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The system of higher education in the United States of America has retained 

some of its original character yet it has also grown in many ways.  Among the 

contemporary priorities of colleges and universities are undergraduate student learning 

outcomes and success along with a growing focus on diversity.  As a result, there has 

been a growing focus on ways to achieve compositional diversity and a greater sense of 

inclusion with meaningful advances through better access and resources for individuals 

from non-dominant populations.  The clearest result of these advances for sexual and 

gender diversity has been a normalization of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and 

queer (LGBTQ) identities through positive visibility and greater acceptance on campus.  

However, it appears that relatively few institutions have focused on improving academic 

diversity and students’ cognitive growth around LGBTQ issues. 

Through historical inquiry and a qualitative approach, this study explored the 

fundamental aspects of formal LGBTQ studies academic programs at some of the 

leading American research universities, including Cornell University, the University of 

Maryland, College Park, and the University of Texas at Austin – a purposeful sample 

chosen from the Association of American Universities (AAU) member institutions with 

organized curricula focused on the study of sexual and gender diversity.  The analysis 

of primary and secondary sources, including documents and interviews, helped create 

historical narratives that revealed: a cultural shift was necessary to launch a formal 



academic program in LGBTQ studies; this formalization of LGBTQ studies programs 

has been part of the larger effort to improve the campus climate for sexual and gender 

diversity; and there has been a common pattern to the administration and operation of 

LGBTQ studies.  Clearly, the research shows that LGBTQ studies, as a field of study 

and formal curriculum, has become institutionalized at the American research university. 

A key outcome of this research is the creation of a historiography of curricular 

development around sexual and gender diversity at a sample of premier research 

universities. This work also begins to fill the gap in the study of academic affairs at the 

postsecondary level of education related to LGBT and queer studies and the 

organization and administration of learning about diversity and inclusion.  Ultimately, the 

results of this study can influence the continued advancement and maturity of this 

legitimate field of study as well as academic diversity and social transformation around 

sexual and gender diversity. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 A sea change related to sexual and gender diversity has continued to advance at 

a time when “[t]he nation and its institutions of higher education are in the midst of a 

social awakening as lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) Americans move 

toward full acceptance” (Trammell, 2014, para. 1).  Yet colleges and universities, 

particularly, must overcome the vestiges of exclusion that can continue to negatively 

influence the campus climate and be visible through the actions of some stakeholders.  

Examples include times in the early and mid-twentieth century at premier institutions like 

Harvard and Duke when there was active persecution of gay and lesbian students by 

institutional leaders (Trammell, 2014, para. 8) and the former leadership of prominent 

public universities like the University of Florida were once complicit in legislative 

pursuits of gay students and faculty (Trammell, 2014; Braukman, 2012).  Even with the 

establishment of affirmative resources as early as 1971 and the first academic center 

for lesbian and gay studies opening in 1986 at the City University of New York, such 

prejudice continues.  Quite recently the University of Louisiana at Lafayette faced a 

challenge by state legislators to its LGBT studies minor (Alpert, 2012), and elected 

officials in South Carolina threatened to withhold funding equivalent to the cost of 

multiple LGBT-related academic initiatives at public institutions of higher education 

(Jaschik, 2014).  And “[b]ecause LGBT policies are not externally dictated but each a 

product of the climate and disposition of a particular institution, there is no consistency 

in LGBT-related policies on college campuses” (Bazarsky & Sanlo, 2011, p. 132).  

However, educational opportunities leading to equity and inclusion are possible. 
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Terminology 

 Before proceeding, some clarity on the key terms used herein is important.  The 

prevailing terminology for sexuality or sexual orientation in the United States is straight 

or heterosexual, attributed to individuals sexually attracted to or participating in sexual 

activity with someone of the opposite sex; lesbian or gay, used to denote homosexuality 

or same sex attraction and behaviors; and bisexual for individuals with sexual attraction 

to or behavior that can include both males and females.  Separate from these 

sexualities are the normalized gender categories of man or woman respective to a 

person’s expected male or female sexual genitalia and masculine or feminine 

appearance and manner.  However, one’s gender identity or expression may not match 

the confines of norms linked to this gender binary.  Diversity in gender identity or 

expression within the traditional man-woman dichotomy or completely outside the 

gender binary then corresponds with the general term transgender.  Still, there is much 

more complexity to the discourse since the common nomenclature and conception for 

the more diverse forms of sexuality and gender, often abbreviated LGBT, may be 

foreign because of variance in sociocultural backgrounds.   

Among the lexicon of sexual and gender diversity is also the term queer.  Once a 

denigration of someone actually or perceived to be homosexual, a negative connotation 

persists for some people and can cause a discordant effect for a reader because of the 

historical usage – “’queer’ being a slur that the gay rights movement has appropriated 

as a badge of courage” (Cody, 1997, p. 37).  Furthermore, “queer experienced a rebirth 

in the 1990s” (Brontsema, 2004, p. 4) leading to its contemporary acceptance as a more 

inclusive term than LGBT for non-normative sexualities and genders along with its 
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significance for the growth of queer theory.  The meaning of queer in the context of this 

piece reflects the affirmative paradigm shift and increased customary use of the term in 

the academic setting and research.  Together, LGBT and queer (Q) have become 

labels, separately or combined, to address sexual and gender diversity. 

 

Toward Academic Diversity and LGBTQ Studies 

In the United States of America, and indeed across the globe, higher education 

institutions have often evolved in tandem with the societies that they serve.  “Important 

through the centuries in training professionals and political elites, these centers of 

knowledge, growing many times over and multiplying their activities, occupy an ever 

more crucial place” (Clark, 1983, p. 1) now.  The substantial developments in the higher 

education system of the United States, including an exponential growth in the number 

and type of institutions as well as increasingly complex missions, have continued to 

reflect and sometimes lead to the progress of the nation (Bogue & Aper, 2000; Cohen & 

Kisker, 2010).  Now, campuses generally have a multitude of purposes with a wide 

range of learning outcomes that have replaced the original approach of colleges to 

simply preserve and transmit information while preparing only a relative few for a limited 

number of professions.  Universal access and a focus on student learning outcomes 

and success during undergraduate study and beyond are among the contemporary 

priorities for higher education institutions, and there is a greater emphasis on diversity 

along with attention to the role of colleges and universities in educating for personal and 

social transformation. 

 “The ostensible mission of the [American colleges and] universities – the quest 
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for knowledge and academic excellence – was always subordinate to the institutions’ 

adherence to popular values” (Cohen & Kisker, 2010, p. 117) from its founding through 

much of the twentieth century.  There is a storied past of segregation and exclusion of 

women and racial minorities from academia with sometimes dramatic, forceful 

resistance and litigation by campus administrators or stakeholders challenging 

integration of these populations into more than just women’s colleges and historically 

black colleges and universities (Bogue & Aper, 2000; Cohen & Kisker, 2010).  By the 

middle of the twentieth century though, a shift in attitudes began in a few regions of the 

nation and higher education as racial minorities and women led growing civil rights 

movements to confront inequality and discrimination.  As a result, there has been the 

emergence of a clear focus on institutional diversity and inclusion with meaningful 

advances through better access and educational equity for individuals from non-

dominant populations. 

One of the most salient results of the focus on increasing diversity in higher 

education has been demographic change through the use of affirmative action 

admission policies.  This approach has traditionally utilized race as an additional non-

cognitive factor for admission decisions with some success in developing a college or 

university student body that reflects greater individual diversity.  In theory then, the 

increased number of minorities and individuals with ‘unique background’ (as cited in 

Olivas, 2005, p. 238) admitted through affirmative action leads to increased educational 

diversity as well.  However, higher education scholars have acknowledged that this 

increased “[s]tructural diversity is a necessary but insufficient condition for maximal 

educational benefits” (Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002, p. 333).  Therefore, 
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additional interventions are necessary to produce educational equity and inclusion. 

 In addition to affirmative action practices, federal legislation became a particular 

feature that led to numerous protections and forms of inclusion in campus activities for 

women, racial minorities, and individuals with disabilities.  And at the campus level, 

students and faculty members have pursued the creation of intellectual networks 

comprised of cultural centers and curricular initiatives that expand educational diversity 

and areas of knowledge previously uncommon at traditionally white, male-dominated 

institutions (Fenderson, Stewart, & Baumgartner, 2012).  In particular, the formation and 

growth of black studies and women’s studies programs paralleled the other significant 

attempts to advance diversity since the late 1960s; and “[s]imilar identity-based 

movements can be seen today in efforts to promote Chicano studies, Asian American 

studies, and Queer studies in the curriculum” (Bastedo, 2005, p. 472). 

The move toward LGBTQ studies, and acceptance of sexual and gender 

diversity overall, in the higher education setting faced institutional resistance similar to 

that experienced by the activists pursuing inclusion of women and racial minorities.  

Only those colleges or universities required by law, or the few institutions with 

confidence in their own reputation, base of support, and committed leadership, chose to 

implement gay and lesbian-affirmative policies and practices in the 1970s and 1980s, 

initiatives that have since become conventional. The University of Michigan opened the 

first student services-type unit for gay and lesbian students in 1971, and there were only 

seven professionally-staffed resource centers on college and university campuses prior 

to 1990 (Consortium, 2014).  Still, institutional policies and student development 

opportunities through a resource center continued to grow exponentially throughout the 
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next decades, and the small number of courses addressing LGBTQ issues expanded to 

fit into the general education or academic credential requirements at some institutions.   

The clearest result of these advances has been a normalization of LGBTQ 

identities through positive visibility and greater acceptance on campus.  However, it is 

also apparent that higher education institutions have not focused equally on improving 

academic diversity and students’ cognitive growth around LGBTQ issues.   

 

Statement of the Problem 

Of the more than 4,000 colleges and universities established in the United States 

by the dawn of the twenty-first century (Bogue & Aper, 2000, p. 3) and more than 4,500 

institutions just over a decade later (Carnegie Foundation, 2010), more than 15% of all 

degree-granting postsecondary institutions have strengthened their nondiscrimination 

policies by first specifying protections for sexual orientation and then adding gender 

identity as a protected characteristic (Beemyn, 2014).  There are also approximately 

190 professionally-staffed LGBTQ campus resource centers (Consortium, 2014), 

though this still comprises fewer than 5% of all higher education institutions in the 

United States.  And curricular programs focused on LGBT and queer-related 

knowledge, the centerpiece of the dominant triumvirate of research, teaching, and 

service in higher education, exist at less than 3% of all colleges and universities in the 

Carnegie classification system.   

 
To be sure, policies and practices to protect the rights and safety of LGBT people 
in higher education have emerged, and higher education is the site of much 
research on LGBT/queer identities and identity development.  Colleges and 
universities have also played a role in incubating LGBT/queer activism and 
activists.  (Renn, 2010, p. 132) 
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But these efforts, while important, appear to impact only a relatively small number of 

students in higher education.  Moreover, the emphasis on compositional diversity and 

non-curricular approaches appears to lack a design that can achieve some of the 

learning outcomes that help all students regardless of their sexual orientation or gender 

identity gain crucial knowledge that prepares them to address the most significant 

needs of LGBTQ individuals in the organizations and communities of society.  

 

Purpose of the Study 

With relatively few campuses having a dedicated focus on educational outcomes 

related to sexual and gender diversity, the exploration of LGBT and queer studies 

academic programs in higher education can generate functional knowledge to foster the 

persistence and expansion of these curricular initiatives.  Accordingly, the purpose of 

this dissertation was to examine the foundations of LGBT and queer studies programs 

at a sample of research universities in the United States as a way to chronicle and 

archive the influences and approaches that have led to the formalization of this field of 

study into an academic program at premier institutions.  This investigation, as a 

historical inquiry into selected LGBT and queer studies academic programs, conducted 

archival research and original interviews to determine the fundamental aspects, 

organizational and administrative contexts, and any formative trends that could inspire 

present and future growth of the LGBT and queer studies academic component.  Now, 

the details from this study have established a history and trajectory of some of the 

formal academic programs focused on the study of sexual and gender diversity, the 

contributions of these programs to academic diversity, and the advancement of this 
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particular scholarly field that aligns with the mission and role of higher education to 

support social transformation. 

 

Definition of LGBTQ Studies Program 

 To fit the goal of this study, the definition of an LGBT or queer studies program 

included only the organized entities with an individual or set of formal curricular options 

and a substantial focus on sexual and gender diversity.  There remains a variety of 

arrangements across institutional types and even similar campuses that support 

academic opportunities for LGBT and queer studies knowledge and research in higher 

education.  Specifically, this study focused only on the ongoing structured curricular 

initiatives created with a core purpose of achieving student learning outcomes around 

LGBTQ sexualities and genders; it was not necessary for the academic unit to have the 

title of “program” or “department” to fit this investigation. 

 

Research Questions 

 Guiding this study were the overarching research questions devised to identify 

the foundations of LGBT and queer studies programs at a sample of premier American 

research universities.  The questions helped the researcher locate and analyze sources 

to generate a history of each of the programs in the sample and plot a trajectory of 

LGBTQ studies program growth that can propel future expansion of academic diversity 

and social transformation around sexual and gender diversity. 

1. What were the core principles or most salient elements that guided the 

formalization of an LGBT or queer studies program?  
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2. How have institutions structured and operationalized the organizational and 

administrative aspects of an LGBT or queer studies program? 

3. What have been formative trends in the development of existing LGBT and queer 

studies programs with potential to strengthen the future of LGBTQ studies? 

 

Significance of the Study 

 There remains a void in higher education literature about the form and function of 

LGBT and queer studies programs.  Rather, the most common approaches have simply 

described the dissonance between LGBT studies and the incarnations of queer theory 

(Lovaas, Elia, & Yep, 2006, p. 4; Talburt, 2007), or detailed certain aspects singularly, 

such as disciplinary contexts and teaching strategies.  “In terms of research on 

LGBT/queer studies programs, Tierney’s (1997) foundational examination of queer 

theory and cultural studies in the academy is now more than a decade old in a field that 

has changed much in that time” (Renn, 2010, p. 138).   

By documenting the historical patterns that have resulted in the established 

LGBT and queer studies programs, a key outcome is the creation of a historiography of 

curricular development around sexual and gender diversity at premier research 

universities. The content of this dissertation also begins to fill the gap in the study of 

academic affairs at the postsecondary level of education related to LGBT and queer 

studies programs.  Ultimately, the results of this study can influence the continued 

advancement and maturity of this legitimate field of study as well as academic diversity 

and social transformation around sexual and gender diversity. 
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Organization of the Study 

 This dissertation includes seven chapters.  Chapter I: Introduction establishes the 

foundation for this study by providing an overview of the focus on diversity and sexual 

and gender diversity in higher education, the problem statement, associated research 

questions, and the significance of the study.  Because there is a paucity of research on 

LGBT and queer studies programs individually, Chapter II: Literature Review situates 

the study by opening with a consideration of the body of scholarship on academic 

programs in general then those more characteristic of LGBT and queer studies; it then 

details the history of sexual and gender diversity in academia, identifies the scholarly 

contributions about LGBT and queer studies, and relates the guiding theoretical 

framework for this study.  Chapter III: Methodology then describes the research process 

including the design, sample, data collection and analysis, and limitations.  The results 

of the research and analysis of the findings comprise Chapters IV and V with narratives 

developed from the data; and Chapter VI: Conclusion evaluates the results as a whole 

to chart the trajectory of LGBT and queer studies programs at a selection of American 

research universities and provide context for further expansion of these programs for 

greater academic diversity and social transformation.
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

To inform and situate the current research endeavor on lesbian, gay, bisexual, 

and transgender (LGBT) and queer studies academic programs in higher education, this 

chapter synthesizes the scholarly material found among journal articles, chapters, and 

books that have relevance to the nature of academic programs in higher education and 

theories that are important for this study.  A systematic search of the Education 

Resources Information Center (ERIC) database and the tables of contents and 

abstracts of the preeminent publications the Journal of Higher Education and the 

Review of Higher Education from 1970 to 2010 revealed scholarship germane to the 

topic of academic programs but elicited no published material related to LGBT and 

queer studies courses or programs.  However, the same method of keyword review of 

publisher databases and a comprehensive search of various LGBT-oriented scholarly 

journals yielded some content pertinent to this academic field of study such as the 

intellectual foundations and course development.  Consideration of the references for 

the article “LGBT and Queer Research in Higher Education: The State and Status of the 

Field” (Renn, 2010), a motivation for this study, also grounded this literature review. 

The literature review opens with discussion of a macro-level topic important to 

the development of any type of academic program: the purpose and role of higher 

education.  The ideas presented then transition directly into an explanation of other 

significant influences affecting the stratification and organization of academic knowledge 

into distinct academic programs.  Before addressing the general history of sexual and 

gender diversity and the branch of LGBT and queer studies in the academy, an 
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overview of a particular set of academic programs, those that fall under the heading of 

ethnic and area studies, shows the depth of research conducted on other fields of study 

originating and formulated in a similar manner to those of this dissertation.  Finally, 

coverage of material on sexual and gender diversity then LGBT and queer studies 

programs recognizes the contributions, but an inadequacy too, of the available 

scholarship.  The literature review closes with the linking of conceptual and theoretical 

strands fundamental to this the study into a guiding framework.  Together, this synthesis 

of key scholarship and theory forms an extensive knowledge base that supports this 

investigation into the foundations and trajectory of LGBT and queer studies academic 

programs at American research universities. 

 

The Mission and Social Role of Higher Education 

A crucial element influencing the academic domain of colleges and universities is 

the overall role of higher education.  The central effort of knowledge production must 

have a guide by which to proceed; therefore, a higher education institution establishes a 

mission statement or similar expression of its purpose based upon an understanding of 

this role. Scott’s (2006) investigation of the evolution and depth of institutional missions 

asserted that “virtually all of today’s policies and issues in higher education – from 

admissions to weapons technology – derive from institutional mission” (p. 2).  

Furthermore, though missions vary widely across institutional type and time, a 

significant principle embedded in the mission of the formative American universities was 

a role of public service (Scott, 2006).  This mission of public service has been central to 

the concept of a compact between higher education and society established by multiple 
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scholars (Faulkner, 2005; Kallison & Cohen, 2010).  Kezar (2004) described the notion 

of a compact, or a charter, in the following way: 

The charter between higher education and society, which is ongoing and 
meaningful, is generally defined as the reciprocal relationship between higher 
education and society.  This relationship is seen as legal in that it is invested with 
certain fiduciary responsibility and rights.  It also embodies a covenant built on 
trust.  Society provides resources, political support, raw materials, and a guiding 
influence.  In return, colleges and universities educate students, serve as 
developers and repositories of knowledge, provide social critique, and contribute 
to the community.  (p. 436) 
 

Still, scholars also identify a deterioration of this partnership among the American 

research university (Checkoway, 2001; Kezar, 2004) and higher education worldwide 

(Kezar, 2004) with the increasing commodification of a degree for personal benefit 

rather than public good.  Economic and political pressures have redefined the role of 

higher education as competency preparation for the workforce with sparse attention to 

broader outcomes (Faulkner, 2005; Kallison & Cohen, 2010; Kezar, 2004).  As a result, 

there are now two competing “institutional logics” (Gumport, 2002, p. 52) – the 

traditional social institutional logic and the more contemporary industry logic.  While the 

industry logic existed during a majority of the twentieth century (Gumport, 2002, p. 55), 

a more perceptible dominance of this value congruence in higher education correlates 

with a diminished reputation and opportunity for the advancement of some knowledge 

areas, and “has decreased the role of the faculty as social critic” (Kezar, 2004, p. 446).   

Scholars realize that the evolving dynamics of society, therefore, require higher 

education to adapt the way it functions, but not necessarily abdicate its social role.  In 

an invited lecture later published in the Journal of Higher Education, Checkoway (2001) 

challenged the higher education community to honor the founding principle of American 

higher education through “strategies to renew the civic mission of the American 
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research university” (p. 129).  Accordingly, higher education, and the American research 

university specifically, should reorient its students, faculty, and campus cultures to 

active learning and critical experiences that will strengthen higher education and society 

reciprocally.  To accomplish this, Checkoway (2001) suggested students could 

participate in “initiatives that prepare [them] for working with people in communities that 

are different from their own, and for critical reflection upon their community experience”; 

faculty must have the opportunity to pursue a “scholarship of engagement”; and 

institutions should commit to on-going community partnerships for authentic learning (p. 

133-134).  Focusing on the contemporary climate that differs greatly from the founding 

of most universities, Kallison and Cohen (2010) have advocated for a more balanced 

approach with “higher education as both a public and private good.  Higher education 

must recapture some elements of the previous compact and maintain the needed 

aspects of the current one” (p. 40, emphasis in original).   

 

Legitimation of Knowledge in the Academy 

In analyses of the changing role of higher education, scholars have lamented not 

only the diminished social role of higher education institutions but also the loss of a 

particular academic culture that sets colleges and universities apart from other 

organizations (Faulkner, 2005; Gumport, 2000; Kezar, 2004).  There are salient 

challenges associated with the shift from a public to private orientation and an 

increasing alignment with the organizational principles of private and profit-driven 

businesses.  Gumport (2000) has identified a specific harm 

where higher education is valued for its instrumental contributions vis-à-vis the 
preparation and retraining of individuals for work and the application of useful 
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knowledge to social and economic needs, rather than one in which all fields of 
study have inherent worth.  In this sense, the context quite directly shapes what 
knowledge is considered to have value for instruction, research or service.  
Conversely, the context neglects – or perhaps actively dismantles – those areas 
not valued.  (p. 83) 
 

This process, the legitimation of certain forms of knowledge, occurs because of the 

relevant external factors influencing institutional decision-making (Gumport, 2000; 

Tierney, 1988), but also results from contexts internal to higher education that drive the 

knowledge paradigm for each campus.  For instance, through a case study of one 

public university, Tierney (1988) identified a broad set of “cultural norms” (p. 16), 

including location, institutional values and mission, campus climate, and level of 

administrative transparency, as elements affecting the institution’s knowledge activities.  

Subsequent scholarship has established additional concepts that shape and confine the 

knowledge produced by a university. 

 

Structural Dimensions and Knowledge Legitimation 

Gumport and Snydman (2002) conducted a case study with a mixed method 

research design to describe the significance of two essential dimensions of the 

academic structure, bureaucratic and programmatic.  “Both elements reflect the 

differentiation and stratification of knowledge” seen in higher education (p. 385).  The 

authors described the bureaucratic dimension as encompassing the units of colleges or 

schools and departments that align with one or more established disciplines or fields of 

knowledge and oversee the administrative functions of degree programs.  Colleges and 

departments operationalize the procedural aspects for each program of study through 

personnel decisions, budgets and funding, and course scheduling.  Holley (2009) 
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explained further, “The department serves as the structural equivalent of the discipline” 

(p. 1), and Walvoord et al. (2000) emphasized the formidable role of the department 

suggesting, “The department is not merely a subunit . . . .  Rather, it is a uniquely 

autonomous and powerful yet also uniquely interdependent structure” (p. 33).  Changes 

to the bureaucratic unit can directly or indirectly affect the efficacy of a particular 

knowledge area offered for study on each campus. 

The other primary dimension of the academic structure is the programmatic 

element.  Gumport and Snydman (2002) distinguished the “degree program offerings” 

(p. 386) as the primary context for this dimension and identified distinctive aspects of 

degree programs that affect the organization of knowledge differently from the 

bureaucratic dimension.  For instance, the level of the degree options associated with a 

program of study has numerous implications, both for institutions and students.  In 

particular, “Differential status of knowledge can be inferred from degree level, because 

the adoption of graduate degree programs in a particular field is often interpreted as a 

stronger commitment to that field by the organization” (Gumport & Snydman, 2002, p. 

386).  The Gumport and Snydman (2002) case study concluded “that the 

multidimensional nature of academic structure provides an essential scaffolding for 

universities to function as complex social institutions” (p. 400) and serves as an 

important context upon which investigations of knowledge legitimation in higher 

education could focus. 
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Foundations of Knowledge – (Inter)Disciplinarity 

Traditionally, the components of the academic structure, including the 

department and degrees, derive from a respective discipline of knowledge (Holley, 

2009, p. 3).  “A discipline is a set of assumptions and tools for viewing the world in a 

certain way, addressing certain kinds of questions, and valuing certain kinds of 

evidence and insight” (Walvoord et al., 2000, p. 25).  Researchers have concentrated 

on two substantive strands of investigation related to this concept:  conventional 

disciplines and the emergence of a contrasting interdisciplinarity.  Clark (1983) 

synthesized the ideas of a discipline as a specialization, and described the fundamental 

characteristics of association seen within particular disciplines.  Whereas a discipline 

exists as a social organization, it has a culture that creates a cohesiveness that 

determines the boundaries of each corporation of knowledge.  Holley (2009) has also 

explained, 

As a result of the prevalence of the disciplines over the last century, they have 
come to be seen as the normative structure for university functions . . . 
Disciplines serve multiple roles in higher education: they provide order to objects 
of study and the means of analysis, they align students and faculty, they enable 
the organization and production of research, and they give value to the 
thousands of academic degrees awarded each year.  These characteristics affect 
the experiences of students in the classroom, faculty in the research laboratory, 
and individuals in administrative offices.  (p. 29-31) 
   
However, Pike and Killian (2001) have questioned the worthiness of separate 

disciplines as an appropriate context for guiding student learning when there are 

inconsistencies across multiple studies on the learning outcomes among various 

disciplines of study.  Specifically, “[d]isciplinary effects, when they do occur, have been 

limited to gains in content knowledge specific to a discipline” (Pike & Killian, 2001, p. 

430).  The authors concluded that research and practice will further benefit from 
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additional theoretically sound investigations of disciplinary specialization, and 

accomplishing the broad objectives associated with learning that promotes social 

awareness and action requires “integration of information across disciplines” (Pike & 

Killian, 2001, p. 450). 

Clark (1996) documented the exponential growth in academic specialties that 

have emerged from numerous disciplines, and argued that this is a context upon which 

there should be a greater focus in the research on the expansion of higher education.  

Though some disciplines have maintained hegemony as the primary organizational 

method for knowledge activity in higher education, a range of interdisciplinary 

alternatives has paralleled the extensive growth in fields of knowledge.  Moreover, 

substantial increases in collaboration across disciplinary lines are now quite salient 

among the research and teaching functions (Clark, 1996; Holley, 2009), following the 

key influences realized by funding agencies like the National Academy of Sciences, 

which increased funding for interdisciplinary engagement based on a “recognition of the 

complexity of nature and society, the need to solve problems not confined to a single 

discipline, and the capacity of new technologies to enable discovery” (as cited in Holley, 

2009, p. 41).  Interdisciplinary centers and institutes that facilitate research projects 

represent concrete examples of this trend among research universities. 

