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ABSTRACT

THE PERCEPTIONS OF SELF-IDENTIFIED LESBIAN AND GASENIOR HIGHER-

EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS REGARDING THEIR LEADERSHIEEFFECTIVENESS

The purpose of this qualitative phenomenologiaadigtwas to explore the perceptions of
Lesbian and Gay senior administrators regardinig siadf-identity and coming-out in the
workplace, and their perceived effectiveness adelesaat higher-education institutions. Senior
administrators in this study were second line, @ambrted to the President/Chancellor or Provost
of an institution; their titles generally were Posy, Vice President, or Dean. Past research
studies did not specifically address the self-idgm@ind perceived leadership effectiveness of
Lesbian and Gay senior administrators at collegesuaiversities, and the effect their coming-
out had on their workplace experiences.

This study used a qualitative phenomenological @ggr within a constructivist
paradigm. After the initial participants were n@ibed for the study, a snowball technique of
purposive sampling was used to identify additigraticipants. In-depth interviews were
performed with eight participants who were selfatiiied as Gay or Lesbian and who occupied
a senior administrative position at a college aversity in the United States for at least 3 years.

The analysis of the findings from the lived expeces of the senior administrators in the
workplace revealed four main themes, which were orabie leadership experiences, coming-
out in the workplace, Lesbian and Gay identity keadlership effectiveness, and multiple self-
identities of Lesbian and Gay leaders in the wa&p!l The lived experiences of these self-

identified Lesbian and Gay senior administratorsevadfected by their past and present



experiences; they described those experiences m®rable, either as accomplishments or as
challenges. The participants’ choice to come otheir workplaces was affected by the
“comfortableness” they felt with their coworkersetpartners in their lives, the needs of LGBT
students, and the views of the institution predidemther influential individuals. The
participants perceived their Lesbian and Gay idgitdi be both an integral part of their self-
identity, which they reported to have “very sucéelbg’ integrated into their leadership, and of

their leadership effectiveness.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Higher-education institutions would not be abléwoaction without dedicated and
hardworking senior administrators who have a bypagpective of those institutions’ goals and
their students’ needs. One of the main roles wios@dministrators is to oversee student
services, academics, finances, and research @giwit colleges and universities.

The job titles for senior administrators at pulali@ private higher-education institutions
include senior executives and chief functionala#ffs, academic deans, and associate/assistant
academic dean€pronicle of Higher Educatior012). Usually, senior administrators are
second line and report to the President or Chaorcedlan institution; their titles generally are
Provost, Vice President, or Dean. They sometineggntheir careers as professors, chairs, or
practitioners and later move into senior administeapositions.

The campus climate in which senior administrateosk in colleges and universities is
affected by whether or not the institution is irgtle, welcoming, provides opportunities fairly,
and supports its commitment to academic freedomKRaBlumenfeld, & Frazer, 2010).
Because higher-education institutions are reflestiof society, many of them have the same
struggles and challenges related to diversity anllision. Recently, increased inclusion and
opportunities for Lesbian and Gay students, facaltyl administrators to express themselves
freely, and to be accepted, are reflected in thieipe and recruitment efforts at some higher-
education institutions around the country. But éhpslicies have been applied unevenly and
inconsistently (Rankin et al., 2010).

Organizations such as Campus Pride, a nationgdrofihgroup, have provided answers
to comprehensive questions about current camponatgi for students and faculty at campuses

across the country. Campus Pride’s assessmenhaiteng done a comprehensive survey was
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that some changes have been made to policies agdaprs, but these changes alone do not
address problems such as heterosexism or homopbiolhtaliay’s campuses. Therefore, it is
also important for Gay and Lesbian contributiond aoices to be expressed in the intellectual
life of higher-education institutions (Rankin et, £010).

In addition, to fulfilling the need for diversitynd inclusion at colleges and universities,
Lesbian and Gay candidates are very desirable [adas from which to recruit potential
employees into an institution. From a recent synfe2,952 respondents, which the researchers
Hewlett and Sumberg (2011) distributed, Lesbian @agl employees were found to be
“ambitious (71%), committed (88%),” “willing to gine extra mile for employers,” and better
educated. “Forty-eight percent of Lesbian and f&égpondents had graduate degrees compared
to 40% of their straight counterparts” (Hewlett &r8berg, 2011, p. 28).

Because Lesbian and Gay individuals are a higéyrdble labor pool from which to
recruit potential employees and are an importarttqgfavorkplace diversity, several global
organizations have become more sensitized andvarkeed to invest resources into making it a
top priority to ensure that their workplaces prevadsafe and welcome climate for these
individuals. In order to recruit and retain momsbian and Gay employees, these organizations
are providing more benefits for Lesbian and Gaylegges, such as domestic-partner benefits
and strict antidiscrimination policies that coveksal identity and gender identity (Catalyst,
2013). Therefore, researchers have recommended beathe goal of employers to foster a
work environment that is “hospitable to all workéand that doing this could be “a key goal for
worker morale” and an ideal way “to boost retentiohLesbian and Gay employees (Hewlett &

Sumberg, 2011, p. 28).



A concern that arises for Lesbian and Gay seniom@idtrators and their leadership
positions at higher-education institutions is sé#ntity. Self-identity, sometimes referred to as
one’s personal identity, encompasses the categionzay individuals of unique traits,
characteristic, and attributes that they perceitferéntiates them from others (Banaji &
Prentice, 1991). Understanding the ways indivisly@rceive their self-identity or who they are
may be critical to leadership effectiveness bec#useawareness helps one to assist in
connecting individuals to their feelings, attitudasd reasons for their behavi@rg Cremer &
van Knippenberg, 2002; van Knippenberg, De Cre&etpgg, 2004)

Self-identity is a complex phenomenon that has lbeend to have both cognitive and
affective components that take into account sewgraidentities. For example, subidentities
such as self as a parent or self as spouse may sfthre or have different goals, attitudes, and
expected behaviors (Aron, 2003). Therefore, suttiies are dynamic and vary from individual
to individual, and they are connected to spectica contexts. In addition, an individual's
subidentities may be different according to higsabr positions in different social contexts
(Abes & Jones, 2004, 2007; van Knippenberg & Ho@932 Abes, Jones, & McEwen, 2007).
A subidentity may even be evoked by another indialdn a particular social context—for
example, an unexpected call someone gets fromdsardver the weekend while she is attending
a family reunion might evoke a different subidgnttian that which is usually apparent at work.

Lesbian and Gay individuals’ self-identity, howeveray be different from how other
individuals see them. The perceptions of othezoften shared by a heteronormative majority,
who are aware of society’s sometimes negativeud#g toward homosexuality (Warner, 1993).
The termheteronormativelescribes an assumption of the inherent superiofiheterosexuality,

which ignores the lives and experiences of LeshrahGay individuals and includes the



presumption that everyone is, or should be, hetsxgs (Rankin, 2003). Lesbian and Gay self-
identities are also closely tied and formed asaatren to the feedback these individuals may
receive about their sexual identity from highly aeded others such as peers, mentors, and
family members who play a critical role in identttgvelopment (Chickering & Reisser, 1993).

Furthermore, although the integration of highlyaretpd others’ perceptions is an
essential part of an individual's identity develagm it is different and particularly crucial for
Lesbian and Gay individuals. In fact, the firstmdity-development theory for Gays and
Lesbians was focused on sexual identity and wasdbas stages (Cass, 1984). The theory
described how Gays and Lesbians’ internalizedrigelprogressed from denial to acceptance,
with the last stage of the process batntity synthesis The theory also advocated that
Lesbians and Gays form a composite identity thabempasses “a person’s theory held about
self with regard to social situations, and derigasof interaction with others” (Cass, 1984,

p. 144). Finallythe theory proposed that the process of first béegmware of, then accepting,
and then managing one’s Lesbian and Gay sexuditigenan integral part of that individual’s
whole identity.

The management of Lesbians and Gays’ sexual igientihe workplace has been found
to be an essential element in their lives (Radghnsgh, & Cornell, 2007). An individual’s sexual
identity in that environment is not an observaliiggical trait or personality characteristic, and
any discrimination by others is based on eithektiwvledge or suspicion of an individual's
sexual identity (Ragins & Cornell, 2001). Althouggxual identity is not a choice, the degree to
which an individual wishes to reveal it remains.one

It is not surprising that some Lesbian and Gay eyg#s have chosen not to reveal their

sexual identity in the workplace. The effect dalosing one’s sexual identity, or coming-out, is



usually based on a series of decisions made byithdils throughout their careers, and may
even change when they move from one job to anotBach disclosure is also viewed by some
Lesbian and Gay employees, however, as a stratagystsimultaneously “personal, political,
and professional” (Renn & Bilodeau, 2003, p. 7).

Unfortunatelythe risks of disclosure that may be associated wilviduals’ sexual
identity and being Lesbian or Gay, whether theyfacalty members or administrators in the
current sociopolitical context means that, for sonaividuals, colleges and universities still may
be sexually discriminatory institutions (Pichleravha, & Bruce, 2010; Rottmann, 2006).
According to the2010 State of Higher Education for LGBT Peomport, based on a survey of
6,000 individuals, more than “half of the faculéyridents, and stafiélt the need to hide their
sexual identity (43%), or gender identity (63%patmid harassment and discrimination” (Rankin
et al., 2010, p. 10). Previous studies (Ranki®32@005; Rankin, & Reason, 2009) have also
identified “LGBT individuals as the least acceptgdup when compared to other under-served
populations and, consequently, more likely to iatkodeleterious experiences and less than
welcoming campus climates based on sexual idenfghkin, et al., 2010, p. 9).

Therefore, a Lesbian or Gay’s professional decitiogither come out or not, and the
degree, may ultimately “shape a career trajectomyays that may enhance or inhibit
opportunities to achieve a senior position” (RenBibdeau, 2003, p. 7). As a resulesbians
and Gays often need to decide their degree of bmihgith different individuals and in different
situations in the workplace (Balsam & Mohr, 2007).

The problem is not whether they have the abilitghtoose, but that some Lesbian and
Gay employees who have decided not to come oleinvbrkplace (52%) may be at a

disadvantage and have reported feeling stalleddin tareers compared to those (36%) who did



reveal their sexual identity (Hewlett, & Sumber§12). Lesbian and Gay employees who
concealed their sexual identity and chose not toecout also were reluctant to share their
experiences and activities with coworkers outsidin® workplace. Most importantly, closeted
workers reported feeling anxious about how thelleagues and managers evaluated them, and
they used a lot of their daily resources to hidarteexual identity, which may have left them
with fewer resources for doing their jobs (HewléttSumberg, 2011). Few studies have
investigated the influence this scenario may hadedn their perceptions of effectiveness as
leaders in their organizations.

In contrast, there is evidence to suggest that idesbian and Gay individuals feel more
comfortable and safe in the workplace, both empgad employees could “stand to gain.”
Employees who do come out have reported feelingp&eted and valued, and studies have
shown positive associations between companiedising policies and consumer brand
selection.” In other words, strong Diversity & lasion (D&I) programs “breed loyalty in
employees and customers alike” (Catalyst, 2013.@9r

Yet, there may be reasons that explain why sombiaesand Gay employees have
chosen not to reveal their sexual identity and coote According to the Williams Institute on
Sexual Identity Law and Public Policy in 2011, ireport on an aggregated number of surveys,
Lesbian and Gay employees experienced, and thigirdsexual coworkers witnessed,
discrimination in the form of being passed overdgob promotion (Sears & Mallory, 2011).
Therefore, the decision to come out at the worlefac Lesbian and Gay employees is
complicated, and may be influenced by several factocluding even fear after having
witnessed the perceived discrimination of coworlesed on their sexual identity (Brenner,

Lyons, & Fassinger, 2010; Ragins et al., 2007).



Because a Lesbian and Gay’s self-identity and dedaatity is a socially constructed
concept within a heteronormative society, acknogiegl those identities could influence an
individual’'s effectiveness as a leader in an org@inon. The more recent definitions of
leadership, compared to earlier ones, stress aderorange” of leadership traits and
interactions, emphasizing the importance of “indascollaboration, and diversity” (Fassinger,
Schullman, & Peterson, 2010, p. 202).

Recently, it has also been established that lelgelnsis nothing to do with a person’s
attitudes, beliefs, marital status, gender, sexlgadtity, and physical or emotional traits
(Arwood, 2005). In fact, “leadership is an idefatifle set of skills and practices that are
available to all of us,” and not just a few seledividuals in society (Kouzes & Posner, 2007, p.
23). “The theory that there are only a few greabhrar women who can lead us to greatness is
just plain wrong” (p. 73). Therefore, leadershgmde learned by any individual and is an
accumulation of one’s life experiences. An induadls self-identity is a key to one’s
development as a leader (Hall, 2004).

Likewise, in order for leaders to be effective maganization, they need to raise their
awareness of self-identity according to the costaxtwhich their leadership takes place. A
current theory surrounding leadership and leadpr$hi is that leadership is contextual and
concerns the process of leading and the effectshbanvironment, both internally and
externally, have on the organization; that conieteracts with leadership and determines its
success or failure (Povah, & Sobczak, 2010). mpuarison to previous leadership theories that
have been advocated that took a more person-cdrapoach, “context-centered leadership
goes further and focuses more broadly on demardshé environment makes on the leader and

includes both internal and external factors, sugctha internal organizational culture and the



external conditions in the marketplace” (p. 41hefiefore, there exists, theoretically, a
connection between a leader’s effectiveness, aménkironment she or he leads.

Essential to this paradigm shift, however, is thégader not only knows how to lead in a
situation, but also knows what to do in the sitatio be successful. This means understanding
the context in which the leader is making decisiand being aware of what works within a
given situation. Thereby, in this paradigm shé@gdership moves from one that is an
“individualistic ideal” to one that is more of dicollective ideal,” and the situation should be
analyzed while one is considering the context, (@evironment) in which leadership takes place
(Schyns, Kiefer, Kerschreiter, & Tymon, 2011).

Furthermore, recent efforts to create policiediweérsity and inclusion on university and
college campuses have been viewed with growingpaanee, but the diversity and inclusion
issues that are specific to Lesbian and Gay sadiarinistrators may have been overlooked, or
even misunderstood (Johnson, 2009). Sexual igaatgeparate and different from one’s
gender, ethnic, and racial characteristics bectnese identities develop in the presence of a
group identity. In addition, Lesbian and Gay induals are born into a society that is
predominantly heteronormative in which it is assdpss noted previously, that everyone who is
heterosexual is normal (Warner, 1993). Therefivediversity and inclusion issues of Lesbians
and Gays may be different too.

Despite the diversity and inclusion initiativestlare now in place, and the belief that
colleges and universities have traditionally bedertle ground for political, cultural, and social
changes for Lesbian and Gay movements, higher-&daodastitutions still may need the
findings of more research concerning Lesbian angl$gaior administrators’ lived experiences

on their campuses. This research should aim terstahd the perceptions of this group related



to their self-identity, coming-out in the workpla@nd leadership effectiveness in a
predominantly heteronormative environment of higkgwcation (Schmidt, Githens, Rocc, &
Kormanik, 2012). What is not known is whether &gy leaders’ Lesbian or Gay self-identity
might impact their leadership in higher educatibassinger, Schullman, & Peterson, 2010).

Fortunately, there is an ongoing movement natigriaficolleges and universities
“toward increased employment protections for Leslaiad Gay individuals, and [with] the
mounting evidence of extensive discrimination fabgdhis group in employment settings, it
seems important to understand heterosexism frorarti@nizational decision maker’s
perspective in order to be able to remediate madsdsscrimination in employment decisions”
(Pichler, Varma, & Bruce, 2010, p. 2551). Manylegés and universities have changed in the
past decade and have become increasingly moregssige in their attitudes, and more
sensitized to promoting and retaining Lesbian aagt §&nior administrators who are an integral
part of implementing institutional goals. Theresigl some evidence, however, that Lesbian and
Gay Senior administrators have experiences of istrichination, and that they may fear
coming-out or being open about experiences outbielevorkplace, or that others may overlook
or misunderstand such issues as self-identity. thade issues may be impacting their ability to
lead effectively (Pichler, Varma, & Bruce, 20Renkin, Blumenfeld, Weber, & Frazer, 2010;
Schmidt, Githens, Rocc, & Kormanik, 2012)

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore the péimep of Lesbian and Gay senior

administrators regarding their self-identity andn@eg-out in the workplace, and their perceived

effectiveness as leaders at higher-educationuistiis. Senior administrators in this study were



second line, and reported to the President/ChamaaiIProvost of an institution; their titles were
generally Provost, Vice President, or Dean.
Research Questions
The following research questions were posed far shudy:
(a) What are the lived experiences of self-identifieshian and Gay senior
administrators as leaders at US higher-educatistitutions?
(b) How have Lesbian and Gay senior administrators ritaelehoice in their present
positions to come out at their workplaces?
(c) How do Lesbian and Gay senior administrators peectieir own leadership
effectiveness?
(d) How have Lesbian and Gay senior administratorgmated their self-identity into
their leadership, and how effective do they belithge has been?
Queer Theory
In this study, Queer theory was used to “shed laghggeneral problems and questions of
access, equity, learning, and leadership” thatsigeracross all sectors of postsecondary
education” (Renn, 2010, p. 131). The tePmeerin this particular case was used to transcend
the termsGays, Lesbiangyr Homosexualsand to call these terms into question (Halpin,300
The termdHomosexualsandGayswere used to refer to a group of individuals coagub
predominantly of White males who were associatdétl f@rming the Gay movement in the
United States (Sedgwick, 1991). Queer theory neizegl and acknowledged the gains and
growth of that Gay movement. Therefore, the t@ueerwas used to be more inclusive of

individuals of different races, ethnicity, or gergl@ertens, 2010).
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Queer theory, which continues to evolve, concdnrgritricacies of the construction of
an individual’s identity, and the ways that idengerforms in social situations according to the
context of Western culture (Mertens, 2010). Oftaes, writers use “a postmodern or post
structuralism identity to critique and deconstmncidern theory” (Mertens, 2010, p. 20). Most
theorists work to tear down the traditionally hbkliefs in Western culture that identity is
singular and fixed. Instead, they advocate thahdividuals’ identity can be multidimensional,
and multifaceted too.

Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick is considered to be one elehding advocates and scholars of
Queer studies in academia, and a leading contrilbatihe development of Queer Theory.
Sedgwick (1991) has used literary criticism to dguesthe dominant discourses of sexuality,
race, and gender, and her concept of the “closet’c@ming-out as tools to investigate the basic
binaries of identity. Her belief is that the histal precedent of describing an individual's
sexual identity as a binary is sorely inadequaesi¢®ick, 1991).

Finally, Queer theory was used in this study beediusdvocated that it is impossible to
move outside current conceptions of sexuality. réfuge, no one can actually be defined as
either completely heterosexual, and so an insaecpmpletely homosexual, and therefore an
outsider. Therefore, if one attempts to defineseffeasout of the closet that can only have
meaning compared to those non-heterosexuals who #re closet. Likewise, if one defines
oneself as being outside the definition of the mahsexuality, that only has meaning compared
to those who are inside the defined norms of séyudl is precisely because one term is used to
define the other that a researcher can only negdti@ limits and study “how the boundaries”

between each of them have been “created, reguiatedsontested” (Namaste, 1994, p. 224).
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Significance of the Study

The significance of this study was that it mighiph® reveal some of the perceived
barriers that may have been constructed in thedredemative structure of higher-education
institutions. The challenges and struggles to @ae some of these perceived barriers could be
revealed in the lived experiences of Lesbian angl $gaior administrators for others to
comprehend, and could be used to learn strategieavigate around them. Oftentimes, the
support and coaching opportunities for Lesbian@ag individuals to acquire this knowledge
may be few, and far between.

This study could also provide some insights anatatiies to better understand the so-
called “lavender ceiling” from the narratives oétlvorkplace experiences of Lesbian and Gay
senior administrators who may have dealt with @ erperienced it first hand in their lives or
career paths (Arwood, 2005; Unger, 2008). Thegemances could be an indispensable asset to
Lesbians and Gays who are aspiring to be seniomagtnators and who may be at different
points in their careers, but traveling in the safnection and following similar paths.

Finally, the results of this study could contribtdethe body of knowledge about the
perceptions of Lesbians and Gays’ regarding theaonpf their self-identities and coming-out
on their leadership effectiveness at higher-edanatistitutions. In turn, higher-education
institutions could use the results to be bettepared to create policies specifically geared to
Lesbian and Gay administrators. The policies ctldnore inclusive and avoid perceived
discriminating practices or fears Lesbians and Gagg experience in a predominantly

heteronormative environment.
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Delimitations

A purposeful sample using a snowball technique @vas/n from the self-identified
Lesbian and Gay senior administrators known bye¢lsearcher, his peers in higher education,
and the participants who were interviewed for #tigly and who suggested other participants.
The interviews took place at colleges and univiesin the United States. The participants
occupied a senior-administration level positioa &fgher-education institution for at least 3
years. The senior administrators who were interggewere second-line administrators and
reported to the President /Chancellor or Provostnahstitution; their titles generally were
Provost, Vice President, or Dean. This samplendidnclude college presidents or chancellors.

This study excluded Bisexual and Transgenderediohakls and was not representative
of the community of LGBTQ individuals who were semadministrators at college and
universities. The conscious decision was madecttude Bisexuals, who could be viewed as
straight in some public spheres and might be abénjoy the benefits of acceptance that came
with assumed heterosexuality in a heteronormatnvge@ment. It was also the case that
Bisexuals may choose to be associated with, batralsy have chosen not be to be identified as
Gays or Lesbians (Baumgardner, 2008). In contlfaat)sgendered individuals perceived their
true gender to be opposite to their biological s€Exansgender individuals also decided to
undergo physical, psychological, and emotional gearto become what they believed to be
their true gender (Diamond & Butterworth, 2008).

Limitations
A limitation of this study was the purposive samaihel snowball technique that was used

to select participants; the resulting sample wasemresentative of all Lesbian and Gay senior
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administrators who were leaders in higher educat©ansequently, this work cannot be
generalized to all Lesbian and Gay senior admattists.
Definition of Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following teand definitions are used:

Coming-out. A term used to describe the voluntarily processitidividuals may go
through by making public in varying degrees and sséngir sexual identity, preferences, or
gender identities. The process can also be reféorasbeing outwhich means not concealing
one’s sexual identity, preferences, or gender ilenThe termouting or being outeds used for
making public the sexual identity, preference, emdger identity of another individual who
would prefer to keep this information confidential.

Gay. Adjective commonly used for male homosexualsascdbe individuals whose
primary sexual identity is toward individuals oktekame sex.

Heterosexism.The term used for the assumption that all indiald are or should be
heterosexual. The term excludes the needs, con@erddife experiences of Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual, Transgendered and Queer individuals whdeknowledges those factors for
heterosexual individuals. Some may describe usieedferm as a subtle form of oppression that
acts to reinforce Lesbians and Gays’ invisibility.

Homosexuality.A term used to describe individuals who feel phgycand emotionally
attracted to someone of the same sex. The tegmatéd in the field of psychiatry and once
was used to label individuals who were consideodaet mentally ill, or to have a condition that

was treatable and could be cured.
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Lavender ceiling.Term used to identify when homophobia and heteliesezare an
established part of an organization’s culture anpede the career development and promotional
advancement of Lesbian and Gay individuals.

Lesbian. A term that refers to a woman whose primary skixigatity is toward
individuals of the same sex.

Self-identity. A term that is used to describe ones consciousifabgunique traits,
characteristics, and attributes that an indivigheateives which differentiates that individual for
others. This consciousness and self-identification may whBgending on the role and place of
the individual within a social system.

Senior administrator.An individual who is a second-line administraamd reports to the
President/Chancellor or Provost of a higher-edoaatstitution; the individual is generally
titled Provost, Vice President, or Dean.

Sexual identity.The term used to describe an individual’s innat @mduring sexual
attraction to someone. Sexual identity is fluilentimes individuals use a variety of terms in
combination to describe their own sexual identitis term is sometimes confused wsexual
preferencebput that is very different because it implies aich.

Researcher’s Perspective

When my family moved to the Long Island suburbsegmed as though they had found
Nirvana. While | was growing up and becoming aalescent in Long Island, it became
apparent to me that this was a place of intoleravitere the voices of the minority were not
being heard. People of color were bused into mgllschool, and from a place that no one in

our neighborhood would ever visit. It also becapparent to me that my sexual identity was
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not the same as most of the neighbors, the fanpbesayed on television, and the stories told in
books. My desires and attractions as a male vegrhdse of the same sex.

What was once a Nirvana became a prison for meenmngrdreams had to be hidden, my
hopes stifled, and my sexual identity never allowedpeak its name. Although | was only a
young man, it became apparent to me that the clggdkeand struggles of other individuals—
people of color, women, and religious minorities—+&velosely aligned to mine. Therefore,
from then until now, my research and interests leways been associated with other
individuals who were identified as being membermaforities or marginalized. It was not until
the formation of my dissertation topic that | reatl an individual’'s sexual identity was a
socially constructed concept and could influence'®teadership style. Therefore, this topic
became the focus of my dissertation study. My @awptity and my attachment to the topic have

been both an advantage and a disadvantage to ohyimgsearch.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review encompasses the areas ofdresind Gay self-identity, Lesbian
and Gay leaders in different heteronormative edoicak environments, feminist epistemology
and its relationship to the study of Lesbian ang (8aders, antlesbian and Gay leadership
specifically in higher education. The literaturasanot rich in content for Lesbian and Gay
leaders in particular, or for senior administratanrsd it primarily focused on measuring the
attitudes of those who interact with Lesbian ang (Bdividuals.

As they pertain to Lesbian and Gay studies, raeeder, and sexuality simultaneously
operate in every social situation. These factocaipy both dominant and subordinate positions
in institutions that have social hierarchies emlgedic them (Warner, 1993). These factors were
not treated as personality traits or charactesstidhe literature, but social constructions that
may provide options to individuals in some areas r@strict opportunities for others.

The first part of the review discusses the conoéphesbian and Gay self-identity, its
definition in the literature, and the research stsidhat used the model and theories of identity
development. Beginning with the Cass (1979) Lashiad Gay identity-development model,
other alternative theoretical frameworks were rerei@. This review is followed by that of the
research studies which have used these modelsanidh either as the basis for analysis, or to
prove the model’s or theory’s validity.

