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MISSION
MISSION JoSA is an annual peer reviewed journal that explores the field of student affairs and
addresses contemporary issues and current trends among professionals in higher education. As a
student-run publication, JoSA aims to highlight research and scholarship that further develops the
practice of student affairs and are of particular relevance to professionals throughout higher
education.

EDITORIAL BOARD
The Editorial Board of the Journal of Student Affairs at New York University consists of graduate
students in the Higher Education and Student Affairs program in the Steinhardt School of Culture,
Education, and Human Development at New York University. The Board has been established to
coordinate and carry out all editorial functions for the Journal and to ensure the continuity of
future publications. The Editorial Board of the Journal of Student Affairs at New York University
promotes the submission of articles that address issues of critical interest to the NYU community
and among the larger community of higher education and student affairs professionals. Articles
that explore topical issues, suggest innovative programming, and embark upon original research
are encouraged. The opinions and attitudes expressed within the Journal do not necessarily reflect
those of the Editorial Board.
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Welcome to the eleventh edition of the Journal of Student Affairs (JoSA) at New York
University

As I reflect back on all the hard work, patience and dedication that was put into this process, I am
filled with excitement and honor in being able to present this year’s edition. In the past, JoSA has
undergone many changes with the goal of improving the presence and contribution of the journal
within the field of student affairs. This year, we came together as a board and focused on adhering
to the mission and professional development opportunities that were introduced by the previous
board. For us, the goal was to establish a sense of consistency within JoSA so that in having a
strong and clear process, we would ensure the sustainability of the journal for years to come. We
started by assessing how each manuscript fit within JoSA’ s mission, particularly when deciding
how a manuscript addressed a contemporary issue or current trend and how it could inform future
practices. With the wonderful support of our faculty advisor, Dr. Greg Wolniak, we also continued
the academic writing workshop for students in the Higher Education and Student Affairs program
at NYU. The workshop proved once again to be successful in encouraging our peers to develop or
engage in research and provided valuable advice on how to seek publishing opportunities. In
order to continue with the forward momentum, we also decided to interview and elect the new
board earlier than previous years, so that we are able to come together and assist in the transition.

None of the success of the journal would have been possible without the wonderful and
committed Executive Editorial Board: Lydia Keema, Daniel Wencek, Annie Le, and Brittany
Bummer. Working with all of them this past year has been an absolute pleasure and I want to
express my gratitude for all of the time and work they put in to complete this publication. They
consistently approached their roles with enthusiasm and were willing to provide their insight on
ways to improve the journal and be an effective team. I would also like to thank our amazing
faculty advisors, Dr. Gregory Wolniak and Dr. Michael Funk, who were always available to support
us at different points throughout this year; we have truly learned a lot from you both and hope
that you can continue to support this journal. Finally, I would like to thank the hard work of both
the internal and external editors, who supported our authors and provided their valuable feedback
to ensure the high quality of this year’s edition. Being part of such an amazing endeavor has once
again ignited my own appreciation for research and I hope that as you read this edition, you find
yourself wanting to continue learning, to continue exploring and to continue discussing how as
student affairs professionals, we can better support the students we work with and whose success
we genuinely desire. On that note, it is with great pleasure I introduce to you, on behalf of the
2014-2015 Executive Editorial Board, editors and authors, the eleventh edition of the Journal of
Student Affairs at New York University.

Melissa Gudiel
Editor-in-Chief
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The Experiences of Black Women in Student Conduct
Administration
Ceceilia Parnther
Western Michigan University

Abstract
This literature review will explore the experiences of
Black women in student conduct administration.
While there is limited literature on the topic, the
paper will provide a historical overview of black
women in student conduct roles, review scholarship
on Black women in higher education administration
and student affairs, and conceptualize the topic of
interest as introduced by the Association on
Student Conduct Administrators (ASCA) (Jones,
King, Roscoe, Scales, and Vasquez Barrios, 2014).
Using the framework suggested by Mary Howard
Hamilton (2003), this review evaluates the literature
through the lenses of critical race theory and Black
feminist thought. The field of student conduct has
changed to be developmental, restorative, and
inclusive, while continuing to grapple with the
intersections of power, privilege, and community
building. The administration of student conduct
issues is not immune to the civility issues currently
prevalent throughout the nation. Differences in
experiences and perception demand visible
representation when dealing with issues of student
conduct. Retention of Black women in student
conduct positions is essential to ensure role
modeling of career pathways, opportunities for
mentorship, and to create an inclusive environment
for student participants. The literature reveals the
experiences Black female administrators face while
navigating student conduct roles. Societal racism,
campus climate, sexism, microaggression,
mentorship, and leadership pathways are identified.
Introduction
Black feminist thought aligns with the more recent
paradigm of intersectionality. Collins (2001)
supports this designation noting that for Black
women, it is impossible to separate the two identity
markers of race and gender. These intersections
permeate the field of student affairs for students,
and those who are in service to students.

NYU | JOURNAL OF STUDENT AFFAIRS

Black feminist thought emerged as a distinct
perspective born out of the feminist movement
during the Civil Rights Movement (Pasque &
Errington Nicholson, 2011). During this time, it
became apparent that Black women “faced a
unique set of issues that were not being addressed
by the predominantly White feminist movement”
(Pasque & Errington Nicholson, 2011 p.7). The
lack of Black voices contributing to majority feminist
efforts failed to address issues of human rights for
Black women, an increased need to create theories
and perspectives representing the shared
experiences of Black women.
The recruitment and retention of Black women in
student conduct administration is necessary in
higher education. Issues of incivility, academic
misconduct, campus conflict, and crime demand
coordinated, culturally mindful, and educationally
based responses to behaviors that threaten the
academic community. Understanding the
experiences of Black women in student conduct
administration emerges as an opportunity for
exploration in an effort to create a sustainable
pathway for diverse perspectives. Nance (2006)
values the importance of the Black female
narrative, contending “the experiences of African
American women are different from those of other
women and those of African American men is
steeped in the historical progression and ideology
of black people in the United States” (Nance, 2006.
p. 19). This review will use Black feminist thought to
provide a context for the experiences of black
women in student conduct roles. Scholarship on
Black women in higher education administration
and student affairs will also provide the framework
for this analysis.
Conceptual Framework
There are unique shared experiences and
perceptions of Black women that inform research
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(Collins, 2001). Although the group does not define
themselves as homogeneous, their collective
responses may represent a common level of
understanding, often grounded in an understanding
of systemic oppression (Collins, 2001). Recent
research moves away from race based literature to
include a multiplicity of identities including class,
gender identity and expression, and religious
privilege. Black feminist thought was an early
adopter of this notion, naming the realities
intersecting of race and gender. While cognizant of
multiplicity, Black feminist thought focuses on the
renaming of experiences first through a Black,
female lens (Collins, 2001). This designation is
important, as some contend that combining
additional identities take away from the realities of
the experiences of Black woman. This is seen in
various social movements, as womanhood was set
aside to add strength to racial conflict arguably to
the detriment of the Black female experience
(Collins, 2001; Howard Hamilton, 2003).
Alternatively, the Black Feminist movement
emerged from the perception that feminism in the
era of civil rights focused on the needs of white
women, standing in unity only when a critical mass
was necessary (Pasque & Errington Nicholson,
2011). As a result, intersectionality is observed
after acknowledging and placing value of the
experience, which is both Black and female
(Collins, 2001).
One cannot use Black Feminist thought without
linking the principles to critical race theory (CRT).
Based in a foundation of law, CRT is a response to
the racism and oppression that is normalized in
Black culture and as a result, coping mechanisms
to deal with these practices are systemic,
sometimes unconscious, and often inherent (Pyke,
2010).. CRT provides a space from which minority
perspectives and theories are valued independent
of and altered by the systemic struggle of racebased oppression (Ladson Billings & Tate IV,
1995). Opinions that ignore these viewpoints have
created systems with consequences for
underrepresented populations, which persist today
(Ladson Billings & Tate IV, 1995). The inception of
CRT is both radical and political, providing a
scholarly response to legal and academic
directives, which have excluded or misrepresented
minority voices in the creation of scholarship
(Ladson Billings & Tate IV, 1995). The historically
legal underpinnings of CRT are well suited to the
NYU | JOURNAL OF STUDENT AFFAIRS