From the perspective of teaching and learning, campuses have established 

mechanisms of interdisciplinarity with new academic programs or other administrative 

units as well as a variety of curricular ventures so that “[s]tructuring critical inquiry and 

learning around two or more bodies of knowledge can occur in multiple formats, all of 

which are extremely responsive to the institutional milieu” (Holley, 2009, p. 50).  Recent 
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investigations into interdisciplinary formations (Brint, Turk-Bicakci, Proctor, & Murphy, 

2009; Holley, 2009; Parker & Samantrai, 2010) found that factors internal to each 

institution cause these arrangements to vary by campus.  And Brint et al. (2009) 

reported findings that show the greatest level of interdisciplinarity occurs at large 

universities.  The same authors (2009) cite an address by Michael Crow, president of 

Arizona State University, to argue that, “’The traditional disciplinary organization of 

universities may not be the optimal way to organize the institution itself or to teach 

students to solve . . . social, economic, and technological challenges . . .’” (p. 177).  Still, 

the norms of the common bureaucratic and programmatic dimensions persist, thereby 

compelling interdisciplinary efforts to retain similarities to the traditional academic 

structure (Holley, 2009). 

An interdisciplinary curriculum faces many of the same inherent requirements [as 
that of the individual disciplines].  Faculty must agree on the purpose, structure, 
and outcomes of the curriculum; the institution provides support for the program; 
assessment is instituted in a manner that aligns with expectations for the 
program and the institutional culture; and various learning formats (such as 
seminars, internships, lectures, and field experiences) are included.  (Holley, 
2009, p. 90) 
 

Bastedo (2005), through a historical account of curriculum development in the colleges 

and universities of the United States, has affirmed this and concluded, “Despite all of 

these pressures toward growth and differentiation, with tremendous growth has also 

come impressive stability.  Disciplines established over a century ago – some longer 

than that – remain the core of the academic enterprise today” (p. 473). 
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Intellectual Frameworks – The Curricula and Pedagogies 

 Additionally, the intellectual frameworks – the curricula and pedagogies – give 

form to the knowledge considered most appropriate at each higher education institution.  

While Rudolph (1977) provided an extensive historiography of higher education 

curricula in Curriculum: A History of the American Undergraduate Course of Study since 

1636, more recent theoretical analyses include those of Lattuca and Stark (2009) who 

have suggested viewing the curriculum as an “‘academic plan’” (p. 4) that “encourages 

faculty members and leaders to carry out curriculum planning as an intentional and 

informed design process” (p. 20).  The authors have also stressed, “To learn well, 

students must actively engage with course content – questioning, applying, testing, and 

reflecting on what they are learning” (Lattuca & Stark, 2009, p.196).  Other 

contemporary research on student learning further reinforces that curriculum 

development strategies should be attentive to complex learning outcomes beyond the 

mere acquisition of content knowledge and expand the focus to critical and 

transformative learning experiences (Schunk, 2012).  Still, while active planning of the 

curriculum can enhance learning outcomes, the evolution of the curriculum can also 

prioritize or dismiss certain subjects and types of knowledge.  

In concert with the curriculum, pedagogies, or teaching methods, are the formal 

mechanisms that mediate learning to produce the knowledge considered most 

important by the academic domain of each higher education institution.  “Ideally, a 

college or university purposefully cultivates an educational environment that encourages 

faculty members to use varied instructional processes” (Lattuca & Stark, 2009, p. 191) 

to achieve the intended learning outcomes.  Lattuca and Stark (2009) have also 
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identified the influence of external forces such as professional associations and 

accrediting bodies as an impetus for a wider range of pedagogies that support active 

learning.  An example is the American Association of Colleges & Universities (AAC&U), 

which hosts numerous professional development meetings promoting high impact 

experiences and similar initiatives focused on broad-based learning for personal growth 

and engaged citizenship. 

Slattery (2006), while focused on curriculum development in elementary and 

secondary education, reflected upon the additional elements of “theoretical 

underpinnings, sociological impact, race and gender bias, international connections, 

[and] political implications” (p. 59) that have also transformed the traditional curriculum 

and pedagogy of higher education into a “postmodern alternative” (p. 62).  Instead of 

relying solely upon classical rote learning methods, practice has shifted to a more 

student-centered pedagogy based on the progressive principles of John Dewey and his 

successors, and postmodern critical theories such as culturally-relevant pedagogy 

(Ladson-Billings, 1995), emancipatory learning (Giroux, 2011), and transformative 

learning (Mezirow, 2000; Taylor, 2008). 

Mascolo (2009) has also synthesized the current primary research that often 

supports student-centered pedagogy, and argued for a more balanced approach than 

many of the scholars who champion alternative approaches to classical teaching.  

Whereas “[t]raditional teacher-centered pedagogy . . . is usually understood to involve 

the use of the lecture as a primary means of communication in the classroom” 

(Mascolo, 2009, p. 4) for promoting knowledge acquisition, many of the contemporary 

pedagogies rest on a constructivist paradigm that honors knowledge formation 
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(Mascolo, 2009; Schunk, 2012).  There are pitfalls associated with a purely student-

centered pedagogy, which include the loss of necessary supervision and expert 

knowledge from the professor as well as diminished effects of the curriculum (Mascolo, 

2009).  Alternatively, a balanced approach to teaching can address these concerns by 

engaging students through modified classroom activities aligned with the understanding 

that “students do not construct knowledge in a vacuum; they require direction, guidance 

and instruction that is sensitive to their existing levels of understanding relative to the 

skills and knowledge under construction” (Mascolo, 2009, 14).   

When the college or university teacher acts as a facilitator of student learning 

rather than an authority figure over knowledge, it becomes more likely that students will 

experience transformative learning.  By definition, transformative learning theory 

supports individual discovery and dialogue, and emphasizes experiences that cause 

cognitive dissonance for students as a way to learn through active response thereby 

resulting in transformation of worldviews (Mezirow, 2000; Taylor, 2008).  As Taylor’s 

(2008) analysis has shown though, the growing body of theories and scholarship, which 

include the work on critical and postmodern pedagogies, have strengthened the original 

idea of transformative learning theory from a singular focus on the locus of only the 

individual to one that takes into account contextual influences and interaction with and 

for society. 

Finally, Bastedo (2005) synthesized the key points in the history of curriculum 

development and concluded that 

we must come to a more nuanced understanding of the reciprocal relationship 
between curriculum and society.  While the curriculum can be seen as a lens for 
social change, it can also serve society by defining the boundaries of knowledge 
and thus serve as a force for social change itself . . . And while societal forces 
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undoubtedly influence the curriculum, a full understanding is only possible when 
we understand how those changes have unfolded over time.  (p. 463) 
   

The intellectual frameworks of curricula and pedagogies, accordingly, serve as an 

additional factor in the legitimation of knowledge and an important element in the study 

of the evolution of the academic domain of universities, and its distinctive parts. 

 

Growth of Ethnic and Area Studies Programs 

Examinations of the expansion of fields of study in the American college and 

university reinforce the findings that a variety of external and internal pressures affect 

the knowledge produced by higher education institutions and touch each part of the 

academic division in some way (Bastedo, 2005; Messer-Davidow, 2010; Parker & 

Samantrai, 2010).  Though the dominant subjects of liberal arts and natural sciences, 

from which most other subjects have arisen, can serve to illustrate examples of such 

influence, the establishment and growth of particular ethnic and area studies programs 

in particular have “often [been] explicitly connected to organized social movements led 

by students” (Arthur, 2011; Bastedo, 2005, p. 471).  Specifically, ethnic and area studies 

programs comprise areas of knowledge in the academy that have formed in response to 

activism on campus and beyond, and these efforts now actualize forms of 

interdisciplinarity and employ progressive pedagogies aimed at institutional and social 

change.  Examples of the programs or departments that fit within this schema include 

black or African American studies, Chicano or Mexican American studies, Native 

American studies, and women’s or women’s and gender studies.   

Before the formalization of these programs, only minimal attention to the ways of 

knowing and influence of minority populations existed in institutions of higher education.  
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After a few decades of growth, which began in the 1960s, ethnic and area studies 

programs continue to have a presence and appear to often align with the disciplinary, 

structural, and intellectual norms of higher education institutions. Messer-Davidow 

(2010) has suggested though, these programs also exhibit the transcendence of 

knowledge across the boundaries of disciplines and are indicative of how 

“interdisciplinary activity comes in many forms that depend upon a project’s purpose, 

stage of development, and problem-solving span” (p. 303).  Scholarly accounts specific 

to each individual ethnic and area studies program (Boxer, 1998; Kidwell, 2009; Muñoz, 

2007; Rojas, 2007; Rooks, 2006) have also identified numerous conditions and actions 

that have compelled these programs to assimilate with, rather than resist, normative 

institutional cultures in order to survive.  Though campus administrators expected the 

programs to fade away after a short time, some programs have created strong 

connections and collaborations with an array of established disciplines while others 

have successfully carved out space with new epistemologies and pedagogies in the 

academy.   

Rojas (2007) and Rooks (2006) each investigated the evolution of black studies 

and found that the earliest scholarship on this field of study concentrated on the “social 

history of black nationalism, research on the organization of black studies programs, 

and the sociology of race and educational institutions” (Rojas, 2007, p. 17).  These 

previous works, however, had done this without providing a comprehensive 

understanding of the development of black, or African American, studies in a way that 

could support a continued legitimacy and stability of the field.  In response, Rooks and 

Rojas individually evaluated the influence of the Black Power movement and student 
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unrest as well as financial support from the Ford Foundation, which attempted to 

smoothly integrate black studies among the traditional disciplines, as key elements in 

the formation of black studies programs.  Rojas’ work included additional comparative 

analysis of three institutions along with supplemental research on faculty demographics 

and curricula indicated that even with a multiplicity of frameworks for the organization 

and administration of black studies, the adherence to institutional norms such as 

departmentalization led to the highest likelihood of permanence for these programs.  

And while factions have had separate interpretations of the institutionalization approach, 

Rojas struck a balance with the explanation, “A more accurate view is that black studies 

and the academy are partners in a coevolution process.  Black studies and the 

academy have changed together, responding to each other’s demands” (2007, p. 219). 

To open the special issue of the Journal of African American Studies devoted to 

the history of black studies, Fenderson, Stewart, and Baumgartner (2012) recognized 

the prominence of Rooks’ and Rojas’ scholarship while providing a more complete 

record that “complicates, compliments and, in some instances, contradicts the recycled 

narrative that Black Studies moved from ‘protest to program to department’ on each and 

every campus” (p. 10).  The numerous perspectives available through this collection 

have provided additional detail that is not often realized; there is evidence that the 

student concerns within higher education were quite broad in scope and just as 

important on historically black college and university campuses as predominantly white 

ones during the advent of black studies programs.  And integral yet often overlooked 

was a symposium at Yale University, which appears to be the impetus for the structural 

developments of some black studies programs.  The current work of a research team at 
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the University of Illinois has extended this reconstruction of the history of black studies 

with a national survey of the relevant academic units in African American studies across 

the United States.  These contributions substantiate the “intellectual and institutional 

trajectory of Black Studies” (Fenderson, Stewart, & Baumgartner, 2012, p. 10).  

Reflections on the establishment and growth of Chicano studies as a result of 

external and internal social forces mirror the examinations of black studies programs.  

Having participated in the events leading to the first Chicano studies programs, Muñoz 

(2007) utilized direct personal experiences and primary sources to “produce a critical 

study useful to understanding the history of the . . . roots of the Chicano Movement, its 

contributions and the lessons to be learned from the past that can be useful in shaping 

future struggles” (p. 4).  Among the significant legacies of the social resistance was the 

establishment of Chicano studies programs, which Muñoz recognized as the source of 

previously unheard of intellectual and professional advancement for many Mexican 

Americans.  However, the full narrative of the evolution of Chicano studies by Muñoz 

has also revealed that administrators’ negative perceptions of militancy and the 

customary administrative approaches to dismiss activism on many campuses led to 

traditional bureaucratic and programmatic frameworks being the most effective way to 

formally integrate Mexican American knowledge in colleges and universities. Muñoz 

(2007) further explained, “Some [programs] have been able to maintain legitimacy 

within the university because of joint faculty appointments with established departments.  

Programs with such arrangements seem to pose less of a threat, and therefore criticism 

from university administrators has been minimal” (p. 194).  Beyond the historical 

foundation and general organizational character, Acuña (2011) and Soldatenko (2009), 
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separately, have more fully dealt with the development of an epistemology for Chicano 

studies that began with the ideal “to empower Chicana/o students and the whole 

community through the act of critical thinking” (Acuña, 2011, p. 76).  Each author also 

identified environmental elements characteristic to higher education that steered the 

Chicano studies curricula toward institutionalization rather than sustain its initial 

oppositional paradigm. 

Similarly, the formation of Native American or American Indian Studies programs 

and the introduction of indigenous epistemologies into American higher education 

coincided with that of other ethnic studies programs during the time of volatility in the 

1960s and 1970s, though antecedents such as persistent policy differences between 

tribes and the federal government have played a substantial role, too (Champagne & 

Stauss, 2002; Davis-Undiano, 2005; Kidwell, 2009).  Native Americans have sought not 

only inclusion in the curriculum and traditional knowledge system when advocating for 

the formation of an academic program, but also an appreciation for the unique cultural 

foundations and ways of knowing that are particular to indigenous people.  A prevailing 

question for these programs, which parallels that confronted by most among the ethnic 

and area studies set, has been, “If the entrenched disciplines that had studied American 

Indians had created so much misinformation, should newly emerging programs follow 

their lead in order to survive in academic institutions?” (Kidwell, 2009, p. 2).  A definitive 

answer may remain elusive, but Kidwell’s (2009) historical analysis of American Indian 

studies as a field of study found that “[w]ith recognizable intellectual premises, research 

methodologies, theories, journals, and an association, the field certainly has all the 

trappings of a [traditional] discipline” (p. 12).  And, Champagne and Stauss (2002) have 
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accumulated case histories that show the same type of institutionalization of Native 

American studies as that of comparative programs has been successful at a variety of 

institutions. 

 Like ethnic studies, women’s studies “programs draw their energy from social 

and political action and bring to the American academy new intellectual perspectives . . . 

that result in the constitution of new fields of knowledge and new approaches to 

pedagogy and research” (Boxer, 1998, p. 2).  In contrast though, these programs may 

be the most formidable of the ethnic and area studies programs identified herein as they 

are “now offered at over two-thirds of the universities” in the United States, and a myriad 

of arrangements exist (Boxer, 1998, p. 5).  Through a detailed chronicle synthesizing 

personal knowledge and primary sources, Boxer (1998) has identified the substantial 

influences on the structure, specialization, and intellectual frameworks evident during 

the emergence and general evolution of women’s studies programs.  For instance, the 

inauguration of women’s studies as an interdisciplinary program in the 1970s appears to 

have shifted towards the establishment of departments, a substantial factor in the 

longevity and success of this area of study.  Moreover, there has been keen awareness 

of and action on the innovation of intellectual frameworks as evidenced by Boxer’s 

(1998) statement, “What is different about women’s studies is how seriously many of its 

practitioners take the responsibility to pay attention to pedagogy as well as to content” 

(p. 80).  Some of the most significant struggles have been with regard to the growing 

academic nature of the field that has effectively diminished some focus on the principles 

of advocacy and social change outcomes that were fundamental at its inception.   
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In 2007, the National Women’s Studies Association, an organization that first 

formed in 1977 to advance the goals of education about women and impact of gender 

constructs, coordinated a broad-scale investigation of women’s studies programs 

across the United States.  The result was the first-ever report, “A National Census of 

Women’s and Gender Studies Programs in U.S. Institutions of Higher Education” 

(Reynolds, Shagle, & Venkataraman, 2007), which provided a snapshot of critical 

details from around 650 departments or programs at all sizes and types of institutions 

including community colleges and four-year colleges and universities across the 

country.  The quantitative measures provided show that these curricular initiatives 

began first at universities with most being established prior to 1990, then at four-year 

colleges around the same timeframe, and later at community colleges.  Universities 

have offered the highest number of undergraduate degree opportunities, and “[a]mong 

all three institution/program types, the highest rates of enrollment in undergraduate 

curriculum offerings are in undergraduate courses and undergraduate minors” 

(Reynolds, Shagle, & Venkataraman, 2007, p. 12).  Accordingly, it is clear that women’s 

studies became and remains a viable field of study with numerous qualities, has a 

critical influence upon institutions and society as a whole, and can guide the 

development of other areas of knowledge such as LGBT and queer studies. 

 

A History of Sexual and Gender Diversity in American Higher Education 

 With ardent opposition to same-sex behavior generally common in the colonies 

and no formal identity to clearly distinguish someone with the contemporary LGBTQ 

label, it is difficult to establish a definitive account of trends related to non-dominant 
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sexuality and gender in early American higher education.  Still, historians have identified 

situations indicative of diverse sexualities and gender expressions in the collegiate 

experience from the colonial period through the Reconstruction era that followed the 

Civil War.  Perhaps the earliest and only known description of same-sex desire 

connected with the colonial campus came from Michael Wigglesworth, a Puritan 

minister, graduate of, and tutor at Harvard College.  Wigglesworth wrote in his diary 

during the 1630s that he “felt ‘fond affection’ for his pupils” (as cited in D’Emilio & 

Freedman, 1997, p. 20), who at the time could have only been male students.  

Additional sentiments in the diary expressed feelings of unworthiness before God 

because of his impure thoughts about students and a belief that only marriage could 

lead to forgiveness for such transgressions, ideas that conformed to the prevailing 

social values of colonists at the time.  Accordingly, the climate of the early colleges most 

likely matched that of the broader society with strict standards for appropriate sexual 

and gender behavior compliant with heterosexual norms. 

 After some relaxation of the regulation and policing of sexuality and gender 

expression across society during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, individual 

accounts of same-sex intimacy appeared more often and noted experiences that 

followed patterns and evoked passions similar to those of traditional relationships 

(D’Emilio & Freedman, 1997).  The writings of both eventual well-known figures and the 

general student of the time suggest same-sex desire and activity was part of the student 

culture at numerous colleges by this time.  Literary figure Ralph Waldo Emerson likely 

based his essay “On Friendship,” which extols romantic friendship, upon his own 

“attraction to a fellow [male] student at Harvard in the 1820s” (D’Emilio & Freedman, 
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1997, p. 127).  Another example is that of Albert Dodd, a student at Washington College 

who before transferring to Yale wrote of his love and relations with both female and 

male classmates, including an emotional passage from his 1837 diary about his friend 

Anthony Halsey: “’to hold his beloved form in my embrace . . . to imprint upon his face 

sweet kisses! It was happiness complete’” (as cited in Katz, 2001, p. 29).  Likewise, 

women were not immune to same-sex attraction and behavior.  “Among women who 

attended college in the 1860s and 1870s, many formed intensely romantic relationships 

that paralleled heterosexual courtship”; and according to an archived letter from the time 

period, this could include “physical intimacy” and courting experiences known by “’a 

Vassar girl’” as “‘smashing’” (as cited in D’Emilio & Freedman, 1997, p. 126). 

It is likely that the relatively increased level of comfort with same-sex affection 

and romance both in society and on campus during the nineteenth century occurred 

because, “until the 1880s, most romantic friendships were thought to be devoid of 

sexual content” (D’Emilio & Freedman, 1997, p. 121).  However, once the word 

homosexual came into use as an identifier, most notably in the medical literature to 

recognize a perverse affliction or mental disorder, forms of same-sex intimacy gained a 

linguistic label that connoted sexual deviancy and produced a new social fear for people 

in these non-normative relationships.  The distress surrounding abnormal forms of 

sexual behavior became a substantial part of the campus culture with the advent of 

institutional policies and procedures at colleges and universities in an attempt to 

eliminate such behavior. 

Dilley (2002a), through his investigation of gay male student identity development 

in college, uncovered “a past not only of exclusion from campuses and student cultures 
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but also of successful attempts by colleges and universities to restrict the activities – 

and subsequently the identities – of nonheterosexuals on campus” (p. 410).  By the 

early twentieth century, administrators took responsibility for removing students and 

educators alike who were believed to or actually found to have participated in 

homosexual relations.  An archive of the proceedings of Harvard’s “secret court” of 1920 

(Paley, 2002; Wright, 2005), including accounts of the testimony from the accused and 

witnesses, is just one example of the level of concern among the college and university 

administrators at a range of institutions and the efforts undertaken in the early twentieth 

century to suppress homosexuality.  Acknowledgement of or simply perceived 

participation in same-sex relations was grounds for immediate expulsion of most 

students identified by the court at Harvard.  The same year Dartmouth College 

administrators took action against male students reported to have participated in 

behaviors typically associated with homosexuality while off campus (Syrett, 2007).  

Similar types of punishment also occurred at other campuses even into the 1960s; for 

instance, Thomas Maddux, a student in the 1960s, shared, “’it is well known that from 

time to time colleges in Texas and elsewhere simply dismiss[ed] a student from school 

on the basis of a mere complaint, or even anonymous letters” (as cited in Dilley, 2002a, 

p. 412).  As a result, students learned to be discrete in their activities and talk of same-

sex encounters, which likely reduced chances for most students to develop a positive 

identity around a non-dominant sexuality during college and sometimes later in life.  

Removal from campus proved to be even more difficult for numerous students, some of 

whom committed suicide rather than face disgrace upon returning home.   
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By the 1950s and 1960s, a less often noted resistance effort – the homophile 

movement – was underway with organizations forming to promote increased 

acceptance of individuals still referred to at the time as homosexuals (Beemyn, 2003; 

Charles, 2010).  College and university students participated in these activities, 

Yet the importance of college groups to gay liberation has been largely 
overlooked by LGBT historians, who either assume that the movement was born 
literally overnight following the [Stonewall] riots or give too much credit to the 
Mattachine Society, the Daughters of Bilitis, and other mainline homophile 
organizations, many of whose members were actually opposed to the greater 
militancy represented by Stonewall.  (Beemyn, 2003, p. 206) 
 

Of particular note is the establishment of the first gay rights-related student 

organizations on campuses, starting with the Student Homophile League at Columbia 

University officially recognized in 1967 and at Cornell University in 1968 – eventually 

changing its name to the Gay Liberation Front (Beemyn, 2003).  And while the 

University of California, Berkeley and a few other institutions were also hospitable by 

allowing students to organize in the late ‘60s, many public colleges and universities 

were taken to court for refusing to recognize gay and lesbian student groups.  “Other 

postsecondary institutions feared not only potential sexual activity by but implicit 

approval of gay students” (Dilley, 2002a, p. 424).  Representative of the legal 

challenges, the University of Texas and Texas A&M University both faced lawsuits in 

federal court.  Whereas the University of Texas settled out-of-court, the case of Gay 

Student Services v. Texas A&M University (1984), which began in 1977, continued until 

the United States Supreme Court denied a hearing for a final appeal of the case by 

Texas A&M University.  The ruling of the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals effectively 

eliminated the long-standing barrier to access for gay students by recognizing that, 

“Neither the university's undifferentiated fear of illegal conduct, nor its public health 
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concerns were compelling interests that overcame the gay student group's rights” (at 

*1).   

By 1980, more than 200 campuses had registered a gay and lesbian-related 

student group (Renn, 2010), yet proportionately few campus administrators wanted to 

acknowledge individuals of non-normative sexualities and genders or proactively 

address the needs of gay and lesbian students and faculty.  Off campus, the AIDS 

epidemic along with negative political rhetoric about homosexuality sustained fears that 

inhibited the development of a supportive atmosphere and discouraged the type of 

openness about gay and lesbian identity seen in the previous two decades; these 

societal concerns as well as instances of harassment and discrimination prevailed on 

college and university campuses.  By the end of the decade, a few states and individual 

communities, however, did begin to exhibit acceptance of sexual and gender diversity 

by establishing statutes to prohibit discrimination and encourage equity, which resulted 

in only a small number of higher education institutions adopting similar changes to 

policy and practice. 

A renewed vigor and modified approach characterized the advocacy and activism 

of LGBTQ individuals and their allies during the 1990s.   

In previous decades activists fought to be left alone (the repeal of sodomy 
statutes; elimination of the disease categorization of homosexuality) or to be 
protected from harm (passage of civil rights ordinances and hate crimes 
legislation).  Increasingly, the tendency [was] to engage directly the institutions of 
mainstream society, and to fight for inclusion.  (D’Emilio & Freedman, 1997, p. 
368) 
 

Until this type of effort could effectively alter the dynamic of society, and higher 

education in particular, the barrier of a stigma remained.  Higher education researchers 

and institutional teams began conducting campus assessments and climate studies, 
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which revealed that campus atmospheres ranged from uncomfortable to significantly 

hostile for LGBT students.  For instance, Rhoads’ (1994) critical ethnographic study of 

students at Clement University found that students were able to have experiences that 

helped them develop an LGBT or queer identity, but the immediate campus and more 

extensive community environments presented substantial levels of homophobia and 

heterosexism that greatly affected the students during the identity development process.  

The results of similar studies led to recommendations for a set of improvements in 

policy and practice at colleges and universities in an effort to provide greater resources 

for LGBT students with the organization of an LGBT resource center and associated 

programming options as a focal point (Sanlo, Rankin, & Schoenberg, 2002).  A smaller 

volume of work addressed the needs of LGBT faculty, and suggested many of the same 

policy improvements as well as employee-specific initiatives like domestic partner 

benefits (D’Emilio, 1990; Renn, 2010).  Student affairs, and occasionally academic 

affairs, divisions at a small percentage of higher education institutions adopted some of 

the initiatives before the end of the twentieth century. 

The return to a conservative political environment nationally for much of the first 

decade of the twenty-first century failed to quell the activism in favor of same-sex 

marriage rights, enactment of federal hate crimes legislation that included sexual 

orientation in its provision, and elimination of the “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy of the 

military.  Within the realm of higher education, a more substantial number of institutions 

opened an LGBT resource center or office, which now brings the total to over 175 in the 

United States (Consortium, 2014).  Many institutions have also added sexual orientation 

and sometimes gender identity/expression to the list of protected classes in their 
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nondiscrimination policy (Sanlo, Rankin & Schoenberg, 2002).  A number of other 

support initiatives began on campus, including a lavender graduation ceremony 

honoring LGBT-identified graduating students, outreach to students and faculty through 

presentations and panels on a variety of topics, and expanded academic offerings with 

LGBT-topic courses and an academic program with a concentration, minor, or major in 

LGBT or queer studies on some campuses.  However, multi-institutional assessments 

have continued to find that challenges on campus persist. 

In 2003, Rankin published the results of a campus climate study involving 14 

higher education institutions in the United States, each of which had a professionally-

staffed LGBT resource center.  The results showed that from 2000-2001, thirty-six 

percent of student respondents were victims of anti-LGBT harassment; twenty percent 

of all respondents feared for their safety; and, fifty-one percent concealed their sexual 

orientation to avoid conflict with others.  Just as important, perspectives about campus 

leadership showed that forty-one percent of respondents believed that their college or 

university did not address LGBT issues, and forty-three percent of respondents felt that 

the curriculum did not adequately represent the contributions of LGBT persons. 