Finally, Abes and Jones (2004) conducted a re¢ady svith Lesbian college students,
which was based on an integrated, nonlinear mddaudtiple identity dimensions and
“intersectionality”; this study provides a sharmtiast to the model that was first introduced by
Cass (1979). This section concludes with a restenty that was performed by Abes, Jones, and

McEwen (2007) that reconceptualized a model usedildes and Jones (2004), based on Jones
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and McEwen’s (2000) study of multiple-identity dinsons that drew on feminist theoretical
conceptualizations of multiple identities or ineggonality.

The second part of the review focuses on heters®exand its relationship to a Lesbian
and Gay individual's identity as a leader in the'kpdace. The research that was reviewed
related to the feelings and attitudes of otheth@workplace toward those who were leaders
with a same-sex sexual identity. The remaindehefliterature in this section was concerned
with the effects of coming out and revealing orsggual identity in varying degrees, and the
implications of doing so for an individual in thewkplace. In a recent study by Guittar (2013),
it was found that the meaning of coming-out vage=atly from one individual to another and
can even be dependent on “one’s life circumstarsmsal environments, and personal beliefs
and values” (p. 183).

In the last section, the research of the expergentéesbian and Gay leaders in different
educational settings was reviewed. The researtiisrarea was limited and consisted of
administrators, teachers, and college studentesisian and Gay leaders. The attitudes of their
followers was also included in some of this reskeaespecially that from the past decade, with
many high schools, colleges, and universities fogiiesbian and Gay centers, clubs, and
activities.

Self-Identity of Lesbians and Gays

Lesbian and Gay identity is socially constructed the attitudes and perceptions of
others toward Lesbian and Gay individuals vary widédistorian and philosopher Foucault
argued that sexual identities were socially corstd, and that sexual identities were shaped by
social and historical forces. In other words, thaye histories (Foucault, 1978). Most social

researchers have agreed that factors such asthogity, gender, and sexual identity are
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essentially socially constructed. Although thefentities are simultaneously expressed and
operate in any social situation, sexual identitgdseto be differentiated from gender, ethnic, and
racial factors because those identities develogenmeadily as the result of the presence of a
group identity. In other words, sexual identityrigisible, and its stigmatization provides a lack
of role models and an open group identity (Bringga&'hite, 2001).

Some researchers have attempted to conceptuadingtyddevelopment for Lesbian and
Gay individuals (Brady & Busse, 1994; Cass 197AWwyelli, 1994; McCarn and Fassinger,
1996; Troiden, 1988). The resulting models andtiles that have been used since their
conception, sometimes in hybrid forms, serve aasaslfor some research studies (Bilodeau &
Renn, 2005; Cass, 1984; Fassinger, & Miller, 199drszalek, Cashwell, Dunn, and Heard,
2004).

Stage models and theories have also been critibizeteir linearity, lack of flexibility,
and inability to explain the tendency for some wdiials to backtrack in their development. In
addition, the explanation of Lesbian and Gay idgmtevelopment and its association to coming
out for an individual may be a more subtle develeptmand may happen in degrees at different
times, with different people, even in differentccimstances. In fact, Chickering and Reisser
(1993) stated that self-identity is also developgdalued others. For senior administrators in
higher education, this could mean faculty, mentansl family members had a role the
development in their self-identity. However, “theedominance and persistence of stage models
in the research literature and in current educatipractice suggests that they represent with
some accuracy the developmental process” (BilodeRenn, 2005, p. 26).

Cass (1979) was the first to create a Homosexeatity Formation (HIF) model

consisting of six stages of identity, which wasdzhen her experiences with homosexuals from
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doing clinical work in Australia (p. 219). This walso the first identity-development model for
Lesbians and Gays that focused on sexual idenfitys stage-based model explained an
individual’'s identity development from denial tocaptance and ending in identity synthesis
(Cass, 1979, 1984).

Cass (1984) later did a study that assessed tiktyaf several aspects of her six-stage
model. The responses of the 166 participantsdarstady on the Homosexual Identity
Questionnaire (HIQ) were that they identified thetmas as being in one of the six
developmental stages. This data was comparedwonsdl the stages corresponded with the
respondents’ scores, which were based on itemsldsaribed the stage descriptions of the
model. Cass (1984) hypothesized that the partitgpaho chose a particular stage in their
development would score higher on the items thetrilged that stage. Results provided some
support for the validity of the descriptions and tlee order of the stages, although the data
described a four-stage instead of a six-stage mod® resulting instrument consisted of 210
items, which measured an individual’'s place in ohgix stages: 1) Identity Confusion, 2)
Identity Comparison, 3) Identity Tolerance, 4) ltignAcceptance, 5) Identity Pride, or 6)
Identity Synthesis. One of the limitations of thtady, in addition to the model’s linearity and
inability of individuals to backtrack, was the stredmple, and that the majority of the
participants were White.

Marszalek et al. (2004) used the Gay Identity Qaesgire (GIQ) in their study. The
GIQ was originally designed by Brady and Busse 4)99he GIQ is a brief measure that is also
used by clinicians and researchers to identify @aies in the various stages of homosexual
identity formation. Like Cass’s (1984) HIQ, the@is based on the HIF model and is a shorter

version of it. The GIQ was administered to a sa@bl78 Gay men, and it was found that a
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relationship existed between Gay identity developna&d cognitive development. In addition,
the findings, which were based on statisticallyngigant results, “provided evidence that Gay
identity development can be categorized by con@aetkabstract frames of reference”
(Marszalek et al., 2004, p. 103). The researcalssstated that limitations of their study were a
convenience sample attained from the Gay commueityers in Broward and Palm Beach
counties in Florida, and that the majority of tleetjzipants were White.

Troiden (1988) believed that homosexual identityad@pment was not a linear process
that moved from one stage to another in a stepidgyfashion, but instead, identity development
was a “horizontal spiral” very much like a “springiewed from its side. Troiden’s (1988)
model consisted of four stages: 1) sensitizatipmentity confusion, 3) identity assumption, and
4) commitment. Progression through the stagesdrapim a back-and forth or up-and-down
manner. Finally, the movement may sometimes opertaeven reoccur in different ways for
different individuals. Because they are not boitha sexual identity, Troiden (1988) also
viewed the process as being a way for individualsearceive themselves and adopt a lifestyle.
Troiden (1988) also believed that homosexual idiestare based on an individual’'s generalized
perception of the self as “different” from the tiroee is a child.

D’Augelli (1994) defined six aspects of Lesbian #@waly identity using a stage model,
called a life-span model, but added another esder@mponent—the three cultural and social
factors in which Gay and Lesbian identities emergedsonal subjectivities and actions,
interactive intimacies, and sociohistorical conie®. In the context of these factors, the six
self-identity developmental phases were 1) exitiaterosexual identity, 2) developing a

personal lesbian-Gay-bisexual identity status,e)etbping a lesbian-Gay-bisexual social
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identity, 4) becoming a lesbian-Gay-bisexual ofifsgr (5) developing a lesbian-Gay-bisexual
intimacy status, and (6) entering a lesbian-Gagxial community.

Bilodeau (2003) did a study of the developmentahsgendered students at a large
Midwest university. The study used an adaptatiothe D’Augelli (1994) Lesbian and Gay
identity-development lifespan model to study trarster college students. Interviews were
conducted with two transgender-identified studémtsxamine their developmental experiences
in relation to each of the stages of D’Augelli’'sded The findings revealed that the experiences
of coming-out for the two students were closelgrdid with the six stages of the model.
Bilodeau and Renn (2005) used the same six-stagelmas a theoretical framework for an
exploratory study of LGBT student leaders usingialitative case-study method. The
participants were a purposeful sample of seven L&®hntified undergraduate students. The
researchers found that the data collected genearatifjormed to the D’Augelli’s six-stage model.
An important finding of the study was that, althbube processes of the model were triggered
by leadership experiences, the development of $&kesatity through the stages of the model
was not linear, but instead iterative.

McCarn and Fassinger (1996) created a four-stagbi&e identity-development model
using existing racial and gender identity-developtmeodels designed by other researchers.
They claimed that their model differed from othéentity models in that it had “two parallel
branches that are reciprocally catalytic but noetdianeous: individual sexual identity, and
group membership identity” (p. 521). They alseeredd to phases instead of stages. Therefore,
their model was different because it not only vidwelf-identity as being an individual process,
but also included the development of a group idietiiat an individual has with a minority

group. The four phases were identified as 1) awes®, 2) exploration, 3)
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deepening/commitment, and 4) internalization/sysiheFinally, although the phases were
directional, an individual could revisit earliergges in a different context.

Fassinger and Miller (1997) did a study with a skngb 34 Gay men to determine
whether McCarn and Fassinger’s (1996) Lesbian igeDevelopment model could also be
applied to Gay men. The results supported the modierms of both individual and group
processes, and the designated phases. It wafoalmbthat the model is applicable to Gay men.
Therefore, very much as Cass (1984) found in hetystMcCarn and Fassinger (1996),
determined that Lesbian and Gay “identity developnmeight be a four stage process rather than
a six stage process” (p. 47).

The last phase in McCarn and Fassinger’s (1996)ehafdsay and Lesbian identity
developmentinternalization/synthesiss labeled similarly to Cass’s (1970) last stage of
developmentidentity synthesisin addition, although Cass’s (1984) study vakdiader six-
stage model, the specific measurements of the s@&aes for stages one and two, and stages
five and six, did not differ significantly. Thewet, her findings implied that identity
development might, in fact, be a four-stage modstiead of a six-stage one. She also reported
in her study that the weight of the evidence of“thiscriminant analysis” supported a six-stage
model. D’Augelli (1994) also defined six aspedté esbian and Gay identity, and used a stage
model called a life-span model. Finally, Fassirast Miller (1997) in their study found that the
four phases in McCarn and Fassinger’s (1996) mwdet flexible. Troiden’s (1988) model also
had four stages and was not linear; the stagesl @man overlap or reoccur. Therefore, an
individual could move in one direction, but thatvement might not be sequential. In fact, an

individual could move into different stages at fagne time.
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Finally, Abes and Jones (2004) conducted a studyesbian college students’ self-
identity, which provided an alternative to the ttechal stage models that were first introduced
by Cass (1989). The Abes and Jones (2004) stushdfthat “contextual” factors were
important in the perception of self-identity ford®ans in higher-education institutions. The
study proposed that an individual has multiple tdgmiimensions such as gender, race, social
class, religion, and sexual identity. In their kijaéive study, which was grounded in a
constructivist paradigm, they explored the peraaysiof 10 Lesbian college students using in-
depth interviews to understand the interactiorhefstudents’ sexual identities with other factors
such as class, religion, race, gender, and sdeisd.c The study used narrative inquiry to explore
the stories that revealed the “inner selves” ofgadicipants, using three open-ended interviews.
The data collected was subjected to a comparatialysis. The study found that socially
constructed identities involved a complex inte@etvith other, multiple personal identities that
an individual may form. Therefore, designing seésdio capture that complexity and interaction
is difficult because the participants may not ustierd the importance of one factor of their self-
identity in relation to another factor. For examph the Abes and Jones (2004) study, one
participant, Carmen, perceived no relationship keetwher sexual identity and her ethnicity,
although her narrative of the two was tightly imeven.

The purpose of the Abes et al. (2007) study wédsetmonceptualize” the model used in
the earlier Abes and Jones (2004) research, whachbased on Lesbian identity development
through integrating the factors of “intra persqmalgnitive, and interpersonal domains of
development” (p. 13). Abes and Jones (2004) had tle Jones and McEwen (2000) Model of
Multiple Dimensions of Identity Development, whialas not linear, but instead “a fluid and

dynamic one, representing the ongoing construafadentities and the influence of changing
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contexts on the experiences of identity developim@nt408). Abes et al. (2007) found that it
was important to acknowledge meaning-making indeatity-development model of the
Lesbian students who were interviewed in the AlmesJones (2004) study.

The Abes et al. (2007) study consequently provalédcher portrayal” not only ofvhat
college students perceived among their personasaadl identities, butowthey had come to
perceive them. Therefore, the concephtérsectionalityrecognizes that there are “concurrent,
nonhierarchical experiences of multiple identiti&bes et al., 2007, p. 7).

Abes et al. (2007) believed that the concept ofigkxientity for some individuals is
firmly rooted in the core of their self-identityné primarily formed internally. In other
individuals, self-identity is influenced more bytesnal factors. For example, an external factor
could be an individual’'s environment and the feetlifeom others that form an individual’s
social identity, such as family members, heterogkgaer groups, or career decisions, which in
turn, may be manifested in a positive or negateteidentity for some individuals.

Abes et al. (2007) stated that individuals’ measmmaking of multiple dimensions of
their self-identity is a more holistic view of tdevelopment of their self-identity in a particular
context. It was also suggested by these researtharfuture research should consider other
contextual factors that could influence individuaksxual identity, such as campus culture or
climate.

Recently, Guittar (2013) did a qualitative study86fLGBQ individuals who have come
out to differing degrees who had been recruitedterresearch by employing both snowball and
purposive-sampling techniques. The author usadenged-theory approach with a
constructivist philosophical paradigm, and in-deiptierviews. The participants in this sample

were racially and ethnically diverse, and consistetl2 men and 18 women. The author stated
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that getting a diverse sample was a difficult tasid that most studies of LGBQ individuals are
based on middle-class whites. Of the particip@nhidtar interviewed, 15 identified as Gay, 9 as
Lesbian, 3 as Queer, 1 as Pansexual, and 2 wheraéinot to identify. The findings were that
a single meaning of coming-out could not be form&tiout taking into account the variations
of what that term meant to the participants. Gawddr of coming-out that all participants did
agree upon was that it was transformative, andngoiag process. For some participants, the
process was more of a journey than an affirmatiom;coming-out did mean more than just
acknowledgment to one’s self. Respondents alssidered revealing one’s sexual identity to
either close friends or relatives as partially aogrout, and revealing to everyone who wanted to
know as fully coming-out. An important conclusiohthis study was that its findings align with
the proponents of Queer theory in that participantso are further removed from conventional
dualistic thinking (i.e., they think beyond a gentdmary) were more inclined to deemphasize
coming out to family and friends and focus insteaccoming out as a personal journey of self-
affirmation” (Guittar, 2013, p. 184). Guittar (2)1stated that, although the sample was
ethnically diverse, one limitation of the study what it did not include those who identify as
Black (2 were Bi-racial), or Bisexual.
Lesbian and Gay Self-Identity in a HeteronormativeWorkplace

D’Augelli (1994) defined heterosexism as “the befiet ‘normal’ development is
heterosexual and that deviations from this iderstiteyunnatural, disordered, or dysfunctional”
(p. 312). The concept of heterosexual privilegedefined by Washington and Evans (1991),
was later labeled by Warner (1993), a literaryicrand social theorist, d&teronormativea
form of hegemony. According to Alden and Park€0&), heterosexism sets the stage for the

assumption that is often made at institutions ¢évatyone in the world must be heterosexual. As
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a result, Lesbians and Gays must create their demtities with two societal barriers in place:
“the social invisibility of the defining charactstic of their identity” and the “social and legal
penalties” that are attached to its overt expressicociety (D’Augelli, 1994, p. 314).

Heterosexism, which in this case is ingrained echltural norms and customs of
higher-education intuitions, can be defined asideological system that denies, denigrates and
stigmatizes any non-heterosexual form of behawlentity, relationship or community” (Herek,
1992, p. 89). Herek (1993) believed that collegygs universities only began a few decades ago
to recognize, and respond to attacks and biasesdaail_esbians and Gays on campus. In his
study at Yale Universitin 1993, he reported that the majority of Lesbiand Gays in his study
were forced to live in a world of secrecy and feBurthermore, Herek (1995) believed that it
was essential to challenge existing institutionalcgures that assume an environment of
heterosexism.

Herek (2002) also conducted a study that was dedigmassess gender gaps in a wide
variety of heterosexual respondents’ attitudes tdwavil-rights issues, stereotypical beliefs
about Lesbians and Gays, personal discomfort wedblans and Gays, and affective reactions to
Lesbian and Gay people. Using data from a 19989matRandom Digit Dialing (RDD) survey
(N =1,335), this study examined gender gaps in bstswals’ attitudes toward Lesbians and
Gays, and a variety of other topics related to lgewaality. The data were collected in a
national telephone survey between September 199&1ay 1999. All interviews were
conducted by the staff of the Survey Research Canthe University of California, Berkeley.
Respondents were included in the analyses if thedgated that they were heterosexual.

The findings of this study revealed that the resi@oits were more willing to support

employment nondiscrimination in the abstract trmartdorse enactment of a law. The
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discrepancy was nearly twice as great among hebewas male respondents when compared to
female respondents. Most respondents opposed saxnmaarriage for Lesbians and Gays, with
no significant difference by gender/sex. On resgarto the follow-up question about domestic
partners, both male and female heterosexuals were likely to regard Lesbianism than being
Gay as a choice. Gays were more likely than Leshia be perceived as child molesters. Men
expressed significantly greater discomfort than woraround Gay men, and women expressed
significantly greater discomfort than men aroundhians.

In questions about the recognition of same-sexioglships, Herek (2002) also stated
that Heterosexual men responded significantly megatively to Gay men than to Lesbians and
adoption rights. It was suggested that futureareseneeded to examine further the “antecedents
and correlates of attitudes” toward Gays and Leshiand also “whether (and how) they differ
for heterosexual men and women” (p. 60). The &gance of this research was that it also
demonstrated the importance of differentiating Lasd from Gays, and heterosexual women
from heterosexual men when measuring attitudes@s@arch survey.

A more recent study done by Chonody, Siebert, amnteBge (2009) found that 211
students enrolled in a human-sexuality coursesawheastern university changed their attitudes
toward Lesbians and Gays. The authors used aspyaisttest design on the Index of Attitudes
Toward Homosexuality. A pairgetest was used to determine whether there werdiseynt
changes between the pretest and posttest, and subiscales of the Index of Attitudes Toward
Homosexuality. The findings had important implioas for the study done previously by Herek
(2002) with a different sample. Although the matethe sample scored significantly higher
than females on the pretest, their scores changee om the posttest. Therefore, the exposure

to a course on human sexuality had made significkaamges in the attitudes of both female and
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male Heterosexual students in this particular higitiication environment. A limitation of the
study was that it used a convenience sample, anddiwrse on human sexuality was an elective,
rather than a required course.

Several studies of teachers in education haveriites] the way heteronormativity is both
handled and is prevalent in educational settingsdgr, 2001; Lugg & Koschoreck 2003;
Rankin, 2003; Waldo, Hesson, & D’Augelli, 1998: Wak, 2002). Two studies of Lesbian and
Gay populations in education have been done usingtive inquiry. Valadez and Elsbree
(2005) studied the role of Latino culture and Qumdture, and the role Queers of color play
when negotiating the crossing between culturesivdh educational setting. Hidehiro, Reece-
Miller, and Santavicca (2010) examined the livedeziences of six Lesbian and Gay teachers
who worked in primary and secondary school settingee Midwest region of the United
States.

Both of these studies focused specifically onvilag Lesbian and Gay teachers manage
their sexual identity in relation to their teacigntity in a heteronormative environment. In the
Hidehiro et al. (2010) study, the teachers’ experes were examined in respect to their teaching
in a heteronormative environment such as many beséind Gay teachers have to navigate in
order to pursue their career aspirations. Tharfgglof Hidehiro et al. (2010) revealed that the
six teachers survived by keeping their sexual itleseparate from their identities as teachers for
a number of reasons. The importance of this stvalythat it used the personal experiences of
Queer teachers in the Midwest, and it focused ersgecific ways they constructed and
maintained dual identities as a strategy in a batamative educational environment.

Valdez and Elsbree (2005) studied two teachersadrkngual Latino man and the other

a monolingual White woman, in San Diego Countyasea also known as a borderland because
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it encompasses the area of the Mexico and US bsrdédre wordQueeras used in their study
addressed and encompassed a broader range otlumleyivho were not only Gay, Lesbian,
Bisexual, and Transgendered, but also “inter sexed individuals that were questioning their
sexuality” (p. 172). Unlike the teachers in theléhiro et al. (2010) study, these two teachers
were openly Queer in their work and personal reteihips. The authors used three stories to
demonstrate their “queer border crossings,” anthddffour different characteristics of being a
gueercoyote,or being“ valuable, dangerous, and undesirable all at the $ene to those who
want to cross the border” (p. 175). The signifmaof their study was that it gave a viable
alternative to the strategy of dual identities usgdhe teachers in the Hidehiro et al. (2010)
study.

In the Valadez and Elsbree (2005) study, the twolters acting as Queer coyotes made
it possible for Lesbian and Gay students to creedbundaries of the heteronormative
environment of education. Although they were wogkin secret, their goal was to make
possible Queer border crossings for their studemiscolleagues while they were being
responsible for educating both queer and straighviduals.

In some ways, the Valadez and Elsbree (2005ysigceed with Washington and
Evans’ (1991) conclusions that having heterosexamisdvocates or allies and educating them is
part of an effective strategy for overcoming hesesaial privilege and crossing heteronormative
boundaries. In fact, a recent study by HendersohMurdock (2011)esearched the
implications of evoking transformative learningneterosexuals early in the higher-education
experience. In their study, a teaching tool caflgdided imagewhich is a narrative of thoughts
and suggestions, was used to guide a class ofjeddeidents’ imaginations. The guided-image

activity was used by a teacher in an introductagiadogy college classroom to “invoke the
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sociological imagination” (Henderson & Murdock, 20p. 186). In total, 58 students were
enrolled in the course; and on the day the guideae activity was introduced, 47 students
were presentHenderson and Murdock (2011) found that when thpodpnity arose for
heterosexual college students in this study to tstaed the difficulty of being Lesbian and Gay,
and the limitations of those identities, the guittedgery provided a way to “challenge previous
ideologies, nurture empathy for the ‘other,” ang@lgsociology to the ‘real world’ in which
students live everyday lives” (p. 196). A totala®% of the students had reported having
“negative emotions” when responding to open-endegstions. The emotions most commonly
reported were “loneliness, shame, fear, and an(@e95). In addition, the findings revealed
that many students had increased their empathyefsivians and Gays, and that the process had
both affected their personal development and acedexperiences. Some limitations of the
study were that it was an in-class exercise. Thezestudents experienced the negative
emotions in an artificial environment and knew tlgy not have to remain in that environment,
and they were not able to report how it would tedbe in the others’ shoes for an extended
period of time. Finally, the majority of studemsthe sample were White.

Troiden (1988), who also developed a four-stageahotiidentity development for
Lesbians and Gays, believed that the ability tedb be out or not enabled Lesbians and Gays
to choose the degree to which to integrate themaddentities with their environments, and the
ability to select the different degrees and walerefore, their comingut to others and their
identity development is “emergent,” and never fedlked or absolute,” and “always subject to
modification” (p. 112). There have been few stadrehigher education that investigate coming-

out in an environment of heterosexism at highereatlan institutions.
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A recent study by Brenner, Lyons, and Fassinget@20sed two samples, one of 311
participants and the other 295 participants frono@me national study of same-sexed attracted
individuals to test the hypothesis of predicting grerformance of Lesbian and Gay employees
based on the model of Organizational Citizenshipa®ers (OCB). The model was designed to
theorize the way that the organizational climatehfeterosexism can predict workplace
“outness” for sexual minorities. In this studywias hypothesized that organizational climate for
heterosexism is related to what was terrstaginatization saliencayhich in turn is related to
sexual identity disclosure by an organization’s Eypes. The instrument used was the
Organizational Tolerance for Heterosexism by WE99), which was designed using four
vignettes related to Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexualakearientation discrimination events, and the
respondents’ ratings of the organizational respehseomplaints about the events. Workplace
outness was measured by Mohr and Fassinger’s (ZD@@ess Indicator, which measured the
respondents’ outness in different aspects of thes. For stigmatization salience, the
researchers designed six items to measure thedéwehative self-awareness about Lesbian or
Gay sexual identity.

The findings of the Brenner et al. study revealeabport for the notion that perceptions
of organizational climate for heterosexism aredalyepredictive of workplace outcomes” with a
medium to large effect size (p. 329). Thereforeewemployers were perceived as taking action
against a climate of heterosexism, the employees mere apt to be out to their colleagues,
direct reports, and customers. In addition, stigrasion salience was also found to predict
workplace outness, with the focus on an individaiatigmatized negative minority sexual
orientation being related to fewer individuals cogipbut in the workplace. The relationship

between the level of heterosexism and individu&t@mes was ascertained, and although it
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related to organizational outcomes to some deghneesffect sizes were small compared to those
for individual outcomes. The authors concluded tinganizational compliance, or the efforts to
prevent, diagnose, and respond correctly to wrdrigghavior, and its relationship in this study
to outness was not significant. The authors betiahat organizational compliance may be
more complex, and other variables may moderatadkeciation (e.g., job security, identity
development). A limitation of this study was thia findings cannot be used to generalize to
other samples with Lesbian and Gay employees bea#tentimes, as in this sample and similar
studies, the sample was drawn from states thailptalscrimination based on sexual
orientation.

Connell (2012) did a study in which she intervievd&dLesbian and Gay teachers and
administrators from California and Texas schodsthis study, only one interviewee had
described herself as completely closeted. Theofdbie interviewees reported that they were out
in varying degrees. Connell described the teadbeirgy out on a continuum that consisted of
out only to those not employed at their schools$ townly close friends and other LGBT
coworkers, and out to everyone at the school inctudtudents and their parents. Differences
also existed between the two states from whiclséimeples were drawn. California had more
teachers that were out to everyone, compared tas[e¥hich had more teachers out only to
close friends and other LGBT coworkers. Policytpctions were a big factor and a theme that
emerged from the interviews with the Lesbian ang t8achers. Some interviewees even
accepted positions on the basis of the school’slisocrimination policies.

