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Community, Attachment, Structures and the Epidemic maps some of the changes in gay
men’s experience and conceptualisation of community that have occurred during the AIDS
epidemic. Social identity theory has been employed to investigate the social-psychological
aspects of gay identity at personal, social and community levels. The study compares three
generations of gay men in Melbourne; pre- peri- and post-AIDS. As a starting point, the study
employed focus groups to explore basic conceptions of gay community. In the first of two
major data collection phases, 32 gay men between the ages of 18 and 40 participated in semistructured interviews of between 45 minutes and one and a half hours. The interviews
explored the men’s social networks, past and present relationship to the commercial gay
scene, feelings about gay organisations businesses, neighbourhoods, entertainment,
aesthetics, the way they see other gay people, their thoughts about the impact of AIDS on gay
communities and their aspirations for gay communities. The second phase of data collection
utilised a questionnaire developed from the analysis of the interviews. The 55 item
questionnaire covered demographic information, coming out history, initial experiences of
the gay world, friendship networks, feelings about the institutions, people and conceptual
elements of gay community, items concerning practices of gay community, the community
attachment subscale from the SAPA study and items on HIV/AIDS. The questionnaire was
completed by 432 gay men, 207 recruited at the Midsumma carnival, an annual gay and
lesbian event in Melbourne and 225 through the mailing list of the Victorian AIDS Council.
Analysis of the questionnaire data uncovered a complex constellation of difference in the
conceptualisation and experience of gay community between the groups, particularly with
regard to the content and boundaries of the category ‘gay community’. The research
challenges practice based models of gay community attachment and proposes a more
dynamic, fluid and multi-dimensional conceptualisation of gay social identity.
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“He’s thought about it for a long long time
About being attracted to his own kind
He’s ready to take those fantasies
And make them into something real
And finally do all the things
He’s been dreaming of
He’s joining the cocksucker club.”
(Pansy Division, The Cocksucker Club)

iv

Chapter 1: Introduction
The aim of this study is to identify and examine differences in the construction, utilisation
and importance of gay community between three generations of gay men. using social identity
theory. The term generation in this study does not refer to a parent/child demarcation or a
thirty year grouping of individuals as in popular usage, (eg: Oxford Dictionary) but is
employed for want of a better term. The generations created for this study are based on the
historical relation of the gay men to the AIDS epidemic. It is my contention that the
experience of gay community has changed in several fundamental ways in the years of the
AIDS epidemic. The generations I have used broadly divide the gay men studied into those
that came out in the years before the arrival of AIDS in Australia, those who were coming out
in the early years of the epidemic and those that have come out in the years since the
establishment of AIDS in the culture of the gay community.
The idea of these generations grew out of discussions I had had over many years with gay
men and AIDS workers about the differences in the way AIDS was experienced by men who
had been part of the gay scene before the epidemic and those that were coming out at a time
when AIDS was an integral part of gay life. One of the themes that recurred in these
discussions was the difference in the sort of gay community that gay men were coming out
into. At times men who were out before AIDS spoke with nostalgia about the old times when
the gay community was about sex and parties and gay liberation. For these men AIDS was
something that had dramatically changed their lives in many ways, sexually, socially,
politically and very personally. Often they expressed the feeling that the (usually) younger
gay men coming out now did not appreciate what the (usually) older gay men had to go
through in dealing with the arrival of AIDS in the gay community. There was a sense that
young men took for granted many of the hard won political legal and social changes that were
so much a part of the early years of the epidemic.
At the same time much of the central discussion in AIDS organisations concerned the
experiences of loss and grief that were said to characterise the gay community. One of the
problems I found with these discussions was that many of the younger gay men I spoke to did
not feel this sense of loss. For them, AIDS was not a crisis that had changed their lives, it was
something that had always been a part of their gay life and their gay community. This is not to
say that for the men who had come out in the past few years AIDS was unimportant. On the
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contrary, most were profoundly aware of the role and importance of AIDS in gay life.
They simply did not have any experience of gay life without AIDS, this was something they
read about or saw in films and interestingly many had a sort of borrowed nostalgia for this
life. In addition few of these men had lost numerous friends and lovers, what some of the
older gay men referred to as the ‘empty file-o-fax syndrome’. Their personal experience of
AIDS tended to be the loss of one or two people, or the friend of friend, but not large sections
of their peer groups. For these men, unsafe sex was something they could never claim to have
done ‘innocently’, their sex lives were documented, monitored and to some extent regimented
by the institutions and public gaze of the post-AIDS world.
Personally, as a gay man who came out in the early eighties, in the early years of the
epidemic, I felt somewhere between these two groups. My experience of coming out was of
entering a gay community going through great change, and very public change. There was a
sense of crisis, action and excitement about the gay world at that time. For me, coming out
was like walking into a room in the middle of a heated argument and, not being one to keep
quiet. I had to have a say. My involvement with AIDS started almost as soon as I came out
but there was always a sense that the rules were changing, that there was always a new enemy
and there was always a new crisis. There was also a feeling of coming out under the spotlight
of an incredible public scrutiny, a feeling that has often been echoed by other gay men that
came out about the same time.
There were many other things that for me seemed to mark people as coming from a pre-AIDS
or post-AIDS world. The newer gay men seemed to have very different groups of friends,
more mixed than the ‘older’ gay men. They also seemed to place less importance on their
sexuality, it seemed less central to their sense of who they were. The gay community also
seemed to be less important to them, or perhaps important for different reasons, more an
abstract or symbolic thing than a central part of their lives. The idea of community attachment
was being widely discussed at the time I started this study and I often felt uncomfortable with
the way it was discussed. Community attachment, as will be shown in the following chapter,
was often more about how much time people spent with gay men or in gay venues than how
important the gay community was to people, or how much or in what way they felt a part of a
gay community.
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The study, then, sets out to interrogate this domain, with particularly reference to the meaning
of gay community for the different groups of gay men. There are difficulties, of course, in
attempting to compare three groups that differ, not only in their experience of AIDS and gay
community, but in age as well. Certainly, if this study had a time frame of around fifteen
years, it may have been possible to disentangle these factors, but that is not a luxury that I
have had. What this study should be able to offer is some understanding of the differences
between these three groups as they stand now. That is important in itself, for in knowing
something of the differences (and similarities) in the meaning and importance of community
in the lives of gay men, we can perhaps be more cautious, more aware of the complexities
and more receptive to the diversity and dynamism in the concept when we speak of gay
community. This has relevance, of course, to AIDS education and service provision within
the gay communities and for gay men, but it also has a broader relevance to our lives as gay
men, to gay politics and to the way in which the gay community is likely to change in the
years to come.

Chapter 2: Relevant Theory and Research
The literature covered in this chapter is that which has been useful in refining some of the
original concerns of the research and in interpreting the data. The four major areas of
literature covered in this chapter are; theoretical approaches to sexuality; models of gay
identity development; theory and research on gay community attachment; and social identity
theory. The literature on homosexuality is extensive, although quite recent. The bulk of
research on gay men is related to AIDS and the bulk of this is on the sexual practices of gay
men. There is a body of literature concerned with homophobia and a psychological literature
dealing with self-esteem and related issues. This study is not directly concerned with these
areas, although they inevitably have some peripheral importance. There is very little literature
specifically dealing with gay men’s relationship to community and almost none addressing
pre and post AIDS differences in conceptualisations of gay community.

Chapter 2: Relevant Theory and Research

Page 5

2.1 The study of sexuality
“Un vice de la société fait un vice de ma droiture. Je me retire. En France, ce vice ne
mène pas au bagne à cause des mœurs de Cambacérès et de la longévité du Code
Napoléon. Mais je n’accepte pas qu’on me tolère. Cela blesse mon amour de
l’amour et de la liberté.” (Jean Cocteau, Le livre blanc, 1928)1
The study of sexuality is, historically, a reasonably recent phenomena. According to most
present day commentators (for example Caplan 1987, Weeks 1987 and Epstein 1990) the
concept of sexuality as identity dates only from the nineteenth century. Prior to that time
scientific, moral and religious enquiry into sexual relations took place within a discourse of
behaviour, temptation, aberration and sin. It was only with the classification and
medicalisation projects of the late nineteenth century that sexuality began to be seen as a
personal characteristic. This paradigm shift allowed for a different type of scientific inquiry
that focused on types of people, their personal histories and their social networks. It also had
significant repercussions in terms of the legal, medical and social status of the people it
classified. The sexological inquiries of the nineteenth century defined the parameters for the
scientific and social discourse on sexuality for much of the twentieth century. Although there
have been significant social and cultural changes in the domains of gender and sexuality in
this century, the core concept of sexuality as a personal characteristic has remained
fundamentally unchanged.
The five major areas of theory and research I would like to highlight in this section are 1. The
creation of the homosexual, 2. Homosexuality in the mainstream, 3. The social
constructionist renaissance, 4. From Homophile to Gay Liberation and, 5. The public health
based surveillance of gay male sexuality.
The creation of the homosexual.
The publication of Darwin's On the Origin of Species (1859) is an event Weeks (1987) sees
as highly significant in the history of sexuality, though it is perhaps more informative to
identify Spencer’s (1860) application of Darwinism to social phenomena as critical. Social1 “A vice of society makes a vice of my rectitude. I withdraw from this society. In France this vice does not
lead me to prison because of the way the Cambacérès lived and the longevity of the Code Napoléon. But I
will not agree to be tolerated. This damages my love of love, and of liberty.”
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Darwinism made it possible for gender roles, and particularly non-erotic, procreative,
heterosexual gender roles to be seen as the logical outcome of social selection. This implicit
privileging of heterosexuality had considerable implications for the moral, ethical and value
context in which non-heterosexual modalities would be examined.
Although there had been sporadic scientific interest in same-sex sexual relations in the early
nineteenth century, the second half of the century saw an explosion of interest and inquiry
into what was variously referred to as uranism, sexual inversion or homosexuality. The
naming of the phenomena under study is a critical characteristic of this period and belies the
origin of the scientific movement in the projects of people like Linneaus, whose Species
Plantarum of 1753 revolutionised botany.
Weeks (1981) contends that it was within the milieu of the industrial revolution of the early
nineteenth century, with its increasing urbanisation and the emergence of an economic
individuation in the place of family-based economic structures, sexual behaviour began to be
nominalised both in the scientific texts and in society generally. This was a time at which an
organised subculture of people engaged in same-sex sexual activity began to be recognisable.
This subculture had “cruising places and homosexual haunts, ritualised sexual contact and a
distinctive argot and style” (Weeks 1981, p84). The classification of human sexual behaviour,
primarily by object choice was undertaken by men who were considered progressive and
humanist, but above all scientific, and it was the mantle of medico-forensic objectivity that
enabled a quite radical shift in the conceptualisation of sex to take place within a very short
period. These were the sexologists.
Significant figures among the early sexologists included Karl Ulrichs (1864) who coined the
term Uranism to describe the third sex, Krafft Ebing’s Psychopathica Sexualis (1886) with
it’s Linnaean role call of -philias, Havelock Ellis whose Sexual Inversion published in 1897,
two years after the Oscar Wilde trial, was banned in England and Magnus Hirschfeld the
German psychiatrist who established the first medical journal dealing with sexual issues
“Jahrbuch für Sexuelle Zwichenstufen “ (1899).
Significantly, the emphasis for all these writers was on forms of sexuality that were nonreproductive or “perverse” and homosexuality features prominently among them. The word,
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if not the concept, ‘homosexuality’ was coined in 1869 by the Hungarian Karly Benkert and
was popularised through the remainder of the 19th century, finding its way into most of the
significant texts. Another term with some currency toward the end of the nineteenth century
and into the early twentieth, though not always applying uniquely to same sex sexuality, was
‘inversion’.
Karl Urlichs advocated a theory of homosexuality as a third sex; ‘anima muliebris virile
corpora inclusa’ (literally ‘a female soul in a male body’) in a series of pamphlets published
under the pseudonym of Numa Numantius. Urlichs was himself homosexual and coined the
term Urning or Uranian to describe this third sex. This sex he argued was the result of a lack
of differentiation in the human embryo (Fone, 1995). This made a quite significant
differentiation of certain behaviours as being constitutive and unavoidable as opposed to
perversions which were moral weaknesses (Weeks 1981). It was this biological determinism
that provided the platform for Urlichs advocacy for homosexual rights and signalled a the
beginning of the nature/nurture debate that continues to this day (Weeks, 1977). The
implications of a shift to a constitutive homosexuality included both the move to a rights
based discourse and the pathologising of homosexuality.
The forensic psychiatrist Krafft-Ebing’s massive tome Psychopathica Sexualis classified
sexual acts, desires and fantasies into types. The more than 200 case studies used in the work
were largely drawn from criminals and asylum inmates. Many of the classifications created
by Krafft-Ebing still have currency today, at least in popular culture, for example ‘Sadism’
and ‘Masochism’ and the pathological model used in this work was to define the place of
sexual difference in science for almost a hundred years. The text was intended for the medical
and legal professions and much of it was written in Latin thus restricting access by the
uneducated classes. Krafft-Ebing’s work had at it’s philosophical grounding in the idea of the
sex-drive, a force that demanded satisfaction, and it is an idea that also underpinned much of
Freud’s fluid mechanic model of the libido. Also evident in the work of Krafft Ebing is the
deterministic role of gender in shaping and directing sexual identity.
Westphal’s (1870) publication Contrary Sexual Feeling argued that ‘homosexuality was a
kind of moral insanity resulting from congenital reversal of sexual feeling’ (Fone, 1995). This
publication is for Foucault (1977) the first appearance of the ‘homosexual species’ in which
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the homosexual is not only classified and pathologised, but distinguished by its moral, social
and psychological characteristics.
John Addington Symonds authored two significant texts that were to have considerable
influence over the study of sexuality, A Problem in Greek Ethics (1883) and A Problem in
Modern Ethics (1891) . Both, however, were only published in limited editions (10 of Greek
Ethics and 50 of Modern Ethics) during his lifetime, and only sent to friends. A Problem in
Greek Ethics was a an exploration of the place of homosexuality in ancient Greek culture and
focussed on the spiritual and aesthetic values of ‘paiderastia’. A Problem in Modern Ethics
was a reaction to the sort of sexological inquiry at the time that pathologised homosexuality.
This text expanded concepts in the earlier publication and applied them to the contemporary
place of homosexuals in society and law. In it he “offered an historicised argument for the
decriminalisation and for the adjustment of social attitudes toward homosexuality” (Fone,
1995). Basing much of his argument on the writings of Urlichs, Symonds text is overtly
political and reformist in nature. Although the texts were not widely distributed, they herald
the emergence of an organised and active resistance to the hegemony of scientific enquiry.
“If I have taken a vow at all, it is to fight for the rights of an innocent, harmless, downtrodden
group of outraged personalities. The cross of my crusade is sewn upon the sleeve of my right
arm. ... We maintain that we have the right to exist after the fashion that nature made us. And
if we cannot alter your laws, we shall go on breaking them.” (p114 cited in Fone 1995).
Havelock Ellis was, like most of the sexologists, a physician, who worked within a medical
discourse to establish and to legitimate his theories on sexual behaviour. Studies in the
Psychology of Sex was a seven volume project published over a period of thirty years and
significantly the first volume dealt with homosexuality (Sexual Inversion, 1897). The case
studies that constitute this text were collected by Symonds, who himself appears as case
number 25. (Symonds did in fact appear as a co-author in the first edition of Sexual Inversion
but after his death his literary executor arranged for the suppression of that edition and the
removal of any direct reference in subsequent editions (Fone, 1995)). The cases presented by
Symonds and Ellis were drawn from a mixture of ages, classes and professions, an important
departure from the criminal and insane populations studied by earlier sexologists. The case
studies explore the history of the men’s sexual attraction to other men and through this
constructs the idea of a sexual identity. Many of the men in the study reported sexual
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attraction to men at an early age, something that challenged the prevailing orthodoxy.
Importantly the study includes cases of men who are considered homosexual even though
they have had no actual sexual experience with other men. There were also accounts of the
way in which the men found sexual partners and the homosexual subculture in which some of
the men moved. One man speaks of how he “was quickly initiated into the mysteries of
inversion with it’s freemasonry and argot.” (Case 8 cited in Fone, 1995, p166) The focus on
a homosexual identity existing within a homosexual culture marked a significant shift from
the work of earlier sexologists who examined the “problem” of sexual inversion on an
individual level. As Fone (1995) says “The cumulative effect of these texts is to construct
categories, customs, myths and fantasies that suggest that nineteenth century homosexuals
conceived of themselves as a part of a group and possessors of an identity controlled by their
desire.” (p157)
Magnus Hirschfeld was instrumental in the promotion of social and legal reform concerning
homosexuality and established the Scientific Humanitarian Committee and the Institute for
Sexual Science in 1897. This society actively campaigned for homosexual rights and
published the first journal dealing specifically with sexual issues. The journal was
instrumental in promoting the early work of Freud, including an article vigorously supporting
his Three Contributions to the Theory of Sex (1905). In 1933 Hirschfeld’s organisation was
raided by Nazi youth. The image of Nazis burning a large pile of books that has become
iconic in popular culture is in fact Hirschfeld’s library. Hirschfeld published Homosexuality
in Men and Women in 1914 an event that inspired the establishment of the ‘British Society
for the Study of Sex Psychology’ by Edward Carpenter in the same year (Weeks, 1977).
Freud cannot go without mention in any discussion of the history of sexuality. His concept of
libido was central in shaping how we thought about sexual desire for most of this century.
The most relevant aspect of Freud's work to this analysis is his conceptualisation of sexual
object choice resulting from the restriction of an almost infinite range of target objects for the
outlet of libidinal energy. In his original theoretical work (eg: Three Contributions to the
Theory of Sex, 1905) he made clear that heterosexual as well as homosexual identity relied on
object choice restriction, and there is considerable homage paid to the diversity and fluidity of
that object choice (see Abelove, 1985). To Freud we were all (at least potentially)
“polymorphously perverse”. Much of this fluidity disappeared as psychoanalysis evolved as a
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theoretical domain, and eventually the theory was able to accommodate the idea of cures for
homosexuality. But at the time the idea of a sexual fluidity created what Weeks refers to as
“fractures in the theoretical certainty of sexological accounts” (1987, p39)
Homosexuality in the Mainstream.
The period between the publication of Freud’s works on sexuality and the end of the second
world war were characterised by an increasing medicalisation of homosexuality.
Three major academic projects define the post war study of sexuality, Kinsey’s Sexual
Behaviour in the Human Male (1948) and Sexual Behaviour in the Human Female (1953),
Evelyn Hooker’s The Homosexual Community (1962) and Masters and Johnson’s Human
Sexual Response (1966).
The publication of Alfred Kinsey’s Sexual Behaviour in the Human Male in 1948 marked a
significant change in the site of discourse on homosexuality. The Kinsey report, as it soon
became known, was a product of the information age and it’s results were quickly
disseminated to an American public that was both eager for revelations contained in the
report and unprepared for the implications. The study of 500 “ordinary American males” was
firmly grounded in the sort of scientific and statistical objectivity that characterised the most
respected research of the day. The scale and specificity of the study was unprecedented in
sexual research and investigated both the sexual history and current practices of the
respondents. The revolutionary findings of the prevalence of sexual practices such as
masturbation and homosexual sex, previously considered confined to perverted individuals,
caused considerable consternation in the American public. That 37% of males had at least one
homosexual experience to the point of orgasm or that 96% of men masturbated were not
findings that sat comfortably with the puritanical post-war culture. The companion study of
females published in 1953 caused no less discomfort, with the findings that 85% of the
women surveyed masturbated and 28% had a lesbian experience. The Kinsey institute’s
findings on female orgasm and infant sexuality also radically redefined popular understanding
of sexuality and were no less easily accepted. In terms of homosexuality, perhaps the most
significant contribution of these studies was the redefinition of sexuality as a continuum
between exclusively heterosexual and exclusively homosexual, the Kinsey Scale. At the time,
the popular conception of homosexuality and heterosexuality was that they were two
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mutually exclusive categories. What the Kinsey Scale reintroduced was a concept of
gradation, if not necessarily fluidity between the two. While this did allow for more
variability than had been present in contemporary conceptualisations of sexuality, it
reinforced the idea that heterosexuality and homosexuality were binary opposites.
Evelyn Hooker’s research into “male overt homosexuals” in the 1950s was designed to test
assumptions that homosexual men were less well psychologically adjusted than heterosexual
men. Her interest in the gay community came out of her friendships with gay men and her
observation that the experience of these men did not seem to fit with the clinical
representations of homosexual men in mainstream psychological literature (Schmiechen and
Haugland 1992, Kepner 1997). In a carefully designed study she compared the responses of a
group of homosexual men to a matched group of heterosexual men on a number of standard
psychological tests such as the Rorschach test and MAPS. To further enhance the validity of
the research findings she had the tests scored by blinded independent judges, including some
of the tests original designers. The results of the study (see Hooker 1954, 1956, 1957, and
1962) which found no difference between the two groups provided considerable ammunition
to gay rights movements, particularly in the struggle to remove homosexuality from official
codifications of mental illness like the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual (DSM) of the
American Psychological Association.
Masters and Johnson’s laboratory based investigations into sexual arousal examined 694
individuals over a period of eleven years. The report of the project, Human Sexual Response
was published in 1966 and confirmed many of the findings of the Kinsey study. The major
contributions of the Masters and Johnson study include the refutation of myths about penis
size, female orgasm and sexual dysfunction. The continuing legacy of their research was the
establishment of sex-therapy as a legitimate endeavour.
The social constructionist renaissance.
One of the major developments in the theoretical area of sexuality has been the increased
acceptance of a social constructionist approach. This approach now informs much research
in the area of sexuality, although at it’s first appearance it was met with distrust, disdain and
even at times outrage (see Weinrich, 1990). Incarnations of social constructionism range from
the mild to truly radical, but they have in common a stance that challenges the transhistorical
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and transcultural nature of sexual identity. In much the same way and within much the same
time frame as the study of sexuality moved from the consideration of homosexual sex as a
behaviour to a constitutive identity, social constructionists (particularly the more radical)
contend that the social construct of sexuality postdated and in a sense derives from the
naming of the behaviours that characterise it. Sexuality was created through the process of
naming, categorising, and structuring of behaviours and relations.
An important text in the history of the social constructionist approach to sexuality is Mary
McIntosh's 1968 article The Homosexual Role. McIntosh's work is, in part, grounded in the
work of earlier labelling theorists such as Irving Goffman (1963). In it she pointed up the
peculiar absence of social deviancy approaches in the study of homosexuality (although it
may also be thought of as the peculiar absence of homosexuality in the sociology of
deviance). This perspective emphasises the role that labelling of deviant behaviour has in
social control. The creation of social categories orders the social world and reinforces power
structures by assigning a “specialised, despised and punished role” (p 32) to persons
behaving in impermissible ways.
It was not so much McIntosh’s examination of the existence of a homosexual role in the
Kinsey data and anthropological studies that provoked a renaissance in the study of
(homo)sexuality, as her contention that the “conception of homosexuality as a condition is a
possible object of study” (p 31). This allowed for a reflexive stance in the study of
homosexuality, with the focus on the idea of homosexuality rather than on homosexuals. The
history of homosexuality was able to be examined within this new framework from a quite
different perspective. Whereas the legitimation projects of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries attempted to identify the ‘natural’ homosexuality across history, culture
and even species, the work coming out of social constructionism was able to focus on the
social, cultural, ideological and economic factors that led to the creation of, not only ‘the
homosexual,’ but also ‘the heterosexual.’
One of the most influential works which refocussed the concept of sexuality and particularly
homosexuality was Michel Foucault’s 1976 La Volunté de Savoir (The Will to Know). The
English translation appeared in 1978 under the title “The History of Sexuality”. This work
has probably generated more controversy, discomfort and rethinking in gay and lesbian
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academia than any other. Foucault’s interest in much of his work prior to this had been
concerned with exploring issues of power, influence and control (eg: Folie et Déraison, 1961;
Surveiller et Punir, 1975). This was not however in the way that conflict theorists had been
exploring these issues but rather an examination of the role social structures and particularly
language have in limiting the range of behaviours thoughts and feelings available to an
individual. Central to the Foucauldian concept of power is the idea of surveillance and the
self-surveillance in particular.
With La Volunté de Savoir Foucault took McIntosh’s concept of sexual identity as a socially
constructed category another step and examined the history of sexuality (Epstein, 1990).
Foucault asked “How is it that in a society like ours, sexuality is not simply a means of
reproducing the species, the family and the individual? Not simply a means to obtain pleasure
and enjoyment? How has sexuality come to be considered the privileged place where our
deepest ‘truth’ is read and expressed?” (Interview in Nouvel Observateur 1977, quoted in
Miller 1993, p293). Modernity was at the centre of Foucault’s model of the creation of the
homosexual since the imagining of acts was grounded in the availability of information about
such acts.
Writing at the same time in France, Guy Hocquenham who founded the Front Homosexual
d’Action Révolutionnaire (FHAR) in 1970 based his work on homosexuality on the work of
Deluze and Guattari (1973). He held that although sexual desire was undifferentiated,
homosexual desire developed in a context of oppression and was thus able to remain more
fluid than heterosexual desire.
The social constructionist approach to sexuality has led to a serious reassessment of research
in sexuality (see for example Furth 1988, Chauncey, 1989, Haleprin, 1989, Roscoe, 1992,
Freedman and Emilio, 1990, Seidman 1993, Whitehead, 1993. ).
The social constructionist approach is not universally accepted and the resistance from the
essentialists or realists continues to the present day. Authors such as Boswell (1989, 1990)
have asserted a transhistorical homosexuality and contend that the observations of those like
McIntosh and Foucault can be explained in terms of changes in the culture in which
homosexual men and women have been able to express their essential nature. Within popular
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gay culture and gay politics there continue to be essentialist elements that prove both useful
in pursuing gay rights agendas and empowering for gay men and lesbians. This is particularly
true of essentialist approaches to gay and lesbian history. The 1998 Gay and Lesbian Mardi
Gras in Sydney included a float depicting historical gay figures including Alexander the Great
and Joan of Arc. Judy Grahn’s Another Mother Tongue (1984), which charts the role of gay
and lesbian figures through history and myth, continues to be a popular text.
Several authors have attempted to reconcile the differences between social constructionist and
essentialist approaches, for example De Cecco (1993), while others have taken an
intermediary position embracing the more amenable aspects of the approach, but remaining
sceptical about the more radical or fundamental assertions regarding the cultural origins of
sexuality and gender (see for example Hacking, 1990).
Homophile to Gay Liberation
The nineteen seventies and eighties saw a surge in gay and lesbian writing both in academia
and popular culture, with many texts straddling both domains. Texts such as Altman’s
Homosexual: Liberation and Oppression (1971) and Coming out in the Seventies (1979),
Katz’ Gay American History (1976), and Weeks Coming Out (1977) found considerable
appeal in the burgeoning Gay Liberation Movement. Significantly most of the writing on
homosexuality in the second half of the twentieth century has been done by gay men and
lesbians themselves. The domains covered by these texts have also gone far beyond the
classification and determinism that characterised earlier works. Major domains of academic
inquiry now include: Homophobia and anti-gay violence (for example De Cecco 1984 ), Gay
and Lesbian History (for example: Duberman et al 1989, D’Emilio, 1983, Grahn, 1984),
Coming out (for example Savin Williams, 1995), Politics (for example Kyle 1989, Gonsiorek
1991, Warner 1993, Smith and Bartos 1997), Sex and eroticism (for example Money, 1988,
Dowsett 1993, Plummer 1995, Mutchler 1996), Religion and Spirituality (for example
Haldeman 1996, Perlstein 1996 ).

This upsurge in gay and lesbian research has paralleled changes in the social position of gay
men and lesbians. Minority politics and civil rights played a significant role in reshaping
debate about the place of gay men and lesbians in society, particularly in the United States.
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Weeks (1987) contends that the greater fluidity of social loyalties and lower levels of class
loyalties in the US enabled the political mobilisation of sexual communities. This was in
stark contrast to Britain and Europe, where definitions of class and ideology had greater
salience than those of gender and sexuality.
The projects of the early century did not disappear completely however, and the counting,
categorisation and the search for antecedents and causes of homosexuality continued.
Influential works such as Bell and Weinberg’s Homosexualities (1978) and Bell, Weinberg
and Hammersmith’s Sexual Preference (1981), both published through the Kinsey Institute,
sought the causes of homosexuality. The psychological and psychiatric disciplines continued
to produce research aimed at curing homosexuality (see for example Bieber, 1965,
Kronmeyer, 1980).
The public health based surveillance of gay male sexuality.
The nineteen-eighties and nineties saw a dramatic refocussing of energy and research as the
gay community attempted to deal with the crisis of AIDS. The research on gay men would
once again visit the realm of the large scale behavioural studies and attempts at behaviour
change, but this time for very different reasons and often with gay men in control of the
research. Watney (1990) argues that “this amounts to no less than a grand recapitulation of
just the type of deviance theory that originally constituted the modern ‘homosexual’ as an
object of surveillance and ‘knowledge’.” (p20) The literature on gay men and AIDS is vast,
covering all disciplines of the social and behavioural sciences, medicine, politics and law.
Given the breadth of research and theory in the area of homosexuality that has been produced
since the nineteen-sixties, I will concentrate on two areas; gay identity and gay community.
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2.2 Gay Identity
“‘Oh! Help me, heaven,’ she prayed, ‘to be decorative and to do right! Let me
always look young, never more than sixteen or seventeen — at the very outside.’ ”
(Ronald Firbank, The Flower Beneath the Foot, 1923)
The concept of gay identity is central to any understanding of gay community, and
particularly to the exploration of the importance of gay community in gay people’s lives. It
may be argued that gay identity forms the basis for gay community, for it is the single
commonality amongst a group of people that are quite diverse in terms of age, ethnicity,
social class, occupation and most other social characteristics. The development of
homosexual identity has been one of the major themes throughout the history of the study of
sexuality, at times with the explicit objective of identifying a ‘cure’ or ‘treatment’, but since
the nineteen-seventies such work has more often been embedded in the legitimation and gay
liberation ethos.
Homosexual or gay identity is central to the seminal texts of gay liberation, and the process of
coming out was integral to this discourse. Coming out, the process of accepting, revealing
and affirming one’s identity as a gay man or lesbian became of great political importance
within the gay liberation movement and remains so today. As De Cecco says “Coming out is
a very personal act, but it is also ideological; it is the moment in our lives when the
behavioural, emotional, political and moral aspects of our sexuality powerfully converge”
(p376). Coming out is also the act around which most models of gay identity development are
organised (for example Dank 1971, Lee 1977, Weinberg 1978).
The stage based models of gay identity development that began to appear in the nineteen
seventies were often adaptations or applications of existing social-psychological theory,
particularly those which addressed racial identity (particularly Allport, 1954).

The

atmosphere of minority politics and civil rights in the nineteen sixties and seventies generated
considerable bodies of theoretical and experimental work within psychological and
sociological communities (for example Altman 1971, Schäfer 1976, Lee 1977). With the
advent of gay liberation, these works provided a useful and legitimate basis for exploring the
experiences of gay men and lesbians. The point of difference in the application of these
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models to gay identity was that of coming out which Gonsiorek and Rudolph describe as “an
additional developmental effort unique to the lives of lesbians and gay men” (1991, p166).
Two recent publications offer useful summaries and critiques of the developmental models of
gay identity, Cass’ (1983) review of identity literature and Cox and Gallois’ (1996)
application of social identity theory to gay and lesbian identity. I will consider some of the
significant developmental models that have achieved popularity in the academy. All of these
models posit stage based systems of gay identity development, which though not necessarily
linear, have, at least implicitly, a hierarchy with ‘acceptance’ at the apex. These models are
grounded in interpersonal paradigms, particularly those stemming from labelling theory (for
example Goffman, 1963).
Plummer’s model of gay identity development expounded in his text “Sexual Stigma” (1975)
is developed within a social interactionist framework. Social interactionism explains the
development of identity through interpersonal processes and the meanings constructed from
the interaction between individuals. In the application of this framework to gay identity
development Plummer places in opposition the stigmatising forces of the heterosexual milieu
and the affirming forces of the homosexual subculture. The development of a healthy gay
identity arises from the individuals successful interaction with the gay subculture and the
acceptance and affirmation of his or her homosexuality. The four stages of identification he
proposes in this process are: 1. Sensitisation where the individual becomes aware of
difference, 2. Signification where the individual attributes meaning to this difference, 3.
Subculturalisation where there is recognition of the self through involvement with others and
4. Stabilisation which is the stage of full acceptance of one’s feelings and lifestyle. While
these processes operate within social milieux, the emphasis on the interpersonal components
and the individual’s direct experiences has been criticised for failing to recognise the
importance of broader social significations (for example Cox and Galloise, 1996). The
emphasis on stigma and negativity also marks this as a model of a particular era, and perhaps
insensitive to some of the more positive cultural significations of homosexuality that can be
observed today.
Troiden’s (1979, 1984/85, 1989) publications based on his doctoral thesis posit a model of
gay identity development based on sexual scripts. The theoretical work of Gagnon and
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Simon (1977) provided the framework for Troiden’s analysis of interviews with gay men and
lesbians. A significant distinction in Troiden’s work is made between self-concept and
identity. Self-concept is a person’s sense of themselves across all situations, while identity is
considered context specific. Identities “are mobilised in situations where they are relevant”
(1989, p46) and at other times become dormant. Gay identity is described as “a potential line
of action toward self and others, that is mobilised in settings (real or imagined) defined as
sexual or romantic.” (1989, p46). The observation that homosexual identity is often active in
settings that are not sexual or romantic (real or imagined), the transsituation homosexual
identity, is explained in terms of the “stigma surrounding homosexuality and the perceived
need to keep homosexuality a secret” (1989, p46). There is little sense in Troiden’s work that
homosexual identity may be intrinsically valuable, rather it seems to operate in reaction to
stigmatisation and oppression. The successful homosexual in Troiden’s model “transforms
[their homosexuality] from a vice to a virtue, from a mark of shame to a mark of pride”
(1989, p67).
In 1989 Troiden published a revised version of his model incorporating other theory on gay
identity development, including that by Cass (1979), Ponse (1978), Schäfer (1976) and
Weinberg (1978) and data from Bell and Weinberg (1981), Kooden et al (1982) and
McDonald (1982).
The model consists of four stages: Sensitisation, Identity Confusion, Identity Assumption and
Commitment. While arguing that the model is not necessarily linear (he compares it to a
spring lying on its side), the data he presents in support of the model clearly imply that
sensitisation usually happens in childhood, identity confusion in adolescence, identity
assumption in late adolescence and commitment in adulthood. There is also a logic driving
the model that makes deviation from progression through the stages at least regrettable if not
pathological.
Sensitisation is based on Plummer’s (1975) model and is to do with a sense of difference
from other children. Identity confusion is described as being characterised by “inner turmoil
and uncertainty surrounding their ambiguous sexual status” (p53). Identity assumption is
associated with identity disclosure or coming out, generally first to other homosexuals then to
heterosexuals. Gender differences are noted here with male homosexuals seen as arriving at
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homosexual self definition in “sociosexual contexts” while lesbians do so in contexts of
“intense, affectionate involvements with other women” (p59). Interestingly Troiden suggests
that the ‘possibility of AIDS infection’ may be resulting in more men arriving at this selfdefinition in romantic contexts. Commitment is the adoption of homosexuality as a way of
life and is characterised by the individual entering a “same-sex love relationship” (p63).
While the hetero-normativity of this model is quite evident, it does offer a useful organisation
of some of the experiences of gay men and lesbians, particularly in environments that are
hostile.
Each of the four stages includes stigma management strategies that individuals may or may
not adopt in either specific situations or more broadly. Many of these strategies are familiar in
popular usage, like denial, avoidance and passing, while others like repair (attempting to
eradicate homosexual feelings and behaviour), redefining (using special case or ‘ambisexual’
explanations for behaviour) and group alignment (immersion in the homosexual subculture)
are perhaps less familiar.
Interpersonal congruency theory (Secord and Backman, 1964) provided the theoretical basis
for Cass’ (1979) model. In this model there are three aspects that, when they successfully
coincide, create a fully realised homosexual identity; the self-identity, the perceived identity
and the presented identity. They represent respectively, the way in which the individual sees
themselves, the way in which the individual is seen by others and the way in which the
individual ‘presents or announces’ themselves. The driving force behind this theory is the
resolution of incongruencies in the three aspects of identity. This resolution can be achieved
in three ways, changes in either the individual’s perception of themselves, others’ perceptions
of them or perceptions of their behaviour. Central to this resolution is the establishment of
ingroups and outgroups based on attitudes toward homosexuality. The devaluing of outgroup
beliefs and high levels of congruence with the values of the ingroup result in a positive gay
identity. Importantly, as Cox and Gallois (1997) note, this model acknowledges the
intergroup contribution to the development of gay identity, although the emphasis is on the
individual’s construction of ingroups and outgroups and tends to underplay the importance of
social forces outside the control of the individual.
Other models of gay identity development (for example; Richardson and Hart 1981, Coleman
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1982, Minton and McDonald 1984, Chapman and Brannock 1987) have been devised which
do not differ significantly from those discussed above. The models are hierarchical, at least
implicitly linear (from awareness to acceptance) and focus on individual processes and
personal interactions.
In recent years the stage based approach to gay identity development has come under some
scrutiny (for example Cox and Galloise, 1997, Cass 1983/1984, Sophie, 1986, Betz and
Fitzgerald 1993, McCarn and Fassinger, 1996). These authors have identified five major
weaknesses or inadequacies in traditional models of gay identity development.
The linearity, explicit or implicit, of the models fails to reflect the life experiences of many
gay men and lesbians. While several of the traditional models (eg Troiden, 1979,1989) allow
for departure from a strict progression through the stages, there is nonetheless an inherent
logic in which the completion of one stage or phase is necessary (if not always sufficient) for
movement to the next stage or phase. The process of returning to an earlier stage is, therefore,
implicitly retrogressive. The hierarchical nature of most models of gay identity development
also privileges particular styles of gay identity, in particular public disclosure and
commitment to a dyadic, emotion-based gay relationship.
The end points, or ‘ideal identities’ of these models also tend to reflect a conservative and
assimilationist stance. The final product of a successful process of gay identity development
is a gay person for who their gay identity is not dominant, particularly in settings in which it
is not relevant (i.e. heterosexual settings). The homosexuals created by these models look
very much like heterosexuals, it is, as Cox and Galloise (1996) suggest, “an identity that
supports the dominant heterosexual hegemony, or at least is not antagonistic toward it” (p9).
Kitzinger (1987) also highlights the fact that these models elide power discrepancies at the
social level, and the products of them are unlikely to challenge or threaten those power
imbalances.
Cass (1983/1984) has pointed out the absence of process in stage based models of gay
identity development. Many models simply present specific stages or phases and the
behaviours or actions that characterise them, without identifying the processes or factors
(particularly social factors) that precipitate movement from one stage to the next. Labelling is
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central to most of these models, but they fail to identify the antecedents or cognitive
processes involved with this. The focus is also predominantly on self labelling and the
models ignore important experiences and consequences of labelling at a group level.
Plurality of identity is not easily accommodated by these models, particularly antagonistic
identities (for example being a Mormon and a lesbian). There is also little recognition of the
diversity of identities that are available to gay people, from leatherman to drag queen to
muscle-mary, from lipstick lesbian to bulldyke to riot grrl, or that gay people may actively
play with these identities, explore them or use them to achieve particular goals. Maffesoli
(1993) contends that “the ego is constituted of at least a plurality of personalities, if not an
infinity. The successive identifications which can be observed empirically express such a
‘multipersonality’ whose characteristics are more or less crystallised in each individual.”
(p34)
Perhaps the most important omission in these modes is that of group or social dimensions to
gay identity development. The gay community appears only as a site where the individual
may encounter other gay people. It is here that the person can challenge (or perhaps refine)
his or her stereotypes, develop friendships with other gay people, have his or her sexuality
valued and find the person that he or she will eventually settle down with. There is no sense
of the gay community as a group that exists in power relationships with the dominant culture,
that has complex internal power and value structures, or as an environment which may
actually meet all the social needs of a gay person. The models all end with the individual
accepting their identity, as an individual, not as a member of a group.
Attempts to include some recognition of the social aspects of gay identity have been made by
a small number of authors.
Fassinger’s (1994) model of lesbian identity development was adapted for gay men in her
1996 paper. The model proposes two separate, though interdependent identities; individual
sexual identity and group membership identity. Each of these identities has an associated
developmental process consisting of four phases; Awareness, Exploration, Deepening/
commitment and Internalisation/synthesis.
The individual identity development process does not differ dramatically from earlier models
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and suffers from many of the same problems. There is less emphasis on public disclosure, an
attempt to incorporate a broader range of possible identities and a greater emphasis on sex
and eroticism, which had been strangely absent from most earlier models. The model still has
an implicit linearity and hierarchy and the endpoints still suffer from the hegemonic pitfalls
identified earlier. The latter phases for individual sexual identity includes statements like “I
might be willing to live with a male lover” and “My love for men is an important part of me,
but it is not the only thing that defines me.” The final phase of the group identity process
includes statements like “I still get angry at the way homosexuals are treated, but not as much
as I once did” and “I rely on my gay/lesbian friends for support but have some good
heterosexual friends as well.”
The important difference between this and earlier models, is the incorporation of a group
identity process “involving the confrontation of oppression and acceptance of one’s status as
a member of an oppressed reference group” (p55). This process incorporates attitudinal
material relating to both other gay people and non-gay people. The group process allows,
Fassinger argues, for more flexibility in understanding the development of a gay identity in
diverse social and political contexts. The gay community is given some prominence in this
model, with involvement in gay community characterising the commitment phase. The two
processes are depicted as “reciprocal and perhaps catalytic, [but] not necessarily
simultaneous” (p59). This permits a somewhat more complex and diverse representation of
gay identity, particularly where there are conflicting or paradoxical relationships between
personal identity and sense of group membership.
Cox and Galloise’s (1997) proposal for the application of social identity theory addresses
many of the issues raised in the previous discussions. This model places the group or social
category at the centre of identity and foregrounds the roles of gay community, social
representation and power relations. This paper will be discussed in more detail in the
following section on social identity theory.
Others writing more broadly in the area of sexuality have contributed to the understanding of
gay identity while not proposing specific developmental models. Distinct differences in the
experience of gay and lesbian identity have been noted by several authors (for example
de Monteflores and Shultz 1978, Harry, 1982, Saghir and Robins 1973, Chapman and
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Brannock 1987, Butler, 1991). The proliferation of identifiable gay and lesbian images in
popular media has precipitated a revision of notions of gay invisibility, particularly with
regard to gay and lesbian youth.
AIDS, particularly, has engendered a re-examination of the meaning and importance of
sexual identity (see for example Gatter, 1993). AIDS prevention efforts designed for gay men
required interrogation of the category, most critically with regard to the differentiation
between behaviour and identity (see Davies, 1987). As Altman (1992) notes “many people
engage in homosexual acts- and many, not always the same ones, experience homosexual
fantasies- which for a minority becomes the basis for a concept of homosexual (lesbian/gay)
identity” (p36). The creation of behavioural category ‘men who have sex with men but do not
identify as gay/ with the gay community’ emerged as one response to the conflation of
behaviour and identity (Scott, 1992, Pollack, 1990), though not with universal support
(Watney, 1993). Research on sexual behaviour frequently uses a distinction between ‘gayidentified’ and ‘non-gay identified’ men, but often without reference to the complexity and
diversity inherent in such identification (or non-identification).
The cultural specificity of received notions of gay identity has been foregrounded by the
international nature of the AIDS epidemic (see for example Parker, 1985, 1989). Watney
(1993) has argued that the AIDS epidemic has led to significant transformations in the nature
and content of gay identity. ‘Homosexual identity’ he says is now a redundant concept within
gay culture and that ‘gay identity’ is already showing “signs of wear and tear” (p16) with the
emergence of more specific identities based on sexual practice. The historical specificity of
sexual identity, he argues is such that the changes in the socio-political culture over the
period of the AIDS epidemic are so profound that “a gay man of 25 is likely to have a very
different experience of gay identity from a man of 35, who in turn is likely to share very little
with a self-identifying ‘homosexual’ in his 60s” (p16).
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2.3 Gay community