student conduct profession, as administrators are
charged with the balance of matters of law with
student development.
Black feminist thought compliments the CRT, by
acknowledging the oppression, but also naming the
experiences specifically as Black women. This
renaming honors intersectionality and gives voice
to experiences in an intentional context
(Claybourne & Hamrick, 2014). In this framework,
the role of the administrator as a professional within
the system is examined. Additionally, the
perceived responsibility or “race uplift” of Black
women in various roles is evident within student
affairs (Claybourne & Hamrick, 2014). By focusing
attention on the experiences of this group within the
frameworks of CRT and Black feminist thought, we
add to the current literature in a way that has not
been done previously.
Systemic Issues and Workplace Satisfaction
Myrtis Hall Mosely (1980) first identified the need
for understanding the experiences of Black women
as administrators in the postsecondary setting.
She described the experience as riddled with
challenges including invisibility, lack of mentorship,
racism, and sexism. Mosely (1980) suggests that
these barriers threaten the recruitment and
retention of Black women in higher education
administration. Mosely’s (1980) work was the
impetus for later study of Black women in higher
education. Using narratives of women of color,
Jean Marie and Lloyd Jones (2011) note that
despite an environment primed for critical discourse
on diverse issues, Black women continue to be
affected by the “struggle for space and position in a
white hegemonic system” (p.141). This systemic
struggle is as personal as it is professional. In
student conduct, administrators “grapple with how
to respond to the ills of society while at the same
time convincing students that these ills may be
overcome” (Waryold & Lancaster, 2008, p.11).
Black women in particular are faced with
representing race and gender when acting in these
professional roles.
Differences in satisfaction are evident between
Black men and women in the field. Mosely (1980)
identified a lack of perceived solidarity as
dangerous to the retention of Black female
administrators. In her study, Black female
administrators perceived feelings akin to
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abandonment when describing relationships with
both Black male counterparts and subordinates.
Singh, Robinson, and Williams Green (1995)
conducted a study of 454 participants finding that
the experiences of Black women administrators at
predominately-White institutions (PWI’s) are less
satisfactory than Black males in comparable roles,
citing isolation, racism, and sexism as factors in
dissatisfaction. The study identified specific
differences in the experiences of these two groups
at different professional levels within four
institutions. The study noted that “in general,
African American women in the sample perceived
more inequity in all aspects of higher education
than the men” (Singh, Robinson, & Williams Green,
1995, p.405). The study also suggests a general
dissatisfaction for institutions and organizational
climate (Singh, Robinson, & Williams Green, 1995).
Mary Howard Hamilton (2003) focuses her attention
on African American females, suggesting a need
for greater representation of Black females in
leadership positions. Student conduct offices are
often highly visible and political due to the
administration of the campus code. Mary Howard
Hamilton’s monograph Theoretical frameworks for
African American women (2003) identifies the
importance of a critical mass, or number of
individuals of the same sociocultural experience as
essential to the retention of students and other
professionals. She laments the data showing Black
females represented in higher education
administrative positions at lower rates than the
growing Black female student population. Black
women have experienced a dramatic increase in
postsecondary educational attainment (Desouza,
2001). As this shift continues, opportunities for
advocacy and education require a more diverse
group of administrators.

experience these actions, they are called upon to
resolve these issues on campus in public ways.
Recent events, such as the protests surrounding
police action in the deaths of Eric Garner and
Michael Brown elicit personal and professional
responses that may conflict depending on the
situation. The comparative silence on issues of
Black women and police action is disheartening to
many. The assumption of responsibility or a lack of
responsibility in many on campus cases brought
upon by bias or perception can provide educational
opportunities, yet serve as a reminder of the
obstacles faced by these administrators on a daily
basis.

Recent literature raises concerns of
microaggression and microassaults affecting Black
students on campus as the nation faces heightened
racial and political conflict (Fisher and Mullins,
2014). These challenges are not limited to
underrepresented students on campus.
Microaggression, defined by Howard Hamilton and
Logan Patitu (2012) as “insidious gender, racial,
and heterosexist inquiries or assaults that occur in
the lives of most people of color on a daily basis”
(p. 87) are a reality for administrators on campus as
well. Black women administrators also internalize
these experiences. As they simultaneously

Since its inception, the Association of Student
Conduct Administrators (ASCA) has
professionalized the role of student discipline
facilitators who have been dedicated to providing
fair, equitable, and educational outcomes for
students (ASCA, 2014). An increase in access for
both administrators and students necessitates a
diverse group of leaders to coordinate the process.
ASCA supports this notion, and has been active in
providing opportunities for diverse populations
(ASCA, 2014). Pope (2004) reiterates the need for
increased research in these areas, suggesting that
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Despite the ramifications of institutionalized
oppression, current literature suggests that Black
women in student conduct administration may have
unique ways of navigating the profession. In the
first study of its kind, Nagle Bennett (2010)
interviewed ASCA members and found no
difference in job satisfaction when comparing
means for ethnicity, but did find a statistically
significant number of males more highly satisfied
than their female counterparts. In this particular
sample, administrators identifying as women
constituted 52% of the sample. In regards to the
demographics of the study, approximately 80% of
the sample identified as white, with the second
largest sample number identified as African
American, representing 13.2% of the sample.
These findings suggest that job satisfaction should
be explored in order to proactively retain these
individuals and create additional opportunities.
Understanding and defining resiliency, mentorship,
and community building may help to frame these
results in the appropriate context.
Black Women in Student Conduct