A contribution of this study was that it revealbeé tvay that a school’s culture or climate
can shape the way individuals come out in the wladexy Therefore, for the interviewees to

come out, many factors both cultural and politizate an issue, and the teachers were definitely
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influenced by the occupational context. In faleg study found that context-specific factors such
as the school’s environment, and the @agndliness of the school, shaped the interviewees
decision-making process and their expression of fexual identity. Therefore, coming-out in
this study was also a social phenomenon that wasglizenfluenced by both the structural and
cultural context of a school. A limitation of thetudy, besides the small convenience sample
that derived from a snowball technique, was thk t#anterviewees of color who may have
made the decision of coming-out from a positiofinodiltiple marginalities” (Connell, 2012,
p. 176).

Feminist Epistemology

By the 1980s, there was an “explosion of reseanchthe effects of leadership on
organizational culture and conditions. The efféetglers had on particular situations and their
relationship to organizations took a center stagering this time, there were also significant
advancements for women and feminists who were ksttaiy their voices and influencing the
language and the interpretation of knowledge idéeship studies (Bass, 1990).

An assumption that has been made in Lesbian andtadies is that the study of race,
gender, and sexuality share a common epistemoldgpér, 1998). Therefore, the 1980s was
also a pivotal point in the study of Lesbian ang &aders because the research of the period
provided a pathway for the study of leadership Wed more diverse and advocated research
approaches that would amplify some of the silena@des of minorities. The research in this
area encompassed women and leadership, and fedisgsurse, and it has influenced
leadership at most college and universities.

Sprague and Kobrynowicz (2004), in their articleFAminist Epistemology,” stated that

the use of the positivist research paradigm andd¢hentific method had its advantages compared
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to earlier research philosophies which “relied aithf and revelation.” They believed that “the
emphasis on systematic procedures presents knosvidaigns in a context that is open to
critique, argument, even refutation” (p. 79). Aatiag to the authors, feminists have criticized
the way knowledge has been generated in socianasesing a positivist paradigm, and the
role of objectivity in attaining knowledge. Thehaitned that some feminists state “objectivity
may be unattainable” and others even “question et is desirable” (p. 84).

Although the authors raised the issue of the preferesearch methods of feminists as
qualitative, and consisting of long, detailed, mnstured interviews with small samples that are
unlikely to represent a population that had unstmed working styles, they did not offer any
research methods or paradigms as alternatives.aMetportant conclusion that could be drawn
from this article is that unless the model of h@saarch is done traditionally eliminates the
inherent domination of the researcher over tha@pants, a connection can only be made with
other researchers, and not with the groups thabeirg studied.

Lesbian and Gay Leadership Effectiveness in HighdEducation

By the end of the 20th century and the beginninthef21st century, it had become clear
that leadership was not defined by ethnicity, slator, gender, or sexual identity. There is a
significant body of research concerned with theléeship skills and abilities of LGBT students
on college campuses in professional associati@asleanic clubs, and athletic teams (Griffin,
1992; Herek, 1986; Leider, 2000, 1994; Renn & B#ad, 2005). These research studies
addressed the leadership style preferences of L€&iége students, which are often open to
unique challenges and demands in the academic caitynhe students in most of these
studies were out to their family, friends, and staates. The workplace experiences of Lesbian

and Gay senior administrators in their quest teebders in higher education may be similar and

35



may encompass many of the same challenges and derBbhBTQ students on college
campuses.

Renn and Bilodeau (2005) explored the relationbletween students’ involvements in
the leadership of LGBT student organizations amedoiitcomes that were associated with
leadership development and LGBT identity. The aed®e question posed was “What, if any, is
the relationship between involvement in leadersiign LGBT student organization and student
outcomes related to leadership development and L@8&ftity?” (p. 343). The researchers
believed there were common themes in the literahaewere associated with leadership skills,
which were not unique to student leadership expeeés in identity-based groups. Nonetheless,
these skills were acquired differently for womeeaogple of color, Lesbians, Gays, Bisexuals, and
Transgendered students because they were acquieedifferent context.

The theoretical framework used by Renn and Bilod2805) was the leadership identity
development (LID) model. This model assumes thaitet are six stages of leadership
development through which an “individual moves tarecreasingly complex, deeper
understanding of leadership, community, and seléiation to others” (p. 347). Based on the
exploratory nature of the research questions,dbearchers selected a grounded-theory
approach. They selected a purposive sample ofGBT-identified student leaders and activists
from three institutions in the Midwest. They usgzen-ended interviews and applied the LID
model to the data. The findings confirmed thabimement in leadership and activism promoted
the development of leadership identity that wagiieego LGBT identity. The significance of
this study was that it found LID model to be a pdwetool with which to analyze and
understand identity-based leadership experienitedso pointed out that there is a need to learn

much about identity-based leadership in general iangarticular, LGBT student leadership.
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The literature related to LGBT administrators igamizations encompasses leadership,
heterosexism, sexual identity, coming out, and cv@ing the challenges of a being a minority,
and sometimes being a marginalized group in sacigtyfortunately, the research of Gay and
Lesbian leaders in higher education is sparse. fdimestudies that were reviewed either
involved both Gays and Lesbians or addressed nesgooup.

Andreas (2005) studied the interrelationship betwessbian leaders and community-
college experiences, values, priorities, practara$identity. This qualitative phenomenological
study involved five Lesbian administrators from \Wagton State Community College. The
findings suggested that Lesbian college adminmtsgbossessed many of the same values,
priorities, and practices that were identified éorfecessary for the new generation of community
college leaders. The significance of the findingthis research study was that the reason the
Lesbians possessed many of these qualities waththabelonged to a minority group. A
limitation of this study was that only communitylege administrators were studied who may
have worked in a unique culture and environmennhfother types of colleges in the United
States. Therefore, the findings cannot be traabferto other higher-education institutions.

Another study by Kenny (2008), which also took plat a community college, studied
Lesbian leaders. The purpose of this study waxpdore, through their own stories and
journeys, the way Lesbian leaders influence antsfoam the dominant community college
culture. In this study, five Lesbian leaders wiaeterviewed, but each held a different position at
different levels within a community college: DirectAssociate Dean, Dean, Executive Vice
President, and President/Executive Dean. Thigtgtiaké “micro ethnographical” inquiry posed
two research questions: 1) In what ways do Lesl@aners of community colleges influence the

dominant heterosexual community college culturelh 2yhat ways do Lesbian leaders of
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community colleges transform the dominant heteragaegommunity college culture? The
researcher found that the “five lesbian leadelsi@miced and transformed dominant,
homonegative, and hegemonic community college mstup. 195). In addition, this influence
assisted other Lesbian leaders in the communitgg®l‘to come out, stay out, and make a
difference in their lives” (p. 185). The signifioze of this study was the fact that these Lesbian
leaders decided to actively challenge and expasexhlusiveness of a dominant culture of
heterosexism and come out in order to transfornexperience for other individuals at the
college such as students, staff, and faculty. autbor concluded by stating that her dissertation
would not have been possible without the grounadddrey research of Andreas (2005).

Atwood (2005) conducted a study of Lesbian and IBaglers using a concept borrowed
from the workplace known as tilgéass ceilingwhich has been used as an analogy for women
and minorities who hit an invisible, but hard-toeosome ceiling in their quest to attain higher-
level positions in an organization. The authorligoigthe concept, but changed the name to the
pink ceilingfor Lesbians and Gays in the workplace. In fdet,author even used a survey
instrument that was originally designed and adrtenesi by the US Merit Systems Protection
Board entitled “A Question of Equity: Women and tBkass Ceiling in the Federal
Government.” But the author revised the term ireotd study how Lesbian and Gay workers
confront similar barriers as women do in the woakgl (p. 49). The study used a concurrent
mixed-methods approach in which quantitative aralitptive data were gathered using on-line
surveys. The survey, which was administered toré$fiondents, reported data in seven
separate sections: demographic and work expereaiee career information, future plans,

general observations, open response question,ajeatationship to data from the glass-ceiling
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survey, and a summary of the first four sectiofibe findings revealed that Lesbians and Gays
experienced a similar type of glass ceiling to wonmetheir career aspirations.

In the results that were reported, the significamicinis study was that it identified
factors that affected the promotion of Lesbians @agls. The first factor was sexual identity,
which was rated as having a “somewhat negative i 34.9%” and “very negative effect by
12.8% “of the respondents. The second factor ifilethia heterosexual as having a “very
positive effect by 11.8%” and “a somewhat posigfiect by 30.9 %" for the same respondents
(p. 64). Therefore, this research suggested taslbian and Gay employees perceived that their
ability to advance in an organization was beingedgd if they had a different sexual identity.
More importantly, the researcher concluded in #g@dmmendations for further research that
“qualitative research within one or more organ@asi, consisting of in-depth interviews with
Gay and Lesbian employees, their coworkers, masaged the executive leadership, could
yield more rich and varied data” (p. 103).

Last, Coon (2001) conducted a qualitative crossicaad study that researched the
leadership characteristics that were common to @agld_esbians who were out and occupied
high profile positions. Using a sample of 21 Lesisiand 29 Gays, the author used opened-
ended questionnaires and a Leadership Practicationyethat was designed and tested for
reliability and validity. This study was significkin that it found that the sample perceived
limitations that exist for Gay and Lesbian leadeh® oftentimes had to overcome the challenges
of homophobia and heterosexism. In addition, thdysfound that Lesbians and Gays existed in
a world of heterosexism that prevented them frojoyeémg the same basic rights and freedoms

as others. Finally, it was also found that Lesbiand Gays were not like other marginalized or
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minority groups in that they are “socialized” irethyouth to be a member of a predominantly
heterosexual society.

Coon (2001) concluded that Gays and Lesbians, whweout felt more empowered, and
that coming out had significantly improved theidership experiences. A limitation of this
study was that it depended on the writing skilld ahilities of its participants instead of face-to-
face, in-depth interviews, which may have enabltedrésearcher to ask follow-up questions or
probe when necessary for a deeper understandithg oésponses.

Although the last four studies of Lesbian and Geaders summarized here were closely
aligned and related to the current research tauaded on Lesbian and Gay senior
administrators’ leadership, those studies did pet#ically address the self-identity and
perceived leadership effectiveness of college orarsity senior administrators, or the effect

their coming-out had on their workplace experiences
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this qualitative phenomenologiaadigtwas to explore the perceptions of
Lesbian and Gay senior administrators regardinig siaf-identity and coming-out in the
workplace, and their perceived effectiveness adelesaat higher-education institutions. Senior
administrators in this study were second line, @mbrted to the President/ Chancellor or
Provost of an institution; they were generallyettlProvost, Vice President, or Dean.

The following research questions were posed farshudy:

(a) What are the lived experiences of self-identifieshian and Gay senior

administrators as leaders at US higher-educatistitutions?

(b) How have Lesbian and Gay senior administrators ritaelehoice in their present

positions to come out at their workplaces?

(c) How do Lesbian and Gay senior administrators peectieir own leadership

effectiveness?

(d) How have Lesbian and Gay senior administratorgmated their self-identity into

their leadership, and how effective do they belithat has been?
Paradigm and Theoretical Perspective

According to Creswell (2007), philosophical assuom influence researchers’ views of
the nature of reality as ontology and also affecis researchers know what they know through
epistemology, describe the role of values througblagy, decipher the language of research as
rhetoric, and unravel the process of the reseagsigd and methodology. The philosophical
assumptions they adopt are acknowledged implititlgugh the researchers’ philosophical
worldviews, the research design they have chokeinr, strategies of inquiry, and the research

method that they have used (Creswell, 2009).
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Therefore, for this qualitative phenomenologicaldst a social-constructivist paradigm
was used. Social constructivists believe thatviddials develop subjective meanings from their
experiences. Constructivists reject the view difpasts that there is an objective truth waiting
to be discovered. Instead, truth and meaningnstcacted out of the engagement of the
researcher with the world. The constructionishstealso maintains that different people may
construct meaning in different ways, even in relatio the same phenomenon (Creswell, 2013).

The constructivist philosophical paradigm was ideakhis study of Lesbian and Gay
senior administrators. Constructivist researcheesconcerned with the context of the place
where the participants live or work, and the preagfsnteractions that takes place between the
participants and others (Creswell, 2007). Thislgtaddressed Lesbian and Gay senior
administrators’ lived experiences and exploredrtherceptions regarding their self-identity and
coming-out in the workplace, and their perceivddaiveness as leaders at higher-education
institutions.

Finally, constructivists stress the importance afihg an understanding that should be
from the point of view of the individuals whosediy experiences occur within a social reality.
Although the lived experiences may have occurradide the awareness of Gay and Lesbian
senior administrators, it was brought to consciesgsrfrom their telling of the experiences of
their daily lives in the workplace at higher-edugatinstitutions.

Axiology

In the axiology of the constructivist research pagm, the basic ethical concerns of the
participants who were being studied were definethibyBelmont report and other governing
boards, but the study also stressed the importainittes researcher remaining in a neutral

position as an “objective observer’ and “getting tacts right” (Mertens, 2010, p. 16). This
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study borrowed from the ethical concerns of femgwgho advocate the utmost respect for
human relations between the researcher and panitsipand the upholding of social justice
(Mertens, 2010).

Ontology

The ontology of the constructivist paradigm recagsithat there are multiple
interpretations of reality. Therefore, it alloves the existence of “multiple mental
constructions,” and acceptance of these multigkrpmetations of reality as being equally
legitimate (Mertens, 2010, p. 16). There is nceotiye reality that can be known.

In this study, the researcher was aware that sediministrators had not found or
discovered the knowledge of their workplace expe@s, but instead had constructed or created
them. When analyzing the data that was colledtediever, the researcher allowed for the
categories and themes to “emerge as they havedoesiructed by the participants” (Mertens,
2010, p. 16). The study adopted a feminist approacefining the construction of self, and
viewed the self as “relationally” and ‘interactidlyacomposed, with “its construction being
historically, culturally and contextually specifand also subtly changing in different
interactional circumstances” (Stanley & Wise, 1993195).

Epistemology

In the constructivist paradigm “the inquirer and thquired-into are interlocked in an
interactive process” that centers on the meanirighofvledge as it is defined through a “more
personal, interactive mode of collection” (Merte2810, p. 19). Therefore, the data and its
interpretation are grounded in contexts and perttatsare separate from the researcher’s.

In this study, a feminist epistemology was usedive voice to a group of participants

who were Lesbian and Gay administrators who may le@en historically denied that voice. In
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other words, the model for the epistemology fos gtudy that was used replaced the traditional
control and domination of the positivist paradigmivone of connectivity and nurturing. This
approach thereby enabled the formation of a relahig with the Lesbian and Gay senior
administers in the study that could be viewed ‘a®oastructed collaboration” (Sprague &
Kobrynowicz, 2004, p. 91).

Participant Selection

According to Creswell (2007), it is crucial to knavihom to sample. In the case of this
study, the choice was made based on the criticedfaf the accessibility and convenience of
the participants because not all Lesbian and Gaipisadministrators are officially out or
recognized. In this study, it was critical to fimdlividuals who were “accessible, willing to
provide information, and distinctive for their aogplishments,” and who were able to shed light
on a particular phenomenon (Creswell, 2007, p..1I%ke individuals who were interviewed for
this study were self-identified Gays or Lesbian®wlcupied a senior administrative position at
a college or university for at least 3 years; wenen colleges and universities in the United
States; and were not presidents and chancellorshase reporting directly to them.

A snowball technique of purposive sampling wasluseselect the participants. A
snowball technique is a nonprobability samplingvimch the researcher begins by initially
identifying a few individuals who meet the criteata participant for the study. These
participants are then asked to identify other pmdéparticipants that they may know. The
process is repeated until the researcher has tadlsafficient data from a number of
participants (Merriam, 2009).

Therefore, the first step in the sampling proceas to identify, from the available

population, one or more participants who met thea of being a self-identified Lesbian or
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Gay senior administrator in higher education inlimted States and had occupied that position
for at least 3 years. Colleagues and professiemglaintances the researcher knew well were
used to help identify the initial participants whitathe criteria of being a participant in the syud
these potential participants were part of the neseas’ personal network of colleagues, friends,
or associates. An email was sent to these indigdilnat consisted of an Invitation to Participate
in Study and a copy of the Informed Consent Foree &ppendix A and Appendix C), which
were approved by the Colorado State UniversitySW&) IRB. The email was sent only to a
private email account from a secured and firewati@thputer that was password protected and
could be accessed only by the researcher; it wiagarbof a network.

Once the initial participants were identified, d@dbial potential participants for this
study were selected using a snowball techniquesréefbre, in the second part of the sampling
process, the researcher asked the initial partitcspaho consented to take part in the study to
assist in identifying other potential participantso would be willing to be interviewed. In
addition, gatekeepers in higher education who kimelividuals who would make good
candidates were encouraged to send the email éo ptitentially interested or eligible persons,
even if the gatekeeper could not participate.

To minimize the risk of violating any potential gaipants’ privacy when using the
snowball technique, a Snowball Recruitment Lettee(Appendix D) was sent by the initial
participants’ or gatekeepers’ and not by the redearinstead of the individuals being identified
to the researcher. Interested potential parti¢gpaontacted the researcher by email or phone. In
this way, the researcher did not contact the refeimdividuals and had no information about

them without their knowledge or permission.
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Additionally, maximum variation was used as a sangpstrategy. Maximum variation
sampling is a “strategy for purposeful samplingdttbompensates for small samples by
“capturing and describing the central themes argyoal outcomes that cut across a great deal of
participant or program variation” (Patton, 20011p2). Therefore, in this study, as the
participants were identified, other participantgevehosen based on the variation they would
provide to the study. The variation in this stunigluded participants from institutions or states
that did not have Lesbian and Gay benefits or gt®n for them to marry, to ensure that
different types of work environments were includiedhe study. In addition, participants were
included who worked in public and private collegesl universities in both urban and rural areas
of the United States.

Lincoln and Guba (1985) recommended a samplingteeteachieves a point of
saturation or redundancy. This is the point atclhihere is no new information that can be
gained from additional participants selected throtige purposeful sampling or a snowball
technique. In their more recent study, for exam@leest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006) found the
point of saturation for the themes in their stuflywomen in two West African countries. In this
study, they systematically documented “the degfekata saturation and variability over the
course of thematic analysis” (p. 1). The reseascescovered that theme saturation had been
achieved after the first 12 of their 60 in-depttemiews. In fact, after only six interviews, the
basic elements for their meta-themes were present.

In the present study, the interviews were perforioneid there was sufficient depth of
information and redundancy of data to fulfill therposes of the study, and to answer the

research questions. As the study progressed aideely the researcher continued to interview
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participants until the point of redundancy in enmegghemes was reached, and no new
information emerged, and nothing new could be adyeplerforming additional interviews.

Therefore, from a population of self-identified bean and Gay senior administrators at
colleges and universities in the United Stateswleae available, a sample of eight participants
was interviewed for this study. The interviews g&vperformed with an emphasis on the
researcher listening and following the directiohghe participants. The researcher came
prepared and remained open-minded during the ietg@sy shared concerns, and was aware of
asking leading questions.

Methodology

This study used a qualitative phenomenological @ggr within a constructivist
paradigm. Phenomenology was first introduced by&ad Husserl (1859-1938), a German
mathematician who felt that scientific research teduse of positivism was an inadequate
explanation of the world around him (Husserl, 198470). Husserl preferred the wact to
define the experiences that have meaning becaasadahning of a phenomenon is in the act of
experiencing it, and not in the object itself (Mtakas, 1994). Husserl believed that anything
that was “outside immediate experience must bergghand in this way, the external world is
reduced to the contents of personal consciousii€ssenewald, 2004, p. 4).

Moustakas (1994), who was heavily influenced bydeus(1931), stated that from his
perspective some of the common elements of phenaloginal research were that it withholds
judgment, maintains an open view of the world,rafits to describe things as they actually are,
and meanings are interpreted through the use feftdction. Therefore, the researcher is
encouraged to reflect first inwardly on his peregivneaning of the experience, and then

outwardly to shift that reflection to the ones lgeinterviewed.
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Knowledge and understanding are believed to bgiated and take place in a world that
can be explained through the lived experienceadif’iduals (Bryne, 2001). This means that
everything should be regarded from the “perspeai@nsciousness,” and that one is “to look
at all objects from the perceptive of how theyexperienced, regardless of whether or not they
‘actually’ are the way they are being experiencgsibrgi, 2009, pp. 87-88). Therefore, this
phenomenological approach to the study of the Iexgaeriences of Gay and Lesbian senior
administrators at higher-education institutionsvad their individual voices to be heard, and
their experiences of coming-out in the workplacéeaslers to be captured. Participants were
encouraged to reflect on past experiences in oglati current ones.

According to van Manen (1990), the objective ommse of phenomenology is to reduce
lived experiences to the essence of the phenomearioch means “to capture a certain
phenomenon of life in a linguistic description tieholistic and analytical, evocative and
precise, unique and universal, powerful and semsSi{p. 39). Phenomenology as a
methodology was best suited to the research questibthis study because it captured the first-
person accounts of the unique experiences of defftified Gay and Lesbian senior
administrators presently at higher-education iagtihs in the context of their coming-out in
their workplaces. This methodology was also usszhbse it collected the lived experiences
from the individuals who had experienced the phesian, and it reached out to the Lesbian and
Gay leaders to engage their voices, which may baea sometimes excluded by a
heteronormative environment (Mertens, 2007).

Data-Collection Methods
In this phenomenological study, in-depth interviawese used as a method of data

collection for the Lesbian and Gay senior admiatstis to gather “data on the topic and
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questions” for the study. The interviews were agtdd to “involve an informal, interactive
process” utilizing “opened ended comments and guest(Moustakas, 1994, p. 114). In-depth
interviews are a particular field of research ia ttata-gathering process designed to generate a
focus on specific research questions such as the thiat were formulated in this study.

The interviews were recorded and notes taken ibtée the interview, and to ask
follow-up questions. The face-to-face interviewsk place in a private setting that was chosen
by the participants, or was done electronicalbhét was not possible, using Skype conferencing
software, at a time that was both convenient amdagpiate for the interview.

The face-to-face interviews were recorded usingray3CD-AX412 Digital Voice
Recorder. SKYPE version 6.110.102 conferencintn&ot was used for this process. The
interviews were recorded using SKYPE Recorder @.0.2oftware on a HP Compaqg 8200
Desktop computer. Before the interviews were peréa, the consent form was sent to the
participants by email using a private email accdrorh a secured home computer; the form had
to be signed and returned by participants (see Agiged). When the form had been read,
signed, and returned electronically to the researche interview was scheduled according to
the availability of each participant.

The Sony digital voice recorder that was used ¢onethe interview was kept in a
locked drawer, which could only be accessed usikgyahat was retained by the researcher.
The HP Compaq 8200 Desktop computer and the filswere created on it, including any
notes or the reflective journal, were labeled ugiagudonyms and kept on the computer, which
was firewalled and had a password that could besset only by the researcher. The data and

consent forms for the study are to be kept for&geonce the study is over and the research has
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been documented to the satisfaction of the digs@mtaommittee; after that time, these contents
will be destroyed. Any written notes or correspamcke will also be shredded.

Open-ended, guiding interview questions were useithd researcher to elicit the most
information in the time that was allotted for tiéerviews, which in this case was to be from
approximately fifty to ninety minutes (Law et al998). Pertinent follow-up questions were
asked of the participants during the interviewdd $o the richness, depth, and accuracy of the
data that was collected.

The interviews were transcribed using a rigorous thorough orthographic and verbatim
account. Therefore, nonverbal expressions sucitt@snces were also transcribed (Gibson &
Brown, 2009). A transcription service called RE¥hich had a verbatim option and which was
highly recommended by colleagues and studentswasdated by several consumer
organizations as safe and secure, was used. [Esevere submitted from the interviews in their
digital form, from either the face-to-face or th€X3°E recordings, and were securely stored and
transmitted using 128-bit SSL encryption, the hgjltevel of security available. The company
REV never shares files or personal information \aitlyone outside of the company. The files
are only visible to the professionals who transmlikhem and have signed a strict confidentially
agreement. A copy of that confidentiality agreetiveas kept on file by the researcher.
Requests can be made by the researcher to the ngrapany time to delete files that were
submitted. In addition, the interviews were re@aravith no identifiers, used pseudonyms, and
were transcribed using the same pseudonym. Asqursiyi noted, they were kept in a safe,
secure, and locked place to which only the researtthd access, and the transcribed interviews

were never moved from that secured place.
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Hatch (2002) stated that, in phenomenological rebeanterviews are the principal way
to collect that data and tlesearcheiis responsible for designing the instrument. Tioeeg the
guiding interview questions that were asked byrésearcher were based on the research
guestions and the review of the literature that d@se for this study. The guiding interview
guestions were formed predominantly from reseatatlias about Lesbian and Gay self-identity
formation, and the attitudes and beliefs concerhmgpian and Gay senior administrators in
their roles as leaders in higher-education institigt (see Appendix B). The guiding interview
guestions were designed by the researcher to eaghter'wholeness” of the experience rather
than just fragments or pieces of it, and to obt@experiences of the participants from their
first-person accounts (Moustakas, 1994).

The guiding interview questions that were used vopen-ended and began with a
guestion that was related to participants’ prepesttion and responsibilities (see Appendix B).
This introductory question was used to break tkeaind allowed the participants to open up to
the interview process. It also set the stage ftnusting” and open environment that the
participants found comfortable for expressing thelires (Moustakas, 1994). The rest of the
guiding questions were designed to encourage pgaatits to provide information about their
lived experiences as leaders in their presentipasitto encourage them to provide detailed
information about their experiences concerningpthenomenon of comingut in the workplace,
and to explore their beliefs about being a Gayestian leader in higher education, and the
impact of that role on their leadership effectivene

The guiding interview questions did not vary ovard, and the only words that were
changed were used to address the individual paatits (i.e., Lesbian or Gay), and this standard

was verified by an analysis of the transcripts fitw@ interviews that were performed (Mertens,
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2010). The researcher kept in mind the importarieeaintaining the consistency of the
guestions so that the same information was collieftteam each participant.