"I was for a moment, if not dazzled, at least perfectly bewildered. It seemed as if
from this everyday world of ours I had been magically transported into the realms of
fairyland" (Oscar Wilde (attrib.), Teleny, c1890)
The term ‘gay community’ is at best a problematic one, pervasive in popular usage, central to
AIDS policy and practice, widely contested by both gay and non gay people and subject to
numerous presumptions, assumptions and definitional vagueness in academic research.
‘Community’ itself has a long history of definitional ambiguity, flux and contestation, from
early usage denoting groups of people with geographical, social and political
interdependence; “a self governing social unit with some common values and experiencing
feelings of belonging to one another” (Mitchell, 1973) to contemporary usage that seems to
more about shared identity, interest or dilemma.
Although the early research into homosexuality acknowledged the role of the gay or
homosexual community in the establishment of gay identity, as has been noted in previous
sections, the primary focus, with some exceptions, was the individual and not the group.
Studies such as that by Warren (1971) depicted the gay community as a site that provided
refuge from a hostile and stigmatising world. The sort of gay community that Warren was
writing about was one quite separate from the rest of society, she repeatedly refers to it as a
‘secret community’ and much is made of the processes of learning the rules of this culture
and “criteria by which to recognise fellow homosexuals in straight settings and straights who
have wandered into gay settings.” (p148) There is also considerable emphasis on the
difference in the sort of self-conceptualisations available to an individual within the gay
community and in the ‘stigmatising’ community. “The community provides criteria for
locating a homosexual identity that differ from that of the stigmatising society in that they do
not specify acts of sex, but feelings of romantic or emotional sexuality as the basis for
homosexuality.” (p152). As anachronistic as much of this work now seems, it marks an
important shift from the clinical and pathological representations of gay people to the
legitimacy concerns of gay liberation.
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The minority group conceptualisation of gay community has it’s roots in the civil rights
movements and is typified by the work of Altman (1971, 1979, 1982). Central to this
construct is the relation of the gay community to the dominant culture; ‘minority’ is, after all,
only meaningful in relation to a ‘majority.’ The political implications of this change in focus
have been noted by a number of authors (for example Weeks 1977, 1987, D’Emilio 1983,
Seidman, 1993, Adam, 1987) for, as Altman (1982) says, “seeing homosexuals as a minority,
with a specific life style, meant taking a major step away from the categorization of them as
evil, criminal, sick or deviant. After all, murderers are not usually seen as a minority, nor
tuberculosis as a life style.” (p6). A collective purpose, that allowed for internal diversity and
discord could be accommodated by a minority group model. As Weeks (1990) notes,
“whatever the divisions and the proud assertion of a thousand differences in the lesbian and
gay community, they were nothing compared to what that community had in common in the
face of outside attack.” (p237)
Epstein (1987) has characterised the minority group model as an ‘ethnic’ identity arising out
of claims for legitimacy and equality; “Gays in the 1970’s increasingly came to see
themselves as a legitimate minority group, having a quasi-’ethnic’ status and deserving the
same protections against discrimination that are claimed by other groups in our society”
(p243). For Epstein, however, this approach too often tends toward an essentialist view of
homosexuality, and a hardening of categories of sexuality, when the popularity of social
constructionism should be leading to their increased permeability; “the notion [of gay
ethnicity] does tend toward a reification of the category ‘homosexual,’ implying that lesbians
and gay men are in some fundamental sense different from heterosexuals.”(p257)
The AIDS epidemic has engendered renewed interest in the sexual lives of gay men and the
concept of sexual communities has been used as an organisational paradigm that offers
greater utility in AIDS prevention (see for example D’Emilio 1983, Rofes 1998). The
contribution of community to the practice of sexuality has been noted by several authors, for
example Prestage (1997) notes that “the development of a gay rights movement, and of a gay
community, helped shaped the ways in which gay men express their sexuality and even the
types of sexual practices in which they engage.” In part this notion reflects the social
constructionist approach, but also has a pragmatic and functional component (see for example
Bell and Valentine, 1995).It also attempts to redress what Parker et al (1991) refers to as “the
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lack of attention given to the social, and cultural context of sexual behaviour [which] has
made it difficult to examine behavioural data within a comparative framework” (p95). The
reflexivity of the sexuality-community interaction is an important aspect of this; “culture
shapes individual sexuality through roles, norms and attitudes ... while at the same time
contributing to the reproduction of this collectivity” (Parker 1991, p79).
Seidman (1993) has proposed locating gay community as a new social movement (NSM), a
postmodern and post-Marxist entity. The core argument in this is that the new social
movements have challenged the “Marxian notion that class struggle anchored in economic
inequalities is the primary social division and site for political organising” (p108). The
fundamental realignment of the NSM is from discourse around oppression premised on
economic and class factors to that of oppression centred on cultural representations. As
Prestage (1997) has noted, “the symbolic, cultural, aspects of gay community association
have not been as effectively integrated into HIV social research [as behavioural aspects]”.
Writers that typify the cultural representation approach to gay community include Bronski
(1984), Rubin (1974), Rich (1983), and Crimp (1988).
There have been surprisingly few pieces of published research or theory on the role of
community in the lives of gay men. While research has examined differences between ‘gayidentified’ and ‘non gay-identified’ men (for example Plummer, 1981, Kochems, 1987,
Deverelle and Prout, 1995, Crawford, Kippax et al 1998) and the ‘impact’ of the epidemic on
‘the gay community’ (for example King, 1995, Rofes, 1998), there is little that deals with
what Hogg and Abrams (1988) term ‘the group within the individual’.
The major conceptual framework that offers at least something of this is community
attachment.
Community attachment is a refinement of earlier notions of gay community affiliation such as
that found in Warren (1974)1. Affiliation is linked to the idea of a separate and closed social
world and the degree to which an individual is part of and committed to this world;
“stigmatization and secrecy, the closing in of the community as the centrally defining aspect

1

See also the psychological literature on community attachment that led to theories of place attachment, for
example Kasarda and Janowitz 1974, Goudy 1982, Sampson, 1988.
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of life, the spending of leisure in highly structured (indeed institutionalised) gay settings and
interactions and the development of gay relationships all promote affiliation and
identification with the community” (Warren, 1972, p157).
Community attachment, on the other hand, implies a level of psychological engagement with,
I would argue, both the institutions of gay life and the notion of gay community. Epstein
(1990) has argued that “because ethnicity no longer provides the institutional supports
capable of integrating individuals into the community and providing them with a sense of
belonging, individuals futilely attempt to re-create that sense of belonging by grasping at a
psychological affiliation” (p280). It is, however, just this type of psychological affiliation that
I wish to explore in this study.
The Social Aspects of the Prevention of AIDS (SAPA) (Kippax et al, 1990) research project
developed a model of community attachment with three dimensions. These were community
involvement, sexual engagement and social engagement. These were arrived at through the
factor analysis of items included in a larger study (Connell et al, 1987, Connell et al, 1989).
Given the type of items included in the questionnaire, it is likely that these dimensions, while
having a certain utility, remain reasonably artificial.
The Gay Community Involvement Scale included 21 items. Seven items related to whether
the person attended gay community functions and groups, eight items related to whether the
person was a member of gay community organisations, four items related to the consumption
of gay products (films books etc), one item on utilisation of a gay doctor and one on
‘identification with gay community’.
The Social Engagement Scale included 10 items. Eight of these items concerned whether the
person went out with gay friends to various places and events. The remaining two items were
whether the person spent time with gay friends and whether their friends were gay.
The Sexual Engagement Scale included 19 items. Thirteen of these concerned where the
person seeks sexual partners. Two items concerned whether the person used venues for sex.
One item concerned use of gay pornography and the remaining two items concerned the
number of casual partners and frequency of casual sex.
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It is questionable whether these scales measure the community attachment as psychological
state. These scales are measures of the practice of gay men in terms of organisational
membership, friendship choice and sex. While these practices may be related to an
individual’s sense of belonging to the gay community and his sense of personal congruence
with the values represented by that community, it is important to differentiate between the
two concepts.
Dowsett (1993) has noted that “gay men have different patterns of participation in, and use
of, inner-Sydney gay venues, lifestyle, sexual opportunities and activities on offer. Not every
gay man goes to every event and not all feel comfortable with all that goes on in gay
community life” (p195) and that “such measures cannot capture the process of coming to gay
community, or show changes in attachment over time, or of the milieu within which it is
pursued.” (p197). Some authors have suggested that the concept of community may not be as
important as social networks (for example Elovich, 1997) in that “gay men are more attached
to a loose network of friends than to an abstract conception of ‘community’.”
An individual with high identification with gay community norms and values will not rate
highly on the SAPA scales unless he is highly socially and sexually active. As named, the
scales may measure ‘engagement’, but it is not clear that they measure ‘attachment’. SAPA
contend that “these beliefs and values ... are produced in and confirmed by a high level of
interaction between men who identify as gay, and an involvement in gay institutional life”
(p5). This is one contention I hope to test in this study. I expect that the relationship between
and individual and his community may be rather more complex and dynamic than his
practices would indicate.

Chapter 2: Relevant Theory and Research

Page 29

2.4 Social Identity Theory
“the question of identity
is one that's always haunted me
Whoever I decide to be
depends on who is with me”
(Pet Shop Boys: Too many people)
CASE sets out to examine the role and importance of gay community in the lives of gay men,
to contemplate the group within the individual. Conceptually the study approaches this issue
from five directions; 1. The practices of gay men in the gay community, 2. The processes of
entry into the gay community (coming out), 3. The social relations of gay men, 4. The
perception of constitutive elements of gay community, and 5. The psychological construction
of gay community. Social psychology offers several frameworks for examining the place of
groups in determining or influencing social behaviour, although many tend to deal with small
functional groups rather than large socially defined groups. Sociology and politics offer
analyses of social groups, but on a more macro scale that fails to achieve the individual level
of analysis required in this study. What was needed for this study was an approach that
offered a way of examining the consequences of membership of a socially defined group in
terms of self concept, identity, cognition and behaviour. Social identity theory fits this bill
very well, focusing as it does on the psychological consequences of membership of a social
category.
Social identity theory has its origins in the study of discrimination and prejudice that had long
been a concern of social psychology (see Ashmore and Del Boca, 1981) and its particular
genesis in a study by Tajfel (1970) (see also Tajfel et al 1971) that established the minimal
group paradigm. This study demonstrated that the act of dividing people into two groups was
sufficient to create intergroup discrimination. The groups used in the experiment were
random, anonymous and devoid of any social interaction, and yet participants distributed
monetary rewards in favour of other ingroup members. The explanatory model developed by
the Tajfel group in this research was that socialisation in childhood about groups resulted in
a ‘generic norm’ of behaviour toward out groups (Wetherell, 1982). There were, however
conceptual flaws in the normative stance of this early explanation. It was “not genuinely
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heuristic ... If the subjects had chosen fairness or maximum joint profit strategies rather than
discriminatory choices, their behaviour could also be explained in terms of norms” (Wetherell
p 208) and it was discarded by Tajfel in favour of an explanation grounded in the
individuals’ enhancement of self-evaluation in terms of the relative values of the ingroup and
the outgroup. In this explanatory model “ingroup members discriminate against the outgroup
... because the discriminatory strategies establish and enhance a distinction between the two
groups and enhance the positive value of the ingroup.” (Wetherell, 1982 p209). This model
which placed the individual’s membership of a social category at the core of social interaction
was given the name social identity (Tajfel, 1972, 1974, Turner, 1975).
“Social identity [is] that part of the individual’s self concept which derives from
their knowledge of their membership of a social group (or groups) together with
the value and emotional significance attached to that membership” (Tajfel 1981,
p255)
This approach is based on the notion that the social categories within which an individual
functions influence attitudes, behaviours and perceptions to a degree consistent with the
importance of that category to the individual and factors relating to the social group that
inhabits the category (Hogg, Terry and White 1995). The important conceptual elements of
this approach that will be discussed in the following section are; social categories and social
categorisation and prototypes, self categorisation, evaluative dimensions and intergroup
distinctiveness, subjective belief systems and self enhancement strategies.
Social categories go somewhat beyond the idea of groups as extant entities to include the
social and personal meanings of those groups. According to Hogg and Abrams (1988), social
categories are “the division of people on the basis of nationality, race, class, occupation, sex,
religion and so forth” (p14). (One can assume that so forth would include sexuality.) These
categories “stand in power and status relations to one another” (p14). In Tajfel’s (1972)
definition, these categories are discontinuous and discreet, although more recently the
permeability of social categories has been explored by a number of writers (for example.
Jackson et al 1996, Vanbeselaere, 1996)
The idea of social category has subsumed much of the ground previously covered by the
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concept of the stereotype which was popular in academic discourse on intergroup
discrimination in the first half of the twentieth century (for example Lippmann 1922, Katz
and Braly, 1933, Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswick), and found particular currency after the second
world war (for example Levinson and Sanford, 1950) in providing insight into the race based
atrocities of the holocaust and was central to both public and academic discourse at the time
of the civil rights movement (see Bigham 1971). As Hogg and Abrams (1988) note, much of
the early research in stereotyping was descriptive, examining the content and prevalence of
stereotypes, rather than motivation or process oriented.
According to Hogg and Abrams (1988) one of the significant ideological assumptions
underlying the conceptualisation of stereotypes was that they were fundamentally harmful and
undesirable and should be eliminated. While this is not surprising given the socio-political
context in which much of this theorising took place, the result was a failure to examine the
very real role these sort of generalisations played in the cognitive organisation of a complex
social world, and the positive role that stereotyping could play, particularly ingroup
stereotyping.
Critical in the evolution from stereotype to social category were studies by Tajfel (1957,
1959) and Doise (1978) on stimulus perception. Tajfel’s (1957) study of the judgements of
physical stimuli with different types of additional contextual information found that certain
peripheral dimensions (correlated attributes of the characteristic being assessed) resulted in an
accentuation of the perception of the physical characteristics of the stimuli. These peripheral
dimensions need not be related in any meaningful way to the attribute being assessed, the
mere categorisation of the stimuli into two groups resulted in an accentuation of the
differences between the groups. Doise (1978) noted the differentiation of stimuli in a similar
study with auditory stimuli. This accentuation effect was to be central to social identity
theory, where it was developed into the concept of intergroup distinctiveness.
The application of the findings of these studies to social stimuli was to substantially reconfigure the place and meaning of the stereotype in social psychology. The term ‘stereotype’
is still used in much social psychological literature (although ‘social category prototype’ is
probably more useful) but now the sense is more one of an organising construct that renders
a complex world understandable. The social category and its attendant stereotype(s) are no
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longer, in and of themselves, destructive and de-individuating1, they can be benign or even
constructive. What are important in assessing the impact of social categorisation in particular
contexts, are the power relations of social categories, the belief systems surrounding them,
and the values attributed to specific characteristics of members of the categories.
The process of social categorisation, then, is the way in which individuals construct (or
adopt) social categories, including their attendant defining characteristics, and assign other
individuals (and themselves) to these categories, thus attributing the characteristics of the
group to the individuals. These two processes are the inductive and deductive components of
social categorisation (Turner, 1982). The inductive component is “the means by which the
criterial attributes of some category are inferred from one or more individual members”
(Turner, 1982, p28). The category is therefore constructed out of experience, although not
necessarily direct contact with members of a category. The experience may be in terms of
representations, socialisation or personal interaction. The deductive component is “the
process of assigning [the criterial attributes] to all members of the category” (Turner 1982,
p28). Thus in order to organise the extensive social information that is available about any
one person, the individual employs the social categories (either learned or idiosyncratic) to
predict attitudes, behaviours, beliefs and values of those they encounter. These attributions
are by definition distorted or inaccurate2, and an individual may be aware to a greater or
lesser extent of the degree of distortion, depending on context. The result of this attribution
process may be reasonably benign in nature (for example the belief that if someone is French,
they are likely to love food) or they may be quite destructive (for example a belief that
Aborigines are lazy or that lesbians are aggressive).
The prototype in social identity theory is the construct most often used to locate the
constellation of criterial attributes of the social category. Hogg, Terry and White (1995)
describe the prototype as the “subjective representation of defining attributes (e.g. beliefs,
attitudes, behaviours) of a social category, which is actively constructed from relevant
information in the immediate or more enduring interactive environment.” (p261). The
prototype, then, is the ‘ideal’ or ‘exemplary’ member of a social category (though not
1

In the sense that the individual is no longer seen as giving up his or her autonomy and will to a collective
identity
2
Here I am using Smithson’s (1988) typology of ignorance.
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necessarily in a positive sense). Importantly, the prototype does not necessarily exist in any
one individual (and in fact this may be impossible), but acts as a point of comparison for
other members of the social category.1 The prototype also has both a degree of consistency
and a degree of fluidity across time and context, derived from the cumulative and specific
experiences of the individual. The content of prototypical categories also tends to have a high
degree of consistency across members of the same social category, that is, members of the
category will generally agree on the attributes of both the ingroup and outgroup prototype,
particularly under conditions of high intergroup differentiation (Hogg, Terry and White
1995).
Self categorisation is a specific form of social categorisation and forms the core of social
identity theory. Although self categorisation is considered a separate theory by some authors
(for example Hogg, Terry and White, 1995) developed by John Turner and his colleagues
(Turner, 1985, Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher and Wetherell, 1987) the concept is now an
integral part of the social identity approach and can be considered a development of the
theory. Basically, self-categorisation is a reflexive form of social categorisation where the
individual places him- or herself in a social category and attributes the salient evaluative
characteristics of the category to him- or herself. As with the categorisation of others, selfcategorisation can be context specific (I am a customer in the supermarket) or endure across
context and lifetime (I am a woman). Self-categorisation involves the ‘depersonalisation’ of
the self. This is a difficult term, having as it does undertones of surrendering individuality or
uniqueness, but basically means a “contextual change in level of identity from unique
individual to group member.” (Hogg, Terry and White, 1995 p 261). Depersonalisation
invokes the attributes and intergroup relations that are characteristic of the social group,
which in combination with personal identity attributes will influence how the individual
relates to both members of the ingroup and members of the outgroup.
Social identity, as defined by Tajfel (1972), is “the individual’s knowledge that he belongs to
certain social groups, together with some emotional and value significance to him of the
group membership” (p31). Importantly, social categorisation does not necessitate similarity
or liking between members of the same category. This conceptualisation offers certain

1

This is very similar to the notion of prototypes used in fuzzy logic, which sit at the centre of a fuzzy set and
act as a standard against which other members of the set are assessed to determine their membership.
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opportunities that were absent in that of stereotyping. For one thing, the social category is not
necessarily defined, imposed or controlled by a powerful outgroup. This acknowledges
individuals’ agency and permits ideas like pride, empowerment and agency to operate in a
fundamentally positive and proactive manner rather than as a reaction to oppression or
control.
There is also an acknowledgment of diversity in the valence (type, direction and strength of
value) of group membership. While it is clear that the relationship of any social category to
other more powerful categories or anti-categories (for example non-gay people) will influence
or even constrain the valence that individuals are likely to associate with group membership,
there is considerable value in the insistence on individual variance within those limits for
multiple and idiosyncratic reasons.
An interesting, and to my mind contestable, point in Tajfel’s definition is his insistence on
the individual’s cognisance of his/her group membership. The focus of social identity theory
is on the attitudes, feelings and behaviour of the ingroup in regard to the outgroup, and in this
sense the necessity of cognisance makes some sense. However, it is not clear that the absence
of cognisance or self-categorisation is sufficient to negate the effects of social categorisation
experienced by the individual. If an individual does not see themselves as, say, lesbian, but is
perceived as such by others, she is still likely to experience instances of discrimination or be
presumed to hold certain inside information or be able to fix a motorbike. There may be
interesting interaction effects when a person does not see themselves as part of group when
others do or vice versa. Individuals may be resistant to group norms, may devalue group
representatives/ spokespeople or may still conform to group norms to fulfil the expectations
of others. This is not an unimportant consideration in the context of this study.
The plurality of identity is also enshrined within this conceptualisation. As Hogg and Abrams
(1988) state, “individuals belong to many different social categories and thus potentially have
a repertoire of many identities to draw on” (p19).
The motivational force in social identity theory is the enhancement of self-concept or self
esteem. This is attained through the manipulation of representations and evaluative
dimensions of both the ingroup and the outgroup. In general the ingroup is evaluated more
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positively on salient dimensions and is represented as more homogeneous than the outgroup,
although this is mediated by several factors such as the salience of the group membership and
structural characteristics of the social group like cohesiveness and consistency. Social
comparison is the mechanism through which social identity acts. This comparison is
performed at the group level and involves the attribution of differentially evaluated
characteristics to the ingroup and outgroup. “The central tenet of this approach is that
belonging to a group (of whatever size and distribution) is largely a psychological state which
is quite distinct from that of being a unique and separate individual in that it confers social
identity, or a shared/collective representation of who one is and how one should behave.”
(Hogg & Abrams, 1988, p3)
One of the particular concerns of social identity theory is intergroup relations, and this is
approached through the strategies that individuals use to enhance their social identity in
comparison to another group. There are three basic types of self enhancement strategies
employed by individuals; social mobility, social creativity, and social competition and each
has an associated social belief system. An implicit hierarchy is associated with these
strategies that reflects the origins of this theory in the domains of prejudice, discrimination
and social justice. Social mobility is the strategy least likely to result in broad and enduring
social change and social competition the most likely. Social competition strategies are often
presented as the most desirable.
Social mobility is based on a social belief system of permeable social boundaries. Here, the
individual believes that membership of the social category is changeable, that they are able to
move from a low status or undesirable social category to a high status or desirable one or vice
versa.
A social belief system characterised by perceptions of category impermeability and a
perception of the group status as unstable leads to a perception that social change is possible.
Social creativity results from a belief system that does not allow for a change in the relations
between social groups. In this case not only is the boundary between groups impermeable, the
intergroup differential in power, status, resources opportunity or other important structural
factors is seen as “secure”. Under these conditions there are three basic cognitive strategies
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that can be employed to enhance the relative status of the ingroup: 1. Comparison with a
different outgroup, 2. Raising the salience of other categories and 3. Identifying new
dimensions on which the ingroup is more positively evaluated than the outgroup.
Social competition is the holy grail of social identity theory, here the individual perceives the
category as impermeable, the status relations as unstable and the status relations as
illegitimate. The result of this belief system is the employment of strategies that aim to
restructure society to enhance the status of the ingroup. Among the outcomes that Hogg and
Abrams (1988) suggest result from this set of conditions are riots, revolutions, civil rights
movements and terrorism. A schematic of the relationship between social belief systems and
social outcomes from Hogg and Abrams (1988) is reproduced below in figure 1.
Several authors have considered the effect of multiple social identification, although
primarily in laboratory settings (for example

Doise, Deschamps and Meyer, 1978).

Vanbeselaere (1996) in a laboratory based experimental study found that the influence of
overlapping categorisation depended on the valence of the ingroup and the valence of the
overlapping category.

If membership of the ingroup was perceived as negative, an

overlapping categorisation reduced inferiority. If the overlapping had a negative valence, the
inferiority of ingroup was increased.

Other authors have discussed role of multiple

categorisation, for example Messich and Mackie (1989) discuss the cognitive use of a
additional category to create commonality of ingroup and outgroup (see also Wilder 1986).
The original work of Tajfel and Turner and subsequent research and experimentation has
identified several factors that are important in mediating the effects of social identification. In
summary, the impact (conformity, belongingness, cohesiveness) of social category
membership increases if (a) the size of the group increases, (b) the immediacy of the category
(members are closer in space and time) increases or (c) the strength of the source
(characteristics of group members that are attractive) increases.

This material has been removed due to copyright
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The application of social identity theory to the fields of gay identity and AIDS has been
startlingly sparse. Michael Pollack’s work has incorporated some aspects of social identity
theory in his analysis of AIDS discrimination (1987, 1989), Campbell (1997) has used social
identity to explore the role of masculinity in the context of HIV transmission in South African
gold miners, and Joffe (1996) has used the theory in his analysis of social crises including
AIDS. The only publication to specifically employ social identity theory to gay identity is that
by Cox and Galloise (1996).

2.5 Place Identity and Place Attachment
I will only make brief mention of place identity and attachment approaches, as their role in
this study is relatively minor. Place attachment refers to the degree to which an individual has
a psychological investment in a place while place identity refers to the degree to which the
place is an integral part of the individual’s self-concept. The two terms are frequently used
interchangeably, and are most likely just different aspects of the same phenomena. The
approaches (they are not yet integrated theories) sit across several academic and professional
disciplines, primarily environmental psychology, but including social geography, other fields
of psychology, sociology, town planning and allied health services (particularly concerning
aged care). The canonical texts in the field are; Albert Hunter’s Symbolic Communities
(1974), Claude Fischer’s Networks and Places (1977), Harold Proshansky’s The City and
Self-Identity (1978), and Irwin Altman and Setha Low’s Place Attachment (1992).
Proshansky has published extensively on place identity, particularly in relation to urbanism
(for example Proshansky, Fabian and Kaminoff 1983, Proshansky and Fabian, 1987). His
emphasis is on the “man-environment relationship” (1978, p168) and the characteristics
(physical, social and psychological) of places that make them attractive.
Fischer’s work has led to the study of community attachment. This approach examines the
social construction of neighbourhoods through networks of social interaction. The concern
here is primarily with the way in which interactions between individuals create a social space
and influence individuals’ attachment to that place1 (see St John, Austin and Barber 1986
1

This differs from the way in which community attachment is used in, say, the SAPA study, where the emphasis
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for a review of this field).
The work of Altman and his colleagues is probably most relevant to this study. Here the
emphasis is on the way in which a place become a part of an individual’s self-concept, in
much the same way that social identity theory places the group within the individual.
The major correlates of place identification are the individual’s personal history in the place
and in particular the occurrence of significant life events in a particular setting, the length of
time the individual has inhabited the place, their life stage, the physical and symbolic
distinctiveness of the place, congruence between place and self-image and identification with
other people who inhabit the same place.

2.6 Summary and Purpose.
The diverse bodies of work discussed in this chapter have been brought together in this study
to provide a new and informative way to interrogate the relationship between gay identity and
gay community. ‘Gay community’ is not a term on which there is consensus of definition. It
is used variously as shorthand for the collectivity of gay people, to refer to the political and
organisational structures of gay society, to describe gay neighbourhoods, to describe the gay
scene, or to describe a discursive culture based around sexuality. The history of the study of
sexuality and the more recent conceptualisations of sexuality in the framework of social
constructionism have highlighted the importance of gay identity at both an individual and
social level, but often without considering the role of the collective in the individual’s self
conception.
In order to find a middle ground between the individual and the collective, to integrate
concepts of community and identity, I decided to situate this study at a social psychological
level. Social psychology has historically been concerned with group processes and how they
influence individual behaviour. The bulk of the work in social psychology has been
concerned with either dyadic or small group interactions, but a significant stream within the
field has focused on larger group processes. Social identity approaches seem to fit well with
seems to be more about the level of identification with a social group than with a geographical community like a
neighbourhood.
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the sort of concerns that sit at the centre of this study. This theoretical model appears to offer
a high degree of utility in conceptualising the role of social processes and social constructions
in the individual experience of sexuality. The experience of coming out, of identifying with a
class of people defined socially and treated (politically, structurally and interpersonally)
differentially has considerable affinity with the processes of self-categorisation, social
comparison and intergroup differentiation described by social identity theory. The processes
described by social identity theorists would appear to have utility in understanding the
relational practices of sexuality, the influence of cultural factors like the impact of
HIV/AIDS, the roles of relationships and social networks, and the inter and intra group
processes that play a significant role in gay men’s sense of who they are.
This study then, has two primary purpose. The first is to examine the utility of social identity
theory in the domain of sexuality, specifically in terms of interpersonal and intergroup
relations and (to an extent) at a broader political level.
The second purpose of this study is to test whether there is a generational effect, at the socialpsychological level, that concords with the ways in which the AIDS epidemic has changed
the lives of gay men.
If indeed there are generational distinctions that can be defined by this classification of
experience, they should be evident at the level of social networks and in the constructions of
community, not just in the practices of being gay. If social identity theory can offer a way
into the place of gay community in the lives of gay men it is through the conceptualisation of
the “group in the individual”. There has been much research on the practices of gay men in
the gay community (much of this as a direct result of AIDS), there has also been much
research and theoretical work on gay men and lesbians as a social movement. What has been
conspicuously absent though, has been research on the place that membership (at whatever
level and by whatever definition) of the gay community has on the self-conceptualisations gay
men (both individually and collectively).

Chapter 3: Methodology/ Instruments
3.1 Overall rationale
The rationale
This study was designed to explore the particularities of gay social identity and then to test
whether there were systematic differences between the three generational groups. The major
theory driven domains of enquiry were:
-The process of self categorisation.
-The initial and subsequent processes of social comparison with specific
regard to shifts toward or away from category normative behaviour, values,
aesthetics and practices.
-The structure, content and temporal fluidity of the individuals’ social
networks (intimate, intermediate and casual) with particular reference to
issues of sexuality, gender, rôles and relational properties
-Beliefs about the nature of the social category itself, specifically the
homogeneity of its constitution, the permeability of its boundaries and the way
in which these have changed over time
-Beliefs about the out group, particularly evaluative comparisons to the
ingroup.
-Beliefs about structural relationships between the in group and out group
-The individual’s conceptualisation of his place in the social category both at
the moment and in the context of his personal history.
-The importance of social context in experiences of gay social identity.
-The employment of identity management strategies at an individual and
group level.
-The role of prototypical and representative members of the social category.
Issues that were more content driven included the place of the epidemic in the lives of these
men, their relationship to the institutions of gay life like the scene and organisations,
processes of information seeking, political and ideological beliefs about the place of gay
sexuality in Australian society, and experiences of discrimination or anti-gay violence.
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Given the breadth of the domain of enquiry, it was necessary to employ a reductive approach
to data collection and analysis, with certain issues de-emphasised during the process. A two
stage design was chosen that can be characterised as a qualitative phase that explored the
complexities of the domain followed by a quantitative phase that allowed systematic
comparison between the three generational groups with a larger group of men and a more
focused set of issues. The qualitative phase of the study consisted of a set of focus groups and
a set of semi-structured interviews. The quantitative phase consisted of a self completed
questionnaire.
General Sampling issues
In reaching a realistic understanding of the role of gay community in the lives of gay men it
was essential to take into account the diversity of gay experience and gay life. While this
study was limited to gay men in metropolitan Melbourne and could not hope to address the
very specific differences in the experience of rural gay men, there were other factors that
could be, at least monitored, if not controlled.
The physical geography of Melbourne’s (male) gay scene is organised around two major
areas, the ‘northside,’ centred around Collingwood, Fitzroy and Abbotsford and parts of
Richmond and the ‘southside’ centred around South Yarra and Prahran. Each of these
commercial areas has a residential catchment area, the northside including Northcote, Clifton
Hill, Brunswick and Carlton, and the southside including St Kilda, Windsor, and South
Melbourne. The centres have distinct cultural flavours, the northside more community/
political and the southside more fashion/ artistic. The commercial area in the southside is also
larger and somewhat more identifiable, centred around a strip of Commercial Road. That
being said there is considerable diversity within each area and considerable flow between the
two. It could be suggested that these two centres have considerable influence over the cultural
representations of Melbourne Gay life. It was important in terms of the study’s aims not to
restrict the sample to these areas and to access gay men living in other parts of Melbourne.
It was also important to access those gay men who did not experience gay community in
terms of commercial venues, or the gay scene generally. The conflation of concepts of gay
community and gay scene is all too often apparent, and one of the aims of this study was to
disentangle the two, or at least problematize the conflation. It was the researcher’s belief that
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many gay men experience gay community as a psychological state of belonging rather than
simply a practice of being in certain places and with certain people. The investigation of this
belief required that there be room for gay men to talk about the experience of community
separate from the experience of going to gay bars and belonging to gay clubs. There was a
general sense among other researchers consulted at the beginning of the project that these
men would be ‘hard to get to,’ although their viewpoint would be very valuable. As it turned
out the study was able to access these men without any specific strategies, and their input was
indeed most informative.
The issues of socio-economic status and ethnicity are not entirely unrelated to the previous
two issues. Those with less disposable income would have less opportunity to access the,
often expensive, commercial gay scene and less likely to live in the higher rent areas of say
Prahran and South Yarra. It was expected that those of non-Anglo background would have
different experience in many of the areas of the research. Coming out in a small cultural
community, discrimination and racism on the gay scene, cultural or religious values around
family and community and the management of two (or more) central and defining social
identifications were just some of the issues that were likely to be of particular import to some
of these gay men.
In terms of sampling, these factors were mainly addressed through insuring that sampling
sites were likely to provide an acceptable melange of gay men and that the factors were
monitored during the course of the study, with corrective measures taken if necessary and
where possible.

3.2 Qualitative

The Focus Groups
The focus groups do not provide primary data for this study. Their purpose was to explore
some of the researcher’s ideas about the experience of gay community, particularly in terms
of age difference, with groups of gay men. As the primary assumption behind the study, that
the experience of gay community has changed fundamentally during the period of the
epidemic, had not been systematically examined, it was important to check that this was a
reasonable premise and not simply an idiosyncratic take on gay life. Methodologically, the
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focus group sessions were designed and conducted in accord with current literature in this
area (for example Folch-Lyon and Trost 1981, Morgan 1988, Hawe, Degeling and Hall 1991,
Thomas, Steven et al 1992, Murphy, Cockburn and Murphy 1992).
Stewart and Shamdasani (1990) identify seven advantages that focus group interviews have
over other methodological approaches: the ability to gather data quickly and economically,
the direct interaction with respondents, the ability to collect data in the words of respondents,
the process of respondents reacting to each other, flexibility in setting and type of respondent,
suitability for illiterate people and children, and the ease with which results can be
understood. In the context of this study the most relevant of these were the economy of the
process (given that the aim was not the collection of primary data) and the interaction of
respondents with each other. As the primary aims of this exercise were to assess the
appropriateness of the domain for in depth investigation and develop a list of themes for
inclusion in the interview schedule, a reasonably unstructured and informal style of focus
group session was selected.
Design
Three focus groups were conducted within the broad age groups suggested by a coming out
age of between 18 and 22 (that is, a pre-AIDS group that had probably come out between
1968 and 1979, a peri AIDS group that had come out between 1980 and 1989 and a post
AIDS group that had come out since 1989). The single generation design was chosen in
order to access some of the shared experiences of the men as a function of age and
particularly the cultural norms concerning those in other ‘generations’.
Recruitment
As sampling considerations were not paramount in this exercise, recruitment was conducted
in gay bars. Three bars were chosen to assure a mixture of backgrounds, residence and ages.
The managers of the bars were approached and their permission given for recruitment to take
place on the premises. The bars were: The Xchange, a pub in South Yarra (‘southside’),
somewhat more casual than other venues, attracting mainly a drinking crowd mixed in
gender, but generally gay men and their straight female friends. This pub regularly offers drag
shows, beer busts, competitions and promotions and occasionally strippers or other
performers. It is a venue where many people ‘start the night’ or go for a drink in the early
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evening, often in groups. Recruitment at this venue was conducted on both quiet nights and
early evenings. The Laird is a pub in Abbotsford (‘northside’) with a particular leather, SM,
‘blokey’ flavour attracting a drinking crowd, almost exclusively gay men, on average
somewhat older than the Xchange, offering occasional shows (not drag), special nights and
club meetings. The Laird has a history of community involvement, particularly around AIDS
issues. Recruitment at the Laird was in early evenings. The Peel is a dance bar in
Collingwood (‘northside’) attracting a mixed crowd (male/female, straight/gay) though
tending toward gay men and their straight female friends. The Peel is a later night venue,
opening at 11pm and not becoming busy until about 1-2am. Recruitment at the Peel was
conducted ‘early’ in the evenings and on a men only night.
The recruitment process consisted of the researcher approaching patrons of the bars,
explaining the project and asking if the patron would be willing to attend a focus group on a
given night. If the patron was interested, they would be asked if they were available on the
appropriate night for their age group. If this was acceptable, they were asked for their first
name and a contact phone number so they could be given a reminder call the day before the
focus group. If the patron was unsure about whether they wished to participate, or whether
they were available, they were given a card with contact information.
Response
Sufficient positive responses were obtained to set up three focus groups, with a list of 12
names and an expected no show rate of around 50%.
Conduct
The focus groups were conducted at the offices of the ALSO foundation (a gay organisation)
in South Yarra between 8 and 10pm in June/ July, 1994. The three groups consisted of 6 (1924yo), 5 (27-32yo) and 5 (35-46yo) participants. The focus groups were facilitated by the
researcher. On arrival participants were asked to complete a consent form (see Appendix B)
and a one page demographic questionnaire (see Appendix B).
Food and drink were provided to make the atmosphere more convivial and relaxed.
Participants were seated around a table. Once all participants were present, the researcher
explained the purpose of the session and the general aims of the study. Participants were
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asked to respect the opinions of the other participants and the confidentiality of remarks made
during the session and to speak one at a time for the purposes of tape clarity. Clarification
was given on any matters of concern. The session was then conducted by the researcher in a
semi-structured fashion following the schedule below.
Figure 2: Focus group theme list
Theme

Prompt

Gay Community
Coming out experience
What existed
Who existed
Social
Institutional

I would like you to talk about what it was like
when you first came out, what it
was like getting to know the gay community, what
sort of people you met, that sort of thing.

Current experience of gay community
-Who (gay men, lesbians, drag queens, leather,
political types, transsexuals, bisexuals)

I would like you to talk about who you think
actually makes up the gay community, what sorts of
people

-What (sexual, social, commercial, media, political)

Apart from the people, what other sorts of things
make up the gay community

Involvement/Attachment
-What is attachment
-When attached
-How attached
-How much
-Which part(s)
-What you get from each part

I would like you to talk about how important or
unimportant it is for you to be part of the gay
community, what you get out of and what you don't

AIDS
-Structures and institutions
-Importance of AIDS
-Meaning for community (change and presence)

I'd like you to talk about how big a part AIDS plays
in the gay community, how much you think AIDS
has changed the gay community

Intergroup perceptions
Differences and similarities, in experience, in social
behaviour, in identity

Thinking about guys in their [appropriate
comparison age group], how do you think their
experience of the gay community differs from
yours?

The sessions were tape-recorded, but not transcribed, as the content was not intended for
analysis.