11

it is necessary to warrant a globally minded and
socially just conversation.
A fear of perception bias is evident in student
conduct. While care is taken to train boards and
hearing officers, there are concerns of fundamental
fairness. Donovan (2011) identifies “being
perceived as innately strong and domineering could
increase the blame attributed to Black women who
are survivors of sexual assault and/or domestic
violence, limiting avenues of support and justice
available to these women” (p. 458). Black women
administrators, are well suited to identify and
address these inequities (Jones, King, Roscoe,
Scales, and Vasquez Barrios, 2014) as these
stereotypes are not limited to students. Black
women often navigate negative perceptions of
strength and dominance in addressing conduct
situations (Jones, et al., 2014).
While literature does not exist in the field of student
conduct on the experiences of Black women, it is
important to many in the field. These discussions
evolved into a community of practice (COP) for
ASCA. COP’s are interest groups dedicated to
increased research, comradery, and policy
implications for a subset of the membership’s
population. In this iteration, leaders of the
organization provided opportunities for women of
color to discuss the experiences they had related to
the manner in which they experience their identity.
The COP has evolved over the last five years to
provide mentorship, and support for the purpose of
retention, professional development, and
coordinated response to issues in the field.
Themes that have emerged from these
conversations include equality in the workplace,
combating stereotypes, and perceived competence
(Jones, et al., 2014). While the Women of Color
COP includes women not identifying as Black,
approximately 80% of the COP shared information
from the Black female perspective (Jones, et al.,
2014)
Issues of race and ethnicity are particularly delicate
in student conduct administration for a variety of
reasons. Student conduct is charged with providing
equity throughout an educational process. In an
effort to be equitable, societal norms in US
education tend to focus on the erasure of
difference, namely race (Decuir and Dixon, 2004).
Systemic oppression and civility compound due to
a desire to overcompensate colorblindness (Decuir
NYU | JOURNAL OF STUDENT AFFAIRS