Nearly a decade later, a much more extensive study by Rankin, Weber, Blumenfeld, 

and Frazer (2010) has provided the most representative sample and current view of the 

experiences of many LGBT and queer-identifying individuals on campuses.  The details 

from this assessment of students, staff, and faculty at all types of colleges and 

universities across the entire United States indicated a similar atmosphere to that of the 

campuses profiled in 2003.  When conducted in 2009, LGBTQ respondents reported 

harassment twice as much as heterosexual respondents; greater than thirty percent of 
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the transgender respondents experienced harassment; and LGBTQ respondents more 

often considered leaving the institution or chose to avoid disclosure of their sexual 

orientation due to fear for their safety.  Faculty members actually reported that they are 

more likely than student or staff respondents to feel this way.  And forty percent or more 

of the respondents did not believe that the general education and departmental degree 

required courses adequately represented the contributions of LGBT persons.   

Among the recommended strategies from each national climate report was the 

strengthening of curricular and co-curricular initiatives (Rankin, 2003, p. 7; Rankin et al., 

2010, p. 16).  One investigator then reiterated the academic-focused suggestions from 

the 2010 nationwide climate study in an article for the Diversity & Democracy newsletter 

stating, “Institutions should develop, support, and sustain LGBTQ Studies, Queer 

Studies, or Sexuality and Gender Studies programs (preferably departments) with 

degree-granting (AA, BA, Masters, Doctorate) capabilities” (Blumenfeld, 2012, p. 21). 

 

LGBT and Queer Studies in the Academy 

Higher education scholars frequently divide their work into categories of students 
(experiences, outcomes, demographics, development), faculty (preparation, 
tenure, satisfaction), administrative leaders (career tracks, leadership style), 
organizations (culture, structures, change), governance and finance (state 
oversight, boards of trustees, faculty governance), policy (national, state, 
institutional), and teaching (curriculum, pedagogy, technology). LGBT/queer 
scholarship varies considerably across these categories, with the greatest 
amount occurring in studies of and about college students.  (Renn, 2010, p. 133) 

 
Further analysis of the canon of research on LGBT and queer issues in higher 

education reveals a relative absence of literature on the formal academic programs of 

LGBT and queer studies though.  When the available material examining LGBT and 

queer studies as an academic unit does appear, it is in texts with limited scope and 
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appeal to the mainstream audience of higher education.  Still, the principal publications, 

presented chronologically, distinguish some of the important characteristics of LGBT 

and queer studies programs, and lay a foundation for future research.   

Minton (1992) arranged the first edited work about the organization and curricular 

aspects of gay and lesbian studies as a formal field of study, though an earlier collection 

in 1982 by Cruikshank focused solely on lesbian studies (as cited in Minton, 1992, p. 

149), and Mohr (1984, 1989) authored earlier pieces about teaching a gay studies 

course and the moral imperatives for supporting gay studies (as cited in Tierney & 

Dilley, 1998, p. 57).  In the introduction to Gay and Lesbian Studies, Minton (1992) 

acknowledged the importance of colleges and universities in the United States and 

Canada advancing gay and lesbian studies even as European countries such as the 

Netherlands began offering this type of academic program by the late 1970s (p. 1).  The 

most exceptional chapters of Minton’s volume with relevance to this study include one 

written by Escoffier (1992), which examined the impact of social events and the content 

in courses related to gay and lesbian issues that preceded the development of curricular 

programs, and that of Collins (1992) as it identified the contexts for establishing the first 

gay and lesbian studies academic department in the United States at the City College of 

San Francisco.  Other contributors to Minton’s collection considered some of the 

courses and pedagogies found amongst the earliest established lesbian and gay 

studies programs and the interdisciplinary nature of the field.   

In a separate publication, D’Emilio (1992) also discussed the structural and 

philosophical dynamics of establishing a program, and outlined some of the shifts in the 

epistemological framework of gay and lesbian studies that occurred in the last part of 
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the twentieth century, including the move from a theory of essentialism – gay and 

lesbian studies – to a predominant theme of social constructionism and broader identity 

categories – queer studies.  Particularly, D’Emilio outlined the historical strands of the 

gay and lesbian movement occurring on and off campus that led to the beginning of 

relevant academic offerings; and while there had not yet been substantial growth in 

LGBT and queer studies programs, D’Emilio also shared key ideas and concerns that 

were already evident as gay and lesbian studies academic programs began to form. 

With the affirmative reframing of the term queer and advent of queer theory in the 

1990s, new texts appeared that considered the future of the field beyond gay and 

lesbian and interrogated the reliance on monosexual identities while also placing an 

increased emphasis on gender nonconformity.  Tierney’s (1997) Academic Outlaws: 

Queer Theory and Cultural Studies in the Academy depicted the continuing trajectory of 

gay and lesbian studies towards a recognizable academic entity by noting,  

Over the past few years, we have seen lesbian and gay studies develop in ways 
that are entirely expected.  Courses first have been offered and they are followed 
by programs and centers.  Journals have been developed, special interest 
groups in major associations have started, and we now even have our own 
national conference … All of these actions are logical as a field begins to 
develop; in effect, we are professionalizing queer studies in exactly the same 
manner that any area of knowledge has developed in the U.S. academy in the 
past century.  (p. 36) 
 

Tierney also collaborated with Dilley (1998) to trace the path from gay studies to queer 

studies and found it to be analogous to the development of similar ethnic and area 

studies academic programs.  However, D’Emilio (1992), Tierney (1997), and then Breen 

(2000) all raised concerns similar to those proposed by scholars in the parallel fields 

regarding the appropriateness of assimilation and institutionalization of LGBT and queer 

studies to fit into the traditional organization of the university.  The contribution of 
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Younger (1998), who conducted a historical analysis of LGBT-related developments at 

more than 100 colleges and universities, notably recognized that “the two processes of 

institutionalizing LGBT programming and courses run along two separate and more or 

less independent tracks” (p. 8).  Additionally, a section of Younger’s work provided an 

overview of LGBTQ studies academic program developments at the time from across 

the American higher education system. 

 While not produced for extensive publication or wide distribution, the Center for 

Lesbian and Gay Studies (CLAGS) at the City University of New York developed a 

document for the participants of a 2001 conference on the field of LGBT and sexuality 

studies.  This Survey of LGBT/Sexuality Studies Programs (CLAGS, 2001) synthesized 

the most readily available information, obtained mostly from online sources, into a 

record showcasing some hallmarks of the relevant, formalized curricular programs in 

existence at the time.  The limitations of that survey include its length with no more than 

two pages of information per program and its distribution primarily to a target audience 

thereby limiting availability.  The archived file is no longer shared through the CLAGS 

website as it was for a few years after the conference.  Still, this item retains its value as 

a historical record of academic programs with a focus on LGBT and queer content. 

By the beginning of the twenty-first century, the impact of queer theory, with its 

emphasis on destabilizing normative philosophies and structures, appears to have had 

some of the most salient impact on the direction of LGBT studies programs as it 

generated a divergence from the established paradigm promoting normalcy and 

inclusion.  Halberstam (2003), a key scholar on queer studies, articulated the value of 

queer constructions of knowledge and a queer critical lens as one that “refuses to see 
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sexuality as a singular mode of inquiry and instead makes sexuality a central category 

of analysis in the study of racialization, transnationalism and globalization” (p. 361).  

Lovaas, Elia, and Yep (2006) have also detailed the shift in conceptualizations from 

LGBT identities to one of queer subjectivities as a substantial factor in the increased 

collaborative approaches among various academic disciplines that now partner with 

LGBT and queer studies on a more consistent basis.  Still, these and other authors 

have recognized the tenuous relationship between the two principal epistemological 

streams of LGBT studies and queer theory.  Talburt (2007) is one who specifically noted 

the lack of empirical investigation into LGBT and queer studies programs, thereby 

limiting any claims by either framework of superiority. 

 Then, in 2010, Renn’s assessment of LGBT and queer-related research both 

recognized the important contributions and challenges that remain as works including 

Tierney’s (1997) Academic Outlaws became seminal but outdated.  Notably, Renn 

(2010) acknowledged the quality of works like the texts by Lovaas, Elia, and Yep (2006) 

and others while simultaneously critiquing these pieces as too narrowly targeted to 

serve as a substantive resource tracing the trajectory and identifying general patterns of 

growth among LGBT and queer studies academic programs.  Then citing the dearth of 

present-day inquiry into LGBT and queer studies curricula and programs in the 

academy, Renn (2010) indicated the importance of new examinations and urged “that 

understanding how LGBT/queer studies courses and programs evolve within institutions 

is valuable for others who seek to create such programs and also for understanding the 

intellectual history of the field” (p. 138).   
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Subsequently, Arthur (2011) has added some perspective on social movements 

impacting curricular change with queer studies among the key programs of analysis; 

however, it appears that scholars are slow to heed the call for further research devoted 

to the development of LGBT and queer studies programs in the academy.  Few other 

sources appear besides the book that derived from the “Expanding the Circle” event, an 

institute hosted by the California Institute of Integral Studies since 2010 that promotes 

the advancement of LGBTQ services, courses and programs in higher education.  

Edited by John Hawley, Expanding the Circle: Creating an Inclusive Environment in 

Higher Education for LGBTQ Students and Studies has a chapter by Adair (2015) with 

personal reflections on the challenges and successes associated with a single LGBT 

studies program, a chapter by Merryman and Valente (2015) detailing the origins, 

development, and growth of LGBT studies at Colgate University, Kent State University, 

and Napa Valley College, and another chapter that refers to the possibilities of LGBT 

studies at Harvard University (Marine, McLoughlin, & McCarty, 2015).  Still, these 

contributions indicate only a nascence in publishing on the structural aspects of a formal 

LGBTQ studies program in higher education. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

While the recent scholarly contributions convey the merit of further inquiry into 

LGBT and queer studies academic programs, existing theoretical constructs offer 

direction for the subsequent investigations.  The texts presented in this literature review 

each implicitly or explicitly adopted a theoretical or conceptual framework to guide the 

respective scholars’ approach to producing useful data and narratives on corresponding 
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programs within the academic domain.  Multiple authors (Boxer, 1998; Muñoz, 2007; 

Rooks, 2006; Tierney, 1997) acknowledged the importance of a critical or postmodern 

theory; some of whom have even advocated the use of (Renn, 2010, p. 132) or utilized 

(Tierney, 1997) queer theory as a way to examine the topic and orient the reader to an 

emergent view on academic program growth.  Other scholars like Rojas (2007), who 

conducted analyses of how and why “black studies programs have become an accepted 

and legitimate feature of many universities” (p. 7), did so from the standpoint of 

“sociological theories” (p. 22).  And, numerous higher education scholars (Clark, 1973; 

Clark, 2007; Gumport, 2007; Hearn, 2007) have more broadly promoted an intentional 

use of theory since it provides a lens for the investigation process and can also help 

situate and translate the findings into effective practice. 

Accordingly, this study of LGBT and queer studies academic programs utilizes a 

theoretical framework that comprises the key elements of three major theories: 

ecological systems theory, critical pedagogy, and queer theory; together these theories 

distill into a critical theory for the advancement of academic diversity and social 

transformation through higher education. 

 

Ecological Systems Theory 

 Acclaimed as one of the foremost scholars in the field of developmental 

psychology (Ceci, 2006 p. 173), Urie Bronfenbrenner advanced an ecological systems 

theory that “transformed the way many social and behavioral scientists approached the 

study of human beings and their environments” (Ceci, 2006, p. 173).  In his principal 

writings, Bronfenbrenner (1979; 1994) refined his innovative model of a human ecology, 
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depicting the interaction between a person and the environmental elements that affect 

growth and development.  This ecosystem of human development includes multiple 

dimensions including the microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem, and 

chronosystem.  Each layer then corresponds with the degree of direct contact between 

a person and an environmental phenomenon that influences the person’s condition in 

some way.   

The ecological systems model situates the person at the center of a network with 

“proximal processes” (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, p. 38) that occur between individuals in 

the microsystem, which encompasses the immediate settings and most consistent and 

intense relations of a person with contexts like home and school.  Through these 

common interactions, individuals learn and develop.  What Bronfenbrenner (1979, 

1994) also reasoned was that the additional dimensions of the network, or ecosystem, 

are just as crucial even though there is a reduced level of interaction between the 

individual and particular environment.  The systems Bronfenbrenner identified beyond 

the microsystem, therefore, represent the societal units with which an individual has 

less contact but these units continue to have some impact on the growth and 

development process.  Besides the direct interactions that occur within the 

microsystem, the mesosystem comprises the broader effects from two microsystems.  

The ecological systems model then continues to contextualize substantive 

developmental changes that happen as a result of events at the level of the exosystem, 

a dimension that does not directly involve the person.  A macrosystem reflects the 

cumulative structures or scaffolding of the micro-, meso-, and exosystems; and there is 

also the chronosystem that represents the integrative longitudinal perspective of 
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changes among individuals over time.  Bronfenbrenner also focused on the reciprocal 

nature of interactions through which an individual could affect change in one or more of 

the dimensions and eventually reinforce a person’s state of development or cause 

further changes in the individual. 

 While the primary subject for the ecological systems theory has consistently been 

developmental processes among humans, Bronfenbrenner (1994) “also published two 

reports pointing to the challenging implications of an ecological approach for child and 

family policy (1974) and educational practice (1976)” (p. 38).  Within the second of the 

publications referenced, Bronfenbrenner scrutinized the conventional design of research 

on social and educational policy, arguing for a new paradigm that was more fully 

contextual than the traditional approach (Bronfenbrenner, 1976).  The limitations 

Bronfenbrenner attributed to the common experimental method for research included a 

neglect of the immediate real-life setting and the broader conditions occurring in 

communities and society, which an ecological systems model subsequently resolves.  

Bronfenbrenner’s (1976) theory advocated a more critical approach to educational 

investigations:  

Research on the ecology of education requires experiments involving the 
innovative restructuring of prevailing ecological systems in ways that depart from 
existing institutional ideologies and structures by redefining goals, roles, and 
activities, and providing interconnections between systems previously isolated 
from each other.  (p. 14) 

 
Consequently, the ecological systems theory can also be useful for the study of 

an institution of higher education or a unit of the campus.  Dey and Hurtado (2005) have 

“show[n] the utility of adopting an ecological perspective by highlighting patterns of 

institutional change related to [current] student trends” (p. 318).  Just as the college or 
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university can affect student learning and development, so too can student actions, 

demographics, enrollment numbers, and an array of other environmental factors impact 

the trajectory of academic programs and other structures of an institution.  “Students 

have proactively and subtly induced institutional and social change throughout history 

and will continue to do so in the future” (Dey & Hurtado, 2005, p. 337). 

 

Critical Pedagogy 

 Especially in the fields of ethnic and area studies noted in this literature review, 

the methods to support effective learning include a focus on educating students to be 

culturally competent and social change agents.  A key theory guiding this type of 

approach to teaching and learning is critical pedagogy, which builds upon the positions 

of critical theorists of the early twentieth century and educationists who promote social 

equity and justice.  Breuing (2011) has traced the ideological development of critical 

pedagogy while still recognizing that there are concerns with a singular notion of the 

concept.  Most explanations of this theory have identified the influences of Karl Marx 

and those individuals associated with “the Frankfurt School” who extended parts of 

Marx’s philosophy to educational systems (Breuing, 2011, p. 4).  Additionally, the work 

of Freire (1993) became fundamental to advancing critical pedagogy.  In Pedagogy of 

the Oppressed, first published in English in 1970, Freire applied the idea of 

conscientization, a form of perspective building that occurs when the student and 

educator dialogue, discover, and respond to social contradictions, to emphasize how 

education should create a citizenry engaged in learning for social change. 
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 Scholars in the United States who built upon this idea of critical consciousness 

include “Henry Giroux (1981)[,who] began to formulate a critical pedagogy that 

synthesized the more progressive elements of John Dewey’s philosophy and the critical 

theory of the Frankfurt School” (Breuing, 2011, p. 4).  Kessler (2011) explained, 

Like the philosophy of Dewey, critical pedagogy aligns higher education with its 
social purpose of preparing students to discern how ‘existing social, political, and 
economic arrangements might be better suited’ (Giroux, 2001, p. 100) to support 
full equity regardless of cultural or other identity differences.  (p. 99) 
 

Critical pedagogy has also grown with the valuable contributions of other scholars who 

have connected it with parallel frameworks such as feminist and cultural pedagogies.  

And, while there exists “contradiction, overlap, and resistance to the attempts of some 

critical theorists and pedagogues to identify the ‘one perfect’ definition or a narrow set of 

prescriptive practices that constitute the field of critical pedagogy” (Breuing, 2011, p. 5), 

the range of conceptualizations all foster education for social transformation. 

 

Queer Theory 

 The critical turn in theory of the late twentieth century also fomented queer 

theory, an approach by which one resists normative interpretations and seeks to 

actively reconsider entrenched ideas.  At its inception queer theory, primarily applied to 

literary texts, addressed the confounding nature of a traditional system of language that 

led to sexual and gender binaries along with essentialized identities dichotomously 

recognized only as either normal or abnormal (Dilley, 1999).  The acceptance of queer 

theory as an analytical tool within multiple disciplines of study has allowed it to evolve 

beyond pure aspects of gender and sexuality so that “the concepts and the techniques 

can be, and are, utilized by a number of researchers in various disciplines” (Dilley, 
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1999, p. 462).  Specific to the college and university setting, Renn (2010) has 

determined  

that the insights to be gained from queered analyses of apparently nonqueer 
organizations have the potential to move discussions of persistent, intractable 
problems (e.g., access, equity, diversity, student success) to new solutions. . . . 
Queer theory, then, becomes a key to opening doors to theoretical advances 
across higher education research.  (p. 137) 
 
In some respects, queer theory is analogous to both the ecological systems 

theory model and critical pedagogy as it establishes a framework for interpreting how 

the various contexts of higher education impact the structures and processes of student 

learning and preparation to be socially-conscious individuals.  Researchers, educators 

and activists have used queer theory to develop practices in pedagogy and policy that 

dissect the normal and develop ways to transform ideas and institutions (Dilley, 1999).  

Still, one must realize and confront the notion that “colleges and universities have 

evolved to tolerate the generation of queer theory from within but have stalwartly 

resisted the queering of higher education itself” (Renn, 2010, p. 132). 

 

Academic Diversity and Social Transformation 

 The parallels among the aforementioned theories can coalesce into a single 

theory that supports a critical analysis of LGBT and queer studies academic programs.  

Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory fosters the broadest and most inclusive 

view of the internal and external elements that guide the growth and success of these 

academic units; critical pedagogy promotes an educational experience with active 

learning that leads to social consciousness and action to increase equity for 

marginalized populations; and, queer theory stimulates unconventional approaches to 
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destabilize the normal and create equity among organizations, institutions, and society.  

The consolidation of these key concepts forms a critical theory of academic diversity 

and social transformation, which acts as a lens to magnify the core and trajectory of 

LGBT and queer studies academic programs in research universities. 

As Anderson (2008) has posited, “The readiness of a college or university to 

confront its 21st-century responsibilities is directly correlated with the degree to which it 

has embedded diversity and globalism concerns into the basic philosophy and 

infrastructure of the institution” (p. 1).  In other words, higher education can only fulfill its 

social obligation and achieve its general mission when there is an inclusive dynamic 

within the academic sphere that intentionally promotes diverse learning opportunities 

and preparation of individuals to contribute to the common good.  The theory of 

academic diversity and social transformation then emphasizes that “diversity should 

never be so fragmented that we lose its essential relationship to educational 

responsibility, academic quality, and the promotion of the greater good” (Anderson, 

2008, p. 33).  And the purpose of this theory of academic diversity and social 

transformation mirrors that given for the approach to research on educational outcomes 

that result from greater diversity: 

The goal of this emerging body of work is the production of citizens for a 
multicultural society that can result in leadership with greater social awareness 
and the complex thinking skills to alleviate social problems related to the 
complexities of inequality.  (Hurtado, 2007, p. 193) 
 
Therefore, applying the theory of academic diversity and social transformation to 

the analysis of LGBT and queer studies programs allows the researcher to gain a 

critical understanding of how select institutions have formalized these curricular 

initiatives that can foster learning to promote social equity and inclusion.  The theory 
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also helps create a clearer vision for a possible future trajectory of LGBT and queer 

studies academic programs. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 Along with a definition of the problem and a substantial knowledge base formed 

by relevant literature and theory, a sound methodology is crucial for a successful 

research project.  The first chapter opened with an overview of key diversity initiatives in 

American higher education and of the minimal progress toward educational outcomes 

around sexual and gender diversity, which established the problem and focus of this 

study.  An extensive literature review with attention to the fundamental issues in the 

development of relevant academic programs, a broad history of sexual and gender 

diversity in higher education, and a theoretical framework then built a foundation to 

support this research effort.  This chapter follows these fundamentals and presents the 

distinctive methodology guiding this dissertation, including the underlying qualitative 

methodological stance and strategy of historical inquiry, the historical research design 

and data collection process, and the perspectives that impact the results of the data 

collection and analysis. 

 

Methodological Stance and Strategy 

 The development of an appropriate research strategy begins with an 

understanding of the range of ideologies that often lead to a particular choice of method 

for data collection and analysis.  A typical macro-level classification of methodological 

approaches for educational studies includes quantitative, qualitative, and mixed 

methods.  The quantitative model for research relies on a positivist orientation with 

evidence obtained to test a theory or objectively confirm knowledge.  Research based 
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on a qualitative tradition, however, values an interpretive stance that places the 

investigator in a position to discover original, contextually-based meaning.  

Conceptually, a mixed methods approach then combines features of the quantitative 

and qualitative schemes based on a philosophy of pragmatism that recognizes the 

contributions of both objective and subjective knowledge (Creswell, 2009, p. 16-18).  

Because these “definitions are constrained by a dichotomous typology . . . [i]t is what 

you do with the [data], and not the methods themselves, that define whether you are 

engaged in a research endeavor that is interpretive, positivist, or hybrid of the two” 

(Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2011, p. 5).   

 The analytic focus of this dissertation is to explore and build an understanding of 

the foundational elements that lead to the development of formal LGBT and queer 

studies academic programs.  While a theoretical framework influences the analysis, the 

researcher begins with no preconceived notions and seeks data that can inform and 

clarify the formation, implementation, and progress – or history – of these programs.  

Accordingly, the definition of qualitative research from Denzin and Lincoln (2005), that it 

“’is a situated activity that locates the observer in the world [of the subject under 

investigation, and it] consists of a set of interpretive, material practices that makes the 

world visible’” (as cited in Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2011, p. 5), describes the 

methodological stance from which this study proceeds.  This qualitative positioning of 

the research also fits based on the explanation that the “process of qualitative research 

is largely inductive, with the inquirer generating meaning from the data collected in the 

field” (Creswell, 2009, p. 9). 
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Actualizing such a qualitative research venture involves selecting an effective 

research strategy.  Merriam (2009) has identified numerous strategies or frameworks 

associated with qualitative research (p. 21-22). 

Basic qualitative studies[, phenomenology, and grounded theory] can be found 
throughout the disciplines and in applied fields of practice.  They are probably the 
most common form[s] of qualitative research found in education.  Data are 
collected through interviews, observation, or document analysis . . . The analysis 
of the data involves identifying recurring patterns that characterize the data.  
Findings are [emphasis in original] these recurring patterns or themes supported 
by the data from which they were derived.  (Merriam, 2009, p. 23) 
 

Additional qualitative approaches include case studies, and approaches can be action-

oriented or incorporate postmodern theory and culturally-specific ways of knowing to 

discover individualized or collective meanings (Merriam, 2009; Smith, 1999).   

Alternatively, the historical research methodology with a qualitative approach, 

chosen to guide this study, often relies upon primary and secondary sources as the key 

strategy that provides the researcher with an interpretive approach to discover details 

and can reveal elements from the past that have led to future outcomes.  Compared to 

the volumes of scholarship on the major qualitative methodologies, however, relatively 

few contemporary explanations appear with regard to the historical research tradition in 

connection with education and the social sciences (McCulloch, 2004; McCulloch, 2011).  

Gasman (2010) has candidly acknowledged that “students who choose to pursue 

historical research usually have to fend for themselves, searching for methods texts and 

proceeding with uncertainty about exactly how to ‘do’ historical research” (p. 1).  It also 

seems that researchers themselves have perpetuated the sense that some forms of 

historical research have little value, which Peterkin (2010) recognized yet subsequently 

encouraged more scholars to engage in the historical approach.  There already exists a 
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wealth of historical data in institutional archives, and it continues to become available as 

a result of oral history and life history investigations.  And though there are strengths 

among the range of qualitative approaches to support research into LGBT and queer 

studies academic programs, the nature of this study and its goal of recording a 

genealogy of academic units focused on sexual and gender diversity led to the selection 

of the historical inquiry with a qualitative stance as the research methodology. 

 

Research Design 

 To operationalize the research strategy, a research design identifies the process 

and procedures used to generate the results that are fundamental to the discussion and 

conclusion for a study.  Richards and Morse (2013) have suggested, “Once you have 

located your project methodologically, you need to design the pacing of processes and 

strategies to be used, and at the same time you need to see the project as a whole” (p. 

88, emphasis in original).  Advancing procedurally with this in mind, the selection of a 

sample and particular methods of data collection and analysis constitute the research 

design for a qualitative historical project. 

 The purpose and research questions of this dissertation situated this as an 

exploration into the establishment and development of formal LGBT and queer studies 

programs at a set of research universities in the United States as a way to chronicle the 

formative trends of this academic field of study and envision its future.  From this, the 

concept became a more coherent research design with a meaningful sample and data 

retrieval process that could lead to the intended discussion and conclusion. 
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Sample 

 Unlike a positivist-oriented study that seeks to support hypotheses and 

objectively establish generalizations through a randomized sample, the common 

practice for a qualitatively-focused research endeavor like this is to utilize purposive or 

purposeful sampling to establish a manageable and meaningful set of instances to 

examine.  According to Merriam (2009), “Purposeful sampling is based on the 

assumption that the investigator wants to discover, understand, and gain insight and 

therefore must select a sample from which the most can be learned” (p. 77).  This type 

of sampling procedure actively creates a unit of analysis that fits with the goals set forth 

through the purpose and questions at the heart of a research study.  Patton’s (2002) list 

of 16 separate forms of purposeful sampling also emphasizes the importance of a 

sample with “information-rich cases – cases from which one can learn a great deal 

about matters of importance and therefore worthy of in-depth study” (p. 242). 

 Potentially, all types of postsecondary institutions in the United States could offer 

an LGBT or queer studies academic program to enhance the education of their 

students; however, the focus defined in the purpose statement for this project is 

American research universities.  The Carnegie Classifications of Institutions of Higher 

Education offered a starting point from which to identify the population and develop a 

sample.  This classification system, “the leading taxonomy of all accredited colleges and 

universities in the United States, currently developed using nationally available data 

from the U.S. Office of Postsecondary Education, the National Center for Education 

Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), the National 

Science Foundation, and the College Board” (Carnegie Foundation, 2011, para. 7), lists 
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institutions through a basic classification with doctorate-granting universities divided by 

the amount of research activity occurring at the individual institution.  Among the tiered 

divisions of doctoral institutions are the top 108 research universities with very high 

research activity (RU/VH), 99 research universities with high research activity (RU/H), 

and 90 institutions classified as Doctoral/Research Universities (DRU) for a population 

of 297 research universities in the United States (Carnegie Foundation, 2010).  