The Interviews
The information obtained from the focus groups helped to clarify and direct the researcher’s
lines of enquiry for the subsequent phase of the study. Interviews were chosen as an
appropriate method of exploring how issues of community, social networks and identity
functioned within an individual’s world view. While this technique is not as useful in making
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reliable comparisons between the three groups as more delineated quantitative methods, it
does offer a particular insight into how the themes and concepts under inquiry related to each
other within a lived context. It is through the interviews that one is able to see the
complexities of coming out, the contradictions and fluidity of gay social identity and get a
sense of the richness (or drabness) of the cast of the gay world as seen by the participants.
Design
A semi-structured style of interview was selected for this study. The area of study was quite
broad, and from the focus groups it was quite clear that most gay men had given considerable
thought to the sorts of issues that were to be discussed. Any structure within an interview has
to be considered carefully, for there is always the danger that the style and form of the
questioning will determine the responses. To avoid this, broad areas of interest (what Mc
Cracken, 1988 refers to as ‘grand-tour’ questions) were introduced with an open prompt such
as “can you talk a bit about coming out” or “what do you think of the scene?” rather than
direct questions. The interviewers involvement was kept to a minimum, and a more direct
form of questioning was only resorted to when interviewees were reluctant, guarded or were
responding with comments such as “I’ve never really thought about it”. These instances were
rare. Personal disclosure on the part of the interviewer was employed where appropriate in
order to assure the participants that their experiences were both interesting and valuable and
to ensure a relaxed and social atmosphere. In fact many participants wished to be assured that
the interviewer was also gay, an assurance I was happy to give. The interviewer did not
challenge comments or opinions that he personally found offensive and, I trust, did not betray
his feelings on these matters.
The interview schedule.
A long list of potentially relevant issues arising out of the research questions and the focus
groups was compiled. The items were then organised in thematic groups. This list was,
predicably, far too extensive and considerable culling ensued to bring the theme list down to
one that would be manageable in an interview of around one hour. The criteria used for
inclusion of themes included relevance to the concept of gay social identity, the likelihood
that it would be informative about generational differences in the experiences of the
participants, and the necessity of the information in providing a meaningful context for those
experiences.
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From the literature it was clear that decisive moments of self categorisation and exposure to
other members of the social category were critical in understanding the role of gay social
identity in these men’s lives. The coming out process sits well within this framework and, as
the literature in this area attests, is central to most gay men’s understanding of who they are
and how they relate to other gay people. The fact that this is a narrative that is well rehearsed
offered an easy entry into the discussion of more complex issues. There are, however, some
difficulties associated with a practised narrative, particularly one that connects to an
important meta-narrative in gay culture, and which has elements that generally remain
implicit in its telling (particularly to another gay man). Many respondents began their coming
out story with a phrase like “I suppose I’m like most gay men...” or “I guess my story is a bit
different to most other people’s”. This was a cue for the interviewer to encourage the
respondent to focus on the details of their own story or elucidate exactly how their story was
“like most others”. In all sections of the interview attention was paid to the places, context
and people involved in the events recounted, and with the participant’s feelings at the time.
The respondents’ first experiences with the gay scene gave an opportunity to examine the
social comparison process and particularly the ways in which respondents modified their
practices and beliefs in order to fit into this environment. The respondents’ current practices
and beliefs about the scene were also discussed and this gave some insight to the ongoing
process of social comparison and their relationship to other gay people.
The structure of the respondents’ social networks was explored by moving from the best
friend, through close fiends and regular friends to acquaintances. This structured the
discussion in an area that could had the potential to take up most of the allotted time. Here,
the interviewer steered the discussion toward issues of similarity and difference between
members of the network, particular qualities that characterised friends, changes in the
network over time and the rôles of various members.
The nature of the social category itself was approached in several different ways throughout
the interview. The respondents’ relationship to the scene and gay organisations and the people
encountered in these contexts was one point of entry for this purpose, illuminating both place
and population. Respondents were also asked about who they thought made up the gay
community and what made someone a part of it. They were asked about the sense of
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similarity and difference they felt to other gay people and about the types of gay people. This
not only gave insight into the nature of the social category, but the different ways in which
men use the term ‘gay community’. The emphasis (in terms of the theoretical underpinnings
of the study) was on the structural and relational characteristics of the social category, that is
things like permeability of boundaries homogeneity and stability.
In all five broad domains of interview territory were mapped out: coming out, friends, gay life
and institutions, community, and the epidemic.
An interview schedule was developed with the basic themes that the interview needed to
cover and associated prompts to remind the interviewer of particular content areas that were
of interest in each theme (see Figure 3 below). Usually the topics for which prompts were
prepared were covered by the participants, with the researcher only occasionally required to
seek clarification. The order of the theme list was selected to provide a reasonably logical and
smooth progression of topics. The AIDS issues were placed toward the end of the interview,
as it was felt that some of the participants could find these distressing. The interviews ended
with a question designed to provide a light and positive conclusion. Most of the interviews
ran in the order of the schedule, but this was not essential, and themes were routinely
explored as they emerged in the course of the discussion.
The interview schedule was pre-tested with two participants to check for timing, degree of
obtrusiveness, logical and natural flow of themes, and points of ambiguity. These two
interviews were followed by brief discussions with the participants about the interview
process. Minor modifications were made to the schedule (one additional item and some reordering). The schedule used for the remainder of the interviews appears below.
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Figure 3: Theme list for interviews
Coming out story
Coming out is usually an important thing to gay people . . .
When did you first come out, where?
(prompt age at coming out/ rural-urban/ sure of sexuality?/ to family- to friends )
Tell us what happened
(prompt places/ type of people/ how you oriented yourself/ feelings)
Friends
Thinking about your circle of friends,
Would you say you had a lot of close friends or just a few
(prompt size/ diversity/ distribution)
What is your closest friend like?
(prompt sexuality/ age/ gender/ workmate?/ length of friendship/ role in group of friends)
What about your other close/ closer friends, what are they like?
(prompt sexuality/ age/ gender/ work -social/ length of friendship/ roles/ stability/ consistency/ interaction)
And more generally, are there many people you see out that you say hi to?
(prompt diversity/ history/ type)
Gay Life
Do you have much to do with the scene?
(prompt places/ frequency/ group or alone/ rewards/ costs)
What about other gay organisations, do you have much to do with them?
(prompt social/ political/ sport/ rewards/ costs/ differences to scene)
What about shopping? Do you do that in gay areas or at gay businesses?
(prompt distance/ how defined/ degree/ why)
And does gayness come into other parts of your life, like books, music, films etc?
(prompt importance of things/ rewards)
Community
What do you think makes someone part of the gay community rather than just gay?
(prompt definition of gay community/ lesbians/ trans-gender/ outness/ similarities/ ins& outs)
How much do you have in common with other gay people?
(prompt similarities/ differences/ importance of others)
What sorts of people in the gay community are most like you?
(prompt age/ gender/ valence/ number/ attributes)
What sorts of people in gay community are most diff to you?
(prompt age/ gender/ valence/ number/ attributes)
Epidemic
Do you think the gay community has been changed by AIDS?
(prompt when/ positive-negative/ relative to now/ )
Closing
How do see the gay community changing in the future? how would you like to see it change
(prompt diverse/ splitting up/ integrating)
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Recruitment
Participants for the interview phase of the study were recruited primarily through an
advertisement in ‘Brother Sister.’ Brother Sister is a free newspaper style fortnightly gay
publication distributed through gay venues and businesses (gay bookshops, cafés, restaurants,
bread shops, hairdressers music stores etc.), known colloquially as a bar rag. There are two
such publications in Melbourne, the other being the Melbourne Star Observer (MSO) is
weekly. The advertisement reproduced below, was a four by seven centimetre box ad and was
placed in two successive issues of the paper on 23/3/95 and 6/4/95 1995. The advertisement
gave the basic details with a contact phone number for the researcher.
Figure 4: Advertisement for interview (actual size)

Gay Men
18 to 40 years old
We need your stories
for a study of
the Gay Community
and what it means
for gay men
Interviews will take
around 1hr 30 mins
and you will be paid
$15 for your time
Call Jeff Grierson on
(03) 285 5302
Community, Attachment,
Structures and the Epidemic
A Project of La Trobe
University

Payment
A token payment of $15 per interview was offered to potential participants. This was in part
in recognition of the value of the participants’ time and contribution, and in part to minimise
the no-show rate. The size of the reimbursement was such that it would be unlikely to elicit a
social desirability response, but not so low as to be seen as patronising.
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Response
Responses to the advertisement began at 8 am the morning after the paper appeared on the
streets and sufficient responses were received to schedule the first three weeks of interviews.
The response to the second appearance of the advertisement was somewhat lower, but the
researcher was still unable to accommodate the later callers. A small number of callers
wished to know why the study was only recruiting those under 40 years old, and all but one of
these were satisfied with the researcher’s explanation.
On receiving an inquiry, the researcher explained the nature of the study and the interview
process and ensured that the potential participant understood how the data would be used and
that the interview would be tape recorded. The researcher then scheduled a time and place
for the interview and, if the interview was more than two days away, requested a contact
phone number so that he could check that the participant was still available.
Most of the interviews were conducted at the Centre for the Study of Sexually Transmissible
Diseases. This is a social research centre attached to La Trobe University, located in Carlton,
an inner city suburb easily accessible by car and public transport. Some participants were
concerned by the name of the centre and were assured that it was not a clinical centre and that
they would not be socially compromised by visiting the building. Interviews were conducted
in private offices at the centre. A small number of interviews were conducted in participants
homes at their request, two interviews were conducted at the researcher’s home, and one
interview was conducted at the Positive Living Centre (a community HIV centre). Interviews
were conducted between 27/3/95 and 12/5/95. All interviews were conducted by the
researcher, a gay man in his (early) thirties. Interviews were tape recorded using a flat table
microphone.
Conduct of the interviews.
Participants were first asked to read and sign a consent form (see Appendix B) and to
complete a one page demographic questionnaire similar to that used in the focus groups (see
Appendix B). The interviewer explained the process of the interview and clarified any
concerns of the participants before commencing the interview or starting the tape recorder.
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Interviews ran from between half an hour and one and a half hours with the majority lasting
for around an hour. Interviews in participants homes tended to take slightly longer.
As noted above, the interview process generally followed the theme list, with some
variations, additions and omissions. At the end of the interview participants were given the
opportunity to clarify any thing they had said or to add any other comments they thought were
relevant. The additional comments included concerns about suicide rates among young gay
men, the representativeness of AIDS organisations, the door policies of gay venues and
concerns about HIV. Participants were then given the payment and asked to sign a receipt.
The interviewer then thanked them for their time and contribution.
Two interviews were discarded, one because the recording quality was very poor and one
because the participant was well outside the age range, but only revealed this after the
interview commenced. Some sections of another three interviews were unusable due to poor
recording quality (traffic noise etc.). One interview was suspended for fifteen minutes, as the
participant wished to discuss some personal issues not directly relevant to the study, and one
interview was cut slightly short when the participant realised he had another appointment.
The interview tapes were transcribed before being analysed.
Analysis
The task of data management for this phase of the study was undertaken using HyperResearch, a Macintosh based text coding program. This program was used to code the
transcripts, initially using the theme list from the interviews, and subsequently using
emergent categories (as suggested by Weber 1985, McCracken 1988). While most material
on a particular interview theme appeared in blocks within each transcript, the emergent
categories were more likely to be scattered throughout the transcripts. The emergent
categories included things like alienation, learning rules, types of gay people, homophobia,
gender issues, the ‘image’ of the gay community, generational differences and affective
states. In all there were over one hundred emergent categories. Hyper-Research creates a text
file across all interviews based on category queries. This is a time (and paper) consuming
exercise and relatively unsophisticated. Much of the analysis involved comparing extracts
from interviews within and between generational groups, looking for similarities, differences
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and variations. Frequently it was necessary to return to the full transcript to place the extract
in context and look for consistent themes within a single transcript. In short, the major
analytical tool in this phase of the study was an intense familiarity with each transcript. The
theoretical material directed much of this enquiry and the list of issues given at the beginning
of this chapter provided the framework for organising the findings. Quotes that illustrated
patterns or themes were put aside and are used in the following chapter to illustrate the
analysis.

3.3 Quantitative
The final phase of data collection was a quantitative one utilising a self-completed
questionnaire. The questionnaire had two aims: testing the appropriateness of social identity
theory for gay identity and determining if there were generally observable differences
between the three generational groups on variables related to gay social identity and gay
community. A target sample size of 100 per generational group was set with an awareness
that those in the post-AIDS group would be more difficult to access (on advice of other
researchers in this field), and some over-sampling would be required.
Important considerations in designing the questionnaire given its length were ease of
understanding, logical flow of questions, variation in the types of items, interesting and
engaging items, clear explanations of what was required and appropriate language for a broad
range of levels of education, openness about sexuality, political and ideological beliefs, class,
ethnicity and experience.
Physically the questionnaire was designed to look different to the many other instruments in
the field, and to be able to be completed in a range of settings, particularly the outdoor event
at which it was planned to be distributed. The final questionnaire was produced as a 20 page
A5 centre stapled booklet with a brightly coloured stiff cover (green for the first sample and
blue for the second). The questionnaire could withstand being carried about for some time,
would provide a reasonable writing surface and would not be easily misplaced or mistaken
for another flyer or pamphlet. The first page of the booklet included information on the
project and ethics committee details. Reply-paid envelopes were distributed with each
questionnaire.
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The content of the questionnaire was similar to the theme list for the interviews, but used
findings from the qualitative phase to determine categories, language, and points of particular
interest. The types of items included checklists, yes/no items, continuous rating scales,
multiple choice items, numeric items, ranking exercises and a graphic item. There were
descriptive introductions to each section, and clarifications where items seemed to be
repeated1. The questionnaire was checked for readability using the Flesch scale (Microsoft
Word). The questionnaire was pre-tested in prototype form by 8 individuals. Discussions
with these men led to minor modifications in the design and wording of the questionnaire.
The time taken to complete the full instrument in the pre test was around forty minutes. In
the field, as much as it was possible to observe, the questionnaire took people between thirty
and seventy minutes to complete.

Questionnaire contents
The questionnaire covered four major areas; coming out, social networks, gay community and
the SAPA scale. Demographic questions were included at the beginning of the questionnaire
and two AIDS related items at the end. The rationale for the selection of items was much the
same as for the interview phase of the study. The specific aims of each item are discussed in
the following chapter at the beginning of each section. Briefly the questionnaire included:
Demographic information: Age, relationship status, sexuality, occupation, suburb of
residence and parents’ country of birth.
Coming Out: General order of coming out experiences, order and approximate age of coming
out for specific categories of experience (to friends, to family, support groups and
counselling, relationships and scene), initial experiences of the gay world, and information
seeking.

1

Here in the case of the SAPA scale which needed to be asked in a standardised fashion, while the researcher
was asking about similar domains in a way that fitted the theoretical basis of the study.
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Social Networks: Number of close and regular friends by gender and sexuality, comparative
age of friends, mix in ages of friends, structure of social network, and changes in social
network at time of coming out and in the last twelve months.
Gay Community: Degree of membership of gay community, change in degree of membership
since coming out, contextual differences in membership, a series of items centred around
‘types’ of gay people including presence in social network, sense of commonality, ratings of
membership, and comfort with image projected within and outside the gay community. A
question asking respondents to locate a set of fourteen prototypes and themselves on a
graphic representing the gay community. A set of questions regarding the importance and
utilisation of the gay scene, gay organisations and gay cultural products. Questions about
spokespeople, publicly gay people and gay specific spaces. A set of items on incentives and
disincentives of the gay scene.
SAPA: The SAPA Gay Community Involvement and Gay Social Engagement scales were
included in the same form as the original study with a slight alteration to the list of
publications to reflect those in Melbourne.
AIDS: An item asking about the degree to which the epidemic had changed the lives of the
respondents, other than in terms of sexual behaviour and an item asking the degree of
importance the epidemic has in their lives.
Recruitment/Distribution
Distribution 1: Midsumma Carnival
The first distribution site chosen was the Midsumma Carnival. The carnival is one of the
major events of the Midsumma Festival, a month long gay and lesbian celebration held in
Melbourne each year in January/ February. The carnival is an outdoor even held on a Sunday
in a public park attracting several thousand people. The event includes numerous stalls run by
gay businesses, community organisations, and mainstream businesses hoping to attract the
pink dollar, fairground attractions (Ferris wheels dodgems etc), bars and food stalls, two
entertainment stages featuring bands, performers drag shows (of course) and special events
(dog show, amateur drag etc) and lawn areas for picnicking and dancing. People often spend
much of the day at the event. The crowd attending this event is particularly mixed (in terms
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of gender, socio economic status, age and suburb of residence) and from the interviews it was
clear that this was one event attended by many people who did not go out to bars and clubs
and had little other involvement with the commercial gay scene.
The Midsumma Carnival in 1996 was held in Alexander Gardens on February 11th. The
researcher approached the organising committee proposing to distribute questionnaires with
reply paid envelopes at the event. The organisers of the event indicated that while they would
support the research, they had a policy disallowing the distribution of any material other than
from stalls. They suggested that it would be possible for the researcher to occupy part of a
shared community stall at a nominal cost. This, as it turned out, was to be a very productive
arrangement, providing storage space for the questionaries and other material, shelter from
the rain and a clear focus for questionnaire distribution and return.
The site assigned to the project was very central and faced on to a major foot traffic corridor,
providing excellent access to the crowds. Brightly coloured signs were erected around the
stall stating “Opinionated Gay Men Wanted” and advertising the inducements for early return
of the questionnaires. It was decided that a small inducement consisting of a mag of mixed
lollies (valued at about 80 cents) would be offered to those who completed and returned the
questionnaire on the day. These proved so popular that the researcher was forced to dash off
halfway through proceeding to purchase more sweets! Two gay men were employed for the
day to assist with questionnaire distribution and return, and to help answer queries. Both
were familiar with the project and the questionnaire. Questionnaires, reply paid envelopes
and pencils were handed out to those that approached the stall. A large number of men
completed the questionnaire at the stall or in the general vicinity, many remarking that they
found the process thought provoking and enjoyable. The Freddo-frogs were particularly
valued.
Response: Midsumma
280 distributed
180 completed on the day (64%)
27 Returned by mail (13/2/95 to 3/3/95) (9.6%)
207 completed in total
Response rate= 73.9%
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Distribution 2: VAC mailing list
The second sampling site chosen was the mailing list of the Victorian AIDS Council. The
VAC has had a strong gay community profile since it’s inception. It maintains a computerised
mailing list of those wishing to regularly receive information on AIDS and the activities of
the council. While, by no means, are all the individuals on the mailing list gay, gay men
make up a significant part of the council’s constituency.
Process
A total of 300 names and addresses were extracted from the VAC mailing list using the
selection criteria of men between the ages of 18 and 45. Each name was assigned a number
to allow for reminder letters. Each person was sent a copy of the questionnaire, a reply paid
envelope marked with their code number, a letter explaining the study and a refusal form (see
Appendix 2). The letter noted that the names had been extracted from the VAC mailing list
on the basis of gender and age alone, and requesting that if they were not in the target group
for the study, or did not wish to complete the questionnaire, to return the questionnaire and
refusal form with the appropriate box ticked.
On receipt of returned questionaries the questionaries were separated from the marked
envelopes and the refusal forms collated.
Three weeks after the initial mail out, the list of names and addresses was amended using the
marked envelopes and reminder letters sent to the remaining men. The list of names and
matching numbers was then destroyed.
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Response: VAC
300 distributed
208 returned in first round
73 returned after reminder
281 total returned (94%)
225 completed
56 returned blank: 45 not appropriate, 11 refusals.
Total number of appropriate or unknown distributed= 255
Total number completed= 225
Response rate= 88.2%

Response: Full Sample
Midsumma
VAC

207
225

Total

432

Response Rate 80.7%
(percentage of appropriate or unknown distributed)
Analysis
Data were entered into a text file and then read into two statistical analysis program; Systat on
an IBM computer and SPSS on a Macintosh. Data for items requiring a written response
(occupation, suburb of residence and parent’s country of birth) were coded into predetermined categories at data entry. Questionaries which were substantially blank or missing
a response to the age category (necessary for calculation of the generational groups) were
discarded1. Frequencies were run on all variables and scanned for anomalous results. Errors
were repaired with reference to the original questionaries. The degree of missing data was
quite low, reaching around 6% on the more complex items. Various scales and additional
variables were calculated (discussed in the relevant sections of the following chapter). Data
was transformed for some analyses and graphics. Data was transformed and exported for the
1

These are included in the ‘refusals’ in the response rate calculation above.
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calculation of fuzzy statistics (see Appendix G for a full description of these procedures). No
pre-determined α level was used, actual probabilities are reported for inferential statistics.
Generally, a probability of 0.05 >p≥0.01 was considered ‘weak’, 0.01 >p ≥0.001 was
considered moderate and p<0.001 was considered strong. This was not a random sample, and
so any generalisation on the basis of these findings should be undertaken with great caution.
The findings are reasonably generalisable to gay men in the sample and similar gay men
within Melbourne, it may be acceptable to generalise further within the population of gay
men in Melbourne on some of the findings but to do so beyond this level would be unwise.

Chapter 4: Interviews
The primary function of this phase was to interrogate the concept of gay social identity, with
particular emphasis on social networks and gay community and to highlight particular issues
which would be amenable to further investigation through a large scale questionnaire. The
interviews were semi structured, allowing both enough flexibility for diverse experience, and
enough consistency for inter-generational comparison on particular points. The interview
schedule ensured that at least the major points were covered in all interviews. The responses
varied considerably in terms of length and complexity of response, articulateness and clarity.
I have tried to include quotes from most of the participants, although it has often been easier
to illustrate points with quotes that are succinct and articulate. There are, however, some
quotes of considerable length that, while they may ramble a little, often give voice to some
views and experiences that are not often heard in discourses on gay community.
Structurally the results of this phase are presented by theme and then by generation. The
major issues are presented in the first section of each theme (pre-AIDS). The following
sections (peri-AIDS and post-AIDS) serve more to illustrate similarities, differences and
peculiarities.
Quotes are followed by the reference number of the interview and the participant’s age at the
time of interview. Quotes are largely verbatim, with some ‘um’s and ‘ah’s removed for ease
of reading. Square brackets [ ] indicate a paraphrase of an intervening section. Ellipses (...)
indicate that a section of text has been removed, though without altering the context or tone
of the quote. Two points and a comma (..,) indicate a pause. Italics represent the voice of the
interviewer.
A glossary in Appendix C gives brief descriptions of the venues, organisations and groups
mentioned in the interviews.
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4.1 Demographics of the Interview Sample
The following demographic information is taken from the pre-interview questionnaire
completed by all participants. (see Appendix B). These results are presented primarily to give
a context for the following discussion and are not of particular import on their own. The
questionnaire provided a formal start to the interviews and encouraged participants to begin
thinking about some of the matters that were to be covered.
Sample characteristics
Thirty five interviews were transcribed and analysed. The mean age of the sample was 30.63
years with a standard deviation of 6.62. The median age was 30. The sample was broken into
three generational groups by age: Pre-AIDS 33-42 years old, Peri-AIDS 26-32 years old and
Post-AIDS 19-25 years old. Of the usable transcripts, there were 15 cases in the pre-AIDS
group and 10 in each of the other two groups.
The sample was split evenly between the two major gay areas and the rest of Melbourne with
only two participants being from rural areas (table1). The middle generational group had a
slightly higher presence in the northern gay precinct.

Table 1: Area of residence of interview participants. Valid percentage for
generational groups and full sample.
Southern
Gay Area

Northern
Gay Area

Other
Metro.

Rural

Pre-AIDS

40.0

13.3

40.0

6.7

Peri-AIDS

10.0

50.0

30.0

10.0

Post-AIDS

40.0

20.0

40.0

0.0

Total Sample

31.4

25.7

37.1

5.8

Chapter 4: Interviews

Page 63

The sample had a slightly higher level of formal education than one would expect,
particularly the post-AIDS group (table 2). This is not surprising given that the study
required an active approach by the participants, and was identified as being under the
auspices of a university.
Table 2: Educational level of interview participants. Valid percentages for
generational groups and full sample.
School

TAFE or
similar

University

Other

Pre-AIDS

33.3

13.3

40.0

13.4

Peri-AIDS

10.0

40.0

50.0

0.0

Post-AIDS

20.0

0.0

80.0

0.0

Total Sample

22.9

17.1

54.3

5.8

Although all participants spoke English as their primary language, six had parents who were
born in non-English speaking countries (table 3). This was primarily relevant in the
interviews when the participants were discussing coming out, and some aspects of the gay
scene.
Table 3: Interview participants from non-English
speaking backgrounds. Valid percentages of
generational groups and full sample.
NESB
Pre-AIDS

6.7

Peri-AIDS

10.0

Post-AIDS

30.0

Total Sample

14.3
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Participants were asked the number of close, regular and casual friends they had (see
Appendix B for specific questions.) In part this was used to pre-test items for the
questionnaire phase, by comparing a quantitative item with the descriptive narrative of the
interview. It also served a priming function, to get interviewees thinking about the structure
and content of their social networks prior to the interview.
The peri-AIDS group had, on average, the largest number of close friends, and the pre-AIDS
group the lowest (see table 4). For regular and casual friends, the post-AIDS group reported
the highest number and the pre-AIDS group the lowest. The largest differences are observed
in the regular and casual friends’ categories, with post-AIDS men having almost twice the
number of friends as the other two groups.

Table 4: Number of close friends Mean and
median for generational groups and full sample.
Mean
Median
Pre-AIDS

4.9

3.5

Peri-AIDS

6.7

5.0

Post-AIDS

5.0

4.0

Total Sample

5.5

4.0

Table 5: Number of regular friends. Mean and
median for generational groups and full sample.
Mean
Median
Pre-AIDS

7.2

6.5

Peri-AIDS

9.5

5.5

Post-AIDS

9.9

10.0

Total Sample

8.6

7.0
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Table 6: Number of casual friends. Mean and
median for generational groups and full sample.
Mean
Median
Pre-AIDS

11.5

6

Peri-AIDS

12.1

10

Post-AIDS

22.0

20

Total Sample

14.5

10

Participants were asked to mark along continuous scales four aspects of their friendship
group, the mix by gender, the mix by sexuality, the comparative age of the friends to the
participant and the mix of ages amongst the group. Again this served a priming function, but
also allows for a succinct overview of the types of social networks inhabited by these men.
Social identity theory would predict that the more diverse or inconsistent the social network
along salient dimensions (in this case sexuality, gender and age), the less influence
membership of the social category (gay men) will have on the behaviours and attitudes of the
individual. The results given below indicate that the post-AIDS group (in this phase of the
study) have less consistent social networks than the other two groups in terms of gender and
sexuality and slightly more consistent networks in terms of age similarity within the group.
The item on comparative age to the social group is perhaps less useful, constrained, as it is by
the possible ages of members of the social network: older men have slightly more younger
friends and younger men slightly more older friends. Overall, one would expect that the postAIDS group would have less investment in the gay community than the other groups, as
fewer members of their social network would share membership of the category of gay men,
and the participants themselves would need to move between gay and straight milieux. This
will be examined in greater detail in the following sections.
Table 7: Ratings on mix of sexualities scale.
Mean and median ratings for generational groups
and full sample.
Mean
Median
Pre-AIDS

3.6

3.5

Peri-AIDS

3.7

3.7

Post-AIDS

5.3

5.2

Total Sample

4.2

3.8

0=all gay/lesbian 10=all straight
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Table 8: Ratings on mix of gender scale. Mean
and median ratings for generational groups and
full sample.
Mean
Median
Pre-AIDS

3.3

2.9

Peri-AIDS

3.8

4.5

Post-AIDS

6.2

6.5

Total Sample

4.3

4.2

0=all male 10=all female

Table 9: Ratings of age similarity between social
network and participant: Mean and median
ratings for generational groups and full sample.
Mean
Median
Pre-AIDS

5.4

6.4

Peri-AIDS

5.9

5.8

Post-AIDS

6.4

5.6

Total Sample

5.8

6.0

0=most younger 10=most older

Table 10: Ratings of age similarity within social
network. Mean and median ratings for
generational groups and full sample.
Mean
Median
Pre-AIDS

6.1

6.5

Peri-AIDS

6.3

6.5

Post-AIDS

5.7

5.2

Total Sample

6.0

6.4

0=all same age 10=very mixed
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4.2 Coming Out/ Disclosure
“Individuals enter these groups, that is, ‘come out’, under wide variations in
conditions. For one, it may mean entering a ‘gay’ bat which he has frequented
in the past as an onlooker. This time it is different. He decides that he is ‘gay’,
and he enters on this occasion with heightened self consciousness and
expectations” (Hooker, 1956, p221)
The definition of coming out was left to the participants. The prompt was usually something
like “Can you tell me about when you first came out?” None of the participants asked for a
definition, but some prefaced their comments with phrases like “well it depends what you
mean by coming out, but...” The coming out story is one of the central narratives in gay
culture, playing a major role in gay literature, film, and post sexual patter (see SavinWilliams 1998b). It is generally chronological in form and revolves around the actions of
telling people that one is gay. This process is premised on an assumption of heterosexuality
that needs to be refuted. This is why we rarely hear of people coming out as heterosexual. The
narratives, particularly for the two older groups, are generally consistent with research on
disclosure of homosexuality (for example D’Augelli and Hershberger 1993, Herdt and Boxer
1993, Savin-Williams 1995 and Savin-Williams 1998a), in that the initial disclosure is to a
same age peer followed by disclosure to family. Within families the disclosure is first to a
sibling, then to the mother, with the father often being told by the mother or not told at all.
What is interesting in the transcripts of the younger members of the sample is a breakdown of
the traditional coming out narrative in terms of friends. In some of these cases the gayness of
the participant has been assumed by the friends and so there is no heterosexuality to be
refuted. Here a process of affirmation takes over that is quite different to the exposition seen
with the older men. Even in some cases with parents, particularly mothers, the assumption of
heterosexuality is absent “she was going to ask me.”
Pre-AIDS (33-42 years old).
The coming out stories of the pre-AIDS group primarily focused on two issues, telling
parents and finding the gay world. There was very little mention of telling friends or of
establishing a public gay identity, themes that, as will been seen in the following sections,
were quite central to the stories of the other two groups. There was a broad range of ages at
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which these men came out (by their own definition) from late teens to late thirties, although
most did so in their mid twenties (as would be expected from the research done on cohorts of
gay men in this age group, for example Anderson 1987). This clearly poses some difficulties
for this study, as the social context at the time of coming out is presumed to play a major role
in the establishment of a gay social identity. Those who came out in the late eighties or early
nineties may in many ways belong in one of the other generational groups. This is an issue
which is addressed in a systematic manner in the questionnaire section of this study. In this
section, however, there has been no adjustment of membership of generational groups but,
where appropriate, discrepancies will be noted.
For those that came out at an earlier age, the general tone is more negative and more
problematic. The social context at the time of these events (eg 1970s) was characterised by a
much lower level of public discussion of issues around sexuality and a much more segregated
and sub cultural gay social environment. The parents of most of these men would be between
sixty and seventy years of age, in contrast to those of the post-AIDS group who may be in
their late thirties.
Coming out to parents
The stories these men tell of coming out to their parents tend to centre around a specific event
the telling of their sexuality. This is retold as a crisis, not necessarily negative, but a point
which was a culmination of events and experiences. There is often a sense of inevitability or
necessity given to the event. In one case the death of a lover was the catalyst to telling his
parents.
“after [lover] died I told my parents. Because he always said to me ‘ You
know you should tell your mum and dad’ I said ‘I can’t they wouldn’t
understand’ So my parents came over they day I got the news at work that
[lover] had passed away. Um, and mum came over after work and threw her
arms around me because I was a mess ... And mum said ‘Oh I know you loved
him like a brother and you shared a house together and..’ ‘Mum’ I said
‘[lover] was more than a brother, we were lovers’ I said, ‘We even shared the
same bed’ I said ‘the house, the front bedroom was our bedroom.’ She said
‘darling,’ she said ‘I know’ She’d known all along.” (04:33yo)
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The event is often emotionally charged, characterised by a period of tension, of working up
the courage, of contemplating the possible consequences. There is often a sense of
catastrophic fantasising involved where the worst possible outcome is seen as the most likely
(see Savin-Williams and Dubé, 1998). As is usual with a crisis, the experience generally
concludes with a sense of relief, whether the outcome has been positive or negative.
“It was teens, late teens. Um, It was difficult... I had, ah, admitted to my
parents, ah, what I was, and they didn’t take it to well. Um, they weren’t very
supportive, they, it was as if they’d lost their son, you know, I had died”
(22:39yo)
“so anyway, eventually we got together, just mum and I for dinner and, you
know, I, I think we were both fairly defensive I think her comment was, ‘I
can’t say I’m pleased’ or something. And I remember actually being strong
enough to come back with something like ... you know, you don’t have to be
happy, just accept it.” (20:34yo)
For many of the men in this group, the coming out crises establishes a new relationship with
their parents, often a more positive one. As one participant states, “Ever since then, I mean,
mum and dad and I are mega close. Really close family” (04:33yo) , although for others the
change is less dramatic; “It seems to be a little easier now ... If I take someone home they’ll
understand and there won’t be that pressure anymore” (30:42yo). For others, coming out to
parents represents a recognition of their maturity and status as an adult; “my parents just
accepted me... accepted that I was a responsible intelligent person and whatever choices I
made in life they were always very supportive of me” (16:40yo)
Usually this telling happened after they had established themselves in a gay milieu; had sex,
formed friendships with other gay people or started relationships. and often after they had left
home.
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The telling to parents is characterised by a desire that the parents know the real person.
“It was something they needed to be told, the reasons these sorts of things
were happening in my life and to understand me a little bit more. So I thought
it was about time they knew me” (30:42yo)
This suggests that for these men a sense of gay identity has been established before coming
out to parents and that the process of coming out is about negotiating an acceptance or
recognition of that identity. In terms of establishing a gay social identity for this group, then,
the gay social world, and particularly the gay scene, may play the most important role. This
differs from the post-AIDS group for whom the move into the gay milieu often happens after
coming out to parents and friends.
Coming out to friends
For the pre-AIDS group, coming out often involved a distinct change in friendship groups. In
some cases this involved some change in environment, either moving town, moving from the
country to city or going to college or university. New friends were found within the gay
world, and old friends were left behind. Consequently men in this group rarely talk about
coming out to friends. Those that do are generally those that came out, or perhaps more
accurately were sexually active, while still at school. These stories have a rather repressive
tone where the participant’s sexuality is seen as a liability or at least a manageable stigma.
“I never flaunted the fact that I was um, I never necessarily held back or
anything like that, but I didn’t have any traumas about telling my friends or
anything like that, at school, and they just accepted what I did. I didn’t flaunt
it in their faces, so I suppose they didn’t have anything to complain about or
say” (16:40yo)
“I didn’t get on well at school... because they all knew I was gay” (25:35yo)
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“I went to an all boys secondary school, I told most of my friends there,
which was no surprise to them because of the activities we were doing at the
time anyway, so it didn’t seem to worry them so long as I wasn’t too obvious
so that everybody knew and I therefore brought suspicion onto them”
(18:35yo)
It is in this generational group that the establishment of a gay identity is most clearly
presented as a rupture from a previous self image rather than a transitional process. This can
be explained in part by the degree of separation of gay and straight social worlds at the time
most of these men were coming out. It also denotes a greater investment in the social category
of ‘gay man’ enacted through the process of actively seeking out a distinct social group
premised on category membership.
“I thought, ‘I don’t know anyone in this new persona’ I was casting off a
whole life. It was quite.. I mean it was difficult, but I just sort of launched into
it without thinking” (01:37yo)
Summary.
Coming out for the pre-AIDS group is generally consistent with much of the theory and
research in this area. Coming out within the family was the most salient event in the
narratives, often characterised by a sense of crisis or drama. The full narratives show that
coming out to mothers usually precedes coming out to fathers, and that coming out to family
usually happens after the individual has established themselves in a gay milieux. In the
process of coming out these men change their social and cultural environment, and often their
physical environment as well, at times delaying the coming out process until they are “safely
detached from enmeshing families and communities in which everyone knows everyone
else’s business” (Savin-Williams 1998, p54).
Peri-AIDS (26-32 years old).
In many ways, the coming out stories for this group represent, not surprisingly, a mixture of
the typical stories of the pre-AIDS group and the post-AIDS group. Some of the stories
employ a crisis and resolution model similar to that seen above, while others are more like the
transitional models used by the post-AIDS men. Within the peri-AIDS group, there is a much
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greater sense of coming out as a psychological re-orientation. Something that was not as
common in the pre-AIDS group. When these people talk about coming out, it is often in
terms of how they see themselves in relation to other people, rather than the revelation of
information about themselves or the move into a gay environment.
“I guess I sort of came out to myself because I was deciding whether I wanted
to have sex with this other guy... but saying that I wanted to, saying that was
something I wanted to do, meant that I might be gay and I came to terms with
that” (23:26yo)
“So I s’pose I was identifying more as bisexual and I came to identify myself
as gay when I started to do things with guys” (06:31yo)
This sort of reflective process, prior to any sexual or social gay experience is relatively rare in
the stories of the pre-AIDS group, but quite common in this and the post-AIDS group. The
change in this pattern is nicely illustrated by the following quote, where a service set up to
meet the needs of a pre-AIDS culture fails to meet those of this interviewee.
“I was about nineteen when I came out. I knew I was gay before then but I
didn’t know how many gay people there were. Um, a friend of mine at this
time, I was still living at home with my parents, encouraged me to do
something about it. ... she suggested that I ring up somebody and talk to them,
so I rang up Gayline. And I talked to someone on the phone ... the guy sort of
said ‘Oh do you like fucking guys up the arse?’ and I was pretty.., I’d never
done anything like that before. I didn’t know about how gays have sex.”
(14:28yo)
Increasingly, the stories in this group reflect the change in public profile of sexuality in the
early 1980s, where one’s gayness is not so much something that needs to be explained, but
rather a social identity with which one claims an allegiance. In one case the environment
provided an easy transition to a gay identity.
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“Um, well, I actually.., because I’ve studied dance it was not.., I mean it was a
pretty sort of quick issue to be established. So ... it was through dance and
things and contacts.., um you know, that I first became aware of my sexuality.
I was confronted with it.., So there were other gay people there? Lots ... the
year that I studied the majority of male dancers in my year were gay. ... it was
something you were confronted with pretty much on the first day ... you were
forced to be aware of it in that environment.” (27:28yo)
The stories are not without conflict or confusion, however, and some of the participants had
only come out within a prescribed group or setting. The following quote illustrates some of
the psychological vacillation about what it means to have come out, and how out one is.
“No, I still haven’t. I’ve only, the only people I’ve come out to are people on
the scene,.. so that’s not really coming out at all. I don’t think it is. If you let
other people know, then you’re gay. If you go to a gay venue, then they’re
going to know you’re gay. Yeah, so any other friends that I’ve got that are
straight don’t know. I hope they don’t know. I haven’t told them. The
probably assume. I don’t know. It’s never been brought up.” (03:30yo)
Coming out to family
Coming out to family for this group does not appear to be as crisis driven as the former
group. In many instances coming out to the parents was a positive experience that occurred
over time. Coming out to fathers was more common in this group than among pre-AIDS
men, and more likely to be a positive, or at least neutral experience.
“Yeah, I told my dad. He’s a really open sort of person, so it wasn’t such a
problem” (27:28yo)
Conflict or negativity, when they appear in the stories of this group, are found in the sections
dealing with family. As with the pre-AIDS group, coming out to family was most likely to
occur after some period of gay social or sexual life, and often characterised by crisis, either
real or ideated. This crisis or drama surrounding the coming out process is important in
understanding the ways in which social identification may work. A dramatic or traumatic
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coming out process strongly reinforces a sense of difference, otherness and separateness for
the gay individual. If this process is accompanied by experiences which reinforce a sense of
belonging, sameness and integration with other gay people, then a strong social identity,
characterised by distinct category boundaries and high levels of in group identification will
develop.
“Yeah, it depends on what you mean by coming out. I had sex for the first
time when I was fifteen, um, and I didn’t tell anyone about it until I was
eighteen. And at the age of eighteen I told my parents um, because I was
feeling really guilty about that, so I told them about it but, um, at that stage I’d
decided not to have sex because it very sort of religious and complex and all
that sort of stuff.” (06:31yo)
It must of course be remembered that not all disclosure is voluntary. Across all groups, there
were examples of being ‘found out’, by parents, as Savin-Williams says ‘ “accidentally”
discovering love letters or pornography while putting away clothes or cleaning under the
child’s bed” (1998b p65).
“As for my parents, ah, I came out to them inadvertently. My mum was going
through some personal stuff and found some stuff. And I found it in her stuff
and that’s how I found out that she found it. Um.., and so she confronted me
with it and she asked me if I should apologise or not, you know. I said ‘Oh I
think you should apologise for ... reading my personal mail. And she didn’t
see it that way. Um, so I had my mail censored for months.” (23:26yo)
There are instances when the conflict was anticipated, but not experienced. This in part
reflects the received wisdom about coming out to you parents as articulated by the pre-AIDS
gay culture. The reality for many of the men in this group differed from what they had been
told by other (older) gay men.
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“I was actually surprised how understanding they were because I thought I’d
get the shock-horror response but they were sort of disappointing because I
was wanting a shock-horror response and there was no response at all.”
(06:31yo)
Coming out to friends
Coming out to friends plays a more important role for this group than for the pre-AIDS
group, but less so than for the post-AIDS group. The stories given represent a mixture of the
pre-AIDS tendency to change friendship groups and the post-AIDS tendency to maintain
them. The narratives in this group fit well with theory and research on gay identity disclosure
(see Anderson 1987, D’Augelli, 1991, Davis 1992 and Savin-Williams 1998b). These men
generally disclosure to a peer of the same age before coming out to family, and often before
engaging socially or sexually with other gay people. The role of friends in this process is
often one of affirmation and support, particularly as a precursor to coming out to family.
There are instances where disclosure to friends is an end in itself, but this is more common in
the post-AIDS group, and almost completely absent in the pre-AIDS group.
There are occasions when coming out to friends is a non-issue, where there is little need for
explanation of what it means to be gay. For example:
“I don’t think I ever really remember coming out to friends. I mean it was sort
of.., yeah, I did come out to certain people that asked me, yeah” (27:28yo)
Again, this is more common in the post-AIDS group, and perhaps represents an increasing
awareness and understanding of gay sexuality at a community level, a sort of normalisation,
or at least de-exoticising of homosexuality.
“I had very few friends when I was straight. I went through a very lonely time
of life. My friends were usually my girlfriend. ... I used to struggle, on the
weekends I used to struggle for things to do. Now I’ve got too much on. Now
I struggle to fit people in.” (11:28yo)
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Post-AIDS (19-25 years old).
Men in the post-AIDS group often came out at a much earlier age than those in the other two
groups. This is, in part, an artefact of the study; those that have not yet come out are less
likely to be involved in the study, and those in the sample that do not consider themselves
out, may do so in a month or ten years time. Given the age group used for this definition,
coming out usually happened while they were living at home, and in some cases while still at
school. This increases the likelihood of conflict and that is reflected in the coming out stories.
There is a greater sense of transition in the coming out process rather than of crisis driven by
necessity. The usual pattern for this group was to come out to friends (either through telling
or through discussing what had been assumed) and then to come out to parents. Sex or entry
in to a gay social environment tends to come after this process. This is in stark contrast to the
pre-AIDS group where a gay social identity was usually established before coming out to
family or “old friends”. This is also at odds with traditional models of gay identity
development, which usually place involvement in a gay milieu before disclosure to family: “I
only came out about two years ago now. I’m nineteen, so I was only seventeen. I was still in
high school so that was really hard” (17:19yo); “I just figured after my twentieth [birthday]
that I wanted to know what was going on” (21:21yo)
Coming out to family
Coming out to family generally followed the pattern observed in other research, with siblings
and the mother being told before the father. Siblings appear more often in transcripts from
this group than from the previous two. Some research has reported that siblings are more
likely to be told before parents (for example Murray’s 1994 research into the consequences of
disclosure within families and earlier theorising by Cramer and Roach 1988, DeVine 1984
and Strommen, 1989). Sisters were also more likely to be mentioned than brothers, a finding
that is consistent with D’Augille’s 1991 findings. Although experiences of drama and crisis
are reported (differing little from the previous examples), there are far more smooth or
minimally disruptive disclosure events reported for this group than the other two.
“Family,.. I didn’t come out to until June last year. And they were all cool too.
My mother like, I don’t know I expected my mother to start crying and
throwing things and she just laughed. She didn’t ‘laugh’ laugh but she thought
oh well. If you’re gay you’re gay. And I think she, she said she thought she
knew, she had a feeling.” (21:21yo)
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This quote illustrates the ideation of conflict that is more common in this group than the
actual experience of conflict. In part this could reflect the meta-narratives of gay coming out
present in gay and mainstream literature and in social discourse. If society has become more
accepting of gay sexuality, then it is not unreasonable to expect more frequent reporting of
positive coming out experiences, particularly when these are being modelled in film,
television and literature.
The tone of many of the quotes in this group is almost matter-of-fact, quite distinct from
those in the previous two groups. As one 25 year old participant states: “my brother just
found out, my mum knew. Except for my dad who didn’t really count for much anyway” (05).
A small number of men in this group had not come out to family. The reasons given generally
included fear of negative consequences, particularly from the father, as one would expect
from previous research (eg Savin-Williams and Dubé, 1998). One man cited his lack of
financial independence as one of the significant reasons he was unwilling to risk the negative
consequences of coming out to his mother: “that makes it hard to come out to her too, like,
she pays the bills and everything” (17:19yo)
Coming out to friends
In contrast to many of the men in the pre-AIDS group, coming out to friends was quite central
to the establishment of a gay identity. Their friendship groups were more likely to be
maintained through the coming out process. Most men in the group characterised the
disclosure to friends as evolving naturally within the terms of the friendship and as having a
positive outcome; “friends are the natural people to tell first” (21:21yo); “so far I haven’t
come across any of my friends who don’t accept it.” (21:21yo); “It’s been really good, I was
really surprised, and hope it stays like this” (21:21yo). This style of narrative may reflect the
relative recency of the disclosure experience compared to the previous two groups and some
of the sampling issues discussed previously. There is, however, a noticeable lack of hesitancy
about disclosure to friends and little concern about having to explain or justify their sexuality.
This would be consistent with an hypothesis of increased community knowledge and
acceptance of homosexuality.
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“all my friends know, I’ve been out for a few years and I’m pretty camp so,
they take it for granted that I’m gay, so it’s like, it’s never really questioned
with friends and stuff” (15:24yo)
There are some indications of ideation of negative consequences; “I think it seems a bit silly
to expect like my close friends would have rejected me... still it was a hard thing to do”
(17:19yo). As this quote highlights, the process of coming out for these men is by no means a
simple and comfortable process. The participants were very conscious of the homophobia,
isolation and discrimination that can come with being openly gay, the difference being that
they expected support from friends.
Several participants reported gender differences in the amount of comfort they felt with
disclosing to friends. Heterosexual male friends were generally expected to be less accepting
and less comfortable than heterosexual female, gay, lesbian or bisexual friends. In several
cases the heterosexual male friends were told after establishing a supportive rapport with
other friends: “I’ve been friends with [straight male] for a few years and I couldn’t tell him
until I told my female friends” (17:19yo)
Coming Out/ Disclosure: Summary.
Overall the disclosure narratives of these men are reasonably consistent with the literature on
the subject. Disclosure to peers usually precedes disclosure to family and within the family,
disclosure to the mother usually precedes that to the father. The complete narratives tend to
suggest that psychological identification tends to be reasonably well established before
disclosure, and disclosure is often an affirmation or validation of this identity, or at least a
negotiation of this validity. This too is reasonably consistent with models of gay identity
development, fitting Plummer’s (1975) stage of stabilisation, Troiden’s (1979) stage of
identity assumption, Cass’ (1979, 1984) concept of presented identity and Fassinger’s (1996)
concept of deepening/commitment.
The major discrepancies with these models occur in the post-AIDS group. The father/mother
disclosure difference is weaker in this group, as is the sense of crisis or conflict that
characterises most of these models. The anchoring of oneself in a gay social context prior to
disclosure, and the establishment of new (homosexual) peer groups are the major areas where
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the experiences of the post-AIDS men do not follow theory. As will be seen later, the
establishment of strong ingroup-outgroup differentiation is also less evident for this group.
In terms of social identity, one would expect, given the patterns noted in this discussion, that
the pre-AIDS group would be most likely to evidence a strong, delineated and defended
social identity, at least at the time of coming out and the post-AIDS group more likely to
evidence a weaker social identity with higher levels of category permeability and lower levels
of investment in a gay identity. The peri-AIDS group would lie somewhere between these
two points. Of course the experience does not, of itself, determine the sort of gay social
identity that these men will have. Experiences since coming out, the structure of the current
social network, the type and affective quality of interaction with the gay community and the
straight world, levels of social and cultural isolation and the experience of the epidemic are
all likely to have considerable influence on how these men currently construct and manage
their social identity.
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4.3 Friends/Social Networks
“ ‘I love you all.’ said Pointy. ‘But I’m sure it’s the chemicals.’ “ (Gary
Dunne, Shadows on the Dance Floor, 1992)
The two major sections of the interviews dealt with the structure of the participant’s social
network and their relationship to gay culture. While these two are necessarily interdependent,
for the most part, they will be dealt with separately. Friends constitute a primary and often
exclusive sector of the social network of gay men. The role of friends is similar in many ways
to that of family in many heterosexual structures. Friends are often described as the ‘family of
choice’ as opposed to the ‘family of origin’ i.e. biological family. The three major ways in
which gay men engage with the gay community are sexual, social and psychological. The
who, where, when, why and how often of gay men’s sexual life has been more than
adequately researched, particularly in the wake of AIDS. This study focuses on the other two
areas. The psychological aspect will be addressed in large part in later sections.
To explore social networks, the men were asked about their friends, starting with their closest
friend(s) and expanding through regular friends to their acquaintances. The responses in this
area varied greatly in length, from quite succinct précis to extended tales of love, treachery
and adventure. There were no interviews in which friends were considered an unimportant
part of life and, as with other areas covered in these interviews, the men had clearly given a
lot of thought to the issues they were discussing.
“I have people who I’ve met through the gay scene and through friends of
people I knew in the gay scene who have stuck around for a long time. I
dropped quite a few as well, but some of them have stayed reasonably
constant. ... Well, they’re all close friends for different reasons. N is one of my
closest friends, because I live with him and we get along really well. Another
friend of mine is D, who I met when he first came out and I was already into
the scene and been on it for a while. He started going out with my flatmate at
the time. ... Another friend of mine K [male], who is a flatmate of one of my
ex-boyfriends, ... K and I have remained really good friends. G [female] is
another friend of mine, who I picked up when I started getting into drugs,
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which I did for a couple of years. [I] got into the techno scene and basically
ignored the gay scene for a couple of years. ... The last one is P. I don’t know,
it’s a funny friendship with P. We’re drinking partners, we can go out and
have a good time,.. be sarcastic. But I don’t think we’ve ever talked for the
whole time we’ve known each other, which is good.” (14:28yo)

In keeping with the theoretical basis of this study, particular attention was paid to the
consistency, similarity, size and group structure of these networks.
Consistency was addressed by examining how the groups had changed over time. This issue
was partly addressed in the previous section on coming out, and it is worth reiterating that the
post-AIDS group reported much less change in the social group at the time of coming out
than did the other two groups. Obviously, there are some inherent problems in comparing
three groups that systematically differ in age, as older men have had a greater period in which
to experience changes in social networks. There is, however, an opportunity to examine at
least short term fluctuations in friendship groups. One particularly interesting characteristic of
the two older groups is the frequent reference to a period in which friendship groups are
purged. That is to say, participants talk about paring down the group of friends to those that
are ‘worth the time and effort.’
The similarity between people in the social networks generally became apparent when
participants were asked to describe the types of people with whom they were friends. This is
necessarily more detailed for the closer friends, where values, experiences and history play an
important role. At the level of acquaintances, the characteristics are more likely to be things
like sexuality, gender, age, class and the settings in which they are encountered.
The size of social networks was usually addressed directly in the interviews. The number of
close friends and regular friends was usually specified by the participant. The general size of
the acquaintance group was usually given in terms of verbal descriptors (tiny, extensive,
enormous etc) rather than numbers. Any significant changes in the sizes of groups were
generally included in their descriptions.