and Dixon, 2004). These experiences affect
morale, often silencing Black women as a result of
removing race as a factor. Students and
professionals look to student conduct
administrators as examples of fundamental fairness
and equity (Lancaster & Waryold, 2008). The
sensitive nature of cases involving conduct boards,
sexual assault survivors, and civility concerns in
particular demand a response sensitive to the
needs of both visible representation and shared
experiences. ASCA as an organization has
branded itself experts in equity in student conduct
administration. A balance between fundamental
fairness, social justice, and cultural inclusivity is
necessary (ASCA, 2014).
Retention
Research suggests that the presence of Black
females in leadership positions on campus plays a
role in retaining students (Howard Hamilton, 2003).
Howard Hamilton (2003) identifies these Black
female administrators as advocates and mentors.
Student conduct professionals serve in these roles
while also facilitating the disciplinary process.
These responsibilities often lead the administrator
to intervene in issues of incivility disproportionately
affecting Black female students. Howard Hamilton
(2003) identifies the need for community,
suggesting that “survival for black women is
contingent on their ability to find a place to describe
their experiences among persons like themselves”
(p. 4). Culture shifts acknowledging the need for
these professional spaces are evident. “Counter
spaces”, like the COP and defined by Howard
Hamilton are a response to the limitations of fit in
majority groups.
Lancaster and Waryold (2008) identify the realities
of student conduct administration as decidedly
different from the average student affairs role. In
particular, the navigation of liability, crisis response,
mental health, and violence and law are stressful
and unique features of the role. The intersections
of race and gender when combined with the nature
of student conduct positions lead many
professionals to seek out alternative positions
(Jones, et al., 2014). The limited representation of
Black women in student conduct administration
ultimately influences students attempting to
navigate both the conduct system as well as the
greater university.
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Despite gains in degree attainment, the historical
exclusion of Black women has had lasting effects
on recruitment and retention for women in
leadership roles (Hamilton, 2003). In the face of
years of exclusionary practice and systemic racism
and sexism, Black women are one of the fastest
college going populations in US higher education.
This resiliency can be extended to administrative
positions. To address the issue of recruitment and
retention of Black women in student conduct
administration, the ASCA Women of Color COP
identify themes directly linking to both the literature
and Black Feminist thought. First, equality in the
workplace, or lack thereof, is linked to the issue of
workplace satisfaction. (Mosley, 1980; Mary
Howard Hamilton, 2003; Howard Hamilton and
Patitu, 2012). Secondly, combating stereotypes is
a theme directly related to issues of
microaggression (Wing Sue et al, 2007; Howard
Hamilton and Logan Patitiu, 2012), and perceived
incompetence (Pasque and Errington Nicholson,
2011), The COP provides members with an
opportunity for mentorship and community building,
a positive step in creating safe spaces to think
critically about current issues in a professional
setting (Jones, et. al, 2014). The need for high
quality interpersonal relationships has been shown
to be significant for Black women in higher
education and in other facets of life (Robinson,
1998). The spaces allow students conduct
administrators the space to acknowledge race and
gender in a way that is fluid and valuable as they
navigate situations within individual institutions.
The ASCA is a young and growing organization
(Lancaster and Waryold, 2008). The work and
support of the COP will have lasting positive
implications as the field is faced with continued
issues of civility and equity.
Limitations
This literature review should be considered as an
attempt to identify related literature on the subject
matter, and should not be labeled as
comprehensive. This review does not aim to speak
for all women who identify as Black, and as a result
may not be generalizable. The reviewer recognizes
that this analysis is based on the experiences of cis
women and as a result, may not be representative
of those not identifying as such. In isolating race
and gender as factors, the researcher did not
include factors such as religion or spirituality,
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socioeconomic status, and sexuality. Research
indicates that these factors warrant significant
consideration as well. As this review is the first of
its kind, there were no attempts to limit literature
based on job title or years of experience.
Conclusions
Further opportunities to explore the experiences of
Black women in student conduct are evident as a
result of this review. History illustrates the ways in
which systemic oppression has significantly
affected the experiences of Black women in the
academy both covertly and overtly. Opportunities
for Black women to excel and achieve success in
student conduct administration are available. To
serve new professionals and retain current
administrators in the field, a variety of perspectives
must be valued. The nature of student conduct
work requires an examination that is different than
other student affairs roles due to the inherently
adversarial, politicized, and visible nature of these
positions. While there are challenges, additional
information provides opportunity for greater
inclusion. The intersections of perceived power
and microaggression have an effect of Black
women in student conduct administration.
Retention of Black women in student conduct roles
is essential to the student development, access,
and accountability tenets of higher education.
Greater understanding of the experiences of Black
women in student conduct ultimately provides a
more welcoming environment for students, staff
and faculty. Student conduct administration serves
as an intersection of rule orientation and policy;
creating avenues of understanding in this space
illustrates what it means to value civility and shared
experience. These tenets provide safe spaces in
the campus community, and only serve to
strengthen the goal that all are valued in the
academy.
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Developing a Successful Doctoral Advising Relationship: An
Abridged Review of Literature
Susan Allen Namalefe
University of North Texas
Abstract
The doctoral academic advisor is perhaps the most
influential person in a doctoral student’s journey
through graduate school (Barnes & Austin, 2009;
Barnes, Chard, Wolfe, Stassen & Williams 2011;
Celik, 2013; O’Meara, Knudsen & Jones, 2013).
Students expect the advisor to contribute to their
research agenda, to induct them into the
department, and to establish them into their
careers. The academic advisor influences a
student’s experience, performance, satisfaction and
overall success in graduate school. However, not
all academic advising relationships are satisfactory
(Barnes & Austin, 2009; Barnes, et al., 2011). While
advising can be inspirational and fruitful, it can
equally be problematic and demoralizing (Celik,
2013). Whether positive or negative, advising
affects students’ experiences, retention, attrition,
time to degree, and attitudes towards the program
and profession (O’Meara, et al., 2013). Most of
what is known about doctoral academic advising
covers the roles of the advisor and the advisee.
However, extenuating factors complicate the
execution of those roles. Additionally, doctoral
advising is too influential to be left to diverse and
complex influences. It has to be nurtured and
managed. This paper analyzes some underlying
forces that complicate advising. The outcome of the
review are suggestions on what can be done by
both advisors and advisees to develop a successful
academic advising relationship.
Conceptualizing Doctoral Student Advising
Academic advising has enjoyed substantial
attention in academia since the foundation and
development of higher education. Its development
can be traced to the influx of ‘baby boomers' on
college campuses in the 1960s and 1970s
increasing the demand for student advising and
counseling. Academic advising issues exploded
onto the academic forefront (Gordon, 1992).
Furthermore, the American graduate school being
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built on an apprenticeship model, the choice of a
doctoral advisor is among the most consequential
decisions a student makes in graduate school
(Cassuto, 2012).
Why doctoral advising is associated to the
development and success of graduate students is
easy to understand. Students seek and are
expected to attain self-actualization in graduate
school. This is a result of acquiring advanced skills,
and getting socialized into the academic culture
(Kim, 2007; Lan & Williams, 2005). A student’s
graduate experience is not only important to
professional development but it has a lasting
impact on a student’s life. Graduate school can
either be rewarding and exciting or problematic and
frustrating. Many factors influence the graduate
experience including a student’s educational
productivity, and the efficacy of the doctoral advisor
(Barnes, et al., 2011; Fedynich & Bain, 2011;
Felder, 2010; Kim, 2007; Lan & Williams, 2005).
The influence of doctoral advising, cannot be
underrated. Evidence suggests that doctoral
advising enhances the intellectual, personal and
social development of students. A fruitful advising
relationship helps students develop ideas and
techniques, and potentially constitutes mutual
intellectual development (Celik, 2013). Students
expect the advisors to challenge, support, critique,
and empower them as they progress through
graduate school (Bloom, Propst Cuevas, Hall, &
Evans, 2007). Students also depend on advisors
for emotional support in turbulent times whether
these be emotive, economic or academic (Lan &
Williams, 2005). The inspiration and nurturing the
advisor provides contributes to student success
(Kim, 2007). Academic advising and mentoring
therefore contribute to a productive
college/university experience (Fedynich, & Bain,
2011).
The significance and implications of doctoral
advising can be clarified contrariwise; that is, if a
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student is not properly advised, what happens?
Entrapment is among the negative consequences
of doctoral advising. Students may get entangled in
confining, uncomfortable, and unproductive
advisory relationships which they fail to break
(Cassuto, 2012). A negative advising relationship
might affect students’ experiences, retention,
attrition, time to degree, and attitudes towards the
program and profession (Barnes, et al., 2011;
O’Meara, et al., 2013). In the extreme failed
advisory relationships can result into suicides
and/or murder (Zhao, Golde, & McCormick, 2007).
Undeniably, advisors can impact their advisees’
educational attainment, career development and
life after graduation.
Doctoral advising is analogous to a double-edged
sword. While advisors may lessen the stress of
graduate school, unsatisfactory advising can lead
to a deprived graduate school experience, and
student attrition (Lan & Williams, 2005; Zhao, et al.,
2007). Problematic advising relationships can be
boring, unproductive, awkward, isolating,
frustrating, and demoralizing (Barnes, et al., 2011;
Cassuto, 2012; Celik, 2013). Challenging
interactions with doctoral advisors are associated
with the 40 to 50% of doctoral students who do not
complete their degrees (Hamilton & Loyd, 2012;
Harding-DeKam,). Doctoral advising being both
expert and delicate, bears various, sometimes
complex ramifications if it sours (Barker, 2010;
Barnes, et al., 2011). For that reason, doctoral
advising is too influential and complex to be left to
the influences of diverse dynamics. It must be
analyzed, nurtured and managed to benefit
students. That is the gist of this paper.
Factors Influencing Doctoral Advising
The success or failure of the advising relationship
partially depends on the personality and advising
style of the advisor. Based on their approach to
advising, advisors can be categorized into the
collaborator, the indifferent, and/or the
accomplished (Cassuto, 2012). Collaborators are
typically the coach type, energetic, ambitious and
result oriented which attributes make them ensure
the prompt and successful progress of their
advisees towards degree completion. The laissez
faire/indifferent advisors are generally encumbered
by other responsibilities. They are generous and
very accommodating, and can at times be a source