In addition, Wolcott (1995) recommended that, ateénd of an interview, questions be
asked such as “Do you have any suggestions abeuttdrview?” (p. 115), and “Are there
topics we should had explored that | haven't asksaut?” (p. 116). This approach was used to
achieve two objectives: It encouraged a feelingatual respect and willingness to collaborate
with the participant, and it also enabled the reges to discover more about the interview that
was captured. Oftentimes, participants elaboratedrevious questions that were asked in the
interview. This protocol also ensured that eatérinew captured the unique lived experiences
and the phenomenon of the participant as a Leslri&@ay senior administrator in the workplace
environment.

Finally, the transcribed transcripts were analyin@shediately upon getting them back
from the REV transcribing service, and again, ti&enany changes the participants requested
after completing their member checking. The chamgere made after the transcribed
interviews were sent to the respective participémtshem to read; if necessary, any material
was altered on the transcript that they deemee todccurate or that may have compromised
their anonymity. The transcripts were also readhigyparticipants for completeness and
transparency. This process allowed for early datdyses and assisted the researcher in doing
subsequent interviews effectively. In fact, thadiag of the transcripts enabled the researcher to
judge the effectiveness of the interviews, identdynmon themes or threads compared to other
interviews, and acquire new information. Readimgtranscripts immediately after the
interviews were transcribed also gave the reseaarhepportunity to discover whether any gaps

existed in the data collection before the dataymmalwas performed (Hatch, 2002).
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Data Analysis

The process ghhenomenological reductiomas used to analyze the data that was
collected from the in-depth interviews in this st@ohen, 2001). In this process, the
researcher engaged imedlexive analysigFinlay, 2003, 2005), or the process of “movinglba
and forth in a kind of dialectic between experieand awareness; between studying the parts
and the whole” (Finlay, 2008, p. 6). The objectfehis reflexive analysis was to come as close
as possible to understanding the experiences ligetyby the participantsin addition, the
researcher identified themes or trends emerging tiee data as they related to the experiences
of the participants; these themes were the basighfenomenological descriptions (van Manen,
1990). Finally, the researcher determined the comthemes that emerged from the
experiences of the participants in the study, ardted a “composite description” that
represented “the essence of the phenomenon” (Cle2a@7).

Before the data was analyzed, the researcher wasasstemain cognizant of any past
knowledge and experiences as a leader and in parfgrduties at an institute of higher
education. Therefore, bracketing, sometimes refieto aepochgsuspension)wvas adopted
before the analysis of the data from the interviexas performed (Sandberg, 1995). The
objective of the bracketing was to ensure that fdsearcher did not let” his “past knowledge be
engaged” while interpreting the “mode or conterftthee present lived experiences of the
participants (Giorgi, 2009, p. 96). According halé (1971), in order for a researcher to follow
phenomenologicapocherequired “that looking precede judgment and thdgment of what is
‘real’ or ‘most real’ should be ‘suspended’ until @ the evidence is in” (p. 36). In this case,

that meant until all of the interviews were perfean
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Therefore, after identifying a phenomenon, theasdeer of this study of Lesbian and
Gay senior administrators bracketed his past knigder experiences in the workplace from
those of the participants (Giorgi, 2009). Theexifle question was asked by the researcher to
determine what was bracketed: “Did my past expess in higher education or the workplace
have potential to either reduce or magnify theificance of this phenomenon to the ‘essence of
meaning being constructed’ (Myerhoff & Ruby, 1992)Rikewise, it was essential for the
researcher to keep in mind that bracketing is ‘tomsed between the researcher and the research
project,” and it involved “personal and professiselves,” and the “integration and awareness
of each aspect in regard to the research procésfio(d & Newman 2012, p. 87).

After the adoption of bracketing, the transcriptshe interviews of the lived experiences
of Lesbian and Gay senior administrators in theaspnt position at higher-education institutions
were subjected to a process of phenomenologicattiesh. Phenomenological reduction is a
deliberate attempt of the researcher to remain tparphenomenon being studied (Groenewald,
2004). This approach to the data analysis wassogetd to the research question of this study,
“What are the lived experiences of Lesbian and §&yor administrators as leaders at higher-
education institutions?” The first-person accouwitthe participants’ lived experiences provided
the data that was used to analyze and exploredbéarch question.

Step one of the analysis was to have a total imorers the data, which was achieved by
reading and rereading the transcripts several t{(@eken, 2001). The researcher also listened
repeatedly to the digital audio recordings of thtenviews. This enabled him to engage in an
“active and sustained reflection,” and to “dwelthvihe data and interrogate it” (Finlay, 2008, p.
5). In this first step, in order to understand phenomenon that the participants have

experienced, “significant statements, sentencegyotes” were highlighted, defined, and
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isolated (Creswell, 2007, p. 25). In this procéiss,researcher identified specific statements
from the transcripts that gave insights about ihedl experiences of the participants, and he
listed the expressions relevant to those expergentle significant statements were extracted
from the verbatim transcripts and put into a tald viewed collectively without being in any
sequence or order; doing this was for the purpbsgeatifying the perspective of the
participants who had lived the experiences of cgruut in the workplace as senior
administrative leaders in higher education asigeifitified Lesbians or Gays (Moustakas, 1994).
In step two of the analysis, a method knowmha@szontalizationwas used to analyze the
highlighted significant statements, sentencesuoteas from step one. The researcher used
horizontalization. or analysis “ in a state of opess and freedom, [which] facilitates clear
seeing, makes possible identity, and encouragdsdkeng again and again that leads to deeper
layers of meaning” (Moustakas, 1994, p. 96). Heisond step enabled the researcher to identify
themes that were treated as equally importanti@odcover the layers of meaning that were
derived from the lived experiences of the senigniadstrators. In this step, the researcher
studied the identified significant statements, mlahtified clusters in the statements that were
then used to create themes or meaning units (Mkastd994). When evaluating the significant
statements, it was determined whether the expressiotained a moment of the experience that
was necessary to an understanding the phenoméhaerpts from literature review were used
to shed light and meaning on the terminology thas wsed by the participants in the study.
Step three was to analyze the themes from stepawieate a list of the recurring,
central, and dominant expressions, and to idettidythemes that captured elements of the
fundamental meaning of the phenomenon (Moustalé®®l)1 The words or phrases from the

interviews of the Lesbian and Gay senior adminigtga lived experiences were highlighted and
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defined according to where the themes or trendsaep in the transcripts and that were
identified in step two. This analysis of the attwards from the participants’ lived experiences
was used to establish the themes, or trends.idrstép, the researcher used the themes, or
meaning units, to provide a description of what emgerienced, and how it was experienced by
the participants from the different points of vieiwtheir Lesbian and Gay identities, and their
positions as senior administrators in higher edangMoustakas, 1994). This process is called
imaginative variationand it was used to form the underlying textualctre of the
phenomenon.

Step four was used to determine the common thelma¢®merged from the participants
in the study, and whether the themes formed grouphisters of meanings. The common
themes that emerged were used to create an exleds#tcription of the participants’
experiences of the phenomenon. This type of desaniis often referred to assauated
structural descriptior{(SSD) (Polkinghorne, 1989). SSDs were creategdch participant, and
then a comparison was made of the participantsdardo identify shared themes.

In this fifth step, the researcher knit together shared thematic horizons of the
participants that had emerged in order to createnagposite textual description that was
representative of the integration of the partictpalived experiences (Conklin, 2007;
Moustakas, 1990). Therefore, in this fifth ste@sdd on the textural and structural descriptions
that were created, a “composite description” teat@sented “the essence of the phenomenon”
and “focuses on the common experiences of thecgaatits” was created (Creswell, 2007, p.
62). This fifth step of the data analysis alloviedfull, rich, and thick descriptions of the
findings, which were necessary in a phenomenolbgicay (Tuckett, 2005). This process is

also referred to by Moustakas as “intuitive intéigra’ (1994, p. 100).
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The process of the phenomenological reduction ea®pned until saturation occurred.
Saturation was determined by the level at whichddt@ analysis no longer provided any new
themes or cluster of meanings that contributethéocomposite textual description of the essence
of the meaning of the phenomenon of the particpédtaun & Clark, 2006).

Trustworthiness

The examination of trustworthiness is crucial tsuwe credibility in qualitative research
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). One vital factor in qualitze research is the rigor, trustworthiness, and
authenticity of the data collection. Another is thclusion of the participants in a “balanced
way” in the research process, and keeping themeawfaheir respective constructions of reality,
and of acting on their own behalf (Lincoln & Guli®89).

Lincoln and Guba (1985) stated that member chedkitige most integral, and important
part of establishing credibility because it prowda opportunity for participants to evaluate
what they intended to say, correct any errors @ngrinterpretations, and possibly volunteer any
additional information. More importantly, membdérecking provided an opportunity for the
participants in this study to evaluate the sounslio¢she data and confirm the data record that
was transcribed.

Member checking was part of a strategy so thap#ingcipants were able to self-correct
during the research process (Morse, Barrett, Ma@ésgn, & Spiers, 2002). In this study, it
allowed the participants to provide assurance,gif@edback, that there was not any
misinterpretation of their statements or experisnce

In qualitative research, another way of achievireglibility is by keeping a reflective
journal. The researcher had shared some commarierpes of the participants and could

easily have projected his own feelings about tleogeeriences onto the participants of the study.
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For example, the researcher has worked in highgratitbn, in both administrative and faculty
positions, and conceivably could have shared sdrtteedived experiences of the participants
who were also employed in higher education. Tleegfto remain aware of the influence of
prior experiences or knowledge, the researcher&egfiective journal and incorporated the
practices of reviewing parts or all of the data @sdnterpretations, in order to identify personal
feelings and their potential effects on data ctibecand analysis (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). A
reflective journal provided a way to record theegasher’s affective experiences during the
study, and also provided a place to reflect what @ecurring during the research process and to
record how the researcher felt about the experi@iatch, 2002).

Drawing upon a reflective journal also provided‘mside view of the research process,”
enabling the researcher to make “connections betwesory and practice” (Watt, 2007, p. 82)
Evaluating the journal also permitted the researtdeonsider the study in light of the
knowledge that he had gained from taking leadersbiypses. This assisted the researcher in
discovering the meanings of those experiencesegspértained to the Lesbian and Gay senior
administrators who were interviewed. Finally, eetiag and reanalyzing the journal before and
after each of the interviews assisted the reseamhrecognizing the meanings that may have
been attached to past experiences as a Gay lealdighier education.

The researcher followed Lincoln & Guba'’s (1985)d€edures for Auditing Naturalistic
Inquiring.” The researcher identified the processat were in most need of an audit trail and
then established a record of the audit processesdln & Guba, 1985). The researcher tracked
and documented the following audit trail processte-administrative stages of the proposal
and dissertation, and the collection of raw dataictvincluded recordings, transcripts, and

written notes (see Appendix E). The trail that Wasumented consisted of the stages of the data
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analysis, including how the raw data was reducetaaralyzed; the process of evaluating
emerging codes and themes that were used as thedioon for future patterns and categories;
the documentation of the findings; and the formrratbthe conclusions and recommendations
(Akkerman, Admiraal, Brekelmans, & Oost, 2008).

Furthermore, it was difficult to gauge the influertbat member checking, a reflective
journal, and establishing an audit trail had onahalysis and findings that had emerged from
the participants’ lived experiences as Lesbian@ag senior administrators in their current
positions at higher-education institutions. Theref in addition to these methods, self-dialogue,
reflection, reading of phenomenological resourcéhods, and a heightened sense of self-
awareness were used by the researcher to evalggiabe and feelings, and maintain his
awareness of them throughout the study.

Ethical Considerations

In the research process, ethical considerationslgtie a forethought and not an
afterthought (Mertens, 2010). Some participants whkre interviewed had experienced some of
the discrimination that has been well-documenteskieral studies since the mid-1980s
(Rankin, 2003). According to Rankin (2003), thxperience, in effect, may have also “isolated
them socially or emotionally” (p. 27). As a resgibme were more guarded and cautious than
others. Therefore, my first ethical concern wasdbnfidentiality of the interviews and my
utmost regard for the personal nature of theirdiegperiences (Jones, Torres, & Armino, 2006).

Confidentiality. The steps for confidentiality and the securityha# participants have
been clearly outlined in the participant selectowl interview process portions of this content.
To further confidentiality for this study, the paipants were requested before the interview

began to refrain from using dates and places, anten of persons, especially last names. The
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data transcripts were read several times to ernbatehere with no identifiers such as names,
dates, times, or places before the transcripts seameto each participant for member checking.
Finally, the methods and procedures for the ingsvgiwere outlined by the researcher in the
informed-consent document that was signed by eaditipant before the interview was
performed (see Appendix A).

Use of interviews. A second ethical concern was the technique of usitegviews to
evoke the thoughts and feelings of Lesbian andl€aders. Guillemin and Gillam (2004)
defined these instances in the interview processthgally important moments in doing
research—the difficult, often subtle, and usuahpredictable situations that arise in the practice
of doing research” (p. 262). One strategy that wsesl was to have a set of procedures to
address and respond “to these ethical concermsliiven they arise in the research” (Guillemin
& Gillam, 2004, p. 276). The procedure that wagity followed in this study was that if the
researcher determined at any point in the intenpeacess the participant did not seem to be
emotionally prepared to continue being interviewtad,interview would be paused and any
recording devices stopped. If the participantestdbat she could not continue the interview, the
interview would have been stopped. All recordingsild have been deleted, and any notes
taken, shredded. The situation did not ariseiggtudy.

Accuracy and reliability. A third ethical concern was to be sure that an eteuand
reliable account of the participants’ lived expedes as Lesbian and Gay leaders was being
captured. According to Merriam (2009), capturimgagcurate account was essential because
“We retell the respondent’s accounts through oahit ‘redescriptions™ (p. 34). Therefore,
besides the researcher providing the participaittsspies of the transcripts for their review

and approval using member checking, and ensurmgadhfidentiality of their information, the
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design of the interview questions was an essengatdient to gathering their lived experiences.
Each question was analyzed so that it was “culiuegdpropriate and sensitive to the
participant’s self esteem” (see Appendix B). lsvedso essential to interpret the responses to
those questions accurately based on solid evidémgeevent the creation of any harm to a
“marginalized group” that was being studied (Josetesl., 2006, p. 164). As a precaution,
sometimes the researcher restated the participams\wer, and asked the participant if that was
an accurate summary of his response, to be suréhtheesponse that was being recorded was
clearly understood.

Insider and outsider perspective.Many researchers have postulated that Lesbian and
Gay communities have expressed a justified andahedming concern that there may have
been a lack of critical reflection about gender aexual identity when research studies are
performed (Mertens, 2010). Therefore, it was etsslefior the researcher, as an insider, to have
had a critical reflection of his gender and sexdantity, and to be aware of its effects of both
those identities on the participants in this redeatudy. In this case, the reflective journal and
self-reflection assisted the researcher in attgitinat goal.

Furthermore, because an interview process wastasailect the lived experiences of
the senior administrators, there were times thablas and Gay participants questioned the
researcher’s experiences or reflections. It wagsossible for him to claim that his place was that
of an insider if the expression of feelings abauidelf lacked insight and had not been well
analyzed. Reflexivity is essential in qualitatresearch in order to have an “understanding of
both the phenomenon under study and the reseaschgw itself” (Watt, 2007, p. 82). A lack of

reflexivity and self-awareness could have cast tdoualthe researcher and his questions.
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Therefore, his own experiences and the meaninigaskt experiences were also accounted for
using self-dialogue, and keeping and reading &cgfle journal.

Finally, the researcher answered questions wittaisan that the participants posed that
were relevant to the interview process. At thees@ime, the researcher’s opinions about the

participants’ responses were never expressed dannigterview.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

The first part of this chapter offers the readepwaerview of the participants, followed by
a brief synopsis of the responsibilities of eacthair present positions, and some background of
their career experiences, which each shared. comtent is in no specific order and is designed
to give the reader some understanding of the weplkerences of each senior administrator. The
second part of the chapter includes the main theestated as subheadings, and, under each, the
subthemes that emerged from the participants’ gesmrs. Verbatim extracts from the
participants’ interviews support the main themes subthemes. The data analysis revealed
common themes that emerged and reflected the ipantits’ lived experiences as Lesbian and
Gay senior administrators in higher education. fblue main themes are memorable leadership
experiences, coming-out in the workplace, Lesbrah@ay identity and leadership
effectiveness, and multiple self-identities of Liesband Gay leaders in therkplace. The
analysis of the findings addressed and answeregm@ansively the research questions posed
for the study.

Finally, the use of maximum-variation sampling pded participants with different
descriptions of their memorable experiences, ledmigreffectiveness, coming-out in the
workplace, and self-identity. Ultimately, this rhetlology provided the most information-rich
data for studying the findings in depth. As a lgdhe researcher was able to learn a “great deal
about issues of central importance to the purpbfeeanquiry” (Merriam, 2009, p. 77).

Overview of Participants

Eight participants were interviewed in this studyaximum-variation sampling was

chosen as a strategy to ensure that the samplalettindividuals from different work

environments and locations in the United Statesthik case, the participants were four women
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who identified as Lesbians, and four men who idetias Gay. One participant stated he was a
Latino man, one woman stated she was Black, andvongan stated she was “half black, and
half white,” or Biracial. The other five participe stated that they were White. Five of the
participants were in colleges or universities am BHast Coast of the United States; the other
three participants were on the West coast andeirstiuthwest and Northwest regions. Two
participants worked at community colleges. Sevamig@pants were partnered or married, and
one was single. The ages of the participants ichfrgen late 30s to late 50s. Finally, three of
the participants were located at colleges or usities in rural areas, and the rest were located in
urban institutions.

The names provided for the findings are pseudonyhih the researcher made a
conscious decision to use, to give the reader seseithe importance of the human element of
the analysis and the experiences participants ghdféhe presented findings might compromise
anonymity, which occurred in rare instances, thedparticipantwas substituted for the
pseudonym. Expressions suchmasbossor partner,or coworkerwere substituted for the
actual names of individuals who may have been roeet in the interviews. The names for the
institutions or locations participants used inititerviews were substituted with generic terms
suchcollegeor university,or the city, state, and locality.

Cindy

Cindy was arAssistant Vice-President of Academic Affairs anpgarted to the Provost.
She worked closely with an extensive group of casngmlleagues on different levels and guided
strategic planning and policy development, promai@apus-wide academic initiatives, and was
involved with budgetary and development initiativéshe had been at her present position for

about two years, and before that had 5 years adrexce as a senior administrator.
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Jill

Jill was a Vice Provost of Academic Affairs andaged directly to the president of the
university. Her responsibilities included facudtffairs, broadly construed promotions, tenure
processing, faculty hiring, and academic affairshsas program reviews, college reviews, and
strategic planning. She has been in her preseitiggofor 6 years. She had begun her career as
a faculty member and been in higher education farenthan twenty-five years.
Clark

Clark was Vice President for Student Affairs anglareed directly to the president of the
college. He was responsible for the nonacademaesit services on campus who report to his
office; these services included health/wellnesanseling, services for students with disabilities,
student life, student development, housing/residklifie, dining services, and the bookstore.
He had been in his present position for 2 yearshaadworked as a senior administrator for 10
years. He had begun his career as a residencdHtor at a college.
Olivier

He was arAssociate Vice President for Enroliment Managenaet reported to the
president. He was responsible for the office ahisgdions, academic advising, registrar,
financial aid, first-year experience, and testifite had been a senior administrator for 5 years
and was currently seeking new employment.
Jennifer

Jennifer waPeputy to the Vice-Chancellor for Student Affairedareported to the Vice
Chancellor. Her primary responsibilities were ppldevelopment, professional development,

training of staff, and creating public and privatetnerships to advance the college’s mission of

65



supporting student success on its campuses. $heelea in senior administration for about
eight years. She originally began her higher-etioicaareer as a residence-hall director.
Michael

Michael was Vice Provost for Student Affairs andaded directly to the provost of the
university. Approximately twenty-five departmengported to him in his role as the senior
student-affairs officer; these departments incluldeichan resources, budget, special projects,
facilities, and six associate vice presidents.hblé been in the position for 10 years. Previously
he was a senior administrator for 16 years at amathiversity.
Patricia

Patricia was Vice President for Academic Affairslaaported directly to the president of
the college. Her responsibilities included thereight of the academic-affairs division,
including all the deans, faculty, and academic astration, and the priorities for the college,
which included the college’s strategic plan. Shd heen a senior administrator for 8 years, and
had occupied her current position for about twaye&he began her career as a faculty
member.
Charles

Charles was thBean of Students and reported to the presidefiteotollege. He was
responsible for the out-of-classroom experienca¢hvimcluded the departments of Recreation
Services, Student Leadership, Student Involvent@méntation, Residence Life, Alcohol and
Other Drug Services, Student Conduct. He workedaty with the Dean for Advising and Co-
Curricular Programs. He had occupied differeni@esddministrative roles in the past 10 years,

and the current one for about three years.
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Theme 1. Memorable Leadership Experiences

The theme of memorable leadership experiences exhdérgm the experiences of out
Lesbian and Gay senior administrators in this studrticipants sometimes expressed this
theme as a metaphor of “coming full-circle” andlilmag that a career aspiration, project, or
strategy had been brought from its inception teutscessful completion with the cooperation of
their teams under their leadership while they wesily out in their careers. They expressed
their satisfaction for that leadership experiemcdifferent ways. Jill described the experience as
memorable because it reflected her expertise dadtefeness as a leader, and her ability to
navigate the process.

Getting to the other side and watching my provoahage a contentious process and sort

of how to strike a balance between allowing theepss to be pushed and moved in

useful ways, to be extended for more kinds of inguarsubjects, without just knocking it
completely off the rails, which is easy to do idemic context. (Jill)

Making a notable impression on the organizatiomheir leadership skills and ability to
get everyone involved was an important factor irtip@ants’ experiences being memorable.
Olivier expressed that his most memorable leaderskperience involved the “whole college
community”:

One of the positive experiences that I've had witene was developing a strategic
enrollment management plan and, you know, gettiegithole college community
involved in the planning and the putting togethiethe strategic enrollment management
plan. (Olivier)

Jennifer thought her most memorable experiencegetisg the image of student affairs
division at her college changed:

...the process of basically realigning the prioribé®ur division, and doing so because
we were trying to elevate the role of student a$feand increase the respect and the work
that people saw us doing. And so that meant tleatad to shift how the organization
worked. And in the past, the organization had lahtleen, for lack of a better word, a
dumping ground. (Jennifer)
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Finally, the older and more experienced Lesbian@ag senior administrators focused
on the importance of their career aspirations deddng road they had traveled to arrive at the
end of it. Michael, who was now Dean of Studergfiected on his career and did so with
nostalgic emotion about his experience with a longtgood friend of his and a class project
when they were both young undergraduates.

My best friend there, and one of my best friendesallege—she’s now the associate VP

at a university. She reminded me of our very tiask together, my first semester as an

undergraduate. We were sitting next to each ahdrthe professor asked us, this is very
like probably the first week, first class, “Projgeiurself 25 years from now; what would
be your dream job?” And | remember hers and simemebered my dream, and when she
reminded me, | said, “Oh yeah, | remember thatt;rby dream was, and this is back in
the fall of 1979, to be the Dean of Students. (M)
Accomplishments

The findings revealed that most of the participaaisembered and were proud of
accomplishments that they were responsible foreatiy as out Lesbian and Gay leaders. Most
often, the accomplishments they experienced coedestrides in developing new programs or
personnel, and moving their institutions and thdweseahead in the right direction. Cindy

expressed pride over the progress and successeni arogram:

| am now running a very large project, which isaatpership with an external company
to do our online RN-to-BSN program for the firghé in an accelerated format. (Cindy)

Michael said he was instrumental, since he begéisinew position, in recovering from
the recent financial crash of 2007, which had inegathe need for budget cuts and layoffs.

| think we’ve, we really turned the corner, and veegotten a lot more going further
ahead now than we were even before the budgesowme®’ve really been able to
enhance our staffing capacity here significantligjoh is great. We're now at, when |
started in this role we had about 200 staff, and we have about 260. Some of that was
reorganization. We didn't ... they’re not all branelw, but there was some areas of the
campus that got moved over to Student Affairs,disd a significant number of those are
brand new programs and offices that we've develayed the last 5 or 6 years.

(Michael)
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Patricia viewed her accomplishment as an oppost@aitio something for her institution

that she was passionate about:

My passions is professional development, so itisagb fun to be able to develop a new
team and, and what leader doesn’t love the oppityfipainful as the transition is, to be
able to hire a team of your own. That's been aglee over this past year. (Patricia)

Charles felt his accomplishments as a Lesbian andl€ader were not only something

he had an investment in, but also something thaitlquossibly help to change the institutional

environment for other LGBT employees. In this ¢disey also affected his partner. Charles had

found out that the categories designated on thdagmg-benefit forms were not “representative”

of his “family” in a state that did not recognizeysmarriage. He decided to address the issue

with the VP of Human Resources.

When | got the forms that all new employees recditad either the option of choosing
... Employee Only, and the next category was Huslaaadwife ...I didn’t have a wife,
but | wasn't also just an Employee Only. And | weally frustrated by that because,
there was obviously this policy on the books thatdomestic partners were welcome
and able to be included and there was all of tiesaric around inclusivity, and there
wasn’t a box that fit mel went to HR and talked about that and what thatveged, and
that really wasn’t representative of my family. ejtagreed to change it, and change the
form and uploaded new forms, and so now todawgyis £mployee Only, and the next
one is Employee plus Spouse, and then EmployeeSpasse plus One Child, etc.
(Charles)

Challenges

Most participants remembered some challenges inritle as Lesbian and Gay leaders.

The findings revealed that the challenges inclutied being hired for newly created positions

or departments, training new team members, andgaas change agents in their role as out

Gays or Lesbians. Most participants who descrthed memorable challenges were still in the

positions in which those had occurred, and thethelt the experience had made them stronger

and better leaders. A challenge that one partitigascribed as “jarring” was when she
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realized, “There are very few minorities. Whendsahired, | think there was one other Black
working at the school ... period.”

