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OCIAL IDENTITY: CONCEPTS AND

OVERVlEW

dentity development was named in the landmark document “The Student
Ipcrsoﬁnel Point of View (SPPV)” (American Council on Education,
1937/1994a), and since then student affairs professionals and scholars have
- een working with the concept o enhance student learning and development.
I the eight decades since the SPPVwas written, social identity has remained
4l to student development. Indeed, as we describe in this chapter,

cell
suggests that it 1s even more significant in the twenty-first century

evidence
han it was in 1937.
In this chapter we provide a brief history ot social identity as an organizing

concept of the selt and within higher education. We describe oppression and
orivilege based on social identities, which are important contexts in which to
nderstand the development, enactment, and ongoing construction of social
dentities. As a precursor to subsequent chapters in which we describe specific
domains of identity (for example, race, social class, gender), we conclude this

‘apter with a discussion of intersecting and multiple identities.

et

Jinition and Historical Context

B

e notion of social identity emerged through the last halt of the twentieth
‘ntury as a central organizing concept for understanding self in society
‘14 in the context of higher education, as a foundation for understanding
tdent development, Torres, Jones, and Renn (2009) stated, “Enhancing the
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identity, why does it matter in college student y
intellectual traditions are common tlgleories drav(:svsrll(;p;:f Et’ “nd fro o
The study of identity takes place in a number of acaden?ic disc
which student affairs educators rely: psychology, sociology, ‘ lsmplines on
history, and anthropology, among others. The most comm
among college student development scholars tend to be
social psychologists, though sociological and human ecology ap
becoming more visible in the student affairs literature (To i
Vignoles, Schwa.rtz, and Luyck?: (2011) r?oted.“identity 1S one of hSe
commonly studied constructs in the social sciences” and “the numbemOSt
publications on ‘identity’ has steadily increased in the past few decades” ( I of
across psychological, sociological, and related fields. P-1)
| .\'.'ignoles et z.d. (2011) pro.vided an integr.ative view of identity at four levels:
individual, relational, collective, and material. Individual or personal identitis
are self-definitions at the individual level of goals, values, beliefs, and other
individually held self-evaluations and expected future selves. Relational iden;.
ties include roles (for example, child, student, coworker) that one establishes
in relationship with and to others, in the interpersonal space created by social
interactions. Collective identities are an individual’s sense of self within or outside
social categories such as ethnicity, race, religion, gender, sexual orientation,
and so forth. Material identities are social entities beyond the self, consisting of
geographic places and material artifacts of modern life. So a college student

may understand herself as having individual-level values (“I hold traditionally
mic down-

I
mp - Wha

conservative views about how government should address an econo .
turn”), relational identities (“I am captain of the basketball team”), collectve
identities (“I am Arab American and Muslim”), and material identities'(“l‘ama
proud Michigan native who drives a Detroit-made car”). These identities m&ff;
act in ways that yield innumerable unique outcomes for individuals and thd
change over time. The student here will likely end her term a3 basketbaﬂv?g
tain but may retain an athletic identity after college; she may not always
Michigan but may retain her sense of “home” there and loy . -
tries, Any college campus has as many unique identity combinations
students, faculty, and other employees.

Vignoles et al, (2011) also pointed out tha
definitions of what identities mean change over tme;

¢ cultural an
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conservative, 2 women's team captain, Arab American, Muslim, and native
Vichigander takes on different meanings at different points in time and in
different places. [mportantly, they noted, “The range of identity categories
wailable in a given social context, and the meanings that are given to them,
are constructed through a confluence of social processes over historical time”
(p. 4). In other words, TlOt everyone has access to every identity category at
every point in time and in every context. This concept connects to ecological
approaches 1O unden:standin.g student development, which stipulate that
pcrson-enviromnent interactions shape core elements of the person and
Jffect the direction of development (see Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Model
\n Chapter Two).

postsecondary —educators—and  student affairs professionals in
particular——have built on the tradition of attending to students’ social
dentity development. Initially, they relied primarily on identity theories
from psychology, over time expanding to sociological, social psychological,
nd ecological models. Researchers created these models in parallel with
important social movements that drew attention to the diversity of human
experience and identities, and student affairs professionals and scholars
responded to increased diversity on campus. Professionals use social identity
‘heories in their work with individuals, groups, and intergroup dynamics.

The earliest identity models used in higher education came from the
Freudian and Eriksonian traditions and their focus on resolving a series
of developmental crises toward healthy growth (see Chapter Thirteen).
Chickering brought this approach firmly into the higher education context
1 his 1969 book Education and Identity, providing a foundation from which to
consider the processes of identity development. At the same time, both within
and outside the college context, social identities—and in particular those
‘dentities not in the majority—became more visible through the civil rights
movement, women'’s liberation, and early gay rights organizing.