Chapter 4: Interviews

Page 82

The aspect of network structure that was of most importance in this study was the degree of
fracturing or quarantining of social groups. The main aim at this point was to get some idea
of the manifestations of these characteristics, so they could be systematically addressed in the
questionnaire phase. This information was usually elicited by asking the participants a
question like “Do your friends all know each other, get on together and do things together?”
and then exploring the response. The main factor, across generational groups, that seemed to
be associated with highly fractured social networks was the degree to which the participant
was out as a gay man. The groups that tended to be described as quarantined from the rest of
the social network were family, long standing straight friends and work friends.
Pre-AIDS (33-42 years old).
Most men in this group would have less than six close friends. Most of these would be gay
men, with the remainder being straight women. The closest friend is most often a gay man of
a similar age that the person has known for a long time, though not usually the person’s
partner. The closest friend is highly valued and trusted. The following quote is typical of men
in this group
“I’ve probably got about five. That would be right there’s four of them that are
men and one is a woman, and the woman is straight and the men are gay, and
that’s five. I have one that is probably the closest friend, best friend type of
thing, and he, being gay I suppose we have a lot of very similar experiences,
he’s younger than I am by about four years I think and um, he’s just very
supportive I suppose of any problem that I have, we’ve been friends for like
good friends for probably six or seven years. ... I just feel that I can that we
share a lot of um, talks and a lot of support and a lot of love. Talking about a
whole spectrum of life experiences, and there’s relationship problems and sex
problems over the years and everything else. The other four people um are
probably not as close but I probably wouldn’t go into much detail, but there
again I suppose it’s why anybody is friends with a group of people or why
they break off a friendship is that they’re very supportive of me, I’m very
supportive of them, we have a great time and have lots of laughs and no
matter what type of things happen to us they’re always there.” (16:40yo)
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This quote also highlights the common theme of reliability, close friends are ‘always there.’
In many ways close friends seem to provide a stable core to the person’s life. As will be seen
in later sections, much of the rest of these men’s lives, at least in terms of their interaction
with gay culture, is quite fluid, (either dynamic or unstable depending upon one’s
interpretation). In terms of gay social identity, close friends, due to their resilience and
stability, may prove to be of greater importance than the more structural aspects of gay
community.
When men from this group talk about close friends, the words they are most likely to use to
describe them are ‘open’ and ‘understanding.’ They generally talk about being able to talk to
these friends about anything, they are people they work through their problems with. The
role of the close friend is usually that of confidant, confessor, adviser and support.
“What makes a close friend? Um, someone who’s very open, um, a good
listener. Available most of the time. The thing that comes to me is openness, I
guess. Uh, and understanding. And acceptance. I think acceptance would be
one of the high rating things.” (30:42yo)
“I think when you can just be totally open and where all the guards are down
and there simply aren’t any guards and where you’re just completely open and
you can communicate with someone without being worried about what you
say or whatever and going right across the board of your life whether it be
personal to do with a sexual thing or to do with a restaurant or music or
whatever. All the barriers should be down it should be completely open and
reciprocal that in a lot of ways is a very good friend.” (02:37yo)
This is not simply ‘unconditional positive regard.’ From the extensive tracts dealing with
close friends it is clearly neither consistently unconditional nor consistently positive. Rather,
the relationship with close friends tends to operate within certain parameters of acceptance
and trust, but provides a space for exploration of ideas, emotions and values.
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The importance of a shared history with close friends is highlighted by many men in this
group. Close friends act as guardians of the persons personal history, and reminiscences form
an important part of their interaction.
“A close friend is,.. I’m going to have to think about that. Somebody that I’ve
known for a long time. Like, a very long time. Somebody that you can trust,..
somebody that you have a love for, um, even though they drive you crazy.
How many close friends would you say you had? Oh, no more than half a
dozen really, who are really close. ... My ex boyfriend is a very close friend,
probably because we know each other fairly well, inside out, so to speak. ... I
had a close friend ring my doorbell this morning while I was asleep and come
in with some fresh rolls and lay on the bed and talk to me and then we got up
and had lunch and,.. that’s a close friend” (22:39yo)
“I guess the people who are most close, are people who I’ve shared a lot with
over time, so there’s a shared history we’ve gone through, through that’s
really important. And as a result of that, then I have a great deal of trust in
them. I think that the people who I think of as my, my closest friends, are
people who I’m prepared to disclose most about myself to. So it’s a sense of
the trust” (01:37yo)

There is usually a clear demarcation between close friends and regular friends. Regular
contact seems to be the defining feature of close friendships. Close friends are people they
spend time with, though not necessarily doing anything in particular. In part this seems to be
related to the sense of shared history. By spending time with, or talking to, close friends, one
ensures that that history is complete, that even the trivialities of life are shared.
“I guess my close friends, I guess I know who my really close friends are by
the amount of times I speak to them during the week on the telephone,.. I
mean there’s a group that I could count on the one hand that I would speak to
on the phone at least twice a week, to keep contact and find out how they are,
even if there’s nothing to tell them.” (22:39yo)
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“What makes a close friend? Oh, probably because they keep in touch with
me, you know, I’m on the pension, so just keeping in touch with other people,
that’s about it really. ... So they’re people you feel you can be yourself with?
Oh yes, Yeah, I think so, yes. I think sometimes I can’t, but most times I can.
I’ve got an older friend and he understands my situation, what my life’s been
like, I think. I haven’t had a good education and it’s been really tough times
for me. I’ve lived on the streets when I was 18, 19, and,.. you know. Now I’ve
got this far, I, you realise you’ve got a home and, ah, you can’t let these things
go so easy, you know.” (25:35yo)
Regular friends tend to be a slightly larger group than close friends. This group tends to
consist primarily of gay men, although in some cases it is a very diverse group. Regular
friends for those with a more diverse group are often drawn from specific settings, like work,
family, sport, community groups or other interests. This is the area in which this generation’s
social network is most likely to be fractured, with work friends or family kept separate from
gay friends.
“I’m very close to my family I’m very close to my sister and my brother. And
they would probably be in the second group. Of people that I would ring up
and only because they live interstate and only because they’ve probably got
five thousand problems on top of mine that I may be reluctant to discuss a lot
of things with them.” (16:40yo)
“Once you move out of that six you get into individual um friendships that are
either work orientated or from further back than 10 years or people that were
maybe a little bit closer but have now drifted away a little bit further, and then
as you get further away it’s people who are interstate or overseas or that you
only bump into occasionally when you’re out or shopping or something like
that and the rekindling of some kind of friendship.” (16:40yo)
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“People that well I, I mean some of my hobbies are like yoga meditation
things like that so I tend to draw those sorts of people around me so even if
they’re not like close friends they’re people that are involved in that sort of
stuff. ... Are there a lot of people that you catch up with only occasionally?
No not that many, maybe ten. Just off the top of my head. And what do you
think makes them different to the ones that you’re really close to? Their lives
are just... um what makes them different...they’re probably not that different in
a lot of ways just that what I’m doing with my life I’m so incredibly busy it’s
a priority. Not just consciously choosing to see the certain people that I do.”
(02:37yo)
This quote also illustrates the greater fluidity within this group. Regular friends may gradually
drift away or may not be seen for long periods and then re-contacted. Since regular friends
may also include friends of friends or partners of friends, there may be changes in the group
are that outside the influence of the participant.
When the group of regular friends has a large proportion of gay men, this often acts as a
reference group for values relating to gay issues. While the values of close friends may be the
most influential, those of this reference group may provide an opportunity for a broader
comparison and assessment. In this group they can observe different responses to
relationships, sexuality issues, HIV issues or politics in reasonable detail, but also at a
reasonable distance.
“No, they’re largely gay men. Um, when I started my current relationship two
years ago, um, my partner had friends and I had friends obviously And this is
sort of like the second circle of friends, and we introduced each other’s
friends. And that group is almost 100% gay men, with the exception of, of
one woman. They’re, some of them are in relationships, some of them aren’t.
Some of them I’ve known for quite a long time, since I first came to
Melbourne. They’re generally um, people that don’t go out on the gay scene
very much, with a couple of exceptions. They’re generally people who are
interested in the arts, and politics, and,.. but my complaint about them is that
ah, because I’m generally socialising with them with my partner, I can’t sort
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of sit down on a one to one basis and sort of have a real heart to heart. And,..
oh, not that it’s, it’s probably, that’s not what I would use those people for
anyway” (10:33yo)
The acquaintances of this generation tend to be quite a large group. For most, these are gay
men. They may or may not be people they have known a long time and often come into the
category of ‘friends of friends of friends.’ They are not necessarily highly valued, but rather
more like extras on a set. Although they are mostly gay men, they tend to be a more diverse
group in terms of values, affiliations, lifestyles etc.
“A wide circle, yeah, circle of friends and acquaintances. Friends are always
there for you, acquaintances aren’t. Last year I lost seven friends through
AIDS which was a traumatic year for me. Um, and just recently my ex -lover
passed away as well. And the people, like the network of close friends I have,
have just been fabulous. The thing is, acquaintances, I mean they’ve been
really good as well, but they’ve never sort of bothered ringing to see how I
was, sending a card, popping around to see me. And of course, it’s going to
happen to you one day, your parents die or whatever, and I won’t be there for
you. That’s probably selfish, but no, I don’t think so.” (04:33yo)
Interaction with acquaintances tends, by definition, to be on a superficial level. For this
generation, acquaintances are unlikely to have been friends in the past and are not likely to
become friends in the future. They are also likely to be people the participant encounters only
in specific settings, like gay venues. While this may seem reasonably unremarkable, the
contrast with the post-AIDS group, for whom acquaintances perform a quite different role,
warrants it’s inclusion.
“Yeah there wouldn’t be a large number but then again there are quite a few
like that. Hello, how are you, and all that sort of stuff. Yeah lots of it’s just
being nice and polite but it’s,.. it’s um it’s a funny feeling sometimes. You
know, when you look at closer friends you have or whatever and they just
keep other people at a sort of distance, don’t let them get too close. But yeah
there’s even like you know, you see someone you know, hello, how are you,
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have a conversation, someone who you’ve known before and you have a
conversation with them and pretty general and uh I wouldn’t commit more
than that I think. A general conversation. But just working out a good social
network.” (30:42yo)
“It’s ah, like ah, group of, that I’ve known for some time, and they’re people
that we go off to the country for the weekend and back again. I suppose they
tend to be, no, yeah, thinking about it they probably tend to be not in the same
business that I work in.” (31:36yo)
Similarity within the Network.
When one examines the make up of the friendship groups (excluding acquaintances) in terms
of gender and sexuality, this group is remarkably consistent. “About 50-50, yeah. Basically
straight females, yeah, and gay males.” (20:34yo). Gay men and straight women account for
most of these men’s friends, with a skew toward gay men. As will be seen later, the situation
for the peri-AIDS group is quite similar, but the post-AIDS groups differs considerably.
“Do your close friends tend to be men or women, straight or gay? basically
men, gay. ... And the slightly broader group? Oh yeah, basically gay men. ...
And the acquaintances? Both gay men and straight women,.. very [few]
straight women, but it’s there. So no straight men or lesbians? Ah, straight
men, I can’t think of any off hand [laugh] I mean there probably are, but at
this point in time, I can’t think of any. Um lesbians,.. a few. Very few.”
(22:39yo)
This quote, with slight variations, could well be from almost two-thirds of the pre-AIDS
group. Straight men and lesbians tend to be found only in the acquaintance group. Bisexuals
and transsexuals are not mentioned by any participants in the pre-AIDS group.
“What are your friends like? They’re gay, and uh, very lovingly gay. Very
open and caring, very warm, fun to be around, enjoy living the moment, enjoy
what is, not what’s about to happen or what could have happened.” (30:42yo)
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Straight women, as illustrated in the following set of quotes, are clearly very important in
these men’s social networks. Women are rarely the closest friend, but there is generally at
least one in the closest group. The relationship with the women is often very gendered, the
participants will discuss sexual issues with other gay men, but emotional or relationship
issues with straight women. In some cases the women provide a link to the heterosexual
world or to family life.
“one’s a straight woman who’s very very successful but um very down to
earth ... the other two are probably um, let me think about... it’s probably just
thinking it’s two other women because I’ve lost my best friend of AIDS last
year and he was my closest male friend as such and I don’t think I’ve formed a
relationship with a gay male friend as close as that. Yeah so um maybe,
they’re women.” (02:37yo)
“Yes the very close group of all of the four men are gay and the one woman
that’s straight, and then the next group would probably be probably more
straight friends than gay friends, and again, further out there’s probably more
gay but getting toward 50-50.” (16:40yo)
The similarity of the participants’ social networks, other than in terms of sexuality and gender
tends to be quite strong. Most participants considered their friends to share basic values,
politics, sensibilities and aspirations. The following two quotes reflect this, with the second
illustrating some of the complexities of the issue. The similarity in these networks is quite
important when one is considering the determinants of a gay social identification. One would
expect those with a more value consistent social network to have a stronger social
identification: “So my close friends are really, seem to be the same very, like very
professional people who work very hard. Um, and we tend to not see a lot of each other.”
(31:36yo)
“I sometimes think that they’re very homogeneous and I have no real sense
that the world because of that, that, the broader world. But in other ways, I
mean it’s quite wide varied. So it’s just like that the people who I associate
with in any sort of level of friendship from the people that you know you see
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at a party or catch up with to close friends um, I guess all have a outlook,
similar world view, they are all people who are tolerant of a whole range of
different standards, and I guess left-leaning. Yeah, so I mean I, I often think
about having friends, conversations with friends, and they talk about gay
issues and that, but look in the straight press and see what happens to people
and we have a very sanguine view of what the world’s like because we mix
with people who are accepting of all that, and who have liberal views about
any number of things and don’t disagree on politics, history and all sorts of
things. So I, I, in that sense they’re, they’re not a, a wide variety. Um, but in
other ways, in terms of, of economic status and ah, professional background
and age and things like that, they’re quite mixed. And for that reason I don’t, I
mean that stuff about how my best, closest friends are part of that quite big
group, but they, they wouldn’t get on. They don’t have things in common.”
(01:37yo)
Structure.
As mentioned earlier, fracturing of the social network in the pre-AIDS group tended to occur
in the regular friends category. The degree to which this occurs and the form it takes varies.
In some cases, the fracturing is more along the lines of practice rather than values. In these
situations there is no necessary rift between separate groups but rather a difference in
interests, lifestyles or mobility. This is the predominate form of fracture in the pre-AIDS
generation: “They tend to be in different ah, like different groups of people. But they do all
know each other. But they don’t see very much of each other.” (31:36yo)
“What sort of things do I do with friends? Um, socialise have fun,.. my friends
are more, ah, I think they’re more of a social thing. If it’s a community based
or an organisational type thing within the community, it tends to be a separate
group of people.., That’s not entirely true, because they do overlap ... to a
certain extent. Um, but generally it’s like one group of friends, my close
friends, I sort of socialise with and have fun with, and share things with, and
there’s another group that I do community work with.” (22:39yo)
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Within this generation there are very few examples of other types of fracturing, such as a
quarantined group or a shattered network. These do occur in the other two generations, and I
will discuss that further in later sections. One example however from this group illustrates a
type of shattered network with several separate cells of friends. Even here though, the friends
are not completely isolated and do interact.
“No, in fact not at all, no, nothing virtually to do with each other. They would
in varying combinations meet very rarely, at functions around me. But apart
from that they’d never be together. So you do different sorts of things with
each? Yeah, different things. I’m not sure that they even like each other.”
(01:37yo)
About half the men in this group report a high level of interaction within their social network.
These men also place considerable value upon the interaction of their friends. Those with
more fractured networks tend not to be distressed by that fact.
“Do they get on well with each other? Famously. In that respect, like in a lot
of people that I know, like acquaintances not friends, people hate each other.
And I don’t understand, I can’t comprehend that, it just doesn’t make any
sense to me. Like [female friend’s] boyfriend D, adores me as I was saying.
And I said to [her] last night this is really important to me because you’re one
of my closest friends one of my dearest and best friends, I said it’s important
for me to get along with D because he’s part of your life. So I’m still involved
in their lives. I’m not sort of pushed aside because she’s with D and you
know, "Don’t worry about him, he’ll be fine without me" And that I think is
important, to have that friendship that continues. She’s always said she’ll push
around the wheelchair when I’m seventy. Push me over the cliff probably.”
(04:33yo)
Consistency.
As mentioned above many of these men have close friends of long standing. More broadly,
participants also tend to reasonably stable social networks, often with friends at all levels that
they have known for many years.
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“And are they people you’ve known a long time? Majority, yes. I still keep in
touch with friends I went to school with, one of my best friends I’ve known
for twenty, about twenty six years. You know, we went to kinder together.
And primary school and.. and I didn’t see G for quite some time and over the
last five years, because G moved up to Brisbane and then she’s been back here
five years. Um and we’re out two, three times a week. Always on the phone
and lending money when I need it. "I’ve got to pay the rent, Help”(04:33yo)
“And are they people you’ve known for a long time? Generally yes, of that
group, one of the straight women, well both of the straight women I’ve got to
know over the last say three years, one in particular I just, over the last
eighteen months, and the other one over the last three and a half years.”
(10:33yo)
Summary.
The pre-AIDS men have social networks consisting primarily of gay men and straight
women. There is often some degree of fracture at the level of regular friends, usually along
lines of work or family. The gay friends act as a very important reference for issues that are
seen to relate to sexuality, while female friends tend to function more in terms of emotional
support and are generally interacted with on a one to one basis. In terms of social identity, one
would expect that the consistent and reasonably closed network of gay friends would indicate
a reasonably strong in group/out group differentiation. The straight female friends may
function either as exceptional cases of outgroup members (honorary gay men) or as
intergroup conduits offering a constrained and controlled category permeability that reduces
the sense of social isolation.
Peri-AIDS (26-32 years old).
Most men in the peri-AIDS group would have fewer than four close friends, often only one or
two. These tend to be either gay men or straight women in roughly equal numbers. Close
friends for this group sometimes include the participant’s partner. The closest friend is often
someone the person has known for a comparatively long time. As with the pre-AIDS group
the closest friends are highly valued and trusted.
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“My two closest friends are younger than me. And what do they have in
common? Suburban Melbourne background, just normal people. I think ... the
only thing we have in common is that we know each other. One of them has a
new born baby, and [the other] is just a regular unemployed homosexual male.
Dole bludging queen [laugh]. So I’d say they’re my two closest friends, but
what they have in common with me or with each other is nothing.” (23:26yo)
Close friends have similar values and experiences to the participant. They also tend to share
interests and activities. Whereas with the pre-AIDS group the most common descriptors
would be ‘open’ and ‘understanding,’ here they would be ‘share’ and ‘know.’ The close
friends are those that know the participant well, someone they don’t have to explain or justify
themselves to. When one keeps in mind that most of these men would have been coming out
at a time of extensive media attention on gay men (ie the early 80s), where the gay
community was constantly called upon to justify itself publicly, this is not really surprising.
“What makes someone a close friend? Um, someone who shares similar
interests and things, attitudes too. ... I mean things that really do stop me
getting close to someone is that sort of [racist or sexist] thing. I’ve been
hanging around universities too long. I’ve become boringly politically correct.
People who you can have a conversation with, rather than just about football.
People who have similar interests, or who have different interests that are
interesting, or that they can show you how their interests interest them.”
(32:30yo)
There are several instances in this group, where ex-partners are cited among the closest
friends. This is not common in the pre-AIDS group, but does occur in the post-AIDS group.
This could be due, at least in part, to changes in the structure of gay relationships that have
occurred during the period of the AIDS epidemic. Partners in this group and the post-AIDS
group are counted among friends, whereas in the pre-AIDS group the are considered quite
separate. The following quote presents a particularly interesting group of close friends
consisting of two and a half boyfriends.
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“[my close friends would be] in the gay group. Gay men or lesbians? Um,
only men, I don’t have any lesbian friends. Um, I’ve got three very close
friends. Two are, actually two and a half are sort of boyfriends I would say.
Two and a half? Well, one straight friend that I grew up with, um we had
experiences together, but he’s got a girlfriend now, so I don’t consider him,
well I mean he was a sort of a boyfriend because we did experiment with each
other, you know, just a school boy type thing. And um, still occasionally he’ll
ask me to jerk him off or something like that. But he’s got a girlfriend, so he’s
not a legitimate gay person, and he wouldn’t do it with anyone else. ... I’ve got
one official boyfriend, but it’s sort of an open relationship. And another one
that I just have,.. I sort of gratify his urges I suppose,.. because I’ve sort of had
a crush on him, and I have to do all the work and he does nothing, so,.. I mean
sexually he does nothing. So I’ve got an official boyfriend in an open
relationship, I’ve got one that doesn’t reciprocate and I have to do everything
and one that’s with a girlfriend and occasionally we do things together, so
that’s why I came up with two and a half.” (32:30yo)
Sexual interaction within the friendship group is something that is mentioned by the two
younger groups, but is almost absent from the oldest group. That is not to say that there is no
sexual component to the social networks. There may be differences in how the pre-AIDS
group position sex within discourse about friends, for example, it may occupy a private space
outside of the friendship. This is particularly interesting when paired with the place of sex in
the gay scene.
As with all three groups, friends provide support, advice and stability, although, as with the
pre-AIDS men, female friends are predominately discussed in terms of emotional support,
and are usually interacted with on a one to one basis.
“She’s [straight female friend] always someone I can cry with, a shoulder to
cry on. I also have ... three other gay men who are very close to me, and
they’re close to me because they have always been there for me, like, you
know, if something goes wrong in my relationship. ... I could go over there in
the morning all upset and they’d let me in. ... And like I can tell them anything
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and they’ll always be there for me. That’s what makes them best friends. The
sort of people who I know if I had HIV, if I was to contract HIV, that wouldn’t
desert me.” (11:28yo)
Regular friends, for this group often tend to be a smaller group than close friends. There
seems to be a polarisation of people they know to either close friends or acquaintances.
“Everybody tends to be either really close friends or else, sort of ‘bump into in
the street’ [friends]. And, like, I actually stop and have really good
conversations with them, ... but again it’s the time thing. I don’t really have a
lot of time I can spend with them.” (06:31yo)
Not all men in have a smaller group of regular friends. The following is a quote from a
participant that came out later than most after leading an exclusively heterosexual life.
“Yeah I’ve got a lot of them [friends, but not close friends]. Usually they’re
former roots. And what’s the difference between them and close friends? Oh,
there’s something about them I don’t like, that nags me. I mean [with] most
people that are in my, three, four, half a dozen closest friends, there are things
that piss me off, but I put up with it because they’re close. ... Because all my
friends are reciprocal, like, ... they’ll ring me an equal amount of time that I’d
ring them. But I doubt whether these other people would do that. I s’pose
because I’ve slept with them, and like,.. like I’m not trying to big note myself
or whatever, but there are some people I’ve slept with, and I’m sure they’d
like to do it again. And I feel the line between friendship and sexual friendship
is too hazy for them. They’d find it too easy to cross over, whereas I don’t
want them to cross over.” (11:28yo)
His definition of regular friends as people he has had sex with and may see out at a club, is
probably closer to the way in which other men in this sample define acquaintances.
Acquaintances for this group consist mostly of people on the scene, that is, people they only
see in gay venues. Unlike the pre-AIDS group, there is some sense that these are people that
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may at sometime become friends. This, as much as work or other friends is where new friends
may be made. Initial contact with these people may be either social or sexual (or both). The
following quote highlights some of the blurring between regular friends and acquaintances
that is common in this generation.
“And I think that [as] I’m working in the gay community as well as going out
a lot, I know a lot of people that I wouldn’t call friends, people that I can talk
to in a pub and that kind of stuff. But for a lot of gay people I reckon that
equals a friend. ... People say ‘You’ve got so many friends’ and that kind of
stuff. And I’m saying, well, I’ve got very few friends,.. I just know a lot of
people.” (23:26yo)
Similarity within the network.
Once again, when one examines the friends as a whole, they tend to consist mainly of gay
men and straight women, with a few more lesbians and bisexuals. Straight men are still
largely absent.
“One’s straight and one’s gay. Straight women and gay men make up my
friendship group. It basically comes down to that. I know, like I know a lot of
lesbian people,.. some of them are good friends, but not very close. Not in the
same category. And straight men, [laugh] well they’re more acquaintances
than anything else” (23:26yo)
“I’ve got no straight male friends now. Not one. ... But I’ve got a lot of
straight female friends, a hell of a lot. Because I love women. ... But I just
can’t have sex with them.” (11:28yo)
One of the participants in this group while supporting the idea of straight men as friends
concludes that he finds it difficult to connect with straight men.
“I support straight males all the time, and stand up for straight males all the
time. ... I really don’t like straight male bashing, because a lot of my [gay
male] friends do that, and I just think it’s really a needless suspicion, but at the
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same time I have a certain distance. Yeah, there’s a certain point beyond
which it’s sort of hard to go, because they, um I don’t know, perhaps it’s
something to do with shared interests or something, ... even the way ideas are
expressed are often quite different, ... that means the communication process
is harder. I wish it weren’t that way, but that’s the way it happens.” (06:31yo)
There are clearly issues of masculinity at stake when it comes to friendship between gay and
straight men, both gayness as a threat to ideas of heterosexual masculinity and heterosexual
male-ness as a site of anti-gay sentiment. The majority of participants do not even mention
heterosexual males when discussing friends, the baseline seems to be gay men with straight
women and lesbians as variants.
“The two closest friends are gay men and there’d be a straight woman, and
then there’s the intermediate group, ... they’d be a fairly mixed group of
straight and gay, but it’s slightly more straight, and they’d be extremely mixed
in the third group [acquaintances].” (06:31yo)
“In my social circle most of them I would say would be gay men. I don’t have
a great many women [who are friends], I mean there certainly are a few, but
the predominance would be gay people. Gay versus straight, the predominance
is very heavily weighted towards gay, apart from my family, who are very
close, who balance it out.” (32:30yo)
Structure.
As mentioned in the introduction to this section, several of the participants in the pre-AIDS,
and peri-AIDS group talk about a period when they consciously pared down their social
network. This may be a natural step in the history of a social network, where a large number
of friends are amassed, but as work and other commitments take over, the number that can be
reasonably retained is reduced.
“What about people you wouldn’t class as close friends, but you might see
occasionally? I used to have a lot [of those] but I sort of don’t now. I sort of
went through a period when I was about 25, where I weeded out all the people
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who seemed superfluous, that I really didn’t need in my life. ... When you’re
in the club scene you accumulate so many people around you, um, I just let
those people drift off.” (14:28yo)
“When I was in my early twenties it was like heaps [of close friends], but
yeah, now, because I’m busier I just don’t have the time to spend with people
that I used to have. ... I suppose my best friends, people I feel I can rely on the
most are gay men.” (06:31yo)
In one case in this generational group, the reduction in the number of friends is seen as,
almost, outside the control of the participant, and as a very negative process.
“I haven’t got really that many close friends, it’s, it really actually pisses me
off, it’s really annoying because when I was in [other capital city] and when I
first came to Melbourne I had heaps of friends, but, like more and more as my
group gets sort of closed, it’s like not so much support, so it’s really a
bummer.” (06:31yo)
Most of the men in this group reported high levels of interaction between friends. In a typical
description of an un-fractured social network a thirty year old man states, “They’re all
interwoven, like they all know each other and they all get on with each other.” (32)
The fracturing of social networks is much more apparent in this group. There are several
styles of fracture than can be seen. From the sort of non-problematic diffusion seen in the preAIDS group:
“There’s a few different groups of [friends] ... If there’s ever a party, I’ll go
there and see lots of different groups of people from all different sorts of
spheres that I mix in.” (23:26yo)
to a reasonable clear separation between two or more groups:
“I suppose the two big groups of people that I mix with are gay friends, and
my friends at uni. And almost all of them [uni friends] are doing the same
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course as I am. ... Actually the two groups intersect in a way, because two of
the guys [in the uni group] are gay men, so the two groups of friends intersect
to a certain extent, but not fully” (06:31yo)
to a situation in which one group is completely quarantined from another:
“What about you’re straight friends? Mm, very conservative. Very much so.
People who you’d never mention the word homosexuality with. How did they
come to be friends? Working with them. I wouldn’t have chosen them. I just
got stuck with them. So what do you get out of being friends with them? I get
a balanced perspective. ... I like to know how normal, I don’t like the word
normal, how the average person operates. I don’t want to just hear about clubs
and all that sort of thing. I want to hear how families operate,.. I’m a
conservative person myself, so it fits in well. ... So the gay friends and the
straight friends perform very different roles? Yeah, and they’ve never met.
They don’t know about each other. Oh, the gay friends know about the
straight ones, but the straight ones don’t know about the gay ones, because
they would never accept them. And what do your gay friends think of the
straight ones? Um, they think they’re rigid and they’re phobic and they’re
controlling and all those horrible things that you wouldn’t look for in a friend.
... [that they think that] doesn’t worry me too much because they never meet.
So there’s no conflict there.” (32:30yo)
This last situation reflects the sort of ‘double-life’ more familiar in writing about
homosexuality from the 1950s. It is interesting that this was not observed in the pre-AIDS
group, but is present in participants from both the peri and post-AIDS groups. This may be a
sampling issue, particularly if it is related to a degree of closeted-ness or conservatism. Given
that this is important in terms of social identification, it was important that this was further
explored in the questionnaire phase of the study.
Consistency.
Most of the men in this generation report high levels of stability in their social networks.
Even when the social group has been purged of unnecessary friends, there tend to be a core
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group of friends, both close and casual that have a long history. These include close friends
that have “stuck by me through it all” (07:27yo) or friends that are “fixtures, just part of the
furniture” (19:28yo). Major changes in social networks tend to be the result of moving
interstate, and even then, their are core friendships that are maintained through telephone
contact and visits.
Summary.
The social networks of peri-AIDS men are quite similar to those of pre-AIDS men, consisting
predominately of gay men and straight women. There is more evidence of fracturing in the
social networks for this group, particularly at the regular friends level, although also evident
among close friends. The peri-AIDS men describe a greater level of fluidity in their social
networks than the older group, with people moving between acquaintance, regular and close
categories.
The gay social identity of this group may be more complex than that of pre-AIDS men. The
fracturing of social networks may indicate both a strong differentiation between ingroup and
outgroup, and the utilisation of identity management strategies like social mobility and social
creativity. Impact factors related to social identity (conformity, belonging-ness, cohesion)
may be more context dependant for this group, particularly for those with very fractured
networks.
Post-AIDS (19-25 years old).
Like the peri-AIDS group, participants in the post-AIDS group have a reasonably small group
of close friends, around four or five. They are, however, as likely to be straight women,
straight men, lesbians or bisexuals as they are to be gay men. This is in part due to the fact
that very few of this group have made major changes in their social network upon coming
out. The friends that they made at school are likely to be their friends now.
The increased visibility of gay people has played an important part in the way in which gay
people come out and the way in which they make friends. It is unlikely that someone in
mainstream Australian culture can remain unaware of gay people after the media explosion
(largely negative) that characterised the early to mid 1980s or the popular cultural revolution
that brought a plethora of, admittedly one-dimensional, gay characters into suburban living
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rooms in the late 1980s and 1990s. While this has not necessarily made being a young gay
person any easier, (visibility brings with it easier identification for the targeting of anti-gay
sentiment), it has meant that the baseline level of information about sexuality is considerably
higher. The need to explain one’s sexuality to someone when developing a relationship has
been considerably reduced making it, I would argue, easier for young people to develop
friendships with a broader range of people.
“I know a lot of people but I don’t confide in that many, only a few close ones
that know me intimately and know what’s going on. And then there are some
that I thought have known me and haven’t. ... But I’ve got three close ones ...
one’s questioning, ones bi and one’s straight ... [what gender] Females. I’ve
always had female friends. Is that across the board for gay men? ... One I’ve
known for years, since I was seventeen, we’ve sort of grown up together and
gone through the same stages together. Um, and the other two, we have the
same sense of humour and we can laugh, which is important. Really
important. So it’s heaps of fun. And when we need to be serious, we are.”
(05:25yo)
“All my close friends are female ... one’s bisexual, most are straight. ... I’ve
known three of them since primary school, and the rest from high school. Oh
and two are from uni.” (08:22yo)
For some in this group almost all their socialising is done in a heterosexual context. This, as
will become clear in the ‘gay scene’ section can result in considerable conflict when these
men attempt to access a gay culture that is segregated along lines of sexuality and gender.
“My closest friends are all straight and the people I hang around with are all
straight. I, I know a few gay people. Like, my phone book is full of guys, none
of whom I call friends, they’re just guys that, well, they’re just guys.”
(21:21yo)
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Close friends are as strongly valued by this generation as the preceding two. One of the major
differences seems to be that close friends are people that the participants ‘do’ things with.
There is, necessarily, less emphasis on shared history and on support and stability, although
these themes do appear. Intimacy seems to be a significant concept in this group, the ‘telling
of things.’ This may well be an artefact of the age of the participants, rather than a cultural
change.
“Close friends for me are like brothers and sisters, like, you know, you tell
them everything, they tell you everything, you stick together and just hang out
most of the time, stuff like that ... they just share everything ... [they’re]
always there.” (08:22yo)
“I wouldn’t say I’ve got a lot [of close friends] but I have maybe three. And
even them,.. they’re a bit doubtful sometimes about whether they’re really
there for me. I really like someone I can rely on. Like, if I can’t rely on
someone, you never know what they’re thinking, what they’re actions are
going to be, then I find that doesn’t make for a very good friend. ... Probably
the most stable person in my life is my mum, and she’s like a friend in a lot of
ways. And then there’s an ex-boyfriend who is very unstable but we have a
very good connection together.” (15:24yo)
More so than the previous two groups, the boundary between regular friends and
acquaintances is blurred. Acquaintances tend to be those casual friends one sees in specific
settings, particularly clubs, while regular friends are those one may see outside of the usual
social setting or in a variety of settings
“And what about acquaintances? They vary a lot, they’re mostly clubby
people I guess ... I’ve got my group of those people, but there’s also a group of
people I got to know through [ex-boyfriend] and they’re really clubby”
(15:24yo)
“What are the things that make some people stay acquaintances and not
become close friends? ... I’ve often wondered that, and I think you need,
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sometimes you need an excuse to see them more. I’m not sure how to make
that transition really because they’re people that I’d like to be closer to, I’d
like to know better, but it’s quite hard. ... Especially if you’re talking about
people you know in nightclubs, because half the time, you know, if you’re not
drunk, you’re on some kind of drug anyway and, you know, like in fantasy
land. You just don’t want to find out, because you don’t think it will work,
that environment is so,.. ... I find it hard to be friends with straight people, I
try but it’s sort of,.. it hasn’t worked out that well. Why do you think that is? I
don’t know. I know ... a few girls, but there’s not very many straight guys.
Usually the girls are okay, because what they do is, they think it’s great that
you’re gay, [but] you don’t go into their straight world, they come into the gay
world. But straight guys expect you to go into their world? I don’t know, I’d
like to find out.” (15:24yo)

Similarity.
The friends of the post-AIDS men tend to be less homogenous (in terms of sexuality and
gender) than the other two groups (see also tables 7 and 8 page 64). There are differences in
the expectations and types of interactions with friends along lines of sexuality and gender,
often of a quite complex nature: “with girls, ... quite a few of them keep popping up as bi, and
it’s good in a way too because you can talk about gay things as well as guys” (17:19yo)
A small number of the men had no gay male friends. For these men their social network is not
premised on their sexuality, and as one would expect they have a much weaker investment in
their sexual identity, and less identification with gay community.
“I have got more female friends. Male friends, I’m not so close to, they’re
really straight... Your male friends tend to be straight? ... Yeah. I seem to have
trouble making male friends especially as they’re the straight ones I come
across. I don’t really come across gay males, which is really strange. It’s sort
of like friends’ friends who are gay and like, [they] have more gay friends than
I do. And yeah, I make friends more easily with females” (17:19yo)
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“Like I don’t reckon I’ve got one single gay male friend who I socialise with
specifically. And I don’t think it’s got anything to do with the fact that I might
be a bit homophobic, it’s got nothing to do with that, because I know I’m not.
But it’s just I haven’t found any gay people who I click with yet. They’re all
either too girly and my friends won’t accept them, or they’re not into.., this
sounds weird, but they’re not into straight people. They just seem to like being
around gay people all the time.” (21:21yo)

Structure.
There is some fracturing apparent in this generation. When this does occur, it tends to be
between gay and straight friends, particularly when the straight friends are long standing, and
the gay friends have been made on the scene. This does not have the tone of closeted-ness or
conservatism noted in the peri-AIDS group, but seems rather to be focussed around preferred
sites of socialising. The straight friends are not comfortable in or not interested in the gay
scene, and the gay friends are not comfortable or not interested in the straight venues. There
are other sorts of disruptions described by men in this group. That which follows is quite
similar in some ways to the example given for the pre-AIDS group.
“There’s animosity between them. But that’s past history and stuff. But then I
have it towards some of them. I can relate to some of them on a one to one,
but if I see them in a group of people, um, I don’t want to be with them,
because they’re all two-faced when they’re with other people. ... I don’t really
get along with many of them in a group. It’s very strange. ... If I go to a party
and they’re all there, it’s like, I’m getting out of here. ... There are too many
bad memories. Because they’re all my old boyfriends friends [and] he’s an
arsehole, you know.” (05:25yo)
Consistency.
Given the age of this group, it is difficult to make comparisons with the other two generations
in terms of stability of the social network over time. The minimal amount of change at the
time of coming out gives one indication. Most of the participants describe their social
network as reasonably stable, changing very little in constitution or interactions.
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“So there’s a shared history? Yeah, right from the start of high school to uni
and, well up to now ... we’ve just been friends for a long time and we’ve just
sort of stuck together.” (21:21yo)
Summary.
The post-AIDS group differs in some very important ways from the two older groups. Their
social networks are more heterogenous than the other groups’ and they are often fractured, at
least in terms of practice, along line of sexuality. The diversity of the networks suggests
greater social mobility and less investment in a gay identity. This does not necessarily mean
that category boundaries will be seen as highly permeable, the men may see the category as
quite crisp, but place themselves outside the social category of gay men, and there is some
evidence that for at least some of the men in this group that is very much the case.
Friends/Social Networks: Summary
The social networks of pre- and peri-AIDS men are quite similar with high levels of
similarity and consistency, and some fracturing at the level of regular friends. Social identity
theory would predict that for these men, gay social identity would be quite salient, with high
levels of normative behaviour and strong defence of category boundaries, particularly if they
felt that social changes were resulting in increased category permeability. This may go some
way to explaining the support among some sections of the community for increased policing
of entry to gay venues and events like Mardi Gras. The networks of the younger men were
often quite different with low levels of similarity and some instances of considerable
fracturing. The practicalities of social life for the men in the post-AIDS group often
necessitate the separation of gay and straight friends, each served by different venues,
organisations and settings.
On the basis of the information provided by these interviews regarding social networks, one
would expect the behaviour of men in the post-AIDS group to be less normative and less
influenced by gay community norms, although behaviours that are very setting specific may
be as normative as those of the other groups. The social identity of these men may well be
highly context specific, and this will, to an extent, be examined in the following section. One
question that arose out of this section of the transcripts was the comparative level of identity
salience between exclusively gay and exclusively straight settings, and this inspired a specific
item in the questionnaire.
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4.4 Gay Life: the scene and society
“There’s a club, If you’d like to go
you could find someone who really loves you
so you go and you stand on your own
and you leave on your own
and you go home, and you cry
and you want to die” (The Smiths, How Soon is Now?)
This section deals with the way in which gay men interact with the major institutions of gay
life; the gay scene, gay community organisations and gay cultural products (books, films,
theatre and magazines). While covering the usual questions of ‘where do you go and how
often?’ I wanted to expand the discussion to explore the incentives and disincentives of
participation in the gay community and the conceptual or symbolic importance of the gay
scene and gay institutions.
I have divided the results in this section into three major areas; getting to know the gay world
including first experience in a gay venue, current involvement in the gay scene and
interaction with other parts of gay life.
Of these, the gay scene in particular plays a very important part in gay men’s lives, whether
they are habitués or not. The (commercial) gay scene, consisting of gay bars, clubs, sex
venues, coffee shops restaurants and shopping precincts dominates the gay press and
mainstream representations of gay life. It is the primary site for meeting other gay people,
particularly for finding sexual partners (short and long term) and for many gay men the
primary site for socialising with other gay men. The extensive responses to questions about
the gay scene required little prompting, often it was simply enough to say “the scene?” to
elicit a response several pages long, either positive or negative. Clearly the gay men
interviewed had spent considerable time thinking about and discussing the sorts of issues I
was interested in. Often responses were premised with phrases like ‘as I was saying to a
friend the other day...’ or ‘I’ve often thought that...’
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There are several interesting differences between the three generational groups, some which
can in part be explained in terms of age differences, but others which suggest some
fundamental changes in the way gay life is perceived and experienced.
‘Getting to know you’
This section deals with the participants’ first experience in a gay venue. This is (usually) the
start of the process of acculturation and as such is important in the development of a gay
social identity. It is in the organised gay culture that men engage in social comparison1,
identify ingroup normative behaviours and negotiate a level of fit between their self
categorisation as a gay man and their perception of the prototypical characteristics of the
social category.
As will be seen in the material presented below, most men initially experience both a sense of
belonging (generally in an abstract sense) and a sense of difference (in terms of aesthetic,
behaviour knowledge and attitude) when first encountering the scene. Social identity theory
would predict that in order to maximise self-esteem, they would be likely to adopt normative
social behaviours on salient dimensions2 (including attitudes) and become more like the
ingroup members they encounter, particularly if category membership (being a gay man) is
highly salient (see Hogg and Abrams, 1988).
Some men experience a high degree of identification with the other men they meet and do not
need to change in order to ‘fit in’ and they are likely to experience high levels of social
identification, particularly if this contrasts with their experience outside the gay community.
Other men may experience such a high degree of difference between their self concept and
their perception of the normative characteristics of the social category (ie the scene) that they
are unable or unwilling to change in order to fit in, and are likely to have a relatively weak
gay social identification. This will be even more pronounced if they experience strong levels
of identification with other groups outside the gay scene, or gay community, along
1

Note that in this work I am using ‘social comparison’ as used by Tajfel (1972) and not Festinger (1954).
Festinger’s definition emphasises the establishment of the veracity of personal beliefs through comparison with
others, while Tajfel refers to creation of a social identity though identification and evaluation of social norms.
2

Here I use Hogg and Abrams’ (1988) definition of perceptual dimensions which may be broader than that of
normative behaviour used in other contexts. This includes Αbeliefs and values, affective reactions, emotions,
behavioural norms, [and] styles of speech and language≅ (p21)
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dimensions that are important to their self concept (for example politics, aesthetics, or
ethnicity). Still others will find a subgroup within the gay scene or gay community, with
whom they are able to identify with little change in their behaviour (for example a leather
scene, drag scene, political group or gay business association). For these men their gay social
identification will likely be mediated by context, in that the sub-group will function as the
ingroup when the frame of reference is the ‘gay community’ (with members of the sub-group
being more highly valued than the rest of the gay community), and the gay community will
function as the ingroup when the frame of reference is the general community. Levels of
social identification may vary between these contexts, but it would be expected that the
identification with the sub-group would be at least as strong as that with the gay community.
It must be remembered, of course, that these identifications are not fixed temporally, and
individuals may experience more than one type of social identification at different times in
their lives, or in different contexts.