Jennifer felt that when she was first hired thednfee strong leadership was missing
from her department, and she also had to becorharage agent and an out Lesbian in her new
position:

Nobody was really doing a whole lot. There wasmy strong leadership, and nobody
had a strong background in student affairs ... whignsticame on board, | had to put into
place accountability issues as simple as callinghien you're not going to come to
work, to larger accountability issues, which weedivierables around our strategic plan,
setting goals and benchmarks, and doing assesgmuseisses, and things like that.
(Jennifer)

Patricia remembered that she had encountered td titange,” which was a challenge
for her as a leader:

Well, we have gone through an incredible amountasfsitions; and when | started | had
to pretty much hire almost an entire new team.t fems/ard to now, I'm kind of going
through that process again because most of thdgtwi | put in place for interim roles,
so that there have been a lot of changes fromdeetship perspective. (Patricia)

Charles’s memories as a new hire were that thederieanded both his experience as an
administrator and his skills as a leader to hasdhae of the challenges of a new position were
similar to what many participants expressed warelai when they were first hired:

So much, unstated things, lots of things that weeaen written down that have been
sort of passed down over time that adds a new teattethat environment; it’'s hard to
catch up. There was a steep learning curve, andeyocertainly at a disadvantage in
terms of advocating for resources for your peoplen understanding the pathway to
traverse to get things done. ... and a memorablerexpe, of course ... 6 weeks after |
was hired, the person who hired me, left the iastih, so | started a brand new job; and
6 weeks later | didn’t have a boss; and then aboather month after that, the President
decided he would leave. (Charles)

Theme 2: Coming-out in the Workplace
The theme of coming-out in the workplace emergethfthe experiences of Lesbian and

Gay senior administrators at their institutions] #mey sometimes used the metaphor of this
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experience being a delicate “balancing act.” B@neple, Charles felt that sometimes coming-
out and maintaining that balance could be “distdrbm his case by having to defend his rights
as a Gay man: “Well, we don't allow that,” and ids&You don’t have the choice. It's the law.”

Participants sometimes referred to coming-out @wtlerkplace as a recurring and
seemingly unending process, describing it as “waecout over and over again” with different
individuals, in different situations, and at di#et times. Patricia also felt that at times thasw
the case: “I started to feel constantly about yoe, know, the coming-out over and over ...
because you need [to do] it in different things.”

The findings revealed that coming-out in the wodgal was different for everyone, and
that the degrees of coming-out change as the resaftivironmental factors and circumstance.
This often means that, in different situations aadditions, the same participant may be out to a
different degree. Cindy commented warily aboutdygreriences at a previous institution where
she was cautious about coming-out to particulawiddals, “It was a very punitive environment
for that sort of thing, and [I] watched people Itiseir jobs and have to deal with that. I've been
there ... so | know the feeling.” She continued,laxjpng how coming-out at her present
institution was very different:

I’'m not hiding anything and, you know, if it doesiebme out, it doesn’t come out, but

it's not because I'm hiding it. And so I'm ablehave easy discourse Ah, so, | just

handled this very differently, because | wantetig¢alifferent. | did not want to be who |

was at the old school, which was fearful of beiogfd out and what the repercussions to
my career would be after that. (Cindy)

Certain factors were related to the participantshing-out in the workplace, such as
their social interactions with others, their legécomfort in particular social environments, and
the individuals who were present in those socialrenments, all of which affected the degree
to which most of the participants came out. Famegle, Michael felt coming-out for him was

not anything that he needed to do formally at heskplace: “It's quite obvious to me and, you
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know, | don’t go around parading and telling everyobut they all know.’"While Olivier had a
quite different and frustrating experience in hisyious workplace. “I don’t have a wife, | have
a husband ... it's like, how do we come out over aver? ... definitely what | experienced
there.” For Michael, this was not an issue thagver gave much thought to since he had
graduated with his master’s degree and began wgpdsran administrator in higher education.
Sometimes | have found myself, at times, walkirg tine line because my staff knows,
of course, a lot of students know ... I'm living righn campus, while walking our dog. |
mean, it's quite obvious to me, and | don’t go amdparading and telling everyone, but
it's... they all know. And, 2006, was it eight or ..I%e got some of them at the house,
so students have met him. | mean, I'm very corafad with that, but | guess I'm not
going to be outspoken on Gay issues to the extatisbme people think | should be. 1
think a lot of it, from me, because as society adhale has embraced it and accepted it,

as well. That is no longer something that you fi&el you have to hide it, be ashamed,
which | felt a lot of it sometimes, but it was reogood place to be. (Michael)

Although the experiences of the participants vadedcerning their coming-out in the
workplace, some of them had similar experiencelanrespect with certain types of individuals
in the workplace. Therefore, the role of the indijal in the participants’ experiences had an
effect on their coming-out in the workplace.

Role of Partner

Most study participants were partneradd it became clear that several tirdasing the
course of the interviews they had stressed theitapce of the “role of their partner” in their
coming-out in the workplace. Some participantseasst initially out, but after they had met
their partner, not only was their decision to carmaéaffected, but also they sensed that attitudes
about Lesbian or Gays in their workplace had beguwhange. As a case in point, Jill
remembered with fond nostalgia, “I fell in love wsomeone, a junior faculty member ... the
acceptance of our colleagues was very generousfelt like crossing a certain kind of
boundary.” Evidently, shortly thereafter, her egé was recruiting for a new Vice Provost, and

the school’s goal was to be “elevated” in otheex'geption to diversity inclusion. Jill felt that
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her coming-out because of her partner had chargedrnvironment in which that recruitment
took place.
We were recruiting last year for a new Vice Provosinstitutional-diversity inclusion,
having decided to bring that office in to the Prswoffice and elevate it. And we ended

up recruiting a woman of color who also is a Lesband brought her partner with her;
and so my partner and | were sort of able to begdahat recruiting. (Jill)

The majority of participants felt that the roletbéir partners, at the time of the
recruitment for their present position at a colleg@niversity was an integral part of the
comingout process, and that their partners were crugitildir decision to accept the position.
Cindy remembered clearly, “Even during the inteswj@ocess, | asked questions about having
my partner.” Jennifer felt strongly about the rbr partner played in her decision to come out:
“I couldn’t have imagined going to another job arad being out.” She recounted the experience
when she got her present position and the impaogtahber partner as she negotiated her
benefits:

| actually had a conversation with the vice-prestdebout how | was going to be

compensated in comparison to the person down thesha was a straight woman, who

just got married, and had known her partner foeary I'd known my partner, at that
point, for a decade. And she was going to getth@asurance for her husband; How

come | wasn’t going to get my health insuranced Aould we somehow have that
reflected in my compensation? (Jennifer)

Charles felt that, although he was “fully out” iis ltareer, the fact he had a partner was
an integral part of coming-out and taking advantaigepportunities for advancement. In fact,
he remembered his partner was so integral to msrggout that “not only did they fly me here
for the second interview with the President, bettlew my partner in as well.” Charles
expressed the importance of the role of his pagmeclusion in his coming-out in the workplace
this way,

| didn’t want to compartmentalize my life or decabat | would and wouldn't talk about

in the workplace. We already have to do thatjikthenough. Politically, there’s always
political work that needs to be done about who @l say to what, but | wasn’t going to
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hide an entire part of my life ... my husband andvdénbeen together for a long time.
Not only would that be hard to hide, that’s a hpget of your life, but I'm also interested
in sharing that with my work, you know, and as ayppiate. (Charles)

Participants also revealed that their experien€@®bcoming-out to particular
individuals in the workplace because “some peog nmot be comfortable” were also affected
by having a partner. Olivier thought that unlessieone else mentioned his husband, or the fact
he had one, it was never something he volunteeracconversation at work. Olivier felt, “I'm
also very mindful of not bringing up, you know, mysband or my ... any mention about a
relationship.”

Furthermore, the one participant who stated thatvedis “single” stressed the importance
of having a partner specifically as it related &v bxperiences as a Lesbian in the workplace.
She felt strongly that others who were not partthénehe workplace made it difficult for them
to relate to her life as a Lesbian there: “I wotldmagine that ‘they’ would have the same
worldview of you as someone who is single or jesently in a relationship, or whatever.” The
participant felt that being single and integratomg’s experiences as a Lesbian in the daily
workplace conversations could be a challenge: “g@anintegrate your experiences when you're
just dating, or single? ... that changes things a.ldhow do you find those segue ways to bring
things up?”

Therefore, the study revealed that the role optmticipants’ partners was an integral
and essential part of coming-out at their workpséa@ad that their being out as a couple on their
campuses or at work-related events was importeimally, some of the partnered participants
also felt it might be a challenge if they wereragée Lesbian or Gay senior administrator in the
workplace. Charles remembered from his 27 yeaexpérience as a married Gay professional

and posed a rhetorical question:
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I've always been a professional, who’'s married, smdive never really thought about it,
but | do believe that it actually is easier to cova because there’s so many more ways,
easier ways to introduce it. If | were single, hdavyou convey that you're Gay if you're
single, in an interview? (Charles)

Role of Coworkers

Some participants expressed their coming-out peoteeand the role of their coworkers
metaphorically as “breaking ground” at their ingiibns. Charles explained his coming-out
process to coworkers as “We wanted to be hospitablegartner and | as new community
members invite people to our house ... that actweadly sort of breaking ground.” Other
participants described the process as having ép‘isack” and reemerge or “come out again” as
new coworkers were hired or particular situatioosusred in their lives. Michael reflected that,
in the past, “there are a couple of incidents thiink for me, | felt myself retreating a littlatb
during ... I mean it was part of the coming out @s&” He gave an example from his
experiences of running into some students while&i® having a drink at a local Gay bdr:
remember running into a group of students, at arbtre city, and | knew them, and it kind of
freaked me out at that point, | was like, you knew| left.”

Some participants felt that the process of comingt@ coworkers was a daily one
because of their environment or the coworkers weal Cindy felt that was her experience of
having to explain to coworkers that she had a mathéaw. She expressed some frustration
when she was recalling the experience:

| think every day for me is a coming out, whichoint think really straights will have

(laughs) to worry about that much, but every dag é®ming out because you're in a

situation where, you know, my mother-in-law justswma hospice, her status this past

week. She had a stroke. And so here | am explirily mother-in-law,” and they’re
like, ‘Oh, I didn’t know you were married.” I'm l&, ‘Yeah, my wife’s,” you know, so

I’'m very straightforward about how | say thingsdaeven in email, | send it out and
make sure folks don’t have to guess. (Cindy)
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Participants often used the wardmfortablewhen they were describing the evaluation
process they used for coming-out to coworkers. Mthiing about coming-out to the
coworkers that he interacted with on a daily baSIsjier stated “I thought that it was extremely
important for them to be as comfortable as thegibbgscan with somebody who is GLBT.”

Most participants often described the balancing attoming-out and gauging the
comfortableness of the environment as one thatdifsult and complicated to maintain in the
workplace. Clark felt that in his coming-out presdo coworkers, “I think sometimes | have
seen some nonverbal cues expressing discomfartrteésiponse to that sense of discomfort, he
stated emphatically, “I choose not to address thesause those are the problems of the
person.” Other participants felt more “comfortdbfeeveryone involved was also discussing
their personal lives. In fact, several particigaiedt strongly that they did not want be the “one”
bringing up their personal lives with coworkerslai® stated he had a protocol: “I don’t bring up
my husband, my cats, and my home life when it'sannbrmal part of the conversation.”

Some participants used a formal meeting with coexako ensure the comfortableness
of coworkers about their coming-out. Patricia rembered using a meeting to come out to
coworkers and to ensure comfortableness:

| had a meeting where | pulled my whole team, drth {oproceeded to share some of my

love for them, so that they would feel comfortalyley know, and you get this is a part of

me, and that | was open about it, and that | wasngothat they’d be comfortable with it,

and they were. I'm talking about that we should s&BT members who identify as
such, out in the community. (Patricia)

Jennifer remembered that she had a similar met&tiogme out to her coworkers.

Well, for example, | wanted to be intentional abtaliing my team, specifically, because
then | would say something later about my girlfden there wouldn’t be any sort of
awkward pauses, or, you know, by “Just going tadé&Fior when they ask about what
I’'m doing on the weekend, or what I'm involved mat | didn’t really have to censor or
change, because | was just forward about it froerbéginning. (Jennifer)
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Most participants expressed that having other laasbor Gay coworkers who were
already out at the college or university, eveméyt were in different departments, made them
feel comfortable about coming-out. Some participavho may have known of other Lesbians
and Gays working at particular colleges and unitiessstated that was an important
consideration when they applied for jobs. Jennéenembered when she first arrived at her
college and her experience interacting with othestdian coworkers:

There were supervisors and higher level adminmtsahat were also out; Lesbian or

Bisexual women. And so, you know that absolute#gwne of the reasons why | went

there. In fact 2 co-chairs of the search committes Lesbians that interviewed me. It

was really ... when | asked the question, “Whatke to be a Lesbian here ... working
here?” They could give me multiple examples, nanhention the fact that where | was,

in a western state, was known as a really safa#imching place for ... particularly for
Lesbians. (Jennifer)

Role of Institutional President

There were certain factors in the workplace thatrouted to the comfortableness of the
participants’ coming-out, and the findings revedleat the institutional president played an
important role. Some of the key words or expressibat participants used to describe their
institutional president’s role in coming-out in tiverkplacewere accepting, fair in dealing with
me, reaching out to mand the treatment other LGBT individuals reporting to the president.
Cindy had received a letter from the president@rdmittee members who interviewed her for
a position, and she described her experience stbycili accepted the job because | felt like he
was accepting of me.”

Some participants reported to the institutionakjtent, but even those who did not felt
that their experiences with the president werargportant factor in their coming-out in the
workplace. Jennifer stated flatly, “...the presidembte an e-mail to me, asking if | would apply

for the job.” Charles expressed proudly that ‘pinesident asked me to carry” a time-honored
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symbol of the university “for the convocation ofidents.” Clark reflected on and expressed his
past experiences with the president and his wife:
When it comes to the president I'm kind of in @Bge situation. My president who I've
worked with for many years retired in December. and his wife had both met my
husband numerous times; in social and work sitnaticAnd there was no problem or
concern there. We have an interim president now iwh.. | don’t honestly know if

he knows that I'm Gay or have a husband. It hdsgen a topic of conversation.
(Charles)

Although the study found that not all participahé&l positive experiences with their
intuitional presidents, but the interaction theg dave had an effect on their coming-out
experiences in the workplace. Michael, who didnepbrt to the president, remembered, “I
didn’t usually see him that much, so of courseveandold him because he would have a problem
with it.” Olivier, who reported to the presidermembered that his experiences of coming-out
changed after the “president’s assistant just@dalted invited me and my wife.” Olivier recalled
his experience with trepidation:

| didn’t realize he didn’t know that | was guy irsame sex relationship .... | called back

the administrative assistant and | told her, | saidell yeah, I'd be happy to join the

president, but | just want him to know that | dométve a wife. I've got a husband and if
he’s okay with that.” And kind of felt that waswriing point, and the president was

never the same for me after that ... | just, you kniel that he wasn’'t as warm and
welcoming as he was prior to that interaction. i\i@t).

Role of LGBT Students

Some participants stated they did not have mu@rantion with students. Four
participants stated that students were a reasba tout,” “visible,” and “active” in the LGBT
community, and to be mentors or “role models.” ©@hthe reasons these participants gave was
that they felt coming-out and “crossing boundaries'the campus could assist some LGBT
students. For example, Jill felt that the fact éma Lesbian with her partner, “we are surely the
most visible Gay couple at the university; knownabgountry mile ... it did feel like crossing a

kind of a boundary.” Clark expressed that, from dxperiences, students were important to his
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coming-out and being visible as a Gay man in thekplace, and he gave an example of
assisting a particular student:

Assisting the students who come in as really, iposot all, but mostly as immature

high school seniors or community college transéerd seeing them and working with
them as they progress to young adults, to resplensiembers of society ... that's also

... that’'s why I've been in this field of work for 287 years ... so towards the end of the
year, what | did was to make sure that he knewlthais openly Gay man and he knew
he could talk to me about anything ... he did talkn® about relationship issues and
about work issues school issues, and family issdesl he said, “Well, | think I'm Gay.”

| said, “Okay ... what is it that you wanted to t@lé about that?” (Clark)

Some participants felt that as senior administsaitovas important for them to come out
to create a “welcoming” and “inviting” environmefior LGBT students on campus. Charles felt
that making himself and his partner visible by tmg students for special occasions to their
home and being out on campus affected his reldtipasvith students.

| think that my relationships with students are atigd when | have partner and when |
have students to our homel think our students know that I'm Gay and that I'm
married, because again, small residential collagbsppens. It's a very tight
community. | actually think it does impact thatationship, but positively | mean, that's
what | would say, that students think I'm coolmilght actually raise sometimes whether
this is a good policy for LGBT students but my job is not to do that. (Charles)

Finally, Olivier, who was somewhat closeted at watl| felt it was important in his
position to be visible and be a role model to sthiisle

| remember meeting with the adviser for the GLBtlirsg organization ... | do

remember the adviser coming to me afterwards ayithg, “You know, that really meant

a lot to the students that you actually took theetto come and speak with, and then

welcome them.” so | ... felt that it was importantadvocate for all students. |did not

say that | was. And in hindsight, if | were toitlagain, | probably now would ‘cause |

do think it is very important for GLBT studentsgee other GLBT members in these
types of positions, and to see them as role modélBvier)

Role of Other Influential Individuals

The findings revealed that the other influentiaiuduals for participants included
board, cabinet or trustee members, presidents,rdpaind religious individuals. All of the
participants had experiences that included at l@stinfluential individual, and sometimes two,
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which warranted special treatment or an exceptiaegard to their coming-out in the
workplace. They described these influential indiidls as being someone in a particular setting
who could make them feel “uncomfortable” about acagrout, or could “make or break your
career,” or metaphorically, someone who could “eldeors.” For instance, Clark described
from his experience that he was aware of comingaadtthe role of influential individuals:
“There were other people listening who could bey know, might have been offended by that
conversation.” Similarly, Olivier recalled a sitiom around his encounter with an influential
individual:
| wasn’t in a comfortable situation. Like | remeenlalso, meeting ... speaking with one
of the board of trustee members who also made somenent about “your wife,” and
thinking to myself that because these are peopteaan make or break you. | mean
especially when you're at this level; you're at thercy of the board of trustees and the
administration ... even something that of course Wilddhnave had to discuss with the
cabinet that probably was another uncomfortabletdn. This person happened to be a

minister as well, so | had another layer of unesssrin responding, but I'm responding
truthfully as well. (Olivier)

Charles remembered a similar incident with an enilial individual at his college:

| can remember sort of not divulging the fact thaas Gay, at a board meeting here in
my first year, and | went to the board meeting &nehs at a reception or a dinner. One
of the board members came up and said, “Why is yafgrnot here tonight?” ... that
feeling kind of in the workplace that | can rememlvéhere | sort of decided to not say

anything. But usually, you know, someone said that different setting, like, oh, you
know, “Do you have a wife?” I'd be like, “No, buam married to a man.” (Charles)

Some participants felt they had experienced thsibpitisy of causing the influential
individuals “discomfort.” Patricia gave an exampfenot coming-out to an influential
individual this way: “If I have a donor to the aadje who has very conservative values, am |
going to talk about my girlfriend in that meeting?probably not.”

Finally, most participants made a conscious degitaaemain closeted in the presence of

influential individuals or a group of individualsw were being addressed in a particular
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situation. Jennifer recalled her not coming-ouewkhe was addressing a group of individuals
in a particular situation, and she expressed tip@rtance of fulfilling her purpose as a leader:
| was helping high school students who were lovoime, first generation, predominantly
Puerto Rican, Catholic or Pentecostal, to helghgsnh prepared to go to college. If |
were going to stand up there and announce thas lanaesbian, in front of all those
folks, it was not going to serve my mission of whaias trying to accomplish in my
work. And it wasn’t going to serve my larger puspf ... supporting these families

and these children. The children that we begdméav who were Gay and Lesbian, or
struggling with their identity. | would come owt them and support them. (Jennifer)

Theme 3: Lesbian and Gay Identity and Leadership Hectiveness

Most of the participants in the study said they hader thought about the interaction of
their Lesbian and Gay identity as it related tartleadership effectiveness. Most of them
needed some time to reflect on how they had intedréheir Lesbian or Gay identity into their
leadership, but they eventually did make connestidn fact, several of them felt that their
Lesbian and Gay identity was an integral part efrtteadership effectiveness. Clark’s reaction
was similar to most of the others because heHatthis Gay identity was an integral part of his
leadership effectiveness: “My initial response \gasg to be ‘I don’t think that it's had an
effect, because it's been such an integral pasthaf | am’ ... I'm going actually, not say that.”

But as noted, most participants expressed theybadiven the issue much thought and
were not “conscious” of the integration. Many papants felt they had integrated their Lesbian
and Gay identities into their leadership as seadbministrators. Cindy felt, “I never have to
think about the integration ... but | think | do a&fiy darn good job.” Olivier expressed that he
had not given it much thought either: “I've nevealty tied in the Gayness to the effectiveness
as a leader ... but, you know, now that you're askgg..”

Michael initially stated,

Actually | don’t think | consciously insert it inveay of thinking myself and my Gay self

and my work self ... just | am who | am and | fe&klil need to start seeing it now,
[laughs], but | don’t think of it consciously. (Fhael)
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After reflecting, though, he remembered that henidy as a Gay man had enabled him
to connect with a broad array of individuals froiffedent backgrounds and needs:

| really thought a lot about being Gay and why #ralkind of leader | am, but I think

there is some connection there. | think the attarsstics, the traits, and such and I think

again my sensitivities. | mean to some degréaktplay a big role in that and my
ability 1 think to connect with a broad array @fgple. | didn’t mean to imply early on
when | said if | was a heterosexual White maledld do that because | know
heterosexual white males who are very open. (Miha

Many of the participants shared the same sentiments
Acceptance of Others

Most participants described the effect of the paréints’ Lesbian or Gay identities on
their leadership effectiveness as enabling thebetmore “accepting of others” in the
workplace. Jill noted that being a Lesbian aneaalér in the workplace had prepared her to be
more open and accepting that “not everybody’s gtonggree with you; it’s just having some
tolerance for being, for moving past those kindsngdtrust, or judgments.”

The words many participants often used in terntheif acceptance of others were
attunedor alignedwith others, or able to beonjudgmentabr unbiasedabout others. Clark
expressed that being a Gay man had prepared Hie rtwore accepting and open to matters of
fairness, and the importance of the rights of ath#érthink | am more attuned to issues of
harassment and bullying and assisting those in.heed

Many participants used the termisersityor inclusion,often in conjunction with the idea
of being more accepting of others in the workpla®divier talked with pride about his ability to
be accepting when dealing with others, and thdehé& had made him a better leader:

I've always prided myself in not being judgmentalanybody’s life or what they can do

and be, accepting. |did have a lot of conversatwith the team, talking about

acceptance, and being very aware of the studentigtigms that we’re recruiting and that

we’re bringing into the institution and the typesofpport that's needed. I'm Gay and
I’'m much more aware of discrimination and thing®lthat...so | figure it's made me a
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better leader in that sense and also | totallyelelthat | am. It's made me be more
accepting of others who are happy on differentgbias well. You know, if | expect
people to accept me for whom | am, then | neecktalide to accept other people for who
they are as well, so | feel that as well has madearhetter leader. (Olivier)

Some participants conveyed that their staff hadgyeed them differently as Lesbian and
Gay leaders, which impacted their effectivenesschiskl felt strongly that being Gay, and
having had a painful coming-out process, had madenfore sensitive to approaching others:

| think my leadership style; perhaps | intend to. be think my staff sees me as
extremely approachable, sensitive, and conscientibteel like | have a strong
connection to marginalized staff; they feel condbté with me. But I think that is a trait
that has allowed me, because | went through aglacdmpared to my some of my
friends, particularly difficult coming-out procegbat has | think informed me and made
me kind of the way | am into my approach to othesge. (Michael)

The study results also revealed that a connectitesl for many participants between
their experiences of being part of an underreptesigpopulation and understanding diversity
and inclusiveness. In this context, Patricia lvelteshe was a more effective advocate of
diversity:

| think for me, it truly something that I'm invest in, seeing institutions grow in a more
diverse way. | can very much speak with the hefaan underrepresented population,
and so, while the conversation isn’t always gomfye about Lesbian or LGBT
community, there are a lot of conversations abodeuepresented individuals and to
how do we serve that, and can speak from thoseriexges, that can be transferable to
other experiences that we can imagine for otheujadipns. ... you're not going to find
an executive who's not focused on diversity. (legty

Charles expressed that he had been effectiveesglarland a Gay man in advocating
inclusiveness: “I think that | use my leadershifevhere appropriate to move the needle in
terms of the inclusive practices and policies.hdfly, Clark felt he was an effective leader
because he was more open to accepting input fréareht sources:

| think because of my experiences as a Gay mamgligut in this world ... the fact that

my leadership style is very .l guess the word | could say is very communitydohsSo

| look for input from all areas. And I try to stegear of, you know, kind of command

and control leadership where it's “My way or thglhway.” That's not who | am as a

person. (Clark)
83



Fostering Trust

Most of the participants stated in different wayattfostering trust was essential to being
an effective leader, and that being “genuine,” ‘foper “honest” about their Lesbian and Gay
identities was critical to fostering that trusth€ely often connected the watrdist to being
“authentic” or “genuine.” Cindy posed some quessizvhen expressing how she felt about trust
and its importance to followers: “Who follows someadhey can’t trust? Who follows anyone
they can't identify with?”