Researchers responded with new ways of thinking about the development
of race, gender, and sexual orientation identities. African American scholars

developed models of Black identity (for example, Cross, 1971) highlighting
e contrast between Black identity and White identity. The 1970s spawned
the women's movement and models related to gender (Gilligan, 1977;
Josselson, 1973) and eventually feminism (hooks, 1981). The 1974 declas-
sification of homosexuality as a mental illness and the increasingly visible
gay rights movement led to the development of homosexual identity models
(Cass, 1979), later expanded to include lesbian, gay, and bisexual identities
\D'Augelli, 1994a). In the 1980s, theorists sought synthesis of individual
racial and ethnic group models designed to encompass the experiences of
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all minonitzed group members, such

(Atkinson, Morten, & Sue. 1989) and the multieth,

the wentieth cenury came to a (‘l()S(‘, Wl]ite
(Ferdman & Gallegos, 2001), Asian (Kim
bl/multiracial (Renn., 2000, 2004:
the identity development of their respecti

became common (Baxter Magolda, 1989, 1992).
From the 1970s through the 1990s,

students’ social identities came out of the

of "student development theory”

specific to the collegiate context. The theories als
social identities, leading to depth in understand;

theories on college students and addressing identity holi

During the 1990s and into the twenty-first century, scholars delved deeper
into the complexity of multiple identities and their extensiveoverlapping
influences and formations (Abes & Jones, 2004: Abes, Jones, & McEwen, 2007:
Jones, 1997, 2009; Jones & Abes, 2013; Jones & McEwen, 2000; Reynolds &
Pope, 1991). The introduction of legal theorist Kimberlé' Crenshaw’.s (1991)
concept of intersectionality into higher education scholarship .re.sulted in a host
of studies exploring its utility as developmental ‘theory. Onglflallglba}se(ﬁ c(l);ll
understanding the subjectivity of African American women in the _:)1; o
system, intersectionality theory after 25 years now covers fnters.e.ctlot;l:;:l ) locat;
cjlass, gender, sexual orientation, nationality, and other l(fien:;f; e -
power and privilege in some categories at the eXper:)sleB(.)T(I:;res vl 2000
categories. Like others (Cho, Crenshaw, & McCall, 2 ’tal heornatli i
we do not consider intersectionality itselt a develoPmi‘f; . Jevelopment
not describe or predict individual growth in the dlrecmcmrstanding how the
complexity, but we advocate for its use a.s a lenSdfO“;e;Opmem and hOwdevel;
intersecting identities of individuals contflbute to CXt ¢ interlocking .system
opment unfolds within the broader societal conterenesS ¢ intera
of privilege and oppression (Collins, 1991). Awa

stically.
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oty and models of multiple dimensions of identity specific to college
(udent d“""l"l"n,cm fsce J.O.ncs & .Abcs’ 2013) has led the field of student
* ( to view identities as intertwined, interactive, and unique for
(w‘q(‘h 1
m the last (WO decades, the social identity literature expanded rapidly,
ndational knowledge related to privilege, oppression, and mul-
iple :dentities all m}tlined in this chapter. This expansion signifies a shift
way from the dommanc.e of mostly positivist psychosocial and cognitive
ructural theories to guide student development, toward inclusion of a
. der range of research methods and social science disciplines, such as
d developmental ecology. To enhance college students’ devel-
opment, student affairs professionals in general-—-and counselors, social
justiCC educators, and the staff of multicultural, women’s/gender, and
1.GBT resource and cultural centers in particular—have also begun to
cek out ways to work with students on issues of oppression, privilege, and
power as they address multifaceted identity issues (see Black & Stone, 2005;
fjanna, Talley, & Guindon, 2000; Patton & Chang, 2011; Patton, Kortegast,
¢ Barela, 2011; Pope, Reynolds, & Mueller, 2004; Zuniga, Nagda, Chesler, &

cytron-Walker, 2011).

Harnessing the complexity of multidimensional individual, relational,

_ollective, and material identities in changing social contexts brings both
he interpersonal and intrapersonal components of development to the
foreground. In addition, much of the foundation of the social identity
literature 18 methodologically grounded in social constructivism and less so in
the more positivist tradition of a number of theories we discuss later in this
hook. How individuals and groups make meaning of the world they occupy
< vital to understanding social identity, which makes social constructivism a
orldview and method appropriate to consider these ideas. Recognizing the
burgeoning availability of resources on these topics, we first review selected
literature tied to the key concepts of oppression and privilege and then
examine specific research linked to these and related concepts in the higher

education literature.

15 did 101
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Oppression

While scholars disagree about the meaning of oppression, inequities in power
are a key component of most definitions (Sensoy & DiAngelo, 2012). Oppres-
sion consists of a family of concepts and conditions, including roadblocks to




holistic development (Young, 2000) and. on ¢
chimate for members of minoritized groups
2003), making it an Important consideraf;

Bohmer and Briggs (1991)

1ors, and pervasive and systemic social arr

White, Christian, heterosexual, cisgender, men, and thout h
- . - e . 0 .
physical, or emotional impairments) Y

tzed groups (basically, anyone not in all of the aforementi()ne q
Research has shown that individuals place themselyes

along an oppressed-oppressor continuum, “
time, and social and legal relationships involved in their interactions” (So ts,
Fisher, 2003, p. 117). An individual may be privi nn §
but not along all (for example, a cisgender gay Black man jg