However, the Carnegie Classifications categorizations do not distinguish research 

universities with LGBT or queer studies academic programs. 

 To help discern a meaningful sample from the population of target programs at 

research universities, the investigator then referenced the guide to university LGBT and 

queer programs published by Younger (2013), which includes a list of numerous 

colleges and universities that have developed curricula devoted to non-normative 

sexuality and gender.  The College Equality Index (http://www.collegeequalityindex.org/) 

and the Program in the Study of Sexualities at Duke University (LGBTQI Studies & 

Sexuality Studies Programs in North America, n.d.) also provide directories of 

institutions with formal academic programs in LGBT or queer studies.  A comparison of 

these inventories indicated that approximately 80 separate colleges and universities in 

the United States have an LGBT or queer studies program based on one or more formal 

curricular options being offered, a number that equals less than 2% of accredited higher 

education institutions.  Even with such minor representation, the campuses with an 

LGBT or queer studies curriculum do exhibit some geographical and institutional 

diversity with locations across the United States and programs found at both public and 

private colleges and universities. 
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 A comparison of the indexes of research universities and LGBT and queer 

studies programs produced a smaller population from which to design a sample.  But 

the aim of establishing a purposeful sample with valuable information led the researcher 

to narrow the population by focusing on the esteemed research universities that are part 

of the Association of American Universities (AAU).  Consistently, the AAU membership 

has embodied the ideal that “a university is outstanding by reason of the excellence of 

its research and [undergraduate and graduate] education programs” (AAU, 2014, para. 

2).  Among the original and earliest members of the AAU in 1900 were the leading 

universities and voices of the research movement and expansion of the curriculum at 

pivotal times of transformation in the history of higher education in the United States.  

Many of the twelve founding institutions of the AAU, including Columbia, Cornell, 

Harvard, Stanford and Yale Universities along with the University of California, Berkeley 

and University of Chicago, figured prominently into the original growth of the 

professoriate, proliferation of departments and disciplines, and swell of curricular 

options.  These and other premier institutions that have joined this consortium since its 

founding continue to have unparalleled influence on research funding and a status of 

aspirational peer for other universities with a vision of eminence.   

Thus, the respective LGBT or queer studies program of an AAU institution 

symbolizes academic excellence and serves as a transcendent model that other 

campuses may seek to emulate.  A review of the website for each of the AAU member 

institutions shows that these universities generally have a solid set of ethnic and area 

studies academic programs, including women’s studies, but these campuses mirror the 

wider population of colleges and universities with a majority lacking a formalized LGBT 
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or queer-focused formal curriculum.  Still, with 26 of the 60 AAU campuses in the United 

States, having LGBTQ-focused curricular options at either or both the undergraduate 

and graduate levels, there is a relatively high percentage (43%) of AAU member 

institutions with these academic programs.  This statistic excludes programs that lack a 

clear focus or availability of courses addressing non-normative sexualities and genders, 

but it reflects the array of institutions with a clear approach to LGBTQ studies.  Table 1 

synthesizes the key details of the LGBT or queer studies curricular programs available 

from a review of the website for each of the 26 AAU member institutions with such a 

program. 

Three particular LGBTQ studies programs that have formed at separate AAU 

member institutions became critical cases for this study and Table 2 gives a brief 

institution and curriculum profile.  Notably, each institution in the critical case sample 

has had a history of LGBTQ inclusion with well-established and institutionally approved 

LGBTQ-affinity student groups, and two of the three campuses had an institutionally-

funded, professionally-staffed resource center prior to the founding of the LGBTQ 

studies program.  This sample also represents the general beginning, middle, and end 

points along the current timeline of LGBTQ studies academic program development at 

AAU member institutions.
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Table 1 
  
AAU Member Institutions in the United States with LGBT and Queer Studies Academic Programs 

 
Institution Start Current Program Name Academic Home Curriculum Type(s) 

Cornell University 1992 LGBTQ Studies College of Arts and Sciences Undergraduate minor; graduate 
minor 

University of California, Berkeley 1995 LGBT Studies Gender & Women’s Studies Undergraduate minor 
Duke University 1996 Study of Sexualities College of Arts & Sciences Undergraduate certificate 

(discontinued Spring 2013) 
Stanford University 1996 LGBTQ Studies Feminist, Gender, & Sexuality Studies Undergraduate sub-plan 

University of California, Los Angeles 1997 LGBT Studies Humanities Division of the UCLA College Undergraduate Minor 
(Ph.D. in development) 

University of Colorado Boulder 1998 LGBTQ Studies College of Arts & Sciences Undergraduate certificate 
Yale University 1998 LGBT Studies Women’s, Gender, & Sexuality Studies Undergraduate concentrations 

University of Michigan 2000 LGBT & Sexuality Studies Women’s Studies LGBTQS undergraduate minor; 
LGBTQ graduate certificate 

University of Maryland 2002 LGBT Studies Women’s Studies Undergraduate certificate, minor 
The Ohio State University 2002 Sexuality Studies College of Arts and Sciences Undergraduate major and minor; 

Graduate Interdisciplinary 
Specialization 

New York University 2003 Gender and Sexuality Studies Social and Cultural Analysis Undergraduate major, minor 
Rutgers, the State University of 

New Jersey 
2003 LGBTQ Studies Women’s and Gender Studies Undergraduate minor 

University of Wisconsin-Madison 2003 LGBT Studies Gender and Women’s Studies Undergraduate certificate 
University of Minnesota, Twin Cities 2004 GLBT Studies Gender, Women, and Sexuality Studies Undergraduate minor 

University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill 

2004 Sexuality Studies College of Arts and Sciences Undergraduate minor 

University of California, 
Santa Barbara 

2004 LGBTQ Studies Feminist Studies Undergraduate minor 

University of California, Irvine 2005 Queer Studies Gender & Sexuality Studies Undergraduate minor 
University of Oregon 2008 Queer Studies Women’s and Gender Studies Undergraduate minor 

The University of Arizona 2008 Sexualities & Queer Studies Gender & Women’s Studies Undergraduate concentration for 
departmental major 

University of Illinois at  
Urbana-Champaign 

2009 LGBT/Queer Studies Gender & Women’s Studies Undergraduate minor 

Brandeis University 2011 Sexuality and Queer Studies Women’s, Gender, and Sexuality Studies Undergraduate minor 
University of Washington 2011 Sexuality & Queer Studies Gender, Women, & Sexuality Studies Graduate certificate 
Michigan State University 2013 LGBTQ and Sexuality Studies Women, Gender, and Social Justice Undergraduate specialization 

Purdue University 2013 LGBT Studies Women’s, Gender, and Sexuality Studies Undergraduate minor 
University of Rochester 2013 LGBTQ Studies Humanities Division Undergraduate cluster 

The University of Texas at Austin 2014 LGBTQ/Sexualities Studies Center for Women’s and Gender Studies Undergraduate certificate 
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Table 2   

Sample 

Institution Location Institution Type Curriculum Type(s) 

Cornell University Ithaca, NY Private Undergraduate and 
graduate minors 

University of Maryland College Park, MD Public Undergraduate 
certificate and minor 

University of Texas at Austin Austin, TX Public Undergraduate 
certificate 

 

Data Collection 

The range of approaches to historical research has grown substantially based on 

influences from both traditional qualitative and quantitative worldviews and 

methodologies (Howell & Prevenier, 2001).  However, the interpretive mode continues 

as the dominant orientation for historical research, and data collection procedures 

generally utilize primary and secondary sources to acquire evidence from which the 

researcher can create a narrative of features and interpretations to convey the effect of 

past occurrences (Johnson & Christensen, 2012, p. 411).  Gasman (2010) and 

associates have also explained the use of various techniques, including but not limited 

to archival visits, oral history, and horizontal research among non-campus 

organizations, associated with the historical research approach used to investigate 

aspects and issues of higher education. 

For this particular historically-focused study, the data collection method first 

relied on the digital acquisition of primary and secondary documents obtained through a 

campus’s web-based repository of archived materials that detailed the precursors, 

formation, implementation, and on-going administration of curricular programs focused 
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on non-normative sexualities and genders.  Merriam (2009) identified some of the 

advantages and disadvantages of the use of documentary materials and noted, 

“Despite limitations, documents are a good source of data for numerous reasons” (p. 

155).  The benefits and prominence of documents as a principal source in historical 

research relates to the accessibility of these items, the objective nature of documentary 

evidence with minimal external influence on its contents, and opportunity to gain context 

that may not be available to the researcher through other means – all of which are also 

key benefits to qualitatively-focused research (Merriam, 2009).  A recent web-based 

survey of Black studies programs (Alkalimat et al., 2013) is one example that shows this 

to be an effective method of data collection in the research on academic programs, and 

it also reflects the growth of web-based research techniques.   

Therefore, the data collection process for this study began with an internet-based 

search seeking the original proposal and other primary or secondary sources such as 

internal communications and campus media accounts that could detail the founding of 

the LGBT or queer studies programs at the institutions in the sample.  This approach 

specifically incorporated current and archived university catalogs and the institution-

affiliated websites that show program descriptions, curricular requirements, and 

administrative or organizational changes that have occurred during the existence of the 

program.  Other sources accessed digitally included student advising materials and 

available syllabi for common required courses – items that could offer additional insight 

into the intellectual core and focus of the program.  Just as meaningful were the 

electronically-accessed campus media articles, often primary sources due to the date of 

their publication yet also comprised of relatively recent coverage that presented 
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historical information to contextualize contemporary progress.  Some detail was also 

available from personal statements from key participants available through campus 

media articles and publications in academic journals.  Depending on the longevity of 

and records for each program in the sample, the researcher obtained as few as 36 and 

as many as 102 primary and secondary documents (Table 3). 

Table 3 

Archived Materials Collected 

 Cornell University University of 
Maryland 

University of Texas at 
Austin 

Catalog of courses and 
syllabi 22 40 6 

Campus media 51 35 16 
Program-developed 

document 3 2 3 

Program-affiliated websites 5 20 5 
Sources from other media 12 5 6 

 
The second approach to data collection was the exploration of these academic 

programs through original interviews conducted with administrators and faculty familiar 

with the establishment and growth of LGBTQ studies at the sample institutions.  The 

addition of original interviews offered a way to augment the archival data and perform 

triangulation, which Merriam (2009) has described as using multiple methods and 

sources for data collection to ensure internal validity of research (pp. 215-216).  

Snowball sampling (Merriam, 2009, p. 79) allowed the researcher to select interview 

participants who could provide the most meaningful information.  Based on the proposal 

and similar documents, and the website for each of the LGBTQ studies programs in the 

sample, the researcher identified current and former administrators or faculty who would 

be primary sources for insight into the development of the LGBT or queer studies 
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curriculum by virtue of their current or former position or role with the academic 

program.  Referral sampling, with interview recommendations from participants, helped 

the researcher confirm the researcher’s original selection and establish other possible 

contacts.  Altogether, the researcher sought interviews with five people from each 

institution in the sample who were currently or previously associated with formalization 

of LGBTQ studies.   

The process began with a formal email invitation then phone call to each 

potential participant with an introduction of the research project and its purpose, an 

explanation of why the recipient of the email was chosen as a potential participant, and 

the request for an interview.  Two individuals from each campus indicated they were 

traveling and did not provide further details to schedule an interview; a few individuals 

also did not respond to the requests for an interview.  Accordingly, there were a total of 

five participants of original interviews conducted by the researcher for this dissertation, 

which included two faculty administrators from the LGBT Studies Program at Cornell 

University, one current faculty member who was also a leader of the process to 

establish LGBT Studies at the University of Maryland, College Park, and two people 

who played a role in advocating for and now contributing to the LGBTQ/Sexualities 

Studies Certificate at the University of Texas at Austin.     

Each of the five interviews was conducted through a phone or personal meeting 

with the individual participant in their respective campus office.  While framed as an 

open dialogue between the researcher and participant, the interviews began with a 

prepared question or two about the initial formation and development of the LGBTQ 

studies program at the institution and then became a semi-structured conversation with 
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a list of topics to guide the discussion about the program history for the next 30 to 45 

minutes.  Digital recordings were kept and transcribed within a day of four of the 

interviews while handwritten notes were kept from one phone appointment for which 

there was no recording (see Appendix B for interview protocol).  

Accordingly, the data collection approach sought valuable information that could 

help the researcher gain a genuine understanding and construct a portrayal of some of 

the most important aspects that led to the formalization and administration of each 

selected LGBT or queer studies program.  Using a similar process to that of Gasman 

(2011), data collection did not stop with one piece or source, and the approach was to 

“begin asking questions of the materials . . . [and] think about how it will add to my 

research narrative” (p. 408) at the time of data collection.  This helped with the 

organization of data to ease the process of analysis. 

 

Data Analysis 

 While the process of data collection and analysis during historical research can 

follow different patterns depending on the researcher (Johnson & Christensen, 2012; 

Humphrey, 2010), there are fundamental steps for historical data analysis adapted from 

Howell and Prevenier (as cited in Humphrey, 2010, p. 51) to guide the analysis of 

primary and secondary sources.  These elements focus on the intensive evaluation of 

the data acquired and the arrangement of the data into topical and thematic areas as a 

way to ensure integrity of the eventual narration.  Notably though, Gasman (2011) has 

cautioned,  

The first rule is to forget most of what you have learned about any other kind of 
qualitative research.  Qualitative researchers code data, often use software 
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programs to help manage these data, and think systematically about their data. . 
. . Historians do not [often] operate this way. (p. 408) 
 

The approach to data analysis for a historical research endeavor, therefore, may differ 

from the standard procedures used in other qualitative studies since its primary function 

is to facilitate the synthesis and interpretation of data to produce a reliable account of 

the past. 

 For this project, the analysis occurred immediately at the time of data collection 

and at the time of narrative development with multiple careful readings of the 35 - 100 

documents retrieved and the transcriptions from the original interviews.  The theory of 

academic diversity and social transformation guided the analysis as the researcher tried 

to capture the essential details of LGBTQ studies formalization and progress.  An initial 

reading of the documents helped with the early organization of information into its 

chronological and proximal relation to LGBTQ studies growth at the particular campus.  

This also prepared the researcher for the interviews conducted specifically for this study 

and developing the narratives and conclusions.  Later readings of each document and 

interview record advanced from an analytical to a more interpretive phase and 

generated a fuller understanding of the contents in connection with all other sources.  

The researcher found consistencies among the documents and each interview 

separately and together, and these results became the crux of a narrative of the genesis 

and growth of each LGBTQ studies program.  And, during the writing stage, the 

researcher continued to devote careful attention to theory and issues of vague 

meanings and presentism that could have led to historical fallacy (Johnson & 

Christensen, 2012, p. 420). 
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Credibility 

 Whereas the primary methods for this study involved archival research and 

interviews, triangulation served as the key approach to ensuring internal validity or 

credibility.  Instead of relying solely upon the information in archived documents, 

especially for the case of a newer program like the one at the University of Texas at 

Austin, the additional method of interviewing authenticated the documentary evidence 

and provided clarity with details that were not necessarily recorded or part of the 

archive.  Additionally, the researcher shared the narratives developed from the data 

analysis as well as sections of the conclusion with each of the interviewees as a form of 

member checking.  The researcher specifically asked each of the interviewees to 

provide feedback on the “interpretations of the documents and your statements about 

LGBT studies at your university.”  This crucial step of validation (Merriam, 2009, p. 217) 

affirmed the researcher’s results as three of the five interviewees provided feedback 

that related only to the details from their own statements, and each interviewee 

commended the researcher on capturing this part of the LGBT studies history and 

creating a work that should prove to be a critical contribution. 

 

Limitations 

 While qualitatively-focused historical research has particular value because of its 

scrutiny through interrogation of sources and careful interpretation to discover reliable 

patterns from and details about the past (Humphrey, 2010), there are still weaknesses 

that present limitations for this type of approach.  A purposeful sample can lead to the 

absence of substantive information that is different at other institutions.  The nature of 
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an exploratory study focused on a specific set of institutions will offer a valuable 

narrative, but the limited scope prevents a full view of the nuances within a 

comprehensive history.  The knowledge gained from primary and secondary sources 

also reflects the particular contexts of the time period and immediate unit of analysis, 

which diminish the generalizability of the findings.  Furthermore, documentary evidence 

may be incomplete or biased by the active retention of some materials and not others at 

one or more of the institutions under investigation.  And the primary and secondary 

sources available for review as identified in the data collection section may not fully 

respond to the research questions. 

 

Researcher Reflexivity: The Role of Positionality 

 To prevent further limitations, “[i]nvestigators need to explain their biases, 

dispositions, and . . . articulate and clarify their assumptions, experiences, worldview, 

and theoretical orientation to the study at hand” (Merriam, 2009, p. 219).  Establishing 

this kind of transparency strengthens the integrity of the researcher and results.  For the 

present case, the target of the research endeavor was discovery and exploration of 

formal academic programs focused on sexual and gender diversity yet it was my 

positionality that prompted the particular approach and analytic focus of this study. 

Central to structuring the project were my collegiate experiences and 

professional identity.  One of the most formidable experiences occurred during 

undergraduate studies with election to the position of Student Senator and becoming a 

leader in the student movement to add sexual orientation as a protected category in the 

institutional Statement on Harassment and Discrimination at Texas A&M University.  
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The significant amount of time devoted to that effort led to numerous meetings with 

other students, staff, faculty, and administrators, thereby helping me learn the history of 

the institution with regard to its resistance to LGBTQ inclusion and the governance 

processes of that particular research university.  These experiences, and being able to 

celebrate the adoption of the measure just after graduation, each inspired my passion to 

pursue a master’s degree in higher education administration with an emphasis in 

student development and continue supporting change on campuses.  This led me to a 

student activities professional position for a relatively short time before beginning 

advancement along the academic advising career path at two research universities.  

While serving in these professional roles, LGBTQ-related advocacy and service 

remained a personal commitment no matter how peripherally it fit with the direct 

responsibilities of each position.  Eventually, I became a key participant along with 

faculty members appointed to a task force charged with the development of an 

administrative home for existing ethnic and area studies programs including the African 

American studies, Mexican American studies, and Women’s studies as well as 

projected academic programs in areas like LGBTQ studies, now established as the 

Consortium for Social Transformation within the College of Education and Human 

Development at the University of Texas at San Antonio.  Besides accepting the 

invitation to participate on the task force, I was also the primary author of a fully 

developed proposal to establish an academic program in the area of LGBTQ or sexual 

and gender diversity studies.   

Coinciding with this professional growth and role in curricular enhancement, I 

entered the doctoral program in higher education at the University of North Texas.  The 
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range of coursework for the doctor of philosophy degree focused on established 

theories and ideas while also allowing me the flexibility to pursue coursework and 

research in the administration and leadership of higher education as well as sexual and 

gender diversity.  With a better understanding of the separate and overlapping issues 

among these topics, I began establishing a scholarly identity focused on the role of 

higher education in advancing social transformation with an emphasis on LGBTQ equity 

and inclusion.  Ideally, my future roles in the higher education setting will include 

administrative leadership, teaching, and research connecting sexual and gender 

diversity and the field of higher education. 

This personal context has clearly impinged upon the current research endeavor.  

Specifically, the appeal and choice of the historical method corresponds with some of 

my educational experiences and background, which also includes a baccalaureate 

degree in English and History and prior knowledge of the history of sexual and gender 

diversity in higher education as illustrated through the introduction.  As noted in the 

research design, the historical research methodology with an interpretive focus can 

have a distinctive style that shifts the key strategy away from that which is common to 

qualitative research.  Subsequently, the primary data collection method, as described 

for this study, fits with my affinity for textual and historical analysis and forgoes a more 

traditional educational research strategy with a focus on interviewing and coding for 

interpretive results.  The ensuing study also forms the foundation for an ongoing 

research agenda for which I am quite passionate, and it fits with the cue from Renn 

(2010) to pursue further investigation of LGBT and queer studies programs in higher 

education and the relevant intellectual history of this field of study.
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CHAPTER IV 

ORIGINS OF AND LEGITIMACY TO FORMALIZE LGBT AND 

QUEER STUDIES PROGRAMS 

 “Campus environments supportive of [lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 

(LGBT) and] queer studies are never the product of a lone wolf” (Howard, 2001, p. 7).  

The act of one person or a small group of individuals at a particular institution and point 

in time may have been the seed from which these academic programs blossomed, but 

digging deeper into the historical record can reveal other roots.  This chapter, therefore, 

opens with a chronicle of growing LGBTQ inclusion in society and on campuses from 

the mid to late-twentieth century, change without which it could have been more difficult 

to create a viable academic program around sexual and gender diversity.  Specifically, 

evidence has shown that community-based social movements attempting to create a 

sense of normalcy for individuals who did not fit sexual and gender norms were an 

original stimulus that influenced the start of LGBT and queer-related advances in higher 

education, including some of the earliest available courses.  Still, primary and 

secondary sources have also portrayed societal and campus cultures that were slow to 

change as a principal influence on the capacity of a campus to formalize this type of 

curricular program.  The crux of the chapter, historical narratives constructed from the 

records and interviews relevant to the sample for this study, then demonstrates how 

typical factors such as the level of student interest and administrative or faculty support, 

a critical mass of courses already available, a previously established LGBT research 

initiative on campus or academic programs at comparative institutions, and a basic 
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philosophy and connection with expected student outcomes after graduation have all 

helped in the achievement of formal LGBTQ studies academic programs.   

 

Building the Legitimacy of and Capacity to Support LGBTQ Studies 

 Much earlier than the formation of the initial gay and lesbian studies curricular 

programs at AAU member institutions, such as the Lesbian, Bisexual & Gay Studies 

Program at Cornell University in 1992, organizing and openness around sexual and 

gender diversity began in the more populous cities of the United States like Los 

Angeles, New York City, and San Francisco.  The homophile movement, which started 

in these cities in the 1950s with the first visible mobilization of gays and lesbians into 

civil rights organizations advocating for social acceptance of individuals who identified 

as a gay or lesbian, took years to officially make its way onto college and university 

campuses.  Notably, the first gay rights-related student organizations on a campus took 

their name from this movement and formed at Columbia University in 1967 and Cornell 

University and New York University 1968 as the Student Homophile League (Beemyn, 

2003, p. 205; Dilley, 2002b, pp. 167-168; Martin, 1983).   Both affiliated and non-

affiliated student groups of the Student Homophile League soon gained recognition at 

other research universities including Boston University, the Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology, and Rutgers University (Beemyn, 2003; Dilley, 2002b, p. 168; Short, 1970).  

In May 1969, students at the University of Minnesota also registered a group, instead 

naming it Fight Repression of Erotic Expression (Buesing & Taylor-Hayden, 2011; 

Knopp, 1987, p. 248).   
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Mirroring a decades-old pattern of hostility towards individual students 

considered deviant as a result of actual or perceived homosexual behavior, various 

institutions attempted to restrict recognition of gay-themed student organizations once 

they emerged (Dilley, 2002a).  AAU member institutions including the University of 

Kansas and the University of Missouri tried to disassociate from these student groups in 

an effort to eliminate even the “implicit approval of gay students” (Dilley, 2002a, p. 424).  

Still, some campus executives, particularly the president of Rutgers, vigorously 

defended these organizations based on a “firm commitment to human rights” (Nichols & 

Kafka-Hozschlag, 1989, p. 60).  And in contrast to institutions in the southeast and other 

states where legal challenges to this type of student organization were common, 

reaching the Supreme Court of the United States in some instances (Dilley, 2002a; Gay 

Student Services v. Texas A&M University, 1984), the gay rights-themed student 

organizations at premier campuses in California and the northeast gained official 

recognition with ease and only minor obstacles. 

A relatively quick growth in the number of student groups at colleges and 

universities during the early 1970s (Beemyn, 2003; D’Emilio, 1992, p. 130) matched the 

increase in activism represented by the Stonewall riots of 1969 and additional gay rights 

organizations.  As an example from the research for this study, students at the 

University of California, Berkeley (UC-Berkeley) launched two new campus 

organizations, Gay Liberation Front (GLF) and Students for Gay Power, in the 1969 fall 

quarter (“Gay Liberation Movement,” 2002).  Besides these student organizations, the 

start of events and a community center affirming sexual diversity at UC-Berkeley (“Gay 

Liberation Movement,” 2002) reflect the emergence of a cultural shift for some research 
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universities beginning in the early 1970s. University leaders proceeded deliberately by 

considering legal concerns, but UC-Berkeley allowed the timely recognition of the gay 

student groups nonetheless (Bancroft Library, 2003, Administrative History section, 

para. 1).   

Though creating visibility and normalcy were the primary focus of these student 

groups and functions at UC-Berkeley, there was already a tinge of academic 

consciousness, too.  For example, the lead officer for the GLF, Dunbar Aitkens, opened 

a forum sponsored by the organization with comments about the need to improve 

‘intellectual relations’ of gay men on campus and the ‘hope to have more people from 

the physical sciences and mathematics’ in attendance rather than students only from 

the arts and humanities fields of study (as cited in “Gay Liberation Movement,” 2002, 

lines 74-76).  But whether increasing academic diversity was a direct goal of any of the 

gay rights campus groups, many of these student organizations continued to pursue 

their primary goal of creating awareness, acceptance, and community for LGBTQ 

students in the 1970s and more than forty years later.  Records show that throughout 

this history, these groups have become more inclusive of sexual and gender diversity, 

and established more contemporary names like the Queer Student Cultural Center at 

the University of Minnesota (Buesing & Taylor-Hayden, 2011; Knopp, 1987). 

 Substantive forms of social change that influenced campus activities and 

teaching also occurred in the 1970s when the American Psychiatric Association 

removed homosexuality from its guidebook on human disorders, The Diagnostic and 

Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, in 1973 and local ordinances prohibiting 

discrimination against gays and lesbians emerged in some communities (D’Emilio, 
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1992; Knopp, 1987; McNaron, 1997).  Accompanying these developments and the 

increased organizing in support of gay and lesbian students, some campuses launched 

a modest engagement of institutional resources and faculty initiatives.  The University of 

Michigan, by establishing the Human Sexuality Office in 1971, became the first and only 

campus prior to the 1980s to hire student services staff focused on assisting gay and 

lesbian students on issues of identity development and safety (Burris, n.d.; Consortium, 

2014; Sanlo, Rankin, & Schoenberg, 2002).  Until this type of resource center opened 

more extensively at some of the other research universities, women’s centers and 

academic programs served as a primary space on campus with a welcoming 

atmosphere for gay and lesbian students who may or may not have been seeking 

academic opportunities (McNaron, 1997).  Faculty members also started efforts to 

initiate academic credit-bearing courses with the earliest known class devoted to social 

and personal concerns facing gays and lesbians taught at UC-Berkeley in the 1970 

spring quarter (McNaron, 1997, p. 168).  Still, dissent from institutional leaders at 

numerous universities remained palpable enough to prevent long-term adoption of 

dedicated courses on gay and lesbian issues in academia.   

