non-heterosexual in college? Was such a self-concept fairly universal or contextually specific? This thinking brought me to the second piece of the frame: studies of college students’ identities and the resulting theories of how students develop as a result of their collegiate experiences.

Brown (1972) first coined the term “student development theory” in reviewing a number of theoretical perspectives on interpersonal student change in college as a result of college policies and practices. Student development theories have been produced from a number of perspectives, including psychological, sociological, and cognitive development (Moore and Upcraft, 1990; see Renn, Dilley and Prenctice [forthcoming] for a more detailed examination of studies of identity and student development in postsecondary education). The concept has proved quite useful for postsecondary educators and administrators to use, either to understand or to promote and encourage student socialization and learning. Evans, Forney, and Guido-DiBrito (1998) classify the theories into three general clusters:

	psychosocial and identity development theories (combining personal development, the effects of personal qualities, and some theories of growth and change)

	cognitive-structural theories (enveloping cognitive development, campus environmental effects, and the remaining theories of student growth and change)

	typology theories (finding association patterns based primarily upon personality traits)


Although all these sets guide postsecondary research and practices to some extent, to understand non-heterosexual students of the past half-century, I concentrate upon the first and last. Despite the strengths of typological theories to help understand student cultures and collective identities (a large part of the scope of my investigation), more commonly utilized are psychosocial theories of student identity development.


Typologies

Typologies examine dissimilarities within specific (similar) populations, mapping identifiable trends and characteristics that denote differences within those populations. “Typology theories reflect individual stylistic differences in how students approach their words” (Evans, Forney, and Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 204). In this manner, typological theories are inclusive, expansive, and represent a variety of experiences, serving “as a framework within which psychosocial and cognitive-structural development takes place, and … [influencing] the manner in which students address development in these aspects of their lives” (Evans, Forney, and Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 204). As such, typological theories are descriptive rather than prescriptive.

One of the strengths of typological models is the ability to “give us important information about sources of support and challenge for students who are otherwise developmentally similar” (Evans, Forney, and Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 204). Moreover, that information is not used to classify people as “good” or “bad,” but rather as different (and how): “Each type is seen as contributing something positive and unique to any situation” (Evans, Forney, and Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 204). Beyond describing individual or group characteristics, typological models limn the methods and manners of interpersonal interactions within and across types.

A number of well-known psychological and developmental theories are typologies, including Kolb’s (1984, 1985) theory of experiential learning, Astin’s (1993) theory of student involvement, Clark and Trow’s (1966) theory of collegiate student identities, Holland’s (1958, 1992) theories of vocational personalities and work environments, the Myers-Briggs (Myers and McCaulley, 1985) adaption of Jung’s (1923/1971) theories of types of personality, and most recently Kuh’s typology based upon student activities (Kuh, Hu, and Vesper, 2000). Particularly relevant to my thinking is Tierney’s (1997) typology of gay men in present Western society: Passers, Castro Clones, Queer Nationals, and Cultural Citizens are the four categories that Tierney suggested are “cultural stances that are available to us,” each “a collective response rather than one that tells individuals how to cope” (Tierney, 1997, p. 39). Still, even Tierney is suggesting a typology based upon actions and cultural responses, rather than a theory of identity (collective or personal).

One might notice that these examples are primarily concerned with experiences and identities apart from educational settings; moreover, most of these typological theories present individuals as maintaining a (fairly) fixed identity, not open to much fluctuation, let alone change. Most theorists who study college student development do not utilize typological models, perhaps in part because mapping change is a vital component of student identity development. I believe the same to be true for those who work in gay identity development, as well. But the typological model offers a broader context for conveying experiences, and how those experiences affect (and effect) changes in identity for individuals, over time and in particular contexts.

A Model Model: Campus Life. Helen Lefkowitz Horowitz’s Campus Life (1987) is a typological study that served as a model for my thinking and analysis. Her work, which is both qualitative and historical in methodology, provides a clear typological model of various student identities contextualized historically. She “attempts to describe the variety of ways that undergraduates have described themselves, viewed their professors and fellow collegians, formed associations, and created systems of meanings and codes of behavior” (Horowitz, 1987, p. ix). In doing so, she proposed a system of student identities utilizing three basic classifications: college men, outsiders, and rebels.

College men (and later, females Horowitz termed college women) forged their collective identity through struggles against the faculty of the earliest colleges in the United States. From the end of the eighteenth century on, they created clubs, associations, and extracurricular activities for themselves, in part to relate what they were learning in college to the world they perceived, and in part to provide support (numerical and emotional) for reform efforts aimed at their college. College men did not expect to take interest in their instructors, nor much in their studies; the purpose of college, in their minds, was to discover how to operate in society and make contacts for life after college. College men could be viewed as insiders, working within social and campus structures to create a privileged (and privileging) social system.