Pre-AIDS (33-42 years old).
Getting to know about the gay world in the years before the AIDS epidemic was not as simple
as tuning the radio to the gay station, picking up the free gay paper, or browsing the events
listings in the mainstream press. This is not to say that the gay community was necessarily
secretive or underground, the period under consideration is after all that of gay liberation, but
it could be characterised as sub-cultural and quite separate from the rest of society (see for
example Altman’s 1979 Coming out in the seventies). Entering the gay community at this
time was an active and deliberate process. This is reflected in the literature of the time, both
academic and popular, where going to a gay bar is seen as as much a political and
transformative act as coming out to family and friends (see for example Warren 1974,
D’emilio 1983, White, 1980). The separation between gay and non-gay culture (or at least the
perception of such a separation) and the effort required to seek out gay spaces is likely to
have enhanced the distinctiveness of the gay scene such that the acculturation was, as
Plummer (1995) describes it “a pivotal ‘re-birthing’ experience” (p52). This degree of
distinctiveness is also likely to engender high levels of gay social identification, at least at the
time. Subsequent ‘opening up’ of the gay scene may be experienced by these men as a threat
to the distinctiveness of a gay social identity, and one would expect to see considerable effort
expended by these men in defending the boundaries of this identity.
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Not all of the men in this group came out pre-AIDS and so the responses vary somewhat in
the ease with which the men were able to access information about the gay world. This is an
issue which is more fully addressed in the questionnaire section of the study (Chapter 6),
where generation is based on time of coming out rather than age. For this generation getting
to know about the gay world was usually synonymous with getting to know the gay scene.
You found out about the gay world from the gay scene and you found out about the gay scene
from gay people. Although the themes of discovering the where and how of gay culture, of
belonging and feeling different at the same time, and of learning and adapting to the norms of
the gay world are generally threaded through the entire narrative (from the coming out
sections to the those concerning the current experience of gay community), one can see
something of the acculturation process experienced by these men in the following quotes.
“I came out when I was 18, I didn’t know where to go until someone directed
me. So I went down to the sauna in Collins Street. ... So how did you know
that person? Oh, through family contacts. You know, just someone I met. And
he said ‘oh, you look gay’ and I said ‘yeah I am.’ ... It was different to what I
expected. I didn’t think it would be as good as that, you know, all these men.
Just terrific to pick and choose, to see what you can get.” (25:35yo)
“I think Isabella’s was the first place I went to, ... It’s a straight club now, ...
but in those days upstairs was quite a good club. So it didn’t take long, when
you find out where to go. It was, I suppose, a little bit apolitical in those days
[seventies], it was more of a mixed,.. people were more interested in having a
good time. ... There was a place to go every night of the week if you wanted
to. That was the only way, through word of mouth, from going to one place,
meeting people and becoming friends with them.” (16:40yo)
“So you had an older friend who sort of introduced you to the scene? That
started off as a sexual sort of thing,.. we’d been out for dinner somewhere and
we ended up going to Mandate. Mandate at 10 o’clock on a Friday night, I
would have been all of about 19 in a suit. I wouldn’t have stood out at all!
Then he sort of introduced me to a few couples he knew, and I s’pose I was
sort of adopted a bit, you know.” (20:34yo)
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The use of the term ‘adopted’ is interesting here. There is a sense with a number of these men
that knowledge about the gay world was passed down from father to son in an almost tribal
fashion. Literature of the time, like Frank Moorehouse’s “The Everlasting Secret Family”
(1980) or Edmund White’s “Forgetting Elena”, (1973) both of which fabulise the experience
of discovering gay culture use precisely this image of an oral history passed down through the
generations and a initiation into another world that is completely different. This idea of ‘the
other world’ still persists and in the transcripts from the post-AIDS group one often finds a
disappointment that that world is not so different after all.
The following, rather long, extract is a typical account of what entering the gay scene was like
for those men that came out pre-AIDS. The theme of surreptitiousness, fear, excitement and
difference are quite evident. The combination of fear and excitement is particularly important
in many of these interviews, across all groups, but particularly for the pre-AIDS group. The
experience of entering a gay bar for the first time is really that of publicly acknowledging
one’s gayness. The socio-political context in which one does this is clearly of some import,
and for those doing so in the seventies, that context was very different from today’s (see for
example Altman, 1979, Wotherspoon, 1991).
“So how did you first find out about things in the gay world? I started doing
amateur theatre, I got into one show where there was a lot of gay males, so
they kept talking about all these places that I’d never heard of, I didn’t have
transport and I was under 18 and everything, and um then sort of eventually
when I got old enough I was able to go out to a couple of these places with
people, I think Pokey’s was the first places I actually went to, and um so then
when I went to [college] I was able to go to the gay soc so I found out a bit
more about other places around Melbourne, but basically um I mean I used to
know of a couple of toilet blocks in the area that were handy to go to at the
time to and I used to go to those. But going onto the gay scene as such was
about 1970s and Pokey’s was the first place I went to. What was it like the
first time you went there? It was okay because I went out with a whole group
of people so that was fine. I remember the first time I went to one venue by
myself, which was the Australia Hotel in Collins street. I remember standing
out the front trying to find courage to walk in the door, it was only that I saw
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somebody I knew walking down the street towards me that I thought shit, I’d
better go in and that I sort of rushed in the door. ... I can remember seeing
these really bad drag shows and thinking why do they give them money and
they were all hooting and cheering. And it was only that someone explained
to me that they were cheering because it was so bad and I could sort of see
where they were coming from, and then yeah so that was like I went there five
or six times before I got the courage to go somewhere else. ... It was very
scary because it was really dark and when you open the door there were all
these shadows and the light behind you and everyone turns to look and then
the door closes behind you and they all look away. And I went "Oh." First it
was “They’re all looking at me” and then "Oh." Nobody’s looking at me. Now
what I do I do?” And not being a drinker too it is really difficult so I went and
got a drink. So um when I was at the bar there was a group of three or four
people and um, there was one guy who looked like Elton John and he was
doing all the talking and these other three quite, were just listening and he
was the only person I spoke to for the whole fifteen minutes, they would just
laugh occasionally but they’d never... I’m sure they were all mute, you know
they were.. they couldn’t speak. And um, eventually I sort of I was listening to
what he was saying and he tried to include me but the others looked daggers at
me as I came closer so I sort of headed off. But I think that took about half an
hour because I wasn’t game enough to talk to anybody and they weren’t.. but I
felt I’d achieved something. Did you feel that you had to learn rules and ways
of behaving? Yeah I mean I felt really uncomfortable because I was
uncomfortable with the pubs anyway, I wasn’t used to going to pubs, um but
yeah but I was being much more conscious of stepping on peoples toes, am I
doing the right thing, are things supposed to operate differently than straight
pubs, and yeah I really felt aware of like going up to a group that I was
possibly, you know like signalling that I was interested in somebody in that
group whereas I was really going up to chat, yeah there would have been a
different set of rules but I don’t know if I was conscious of it being a set of
rules.

I was trying to work out the way that it worked and the

behaviour...”(18:35yo)
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The theme of having to learn the rules of gay culture appears in a number of interviews from
the pre and peri-AIDS groups, but not in the post-AIDS group, even when directly prompted.
Symbolically, these rules mark off the gay world as different to the outside world and the
learning of the rules increases the level of commitment and involvement in the scene. In
social identity terms, the rules act to amplify ingroup/outgroup distinctiveness, and increase
the level of identification with the ingroup through shared ritual and knowledge.
The experience of entering gay life for men in this group is generally presented in very
positive terms. This may be somewhat tinged by the glow of nostalgia, but there is a very
genuine sense of finding a haven, an exciting place where sex, love and acceptance were
possible. As one 40 year old participant said: “I didn’t feel alienated at all going into those
clubs, ... once you got in there you realised there were so many more people that were gay or
felt the same way. ... I loved it, I loved all the dancing and all the people.”(16) The sexual
aspect of this liberation is also evident in a number of transcripts from this group, a
combination of fear and potential: “ I was actually scared. I didn’t know what to expect. ...
but I was like a little boy in a lolly shop, looking at everyone and going, ‘Oh he’s gorgeous.
He’s cute.’” (04:33yo)
Not all experiences were as rosy as these however, the fear for some outweighed the
excitement and the possibility of sex was tempered by the expectations that went along with
that. The following quote encompasses a number of themes present in interviews from this
group.
“The first time I went to a gay bar was with a lover,.. I would have been
twenty one. I’d already been out as a gay person for three years. The thought
of going to a gay venue really scared me, I was really quite nervous. ...
Generally I think it was fear before I went and discomfort while I was there. It
was loud and noisy and smoky and the usual meat market. I was only 21, a
very pretty 21 year old I suppose, and I felt uncomfortable being stared at and
more uncomfortable about not looking right. I thought they were looking at
me because I looked strange. I didn’t look like them.” (33:35yo)
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Alienation is a common descriptor used by those who found their first experience of the scene
uncomfortable. For these men, the experience was not that of finding other people like
themselves, but rather expecting to find such people, but instead finding people that seemed
very unlike themselves. This is, in part, associated with a sense of having to learn the rules
and having to fit in with the crowd, or perhaps, a resistance to these pressures. The difference
of the gay world is the commonality between the positive and negative experiences. Most of
the men who found their initial experience alienating continue to feel that way about the
scene, although often for different reasons.
“What about the first time you went out to a bar? It was with a group of
people from the radio school and friends,.. it was a Rider’s disco somewhere
in Smith Street Collingwood. Very young people there. I didn’t really think
very much of it, Sort of you know here I am in a gay bar or whatever it was a
pretty mixed sort of bar that place. Yeah. The first time I went to a men only
bar would have been Mandate. I think I did go with friends I can’t remember.
That was pretty scary. Mm, scary being in an environment with all the one sex
it was,.. I don’t really like a lot of the bar scene, I feel very alienated.”
(30:42yo)
“I guess I was 20 and I was a bit nervous. You had to catch a lift up to the
seventh floor and ah, get out of the lift and then get through the doors and go
up to the bar, but you know, once I was there it was, it was fine. By nature I’m
a pretty shy person, so I don’t know if I spoke to anybody” (31:36yo)
For those who came out later, the experience of finding out about the gay scene tended to be
more similar to those in the peri-AIDS group. Information about the scene was easier to find
and bars were easier to access.
“So how did you know about gay bars when you first came out? I think it was
through the press, reading Outrage or something like that. I mean I knew that
gay bars existed [but] I don’t think I actually knew where they were. ... Now I
come to think of it, the first gay bar I went to was the Xchange. I was taken
there by a friend of a friend. ... I had actually come out to a straight friend
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[who said] ‘you must meet this friend who’s gay and he’s been through a
similar situation’ and he said ‘come out with this friend to a gay bar’ so that
was my first contact. And then I started going to bars on my own.” (01:37yo)
Although this person found the gay scene easy to access, the themes of alienation and needing
to learn rules similar to those for the other men in this group are still evident.
“You said you thought the bars were quite isolating. I suppose I saw it in that
sense, that it was very cliquey. ... I knew it was diverse, but I guess the most
obvious outward demonstration of it was the gay bars and that sort of
environment was all very similar. ... I saw it as being cliquey, perhaps
isolating, where I was like, I felt isolated from it, and that there was something
about it that wasn’t quite me, but that I almost needed to break down to get
into. ... I think I went through a period when I needed to [change to fit in] and
I wanted to. ... I think if you really want to, to be part of the scene, ... that you
needed to, that I would have needed to change. ... It’s like in a sense I wanted
to prove my gayness, I wanted to meet other gay men and have fun and have
sex and all that stuff. And I thought the only way to do that was to be like
everybody else.” (01:37yo)
Summary
The major themes that characterise the experience of entering the gay scene for the men who
came out pre-AIDS are trepidation, excitement, difference and adaptation. It is in this group
of transcripts that one finds narratives that are most similar to those in the literature on
coming out and gay community (for example Warren 1974, Weeks 1977, D’emilio 1983,
Plummer, 1995). Social identity theory also fits these data quite well: self categorisation is
followed by social comparison, identification of stereotypical or prototypical dimensions of
the social group, a greater or lesser degree of social conformity, enhancement of intergroup
differences along salient dimensions and positive evaluation of the ingroup. One would
expect high levels of social identification in this group of men (at least at the time of coming
out), particularly in the context of denigration, devaluation and discrimination at the broader
socio-cultural level.
Peri-AIDS(26-32 years old).
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In this generational group many of the themes discussed above are still evident. The men still
experience a combination of belonging and difference on first entering the gay scene, and
acculturate to the scene to a greater or lesser degree depending on the factors discussed in the
introduction to this section. The main difference between this group and the pre-AIDS group
is in the manner in which the men got to know about the gay world. The greater availability
of gay publications, the availability of gay counselling services and the higher public profile
of gay life made it easier to know about gay places. The socio-political climate at the time,
however, did not make it any easier to go into those places for the first time. Vitriolic anti-gay
newspaper headlines (see French, 1985, 1986, Grierson, 1987, 1988), an upsurge in gay
bashings and an intense public focus on the sexual lives of gay men made the act of entering a
gay bar and publicly acknowledging one’s sexuality a very loaded experience.
I am of this generation, and can recall a newspaper headline in my home town reading
“Poofters in the Park” followed by an article describing in detail the activities of gay men at
the local beat. I can also recall the sheer terror I felt on going to my first gay dance in
Townsville,1 walking into a large brightly lit hall with all manner of gay people sitting around
the wall on plastic chairs and two lesbians dancing in the centre. The two events, for me
capture the mood of coming out in the early eighties, the sense that everything one did as a
gay man was open to public scrutiny.
The following quote illustrates how the ways of finding out about the scene had changed, to a
degree, for this group but the experience still had an element of terror. The counsellor
mentioned in the extract was from a gay and lesbian counselling service. While such services
existed prior to the AIDS epidemic, they gained a much higher profile in the 1980s.
“I ended up seeing another counsellor and I sat down and talked to this guy
and we got along reasonably well and he was going out to 397 and I went out
with him there and danced all night and had a really good time and met some
people and that’s how I met people through that. ... What was it like when you
first went? I was a bit of a loner as a kid so I didn’t care about what anyone
thought about anything. But I was nervous as all hell. It was sort of I felt like...

1

Medium size town in North Queensland.
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oh it was a long time ago, God. I was scared shitless. ... How did you find out
about things like the places to go and,.. Through people I’d met. ... When you
have to do something, no matter what, you do it. I knew I couldn’t inform my
straight friends about it or take them along there so I started going there by
myself. ... It sort of snowballed from meeting that guy he introduced me to
some of his friends, and I met through them other people and other people and
other people and other people. And it just snowballed I found out about, I
developed a lot of friendships and I found out about other places. I’d never
really, I never went to like what would you call them, hardcore gay places like
Steamworks or places like that, I just went to clubs. It took a while to develop
friendships because being on my own it was like it was a bit different.”
(14:28yo)
One of the most compelling phrases in this transcript is “When you have to do something, no
matter what, you do it.” There is an implied risk here that goes beyond immediate
consequences with family and friends and hints at a greater social danger. There is also a
clear separation between the straight world and the gay world similar to that in the pre-AIDS
transcripts. The next quote, dealing with an altogether different type of counsellor shows
how knowledge of the gay community had not penetrated all sectors of society.
“I sort of became a Christian when I was seventeen. ... I was in circles where
if there was a gay community, I wasn’t really in touch with it at all. I had no
contacts at all. I went to a counsellor when I was eighteen and he sort of said
‘Are you on the scene?’ and I said ‘No.’ I sort of knew what he was talking
about, but I’d never actually heard the term ‘the scene’ before, so I had no
thought that there was a gay community out there. In fact, I thought that I was
the only gay guy in the world, although obviously I knew that I wasn’t.”
(06:31yo)

The following extract has particular similarities to the long quote given in the pre-AIDS
section (Page 111). There is still a sense of surreptitiousness and subculturation in the
depiction of the gay scene. It is interesting that only 10 years ago some gay clubs in
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Melbourne had peep holes reminiscent of speakeasys under prohibition. (Club 397 also had a
peep hole, and you were asked what sort of club it was before you were admitted1.)
“Okay, I came out in 1987 and the way I found out about the gay community
was, I bought a copy of Outrage, and I had no idea of what the gay community
was. And the closest place I could find [to] where I lived was the Key Club in
Carlton. So I had no idea what it was, I just thought it was a pub or something.
... So I went there on a Saturday night, and there was a little peep hole in the
door and someone looked through it and I thought, ‘My god, what am I getting
myself into?’ Knocked on the door and someone looked through and then
opened it, and I saw all these people, you know, standing around, and they
were all males, and I expected them all to have handbags, and I had no idea
what homosexual people looked like. So I just went in there, ... and I was
sitting there having a drink and a few people came up to me and I think I
actually left with someone that night. So sort of a baptism of fire. And I still
had no idea of what to do, what the etiquette was, what the game rules were
and all that sort of thing. ... I really didn’t know anything about what gay sex
[was]. I mean I knew about things like masturbation and that, but I didn’t
know how to perform oral sex or have anal sex or whatever. I was really
naive, I was 24 and I was just very naive.” (03:30yo)
One of the interesting aspects of this quote (and several from this group) is the presence of
the dual themes of the thriving gay community that is right under one’s nose, but never
noticed and the ease with which the men are able to access information about it. This seems
to mark a transition from the clearly proscribed gay scene of the 1970s and the permeable and
visible scene of the 1990s.
As with the pre-AIDS group here one finds the theme of rules and etiquette and the need to
learn these in order to fit in.
The sexual character of the situation and the expectations associated with that are also very
evident in this group’s stories about entering the gay scene. Often the participants bracket the
1

Author’s reminiscence
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discussion of sexual possibilities and expectations with comments about alienation and
isolation.
“I mean obviously it wasn’t that comfortable. I mean, it’s quite an alienating
atmosphere going to a bar, especially when you go by yourself. It’s usually
one thing on everyone’s mind. I mean the fact that you’re there in the first
place is just because of your sexuality isn’t it, so therefore sex is a bit of an
issue. And, I, yeah I just found it as uncomfortable or as comfortable as it was.
I mean I don’t think it’s ever really that comfortable the whole sort of cruising
element of gay, the gay lifestyle is always a sort of there’s always a lot of
playing around and to me a sort of power thing.” (27:28yo)
The following extracts chart another participant’s journey into the gay scene. Again the focus
is on sex and rules and the discomfort this caused him. The participant’s first visit to a gay
bar was, on the recommendation of a patron, followed by a visit to a cruising venue the
clientele of which, at that time, was largely drawn from the leather community.
“I went to club 80 and, of course, I still didn’t know what that was. ... I went
in the door, looked in there, I think I was there about half a minute and I
walked out. It terrified me. I saw this big brute walking around in leather and I
thought, ‘Oh my god, I can’t handle this,’ so I left. ... I think I went back for a
second time. I had no idea what was going on. I walked down into a dark area
and all of a sudden there were three hands upon me and I thought, ‘what’s
going on here?’ I didn’t know what to do. I didn’t know whether you say to
one person, ‘Stop, I’ve already got someone.’ or do you go in together or do
you go off to a room, or whatever. So I was a bit of a failure there. I haven’t
been back.” (03:30yo)
Here there is a clear mismatch between the participant’s self concept and the characteristics
of the clientele resulting in a lack of identification, and little likelihood of social conformity.
This brings up an important point that will be discussed in detail in the questionnaire chapter;
the role of distinctive subgroups in the social category and the role they have in mediating the
social identification of men who are part of the broad social category, but not of the sub
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groups. The quote also highlights the complexity of normative behaviour within a culture
with many different sites, subgroups and contexts. For a regular patron of somewhere like
Club 80, the idea of someone saying “Stop, I’ve already got someone.” is absurd, or at least
quite funny. However, in order for that to seem absurd, there must be a reasonably explicit
sexual and social etiquette. The fact that he considered himself “a bit of a failure” would
seem to indicate that violation of that etiquette carries with it quite clear social consequences
that can be easily communicated. He later discusses the idea of rules, and compares his
situation to that of gay men coming out today.
“So how did you learn those rules? The bad way, the hard way, the awful way.
I had no role models, no guidance, no handbooks, no anything. The only way I
learnt was stumbling through it. ... Now there are those programs like ‘Gay
Now’ and ‘Young and Gay.’ So you don’t have to go to a bar and learn the
ropes that way. You can do it in a group in a safe environment.” (03:30yo)
The etiquette of the gay scene does not necessarily prove overwhelming, as in the previous
case, it may simply be knowing when to turn up. The participant in the following quote, in
spite of an initially disastrous night at The Peel, now counts it as his regular haunt. He just
turns up a little later.
“I walked in there and you know I just froze at the bar. It was all new to me, it
freaked me right out. ... I was totally unprepared for it. Totally unprepared for
it I was just,.. really. I remember, I remember that night so well, we were there
very early which you just don’t do with gay venues these days, I mean if you
turn up before midnight you’re a leper. You know, they don’t get going til
one, two am, it’s one of the traits of the gay community. And yes, when we
actually walked in there we arrived that early, I remember they weren’t even
playing any music when we arrived, we were that early. ... I remember that
was the first thing they played, enigma, the song I’ll never forget that song as
long as I live, the music totally summed up how I felt, it was like I was in a
new experience just drifting that kind of stuff, you know.” (11:28yo)
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The role of AIDS organisations in providing a safe point of entry into the gay world is not
limited to their formal programs. AIDS councils and the like have provided gay men with an
opportunity to engage in gay culture outside of the bar scene, as will be shown in a later
section. The following extract is one participant’s response to the question “What was it like
the first time you went to a gay venue?” It illustrates how AIDS organisations had started to
be seen as part of the gay community and could be utilised as a way of coming out. The quote
is surprisingly similar to many of those concerning gay bars.
“I volunteered for the VAC and I don’t know whether subconsciously I was
trying to get more contact with gay men, but I certainly wasn’t thinking about
that at the time. ... It was the first time that I came in contact with a large
group of gay men. I was actually really scared at first. It was all a bit much
because ... lots of the guys were being very sort of camp, very queeny around
the office. ... Being with a large group of gay men was sort of a bit frightening
at first, but it was sort of fine after that, and that was really good, because it
gave me a lot of gay contacts.” (06:31yo)
Summary.
Men in the peri-AIDS group, while they found accessing information about the gay scene
much easier than the pre-AIDS men, nonetheless experienced initial entry into the gay scene
as transformative. Evaluatively the scene was experienced as different from the outside world
and there was considerable emphasis placed on the learning of rules and etiquette. Sexual
aspects of the scene were overwhelmingly presented as problematic for this group, not
surprising given the esprit du temps (see Altman, 1986).
Post-AIDS (19-25 years old).
The post-AIDS generation are likely to know quite a bit about the gay scene long before they
encounter it, youth culture magazines like ‘The Face,’ television programs, youth radio
stations, even their mums talk about gay culture. The Gay and Lesbian Mardi-Gras parade is
broadcast on national television, there are high profile gay ‘personalities’ in many professions
and sexuality education in many schools. Gay culture is certainly not mainstream, and
discrimination, homophobia driven violence and self-doubt haven’t disappeared, but there is
there is a far greater awareness of at least the existence of a gay community and a gay scene.
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For many men in this group, access to information on the gay scene was easy to come by and
the venues themselves easy to access. Friends and acquaintances remained an important
source of information but were not mentioned as often by this group as the two older groups.
There were no transcripts in this group that displayed the level of detail found in the questlike narratives of the pre-AIDS group. Men in the post-AIDS group were more likely to be
matter-of-fact or vague about how they came to know about the gay scene.
“So how did you find out about the gay world? I had a friend at school that
was like,.. sort of thought he was gay the same time I did, so we just sort of,
he used to find things, find gay places and um he just always looking into
things and it was usually through him that I would find out about things and
he like found, there used to be a gay and lesbian show on the radio, it was um,
PBS or something. A few years ago.” (15:24yo)
“a friend of his was [friends with] lots of gay guys, she showed him the clubs,
he showed me the clubs. It wasn’t through Brother Sister1 or anything like
that. I found out about Brother Sister through clubs basically.” (34:25yo)
Often men in this group don’t even recall how they first knew where a gay venue was, it was
just part of the general cultural landscape of the city. Some mentioned mainstream press as a
source of information; seeing an article on a gay venue or a listing among other venues.
While the mechanics of entering the gay scene may be have been largely a non-issue for these
men, the import of going to one was not. Men in this group spoke about wanting to find a
place where they belonged with the same passion as those in the other groups, though they
spoke less of feeling alienated outside the gay community.
The most common descriptor used by participants in the post-AIDS group about their first
visit to a gay venue is ‘disappointing.’ The expectation that it will be very different to
anything they’ve seen isn’t met. They find that it’s much the same as the straight clubs
they’ve been to with their heterosexual friends. This can be explained by the emergence in

1

Gay newspaper
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the nineties of a club culture catering to young heterosexuals that is much the same as the
club culture catering to young gay people. The music is the same, the light shows are the
same, even the drag queens are the same. Even for someone from a rural area, the experience
of visiting a gay bar for the first time can be reasonably unimpressive as evidenced by the
following quote.
“I went with two female friends and a gay friend who I used to write to, he
was the one that took us there, and like my female friends were like saying
we’re going to have to pretend we’re lesbians, we’re going to get cracked onto
and I was thinking oh, I don’t think it’ll be that bad and like I went in there
and I was like waiting for like guys to be kissing everywhere and stuff and
they sort of were, but like, it was just like a normal nightclub. It wasn’t like,
when the drag queen come on, I thought oh you know, this is unreal, this is
why I’ll be coming and stuff like that. But um, it’s a nightclub, I just thought
oh, this is pretty tame actually, I thought it’d be pretty wild and stuff. And it
was also my first Melbourne nightclub, so I was thinking you know, that’s
going to be even bigger than a country club. Oh, well yeah, I was, but like,
because like I was thinking all the nightclubs in Melbourne will be huge and
like there was Three Faces, the first one I went to and it was pretty tiny and I
was just thinking oh you know, it’s good, like it was you know, finally sort of
just like I knew if I was perving, like perving at him he was available, like in
the country he was straight sort of thing, you didn’t have a chance.” (08:22yo)
The lack of strong differentiation between straight and gay sites may indicate low levels of
ingroup/ outgroup distinctiveness, particularly if the characteristics of the members of the
social category ‘gay men’ are perceived as not particularly different to those of other people.
This will be explored further in the section on ‘folks’.
The sexual aspect of the gay community provides an interesting subtext in this quote, the
expectation that there would be “guys kissing everywhere” and the relief that “if I was
perving at him, he was available”.
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These transcripts lack the sense of discomfort and alienation evident in many of those from
the two older groups. For most of the post-AIDS group the first experience, while not
necessarily exciting, was certainly positive.
“It was Seventh Heaven at the Cadillac Bar. I was sort of like, we had no
intentions of going there, we were going somewhere else but it wasn’t open so
we thought oh we’re in the city we’ll go here. And it was just my brother and
some friends like, I was ok, I was a bit... and then two seconds and I was up
on the dancefloor you know, kind of mad. Um, it was fun, it was fun. But I
don’t know how it would have felt if I had’ve known I was going there, would
have been a bit funny, but I was like, cool music.” (05:25yo)
Many of the participants talk about feeling comfortable being in a gay environment for the
first time. There is a sense of ‘finding people like me’ that was evident in the pre- and postAIDS groups, but the intensity of that experience seems much lower.
“And then yeah we just got... we started going to 397, that was the first gay
place I ever went to. What was it like the first time you went there? Can’t
remember really. I think I thought it was fantastic. Yeah. That was like finding
somewhere, it was just nice to find yeah, to find somewhere where we were
just the same, well it was new then. But the novelty wore off. Yeah I know it’s
definitely not there any more. ... I’ve got a gay auntie as well I think maybe I
went with her a few times I don’t know. I was only sixteen or something. ...
Well I did actually, yeah I went out every weekend. I did, yeah that’s right, but
I didn’t go during the week but I did... yeah and slowly and it seemed to like
just snowball because like once you’ve met a few people they say have you
been to this place and that place and like within a few months I knew most of
the gay places in Melbourne. The Peel and stuff like that. And we just go to a
gay night out at Inflation on a Wednesday night.” (15:24yo)
There were those in this group for whom the experience was not positive. The issues of
expectations are reasonably central to both the following quotes.
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“What was it like the first time you went to a bar? Weird. Weird. I’d never
been in a place with so many gay people. Like even now I feel freaked out a
bit that, yeah the first time I couldn’t believe it. [It was] the Xchange. ... I just
became more comfortable, I must have started feeling like oh these people are
on about the same thing I am, and I didn’t I didn’t feel any pressure I guess. I
didn’t feel any pressure ... of having to act like something I wasn’t. Like when
I go out with my friends to straight nightclubs. Like all my friends are straight
and they all know that I’m gay. ... Um I don’t know whether I fitted in because
I reckon even now I don’t fit in. And it’s been what almost two years in
August. So it’s, I don’t know it’s just getting more comfortable, it’s getting
more that I know the people there like I don’t know the people there but you
see the same people there all the time and they see you so yeah I guess it’s this
its getting familiar. Like when I go to straight nightclubs like people I see at
the nightclubs I just become friends with them and that’s about it.” (21:21yo)
“I ventured out to the Albury1. And I went there and it was really cramped and
it was a Sunday night like with drag shows and I thought it was really another
world sort of thing and a big drinking place and um, and I was underage at
that time so I wasn’t drinking so, it was pretty much what I expected I suppose
which is disappointing because I thought I would be wrong It was pretty
much the same. And um, being younger and Asian makes you noticed in many
ways. Young, Asian, not looking quite right, like everything’s against me.”
(17:19yo)
These extracts highlight the importance of the evaluative components of social identity. In the
first, the man sexuality is not the dominant characteristic of his personal identity (as
evidenced in the full transcript), rather his social network, consisting exclusively of
heterosexuals forms the core of his identity, with a strong sense of shared values, beliefs and
aesthetics. For the second man, his identity as an Asian and as a punk are important parts of
his self-concept and he experiences devaluation within this community on the basis of these
characteristics. Neither of these men is likely to experience strong ingroup (in terms of ‘gay

1

Sydney gay bar
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men’) stereotypicality1 and consequently are unlikely to have strong gay social identification
(see Vanbeselaere, 1996), unless with a subgroup, as discussed earlier.
The final two quotes in this section give different responses to the sexual aspects of the gay
scene on first encounter. One for whom it was an opportunity to explore his sexuality and the
other who felt objectified and vulnerable.
“I thought it was exciting, it was exciting for me. And it was also because like
you get a lot of attention when you’re really young and stuff, in places like
that too. It might not be the kind of attention that I’d like now, but then I
thought it was pretty good. Male attention and stuff. ... I loved it, I well I mean
I didn’t exactly sit in a corner and like, you know, I mean I sort of asked for it.
But um I think that would have been a very dangerous time for me really
because I don’t think that just, I just, you know as far as being safe and stuff
like that you don’t as well, that was probably pretty dangerous for about two
years I probably wasn’t... I just well I don’t know. I probably was too sort of
yeah. Too sort of... oh just you know any kind of attention would be,.. When
you think about what people’s real intentions were, I just look back and think
of having some kind of ... you know when you go through high school and
you realise you don’t really fit in there, you go through a few years of feeling
pretty unaccepted, so there’s a few years feeling like that and then you
suddenly go and find this gay kind of haven and it’s sort of really exciting so
you tend to go the other way, and go to the other extreme and whatever,
wanting to please everyone and meet everyone and stuff like that.” (15:24yo)
“What it was like the first time you went to a gay bar? I just felt like I was
being ogled. and felt like an object, initially and just really nervous. I was
really nervous. It wasn’t a really good experience actually. I was a target. And
I did, yeah there was sort of this group thing and yeah going to the pub in a
group I was safe in that but going on your own is a totally different
perspective to everything. There’s no person you can react to or, you know,

1

Here in the sense of Hogg and Abrams’ (1988) meaning similarity along salient categorical dimensions
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and if you go there on your own it looks like okay, right, you think I’m here
on my own, you know, what else would I be here for. I’d go there and dance
and I’d sit back and have a drink, but you’re being watched you know and that
I didn’t feel very comfortable with that. ... It was a bit strange anyway when I
looked at it you know objectively. I don’t like going out on my own, what else
can people think, you’re there to pick up. I just went there to be in a gay
atmosphere and to feel that I was for one moment you know among a lot of
people that were the same as me. But in actual fact it was quite the reverse. It
was not like that at all. It was like this really funny tension.” (43:25yo)
It seems as if, for the younger gay men, sexual identity is organised less around sexual
practice than it is for the other men in this sample. There appears to be a greater discomfort
with casual sexual activity (whether they engage in it or not) and a tendency toward more
heteronormative values around sex and relationships. These differences are not absolutely
clear, they may be an artefact of the sample, or method, or may reflect social norms around
research that touches on sexual behaviour.
Summary.
Post-AIDS group differed from the other two groups in the ease with which they were able to
identify and access the gay scene. The generally experienced the scene as less separate from
the rest of society than did the older men, and less distinctive from comparable non-gay
environments. Sexual practice seems to be a less salient characteristic of gay identity for these
men in comparison to the rest of the sample.
‘Doing the scene’
The following two sub-sections deal with what the researchers in the SAPA project would
call gay community involvement (see Kippax et al, 1990). The first deals with the
commercial gay scene (bars, clubs, sex on premises venues) and the second with the ‘nonscene’ or community sector (including groups, clubs political and AIDS organisations), and
gay content in cultural products (books, films, theatre, and music).
This involvement is important in terms of social identity in that the physical interaction with
others in the social category mediates and modifies the evaluative dimensions of the
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category1. The two aspects of social identification that are most relevant in this analysis of
gay community involvement are social attraction and the satisfaction of social needs. Strong
social identification is generally considered to be related to high levels of social attraction and
liking (see Hogg and Abrams, 1988), although this may be in the presence or absence of other
members of the social category. This relationship is an iterative, not causative one; negative
(particularly alienating) experience may lead to a re-assessment of one’s degree of
membership of the social category, while self categorisation and self-stereotyping are likely to
increase the liking of other group members through enhanced ingroup outgroup
distinctiveness. For men who experience the gay scene as alienating, social identification may
be higher when they have less interaction with the scene.
The satisfaction of social needs is related to social cohesion and social conformity. These
needs, in this context, may include political needs like social and legal reform, informational
needs like health, news, gossip and events, and more individual (though nonetheless social)
needs like sex, relationships, socialising with friends and entertainment. The more these
needs are able to be satisfied within the social group, and the less they are able to be satisfied
outside, the stronger the perception of social cohesion will be, and the individual will be more
likely to conform to social norms.
Operationally, when analysing these transcripts, social attraction was derived from
descriptions of the sorts of social interactions participants experienced in scene and non-scene
contexts. Further analysis of participants’ social attraction can be found in a later section of
this chapter dealing with they ‘types’ of people in the gay community (page197). Social needs
were examined through interviewees’ description of the sort of things they did or did not get
out of the gay scene, the gay non-scene and gay cultural products.
Environmental and contextual factors that may mediate access to and participation in social
settings are also examined. While some of these have evaluative components (for example
aesthetic and ‘taste’ variables), others may lay outside the individual’s direct control (for
example health and financial factors). While it may be argued that social identification,
1

These include things like creativity, taste , social acumen, wealth, sexual comfort. See Mocovici (1972)for a
general discussion of evaluative dimensions and Scherrard (1995) for a particular discussion of aesthetics in this
context.
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through self-stereotyping, may enhance liking for environmental factors associated with gay
environments (a sort of homosexuality-causes-disco hypothesis), there is a strong possibility
that some preferences developed prior to self-categorisation may inhibit gay social
identification, particularly if those preferences are important in the individual’s self concept
or are important aspects of some other social identification.
Pre-AIDS (33-42 years old).
Few men in the pre-AIDS group were frequent habitués of the commercial gay scene. Most
were regular, though infrequent, patrons of gay bars, generally with a preference for a
particular venue. Most would describe the range of available venues in Melbourne as
particularly limited, but laud the unique characteristics of their preferred venue.
“What sort of places do you go to? Well one of the pubs, the one I like that’s
not so pretentious and has quite a fun feeling is the one in Collingwood. The
Laird or the Peel? The Peel. And then I can go to the, being quite diverse, I
don’t mind going to Three Faces either. When I’m feeling mad1. You know
what I mean. Go out and have a dance and a bit of fun and watch a show or
something. And I suppose the gay restaurants too, in Commercial Road. I
don’t mind going to those too, I think they’ve got a great atmosphere.”
(02:37yo)
It is interesting that this participant considers it “diverse” to go to both The Peel and Three
Faces, venues which, at least on the surface are very similar. Both are dance bars with cover
charges, a young, mixed clientele with late licences. Three Faces, however, has drag shows
while The Peel does not. In all three generational groups the greater the interviewee’s
involvement with the gay scene, the greater the differentiation that is made between aspects
of the scene.
The frequency with which gay men (in all groups) go out on the scene varies considerably
over time. The general pattern seems to be periods of quite heavy scene-going followed by
break periods, where the scene is avoided completely. The periodicity of this varies with

1

Here ‘mad’ is used to mean exuberant not angry.
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generational group, the pre-AIDS group reporting longer cycles, often counted in years, while
the post-AIDS group would talk about the same process in terms of weeks or months.
“I would probably go out into the scene, a gay pub, probably about twice a
month, I started to this year when I had some friends staying with me and
they’d go out and it was very fortunate that I got approached a couple of times
when I was there by groups of people too. ‘Oh well we’re going to be back
next Friday, come back’, so I did. And so that was sort of nice to be able to go
in and know people, and actually talk to them, rather than stand there by
myself, so I probably have been out twice a month this year, whereas last year,
it was probably about twice in the whole year to a gay pub. As far as places
like saunas or club 80, I probably go about once a month.” (18:35yo)
The most common response in this group to a question about the frequency of their scene
visiting was ‘not as much as I used to.’ The reasons they give for this are predominately
externally imposed factors like time commitments, health status and financial constraints, but
also include evaluative components like type of music and what appears to be a ‘scenecareer’ effect where there is an expectation that, as one gets older, the scene becomes less
important. As this 34 year old responds to a question about how often he goes out; .”Um, less
than I used to, I mean a lot of that’s to do with financial stuff because I’m not working and
also it doesn’t bother me. I’m sort of, over it, yeah.” (20).
“I used to [go out on the scene] three or four times a week. I used to live at the
Xchange. Just around the corner. It takes me exactly twelve minutes to walk
there. Um, but now, sort of, I’m not drinking anymore,.. it has sort of stopped
me going, because I’m working nights and I finish like 11:30, so I thought, by
the time I get home and change, I’ve only got an hour. I’m not really big on
‘faces. Unless you’re in a party mood and there’s sort of a group of friends.”
(04:33yo)
In the pre-AIDS group the main theme that seems to relate to the satisfaction of social needs
is that of the scene as a source of potential partners, generally for relationships, but in some
cases for sex. The following quote introduces the idea of the scene as a site for meeting ‘Mr
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Right’ almost tentatively among a list of other functions, but then expands considerably on
the theme.
“Do you go out on the scene much? No, not as much as I used to. ... Probably
up until two years ago I used to go out quite often, at least Friday and Saturday
night for a drink or to see some people that I knew, and I suppose to meet
somebody. ... I suppose I just settled down and thought the mystery person
wasn’t going to be there. ... Now I would go out once a month, to an
exclusively gay venue. In the hope of meeting somebody. See, [gay friend’s]
theory is that the more often you go out, the more you’re seen and you’ve got
a wider variety of people you’ll hopefully meet. I just think if I’m going to
meet someone, it’ll be at the corner store or somewhere else. It’ll be doing
something that I’m interested in rather than just trying to shout over the music
in a dark bar, not being able to recognise anybody.” (16:40yo)
Some interviewees are rather more explicit about motivations for going or not going out on
the scene. For example: “now that I’m not interested in picking anyone up, I just don’t see the
point in going to [bars].” (10:33yo) and “I [used to go out on the scene a lot] several years
ago, and then I entered into a relationship for two and a half years and the bar scene dropped.”
(22:39yo). For these men, if you have a partner, there’s not much point in going out. The
scene serves primarily as a place to meet people, either for sex or coupling.
“Do you have much to do with the scene? No, nothing at all. I have in the past,
but my current partner doesn’t like the scene and we don’t go out on the scene
at all. ... Well if I was single I would.” (10:33yo)
In a more direct attempt to access the men’s motivations, they were asked what the positives
and negatives of the scene were. While there were positive characteristics of the scene cited
by all men, occasionally after much prompting, it was the criticisms that drew the most
considered and extensive responses. This is not to say that the men found the experience of
the scene overwhelmingly negative, although some did, but rather that they were more able to
articulate the problems, discomforts and disincentives. If there are things one does not want
to change, there is little point in formulating a critique.
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Apart from the positive aspects covered in the section above on getting to know the scene
(belonging, openness about sexuality and sexual potential), the most frequent response from
this group was that the scene was an important site for socialising with other gay friends
“What’s the good stuff you get out of gay venues? To meet people, to be seen,
um, socialise. I mean this house isn’t big, it’s not a party house. I don’t sort of
want people around, you know, spilling drinks and breaking glasses and I’d
rather go out somewhere.” (04:33yo)
“I enjoy seeing people and I enjoy seeing what they are doing and the way
they are reacting to everybody else and I like seeing what they’ve got on. I like
to drink when go out. ... I enjoy having a really good sort of loud night with
my friends. I enjoy that type of thing, being able to be loud and being able to
do socially unacceptable things” (16:40yo)
The theme of being ‘loud’ occurs in a number of transcripts across the generational groups.
‘Going mad’, ‘being raucous’, ‘going wild’, these are phrases the men describe the release of
being in a gay venue. In many cases there is a sense that the rest of life requires one to be well
behaved and careful not to offend, and they gay scene gives permission for a more exuberant
self-expression. These themes are more common in the peri- and post-AIDS groups. This has
important implications for the men’s gay social identity. The difference in the ‘freedom to
express yourself’ between gay and straight environments implies a high level of
distinctiveness between members of the two social categories along the dimension of
‘acceptance’. This dimension is, as social identity theory would predict, positively evaluated
in favour of the ingroup, and is one that is salient in terms of the categorisation (as evidenced
in the coming out narratives) and therefore related to strong social identification.