Though perpetuated through individual actions, o
issue. Sensoy and DiAngelo (2012) noted, “Oppression involyes InStitutiong]
control, ideological domination and the impositions of the dominant group’s
culture on the minoritized group. No individual member of the dominant
group has to do anything specific to.0pp1.”es§ a member.of the minoritized
group; prejudice and discrimination is built into the soc1et)f as a whole anfi
becomes normalized and taken for granted” (p. 40). (.)ppressmn,/therefore, IS
woven into the fabric of tacit societal assumptions and is both a structural z.mda
political issue. Indeed, oppression has long been an element of the 38;m§;
culture in the United States (Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & Cooper, 2 Cm;mge
exposing its invisible, toxic nature heightens a.wareness at;l(: ?nac)l' :;( S
members of majoritized groups to change their perspectv
action to address more equitable char?ge. | i

Oppression can take many forms, mclud.mg exp (()Y Oung’,
powerlessness, cultural imperialism, and violence

: - enlts and

1 llghts, lnsul
. s K rSd inuing everyday reality of s ‘
gressions, the “constant and continuing everyaay . by well

9000). Microag:

to oppression, The outcomes of oppression

{ CSS
sonal and 3 : inority Str
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see Meyer, 9003) posits that experiencing prejudice and discrimination leads

i negative health and m(’?mal health outcomes that could have deleterious
offects On college students’ performance, learning, and development. System-
AtiC (,m)rossion keeps people frf)m some social groups out of higher education
almg‘"hm.’ and i.t ?rcates negauve, hostile, or unwelcoming climates for those
minm‘itizcd in(lmdu.al.s who d(? enter college (see Hurtado et al., 2003).
Under certain conditions the interaction of minority stress and negative

campus climate might become a catalyst for the development of agency and
-esilience, but it also could easily impede student development, learning,
1nd success. Harvey (2000) claimed that “we need more adequate concepts
of power; and an analysis of hidden power, in our own relationships and in
.ocial structures on the large scale” (p. 187) to take appropriate first steps

coward dismantling oppressive structures that perpetuate cycles of power and
privilege for some people at the expense of others.

/
privileg€

In the United States, a centuries-old democracy, the notion of privilege had
been largely ignored, but McIntosh’s (1989, 2003) articulation of the myth of
meritocracy made widespread inequities more difficult to ignore on campus.
Such inequites include: One in two offspring of families earning $90,000 or
more per year attains a college degree by age 24, but only one in 17 offspring
of families earning $35,000 or less per year does (Lott, 2012); women fac-
ulty and 2dministrators are underrepresented at more prestigious institutions,
overrepresented at less prestigious ones, and earn less on average than men
(Lee & Won, 9014); unlike their peers with disabilities, nondisabled students
~an choose to live anywhere on campus without regard to building access; col-
lege calendars follow a schedule based on Christian holidays but rarely on
he holidays of other faiths; and White students are more likely than Black

nd Latino students to attend institutions with more resources for learning
.nd student development (John & Stage, 2013). Privilege is “defined in rela-
ional terms and in reference to social groups, and involves unearned bene-
fits afforded to powerful social groups within systems of oppression” (Case,
luzzini, & Hopkins, 2012). Most privileged individuals in U.S. society either
cannot see or refuse to see the power they hold, leaving privilege invisible and
intact for those who possess it (McIntosh, 1989, 2003, 2012, 2013; Robinson &
Howard-Hamilton, 2000), Many people with privilege unknowingly take advan-
age, often devoid of any thought about the inequity their privilege enacts in
the lives of people without privilege (McIntosh, 1989, 2003).
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0
dlU n fro
haven't been singled out because of my ra::l;fﬁ ;:yltla)x "Cturn, ¢ c:ldb:"d "r;:»
visible knapsack” took hold in student atfairs circleg aQEhui notfon £ thsu:el
lists of privileges in different social categories (includip, re lsan“mlfe In,
orientation, nationality, religion) that circulate through Pgofen(-ler’ %X, g T of
training, and online resources. “SSlong nem;uk:l

McIntosh (1989, 2003, 2012) discussed two kinds
entitlements or privileges everyone should Possess, such
pus and in the workplace, and conferred dominance, givin
another. Conferred dominance bestows privilege on 3 si P Poye
ously making individuals who are members of this

some part of their status (for example, being socioec
erosexual, cisgender man, or Christian). However, the
privilege as their responsibility because they do not s
sors. Furthermore, some individuals see theijr privile e
White, wealthy) outweighed by an oppressed status that ; ik
identity (for example, lesbian woman) and never recogni : teir
hold. McIntosh (2012, 2013) advocated for teaching about privilege as
help individuals move beyond this Iignorance to act on their Privileged stays

as allies to members of oppressed groups (see also Case et al., 2012).
I'he unbalanced social structure of the United States ¢

others, and environment shape awareness and lack of awareness of privilege,
Privilege comes in many seen and unseen manifestations in U.S. society, yet
“The study of privilege adds a whole new dimension to analysis of social systems
and individual experiences. It changes everything” (McIntosh, 2013, p. xii). In
order to shed light on some of these often-invisible privileges, we discuss them
here, followed by a short review of selected literature examining privilege in
university contexts, In enumerating a handful of categories of privilege, we
wish 10 avoid the implication that these are the only—or most impor@t—
ones operating in higher education. Readers can extend these examples Into
other categories of social privilege and oppression.
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So(ia' 'd@ﬁt“.

o privileg€
oe in the 1t ’
leg United States derives from historical, cultural and

: cal forces of domination and control by White people over indige
O ks ople ove NOuS
intary immigrants of color and their children, and those people of