of wise counsel. But they might leave the students
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unguided to strive through graduate school. The
accomplished advisors are authoritarian, legendary
faculty who have probably ‘seen it all’ and might
think they ‘know it all’. They may be less available,
which might complicate their role as mentors
(Cassuto, 2012).
On a scale, advisors can either be renowned but
imposing; distant, and busy on one hand; or they
can be attentive, friendly, supportive, interested in
advisee’s work, and ready to devote unlimited time
to helping students on the other hand. Students
need to be aware of these differences and make
decisions and adjustments accordingly. Students
might consider advisors helpful if the advisors are
empathetic and in sync with contemporary
educational trends (Cassuto, 2012). In a study on
the contribution of advisors, Celik (2013) employed
content analysis to explore supervisor-student
relationships based on students’ perspectives. This
study recapped advisor desirable attributes
including dependability, proficiency, willingness to
share knowledge, impartiality, a student
development orientation, availability and honesty
(Celik, 2013).
The advising style is confounded by the lack of
formal training, practice and/or mentoring in
preparation for the doctoral advising relationship.
Institutions view advisors as experts in their fields
and expect them to have acquired advising
expertise through personal experiences in graduate
school. Accordingly, advisors tend to rely on
previous experiences as doctoral students, current
experiences as faculty, and how others approach
advising. These may not constitute the best
approach to advising (Bloom et al., 2007; HardingDeKam, et al., 2012; O’Meara, et al., 2013).
O’Meara, and colleagues (2013) observe that
advisors are least of all ill prepared for the
emotional aspect of advising. Barker (2011)
reiterates the lack of skills and experience by
graduate advisors especially when it comes to
students from different and minority groups. The
lack of sustainable formal training and support for
advisors, and its challenges to the advising
relationship is affirmed by Di Pierro (2012).
Similarly, students are often not prepared for the
advising relationship and are hence unaware of
what to do or not do in order to enhance their
success in graduate school (O’Meara, et al., 2013).
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Doctoral advising can further be complicated by
ambiguity. Barker (2011, p.388) observes that;
“doctoral education presents a unique set of
academic requirements, milestones, and cultural
cues that may be ambiguously communicated or
understated”. He adds that from a wider viewpoint,
advising remains confusing, and it becomes more
multifarious by the intermingling of ethnicity and
other personality symbols. This uncertainty was
illuminated in a study based on eight Korean
doctoral students from a large Midwestern public
university (Kim, 2007). Kim (2007) examined the
difficulties encountered by international students in
developing helpful academic advising relationships.
The unique challenges identified included
ambiguity, and cultural and linguistic differences
between students and their advisors. Students
tended to expect the relationship to be steered by
advisors and did not aggressively seek advisor
support (Kim, 2007). Similarly, Bloom and
colleagues (2007) showed that students may
expect advisors to show a caring attitude, to
respect them and their ideas, and to responsibly
execute advising, while advisors may expect
initiative, independence, motivation and self-drive
from students (Bloom et al., 2007).
This suggests a discordance between the extent
and strength of advising expected and that
provided by different advisors leading to general
disillusionment (Kim, 2007). The absence of a
clear universally accepted definition of doctoral
advising in academia, plus clear guidelines to direct
advising is challenging. Advisors are habitually
left uncertain about how to advise and support
students, especially because students are unique,
different and often have varying intellectual and
personal demands (Bloom et al., 2007). Undefined
and misaligned expectations can be problematic.
The presumption of the advisor as an expert also
contributes to some students’ reserved approaches
(Kim, 2007)
Despite general graduate students’ experiences
and advising needs, some students have specific
requirements. For instance, racial/cultural diversity
may cause a sense of invisibility, isolation,
estrangement and alienation (Barker, 2011). Barker
(2011) examined the cross-race advising
relationship between black doctoral students and
white advisors. Findings revealed that cultural
diversity makes students socially and academically
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vulnerable. This complicates the advising
relationship especially where the advisor fails to
consider a students’ cultural or social background.
Faculty from different racial groups may
inadequately advise students for fear of being
thought culturally incorrect/insensitive (Barker,
2011). In a study on the belief systems that
doctoral students held about their doctoral
experience, Felder (2010) used a case analysis
framework to examine the influence of faculty
mentorship on African American doctoral student
success. Findings revealed that students’
perceptions of faculty advising, faculty behavior,
and the lack of diverse faculty leadership
complicated degree completion (Felder, 2010).
Diversity can thus either advantage or
disadvantage the advising relationship. Advisors
may fail to recognize and appreciate the academic
and socially lived experiences, and resultant
advising needs of some of their advisees.
Moreover, some advisors lack experience in
working in varied cultural contexts. The social and
language differences also pose a distinctive
challenge to advising (Kim, 2007).
Developing a Successful Advising Relationship
The doctoral advising relationship needs to be
managed (Cassuto, 2012). Recognizing that
advisors can affect a student’s graduate school
experience, institutions should deliberately identify,
develop and train advisors (Bloom et al., 2007).
Harding-DeKam, and colleagues (2012) suggest a
clear and deliberate curriculum for enhancing
student development and instruction. Clarifying
expectations at the onset of the advising
relationship clears ambiguities. In turbulent times,
clearly stated expectations help both parties to
objectively examine themselves and discover the
causes of tension and frustration. Cassuto (2012)
affirms that good communication in both directions
fosters a productive advising relationship. Both the
advisor and advisee ought to be able to raise
concerns about their work with no fear of retaliation.
They should also be able to address the other’s
needs. Given the advisors expertise and familiarity
with advising, they have a duty to stipulate
expectations. Students similarly need to
communicate their expectations of the advisor,
although that might be tricky and unpleasant.
Advisors are more effective if they are aware of
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students’ needs, wants and desires for change in
the advising relationship (Noor, & Heil, 2012).
O’Meara and colleagues (2013) examined the
emotional competencies inherit in advising
relationships. Among others, findings from this
study revealed the role of optimism, adaptability,
political awareness, and collaboration in an
advising relationship (O’Meara, et al., 2013).
Advisors require self-motivation, self-regulation,
and self-awareness. This entails an awareness of
individual and others’ feelings and reactions, the
ability to distinguish among these and to use that
knowledge to direct thoughts and actions (O’Meara,
et al., 2013). Self-awareness also involves advisors
recognizing their feelings towards the advisees,
whether frustration, disappointment or approval,
and ensuring that such emotions don’t interfere with
the task at hand (O’Meara, et al., 2013). An
awareness of personal strengths, flaws, and
capabilities will also empower advisors to improve
the advising relationships, and to transfer
knowledge and skills. That instills trust and
confidence in the students that the advisor cares
and is able to effectively lead them through
graduate school (O’Meara, et al., 2013). Advisors
further need to be committed to the students, to
take initiative, and to believe in the students’
achievement. This entails deliberately investing
time, intellect and other resources into the success
of their advisees (O’Meara, et al., 2013).
The increasing diversity of students requiring
different levels of advising raises a need for
innovative and customized advising mechanisms.
Advisors should be receptive of critical feedback
about their actions and be able to react positively.
Empathy, emotional awareness, and service
orientation are essential in dealing with students.
Through collaboration and networking, advisors can
identify the political and social dynamics in
departments, and devise strategies to help students
succeed within challenging environments (O’Meara,
et al., 2013).
Students’ self-awareness and motivation can
equally sustain the advising relationship. The
nature and structure of graduate programs requires
students to be confident, focused and self-driven if
they are to succeed (O’Meara, et al., 2013).
Students must display initiative and persistence to
connect with busy advisors. The students’ selfdrive and initiative improves advising. Moreover,
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such qualities are often commended and
appreciated in most graduate school environments
(O’Meara, et al., 2013). In order to effectively learn
and interact with colleagues, staff and faculty,
students require social skills and awareness. These
include the capacity to inspire, connect, cooperate,
and relate to others (O’Meara, et al., 2013).
Advisees need social intelligence to relate to
advisors and manage conflict. Although it is difficult
and might cause even greater conflict, sometimes it
could be imperative for students to confront
advisors. By so doing they can address areas of
conflict, clearly declare their position and effectively
communicate to resolve conflict (O’Meara, et al.,
2013). Students must appreciate the multiple roles
advisors have to play in addition to advising them.
Students should also recognize the politics and
power dynamics in their departments and find ways
of negotiating them. It is essential for students to
know which faculty work well together, and which
ones make strange demands. Such information can
help a student in navigating the PhD program
(O’Meara, et al., 2013).
Conclusion
Doctoral advising will continue to evolve and
develop in as far as it makes the difference in a
graduate school experience. Advisors can equip
students to face the professional world, provide
them with supportive networks and generally
develop students’ self-awareness and confidence.
Students learn from the rules, the experience, and
the proximity of the advisor (Fedynich & Bain,
2011). Doctoral advising therefore being central to
the graduate experience, has to be judiciously
managed. Given the dominant power structure that
assigns more power to the advisor in the advising
relationship, the advisor should bear greater
responsibility for guiding, supporting, challenging,
and nurturing the advisee through the doctoral
program. Successful advising depends heavily on
the advisor’s ability to communicate, collaborate
and cooperate. Advisors ought to display political
and social awareness, skill, service orientation,
empathy, responsiveness, accessibility and the
ability to develop others (Fedynich & Bain, 2011;
Felder, 2007; Noor, & Heil, 2012; O’Meara, et al.,
2013). Faculty should constantly assess the impact
of their emotions, and actions on students’ success
(O’Meara, et al., 2013). Correspondingly, students
need to clarify expectations, show initiative,
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communicate, and manage conflict. They should
align their behavior to the advisor, and to program
expectations and requirements. This will hopefully
make the advising relationship more rewarding.
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The Campus Guide for Welcoming Companion Animals
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Abstract
As recently as 5 years ago, colleges and
universities felt the freedom to manage on-campus
housing as they saw fit, without any concern for the
regulations in the Fair Housing Act. Recent case
law seems to suggest that on-campus housing is
now subject to the Fair Housing Act, at least in
some circumstances. This new legal landscape,
coupled with a rise in the number of students
coming to campus with companion (comfort)
animals, has left university administrators uncertain