Another theme evident in the extract above is that of social observation, “seeing what they’re
doing.” The gay scene provides a snapshot of where the gay community is at, from the trivial
things like fashion and music, to more substantial issues like HIV/AIDS, relationships and
politics. This is a type of ongoing social comparison, where the degree of one’s membership
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of the social category is regularly revised. Through the processes of self stereotyping and
social conformity one may either enhance one’s social identity or become marginalised or
alienated from the group.
In the pre-AIDS group, there are few references to the scene that are substantially positive.
Those that are, tend to employ a contrast with the straight world, a sort of ‘it could be worse’
conceptualisation. The following quotes give a rather nice precis of ideas, that in other
transcripts, are buried amongst the negatives and surrounded by verbal hedges.
“I mean it’s not so bad. It’s a pretty good scene. I mean we don’t start fights
and get arrested like other people do. We’re fairly supportive of each other.
And we band together to help each other when it’s needed, although,
sometimes not enough. ... But we look after each other pretty well.” (22:39yo)
“And certainly for a poor boy from the suburbs coming into this scene, and
realising that there are people out there like yourself, that can be very
liberating.” (33:35yo)
The negative aspects of the scene tend to fall into four categories, environmental issues like
smoke and noise, characteristics of patrons, social characteristics of the scene and personal
issues like health and finance.
The environmental aspects tend to be presented as an introduction to more substantive issues.
Generally men in all groups complain of smoke, noise and darkness. These are seen as
inhibiting the type of social interaction the men would like to engage in.
“The venues, they’re very specific things. I don’t like the fact that they’re all
dark, ... I miss the fact of being able to go to clubs that I remember, being able
to talk to people and being able to see them and not having to shout over
dance music. ... It’s sort of like the darkness and the noise and not being able
to communicate ... from there because you’re not able to communicate, you
become just sort of beautiful bodies, Adonis type thing. (16:40yo)
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The twin themes of ‘youth’ and ‘attractiveness’ appear in most of the transcripts from this
generational group; “ I mean if you’re not sort of in your 20s and attractive,..” (10:33yo).
Given that one of the prime functions of the scene is sexual, and that, as with the rest of
society, youth is sexually valued, there is considerable opportunity for experiencing a sense of
exclusion, of being devalued and of feeling old. Remember that the men in this ‘older’ group
in this study are between 33 and 42 years old, not exactly in Zimmer frames.
“Well, there’s age, you know. I’m now in my mid thirties and after a while it’s
just tedious, that’s all it is. It’s the same loud noisy raucous ugly place it was,
except that now everyone’s ten years or fifteen years younger than you. ... It’s
a terribly stressful place, I find it very stressful.” (33:35yo)
“What are the less than positive things about the scene? Well the fact that you
could go and stand there all night if you don’t have the courage to approach
someone and walk away disillusioned, Um the fact that, especially some of
them have a lot of younger clientele that when they have a few drinks in them
become very bitchy, so if you do approach them, it’s like ‘you’re too old,
fuck off , you fat old thing’, and you weren’t interested in having a sexual sort
of encounter with them, you just wanted someone to talk to for the night sort
of stuff and so that side of it I find very difficult, whereas in a straight pub you
could probably go up to a group of people and have a great time and join in
the conversation, but you can’t do that in a gay club. They’re much more
critical.” (18:35yo)
Interestingly, this participant evaluates gay men negatively along dimension that, as
mentioned earlier, are highly salient in the social categorisation; sociality and acceptance. The
‘straight-pub’ is seen as more likely to satisfy the social needs that are valued by the
interviewee than the gay bars. Given that membership of the social category ‘gay men’ is
usually experienced as involuntary1, recourse to a social mobility strategy (for example
becoming straight) as a way of increasing self esteem is unlikely, the consequences of this
1

Here in the sense that there is a profound difference between categorisation as ‘gay’ and categorisation as
something like ‘accountant’. The categorisation is involuntary in that it is partly externally imposed and practice,
particularly sexual, plays a major role in that categorisation. This is not intended to imply an essentialist
conceptualisation of gay sexuality, or that the category is always experienced as impermeable.
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sort of experience (for example isolation, low self esteem and depression) are potentially
quite serious.
The sexual nature of the scene is problematic for many men in this study, although the
particular aspects that are identified differ between the three groups. For men in the pre-AIDS
group, the youth and attractiveness themes dominate, as discussed above, and there are
frequent references to an unwillingness to invest a great deal of time and effort into a process
that is frequently unrewarding.
“And what are the negatives? Um, If I were a single person, which I’m not
again now, probably the feeling that it’s a bit meat-market-y. But then talking
to my heterosexual friends, it’s no different. You spend all night trying to
pick someone up and maybe not even being game to. ... And it’s judged very
much on exteriors, which I don’t like.” (02:37yo)
“I find that some people who go to those places particularly mixed bars don’t
know what they want and waste your time. Half the time trying to pick up
somebody and they’re not interested and they give you all the ins and then all
of a sudden they drop you like a hotcake and,.. rejection and all those things,
is it worth it, really worth just going out to make new friends, I don’t think
you make friends in those places anyway.” (30:42yo)
The terms ‘shallow’ ‘superficial’ and ‘pretentious’ occur in almost all transcripts across the
three groups. In part this is related to the youth-attractiveness issue discussed above, but there
is also a sense that this is about an artificiality and role playing on the scene. That many of the
participants spoke about the scene as being the place where they found other people like
themselves and yet see the scene as masks, roles and pretence raises an interesting
conundrum. Can there be an identification with something that is seen as false?
“What are some of the negatives with the gay scene? ... I think it’s still
shallow. It’s all about appearance. ... I don’t know if it differs a hell of a lot
from the straight scene. ... And the attitude that goes with that, a really sort of
exclusionist sort of thing.” (01:37yo)
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“I sort of am aware that the gay scene is very cliquey and if you don’t fit a
certain image, you’re a bit out of place” (10:33yo)
The clientele of gay bars is the focus of considerable disdain from many of the men in all
groups. The particular focus varies for each group. For the pre-AIDS and peri-AIDS groups
it is often the young gay men, particularly the effeminate or ‘mincy’ ones and, surprisingly
drag queens; “No, I don’t like drag queens. I know that’s not fashionable, but it’s the sort of
person I am.” (20:34yo). There are issues of masculinity and gender (see Tyler 1991, McNeil,
1994) that are quite important in the social comparison processes for many gay men in this
sample (see the extended discussion of this in the ‘folks’ section of this chapter page 197).
Pollack (1982) in his discussion of masculinity in gay male culture situates the hypermasculinity often observed in gay literature and pornography as a response by gay liberation
to the effeminacy of pre-liberation gay images and notes that while the liberation of
heterosexuals is often premised on the elimination of gender roles, that of homosexuality
seems to be premised on a intensification of those roles.1
The following extract contains an interesting contradiction, where the participant derides
effeminate young men, but describes himself as ‘an old girl.’ This, in combination with other
material from this transcript, seems to represent both a strong ingroup outgroup
distinctiveness (where gay men are seen as better than heterosexuals on a number of
dimensions including less reliance on gender roles) and a sub-category identification (as an
‘older’ gay man) that rationalises experience of difference to other ingroup members (gay
men).
“And the negative things? Drugs I’m not into. I can’t justify, or, I don’t
comprehend the drug scene. I mean I’ve seen what it does to people and it’s
not a pretty sight. ... And the little mincy queens I can’t bear. Because they
give, personally I think, the gay scene a bad name. And drag, I just,.. I mean
the floor shows, they’re great, they’re wonderful. I don’t know whether it’s
because of Pricilla or not, ... It’s not done properly. They look like men in
1

“En réaction contre cette caricature [of the effeminate homosexual], l’homme «super-viril», le «macho» est
devenu le type idéal dans le milieu homosexuel. ... Et tandis que le thème de l’émancipation des hétérosexuels
est souvent lié à l’indifférenciation des rôles masculins et féminins, l’émancipation homosexuelle passe
actuellement par une phase de définition très stricte de l’identité sexuelle” (p47)
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frocks. ... And like some of the fashions, you know, of the young ones,
eighteen, nineteen year olds with big flared jeans and little shrunk t-shirts and
singlets and purple hair. ... I’m old school and I don’t understand it. I’m too
set in my ways. I’m an old girl.” (04:33yo)
The other disincentives that are cited, again by men from all three groups are often to do with
health and finance. For HIV positive gay men, being in an environment that is smoky loud
and based on alcohol can prove hazardous. For other men, a disinclination to drink or smoke
may make socialising in gay venues unpleasant.
“I think there’s too much competition in the gay world these days. I feel that
to express yourself as a gay man you really have to have money to go with it,..
it’s a very difficult life when you’re gay and you’re poor. Because gay people,
us gay people I think we’ve got good taste haven’t we,.. we’ve got taste in a
lot of good things where it takes money. That’s why I’m drawn away from the
gay world a lot today. ... I think, one, because of my health I can’t stand to go
into these smoky areas any more and, two, I haven’t drank for a long time you
see. It just doesn’t appeal to me any more, although, I love the music, you
know, I do like the atmosphere.” (25:35yo)
Fear of anti-gay violence around gay areas and venues was a theme I expected to occur in
interviews for all groups (see van de Ven et al, 1997, for an example of the degree of
homophobic abuse encountered by gay men in Australia). The only reference that appeared
was in the following quote. The issues for the participant here is the safety of gay venues,
compared to straight venues. A specific item was included in the questionnaire to ascertain if
this was an artefact of the interview process or sampling, or whether it was in fact not an
conscious consideration for most gay men.
“I wouldn’t go to some of the straight venues, ... for fear of being bashed. And
that’s one thing that scares me, I don’t want my face punched in. ... I mean a
straight bar or pub wouldn’t bother me if there was a group of us. And we
kept to ourselves and we didn’t hassle anyone and they didn’t hassle us and
you can have fun wherever,.. And that’s the whole thing about going out

Chapter 4: Interviews

Page 137

raging, you make your own fun. You don’t just sit there like a stale bottle of
piss, you may as well stay home and be boring, not see anybody, live in your
closet.” (04:33yo)
Summary.
Men from the pre-AIDS group tend to have less contact with the gay scene than the other two
groups. The social needs identified by men in this group tended to be related to sex and
relationships and socialising with friends. More often than not these needs were not met by
the gay scene, or proved stressful and problematic. The social comparison engaged in by
these men in gay venues tended to be negative, particularly along dimensions of age and
masculinity. There is considerable contrast between these men’s early experience of gay
venues and their current experience. There is often a strong sense of nostalgia to their
interviews that may suggest that their social identification is, at least in certain contexts and at
certain times, with a pre-AIDS gay culture.
Peri-AIDS (26-32 years old).
Men in the peri-AIDS group were more likely to go out to gay venues than those in the preAIDS group, but less so than those in the post-AIDS group. The men also tended to have a
preferred venue (or venues) which was considered distinct from other gay venues in terms of
it’s clientele (age, aesthetic and ‘type’), ‘atmosphere’ and convenience.
“Once a week, on a Saturday night. ... I just go there because I know it’s
somewhere that gay men congregate. I generally go on my own and I either
meet friends there or I’ll just stay by myself and then speak to who’s ever
there.” (03:30yo)
As with the pre-AIDS men there are several instances where participants talk about a recent
decline in their patronage of gay venues. The reasons given are much the same as those
discussed in the previous section; external factors like health and finance and periodicity
factors1.
1

See also Pollack (1982) for a discussion of “la carrière homosexual” (p39)
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“I’m going out much less than what I used to. I used to go to Three Faces
quite often, but I can’t stand it any more. I can’t stand the superficiality of it.
... I can’t be bothered coping with all the smoke fumes. I just don’t want to go
out. I wouldn’t mind going dancing, but I just don’t want to go out to a place
if it’s really crowded with smoke. ... I like going to dance parties. ... I usually
prefer to go to dance parties than bothering going out each week.” (06:31yo)
Dance parties are mentioned as a preferred site of engagement with the gay community by a
number of men in both the pre-AIDS and peri-AIDS groups, and to a lesser extent by those in
the post-AIDS group1. These events, which attract a (slightly) older crowd than most gay
venues, are more like a special event than venue based socialising. The dance parties, along
with festivals like Mardi Gras and Midsumma, also function as significant markers in a gay
calender. Often men will discuss a particular event in their lives as occurring “around Mardi
Gras” or “just after Winter Daze”. Dance parties themselves are, however, seen as such
particular and self-contained social environments, compartmentalised from the rest of gay
life, with highly context specific social behaviour, that an extensive consideration of their
place in a gay social identity has not been included in this study.2
Men in this group also describe the scene being youth and body oriented and alienating for
those in their mid to late 20s. Frequently men in this group referred to themselves as ‘older’
than the majority of men in gay venues and their descriptions of earlier years spent on the
scene were heavily nostalgic.
“I don’t know, probably just me getting older but [the scene] seems to have
gotten uglier as I’ve gotten older. Things seemed to be a bit more relaxed in
the eighties, I don’t know how I see the scene now, I just don’t have much to
do with it. I’ll go out drinking with some friends of mine.” (14:28yo)

1

These are the Melbourne dance parties, not the Mardi Gras party, which occupies a special symbolic place in
the conceptualisation of gay identity, particularly as seen by the non-gay population (see Seebohm, 1994 ,
McNeil 1994 and Lewis and Ross, 1995).
2

It is also likely that the very specific nature of dance parties, including the type of drugs used, would seriously
compromise the veracity of data collected outside the sites themselves.
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Some of the participants have very specific and elaborate frameworks for organising their
beliefs about gay venues. These are largely based on experiential history with the venues but
also include factors such as the sexual potential of the venue and the dominant aesthetic. The
following tract illustrates how one participant organises his beliefs about a number of venues.
One of the interesting contradictions in the passage is his discomfort with the sexual
ambiguity of Three Faces where a potential sexual partner may be unavailable because they
are straight, and the appeal he finds in The Laird, where his appearance makes him sexually
unavailable to the other patrons.
“The Peel [is] my stamping ground. I don’t go to Three Faces any more. I hate
the Xchange. All it is, is drink and I’m not really a big drinker. Stand around
and everyone looks at you. I’ve never felt comfortable at the Xchange. Um
and the drag shows there are pathetic. Three Faces I got into quite heavily. I
met the love of my life there. So that’s a special place for me in my life. The
entertainment there is good but the crowd has changed a lot in the last few
years. It’s very much the place to be seen, for straight people, It’s politically
correct to have gay friends... therefore as an extension of that it’s politically
correct to go to gay venues. Three Faces is the one that they’re all going to. So
like if you see someone you like there, your first question shouldn’t be
‘What’s a nice guy like you doing here?’ but your first question should be
‘Sorry, are you gay or straight?’ You know you’ve got to qualify that now, but
that’s what it’s become like. ... I go to the Peel and that’s about it. Oh, the
Laird I go to, like before I go to the Peel, like Friday or Saturday I usually, I
pop in there for an hour, have a drink with friends, because it’s more relaxed
there, it’s not so... it’s not so...the sexual tension is not in the air like it would
be in the Xchange. Probably because like the Laird has got connotations of
leather, you know, sort of chubby guys, older men, as you would know,
historically it’s got more of a background, and therefore someone like me
wouldn’t fit into the Laird set so I can go there with some friends of mine and
not be stared upon, not like whereas if I went there with a moustache and like
10 kilos overweight you know I might get a root you know. So, yeah, so
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basically it’s always the Peel. That’s my home, my stamping ground. And of
course Steamworks1.” (11:28yo)
Also interesting in this extract is the way in which the interviewee defends the boundaries of
gay space. This bears considerable resemblance to social identity theory’s concept of defence
of the social category under conditions of boundary erasure or boundary permeability2 (also
evident in this individual’s transcript). Here the gay identity of the Three Faces is seen as
being threatened by increasing numbers of heterosexuals, particularly heterosexuals that are
physically indistinguishable from gay people, whereas the Laird has a clear and unambiguous
gay allegiance and aesthetic, even though it is not appealing to the interviewee. The Laird is
also seen as having a long history of association with the gay community; “it’s got more of a
background” which confers upon it a greater legitimacy as a gay space. The concept of
‘place-identity’ and it’s implications for gay social identity will be discussed further in the
following section.
The positive aspects of gay venues for this group were more likely to include a sense of
belonging and sexual potential than those of the pre-AIDS group. As discussed in the preAIDS section above, these factors are associated with strong (and positive) social
identification, particularly when placed in opposition to a sense of difference and low social
need satisfaction outside the group. In the following quote, the participant is explicit about his
need to access gay culture as a counterbalance to the ‘straightness’ of the rest of his life.
“When I was working I was around straight people all week, ... so I felt, you
know, always around families and women and husbands and whatever,.. I
wanted to be around freedom, you know. So that’s why I went, as a balance, a
life balance.” (03:30yo)
It is important to note here that the interviewee does not feel that the gay community satisfies
all his social needs. He discusses (in other sections of the transcript) the importance of
socialising in heterosexual environments in giving him access to “family life” and gendered
1

2

Sauna

See Hunter, 1997, Puddifoot, 1997 and Spears et al 1997 for discussions of the role of threats to ingroup
distinctiveness in enhancing or diminishing social identification.
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relationships. It is likely that for this man, and others like him in the peri and post-AIDS
groups, that his gay social identity would be highly context specific.
In this group, one starts to see a theme more common in the post-AIDS transcripts, that of the
‘gay atmosphere’. In part this marks a change from the conceptualisation of gay community
in terms of social contacts and social networks seen frequently in the pre-AIDS group, to that
of gay community as a class of people in specific sites, seen most strongly in the post-AIDS
group. The older group also had a higher proportion of gay men in their social networks than
the two younger groups. Mixed social networks are less likely to provide a reliable
characterisation of the social category (gay men), and so it is not unlikely that these men will
rely more heavily on identifiable gay sites for establishing and modifying their evaluation of
the category and engaging in social comparison.
“It’s good to be in an all gay atmosphere. Especially at Tasty, I really like
Tasty. ... I s’pose I am middle class, I prefer a place where there’s lots of
different types of people and there’s loads of different fashion and stuff.”
(06:31yo)
Also interesting in this quote is the identity-in-diversity notion of gay community; An “all
gay” environment is characterised as containing “lots of different types of people”. As
discussed in the review of literature, this provides an interesting challenge for social identity
theory, which would traditionally associate diversity (or ingroup heterogeneity) with weaker
levels of social identification, but would also associate positive evaluation of the ingroup on
salient and highly accentuated dimensions (which I would argue “diversity” is in the gay
community) with strong social identification. The critical determinates of the impact of
perceived heterogeneity in the gay community on the degree of social identification are
probably the degrees of comfort an individual experiences with this diversity within the
frames of reference of the gay community and the non-gay population.
The sexual possibilities of the scene are combined with this sense of gay atmosphere in the
following extract. It is, importantly, the ‘possibility’ of sex that attracts this person to gay
venues, rather the the reality of sex. The use of the phrase ‘having the right’ to pick up is very
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interesting. There is an implication that that ‘right’ is not available outside the gay scene and
that the venues provide an almost politically superior environment in which to be gay.
“What’s the good stuff that you get out of the scene? I suppose the feeling that
there’s the possibility that someone there that I can pick up or I can meet. It
never seems to really happen though. Like but I s’pose having that option or
having that right is one that I like to use now and again. I don’t really feel, like
I wouldn’t say ... I’m gay but I don’t live, breathe gay. I don’t think, I’m the
sort of person that’s conscious of being gay. Unless I go to a gay club, know
what I mean? I don’t even think of my friends as being gay, I’ve known them
too long to define them, to have an instant category like that. But when I go
into a gay place I’m confronted by the fact that I’m gay so when I go to a gay
place I’m gay, so I think that’s good because it helps me acknowledge that or
remember that. I’m not full on into sex and things like that so that’s nothing
that attracts me. It’s mainly a place to go out with friends and get pissed and
have the option of being able to, you know have men around me that I can be
social to but usually that doesn’t end up happening.” (14:28yo)
The other compelling concept in this quote was that of being more gay in a gay venue than in
a straight environment; a contextual or contingent social identification. Similar themes were
present in other transcripts, though none as explicitly as in this extract, some with the
contingent relationship evidenced in this quote, but others indicating that the interviewee
experienced a stronger awareness of their gay identity in non-gay settings. An item was
included in the questionnaire to assess the different ways in which gay men experience the
primacy of gay identity as a function of setting and explore possible correlates of these
contingencies.
Although many men in the peri-AIDS group found the sexual possibilities of the scene a
strong incentive to participation, this could also bee seen as inhibiting a broader social
interaction with other gay men; “I mean, you pretty much know [what] people are after, you
know, a sexual liasion, and if they don’t get that out of you, they leave.” (03:30yo). Two
major social needs, sexual interaction and sociality, may therefore be in conflict, at least for
some individuals.
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The negative aspects of the scene were largely the same as for the pre-AIDS group, smoke,
noise, darkness, superficiality, expense; “Smoke in my eyes, and my clothes stink the next
day and I think why did I waste Saturday night going out when ... I want to have an earlier
night so I can get up earlier. ... It’s a habit, it’s like I have nowhere else to go.” (03:30yo)
Here too are the themes of proscribed social territory and habitual socialising. Several men in
the peri-AIDS group portrayed their relationship to the scene as one of dependence; the gay
venues represent the only available sites in which they can socialise (comfortably) as gay
men, but doing so brings little pleasure. There is a sense here of ‘belonging’ as that of gay
venues being an appropriate place for gay people, rather than ‘belonging’ as a sense of feeling
a part of the group of people that occupy the venues. This is also reflected in the way in
which many men (from all three groups) decry the absence of the sort of gay venue that
would satisfy their needs, but rarely talk about the fact that they are made to feel
uncomfortable in existing venues and establishments that would satisfy those needs.
“And the negatives? Music. The standard disco top 40. M- People. Madonna,
Kylie. I don’t know. The music shits me, the drag shows shit me, I’ve seen too
many of them to really be interested in them any more. The defensiveness,
which that also comes from me as well, but it really pisses me off. I wish there
was something a bit more relaxed “ (14:28yo)
There were more frequent references to aesthetic/ taste considerations in this group,
particularly to do with music, and usually combined with a nostalgia for the type of venues
and the sort of music that existed when they were ‘younger’. As with the pre-AIDS group,
this may suggest a social identification with the gay culture at the time they came out that is
in conflict with their current experience of the gay community. The participants in the periAIDS group also talked about alienation as a common experience in gay venues.
“I don’t like it when the music’s too loud and people can’t talk and [there’s]
not too much I don’t like about it, I mean, quite often, you can sort of
sometimes,.. sometimes if you go out by yourself you can get to feel quite
lonely in a crowded room, I mean it changes according to your situation at the
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time or whatever, it always tends to depend very much on yourself when
you’re going out to pubs and things.” (27:28yo)
For men in the peri-AIDS group, this sense of alienation often had to do with feeling judged
or evaluated by others in the scene, both in terms of ‘image’ and sexual value1. This seems to
indicate that there is a strong need to fit in with the ingroup, as social identity theory would
suggest, but that there is also a strong resistance to this. As with the conundrum of diversity
discussed earlier, it may be that ‘resistance to conformity’ is a highly valued characteristic of
gay identity (both personal and social) and as such disrupts some of social identity theory’s
predictions about social conformity and ingroup heterogeneity.
“I’d rather go to somewhere like the Prince of Wales than go to something
like Three Faces or the Xchange which is full of people who sort of don’t care
a shit. So places like that it’s not that it’s image conscious, I just feel there’s
a, there’s too much male tension in the gay clubs for me. I’m not so much
relaxed with them as I used to be. Then I don’t know. I feel there is a lot of
bitchiness and nastiness and things like that which maybe I didn’t notice when
I first came out which I notice now. ... The more I see of it the more I think
it’s a fabulous world but it’s one that I’m over. Like I go out to clubs
sometimes, mainly when I want to dance hiphop on speed or something.
Whenever I do end up going out to a club or a pub I always end up sitting in
the corner with my friends around me talking deep and meaningfuls about life
the universe and everything. And I definitely don’t end up taking part in the
fun that seems to going on, dancing and jumping around and screaming or
whatever.” (14:28yo)
Summary.
Men in the peri-AIDS group tended to patronise gay venues more often than those in the preAIDS group and found more value in doing so. The social needs identified by men in this
group were associated with sociality and sex, as with the older men, but also included the
1

This is more than sexual attractiveness, and has to do more with how close one is to a sexual ideal than how
attractive one is to any particular person. For instance men, particularly in the post-AIDS group will talk about
being attracted to someone in a venue, but feeling that their peers would not ‘rate’ the object of their attraction.
See also Pollack’s notion of marché sexuel (Béjin and Pollack 1977, Pollack 1982)
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need to be in gay identified space. These needs were more likely to be satisfied than there
were in the pre-AIDS group, but most of the peri-AIDS men still reported feeling isolated and
alienated in gay venues, at least on occasion. There were also frequent references to being
observed, judged or evaluated by other gay men in the scene.
Post-AIDS (19-25 years old).
The post-AIDS group was the one most likely to frequent gay venues. They were also more
likely to go to a range of venues. The sample for this group was split between those that
patronised the dance clubs and felt that they fitted in, and those for whom the scene was
problematic for reasons of taste, aesthetic and the constitution of their social group. The
former group were more likely to have a larger proportion of gay friends than the latter.
Social identification, as experienced within the scene, operated at a number of levels for the
men in the post-AIDS group. There was a dialogue with the historical aspect of the scene (as
discussed in the coming out section), a process of social comparison with the other gay men
encountered on the scene, and frequent issues of multiple identification and the conflicts
engendered by this.
The positive aspects of the gay scene cited by men in this generation include many more
references to the importance of being in a gay environment with other gay people and having
access to gay culture. This process of affirmation, or at least the expectation of affirmation, is
not common in the two older groups, but is very important for the post-AIDS men.
“Just being able to talk to like, gay and lesbian people you know like society.
And seeing different perspectives and similar perspectives and how they are,
and the people they are, and just meeting like-minded people,.. whereas
initially there I thought, I’m gay but I don’t fit in to any of this, I don’t fit here,
I don’t fit. ... The good stuff,.. well, I’ve met people that were gay, and I’ve
had that relationship so I’ve learnt things like if I hadn’t have gone to clubs I
wouldn’t have met N and I wouldn’t have learnt the things I [have]. I wouldn’t
have found out as much about the gay community as I know now.... Being
able to associate with gay people and finding out what goes on in society,
performances, literature.” (34:25yo)
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The theme of ‘finding out’ occurs frequently in the post-AIDS group This is in part a process
of social comparison (what other members of the category are doing and what they value), but
it also includes keeping track of the events, gossip, news and personalities; accessing the
ingroup knowledge that is denied to the outgroup. This, as will be discussed later, is also an
important motivation for accessing gay media.
References to the ‘shallowness’ and ‘pretentiousness’ of the gay scene are still common in the
post-AIDS interviews, although the men in this group are more likely to invoke a ‘freedom to
be yourself’ argument as a counterpoint (or occasionally contradiction) to this. The
participant in the following quote uses a ‘real’ versus ‘performed’ identity conceptualisation
when talks about the fact that people can ‘be themselves’ in a gay environment. Interestingly
he uses the third person, distancing himself from a way of life that has overtones of closetedness, although from the rest of his transcript, it is clear that his gay identity is very carefully
managed, particularly in the context of family and work.
“The music, that’s a reason to go there. Friends that ah, you won’t see in a
straight environment. For example a lot of them moonlight being gay. Being
relaxed, being themselves. In a straight environment, they probably, ah, I
have met some people that are very intimidated and won’t approach you in
case their friends know. That type of thing. They don’t want these people to
know. ... It’s the place where there’s this thing, you can relax, because a lot
of these people that moonlight, you know, when they’re out in the workforce
they’re real butch rugged, macho guys,.. they’re the biggest girls you’ve ever
seen. And you know they’re relaxed and they’re happy, they’re around friends
that really can appreciate them for them. They don’t have to act in that type of
area and they can just go crazy. Some of them go overboard, but some of
them just want to sit down and relax and talk to friends they haven’t seen for
er, a week” (09:25yo)
Again, there is the idea of ‘going crazy’, and this theme is quite common in the post-AIDS
transcripts. As mentioned earlier, this is likely to be related to a strong sense of ingroup/
outgroup distinctiveness. The following quote is a good illustration of the sort of complex
way in which men in this group value both the freedom of all-gay environments (and their
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sexual potential) and the mixed environments, which they often characterise as being more
reflective of their social networks.
“I s’pose it’s a bit of a release really, that’s all. and not so much an emotional
release, it’s sort of cathartic or something but it’s not such a, it’s sort of just
like a boredom release or something. It’s like,.. to forget about all that for a
while, a little while. A bit of an escape I guess, a bit like a holiday but like you
know you don’t go very far. Yeah it is escapism and I don’t expect it to be
anything else really. I don’t take it very seriously. And consequently I guess
it’s sort of I don’t take the people very seriously either. ... Is it important for
you to be with mainly gay people? It’s important but gay-friendly, very
important. ... I know I went to um, I can’t remember [what it was called], but
that sort of like it’s like a little bit gay, I don’t know, maybe twenty percent
gay and I liked that, and everyone else was,.. it didn’t matter, you know what I
mean, it was like that. That was good I really like that because it is realistic, in
that it’s not just all gay people, but it’s not there’s no tension and that. So
that’s ideal in a way. But the other times, Mardi Gras was just amazing
because it’s for the whole week. I was staying right on Oxford street for the
whole weekend. Every time you went outside there was just more and more
and more gay men. And really beautiful too, most of them, and it was just like
Oh, I know. And it was as close as I’m gonna get to San Francisco for a few
years anyway.” (15:24yo)
The mixed venues offer many men in this group a balance between the social needs
associated with a gay social identity (ie a sense of belonging, sexual or relationship
opportunities and ingroup information) and those associated with other aspects of their self
concept (for example a place to socialise with their friends).
“If you call the Prince of Wales part of the scene I go there a lot. I go there a
lot like you’ll see me there four nights a week. But I’m trying to break that
routine, I haven’t gone for about two weeks... so if you call that the scene then
yes then I’m into it but I’m not into the dance stuff, I find it sickening I have
the attitude to go there to laugh at people which isn’t very nice, but it’s the
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only way I can deal with it or I would just explode. I can’t handle it, it’s fake
and artificial it’s what the stereotype of what gay is. Makes me really angry.
Because you know, and I look at these people and think well, I know you’re
not responsible for it but you are, in a way because you are.” (05:25yo)
Notice, also, that this interviewee displays a resistance to an historicised gay image; “what the
stereotype of gay is” and uses a inchoate form of nature/ nurture model to explain his
frustration.
The more mixed social groups of these men make it difficult to access environments that are
comfortable for both them and their friends. For some the solution is to separate their lives
into a part that satisfies the needs associated with their gay identity and a part that satisfies
their other social needs. This is not to say that these men are necessarily closeted, often they
are quite open about their sexuality and will expend considerable effort in challenging their
friends’ assumptions about gay people. It is not so much their personal identity that they are
managing, but their social identities and the external factors that enhance or inhibit the
satisfaction of social needs. These men tend to spend most of the time socialising with
straight friends in straight venues, and occasionally go out on their own to gay venues,
particularly for sex.
“ I’m uncomfortable with it, it’s it’s not me. I don’t ... well I suppose I’m not
comfortable yeah I’m just not comfortable being around gay people all the
time. And I think the reason that is is because I’ve got no gay friends. If I had
one or even two gay friends who I really thought were decent friends, it might
be different but I only have acquaintances in the gay scene so I’m not really
willing to, I just don’t feel like going out all the time. I well I’m not a night
owl so... yeah but that’s it. ... Now I’m living here I probably go out probably
once a week but yeah see I never go to the Xchange or Three Faces any more,
a year of that was enough, now I just go like probably the Peel, oh I go to the
Peel. I normally yeah. That... I love that place it’s really down to earth and all
that but I go there probably once a week. And on a Friday or Saturday night
and that’s it. And if I see anyone there I know, I see them. I just stand there
looking like a dork.” (21:21yo)
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The following quote is from a gay man heavily involved in the goth culture and illustrates
some of the dual culture difficulties that are usually discussed more in relation to ethnicity.
“I went to the Peel and they wouldn’t let me in because I was in goth and they
go ‘No, this isn’t a goth venue.’ and I go ‘Yeah, I know.’ ‘Because it’s a gay
venue.’ I go, ‘Yeah, I’m gay.’ and he goes ‘You’re not coming in.’ and I go
‘Why not?’ ‘Because you’re in goth.’ and I go ‘But I’m gay.’ and he goes ‘I
don’t care, you’re not coming in.’ so I go ‘So if I take my make-up off I can
come in?’ he goes ‘I see no problems.’ And I haven’t been back since That
was two years ago.” (08:22yo)
He does however find value in the gay scene, particularly in terms of sexual opportunities.
“And like the [goth] clubs that I do go to have got, got gay clientele that are in
there like people can pick up and stuff like that [but] they’re not in the
majority, but they’re there, yeah. What’s the positive stuff you get out of going
to the gay venues? Oh, it’s good to know that everyone’s gay. Like I said, you
know you’ve got a chance of picking them up.” (08:22yo)
The sexual potential of the gay scene is cited by a number of men in this group, as both a
positive and negative. There is a definite tension between the sexual possibilities of the scene
and the perception that the marché sexuel depersonalises and devalues one. This tension
(along with some fashion issues that play a significant part in Melbourne gay men’s
evaluation of each other) is clearly related to perceptions of the scene as “shallow” and
“superficial”. For some men in this group, however, there is also a sexual pragmatism that
drives their patronage of the gay scene.
“I’ve always gone out on my own. If I see someone I know I see someone I
know, If I pick up, I pick up, but I never go out in a group. What’s the good
stuff that you get out of going to gay venues? Well the number one thing is
you hopefully get lucky. I don’t go out to socialise because I don’t know
anyone, yeah that’s basically it. I go out to pick up. And if I don’t pick up after
about,.. until I start getting bored, I just leave.” (21:21yo)
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The negative aspects of the scene include some similar themes to those in the previous two
generational groups, but there is much more emphasis on the social functions of the scene and
the clientele of venues. Given that those men in this generational group that are involved in
the scene spend a large proportion of their social time there, the imbroglio of social relations
provide the main site of discourse. The following longish quote gives one participant’s rather
vitriolic assessment of the gay scene and the people in it. While much of the tract is arguably
homophobic, there are themes common to many of the men in this group; the disruption
between straight and gay cultures, a perceived insularity of the gay scene, an emphasis on
youth and appearance and the rigidity of rules and mores.
“What sort of stuff about the gay scene don’t you like? I don’t think this tape’s
long enough. I don’t know there’s heaps. I just,.. oh God,.. well I s’pose the
fact that a lot of, like I’ve asked certain guys that I’ve really liked to come out
with me and my friends, and I explain to them that all my friends are straight
and that turns them off. I hate the fact that they, like the ones that are really
into the scene, they don’t,.. it’s like that’s their world. And I come into it and
I go out, and there’s a bigger world, I just don’t’ see the gay scene to be it,
basically and I hate going out and being big girls. Like I go out and like I
wouldn’t say I hate seeing guys who act like girls, that’s wrong because I’m
not a judgemental type and I don’t really give a shit how people act but it’s
just weird,.. probably for me because I go to a gay nightclub and I go to
straight nightclubs and you see how guys act. And it’s just so different,
different right across the board. I hate the way guys are so sleazy. I hate it
when guys only want one thing and a lot of them just do that and they don’t
even want to know your name, like a lot of times I try and say something like
‘What’s your name?’ and it’s like it’s a huge chore for them to even mention
their name or they probably give you a fake name or something. I hate places
like Porter Street because it’s too convenient to pick up. How do you mean too
convenient? It’s too easy if you’re horny to go down there. Um, that’s life,
but I don’t’ know it’s just I hate the bitchiness, that’s what I mean when I
mean guys acting like girls. I hate I hate the bitchy crap. You know like I stand
around so much, you hear so much crap it’s incredible. ... Like my mates, you
never hear them backstabbing someone else unless they were with someone
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they knew and they were probably being an arsehole anyway. But I just hate
the way I just hate the bitchiness I just wish they could be more cool. Because
I hate the superficial facade that everyone has to,.. If you’re not wearing the
right clothes, if your hair isn’t right, if you’re not handsome enough if you’re
not pretty enough,.. and like if someone maybe isn’t so attractive and you’re
standing next to a couple of guys who are handsome the things they say about
someone because they aren’t attractive, or in their eyes aren’t attractive. ...
Whereas if you go out to straight nightclubs and you never hear guys saying
about some other guy saying something like ‘Oh he’s a fucking ugly cunt,
what chance has he got with that girl?’. You never hear bitchiness unless it’s
between the girls. Some girl’s picked up another girls’s boyfriend. And that’d
be about it. But yes the bottom line is that the fact that they’re all bitches.
They’re not all bitches that’s a huge generalisation but the ones that are
regular patrons to these places who know probably every person.” (21:21yo)
There are many themes in this quote, but what is particularly interesting is the comparative
evaluation of the gay and straight scenes (and their patrons) on dimensions the participant
obviously considers very important. The straight scene offers this man more acceptable
gender roles, greater acceptance of his social network and a broader definition of social
interaction. The fact that he defines gay men (at least the scene types) in a narrow and
stereotyped1 manner, consistently falling at the negative poles of salient evaluative
dimensions, that he sees the gay scene as offering him little satisfaction of his social needs,
while heterosexuals are defined as diverse and accepting, consistently evaluated positively,
and the straight scene is seen as offering considerable satisfaction, not only suggests that this
man would not have a strong or positive social identification as a gay man, but that his
dominant social identification is more likely grounded in his gender than his sexuality.
Other men in the post-AIDS group talk about what this participant described as the
“superficial facade”, though usually with less ire; “Probably there’s a lot of pretence. Heaps
of pretence. And you know a lot of people pretending that they’re something that they’re not.
Everyone’s trying to be more popular and more beautiful than everyone else.” (15:24yo) This

1

Here both in the formal definition from social identity theory, and the broader popular usage.
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sort of discomfort and distrust is unlikely to enhance these men’s gay social identification,
particularly when they experience a significant disparity between their sense of self and the
characteristics they associate with a successfully acculturated gay man.
“And the negative aspects? I was going to say judgement, but it’s me judging
them too. So much pretension at times, more so at Three Faces. ... So I think
it’s pretentious, that and it’s frustrating. ...It just seems like a lot of it is just
covering what is really going on underneath, but just have a look inside for a
while and see you know see what’s in there.” (34:25yo)
Summary.
Post-AIDS gay men in this sample appear to be reasonably ill at ease with the gay scene.
There is a distinct lack of fit between their social groups and the sort of social environments
offered by the gay scene. Few of these men feel a strong sense of belonging in the gay scene,
although it is important for them to be in a space that is gay, and often consider the other gay
men they encounter to be very different from themselves.
The fact that few of the younger gay men in this sample were frequent habitués of the gay
scene suggests that they may not be particularly representative of their age group. All
interviewees mentioned, at least in passing, the high proportion of young gay men in the
commercial gay scene. These young men were seen as not only dominating the scene, but as
genuinely enjoying the experience. The aim of this phase of the study was not to access a
representative sample of gay men and I would be very reticent to generalise findings from
these interviews. What these transcripts do offer, however, is an insight into experiences of
gay life that are not often discussed. The themes that arise from these interviews, like the
disjunction between social groups and gay culture, the sense of difference from other gay
people and the importance of ‘gay atmosphere’. are worth exploring with a broader and more
representative sample. It may be that these issues are common among post-AIDS men, though
perhaps not experienced as intensely as by those in this sample.
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Non-Scene Gay Life
While the commercial gay venues constitute an important part of the gay community, there
are other aspects of gay life which may, to a greater or lesser extent, play a part in shaping a
person’s gay social identity. The more formal institutions of the non-scene gay world include
the numerous community organisations and social and sporting groups. AIDS organisations
and groups, from the Victorian AIDS Council and The Positive Living Centre to smaller issue
based or fundraising groups constitute the bulk of these types of organisations. There are
other groups organised around political agendas other than HIV/AIDS, although these are
relatively rare. Sporting and social groups offer a more apolitical opportunity for gay men to
pursue interests and initiate friendships outside the scene but still within a gay milieu.
A review of the listings in a gay bar paper (Brother Sister, 162, July 9, 1998) reveals 68 nonAIDS related community groups in metropolitan Melbourne consisting of 6 general
community groups, 20 support groups, 35 social groups and 7 religious groups. This
compares to the listing of 26 venues in the same paper; 3 categorised as ‘men’, 3 as ‘gay and
lesbian’, 19 as ‘mixed’1 and one as ‘women and friends’.
Although most interviewees were aware of the various gay organisations and groups, few
were involved in the non-HIV/AIDS groups. Those that were came primarily from the preAIDS generation, perhaps reflecting a continuation of a practice that characterised the gay
liberation ethos of the pre-AIDS era. Men in the peri-AIDS group often expressed a sort of
guilt at their lack of involvement in non-scene aspects of the gay community; the idiomatic
phrase for these men is “I know I should, but...” The post-AIDS men are as aware of these
institutions as the older men, and see some opportunity in them for the satisfaction of social
needs not met by the scene. The reasons these younger men give for not being involved in the
‘non-scene’ tend to relate to characteristics of the organisations or their membership. For all
groups their is a strong belief in the social and political necessity of these organisations, if not
for the respondents themselves, then for the generalised gay other. What is clear from these
interviews is that while participation in these facets of the gay community is relatively
infrequent, they have a significant symbolic and psychological importance.