Lt forcibly as slaves and captives (who might be called “involuntary

") ivid ' :
l)flndl uals who fu*e perceived as having lighter skin and the
eatures expected n people with ancestors from Europe poss€ss

Whiteness studies scholar Tim Wise (2011) uses “White™ or

<" to describe “those persons, typically of European descent, who
onal origin and culture are able (o

kin color or perhaps nat
¢ -~ ’
White,” as members of the dominant racial group in the

jved as
). As a shifting social construction, definitions of the

Western world” (P Xil
have varied throughout U.S. history, and no consensus
hould use to describe American

white popul
for “the optimal term one s
Middle Eastern immigrants” (McDermott &

§. census coined the term White, the most
such as Caucasian, European
le to place themselves 1n

white privi
~)()lil
‘L)Col)](‘, volt
~olor brous

» i '
1111 111 lgl"dll (S
10110(}})1&1

white privilege:

f European and
The U.
though other terms,

are also used by White peop

thnic O racial category.
‘s “ill-defined, illusory (as an identity

" (Jackson, 1999, p. 52). By contrast, white privilege 1S
and opportunities expe-

kin color (Donnelly,
ge is often hard for
to see and expe-

» hestowed solely because of s
92005, p. 6). White privile

ize, while easy for non-White people,
us effects. Wise (2014) described white privilege as “any
eral protection from neg-

, Oor gen
le perceived as White enjoy but

atment

.ved as White. These benefits may
Colin (2010) stated, “White
xistentialist

ative social mistre
which ar€ not aval
terial, social, | Lund and

ture, |1
[.amberg
Wolfe & Dilworth,
9()13), and student affal

Riser, & Smith, 2014).

. highe
for example,

2015), psychology (
* Bondi, 2012; F.dwards,




describing it as “a weightless knapsack of special pr tin Colle
O | 4l Provision, 9
maps, guides, codebooks, passports, Visas, clothes, COmp | SUraans
X " 5
and blank checks” (McIntosh, 1989, p. 2), ’ mergen ' t°0ls’

Since the majority of college students In the Up; cygear

they are the group most often used as subjects in

campus—in psychology, marketing, medicine, and T
0 see themselves reflected back, whereas rac: s S ANl her
remain invisible to them because, as Tatum (2000)

informaton about subordinants is often limited to
the ‘other’ (p. 12). Yet there is also evidence that awarenesg
can be a stepping-stone to anti-racist action; Whi
“acceptance of oppression to naming oppression (
tion and redefinition (learning from guilt), to multipersp
(to act on what one has learned from guilt)” (Anninio, 200

St
noted’ “d()m' Udellts

€C t.ive inte é
b PP- 246945

Social Class Privilege

Socioeconomic status (SES) and social class are related byt
Rubin, Denson, Kilpatrick, Matthews, Stehlik, and Zyngier
“SES refers to one’s current social and economic situation,
it 1s relatively mutable, especially in countries that Provi -.y’

for economic advancement. In contrast, social class refers to one's S0Cio-

cultural background and is more stable, typically remaining static across
generations” (p. 196). SES and social class influence self-perceptions, attitudes,
and behaviors.

Social class privilege attaches to individuals who have 2 higher socioeco-
nomic status in relation to individuals of lower socloeconomic status. In the
United States, “the rich are supported by a general ideology that equates suc-
cess with hard work and individual merit” (Lott, 2012, p. 654). The ideas that
“intelligence and ambition will elevate our socioeconomic position” and .that
“class privilege is deserved” (Lott, 2012, p. 654) reinfor.ce the myth ?f meritoc-
racy and mask the effects of class privilege. Even in hlghef~ education, whllch
may appear to be an engine for promoting social class equ1t}f by, for exzf.n'll[:3 ee,
conterring degrees on first-generation college students, soc1al. class2 (}))5’18\;1 B
operates to perpetuate societal inequity (Rubin et al., 2014; sexder, Rl

For individuals, social class has three components: “a social class 010 g; )’
a current felt social class and an attributed social class” (Barrett,. 2011(i foaal
When a shift in class occurs, identity can change, and felt and attribute
classes can he at odds with each. other. A sl?arp social cdlas i
ence in college can lead to attrition of working-class studen

distinct Concepts

s contrast experr
(i, 20115
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1 anghout, Drake, & Rosselli, 2009). Ignoring these Inequities and others sat-

rating contemporary economic and social systems perpetuates class privilege

and class oppression:
Class privi cB€ also shaped by intersections with other domains of

 dentity including “1"acc, gmulcr, Sex.ualily, and geography” (Borrego, 2003,
0. 4) An ind1\.1dual s social connections and experiences, often referred to
. cultural capital, open doors and extend power. Though social class is often
casured with criteria like income, occupation, and education, “class rests on
other pcople’s evaluation of our presentation of self” (Kimmel, 2003, p. 7), or
what Barrett (2011) called attributed social class.

