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ABSTRACT

It is a common held belief amongst the intercollegiate forensic community tineeds a
culture of affirmation towards marginalized identities. However, as gpebior | never felt
confident portraying my LGBTQ identity while at a forensic tournamens prompted me to
employ interviews of former LGBTQ competitors to explore how they manageddéstity.
Using grounded theory and autoethnography | uncovered themes related to gender, sex
sexuality, and gender identity performance as they confronted and inter#ttéat@nsic

competition.



CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

| can remember everything about the moment and little about the day. | watesave
years old the first time | wore a tie. Like many formative moments to happay life, | was at
a speech tournament. | remember waiting for awards to happen when my fatbdrack from
judging a final round. He looked exhausted. It was a strange realization for arediyrself
absorbed teenager. | would learn later in life that judging a speech tanhean be quite
exhaustive. He had loosened his tie. | have always had a strange fascinatigswliithalve
been buying them for my father as long as | can remember. When | was ytheygerere
horrible novelty ties. God bless any adult wearing a Mickey Mouse tie. Howegerembered
when | saw the tie my father was wearing in the store | was drawn td thase were a
retractable string connecting us. It was a glistening gold with gelcraenfigurations. The
qguintessential “power” tie. The tie made a statement. This was the tie dnaypifagher’s neck
after this long day of competition. How do you tie that? | blurted. My fatherpatemt with my
inquisitive nature showed me how to tie a tie. Proud of the knot that | had gleaned | showed off
my accomplishment. | wore it throughout the award ceremony. | do not rememberwiygsho
at that tournament. My high school trophies have long since sat in a box collecting dustrhowev
| have that tie prominently displayed in my home. My father and | could not have known that
this would be a defining moment in my life as it was happening, but it was thariesthiat |
wore a now signature staple in my wardrobe. | associate much of my identitytissthevear as

if they are an extension of myself that stretches through the yeaedpasny life.



When | began competing in collegiate individual events | was soon aware thateny st
of dress was more than just unique, it was defiant. Over time my ties wegsinghg
problematic amongst my coaches. It was commonplace to have a sit dowrgrhetdre large
national tournaments with my coaches to discuss my wardrobe. Although, | woreigja¢ooyp!
skirt suits, my coaches disapproved of my neckwear. The meetings were authcpolte and
condescendinglVe just want you to consider softening your ldblwas explained to me that
there were certain conventions for women'’s dress in intercollegiate ftse¢hat were not to be
taken lightly. It was repeatedly suggested that | change to a more cordeyrgender
performance; camisole and pearls. The insistence botherafmgavould | want to be like
everyone elsel? seemed counterintuitive to be the best at being the most like everyone else.
Assaulting my choice to wear ties to tournaments or otherwise was more th&o@intaimy
sheer vanity and uniqueness. It was an attack on my identity, gender, and gessonall
stood my ground for years, until one day when | decided to wear pearls with a covserva
camisole underneath a pearlescent light blue skirt suit to the AmericamsioAssociation
National Individual Event Tournament my senior year. My coaches, much likg Heggins,
were bewildered yet pleased with my choice. They clearly did not think itumag.fThey

thought that | had finally succumbed to their advice. Thankfully there are not amepic

As my day progressed, | was shocked at how many compliments | refre@red
competitors and coaches alike. The compliments awakened feelings of selfisithibtwhat |
am supposed to look like? My joke had backfired. | wasn’t funny. | was normal. Wietrasl
as a linebacker would look in a tutu. | learned a valuable lesson. When it comesd@issue
assimilating, it is not amusing to conform. Itisn’t funny to look normal. It peeted. | soon

guestioned my previous clothing choices. Would | have had more success as a competitor if



looked more feminine? Did | look too lesbian? Is it wrong to look too lesbian at a speech
tournament? That also must mean that surely it is possible to be too lesbian at totgPéimed
many guestions and no one to ask. This project is as much concerned with the investigation of
other experiences as it is with the processing of my own. My experiercsisnaitaneously

immovable and fluid within this examination.

Reflecting on my competition years | have begun to reconcile the dominasdagaef
inclusivity with my understanding of self. If competitive forensics is aepitng community
than why was | encouraged to hide my lesbianism? Why was | encouragediodmns | was
not? Rogers (1997) observed how subdominant groups felt disenfranchised within the eollegiat
debate community. | felt outcast within collegiate forensics. Certamigngics seemed
perfectly comfortable with members of the lesbian, gay, bisexual, trahsgeand queer
(LGBTQ) community, but for some reason | felt like | was going about beigdghge wrong way
in forensics. There were few people | resembled at tournaments. | felliveasiTHE lesbian in
collegiate individual events competition. | was often told that my feelings abautlity were
irrelevant because there were clearly “so many gay people iniftgenghere was simply no
room for me to express a contrary opinion because there were many isolated syadrtiizer

LGBTQ community to point out. My knowledge claims were delegitimized.

Rationale

Rogers (1997) identified gender as one of the aforementioned disenfranchised
subdominant groups within debate. Murphy (1989) contended that individual events were born
from debate and although they have independently grown into their own subculture, norms that

came with them have been supported with more enthusiasm in individual events. The forensi
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norms that were established in debate have infiltrated individual event speadiageanforced
staunchly. However, the norms are regulated without discussion, making thentgouslyi
powerful. There have been multiple quantitative studies in forensic scholarshgréssgender
discrepancies e.g., Billings, 1999; Brushke & Johnson, 1994; Freidley & Nadler, 18RBe¥r

& Manchester, 1985, 1987, 2003; Greenstreet, 1997; Greenstreet, Joeckel, Martiny& Pierc
1998; Logue, 1986; Murphy, 1989; Sellnow & Ziegelmueller, 1988; Stepp, 1997; White, 1997.
There are reoccurring themes apparent in this research in regdtaeattowards women in
competitive public speaking and debate. There have only been two studies in i@seaich

that attempted to uncover how women experience intercollegiate forengcsrdlfy than their
male counterparts: Greenstreet; 1997 and Greenstreet, Joeckel, MartirerapdlPO8. There

is an overall lack of qualitative research regarding the forensicierper Many scholars color
their research experiences into their scholarship, and there is a strongfssmeunity
identification with forensics that asserts a common forensic expemegceéCarmack & Holm,
2005; Croucher, Long, Meredith, Oomen, & Steele, 2009; Friedley & Manchester, 2005;
Greenstreet, 1997; Paine & Stanley, 2003; Kuyper, 2010. Among all of these studies, however
none explore, or even consider, that an unwitting limitation of their research cayeédder or
sexuality. Granted, those identifiers are harder to differentiate thagigial sex however, when
no research has been dedicated to those identifiers, then research in tregfaidgly
incomplete. If | were to assert myself into the frame of the normativadwrexperience, | could

notice how | was treated differently.

Studies to identify gender bias in forensics have only scratched the interakstrface
of how sex discrimination is operationalized within intercollegiate forasmitpetition. White

(1997) observed, “When discussing gender differences in communication styles, ode shoul



11

understand that most of what is believed to be true about male and female comanuinaits

is rooted in what society has dictated as acceptable behavior for men and won3@&).This
observation suggests that notions of masculine and feminine communication styles ar
determined more by social constructs rather than biological imperatiges.i¥ critical to
understand that much of the research regarding men and women in forensics trea@ngende
sex as the same function when they are different. Gayle Rubin’s (1984) siginfiark

Thinking Sex: Notes Towards a Radical Theory of the Politics of Sexaaitignds that
although sex and gender are related, they are not the same. This distinctezhdexnand
gender as two different practices. Reframing gender as separatedx places gender as a
socio-cultural reproduction, as opposed to an essentialist description of behavior. Forensic

scholarship has yet to release much of its research from essemtiafiss fof biological sex.

Murphy (1989) contended that prejudices in forensics are similarly linked to pesgudi
within the real world, and are just as entrenched. To put it simply, the forensitucdiy does
not exist in a vacuum. Biases for masculine and feminine communication stylesishat
forensics are inherent because of a false heterosexist interpretaterdef gnd sexuality
promoted in dominant discourse. They reflect part of a larger narrative of L@RBdI@sion
within forensic research. The subculture of forensics is greatly influeryceahibemporary
society and is subject to its trappings and the conventions of contemporary Baceplaced
the LGBTQ community on the fringes. Rudoe (2010) argued that although there is not a
categorical rejection of all LGBTQ individuals in society, there is asréisn of natural
heterosexuality that permeates the prevailing Western discourse dlitgeXin@ dominant
assertion of heterosexuality is so entrenched that it superfluously manbhgembim ways that

commonly go unquestioned.
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| have felt apprehensive to even initiate conversations about gender identity inclorensi
out of concern for my credibility as a coach and educator. | have been left to wWdrater i
alone. | wish to see if gender and power within the organizational culture of fererfkienced
other members of the subdominant LGBTQ community in similar ways. Clair (18938)chthat
investigation of sequestered voices within organizations is necessarg®d#uase voices do not
receive the same exposure, legitimacy, or respect. This is apparent not thelyabsence of
LGBTQ issues from forensic research but also how forensic competitioncheestared the
voice of competitors to rounds and even then certain messages are promoted to outrounds. In this

regard, there is a way for LGBTQ competitors to make their messagé¢seanselves palatable.

| am aware that this conversation may sounds like “van talk” however discussions
regarding gender and sexuality in forensic research have thus far beatecetedess than “van
talk”; it is arguably closeted. Yep (2003) contended that the communication digdipls
largely ignored inquiry of sexuality. Forensic competition is not exempt frerabdservation. |
wish to build upon research regarding heteronormativity, homonormativity, and gendiy ident
performance examining how these ideologies intersect with the human boldyhi&/ih mind |

wish to research the following question:

RQ 1: In what ways do normative conscriptions of gender influence gendenyidentit

performance of LGBTQ intercollegiate forensic competitors?

In order to examine this question, | conducted qualitative interviews of former
competitors and coaches who also identify as members of the LGBTQ comriviynititerest
in this research is inextricably attached to how | competed in forensics aricshlbywerform

my gender as a judge and coach within the community.
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Forensic competition, whether it is debate or individual event speaking, ha®tratti
rewarded normative masculinity. Let me preface that forensic reseachat is limited in
academic scope considering heteronormativity, homonormativity, and genakyide
performance. Friedley and Manchester (1985) found that judges were morédikatk males
higher at individual event nationals than females, and in a later study conduéteedbgy and
Manchester (1987) it was found that judges also treated male competitorfmwooably than
their female counterparts in ballots and rapport. Although this was a sighifigarovement in
forensic research recognizing differences between male and femaletdons, these studies
missed a dynamic representation of gender. Friedley and Manchester (2@@3heambalance

in the portrayal of masculinity and femininity in regards to competitive ssicces

Perhaps it is most interesting to note that males who cross sex-role typipgticeived
“feminine” activity of the interpretive events are rewarded ore tearafes who cross
sex-role into the perceived “masculine” activities of debate and dmiteparation

events (p. 33).

It seems only natural for me to wonder if this sex bias in competitive suzmdssbe
related to sexuality and gender performance. However, no such consideration hasdeeen ma
forensic research to date. Maybe more gay men within the forensic comnaghitpimfortable
expressing themselves in interp, or maybe heterosexual men feel more ablafand are even
rewarded for nurturing their feminine side, while clearly the same isueftdr women. Being
blind to or unaware of embodied gender, sex, and sexuality as an indicator of 8iaoess
omission rife with heteronormativity. As a competitor, | frequently wouteixe ballots that
would question my literature choices suggesting maybe | was choosing tod. @By topics.

Regardless of performance genre, | would be criticized for doing diffagant topics. | found



14

these comments to be particularly unsettling. Not only are there multipls [gstment to the
LGBTQ community but as my role in forensics shifted from competitor tc tiitave yet to
hear another competitor, judge, or coach extend a similar comment to a hetérom@ogditor
for doing too many “straight” topics. | would argue that there are mamgndigirepresentations
of the LGBTQ community to be found in literature and social issues. To choose tgflitighli
those significant differences would not be one dimensional performance, rathddibe

performances intended to uncover unique perspectives of a marginalized groupagittiy s

Throughout this project | will weave my experience in with the collected exper of
participants. Fasset and Warren (2007) argued that through autoethnogrépigcowe is able
to look inward and think critically and reflexively about experiences. Miller (2u@&Gified his
autoethnographic approach to forensic scholarship that | wish to emulate: “desndbrstand,
and critique” (p. 2). | must admit that my unique experience in forensics isloghtrked to
multiple intersecting issues of sex, gender performance, sexuality amesfcd power, that are

constantly bargained.

| felt increased pressures to conform my gender performance in order tdheneet t
normative gender expectations within individual event speaking. Fox (2007) artichizted t
autoethnography can serve as “a narrative blueprint” that when made public estahltibace
immediacy and can function as a model. This project could act as a springboard®ia® LG
research not only in forensic scholarship but also diversify research of orgaratatilture to
critically explore ways in which dominant gender expectations are goerdbrced within

organizations.
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There is not only sparse queer scholarship within communication studies, but thse is a
limited forensic scholarship. Croucher (2006) called for increased individual egsagsch in
order to bring more legitimacy to forensic research. Therefore, | intdndltbboth fields
through this thesis. My second chapter will function as a guide through an extensive
interdisciplinary literature review. In my third chapter, | will justifiyy methodological approach
to my project. My fourth chapter will explain, interpret, and analyze gadhesearch. | will
conclude the fifth chapter by drawing conclusions from my research and sfugtiess areas of

research to be taken in the future.
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CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review

The literature review for this particular project is expansive bedanessd to address
multiple ways in which gender is framed within intercollegiate forersicshow that cultural
framing hegemonically insists upon embodied performances of gender. Dimock aed Whit
(2007) argued that forensic tradition is imposed onto the bodies of forensic competi¢ors. T
ways in which forensic competitors are dressed reflects this imposition n$iorlture.
Greenstreet (1997) described that female competitors, more often than elatbsirf
appearance was related to competitive success. This mirrors societéhapgof dress in
relation to gender. Forensic culture necessitates that women not only dvessass attire, but
that attire should be distinguished as feminine. | was encouraged by mystaoheke my
gender performance match with the forensic norms. Understanding norms isah asjpiect of
grasping an organizational culture. Forensic culture is demonstrativeakegaspenchant to
promote patriarchy through gender identity performance. Therefore in oreestigate how
the LGBTQ community fits into forensic competition | will first delve interature surrounding
forensic norms, then | will review work exploring the concepts of heternosityadnd

homonormativity, before finally analyzing literature surrounding gertsttity performance.

Forensic Competition Norms

Within any competitive activity there are rules and regulations, brd #re also norms
that dictate the appropriateness of actions in a particular field. This is niergteaonstrated
than in the Adam Sandler filidappy Gilmore Happy is a working class buffoon with a newly

discovered talent in golf, however his dress and demeanor are unconventional for the sport whi
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garnishes negative attention towards his behavior to the nascent professionalgalfTia
humor of the movie is heavily reliant on how the simple minded hockey player strugdiekevit
norms of a “gentlemen’s sport”. Although the film is a fictional raucous coniedgmonstrates
the way that norms are not only observable, but how the norms are enforced. Similarly
forensic competition norms are constructed and adhered to as a means of undgrtandi
activity. Therefore, it is essential to delve into how norms relate to compdbtensics and

how the norms dictate gender identity performance within forensics.

Gibson and Papa (2000) defined that communication of organizational culture is framed
through metaphors, stories, vocabulary, ceremonies, rites, heroes, and legends. Thelindivi
events community within forensic competition, has its’ fair share of sttasgddut it is
commonly accepted that the best place to become acquainted with forensic rtbems is
tournament experience. Forensic competition is not scrutinized merely on ruldsplayt a
many norms. Like any organizational culture there are explicit and itmlies (norms). Paine
(2005) distinguished that rules in forensics are enacted for particular byemtgpoverning body
while norms are habits and practices that are self imposed by memlhensangommunity.
Forensic competition follows rules that are primarily established bgnadtorganizations and
by tournament directors for local tournaments and forensic culture is péggetii@ugh many
rituals and norms. The forensic world is its own cultural microcosm filled witraddimg norms
that dictate how performers should look and act. Intercollegiate forensicad sofshrouded in
norms that often competitors and critics treat the norms as juridical doctrneg. fistensic
scholars have highlighted the ways in which norms alter competition e.qagBjlR002;

Burnett, Brand, & Meister, 2003; Cronn-Mills & Golden, 1987; Epping and Labrie, 2005, Gaer,
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2002; Morris, 2005; Ott, 1998; Paine, 2005; VerLinden, 1996. Paine (2005) stated that norms

regulate more than how events should be performed, they infiltrate all aspecenesidaulture.

Cronn-Mills and Golden (1997) painted a cynical totalitarian picture of how forensic
competition norms are enforced. However, the ways in which norms are enfbonmethughing
matter to some. Forensic competition is an almost inescapably subjedtritg.g8tott and
Birkholt (1996) articulated that forensic judges are subject to inconsistengielging
paradigms that stem from personal bias. In this vein, forensic norms arelgulhscribed and
culturally constructed, often through ballots. Epping and Labrie (2005) expressewhimogare
particularly scrutinized by a forensic audience while a student is penfgrire. body
movement, pacing, off stage focus, and topic selection. Ott (1998) pointed out the enforcement
of norms writing: “judges police and thereby reinforce these traits throughutiging
practices” (p. 54). Therefore, members of the forensic community are seditdiadhere to
norms or they risk being unsuccessful. Gaer (2002) alluded to formulas forsstiatestudents
follow to meet the unwritten rules of the activity. Students and coaches, in mgsybserve
what wins and begin to copy models of success instead of inventing new models ogderivin
success through individual understanding. Billings (2002) described how he integratatsstude
into forensic culture before even coaching students in events by introducingtiiembrms of
the activity. This model suggests that if students want to become successhédldayot learn
the skills of textual interpretation or speech writing rather they needdorieantly learn

forensic norms.