Many participants believed that openness and “autiitigy” about being a Lesbian or
Gay, and the trust that approach fostered, wereitapt to their leadership effectiveness. They
closely related being authentic and fostering tri@&tarles expressed the importance of being
authentic to being an effective leader:

| think that there’s parts and pieces of me thsdtdre with people so that this isn’t the
only piece, the Gay identity isn’t the only persigniace that | share, and so | think
they've been affected because I'm real. | mean,lg@mw we're whole people and know
when we share our whole selves, and we think, seere authentic, and authenticity is
huge in this field. | think if people imagine thaiu have spin on your words or you're
jockeying for something or you're only telling thdralf of the story to serve yourself or
your interest, there’s a loss of trust. | thinkhamticity is huge, and so as a result, hiding
my Gay identity or not talking about the Gay idgntwould be the same as talking about
it too much. It has to be sort of at the rightdeweither over-shared nor under-shared.
(Charles)

Olivier believed that being open and honest abaulifestyle was essential to being an
effective leader:

| feel that the decision for me to say I'm gonneaopen and honest about my lifestyle is a
leadership trait, to be able to say, “Yeah, | anatnibam and there is nothing wrong with
me and just out of respecting that it's the nexspe in regards to what their sexuality
is.” I do feel that a good leadership trait todpen and honest about it. | think that that's
what it's gonna take to change the culture and ghavhat society feels about the GLBT
community. (Olivier)

Patricia expressed the sentiments of many othécipants about being an effective
leader, and the integral role of being a “genuipe’son that individuals can trust:
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| think that the idea of what | think makes a géealer is that genuineness about really
getting to know who that person is. You know, eiféhe pieces that they share aren'’t
always directly related to your performance, thi@yoint to just a genuineness about
understanding and building trust. And, you kndwatttrust is built through sharing of
information, sharing of experiences, and so | thihrdt’s also very helpful. (Patricia)

Finally, Jennifer believed that her openness aheut.esbian identity and the “power of
example” were essential for her to be an effedeegler:

| also have a certain amount of power of exammeahse I'm exposing folks at senior

leadership about ... 'm demonstrating what a compemowerful Lesbian leader can

look like, and be like. And so how ... how effectivave | been? |think every day |

come to work and people know that | am Lesbiandhedpreate a new story about what it
means to have women Lesbian leaders. (Jennifer)

Theme 4. Multiple Self-Identities of Lesbian and G& Leaders in the Workplace

In this study, self-identity proved to be a compéaxd oftentimes complicated
phenomenon that defied simple analyses or exptamatiFrequently, participants described
their multiple self-identities (sometimes refertedhs subidentities) as Lesbian and Gay leaders
in the workplace using different flags, either odor of their offices, projected on a screen, or
waving in front of their houses or apartments omgas. The flags represented to the
participants’ multiple self-identities, on displfoyr all to see; they described the flags as being
represented using “the college’s or university&gfl the “US flag,” or the Gay Pride flags.
Patricia remembered a flag she put up on her offoz®: “And | also immediately put up one of
those LGBT flags on my door, so as a safe zoneaypgpace.” Charles declared, “I can wave
the Gay flag, but | can wave other flags too.”

The research findings also revealed that, deperahrige circumstances, many of the
participants felt that their self-identities as Gay Lesbians were not a priority. Cindy felt that
“it's as important for them to know me as a leaglzn before they know me as a [laughs]

Lesbian leader.” Clark expressed the sentimeatdiiferent way: “The fact that | am a Gay
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man is one facet of an entire personality, an efu@ing that | am.” Charles was more aware,
when he entered a room in the workplace, of bedegtified as young rather than as a Gay man:

| guess if anything, | would say the age is in thaiment. When | walk into a room, age
... because | am a leader at a young age, and hawnefdreso long that that feels like the
thing that actually disadvantages me more, in mydpnand | work against, so | try to,
you know, not try to work against, but | know tliat going to have to prove myself.
(Charles)

Other factors about the participants’ perceptiditheir self-identities as leaders also
were important. Jill noted that, from her expecenshe had other identities in her position as a
leader:

Okay, here’s this intellectual identity which yondw, within the circle of your

discipline that is kind of recognizable and sotipend how do you take it into a line of
work that's about application or institutional pylj or being present as when you're a
leader of an institution, not someone who'’s advagdbr the value of parts of your field
and the value of this way of thinking. But you knavhat it means to be a supervisor of
others, be a director of others, with this identi¢yill)

Most participants stated from their experience&ag and Lesbian leaders that the
perceptions of their multiple self-identities irettvorkplace by other individuals were not always
clear. Jennifer described her experiences aslaidresvho had multiple identities in the
workplace this way:

You're sitting in a room, you know, different peeptifferent backgrounds and different
genders, and if all of a sudden they start sayanggs, and you wonder, “Well, is it
because I'm an out Lesbian? Is it because ...?” Rfmw, | mean, as | get older, you
think, “Is it because of my age? (laughter). Peaglcolor, Gays, and Lesbians,
Bisexual, Transgender folks, and people from loga@momic class; people with
disabilities and people who are not Christian, ¢hiodks experience, what we call the
target identities, or have experiences of discratiom on a more regular basis. |
understand that we have multiple identities thiaindboth places; that | experience
privilege in my dominant identities as a White persfor example. And then |
experience discrimination, and lack of access stesys and privilege, because of my
target identities, as a woman and as a Lesbiannfér)

Charles believed that, as a Gay man, he percenatdis boss saw him as someone who

was more available: “I didn’'t have any qudéaenily commitment$ He was surprised to find his
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boss was more aware of his being a Gay man. “I pfeawasn’t supportive of, as my boss had
said to me, he would not be supportive of a Gay adising the fraternity.”

Many participants stated that managing their migdtgubidentities in the workplace was
challenging, and they were aware of that. Patsgtatement reflected the sentiments of some
other participants who were senior administrato sometime felt alone in their positions and
unable to relate to other Gays and Lesbians whe siemilar to them in the workplace.

| guess alone is the best word, because it's otdtiag, it's just that if you don’t have
other people, then you're the only one, so if yeuhe only one, it can feel alone in that
regard. It'd just be nice to have more of a comityusf more of these people at this
standard, who are also out and specifically, yoamkreven in | think my local
community. You bring up something like, the weakei®h yes, | remember a weekend
when ..” it's like (laughs), it seems like everything ysay to that person is .it's a
reason to bring something up, so you don’'t warttetdhat person. | don’t think it's easy,
in terms of being seamless. Right now, I think lhtentional. And | mean, that's a
good thing. So, do | think it can ever be easg8@r’'t know—Maybe, maybe not.
(Patricia)

Ethnic Identity

Ethnic identity was found to be a factor in thd-s@¢ntity of the participants, both for
the three participants who identified as BlackR&ieial, or Latino and for the three participants
who identified as White. The participants who weo¢ White felt their ethnic identities were
obvious, and what that they and others were moateim workplace. One participant spoke
candidly about her ethnic identity:

| knew from the pictures that | [laughs] was seaipgor, you know, ‘cause | look at

myself as a Black person, and a Lesbian, right2$€aou can't ... hide the black.

[Laughing] So, I'm sorry if this is too candid.

Some participants believed that their ethnic idiest“added another layer” to

their identities of being Gay or Lesbian and cowegikd their identity in the workplace:

So being a Latino and | guess it did add anotharlaf being a Gay Latino working with

people who have prejudices, | mean, racism andythirg ... and | guess I'm not gonna

get in, you know, with ... not only the Gays thingt being a Latino, and so | do feel
that there has been some level of racism towardgisaéecause I'm a Latino.
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Some participants felt that their ethnic identitgsheir institutions were sometimes
ambiguous, and that they had to account for thitutisn’s culture:

I’'m half black and half white, so | represent anority in that, but not as well

... Right now, we are primarily a white institutio®o, | come from the pre-dominant
race, and we want to have our faculty and staléces the diversity of our student base.
That's actually another challenge, but the cultthiere’s a lot of differences, that |
picked up on over this last year, which causedorasjust my style a little bit; to
account for some of the cultural differences.

The participants who identified as White felt thexiperiences as Gays or Lesbians
differentiated them from White heterosexual maléeonale counterparts in the workplace. One
participant believed that “as a White Gay male, kiinihk in that way, it actually gets some
credibility as a leader that | understand and ggreciate diverse issues.” Another participant
felt that Black heterosexual women who “expresg ty@nions” openly may “immediately get
labeled angry. “And I think the same thing cangepto Lesbians in the workplace that are

White.”

Some participants explained others viewed thenewdifftly as Gay males, and not the

same way as White heterosexual men:

| think as a White male, if | was a White heterassdxmale | think | would be ... a lot of
my staff will see me differently. But as a membg&a community that has been
marginalized, | feel that I can, | have a strongamnection and | think not just
stereotypes, but | think my sensitivities ... | m@ay struggles | have gone through in
my identity have helped me be more understandirsgadf and students, faculty, which
have also gone through whatever, a sense of méimgiien they’ve had. So | think that
is actually has been a positive thing.

Finally, another participant made a similar statenadout being a Gay male:

People may make the assumption that White men eao of privileged and out of
touch that they wouldn’t understand what it wouddliBe to be a woman or Black or
GLBT. Ithink by being Gay, helps sort of, to aelsk that issue. Plenty of people say,
“Oh, another White straight male,” right? Well, ynean't say that about me [laughs].
Right?
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Gender Identity
The participants who were women described that tentity as a woman superseded
their sexual identity of being a Lesbian and wasetimes a much more important factor in their
perceived role and identity as leaders in the wWiadga The relationship of gender to their
identity as a Lesbian was found to be interreldbed each also resulted in distinct and separate
experiences in the workplace. Jill felt it wasesgml to emphasize, based on her academic
experience in gender studies and sexuality anthttiehat she was both a leader and a woman
that being a woman did not reflect a single idgrtit class.
| mean it's always one thing that matters most, lsexglmattered, in dealing with anything
identified with women, including my involvement Witvomen’s’ gender and sexuality
studies program here at the university, and nattidal in interests, and not identical in
terms of experiences of maternity. So it's just 86, not speaking of women as a
monolithic group. In terms of scholarship, in terof my involvement with woman
genders and sexuality studies, and continues impertant to me in representing and

advocating the interests in women in the academtle not do so ... on the basis that
women'’s experiences are all identical. (Jill)

The complexity of the interaction of gender andusgxdentity was a factor for the
women participants for different reasons, but tigeimder took precedence as an identity factor.
Jennifer expressed that when she was in a meetthgther senior leadership, she first
identified as a woman. “I'm the only woman in tleem. Mostly, I'm surrounded by White
men”; “on top of that, to be the only out LesbiarGay person in the room,” she felt she was
being treated differently because of differentestégypes of women, and of Lesbians:

That's the case; is that when | look around, thressdeadership here at this institution, |

don’t know of any other “out” person across therdopat the senior leadership. And so,

when I'm sitting at the table, and | have dynanatmen telling me | should smile more,
or male leaders saying, you know, that | come a&ctos serious, because | am not fitting
into the stereotypical image of what a woman igeged to do and act like, then | get

labeled. And I think that label is the fact that b Lesbian, gives people more license to
feel entitled to give me that label, because gafiirming their stereotypes. (Jennifer)
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The study revealed that most of the women partitgpaxperienced the scarcity of
women in senior leadership or “at their level” lgpemphasized as an important issue for them.
Patricia described that as an “out executive atldéviel” she did not have the professional role
models of women growing up in her generation, otliat matter, in higher education:

As a woman who grew up in a time, I'm in my 40sj gnowing up in a time that was

sort of right before we had a lot of substantahéle role models in a professional

capacity, sure there was a couple, females, stpopwerful representations, like a

Barbara Walters, or an Oprah, or something liké that for the most part, there hasn’t

been a whole lot of that, role models in highercadiion. You're starting now to see a lot

more female college presidents, but that hasn’agdkbeen the case. So, when | look,
and | thought, “My Gosh, I'm looking for role-modehnd | don’t see them, because |

want to know what does it look like on the nextdg¥you know as a president, as an out
president and executive at that level, as oppaséud level. (Patricia)

Sexual Identity
Most study participants believed that their sexdahtity was an integral part of their
self-identity, but that it did not define them. Manoted that their sexual identity in the
workplace was in connection with concerns of beafgeled or stereotyped “the Gay VP” or “the
Lesbian Boss.” Cindy expressed that she prideselfesn overcoming Lesbian stereotypes:
They have this stereotype of what that looks likd Bm very stylish. | have my Michael

Kors. | have my high-heel shoes. | wear 4-incél$id’'m, you [laughs] know so, I'm
very coiffed all the time. (Cindy)

Many participants felt that their sexual identitgsvan integral part of their self-identity,
but not something they had to announce. Oftentithey described it as something they did not
want to “push” on anyone. Clark explained thahbhd a protocol in the workplace for his sexual
identity: “If they ask me questions that they wamtearn ... I'm happy to help them there.”

Jennifer described how she was careful to readlpdmbore discussing her sexual
identity in the workplace: “I have learned very Webw to read a group ... to read people and to

know when they will be open and ready to hear abgutife.” Olivier, who had been partly
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closeted at work, stated he wanted to be honesit &li®sexual identity, which was “liberating”
for him, and a trait a leader wanted to portrapeceffective:

It was a very conscious decisions | made fromvérg beginning that | was not gonna
be in the closet and that if anybody asked thabuld, you know, be truthful about the
responses, but not that | was gonna go out thetstamd on a platform and make that
public announcement. It was never my intention lamelver did that, but | never hid it
or, if somebody asked, | answered honestly antftlly... | would say a life changing
experience because it was very liberating to be tbfeel like, I'm not gonna hide it any
more. (Olivier)

Michael explained clearly about not being defingclts sexual identity as a “Gay VP,”
similar to how a friend had been known at a difféneniversity:

I’'m a VP for all students, and so he was not hapjly me for declining that ... so

there’s periodically this thing that you know pesplill ... | probably have purposely not
been. | have not immersed myself within the comityun that regard, because | fight
not to be seen as that and | think maybe that aels to my younger professional life
when this one person who is | think wonderful parg@s very outwardly Gay. | mean
told everyone he was Gay and there was... he’s allvaiyg) mentioned by folks as the
“Gay VP.” | knew since then there had been mavejesother Gay VPs, those Gay men,
and women had become VP’s, but | just don’'t waat th be how | was going to be
defined. (Michael)

Charles had expressed his philosophy and echeesktitiments of many of the other
participant about their sexual identity and itateinship to his being a leader in the workplace:
My job is to think about all of our students, aminetimes the LGBT piece become very
important, and sometimes it's not. It's more akiagbme or students who come from
warm climates here, and we have a really bad witterthey have the money to buy the

winter coats that they need? Gay identity isn’tah&/ personal piece that | share as a
leader. (Charles)

Responding to the Research Questions
This research study was guided by questions thitdiped to the lived experiences of
senior higher-education administrators. The figdiof the study addressed and provided
answers to the following research questions:
(a) Research question 1: What are the lived experieniceslf-identified Lesbian and
Gay senior administrators as leaders at US higtlecation institutions?
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(b) Research question 2: How have Lesbian and Gayrsadministrators made the
choice in their present positions to come out air tivorkplaces?

(c) Research question 3: How do Lesbian and Gay sadioinistrators perceive their
own leadership effectiveness?

(d) Research question 4: How have Lesbian and Gayrsamministrators integrated
their self-identity into their leadership, and heftective do they believe this has
been?

Further and more specifically, the four main thermuies the subthemes that emerged from the
findings address the particular areas that eadarels questions addressed.
Research Question 1

The lived experiences of self-identified Lesbiad &ay senior administrators were
affected by their past and present experiencdsein positions, and they classified their
memorable experiences as accomplishments or challen the process of achieving either the
goals of their institutions or of their careersheTived experiences that most participants
remembered were ones that they found “satisfyiag;fulfilling,” or that they were
“passionate” about; and they used their “skillstl dabilities” to either succeed or to overcome
obstacles as leaders.

Many participants expressed that they had beemnsgge for completing a long-term
goal of the college or university, which they calesied to be an accomplishment as a leader.
Many of them had also expressed pride in developevg programs with the cooperation of the
entire “college community.”

The senior administrators who had been in highacaiibn for 20 years or more stated it

was an accomplishment to “come full circle” andcassfully reach career goals and realize their
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aspirations. Most participants remembered thdialsle accomplishments as those of being a
“change agent,” or “reorganizing a department” anviving the “transitions” that doing so may
have entailed. Some participants said that therspce of changing the environment for Gays
and Lesbians was memorable to them because it belpdn the future to pave the way for
other Gays or Lesbians who may encounter simitaagons at their institutions.

Many participants felt that it was a challenge Yer@ome obstacles or barriers as leaders.
Many remembered that after they had arrived at timw jobs they discovered there was a lack
or change of leadership, little documentation,taép learning curve,” and the absence of
established policies to guide them. Some partitgaxperienced the lack of diversity as a
challenge for them to identify as Gay and Lesbians, in terms of their ability relate to their
coworkers. In their perceived role as leadersstme participants expressed that it was
important to be a “representative” in promotingetsity and changing the “culture” of their
institutions. Finally, another challenge that sqmaeticipants expressed was how to connect to
other Lesbian and Gays at the college or univevgitgre they were employed, or in the local
community.
Research Question 2

The Lesbian and Gay senior administrators stateikiiey made the choice in their
present positions to come out at their workpla@geset on the “comfortableness” of their
coworkers, the importance of their partners inrthees, the needs of LGBT students, or the
views of the president of the college or universitihe participants expressed that they made
“conscious” “strategic” or political decisions notcome out in certain situations or
environments in the workplace because of influémiividuals, who included board, cabinet,

or trustee members, and presidents, donors, aigtbred individuals.
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The resulting differences in coming-out in the waldce for many of the participants
meant experiences of coming-out on a daily bastifterent individuals, and at different times
and in different ways. Some participants expressgdstration over this phenomenon, but
describing that it was something Gay and Lesbiaasth contend with in the workplace and not
something that “straight people” had to do.

Many participants used the metaphor of a “balanaittfjto describe their choice of
coming-out process in the workplace between oreewig “comfortable” and one of being
“honest” or “open” about being out as a leadere Bhlance could at times be disturbed when
there was a conflict of interest between their @ag Lesbian identity and the policies and
culture of their institutions. Many participanis@described this precarious balancing act as
“walking a fine line.” Despite some of the challes, they felt that they had made a choice to
come out in the workplace and “not hide it.”

Although the participants were out at their workgls, they stated different strategies to
come out to coworkers, and to ensure “comfortalderieThey described the strategies as using
their “visibility” on campus, usually with their paers; posting the Gay Pride flag on their office
doors; communicating to others about their perstived; or inviting students to events at their
houses. Some participants described formal stest¢lgey had chosen, such as staff meetings, to
come out while ensuring that everyone at the mgetuld express their feelings about their
doing so.

Participants, even the one who was single, expdebe role of their partners as a
critical factor in their coming-out in the workpkcand one that they mentioned often as a factor
in their choice to coming-out in the workplace. eyHelt that they were focused on including

their partners at the university or college, begigrwith their being recruited for their present
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positions, and continuing in their negotiating déeer salary compensations, and in events to

which heterosexual employees brought their spoughs.participants also expressed that “they
could not imagine going to another job and not gp@uat” because of their partners’ integral role
in their lives, and that it was impossible for theammagine not having their partners be part of

their workplace experiences.

The participants who had daily interactions witldeints described their choice of
coming-out “visibly” and actively as an importanayto be “available” and assist LGBT
students and be “role models” or “mentors” to theis. leaders, these participants believed their
visible coming-out had a positive effect on theiationships with students and their ability to
relate to them honestly and openly. They expretisadimpact as senior administrators on
LGBT student organizations or clubs, and that tévmbly out” and to “set examples” was
important in these contexts.

Participants described other factors such as teggent of the college or university, or
other influential individuals as playing a less mjant, but still significant, role in their choge
to come out. They felt that the president invitihgm to apply for the position, or asking them
to represent the institution at a special everd,ianite them to events that included their
partners, were important but not crucial factoeg tffected their coming-out. Some participants
noted that their experiences with the presideneweit positive, which resulted in them being
“cautious” and “wary” about choosing to come outhe workplace. Finally, they often
described influential individuals as those who niiglel “uncomfortable” with participants’
coming-out, and who could “make or break” theiresas, or “close doors.” The participants
expressed that they made a “conscious” and “sticitdgcision to remain closeted temporarily

in the presence of such influential individuals.
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Research Question 3

Most study participants were not aware of, unlbsy tvere asked to consciously think
about it, the role their identity as Lesbians amy$played in others’ perception of their
leadership effectiveness. Many of them had addhitiey had never really given it much
thought. After reflecting, most stated that tHessbian and Gay identities were an integral part
of their leadership effectiveness. Some partidip#eit that their sensitivity was an important
trait to have as a leader, to better connect tmadarray of individuals from different
backgrounds and needs. Many participants feltttiet ability to be more open and accepting
of others, and nonjudgmental or unbiased aboutrdgalith others prepared them to be effective
leader.

Many participants felt that, because their staftpered them differently as Lesbians or
Gays, they were “extremely approachable, sensiéind,conscientious,” and that this perception
had impacted their leadership effectiveness. Sadieiduals expressed that they were effective
leaders because of their perceived role as “adesda#tdiversity” because they were from an
underrepresented population, and aware of the it@apoe of inclusiveness. Some participants
perceived they were effective leaders becausewvieegy accepting of input from different voices
in the community. Those individuals provided inpased on their own experiences of being out
Gays or Lesbians in the workplace.

The most important perception that most participgatrceived about their leadership
effectiveness was the fostering of trust that tbpenness and “honesty” about being a Gay or
Lesbian engendered. The wdrdstwas often connected to being a genuine or authleaaer
by the participants. Most of the participants thHt “authenticity” was the key to being an

effective and trusted leader. Some of the paditip felt that a genuine leader is viewed by her
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followers as one who can be trusted, and the geness is closely tied to the individuals’ ability
to represent herself honestly.

Finally, the “power of example” and “authenticitgs leaders and senior administrators
was a perceived key reason many participants gauééir success in becoming effective
leaders and integrating their Gay and Lesbian ijeinto their leadership. Many of them said
that, to be effective leaders, it was essentiatifem to be daily examples of Gays and Lesbians
in workplace, for everyone to see.

Research Question 4

Most participants experienced being a Gay and laesas a complex, intricate part of
their self-identity to be integrated into theirdeaship. Often they described using flags as a
metaphor for their integration of their self-idéptiand most felt they could “wave the Gay
Flag"and“other flags too.” Most participants féiat they had been “very effective” integrating
their self-identity as Lesbian and Gays into theadership, but that doing so was also an
ongoing and evolving part of their identity as leeg] they also explained that other identities
were integral to their being a leader, too. Thay & was essential that they also identify and
attend to the needs of individuals from differecdm@omic backgrounds, geographic locations,
and cultures.

Several participants described their self-iderdgycomplicated by the fact that they also
identified with their gender or ethnic identity, wh made the integration of their self-identity as
Gays or Lesbians challenging. Most of these pp#its felt perplexed to find that, when the
diversity of coworkers in their workplace environme&was missing, their ethnic or gender

identities were more visible than their Gay or Liashdentities.

97



The women participants recognized that they htefjrated their Lesbian identity into
their leadership effectively, but that their idéie8 as women were often more important to their
perceived roles as leaders. These participandgisay had experienced stereotyping based both
on their gender and being Lesbians in the workpldadey described their experiences regarding
the relationship of their gender as being inteteglavith being a Lesbian, but with distinct and
separate self-identities. They believed that thest identity was being a woman, then a
minority, and on “top of that,” a Lesbian in thenkplace. They voiced concerned about the
lack of “role models” who were senior administrator higher-education presidents. The
experiences of the women participants also weferdifit from each other because two of them
also identified with their ethnic identity; thereéo their experiences as women who were
Lesbians were also different.

The participants who identified as Black, Bi-Rac@l Latino believed that their ethnic
self-identity was the identity that others in therlgplace observed. They believed their ethnic
identity “added another layer” to their identites Lesbians and Gays and left them open to the
possibility of discrimination for other reasonshéely found that integrating their multiple
identities was more of a challenge in the workplaSemilarly, they felt that how they were
treated as leaders was ambiguous at times. They@lnd it difficult to discern which of their
identities was being addressed; this was espe&ally the case of the women, who had another
layer to complicate the perceptions of others.

The participants who identified as White experiehtteat their identities were
differentiated from their heterosexual male or fe@unterparts at the college or university.

As a comparison, these participants expressedttiet credibility” related to the ability to

appreciate issues of diversity was not the santka®f White heterosexuals because the
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participants had experienced issues of discrinonatnarginalization, and struggles as Gays and
Lesbians although they were White.

Finally, the participants in this study experiensethe challenges being one of few Gays
or Lesbians who were identified in the workpla€ne of the common challenges was the
expectation of others that they conform to stengesy However, the participants prided
themselves on overcoming the stereotypes of Gays.esbians, and for not being known as a
leader who was the “Gay VP” or “Lesbian boss.” pkeviously discussed, they described that
their sexual identity as Gays or Lesbians was tegral part of their self-identities as leaders, an
essential part, but by no means a defining oneshaf they were as persons; it was not something
they felt needed to be “pushed” or “announced.t these individuals, being a leader meant to
be a leader of “everyone,” and their followers dd@ee them not as a Gay or Lesbian leaders
with only one “personal piece” that could be “sltitdout as good leaders with many “facets” to

share.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to explore the péimep of Lesbian and Gay senior
administrators at colleges and universities regartheir self-identity and coming-out in the
workplace, and their perceived effectiveness adelesaat higher-education institutions. The
eight participants in this study were second-lieeier administrators who reported to the
President/Chancellor or Provost of their respedngétutions. The titles of the participants
generally were Provost, Vice President, or Deaour fhajor themes emerged from an analysis
of the study participants’ words, which reflectbdit lived experiences as senior administrators
in the college and university workplace. Thesertbg were memorable leadership experiences,
coming-out in the workplace, Lesbian and Gay idgrand leadership effectiveness, and the
multiple self-identities of Lesbian and Gay leadarthe workplace.

The chapter begins with a discussion and interpogtaf the study’s themes and how
they relate to the literature. An overview of ical theory follows, including its relationship to
the Gay and Lesbian participants’ coming-out preceeluding the descriptions of their
multiple self-identities in a heteronormative eoviment. The discussion continues with
implications of the study’s findings for collegesdauniversities, and for their Lesbian and Gay
senior administrators. The chapter concludes sothe recommendations for further research
regarding Lesbian and Gay senior administratord,odother leadership at higher-education
institutions.