1

Mixed in this context usually means mixed gay and straight rather than mixed gay and lesbian.
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The significance of gay and lesbian cultural product falls within the broad parameters of nonscene gay life, and so is included in this section. The importance of this material to social
identity (particularly that of narrative forms like novels and films) is that the process of social
comparison need not take place in the physical presence of others. When Tajfel (1982) speaks
of the “implied presence of others” he is referring to the generalised influence of the members
(or the characteristics of members) of a social category on the behaviour of the individual. At
its most prosaic, say for example in an experimental context, the reference is to a group of
people that, while they exist, are not physically present. The concept, however, has a broader
(and indeed Foucauldian) sense in that the “others” may constitute a group with whom the
individual has had no contact, or who are in fact imagined. It is this symbolic and fictive
notion of other members of the social category that comes into play when one examines the
role of cultural product in gay social identity. These fictional, symbolic or stylised
representation of gay people act not only as repositories of gay cultural norms (or role
models) but as counterpoints to the invisibility or erasure of public gay identity. This
becomes increasingly important when such representations are scarce, marginalised or
demonised, and particularly so when there is a large discrepancy in the frequency or quality of
such representations between the ingroup and the outgroup.
Also included in this section is an exploration of the physical spaces that constitute many
men’s conception of gay community. Here I employ the, not altogether satisfactory, concept
of place identity. This theoretical approach, as mentioned in the review of literature, sits
somewhat uncomfortably across several disciplines including geography, architecture, social
and environmental psychology and gerontology. Place identity theory has the potential to
provide considerable insight into the role of gay spaces, neighbourhoods and physical
iconography, but at its current stage of development can really only offer glimpses of a
landscape of possibility1.
The other domain of gay experience sheltering under the umbrella of ‘non-scene’ is the
preference for gay owned or gay friendly business or services. There is some similarity
between the social identity implications of this preference and that for socialising in gay
1

In fact the synthesis of place identity theory and social identity theory would afford significant utility,
particularly in the area of contextual social identification, but such a task is beyond the scope of this work (and
the ambitions of this author).
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spaces (scene and non-scene) in that a strong preference for gay identified services implies a
high level of perceived ingroup outgroup distinctiveness particularly in terms of the
satisfaction of social needs. Other aspects of social identity are illuminated by these sections
of transcripts, particularly the tension between the desire to live openly as a gay man, and the
desire to avoid the distress of homophobic or heterosexist interactions.
Pre-AIDS (33-42 years old).
The pre-AIDS group was the most likely to be involved in aspects of the gay community
outside the scene. Many of the participants had some involvement with several different
organisations, although often of limited duration. Several of the men in this group had a
history of involvement in gay organisations going back to the time they came out. One man,
for example, was arrested in the first Mardi-Gras march and others had been involved in the
early days of the ALSO foundation and the gay and lesbian switchboard. There was, as with
other aspects of the interviews in this group, a noticeable nostalgia for the sort of gay
organisations that existed prior to AIDS.
For other men in the pre-AIDS group, their involvement in non-scene facets of gay life
coincided with a waning interest in the scene or with the establishment of a domestic
relationship. For these men there is a strong sense of a search for a social environment that
will provide what the scene has ceased to. This search is not always successful and many of
the men move from group to group with their expectations un-met.
“We would occasionally go to like, a gay coffee shop, and gay bookshops. ...
I’m a volunteer with the Victorian AIDS Council. ... I’ve just gone to one
meeting of the Gay and Lesbian Bookclub at St Kilda Library. ... I went to one
meeting of the Gay and Lesbian Business Association, and that was quite
interesting, and I’ve got acquaintances who I met through that group. ... It was
quite an interesting cross section of people. Generally sort of quite high flier
types, articulate sort of people.” (10:33yo)
Often, the disappointment relates to the type of people involved or the structure of the
organisations. There appears to be a strong need to find a commonality with other gay people,
and the move from venue based culture into organisational or social group culture is an

Chapter 4: Interviews

Page 156

attempt (not always successful) to reduce the dissonance between self concept and the
perceived social norms. It is also common for men in this group to compare the organisations
with those they had been involved in prior to the epidemic, or with other non-gay
organisations, a sort of macro-level social comparison.
“I’ve been involved in things like GLAD and ACT-UP and ALSO but I’m not
any longer. I found them too controlled by an old-boys type network. ... The
old boys network is probably the reason that a lot more hasn’t been achieved.
It’s very disorganised, compared to other ... community based things that have
happened.” (16:40yo)
The involvement in gay organisations outside the scene offers opportunities to interact with
other gay men in contexts that avoid some of the pitfalls participants identified in the venue
based culture. The following quote is from a participant who discussed his dissatisfaction
with the scene in terms of the implicit sexual nature of interaction in venues. Here he
contrasts that with his experience in gay organisations emphasising the social ‘nonthreatening’ nature of the contact it offers with other gay men.
“[I’m involved with] the gay and lesbian switchboard and I’ve also become
involved in training for the counsellors there and I do a lot of volunteer work
with VAC the auctions and the night of infectious laughter, the cabaret that
they have, Style-AID, I’m not actually on a care team, I do more of the other
sort of stuff, like the Laird auction, things like that. What’s the good stuff that
you get out of that? Well you normally actually get to talk to someone, you get
assigned a job to do, sit around a table, handing out pamphlets and stuff like
that, just a chance to chat, you know, ‘Hi my name’s ___’ and they don’t feel
threatened that you’re trying to pick them up or... or whatever. And um yeah
also the feeling that you’re doing something, for somebody else as well,
you’re raising money for people with HIV/AIDS, or the coming out calls
where you’re helping somebody to sort out their sexuality. So I s’pose it’s
very much a large part of that. But the part I like is that you actually get to talk
to them.” (18:35yo)
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This discrepancy in the degree to which salient social needs are satisfied by the scene and
non-scene components of gay community suggests that there may be a significant split in gay
social identity between these two settings. In much the same way as a social identification
with a sub group like leather queens or drag queens may override the social identification
with gay men (particularly in gay settings) a social identification as ‘scene’ or ‘non-scene’
gay man may take precedence over the general identification. On can see this reflected in the
gay personal advertisements where many men will emphasise their ‘non-scene’ identification
and seek a contact that does the same.
The quote below also emphasises the ‘meeting people’ theme of involvement in gay
organisations. Included in the contextual factors of non-scene socialising that appeal to this
respondent is the timing of the events. Gay groups generally meet during the day or evening,
whereas most gay venues do not attract a crowd until at least 11pm. Other contextual factors
cited by participants include the lack of reliance on alcohol and drugs, the purposefulness of
the organisations and the diversity of gay people one may encounter in these settings.
“Well I’ve been doing voluntary work with the VAC, volunteer work with
ALSO, um, I’m with JOY Melbourne at the moment, presenting a program
there and organising all that, like um uh that’s quite good, that’s about all ...
What sort of stuff do you get out of being involved in things like that? Well
not only learning about the organisation but meeting people as well and
having company and you know it proves that it can be company during the
day, you don’t have to go out at night time to look for company, or seeking
people, meet them basically anywhere in these organisations. I found it a bit
scary at first, just getting involved and I suppose that’s commitment too.”
(30:42yo)
There is also a contrast made between the ‘active’ nature of participation in gay organisations
and the ‘passive’ involvement in the bar/club scene. This can also be seen in the language
used; respondents talk about ‘doing’ or ‘going out on’ the scene, but ‘participating in’ ‘being
involved in’ or ‘being active in’ gay organisations.

Chapter 4: Interviews

Page 158

“The AIDS council, I’ve been involved with that for about eight years, fairly
solidly. Joy Melbourne since it started. Fairly active in that. There’s numerous
others,.. I can’t think of them all. ... What do you get out of being involved in
them? Um, satisfaction, meeting people, seeing the thing you’re working on
come to fruition. It’s very rewarding,.. uses up all your spare time so you’re
never bored. ... The negative of that is that you have to weigh up whether you
want to do all those things or think about committing yourself to a
relationship.” (22:39yo)
Many participants, particularly in the pre-AIDS group refer to a dissociation between the
scene and non-scene participants. It is not just that the activities and interests are divergent,
but rather that the participants themselves are seen to be two distinct groups with different
characteristics.
“The way I see it going is the way I feel it has been going is that is the scene,..
You have the gay scene and then you have the community group but there’s
very little between the two. A lot of people don’t even go to much, maybe to
bootscoot or to team Melbourne to play squash and volleyball and they don’t
go out on the scene. It’s sort of two different groups.” (18:35yo)
The distinctiveness of these two groups of gay men is another important indicator of a
possible sub-strata of gay social identification delineated in terms of scene/non-scene.
Gay owned and gay-friendly businesses often use the idea of ‘supporting the community’ in
their promotional strategies (see for example Figures 5, 6 and 7). This strategy presumes a
preference amongst gay people (and a cursory examination of the gay press would suggest
this is primarily gay men) for services that identify themselves with a broad political agenda
of ‘gay acceptance’ and a pragmatic avoidance of homophobic or heterosexist interactions.1
While the effectiveness or otherwise of this strategy, and the political and ideological

1

For example in a recent travel item in the gay press the argument for preferring gay-friendly travel services was
that: “Isn’t it better to know that when you show up somewhere, there’ll be no problems checking in with your
partner. ... Also missing is those sideways glances between reception staff. Basically you get treated the same as
anyone else.” (Adelaide Gay Times, 145, 1998, p94)

Chapter 4: Interviews

Page 159

implications of it are outside the ambit of this work1, the way in which the interviewees
engage with this concept has particular relevance to the idea of gay social identity.
Figure 5: Typical advertisement invoking
gay community: Big Mouth
(Melbourne Star Observer, 402, January
23, 1998, p23)

Figure 6: Typical advertisement
invoking gay community: City Hyundai.
(Brother Sister, 107, May 1996, p10)

This material has been removed due to copyright.

Figure 7: Typical advertisement invoking gay
community: Melbourne Medical Services
(Melbourne Star Observer, 367, November
1997, p22)

This material has been removed
due to copyright.

1

Rodney Croome for example argues that reliance on pink dollar marketing perpetuates myths about high levels
of income among gay men and lesbians, undermines arguments for funding of health and welfare programs and
subordinates social justice arguments for equality and acceptance to economic ones. (Queer Collaborations
Conference July 1998)
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Participants were asked whether they actively supported gay owned businesses and services
over others. There appears to be three categories (not necessarily mutually exclusive) that
respondents used when discussing gay identified businesses and services: The ‘gay business’
is one which exclusively targets gay clientele, offering products and services specific to a gay
‘lifestyle’, for example gay literature, personal care, pornography, or gay travel. The ‘gay
owned’ business is one which is owned or run by identifiably gay people. These may or may
not cater exclusively to a gay clientele, but clearly identify their allegiances through
advertising, business name, sponsorship of gay events or reputation. The ‘gay friendly’
business is one which, through advertising or reputation makes clear that gay people are
welcome, valued customers who will not be treated with disrespect and who’s particular
needs will be understood and catered for. These are often in fields of business in which,
historically, gay people have experienced discrimination, harassment or homophobia, for
example, accommodation, home maintenance, health and legal services, and services with a
heavily gendered reputation like car maintenance. These businesses will often have a (usually
gay) contact person for gay and lesbian customers identified in promotional material.
The pre-AIDS generation was most likely to seek out specifically gay businesses, although
those that did so were in the minority. More salient, across all three groups, was the concept
of ‘gay friendly’ businesses or services. In the pre-AIDS and to some extent the peri-AIDS
generations the ethical or ideological dimensions of ‘gay friendliness’ were of primary
concern. These included notions of social justice and equality, avoiding economic support of
businesses antipathetic to broad gay political agendas, and supporting those who publicly
align themselves with these agendas. With others in the peri-AIDS group and most of the
post-AIDS group the concerns were more centred around notions of personal comfort,
primarily the avoidance of homophobic or heterosexist interactions. It is likely that these two
different types of motivation for patronising gay identified businesses (ideological and
comfort based) will influence gay social identification through different mechanisms. In the
former, the concern is with the relative position of the social category in the broader sociopolitical landscape. This indicates a conscious engagement with the power relations between
the ingroup and outgroup, and a desire to alter this by re-allocating (at least economic) power
to the ingroup. This is an example of what is referred to in social identity theory as social
competition, where the cognitive structure of intergroup relations is re-imagined by the lower
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status group, resulting, if successful, in a ‘new social order’ (Hogg and Abrams, 1988). When
the motivation is primarily the enhancement of personal comfort, there is a combination of
both a milder form of social competition and a form of social creativity, where atypical
members of the outgroup are sought out. This is something like tokenism, where some
members of one category are permitted to take on the characteristics of the other group,
giving the impression of social change.
In all groups the decision to patronise gay identified businesses was restricted to specific
types of services and products. Primarily these consisted of professional services or services
in ‘sensitive’ areas like health, and luxury and lifestyle products. Everyday items like food
were only purchased at gay identified businesses by those living in gay neighbourhoods, and
even then it was largely a matter of convenience.
“I suppose I avail myself of gay professionals as much as anything. I go to a
gay doctor, I have a gay lawyer and a gay counsellor, a gay insurance man. So
that’s how I would tap into the gay community.” (33:35yo)
“[I go to] places that advertise in the gay press whenever possible, because
they’ll be gay friendly. And if it’s a sensitive issue that you’re going to see
them about, and you’ve got a choice, it makes more sense to go to a gay
friendly business.” (22:39yo)
“Do you seek out gay owned businesses? If I’m aware of them and I do need
something I do try to support them, Like, I try to do my shopping around that
area but it’s never a priority.” (18:35yo)
Practicalities, for all generations, tend to over-ride ideological ones. Issues of cost, time,
locale and range of goods and services dominate purchasing decisions, although distinctly
gay-unfriendly businesses will be avoided.
“I frequent gay businesses, places that are gay run, gay bookshops, you know.
Does that actually direct your shopping? To a limited extent, like I wouldn’t
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cross town to shop and buy something at a gay business that I can get locally.
But, I mean, if it’s an easy choice, yeah, I will.” (01:37yo)
“If I wanted to go shopping in a clothes store and they had a really good range
and it was good prices and whatever, and everything was equal I’d go to a
place that was a gay place. I guess most of the places that I would go to don’t
say whether they’re gay or straight.” (31:36yo)
“Do you tend to shop in gay owned businesses or areas or..? No. I am a true
fashion victim and a label queen. ... I’m very much into creating an impression
and an image. ... Says me who’s criticising it! So you wouldn’t specifically go
to a gay owned shop? No, no. It’s the actual quality and what I’m looking for.
That’s what I would go for, not because it’s gay owned.” (02:37yo)
The extent to which an individual patronises gay identified businesses will be related, at least
to a degree, to whether they spend time in gay neighbourhoods or precincts, as it is in these
geographic domains that most of these businesses are situated. In metropolitan Melbourne,
these precincts have developed in the general area of the gay venues. There are therefore two
main gay precincts, one in the north (Brunswick Street), centred around the Peel and the Laird
and one in the south (Commercial Road and Chapel Street) centred around the Xchange,
Three faces and 55 Porter Street. In addition there are neighbourhoods peripheral to these
areas with high concentrations of gay residents.1 The precincts themselves consist gay
identified businesses, gay venues including bars clubs and coffee shops and the offices of gay
community organisations, although the southern precinct is the more identifiable gay retail
area. These areas are preferred sites for passaggarie on evenings and weekends, and before
and after dance parties. They are also closed off for special events like gay street parties,
particularly around the time of the Midsumma Festival.
The areas also have a number of physical and decorative elements that mark them as gay
and/or lesbian, including rainbow flags, homoerotic or (gay and lesbian) event specific visual
1

There is no specific data available to support the gay neighbourhood premise used here. It is based on anecdotal
evidence and the author’s personal experience. The degree of consensus among the interviewees however does
seem to offer some validation for this, at least as a cultural belief.
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merchandising, camp business names, AIDS and dance party posters and other more subtle
stylistic elements. These physical attributes, it could be argued, not only mark the precinct as
gay, but as would be suggested by Proshansky et al’s (1983) model of place identity, are
actively manipulated in order to reduce incongruity between the physical environment and the
inhabitant’s self concept.1 In much the same way as social identity theory situates the ingroup
as similar in opposition to the outgroup as different, place identity approaches characterise the
inhabited space (place) as one that reflects the values, aspirations and style of the individual,
while other spaces are incongruous with these attributes.
Important characteristics of a strong sense of place identity include a history in the place,
particularly as the site of significant life experiences (Altman et al 1992), a high degree of
physical presence in the place (spending time, living, working or regularly holidaying in the
place) (Richardson and Parmelee, 1992) an affective attachment to the place (Gerson, Stueve
and Fischer, 1977) and an interdependence with other inhabitants of the place(Altman et al
1992). The pre-AIDS group was the least likely of the three generations to either inhabit or
value the gay precincts (although their attachment to certain gay venues could well be
understood in terms of place attachment and place identity). For those in this generation that
did spend time in the gay precincts, the practice was described as matter-of-fact, with little
sense of a strong affective quality.
“I shop in Commercial Road, Brunswick Street, even Oxford Street2. I tend to
follow particular shops. I wouldn’t instantly think of going to a gay sort of
area to buy something, but I’m in those areas a lot, and usually buy
something.” (16:40yo)
“Do you particularly shop in gay areas or gay businesses? Not particularly,
no. I suppose I do, living here [South Yarra] ... I mainly shop along Chapel
Street. ... But it’s not actually a decision to shop in a gay business? No. I
don’t consciously say I’m going to that gay shop tomorrow ... because it’s gay.
1

Here I depart from the use of the term inhabitant employed in much of place identity writing, where it refers
to domestic residents of an area. I am using the term to mean those that inhabit the gay precincts in a social
sense, whether that be residentially, as consumers, patrons, workers or window shoppers.
2

Sydney, gay area
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And also, I suppose I do shop predominantly at gay shops because most gay
people do have a really nice flair for dressing. I mean you don’t see many
queens dressed really shabbily.” (04:33yo)
For most of the men in this generation the main reason for being in the gay precincts was to
access particular business or venues. Again it is mainly a matter of practicality rather than
ideology.
“Is it important to you to shop at gay businesses or in gay areas? No it’s not. I
generally go to gay bookshops if I’m buying books. I’m probably not a good
person to ask this, because I’m not a shopper. I don’t like shopping. ... I
wouldn’t generally support gay businesses as such.”(10:33yo)
For many men in all generational groups Oxford Street in Sydney and even the Castro in San
Francisco had stronger symbolic value as gay places than the gay precincts in Melbourne.
These locales function as idealised places and are associated with notions of gay freedom,
pleasure and liberation. Oxford street is synonymous with the celebration of the Gay and
Lesbian Mardi Gras, the Castro evokes the history of gay liberation, and both may have high
affective value for an individual even if he has not visited them personally. This is
reminiscent of Setha Low’s (1992) analysis of the central plaza in San José, Costa Rica,
where he discusses the sort of place attachment that arises from pilgrimage, celebration and
cultural events. He notes that this is a fundamentally different type of place attachment to that
with everyday places, functioning at a much more symbolic and iconographic level.
There has been a considerable increase in the amount of gay themed cultural product,
particularly in the mainstream, in the time of the AIDS epidemic. While the majority of gay
themed film and literature in the years pre-AIDS occupied a sub cultural niche (see Russo,
1981), the increased public surveillance of gay sexuality, particularly male gayness, in the
time of the epidemic legitimised references to homosexuality in products intended for a
broader audience. It is now not uncommon to see incidental gay characters in large budget
mainstream cinema. The presence of gay characters in television programs is no longer the
sole domain of effeminate hairdressers added for a laugh. At times, though still rarely, they
may even approach the complexity of their heterosexual counterparts. The consequence of
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this is that while in the 1960s and 70s gay men wishing to access gay themed entertainment
had to do so within a gay setting, gay men may now do so within more neutral or mainstream
settings.
Gay content in cultural product was of high importance to those in the pre-AIDS generation.
The sense of identification with gay film and literature was far stronger, for all groups, than
identification with the gay scene or gay organisations. For most men in the pre-AIDS group,
gay themed material constituted the bulk of film and literature consumed.
“I predominantly read gay literature, which is really interesting, ... because I
have a very broad and varied taste. But for some years now I’ve
predominantly read gay novels, gay short stories, gay history,.. like all the new
gay movies or any thing gay in the media [I’ll go to see it].” (01:37yo)
“With books and films, is the gay content important to you? Yes, yes certainly.
If there’s a mainstream type of movie that’s got some sort of gay theme or gay
character, I’d seek it out, and the same with books. I generally read mainly gay
stuff. With theatre too, if there’s something in the gay community happening,
I would try and get to it.” (10:33yo)
Identification with the characters in gay entertainment was the primary reason given for the
preference for such materials. This was not uncritical, many men expressed considerable
disillusionment with the material, particularly that coming from the mainstream. The
expectation that the gay characters and gay themes would concord with the participant’s
experience of gay people and gay life was both the incentive for accessing these products and
the prime source of dissatisfaction with them.
“Do you seek out gay films and gay books? Yes I do. Films probably more
than books. ... I read a lot of gay literature and do actually seek it out. I’m a
big fan of Hares and Hyenas1 in the respect that it’s easier to buy books from
situations like that. ... And film, you know, I just love the idea that they may

1

Gay bookshop
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have a gay character. I’m very critical of it when it happens, because they’re
rarely portrayed in a way that I feel my experience leads me to think [that they
should be].” (16:40yo)
“Why do you think that is, why do you seek out gay content? Oh well it is nice
to see, to have some sense of identification of, like, this guy’s like me or
whatever, I think that is the main reason, I think it is nice to see some two
guys hugging that has a bit of an emotional context, not just two friends
hugging. Identification for sure.” (18:35yo)
Sociality plays some part in the decision to access gay themed material in many of the preAIDS men. Generally this is manifested through a desire to share in the discourse
surrounding a current gay film or book, although, as in the following quote, the event itself
may be an opportunity to socially engage with other gay men.
“If it was a gay film I’d probably go and see it. Probably because everybody
would be going and see it, probably because at the open night, especially with
drinks after and whatever. I’d probably just dress up to go and see it.”
(31:36yo)
Summary.
While gay men in the pre-AIDS generational group were more likely than the other groups to
be involved in the non-scene aspects of gay community, the level of involvement was quite
low. Those that were involved in these aspects of gay community tended to be those that had
little involvement in the gay scene. The pre-AIDS men were also most likely to patronise gay
identified businesses and to prefer gay themed entertainment. They were however the least
likely to visit or value gay precincts (other than specific gay bars or businesses). This
configuration of practice and value suggests, and the fact that the gay precincts were strongly
identified with the scene, that this generation may be more likely to socially identify with a
modified category of gay men; the ‘non-scene’ type. The broader category of gay men is only
salient in a heterosexual or homophobic context and then only at an abstract, political or
idealised level.
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Peri-AIDS (26-32 years old).
The peri-AIDS generation had a lower degree of participation in gay community groups and
organisations. Those that did have some involvement generally restricted themselves to one
or two groups in which they had a particular interest. In contrast to the pre-AIDS men, most
men in this generation identified the functions of the groups as the primary motivation for
their involvement, rather than the potential for socialising or a sense of shared identity. That
said, few of the men had involvements in non-gay organisations or groups, indicating that
social identification plays some part in their participation. In some cases the fact that they
were gay organisations was important in terms of feeling ‘relaxed’ or ‘comfortable’ in the
groups, or in avoiding uncomfortable, heterosexist or homophobic interactions. For others
there was little reflection on the choice of a gay group over a non-gay group. For these men it
was a ‘goodness of fit’ paradigm that motivated them to seek out gay groups. If they wanted
to be involved in tennis and they were gay, then it made sense that they would go to a gay
tennis group.
“Bent TV yeah I was involved in Bent TV, from when it was started up
through um whatever oh, last year. I sort of had to get out cause of work, um
what else? Um... volunteered for the Queer Film Festival but I haven’t done
anything there... yeah they do things all through the year to raise money and
stuff and um yeah I mean not much. I’m thinking of getting back to the VAC,
um and um to do more AIDS work, stuff like there’s a house for gay men
dying with AIDS um which is in Camberwell, which a friend of mine’s
involved in and I’m thinking of volunteering for that, doing stuff like that,
because I’ve been wanting to get back into AIDS work for a lot of years but I
haven’t had the time but I might do that now. I haven’t really got time now but
I want to get back to do some more of that. Um also I’ve joined a gay and
lesbian counselling service.. I mean I’d like to do heaps of things like that but
time, yeah” (06:31yo)
As with the pre-AIDS generation, there is also a recurrent theme of wanting to contribute to
the gay community, rather than participate in a passive way through the venue based scene.
Those that are involved in non-scene activities often highlight the ‘community’ nature of their
participation, as shown in the extract below.
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“Besides VAC, not really. No, I am thinking about being a volunteer for
Midsumma, to, for the reasons of meeting more people who are involved in
the community in a range of things not just drinking and going to the venues.
That’s why I got involved with VAC, because I thought there must be, well it
sort of ties in well with what I was talking about because I thought there must
be more to the gay community than this. And so I got involved in VAC and
found that yes there is a lot more of the gay community than just that venue
section, and I think that I want to keep doing, I want to get involved a bit more
and meet more people more involved in a ‘putting back’ level. And using my
energy for that kind of stuff, not just paying over the cash and,.. That’s where
you get that commitment to the community. You’re a little bit more
committed. That’s sort of the way I like to see myself.” (23:26yo)
Few participants in this generation expressed any interest in the content domains of the
recreational and sporting groups. In contrast to the pre-AIDS group, there is not, in the periAIDS group, any sense of wanting to be involved in these sorts of groups for the social
contacts they would bring. For the older group, the primary motivation for involvement in
these organisations was the social interaction with other gay men in an everyday recreational
activity. For the peri and post-AIDS groups the emphasis is on the opportunity to engage in
an interest in a context where sexuality is normalised. This difference is subtle, but indicates
quite different types of social identification. For the pre-AIDS the emphasis is on
strengthening bonds with other members of the social category and reducing some of the
intragroup incongruity experienced in gay venues. For the other groups the emphasis is on
normalising the defining characteristics of the social category by seeking out settings in
which there is no (present) outgroup.
“But social groups, no. I don’t know, none of them really appeal to me they’re
all about really stupid things like men who like to wear leather or men who
like motorbikes or activist groups and things like that. I joined up the gay and
lesbian switchboard and did their training course. That was sort of being like
in a club or group or something.” (14:28yo)
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Disincentives to involvement in organisations and groups tend to be of a practical nature
(time, finances, geography) for the pre- and peri- AIDS men, while for the post-AIDS men
they are to do with the purpose or content of the organisation or group. The relevance of this
difference is that when non-involvement is explained in terms of external factors, there may
still be a sense of identification with those in the organisations, but when the explanation is
substantive in nature, there is little likelihood of identification.
“No, I’d love to do but I just don’t have time. too busy, I don’t, I just go out
sometimes to pubs. I’d love to go, I’d love to be more involved with things
like that but I’ve... you know you got to work at something nine to five to be
involved in things like that, my profession it continues on you know and
doesn’t finish at five o’clock.” (27:28yo)
Gay men in the peri-AIDS generation did not patronises businesses exclusively because they
were gay owned. In several cases participants spoke about a sense of obligation to utilise
these business, and a (mild) sense of guilt that they did not do so. Radio and print marketing
of gay businesses often presents the decision to utilise gay identified businesses as a form of
social responsibility and this may create a sort of social guilt in gay men who, for whatever
reason, do not do so.
“Unless it’s something I want at a particular place, I don’t care if it’s straight,
gay, in between or whatever. No I don’t shop at gay businesses,.. I suppose I
should support them.” (03:30yo)
Once again, practicalities often override philosophical considerations. When one considers
that, in this sample at least, the younger gay men have less financial security and less
disposable income, the ability to choose where one spends one’s money may be more an issue
of privilege than ideology.
“I live in Brunswick. I recently lived in Carlton I just moved to Brunswick
about oh two, three months ago. I go wherever is cheapest. Often like all my
clothes shopping is done at the market, um, um. Yeah. Shopping. Um... Oh I
don’t know, I really do go where it’s cheapest.” (06:31yo)
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Gay friendliness is the dominant leitmotif in the passages in this area for the peri-AIDS
group. The following extract highlights one other facet of this concept, that of identification
with the clientele of the business, rather than the business itself, thus offering opportunities
for ongoing social comparison and affirmation.
“The gay friendly, oh but not to the extent [that it] rules out that I don’t shop
at other places and that kind of stuff. But when I can I do. I used go to the
Milk Bar that is run by a couple of gay guys and I would always go there even
though it was a further walk than anywhere else. But yeah. to what extent,..
Well generally there’s gay clientele in there so that’s another attraction I
guess.” (23:26yo)
In the quote below, the participant expands on his theory of gay friendliness with the
assertion that the majority of Australian commerce is gay friendly. He invokes a class
distinction in which the middle class is seen as a tolerant informed and accepting group, in
contrast to the ‘blue collar’ class which he presents as the primary site of homophobic feeling.
He also utilises an assimilationist rationale for the middle class acceptance of gay people.
They are ‘just like us’ with the only difference being their sexuality.
“No, not at all. Not at all. But then again I won’t go to a business that’s not
gay friendly. Like I wouldn’t go to Pancake parlour, because it’s run by the
Church of Scientology. And they are very anti-gay. So I would never eat there.
But if I’m faced with going to Brunswick St or Chapel St to buy a book, for a
friend who’s having a birthday, and my other option is to go to Highpoint to
the bookstore there, and I know, and the girls behind the counter have always
been nice to me, and so have the guys, I would go there. I will go there. I will
not go to gay businesses just because they are gay. But I will go, I will qualify
that by saying, then again I won’t go to a business that is not gay friendly. And
most businesses are gay friendly. Because they are run by every day
Australians. And most everyday Australians now are gay friendly. Especially
in our generation, even the men. Definitely, they’ve changed a hell of a lot.
It’s only basically blue collar workers and working class backgrounds where
you still have that groundswell of anti-gay, anti-homosexual feeling. And
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most businesses as you know aren’t owned by blue collar workers from
working class backgrounds. They’re run by middle class people who love like
we do, have the same feelings as we do, the only difference is that their
sexuality is different. And I would support them.” (11:28yo)
In this case, the outgroup is redefined as ‘homophobic heterosexuals’ allowing the
heterosexuals with whom the participant clearly feels an affinity to become part of the
ingroup. This is an example, albeit acute, of what may be happening around the issue of ‘gay
friendliness’ for many of the men. The shift in category boundaries (at least in some contexts)
reconciles the social identification of the individual with the categorisation of significant
members of their social network and social reference groups. This allows close heterosexual
female friends, heterosexuals with significant involvement in AIDS organisations and family
members to share the individuals social identification (something like ‘gay people and their
friends and supporters) while still excluding those antipathetic to the aspirations and values of
the individual (i.e. homophobic people, either gay or straight). This idea will be visited again
in the questionnaire phase of the study.
The locale figured strongly in the transcripts of the peri-AIDS group, both in terms of practice
and symbolic value. Many of the men visited the gay precincts, not to shop in gay identified
businesses, but simply to ‘be in’ a gay space. Important correlates of place attachment
according to many writers employing place identity approaches include the frequency with
which one visits a place, or a ‘history’ in the place particularly when this involves significant
life experiences (for example Gerson, Steuve and Fischer, 1977, Fischer, 1977, Low, 1992,
Rubenstein and Parmelee, 1992, Cuba and Hummon, 1993). In the context of gay
neighbourhoods, this can be seen in terms of the amount of time individuals spend in these
areas and the importance and specific characteristics of these periods. Particular experiences
include coming out experiences, time spent with gay friends, experiences related to the
affirmation of their sexuality, commencement of relationships, sexual encounters, cruising
and other forms of social interaction, and negative experience like gay bashing, homophobic
harassment, unwanted disclosure of sexuality and experiences of alienation.
In the following two quotes, the dominant theme in the participants discussion of gay place is
the absence of difference, of ‘fitting in’ similar to that discussed in the section on gay venues.
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Being in a gay milieu affords a similarity where one’s sexuality is not one’s defining
characteristic.
“I don’t consciously go to Brunswick Street because I want to strut up and
down the street, no. I’m not sort of like that. I do really enjoy going there. I
suppose partly because it is a gay,.. I go there mostly, just purely,.. the places
I’ve been because they’ve got my favourite pie shop there and it’s on the way
to where I’m living, but I really like too, I do, I must say, I do live within that
area, I mean I do really like that area because it is basically gay,.. I like being
in contact with other gay people and not be thinking about it all the time. It’d
be hell living in Mooroolbark1. I mean what would you do? It’s true. It’s such
an important part of your life it’s only natural. I want to be somewhere where
it doesn’t matter, Where it doesn’t have to be an issue. Especially in this
country.” (27:28yo)
“Do you spend time in the gay neighbourhoods? Oh, absolutely, absolutely.
Um, Chapel Street because they’ve got the best clothes, you know, I like
shopping there and I like looking at all the crass stuff and the clothes and I
really like to be able to walk down the street and see other gay people. I mean
regardless of whether they’re losers or whether, whatever. Just seeing them.
Because when I was in the country it was so, so rare, we never had them
really. Just the ability to know that there’s a lot of us around. Good to feel a
bit routine I s’pose.” (23:26yo)
The emphases of the two quotes differ somewhat, the first is more concerned with
backgrounding his sexuality. He presents an interesting paradox, where he considers his
sexuality “such an important part of your life” but wishes to be in a setting where “it doesn’t
matter.” The second quote is more about identification (on an abstract level) with the other
people in the gay precinct. In this case his sexuality is normalised by the environment (“good
to feel a bit routine”) rather than backgrounded.

1

Outer suburb of Melbourne
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Gay content in the cultural products accessed by most peri-AIDS gay men has an importance
similar to that identified by the pre-AIDS men. In the following extract, the participant
positions his preference for gay themed material as a resistance to the heteronormativity of
the bulk of film and literature available.
“What about things like books, films, music, is the gay content of that
important to you? Absolutely! Absolutely. I, because I figure I’ve seen too
much television, too many movies, read too many books, and they’re all about
heterosexuals. Everything’s always heterosexuals even when you read the
newspaper it’s heterosexual. So um, I choose to go and see films with a gay
content. Mm, or well not exclusively gay, but they’ve got to be a little bit
more than average. That really shits me, when you get to the heterosexual love
scene it’s like oh, here we go, you know. It’s just that formula, and they’re
going to kiss and there’s you know, it’s going to be dreadful and oh, it’s so,..
oh, uninteresting. Um, so many times. You know, it doesn’t stimulate you
sexually, it’s just so oh,.. here we go, you know. Yeah, and that kind of stuff,
and you know that the guy’s going to kill so many people and the woman will
do nothing of her own accord, she’ll only obey his instructions, and you can
rest assured that this kind of thing is going to happen in heterosexual media.
But in a queer media, well it may have some kind of sameness about it as
well, it’s more appropriate in my situation” (23:26yo)
There are, however, some men within the peri-AIDS group for whom gay content is not only
not a priority, it is actually a disincentive. For the following two participants, gay themed
material serves to reinforce a sense of cultural isolation they experience with being gay.
“I don’t see gay films, I don’t read gay books.

I’m, I’m very, very

conservative. ... I think I’m a little bit homophobic to be honest. I’m actually,
I don’t want to get too much into the gay public picture because I don’t want
to reaffirm that, I don’t want to be a total homosexual if you know what I
mean. Like just live in a vacuum of homosexuality.” (03:30yo)
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“I’ve seen a few gay films, which I enjoyed. I won’t exclusively go to them.
Like I have other interests than my sexuality. ... I feel like I’m in touch with
[gay culture] enough. I sort of keep it at a distance, I don’t want it to engulf
me because I feel like that happened in the past.” (14:28yo)
For both these men, there is a central issue about the degree to which they are defined by their
sexuality, that is the salience of their gay social identity. In the first, there is a fear of the
participant’s gay identity overwhelming his sense of self, and forcing him to confront issues
he would rather avoid. In the second example, the participant expresses concerns that other
aspects of his self concept will be devalued by an emphasis on his gay identity.
Summary.
Men in the peri-AIDS group are less inclined to involve themselves in non-scene aspects of
gay community than the peri-AIDS group. They are however, more likely to be attached to
gay places, both in terms of practice and at a symbolic or psychological level. Overall the
peri-AIDS group is closer to the post-AIDS group in terms of identification with a gay scene
social identity than the pre-AIDS group. The change across generations from a non-scene
identity for the older gay men to a scene identity for the younger gay men probably represents
a combination of effects of gay life course characteristics and generational differences
reflecting changes in the gay community and how it is experienced.
Post-AIDS (19-25 years old).
The post-AIDS generation cited very little involvement in gay organisations or groups. Their
involvement, such as it is, is restricted to participating in coming out courses run by the AIDS
council. Some of the participants in this generation indicated an increasing interest in the
possibility of joining one of the groups, but the motivation for this seemed quite weak, and
they were easily discouraged from doing so: “I was going to join, um, the gay book club, but
it’s mostly all lesbians I heard.” (08:22yo)
When they do have any involvement it is, as with the peri-AIDS group, based on interest in
the substantive content of the groups rather than the social aspects.
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“I actually was helping with the gay and lesbian film festival I do do little
things , I do, I just forget them. I am a little bit involved mostly in the arts
side.” (15:24yo)
“Oh I did volunteer work for the AIDS council, um and I’m sort of doing
some for the Positive Living Centre at the moment, but they’re so slack that
I’m not going to go back there. Um so yeah I’ve sort of done things like that.”
(05:25yo)
The post-AIDS gay men were unlikely to patronise gay businesses as such and, unlike the
peri-AIDS group, did not feel compelled by ideological argument or peer pressure to do so.
Often there was no consideration of the gay-friendliness or otherwise of the businesses or
services, the determinates being mostly practical in nature (cost, convenience, location or type
of service). In the small number that discussed issues of gay-identification in their choice of
services, the emphasis was more on boycotting unfriendly businesses than patronising
friendly ones.
“So you wouldn’t make a point to go to a gay owned business? Oh, not
specifically but it’s more like gay friendly, it’s like there’s a couple of places
in King street [Sydney] where they’re gay owned but they’re not gay friendly,
they’re just really just bitchy and just horrible and I just sort of think ‘oh fuck
off’ and like some dirty old man like asking dirty questions and that’s
revolting as well so I avoid that, like both of those. No, I think gay friendly’s
enough for me. Some place where I know I won’t be treated differently or
made to feel uncomfortable. I don’t make it a really big political issue or
anything to go to gay owned [businesses]”(17:19yo)
The sexual potential inherent in the utilisation of gay identified services provided the primary
incentive for one participant, while issues of identification and ideology were completely
absent.
“So you don’t seek out gay businesses? Oh I wouldn’t say... I wouldn’t even
know here were the gay businesses. I must admit, like today moving here and
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well over the past few days I did look through the gay directory and get a gay
company who’s a removalist. I did do that, like I would I would do that if I
needed something fixed around here I’d call, I’d look through that. But I
reckon that’s just another way to pick up. But that was my motive, I might like
someone. But yeah I’d do that. I don’t know any gay shopping places like I
reckon all around here you could get lucky. Walk into any shop, cafes and,..”
(21:21yo)
Although most of the men in the post-AIDS group did not rely on gay identification in their
own choice of businesses and services, most were aware of and had considered arguments
around the issue. One participant in the post-AIDS group had given considerable thought to
the arguments in this area, and employs an ethic identity comparison in his analysis.
“I got this book at Midsumma Carnival of gay traders and I’m not sure how I
feel about that. I don’t know I mean in one way I suppose it’s good to support
your own subculture but in another way I mean if I was to put it into anther
context and say well, how would I feel about it if, say Vietnamese people put
out a book like that, so all they had to do was only shop at things that were
owned by Vietnamese people. Well I don’t think I would think that is
particularly good you know, it doesn’t allow for crossing over of culture very
much, it means like it means like you’ll never have to meet a straight person if
you don’t want to. You know. It’s a bit ridiculous. Like if you consider the
situation that I’m in. I have to take public transport so I’m fairly surrounded
by straight people and I have to go to school I’m going to be surrounded by
straight people but if I was to get a cushy design job and drive everywhere and
only you know if I need a plumber I’ll use a gay plumber and if I need an
electrician I’ll get a gay electrician.... I don’t actually have to sort of meet
hardly any straight people at all. It would be like working in a bubble. Because
they need to meet us too, they need to be exposed to us. If they I mean the
more you make the gap there, the less understanding there is.” (15:24yo)
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Gay precincts figure less in the transcripts for the post-AIDS group than in those of the periAIDS group, but more than in those of the pre-AIDS group. Those men in the post-AIDS
group that had more to do with the gay scene were also more likely to visit the gay precincts,
value them, and feel like they belonged in them. The participants in this group that felt
alienated from the gay scene also described their presence in the precincts as that of an
outsider.
The characteristics of the gay precincts identified by the participants in this group often
overlapped other geographic or place categories, for example ‘inner city’, ‘alternative’,
‘yuppie’ or ‘materialist’. The place then is not defined solely in terms of its gay elements, and
was unlikely to be seen as inhabited (in the non-residential sense) just by gay people, but
rather a subset of gay people and a subset of non-gay people. For some men, when this
characterisation fitted well with their social network and values, the gay precincts became a
valued place that was more socially rewarding than the gay venues. When these
characterisations were at odds with the social network, the precinct became devalued or
irrelevant.
“I spent most of my time in King Street [Sydney], because it’s gay/
alternative/ feral,.. a mixture. I don’t purposely do it, it’s just that there are gay
people there, so there’s more of the clothing stores there and a cafe culture.”
(17:19yo)
For some men the concept of a gay precinct was not one they employed, rather they simply
thought of the area as a collection of gay venues and businesses, without a specific cultural or
geographic identity.
“So it’s not important to you that it’s a gay area? I’ve never really thought
about it. Never, never crossed my mind.” (5:25yo)
For others the precincts were characterised by the inhabitants, rather than the physical and
symbolic elements of the environment. This was particularly the case for the men who lived
in these areas. These men often differed from those who merely visited the areas in that they
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were more likely to experience the environment as physically and socially diverse and less
likely to idealise the ‘gayness’ of the place.
“I was in South Yarra, so, like I’m always around that area anyway. Like you
go to Coles [supermarket] and it’s like Three Faces. ... I’m around that area
anyway, so it’s unavoidable. ... I actually don’t think it’s gay enough. ... Like
in St Kilda, I see guys kissing and holding hands, but I’ve never seen it on
Chapel [Street].” (9:22yo)
For the men in the post-AIDS generation, gay content in film, books etc. was far less
important than for the other two groups. Some of the participants identified the period during
which they were coming out as a time when gay themed entertainment was most important.
During this time, gay films and books gave them an ‘in’ to the gay community, a sense of
identification and belonging that was not necessarily available through the scene or gay
organisations.
“I used to, when I was younger, like, because that was the only things I had [to
be] in touch with. Like as soon as, like I’d get as many gay videos as I could,
and gay books and stuff like that. But now I just go and see what I want to. If
it’s gay then, oh, like Desperate Remedies I went and saw because it was a gay
theme, but um, not normally, no. It depends what it’s about.” (08:22yo)
For most men in this group, however, gay content in entertainment is of peripheral concern.
Mainstream gay themed material, for example films like ‘Pricilla: Queen of the Desert’ and
‘Philadelphia’ received particular disdain. Many felt that mainstream material with gay
content or gay themes primarily filled a role of educating non-gay people on gay issues and
was of little interest to gay people.
“it sort of depends, more with books, but then I find them a lot of them just
follow the same sort of path and it gets a bit repetitive. But like gay theory
and stuff I can get into that. And gay movies. Especially, and books on gay
movies. ... Um, but I sort of go through phases with books. And um although
I would like to get the Edmund White book, which I probably will,.. And
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movies, yeah if they’re like ‘The Living End’ and stuff, but then I walked out
of that it was a bit too close for me. ... But like I didn’t see Priscilla or,.. What
else has there been? I don’t even know. I saw Heavenly Creatures but I
wouldn’t call that a gay movie.” (05:25yo)
For some, the theme of resistance to heteronormativity was of issue as much as that of
identification. Gay content both affirms the validity of a gay identity and counters the
presumption of heterosexuality. This social competition strategy serves not only to enhance
the gay social identity through representations that are congruent with the individuals
personal identity, but re-imagines the frame of reference by erasing the outgroup’s value
system and replacing it with one defined by the ingroup.
“I noticed in St Kilda Library that they have little gay rainbow flags on all the
spines of the gay fiction. Like they’re all mixed in like a library but they’ve
got those on the spines. I made it a point to go straight to all the gay ones. So
in that way I do and It does sort of like intrigue me more, it makes it more
interesting, you can relate better to things when I know that they’re gay or um
I s’pose. People like Boy George or Pet Shop Boys or cliché, cliché. But it
does mean more when you know they’re coming from a different point of
view. ... Like groups with Guns and Roses, I hated it anyhow but I hated it
more when I found out when they had a song with the lyrics, like "foreigners
and faggots make no sense to me", and it makes me (groan),.. but with dance
music it doesn’t really matter” (17:19yo)
Summary.
The post-AIDS group were overall the least likely to be involved in non-scene aspects of gay
life. Social identification for men in this group tends to be based on either the social network
or the scene. Once again there appears to be a significant split between those that regularly
patronise and enjoy the gay scene and those that do not. Clearly the issue of congruence
between personal and social identity is critical in understanding the way in which gay men
interact with the institutions and environments of the gay community. For those with high
levels of personal and social identity congruence their gay social identification is likely to be
non-contextual (ie membership of the social category will be salient in both gay and non gay
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contexts) and likely to be superordinate to other social identifications (although they may
have two or more equally salient social identities, for example ‘gay’ and ‘Vietnamese’). For
those with low levels of congruence, gay social identification is more likely to be contextual
and subordinate to other social identifications. This will have a significant impact on how gay
men will respond to agendas of political action and social change, and health promotion
material premised on community attachment.
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4.5 Community
“Our men are lean, handsome and active.
Where have you seen girls more attractive?
None have more grace in this
best of all possible worlds.
No finer race in this
best of all possible worlds.
No better place in this
best of all possible worlds.” (Candide, Bernstein)
This study focuses on the psychological aspects of gay community attachment such as
belonging, commonality, public and private identification with other gay people and the sense
of common purpose or predicament. As I was approaching this domain from the perspective
of social identity theory, I was particularly interested in the participants’ experience of their
group membership. That is, I was interested in the sorts of beliefs they held about the gay
community as seen by the rest of society and vice versa, how much their public persona was
characterised in terms of their sexuality, and structural aspects of their construction of gay
community, for example, how permeable they felt the boundaries were.
In order to gauge some of the ways in which men in the sample think about the concept of
gay community, they were asked to talk about what they thought made someone a part of the
gay community, as opposed to simply a gay person. Most men discussed this both in abstract
terms, and in relation to themselves. On occasion they were prompted with a question like
“do you consider yourself a part of the gay community?” although generally this was
unnecessary. One of my primary aims in this section was to problematise some of the
concepts of gay community attachment used in work like the SAPA project (Kippax et al
1990). I was interested in whether the men interviewed considered community attachment to
be simply a matter of practice (going to gay places, spending time with other gay men, seeing
gay films) or a more psychological state of social identification independent of practice.
While many of the men interviewed did talk about belongingness in terms of practice, there
were several other themes that emerged from the discussions that challenge the SAPA
definition of community attachment. The three major themes arising were; a sense of
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belonging, a sense of awareness and a sense of contribution.