Tretheway (2000) framed that for members of an organization, the sense makess proc
of an organizational culture establishes “reality-constituting” prat8ense making of forensic

organizational culture can mean one figures out what a winning competitor looks kkikegct
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carries themselves, and speaks about. For new individual event competitors entisietss
become socialized to norms within the activity, not just in jargon but in presentataenaty.
Carmack and Holm (2005) developed key identifiers for the socialization pro¢ass wi

forensics:

1) Students come to understand the written and unwritten rules of the activityn2) lear
how to research or cut literature, and 3) make the switch from high school fotensics

collegiate styles or internalize the standards of excellence egg®cthe team. (p. 34)

The first identifier explicitly states that the student learns the nofitie activity in
order to gain social acceptance, which is no easy task. The second identdierased with
demonstrating specific knowledge students’ gain in regards to researclastillserature
comprehension. However, the third identifier demonstrates an integral aspect of h@armrm
not only understood, but how and why they are reproduced. Norms within forensics are not
merely replicated they are reproduced. Hall (1997) articulated that ¢uépraduction differs
from replication because replication would be mere copying of culture. Howéwen,
replications are introduced into different audiences it thus interpreted irediffarltural
contexts. When the replicated culture takes on a new meaning and interpretediogitions
from replication to an entirely new reproduced message. Hall (1997) elaborateaktha
reproduction assumes power position relations while masking it. Within the colbatalkt of

forensics, situations of gender and power are reproduced without question.

Carmack and Holm (2005) signified that socialization is at the forefront of group
interaction, in forensic competition, because there are frequent shifts incmapetitor, and

judge dynamics. Even though the dynamics are shifting, Croucher et al. (2009 tissat
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socialization to forensic participation could deeply influence an individual'® s#ndentity.
Forensic competition in many ways shaped my identity because it provided and itapetus
become an educator and coach. My identity is also immutably lesbian. As avemsift
multiple identities, | felt motivated to uncover modes of power within societadtares that |

am apart in order to better contextualize my own identity.

Intercollegiate forensics is a niche group that participants often haeéoaipd sense of
community. Paine (2005) described the satisfaction that competitors often tleey asaster
forensic norms and become celebrated within the activity. This is probably due to the
internalization process of the norms suggested by Carmack and Holm (2005). Alsanmaste
the norms is a way to demonstrate integration within forensic culture. Becorirtyeated is
not merely about modeling behavior, but also posturing. Valdivia-Sutherland (1998) argued tha
competitive forensic culture ignores minority members until they asdenido the dominant
cultivated culture. To perform non-normative gender, means to run the risk of not beéahg soc

integrated into forensic culture.

One of the most prevalent norms is the enforcement of dress. Although, it is necer stat
in the rules that contestants wear suits to tournaments, it is expectechtpatitms will wear
professional attire, to be specific non distracting suits. Competitors arerasuraged to wear
non-distracting colors. Paine (2005) discussed how one of his female students optedito wea
taboo green suit. This sort of scrutiny placed on suits in forensics may sedim people
outside of the forensic culture but it is commonplace in the forensic community.tSame
have strict policies of acceptable tournament dress. In this way, norm®aa¢han
internalized; they are reproduced in the performance of the body. These nornterare of

gendered to the point that women are regularly encouraged to wear skirt suitsdatied ha
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maneuver heels, although never stated explicitly within the rules. Although,des teold this
standard, many still insist that it is a more appropriate choice without questibaingtive

behind their preference.

Although norms are cross cultural, forensic norms dictate behavior, dress, apecth as
of performance at an individual events tournament. They play a crucial role in the dearglopm
and progression of forensic culture. Understanding how forensic competition candaflue
performance is critical before delving into ways in which gender and sexcatitynfluence

performance.

Heteronor mativity

As soon as | began to identify as a lesbian the way in which | viewed socistzges
of love and happiness changed. It seemed as if to be myself meant to be contretyl tvas
intended to be; a beautiful wife and mother. | realize now that | can stiibse things | just
won't fit the archetype of the wife and mother. The archetype for a successhan in Western
culture is dominated by an almost exclusively heterosexual perspective, dedha |
heteronormativity. It is in this way that societal expectations for geartesex are woven into
the public sphere. In order to recognize heteronormativity | need to definertueteativtity,

then examine its’ societal effects, and impact what it means for the Q@Bmmunity.

The subtle way in which the hegemonic preference of heterosexuality is woven into
Western institutions and culture is heteronormativity. This idea has beensdiddiysnumerous
scholars; Adam, 1998; Atkinson & DePalma, 2009; Berlant & Warner, 2000; Butler, 1988;
Cooper, 2002; Elia, 2003; Jackson, 2006; Jagose, 1996; Jeppesen, 2010; Johnson, 2002;

Seidman, 1995; Yep, 2003. Understanding the dominant messages of heterosexualitpis theref
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critical to understanding how Western society influences people to not only lgatsituat how

society influences members of the LGBTQ community to hide their non-neensatxualities.

Berlant and Warner (2000) warned against framing heteronormativity asadeelogy
for that undermines the ways in which it is culturally inscribed and enforcdthpgethe most
powerful rhetorical tool of heteronormativity was the construction of heterdgg»asthe
presumed default sexuality. Jagose (1996) articulated that heteronormstigityfor normative
heterosexuality, is the exclusion of LGBTQ people through explicit and/or ilmpkssages of a
heterosexual biological determinism. Heterosexuality is often framéx amtmative
construction of sexuality through a false assertion of innateness. Asseftimrsnative gender
identity and sexuality are commonplace within Western culture. Foucault (1980 )dpminiténat
discussions regarding heterosexuality are woven into the cultural frameairdssituating the
attraction to the opposite sex as natural. In reality, only conversationsralinmg heterosexual
sexuality are approved within public discourse. Butler (1988) posited that anthropibldbea
“success” of the species and culture is promoted through child birth and thus bodmes beca
eventual acts of conscripted masculinity and femininity. Marriage, prammeand inequitable
division of labor were cultural roles that became enfleshed, expected and @njateson
(2006) contended heternormativity in this way functions as a taken for grantetpéiss in

Western culture.

Yep (2003) articulated that Western culture organizes sexuality into aofassitional
dichotomy of heterosexual/homosexual, with a clear privileging of heteroggxtralther
words, to be heterosexual means to self-promote a master status of non-homosexual
Heternormativity thus functions as a kinship that means to impart prefetezaimhent to others

that express the same kinship. That kinship is founded in the notion of normal sexuality with
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everything else in opposition. That kinship is promoted by establishing discussiensaoids
sexuality as taboo. Often discussions of sexuality in the public sphere aibeatbas private
matters that should only be discussed in the bedroom. This excludes non-heterosmruals fr
entering conversations of normalcy. Epstein, O’Flynn, and Telford (2003) maadhtaetehere
is a:

tremendous amount of work that children and young people, regardless of their own

sexual identifications, must do in dealing with, resisting, coming to terrhs wit

negotiating or adopting normative versions of heterosexuality. It does rtet mhb you

are, or who you wish to be, you will have to be/come that person within the frame of the

heterosexual matrix”. (p. 145)

Essentially, the ways in which we choose to identify are a conscious process trate
been negotiating since childhood with dominant cultural messages about masantinity
femininity promoted, yet rarely discussed in the public sphere. We are forced eéstios
without being able to talk about gender and sexuality. The only way one can navigattherto ei
feel the sting of social rejection or reluctantly conform. The decision &paoc deny social
expectations of gender and sexuality thus aids in a conflicted construction elf tistagle
(2003) contended that sexuality is inextricably linked to self identity and inpb®$s remove
from communication and decision making. Therefore, the ways in which people present
themselves reflects their standpoint. Jackson (2006) articulated that “heteaiiwity defines
not only a normative sexual practice but also a normal way of life” (p. 107). When someone
identifies as heterosexual they are not merely identifying the type te are interested in,

they are reflecting aspects of their sociocultural status; normal.
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Sexual identity is clearly more than the sexual acts in which someone ergagesher
a multiplicity of layers that make up significant portions of one’s idenétyattribute to one’s
identity. Klein (1990) argued that sexual identity is not merely limited tagatraight, but a
statement of emotional preference, fantasy, social preference anddiféstyainstream
culture, heterosexual relationships are not only shown in a positive opposition to LGBTQ
relationships, they are also shown more frequently. Seidman (2001) further arguled tha
fundamental purpose of heteronormativity is not to erase homosexuality, rathep @ élear
distinction between heterosexuality and non-heterosexuality. To erase thsexoal would
also erase the privilege of subjugating non-heterosexuality. Thereébeeohormativity
presents a positive social depiction of itself and marginalizes LGBT@s@&mations. Cooper
(2002) claimed that portrayals of non-normative gender, such as female masoulinit
transexuality, are portrayed as a “denigrating spectacle” or “aratibarat best” (p. 45). These
renderings still paint LGBTQ members as strange, different, and devehatnédt notice a
difference in how | was received by society after | came out of thetcMggeers and speech
team were very accepting, however when | cut off my hair it was a diffei@myt | began to
receive stares from strangers just because | appeared lesséerndhid not drastically change
my style of dress. | cut off my hair during a speech hiatus and when | came badlone
coaches told me “Look at you. You look so cute when you try to look like a lady”. The
interpretation of my gender and sexuality were complicated when langket suit in front of a
team that had never seen me in tournament attire before. | felt humiliatbeé$sing how | was

‘supposed’ to dress, as if | was somehow being myself incorrectly.

Atkinson and DePalma (2009) argued that heterosexuality is not a monolithic structure

rather it is an unstable entity that needs to conform to attempts to subgerttits. The
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malleable nature of gender and sexuality are thus not inherently cut andalirgrstam (1998)
further elaborated that gender, sexuality, and sex are not precise sciahtesy lre treated as
over simplified fact by society at large. Over simplification makesassumption of
heterosexuality seem as if the gender binary is the natural order, whenrehg aygreferred
frame of processing gender. Hall (1997) contended that cultural reproduction notsoinheas
power relations, but also masks them. In this instance, heterosexuality is pdsasahe
natural order, and it is unquestioned. The dominant messages are thus produced and mainstream
media outlets reflect cultural ideology that is then reinterpreted andneeadf At best the
process is circular logic, however this is the way in which normative sexoedihtains cultural
supremacy. Cooper (2002) concluded that people who transgress gender are used in dominant
media outlets as arguments to purport normative gender and sexuality than to subvert it

The ability to defame a community is exemplar of power within society and whatrpor
of society has it. Discussions of gender and sexuality are thus emblematic of how
heteronormativity shuns and shames the LGBTQ community. To exist outside of the
unquestioned norm means to be other. Stein (2003) argued that “Shame is the function of the
preoccupation with an ‘other,” shame reparation and reduction involves the relation” (p. 106)
Meaning that power is upheld in heteronormativity by not only disallowing conversatbout
gender and sexuality that reflect “deviant” behavior, but also by guanagteaiorcement
through shaming members that engage in “deviant” behavior. Seidman (2001)esieddhe
relationship between heterosexuality and homosexuality since the 1950’s in tdw States as
one of domination and subordination; establishing heterosexuality as the socioecoaoesi

and all other forms of sexuality to the have-nots.
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Yep (2003) constituted that heteronormativity is both ubiquitous and an invisible force
institutionalizing societal preference of heterosexuality as legfi@mauthentic and prescriptive.
Tierney (1996) described the nature of heterosexual assumption, “Thus, fromspecpee,
heterosexuality is one unstated common code that we all share and it is an unug;tstatc
attribute of our individual and collective selves” (p. 25). To identify as a non-nornsatwelity
thus disrupts the collective frame of contemporary American societyisladim, the LGBTQ
community literally is tearing apart the cultural fabric of Americahédigh, this may sound
absurd this is a common argument heard in opposition to the LGBTQ community, and | can
attest that such ideology is hard not to take. The internalization of sociallgeshfurms denies
LGBTQ legitimacy and can promote negative mental health and self image.

Massey (2009) further elaborated that often members of the LGBTQ comroanibe
integrated within a group and still be subject to homophobia or heterosexism throogitsate
humor. Although, humor can be a way to bridge intersecting identities, it can alsallie use
support heteronormativity. Although, | do not only research and promote the ever jlesive
ubiquitous “homosexual agenda” my forensic peers and academic colleagueddraneaoie
me feel that way. Jackson (2006) framed “When either men or women breach heteigaormat
conventions, however, they are equally susceptible to being defined by, reduced to, thei
sexuality” (p. 115). These jokes often make me feel as if my academic puansuftitile and

have made the writing process incredibly difficult.

Slagle (2003) posited that queer criticism is rooted in unmasking the cultural congenti
of heteronormativity as the only normal form of sexual expression. To stray beygolathéhof

conventional gender means to risk being misunderstood or worse outcast from soarggy. at |
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Elia (2003) contended that heterosexuality is a culturally supremacist igeb&dgnaintains

legitimacy through discrimination and “systematically” erasingequepresentation in society.

Homonor mativity

The LGBTQ community largely foregoes discussions of gender when they ararexplor
issues of identity. Sexuality and gender although intrinsically linked atbh@stme. Therefore
many gay men and lesbians are capable of demonstrating and enforcing hetéremgender
performance. This phenomenon was coined homonormativity. This means someone who
performs non-normative gender can feel outcast from both heterosexual an@QuU@diibers.
There are expectations for gender performance in heteronormative chlitihave spilled over
into the LGBTQ community. Understanding hierarchal structures within ectiok identity
such as the LGBTQ movement can better explain necessary feelings ef (@BBTQ
competitors to look, act, and perform gender in a particular way. The LGBTQ commalgoity
has hierarchal normalization that is either unknown or greatly misunderstood beyond the
LGBTQ community. In this section, | will identify homonormativity, explaiow it functions in
contemporary society, before uncovering how it effects societal interpnstaf the LGBTQ

community.

Miller (2005) argued that promulgated media during the inception of the gay movement,
was grounded in attitudinal acceptance and establishing gay safe spaces.rHasveveetal
expectations and representations of queer changed, so did the images portraygayy the
community. In recent years there has been not only increased visibilitsbuneleased
egalitarian legislation to protect rights and privileges to the LGBTQ contyniDow (2002)
claimed that institutionalized and cultural representations of changgieemmeal changes

intended to mask discrimination towards the LGBTQ community. Chesboro (1994)
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contextualized that the gay movement was treated similarly to padtreos@ments that could
be amended by making a few incremental neoliberal policies. However the ofature
homophobia is not only grounded in policy making it is rooted deeply in the heteronormative
psyche of our era. The era of neoliberal change for gay men and lesbians is hagttlpine
reinforcing the gender binary. Ghaziani (2011) articulated that “underneathrkmsr\hes a
troubling politics of normalization” (p. 103). Normalization is at the root of the homonieemat
ideology.

Bryant (2008) further characterized the current political climaterasvgender and
sexuality as:

In an era of increasing tolerance toward gays and lesbians, the ways in wigak ant

sentiments are expressed have been transformed. Such transformations conceyranot onl

retrenchment and reorganization of strongly anti-homosexual conservatisngdut al

emerging forms of more ‘tolerant’, less overt homophobias. (p. 469)

Within Western society there are specific frames in which the LGBTQneomty is
understood. In the public sphere the frames that are portrayed in a positive ligBBai@
members who are palatable in the neoliberal media. The favoritism of an accégasgbie
media was coined by Duggan (2003) in her bdakight of Equality?: Neoliberalism, Cultural
Politics, and the Attack on Democra@g the “new homonormativity.” Duggan defined
homonormativity as “a politics that does not oppose dominant heteronormative assunmgtions a
institutions, but upholds and sustains them, while promising the possibility of a deewbliiy
constituency and a privatized, depoliticized gay culture anchored in donyestidit
consumption” (p. 50). Similar to heteronormativity, homonormativity assumes thatsle

normative and acceptable presentation of a gay identity. This gay politic agkames
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heteronormative constructions are idyllic and that the LGBTQ community shguitd t

demonstrate “normalcy” by being active consumers and producers of neolibecdivels;

Chesboro (1994) contextualized that the push for neoliberal change could be understood by the
American population at large as ‘ideologically pure’. Framing argumentsights” and

“liberties” could distract the greater population from the thought of sexual devianc

Bryant (2008) described homormativity as a pro-gay homophobia. This elucidates the
ways in which one can identify as a member of the LGBTQ community budtshidh a sense of
distaste towards other identified members of the same supposed community. Stone (2010)
further contended that the push for homonormativity was a response to the relgjius ri
actively painting homosexuality as a societal abomination. The LGBTQ oaitymesponded
by demonstrating how they contribute to the American political system, anttémexcases,
appealed to left-wing bashing in order to align with conservative reason. Mo ¢pd11)
warned that “The marginalization of social class from sexualitieanaseaises epistemological
guestions about whose experiences are being used to generalize understandiogs afide
intimate life” (p. 75-76). The ways in which policies addressing the LGBTQruaonity are
being constructed are aimed to promote normative archetypal member4d. GBhE

population.