A prime example of this attempt and resistance to curricular inclusion of sexual 

diversity is a case from the University of Nebraska–Lincoln in 1970 when the dean of 

faculties and president at the time approved of the campus’s first homophile studies 

course proposed and taught by faculty member, Louis Crompton.  However, the 

institution needed to mount aggressive responses in support of the course to counter 

the challenges from members of its Board of Regents and the state legislature.  

According to Crompton (as cited in McNaron, 1997), 
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The course was not without its defenders in the press.  Regent Edward 
Schwartzkopf of Lincoln, not up for re-election, took the public stand that courses 
of this sort were highly desirable.  Strong letters of support appeared in the local 
press, including those cosigned by two ministers who had taken the course.  
Dean [of Faculties] Magrath made a thoughtful and eloquent public speech 
defending the course on educational and philosophical grounds.  But none of 
these efforts stemmed the tide of disapproval.  (p. 171) 
 

Because of the enduring broad social disapproval of homosexuality during the 1970s, 

more innocuously titled courses in subjects like general human sexuality and literature 

quickly replaced Crompton’s original course (McNaron, 1997, p. 171). 

Insulated from the disputes affecting campus efforts, professional organizations 

associated with many of the academic disciplines became an incubator for academic 

progress by supporting networks that allowed faculty to pursue their scholarly and 

research interests in sexual and gender diversity (D’Emilio, 1992, p. 168; McNaron, 

1997).  A number of faculty members at some research universities were then able to 

successfully embed gay and lesbian issues into their courses over the next decades, 

but academic catalogs from universities show that only a few classes that focused 

exclusively on sexual and gender diversity became entrenched or meaningful enough to 

satisfy students.  Therefore, students began advocating for new courses in gay and 

lesbian studies with the intent of forming curricular programs.  Among institutional 

records, those from UC-Berkeley indicate that the Multicultural Lesbian Gay Studies 

Program, which started in 1982, formed when students were seeking expansion of the 

curriculum and addition of academic programs for gays and lesbians (Anderson, 2012; 

Bancroft Library, 2003, Administrative History section, para. 2).  These students worked 

with faculty to develop syllabi and numerous proposals for curricular enhancement in 

areas such as literature, health, and sociology (Anderson, 2012; Bancroft Library, 
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2003).  This type of collaboration became common across the country as “many 

courses were initiated and taught by the students themselves with the help of a friendly 

faculty sponsor” (Escoffier, 1992, p. 14).   

With the advent of even a small set of courses on a campus by the close of the 

1980s, a few of the research universities moved into the initial phase of formalizing gay 

and lesbian studies.   According to Younger (as cited in Catrone, 2001),  

programs have formed in similar ways on different campuses; once there is a 
critical mass of professors teaching LGBT-themed coursework across different 
disciplines, and there are enough students asking for these courses, sympathetic 
administrators will step in and approve organizing committees, which lead to 
certificate or minor-granting programs.  Princeton, Brown, and the University of 
Wisconsin at Madison are just some of the schools that have organizing 
committees and oversee LGBT classes.  (para. 6) 
 

So while the student life opportunities of co-curricular involvement were beginning to 

flourish by the 1990s with student organizations and resource centers opening, there 

was also an emergent intellectual fervor that sustained progress with forms of academic 

expansion, too. 

Paralleling the changes in campus culture that resulted from student activism and 

faculty efforts was an evolution in research paradigms that generated re-framings of 

sexual and gender diversity.  Through research at Indiana University, 

it was Kinsey’s (1948) Sexual Behavior in the Human Male which first challenged 
the medical model of pathology and alternatively advocated the position of 
homosexuality as an expression of sexual pluralism.  The impact of the Kinsey 
studies, in terms of both challenging the established scientific thought and raising 
public consciousness about homosexuality, is one of the historical forces that set 
the stage for the emergence of gay and lesbian studies.  (Minton, 1992 p. 2) 
 

Furthermore, it has become clear that societal events became an important element in 

the genesis of inquiry and scholarship originally structured as gay and lesbian studies, 

which gradually integrated the identity categories of bisexual and transgender. 
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The Homophile movement of the 1950s and 1960s and, to an even greater 
extent, the post-Stonewall movements of Gay Liberation and Lesbian Feminism 
created the political climate for the early development of gay and lesbian studies 
in the 1970s.  The growing sense of lesbian/gay community in response to the 
AIDS crisis of the 1980s has undoubtedly played a role in the maturing of gay 
and lesbian studies [into] the 1990s.  (Minton, 1992, pp. 2-3) 
 

The growing academic field then began to integrate the bisexual and transgender 

identity categories that had gained visibility in communities.  LGBT studies also 

experienced intellectual shifts as queer theory and interdisciplinary knowledge 

advanced new content and pedagogies beginning in the 1990s (Lovaas, Elia, & Yep, 

2006).  Additionally, the establishment of committees, commissions, and centers, such 

as “The Institute [for LGBT Studies, which] was founded as The Committee on 

Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual Studies at the University of Arizona in 1993” (UA Institute for 

LGBT Studies, n.d.), introduced initiatives on campuses that supported lectures, reading 

groups, and additional scholarly activities that influenced the establishment of LGBTQ 

studies programs. 

 

From Antecedent to Achievement: Establishing LGBTQ Studies 

Among the institutional members of the AAU, the University of California, Los 

Angeles (UCLA) has one of the longest records of progressive research relevant to 

sexuality and gender that created a supportive atmosphere for the development of its 

LGBT Studies program.  The pioneering work of Evelyn Hooker, who conducted 

research with gay men at UCLA in the early 1950s (Catrone, 2001, para. 9; UCLA 

LGBT Studies, n.d., para. 2), matched that of Kinsey when she “showed that there is no 

detectable difference in the psychological health of homosexual and heterosexual men. 

. . . [Accordingly], Hooker assured UCLA a place of honor among U.S. universities in the 
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struggle to combat prejudice with creditable research” (UCLA LGBT Studies, n.d., para. 

2).  During this same time period, researchers at UCLA performed sex-reassignment 

procedures and originated the study of gender identity and expression in the United 

States (Catrone, 2001, para. 9; UCLA LGBT Studies, n.d., para. 3).  The move towards 

an LGBT studies program at UCLA then followed the common path of slow but 

incremental course development that has eventually formed a body of multidisciplinary 

knowledge and “an academic discipline of remarkable breadth and vitality” (UCLA LGBT 

Studies, n.d., para. 7).   Still, LGBT Studies at UCLA was just one of the programs to 

gain legitimacy and then mature, and more campuses have a history that forms the 

foundation from which this type of curricular initiative began to grow in the early 1990s. 

 

Cornell University 

Located in the state of New York near an epicenter of activism and social change 

that occurred at pivotal times in the movements for greater acceptance of sexual and 

gender diversity, Cornell University has been in a natural position to be among the first 

to establish a formal program in gay and lesbian studies.  To launch an LGBT studies 

program though, an appropriate level of support was necessary to move forward.  At 

times, it appeared to students that the university administration was negligent in its duty 

to support gay and lesbian students (“Gay people’s center opened,” 1972, p. 9; “Gay 

housing unit is rejected,” 1993, p. 1); however, Cornell University experienced advances 

toward gay and lesbian inclusion earlier than most campuses, and at least a 

recognizable presence of “800 ‘homosexual students’” noted in the Darling Report in 

1958 (as cited in Ryan, 2002, p. 2).   
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The official recognition of the nation’s second chapter of the Student Homophile 

League at Cornell in 1968 occurred less than three months after a student, Jerald 

Moldenhaur, first sent an inquiry about establishing such a group to the founder of the 

original chapter at Columbia University (Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, 

2014).  Major figures such as Franklin “Frank” Kameny and Barbara Gittings, leaders of 

the regional and national efforts for acceptance of homosexuality during the homophile 

period, drew relatively large audiences when brought to campus by the student group 

(Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, 2014).  And while it went through a 

number of name changes in the 1970s (Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, 

2014), the burgeoning organization launched other educational activities and support 

services by funding and operating the “Gay People’s Center,” a space that the Cornell 

student organization “rented from the University” (“Gay people’s center opened,” 1972, 

p. 9).  The initial services included a telephone helpline for advice, periodicals and 

resources, and a respite from a daily life in which it was often difficult to be openly gay 

or lesbian (“Gay people’s center opened,” 1972, p. 9).  The salience of the student 

experience for gay and lesbian students also led to the formation of the university’s Gay 

and Lesbian Alumni Association, which began in 1979. 

However, it took nearly twenty-five years from the start of student activism and 

efforts for equality on campus to introduce gay and lesbian studies at Cornell University.  

Among the substantial challenges was a lack of coursework offered with relevant 

content.  Still, gay studies became a cause promoted by students affiliated with the 

same campus organization once named the Student Homophile League.  The activities 

such as advertised meetings by the Gay Liberation Front in the early 1970s and Gay 
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People at Cornell (GayPAC) sponsoring an October 1980 presentation with an Ithaca 

College faculty member speaking about the subject of gay studies showed there was 

clear interest in academic opportunities (Cornell Daily Sun, 1973; Cornell Daily Sun, 

1980a; Cornell Daily Sun, 1980b).   

An article in an issue of the Cornell Daily Sun student newspaper (Schultz, 1980) 

about the Ithaca College faculty member’s presentation contrasted the early absence of 

gay and lesbian topics at Cornell with the seminar course available just a couple of 

miles away at Ithaca College and told a different story, one of apathy among faculty 

members at Cornell.  According to the article, the prevailing sentiment at the time 

suggested gay-themed coursework was “‘not going to move in state schools due to 

legislative pressure nor would it move in the larger schools due to fears of losing 

prestige’” (Schultz, 1980, p. 9). But a new dean at Ithaca College encouraged the 

political science professor, Dr. Marty Brownstein, to develop a topic course on gay 

issues, thereby reviving subject matter similar to that which had previously been taught 

by an adjunct professor just a few years earlier (Schultz, 1980, p. 9).  While Cornell 

faculty members did not express the typical concerns about politics and a loss of 

prestige expected to occur at an institution of Cornell’s type and size (Schultz, 1980, p. 

9), a majority of the faculty interviewed for the Cornell Daily Sun article suggested there 

was no interest, or reluctance at best, on the part of students or faculty to have 

coursework covering gay issues.  Each of the department chairs for the Department of 

Sociology, Department of Anthropology, and Department of Human Development and 

Family Studies did acknowledge the large amount of autonomy that allowed faculty to 

develop courses with gay and lesbian content, but they also 
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said no one [had] ever approached them and asked to develop a gay studies 
course.  All agreed, however, there [was] a great deal of individual freedom 
within their departments to teach whatever department related subjects a 
professor may be interested in.  (Schultz, 1980, p. 9) 
 

And unlike at Ithaca College, there was also no leadership from an administrator at 

Cornell prompting faculty to develop gay and lesbian content in the curriculum. 

While courses slowly developed before the official start of a gay and lesbian 

studies program at Cornell, the GayPAC student organization continued to be the most 

reliable source of information on gay and lesbian issues.   

One week [in Spring 1984] its phone log recorded that the university’s Career 
Center wanted a meeting to discuss gay concerns, the Panhellenic Council was 
looking for a speaker to discuss university policy on gay discrimination, and a 
Psychology 101 section wanted a ‘zap’ session.”  (Cornell Alumni Association, 
1984, p. 7) 
   

Besides the role of the GayPAC students and those who invited them to speak, other 

developments helped foster gradual growth of gay and lesbian content in the 

curriculum.  Notably, in 1988, the Cornell library opened the Human Sexuality 

Collection, a trove of valuable material on sexual diversity in society, including the gay 

rights movement and the AIDS epidemic, donated to the University by David Goodstein, 

a Cornell alumnus and owner of The Advocate, a national periodical for a gay and 

lesbian audience as well as Bruce Voeller, a key researcher on sexually-transmitted 

diseases (Cody, 1997; Segal, 1988, p. 3).  Speaking about the Human Sexuality 

Collection, Ellis Hanson, a Cornell professor since 1995 who was familiar with the 

archive, confirmed,  

It came into being about the same time [as LGBT studies] through a private 
endowment that had nothing to do with [establishment of] the LGBT studies 
program.  It was funded by . . . two donors who had very large collections in gay 
studies and they wanted to house them at Cornell, so they funded [the Human 
Sexuality Collection] and it now has purchased a lot of other collections and it 
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focuses on sexuality from the 19th and the 20th and 21st centuries.  It makes for a 
very good archive for our students, but the two programs – the collection and the 
program – are not related in any administrative way.  (E. Hanson, personal 
communication, April 2, 2015) 
 

Still, the impact of this unique acquisition and its value for advancing sexuality and 

LGBT studies was quite powerful.  Associate Professor Ritch Savin-Williams, a scholar 

on gay, lesbian, and bisexual adolescent development and member of the Human 

Sexuality Collection’s advisory committee from 1990-1995, suggested: 

It’s . . . very exciting for people who want to make an original contribution in this 
area to know they can do this kind of research here. . . . I would hope that, in 20 
years, this collection will be seen as the critical initiative that started an interest in 
sexuality as a legitimate academic subject within the university.  (as cited in 
Stone, 1990, p. 3) 

 
Indeed, it appears that there was a link between the Human Sexuality Collection and 

the launch of the Lesbian, Bisexual & Gay (LBG) Studies curriculum at Cornell 

University. 

A defining moment for the formation of LBG Studies at Cornell came, in 1990, 

when a set of graduate students, partially comprised of individuals using the Human 

Sexuality Collection, formed a working group through which they could discuss research 

related to gays and lesbians (Bennett, 1992b, p. 20; Division of Rare and Manuscript 

Collections, 2008).  To gain recognition for their academic studies and the scholarship 

they were already producing, the graduate students worked with faculty to develop and 

submit a proposal for a graduate-level minor in lesbian, bisexual, and gay (LBG) studies 

(Bennett, 1992b, p. 20).   

The students in the humanities, especially the literature graduate students, were 
fundamental in organizing to create the program and to demonstrate that the field 
was very lively and there were a lot of people wanting to go into it [even though] 
there were only a few advisors or faculty [for LGBT Studies].  (E. Hanson, 
personal communication, April 2, 2015) 
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Within a year, though, the LGB studies graduate minor gained approval.  At its 

inception in Spring 1992, the graduate minor program consisted of about twelve courses 

(Bennett, 1992b, p. 20), hosted a presentation by the now-eminent scholar George 

Chauncey (Hanavan, 1992, p.4), and coordinated a well-attended three-day conference 

on gay and lesbian studies in the academy (Bennett, 1992a, p. 9; Bennett, 1992b, p.20).  

Furthermore, the intellectual focus on building knowledge and applying theory to 

address timely social problems like the AIDS epidemic, as evident through texts and 

pedagogy at the outset, helped establish LBG Studies as an acceptable field of study 

within Cornell and similar institutions (Bennett, 1992b, p. 20).  There were hopes, too, 

that the effort could expand to include an undergraduate curriculum and gain program 

status like that of analogous ethnic and area studies programs that started years before 

following activism similar to that for gay and lesbian equality (Bennett, 1992b, p. 21).   

The start of a “Gay Studies” minor provoked substantial alumni reaction, shared 

most visibly through the campus media.  Among the negative views were those aligned 

with a furious letter to the editor submitted by William Requa ’31 to the Cornell Alumni 

News and published in its November 1992 shortly after it profiled the new academic 

program (as cited in Cornell Alumni News, 1993, p. 6).  Balancing this were the 

responses that came from other alumni including Adam F. Levy ’85 and Arthur S. 

Leonard ’74 who both invoked the words of the University’s founder, Ezra Cornell, who 

once stated, “’I would found an institution where any person can find instruction in any 

study’” (Cornell Alumni News, 1993, p. 6).    

Quite proximately to the formalization of the LBG Studies graduate minor, too, 

the veto of a proposed GLB living-learning unit by President Frank H.T. Rhodes, 
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triggered new action for greater inclusion of GLB students at Cornell.  With a letter 

dated April 22, 1993 and published in the Cornell Chronicle one week later, President 

Rhodes provided an explanation of his veto to the president of the Student Assembly; 

yet he also indicated his awareness of the significant impact of numerous concerns 

affecting the GLB community as described to him by students, faculty, and staff (as 

cited in “Gay housing unit is rejected”, 1993, p. 1).  The rejection of the living-learning 

residence held, but President Rhodes established a task force of administrators to 

enhance the campus climate for the gay, lesbian, and bisexual community (“Gay 

housing unit is rejected,” 1993, p. 6).  Only a short time later, in 1994, a sea change was 

finally underway as an undergraduate concentration in LBG studies became a reality 

(http://www.arts.cornell.edu/fgss/academics/index.html), an institutionally supported 

resource center for LGB students opened (“Gay resource office established”, 1994, p. 2; 

Goetz, 1995, p. 4), and a domestic partner benefits policy began (Grace-Kobas, 1994, 

p.3), thus institutionalizing the Lesbian, Bisexual, and Gay Studies Program and related 

inclusion at Cornell. 

 

University of Maryland, College Park 

Other AAU member institutions that established an LGBT studies program have 

overcome a more hostile campus climate than that generally found at Cornell University. 

Research into the history of the University of Maryland, College Park found that the 

institution’s diversity plan, finalized in 2010, has acknowledged serious challenges from 

the past and noted “an early history in which the University engaged in deplorable 

practices of discrimination and held destructive prejudices against women” (Diversity 
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Plan Steering Committee, 2010, p. 3).  Besides the racial and gender injustices to which 

the diversity plan referred, the University was also one of the many campuses that 

restricted recognition for a gay and lesbian student group until forced to do so by a 

lawsuit in the early 1970s (Fassinger, Greer, Jensen, & Marcuse, 1996).  After the 

petitioning group – the Student Homophile Association, now named the Pride Alliance – 

gained financial support and the same recognition status as other student organizations, 

there was still no apparent improvement in the oppressive climate.  Particularly, records 

from the Office of the Chancellor and Board of Regents for the University of Maryland 

reveal an intransigent system-level leadership and campus-level Chancellor that 

continued to set a negative tone on campus by blocking implementation or full 

enforcement of faculty and student-supported affirmative policies for gays and lesbians 

during the 1970s (as cited in Welliver, 2009).  Even in 1996, LGB students described 

the campus climate and student experience as unpleasant. 

Every day LGB students at College Park study, work, live, and learn in an 
environment which sends a message saying that they and their contributions are 
worth less than others. The message of inequality is communicated by the 
distribution of resources, by a contradiction between the spirit of documents and 
the actions of governing bodies, and by telling silences.  (Fassinger et al., 1996, 
Student Life section, para. 2) 
 

Compared to the timing of and commitment to progress for racial minorities and women 

that began decades before substantive LGBTQ related progress, this kind of evidence 

shows the University of Maryland was quite slow in creating a supportive environment 

for sexual and gender diversity. 

 The spirit of the local and larger community involvement in nearby Washington, 

D.C., with the civil rights movements for Blacks and women during the 1960s became a 

force on campus as well, inspiring student activism and directly affecting academic 
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offerings at the University.  A cultural center and the Afro-American Studies Program, 

which eventually became the African American Studies Department, each launched 

around 1970, and the coordination of women’s studies began by 1974, growing into the 

Women’s Studies Program and a curriculum to earn a certificate in women’s studies 

soon thereafter, appearing for the first time in the 1978-1979 Undergraduate Catalog 

(Diversity Plan Steering Committee, 2010, p. 11).  However, a review of archived 

catalogs indicated few courses established prior to the mid-1990s included content or 

discussion around gay and lesbian issues even though there had been a gay liberation 

movement analogous to the activism that prompted the origin of Afro-American Studies 

and Women’s Studies.  Luke Jensen, who became Director of the LGBT Equity Center 

– an LGBT student resource center at the University of Maryland – and was a principal 

leader in the effort to establish an academic program, explained,  

Certainly the idea that we’re inside the beltway of the nation’s capital came into 
the conversation, but in real practical terms, I’m not sure that it mattered all that 
much [during the 1990s]; I think that’s something that we’ve [only] drawn upon 
since then.  (personal communication, March 26, 2015) 
 
The small number of courses related to sexual health and those with sex in the 

title that were first available in the early to mid-1970s, according to undergraduate 

catalogs, touched on homosexuality yet survived with little or no scrutiny since the 

course titles and descriptions did not indicate transgressive material.  Along with those 

courses, there was one Philosophy Department course that included homosexuality in 

its course description as early as 1981, an occasional special topics course offered, and 

a set of classes available through the English Department that allowed students to 

formulate a concentration in sexual diversity during the 1980s and early 1990s 

(Fassinger et al., 1996, Curriculum section, para. 1).   Findings such as this show that 
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the University of Maryland, on the whole, provided only negligible opportunities for 

focused learning and did not openly convey the availability of an academic experience 

inclusive of LGB topics that was of interest to some students. 

Some institutions considered to be peers for the University of Maryland already 

had academic and scholarly initiatives that considered the gay and lesbian experiences 

well underway before the mid-1990s (Fassinger et al., 1996, Curriculum section, para. 

5), yet courses with gay or lesbian in the title were absent from both the undergraduate 

and graduate catalogs at Maryland until the 1996-1997 academic year.  That year, two 

classes were initially listed – one entitled Gay and Lesbian Philosophy in the 

undergraduate and graduate catalogs, and the Comparative Literature Program 

undergraduate-level offering of International Perspectives on Lesbian and Gay Studies 

– while some sections of seminars and other courses listed in the schedule for a 

semester had modified titles to reflect the emphasis on sexual diversity (see Fassinger 

et al., 1996, Appendix A).  The Sociology Department added a course, Social 

Movements, to the undergraduate catalog in 1998 for which the course description 

listed gay rights as a significant topic; and Introduction to Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual 

Literature and Special Topics in Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Literature entered the 

undergraduate catalogs in 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 respectively.  Finally, a sufficient 

amount of coursework had become available and could sustain an interdisciplinary 

program similar to those that had formed elsewhere.  “There [also were] a number of 

faculty . . . regarded both within and without [the University of Maryland, College Park] 

as important participants in the developing fields of lesbian and gay and queer studies” 

(Fassinger et al., 1996, Curriculum section, para. 1) who were just as critical to 
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establishing the legitimacy of academic scholarship in LGBT studies at the University.  

These key faculty members created courses from their own research and had already 

established a shadow LGBT studies program without official recognition (“History of 

LGBT Studies at Maryland,” 2014, para. 3).   

Although a sufficient amount of coursework had become available and faculty 

could sustain an interdisciplinary program similar to those found elsewhere, the 

transition to an official program needed additional support.  The Lesbian, Gay, and 

Bisexual Staff and Faculty Association (LGBSFA), which officially began operating in 

1990, became another vital element in the creation of a formal LGBT studies program.  

With its Embracing Diversity report released on November 6, 1996, a committee of the 

LGBSFA presented to the President’s Equity Council a detailed account of the relevant 

context of sexual diversity nationally and on campus, which then served as an important 

document and stimulus for future advancements in LGB inclusion on campus 

(Fassinger et al., 1996, Introduction).  The report, which “was [also] given directly to 

President Kerwin” (L. Jensen, personal communication, March 26, 2015), addressed 

numerous areas of concern, particularly the status of an LGB curricular program.  

Clearly, 

[t]he history of Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual [LGB] studies at UMCP [was] one of 
fragmentation, ad hoc development, repeated informal and partial efforts at 
coordination, and continued but desultory progress. From one point of view, LGB 
studies already exist[ed] at UMCP and ha[d] for some time, though never with 
official recognition. (Fassinger et al., 1996, Curriculum section, para. 1) 

 
Nineteen years later, the idea still loomed large; when describing the antecedents for an 

LGBT studies curriculum at the University of Maryland, Luke Jensen emphasized, 

What was important was to recognize . . . all of the elements of the program that 
we already had in place – so we had a lot of courses already that had been 
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developed over the years, and so there was this whole argument that we had a 
de facto program we just didn’t call it that.  (personal communication, March 26, 
2015) 

 
Similar to other institutions, graduate students at the University of Maryland were 

the principal advocates involved in the early attempts to promote gay and lesbian 

studies in the late 1980s and early 1990s.  Unlike the reticence found at Cornell 

University in the early 1980s though, the faculty and leadership of various colleges at 

the University of Maryland took a more active role in the exploration of gay and lesbian 

studies (Fassinger et al., 1996, Curriculum section, para. 6).  In its report, the LGBSFA 

still realized that this did not represent “official sanction or support” (Fassinger et al., 

1996, Curriculum section, para. 6); however, 

By 1991, Professor Simon Richter of the German Department organized a public 
lecture by UCLA's G. S. Rousseau on ‘The Future of Gay and Lesbian Studies.’ 
This event was attended by more than 150 people and the speaker was 
introduced by then Dean Robert Griffith. The event was sponsored by the 
College of Arts and Humanities and six other departments or offices.  (Fassinger 
et al., 1996, Curriculum section, para. 6) 

 
Also noted in the LGBSFA report, a number of national developments had 

already occurred, including the formation of relevant subgroups among numerous 

disciplinary associations, expansion of publishing on LGB topics, and a number of LGB 

research centers and LGB studies programs at comparable institutions (Fassinger et al., 

1996, Curriculum section, para. 4-5).  L. Jensen has also recalled, 

[An]other external factor is what was happening in certain seed disciplines, 
especially in languages.  A lot of this queer theory and queer work of that time 
was coming out of the history of literary criticism and we had, all over our 
campus, we were very much into that.  (personal communication, March 26, 
2015) 

 
However, at the time, there was insufficient coordination of courses and resources to 

offer a quality curriculum in LGB studies at the University of Maryland.  This resonates 
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to this day as a principal issue that plagued the University of Maryland during the 1990s 

and was a key concern of the LGBSFA; L. Jensen still feels the best approach was 

“recognizing where [were] the holes, what [was] needed, [and] what things need to be 

added in order to make it work” (personal communication, March 26, 2015) to set a 

good foundation for a program.   

A move towards curriculum innovation was necessary for a successful program, 

and the authors of the LGBSFA report felt the bare minimum to make that happen was 

the selection of “a faculty coordinator” (Fassinger et al., 1996, Curriculum section, para. 

15).   Based on the report, the coordinator would lead the various modes of progress 

from addressing course inventories and expansion directly related to an LGB studies 

curriculum to fostering curricular support mechanisms that instill greater scholarly 

exposure to diversity (Fassinger et al., 1996, Curriculum section, para. 15).  Besides 

advancing curriculum transformation, the formalization of an LGB studies program 

would also address the notable absence of coordinated education and academic 

support elsewhere on campus.  Specifically, LGB studies could help appropriately train 

and prepare the current and future students serving as an individual representative or 

part of a panel of speakers to educate peers on LGB-related topics when invited by 

faculty members to health, philosophy, psychology or other general topic classes 

covering LGB issues (Fassinger et al., 1996).   