Discussion of Themes

The discussion of both the main themes and subthé&ma¢ emerged in this study occurs

in the context of and relates to the reviewed neseaThe subsections that follow offer further

detail about those themes and subthemes.
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Memorable Leadership Experiences

A common thread in the memorable leadership expeer of this study’s participants
related to their coming-out experience at sometmnte the beginning of their careers. The
study revealed that, for the participants, beingimtheir leadership experiences played an
important role in their successes. Many participéaound that these leadership experiences
paved the way to promotions and advancement ta ptistions. This finding supports the
research of Hewitt, and Sumberg (2011), which iaid that out employees were increasing
their opportunities of being promoted over closetedkers. It also supports the research of
Coon (2001), whose findings showed that Gays amsthibes who had come out occupied high-
profile positions, felt empowered, and had sigaifitty improved their leadership experiences in
a heteronormative environment. Finally, the curstady is aligned with that of Renn and
Bilodeau (2005), who found that the LGBT identigvelopment and leadership development of
college students reinforced each other: The mor¢hege student leaders became in their
environments, the more reasons they found to pwther leadership positions.

Accomplishments. The subtheme of accomplishments emerged from tmearable
leadership experiences of the participants ingtudy. Characteristics they used to describe
themselves included dedication to the college orarsity goals, commitment to improving the
institutional environment, and willingness to penfiodifficult work—qualities that might be on
the wish lists of many employers seeking desirabi@loyees. This outcome supports the
research of Hewitt and Sumberg (2011), which fotlnad Lesbian and Gay employees were a
highly desirable pool from which to recruit for erstitution because they were “committed,”
“ambitious,” and better educated than their stragglunterparts. Oftentimes, meeting their

objectives required current study participantsubip extended hours, deal with challenging
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policies, and go the extra mile for their instituts as leaders in sometimes newly defined
positions.

Many of these participants shared the common petispehat acceptance and being
treated fairly and equally on campus were imporactiors that they considered carefully before
they accepted a position. This finding supporisrpesearch outcomes that indicate campus
climate and environments were important to retgmjoalified Lesbian and Gay employees who
were out (Abes et al., 2007; Lyons & Fassinger@®ankin et al., 2010). Abes et al. (2007)
found that it was important for future researcleaosider other contextual factors that could
influence an individual’s sexual identity, suchtlas institution’s campus culture or climate.
Rankin et al. (2010) also found that colleges amdarsities that advocated inclusiveness,
fostered welcoming climates, and offered equal opdaty were more likely to attract qualified
administrators, faculty, and students.

Some participants in the current study expressedhiportance of being offered the
same employee benefits offered to heterosexuallesuiiiey experienced such measures as a
“memorable accomplishment.” They expressed thefaation of advocating for themselves and
for other Lesbian and Gays, and of having the danmg arrangements on campus, family
status for their partners, and equivalent medigdltax benefits of straight couples. By claiming
equal status as Lesbians and Gays in the workptacse participants may have been
challenging the accepted norms of the benefitgedféo heterosexual couples and confronting a
“climate of heterosexism” in their workplace. Tloigtcome is similar to what Lyons and
Fassinger (2010) found in their study, which sutgpbthat employers who were perceived as
taking active measures against a “climate of hettsm,” and were instead fostering one that

was friendly to LGBT employees, were more likelyhve Lesbians and Gays visibly out to
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their coworkers and staff. Similarly, the reseastiCatalyst (2013) found that to successfully
recruit and retain more Lesbian and Gay employiasstutions needed to explicitly offer
benefits, such as domestic-partner benefits, and bhlear antidiscrimination policies firmly in
place concerning sexual identity and gender idgnfithe importance of Lesbian or Gay leaders
receiving the same benefits traditionally affordedheterosexual coworkers may also be an
important factor in their perception of being oakterms with heterosexual leaders in a
“heteronormative” environment.

Challenges. Some participants in the current study expressedlthallenge of arriving at
their institutions for new positions and discovgrthat there were few other minorities in the
workplace. One participant stated that this exgmee was an “unexpected” challenge, and
described it as having a “jarring” effect on h&his study also revealed that some participants’
genders and ethnic identities were perceived ag wiovious to others than their “invisible”
sexual identities. Their comments indicated thatas a memorable leadership challenge for
some participants to interact with others in thekptace and share experiences, and that their
genders or ethnic self-identities were visible, Wwate no more important to them than their
Lesbian or Gay identities, which were undetectaflieese findings about the ambiguities
around the participants’ visible and invisible itges in the workplace are consistent with those
of Abes and Jones (2004), who noted the importahcentextual factors in the external
perception of self-identity for Lesbians in highesiucation institutions. These researchers found
that “socially constructed identities” evolved diféntly, and that some individuals did not
understand the complexity of the interactions betwihe subjects’ sexual identities and other

identities. For example, they found that somei@agnts in their study did not understand the
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significance of or the interaction between thexuse self-identity as Lesbians and their ethnic
identities.
Coming-out in the Workplace

A common thread that wove through this main theond¢He participants in the present
study was their experience of coming-out, in thnrds, as maintaining a “balancing act” and
“walking a fine line” between feeling comfortable leaders with their sexual identity and the
process of coming-out to others in the workpla€ke results of this study revealed that the
degrees of coming-out differed and were affectethkytime, place, and composition of each
participant’s experiences in the respective workremments. Although the participants stated
they were out in their present workplaces, an agpee each individual perceived differently,
they had not been out to the same degree in ewsitign they had occupied in their careers.
These results are consistent with prior researahrfgs that indicate not all Gay and Lesbian
individuals are out to the same degree in the wadg(Connell, 2012; Guittar, 2013). Connell
(2012), in a study of Lesbian and Gay teachersaaintinistrators, also found that the
participants were out in varying degrees. Simylgpharticipants in a recent study by Guittar
(2013) described their coming-out process as argtong process” of revealing partially or
fully their sexual identity to different individuaht different times. Furthermore, the finding of
Abes et al. (2007) was that no one meaning of cgraurt could be expressed inclusively that
encompassed the variations of the meaning foraatiggpants in their study.

Participants in the current study were affectedtiner employees who were out, and as a
result were more comfortable coming-out themselvidss outcome is consistent with the

finding of Kenny (2008), who noted that the effastd_esbian leaders who were actively out at a
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community college “made a difference” for other lhiesis or Gays, and encouraged them to
“come out” and “stay out.”

Based on the participants’ reported social intévastin the work environment and the
role of their coworkers, partners, LGBT studertts, institutional president, or other influential
individuals, several subthemes emerged from tharapaut experiences they described in the
current study. For example, the study revealetdifi@rent individuals and circumstances in
the workplace affected the participants’ coming-oBbth where their coming-out process
occurred and who was present influenced their éaipee. Therefore, the coming-out process
was not just a personal experience of self-idewtitgn affirmation that occurred for the
participants when they were alone. The curremlifig that the coming-out process was an
integral part of social interactions is similarthat shown in the research of Marszalek et al.
(2004), which was based on Cass’s Lesbian/gayitganbdel (1984). The Marszalek et al.
study found that the importance of social inteaddiin the formation of Lesbians’ and Gays’
identities, and their coming-out experiences wémengly influenced by the social interactions
the individuals had with others.

In addition to the current participants’ sociakirgctions with others in the workplace,
the results in the present study suggest that pleeaeived “comfortableness” in that
environment significantly affected their choicestone out. This factor may have accounted
for the differences in the coming-out experiencagigpants experienced when they moved
from one job to another, and sometimes to a diffieaeea of the country or from an urban to a
rural campus. The study results suggest thatelyeeg of comfortableness with their work
environments could easily change when participaotepted a new position at a different

institution. This finding supports that of Pichlstarma, and Bruce (2010) abdbeimportance
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of work environments, and that tbeming-out experience could change when an employee
moved from one position to another. Changing gdreetimes entailed different choices in
coming-out for several of the employees in thatlgtu

Role of coworkers Many patrticipants in the current study experieno@ohing-out as a
continuous process relative to coworkers, a prottegssometimes entailed moving back and
forth, “retreating,” or “coming-out over and ovegaan” to different individuals and
circumstances. Some participants expressed thaisinot unusual to have to “step back,” and
reemerge or “come out again.” In this context,dhdity to step back and revaluate the
circumstances, and wait until the circumstancesneironment changed, seemed to be one of the
more common strategies participants used. Stepgank may have served as a useful survival
mechanism for those who were visibly out and yet toaremain politically astute as senior
administrators in their positions. These expemsneere similar to what Bilodeau and Renn
(2005) found in their study regarding the coming-experiences of their subjects. For their
participants, the development of sexual identitg wat linear through the stages of Cass’s
Lesbian and Gay development model, but insteadtexgive, and one could even move
backwards.

Similarly, results from the current study suggést participants’ experiences coming-
out to coworkers are not reflected in the earlgstaodels that some researchers advocated
(Cass, 1979, 1984; D’Augelli, 1994). Other reskars also have found those earlier versions to
have rigid linearity and lack of flexibility, and be ineffectual in explaining the reasons
individuals may backtrack in the coming-out proc@&deau & Renn, 2005; Fassinger &

Miller, 1997; Jones & McEwen, 2000; Troiden ,1988).
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Instead, the current study results indicated tihaiparticipants’ experiences of coming-
out to their coworkers were not linear and coulcthetmes move back and forth. The
participants explained the process as coming-adit'stepping back,” or “coming-out all over
again.” In their work environments, many particifgafelt the need to retreat or step back when
they were coming-out because of the circumstancbsaause of particular individuals, and
doing this may have served as a useful survivaha@sm. These results support prior findings
in the research, which also described individuatshing-out experiences as a conscious and
“Iiterative,” with movement back and forth througfetidentity-development stages, and
sometimes more than once (Bilodeau & Renn, 2008siRger & Miller, 1997; McCarn &
Fassinger, 1996).

The coming-out process that participants in thislgtdescribed, and its employment as a
strategy, was also similar to previous researchfthend Lesbian and Gay employees
experienced the process as a strategy that wastamaausly “personal, political, and
professional” for them (Renn, & Bilodeau, 20037p. Renn and Bilodeau also found that the
ability of a leader to be intuitive and to reactally to social cues and evaluate different
individuals in their work environments might be @ifical strategy Lesbians and Gay leaders in
their study used.

Role of students Four participants in the current study had reguigaractions with
students and felt it was important for them to t¥eawelcoming and inviting environment for
LGBT students on campus by choosing to come oudtparvisibly out. The reasons they gave
for this perspective included advising and men®ii®GBT students, and providing important
role models for them. These participants perceitied choice to come out as one that enabled

LGBT students to approach them and ask them todyears, and also enabled the participants
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to advise the students on ways to navigate thé&itadl boundaries of heterosexism within the
institution.

To provide a review of and context for the termsise in the current discussion, the term
heterosexisnn the literature has been defined as the assamtat everyone is heterosexual,
which institutions often make (Alden & Parker, 2D0&nd this assumption is sometimes
ingrained in the cultural norms and customs ofegek and universities (Herek, 1992). Warner
(1993) labeled the terimeterosexismas “heteronormative,” a form of hegemony.

The current finding that Lesbian and Gay partictpaose to come out because they
wanted to mentor or advise LGBT students was ngpaeded in the literature that specifically
addressed the administrator’s role at higher-edutatstitutions in mentoring or advising
LGBT students. This finding, however, is assodatéh those of several prior studies of
Lesbian and Gay teachers in education that deditttwe prevalence of heteronormative
environments in educational institutions (Liedéi02; Lugg & Koschoreck, 2003; Rankin,
2003; Waldo, Hesson, & D’Augelli, 1998: Wallace02). This current finding also is related to
some extent to Valadez and Elsbree’s (2005) firslthgt teachers had helped make it possible
for Lesbian and Gay students to cross the traditibaundaries of their heteronormative
environment at their educational institution.

Role of partners All but one of the participants in the current stuekre partnered.
Everyone with a partner stressed the essentiat@inchl role of their partners in their coming-
out in the workplace. The participants clearlyregsed that, from the time of their recruitment
for a new position to their acceptance and retargicthose positions, their partners were
indispensable in their decision to come out inlogkplace. The participants could not imagine

notincluding their partners, along with their familf/gets or children, in everyday
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conversations with coworkers at events where he¢sal spouses or families were invited, and
as visible presences on campuses. The participaptsienced their respective partners as
integral to their lives and happiness, and as ¢éiss@mthe support of their sometimes
challenging work.

Many participants said they would not have takeirthrofessional positions unless their
partners had been accepted on campuses; and iliernmothey did take seemed to be pathways
for advancement to senior career positions. Tincgzants had to make a choice early in their
careers to include their partners as an essermitibpthe decisions they made on that career path
and journey. Their choice to make their partnerghéegral part of their coming-out represents a
challenge to the traditional heterosexual familluea once attributed to senior administrators at
colleges and universities.

In addition to its assumption that everyone is teetexual, heterosexism on campuses is
a subtle form of oppression that reinforces thésibuity of Lesbians and Gays (D’Augelli,

1994; Herek 1992, 1993, 1995; Washington & EvaA8,1). The finding in this study regarding
the visible presence of their partners at partiiganstitutions in terms of both employment and
coming-out supports the Herek (1995) study, whaaimfl it was essential for individuals to
challenge existing institutional structures, whichy have been designed and put into place to
reinforce an environment of heterosexism. Theerurfindings also reflect those of some prior
studies, which suggest that exposing heterosexaidihe lives of Lesbians and Gays may
fostering a feeling of empathy in and change thiudes of some heterosexuals toward
individuals in these groups. For example, heteqaslecollege students enrolled in courses
about Lesbians and Gays relationships, or expasedages of Lesbians and Gays relationships,

both of which were designed thallenge preconceived ideologibad the effect of making
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“significant” positive changes to those studentstades toward Lesbians and Gays (Chonody,
Siebert, & Rutledge, 2009; Henderson & Murdock,P01The results of those studies seem to
imply that the first steps in changing a traditioeavironment of heterosexism may be to
challenge the established attitudes and belieksysf the heterosexuals within it. Participants
in the current study became a part of the highecation institution, and then acted to redefine
its traditional structures.

Another notable outcome from the present studytivaissome participants experienced
feeling “guarded” or “cautious” and “uncomfortabl@bout coming-out in their previous
positionsand so chose not to reveal too much about thesopet lives to coworkers in those
positions. Besides their work environments, participants gomes gave social or political
reasons for being cautious. Similarly, prior reskatudies found that some faculty members, or
administrators, may have been experiencing the teebd cautious about revealing their sexual
identity based on the sociopolitical environmerait thas commonly existed at some higher-
education institutions_ichler, Varma, & Bruce, 2010; Rankin et al., 20R0ftmann, 2006).
Additionally, the current study results are in liwgh those oHewlett and Sumberg (2011), who
reported that Lesbian and Gay employees who felh#ed to hide their sexual identity at work
were also careful in general about sharing persexyariences with coworkers.

The past experiences of many of the participantsarpresent study suggest that
participants were careful to assess the policigsiersity or college had in place concerning
Lesbian and Gay discrimination before they acceptgib offer. The partnered participants
were concerned not only about the policies for thelaes, but also for their partners and
families. This finding concurs with those@onnell’s (2012) study, which indicated that

Lesbian and Gay teachers and administratocgpted positions on the basis of a school’'s
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nondiscrimination policies. Many participants ior@ell’s study appeared to want to know
more about the policies a university or college pasted on its website concerning Lesbians
and Gays. Similarly, the participants in the cotrgtudy also wanted to be sure before they
considered job offers that the institutions’ pogpeticies would protect them from

discrimination. A reason for this cautious apptoaty be that current laws in the United States
concerning Lesbians and Gays still vary from statstate, and sometimes from one institution
to another.

Role of other influential individuals. At different times in their careers, the particifsan
in the present study experienced the need to hele dexual identity when they were
confronting influential individuals, and they maaleonscious decision that it was inappropriate
to come out at that time. They viewed influenimalividuals as those who would be
uncomfortable about the participants’ sexual idgnéand who could “make or break” careers, or
“close doors” of opportunities.

As noted previously, current participants oftenduge wordcomfortablenest gauge
their coming-out process. Others said they expeed a temporary stepping back, which may
have occurred as their intuitive response to chranigivels of comfortableness and the need to
assess the situation further before acting. Th@yadt come out, and thus omitted their visible
sexual identity in their interactions with influedtindividuals. The participants were aware that
this action left those individuals only with thewn assumptions about the participants’ personal
lives.

Several current participants also stated that twiming-out to other individuals who
were not influential would have been different.isTherspective is similar to what Balsam and

Mohr’s (2007) study revealed, that Lesbians andsGdtentimes carefully gauge their degree of
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coming-out based on their current work environmeenn and Bilodeau (2003) noted similar
results in their study of the degree of Lesbian @ag individuals’ coming-out. The participants
in their study indicated that their choices to caméwere based on the effect doing so might
have on their career paths to achieving seniottipaost Other studies focused on individuals
concealing their sexual identity in the workplabew similar results (Rankin et al., 2010; Sears
& Mallory, 2011). For instance, Rankin et al. (BQfound that half of the respondents in their
survey of universities and colleges experiencedhtezl to hide their sexual identity in the
workplace. Likewise, Sears and Mallory (2011) fouhat Lesbians and Gays hid their sexual
identity if they had witnessed others in the wodqgal who had come out and as a result may
have been passed over for a job promotion.

Lesbian and Gay Identity and Leadership Effectivenss

Most participants in the current study indicateeijthad not given much thought to how
their Lesbian or Gay identity had affected theadership effectiveness.hey were aware of
their self-identity, especially the role of the@xsial identity as out Lesbian and Gay leaders, and
they may have hesitated in their responses becausae had asked them to consider this issue
previously. When they had reflected on it, many said theytfelt their Lesbian and Gay
identity was an “integral” part of their leadersleiffectiveness.

In fact, a specific finding was that théiesbian and Gay identity was a critical
component of leadership effectiveness becausevedéo connect the leaders to their feelings,
attitudes, and motives for their behavior in thekptace. This result is relevant to prior
research findings, although not specifically totiias or Gay senior administratorgher studies
found that it was important for leaders in genévglerceive their self-identities or who they are

as individuals De Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2002; Hall, 2004; famppenberg et al., 2004)
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Acceptance of others.A subtheme that emerged in this study was that fiee
participants’ perspective, being Lesbian or Gagéea meant they were more accepting of
others in the workplace and could remain nonjuddgaier unbiased. Many participants
equated being more accepting of others with unaedstg diversity or inclusion. They felt that,
like other minority populations, they had experiessimilar circumstances and so were more
attuned to the struggles of minorities and thedssaf diversity and inclusion. They perceived
that they had gained the respect of marginalizedpg by overcoming workplace adversity, and
they connected that ability to being effective kef@dand successful senior administrators. This
outcome supports that of an earlier study, whicpleasized the importance in the 21st century
of a “broader range” of leadership traits and iat&ions, and the essential role of leadership
skills such as “inclusion, collaboration, and daigs” (Fassinger, 2010, p. 202).

Another aspect to this finding was that most curpamticipants felt their unique identity
as Lesbian or Gay contributed to their leadersfigceveness because it reflected their status as
members of a marginalized group and so was inteégthleir leadership effectiveness in that
context, as well. This perspective aligns with Aeas’s (2005) study suggesting that Lesbian
administrators embraced the same values, prigraies practices that had been identified in the
literature to be the qualities of a “new generdtiohcommunity-college leaders. That study
noted the Lesbian leaders possessed many leadegrsdlipes because they belonged to a
minority group. Additionally, this finding alignsith that of Renn and Bilodeau (2005), who
noted that leadership qualities were “acquired‘different ways” and in different contexts
based on participants’ gender, ethnicity, and Seideatity.

Fostering trust. The subtheme of fostering trust also emerged fioarlived

experiences of the participants in the currentystuthey stated that coming-out in the
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workplace was critical to fostering trust in thi@lowers and essential to their leadership
effectiveness. In their words, fostering trust mtdaeing “genuine,” “open,” and “honest” about
their Lesbian and Gay identities. They often cated the wordrust to being an “authentic” or
“genuine” leader. This is consistent with what 6¢2001) found in her study of Lesbian and
Gay leadership effectiveness, which suggested #stiian administrators who were out role
models of “honesty and integrity” for their follovgewere also perceived as effective leaders.
Multiple Self-ldentities of Lesbian and Gay Leadersn the Workplace

The theme of having multiple self-identities and gubthemes of ethnic, gender, and
sexual identities emerged from the current findingike participants’ self-identities defied
simple explanations and had been formed differantgach individual. Based on their
experiences in the workplace, participants alsechthiey had developed multiple subidentities.
They explained that their identity as Lesbian oy @as not their primary one. Rather, it existed
in addition to other multiple identities and sonmets more than one subidentity.

Examples participants used to express their maltgi¢ntities in the workplace included
being “a leader,” an “intellectual,” a “young pensb“single,” a “husband,” a “wife,” a
“‘woman,” a “Black woman,” a “Bi-racial woman,” a dtino man,” and a “White” woman or
man. These examples show that Lesbian and Gajidseiltity is an intricate and often complex
phenomenon, and is dependent on social contextthamatesence of other individuals in the
workplace. Similarly, in her research, Cass (1984hd thatmanaging an individual’s Lesbian
and Gay identity was an integral part of managhag individual’s whole identity. The current
finding also aligns with outcomes in the work ofgites, Singh, and Cornell (2007), which

emphasized the importance of sexual identity inlitress of Lesbians and Gays in the workplace.
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Current participants often expressed their multgak-identities differently according to
the specific roles each individual played in vas@ocial contexts. For example, an environment
in which their sexual identity was not the focalrga@ould evoke another self-identity, which
might take precedence. These results suggegpdniatipants were constantly assuming
multiple identities in the workplace as part ofitheteraction with others. A shift in the social
context might evoke another self-identity, whiclgaéd with or took precedence over the
previous identity.This evidence is consistent with earlier studied tiave supported the view
that individuals have multiplsubidentities\an Knippenberg & Hogg, 2003; Abes & Jones,
2004, 2007), and that the subidentity of leader ezamected with specific social contexts in the
workplace. This view also parallels that of vanpgfenberg et al. (2005), who found that
leadership and identity were closely linked in Warkplace, and that self-identity was being
formed with the daily informal and formal interamis between coworkers and managers.

Ethnic identity. A subtheme of ethnic identity emerged from the elgmees of three
participants in the present study. For them, etidentity in the workplace added another layer
of complexity to their self-identity. They percet/that others may have been seeing their ethnic
identity first because it was obvious, and not‘theisible” fact that they were Lesbian or Gay.
They also sometimes found it difficult to determimieether or not they were experiencing
discrimination because of their ethnic identitiebecause they were Lesbian or Gaythough
the two identities intersected, these participanigerienced them differently and, in this case,
reported that they were perceived differently lyeos, a finding consistent with the outcomes of
the research Abes et al. (2007) did.

Current participants reported that their ethniatdg both interacted and interfered with,

or took priority over, others’ perceptions of the@xual identity. In this contexirevious
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researchhas noted that sexual identity is different frothestidentities because it is not visible
and also lacks role models or an open group idemtiinsequently, it needs to be differentiated
from gender, ethnic, and racial factors that dgvéhorelation to a group identity (Bringaze &
White, 2001). The current study again aligns \@tion’s work (2001) and her observation that
Lesbian and Gay identity is different from thosetifer marginalized or minority groups
because Lesbians and Gays were born into a sabegtassumed they were members of a
predominantly heterosexual culture.

Gender identity. A second subtheme, gender identity, also becanteetwin the
experiences of the women participants in the castrdy. They noted that their gender identity
often superseded their identity as a Lesbian leiadiwe workplace. They described the
relationship between their self-identity as Lesbiand that of being one of the few women in
the workplace as interrelated, but that othersegieed these identities to be separate. Others
found the participants’ gender to be visible angbsate, unlike their sexual identity, whose
visibility depended upon the context of the sitoatand upon the individuals who were present.
Oftentimes, for example, when the majority of thed® were present in a specific context with
participants were men, the perception of gendek pomrity over that of sexual identity. This
difference is consistent with prior research tloatid the interaction of gender and sexual
identity was perceived differently by others whemtextual factors were taken into account
compared to when they were not (Abes & Jones 2ADds et al., 2007; Jones & McEwen,
2000; Fassinger et al., 2010). For example, AbesJanes (2004) and Abes et al. (2007) found
that contextual factors were essential to undedsatgrhow the self-identity of Lesbians in higher
institutions is perceived by others, and that tHastors encompassed multiple identities which

may include gender, race, social class, religiad, sexual identity. Further, based on their study
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of Lesbians, Jones and McEwen (2000) developeddehtioey called the Model of Multiple
Dimensions of Identity Development. They used thadel to describe their findings about the
interaction of gender and sexual identity as “&dfland dynamic one, representing the ongoing
construction of identities and the influence ofrafiag contexts on the experiences of identity
development” (p. 408). Finally, using a model teyeloped, Fassinger et al. (2010) found that
gender identity interacted with sexual identitygttthese identities affected the leader and the
followers, and that the interaction between the wes dependent on the composition of the
group composition.