The dominant discourse in regards to the collective agency of the LGBTQurotyims
portrayed as a unified front, however the LGBTQ community cannot even agree upoe fona
their marginalized group, much less a unified sociopolitical front. The “gay agesdiai5
often dubbed by critics, is a representation of the goals of an elite few ihilGBTQ
community. Stone (2010) stated that in reality “The LGBT[Q] movement is composécose

individuals, organizations, goals, and types of activism” (p. 465). Murphy and Spear (2010)
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argued that although the fight for sexual rights initially challenged iwaditfamily structures, it
eventually responded by reasserting normative gender roles and mith&iognventional
heterosexual nuclear family. This shift was motivated by a call out frooh (t8B5) who wrote,
“More than ever, it seemed reasonable to suggest that much of gay Americaresidgs not in
working-class revolt but in its exact opposite—a trickling down of gay positivarsarts from
elite corporate boardrooms into shops, farms, and factories” (p. 54). In part this lsehow t
LGBTQ community was co-opted by an oligarchical few. The homonormative vigates that
complimentary gender roles be performed by members of the LGBTQ comniNmitgative
neoliberal representations of the LGBTQ community frame gays and lesisiawsry day,
white, middle class heroes who participate in the American economy and hav&ibeauti
children. This normative perception suggests that all members of the LGBWQunity are
pushing for the same legal representation, which simply is not true.

Duggan (2003) argued that ingroup monitoring of homonormativity happens as a self-
correcting measure intended to promote a unified message of inclusivity. Hothevesually
takes a utilitarian approach that silences members who do not fit into the homoveifnaatie.
Stewart, Smith, and Denton (2007) observed in regards to social movements, how dominant
groups will establish dominance by denouncing the plea of subordinate groups. Stone (2010)
added that “professional movements suppress dissent, radicalism, and (in dictongra
fashion) diversity” (p. 469). Seidman (1999) effectively explained the politics of
homonormativity before there was a term for it:

Rallying around a shared ‘minority’ identity has contributed to gay political

empowerment. Yet, there are considerable costs attached to identitys poftic

example, the repression of differences among lesbians and gay men, afoausoan
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legitimating same sex preference, the isolation of the gay movement fiem ot

movements, and as queer perspectives argue, normalizing a gay identityrtzetdke

organization of sexuality around a hetero/homosexual binary. (p. 10)

In this instance the neoliberal homonormative is affluent and has more accesistoutlets,
literally and strategically shaping how the LGBTQ community is presktat society at large.
The LGBTQ movement can thus be portrayed as a unified front when necessary dretsnem
can be omitted for the convenience of getting increased legal represenfatimembers at the
top. Additionally, homonormativity is further masked by Western society’s avetsiclass
discussions. Members of the LGBTQ community who are not affluent also do nat tiént
neoliberal agenda perpetuating homonormativity. McDermott (2011) argued thataoEslass
are often underrepresented as decision making factors for members of the IcGBI@nity.
The homonormative standard is thus perpetuated superfluously with a “Keeping up with the
heteronormative Jones’s” standard that makes sense in a capitalist sndtas/way
homonormativity operates a neoliberal agenda through the LGBTQ community to gecfoura
gay and lesbians legislative recognition and normal citizenry.

Duggan (2003) argued that the definition of queer is in support of “flexible, anti-
normative, politicized sexualities” (p. 58). Homonormativity silences the gallioices of
LGBTQ community members that do not ascribe to the neoliberal frame; mailyentified
transgender and queer people. Not fitting into the homonormative paradigm has consequences.
Hierarchal power structures frame the featured social movements of BIEQLGommunity to
fit the goals of the privileged. Cole and Cate (2008) described that any adaittbes {GB
label are as “afterthoughts” in the political ideology of the queer commurutitical issues that

benefit the gay male and lesbian majority of the LGBTQ are favoreddramepresentations
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because it is easier to explain in a democratic society how “normaliagd’age being denied
civil liberties.

Styker (2008) developed another comprehensive term for homonormativity to further
express how homonormativity works within the LGBTQ community: “an intuitivepsirself-
evident, back-formation from the ubiquitous ‘*heteronormative’, suitable for use where
homosexual community norms marginalize other kinds of sex/gender/sexuéditgrate™ (p.
147). A critical facet of homonormativity is the exclusion of abnormal gendatiiyl.
Homonormativity is just as concerned with normative performance of gender as
heteronormativity is. When a member of the LGBTQ community is politicallkedgby their
embodied performance it could paint the “gay community” as non-normalizedsitizet
warranting civil liberties. The ways in which repressive gender and sigxuaims afflict
heterosexuality are very present in this new hierarchal presentationsadigjesbians. This
representation delegitimizes anyone defining themselves as: TraaggBrashsexual,
Transvestite, Butch, Dyke, Queer, Fairy, Drag Queen, Polyamorous, or SissiaiBo
alternatively perform gender means to defy the neoliberal agenda of homawnibyraat to
distinguish oneself as an “other” even within the LGBTQ community.

An assumption of living within the homonormative paradigm is that the gender
representation will not divulge the queerness of the LGBTQ individual. They could
hypothetically live a closeted life in which their sexuality is never questi. Goffman (1963)
articulated that this as the choice to “let on or to not let on” a stigmatizedyddie process of
not letting on one’s stigmatized identity is academically and colloqueléyred to as passing.
Passing involves someone presenting themselves publicly as contrary axthaindentity.

Berger (1990) defined passing as the social practice of presenting the s&dfasexeal.
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Johnson (2002) articulated that the notion of citizenship in Western culture is heteroredymat
gendered, which often encourages members of the LGBTQ community tsgetsr@sexual.
Passing is generally favored in a homonormative paradigm because it prgseniseasof the
LGBTQ community as “normalized” citizens. Spradlin (1998) stated that to pEeassno

distance from a stigmatized identity and suppress normal exchanges of tidorateut

identity. This can mean presenting the self as heterosexual or not talkindoseoubnes or
changing conversations to adapt to heterosexual favorability. Johnson (2002) elaborated tha
passing is yet another form of promoting heterosexual privilege. To activelyasetnpthe self

as an identifiable LGBTQ person assumes that to do so is inherently abnormal.

Identity is a murky terrain, constructed and deconstructed in many waystyident
constantly performed and interpreted. The ways in which we construct ideatdgrascious and
unconscious choices. Cerulo (1997) identified gender based social movements, such as the
LGBTQ community as collective identities constituted by many aspétigrarchies. Thus to
identify as a member as a lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, or queer persotg means
inherently identify as part of a collective group, and actions taken there iarpamblematic of
that group. The nature of the homonormative agenda is to limit the representations of

LGBTQ community to palatable gays and lesbians.

Gender Identity Performance

If we accept that social norms, gender, heteronormativity, and homonormateity
socially learned behaviors rather than biologically determined than hdhegrenanaged? They

all play into facets of identity construction. Identity construction is raaiat through a process
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of daily enacted performance. In order to understand identity performanceransgpat to

investigate performance theory, gender performance, and bodily texts.

Tretheway (2000) claimed that the body is the most ‘real’ material aspeact identity.
Our physical bodies aid in the construction of our identity and our gender is a key aspect of
identity performance. Butler (1988) declared “Gender reality is perforenathich means, quite
simply, that it is real only to the extent that it is performed” (p. 527). In other wgedder
identity is a performance of the body that aids in the production of self. Fox (200&)l dingii
the performance of the self has the potential to alter how one perceives thenpostie
world. Fox is speaking less to a Ralph Ellisovisible Manscenario, and more to how one
interaction or daily performative instance can reframe how one sees the salHfion to the
world. Butler (1988) noted that because gender is acted out daily that it functioreceda s
fiction. Even so, the fictional reproduction of gender is so superfluously woven into thalcultur
frame that it is treated as an act of naturalness prescribed for boddynpente. Effectively,

humans literally embody culture.

Our bodies are not blank canvases. They are interpreted by society andnterpreted
by each other. Warren (1999) framed the body as a performative sitertteakexd by political,
ideological, and historical inscriptions that act as an interactive canvdsrofive experiential
knowledge. LGBTQ members often cloud the gendered embodied canvas of masculinity and
femininity. Tretheway (2000) explained the nature of social discoursebeasmeanings to
“masculinity” and “femininity” that are related to every day orgamizet! practices of culture.
To practice gender is thus a means of either fitting into culture or to exastisigle of it.
Becoming acculturated is not merely about modeling behavior, but also posturingmieons

to perform gender differently means to run the risk of being perceived as mleoisitler
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(1988) stated that “gender is in no way a stable identity” (p. 519). Gender is a fluilaspec
identity that is performed daily. Butler (1988) elaborated that the waykiahwender is
stylized through repeated gestures and movement is so mundane that it is often aedooke

identity practice.

Butler (2004) argued that the body exposes gender and sexuality to others. Exposed i
this instance is a term for the ways in which gender is confronted by those dndhe &f
gender performance. Gender identity is not just expression it is an act of dothgwEng
(2000) claimed that the body is the most ‘real’ material aspect of our identitypadies aid in
the construction of our identity. Gender is a key aspect identity performantas. 988)
declared “Gender reality is performative which means, quite simply, tisatil only to the
extent that it is performed” (p. 527). Gender identity thus, is a performance of théhbodids
in the production of self. Queerness is embodied differently by members d6BIEQ
community. Robinson (1994) articulated that the observable ways in which bodies are
interpreted as binary racial or sexual opposites as a readable identitiwdR@adies means that
bodies cue readings as heterosexual or white, which contradicts assumptions afdbiologi
identifiers. To pass means to blur the biological readings of the body. Warren (E260}isat
the body is often ignored as a significant location for pedagogical attenticedacational
praxis. In this way the body functions as a frame for others to gauge thmeidentity

performance.

It is a cultural norm used to enflesh gender performance in an expected ovhgr and
Moore (2011) pointed out that breaching gender is not necessarily a strangerame;uand
most people challenge daily varying degrees of gender norms. However, thelistisct

difference between playing within the accepted norm and defying the norm. Tripeataton of
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what is acceptable is determined by the dominant paradigm. Warren (2001)rstbteddciety
does not notice a norm until it is challenged. For example, the gender binary isleerastiin
Western society until confronted with someone who does not adhere to the norms of
performative gender, as with a butch lesbian or transgendered person. The accegddrnorm

any society are often fluid but are rarely understood as such.

Gender for many years was considered a biological imperative howevemiioca
accurately be described as an embodied performance. Butler (2004) estabislezchgean
aspect of everyday performance that she called performativity. Petifatynia method of
identity construction that could critique other performances and is often asdoiti political
rehearsal. In this instance the choice to perform gender differently thacctpes norm
criticizes and complicates the status quo. Butler (2004) argued that gender eembasliphayed
out with the flesh. The body is then a corporeal canvas of gender expression that is onl
understood through the process of “doing” gender. West and Zimmerman (1987) conteated “t
the ‘doing’ of gender is undertaken by women and men whose competence as members of
society is hostage to its production” (p. 126). Therefore, performances of megaurid
femininity are trapped by normalized societal expectations. Heteroneityatid
homonormativity are hostage to the cultural production of gender, buying into the fiction of
biological sex as an essential indicator of behavior. So much so that people within these
paradigms often think that they are attracted to the same or opposite sex, wiedirdlcdons
are truly located in the gender of their partners. In order to attract argarthis scenario means

to typify traditional gender performance.

Valdes (1996) distinguished three frames that outlined the ways in which sex;, gende

and sexuality are misunderstood: conflation of sex and gender, conflation of gender and
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sexuality, and the conflation of sex and sexuality. These confusions are jpartaftural web
of gender identity. Each cultural inscription, sex, gender, and sexuality eacpdrésreative
expectation within society. The expectation of gender performance iatindiof hierarchal
cultural indicated through identity performance. Skidmore (1999) argued that sex, g&ader
sexuality are consequences of cultural power relations. To identify with aaloinmlentity
means to be perceived as an agent of power. This is how normative portrayals tyf adenti
established. Normative presentations of masculinity and femininity beconue#ized
structure and to deviate means to be identified as a lesser social agent. Skia8)y
articulated that members of the LGBTQ community will often try to maskrgdentifiers by
acting in a heterosexual manner, or passing. Clothes, gestures, and even vocahimmein t

are often camouflaged by LGBTQ people in order to fit into normative genderrparfces.

Homonormativity uniquely complicates discussions of gender identity perfornfaaice t
can be demonstrated through clothing applications. Skidmore (1999) outlined three distinct
levels of desire communicated in queer clothing: broad messages, ambigusageseand
secret messages. Homonormativity would impose that LGBTQ memberslotbas that hide
or ambiguously perform gender in order to pass. Taylor (2000) critically destiner role as an
“exemplar lesbian” as one that often unintentionally appeases normative tgag. | have
felt similar pressures to ascribe to familiar gender performanceandic competition even
from other lesbians. | remember in my first year of individual event cotapeteviewing
ballots after a tournament. | was excited to read my ballots aftemgeete of my judges
during awards. She came out to me and we had a very enlightening conversation about how |
could improve my poetry program. When | finally received my ballots | imrnedgliaearched

for her ballot eager to read her encouragement. My excitement soon turned inteoooisfas
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applauded my use of strong lesbian authors but she criticized my choice to skeasuit as
contrary to my lesbian gender performance. | was frustrated. Ih&lt tould not appease
anyone with my gender performance. My coaches thought | should deny nay lekditity
more and | was being told that | had an obligation to perform a more out lesbiary itentit
the first lesbian critic | had encountered in individual event speaking. | did not @amensy
new lesbian imperative. | also was not completely aware of my lesbian boagn#ytyear old
figuring out how my sensuality made me markedly different during a Bush aideney. At the
time | thought | was performing my events at tournaments, not my sextaditpgnize this
moment in my life as the first time | questioned how my lesbianism wamuaoaiated through
my body. Wearing a skirt suit did not make me any less of a lesbian in the samesaegng a

tie didn’'t make me more of one.

Goffman (1963) identified that people who live outside of normative conscription are
stigmatized for abominations of the body, blemish of character, and discredilimgegfe. It
could be argued that being a member of the LGBTQ community fits all of thabetat, which
adds to the complexity of intersectional understanding. To perform gender inetynatile
identifying with a stigmatized group can mitigate aforementioned inteesBhomophobia and a
paranoid fear of being discovered or “outed”. Foucault (1990) articulated Mistiory of
Sexuality Vol. 1that the act of confession within the Catholic church functioned as a societal
control mechanism. Foucault expressed that confessing a secret creates dymamic
between the confessor and the knower, granting power to the knower. Beingddesete
internalized manifestation of the queer secret. Coming out, or worse being outed, in a
homophobic society can function as telling a secret. To be discovered means toitredident

an abnormal citizen. When abnormal sexuality is discovered their relationdtyssc
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irrevocably altered. Goffman (1963) elaborated that passing is a comphopsyial
experience that affects individuals differently. To perform the identity adictory to
identification can cause a psychological schism. Often the oppression thatrisrecgueby a
marginalized person extends beyond the realm of the corporeal and into the réwmuid.
Boal (1990) coined this intrapersonal monitoring as “The Cop in the Head.” Boatlahgue
hierarchal structures can and will manifest themselves within the stadiesible enforcement
mechanism; the self. Presentation of the self can become a stage in which theh€dibeiadt is

enacted.

Halberstam (1998) stated that to perform ambiguous gender often relegegasain
performers to an ‘otherized’ status. To exist outside of the unquestioned norm mean$és.be ot
The choice to fit into a stigmatized identity or to hide it is a choice the lgifaces every
member of the LGBTQ community that can be overwhelming and isolating.r{2g@0)

contextualized the feeling of isolation experienced in non-normative gend@mpence:

All of this performing is a lot of work in a world that regularly attempts toydba
reliability of my life and experience, but, so far, it is the best way | hmwedfto make

space for myself and maintain my integrity in the face of all that depiad0j

Much of my internalized struggle was directly linked to trying to ascribe to a
heteronormaitve and homonormative gender performance that | felt inexplicabiyiantable
enacting. The nature of heteronormativity and homonormativity insists thatishas other
option than to hide a queer identity, however there are realistic impacts to pegormi
transgressive acts of gender that the LGBTQ community is left to atgdaily. Fox (2007)

explained the performative reading of his body as a queer text. | feellafaaze in my
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gender performance particularly at forensic tournaments. Now when | waidt@tsurnaments

it feels more like costume than attire. It seems appropriate becausedranaware of my
performance while at individual event tournaments. Adorning a suit, dancing into oms,nyl
applying make-up at 6am, all serve as ritualistic signs that | am on gngoveatournament. In

some ways this performance is not indicative of my identity and in other waysytepitome.

In many ways my gender performance is teaming with contradicticsentify as a soft-butch
lesbian, which simultaneously marks my lesbian existence, and excludes meviobrerment in
homonormative neoliberal politics. Butler (1988) may have contended that the gendersbinary i
fiction; however that fiction is actively performed and expected in contemypswaiety and

subsequently forensics.