Most people think of class as “the kind of work they do, income they
oarn and their education” (Ostrander, 1984, p. 4). In contrast, members of
the upper class frame their assets as “ownership of wealth, exercise of power,
and membership 1n an exclusive network” (Ostrander, p. 5). Wealth, power,
.nd a closed social network keep class distinctions in the hands of the rich
who preserve class invisibility and maintain the social class status quo. At elite
higher education institutions that fully fund all admitted students, regardless
of their ability to pay, classism and social class privilege operate to create
differential access to resources and opportunities such as unpaid summer
. ternships, study abroad, and high-priced recreation during breaks (see
Asies & Seider, 2009, 9007; Seider, 2008). Across diverse institutions the
differential eftects of social class privilege and oppression shape transition to
college, experience in college, and college outcomes (Langhout et al,, 2009;
Radmacher & Azmitia, 2013).

Research on students’ social class identities and experiences is relatively
Jew in the field, though there is evidence that college students can learn to
11k about their social class and 1ts role in privilege and oppression (Barrett,
9011: Hurtado, Alvarez, Guillermo-Wann, Cuellar, & Arellano, 2012; Sanders &
Mahalingam, 2012). For example, Sanders and Mahalingam (2012) found that

. structured intergroup dialogue program created opportunities for students
1o explore class as a racialized phenomenon, to overturn taboos about social

s discourse, and to break down class-based stereotypes.

Gender Privilege: Male Privilege and Cisgender Privilege

There are at least two types of gender privilege operating in higher educa-
iion. The first relates to the power that men retain, even now that women are
2 majority among U.S. undergraduate enrollments, to shape campus culture

and discourse, The second relates to the power that cisgender people who con-
form o a binary notion of gender (that is, male/man and female/woman)
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have over individuals who are transgender, whe expers
who otherwise express gender in a nonbin:

clothing and hairstyles typical for wome

| U nerged fro
tons of male privilege when she was the associat

College Center for Research on Women. In the
Knapsack,” she stated, “Through work to brin

that they are over-privileged, even though they
disadvantaged” (McIntosh, 1989, p. 10). In the

remains strong.

Male privilege is “a special status conferred op males

male supremacy is the central social organizing feature”
2009, p. 683). College men—and particular]

ilege on campus in a number of ways, i

most campuses, male students will also take most of their courses
faculty and have a man leading the institution and board of trus
though women make up the majority of students in higher education, across
Institutional sectors and types, male privilege is pervasive, often not visible, and
instrumental in shaping the experiences of students of all genders.

Cisgender privilege includes “the collective advantages that are accepted,
most often unknowingly, by those who are not positioned in opposition to the
dominant ideology of the gender binary” (Taylor, 2010, p. 268). Taylor contin-
ued, “Simply put: A person who is able to live in a life and/or body that s easily
recognized as being either man/male or woman /female generally needs to
spend less energy to be understood by others, The energy one need not expend
10 explain their gender identity and/or expression to others is gendered

‘with male
tees. Even
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privilege™ (PP 268-209). Citing McIntosh's invisible
paylor listed dozens of privileges available to cis
«heing able to find a safe public bathroom, seei

knapsack metaphor,
gender people, including
'8 people of one’s gender
to find doctors willing to
I cisgender privileges include not

n referring to oneself, being able

(\xPl'CSSi()ll in mcdi.a, and eXpecting to be able
]>mn’do urgent medical care” (p. 269), Othe
having to tell others what pronouns to use j
.o shop for clothing without being questioned or considered suspicious, and
being able to participate.in intercollegiate and international athletic l(;z;gitxcs
without a physical examination or genetic test to “prove” one is com etin\
1 the “correct” gender. Binary gender normativity is so pervasive thalt) evcg
with growing awareness of transgender individuals in society and on campus,
genderist microaggressions, discrimination, harassment, and violence remain
substantial obstacles to student success (Bilodeau, 2009; Nicolazzo, 2015).

Jeterosexual Privilege

Like the other categories of privilege we discuss here, heterosexual privilege
is pervasive and largely invisible in U.S. society, though lesbian, gay, and
bisexual activism for equal rights to serve in the military, to be protected from
employment discrimination, and to marry someone of the same gender have
brought attention to some of the legal privileges and protections from which
heterosexual people benefit. Feigenbaum (2007) explained that “hetero-
sexism is not about individuals or how comfortable they are around queers”;

rather, “"dominance, and the practices that support it are often replicated,
reinforced, and reflected by the attitudes, behaviors and practices of even
our best-intentioned allies” (p. 7). An “invisible knapsack” list of heterosexual
privilege might include items such as “I can hold hands with my partner in
public without fear of harassment or violence,” “I don't have to worry about
being fired from my job if people find out my sexual orientation,” and “I
feel confident that my healthcare providers are not judging me based on my
sexual orientation.”

As with other privileged identities, many people who identify as hetero-
sexual do not think about their sexual orientation until they recognize their
relationship to others who do not identify as heterosexual (Evans & Broido,
2005). Participants in a qualitative study of heterosexual college students
described times when they became aware of heterosexism and homophobia
and attempted to distance themselves from it, even when it occurred in faith-
based settings that were important to them (Mueller & Cole, 2009). They
were aware of discrimination against gay and lesbian people, but felt largely
Incapable of interrupting heterosexism, in part because as one student
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said “So much in our culture assumes your straj nco

O N ] ’ 2 @ £ b 2 : * < ' :
2009, p. 330). They discussed some of the more Visible polit:

(military service, S;ml(‘-g(‘ndm‘ mm‘l“iilg(‘), but were legs abl
| : e

Nost fup
“these students had rarely or ever l.ll()“ghl about their

everyday privileges of being heterosexual, one of the 1

(p. 333). These students reflected the dominant Culture
heterosexuality as a social identity and takes hcterosexua]
(Evans & Broido, 2005).