how to respond to this new challenge. Many
administrators feel conflicted, as they strive to meet
the needs of students struggling with anxiety and
depression, while also protecting the interests of
the other on-campus students. Many of these
companion animals have little, if any, training and
can bring a new set of issues to campus. While
many of these animals are very well behaved,
others can be noisy, damage university property,
behave disruptively, and create allergy issues for
other students.
This paper seeks to analyze current case law,
along with the relevant state and federal
regulations, to provide a clear summary of the
current legal landscape. This study will conclude
with a brief best-practices guide for creating
policies and procedures that effectively meet the
needs of all parties involved, while complying with
the relevant law.
Introduction
For more than two decades, it has been clear that
public and private higher education institutions
must adhere to the Americans with Disabilities Act.
American institutions of higher learning have
developed detailed policies and procedures to
ensure compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act, as well as Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act. These policies and procedures
specifically address making reasonable
accommodations, such as permitting service
animals in the classrooms, residence halls, and
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other campus facilities. However, over the past few
years, a new “breed” of helping animals has begun
making their way to campus: the companion
animal.
Companion animals, often referred to as comfort
animals or emotional support animals, are not
required to undergo any specialized training. They
are helping animals who do not meet the definition
of a service animal. Accordingly, they are not
covered by the Americans with Disabilities Act, or
by Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act. Instead,
companion animals are covered by the Fair
Housing Act of 1968. The Fair Housing Act was
developed on the heels of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 to address rampant discrimination that was
occurring at the time; specifically aimed at
eliminating discrimination related to the rental and
sale of housing (Imperatore, 2008).
Until recently, most campus attorneys and
administrators felt confident that on-campus
residence halls were not subject to the Fair
Housing Act. However, more recent case law
seems to suggest otherwise. To date, there has
not been a “landmark” ruling from the Supreme
Court of the United States, and the cases that are
available are sparse. However, the few cases that
are available seem to foreshadow a coming trend in
the law. To give a clear picture of the current legal
landscape – and to reduce any potential researcher
bias – this paper analyzes those cases, along with
current federal law, to conclude with a guide of best
practices for university administrators.
The Emerging Cases
In United States v. University of Nebraska at
Kearney (2013), a student made a request to have
her therapy dog live with her in university housing.
The university believed that they were not subject
to the Fair Housing Act requirements, and
subsequently denied the student’s request,
enforcing their no-pets policy. The United States
sued on behalf of the student alleging a violation of
the Fair Housing Act. The University filed a motion
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for summary judgment, arguing that their residence
halls were not subject to the Fair Housing Act. The
district court disagreed, stating that on-campus
housing at the University of Nebraska met the
definition of a “dwelling” as defined by the Act, and
that the anti-discrimination provisions of the Fair
Housing Act are applicable.
Under a much different set of facts, in Franchi v.
New Hampton School (2009), another district court
held that on-campus dormitory housing was a
dwelling subject to the Fair Housing Act. Other
related cases include United States v.
Massachusetts Industrial Finance Agency (1996),
where the court held that a residential school was a
dwelling; and United States v. Hughes Memorial
Home (1975), where the court held that a Virginia
children’s home was also a dwelling.
Under the Fair Housing Act, universities and other
persons are not permitted to deny requests for
reasonable accommodations that may be required
to give someone with a disability the opportunity to
“use and enjoy” the dwelling (Reasonable
Accommodations, 2014). Further, under the Fair
Housing Act, a person has the right to keep a
companion animal in their dwelling as a reasonable
accommodation if they meet three criteria: (a) the
person has a disability, (b) the animal is required to
give the person an equal opportunity to “use and
enjoy the dwelling,” and (c) there is “an identifiable
relationship or nexus” between the assistance
provided by the animal and the disability (Dermott,
2012).
The Supreme Court of the United States has not
yet reviewed this issue, so there is currently no final
binding authority upon all of the states. Indeed,
there are very few rulings on this issue at any level.
Currently, all of the rulings have been at the state
court or district court level. Rulings at these levels
only provide binding authority upon the lower courts
in those jurisdictions, and are merely persuasive in
all other jurisdictions. As a result, this issue still
appears murky for many jurisdictions; and in turn,
for many universities across the country.
Despite this lack of clarity, the most recent rulings
may shed some light on the direction the courts are
heading. In addition, it is important to remember
that federal law and court rulings only provide the
minimum requirements that universities must
follow. This means that university administrators
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have the opportunity to move ahead of the curve,
and craft cutting-edge policies designed to meet the
needs of students struggling with depression,
anxiety, or other issues. Choosing to create this
type of supportive environment would not only
benefit the students, but would also reduce the risk
of litigation and could serve as a powerful tool for
enhancing an institution’s image.
It is key, however, that university administrators
maintain an effective learning environment that is
largely free from unnecessary disruptions. Despite
the important role that companion animals serve,
they can also bring with them a host of issues.
Among those issues are noise, smells, ticks and
fleas, allergens, and bite hazards. While it is not
possible to eliminate these risks entirely, there are
some important steps that university administrators
can take to help reduce them.
Proper Screening
One of the common concerns shared by university
administrators is that students who do not need
companion animals will attempt to use this avenue
to bring their personal pets to campus. These
concerns largely stem from the fact that companion
animals are easier to acquire than service animals,
because they do not require any formalized
training. Universities can help to alleviate these
concerns by implementing policies for screening
and approving companion animals. Students
seeking to bring companion animals to campus
should be required to submit documentation from
an appropriate medical provider, stating that the
student demonstrates a need for a companion
animal. This process is not overly burdensome for
students, and helps to ensure that students seeking
approval have a documented need for a companion
animal. On most campuses, this process should be
facilitated through student disability services, or a
similar office.
Information, Resources, and Training
Once approved, the students should be assigned a
designated adviser or counselor. The adviser
should meet with the students, educate them on
some of the potential challenges that can arise with
having a companion animal on campus, and help to
teach them strategies for avoiding those
challenges.
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Living with a companion animal on campus can
require more diligent caretaking than living with
them off-campus. This is largely due to communal
living arrangements, and sharing public spaces with
a large number of people. The university should
also develop informational resources, and offer
training programs designed to educate students on
these special caretaking needs and strategies.
Universities with the available budget should
consider providing a designated area for bathing
and grooming companion animals, and may opt to
provide access to grooming products, such as pet
shampoo and flea collars. While this would
increase costs, it would reduce the number of
issues that occur on campus, benefiting the
students and the staff. Universities who opt to do
so should make it clear that those services are
contingent upon budget availability, and may not
always be provided.
University administrators should also consider
creating partnerships with local pet service
providers, such as veterinary clinics, grooming
facilities, and food stores, to help secure discounts
for their students. These partnerships could also
lead to co-facilitated educational programs, and to
those professionals offering their services directly
on campus.
Educating the General Student Population
Students living in the residence halls will live in
close proximity with companion animals. For the
majority of students, this will not create an issue.
However, there are students who have pet
allergies. It is important to inform students that
service animals and/or companion animals may be
living in their building, and to give them the
opportunity to disclose any potential pet allergies or
other issues. Once housing assignments have
been made, students who will share a room or suite
with a companion animal should be informed ahead
of time and given an additional opportunity to
disclose any allergies or other potential issues, and
possibly to request a room change.
Policies on Student and Animal Behavior
Even adhering to the strategies outlined above,
some issues may still arise. University
administrators should be prepared for these issues
and should develop clear policies related to
bringing these companion animals on campus.
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Housing and Urban Development provides some
helpful guidelines in developing these procedures,
which can be found in Section 5.318 (Discretionary
Pet Rules, 2014). Specifically, this section
indicates that restrictions can be placed upon the
number of animals allowed in each dwelling unit—
to one animal—as well as the size and type of pets
allowed. Further, it is acceptable for housing
departments to set minimum pet care standards to
protect the housing unit, as well as the health and
safety of the residents. These standards can
include (a) requiring the pet owners to keep their
pets quiet and odor free, (b) requiring that pets be
spayed or neutered, (c) limiting the time that pets
can be left unattended, and (d) barring pets from
certain common areas (Discretionary Pet Rules,
2014).
University administrators should create a standing
committee designed to write and shepherd these
policies. These committees should consult with
housing professionals across the country to identify
common problems and solutions, as well as
published policy manuals from other housing
departments. The committee should not only
carefully review the policies to protect the
educational environment—as well as the health and
safety of the residents—but also to ensure that they
are not unnecessarily burdensome to the residents
needing to bring their companion animals onto
campus.
Conclusion
Courts seem to understand the important role that
companion animals play in the lives of students
struggling with anxiety, depression, and other
issues. Recent case law shows a trend towards
colleges and universities being required to adhere
to provisions in the Fair Housing Act, requiring
institutions to make reasonable accommodations
for comfort animals, for students meeting the
required criteria outlined above. Instead of waiting
for a landmark case giving universal clarity to this
issue—or being party to that case—university
administrators across the country should take
direction from the most recent court holdings and
comply with these limited provisions of the Fair
Housing Act.
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Abstract
Identity development is a part of nearly every
student affairs professional preparation program.
Student affairs professionals must have an
understanding of identity development, and
currently, as part of the curriculum, this topic is a
part of nearly every professional preparation
program. However, examining the identity
development in college men, still stands as a major