The nature of heteronormativity and homonormativity insists that there is no otioer opt
than to hide or alter my queer identity, because there are realistic ingppetforming
transgressive acts of gender that | am left to negotiate daily. idengib act of being.
Performance is an act of doing. And gender identity is the interstitzk between being and
doing. My gender identity is an extension of being and doing. | do not dress in men'’s tdothe
defy conventions. | dress and look the way | do because it is an undeniable aspect ahwho | a
The first time | wore a tie | had awakened a part of my identity. When | peads and a
camisole | relinquished some of that identity and | was praised for it. In &lyisl\ielt the sting

of heternormativity and homonormativity as a forensic competitor.
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CHAPTER 3
Methods

Venturing into the world of qualitative interviewing was an admittedly nesaitefor
my academic pursuits, however Kvale (2006) elaborated that “the margihaltze do not
ordinarily participate in public debates, can in interview studies have theit sigations and
their viewpoints communicated to a larger audience” (p. 481), which warranted me to broaden
my research horizons. The aim of my research is to analyze and potentialily ithent
(conscious or unconscious) decision making processes regarding LGBTQ fgesrdec
performance. | am choosing to search for the ways in which my experiencesdtangously
within and outside the experiences of other LGBTQ community members. Withsbas ak it
is important that the lived-experience of gender performances withimsforeompetition has
silenced the LGBTQ community through omission of research. The omissiontis mos
conspicuous considering that there is no shortage of self identified LGBT@Qersemithin
forensics. Mizzi and Stebbins (2010) argued that queer knowledge is often overlooked becaus
gueer researchers disregard their own queer knowledge of language and the bedhénati
with participants. In this vein, | cannot queer forensic scholarship without acldgpndethe
ways in which my lesbianness has shaped my identity.

Denzin and Lincoln (2000) assessed that qualitative researchers wibteatiee @nnect
the personal and political motivations inherent to culture and effectively incorplooateinto
research move qualitative research from knowing a distant “Other”. gueditesearch is more
grounded in the development of self understanding. These sorts of investigations camé&volve i
improved perceptions of misrepresented or underrepresented cultural grdspddliave this

places a moral imperative on academic research. Knowledge claims iargcredearch have
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existed in a contested theoretical plane between positivist and interpretirgpectives. These
perspectives are often framed as antagonistic in terms of data accetisnell (2003)

affirmed that positivist thinking dominates discussions that deem knowledge valbabhn

and Lincoln (2000) elucidated that positivist research is concerned with iratestgyof “truth”.
Positivist investigations hinge upon a researcher objectively testingjragpéng, and

observing phenomenon to predict future outcomes. Creswell (2003) stated positivist keowledg
examines potential outcomes. This paradigm of analysis aims to isolate aaiibopérze causal
relationships of observable phenomenon. Walliman (2005) elaborated that positasthes
highlights unwavering aspects of society while ignoring subjective knowl&idpgective
knowledge would, can, and often does, interrupt conclusive knowledge expounded in positivist
research approaches.

Quantitative research used in forensic scholarship thus far omitted even tbeoexe
LGBTQ competitors in forensic competition, so | saw fit to utilize a ckfieapproach to
forensic research: the qualitative interview. Meho (2006) articulated olisealatata is
concerned with developing objective factual representation of a socio-cultunainpéeon. This
however, is interpreted through multiple frames of subjectivity that is ajtesred in
guantitative analysis of data. So far existing representations of foreasgrch, especially in
regards to gender, are lacking in a fully dynamic spectrum of experikemtiadedge. Further,
Gergen, Chrisler, and LoCicero (1999) elaborated that experimental methodsigomi
interdisciplinary studies that are trying to assert legitimacy. Thisism can be extended to
forensic study. As a self-identified soft butch lesbian and former forensigatban | am
effectively omitted from this research because my unique perspectivesisayeander and

sexuality are currently absent from research inquiry. Quantitattkads have effectively
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silenced the subjective experiences of LGBTQ competitors within fesermi at least mine. If |
were not asking myself these questions, | don’t think anyone else would think to.inquire

Mizzi and Stebbins (2010) suggested that as queer researchers, they had unigue acces
process and harness the language and experiences of fellow LGBTQhgsetacgants. This
articulation describes how much of the language and feelings described hgipgrdrare
better understood by someone with a similar marginalized identity. My expesias a soft
butch lesbian in forensics functioned as a means to translate the experienbessahti a
societal frame that a nonqueer researcher might not consider. Since my \wagitoncerned
with revealing the deliberation of gender identity performance of focompetitors | decided to
use qualitative interviews to uncover experiential knowledge. This chapteustifyjmy use of
gualitative email interviews, address my interview coding procedure, and defend m
autoethnographic approach for this project.
Qualitative Email Interviews

This omission of subjective knowledge can be reconciled through a qualitative dpproac
to research. Denzin and Lincoln (2000) framed the qualitative investigator sesaectesr
interested in questions that ask how cultural knowledge is given meaning. Quealgearch is
thus concerned with subjective knowledge that examines how experiences are praduedd, v
and understood. Within my literature review | demonstrated how norms influenced
intercollegiate forensic culture, the culture of heteronormativity, and homatigityy, and
gender identity performance. Those social constructs effect membbesldsBTQ community
and qualitative interviewing can be used to reveal how culturally bound knowledge impacts
individuals. Kvale (1983) articulated that qualitative research intervieisitan interview,

whose purpose is to gather descriptions of the life-world of the intervieweeesjtat to
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interpretation of the meaning of the described phenomena” (p. 174). Perspectvéisigeg
LGBTQ forensic competitors thus far have been relegated to hearsay.

Interviews were ideal for my investigation because of how they expose ardiftanma
of intellectual knowledge; the knowledge of experience. Stelter (2010) arguéfirsitadterson
account forms the basis for the creation of meaning, and meaning expresskesitmsiig of
the individual to specific material, social, and cultural contexts” (p. 860). Byigagh
perspectives from multiple individuals | was hoping that | could gather acoorplete picture
of how gender identity performance related to LGBTQ competitors. amahd Bowers
(2006) further contextualized this idea writing, “Interviewing is in essemsethod of language.
Although, quantitative researchers attempt to reduce a phenomenon to a measarditye qu
gualitative interviews attempt to expand on any given experience seeking xibyrgohel depth
of thought” (p. 821-822) Interviewing thus provided an exploration of lived-experience of
former LGBTQ competitors. This exploration provided me with a better undensgaofinow
gender identity is corporeally performed at speech tournaments and how foremsaner

culturally embodied.

Davis et al. (2004) posited that “people enter into an interview with some av&aoénes
their role as a social actor with privileged access to personal experibatdsey can make
available to others” (p. 5-6). In regards to this project, | needed to find formeriforens
competitors that self identified as some combination of lesbian, gay, biseanatjender, and
gueer. Their intersecting identities as forensic competitors and LGB3gbers meant that they
would have a vested interest in both represented groups. In order to find these specific

participants | sent out a call for research on the forensic individual evesgmistt asked for
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former forensic competitors who identified as part of the LGBTQ communityrticipate in

asynchronous email interviews.

There are many potential ways to conduct an interview. Face to facen(etiv)ews are
the most common. FtF interviews are often preferred and easily understood beegadeh
for nuance inherent to natural conversation. Opendekker (2006) elaborated that Hegwster
are open to interpret social cues such as voice, tone, nonverbal, which are intatpnetedth
the question answers. However, | did not have the time or financial means to trackndogh e
FtF interviews. Geographical challenges limiting research is nowvdapec explored in research
methods (Davis, Bolding, Hart, Sherr and Elford, 2004; Denzin and Lincoln, 2005; Kvale, 1996;
McClelland, 2002; Meho, 2006; Oppendekker, 2006). However, computer mediated
communication, via the internet, opens up new populations for interview investigations. As f
as it may sound, there is not a congregation of former LGBTQ forensic conggtityder for
me to interview. Intercollegiate forensic competition happens across theycanatr
subsequently potential interview participants live across the continentadBtates and
beyond. However, through email | could connect with former competitors no nhaiter t
location. Davis et al. (2004) suggested that the internet has become an emergmg tool
conducting qualitative research methods, concluding that email interviews pitoiblest
opportunities within the frame of computer mediated interviewing for redteeind clarification.
| was most concerned with revealing the deliberation of former competitoggards to their
identity construction. | wanted in depth responses that were more likely froiwhaggous

email intverviews, than in other computer mediated modes of communication.

Oppendekker (2006) argued that nonverbal cues are not completely absent, they are

communicated with emoticons that lack the same emotional affect. It beaaraete gather
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information through email interviews when | personalized messages to patsciphae lack of
nonverbal communication increased the time needed to establish meaningfudwthalogue.
In a conversation, ideas could be free flowing and a conversation could be dictateftifiig m
varying factors. | did not have my usual safety net to operate my conversatointo make my

guestions lead into other more in depth questions, as to mimic conversational development.

Davis et al. (2004) expressed that the need for follow ups or turn taking can often
interrupt the flow of interviewing that would not be as punctuated in FtF intervi@eNMswrup
interviews extend the length of total time it takes to conduct an interview bgvading the
conversation in unexpected ways. This made it difficult to get a full picture of hiiaigents
constructed gender identity and presented sexuality because | had to setsjueatt for
responses, read responses, send follow ups, and subsequently wait for follow ups, if they
happened at all. Meho (2006) expressed that if an email interview is too involvddritreidse
the dropout rate of participants. | experienced significant dropouts from peoplaitidity i
communicated interest in participating but failed to respond as well asgeartecwho did not
respond to follow ups. | gained increased understanding of participants’ pefsrecty follow

up interviews but was limited in that understanding for a majority of participants

In my call out letter | asked for forensic coaches to pass my call out toiatetworks
or to directly send the call to former students. | also personally contactemigaatss through
facebook messages. | was hoping the rapport that | had established with peopltheiithi
forensic community would help build my participant pool. Hamilton and Bowers (2006)estres
that an appropriate participation sample is one that can best serve to infamhregestions. |
was therefore less concerned with how many people | was able to interview ancomogrned

that | was able to gather a sample of participants who could accuratelpédseir feelings and
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experiences related to forensic competition. Crouch and McKenzie (2006) argusd that
effective sample for qualitative interviews is reached when there aretepatgipants to gain
authentic insight of experiential knowledge. For my project | needed to findipartis who
were willing to share their personal experiences with gender idertityrmance. | had hoped
that being an LGBTQ member and a forensic coach would establish a senseaofdrust
immediacy with potential participants. The connection to participants allowed ask
guestions that might be inappropriate coming from someone not a part of the ingroup. My
experiential knowledge provided a means of understanding the cultural narrativescbyvide
my participants. Kvale (2006) warned, the power dynamics in researohantg, and potential
oppressive use of interview-produced knowledge, tend to be left out in literature ortigealita
research. | was aware that my position as a researcher put me in a positionraarwe
interviewees. Gergen, Chrisler, and LoCicero (1999) argued that a qualitétieawer is just
as capable of being perceived as being in a position of power as a quantitativeherse

However, my identity location as a lesbian provided a check against interview tdomina

| conducted a series of interviews with 18 former intercollegiate fareosnpetitors
who self identified as members of the LGBTQ community. After | gathesetht@rviews, |
analyzed the responses to each question and categorized the responses intodresses. |
referenced the responses to each participant’s gender and sexualityp@ricigants, 10
identified their sex as male and 8 identified themselves as female. Amaicgppats 9
identified as gay men, 3 identified themselves as lesbians, 3 identified asahiSexientified
themselves as queer, and 1 identified themselves as a pansexual. One of mymarticipa
identified themselves as both bisexual and queer. The process of identifyireg geddexuality

is a varied process. | anticipated the feeling of limited gender and gxdetifiers. | myself
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have noted that | identify as a soft butch lesbian, only one of those identifiersvaiabla in
my demographic information. | therefore provided a section for participantaliorate on their
personal identity. Responses were playful, political, and sometimes poetic. ©neabfemale
described herself as “hetero-flexible”. Another participant elaboratédlthaugh she is a
biologically female bisexual, she is also a masculine gender. My persoeoaldalucidation on
individual identity was simply “I'm a work in progress, | suppose”. Theseuaintg responses
are demonstrative of the varied experiences of the LGBTQ community. §genees are also
indicative of the multiple, and at times conflicting, experiences of the fdr@BiT Q

competitors interviewed.

Coding Procedures

Denzin and Lincoln (2000) described the task of the qualitative researcher hatone t
“stitches, edits, and puts slices of reality together” (p. 5). Grounded thebnsia imeans to
achieve that description. Grounded theory is a form of processing empiricaltdaagormat to
cultivate interpretive motifs of culture. Corbin and Strauss (1990) identifiegtbabded theory
uses interviews in conjunction with multiple knowledge sources in order to develop coherent
analytic themes. Geertz (1983) described this as sorting out structuresfofasigei This
means that the researcher functions as an interpreter of collected expeCiemecnaz (1983)
explained that coding is a means to sort observational data through portrayingdiokscia
between the collected data and implicit information woven into the subtext of theCdales
thus serve to paint a more explicit depiction of how people interpret society.

Mizzi and Stebbins (2010) suggested that positioning with participants removes the veil
of power that could stimulate more in depth exploration of shared knowledge. Bynmg\azai

discussing my perspective as an LGBTQ competitor during the intervieesgsrbgained a
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sense of immediacy with interview participants which | feel lead telagwy reflections among
interviewed participants. Charmaz (1983) suggested that identifying dategogrounded
theory is a step beyond mere labeling of instances, but serves to developrasygstateatic
language of participants.

In order to code | developed a master script of my interviews. | had baseosidsat |
asked every participant. | put every response on the master script. As | loaeghttive master
script | could see how people answered specific questions but | struggled to knowfadned a
theme. Opler (1945) identified themes as observable interrelated caitst@ms that can be
determined by how often a phenomenon appears, how pervasively a phenomenon stretches
among cultural identifiers, how people recognize phenomenological violations, and how the
phenomenon is controlled. Charmaz (1983) stated that it is the goal of a grounded theorist is t
examine not only the content of responses but to order them. Using this framable/#o see
minor themes within certain questions, however as | looked at responses splayedreunbef
in the nearly inevitable thesis analytical process. | was able to seantiectons in responses
and how | would arrange them. This was done through the process of coding.

Glaser (1978) articulated that coding can be categorized in a two step praoéss of
codes and focused codes. The initial process is an analysis of the coll¢ataddd@ok for
discoveries. | did not know what to expect in the initial sweep. | started byghghl what |
found to be interesting in my master script. As | explored the responses, | uddbesnes such
as types of dress, coaching advice, and forensic norms. Charmaz (1983) dufgéestiter
initial codes are developed that a researcher should study emergent datampared the
initial codes | found that they seemed to fit within a larger cultural sé@pen a greater sense

of codes fit into larger identifiable themes then | began the process of foaused for my
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processing of interview responses. Charmaz (1983) articulated that “Foodssgl forces the
researcher to develop categories rather than simply to label topics” (plf1d@@re to have not
moved into the next critical phase of focused coding than my responses would have not only
lacked cohesion they would have lacked depth.

| was left to interpret interview codes through the lens of my experigngeuld be
impossible for me to remove my experience as a self identified butch lesbiaorraed forensic
competitor while engaging in the coding process. Charmaz (1983) state@ihtbatssumptions
that participants hold provide a fertile field for coding. Seeking to discovertjfideand ask
guestions about these assumptions keeps the researcher thinking criticallyirang deéfat is
implicit in the data” (p. 112-113). There was a potential risk in my analysis aftdreiews that
| could have projected my experiences as a frame for categoriziagivesr Charmaz (1983)
suggested that a grounded theorist’'s observation could be sharpened through analytic
interpretation of collected data. This suggests that theoretical knowledge alamot isolated
from experiential knowledge but that the more a qualitative researcheresrgragnded theory
the more complex and in depth the analysis will be. | used my interviews as a oreans f
developing a more textured understanding of gender identity performance théHiGBTQ
community and forensic culture.
Autoethnographic Procedure

My junior year of intercollegiate forensic competition | was sagiadj in between
rounds at the AFA-NIET and one of my friends demanded that | not move a muscle as she
snapped a picture. The blurred background is of indistinguishable forensicators biditighthei
for breaks yet to be posted. In focus is an extreme close-up of my face, withsingcting”

piercings in frame. My visage: a pale mess of freckled pimply imperfecti@d Vet to succumb



51

to wearing foundation, blush, or lip gloss. | had however started to wear masaznalvelws
attention to my blue eyes staring outside the shot. My bleached blonde faux hawk prgminentl
featured as a full spectrum prism of color splashed across my face. This phatomsy
emblematic of how | view the world but the inverse of how the world views me. At theltime
did not know the rainbow was literally on my face nor was | consciously aware of what m
gender performance actively and passively communicated about my ideimitarlg, some of

the participants in my study were not aware of how their experiences masetated to gender
identity. That picture demonstrates how my experiences provided a necesseydr the snap
shots provided by participants.