Also, there was sort of the more strategic decisions that needed to be made 
about how it’s housed and what level of approval you want.  So for example, [at 
the University of Maryland], they have citations and a citation is actually fairly 
easy to get because you don’t really need any additional resources, but it’s very 
dependent on faculty – whoever happens to be the faculty at a time, at any given 
time.  What we wanted to make sure is that it was institutionalized, so that there 
was actually something so that if any particular faculty member left, the program 
wouldn’t leave with that faculty member.  So here it was, at that time, as a 
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certificate – if you had a certificate program, then you had to have a director who 
had at least half of their job on campus and then other resources that came with 
a certificate.  Now for us, the certificate is more credit, 21 credits, than a minor – 
a minor only has to be 15.  So there was a higher bar; we wanted a balance with 
a low enough bar so we weren’t asking for the sun and moon to start something 
new significantly beyond our existing services yet high enough so that some 
resources would be put in and it would actually become institutionalized and not 
something that would leave when a particular faculty member wanted to go 
someplace else.  (L. Jensen, personal communication, March 26, 2015) 
 
The impact of the LGBSFA report and its authors’ ideas became clear with the 

immediate installation of a President’s Commission on LGBT Issues in 1997, the 

opening of the Office of LGBT Equity in 1998, and, soon thereafter, an allocation of 

$60,000 in funding from the Provost to support an LGBT studies program once 

approved through the institutional curriculum proposal process. 

In 1997, with the establishment of a President's Commission on Lesbian, Gay, 
and Bisexual (and later Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender) Issues, 
momentum developed to formalize the [LGBT studies] program in order to 
heighten its visibility and to allow students to obtain an academic credential for 
the work they were doing. A coalition of faculty members from around the 
campus--in concert with Luke Jensen, the newly appointed director of LGBT 
Equity--worked to develop a proposal for an undergraduate certificate and to 
shepherd it through the lengthy process of campus and state approval.  (“History 
of LGBT Studies at Maryland,” 2014, para. 4) 
 
Within this proposal, the faculty steering committee articulated a range of 

justifications for the new curriculum and legitimized LGBT studies as a viable curricular 

option at the University of Maryland.  Foremost was recognition of the Provost’s support 

through an allocation of funding (Beck et al., 2002, Overview and Rationale section), but 

the opening section of the proposal also provided a comprehensive analysis of the 

scholarly foundations of LGBT studies and how the program fit with the aims of this 

prominent research university.  The crux of the appraisal then was the potential for a 

structured curriculum to strengthen student, faculty, and institutional outcomes 
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consistent with the expanding normalcy of sexual diversity among self and society.  

Lindemann (2013) has also written that the committee  

envisioned a program that would be an ally to and a collaborator with larger units 
on campus with similar or related interests in race, sex, and gender diversity, 
including the departments of African American studies, American studies, 
English, and women’s studies.  (p. 508) 
 
Beyond the common topics of the AIDS epidemic, literature, and politics found in 

the curricula of the pioneering LGBT studies programs, and courses already in place at 

the University of Maryland, Beck et al. (2002) also identified more than 30 other 

subjects that intersected with LGBT studies.  The proposal from the faculty also 

acknowledged a range of classic and more contemporary disciplines, including but not 

limited to history, law, philosophy, and sociology, as well as interdisciplinary fields of 

study like Black studies, cultural studies, and Chicano/Latino studies with which a formal 

LGBT studies program would have interdependence (Beck et al., 2002, Overview and 

Rationale section, n.p.).  Accordingly, the formal LGBT Studies Program was poised to 

improve undergraduate student learning through increased exposure to advanced and 

interdisciplinary knowledge, “be a vehicle for development of faculty whose work may 

then be informed by an array of disciplines,” and help achieve the “stated commitment 

to diversity as a core element” set forth through the university’s mission statement and 

strategic plan (Beck et al., 2002, Overview and Rationale section, n.p.).  And rather than 

simply fill a niche, the proposal portended a broad impact of the LGBT studies certificate 

and had an expectation that 

[m]any of [the] students who receive this proposed Certificate may not work in 
specifically LGBT organizations, but will instead bring their expertise to positions 
in government, industry, for-profit companies, and non-profit organizations. 
Others will enter the professions of law and medicine, as well as the other health 
professions, while still others will go on to graduate study in a wide variety of 
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disciplines that recommend or even require a formal knowledge of LGBT Studies.  
(Beck et al., 2002, Overview and Rationale, n.p.) 

 
The proposal for the new Certificate in LGBT Studies received endorsement from 

the leaders of colleges, departments, and academic programs with which it would have 

significant overlap (Beck et al., 2002, Appendix section 6), and it made its way through 

the normal campus and state-level approval process in a typical manner (Office of 

Academic Planning and Programs, 2014).  L. Jensen explained this process for 

approval of the LGBT Studies proposal more fully by stating, 

It ultimately had to go through state approval, but . . . because it was a 
multidisciplinary area we had to have at least two colleges basically sign off and 
it had to go through their process in their college before it could then go through 
the University Senate’s process, and only after it went through the University 
Senate’s process could it get sent forward to the system-level, which would then 
achieve approval through the state Board of Higher Education.  The two colleges 
at the time – our Office of Undergraduate Studies was actually the College of 
Undergraduate Studies, they became a partner who along with the College of 
Arts and Humanities, which is where English, and where Comp. Lit., and somen’s 
studies were located, and then African American studies was located in our 
College of Behavior and Social Sciences and there were some other ones over 
there.  We attempted to partner with some of these other colleges and they just 
weren’t interested.  So we were able to go forward with just those two: 
Undergraduate Studies and Arts and Humanities.  And I did everything with 
Undergraduate Studies and then Marilee Lindemann was the key person running 
things through Arts and Humanities; and then I led a lot of this that then got us 
through the senate.   

So it went through the senate and there was no funding.  The students 
wrote a big petition and put it on the provost’s desk and then the provost 
suddenly miraculously found the money.  And then it went forward.  In the 
meantime, we also had a change in administration.  For the two years while this 
was in process, I asked for and received funding from the provost to essentially 
run a shadow program; it was to hire teachers for a couple of essential courses 
that combined with the old courses that were already available to allow students 
to make progress toward the certificate in anticipation of its final approval.  That’s 
how we were able to have the program approved, I believe in April 2002, and 
have our first graduates awarded in May of 2002 – because we were essentially 
running a shadow program.  Of course once it was officially approved, it passed 
out of LGBT Equity [Center’s] hands and a director was selected; that was 
Professor Marilee Lindemann who was selected on an interim basis and then we 
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went through a search process and she was named the first director of the 
program.  (personal communication, March 26, 2015) 

 
So with its first listing in the 2002-2003 Undergraduate Catalog, the LGBT 

studies certificate became an official academic program offered by the University of 

Maryland, College Park.  Among the most salient elements associated with the origin of 

this program were the efforts of faculty and staff groups, student interest that became 

clear through recent course enrollments and a petition calling for an LGBT studies 

program, and a generation of evolving support and leadership that nurtured diversity at 

the University.  LGBT Studies grew with a variety of courses and programming, and 

after six years it expanded to include a 15-credit hour minor as an additional option 

along with the original 21-credit hour certificate program (“History of LGBT Studies at 

Maryland,” 2014). 

 

The University of Texas at Austin 

 While various cities in California and the northeastern United States became key 

sites of activism for gay and lesbian rights by the early 1970s, major cities in the state of 

Texas experienced parallel efforts (see Ennis, 1980 and Goins, 2011).  The capital city, 

Austin, was home to the University of Texas at Austin (UT), one of the state’s two 

flagship institutions of higher education and the only AAU institution from 1929-1985.  

By 1970, a counterculture supportive of sexual and gender diversity was beginning to 

thrive in Austin.   

The first time anything LGBT-related appeared in an Austin publication was in 
February 1970 in The Rag, an underground weekly paper characterized by 
radical politics, alternative content, and nondiscrete [sic] classifieds for marijuana 
sales.  The article, ‘Pink Power!,’ discussed the need for liberation of 
“homosexuals” from a society that oppressed them.  (Marquez, 2012, para. 4-5) 
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Almost simultaneously, students at UT began organizing the campus’s first group 

focused on gay rights, the Gay Liberation Front (GLF) (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 29; 

Dearman, 2014; Marquez, 2012, para. 2).  However, the Assistant Dean of Students at 

the time, Edward Price, denied the initial application from GLF to register as an official 

student organization of the university on the basis that without a faculty sponsor the 

group did not meet university requirements (Marquez, 2012, para. 9), setting up a 

protracted battle for the right to associate.  Price justified a rejection of GLF’s second 

application for recognition in the Fall of 1970 based on “the prevailing psychological 

view that homosexuality was an illness” (as cited in Marquez, 2012, para. 13).  An 

appeal of Price’s decision by GLF then failed when the acting president of the University 

refused the group’s registration on December 5, 1970; the UT System Chancellor then 

denied an appeal of that decision in May 1971.  Then, on December 2, 1971, 

approximately one year after the ruling of the president, the leaders of the GLF filed a 

lawsuit against UT claiming discrimination (Dearman, 2014, para. 11; Marquez, 2012, 

para. 20).  The GLF soon had support for its cause from members of the Student 

Government and others who attended a dance to raise funds for a successful lawsuit, 

but University administrators did everything in their power to keep the dance from 

happening, including having police arrest disobedient students (Dearman, 2014, para. 

11; Marquez, 2012, para. 21-22). 

By the end of 1973 though, some forms of acceptance of sexual diversity and 

rights had grown with actions like the removal of homosexuality from the American 

Psychiatric Association’s list of mental disorders and the Supreme Court of the United 

States ruling in favor of abortion rights in response to a case that originated in Texas.  
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And while these internal and external events may have had little direct influence on the 

actions of UT administrators in the mid-1970s, another gay advocacy-related student 

group, Gay People of Austin (GPA), easily gained recognition at the University in 

January 1974.  The University also moved forward and settled out-of-court with GLF 

allowing registration of the group as an official student organization on March 26, 1974 

(Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 29; Marquez, 2012, para. 24). 

Although GLF lacked official recognition in the early 1970s, students affiliated 

with the group pressed on with relevant efforts.  Most notable, a principal student leader 

of GLF in Austin, Jim Denny, was also a key coordinator of the first nationwide 

conference of gay liberation advocates, an event that brought approximately 200 people 

to Austin for meetings to discuss and formulate responses to the oppression faced by 

gays and lesbians (Marquez, 2012, para. 17-19).  Another member of GLF, Randy P. 

Conner, taught “one of the University’s first LGBTQ literature classes.  The course, [The 

Homophile in Literature,] was informal, not for credit and free for all students” (Dearman, 

2014, para. 9).  However, having such an event and a few courses clearly focused on 

sexual and gender diversity did not lead to a foundation to support and normalize 

LGBTQ-related academic content and courses. 

During the next three decades, a time period from around 1974 to 2004, a mix of 

adversity and progress affected the social climate and resources relevant to sexual and 

gender diversity in Austin and on campus.  Gays and lesbians became increasingly 

comfortable being visible and, following the early success of the GPA and GLF groups, 

occasionally mobilized in response to local, state, and national issues.  Provoking 

students and non-student alike, the most conservative Texas state legislators 
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developed measures that, although unsuccessful, would have restricted the freedoms of 

LGBTQ college and university students, and federal-level politicians from Texas 

occasionally supported national action that would have imposed limits on LGBTQ 

individuals’ liberties (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 29-31).   

Directly related to the UT campus, the culture remained just as challenging and 

even hostile at times.  A published timeline of events has identified the following 

examples of animus based on gay and lesbian identity that occurred on campus in the 

1980s: 

• Students from campus residences vandalized a Gay and Lesbian Students 

Association (GLSA) float in 1985;  

• The Student Senate declined a funding request for GLSA-related 

programming in 1986; and 

• The student group Young Conservatives of Texas held annual counter-rallies 

with slurs and negative slogans in opposition to National Coming Out Day 

events during the 1980s and 1990s (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 30).   

Another particularly hurtful act that occurred was a 1990 anonymous campaign that 

attempted to disappoint or disgust the parents of the most visible gay and lesbian 

students.  The parents received copies of articles from the campus newspaper along 

with a note announcing, “‘This is what I'm doing with my education, Mom and Dad. 

Aren't you proud of me?’” (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 31), which implied the students 

were wasting their time and the parents’ money. 

Still, the city of Austin and the UT campus prevailed as one of the earliest and 

most progressive areas throughout Texas. Joining a very small contingent of cities from 
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across the nation, in 1982, Austin became only the 17th city to ban housing 

discrimination based on sexual orientation (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 30).  Then in 

1986, as the HIV and AIDS epidemic began to hit a peak, the city also took the lead by 

protecting individuals diagnosed with or perceived to be infected by HIV or AIDS with 

adoption of a separate nondiscrimination ordinance (http://www.austintexas.gov/).  On 

campus, students at UT attempted to create a sense of visibility and normalcy with 

events, activism, and an increasing number of affinity groups reflecting the diversity of 

the LGBTQ community.  Besides forming and holding campus events as early as 1980 

in an effort to promote awareness about gays and lesbians, the GLSA was a key group 

pressuring UT to add sexual orientation as a protected classification in its 

nondiscrimination policy, an initiative that gained final approval in 1990 (Clem-Jackson 

et al., 2006, p. 31).  Then, in 1997, GLSA – the oldest and most populous of the student 

organizations established for gay and lesbian students remaining, and now named the 

Lesbian, Bisexual, and Gay Students Association (LBGSA) – splintered into a host of 

specialized LGBTQ-identified student groups including OUTLaw, specifically for 

students in the UT School of Law, She Says for lesbians, and Trikone-Tejas, a pan-

Asian alliance of LGBTQ students (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 31).  Related student 

organizations continued to form to fulfill the needs of specific populations, and a new 

movement advocating for equity of university resources for sexual and gender diversity 

began to take form at the close of the 1990s. 

In 1999, a group of students began forming Rainbow Summit and registered as 

an official student organization with UT in March 2000 (Clem-Jackson et al., p. 31).  

Then on September 26, 2000, the UT Student Government established “the GLBT and 
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Ally Affairs Agency, largely in an effort to establish a permanent LGBTQ [student 

resource] center on campus” (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 31-32).  While discussions 

about and a proposal for an LGBT student resource center originated with the students 

affiliated with these groups, David Kessler, a graduate student at the time, submitted a 

separate proposal to create an LGBT resource center to the then-Dean of Students, Dr. 

Sharon Justice.  These initial attempts to establish an LGBT student resource center did 

not produce a substantive result, but a new Dean of Students and transition in student 

leadership helped advance a proposal for a combined women’s and LGBTQ resource 

center.  The result was the Gender and Sexuality Center (GSC), which opened on an 

interim basis in August 2004 (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 32; Gender and Sexuality 

Center, 2014, About section, para. 2) and celebrated a full opening in January 2005 

(Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 33).  As a location on campus providing resources and 

programs to support student growth and co-curricular learning around sexual and 

gender diversity, the GSC demonstrated a new commitment by the University to LGBTQ 

student needs and interests.  The opening of the GSC, therefore, became a crucial 

moment in the history of LGBTQ acceptance at UT, and an element without which 

additional initiatives would have taken longer to materialize. 

Heretofore, the decades of LGBTQ activism and organizing on campus focused 

on achieving visibility and normalcy through enhanced policy and resources rather than 

more academic or educational equity-related improvements.  Following the opening of 

the GSC though, concurrent moves by students and university employees during the 

spring 2006 semester became pivotal in promoting a more comprehensive set of 

objectives.  The Student Government’s GLBTA Affairs Agency administered a campus 
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climate study to assess the LGBTQ student experience at UT (Clem-Jackson et al., 

2006, p. 33).  The same semester LGBTQ and allied faculty and staff also formally 

launched the Pride and Equity Faculty and Staff Association (PEFSA), an organization 

committed to strengthening the educational environment through advocacy for LGBTQ 

faculty and staff concerns (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 33; 

http://www.utexas.edu/staff/pefsa/).  Among the issues considered by both the student 

and faculty groups was the concept of an LGBTQ studies program, a subject that had 

previously been absent from any of the prior LGBTQ-related efforts on campus. 

During the fall 2006 semester, the GLBTA Affairs Agency, now renamed the 

Queer Students Alliance (QSA), published The State of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, 

Transgender, Queer Affairs at the University of Texas at Austin, the first report of its 

kind with data, analysis, and recommendations aimed at improving the university’s 

climate for LGBTQ students (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 33).  Though the sample 

size of 127 respondents for the report was quite small for a campus with many 

thousands of students, the authors felt the available data offered  

the true, lived experiences of some members of [the LGBTQ] community. . . . 
[and] the numerical size of the LGBTQ community should not play a part in 
determining whether to provide fair, equal treatment to which all University 
stakeholders are entitled.  (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006, p. 15-16, emphasis in 
original) 
 

The report also provided comparative data on LGBTQ policies, programs, and 

resources at peer institutions sharing membership in the AAU to show that UT fell 

behind other premier campuses in numerous areas.   

Accordingly, the report’s comprehensive set of recommendations included area-

specific actions related to recent student experiences at UT as well as knowledge of 
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what was possible at comparative institutions.  The authors proposed advances 

including administrative policy changes such as the addition of gender identity and 

gender expression to the non-discrimination policy, residence life providing equitable 

housing options, and academic affairs strengthening the curriculum in general and with 

an LGBTQ studies program (Clem-Jackson et al., 2006).  And in the future one could 

look back and see this report “as a galvanizing moment” (A. I. Rosal, personal 

communication, November 5, 2014) for so much of the progress to come.   

Well I would say actually that students were at the forefront of getting anything 
established in terms of LGBT Studies. . . . I know that back in 2006, when the 
LGBT student affairs report came out that QSA did, getting queer studies 
established on our campus was one of their initiatives. . . . LGBT Studies was 
one of the recommendations, so I think students for a while have been clear that 
they wanted classroom content that reflected their experience – and that was sort 
of a broad-handed idea whether they were in kind of a Sociology 101 or 
Psychology 101 or explicitly a queer studies course; in any of those they wanted 
some content that reflected their experience.  So it was a broad-based 
movement but they also did specifically speak to wanting queer studies and 
wanting to see also out, visible queer faculty.  And so the student voice was an 
integral part of the process in getting LGBT studies established here.  (A. I. 
Rosal, personal communication, November 5, 2014) 
 

 Augmenting the student efforts, PEFSA hosted a discussion entitled The Future 

of Queer Studies at UT on April 9, 2007 as one of its first major events (PEFSA, 2007).  

With an active research group already well-established to support faculty and student 

scholarship on LGBTQ topics, the campus still lacked a formal curriculum or curricula in 

the study of diverse sexualities and genders.  Yet with the “clear mandate from students 

through the QSA report” (A. I. Rosal, personal communication, November 5, 2014), 

faculty and staff members could now form a stronger contingent to support a program 

like that found at peer institutions.  The invited guests for the PEFSA event, which 

included Drs. Gretchen Ritter, Lisa Moore, and Thomas Hubbard along with graduate 
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student Jack Skelton, as representatives of the constituencies already invested in 

advancing sexual and gender diversity studies at UT through the Center for Women’s 

and Gender Studies, the LGBTQ/Sexualities Research Cluster, and the Queer Students 

Alliance (PEFSA, 2007).  With the historical knowledge of those invited and the ideas of 

additional participants in attendance, the meeting provided a forum for brainstorming 

how to successfully move forward with something clearly desired by both students and 

faculty.  However, the QSA report and PEFSA event only preceded other calls for an 

LGBTQ studies curriculum (COLA, 2013, para. 4), and it was still years before a formal 

academic program began at UT. 

 A. I. Rosal, Director of the Gender and Sexuality Center at the University of 

Texas characterized the extended timeline for establishing a program by recognizing, “I 

don’t know that there has been a lot of concerted, negative pushback; I think it was just 

a lot of hoops to make it happen” (personal communication, November 5, 2014).  And, 

while that is the context, there [also] had been all this queer studies work 
happening by world-renowned scholars [on the UT faculty] . . . Our queer studies 
faculty [were] in conversation with queer studies scholars across the country and 
even across the globe. . . . [D]espite our diminished status administratively, [UT] 
doesn’t have a diminished status in terms of the actual [scholarly] work.  (A. I. 
Rosal, personal communication, November 5, 2014) 
 

 Finally, in 2013, a proposal for an LGBTQ/Sexuality Studies certificate began 

moving through the approval process in accordance with the university’s undergraduate 

catalog changes policy.  The catalyst for this attempt to establish an LGBTQ studies 

academic program was a general invitation from the Office of the Dean to all 

departments and programs in the College of Liberal Arts seeking proposals for new 

transcript-recognized certificate programs to formally launch with the upcoming biennial 

release of a new edition of the undergraduate catalog in 2014 (A. J. Salcedo, personal 
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communication, December 8, 2014).  A. J. Salcedo also recalled that the notification, 

while not targeted to any specific department or program, became an important stimulus 

for the creation of an LGBTQ/Sexualities Studies Certificate proposal by the Center for 

Women’s and Gender Studies particularly because it also gave a template for designing 

an effective proposal (personal communication, December 8, 2014).  Also among the 

contributors to the effort was Dr. Kristen Hogan, a former Associate Director of the 

Center for Women’s and Gender Studies, who was integral to the development of the 

certificate program before becoming the lead librarian for subject areas such as LGBT 

Studies at the UT Libraries (A. L. Cvetkovich, personal communication, November 2, 

2014).   

According to Salcedo, the Center for Women’s and Gender Studies submitted an 

initial proposal and then a revised proposal based on questions from the Dean’s Office, 

which requested clarity with regard to the range of coursework available and whether 

other affected colleges and departments had been consulted about the impact of such a 

curriculum (personal communication, December 8, 2014).  The College of Liberal Arts 

Policy and Curriculum Committee then gave unanimous approval to the revised 

proposal in October 2013 before forwarding the proposal to the College of Liberal Arts 

Dean, Dr. Randy Diehl, who submitted the proposal to the Faculty Council (Mekelburg, 

2013; Neikirk, 2013, p. 11345).   

According to the Interim Director of the Center for Women’s and Gender Studies, 

Dr. Lisa Moore, there had been numerous conversations with 

different administrators over the years about doing this, and this was the first time 
that [faculty] really put something through at the college level. . . . In the past, 
[faculty have] gotten the message that it wouldn’t go through . . . so we have had 
to wait.  (as cited in Mekelburg, 2013, para. 6) 



104 
 

Once there was the initial success of the proposal and an anticipated implementation 

date of the Fall 2014 semester, a “combination of faculty expertise and student demand” 

(COLA, 2013, para. 5) as well as information about programs in other parts of the 

country helped the proposal overcome any previous objections and allowed the 

University of Texas at Austin to become the one of the most recent AAU member 

institution to formalize an LGBTQ-related program of study. 
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CHAPTER V 

ACTUALIZING THE LGBT AND QUEER STUDIES PROGRAM 

 Once assured of approval, the process of establishing lesbian, gay, bisexual, 

transgender, and queer (LGBTQ) studies at an institution of higher education shifts from 

advocacy and support for a concept to operationalization and implementation of the 

formal academic program.  Various elements have guided the task of actualizing an 

LGBT or queer studies program at an AAU member institution, some of which included 

the administrative and organizational norms on a campus, the goals and objectives as 

detailed in the proposal or other planning documents for the program, the outlook for 

and immediate availability of courses and resources to support the formal program, and 

the campus or regional climate around sexual and gender diversity.  Furthermore, the 

field of LGBT and queer studies, now a robust interdisciplinary area of study comprised 

of both congruent and divergent theories, methodologies, and epistemologies, has 

influenced the structure of new programs. 

 

Formalizing LGBTQ Studies on Campus 

 At the AAU member institutions in the United States, the dominant model for 

organizing the LGBT or queer studies program has located these curricular initiatives 

within a department for women’s and gender studies or a college for arts and 

humanities fields of study.  Only one of the 26 programs listed in Table 1 of this study 

has been administratively housed at a campus-wide level – the LGBT Studies program 

at the University of Maryland, College Park, which was originally administered by the 

Office of Undergraduate Studies (Beck et al., 2002).  The University of Maryland has 
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since restructured and adopted the predominant approach of aligning LGBT Studies 

with a department focused on women’s and gender studies (“History of LGBT Studies at 

Maryland,” 2014). 

 It has also been common for key participants in the process of establishing an 

LGBT or queer studies program to serve in a lead operational role for the program at its 

start.  Duke University provides an example as John G. Younger, a professor of classics 

from 1974 – 2002, coordinated the initial effort to establish an academic program in 

LGB studies for undergraduate students at the institution, and then he became the 

program’s first director upon its launch in 1996.  Younger (1995) has detailed some of 

the experiences he and others had during the push for an LGB studies program at 

Duke, which included developing a foundational course and a charge by the Dean of 

Trinity College to create a proposal for an LGB studies curriculum (p. 12).   

[B]eginning a[n undergraduate] program at Duke – an institution already known 
[at the time] for a strong graduate program in queer studies – [was] neither easy 
nor wholly successful.  Two complete syllabi were planned by the task force, yet 
both were ultimately abandoned.  The shaping of many areas of study into one, 
transdisciplinary course turned out to be a formidable task because of the 
exigencies of a basic class in LGB studies proved to be especially difficult . . . .  
(Welp, 1995, p. 12)  
 

After the involvement in the process of founding LGB studies, Younger moved directly 

into director position for the LGB-focused Program in the Study of Sexualities, serving in 

that role for four years (http://people.ku.edu/~jyounger/resume.html). 

This type of faculty leadership, along with a good degree of stability provided by 

institutional support through particular academic units and a formidable intellectual 

foundation for student learning, has been integral to the operationalization of curricular 

programs in LGBT and queer studies.  But, as in the example of Duke University, there 
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are chances for a program to have disruption.  The Fall 2012 academic term was the 

last time the Program in the Study of Sexualities offered a curricular option for students.  

According to the program’s website, it “continues to offer courses [while] exploring 

potential forms for undergraduate and other components in sexuality studies at Duke” 

(2012, para. 2), but it currently offers no academic credential.  With this as the exception 

though, the history of most formal LGBT or queer studies programs has been one with 

administrative and organizational structural strength that continues to foster new 

scholarship and student learning around sexual and gender diversity. 

 

Cornell University 

The formation of LGBT studies at Cornell University began in earnest during the 

1990 – 1991 academic year with a few faculty members, including Associate Professor 

Carolyn “Biddy” Martin assisting students with the preparation of a proposal to establish 

a graduate minor in gay studies (Bennett, 1992c, p. 4).   