T'here 1s some evidence that interventions €an incre
erosexual privilege in college students. Mueller and Cole (
their participants appreciated the opportunity to talk about the; Iteq tha
idenuty and its meaning, which also caused them to reflect oy r’;}}eterosexual
ated with1t. Kim Case and colleagues (Case, Hensley, & Anderszn Vgeges
Stewart, 2009, 2010) demonstrated that participants in 4 <014, ¢
diversity course in Kentucky increased their awareness of het
lege, and Walls et al. (2009) documented graduate students j
they learned about heterosexual privilege.

2009 ress of h
) r Cpho t:
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Ability Privilege

Examining attitudes toward people with disabilities and the;
throughout history reveals that ability privilege and the psyc :
emotional, and economic freedom it bestows on its holders is very real (
Evans, 2008; Evans, Assadi, & Herriott, 2005: Griffin, Peters, & Smith, 200876)e
Wolbring (2014) stated, “Ability privilege is based on the reality that ope |,
certain advantages if exhibiting certain abilities, and individuals €njoying these
advantages are unwilling to give up these advantages” (p. 119, italics In origi.
nal). Historically, disability has been viewed as “a sign of spiritual depravi
a cause for ridicule, a genetic weakness to be exterminated, something to be
hidden away, a source of pity, a community health problem, and a problem
to be fixed” (Evans, 2008, p. 11). Language used to describe people with
disabilities indicates that nondisabled people view them as “less than” normal
(Marks, 1999). Terms such as “learning disabled,” “hearing impaired,” or
“brain injured” suggest that the individual so described cannot function at the
level or in the way that society expects (Evans & Herriott, 2009). Meanwhile
people who live with ability privilege find themselves represented in all forms
of media, reflected among public figures, and are free to live, study, and work
where they wish, with litte regard to their ability to access necessary facilities,
programs, and services,
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Ry assuming o.n(* normative way to do things (move, speak, learn, and so
t‘m“”' society pl‘i\ﬂngCS those who carry out these functions as prescribed and
opﬂ“‘sscs thosc’who llS“C‘ ot-hcr' methods (Evans & Herriott, 2009: Wolbring,
0014). “Ableism ’-—-t?l(‘, pCl‘V.aswff .s?/sl.em of discrimination and exclusion that
opPTESSEs people [with] ... disabilities on ... individual, institutional, and soci-
otal/cultural levels” (Rauscher & McClintock, 1997, p. 198) is an evident form
f Pﬂ'\ilegc in society and on college campuses (Evans, 2008).

i reality, the causes of disability and enablers of ability privilege are
~pvironmental conditions and attitudes, not physical and mental Impairments
(Griffin et al., 2007; Wolbring, 2014). The physical barriers that prevent
Pmple from accessing buildings, separate individuals in educational settings,
t,il to provide alternative methods of consuming information (for example,
uisual captioning for those with hearing loss), and so on place people with
Jisabilities at a disadvantage. Nondisabled people are equally responsible for
often discounting the talents and skills of anyone with a disability (Evans &

Herriott, 2009).

Christian Privilege

Around the world, religious traditions differ regionally, as do degrees of
homogeneity of religious and spiritual practices. In general, whatever religion
predominates in 2 specific location 1s privileged, in that it is recognized and
honored while other religious traditions are at best ignored and at worst
outlawed and persecuted. Christian men founded the United States at a time
when Christianity was the dominant religious tradition in Europe, and the
majority of residents of the United States who practice a religion today are
Christian. As a result, Christian privilege is ingrained in national history, law,
society, and culture. Seifert (2007) defined Christian privilege on campus
25 “the conscious and subconscious advantages often atforded the Christian
faith in America’s colleges and universities” (p. 11).

The dominant religious groups in the United States include, but are not
limited to, Roman Catholics, mainstream Protestant groups (for example,
Lutherans, Methodists, Presbyterians), evangelical Christian groups (includ-
ing Pentecostals, Southern Baptists, Assembly of God), Eastern Orthodox
(ollowers (for example, Greek, Russian), and those who belong to smaller
denominations, including members of the Church of Jesus Christ ot Latter-
day Saints (LDS) and Seventh-Day Adventists. Non-Christian religions (for
¢xample, Buddhism, Hinduism, Judaism, and Islam) are relatively small in
number in the United States and their members face oppression, prejudice,




and discrimination (Schlosser, 2003). Atheist (

students are also subject to living in a Christonormatjye SOcCiety
are doubly disadvantaged by not belonging to the Christiap, Cly In hic,
subscribing to a faith tradition. Majorj they
Christian privilege 1s embedded in the academy (Se;
colleges in the British colonies that would become