During the interview process | found many stories that resonated with myiorens
experiences. At other times | felt like a passive reader, perplexedisting the experiences of
others. Inescapable from my processing of experiential knowledge was mgtevaectional
locus. Mizzi and Stebbins (2010) framed that individual experiences of participants a
autonomous reflections that could be used to conceptualize queerness. To put it fraekiy, ther
no universal understanding of queerness. Because there is no one perspective tbelictate t
LGBTQ experience, or the forensic experience for that matter, inteywieere used to develop a
body of knowledge on the subject. Stelter (2006) framed that the best way to undérstand f
person narrative as a qualitative researcher is to ask questions thaixptatnéal knowledge
back to feelings expressed in the corporeal body. Interviews thus can be used tdhvewpose
gueerness and gender identity are embodied by individuals. | not only could spealkergmetint
the language of marginalized LGBTQ identities, but | also understood howideargties are
played out on the body. This meant that my experience ciphered the gendered peefofrtiaanc

interview participants. Mizzi and Stebbins (2010) stressed that because igeai@s¢arch
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emphasizes uncovering marginalized narratives it is especially valaathle queer community
as mode of understanding.

There are forms of tested knowledge in forensic research. In fact wheanl toedevelop
the idea for this thesis investigation my advisor although supportive of my enthusiabfiedqua
that my type of project was not the intended purpose of my degree. | howeverrgaaldglaw
in the objective claims of prior forensic research that intrigued and evenpeatlyaded her
support. My observation of the hole in research was a symptom of my perpetual disagpointm
of being left out of critical perspectives within “objective” research. HenwoddPadgeon
(1995) argued that reflexive writing is critical to breaking objective kndgdeclaims. Therefore
writing myself into the research functioned as more than mere catharsisdas @ means of

contesting previous research conducted about forensic experience.

Snyder-Young (2010) argued that “as qualitative researchers, kinestlagtimg and
personal transformation are part of our experiences in the field” (p. 887). Parratimnieg
former forensic competitors about gender, sexuality, and forensics helped timgain
improved insight to my own experiences. Walliman (2005) posed the greatest chilenge
research lies in the inability of the researcher to be a neutral observeiety aod culture. We
are constant producers of culture. Our experiences thus cannot be effectiveigaddrom our
analytic observations. Tedlock (2007) clarified that it is critical thatarebers process their
experience in order to engage in autoethnographic research. | soon realigetbasked on this
academic journey that | was irrevocably connected to my research. Subgalysis would be
impossible. Therefore, | had to take on an autoethnographic approach to my thesis.anal

Gingrich-Philbrook (2005) described that performance studies helped to develop the

procedure beyond the ethnographic collecting of stories towards a means of inoag@ora
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researcher’s narrative within the collected narratives to truly comaaostormative
examination of identity. In this way, autoethnography is a way for the qualitagearcher to
attempt to move away from the veil of subjectivity and instead attempt to see hmersicip
directly influences, interacts, and alters the researcher. For sorag ltarhard to distinguish
how autoethnography differs from autobiography, however Gingrich-Philbrook (2005)nexplali
that autobiography highlights writing aesthetic over epistemology. Aut@pbgris an
exploration of self that is not concerned with reflection or cultural critiquectitheral critique
however is combined with other research methods in order to provide a sense of multiple
interpretations of a particular phenomenon. O’Byrne (2007) articulated that an gévaita
combing autoethnography with other research methods is that a researchangatate truth-
discovering perspectives to overcome possible flaws in the interpretatigst ohg individual.
In this project | used qualitative interviews to provide a multiplicity of voiodsl in the gaps,
vocabulary, and experience that | did not have by myself.

Tillman (2009) posited that the identity is critical to processing knowledde a
autoethnography serves as a means to center identity at the root of knowledgetommstr
Understanding how others perceived their forensic experience provided me withlheal
frames to understand my own. My forensic history is not a fiction. It is a perstonathat
shaped my identity and my understanding of the world. However, critical aspatysstdry
were shaped by larger cultural messages in society that were uptietdfariensic culture.
Denzin (2006) described how he inserted himself into his autohethnographic wriéimgesss
of re-experiencing. While interacting with other competitors | wasnaea of my own

experiences. | began to see how my life story was not just isolated incidehoesagthobia or
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sexism, rather | could see larger systemic interplays of power woven irdgpagience and the
experiences of others.

My research provided previously unrecognized perspectives in forensic schotarshi
opportunity for recognition. Eisenberg, Murphy, and Andrews (1998) encouraged hesgaoc
process interviews not as a doorway back in time that accurately portraysentmrather to
reflect on the assignment of significance to past events. | therefore couldga from
analyzing why particular moments stood out to participants instead of stegingpment as a
factual representation of the past. Denzin (2006) described referencqsenrsedsnto his
autoethnographic writing were vehicles to perform his writing style. My aodtgime
functioned similarly. Fasset and Warren (2007) argued that the purpose of auta@gthivogr
writing invites the experiential knowledge of others to be shared and through thespathoe's
a researcher to become lost in those experiences mixing into their ceegtsasd. While |
processed the experiences of others | was forced to reexamine and reflggbensaonal history.
It was so entrenched with bittersweet feelings of unrequited validationthitststill spills into
desire to be seen as an academic and a coach. This research endeavor shapadmoeant
adept and aware educator, coach, mentor and person, becoming more prepared for the continuing
process of life. Denzin (2006) argued that critical pedagogues can use aut@ghypas a
means to challenge not only the prescribed methods of teaching but to also togiamétym
break down societal norms to perpetuate a new vision for our culture. In this instamcet
only speaking about the LGBTQ culture or forensic culture, but the academie ¢aitards
LGBTQ issues.

Fasset and Warren (2007) described that autoethnographic writing asss phate

allows the author to be critical and reflexive through in and within similarifi@®ugh



55

processing the personal significance | developed a conscientization of mydqasts Friere
(1973), articulated conscientization as the liberating process of oppresseslgmeopiunicating
their oppression through dialogue. The creation of dialogue with interviewipantis
established a personally profound liberating consciousness. No longer the nelfrotic s
evaluation of forensic experience, finally proof that others have indeed seen aneneegkthis
dubious display of gendered difference in forensic competition. Throughout my pngoefstie
interviews if | felt connected to the response | described, inserted, and blyseld imo the
apparent themes of my participants. This format of autoethnographic inserped het

reconcile my initial inquiryls it just me?
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CHAPTER FOUR

Analysis

| began collegiate forensics as a policy debater. | was told that delsateplae for the
analytic mind and my coaches saw potential. | was initially made to behav debate was more
welcoming to lesbians. At the time | didn’t identify as a lesbian, but thengkeoach had made
was “Gay men do speech. Lesbians do debate.” | spent an arduous year in poleacie eaen
though | had learned more in that one year of policy debate than | had in my 18fygars
prior, | had yet to see the lesbian promised land that my coach had describealy nays, |
felt the feelings of gendered isolation Rogers (1997) had articulated. It wastihdieft debate
and joined individual event competition had | felt a sense of belonging. | used this ameatdot
to disparage the debate community but to demonstrate that | was told that iy idsbtity
would not be accepted in i.e. competition, but it was the opposite in my experience. Although,
few people at an individual event tournament looked like | did, | felt that | could eXjplogts
of myself in a more progressive way than debate had allowed. This was hoim Ide# with
individual event competition. However, as | have become more honest with my closervat
have had to realize that individual event competition is not the open arms community | had

idealized it to be as a competitor.

A necessity for my research inquiry was that participants be honest aboutwaéysh
the intersection of forensic competition and sexuality influenced gender ydestibrmance.
During the interview process | uncovered a variety of experiencesatiggd from inspirational
to disturbing. Needless to say the forensic community has a bevy of LGBAt€dredsues that

can finally be brought to light.
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Due to the textured and at times intersectional perspective of participastgijtical that
| in some instances provide gender and sexuality identifiers in my analysgpohses. This
helped me uncover themes. No single question asked divulged an obvious theme, however
themes could be contextually grasped through responses to different questionstasviba/s
progressed. Therefore, when explaining themes, it is often necessary touaizexe
responses with the specific question which prompted the response. Apparent themes found in
responses were Social Acceptance, Gender ldentity Performance, detextvity, and

Homonormativity.

Social Acceptance

Overall, the general attitude the participants had towards LGBTépi@ece in forensic
competition was positive. | will discuss how the interviews demonstrated thabhtbe former
competitors found a place to not only be LGBTQ identified but also found the forensic

community affirming of that socially marginalized identity.

When | asked “Did you feel like forensics was a welcoming place to berdenef the
LGBTQ community?” 11 participants answered yes without reservatiorgipant 2 claimed it
was the first place they had ever “encountered gay men”. Two participatitstigxstated that
forensic competition was the most accepting group towards LGBTQ i@enpéople they had
found. Another participant mentioned that they lived in a region of the country whexe it w
dangerous to be a member of the LGBTQ community and forensic competition wadhéyer
found a feeling of belonging with LGBTQ members. However, one participantedtisbdt the

forensic community was welcoming to all forms of identity and not exclusieBTQ people.
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This prompted me to wonder if the former competitors felt comfortable discussing
LGBTQ issues within forensics. Overwhelmingly, participants discusseddrewsic
competition had become a forum to freely argue for LGBTQ rights. Speeciesdstefunction
as a mild mode of resistance to social limitations of the LGBTQ communmitgday of the
interviewed competitors. All of the competitors | interviewed had at one péattae speech
event topics that either explicitly addressed or dabbled in LGBTQ awardnésntified
dabbling as potentially discussing LGBTQ issues in impromptu or throwing an ingplicaa
rhetorical criticism or informative speech that dealt with LGBTQ isshet the speech itself
was not entirely LGBTQ focused. This meant that forensics functioned earsmaf discussing
aspects of competitor marginalized identities that they might not haweefefortable discussing
otherwise. One participant described how having a gay character in a Déclhinv to explore
his identity as a gay man before he even knew how to identify himself. Indijgive forensic
community made these participants feel comfortable enough to talk about LGBI&3 with a
more receptive audience than hometowns, schools, or family. There was a semsarisoai
the interviews that forensics provided an albeit temporary weekend escapeap@ e
nonetheless from the difficulties of being LGBTQ identified in less socaltgptable places. 10
competitors when asked “Were you ‘out’ as a competitor?” said yes and aBathafied that
they were out on their teams but not necessarily at home or in the forensic communiyel
this indicates that a majority of the former competitors felt comfartiabing out in a forensic

community.

When | asked “Were there any other LGBTQ members on your forensic teanyaine
competed?”, 14 of the participants stated that there were other LGBTQ membess teatm.

Many participants seemed to find humor in this question, one participant simpty ‘stgt team
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was very gay”. Another participant even discussed how their team would often joitesthat
were the “gayest team in the nation”. Although team memberships fluctuayeyeae | was
fortunate enough to also be on many teams that shared the same inside joke abouw being th
“gayest in the nation”. It was almost a humorous badge of honor. It felt nice to be padotdia
group that was not necessarily politically queer, but still had many opinidnG&d@Q

members that | respected. It was exciting and fun to be a part of a group thatdeok pr
LGBTQ people. I not only had many LGBTQ identified teammates throughdagedbrensics
including a transman, a drag queen, a butch lesbian, a go go dancer, a stripper,xtwtspise
and at least five gay men, but | also had many LGBTQ coaches. My cdextped shape my
gueer identity in life and as a performer. | was lucky to have so many &@GBI§Q peers and
coaches as a competitor. 12 out of 18 participants stated they had LGBTQscaachene
participant even felt the need to clarify that although they did not have LGBAche&® they
affirmed his gay identity after he came out. Many participantgHattforensics, or at least their

teams, were a safe place to be an LGBTQ member.

My team thrived on its’ diversity as a competitive strength, although e dierse in
more than just sexuality and gender. That atmosphere provided me with tools to be maoe ope
making friends outside of my team. One participant articulated the forenspettom helped
him establish emotional competence to make friends and understand others. WhenDiasked “
you have any LGBTQ friends that competed in forensics?” | received maoyragmg light
hearted responses. One participant responded with a hearty “HAHAHAHARAtold me to
refer to the previous question about LGBTQ coaches. This competitor cleadysiradar and
maybe more so close relationship with coaches that helped mold him as a compediat, s

and person. Another participant elucidated that he “had more LGBTQ friends inderras in



60

any other ‘friend’ group”. Another participant simply answered “Yes, possibizdlion”.
Perhaps most telling was the participant response “It's hard not to”. This deswechshat many
of the interview participants felt that they could not only be themselves ont @iutuhey could
be themselves and develop emotional bonds with others who identified similarly. Hothesser
prompt seem to spark an interesting observation from many participants withbet firdadding

from myself.

Many of the female participants observed that they had significantly oemgfied gay
males as friends in forensic than any other member of the LGBTQ commumi¢&yre§ponded, |
had “several gay male friends but | don’t think | knew any other lesbians ondb#’@nother
stated, “several [LGBTQ friends] but more gay men than lesbians” and finallgxptened,
“Yes, tons. Mostly gay men. Some were rumored to be lesbians”. This indicatekhtbagh
female members of the LGBTQ community felt belonging because of thenme= of gay men,
they did not seem to readily find other female LGBTQ members. This wasstheirir of
complex gender underpinnings in my interviews of former LGBTQ competitorsafiihede of
social acceptance from former forensic competitors mirrored my own fedélhgs and
attitudes towards sexuality and gender identity performance within for@sigetition.
Individual event competition seemed to be a place that respected gay argurdesttsias.
However, as | began to truly reflect on my story as it layered with the respainsg
interviewees, | uncovered inequity, contradictions, and disappointment. Many of tbgpats
seemed to lack the vocabulary to describe their experiences. It Walsegsdid not know if they
could offer a narrative of difference in relation to their LGBTQ ideraitgl their forensic
experience. It was demonstrative of the nuance of perplexity concesmndgrg sexuality, and

sexuality even among LGBTQ community members.
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Gender Identity Performance

Gender performance is a very distinct and observable act of identity. kéyure review
contextualized that the ways in which gender is performed are so inscribed in pligzdarse
that to many the performance does not even seem like a conscious choice. Tmewieg/s i
individuals present their bodies is an often overlooked discretion to most, but to some the
presentation of the body can be a highly contested terrain. It was difficatiainy participants
to clarify how their sexuality was a component of performance, but exjpestétir gender were

more apparent among female participants.

Attire. It should come to almost no surprise that participants, for the most part,
thoroughly enjoyed describing their tournament attire. The norm of dress in indieldrl
competition is to present the best professional representation of the self ptissilblet merely
an act of vanity. One participant articulated that although they werelingaifused by the
rules of how to dress, they grew to understand “if a judge didn’t have to critique my agpeara
they could give me real criticism”. Similarly, it was explained to melthaeded to dress in a
manner that would not warrant too much attention because the judge should be focusing on what
| am saying and not what | was wearing. Although, | must admit that | letédgballot
comments about my shirt tie combos. To be honest | still take pride in my shirt tie camtbos
often work with my own students to perfect their own ensembles. Teaching thenptr&ance
of having a tie that makes a statement without being too loud. Tutoring their tyingytezhni
Ties are so knitted into my personal corporeal history and forensic historyithatistically
give ties to students as sign of affection. Students know that | have acceptechreigive
them one of my ties. | cherish seeing them wear my ties. It is aanf dive them a piece of my

legacy. Although, female competitors normatively are expected to fuss oveaghearance,
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however | try to impart the same neurotic tendencies onto my male studentgl\Raoe my

male students confided that he did not understand my obsession with dress when ve¢. fitst m
thought | was shallow. However, he recently admitted that he had began to adopt my approach t
attire because he said he felt more confident taking pride in the way he loakeiptite in

this accomplishment. Fashion is not just a refuge for gay men.

| asked all participants to describe their tournament attire. Therettlasdriation
among male competitors so | will analyze their responses first. Malpetitors wore a variety
of suits. Some branched out in color. One participant described that he “even [had}aitSag
that he wore. Another participant clarified that he had a stylish slim Europeanitc Another
competitor took extra care to wear brightly colored button up shirts. A few coonpetéid
particular attention to matching the shirt tie combinations. One competited i@ had his more
fashionable male teammates pick out what he was going to wear. Another conspetibihat
he meticulously chose his competition wear depending on the events in which he would be
competing that day, breaking out “jazzier” ties for days he was competingenZihner
Speaking. One competitor insisted he would wear white shirts and bright ties bighhisire
piece was a “fierce Louis Vuiton bag”. Men had little wiggle room with profeskéadtige in this
regard. Although, none of the participants discussed how their choices were irdlbgribeir
sexuality, it was clear that the competitors were interested in egpires their personal identity

through their dress.