challenge. Very few courses are dedicated
specifically to college men as marginalized
populations receive more attention. Since creating
a healthy masculine identity is an important
developmental milestone for all college men, this
review of literature seeks to address how
hegemonic masculinity creates barriers for collegeaged men that inhibit them from achieving their
fullest potential. The review is structured into two
major themes: (1) establishing an understanding of
hegemonic masculinity’s effect on college men; and
(2) adding the voices of other scholars in a call to
action for all student affairs practitioners. The
review ends with briefly sharing examples of
existing programming and established best
practices in developing new programming that
targets college men as an aid in helping willing
practitioners answer the call to action.
Introduction
Student affairs professionals have an
understanding of identity development, as it is a
part of nearly every professional development
program. However, there is a gap in the
understanding of identity development in college
men. This is highly problematic because, “for
college-aged men, identity and becoming a man
are central developmental concerns” (Davis,
LaPrad, & Dixon, 2011). Identities are understood
to be, “multiple, contradictory, disunified, unstable,
and fluid,” (Gamson, 2000) and “socially
constructed, historically situated, multidimensional,
intersectional, and mutually shaping” (Kimmel &
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Davis, 2011). Masculine identity manifests
differently with each individual based on that
persons’ other identities. “Masculinity comes in
many forms and packages and these multiple
masculinities are informed, limited, and modified by
race, ethnicity, class background, sexual
orientation, and personal predilections” (Tarrant &
Katz, 2008).
The knowledge gap in understanding masculine
identity development extends to student affairs
professionals, because, “although formal research
and theory exist relative to male identity
development, such information is not included in
graduate preparation programs or in new staff
training (Davis and Laker, 2004). O’Neil and
Crapser (2011) found, “no examples of student
affairs in-service training programs that sensitize
college student personnel workers… to the hazards
of being male during the college years.”
Additionally, O’Neil and Crapser (2011) found very
few examples of programming and few institutions
that perform annual needs assessments for college
men. However, research and theoretical models
exist and are accessible to student affairs
professionals.
Over the past decade calls for programming that
specifically target male students have gained
greater voice. However, one might conclude that
these calls are falling on deaf ears, as there is still a
void in programming for college men (O’Neil &
Crapser, 2011). Research has shown that college
men are underperforming in higher education and
facing serious developmental issues (O’Neil &
Crapser, 2011). These issues are in part due to
hegemonic masculinity, which goes unchallenged
in the lives of many men. Student affairs
professionals are uniquely positioned to be able to
intervene by developing sustainable men’s
programming to help students construct healthier
masculine identities. This review of literature will
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seek to establish an understanding of hegemonic
masculinity and its negative effects, add to previous
calls to action among student affairs professionals,
and offer some guidance in approaching men’s
programming. This article is not intended to
address, or by extension ignore, how hegemonic
masculinity manifests differently given the
intersections of other identities such as transgender
or bisexual individuals. The degree to which
hegemonic masculinity creates a barrier to student
success is dependent on the degree to which an
individual buys into it.
Understanding Hegemonic Masculinity in
College Men
Masculinity is a form of gender expression separate
from biological sex assigned at birth. An individual
may have their sex assigned at birth as male,
identify as a man, and display themselves through
a masculine gender expression. Broadly,
hegemonic masculinity refers to the dominant and
pervasive cultural messages that dictate what it
means to be masculine. While each man may
define his own form of masculinity he must do so
through the pervasive atmosphere of hegemonic
masculinity. Kimmel and Messner (1998) argue,
“The important fact of men’s lives is not that they
are biological males, but that they become men.”
But what is hegemonic masculinity?
Connell (2005) defines hegemonic masculinity as
the dominant “configuration of gender practice…
which guarantees (or is taken to guarantee) the
dominant position of men and the subordination of
women.” Hegemonic masculinity is communicated
through cultural messages in the form of ideas,
words, and actions. This form of masculinity has its
own set of rules and expectations. “The hegemonic
model of masculinity portrays men as physically
dominant, aggressive, independent, pragmatic,
narcissistic, and sexually prolific” (Davis, LaPrad,
and Dixon, 2011). Additionally, Mckee (2013)
argues hegemonic masculinity teaches men to be
objective in decision making, powerful, in control,
heterosexual, and to avoid appearing feminine.
The surprising thing about these two views on
hegemonic masculinity is that they both draw on
the earlier work of Brannon, who in 1976 identified
the fundamental rules of hegemonic masculinity
based on his own research. Brannon’s (1976) rules
are: (1) no sissy stuff; (2) be a big wheel, (3) be a
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sturdy oak; and (4) give ‘em hell. No sissy stuff
means the rejection of femininity and weakness. It
is the basis of homophobia in hegemonic
masculinity. Be a big wheel, the primary values
system, teaches that money, power, and success,
is the basis for which masculinity is judged. Be a
sturdy oak teaches men to be calm and rigid in
crisis. Combined with no sissy stuff, it is the basis
for being emotionally restricted. Give ‘em hell
teaches men to be daring and take risks. It also
emphasizes aggression and competition.
That Brannon’s rules, which are now over thirty
years old, are still part of the dominant male gender
script is revealing. It demonstrates the cultural
power and pervasiveness of hegemonic
masculinity. While many men seek to live up to this
ideal, many have difficulty doing so. Their failure is
actually a good thing as pleck called traditional
masculinity full of “adverse consequences” and
“psychologically dysfunctional” (pleck as quoted by
Capraro, 2004). Despite their failure men still feel
the negative effects of hegemonic masculinity that
create barriers to their success. Given that the
dominant masculine gender script teaches men that
they are powerful, one may wonder why then men
do not flip the script to create healthy, positive
masculine identities. The answer lies in what has
been termed the paradox of masculinity.
Paradox of Masculinity and Gender Role
Conflict
The paradox of masculinity is that, “objectively men
as a group may still have power over women as a
group [through hegemony], but subjectively it was
observed that many individual men do not feel
powerful” (Capraro, 2004). This relationship
between the collective power of men and the
feeling of powerlessness in individual men warrants
examination. In historical and cultural contexts
men have been the beneficiaries of unearned
privilege at the expense of women. However, the
discovery of the powerlessness that individual men
feel is a newer phenomenon and it is troubling for
two reasons. First, the sense of powerlessness
comes from men’s inability to live up to hegemonic
masculinity. Secondly, the feeling of
powerlessness also means that men do not feel
that they can change hegemonic masculinity. By
example, a man may have difficulty identifying
and/or accepting responsibility for his role in the
oppression of women if he feels unable to control
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his surrounding influences. Unfortunately, men
persist in this paradox state in part because they
have little else on which to model a healthy
masculine identity when establishing their own.
The masculine paradox when felt internally may
contribute to gender role conflict. Gender role
conflict is defined as a “psychological state in which
socialized gender roles have negative
consequences on the person or others” (O’Neil,
Good, and Holmes, 1995). It occurs when “rigid,
sexist, or restrictive gender roles result in personal
restriction, devaluation or violation of others or self”
(O’Neil, Good, and Holmes, 1995). O’Neil and
associates developed an instrument, the gender
role conflict scale (GRCS), to test for gender role
conflict (GRC) and its relationship with other
outcomes.
Using the GRCS, over 200 studies to date have
found that GRC is significantly correlated to many
men’s problems (O’Neil and Crapser, 2011).
Specifically, GRC has been found to be correlated
with: loneliness, self-esteem, anxiety, depression,
shame, help seeking attitudes, alcohol and
substance use and abuse, problems with anger,
health risk taking, homophobia, rape myth attitudes,
sexual violence, victim blaming, and many others
(O’Neil, 2008; O’Neil and Crapser, 2011; O’Neil,
Good, and Holmes, 1995; Blazina, Settle, and
Eddins, 2008; Thompkins and Rando, 2003).
In addition to the negative outcomes associated
with GRC there is additional statistical data
revealing the state of college men today. O’Neil
and Crapser (2011) report that in comparison to
women more men go through university conduct
review systems, spend more time partying and
watching television, and are more likely to skip
class. College men consume more alcohol than
their female peers and five times as many 15-24
year old men commit suicide compared to females
(O’Neil and Crapser, 2011). O’Neil’s GRCS is just
one of several scales that measure the impact of
hegemonic masculinity. The combined results of
many studies conclusively show that, “masculinity
ideology and masculine gender role conflict/stress
significantly correlates with men’s psychological
and interpersonal problems” (O’Neil and Crapser,
2011). Given the plethora of issues that college
men are struggling with and the available data, it is
concerning that programming for college men has
not kept pace with need.
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A Call to Action
College men need long-term programming
specifically targeting them and their masculine
gender identity. Hegemonic masculinity does not
serve the needs of college men. Until men learn
how to construct self-authored, healthy, masculine
identities they will continue to subscribe to it. This
is the juncture where student affairs professionals
can intervene. There are barriers though to
developing successful interventions for college
men. These barriers are often the debate to
provide additional programming to a privileged
population, hegemonic masculinity, and few
existing examples of men’s programs.
Some have questioned the need or justification for
men’s specific programming since men have been
the beneficiaries of centuries of unearned privilege.
At face value this appears a fair challenge,
however, under scrutiny it fades. Men have been
the beneficiaries of unearned privileged, it is a
primary cause of the gender inequality present in
society. However, the nature of inequality is that
the inequality impacts all parties. The conversation
can be changed so as to focus on the ways in
which those in the privileged role are harmed by
their privileges. Laker and Davis (2009) quote
hooks to support this shift, “Men are not exploited
or oppressed by sexism, but there are ways in
which they suffer as a result of it…the pain men
experience can serve as a catalyst calling attention
to the need for change” (hooks, 1984, as quoted by
Laker and Davis, 2009). Therefore, while men
have been the beneficiaries of unearned privilege
the resistance to provide men’s programming on
those grounds is short sighted. If systems of
privilege are to be deconstructed then all parties
must be included.
Another barrier to successful men’s programming is
hegemonic masculinity because of the messages
men receive about seeking or needing help.
Seeking or needing help is seen as making one
weak and effeminate. “Men who adopt traditional
attitudes about manhood… are more likely than
nontraditional men not to seek help from others and
underuse professional services on campus”
(Courtenay, 2011). However, this barrier can be
overcome. It will mean getting creative, no longer
expecting that typical marketing strategies that
passively encourage attendance to an event will
work. Since hegemonic masculinity discourages
26