In numerous departments, Biddy Martin was serving on graduate committees 
when there was an LGBT topic.  Her role as a German professor and Women’s 
Studies prepared her for this, but she was also serving on graduate committees 
throughout the humanities because she was one of the only resources.  And so it 
was a hiring issue for the students themselves, and student activism helped to 
bring the program into being – to bring it to the attention of administrators.  Most 
of the LGBT faculty were hired after the program began – and in fields where 
there had been no LGBT faculty, like music, performance and media Studies, 
anthropology, history, and Africana studies (E. Hanson, personal communication, 
April 2, 2015) 
 
Officially, the new curriculum – Lesbian, Bisexual, and Gay (LBG) Studies – 

began in the Spring semester of 1992 with twelve courses and an equivalent number of 

faculty members from 10 disciplines across the College of Arts and Sciences who 

agreed to teach for and affiliate with the minor; and around 15 students immediately 
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began pursuing the minor (Bennett, 1992b, p. 20; Bennett, 1992c, p. 4).  An initial vision 

for the graduate minor was to 

open up the study of sexuality, which [was] often treated with either silence or 
surface talk, to thoughtful, thorough discussion; develop a better vocabulary for 
talking about it; examine the ways in which sexuality is controlled in social life 
and the reasons people attempt to control others’ sexual lives; and identify and 
unravel what [some] perceive [of] as myths about sexuality.  (Bennett, 1992c, p. 
1) 
 

Thus, the theoretical framework of social constructionism, or the concept that accepted 

themes in sexuality are shaped by social forces, became a foundation upon which 

Cornell faculty and graduate students established LBG Studies (Bennett, 1992c, p. 1).   

There remained uncertainty about the future of gay studies at its outset as a 

graduate minor at Cornell; Martin, who served as the first faculty coordinator for the 

minor, however, voiced only optimism and envisioned the continuing growth of the 

minor into a program akin to women’s studies, one that could support both a graduate 

and an undergraduate curriculum (Bennett, 1992b, p. 21; Bennett, 1992c, p. 4).  

Martin’s desire was that such a program could then secure an office and administrative 

staff to provide adequate support to nurture course development and advance 

scholarship through colloquia, conferences, and speakers on sexual diversity issues 

(Bennett, 1992b, p. 21).   

According to E. Hanson, the next person to lead LBG Studies, another key to 

success was an amount of “funding was established [at the outset] by a consortium of 

humanities professors led by Biddy Martin” (personal communication, April 2, 2015).  

Then with the subsequent launch of an LBG studies four-course undergraduate 

concentration in the Women’s Studies Program in 1994, just two years after the 

graduate minor began, Cornell University officially established the LGB Studies 
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Program.  This new concentration allowed any undergraduate student to select courses 

from a cohesive yet interdisciplinary set and have the concentration name LBG Studies 

listed on their transcript.  By that time, too, the LBG Studies Program had become a 

fixture in the College of Arts and Sciences with a dedicated office and a recognized 

steering committee, and Martin assumed the director title for the program (Cornell 

University, 1996, n.p.; Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, 2008).   

Simultaneously with the program’s structural growth, some of the traditional 

departments actively recruited faculty who focused on the burgeoning field of queer 

studies, and the number of faculty affiliated with LBG studies doubled in size to 24 by 

1996 (Cornell University, 1996).  E. Hanson reflected on joining the faculty in 1995 as 

the only person hired specifically for LBG studies at Cornell: 

My hire was related to the program coming into being.  I think I was the only 
person who was hired to teach queer studies at the time; it was actually in the job 
ad.  But we’ve hired a lot of queer studies faculty because it’s been on the minds 
of different disciplines for a long time and so a lot of hires were made after me 
but they weren’t necessarily specifically hires in queer studies.  They were hires 
in a conventional field in which queer studies was very exciting and new so they 
hired people in that field and they contributed to the disciplinary quality – 
interdisciplinary quality – of the program.  (personal communication, April 2, 
2015) 
 
As Martin soon moved into other administrative roles, which included serving as 

a Senior Associate Dean in the College of Arts and Sciences and then as the first 

female Provost for Cornell beginning in 2000 (Ju, 2008), she maintained a connection 

with the Program.  For example, the Courses of Study: 1999-2000 showed a separation 

of functions with Martin as Director of Graduate Studies while Hanson, chairperson of 

the steering committee for the program, also held responsibility for Undergraduate 

Studies (Cornell University, 1999, n.p.).  E. Hanson has explained that, in actuality, “[he] 
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wasn’t director for the whole time, and sometimes it was Anna Marie Smith and 

sometimes it was Amy Villarejo.  And so it moved from one person to another [more 

often than the catalog might show]” (personal communication, April 2, 2015).  The 

leadership roles for the program continued to evolve over time, and a recent listing of 

the administrators for the program included a director, administrative assistant, graduate 

assistant, and program assistant (http://blogs.cornell.edu/lgbtstudies/contact/). 

 While faculty members advanced a particular governance structure to effectively 

conduct the activities of the program, the mission statement and guiding principles, 

which maintained consistency for a long period of time, were also critical to curriculum 

development and related functions of the LGBT Studies Program at Cornell University.  

Originally, the catalog for the University declared: 

The field of Lesbian, Bisexual and Gay Studies is devoted to the interdisciplinary 
study of the social construction of sexuality. LBG Studies is founded on the 
premise that the social organization of sexuality is often best studied from the 
perspectives offered by those positions that have been excluded from 
established cultural norms.  (Cornell University, 1996, n.p.) 
 

Furthermore, “[t]o qualify for the concentration, courses [needed to] devote a significant 

portion of their time to sexuality and to questioning the cultural and historical institution 

of exclusive heterosexuality” (Cornell University, 1996, n.p.).  The program has since 

continued to follow this model with a comprehensive list of applicable courses updated 

for each catalog and has enforced a stringent approval process for students who 

propose other courses to complete the LGBT studies curricula. 

Nearly 15 years passed before any substantive shift occurred in the focus of the 

program, and in 2008 and 2009 respectively, the undergraduate concentration became 

a minor and the LBG Studies Program added transgender to its title to become Lesbian, 
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Gay, Bisexual, & Transgender (LGBT) Studies.  To contextualize the advancing of the 

program, N. Salvato, the most recent person to direct the program, explained, 

We aim[ed] to hold a community meeting every year to brainstorm about 
programming, curricular offerings, and related issues. When Masha Raskolnikov 
was chairing the program . . . , she used one of these forums to propose a name 
change to LGBT Studies – something that many of us felt was long overdue. A 
number of folks at the meeting where this proposal was made affirmed, 
rightly, that we had to do something substantive in order to make this name 
change a meaningful one, so Masha held a conference with a trans focal theme 
and developed a course in trans studies, with the expectation (now happily being 
fulfilled) that others would follow suit in devising new courses or adapting existing 
ones to include more trans content. Partially to the side of that concerted effort, 
new hires . . . at Cornell have helped to reshape the program, as junior faculty 
members (including Lucinda Ramberg and Riley Snorton) have brought 
different research and teaching interests to the table and have thereby helped us 
to diversify what we do.  (personal communication, April 4, 2015) 
 
The Courses of Study: 2010-2011 included the first appreciable change to the 

mission of the program with a revised statement in the catalog relaying a more complete 

explanation of LGBT studies and the principal ideas that influenced the curricular study 

of sexual diversity at Cornell.  The new description read: 

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, & Transgender (LGBT) Studies is devoted to the 
study of sexuality and its importance to the organization of social relations, 
literature, art, and embodied life. It is primarily concerned with the 
representations and lives of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgendered subjects, 
even as these subjects remain stubbornly and productively difficult to define once 
and for all. LGBT Studies is an interdisciplinary program, and it is likewise open 
to a variety of perspectives on the stability of its constituent identity categories. 

Indeed, central to the curriculum is a sense that sexuality varies across 
time and place, serves political ends, and cannot be thought in isolation from 
gender, class, race, ethnicity, age, religion, and physical ability. LGBT Studies 
emphasizes both the diachronic differences in the constitution of sexualities (how 
sexuality is different in different historical periods) as well as the synchronic ones 
(how sexuality takes shape within particular texts, periods, or populations).  
(Cornell University, 2010, n.p.) 

 
The program also clarified the mission statement in the 2013-2014 catalog with a 

revision to the initial paragraph: 
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Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, & Transgender (LGBT) Studies is devoted to the study of 
sexuality and its importance to the organization of social relations, political 
formations, expressive behavior, and aesthetic categories. It is primarily 
concerned with the representations and lives of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
transgendered subjects, even as these subjects remain stubbornly and 
productively difficult to define once and for all. LGBT Studies is an 
interdisciplinary program, and it is likewise open to a variety of perspectives on 
the stability of the constituent identity categories at its center.  (Cornell University, 
2013, n.p.) 
 

E. Hanson explained the shift by stating, 

The mission statement came from feminist studies . . . I can recognize language 
that was there from the beginning, and there was some contentious language 
about social constructionism that we put to one side after a while because the 
debate was simply alienating people in social sciences and biology and there 
was no need to alienate them or to assume that social constructionism was the 
only methodology that would be appropriate for the program.  And so that got 
dropped and yet it’s still very social in its framework, it seems to me.  (personal 
communication, April 2, 2015) 

 
So though it took many years to expand the leadership structure and the depth of 

the academic program, LGBT Studies at Cornell University has followed the shifts found 

in the field of sexual and gender diversity studies itself.  

 

University of Maryland, College Park 

At the University of Maryland, College Park, a distinctive framework emerged to 

guide the administration of an LGBT studies curriculum even before its official launch.  

Lindemann (2013) reflected on the design of the program and said, 

[W]hen my colleagues and I at Maryland first began developing a plan for what 
would become an undergraduate certificate program in LGBT studies, it made 
sense for us to aim to become a freestanding program rather than attach 
ourselves to a department.  (p. 508) 
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Initial discussions and consensus-building occurred before settling on this structural 

aspect but there was a historical footnote that suggested the approach would be 

successful. 

There was this argument about where should LGBT studies be housed, and the 
two lead contenders were [the departments of] Comparative Literature or 
Women’s Studies.  And it seemed that . . . there was not an agreement, and . . .  
what was happening is, and I can remember myself saying it . . . shouldn’t be in 
either one, it should be a stand-alone program.  And it was that key move that 
actually moved this forward when it was recognized that this didn’t belong within 
another academic department, it needed to be its own thing.  People pointed to 
how women’s studies got started on our campus and I think there were some 
questions, many questions, whether the analysis was actually correct on that.  
Certainly, what we were told was that women’s studies started out as a program 
in the Office of Undergraduate Studies and then later on became a department, 
and that became the pathway for us because we don’t have any easy 
mechanisms for . . . interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary work – there’s not a 
structural way of doing it very easily here so having it come out of Undergraduate 
Studies was the way to go.  And that’s when I became sort of one of the more 
vocal champions of that and actually thought through the various committees that 
it needed to go through in order to get final approval.  (L. Jensen, personal 
communication, March 26, 2015) 
 
Detailed in the proposal for the new academic program, the initial goals included: 

• Formalize the previously unstructured set of available courses into a coherent 

and progressive curriculum with effective pedagogies; 

• Increase theory to practice connections by better facilitating internships, 

service learning, and related community-based learning;  

• Maximize “research and scholarship on human diversity at UMD;” and,  

• Forge a community of scholars among UMD faculty and peer institutions 

(Beck et al., 2002, Overview and Rationale). 

And the primary purpose of the LGBT Studies Certificate was “to formally credential 

students who have successfully undertaken a course curriculum of 21 credits in th[e] 

field” (Beck et al., 2002, Overview and Rationale section, para. 9).  The proposal also 
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grounded the formalization of LGBT studies in the mission and strategic plan of the 

university as well as the institution’s espoused commitment to academic diversity and 

valuable learning outcomes through a multidisciplinary approach.  “Diversity all too often 

became a conversation about race, so the idea that this could actually go beyond that . . 

. [it] really added to the complexity of the diversity conversation [on campus]” (L. 

Jensen, personal communication, March 26, 2015). 

For a little more than a decade after its start in the Spring 2002 semester, the 

LGBT Studies Program at the University of Maryland operated with the organizational 

and administrative features of a stand-alone, interdisciplinary unit, unique among 

research universities.  Rather than function from within a department, school, or college 

of the university, LGBT studies operated as an autonomous program and part of the 

portfolio of the Associate Provost for Academic Affairs and Dean of Undergraduate 

Studies at the University (Lindemann, 2013; “History of LGBT Studies at Maryland,” 

2014).  The inaugural Director of the LGBT Studies Program, Associate Professor of 

English Marilee Lindemann, served nimbly throughout the first phase of LGBT Studies 

as a program administrator, coordinated course scheduling and program development, 

and “managed to build a first-class program” (Lindemann, 2013, p. 510).   

Besides having a director as the lead administrator, there was the Faculty 

Oversight Committee that also had a role in governance of the program.  “This group 

ha[d] the authority to make requisite decisions rightfully under its purview analogous to 

the faculty of a department” (Beck et al., 2002, Faculty and Organization section, part 

B).  Through the Summer 2013 semester, Lindemann held the position of Director of 

LGBT Studies and continued advising students, conducting course management, and 
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performing primary leadership responsibilities while the Faculty Oversight Committee 

operated like an administrative body approving curriculum changes, faculty selection, 

and other governance matters. 

Operationally, LGBT studies advanced in ways that met and exceeded the initial 

plans as set forth in the proposal.  One way the LGBT Studies Program achieved this 

was by having a published set of expected student learning outcomes, which was rare 

among LGBTQ studies at AAU member institutions.  According to the program’s 

website, 

[S]tudents should expect to achieve the following outcomes through their work in 

the LGBT Studies Program:  

• familiarity with major concepts and vocabulary in the field of LGBT Studies; 

• proficiency in interpreting same-sex sexuality/eroticism as an aspect of 

literary/cultural expression; 

• critical reasoning and research skills in the field of LGBT Studies.  (“LGBT 

Studies Certificate or Minor: Which One is Right for Me?” 2014, Student 

Learning Outcomes) 

Also, the focus of the curriculum remained the same annually with a consistent mission 

statement and a structured 21-hour credit certificate, matching the details provided in 

the original proposal for a formal LGBT studies entity.  The addition of a minor in 2008 

expanded the curricular options available to students seeking this type of academic 

training in sexual and gender diversity by providing an additional credential that required 

three fewer hours of elective coursework and did not have the capstone requirement 

that was necessary to earn the certificate (“LGBT Studies Certificate or Minor: Which 
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One is Right for Me?” 2014).  Through the certificate and then the additional minor, 

student enrollment numbers continued to increase and helped show that LGBT studies 

could be a sustainable program even though there was not a normal revenue stream as 

there would be for a major. 

Beyond the curriculum, the programming and collaboration also became key 

components of the LGBT Studies Program.  In its inaugural year as a program, LGBT 

studies began hosting a spring lecture series that became an annual event.  Each year, 

a theme related to LGBTQ current affairs or topics guided the selection of four leading 

scholars who speak for the lecture series.  Also, as a collaborative effort with area 

university representatives focused on improving sexual and gender diversity knowledge, 

the LGBT Studies Program has participated in the DC Queer Studies Consortium and 

has hosted the DC Queer Studies Symposium at the University of Maryland annually.  

Overlapping with one of the LGBT studies spring campus lectures each year, the DC 

Queer Studies Symposium has been another ongoing activity that has become a 

hallmark of the LGBT Studies Program. 

In conjunction with the formal program . . . this LGBT lecture series has been 
among the best attended lecture series of its type on our campus; the numbers 
aren’t huge but when the Dean of Undergraduate Studies goes to this and says 
there’s more students attending these lectures than anything else we’re 
sponsoring that’s very helpful [for the Program].  So it’s not just the formal 
program but it’s also the lecture series.  The fact that the LGBT Studies Program 
has hosted the D.C.-area queer symposium every year for the past many years, 
that’s also been helpful.  So it’s about the program, [and] it’s also about the 
intellectual life of the University.  (L. Jensen, personal communication, March 26, 
2015) 
 

Altogether, the program 

ended up staying in undergraduate studies much longer than [Lindemann and 
many others] imagined largely because of the support of a dean who helped 
build a robust, high-profile program that, in addition to its curricular offerings, 
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hosted a highly visible annual lecture series and participated in searches for new 
tenure-track faculty with primary expertise in the study of nonnormative genders 
and sexualities.  Although their tenure homes were in other departments, these 
new faculty were expected to teach LGBT studies courses.  (Lindemann, 2013, 
p. 508) 
 
Thus, through the seed of a $60,000 permanent allocation by the provost at the 

inception of the LGBT Studies Program (Beck et al., 2002) along with Lindemann’s 

(2013) collaborations and continued navigation of institutional politics (p. 508), the 

program was able to grow significantly and add its first core faculty member in 2007, a 

joint appointment with the Department of American Studies, and expand its curriculum 

by adding a minor in 2008 (“History of LGBT Studies at Maryland,” 2014). 

Director Lindemann did an outstanding job on a bare bones budget. . . . The 
foundation that was built by having it be a stand-alone program in Undergraduate 
Studies was by far one of the smartest things we could have done because it 
gave clout and visibility and so many positives with it even though there was the 
problem with [not being able to have] graduate studies.  Then I think Professor 
Lindemann just did absolute wonders with that foundation and built something 
that was truly superlative on top of it – attracting top scholars, the interest from 
undergraduates all the way through graduates, even though it wasn’t a graduate 
program, was strong all along, . . . I would say those are the two main elements 
that make it an outstanding program.  Then there’s [the] depth on this campus, 
too, so it’s not just one or two professors who are doing this kind of work – we 
have a fair number who are doing it, and it’s generally supported.  And I do think 
you get this kind of critical mass that helps propel you forward, and I think we hit 
that at some point – I’m not sure exactly when, but you hit that critical mass and 
then it just becomes something that the university then becomes proud of.  (L. 
Jensen, personal communication, March 26, 2015). 
 
Within this same timeframe of exciting progress though, the University of 

Maryland faced financial burdens that led to the prospect of merging departments and 

programs, including the prospect of LGBT studies becoming a part of the Department of 

Women’s Studies and possibly the consolidation of other cultural studies programs 

(Diamondback editorial board, 2009).  There were various perspectives on the idea of 

merging the programs voiced by faculty, staff, and students, but there was also an 
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outlook for a relatively quick decision on such a move (Slivnick, 2009).  Still, the 

proposed structural changes did not happen immediately.  According to Lindemann 

(2013),  

[T]he idea of combining LGBT studies and women’s studies finally came from 
LGBT studies, which was thriving in undergraduate studies but was also 
constrained. . . . [with] limited access to graduate students, had to prioritize 
undergraduate education, and faced considerable obstacles to future faculty 
hiring given the anomalousness of being housed in a nonacademic division.  By 
[2012, LGBT Studies] felt the time had come to get out of the incubator and into a 
more permanent home.  (pp. 508-509) 
 

Additionally, “[Lindemann] wanted to move on in her career . . . [she] served a six-year 

term and then she got it renewed and then it was just the natural flow of what happens 

with directors of programs” (L. Jensen, personal communication, March 26, 2015).  So 

with the endorsement from the LGBT Studies Program and the impending transition in 

leadership, the program became a part of the Department of Women’s Studies in Fall 

2013 and the women’s studies administrators began coordinating the LGBT Studies 

Program.  This merging of LGBT studies with the Department of Women’s Studies 

affected the administrative structure, but it did not substantively change the operations 

and activities of the sexual and gender diversity studies academic component on 

campus.  At its core, the LGBT Studies Program had always been about student 

learning and the development and application of knowledge with critical consciousness 

around sexual and gender diversity, and it continued to focus on that goal. 

So along with its stability and success, and the eventual administrative change, 

LGBT studies at the University of Maryland maintained an exceptional curriculum and 

student learning experience.  Unlike most of the comparable research universities that 

had already established an LGBTQ studies program, or were on the cusp of doing so, 
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the certificate at Maryland included a cohesive plan that required students to complete a 

capstone course chosen from “Seminar in LGBT Studies” or “Supervised Internship - 

LGBT Community Organizations” (“LGBT Studies Certificate or Minor: Which One is 

Right for Me?” 2014, Certificate Requirements section).  L. Jensen further explained,  

The two [capstone] courses and then the LGBT 200 . . . [were] the main ones 
[added] to make the Certificate work.  [Through] LGBT 386, which is our 
internship in the LGBT community organization . . . there’s students that actually 
get credit for being interns at places like the National Center for Transgender 
Equality or Casa Ruby, which is a local [bilingual multicultural LGBT] group, 
Equality Maryland, or any of a number of these types of places. . . . and if they 
don’t do the internship then they have to do a senior seminar, which they’re both 
designed to help [students] pull together their educational experience around the 
issues.  (personal communication, March 26, 2015) 
 

Accordingly, the 21-credit hour structured curriculum, similar to a major with only six 

hours of elective courses and a capstone requirement, formed a unique certificate 

program in contrast with the curricula found at many other institutions.  The minor then 

gave students an additional option to still have a unified learning experience.   

The LGBT Studies Program at the University of Maryland has experienced a 

significant change in its administrative structure with the move into the Department of 

Women’s Studies in 2013; however, LGBT Studies had already built a solid foundation 

with a focused curriculum, distinct learning outcomes, and key scholarly activities that 

should support its continued success. 

 

The University of Texas at Austin 

 The advent of a transcript-recognized 18-credit hour undergraduate 

LGBTQ/Sexualities Studies Certificate at the University of Texas at Austin felt like a 

monumental achievement upon its approval by the College of Liberal Arts Policy and 
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Curriculum Committee in Fall 2013.  “Indeed, until [then] UT lagged behind its peers 

nationally in not having a formal course of study in this field.  The Center for Women 

and Gender Studies [was] delighted . . . and look[ed] forward to an exciting and 

productive certificate program in the years ahead” (COLA, 2013, para. 5).  Still, some of 

the key elements to sustain such a curriculum had already become established on 

campus at UT, so the proposal was the missing piece that helped it all coalesce into 

one of the newest formal LGBTQ studies programs at an AAU member institution.   

 By 2013, LGBT and queer studies had matured as a field of study at numerous 

institutions of higher education, and the faculty who designed the program at UT were 

well aware of the growing significance of sexual and gender diversity studies as it now 

influenced various areas of thought in academia and society (Neikirk, 2013, p. 11346). 

The decisive impact of queer theory [and the field of LGBTQ studies] . . . on 
cultural studies . . . area studies and interdisciplinary work, and . . . social 
movements including AIDS activism, increased visibility in media and 
mainstream culture, advances in obtaining civil rights, including domestic partner 
benefits, and struggles over marriage, immigration, and other issues  (Neikirk, 
2013, p. 11346), 
 

accordingly, formed the basic foundation for formalizing the LGBTQ/Sexualities Studies 

Certificate.  Additionally, with the status of LGBTQ/sexualities studies as a common 

subfield of women’s studies nationally and as an established research area within 

women’s and gender studies at UT, the proposed home for the certificate became the 

Center for Women’s and Gender Studies. 

 Five tenure-track or tenured faculty members comprised the initial leadership 

team for this curriculum, four of whom had an appointment to the Department of English 

and another with an appointment to the Department of Sociology.  Each member of the 

team held distinction as a faculty member committed to advancing the subject of LGBT 
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and queer studies.  Among their achievements, Dr. Ann Cvetkovich, originally selected 

as the chairperson for the sexuality studies certificate program (Neikirk, 2013, p. 

11347), previously served as co-editor of GLQ: A Journal of Lesbian and Gay Studies 

and was chosen to be a fellow for the Society for the Humanities at Cornell University 

during the first year of the certificate (http://www.anncvetkovich.com/bio.html).  The 

advisory committee also included Dr. Lisa Moore, the Interim Director of the Center for 

Women’s and Gender Studies, who shepherded the proposal for the certificate through 

the University’s approval process and who had “contributed to numerous existing 

LGBTQ programs at UT” (Mekelburg, 2013, para. 5).  Additionally, Drs. Gloria 

Gonzalez-Lopez, Neville Hoad, and Matt Richardson, each of whom focused on 

intersectional issues of race and sexual diversity, were faculty on the advisory 

committee (Neikirk, 2013, pp. 11346-11347).   

Besides the faculty governance structure, Jackie Salcedo, the coordinator for 

academic affairs in the Center for Women’s and Gender Studies, played a substantial 

role in the formalization and operations of the LGBTQ/Sexuality studies curriculum.  A. 

J. Salcedo explained that the responsibilities included 

assist[ing] in the revision of the original proposal for the certificate and 
perform[ing] administrative duties for the program, such as processing course 
approvals and managing updates to the list of approved courses for the 
certificate, promoting the certificate through outreach, and advising and tracking 
students who pursue the certificate.  (personal communication, December 8, 
2014) 

 
 Moore and others, when proposing and acclaiming the launch of the certificate, 

cited the solid level of relevant research, amount of courses, and number of faculty 

within the area of women’s and gender studies and the College of Liberal Arts that could 

now meet the considerable student interest in such a certificate (Mekelburg, 2013; 
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Neikirk, 2013).  For example, the Center for Women’s and Gender Studies had for years 

sponsored the LGBTQ/Sexualities Research Cluster, a campus group through which 

faculty, graduate students, and undergraduate students met often to discuss current 

research in LGBTQ studies (“LGBTQ/Sexualities Research Cluster,” 2014).  The 

research cluster also published the Pink Book, a growing compendium of each 

semester’s undergraduate courses with LGBTQ-related content.  At the time of the 

proposal to create the certificate, the Pink Book included 18 sections of courses with a 

substantial amount of LGBTQ material taught during the Summer and Fall 2013 

semesters by 17 faculty from 12 different departments or programs at UT 

(“LGBTQ/Sexualities Research Cluster,” 2013).  The Pink Book then listed more options 

once the certificate was officially available to students, including 26 sections of courses 

with a significant amount of LGBTQ material taught during the Spring 2015 semester by 

22 faculty from 16 different departments or programs at UT (“LGBTQ/Sexualities 

Research Cluster,” 2014).  With only two specified courses of the six that each student 

needed to earn the certificate, the array of options allowed students pursuing any major 

at UT the opportunity to select topics of interest that might easily fit their schedule. 

 With the start of the Fall 2014 semester and a formal administrative and 

curricular structure in place, the LGBTQ/Sexualities Studies Certificate became an 

official academic program at the University of Texas.  Like companion programs at most 

other AAU member institutions though, a certificate program was only the beginning: 

LGBT and queer studies had the potential to continue advancing at UT with an already 

emerging graduate curriculum being established through the LGBTQ/Sexualities studies 
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track of the Women’s and Gender Studies Center’s graduate portfolio program (A. J. 

Salcedo, personal communication, December 8, 2014).
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For me, the purpose of education generally, and of higher education in particular, 
is to offer and refine an accurate description of reality – a description of what it is, 
of how things came to be, and of how to make change.  It should allow us to 
imagine and envision what we want our lives and our society to look like.  By 
having a gay[, lesbian, bisexual, transgender and queer] studies program, we are 
making a statement about values, about society, and about our vision of the 
future.  (D’Emlio, 1992, p. 159) 

CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION: ANALYZING THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF LGBT AND QUEER 

STUDIES AT AMERICAN RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES 

Initiating a new academic program at a college or university in the United States 

now follows a regular process established by the campus in accordance with 

institutional and system rules, state-level higher education governance, and 

accreditation agency policies.  There is also the expectation that the more contemporary 

fields that have developed in the mid to late twentieth century, specifically LGBTQ 

studies, will first develop at the undergraduate level rather than begin as a graduate 

curriculum (K. A. Renn, personal communication, October 18, 2014).  Along with this 

entrenched and normalized framework, though, there are distinctive elements and 

histories that have impacted the timeline for, receptivity of, and eventual authorization to 

formalize a new academic program.  The scope of the academic program under 

consideration, such as a concentration, certificate, minor, or major, could have a direct 

bearing on the intensity of the approval process, which may entail various stakeholders 

and numerous levels of review and consent.  Additionally, the campus culture and 

locale, already established research activities and academic offerings, and other 

internal and external factors may be just as or more significant for the establishment 

and growth of an academic program. 
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This study explored the path from antecedents to actualization of formal LGBT 

and queer studies academic programs at a sample of premier research universities in 

the United States.  This chapter presents a synthesis and analysis of the findings 

presented in chapters four and five to presage the principal trends from this research 

and related discussion.  Closing the study are remarks on the trajectory of LGBT and 

queer studies in the academy and the implications of this research as formal LGBTQ 

studies programs can foster academic diversity and social transformation. 