Similarly, female competitors felt the need to express themselwegythdress, but as
indicated in the introduction there are different gender expectations of dresgety swt are
played out in forensic competition. One participant described the differencesbetvesr

normal dress and tournament attire as a “transformation”. Of the 8 femtidgppats 6 stated
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that they had worn skirt suits throughout forensic competition. Although, most weraabmpl
with gender norms proudly proclaiming they “NEVER” wore flats and some gfatteipants
indicated an interpersonal struggle with coaches and teammates and sonmeirtrapersonal
conflict about wearing skirts in competition. One competitor who wore skirt infessed that
“the activity does have a pretty archaic standard for female dvdss. @ of the female
participants stated that they wore pants suits and felt pressure to wisatosid even articulated
that “skirts just made me feel exposed”. Another argued that she had tattoos gs kerdkirts
would actually make her look less professional. Eventually, she compromised andivisre s
and heels. One competitor described how her teammate told her that “women who wore skir
suits were taken more seriously than those who always wore pants.” She elabbbnatadore
and more | looked around, | realized that there did seem to be something to thatkhdean't
how to explain it.” She began her forensic career observant of what winning donsgdetked

like and few winning competitors actively perform their LGBTQ identit

Some female competitors played up their femininity. In particular, onieiparit who
competed in limited prep admitted purposefully showing more cleavage. Shesdstat the
tactic was not to show off her feminine wiles rather, it was intended to disptasshthaas
undeniably female in an event that had historically ranked women down (White, 1997). This
former competitor argued that sexism was a reason for her to play up henéegender
performance. Another competitor discussed how her coach told her “without make-gpkou |
like a kid”. She explained that after time she grew into feeling more confidentshlegput on
tournament attire. Applying the make-up and wearing heels made her feel prepared f
tournament. | felt similar confidence when putting on a suit and make-up. To this dayickrens

is the only consistent activity for which | will wear a skirt. Another competiescribed how
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she had fun picking out suits that were different styles, colors, textures aied,fabwever she
also posited an interesting self evaluation; “I truly wonder if people would heatedrme the
same had | not worn skirt suits and heels”. Other female competitors, nmgsedfed, described
how tournament dress had indeed influenced our treatment. Of the female pasticipant
interviewed only one identified as masculine and only one other wore ties to tournaments.
However, it is important to note that although | share some of these descritsear ts8yles of
dress, all of our forensic competition experiences in regard to gendempenfa were

significantly different.

Demeanor. | asked participants to “Describe how your coaches advised you to present
your LGBTQ identity as it related to competitive success”. Most ppatits indicated it was a
non-issue. One respondent stated although he was not coached to do so, he would attempt be
more masculine or flamboyant in his introductions to show character distinction and
development in his performances. He also noted that once he became more confident as a
performer he did not feel the need to that. One participant stated he performed hisgédnde
sexuality as “strategically ambiguous”. He was not out as a competiddhaught it was
important to appeal to both gay men and heterosexuals. He was aware of the hgdiye
acceptance in forensic competition but he also wanted the privilege of clainngsesuality if

need be.

One participant noted that his coaches were very supportive of how his sexuality shape
his identity and said that he was very flamboyant and was never advised to piresetftin the
contrary. Another participant articulated that he felt fortunate to be on such atsgaod
accepting team. Even though | myself would say that | was on a socialhegsog team | have

to say that these experiences were very different from my coaches wheal w@stftenme up.
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One female participant stated that she was never coached to appeal tolanmmrgant
audience. She also went on to state, “that may have been due to the fact that queear&ome
stereotypically more masculine and less flamboyant”. Another femaleiparti stated that her
coaches warned not to be singled out as “being the gay kid”. One particwashstoed by a
participant communicated how her straight duo partner should play a lesbian in a duo about

lesbians

My senior year, | had a lesbian duo with another female member on the team, and |
remember us making character choices that were so exaggerated that noadne coul
possibly extrapolate that this performance was rooted in real experi¢ticek it was
important to my straight duo partner that no one confuse her to be associated with my

lesbianism.

This experience demonstrated that the participant’s duo partner had a cursdedigecsy
gender identity, because she did not want to be associated with it. Although thisers imaine
negative, it suggested that there might be a stigma to presenting a non-nogeradieeor
sexuality within forensics, which is contradictory to the seemingly afigrmessages from

other participants.

Not every female participant interviewed had negative experiences withr geeility
performance and coaching. One participant however had coaches who encourag@thlgeup
her androgyny because she could be more memorable. In this way, playing up henityasculi
was ‘edgy’ and a potential strength. This experience was the exception ahd notrh.
Although, one competitor conveyed that he was out when he joined his team and his coach

approached him with the choice to either “maximize” his gay gender perioenaa “tone it
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down”. He chose to tone it down so he could play a wider variety of characters. Thisu®nsc
choice provided by a coach to perform sexual identity both inside and outside of rounds is
indicative that his team ideology neither praised nor vilified LGBTQ pedoce but was aware

of how it could be positively or negatively performed if it was not a performativeechoic

Overall, participants articulated how normative gender and sexuality wWasnped in
forensic competition and some conveyed how those norms were enforced; predominantly
women. Women seemed to understand unwritten rules and norms in a more complex way than
men, but this could be due to societal expectations of gender that carry over into oFersic
example, When | asked the follow up question “Could you ever tell another competitor was
LGBTQ just by looking at them?” most of the male participants dodged the redpotasking
about ‘gaydar’ and suspecting someone was gay however one female partlaniféed:.c'For
the most part | believe that people play it pretty “straight” in speech. dbdrlike “men” and
women look like “women.” | only remember seeing a few competitors in mgrizigiat
complicated gender roles with their appearance”. The awareness of gprésentation was
more apparent in my female participants however one male participant siséoegl\aorth

mentioning:

There was one instance in which a coach advised me to not focus so much on gay
literature and gay topics in my junior year, because they were afraid it wgelohpiole

me as a “gay” competitor. | remember being taken back by this at the ticaeiskd

thought to myself; | am a gay competitor and this is a topic that | feel passahwaut.

While I understood what the coach was trying to convey and they had good intentions, |

wondered why it really mattered.
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This story expressed a feeling of confusion about a stigma seemingliatss@ath
being identified as an LGBTQ member. There seemed to be assertions of veogeater
insisted upon LGBTQ competitors. | believe this the first of many instasrfdesteronormativity

expressed by participants.
Heterornormativity in Forensics

Heteronormativity was rarely explicitly communicated in my intesgdowever it was
apparent in the decision making processes of some of the participantslalvatage upon
blatant heterosexism and homophobia expressed by participants, by addressomgmeétive

pressures, the norming role of judging, and coaching LGBTQ identity.

Heter onor mative pressures. Heterosexism in forensic competition paralleled research in
the literature review. Bullying and blatant homophobia were outliers, howeventieee
moments in the interview worth mentioning. Some of the participants expressed howethey de
with discrimination outside of forensics. One participant explained that her dommwas

vandalized and another described

| am a boyish girl who grew up in [the Midwest]. When men find out that | am bisexua
one of the first things the first questions that follows is if | have ever la@a some

with two girls and one guy or if | would kiss another girl in front of a gug.like people
assume that my sexuality exists for their entertainment and | find tinesrety

offensive.

Experiences like this signify that although the world seems to be gettieg dé&rame of
heteronormativity still exists. When | asked if the forensic community wasd@ming place

for the LGBTQ community two participants indicated that it depended on what regiom of
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country they were performing. This functioned as an important reminder thatidorens

competition does not exist in a vacuum. Tournaments are subject to the judging pool they can

supply.

One of the places where heteronormativity played out in interview analysigwa
relation to sharing hotel rooms with competitors. When | asked the question, “Devgotace
discrimination from teammates because of your sexuality/ gender pentefid found many
of these responses particularly unsettling. Whereas one participant dtktuing serious.
Typical homophobic comments that usually stopped and died down once they realized one of
their teammates were gay,” another participant described intensenutiym teammates and
graduate teaching assistants. The participant revealed that they wieréorséeep on a balcony
because teammates didn’t want to be “molested”. One participant describedosevire level
of homophobia, “Guys were uncomfortable sharing a bed”. Although, | have been pdvilege
enough to not have experienced this form of torment, | can point to instances in the past where
self policed my behavior to avoid potential conflict. The cop in my head would advise me to
avoid particular scenarios. | often slept on the floor instead of opting to shedeas b
tournaments. | never wanted someone to even suggest that | made unwanted advarntses towar
them. Another participant felt similar apprehensions about sharing a robrtreamates. She
explicitly felt uncomfortable coming out because she did not want her teammé#étesk badly
about her. These reservations are not contrived. They are based in a fear ofl gexgiaka
rejection. All of these accounts resonate with the socialization ritualsexily Carmack and
Holm (2005). If a student does not yet understand team culture it would only ma&éhsgns
they would feel apprehensive sharing a room or divulging intimate details stbauality or

feelings, especially when homophobia is expressed by other teammates.
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Some stories conveyed stigmas associated LGBTQ identity. For exarhple) asked
“Did you feel forensics was a welcoming place to be a member of the Q@Bmmunity” one
participant articulated that they felt “like forensics has always beeh kinder to the “freaks”
or queers of the world than most other places”. The association of the particijue@rsdentity
with being a freak was upsetting to hear from another person. So often, | héngegitnegative
characteristics of myself to my lesbian identity and thought | was Ipegemgly self-aware,
however to hear someone else convey a similar opinion resonated self-loatrsng.ifthicative
of internalized dissatisfaction with the self. Another participant when aslced discrimination
illuminated that although he never had faced explicit homophobia, he felt essettEltznes:
“When someone calls you their favorite gay it is simultaneously heartwguand demeaning”.
This is probably more telling of the person calling the participant their fagajt¢han the
participant, but it is a reminder that the participant is markedly differentricomative
sexuality. The assertion thus demonstrates power over the participant, exeeaxphassing an

affinity for them.

Norming role of judging. | asked participants if they could describe a time when they
felt evaluated differently because of their sexuality/gender perfaend3 of the 18 participants
indicated or shared that they felt that they had. One participant clarifiedgighamination he
faced from forensics “didn’t play out in obvious ways” so he never felt comfordédassing it
with anyone. Although one competitor could not point to ballot comments, she did say that
competitors treated her differently after she performed a politiqgalyer program. Another
participant could not think of judges evaluating him differently but now as a coach haresafw
the potential stigma and assists students who want to explore sexuality piebeg. Another

student described his awareness of being evaluated differently and dkbgsibeerall effort to
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curb such comments writing, “I will say that frequently | was concerngdhew my sexuality
affected my characters, or my gestures/voice in PA and LPs”. Anottisigant indicated that
she was judged differently when she didn’t wear normatively acceptabésgiafal dress. One
participant diplomatically responded: “Honestly, | probably say | waays evaluated
differently because of my sexuality”. However, his answer was motegmes to the argument
that his sexuality was immovable from his performance therefore he inharargtyhave been
judged differently. Many former competitors seemed aware that theirlggxves just as much
an integral aspect of evaluation as their topic selection. Multiple partisipgplted by quoting
particular stinging ballot comments that demonstrated this form of knowledgere@orted the
comment, “your performance is good but | don’t relate to her story” another waredtfor
doing a “stereotypical gay” selection and one respondent was asked to “clinzertteons of a
character’s love interest because it was not believable coming frone§iendent].” Most
alarmingly homophobic was the participant who was told on a ballot, “This is inagteopri
God condemns homosexuality. Read your Bible”. These ballot comments suggesisin alm
ubiquitous heteronormative tone. Ballots have two critical functions to evaluate the nouted a

suggest educational improvement. Ballot comments such as this seem to do neither.

Another disturbing trend in heteronormative comments came while analygues isf
topic selection. | asked a follow up question concerning LGBTQ topics: “Werevgoutodd
that you did too many gay topics? Do you think it is possible for someone to do too many gay
topics? If so, what is the limit?” This got participants riled up. Some comzeahswered with
a very sharp “never”, and another was told that she was “on the brink” of having too many “gay
topics”. Another competitor expressed that she had teammates that joked about another

teammate having too many gay topics. Another participant was teasehbydtes who told
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her, that if people didn’t know she was gay before [doing three gay pieces ir) tnggavould
now. This sort of attitude suggests that there is a “minority card” to be playedemslzer of the

LGBTQ community. One participant passionately summed up:

| do not believe it is possible to do "too many" gay topics. That kind of thinking makes
me crazy. "Gay lit" "Feminist topics” "Black/Hispanic/Middle Eastlit" - all of those
terms are bigoted and completely ignore the overwhelming privilege stwdemtsre
heterosexual or white have in our community. Until we start calling everytlsiag e
"white lit", | refuse to tell a student that talking from the perspectivlaf culture is a
hindrance to their competitive success. And every time | see it on a bedige, | We

need to be much more vocal about this issue and educate judges.

The ways in which topics are monitored in forensic competition is sometimess dicél
often contingent upon the values, attitudes, and beliefs of one particular judge. SarEptst

thought of the “gay topic limit” as a double standard. One pointed out:

| enjoy the forensic activity very much. | do think that some judges, however, do say
black students and gay students quite often...."can you do something less black or gay?”
We see this from you all the time, but yet, the same stigma is not heraldedndite

girl who plays the same drunken character EVERY year.

Although I would argue the forensic community in some ways, does call out the same
“drunk girl” every year but criticism to consider branching out is more &mtos performance
choices and not identity. When a judge claims that people “do too many gay topids ntlaae

than a criticism of a performance choice because it is a performance atmitricably linked to
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the performer’s identity. However, this consideration would probably not be made lpyeaojud

even a coach that is on the fringe of an LGBTQ identity.

Coaching an Igbtq identity. It is often difficult for someone that is not part of a
marginalized group to truly understand how identifying with a marginalized geruplter
awareness to cultural constructs. Coaches, although mentors in many waysnesiiad to
understand what it means for a student to “come out” as an LGBTQ member. Ceipgrrti
reflected that after she came out her coach had a sit down talk about how herysaixiuadit
define her. However, when someone comes out, a critical part of their idemtignged. The
participant expressed frustration with being told what her identity was;iabpéy a straight
person in a position of privilege and power. In this regard, her coach was insdndibve
“coming out” and identifying as LGBTQ shaped others opinion of her, but her opinion df.herse
This story particularly struck a heteronormative chord with me because jnwags, even by
LGBTQ coaches | was told what, when, and how to be a member of the LGBTQ community.
However this participant’s story is truly emblematic of the benevolent coanh to impart
wisdom that is hurtful or misdirected. The coach probably felt they werenguiae student
toward a more universal path, but in the process was denying a new criticalodispect
student’s identity: queerness. It displayed that although the forensicusotymmay have many
LGBTQ members, and may be a place to share disenfranchised stories oBh@ LG
community, that we are far from truly understanding each other and how our difference

uniquely shape not only our performance perspectives, but political view points.

Homonor mativity in Forensics
A homonormative perspective suggests that there is a right way to be a part of the

LGBTQ community, which is to stay straight acting. One participant p¢atly identified
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himself as a masculine gay man. One participant observed “I was once judsidg because
the type of gay man | was portraying in ONE of my poems was “too stereatydibe judge

was gay”. The gay judge was indicating that he did not agree with thapeart's portrayal of
an overtly gay man. This is one way which a homonormative paradigm can beysodaited

in forensic competition.

Homonormativity can also be internalized from other outside expectations f@angsbi
and gay men. Another participant when asked to respond to the question “Could you describe a
time when you felt you were evaluated in forensics differently beagfusmir sexuality/ gender
performance?”, could not recall a time this had happened yet then quipped he oftex felt t
wasn’t masculine enough to do well in public address events because of his “gay diakec
suggestion that he speaks in a gay way is demonstrative of internalized homophobia. He did not
feel masculine enough because he had what is colloquially referred to in tR€@QLEBNmMunity
as an O.G.T. (obviously gay trait). He indicated that he disapproved of his voice. The sam
competitor also described that he was less drawn to compete in interp eveusg lgegamen
who were more feminine did better. Friedley and Manchester (2005) found that mpaktitans
were more likely to be rewarded for playing feminine roles in their anay#i&A competitive
success. This observation falls in line with their findings, however the coarpetint on to
state he “never felt the pull to become a flaming gay”. This suggestioesgaggment on and
enforces a stigma against effeminate identity performance oftenatssoeith gay men. This

participant clearly wanted to distinguish himself as separate.

Some participants observed a group of popular LGBTQ competitors and described
feelings of isolation from the in group. One participant described that he hadn’bcomnetil

later in his speech career so he felt that he wasn’t accepted by tHe&jgayatnational
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tournaments. Also within this group there seemed to be a sense of who was alloweal into t
group and who wasn’t. One participant described an unwelcoming feeling from otiade fe
LGBTQ members: “few out women were willing to be open until they had known about her own
sexuality”. This indicates that someone has to be a known LGBTQ member in ordetitfunc

in certain LGBTQ circles in forensic competition. Furthermore, whekec “Did you feel like
forensics was a welcoming place to be a member of the LGBTQ communityPaQiogpant

gave a very pointed observation about how he felt forensic competition:

| feel like forensics believes it is, and for all intents and purposes, it fe apsce for a

lot of individuals. At a communal level, forensics is a welcoming place. Howevenfpa

this is that it can afford to be, knowing full well that all that is needed to keep queer
pieces/performers out of rounds is a single ballot. Then it becomes a mattéx; bf “O

guess that one judge didn't like it, we have to accept that.” So while the community
welcomes LGBTQ members, competitively there are a lot of hurdles, aekpast and

issues that have to be faced, that is not discussed because the judge is allowed to rema
faceless in this activity. | feel like a very specific gay agesdarivarded within the

forensics community, one which falls in line with organizations like the HRC. GRTL
identity that is acceptable in forensics is one which still centers arougdyhehite

male.

The participant above explicitly discussed the underlying theme of homonotynistiicated
throughout multiple interviews. Many participants felt that the forensic contynaltihough it
has many LGBTQ members, presents a very limited view of acceptable rsevhbee LGBTQ
community and acceptable messages.| can relate with this participarsfsective. When |

competed | was coached to tone down my lesbian identity. Although my lesbianisniemas of
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treated as a hurdle | had to overcome, | was also taught to make my weaknessesgths. |
found ways to appeal to the white gay male perspective. So much so, that my esaemddt
joked about how my gender performance in ADS was more of an effeminate gay man than
lesbian. | was coached by gay men to act like a gay man to appeal to gay maeljudgey
ways, | developed a tournament persona around that identity that still haunts weediffeulty
developing friendships with gay men or straight women without taking on that persona. The
persona is a homonormative function that flares when | need a defense mechanism. When |
present myself in a more androgynous body | over compensate with an accepted gender

performance by the dominant group.