Sexual identity. A final subtheme that became apparent as an eakpatt of self-
identity development in the workplace for partigipain the current study was sexual identity,
which was also integral to their formation of seléntity as leaders. The participants often
identified and acknowledged “valued others” as ment They identified these individuals as
essential to their sexual identities as Lesbian@ay leaders; they included their bosses, the
institutional president, and other Lesbian and (8agers among this group. As mentors, these
“valued others” were important in guiding many loé fparticipants’ careers, and in confirming
their sexual identity as an important factor ofitiself-identity as leaders. In similar results,
Chickering and Reisser (1993) also found that “gdlathers” helped the development of
individuals’ self-identity, and for Gays and Lestsathis support was in the form of feedback
they may have received about their sexual identityaddition, although this support was
integral to the participants’ self-identity as Lesband Gay in the current study, it was the not
the only identity that participants expressed twayted to be defined or labeled with in the

workplace.
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Discussion of Queer Theory

As noted in chapter 1, Queer theory does not adgdba use of traditional terms to
define the self-identity of Lesbians and Gayspiesi not attempt to make a reference to any
specific sexual identities. Therefore, the tehaterosexisnor heteronormatives used here
imply that Gays and Lesbians are not part of theadled normal or predefined heterosexual
structure. This heteronormative structure has le@tace traditionally within higher-education
institutions in the United States. In earlier agsé, use of the terimeterosexisrhas meant that
employees at higher-education institutions havievad the rules and regulations that are either
explicitly or implicitly stated and that are desaghto reinforce and uphold heteronormative
environments (Lugg & Koschoreck 2003; Rankin, 20®8nn, 2010; Waldo, 1999yaldo,
Hesson, & D’Augelli, 1998

Outcomes of the current study indicate that thé@pants did not uphold, but instead
confronted heterosexism in the context of two typleshallenges. They indicated they had
experienced both kinds of challenges when theyrootdd the heteronormative environment of
the institutions where they worked. The first tdiade to heterosexism, which was in place to
define traditional families, was in the contextloéir partners. The participants confronted
heterosexism by choosing to be out, visible, arehaggbout their partners and their private lives
as Lesbians and Gays. The second challenge tmkexésm arose from the discrepancy
between the workplace definitions of employee biéhahd the benefits participants and other
Lesbians and Gays received for themselves or plaginers when those benefits had not
traditionally been offered to Lesbians and Gayhait institutions. Participants revealed they
had experienced challenges in both these instamives they confronted in the heteronormative

environment of their institutions.
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Queer theory does not recognize the concept behentermheterosexisnbecause the
term advocates its existence based on the binawafixed sexual identities that are in
opposition to each other (Sedgwick, 1991). Addiiidy, the ternQueerwas not used to
identify participants in the present study. Consaly, the study contains no data or results that
indicate the participants identified their Lesb&ard Gay sexuality through comparisons to
heterosexuals. Instead, they differentiated tmeiltiple identities through their resistance to
what they perceived as the attempt of heterosetasmpose a definition about their sexuality
on them. The references to Queer theory in thiepare intended to provide a context and to
help explain the various ways Lesbians and Gayesshto come out. Queer theory also helps to
explain the multiple identities that formed whergé participants did come out, a process that
was not rigid, fixed, or absolute, but insteadd|udynamic, and evolving (Abes et al., 2007,
Sedgwick, 1991).

Finally, Queer theory in this discussion is inteshtie provide a theoretical framework to
support an explanation of the themes that emergé#uki study as participants revealed their
coming-out processes and the formation of multjileensions of their Lesbian and Gay self-
identities. As noted earlier, these self-idergitieere formed in different ways that included the
intersection of gender and ethnicity (Abes et200Q7; Mertens, 2010).

Implications of the Findings

The following recommendations come from the findimgd main themes of this study.
The implications of the research have led to tilevieng insights and functional suggestions for
colleges, universities, and their senior administsato consider implementing as part of an
ongoing process to transform traditional, heteroraiive environments to those in which

Lesbian and Gay senior administrators can be mtBgrated and effective.
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Memorable leadership experiencesThe Lesbian and Gay senior administrators in this
study found their leadership experiences to be nnalboh® in their role as “change agents” who
challenged existing employee benefits offered omllgeterosexual couples. Similar experiences
could be part of a necessary process that occuea Whsbian and Gay senior administrators
choose to be out and comfortable in their workplaSach experiences also reflect the growing
awareness that college and universities are chgrtlgeir policies concerning benefits for
Lesbian and Gays. Such increased awareness nthgdideges and universities to consider all
their senior administrators, including those whe laesbian and Gay, as they evaluate the
benefits they offer to their administrators.

The suggestion that employers take steps to clyglarheteronormative environment is
consistent with other research that found employrs had acted to change the “climate of
heterosexism” were more likely to have Lesbians@agls visibly out to their coworkers and
staff (Coon, 2001; Lyons & Fassinger, 2010). Assult of such action, out Lesbian and Gay
senior administrators are more inclined to questxisting heteronormative benefits at their
institutions, which could change the benefits ndydor themselves, but also for other Lesbians
and Gays in their workplaces. Results from theenrstudy, which corroborate previous
research, suggest that colleges and universitasstipport their Lesbian and Gay senior
administrators’ efforts to send a positive mesgagethers might also result in attracting other
qualified Gay and Lesbian senior administrators Wwaee chosen to be out (Rankin et al., 2010).

Coming-out in the workplace. The senior administrators in this study were fototde
visibly out in their workplaces in varying degresexd ways, and they gauged their choices about
coming-out according to the “comfortableness” aithwork environments. Coming-out in the

workplace and being honest and genuine about tHeesseas an essential part of their self-
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identities as leaders. Both colleges and univessiand Lesbian and Gay senior administrators
can benefit from the current evidence that inde#te process of coming-out may occur in
stages or gradations, but that the progressioatialways linear.

Sometimes Gay and Lesbian senior administratottsisnstudy had to step back or retreat
in the presence of individuals who expressed disedrwith their sexual identity. For Lesbian
and Gay senior administrators, this suggests tin@sebe particular circumstances or times when
they appropriately choose not to come out; andetisasations may be social or political,
depending on the events and interactions of thaenatheir work environments. This scenario
was not a common or frequent occurrence for cuparttcipants, but all of them at one time or
another had experienced similar disruptions inptteeess and found them unsettling.

Similar experiences in the coming-out experienaddcalso manifest for other Lesbian
and Gay senior administrators in workplace envirents that are predominantly
heteronormative in design. Until the present wamkironment evolves and becomes more
accepting of Lesbian and Gay differences, thismtepback survival mechanism may be a
necessary response to a heteronormative environn@aieges and universities whose
leadership recognizes the need for changes inweek environments to avoid this potential
situation will be better able to address the issu# make efforts toward creating a more
inclusive, accepting environment.

Both the current research and other findings suggasthe coming-out process occurs
in relation to the inherent heterosexism in thekptace of higher education (Alden & Parker,
2005). ltis also important for first-level unigdtly and college leaders and their Lesbian and
Gay senior administrators to be aware that the rgraut process evolves and changes in

relation to social encounters with others in thatimnment. For example, many Lesbian and
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Gay senior administrators in this study stated toatorkers or staff often assumed that they
were married to a person of the opposite sex, laaidtheir mothem-law or father-in-law was

the mother or father of someone of the opposite $4ast participants had developed strategies
for responding that sometimes varied in differetutagions. As a result, their coming-out to
others at work reoccurred.

Lesbian and Gay senior administrators can leam tieese results that it is important to
be prepared to backtrack and reemerge in the cemihgrocess when circumstances and
individuals in their work environments change. IE€gé and university administrators also can
learn from this research that their campuses dem still heteronormative environments that
may be riddled with assumptions and ideas thataria heterosexism among employees and
others at all levels within the institution. Leasbiand Gay senior administrators may need to be
prepared to respond appropriately when such assums@nd ideas are evident.

Lesbian and Gay identity and leadership effectiverss. In the current study, fostering
trust was an essential part of being an effeceeglér for Lesbian and Gay senior administrators.
This information is important for Lesbian and Gayi®r administrators who may be making the
choice as leaders to come out at their collegesiwersities. Participants also revealed that
being out and fostering trust was an essentialgdddrming meaningful relationships and bonds
at work. These leaders confirmed that forgingtr@heships and alliances was crucial for them to
accomplish their objectives and goals at theiitimsdns of higher education. Colleges and
universities can use this data to support the escand efforts of their Gay and Lesbian senior
administrators to come out in the workplace. Sioghlevel support will help create a work

environment in which these senior administratorslmamore effective leaders.
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Multiple self-identities of Lesbian and Gay leadersn the workplace. The implication
is clear in both current and previous researchltegbian and Gay identity is integral to the
formation of self-identity, and thaelf-identityis an essential component to being an effective
leader (De Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2002; HalD£20san Knippenberg et al., 2004). This
information can be an invaluable resource to hdhpiaistrators of colleges and universities
understand the importance of Lesbian and Gay sediministrators being comfortably out in
the workplace as they develop their self-identiig gheir effectiveness as leaders.

Furthermore, it is important for colleges and ursitees to know that, according to the
Lesbian and Gay leaders in this study, sexual iyewas not the only component of their
perceived effectiveness. These senior adminisgaigreed that an effective leader must have
other qualities, which they expressed as beingad®r for everybody,” and being known as a
leader who was “accepting of others” and “openéveryone’s opinions and ideas. They also
said it was important for a leader to be fair, ezdpd, and a daily example of integrity to the
others with whom they worked.

It is important for college and university leade#dso wish for their institutions to be
inclusive to keep in mind that sexual identityhaligh important, was not a defining
characteristic the Gay and Lesbian senior admaiwts in this study focused on. They clearly
did not want be characterized by their sexual ithgrand they did not want that to be another
minority label. In fact, most participants wantede perceived as multidimensional and
multifaceted leaders and not as stereotypes ofiaeslor Gays.

The Lesbian and Gay administrators in this stugyr@ssed other identities as being
equally important to their self-identity. For iaste, others in the workplace perceived their

gender and ethnic identities before they did teekual identities. They also indicated that in
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their workplace experiences these other identitiee essential in identifying with others. Itis
important for college and universities to take iat@ount that both the sexual and other
identities of Lesbian and Gay senior administratwesbeing perceived differently by others,
vary in individuals, and even intersect. Whenaegdls and universities are considering the needs
and wants of minorities in their workplaces, thasearch offers valuable insight about
considering these other identities as separateiaiggie, and addressing their equal importance.
Further, these multiple identities are integraihe self-identities of leaders, and they may
require diverse responses by colleges and uniwessitithin the workplace (Abes et al., 2007).
Finally, Lesbian and Gay senior administratorsis study expressed the need to be
viewed as leaders who could be trusted and whdsa&leatity was “genuine” and credible.
They noted that sharing their personal lives withecs about their partners and families was an
integral part of being out, of integrating theixsal identities in the workplace, and of being
perceived as “authentic” leaders. Colleges andarsities can benefit from the knowledge that
Lesbian and Gay senior administrators want to lbegped accordingly, and that fostering trust
in this regard might be a fundamental part of sssftgly achieving long-term goals that are
linked to the missions of their institutions. lther words, the research supports the view that it
is in the best interest of college and universittesemove any barriers to being open and honest
about themselves in their workplaces that may ptgsexist for Lesbians and Gay senior
administrators (Arwood, 2005; Unger, 2008). Thatimnment would enable Lesbian and Gay
administrators to feel more comfortable with thegxual identities and to more easily integrate
their multiple self-identities in their workplace#n turn, it would both assist Lesbian and Gay

senior administrators and signal others that the&kwavironment is a safe and welcoming one in
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which they can come out and share their persoves lith others (Lyons & Fassinger, 2010;
Rankin et al., 2010).
Further Research

The findings of this study led to several suggestifor future research focused on
Lesbian and Gay leadership in higher-educationtiohs. The study participants were often
surprised to discover that more researchers hadduessed their concerns of coming-out and
the issue of sexual identities at colleges andarsities.

This study revealed that some participants expdeade@en interest in being mentors or
role models to others LGBT students, and leadiraddressed those interests only in light of
the coming-out process in the workplace. Moreaeseconcerning the desires of mentoring or
coaching for other Gay and Lesbian leaders in thekplace, and the availability of programs at
colleges and universities to encourage that memgand coaching, would be valuable.

Additionally, few studies were available that adied the intersection between Lesbian
and Gay identity and ethnic and gender identityiclviivere found in this study to be complex
and integral parts of self-identity for Lesbian abay leaders. Further research is needed. Most
importantly, more research into the complex waysdges, ethnicities, and sexual preferences
may combine to form multiple identities for Lesbiamd Gay leaders would be a valuable
addition to the available literature.

Last, this study identified that the correlatiotvibeen Gays and Lesbians’ self-identity as
leaders and their perception of how others vievedtin the workplace was sometimes critical,
both in helping them define their sexual identitglan determining their leadership effectiveness
at work. Additional research could focus on thieetors and expand the limited data currently

available.
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APPENDIX A: INFORMED CONSENT LETTER

You have been invited to take part in a reseanathyshbout the perceptions of self-identified Leataad
Gay senior administrators, and their effectiverasskeaders at higher-education institutions. $tusy

will be conducted by Thomas Christo of Coloraddsstaniversity, School of Education and Human
Resources Studies, Doctoral Program in Communitie@e Leadership (CCL). His faculty sponsor and
Chair is Dr. Linda Kuk, also at Colorado State émgity.

If you agree to be in this study, you will be askedlo the following: Take part in an interview aeding
your lived experiences as a Lesbian or Gay sewlimir@strator in your present position at your
institution. The interview will take place eitherperson or online via Skype at a time and locatiat
is convenient for you.

Your interview will be audio taped. You may reviévese tapes and request that all or any portidheof
tapes be destroyed. Participation in this studitake 60 to 90 minutes of your time to answer apen-
ended questions and discuss your experienceddditian, a “member checking” activity will be
performed, which should not take more than an lbyour time. The transcribed interviews will eng
to you to read, and, if necessary, any materighertranscript that you deem to be inaccurate ean b
altered.

There are no known risks associated with your gigstion in this research beyond those of everyday
life. Itis not possible to identify all potentigsks in research procedures, but the researcsstalken
reasonable safeguards to minimize any known arehgiat, but unknown, risks. Although you will
receive no direct benefits, this research may tiedpnvestigator understand the perceptions of iaesb
and Gay senior higher-education administratorsroiga their self-identity and their leadership
effectiveness.

Confidentiality of your research records will béctty maintained by assigning code numbers to each
participant so that data is never directly linkecn individual identity. Participation in thisusgly is
voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdrat any time without penalty. During the intews
you have the right to skip or not answer any qoastiyou prefer not to answer.

Your participation in this research is voluntatf/you decide to participate in the study, you may
withdraw your consent and stop participating at taimg without penalty or loss of benefits to whiau
are otherwise entitled.

Before you decide whether to accept this invitatmteke part in the study, please ask any questat
might come to mind now. Later, if you have questiabout the study, you can contact the investigato
Thomas S. Christo at 646-457-7923, or tscl@nyu.&thu may also contact my faculty sponsor, Dr.
Linda Kuk, at 970-491-5160 or email her at Lind&kKacolostate.edu. If you have any questions about
your rights as a volunteer in this research, cardacell Barker, Human Research Administrator & 97
491-1655, or email her at Janell.Barker@ColoStaie.EPlease feel free to print a copy of this conse
for your own information. Your signature acknowged that you have read the information stated and
willingly sign this consent form. Your signaturs@acknowledges that you have received, on thee dat
signed, a copy of this document, which is one page.

| agree to the conditions and terms of this conkent. Inputting your name and date and returmiag
email will be considered your electronic signatiareparticipants who will not be participating in-i
person interviews.

—— CSU#: 14-4866H
Participant’s Signature Date APPROVED: 4/2/2014 * EXPIRES:

3/25/2015
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APPENDIX B: GUIDING INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Thank you, for agreeing to this interview todays had stated in my letter, I'm studying
Lesbian and Gay senior administrators in highecation;you had agreed to be interviewed and
that will be really be helpful in doing this study.
Before we begin: Do you have any questions for eferle we begin?
1) What are your current professional title and resgulities?
2) What are some memorable experiences related torgtauas a leader in your present
position?
3) How have you, as a Lesbian or Gay leader, choseant@ out in the workplace?
4) What factors affected your choice to come out enwlorkplace?
5) What effect do you think your identity as a LesbiarGay has had on your
effectiveness as a leader?
6) How have you chosen to integrate your Lesbian ori@entity into your leadership?

7) How effective do you believe that integration hasty?
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APPENDIX C: INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN STUDY

Senior Administrator, Title
University or College Name
Address, City, State and Zip Code
Date

Dear Mr/Ms/Dr:

My name is Thomas Christo, and | am a doctoral ickate at Colorado State University in the
School of Education and Human Resources Studigsfablilty sponsor is Linda Kuk, PhD, an Associate
Professor at Colorado State University in the Stbhb&ducation and Human Resources. This letter is
being sent to you from an individual who has agteeghrticipate in the study, and s/he feels tloat y
would provide excellent information for this resgar

I am writing you to ask for your assistance in ecting data from self-identified Lesbian, or Gay
senior administrators in higher-education institng in the United States. The title of my dissentais
The Perceptions of Self-identified Lesbian and Saior Administrators, and Their Effectiveness as
Leaders at Higher Education Institution®articipants in this study are self-identified_asbian or Gay,
senior administrators, second line, and repothéoRresident/ Chancellor or Provost of an instituti
they are generally titled Provost, Vice PresidenDean. If this letter was sent to you in erplease
feel free to discard it.

If you feel you qualify as a participant, | woullld to invite you to participate in a 60- to 90-
minute, face-to-face or SKYPE interview to discysar experiences as a Lesbian or Gay senior
administrator at your higher-education institutidigher-education institutions could use the rissof
this study to be better prepared to create polspesifically geared to Lesbian and Gay senior
administrators.

In addition to the 60- to 90-minute interview, dwd like to ask you to participate in a “member
checking” activity, which should not take more treamhour of your time. The purpose of the member-
checking activity is to ensure that the transdhipt is produced from the interview is an accurate
representation of it.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. yibu decide to participate, you may withdraw at
any time without penalty or loss. The interviewlwake place at a location and time that is desigd
and convenient for you.

The consent form for this research is attachedv® ypu additional information about the study.
If you would like to participate in this researahstiould have any questions or concerns, pleagaaton
me Thomas Christo at 646-457-7923, or email mecdt@nyu.edu. You may also contact my faculty
sponsor, Dr. Linda Kuk, at 970-491-5160, or emai &t Linda.Kuk@colostate.edu. If you should have
any questions about your rights as a voluntedrigmresearch study, please contact Janell Barkena
Research Administrator, at 970-491-7243, or enildt Janell.Barker@ColoState.EDU.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Thomas Christo, MBA Linda Kuk, PhD

CSU Doctoral Candidate, Associate Professorrairgtipal
and Co-Principal Investigator Investigator

646-457-7923 School of Education
tscl@nyu.edu 970-491-7243

Linda.kuk@colostate.edu
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APPENDIX D: SNOWBALLING RECRUITMENT LETTER

Dear [Mr./Ms./Dr. Last name],

Thank you for your interest irecommending potential candidates ttoe study ofThe
Perceptions of Self-Identified Lesbian and Gay &@edigher Education Administrators
Regarding Their Leadership EffectivenéBse participants in this study are self-identifaesd
Lesbian or Gay, second line, and report to theitkea§Chancellor or Provost of an institution;
they are generally titled Provost, Vice PresidenDean.

I am sending an email to ask whether you woulditleng to pass along the enclosed
information to friends and/or colleagues who quyadihd may also be interested in participating
in this study. You are under no obligation to shitis information, and whether or not you
share this information will not affect your relatghip with the researcher. If this email has been
sent in error, you may discard it.

Thank you so much for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Tom Christo

Enclosed: Invitation to Participate in Study
Informed Consent Form - CSU#:14-4866H
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APPENDIX E: AUDIT TRAIL OF STUDY

Date(s)| Description of Task(s) Performed Classification
(2014)
1/21 Approved proposal from doctoral committee Agvad
2/07 Approved proposal revised and additions mad€85U- IRB Preparation
2/10 Proposal submitted to CSU — IRB and formsdilin on website| Approval
3/31 Revisions Requested by IRB — CSU forms rev{8gdand Revisions
resubmitted
4/02 Formal Approval and letter from CSU — IRB -3814-4886H | Approval
4/28 Email sent to recruit initial participantsstudy Recruitment
4/28—- | Consent Forms received from participants who agreéiae Consent Forms
5/15 interviews (5)
5/16 Snowball recruitment letters sent to partiotpavho agreed to | Recruitment
assist by sending the materials to colleaguesfrartis.
5/16— | Consent Forms received from referred participarits agreed | Consent Forms
5/28 to the interviews (4)
5/07 Participant 1 interviewed on Skype Data Cailbec
5/10 Interview 1 transcribed and reviewed Data €xibn
05/10 | Member checking and initial review of Intewi 1 Data Analysis
5/11 Interviewed 1 reviewed and read several tifoesnitial Data Analysis—
themes, and categories that emerged and used &biragk Steps 1 and 2
5/13 Participant 2 interviewed on Skype Data Cailbec
5/16 Interview 2 transcribed and reviewed Data €iibn
5/16 Member checking and initial review of Intewi@ Data Analysis
5/16 Interviewed 2 reviewed and read several tifoesnitial Data Analysis—
themes, and categories that emerged and used &biragk Steps 1 and 2
5/16 Participant 3 interviewed on Skype Data Cailbec
5/19 Interview 3 transcribed and reviewed Data €iibn
5/19 Member checking and initial review of Intewi@ Data Analysis
5/19 Interviewed 3 reviewed and read several tifoesitial Data Analysis—
themes, and categories that emerged and used &biragk Steps 1 and 2
5/20 Participant 4 interviewed on Skype Data Cailbec
5/23 Interview 4 transcribed and reviewed Datdeotibn
5/24 Member checking and initial review of Intewid Data Analysis
5/26 Interviewed 4 reviewed and read several tifoesitial Data Analysis—
themes, and categories that emerged and used &biragk Steps 1 and 2
5/28 Participant 5 interviewed in office at workqda Data Collection
5/31 Interview 5 transcribed and reviewed Datdéctibn
6/01 Member checking and initial review of Intewi®& Data Analysis
6/02 Interviewed 5 reviewed and read several tifoesitial Data Analysis—
themes, and categories that emerged and used &biragk Steps 1 and 2
6/02 Evaluation of ongoing themes, categories atutation Data Collection
6/03 Decision to continue interviews Data Collegtio
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6/03 Participant 6 interviewed on Skype Data Cailbec
6/06 Interview 6 transcribed and reviewed Datdéctibn
6/07 Member checking and initial review of Intewié Data Analysis
6/09 Interview 6 reviewed and read several tinoesritial themes, | Data Analysis—
and categories that emerged and used “bracketing” Steps 1 and 2
6/20 Participant 7 interviewed on Skype Data Cailbec
6/23 Interview 7 transcribed and reviewed Datdéctibn
6/25 Member checking and initial review of Intewi& Data Analysis
6/28 Interviewed 7 reviewed and read several tifoesnitial Data Analysis—
themes, and categories that emerged and used &biragk Steps 1 and 2
6/29 Evaluation of ongoing themes, categories ataration Data Collection
6/30 Decision to continue to interview Data Cdilec
7/02 Participant 8 interviewed on Skype Data Cailbec
7/06 Interview 8 transcribed and reviewed Datdéctibn
7/07 Member checking and initial review of Intewi@ Data Analysis
7/08 Interview 8 reviewed and read several tifoesitial themes, | Data Analysis—
and categories that emerged and used “bracketing” Steps 1 and 2
7/09 Evaluation of ongoing themes, categoriessatdration Data Collection
7/12 Decision to discontinue interview processoinpof saturation Data Collection
7/14— | Compile interviews gathered and use ‘horizontaliz€tto
7/26 segregate significant statements, expressions;aotes
0727—- | Analyze the interviews again from steps 1 and 2/atio create | Data Analysis—
08/14 | a list of the “recurring” “central” and “dominanéxpressions | Steps 3
8/28— | The common themes that emerged formed groups wséteis” | Data Analysis—
09/14 | of meanings to create an “exhaustive” descriptibtine Steps 4
participants’ experiences of the phenomenon.
09/18— | The compiled interviews were “knit” together fronegs 3 and 4 Data Analysis—
09/28 | to create a composite textual description thatepeesentative | Step 5
of the integration of the participants’ lived exjgeices
09/29— | Proposal revised into final dissertation — Editesjsions made | Preparation
10/01 | in content, added material to reflect present dooml, and data
analysis details to accurately reflect actual pdoices used
10/02— | Short Biography of participants compiled from Imexws Chapter 5—
10/04 Findings
10/05 | Major Themes and Subthemes found in Steptddstn Chapter 5—
Introduction to chapter 4 — Separate document begad for Findings
editing, and revising it.
10/06 | Essence of phenomena reevaluated, editeddatedl to separateData Analysis—
document with analysis from Chapter 4 Stage 5
10/07 | Chapter 4 added to edited and revised Daggmmt Preparation
10/08 | Dissertation—with Chapter 4 added, edited,rawvisions made| Preparation
in content, added material to reflect present doorh of chapter
4 and accurately reflect and update procedures used
10/8— | Template for Chapter 5, Introduction, AddressedRbeearch | Preparation
10/14 | Questions—3rd draft
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10/14

Revised Dissertation sent to Chair for edidspnments, and/or
additions and will be used to form chapter 5

Approval

10/20

Dissertation Returned by Chair with Edits—tba4 approved
with revision, and additions requested includindiag Chapter
5

Review

10/20-
10/26

Added to Chapter 4—Took Research Question Answkeoea
Chapter 5, edited them several times, and put ap@n 4.
Added Discussion of the Themes, Implications ofdifigs, and
Future research, edited several times.

Preparation

10/26—-
10/27

Final Dissertation with revisions and additionsgated
Appendices, and double-check of alignment, and &blinyg.

Approval

10/29

Dissertation returned by chair with editsa@ier needs rewrite
of discussion of themes and implication of the ifngys

Review

11/3

Dissertation with revised chapter 5, and edithapters 3 & 4
APA checked and spelling of citations, formattirigspacing
and headings, etc.

Approval

11/4 —
11/14

Corrected faulty spelling, grammar, punctuatiord artorrect
word usage

e Checked specific citation content, format, and seqa in
text and References, and ensured that citationfRafetences
are consistent with each other and completed acwptd
APA/CSU style guidelines

e Verified consistency and accuracy in spelling, resdtion,
capitalization, use of numerals vs. words, andsont

e Identified edited inappropriate figures of speeanpiguity,
incorrect statements

e Ensured consistency of voice and tense, and changed
passive to active constructions wherever apprapriat

e Checked key terms, vocabulary lists, index, anéroth
similar matter for consistency within establisheitecia

e Verified all URLs within the manuscript, made apmiate
corrections if/when possible, and identified thtss require
further correction or research

e Removed wordiness, triteness (overused or unotigina
content), and inappropriate use of jargon

e Made additions and deletions of content (including
rewriting). Concentrated on Chapters 4 and 5.

e Assigned new levels to headings and subheadings to
improve logical structure

e Smoothed transitions and moved sentences to improve
readability.

Preparation

11/21

Sent final copy to chair and committee fofdbdee on 12/8

Approval

12/8

Dissertation Passed — Edits and revisions raadeent to Chair

Approval
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