. - the Unite
founded to train ministers for Protest

ant congregations R: States

clearly delineated examples of assumed Christian “cultura] ma

p. 11). Christian privilege includes having academic Ca]en;l;f?rs” (Seifert’
around major Christian holidays; seeing public reépresentationg ofréhal-mnged
such as Christmas trees on campus; and not having o explain i nstian'ty
of major religious holidays to faculty in order to reschedule ap o Xali?mhce
or be excused from class. Christian students typically do not pray fil ll.laﬁOn
day, as observant Muslim students do, and thus do not haye to plan ac:(’ines.a
schedules to accommodate their religious observances. Simi “Mic

larly, Chrigg,,
student athletes are not often expected to compete on Sund

' . s . . . . ay moming’ the
traditional time for Christian worship, whereas Jewish, Muslim, and Hing
, u

student athletes may be expected to compete on their religious holy da

As with all of the privileges we discuss in this section, Christian Privilege
and religious oppression intersect with other aspects of identity; few students
carry privilege across all domains of identity, and sometimes awareness of gpe
oppressed identity can lead students to understanding and empathy with other
groups (McIntosh, 2013). McIntosh (2012) called on scholars and educators
to continue to pursue the field she called privilege studies in order to unmask

additional areas of privilege and to develop effective strategies to interrupt
cycles of privilege and oppression.

Summary

We have described six categories of privilege, but there are privileged and
oppressed categories in nearly every social identity category. In the chapt.ers
that follow, we describe the ways that experiences of privilege and oppression
shape identities and identity development, catalyze resistance and ag:‘:h"z;’
and influence student learning and outcomes. We noted at the Outs}?'t (})11 o
section that we were isolating social identity categories 1n oT‘deT~ tg alli O
specific features of privilege and oppression in each, but.any. indiviau
tity is made up of multiple, intersecting, mutually consututing, ;
influencing categories, The highly personalized—-—-if IlO.t uniqt
1V} ‘ indivi i influence
privileges and oppressions that individuals experience




WEUPI

—————————— 5 — el

e — . — — g il

i dentity: Concepts and Overview 87
1At ~

(N

and l’”““”’”'““& In the next section we describe contemporary
ltiple social identities.
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norurning to Vignoles et al.’s (2011) four-level, Integrative view of identity
I\L_ L1 o ’ g o _ : )

. dividual, relational, collective, and material), and considering contexts
(e | : 11 et e -39 73 ‘ -
- multiple, interlocking systems of privilege and oppression, it becomes

O]

ar that an inclusive model of identity development must account for the
:;),11]>1<‘.\'ity' of students’ l)zi('kgr(?tlrxcls, fthara‘cteristics, beliefs, and aspirations.
rraditional, linear stage.the.ones of identity, mostly derived from Erikson
1959/1980) as we describe in Part Three of this book, were once the foun-
dation for understanding colk:zg.e student identities. Yet social constructions
£ identities such as class, ethmat.y, race, gender, sexual orientation, religion,
-cography, and ability play an lmp'ortar?t role in understanding 1dentity
:mn\vnsions (McEwen, 2003b). Some identity dimensions, like geography and
aterial goods, are not developmentally grounded, yet they play a critical role
- self-definitions.
The study of intersecting identities emerged in student affairs and
other fields at the end of the twentieth century and expanded rapidly in
he twenty-first century. Delworth (1989) was one of the first student affairs
scholars to raise the issue of the intersection of gender and ethnic identity
while raising questions about the lack of consideration given to the con-
vergence of identities. Reynolds and Pope (1991) then described multiple
dentities and oppressions in the context of counseling. Based on an analysis
of the scholarship on multiple identity constructs of race, class, gender,
nd sexuality, sociologist Weber (1998) concluded that the intersection of
multiple identities is a socially constructed, contextual phenomenon enacted
n everyday life that motivates action to create a more equitable society. This
dise uufse llms become more visible as research in student affairs (for example,
\bes, 2012; Abes et al., 2007; Jones & Abes, 2013; Jones, Kim, & Skendall,
2012; Jones & McEwen, 2000; Stewart, 2008, 2009), and related disciplines like
psychology (Brook, Garcia, & Fleming, 2008; Stanley, 2004) and counseling
Greene, 2012; Robinson & Howard-Hamilton, 2000; Williams, 2005), has
luminated the concept of multiple identities and their corresponding
privileges and oppressions. The influence of intersectionality theory (Cho
ctal, 2013; Crenshaw, 1991) is also visible in recent and emerging research

oncollege student development, though as we stated earlier, intersectionality

1S NOL 3 (i(*‘.'t*l()pment theory PCEr se.
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dentity, around which orbited identity dimensions such
‘ as race, gender

T 12l class, sex ' :
relig1o1h sOC1a ’ ual orientation, and culture Distance f |
! rom the core

1’(‘L)l‘(‘s(‘n‘Cd salience of these dimensions at any give N

“aton model,” as it was dubbed for its rescmblagcc r:OPOmt m.Umc..'I,he

depiction of an atom, was embedded within a context of fa t?l/o-dnmensnonal

okl ocultural conditions, current experiences, and careera(llr:(:z;i};ackgro;x?;l.
ns and life

yJanning. Student affairs educators and scholars qui ,
,I\i,\IDI ‘hto their work in the early 2000s. quickly incorporated the

A¢ the same time, self-authorship theory (see Chapter Sixteen)
o : n) was gain-
ing tracuon among student affairs and student development professiognals

and the concept of meaning making became important in understanding h

students thought about their own and others’ identities (see Abes 81cng =
0004; pizzolato, Chaudhari, Murrell, Podobnik, & Schaeffer, 2008; Tojonez
Baxter Magolda, 2004; Torres & Hernandez, 2007). Abes et ,al. (2()’07)I;rrf:zor-