Heteronormativity and homonormativity can play itself out in a multitude of wawys
of the means of control instituted is the insistence of heterosexuality wheosem ascribes to
a normative gender performance. In this way bisexuals threw a wrench igeenither identity
performance analysis. Although, many cultural ascriptions can be placed mmaffegay men
or butch women, there are almost no performance indicators for bisexuals. Onpagrdrsitzted
that she was out on her team, however she assumed everyone outside of her team assumed she
was straight. It is this situatedness that could provide a unique perspectiveebtbesy could see
how they were in a unique position to pass as heterosexual, but understood the mechanisms of
control that limited the gender and sexuality performance of other identities€elf-identified
bisexuals | interviewed in many ways were more vocal about their sexudtyidetause it was

less obviously performed and more frequently challenged as a true deviatitysexua

There was an unsettling trend among bisexual participants. Many clainéethavere
not treated as “real” LGBTQ members. Bisexuals discussed how bisgxuadi often evaluated

as less marginalized because it was a passable identity. One partiaipetht diated that “I
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mean, it's pretty hard to come out as “bisexual.” One participant describextehsit
community as accepting for LGBTQ people but distinguished that she did nokéetidi
community was as accepting towards bisexuals. She described how sheagabbathents
about a bisexuality program she performed that stated that the judge “dicgvebel
bisexuality”. Judgments about bisexuality being a less marginalized gnoepen existing, is
less of a judgment about topic, and more directly an evaluation of identity. The judgiss |
instance told the competitor that her intersectional identity was illusorya@ihiy to deem what
is and is not an LGBTQ issue is an exertion of power, even if that person is a merheer of t

LGBTQ community.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Conclusions

| began this project attempting to see if other competitors had felt influepacgehter
norms to act, dress, perform, and be a specific way in forensic competition. RQllasideat
ways do normative conscriptions of gender influence gender identity perfoer& LGBTQ
intercollegiate forensic competitors? As it turned out this was a loadedogueghout a
specific answer. Normative gender indeed alters the forensic experidn@8®f) competitors,
but the extent to how was, and is, invariably unknown. | did find other people that felt the sting
of people told to limit their identity. Overall, participants that identified asafe seemed to
have a more critical understanding of how identity was shaped through dress and gender
performativity. Perhaps this is indicative of other modes of power in societylangety
recognized by women. Or perhaps people that transgress norms are more aaartheir
identity is related to acts of evaluation. Whatever the cause, it is appatathetimterviewed

participants, much like the rainbow that symbolizes their community, cross thriapec

To keep with the rainbow motif, colors in a rainbow are not distinct. In fact, they blur
into each other creating hues that are often subsumed by more perfunctarglabered,
orange, yellow, green, blue, indigo, violet. Labels in many ways help to estabaisésffor
people to better understand cultural constructs, but labels in many ways ovedysiomplex
issues of identity. In some instances, participants carved their own patfyidgritiemselves
outside of the paradigms I initially set out. Other times participants sk than fine
attributing labels, qualities, and characteristics to their sexualitgamder identity. This

tenuous division seemed to ebb and flow depending on the questions | asked. It was apparent in
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the interviews that many LGBTQ competitors felt that they were rtehksl to unless they fit a

particular accepted norm of what forensic evaluators deemed suitable.

The process of collecting the experiences of past LGBTQ competitors abthoam
them with my own has helped me reconcile my past with my future as a coach in this
community. | realize that other students had coaches that nurtured and develop&d LGBT
identities of their students and that | have the ability and choice to be thab$peptive
students. | do not want to dictate heteronormative or homonormative cultural framesyont
students. Therefore it is essential that | move the processing of thist froje what happened
to what can be done. This chapter will shift from understanding past narrativelsapiogs
future ones. | shall discuss limitations to my research in this projgxiuag upon my increased
understanding of forensic competition and gender identity performance, befone finall
developing future areas of research for forensic scholarship and the comtouardgiscipline.

Limitations

There were many limitations to my investigative approach. The limits fundtimme

multiple tiers. First there were problems with my research approachyalushited sample.

Resear ch approach. The means in which | had to conduct my research was admittedly
not ideal. Email interviews are a relatively new qualitative methodadtdifficult to maintain a
working relationship with participants. Some of the initial responses weyesiveple or
formulaic responses. It was often difficult when | was familiar withigiaants because there
were cues that should have or could have been easier to draw upon if we were able to

communicate face to face.
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Kazmer and Xie (2008) claimed that mutual disclosure between interviewer and
interviewee can build a transformative rapport. Therefore, my intersegéntities placed me in
a unique position to gather interviews and engage politicized queer communichttansdap.
In this instance my situatedness as a lesbian could make participants rogetavdiscuss
issues of gender complexity with a member of a similar marginalized grali@ard Callery
(2001) suggested that identification with interview participants can serveatdigs reflexivity
within grounded theory. Reflexivity of experience can thus be built from howntetviewer
and participants relate to each other. This was particularly difficult wythciironous email
interviews. | needed to insure that my responses were carefully cordtanctsincere. Email
conversations that | had in the past were either sterile disseminations wfatdor or directed
towards people | would see around school. This was a significantly differentgpoda@eafting,
monitoring, and editing responses. Email interviews have limited initial semi@trattachment
to the narratives uncovered. At first, it seemed the lack of transcribingi@wsrwould make
the interview process significantly easier, but other challenges soonteegemselves.
Oppendekker (2006) stated that email interviews present a limited understandsgposes
due to a lack of nonverbal communication. Davis et al. (2004) stated that the responsek in em
interviews were not as long as FtF (face-to-face) interviews. Tdssattributed to a probable
lack in nonverbal cues that would normally prompt dialogue. It is often more ditioché
engaged in conversations without nonverbal cues. At times, | had participantsans\ypér
“yes”, which was particularly frustrating. Those responses would berfiasiurvey however |
specifically needed in depth answers which sometimes were more difficultdeenncbegan
my interview with pointed questions that participants could answer with a “yéstowith the

hope of preparing participants to answer later questions more in depth. Howeveomeéth s
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participants this level of reflection never came to fruition. Even though | maatecarted effort,

follow up questions were still necessary in most cases.

Interviews were difficult to manage and in many ways throughout the processpzi/el
more into open ended surveys. A critical part of the interview process would havebeentd
disclose to my participants about my experiences. However, | became ko waugtheir
experiences and gathering their stories that | forgot to provide a balancessts with them
about my experiences. | was more concerned with gathering informaiadm litnited the
discussions that could have happened in the interview process and in a way | missed the

opportunity to truly get the depth of interviews that | had initially sought out to uncover

Sample. The project was not only limited in enacted procedures but limited by the
sample population. | also realized that some of my participants had a more complex
understanding how intersectionality played into conscriptions of biopolitical powerevér, |
could not attempt to code why this happened because | made the crucial mistakéraf cani
or ethnicity identifiers from the discussion of identity. In the same way ¢xaasty and gender
are inextricably linked to identity, so is ethnic culture and race. Crenshaw (1991 ttwrterm
intersectionality and defined it as the way in which multiple cultural idergithape an
individual's sense of self. The more marginalized identities that one expesithe more
specific their location in understanding social constructions of power. Oneijpanti
preemptively apologized to me for her responses. She said in jest “Damn hebatonitd” In
this way, she was aware that her gender performance was normative asine tthialt not
experience discrimination in the ways that she assumed others would when poegeesto my
call out. It would have been fascinating to ask about her racial or ethnic idemggards to

modes of discrimination. The body is just as much of a contested space fordextity ias it is
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for gender. Maybe she could access the language of biopolitical power in yhaivdue to my
privilege of whiteness, | did not initially think to consider that aspect of iyesdia potential

characteristic to influence experiential knowledge.

My sample was also limited by the age of participants. There werevomiydrticipants
who did not compete within the last decade. This means that there is a limited tpersgec
former LGBTQ patrticipants within my research. | either competel evijudged 16 of the 18
participants. This means that the opinions expressed were not as reflectiiedbasd had
originally hoped with this project. If the forensic culture indeed is refleaf larger cultural
frames than maybe the LGBTQ forensic experience would have been ihhdiféetent from
the 1970’s to the 2000’s. Generational differences would provide critical insightsingly
could not obtain. This could be that a majority of competitors from a few decade®ago a
longer attached to the forensic world and therefore harder to find. Maybe ¢hatlg@iess
concerned with following up on email. Kazmer and Xie (2008) discussed an inhereit digita
divide when conducting email interviews. Therefore, the scope of my projectmvisilby the

medium and those that had access to it.

Although there have been no studies to conclude how many participants in forensic
competition identify or identified as LGBTQ members, | had a relativebllsample. Crouch
and McKenzie (2006) argued that small sample sizes can allow for a depth aeth bre
approach to research. However, my nascent research attempt at compbbxasyus email
interviews required that | be a more seasoned interviewer over a more difiecliltrm In this
way my small sample and a restricted amount of information provided whatuebtdibe a
somewhat skewed representation of the LGBTQ community in forensic campdtivould

like to eventually develop focus groups or face to face interviews to provide monmeteand
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rich experiences to draw from for analysis. For example, 17 of the 18 parsciptenviewed
were still actively involved with forensic community in some way. This lolyi@dsumes that
they would see their involvement with forensics as positive. However, if latéeeo find more
people that are no longer involved that could potentially provide a more critical pétuoey
their LGBTQ identity was managed in forensic participation. This is true foy wariables,
including age and era of competition. My interviews much like the rainbow simply did not
address every perspective within the LGBTQ spectrum. | had no participanisentified as
transgendered or transsexual. This means that even my attempt to thwart hetdrom@ma
homonormative ideological frames within forensics, is homonormative becauskidesxa
missing perspective. Although there are many limiting contextual facttnssta.e. there are
fewer transgendered or transsexual people in society. However foremsie coluld also play

into the limited number of Trans participants. Without research this is meretcwaje

Increased Under standing of Forensic Experience

After collecting the experiences of other forensic competitagslithat | have developed
a greater sense of how my LGBTQ identity was performed and managed gsetednihrough
the process | could not help but reflect on observed experiences. Reading betwiees the |
gathered a sense of how feminine gender identity performance was uniquasafoodture and
how the organizational culture of forensics operationally is managed by a dogitGBTQ

group: the gayocracy.

Feminine gender identity performance. Overall, women seemed to grasp the ways in
which their bodies functioned as performative sites of identity. However, thend watear

discernible reason for this. If | were to fill in the gaps | would suggesthisalhas to do with
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conscribed patriarchal expectations for the female body and presentati@irstigar in
collegiate forensics, my team had a two time national champion competingsienar year.

She had won a national title in After Dinner Speaking delivering a speech about how wome
were not encouraged to wear pants suits in forensics. It was clever ahddraavenvore

pant suits to tournaments. Our coaches supported this political act of resistamds foveasic
norms. Yet, they repeatedly attempted to fix my performance. What wa=difféAlthough
there are many differences between that former competitor and mysethgortant to
distinguish that she was identifiably heterosexual and beautiful, like “N@totff beauty myth
but graduated cum laude from law school beautiful”. No one questioned her sexbhalitghe
wore pants; however | presented myself as unmistakably queer. Observerbarfyropuld

witness my non-heterosexuality.

Witnessed acts of transgressive gender identity performance are notluezdlse there
is an expected cultural script for women to perform their gender in a patlisociety that

women continue to perform. Butler (1988) articulated that:

The act that one does, the act that one performs, is, in a sense, an act that haadpeen goi
on before one arrived on the scene. Hence, gender is an act which has been rehearsed,;
much as a script survives the particular actors who make use of it, but whichgequire

individual actors in order to be actualized and reproduced as reality once again. (p. 526).

At some point women are taught what it means to be a woman and part of that mesiee msr
how a woman is supposed to look and act. | always understood this expectation and despite my
mother’s best efforts | never really accepted this expectation as asiertef my identity. My

intersectional identities thus provided me with a location to view the norm differéh



84

awareness that the female participants demonstrated might be indicative otdrsectional

identities understand mechanisms of power differently. | believe that a agcessiponent of
intersectional awareness lies in empirical contradictions. CldelyGBTQ women

interviewed witnessed layers of patriarchal rationalizing in regardsrider performance in

forensic competition, even if they were unaware of how it shaped their own eker@itenshaw

(1991) argued that women have throughout years of oppression found ways to communicate how
social constructs had limited or delegitimized their experiences as wohisrestablished a

communal sense, or a female intuition, woven into cultural understanding of phenomenon. In this
way, | believe that patriarchal expectations for gender identity arss@eily entrenched in

perceptions of femininity that it is commonly unquestioned by society at large.

If patriarchy is an unquestioned motivator of identity performance than in forensic
competition it would only seem natural to instruct women to present themselvesiraadean
order to maintain credibility. Although many of the female participants asege of this norm
they were not necessarily questioning the compulsory notion that women need to shteggheir
in order to be credible. This sentiment seems like a patriarchal application of iykemdity

performance within forensic competition warrants more scholarly attenti

Gayocracy. Homonormativity was densely woven into the responses of interviewed
competitors. This is partly because some competitors so easily ascilb®monormative
paradigm it is often difficult to see modes of power conspicuously tiered withinganalared
group. One participant observed that “It was one of the first places wheveghganen in
positions of power, running amazing collegiate programs and fostering cougostiticess”.

This is true in forensic competition. Gronstal (2008) described this phenomenon asrthie fore

“gayocracy”. It is often joked about in forensics. Many of the female pamitsgeointed out that
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there appeared to be more gay men in forensics than other members of the LGBii@hitgm

There are also ramifications both implicitly and explicitly mentioneddigpants.

Although Gronstal (2008) may have alluded to the gayocracy within forensicchigira
structure as part of her analysis of metaphors used in forensic culturegriat@mam the
interviews that the gayocracy is a perceived reality among foreosipetitors of all sexes,
genders, and sexualities that is more apparent to people that are able to readrtieadés of
the LGBTQ community. Of course, no one can conclusively know that another is gay.
Participants indicated this as well. Maybe it is possible to suspect, but to trulyiknow
possible. However there are certain distinguishable acts and lingdestidfiers that can be
understood by in-group members. Participants were not willing to admit thesé@edgrdr

heavily qualified them, which I think warrants more investigation.

A critical aspect of assuming somone is gay has to do with the cultural eiectat
gender identity performance. Therefore the ways in which performanceydsminstructed in
forensic competition is fascinating. | was intrigued by people that tatkaat gheir “gay
accent”, or butching up their intro, or coming out in speeches, or coming out within émejr te
or not coming out at all. All of these individual choices are effects of not onlyohetenativity
but also homonormativity within forensic culture. The difficulty of researchiagéd constructs
was that the narratives uncovered were bound to the cultural constructs of gena=reHow
perceptions of gender, sex, and sexuality are foggy and misunderstood by membaetyof s
the LGBTQ community included. The conflation of gender, sex, and sexuality, impacts t
decisions made by all people to present their identity. However, there are ungglggse
placed on members of the LGBTQ community. One participant expressed that atenrmuigt

to being gay in forensics is to perform gay topics:
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| feel like if you are gay in forensics it is expected that you are out ahgatha@o gay
lit/topics | think that it is expected for gay men to be “pretty” and “swidhigink that
lesbians are expected to be “butch” and have short hair and not wear make-up | don’t
know if these are necessarily unwritten rules, but I think that they perpetuayeofrthe

societal issues that surround gay and lesbian stereotypes.

When it came to addressing “gay topics” in forensics many of the participgmessed
frustration with the essentializing nature of competition performancesinigsisere is such a
thing as “too many” gay concepts. However, there was a very real senseibexpressed by
others. This would mean that some are getting a clear message that iibie fossomeone to
be too performatively gay. | expressed this concern during my introduction whassitgcmy
own forensic experience. | worry that this might be believed by non-LGB&iQbers of
forensics and it is therefore worth exploring more intersecting issugnhdér and sexuality
within forensic study. Maybe the forensic community could take on different stisnida
events that do not evaluate or discriminate competitors on topic selection regacging
ethnicity, sex, gender, and sexuality. One of the respondents articulatedtthasddst for
topics should be if the student is “growing and changing as a performer.” | thinkpaaphg in
the forensic community would agree to this standard, however why is it that feslgleat they
can comment on one gay topic as if it is the only gay topic that one can do? Manpgrasic
pointed out that “gay” community is such a broad area that covers many issuesuAivessal
response to this answer argued that it is possible to do too many of the same togyg but “g
topics” are not all inherently the same. One participant was quite eloquentlisthmistion, “I
think it is possible to do too many gay topics on the same thing, but there are so mesy iss

facing the LGBTQ community without being repetitive”.
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In regard to the ways in which heteronormativity and homonormativity were appare
within performance was indicated by how “straight” people performed LGBTiQifids in
interpretation events. | noticed that many of the participants seemed ®watanad how they
performed LGBTQ characters but quite often non-LGBTQ members are alsoayebto
perform progressive literature. | therefore asked “Do you think straigpteoperforming
LGBTQ topics are judged in the same way as LGBTQ competitors?” Swmhoated that they
felt that they were judged the same. However, other participants shareaglifiginions. One
participant suggested conditionality to the notion of topic selection statnge*sopics should
be reserved for the LGBTQ community as they are the ones directly impgdteslibsues or
themes discussed by the pieces.” However, other participants expressedythelt that non-
LGBTQ competitors were treated differently. One participant fettttha was to an unfair

benefit for straight competitors.