Outsiders, the second type of student to appear in Horowitz’s schema, are evident within the same time periods but are perhaps more evident in the early to mid-nineteenth century. Outsiders were typically poorer than the college men, often attending institutions on scholarships and reliant upon faculty for their continued sponsorship. Rather than looking to their collegiate peers for role models, outsiders turned to faculty members for examples of how they saw themselves fitting into society after college. Because of their ethnicity or religious beliefs (often not matching the religion of the majority of their peers), outsiders were excluded by college men from many of the associations and fraternities; by the mid-nineteenth century, some outsiders tried to form their own extracurricular activities (usually study groups or literary societies), but for the most part outsiders studied, tried to remain on neutral if not on good terms with their instructors, and prepared for a “serious” life.

Unlike the college men and the outsiders, rebels perceived that life was not confined to the college or its campus: “Outside its gates stood a vital world of economics, politics, and the arts, more real than the fun and games of football” or the “grind” of simply studying (Horowitz, 1987, p. 86). Rebels combined the studying of the outsiders with the nonacademic aspirations of the college men, and applied both to the world in which they planned to enter after graduation. They felt more ties to current political and artistic movements than to traditions of either students or institutions, and they used college as a training ground, testing their abilities to effect change upon their immediate world, the campus. By the early twentieth century, rebels created their own associations, and more importantly, their own publications, if they could not be active in the established ones.

Using these three types of collegiate identity, Horowitz traces the history of student life from the late eighteenth century through the mid-1980s. Along the way, she describes the changes each group experienced, including the institutionalization of the traditions of college men, the changes of peer and public attitudes toward outsiders in the 1950s and 1980s, and the cultural and political importance of the rebels, particularly in the 1910s and 1960s. Horowitz’s analysis is largely based upon how students defined or understood themselves and their actions, which is often quite different from the definitions institutions or researchers might place upon the students and/or their actions.


Psychosocial Theories

As I noted, though, typologies are helpful for understanding identity through a cultural lens, but not necessarily through a personal one. Leaving what can be learned about student cultures and identities from typologies, I now turn to the more widely utilized set of theories to understand identity in higher education. Psychosocial models are among the most prevalent theories utilized in college student advising, programming, and study (Evans, Forney, and Guido-DiBrito, 1998; Pascarella and Terenzini, 1991; Renn, Dilley, and Prentice, forthcoming). Structurally, psychosocial models of student development are often stage models, with clear points articulating paths of progression from issues facing entering freshmen to challenges confronting graduating seniors. During one’s time in college, one progresses—or at least is believed should move—positively toward more mature, developed ways of relating to others and comprehending one’s role in society.

Erickson (1968, 1980) first outlined such a series of progressions of issues at various times in a person’s life. Particular issues become so important at those times that how a person responds reflects how a person conceptualizes himself and his role in society. These interpersonal or intra-social matters pose “developmental tasks, [that] arise and present compelling questions that must be resolved” (Evans, Forney, and Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 32). The concerns are grouped into stages of development, in each of which a “developmental crisis, or turning point” (Evans, Forney, and Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 32) occurs. How a person answers those questions, responds to the presses, resolves the crises, is indicative of his development and identity, as well as how he will approach and resolve other issues in later stages. Stemming from the work of Erickson (1968, 1980), Chickering and his later colleagues (Chickering, 1969; Chickering and Reisser, 1993; Thomas and Chickering, 1984) applied the idea of psychosocial development to college students.

In conceptualizing how to understand student collegiate identities in this project, I keep returning to Chickering. Before the publication of Education and Identity (Chickering, 1969), few works on postadolescent development had been proffered; afterward, although researchers explored cognitive, moral, and ethical development, until the 1990s, “not much attention was paid to feelings and relationships, which seemed to occupy center stage in the lives of students” (Reisser, 1995, p. 506). Further, despite the simplicity of Chickering’s model, issues of establishing interpersonal relationships, and establishing identity based upon emotions and relationships, are the crucial components to Chickering’s theory—as well as to the gay identity development models that later followed.

Chickering’s Vectors. Chickering’s theory of student development (Chickering, 1969; Chickering and Reisser, 1993), is primarily a psychosocial model. The theory identifies seven stages, or vectors, of human development, a consecutive (although not necessarily strictly sequential; the theory allows room for overlap and repetition, in certain circumstances) series of changes that college students (and presumably others the same ages) experience (figure 2.1). There is a hierarchy to the vectors, presuming a transformation from less to more developed senses of identity; however, a baseline of development (although not necessarily full resolution of the developmental issues in that vector) can lead a student to begin developmental processes in other vectors.