I)ox‘att’d key constructs of self-authorship theory into the RMMDI to explain
how individuals process contextual influences such as “peers, family, norms

stereotypes; and sociopolitical conditions” (p. 7) vis-a-vis their sense of self and
-dentity. They inserted what they called a “meaning-making filter” between
these contextual influences and the self-perceptions of multiple identity
Jimensions. The meaning-making filter acts as a sieve, and “depending
on complexity, contextual influences pass through to different degrees”
(Abes et al.. 2007, p. 7), influencing identity self-perceptions. Increased
cognitive complexity and more sophisticated meaning making result in more
nuanced messages passing through the sieve and interacting in the core of
e atom itself. The model portrays this identity development process (see

Figure 4.1).
Abes, Jones, and McEwen (2007) discussed the model using portraits ot

three participants who demonstrate multiple dimensions of identity through
formulaic meaning making (relatively simple), transitional meaning making
(conflict within identity, more complex), and foundational meaning making
(in which the relationship between context and perception of identity 1s com-
plex). Reformulating Jones and McEwen's (2000) multiple dimensions model
0 include meaning making “provides a richer portrayal of not only what rela-
tionships students perceive among their personal and social identities, but also
how they come tO perceive them as they do” (p. 13). The RMMDI captures

the complexity of interpersonal, intrapersonal, and cognitive development in

relation to multiple dimensions of identity.

Jones and Abes (2013) elaborated on the MMDI, its application, and 1ts
relationship to other bodies of theory (including intersectionality, queer the-
ory, and critical race theory) 1 their book Identity Development of College Students:
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Source: Abes, Jones, & McEwen (2007).

Advancing Frameworks for Multiple Dimensions of Identity, and it seems likely that
they will continue this line of research and theory development. We include
examples of multiple dimensions of identity throughout this book when we
describe theories and practical applications. Studies of intersecting identities
(for example, gender and race, race and sexual orientation, or religion and
race) are commonplace in contemporary literature and deepen knowledge
about the complexity of lived experiences in higher education and soc.iety.
Overarching models, such as the MMDI, which explain multiple dimenflons
of identity, provide useful heuristics for understanding how the various pieces
may fit together and influence one another.
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Social  Jentities, oppression, and privilege are key concepts in understand-
-ollege student learning and development in the United States. Equally

ng .

;mportant 18 understanding how students make meaning of multiple, inter-
cecting identities 1n the early twenty-first century. Student affairs educators
. researchers have the benefit of drawing from early models of student

‘hat, while limited in their generalizability, provided a language for
describing important intrapersonal, psychosocial identity development during
-ollege. Educators can also draw from the tradition of “single category” the-
s that provide insight into specific social identities (gender, race, sexual
orientation, ability, and so forth) and enhance and deepen understanding of
enivironments that are inclusive and optimal for growth. With attention now on
multiple dimensions of identity, educators can use knowledge of early models
with insights from the single category theories to explore the ways that iden-
ities develop over time and in varying contexts. As a set, all of these theories
juminate college student experiences of privilege, oppression, and intersect-
social identities.
Jones and McEwen (2000) developed one of the first holistic models
of student development for application in the academy, yet the first clarion
-all for attention to the whole student came over eight decades ago in “The
siudent Personnel Point of View (SPPV)” (American Council on Education,
1037/1994a). Continued work on single identity categories such as race,
<exual orientation, and ability—and within them, on specific identities such
1s African American, heterosexual, nondisabled—is vital to continued under-
sianding of the identities and experiences of students. Research that focuses
n combinations of identities (such as White Muslims, people who are biracial
and bisexual, and working-classjews) will enhance the ability of student affairs
~ducators to serve students effectively. And studies that press forward with
holistic approaches to understanding identity in the context of interpersonal
and cognitive development and in relation to multiple dimensions of identity

will provide empirical evidence to support effective programs and services 1n

higher education,
Understanding the development of social identities, particularly how

sudents of different social identities learn about themselves and one another,
is important to student affairs educators. King and Baxter Magolda (2005)
offered a developmental model of intercultural maturity that provided guide-
posts for scholarship and practice in this area. King, Perez, and Shim (2013)
found that students benefitted from sustained exposure 10 differences, a

ing
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intercultural learning operate in academic

education practice and enrich student outcomes

tor the future of Privilege Studies, McIntosh (201

| tage , b
us contains some of the data we need in order to

to others’ testimonies allows us to know our

Discussion Questions

L. Why do social identities
development?

are used in student development originate? Why W that
matter in understanding how to interpret and us
3. What are the four levels of social identity?
4. Describe the evolution of social identity
1960s through today.

V .

5. How would you explain the concepts of o
of undergraduate students?

Give €Xamples of eacp,.
development models frop, the

and what is different about them.
7. Why did Jones and McEwen create the Model
Identity? Describe its key components.

8. What did Abes, Jones, and McEwen change when they introduced the
Reconceptualized Model of Multiple Dimensions of [dentity?

9. Describe three ways that you could use the RMMDI in your work with stu-
dents.
10. What forms of privilege and oppression do you experience? What key steps
will you take to become aware of how they shape your interactions with
students as you work to create environments that facilitate development?

of Multiple Dimensiops of