No. | think that when straight folks take on LGBTQ roles it looks like a great undeytakin
in character development. How amazing that they were able to portrayaalasbi

make it feel so real even though it must have felt so foreign to them! Liketiomed
before, LGBTQ identified competitors who choose to perform queer lit get aflatkf

for playing or even abusing their “card”.

Another participant described the frustration that she had when one of her stralghts

performed a piece stating:

| don’t! | feel that if a straight person does gay lit they get such backlaskidgethey are
not gay and they don’t know “how it feels” or people talk about them and are always

asking “are they gay”? | have had this happen to a student | was coachiogndef
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piece of lit that he loved so he did it. He was a straight person performing as gay and his
ballots got lots of hits because people thought he was playing a stereotype amagnot be

realistic. | had other coaches asking me if he was gay.

Although it is beneficial to hear that the student was dedicated to trying taypanealistic or
truthful performance of a gay man. | feel the alarming sentiment of tipisrres had to do with
the evaluation of the student’s performance. When a judge calls a portregalygtieal it is a
signifier of privilege. If gay judges expressed that the straight naarperforming a stereotype
the judge is also stereotyping. Similarly if the judge identifies as @&ilkIsmember to state that
the straight performer was performing a stereotype is a statemtm@dtiow the judge sees
his/her own gay identity. | am willing to agree that there is no one gay \Jdntitl also think it
is problematic to insist that another performance is a stereotype of degdiyyi because
someone realistically identifies and performs their sexuality and getetgity as such.
Therefore the discussion of stereotypes within forensic performance is nabombyex but it is
also textured with hierarchal structures of power of whom can determieetgf@cal behavior.
There are unspoken power dynamics held by a judge that can always be wieldexteanteldor

by the forensic culture.

Future Research

Denzin and Lincoln (2000) suggested that qualitative research can be a springboard f
experimental research. My qualitative project warrants furthecaritesearch into forensic
culture. It is essential to collect more experiences of marginalizeds/twaapture a greater
sense of the forensic experience because Corbin and Strauss (1990) articalateg$tigators

do not create data, rather they utilize data to create theory and then thestgdghrough other
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research investigations. Thus far there is little applied theory to forgssicipation. Leaving
me with little to build from in this research process. However, the expesdrcollected have
caused me to reflect and critically ask more questions related torgsexigality, and identity

within forensic competition.

All of the interview participants expressed very positive feelings toveaeth$ic
competition and expressed that they learned many invaluable life lessonscdnamynicated
that they were still involved with forensic competition in some form. When | ask&dipants
to describe their overall feelings towards forensic competition, ivet®verwhelmingly
positive feedback: “It's wonderful and | miss it every day”, “It is my pagsand | believe
consistently changes the life of those competing”, “Forensics was shéhbmg that | did with
my college career. Period.”, “For 10 minutes people HAD to listen”, “I love farenkiwas the
reason that | decided to become a graduate student, and it holds the potential to do s& much”. |
was clear among participants that forensic participation changegéneéeption of the world
and themselves. One very touching response described suicidal feelings‘Bta@ngics saved
my life. If it weren't for forensics I'd probably be straight or deatiinhy be this transformative
experience that can attribute to how participants could notice discrepantrigatinent and still

sing the absolute praise of forensic competition.

As a potential career coach | want to impart that | believe in the valuesoifor
competition. | do not doubt the power of forensic performance or the pedagogisab¥al
forensic competition. | am saying that blind praise of forensics presenteddiotury
information in my interviews. Most participants, even ones that experienced blatayphuabia,
heterosexism, and homonormativity could only recall instances of them, and failedttoyoi

consistent forensic culture as the agent enacting those cultural constructiems| &gked
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participants if they could change anything about forensics they failettitess LGBTQ issues
as something to be addressed. Many pointed to “politics” or norms, but much like me, they
couldn’t place themselves or issues as something that the forensic community shmuld va
enough to change. Participants felt like part of a larger but | was confusedofiioest
participants stated forensics taught them “advocate” and “to love themselwés’toncurrently
ignoring the lack of genuine acceptance in the forensic community towardewvimeir

marginalized identities.

It seemed that participants communicated a gratitude to the lessons fpeetisipation
taught them. One participant described how he became more emotionally addpteipéc

him better process his eventual coming out process.

Forensics allowed me to be more emotionally competent. There were tirapd w
struggled with the darker side of the gay life and had wished there were fallthd
have reached out to me and tried to help me through the bad times, but those times made

me stronger today.

Many simply stated that they appreciated their improved critical thinkitlg. Allen,
Berkowitz, Hunt and Louden (1997?) provided the academic grounding to support that sentiment
communicated by participants. But it seemed troubling to me that so few of tlegppats were
able to notice the cultural conscriptions of heteronormativity woven into the deswipf their
forensic experience. Which forces me to reiterate, if we as a commuaéy @ducational
activity than it is time we start asking more critical questions about whatlgxare our

competitors learning?
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Many participants spoke to a greater sense of community. | understandlthgs dée
communitas within the forensic community. However this feeling seemed to be libfptms
supplying a blind endorsement of forensic competition without critical reftgxiVhe LGBTQ
forensic experience in this regard is treated as an individual experiesodated instances of
heteronormativity and homonormativity. Participants seemed to dismiss waggehm w
hegemonic influence was supported as individual moments, instead of recognizingcsystem
issues within the forensic community. Forensic norms in many ways functioned asveper
structures to enforce both heteronormativity and homonormativity. These Cirhoras are is
rarely explicit, rather they are insisted. However, many of the yaatits seemed to rationalize
the means to justify the ends. Heteronormativity and homonormativity seemed ta &tedale
order to meet the greater purpose of forensic competition. The most precamosi®for
homonormativity were typified by what participants were not discussingatizing in their
responses. For example one participant personally felt that there waista how many “gay”
related events a competitor can have. This former competitor clearlyalited comments
about topics and now holds a perspective that similarly limits other competitor. ©pies
competitor described how her gay coaches limited herself presentatibpndoniative dress
standards. “My coaches adored me, but did work very hard to keep me more “normal.” Mostly
so that | could be competitive....” This is an instance of heteronormativity and homordymat
enacted in the name of competitive success. Our modes of normalization had subsequent

manifestations by participants.

Furthermore, forensic research could benefit from branching out int@kritic
organizational culture. Research regarding organizational culture in forensies hanctioned

as identifying the ways in which intercollegiate forensics is an org#omzh culture. However,
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this study has demonstrated that it is time for forensic research to mamrelbegre labeling of
culture and move towards a scholarship of uncovering. In particular forensic caltlde
benefit from understanding the ways in which messages in forensics are ptdwedsgterent
cultural groups within forensics. Forensic culture seemed to establisiplmpkirspectives from
the participants interviewed. There is no correct way to experience ailaarticlture; however
there are different frames that can be used to provide a context for & exéinanation of an

organizational culture.

Martin (1992) developed a set of approaches to highlight ways organizational culture
attempts to establish unambiguous messages through perspectives of integffatientidiion,
and fragmentation. An integration perspective helps to establish what valuearacevsithin
the organization. Eisenberg, Murphy, and Andrews (1998) explained that this approach tries t
eliminate ambiguity in cultural messages and focuses on concrete asppedtsref
communicated within an organization. Martin’s next perspective is differentidisenberg,
Murphy, and Andrews (1998) stated that a differentiation perspective challeggegation
wide agreement. Martin (1992) stressed that different sub-cultures within arzatgancan
agree but there are levels of discord between and among subgroups. Ambigtstggzide of
each sub-culture group in a differentiation model, but not within. Eisenberg, Murphy, and
Andrews (1998) described a fragmentation approach as inherently grounded in ambiguous
communication. The nature of fragmentation is embedded in ambiguous processing of
communicated messages. Therefore, there is no presumed consensus within artionganiza
even within sub-groups. Consensus however is inevitably reached within organizatituras
and riddled with mixed interpretations. | think it would be curious to see how portrayals of

gender are communicated within the organizational cultures of foremsjmetition.
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This project demonstrated how issues of gender are ambiguously understood, enacted,
and enforced within forensic culture. All of the participants demonstrated a cursorgigew
of gendered expectations in forensics, but since there are no explicit rulestardtelemeanor
they are ambiguously understood through a standardization of norms. Norms areftague
misunderstood, and determined by those in power. Clair (1993) stated that hegemonyesippress
marginalized members of society and can be analyzed through perspefkintegration,
differentiation, and fragmentation. The simple act of uncovering the stories could be a
transgressive act for the forensic community that favors the integratispegéve of forensic
organizational structure. However, analyzing through this frame could conthudreonstrate
power relationships that thus far were merely hinted at by the participatesviewed. | would
conclude from my interviews that forensic culture certainly communicatbgaous messages
in regards to LGBTQ identity. Are messages of heteronormative and homowerpmatier
communicated by the identified “gayocracy” of forensic completion? It wouldftiverbe
interesting to further explore what these ambiguous messages are and theseaif in line

with Martin’s frame.

Charmaz (1983) articulated that grounded theory can function as a sense-makirgy proces
for social and cultural constructs. | experienced that sense makinggpeaoeesven though |
answered my research question | am left with many more to consitlerariculate and move
forward in my academic pursuits. | realized how my experience fit intdt@ral frame and |
realized that | at least was not alone. Many experiences that | hatlyinitought of as

individual seemed to be interconnected to how other participants practiced and understood.

My research has been the first critical step indiiser connect the dotsfound as many

differences as similarities among the former competitors hiewed. However, | did sense that
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there was more going on than merely performing speeches. Some pasisgeaned frustrated
by forensic culture but managed to still argue for continued participation. O repaautt

summed:

While it has its flaws just like any other community, it is where | contipadloose to

be. |think we are the cutting edge for a lot of things and have been an amazinfproic
lots of causes, specifically LGBTQ issues. | think that what you learnfbansics is

not replaceable by anything else in life. | know that everyone thinks what theyhao is

best, but I'm no exception. What we do is the best.

| couldn’t agree more. | personally found some of the stories expressed afubeauti
contradictions. | keep processing the heartbreaking stories of gay men notlbeittgshare
beds or even rooms with competitors and the blasé description of those events ds ‘fypica
homophobia so inscribed in the cultural narrative that we describe it as “tygubatshy (1989)
argued that forensic competition is bound to greater cultural norms; howevenweaseously
try to argue that the forensic community is socially progressive. | wondenmany interviews
would | need to conduct to make the community question its’ assertion? Mtulieeraview and
interviews swirl around my brain spinning tenuous webs that | see splayed outrbefore
Perhaps forensic competition exists in a dialectic trying to be progeesgh limitations.
Whatever the case, it is crucial that a community that claims to include @bvactually

becomes critical of the voices that it chooses to value.

The exploration and collecting of narratives ultimately helped me gain an tamding
of how biopolitical exertions of power were enacted through gender identity perfognman

forensic competition by LGBTQ members. Perhaps Hinck (2003) summed up the need to
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explore norms in forensic culture best stating: “When our practices lead stialentgmge in
cultural behaviors for the exclusive sake of winning, of appealing to standardsaofrizerte
that reflect a closed system of unwritten and unjustifiable expectationsfompance, we have
lost our way” (p. 64). This sentiment captures how | feel about LGBTQ idamtityorensic
culture. I understand the necessity to be professional however | do not understand how
performing an LGBTQ identity is mutually exclusive. To insist that people dhpmrform and
act contrary to their identity seems antithetical to all of the genuineliiygoseasons stated by
the former competitors stated to do forensics in the first place. | fee¢ldaaved a niche for
myself in the forensic community, but | often worry that the niche | hawedas THE
quintessential lesbian. It is for that reason | encourage more researcb\eruhe intersections
buried within forensic culture. For if we are to accept the premise tleaisios is a co-curricular
activity, than it is crucial to ask what lessons students are implicitly, anetisoes explicitly,
learning from our organizational culture in regards to gender perfornaadosontemporary
society because to merely accept the frames of power as they existeans to perpetuate an

oppressive standard that has gone uncontested in forensic competition for far too long.

| continue to wear ties, not as a tribute to my father, or the moment in which it began. |
wear ties because they are an undeniable extension of myself. It is not enph&sgelltgrow
out. It is part of myself that | have grown into. | imagine years from n@&réncing the post
tournament exhaustion, mirroring the image of my father waiting for awardsrsoymars ago.
A student coming up to me perplexedly asking about my tie, teaching them how to preadly gl

their own knot, passing the story on.
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Appendix A: Recruitment Materials

Call For Participants

Dear Colleagues,

| am a graduate teaching assistant in the department of communicaties siudi
Minnesota State University Mankato, working under the direction of Dr. LealteW/aim
working on compiling research for my Master of Fine Arts Thesis. | &mgfrmer individual
events competitors who self-identify as members the Lesbian Gay BiSeanagenderd and
Queer (LGBTQ) community to participate in an email interview askingiaineir experiences
related to gender identity while members of the forensic community. Amgnieitial questions
should take about 30-40 minutes. Participants may be contacted for follow-up questiens to t
initial responses. Please forward this request for participants on to alumaorkeethat may
exist for your team or anyone that you think would be qualified to take this sdivisyproject
is significant to understanding how LGBTQ competitors experience foremsipetition. | am
aware that many of us have very busy schedules therefore any help witbhré@seastigation,

even if you choose not to participate, would be greatly appreciated. Thank you for your tim

Sincerely,

Alyssa Reid
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Appendix A: Recruitment Materials

Participant Consent Form

Your participation is requested in research on self-identified membdrs bf3BTQ
community and your gender identity in former forensic competition to be condycted b
investigator Alyssa B. Reid and supervised by Principal Investigatot,dah White. The initial
email interview should take roughly 30 minutes to complete, acknowledging thepbsled by
internet correspondence. Follow-up emails may be requested to promote undeysiaimtiial
interview responses. Participation is completely voluntary and resporisbe Wept anonymous
through the adoption of pseudonyms. Because the internet poses the risk of camgromi
privacy, your extracted email interviews will be kept in a separate fudsx stored off-line to

ensure confidentiality and/or anonymity.

Risks to your physical, emotional, social, professional, or financial well-begng a
considered to be minimal. Participation is voluntary and you may abstain from regptmnadny
guestions that you choose. Additionally, participation or nonparticipation will not ingpact
relationship with the research investigators or Minnesota State Unyyéisihkato. Submission
of the completed interview responses will be interpreted as your informed canpartidipate
and that you affirm that you are at least 18 years of age. There are noslfengiitrticipating in
the study with the exception of reflecting on past experiences and potentiallgtanderg them

in a new light.

If you have any questions about the research, please contact investigatarRditsia
email at Alyssa.reid@mnsu.edu. Principal investigator Dr. Leah Whiteomagntacted via
email at leah.white@mnsu.edu. If you have further questions about the treatimeamtaof

subjects, contact the IRB Administrator at (507) 389-2321. Finally, if you wikeldnore
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information about specific privacy and anonymity risks posed by online survey® ptadact
Minnesota State University, Service Help Desk for the Office of Infaomand Technology, at
(507) 389-6654.

Consent to Quote from Interview

| may wish to quote from this interview either in the presentations or artedekling from this
work. (A pseudonym will be used in order to protect your identity)

Do you agree to allow me to quote from this interview? Yes/No

Please read and initial the following statements

| understand that this research is intended for the study of the LGBTQ contimamity
competed in collegiate individual events speaking, which is part of the re$ealy Alyssa
Reid’s Master of Fine Arts Thesis in Communication Studies at MinnesotalBtiatersity
Mankato

| understand that the use of this interview may include a published paper, or papers, t
Master’s thesis, and the possibility of turning the thesis into later pubheati

| have received a copy of this consent form.

| approve of the use of my personal information as agreed upon with the above conditions.

Signature Date

Printed Name



Appendix B: Initial Interview Script
Demographic I nformation
Sex:
Male Female Other

| have competed in college forensics for:

1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years
| identify as:
Heterosexual Gay Lesbian Bisexual

Interview Script

Queer

Please answer the following questions thoroughly and thoughtfully.

How long did you compete in forensics?

What years did you compete in forensics?

What events did you compete in?

How do you personally identify your sexuality and gender?

Describe your typical tournament attire in detail.
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Other

Describe how your coaches advised you to present your LGBTQ identitsebeded to

competitive success.

Were you “out” as a competitor?

Did you feel like forensics was a welcoming place to be a member of the Q@Bmmunity?

Were there any other LGBTQ members on forensic your team when you edfmpet

Did you have LGBTQ coaches?
Did you have any LGBTQ friends that competed in forensics?

Did you ever select LGBTQ topics?

Could you describe a time when you felt you were evaluated in forensicsmtiffdyecause of

your sexuality/ gender performance?

Have you ever experienced discrimination because of your sexuality/gerftemance?



Did you ever face discrimination from teammates because of your sgkgahder
performance?

What is the most valuable lesson forensics taught you?
Describe your overall feelings concerning the forensic activity.
What did you like about forensics?

If you could change anything about the activity what would it be?
What did you like about forensics?

If you could change anything about the forensic activity what would it be?
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