[image: ]
Figure 2.1 Chickering's Vectors of Identity Development  (Chickering and Reisser, 1993)

Movement along any one [vector] can occur at different rates and can interact with movement along the others. Each step from “lower” to “higher” brings more awareness, skill, confidence, complexity, stability, and integration but does not rule out an accidental or intentional return to ground already traversed. (Chickering and Reisser, 1993, p. 34)


The seven vectors each represent an area of personality and identity, each increasing in specificity. Growth and development requires stimulation—either physical, mental, social, or emotional—to move the student to change (Chickering referred to this stimulation as a “developmental press”); each vector has one or more “developmental challenges,” or goals, to be addressed and, if successfully met, resolved. Development depends upon and comes from the ability to symbolize the events and objects (the presses) causing stimulation to form a meaning or pattern relevant to the student’s life (that would presumably complete the student’s progression through the vector).

Any experience that helps students define “who I am” and “who I am not” can help solidify a sense of self. Colleges and universities provide a myriad of opportunities for students to explore the different rooms in the house of the self and to understand how the interlocking parts—body, mind, feelings, beliefs, values, and priorities—all constitute a coherent sense of self with a continuity of experience. Personal stability and integration are the result. (Reisser, 1995, p. 509)


Through encountering and comprehending more complex situations and thoughts, the student integrates and organizes the different perceptions (the different patterns and meanings), beliefs and behaviors of others (and himself) into a more coherent view of himself and his place in the world. By the time he reaches the final vector, the student should have discovered and resolved questions of identity and purpose in life.

Vector One: Achieving Competence. The challenges of the primary vector stem from intellectual areas, physical and manual skills, and relationships with others. One’s perception of competence is at the heart of vector one: “confidence in one’s ability to cope with what comes and to achieve successfully what [one] sets out to do” (Chickering, 1969, p. 9). Although physical competence is important, intellectual and interpersonal competence are more influential upon further development. This vector stresses changes in the behavior domain, in learning how to become more competent at college-level activities, and in developing a strong sense of self-competence about one’s abilities and competencies.

Vector Two: Managing Emotions. Sexual and aggressive emotions are, or at least were, for Chickering’s predominately male sample populations, the two emotions most in need of resolution and most apparently operating within the second vector. The second vector deals with learning to handle these and other emotions, personally and socially: conscious choice in behavior and expression of emotions in varying contexts. The main goal of this vector is “to develop increasing capacity for passion and commitment accompanied by increasing capacity for passion and commitment through intelligent behavior” (Chickering, 1969, p. 53). Students undergoing the presses of this vector often begin to examine reflective controls, such as parental rules and societal norms. Students can respond to these presses by understanding, maintaining, or replacing adopted standards and controls with internally adopted standards and controls, or by any combination of the three.

Vector Three: Moving through Autonomy toward Interdependence. College life allows increasing independence for students, a situational independence due to the lack of proximity to parental control and the increase of responsibility for maintaining academic and social status. Beyond this is “the independence of maturity … emotional and instrumental independence, and a recognition of one’s independence” (Chickering, 1969, p. 12). Away from parental guidance and regulations, students have less reassurance for, and approval or disapproval of, choices and actions. This, in turn, allows the student a better understanding and appreciation of his abilities.

One of the main developmental challenges of this vector is learning to manage time, commitments, and priorities. Relationships for students in this vector take on new meaning, based on mutual respect, benefit, and cooperation. Other people might increase in importance to the student, creating for the student the paradox of newfound personal (instrumental) independence and tentative personal interdependence.

Vector Four: Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships. After becoming comfortable with themselves, students must increase their ability to interact with others. The developmental goals at this stage of personal development are “increased tolerance and respect for those of different backgrounds, habits, values and appearance” (Chickering, 1969, p.
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1940s to
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Late 1960s
to Present

Late 1980s
to Present

IDENTITY TYPE

Homosexual—acknowledged feelings/attractions, but did not neces-
sarily tell others; sex and identity viewed as a very private matter.
Clandestine socialization with other non-heterosexuals, if at all.
Gay—publicly announced/acknowledged feelings/attractions;

often involved within institutional systems to create change. Public
socialization with other non-heterosexuals.

Queer—very publicly deployed identity, in opposition to normative
(“straight”) culture; often tried to create change from mores.

[DENTITIES EVIDENT ACROSS DECADES

“Normal”—identified as heterosexual (“just like everyone else”); ho-
mosexual activity did not have an effect upon self-identity, and the
dissonance between self-concept and deeds was not recognized.

Closeted—recognized feelings/attractions to other males, and ac-
knowledged to self the meanings of those feelings and attractions.
Did not tell many others of his feelings (if anyone at all). Tried to
avoid social contexts that might reveal his feelings/attractions.

Parallel—identified and experienced as “straight” (non-homosexual)
while within those situations and contexts, and as non-heterosexual
in non-straight situations and contexts. The cognitive and emotional
dissonance, if experienced at all, was compartmentalized, so long as
the two worlds were kept separate.

Denying—rejected affectional and erotic feelings for and attractons to
other males.
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