 

Historical Context and Formative Trends in the Growth of LGBTQ Studies 

 The program of study on college and university campuses now known as lesbian, 

gay, bisexual, and transgender or queer (LGBTQ) studies started to materialize in the 

1980s (Minton, 1992, p. 1) yet remained relatively indistinct at the American research 

university at least until the 1990s when institutions like Cornell University first formalized 

a gay and lesbian studies program for graduate students and then for undergraduate 

students.  And in 2014 the University of Texas at Austin became the most recent 

member institution of the prestigious research university collective, the Association of 

American Universities (AAU), to officially launch a formal academic program in LGBTQ 

studies.  Simply recognizing the dates of this academic expansion that has grown to a 

total number of 26 of 60 AAU member institutions in the United States during a twenty-

two year timeframe, however, diminishes the opportunity to fully engage with the history 

of these programs.  Further analysis can help chart the trajectory of formal LGBT and 

queer studies programs and the related academic diversity and social transformation 

that can result from them.   
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A historical view shows that the affirmative intellectual movements related to 

sexual and gender diversity actually began emerging at AAU member institutions in the 

1940s and 1950s with the work of Alfred Kinsey at Indiana University and the research 

on gay men conducted by Evelyn Hooker at UCLA, respectively.  The proximity of 

numerous AAU member institutions to locations of the early gay and lesbian social 

movement in the 1960s, including Columbia University and Cornell University to New 

York City, and the University of California, Berkeley to San Francisco, also helped 

generate the earliest forms of student activism related to sexual and gender diversity in 

higher education.  However, it appears that American research universities could have 

originated LGBTQ studies much earlier, and there are historical circumstances that 

suggest some of the leading research universities actively resisted or ignored rather 

than fostered inclusion of this area of new knowledge.   

The details from primary and secondary source documents and original 

interviews related to a purposeful selection of AAU member institutions with an LGBTQ 

studies program have helped create a historiography and a better sense of how some of 

these programs have been established at American research universities.  From this 

historical context, it has become clear that sexual and gender diversity was not a new 

social or scholarly concept on campuses when Cornell University started its Lesbian, 

Bisexual, and Gay Studies at the graduate-level in 1992 and relatively soon thereafter in 

1994 at the undergraduate-level.  Among both students and faculty, there were 

supportive individuals who advocated for and taught a small number of courses with 

LGBTQ topics during the 1970s and 1980s; but administrators at research universities 

exhibited a lack of awareness of LGBT and queer studies as a growing scholarly field 
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(A. I. Rosal, personal communication, November 5, 2014), or chose not to support a 

formal approach to the study of such content without a substantial amount of pressure.  

Gradually, starting in 1990, growing research collections or groups, an increasing 

number of devoted faculty and courses, and a relatively large amount of student interest 

cleared a path for LGBTQ studies academic program proposals aligned with a 

university’s guidelines for new academic programs to successfully move through the 

administrative process at some American research universities. 

Moreover, while the program at Duke University suspended its curriculum in 

2013, around 40% of AAU member institutions now have a successful LGBTQ studies 

program.  And from the histories of the programs in the sample for this study, it is 

evident that formal LGBTQ studies programs have discernible elements, including key 

people, activities, and structures, that have allowed them to thrive following their launch.  

In particular, the well-established programs at Cornell University and the University of 

Maryland, College Park have some features that have been vital for the continued 

progress of the respective program. 

 

Cornell University 

 One of the earliest actions of the inaugural director of the LGBT studies minor 

and program at Cornell, Carolyn “Biddy” Martin, was to establish a constant source of 

funding.  According to E. Hanson, 

There have been departments and programs that have been eliminated in 
financial crises, but LGBT Studies has its own endowment . . . and an enrollment 
or financial issue has never been a problem [for sustaining the Program]. . . . [the 
endowment] was founded through a contract negotiation with Biddy Martin . . . it 
set a certain amount of money for events and outreach and the university has 
never questioned that, so the finances come from the university and [the funding 
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has] never been threatened for any reason.  (personal communication, April 2, 
2015) 
 

As a privately-endowed research university though, such a funding agreement may be 

an easier option than one might find at a religiously-affiliated university or a public state 

research institution.  E. Hanson also compared the key aspects of the Cornell University 

LGBT Studies Program to that of other campuses with 

it being very different [elsewhere as] the University of Texas has run into different 
problems – . . . obviously the Texas legislature . . . and the private-state 
distinction is going to make a huge difference in how and whether the program 
can come about, how you get funding, who you have to answer to 
administratively.  It’s true with someplace like Georgetown [University] where 
there’s a church administration that has to be considered . . . the state 
universities are more answerable to the legislature for their curriculum, for 
enrollment, and for their funding.  (personal communication, April 2, 2015).   
 

Still, the director of the LGBT Studies Program at Cornell during this study, N. Salvato, 

acknowledged that adding new faculty during the past few years has been one of the 

most important factors that has strengthened the curriculum and research activities of 

the program (personal communication, April 4, 2015). 

 

University of Maryland, College Park 

 Immediately upon its establishment, the LGBT Studies Program at the University 

of Maryland was successful, and it has continued to be.  By all accounts, both oral and 

written, the leadership of the original director, Marilee Lindemann, was integral to the 

achievements during the first phase of the LGBT Studies Program from 2002 to 2013.  

L. Jensen noted,  

[LGBT Studies] started off with a very strong curriculum . . . [in] the certificate.  
The minor was added later and that was also very helpful.  So we started off with 
something that was quite strong to begin with that could be . . . built upon. . . . Dr. 
Lindemann [also] started a lecture series . . . so it’s not just the formal program 
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but it’s also the lecture series[, too].  Also the idea that whenever there’s rhetoric 
about interdisciplinary or multidisciplinary programs, the Director of LGBT 
Studies is right there raising her hand; or whenever there’s conversations about 
increasing the diversity of faculty, we’re right there talking about those issues 
because intersectional approaches are something that’s also been a key 
element.  (personal communication, March 26, 2015) 
 

These elements had additional significance since  

there was an Achilles heel . . .  because [LGBT Studies] was housed as its own 
program in Undergraduate Studies, it couldn’t do anything with grad students.  It 
couldn’t develop the next logical phase, which everyone thought was the 
graduate certificate in LGBT studies.  (L. Jensen, personal communication, 
March 26, 2015). 
 

And though a new phase began for the LGBT Studies Program at the University of 

Maryland as it merged with the Department of Women’s Studies in 2013, its signature 

elements of curricula and a lecture series continued, and the move offered the potential 

for creating the previously absent graduate curriculum. 

 

Formative Trends 

Beyond the distinctiveness of each institution, an analysis of the historical 

narratives from the particular AAU member institutions of Cornell University, the 

University of Maryland, College Park, and the University of Texas at Austin has 

revealed a set of formative trends in the genesis and evolution of LGBTQ studies 

programs at a selection of research universities. 

 

Trend 1:  A cultural shift was necessary to formalize LGBTQ studies into academic 

programs. 

 In order to establish the legitimacy of LGBTQ studies and the capacity to sustain 

this type of academic program, each of the three campuses had to overcome varying 
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levels of public and institutional intolerance for sexual and gender diversity and a limited 

amount or absence of support from campus leaders that persisted for decades.  The 

climate even on these campuses of esteemed research institutions often mirrored the 

surrounding locale or greater public with a predominant attitude of hostility towards 

LGBTQ-identifying individuals through the late twentieth century.  While Cornell was the 

site of the least amount of active resistance toward student attempts to associate 

through a recognized student group during the 1960s and 1970s, there was the same 

culture of complacency about LGBTQ scholarship on that campus as found at the 

University of Maryland and UT where it took until 2000 and 2006, respectively, to create 

and offer a sufficient amount of coursework to substantiate an LGBTQ studies program.  

Furthermore, it wasn’t until the 1990s or later that Cornell, the University of Maryland, 

and UT all had executive-level administrators take positive actions in response to 

campus climate reports focused on LGBT issues.  Finally, at each of these institutions a 

set of faculty supportive of LGBTQ studies led an effort to devise a framework for and 

propose a formal sexual and gender diversity studies program to receptive 

administrators.  So even with the advent of newly recognized student organizations and 

courses or sections of courses focused on LGBTQ concerns over a period of time, the 

achievement of an LGBTQ studies program happened only after a generation in which 

there was a growth of normalcy, a cultural shift from intolerance for sexual and gender 

diversity to one of legitimacy of the subject, and leadership to actualize the academic 

program. 
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Trend 2:  The formalization of LGBTQ studies as an academic program has been part of 

a larger effort to improve the campus climate for sexual and gender diversity. 

 In 1990, when the LBG Studies Program was just being formulated at Cornell, 

D’Emilio (1992) anticipated the institutionalization of gay and lesbian studies as a 

program of study in higher education and actually foretold some of the strategies to 

accomplish it.  The historical narratives here have exemplified the idea of D’Emilio 

(1992) 

that a curriculum does not develop in a vacuum.  A gay studies program is but 
one piece of a much larger puzzle: making the campus a hospitable, welcoming 
place for its lesbian and gay members. Universities will be most likely to move 
forward on curriculum issues if they have also made progress in other critical 
areas . . . So, gay studies needs to be conceptualized within a larger framework 
of campus organizing for justice.  (p. 170) 
 
As examples, the formalization of LBG studies at Cornell began in 1992 as a 

graduate studies unit without a campus-wide effort yet the initial vision for the program 

responded to the interests and needs of gay and lesbian students.  Furthermore, the 

expansion of LBG studies into a program in 1994 was just one feature of the institutional 

transformation occurring that year, along with the concurrent opening of an 

institutionally-supported resource center for LGB students and implementation of a 

domestic partner benefits policy.  At the University of Maryland, an LGBT studies 

program was one of many topics in a 1996 report submitted to the President’s Equity 

Council, which prompted numerous advances in LGBT equity.  And the 

LGBTQ/Sexualities Studies Certificate program that started at UT in 2013 was also just 

one of many initiatives students proposed as a way to improve the campus climate for 

LGBT individuals. 

 



132 
 

Trend 3:  The development of the administrative and operational structures of LGBTQ 

studies programs has followed a common pattern of interdisciplinarity while having a 

distinctive disciplinary location in one of the divisions, departments, or programs at the 

university. 

 Common among the AAU member institutions profiled was a legacy of 

interdisciplinary activity.  The leadership teams, affiliated faculty, organization of the 

curricula, and programming have all represented the range of expertise on LGBTQ 

topics found broadly in the humanities and social sciences as well as other fields such 

as biology, business, and education.  The graduate minor in LBG studies at Cornell 

began with courses and faculty representing 10 separate disciplines from across the 

College of Arts and Sciences.  And students at UT had a similar myriad available with 

the most recent list of courses taught by 22 faculty from 16 different departments or 

programs.  Also, within the catalog description or mission statement for each program 

there has been a direct statement of the interdisciplinary focus. 

Still, the interdisciplinary concept may be less evident or face challenges when 

considering the academic home for each of the LGBTQ studies programs.  All of the 

AAU member institutions that formalized LGBTQ studies have placed the program 

within the campus division for arts and sciences, and nearly 75% of these programs 

have become part of an already active women’s studies department or program.  

Cornell and UT have always followed this model with their programs being housed in 

the College of Arts and Sciences and the Center for Women’s and Gender Studies, 

respectively.  At its inception and for more than a decade, however, the LGBT Studies 

Program at the University of Maryland was the sole LGBTQ studies academic program 
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at an AAU member institution established as an independent academic unit 

administratively housed within a university-wide Office of Undergraduate Studies under 

the direction of an associate provost.  The program functioned autonomously with the 

same interdisciplinary approach to learning practiced by other LGBTQ studies 

programs, and it only recently merged with the university’s Department of Women’s 

Studies.  So, while the original alignment allowed LGBT Studies to become a “robust, 

high profile program” (Lindemann, 2013, p. 508), the administrative move to women’s 

studies in Fall 2013 now has the LGBT Studies Program at the University of Maryland 

matching the national norm of formal LGBTQ studies programs in a disciplinary home. 

 

A Trajectory Toward Institutionalization 

 In 1992, multiple publications examined the “maturing of gay and lesbian studies” 

(Minton, 1992, p. 1) in academia.  However, at that time, one could only surmise:  

We have reason to believe that the movement in the direction of lesbian and gay 
studies will continue to grow. . . . for the most part, the 1970s was a decade 
characterized by organization and networking.  The 1980s have witnessed the 
production and sharing of knowledge.  I expect that the 1990s will be the time 
when we see significant movement toward the institutionalization of lesbian and 
gay studies in higher education.  (D’Emilio, 1992, p. 169) 
 

Now, through this qualitative historical research endeavor, a clarification of the trajectory 

of LGBT and queer studies is available from a set of American research universities.  

Among the sample of AAU member institutions, a consortium of preeminent research 

universities in North America, this scholarly field did advance as expected.  During the 

decade following D’Emilio’s assertion, from 1992-2002, a total of 10 AAU member 

institutions, including Cornell University and the University of Maryland, College Park, 

launched LGBTQ studies academic programs.  This progress continued with the 
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introduction of 16 more programs within the next 12 years, including the addition of the 

LGBTQ/Sexualities Studies Certificate for undergraduate students at the University of 

Texas at Austin. 

 Beyond establishing LGBTQ studies as an available credential through the 

creation or formalization of these academic programs, the AAU member institutions 

have also embedded academic diversity into the campus culture.  The fundamental 

intellectual focus of these programs has maintained a close connection to the academic 

vision of discovery and diverse learning opportunities: The University of Maryland is just 

one institution that reflects this as it has directly matched LGBT studies with the “basic 

philosophy and infrastructure of the institution” (Anderson, 2008, p. 1) and “its essential 

relationship to educational responsibility, academic quality, and the promotion of the 

greater good” (Anderson, 2008, p. 33).  Similarly, each of these formal LGBTQ studies 

programs have pursued the goal of promoting critical awareness of the complexities of 

sexual and gender diversity in society, as Hurtado (2007) would encourage. 

 And “[i]n the history of Western thought, the scholarly study of same-sex love is 

but a recent footnote” (Minton, 1992, p. 1), yet the organization and administration of 

formal academic programs in LGBTQ studies have already become capable of creating 

social transformation.  As envisioned at Cornell University as early as 1990, the 

structured curricula and development of sexual and gender diversity knowledge across 

an array of subject areas have initiated dialogue and more “open . . . thoughtful, 

thorough discussion” (Bennett, 1992c, p. 4) that can foster equity and equality for 

LGBTQ individuals.  Expanding on this, N. Salvato explained,  

While it's hard to make direct, causal links between coursework that students do 
in LGBT Studies and the activist or related commitments that they pursue after 
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graduation,  [the Cornell program learns] anecdotally, and with some regularity, 
about how pursuing work in LGBT Studies has been a significant (though 
certainly not the only) contributor to informing or inspiring post-graduate 
LGBT efforts.  (personal communication, April 4, 2015) 

 
E. Hanson also indicated, even though “there is no vocational assumption attached to 

[LGBT studies] programs . . . the content of some courses has always [been] political . . 

. and connect[ed] the social dimension to the . . . academic dimension” (personal 

communication, April 2, 2015).  And beyond content and theory, these academic 

programs have taught research methodologies and application of knowledge so that 

graduates of LGBTQ studies can contribute the progress of “social movements 

including AIDS activism, increased visibility [of sexual and gender diversity] in media 

and mainstream culture, advances in obtaining civil rights, including domestic partner 

benefits, and struggles over marriage, immigration, and other issues” (Neikirk, 2013, p. 

11346). 

 

Implications for LGBTQ Studies, Academic Diversity, and Social Transformation 

A final analysis of the historical context from LGBTQ studies programs at Cornell 

University, the University of Maryland, College Park, and the University of Texas at 

Austin shows that the path for establishing curricula in this field has become smoother 

and should be able to continue based upon the current level of institutionalization at 

these campuses.  Each institution chosen for this project has gained a formal structure 

for LGBTQ academics with an interdisciplinary approach to diverse learning that can 

prepare students for their role in fostering social transformation.  The critical 

examination of these programs also demonstrates that not all programs are equivalent 

and there are implications for future research, theory and practice. 
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Implications for Future Research 

 The particular research strategy for this study incorporated historical 

methodology with a qualitative stance to explore a relatively uncharted area of research 

into LGBT and queer studies programs at higher education institutions.  As a result, 

there is now a first, albeit limited in scope, historiography of curricular development 

around sexual and gender diversity at research universities in the United States.  Three 

institutions were the sites for the most comprehensive data collection, and additional 

detail was available from other campuses among the 26 AAU member institutions with a 

formal academic program focused on the study of sexual and gender diversity.  

Identifiable patterns emerged that can be meaningful for the advancement of these 

programs.  Still, this documentation of the history and trajectory of LGBT and queer 

studies in the American research university does not capture the genesis of these 

programs at other types of institutions, how this curricular initiative fits into the larger 

body of research on higher education, and the student learning and development 

outcomes that are often of interest to various stakeholders internally and externally.  

 Initially, the exploration of historical context related to the growth of LGBT and 

queer studies programs at all types of and numerous institutions of higher education in 

the United States should proceed.  Because of the generally small number of formal 

academic programs, there is also the potential to conduct in-depth research and 

produce a comparative historical analysis of LGBT and queer studies programs.  This 

expanded research can foster additional models to support the creation of new LGBT 

studies programs and the enhancement of those in existence.  Furthermore, conducting 

historical analyses of the curriculum, in addition to the approach herein that investigated 
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the foundational, organizational, and administrative programmatic aspects, is a 

recommendation for future research that also follows the prompting of Renn (2010) to 

discover the intellectual history of LGBT and queer studies programs. 

 Focused research on LGBTQ studies programs and aspects of interdisciplinarity, 

student enrollment, governance and decision-making on academic programs, and other 

leadership and policy matters will strengthen the body of scholarship related to principal 

concerns in higher education.   The trend among LGBTQ studies programs in the 

research university has been the formalization of interdisciplinary curricula within the 

well-established framework of an academic department or disciplinary home on 

campus; qualitative studies of interdisciplinary programs should incorporate LGBTQ 

curricula into this area of research.  Additional opportunities for insight into academic 

leadership and decision-making also exist with investigation of student enrollment 

levels, funding allocations, and faculty hiring and commitments to teaching for the 

efficacy of LGBTQ studies.  These issues are not unique to this particular program of 

study, yet the nature of this area studies curricular initiative may present unique 

perspectives on administrative policy and practice in key areas of concern. 

 Moving beyond the investigation of structural elements, there should also be 

research strategies and questions developed for studies directly related to student 

learning outcomes.  The predominance of LGBT and queer studies curricula structured 

as a certificate or minor does not often require assessment of learning outcomes; 

however, understanding the level of achievement of essential learning associated with 

these curricular initiatives serves to strengthen the legitimacy and viability of these 

academic programs.  Moreover, research into learning outcomes can help better identify 
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the role of LGBT and queer studies programs in advancing academic diversity and 

social transformation, which is predominantly anecdotal now.  Additional empirical 

studies will also be useful to confirm the significance of the overall formative trends 

seen among these formal LGBTQ studies programs and the continued advancement of 

academic diversity and social transformation. 

 

Implications for Theory 

 While there are numerous theories that have undergirded previous research on 

ethnic and area studies academic programs, this project approached the study of LGBT 

and queer studies academic programs from an original and integrative theory of 

academic diversity and social transformation.   This theory of academic diversity and 

social transformation comprises the ideas of ecological systems theory, critical 

pedagogy, and queer theory and incorporates the ideas of Anderson (2008) and 

Hurtado (2007) who focus on the importance of diversity in educational outcomes.  

Accordingly, this framework guided the data collection and analysis for this project as 

well as the approach to the narratives and conclusion. 

 Whereas this study is the first to utilize the theory of academic diversity and 

social transformation, the theory remains underdeveloped.  The constituent theories and 

ideas deserve greater attention with regard to their influence on and assimilation into a 

joint approach to academic program and higher education research.  Developing and 

publishing on this theory further may offer another construct to help inform directions in 

research, policy, and practice. 
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Implications for Practice 

 The most significant contribution of this historical research may be the 

implications for future practice, or praxis, in the origin and actualization of formal LGBT 

and queer studies academic programs.  A case in point: the University of Maryland has 

historically had unique features, including autonomy through its original administrative 

location and a rare curriculum structure for the certificate that engages students through 

a capstone course.  This remarkably queer approach that deviated from the norm for so 

long may be just as relevant to the future growth and success of formal LGBTQ studies 

academic programs; after all, the Director of LGBT Studies at the University of Maryland 

for more than a decade, Marilee Lindemann (2013), was “deeply concerned [moving] 

forward with the merger of LGBT and women’s studies . . . [that] the move [would] result 

in a dilution of the commitment to scholarship on nonnormative sexualities and genders” 

(p. 510).  Similarly, L. Jensen recognized that although the merger of women’s studies 

and LGBT studies “[was] an important and probably helpful strategic move at [the] 

particular point in time . . . [it was] going to be a stretch for [Maryland, too]” (personal 

communication, March 26, 2015).   

Furthermore, the histories of these select LGBTQ studies programs can offer 

lessons on what may be vital for other campuses in the effort to establish a formal and 

successful LGBTQ studies program.  The experience at Cornell University has shown 

N. Salvato what it takes for an LGBTQ studies program to prosper: 

The biggest pieces of the puzzle are perhaps also the most mundane ones: 
having a good budget (preferably with endowed components), a dedicated staff, 
office space, the recognition provided by a named program that can cross-list 
courses with other units and that can also generate standalone courses, and a 
commitment from the administration not only to keep these elements of the 
program intact but also to grow the program in various ways. Philosophies about 
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what we teach and how we teach it under banners like LGBT Studies will 
change--and that, in my view, is a good thing--but that (essentially 
ideological) change can't happen in a vibrant and intellectually sound way if there 
is not institutional, infrastructural support to undergird it and to provide a program 
like ours at Cornell, or others . . . with real ballast.  (personal communication, 
April 4, 2015) 
 

And the growth of LGBT studies into a formal program at the University of Maryland, 

from a vision in 1996 to a thriving set of curricula and events, convinced L. Jensen that 

[What] can’t [be] stress[ed] enough . . . [is] that every institution is different.  [Still] 
a corollary of that is that personalities are important in this process.  Getting 
people to work together is sometimes difficult, but if you have a small group of 
committed people who get along well enough to see things through, it can 
happen.  (personal communication, March 26, 2015) 
 

So with these histories, stakeholders involved in the practical process of advancing a 

new or existing LGBTQ studies program now have exemplars to which they can refer.   

 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to discover and document a history of LGBT and 

queer studies academic programs at research universities in the United States.  From 

historical methods research that included key archived documents along with original 

interviews, the results of this study give a historiography that was once missing from the 

higher education literature.  And as colleges and universities continue to pursue the 

important learning outcomes that will prepare students for their personal and 

professional success, there is now a rich source of information on advancing formal 

LGBTQ studies programs and the related academic diversity and social transformation 

around sexual and gender diversity.
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Email Text to Invite Program Administrator to Participate 

 

Dear Sir/Madam [insert appropriate name]: 
 
I am pleased to contact you today in your role with the [insert name here] Studies 
Program at [insert name of institution] as I pursue research for a doctoral dissertation 
entitled “Establishing a History and Trajectory of LGBT and Queer Studies Academic 
Programs in the American Research University.”  The purpose of this study is to 
develop a general history of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT) and queer 
studies programs from a sample of leading research universities that have formalized 
this academic initiative.  Based upon the foundational tenets, organizational and 
administrative contexts, and any trends during the program’s maturation, this 
exploration of LGBT and queer studies programs will chart the trajectory of these 
formalized curricular initiatives in an effort to inspire greater commitment to their current 
and future growth. 

Because you have served in a leadership position or other role with the [insert name 
her] Studies Program, I would like to schedule a time to conduct an interview with you at 
a day and time of your convenience.  The semi-structured interview I have planned 
should last between 30 and 60 minutes, and I will pose questions related to the purpose 
of this study as I seek to gain insight that is not otherwise publicly available.   

While your role suggests you may have excellent knowledge to assist in this research 
endeavor, if you feel that another person may have additional knowledge to help me in 
this research endeavor and I welcome any referral.  Your participation is completely 
voluntary, and you are free to decline participation at any point in time. 

If you have any questions or concerns, you may contact me at ------------ or ---------------.  
You may also contact the supervising investigator, Dr. Amy Fann, Assistant Professor in 
the University of North Texas College of Education at ------------ or ----------------. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request to contribute to research on LGBT and 
queer studies in higher education. 

Best regards, 
 
M. David Kessler 
Ph.D. Candidate in Higher Education 
Department of Counseling and Higher Education 
College of Education 
University of North Texas 
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Interview Protocol 

[Investigator will thank the participant for giving this time and then introduce the 
dissertation study briefly and the purpose of the interview; while questions are prepared, 
the idea is to have an open-ended discussion of the origins and development of 
LGBT/queer studies.] 

The primary data collection method for this study has been primary and secondary 
documentary sources related to the specifics of this program, from which I have 
developed a narrative of the program at ____________.  Still, I would like to learn from 
you what is not captured in the archives already. 

RESEARCH QUESTION 1 

1) What you can tell me about the process to establish an LGBT studies program on 
your campus? 
 

2) I have framed this study to look at the most proximal and distant elements, those 
that don’t always fit the norm of higher education, and the impact of increasing 
academic diversity and social transformation.  Are there broader elements that fit 
with these ideas that have impacted the creation and development of LGBT studies 
at your institution? 

 
3) What was the approval process like? 

RESEARCH QUESTION 2 

4) What was the justification for structuring the program’s organization and 
administration at the outset? 

 
5) How has the program developed since then? 

 
6) Have there been significant concerns with the program achieving revenue, 

enrollment or other metrics? 

RESEARCH QUESTION 3 

7) What can you identify as substantial elements that have had the most impact on the 
development of the program to its current format? 
 

8) Why has the program been successful thus far? 
 

9) Have I missed anything, or do you have anything to add? 

[The interview will close with appreciation for the time and information, and an 
explanation of the investigator’s process following the interview.] 
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