positive help-seeking behaviors, student affairs
practitioners need to understand that men’s
programming is not a build-it-and-they-will-come
venture. A real commitment to successful men’s
programming will require thoughtful and intentional
outreach and institutional resolve in providing
resources.
Strategies for successful men’s programming are
evident in the literature. Engaging college men in
traditional masculine structures is an important
starting point. In developing programming for
college men go where they already are, be that
athletic teams, fraternities or all male residence
halls. Engaging men in fraternities is particularly a
great option as a starting point for developing and
testing new men’s programming. Research has
shown that hegemonic and hyper masculinity are
strongly encouraged and reinforced in fraternities.
Syrett (2009) has argued that college fraternities
have protected white male privilege and hegemony
throughout their history. In the important work of
constructing healthy masculine identities and
addressing gender inequality, fraternities offer a
starting point where historical and social roots of
hegemonic masculinity may be deepest and are
regularly reinforced. Anderson (2008) showed that
inclusive masculinity existed amongst fraternity
brothers in his study. Inclusive masculinity is
characterized by “the acceptance of homosexuality,
respect for women, and emotional intimacy among
brothers.”
The encouraging thing that should help student
affairs practitioners in their work is that gender
identities are socially constructed and can therefore
be deconstructed. Through effective program
design and delivery student affairs practitioners can
assist students in building healthier gender
identities. Programming for men’s development
can help students at these critical points in
establishing healthy masculine identities.
Practitioners that choose to answer this call should
remember that “Masculinities are diversely
experienced, the interventions necessary to assist
struggling students will need to take that into
account” (Kahn, Brett, and Holmes, 2011).
Conclusion
Men’s programming can work and ought to be
implemented. Hegemonic masculinity socializes
men to be objective, rational, and dispassionate
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decision makers. It stands to reason that those
same thinking patterns can be used by
professionals to reveal the truth, which is that
hegemonic masculinity is limiting those that
subscribe to it. Men’s programming cannot be
successful without institutional planning and longterm commitment. As McKee (2013) notes, “the
gender-specific outreach that research scholars
have been calling for will not be successful if it is
just a one-time program or service; rather, the
male-specific outreach and education has to occur
through both the curricular and co-curricular
experience.”
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