Pre-AIDS (33-42 years old).
The theme of belonging is the predominate one in the pre-AIDS generation. In many ways
this echoes the themes of acceptance found in the ‘coming out’ and ‘getting to know the
scene’ sections. In some cases the sense of belonging is discussed in terms of being in
settings where one does not feel different or strange and therefore has some link to the idea of
participation in gay institutions. In other cases, however, the theme is presented quite separate
from that of participation. The following is a very clear articulation of this idea, with the
participant presenting his sense of community in terms of the ‘kinship’ he feels with other
gay people.
“I do believe in a sense of gay community, and I think that you can be part of
that without actively participating in it. ... Um, regardless of, of whether it’s
being times like now where I’m out on the scene and going to, gay picnics and
going out with gay friends, or whether, or at times when I’ve been in a
relationship and not actively um, seeking out those things, and for the limited
time when I was neither of those,.. but simply,.. going about my business,
going home and doing some things with friends. At a time when I was,.. very
confident and happy with myself, I felt part of the gay,.. a sense of community
that I belong with this other group of people. They’re not, people are, I mean
there are millions of people out there in the gay community who I would never
want to even meet, you know, that I probably have very little in common with
in terms of my politics or my interests or anything like that, but that I feel a
kinship to,.. So if I see a gay man or a lesbian, on television, proclaiming their
gayness, and talking about it with pride, or doing something for the, the
community, or challenging stereotypes, I feel good about that. Yeah, and, and
I feel that connectedness with who they are and what they’re doing, and their
struggle,.. and their victories.” (01:37yo)
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There is a clear distinction between the concept of belonging and that of commonality here.
The ‘connectedness’ is with an abstraction of the individuals’ sexuality and the their common
cause, rather than with their personalities or practices. Importantly, too, the belonging is
‘with’ other gay people, rather than ‘to’ the gay community. This is a very clear example of
what is referred to in social identity theory as social attraction to other members of the social
category. (Hogg and Turner 1985) This attraction is not based on the individual
characteristics of the other members, and does not require any interpersonal attraction or
liking.
The feeling of not belonging or not being accepted is also be used to describe why a person
does not feel part of the gay community, as in the following passage.
“I have been thinking about this recently,.. I really haven’t got any problem
with it, but I don’t feel a part of the gay community even though I do a lot of
volunteer work for gay organisations, I think because I don’t go out to the
venues so much. It was easier when I was starting off and after going out a
few times you knew a lot of the faces so because there was only like two or
three venues to go to, and you would run into two or three people that you
knew, but now um because I think it’s a hell of a lot bigger, I can go out and
not know one face, even if it’s not a face that I’ve ever gone up to talk to in
the first place but I don’t even recognise one person’s face. I find that
difficult. But a feeling of being part of the community is a feeling of
acceptance but quite often I don’t feel that, but also a feeling that you know
people, but I think now it’s really hard to do something or make something
suitable for everybody” (18:35yo)
Here the participant defines someone who is part of the community as someone who feels
accepted by that community, and since he does not have that feeling, he does not consider
himself a part of the community. This is despite the fact that he is involved in a number of
gay community organisations and groups. He also talks about the importance of the scene in
establishing that sense of belonging, a theme that becomes much more common in the postAIDS group. For this man it is his anonymity on the scene and the fact that he has little to do
with it that contributes to his sense of not belonging. This is somewhat different to the SAPA
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model which uses simply the practice of involvement with the scene to establish attachment.
If this person were to patronise gay venues more often, he may feel a greater sense of
acceptance, but then again, he may not. In the light of earlier material concerned with the
scene, it may be suggested that this sense of belonging or acceptance is more important in
determining the extent to which someone will utilise the institutions of gay life, rather than
the reverse.
A variation on the theme of belonging emerges in the next quote. Here, the gay community is
presented as a social or psychological space in which gay men are able to ‘express
themselves.’ In part this is similar to the theme of ‘being yourself’ that appeared in the earlier
sections on the gay scene, that is, a space where one’s identity as a gay man may be brought
to the fore without fear of rejection or reprisal. There is also a sense of this as a space in
which men may explore facets of their sexuality in a ‘comfort’ zone, and it is this aspect that
differentiates this theme from that of belonging.
“I think that something the community offers, to be able to express yourself,
because there’s so many other avenues around for people everywhere no
matter what they are. You know. And the same with the bar scene, I s’pose, it
does give people, if they want it at that level, a chance to express yourself and
I’ve felt that, yeah sure, express yourself dancing or something and it gives
you confidence and it does feel good but that’s just part of it. Just rely on that
and it’s a very narrow empty road really. But I think they’re the expressions.
Especially for myself I think you know I think the community does offer that
comfort there that you can you have room in the community to do that, to do
that whatever way you choose to do it.” (30:42yo)
For some, their sense of belonging to the community is iterative, feeling a part of the gay
community is a result of being a part of the gay community. One could see this as an almost
passive attachment to the gay community; its here, I’m in it, therefore I am part of it. From a
different perspective this could be seen as a quite active construction of gay community. If the
community is seen as constituted of gay people, rather than institutions and allegiances, then
the act of being a gay man in the same space that other people are being gay men or lesbians
actually creates the gay community. This approach elides any necessity for a sense of
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commonality or common purpose and relies more on shared definition. This representation is
not common in this sample, but the following quote is one example.
“I was just wondering whether I have felt I’m part of the gay community and I
think I have, but as I say, I don’t, I don’t really know what the gay community
is. I don’t know, I can tell you why I feel a part of the gay community, which
is because I have been a part of it for so long.” (20:34yo)
When examining the degree to which men feel a part of the gay community, it is necessary to
take into account the importance they place on such an attachment. The participant in the
following quote may express an ambivalence about his membership of the gay community,
but he does not present his detachment as a problem. There can be, in some discussions of
community attachment, a sense that gay men should feel attached, and that any sort of
detachment is a problem that should be solved.
“For me, I don’t know that I necessarily am, I happen to be gay, yeah, sure,
but I don’t know about a part of the gay community. Half the time I couldn’t
care less. Yes I have a certain feeling towards other gay people, but I don’t
feel like I belong to them, and I don’t belong to the straight community. I’m
just a person who,.. who happens to be gay.” (31:36yo)
Peri-AIDS (26-32 years old).
As with the pre-AIDS group, a sense of belonging is important to some men in the peri-AIDS
generation. For most men this sense of belonging was based on a shared sexual identity and
this was presented as a type of commonality. Here social identification is considered
equivalent to membership of gay community, even though from what has been presented in
previous sections this is clearly not how most gay men actually experience the gay
community.
“Being gay, their sexuality. I think it’s being a member of a group, or be able
to say ‘Yes I’m gay. There’s a community of us’. I don’t know why. I think
the need to know that there are others out there, that you have a common,
something in common with.” (14:28yo)
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For others it was sexual difference, or rather, non-heterosexuality that was important in
marking someone as part of the gay community. The word queer was used by only two
participants. The following is one example and shows a certain ambivalence about the term.
“I don’t like the word queer but I think the useful thing of the word queer is to
include everyone which I think is really good. So to include bisexual
transgender etc etc which is what I think my vision of what the gay
community is. Um and I know this is really controversial but some
heterosexuals around the edges. I don’t like the word queer community or
whatever. If you use lesbian/gay, if you use lesbian and gay it leaves out
bisexual and transsexual but if you use queer it can include them. I mean,.. I
don’t, I don’t,.. yeah that’s really hard I s’pose. ... I sort of like always err on
the side of all inclusiveness rather than that whole sort of thing about I don’t
know, trying to exclude people trying to find reasons to exclude people or
whatever. Um because yeah I find yeah I find that a bit problematic.”
(06:31yo)
The problematic referred to here may be the result of a discrepancy between the popular idea
of gay community (gay men and lesbians) and the constitution of most gay men’s social
network (gay men and heterosexual women). This is also one of very few references to
bisexual and transgendered people in any part of any of the transcripts, although interestingly
this person only counts gay men among his close friends.

The concept of belonging as a function of participation was raised in the previous section on
the pre-AIDS generation. In the following extract the participant qualifies this on a scene
versus non scene basis. He rates someone with involvement in non-scene activities as being,
perhaps, more a part of the community than someone involved only in scene based activities.
Though not explicit, there is some sense here of the ‘contribution’ theme in the way he talks
about those that are involved in gay organisations, particularly in the use of the phrase ‘active
community member.’ Belongingness is also discussed in terms of identification, and the
influence of AIDS-speak can be seen in his reference to ‘these men who have sex with men’
who are by public definition not part of the gay community.
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“That’s tricky because someone who is regular at a gay venue, and that’s their
only involvement with a gay venue, then I would say they’re part of the gay
community. But then again, someone who does work with VAC and
Midsumma and Laird Auctions and all these kind of things, and they’re very
actively involved um, they are more, well they’re more of a community
member. Well maybe just they’re more active member of the community, or a
leader of the community, I don’t know. I think it’s anyone who identifies as
gay these days, becomes part of the gay community, because now we’ve got
these men who have sex with men. And they’re not part of the gay
community, even though they have sex with men. So I guess that yeah, if you
identify as homosexual or gay rather than a man who has sex with men. That’s
the category when you’re in the gay community. So you think it’s sort of
partly a feeling of belonging? It’s partly of a feeling of belonging nowhere
else, but definitely belonging. Not, I don’t know who, I would shudder to
think that anybody feels 100% comfortable and they feel they belong and it
fills all their needs in the gay community because I think it’s far too limited to
provide everything at the moment. But it is such a relief after for instance you
know, following your secondary school life and at last there’s these other gay
people. To see this, no matter how many interact with you, as long as you’re
with them. To me that was important, as long as I was with other gay people,
and I felt I belonged, I wasn’t the only one, I was in a group, therefore I was
part of that group. And now I’ve sort of got it finely tuned a little bit more
where I’ve got to be an active member of the community to be able to satisfy
myself that I’m part of the community.” (23:26yo)
One of the interesting points aspects of this quote is the way membership of the gay
community is defined by exclusion: “it’s partly a feeling of belonging nowhere else.” This is
similar to the definition of a queer community through the exclusion of (most) heterosexuals
in the previous quote.
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The idea of making a contribution to the gay community occurs in some transcripts from this
group. It is used only in terms of gay organisations and groups. Those working or performing
in gay venues are not spoken of as contributing to the gay community, although they clearly
are. The idea of contribution or enhancement seems to be related to an idea of doing good
deeds. The organisations that are mentioned in this context are either AIDS organisations or
fundraising groups, sporting and social groups are not included. This theme of contribution is
subtly different to the idea of participation, in that it implies that the participation results in
some sort of change (presumably for the better). The way in which this participant devalues
scene participation as a criterion for community membership is at odds with many of the
quotes from the post-AIDS group.
“Being a part of the gay community? I think it’s contributing something to the
gay community, yeah. Like being on, being a member of ALSO or, helping
out with the VAC or something like that. I would say those people are part of
the gay community. Whereas being gay or lesbian, I would say I’m in that
category because I don’t contribute anything apart from going to venues. I’m
not a big contributor to the gay scene, not at all. And I’m not involved in the
quilt or any of those things, so,..” (03:30yo)
The theme of awareness as a factor in being a part of the gay community appears in a number
of quotes in the peri-AIDS group. Awareness is used both in the sense of a knowledge of gay
life and institutions, and in the sense of an empathy with gay issues. This is, in terms of social
identity theory, part of the process of intergroup differentiation where members of the
ingroup are privy to valued knowledge and insight and share salient social values related to
the social categorisation. Once again, this is presented as quite separate from the practice of
gay community involvement.
“What makes them feel part of the gay community more is when they have an
awareness of different organisations with people coming together to discuss
gay issues and defend gay issues, yeah, that’s what makes you a part of it
when you’re aware of those basically different institutions and that, and the
venues knowing that they’re there and that people are going to be meeting
there you know, reading also the newspapers and it all contributes to an
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awareness of the gay,.. I don’t think it helps you to make yourself feel
necessarily more part of it, I don’t really feel I don’t really feel more part of
the gay community because those things are there, it’s just that I know,.. I
guess there is some comfort in knowing that they are there. I don’t really feel
part of it though myself. But maybe it does help others, others are, and are
helped by those things.” (27:28yo)
Post-AIDS (19-25 years old).
For the post-AIDS group the idea of participation is the dominant theme, particularly
participation in the venue based scene. This reflects the higher levels of scene usage among
this generation. There were however other themes that emerged in the transcripts for this
group. That of contribution appears in the following quote.
“I wonder if I can say that I believe that anyone who has any dealings socially
or um workwise, volunteer or paid, or um any study of the gay community and
an appreciation of it even if you’re involved in some way whether they’re
heterosexual men or women, gay, gay um gay or lesbian women, um, that time
of their involvement they’re a part of our community and they’re enhancing it
in some way you know.” (35:25yo)
Similar to a quote given above for the peri-AIDS group, the idea of contribution, or here
‘enhancement’, is added as a corollary to participation. Once again the idea is of creating
some change through one’s participation. For this man even being interviewed for this study
is considered a positive contribution to the gay community. (The author smiles.)
In the quote below, the interviewee combines the idea of participation with that of ‘knowing.’
This theme of awareness appears in a small number of transcripts in the post-AIDS group and
is generally similar to that found in the peri-AIDS generation. There is more emphasis in the
post-AIDS group on the getting of this knowledge which is probably related to a more recent
coming out and initiation into the mores of gay life.
“I suppose participating in gay things. You know I suppose if I was like I said,
knowing where gay shopping areas are, knowing where you can find a couple
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of gay cafes, going to Midsumma. And going to gay nightclubs, I suppose
that’s what makes them part of it. And then maybe even a little bit little bits of
a gay aesthetic too, a little bit of a dress code and stuff. You know you can
notice people, you can tell when you meet straight people I mean gay people
that only just newly gay because they don’t dress the same.” (15:24yo)
The interviewee in the following quote offers two forms of community membership based on
participation. The demarcation between the two is along the lines of scene/ non-scene. The
non-scene participation includes the theme of contribution and, as the previous examples, that
contribution is in ‘cause’ based organisations.
“Yeah it seems to be like 50% of the gay community, is gay clubs, gay bars,
um, gay cafes, um... and then like another half is fighting for a gay cause and
being vocal and AIDS and um... the gay community is the idea of it seems to
create something and at the same time set up rules to be part of it like a club,
not a nightclub but a gay club and like, oh no you can’t be in it if you’re sort
of lipstick lesbian thing and that amuses me in some ways it like prejudiced
towards your own kind because you’re in between two worlds. If you’re not in
the gay scene you’re not part of the gay community so... yeah. I think what
makes it basically is if you go to clubs and you’re really sort of loud and vocal
and out there. Or at the same time um you’re sort of really vocal for a cause
and have an understanding of how the gay scene works and the places to go
and the places to shop and all that sort of stuff” (17:19yo)
In both forms of membership described, the idea of being ‘vocal’ and visible are presented as
critical. This is one of very few example where participation in the scene is presented as an
active process. The theme of ‘knowing’ also appears at the end of the quote, with the
emphasis on knowing what’s in and what’s out.
Quite frequently, definitions of community membership offered by participants conflict with
their own sense of membership or non-membership. The confusion expressed in the
following quotes. In the first the participant struggles with the definition of community
membership based on identity and his unwillingness to be seen as part of the community. In
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the second the participant sets up a definition that excludes him, while he still feels he is part
of the community.
“I don’t feel my myself as being part of it. But I probably am considered part
of it because I’m gay. But because I don’t have, I’m not going into it and um,
an active part of the community, maybe that’s why I don’t feel like I am. I
mean I really don’t know that many gay people, um, in my scene, um, and but
then the community is not just is not being... Now I’m really confused, I don’t
know.” (05:25yo)
“I’d say it’d be someone who attends the scene and like is a big part of it and
um, that probably volunteers just any, it’s just like whatever’s gay related
they’ll be into it. Or a lot of it, yeah. ... I’d like to think I am, but by that
definition I’m not, like, I’d go to protests and stuff like that, I rally and stuff
like that but, and I’d support them whenever I could, but I’m not a big mixer
in it. But yeah. I’d probably say I wasn’t but I definitely support their point of
view. I don’t know. It’s hard to say.” (08:22yo)
Below is an expansion on the idea of participation offered by one participant. Here, it is not
only the fact of participation that is important, but that one is seen to be participating. The
sense of community membership is conferred by ones peers, through one’s public
identification with gay space, primarily the gay venues.
“They feel part of it if they’re seen in the places to be seen. They feel part of
it. Like that’s another generalisation but I reckon if you’re gay and you’re seen
at Three Faces you’re seen as being gay. If you’re not seen at Three Faces and
someone’s gay, you know if he sees you at the Chevron,.. you know what I
mean? You have got to be seen in the places to,.. well the bottom line is for
me to pick up. If I’m looking for a guy I have to be in a place where that’s
where they are. So,..” (21:21yo)
The concept of community as a geographical entity appeared in only two transcripts, one
from the peri-AIDS group, and the following one from the post-AIDS group. A geographical
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definition implies a sort of participation, partly the decision to live in a gay area and partly
economic participation. In another part of the interview this participant excluded himself
from membership based on geographical location, as his decision to live in the area was work
based.
“I reckon there is a community, I reckon like for example around here, like
Chapel Street, Toorak Road, even though a lot of rich people live here that
aren’t gay that live here because of the standard of living around here. I think
it is a gay haven because gay people are, this is a generalisation, but the
majority are vain, pretentious, snobbish, and all those things that make up the
image. All the things that make up the way you look the way you act the way
you dress where you eat what you go and see the car you drive, it’s just it’s
just all the image you have to get together. And if you don’t live around here,
you haven’t got the image kind of thing. So... I think there is a community and
I think basically it’s Prahran. Prahran, Windsor from probably Three Faces,
Exchange, that way. I reckon like I’m not saying there aren’t any gay people
here, I’m here, but I’m saying that’s the basic block that I reckon, like you
walk down commercial road, Commercial Road is probably the most famous
gay road around here like I tell my friends, ‘Do you want to see some
faggots? Well walk down Commercial Road, nearly everyone you see is
probably one. Like especially on a Friday, Saturday, Sunday night. You’d be,..
you’d have really bad luck if you picked a guy who was straight.’ So,.. yeah I
reckon there is a gay community around here but I reckon it’s basically around
here. Toorak, South Yarra, Prahran, Windsor. I’m living right in it.” (21:21yo)
Summary: Community.
The three generational groups differ in the way they define gay community, or at least the
definitional aspects that they emphasise. The pre-AIDS group is most likely to define
community in terms of belonging, or feeling a commonality with other gay people. This fits
closely with social identity theory where self categorisation is considered sufficient for an
experience of commonality with other group members and an increase in social attraction.
The peri-AIDS group is the most mixed in their definitions of gay community, some being
similar to the pre-AIDS men and characterising it in terms of belonging-ness, others using a
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contribution dimension, others employing the ideas of awareness and shared mores, and some
defining community membership in terms of practice. The post-AIDS group most likely to
use a practice based definition of gay community, although the participants differ in whether
they consider the most salient practice to be patronage of the gay scene or involvement in gay
organisations.
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4.6 Folks
“You wait, little girl, on an empty stage
for fate to turn the light on.
Your life, little girl is an empty page
that men will want to write on.
...
Totally unprepared are you
to face a world of men
Timid and shy and scared are you
of things beyond your ken
You need someone, older and wiser
telling you what to do.”
(Sixteen Going on Seventeen, Oscar Hammerstein 2, The Sound of Music)
The previous sections have examined the gay community in terms of its institutions, its
cultural products and the psychological aspects of belonging. This section focuses on the
human population. In exploring the possible effects of a gay social identity, it is necessary to
assess the degree to which the reference group is considered consistent and stable. In the
section on friends, these issues were examined on a social network scale. Here the focus is on
the broader social category; ‘the gay community’. A higher level of social identification will
be present when the individual experiences a sense of commonality with the other members
of the category, who in turn have a high degree of commonality with each other. Social
identification will also be higher if the members of the category are seen to have consistent
social values, both across members and through time.
These issues can be quite problematic at this level of analysis. Individuals may feel a strong
sense of common purpose or even common circumstance with other members of the gay
community, but feel very little in common with them on numerous, equally important
dimensions like class, politics, aesthetic, gender, or sexual practice. Individuals may also
experience a strong sense of commonality with particular subsets of the gay community, but
not with others. What is evident from the transcripts in this study is that the gay community is
not only peopled by individuals, but also by sub categories of gay people like leathermen,
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drag queens, lipstick lesbians etc. So gay social identity may be organised around three
distinct, though not independent, levels of analysis; the social network, the ‘types’ and the
gay community. Any gay man’s sense of social identification may differ at each of these
levels, and each of these identifications may vary across time and setting.
Another thorny issue is the high value placed on ‘diversity’ within the gay community. In
classic social identity theory, diversity within the social category would be related to lower
levels of social identity (Tajfel, 1982). When diversity is a highly valued attribute, however,
there is considerable disruption in the logic of social identity theory, since a highly valued,
shared and stable characteristic, which diversity may well be, is associated with higher levels
of social identification.
Interviewees were asked, of all the people, or types of people, that make up the gay
community, which they felt they had most, and least, in common with. Some responses
concerned ‘types’ of people, others characteristics of people and some were more concerned
with practices. Some men were quite general in their descriptions, while others were able to
specify down to the brand of boots the type of person they identified with.
Pre-AIDS (33-42 years old).
Most participants in all three generations presented those they had a commonality with in
terms of personal attributes, and those they did not in terms of social characteristics. This
reflects the fact that commonality was based in large part on who one has, or would like to
have, as one’s friends, and lack of commonality was generally associated with types of people
that presented an uncomfortable or embarrassing image of the gay community to the general
population. Of course there are many exceptions and contradictions in the transcripts.
The personal attributes related to commonality cited by men in the pre-AIDS group were
about things like being quiet, hard working, non-scene etc. The people they had little in
common with tended to be categorised by social attributes like extroversion, identification
with a particular subculture, drug use, effeminacy and sexual practice.
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“Well the people I meet socially I would feel I had a lot in common with, if
that’s what you’re trying to say, but if I went to a bar with people being
absolutely outrageous and all the things that, to me, well that’s giving gay
people a bad name, you know what I mean, being absolutely over the top and
everything else, that I don’t think I have anything in common with, really
over-affected or too precious I find I definitely don’t have anything in
common with. What sorts of people in the gay community do you feel you do
have things in common with? I don’t know, just people getting on and doing
what they’re doing and not making it such an issue. I don’t think it should
have to be an issue.” (02:37yo)
The emphasis placed on acceptable behaviour in presence of the outgroup belies this as an
example of a social mobility or assimilation strategy. The desire to take on the characteristics
of the outgroup, minimise the intergroup differences and ‘pass’ for straight1, according to
social identity theory results in a marginalised social identity with no change in the power
relations between the ingroup and outgroup. The theme of contribution seen in the previous
section makes an appearance here as well.
The following interviewees express a sense of common purpose with those that are involved
in the same sort of organisations. It is the substantiality of their involvement with which the
men identify as well as the organisational goals. Those that are involved in this way are also
seen by the first participant as more openly gay, a characteristic some men associate with
greater commonality and other with less commonality.
“It’d have to be people who are,.. I was going to say less scene orientated but
it’s not, yeah, probably as in, as in bars, nightclubs, but tend to be more
involved in the gay community whether that be with VAC or HIV assistance
or you know, one of the thousands of other areas. They tend to be more sort
of involved people yeah. Now I think about it more, well more fully open gay
men” (20:34yo)
1

Here ‘passing for straight’ does not refer to an individual pretending to be heterosexual, but rather becoming
like a heterosexual in all ways except sexual preference. This is analogous to the sort of representations of black
Americans often seen in television programs of the sixties and seventies, where the black family is depicted as
having all the most desirable characteristics of the ideal white family, in fact more white than white.

Chapter 4: Interviews

Page 197

“What sorts of people do you feel you have most in common with? The quieter
ones. I suppose like all societies, you’ve got your doers and you’ve got your
do-ees whatever you like to call them. And I suppose I feel more aligned with
the people that actually do something . ... Are there types of people that you
have absolutely nothing in common with? The fourteen year olds. Yeah. Very
much the dance party with their singlets and like you go to Three Faces and
there and they’ve got their shirts off and, like they’re lovely to look at. But
yeah I feel I’ve got nothing in common with them. And also the other ones
that love being on ekky um, and the whole sort of business, I know I’m
making myself sound like a saint here, I don’t take drugs, I’m just a boring
old fart. Yeah so those types especially, yeah and the ones that can have
multiple sex partners and, I’d love to have multiple sex partners in the one
night, but um, mainly it is that young dance crowd, I don’t look pretty with my
shirt off so they’re the main ones. I feel they take all the time instead of giving
something back in for the sake of the community not even say hello to people
and that sort of stuff, unless they’re good looking, and all that type of stuff.
That’d be the main group.” (18:35yo)
The age/appearance bias of the scene is the particular point of difference that this participant
focuses on. The non-scene/ scene demarcation appears in the form of an ingroup/outgroup
representation with the outgroup being defined in terms of superficial characteristics. The
commonly cited constellation of attributes that many men use in describing scene-oriented
gay men include youth, attractiveness, alcohol/ drug use, patronage of dance venues and
frequent sex. As one would expect with an ingroup outgroup phenomena those in the ingroup
(in this case non-scene) are more individualised and described in terms of personal attributes.
“I guess people who are sort of on the scene all the time, I wouldn’t have
much in common with,.. oh I can’t really say, but not a lot. And the ones who
sort of camp it up and being a bit girly sometimes that’s sort of makes me feel
uncomfortable. I don’t have a lot in common with those people. Okay that’s
their choosing whatever that’s I can’t do anything about it but I don’t like it.
Arms waving around restaurants and guys trying on ladies’ fur coats in
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restaurants, which has happened in the past you know just even so it’s really
embarrassing It gets you in a lot of trouble. Guys kissing in restaurants and all
that sort of stuff I find that just a little bit offensive you know you go out and
you’ve just got to realise you know you’re in a restaurant, and uh it isn’t the
right place, its’ a bit too strong. It’s okay in a cafe like 151 or any gay
businesses it’s fine, it’s perfectly fine but when it’s just a general restaurant,
those sort of things I just can’t deal with.” (30:42yo)
Effeminacy and extroversion feature in this quote as attributes that designate someone as
different to the participant. Interestingly in several transcripts effeminate gay men and
leathermen are often grouped together. This probably has as much to do with the idea of
excess as it does with gendered behaviour. There is also, as is explicit in the previous quote, a
focus on the image these ‘types’ present to the broader community: “It gets you in a lot of
trouble” or as in the first quote in this section “that’s giving gay people a bad name.” As a
result of these types of references I included a differentiation in the questionnaire between the
image that these types presented within and outside the gay community.
“[I don’t have anything in common with] really big leather queens, people,..
the feminine type people, not necessarily, drag queens or whatever like that,
you know, I don’t mean it in a derogatory sort of way” (31:36yo)
There were few transcripts that raised any issues of commonality between gay men and
lesbians. Generally when talking about gay people, the participants were only talking about
men. In some interviews I introduced a direct prompt to gauge the level of common
identification. In almost all cases the response was “none at all.” The following two quotes
highlight the distance gay men in this sample felt from lesbians.
“The few [lesbians] I’ve sort of got around to know, are fine, you know. I
don’t think, well I say gay and lesbian issues are really different. I know when
I was, when I was coming out I’m sure the word gay was both male and
female, but that’s a separate issue. Because I don’t think gay and lesbian
issues have a lot in common. There are certain common areas, issues like
discrimination, and that sort of thing, but I, I, yeah. I don’t know. I normally
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find the resistance comes from the lesbian rather than the man. Yeah. But if a
lesbian’s prepared to talk to me, which is how you, how you feel, you know.”
(20:34yo)
“Do you have much in common with lesbians? No. I don’t know what that’s
all about but I um, ah, purely because what I sense is they want to go off on
their own track and with their own lives. You don’t sort of see them getting
too involved with a lot of things in the community, I know they do, they’re
there, but not a lot of them. From what I can sense ... they don’t want to
associate with guys. I have heard some stories, don’t know how true they are
but you know there’s some lesbian clubs where gay guys are not allowed in at
all in Melbourne. I think in some cases, yeah but they can um go along to
men’s bars. There’s sort of that yeah a bit of dispute there I think.” (30:42yo)
Peri-AIDS (26-32 years old).
The men in the peri-AIDS group were the least likely of the three generations to express a
sense of commonality with other gay people. Commonality, as with the pre-AIDS group was
generally expressed in terms of personal attributes and values.
“What sort of people do I feel I’ve most in common with? Well ones with a
bit of similar lifestyle or,.. it’s not just their homosexuality that’s,.. it’s also
other things, the way they feel or their history what they’ve done in their past
so I’d say that most of my friends are intellectuals, sort of creative or do
something a bit twisted in some way. There’s a lot of conservative gays out
there that’s really surprising, surprises me nowadays. It seems when I was
younger there was more, there was a lot more openness, a lot more
experimentation going on, the gay scene seems to have gotten more, It’s
become more, I don’t know I think it’s become more commercialised, it’s
become more conservative, people have actually become more conservative.”
(14:28yo)
Definitions of similar others based on superficial characteristics are rare. There was one
instance of this in the post-AIDS group, and the following from the peri-AIDS group. The
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specificity of this description is quite remarkable. The same participant also had very specific
views on the sort of lesbians with whom he could feel a commonality. This too was based on
gendered physical attributes (“women who look like women”).
“What sort of gay people do you think you’ve got most in common with? Well
not drag queens that’s for sure. Um.. well to be quite honest, none of them.
Because the whole thing is I haven’t seen, in the Mardi Gras parade, fifty guys
dressed in Country Road clothes, wearing Blundstone boots, with short
haircuts like myself with one earring in their ear, they look like men. Yes,
that’s who I would identify with. But they’re not there. Because there’s
nothing, which is good, there’s nothing unusual about us. There’s nothing
you go "whoo..whoo" about, it’s just sort of every day guys. I don’t really
find there’s anyone in the gay community really.” (11:28yo)
A more conceptual level of identification is apparent in the following extract. Here the
participant expresses a sense of commonality with groups and types of people that he feels
dissimilar to. The theme of community diversity as a valued attribute is quite apparent here.
“Are there people that you’ve got absolutely nothing in common with? Yeah
in a way like I can still sort of see that I mean, I still see that I’ve got
something in common with them. ... I think it’s really funny that if um um I’m
a vegetarian and an animal liberationist I think it’s really funny to see in Mardi
Gras the um like there’s the leather pride sort of float thingo and then there’s
the animal liberationist group both in Mardi Gras. And so like they’re both
like totally opposed in a way, um but they’re both in the parade and both a
part of the gay community somehow. But it’s really interesting that in a way
no one even bothers about noticing the contradiction. But it’s good in a way
because it means everyone’s included, but and it’s not as if you can sort of
credit one gay politics. ... But I think that’s sort of good, I think that’s sort of
preferable than all these little sectarian divisions that are you know, well
you’re not gay and you’re not gay and you are, and whatever. So I actually
prefer to have that ambiguity rather than um too strict guidelines. Leather
culture, for instance, is something I find really hard to relate to but I share,
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with gay leathermen, I suppose I share some things in common like they’re
gay.” (06:31yo)
The commonality identified in the quote below has several similarities to the theme of
membership based on categorisation seen in the ‘community’ section. The attributes of
commonality are, once again those seen in previous quotes. The participant also appears to
place little value on community membership: “my life doesn’t revolve around it.”
“I don’t live in a gay suburb, I don’t shop at gay places, I don’t go to gay
cafes, I don’t look,.. my life doesn’t revolve around it. I would say it’s only
on the sexuality side. ... What sorts of people in the gay scene do you consider
are most like yourself? The sensible um, non hysterical, intelligent, sensitive,
the more conservative ones I would say, yeah. And the people that are most
different to you? The liars, the back stabbers, the highly unsafe, promiscuous
ones, the um, the users that take advantage of people, those type of people.
Yeah. And I, believe me, they do exist. I know, I’ve seen many many. So,
and the leather queens, they’re, I’ve got nothing to do with the leather scene,
so all those people are completely different to me, yeah.” (03:30yo)
The notion of commonality based on a shared sense of purpose and contribution appears in
some of the peri-AIDS transcripts. This has links to the community theme of contribution/
enhancement and is largely premised on an idea of active engagement rather than passive
consumption.
“Who are the people that you feel you’ve got most in common with? Well I’m
still looking. Still looking for the people who I’ve got a lot in common with.
I’m finding them now. People who are ambitious and people who feel they
can make a difference in some way or another. Not just maintaining the status
quo and like “isn’t that great, I’m part of the community now.” I think it’s got
to be an active thing for people and I need to be surrounded by that. You
know, the people who are active in gay rights and AIDS awareness and gay
pride and that type of thing. (23:26yo)
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Once again, difference is often presented in terms of superficial attributes, largely those to do
with appearance and social practice. For the participant below, those in the outgroup are also
seen as being in some sort of arrested stage of gay development.
“[I’ve got nothing in common with] queens who work in Myer, you know,
golden golden jewellery, Obsession and Calvin Klein underwear. Mainstream
gay. Can I say one’s who only talk about Kylie and go out dancing Friday and
Saturdays at Three Faces. Hairdressing queens I guess. Well for me it’s
seems like it’s er, portion of the gay community that has remained unchanged
for decades and decades. Because I know people who are in their 50’s and
60’s who are exactly like that, and they were able to live their lives that way
then and people are still living their kinds of lives now and I think that’s a bit
sad. And there are other people in the gay community who I, I have nothing
in common with, not because they’re not as wonderful and fabulous as I am
but because they’re different. And that’s, I mean that’s preferable to me. Like
the people that go to the Laird. I mean I love going to the Laird, but I get over
there and I think there’s a lot of people that are so different from me.”
(23:26yo)
The theme of diversity as a disincentive to social identification appears in the next quote.
Here the participant defines commonality in terms of category membership, “it’s just your
sexuality” and the differences between gay people are considered greater than the
commonalities. The conceptualisation of this participant fits social identity theory contentions
that ingroup diversity leads to decreased social identification. One can infer that for this
participant diversity is not a highly valued attribute of the social category. The reference
group identified in this extract is the heterosexual population, once again highlighting the
important role that intergroup comparison plays for many of the men in this sample.
“Are there gay people that you feel you’ve got absolutely nothing in common
with apart from being gay? Oh yeah like anyone you know. It’s a really
shocking terrible thing that straight people think that all gay people are the
same and want to be together - everyone is different. ... I don’t think it is that I
don’t have things in common with them.. Everyone’s got things in common.
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Well I guess just that I don’t like really being part of groups, I’m not really
into gay and lesbian barbecues and stuff like that because, I don’t like the idea
of people going into groups that brand themselves from other people in the
community just because they’re gay I guess. To me sexuality is not that big a
thing. You know. It’s like that’s just your sexuality. You’re attracted to men,
that’s all. ... I don’t know it just seems to be like this idea of a division
between um in this society anyway it just seems like such a big thing about
difference of sexuality. ... It’s just like a biological animal thing you know,
that’s all. And it’s like it’s not to be seen as anything I don’t see it as anything
more than that somehow, you know.” (27:28yo)
This extract also reiterates the role played in social identification by the value placed on
category membership. The participant sees his commonality with other gay people as being
only to do with sexuality, “a biological animal thing” and this is not a salient characteristic of
his identity.
The final quote for this group gives a rather disturbing version of the distance felt from
effeminate gay men. While for several other participants effeminate men produced a level of
discomfort or embarrassment, for this man, the response is actually violent.
“The other [group of people I would have nothing in common with] would be
like you know, guys in their 20s, now I think they come out at a too young a
age. I reckon the best thing about me coming out was I was in my mid-20s. I
was 26 and the whole thing was I hadn’t been sucked in by the community at
an early age. Whereas you’ve got these young ones early 20s like you know,
they [lisp] speak like this, and like you know and you hear them at Three
Faces or at the Peel and you say "[lisp] You slept with him didn’t you?" like
they’re so effeminate. You know. I feel really violent towards them. I can see
why some gay people get bashed. Not that it’s an excuse to be bashed, no one
should be a victim of violence but I mean you see them walking out of the
pub, they don’t walk like men, they don’t dress like men, you know, like you
know they’re saying "[lisp] oh, leave me alone, don’t hit me.” I just can’t
identify with those,.. those people just piss me right off.” (11:28yo)
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Post-AIDS (19-25 years old).
The post-AIDS men were more likely to have a sense of commonality with those on the scene
than the other two generations, although this was true for only about half of this group. The
remainder seemed quite similar to the pre- and post-AIDS men in the way they differentiated
between the two groups of people. The personal characteristics of those with whom there was
a commonality included the ‘regularity’ seen in previous quotes and common concerns,
interests and values.
“The plain guys, the guys who aren’t going to stand out. The guys who are
reasonably attractive, and who are just quiet. I seem to go for the quiet guys,
the guys who like when I’m standing around and I just seem to look out for
guys who... most of the time I always look out for guys on their own as well.
... It’s like oh, we’ve got something in common, neither of us have any
friends.” (21:21yo)
There were also distinctions made between scene and non-scene oriented people similar to
those discussed earlier.
“I’ve met very few people that have the same interests that I do that are gay. I
mean most of them are like you know into the scene thing and I’m not
particularly. ... The ones I have,.. quite a bit in common [with], mostly
because I know them through my old boyfriends and he and I had very similar
tastes. The ones I meet at the pub and stuff, I suppose I have a little bit in
common with them but not mainstream gays.” (05:25yo)
The following quote gives a rare example of identification with more superficial aspects. The
allegiances based on aesthetic and stylistic factors are not acknowledged by many
participants. These factors are more often manifest in descriptions of those felt to be different.
“I suppose it’s more the kind of people who dress like me and have the same
sorts of basic tastes in music and things and I know that sounds sort of
superficial and it is.” (17:19yo)
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The theme of identification with diversity is more likely to be encountered in the post-AIDS
group. The following quote is a particularly succinct expression of this, while still
acknowledging the importance some of the superficialities present in the previous quote.
“I don’t really identify with any of them but in a way I identify with all of
them. Like there’s a bit of a drag queen in me, there’s a bit of a yuppie in me,
a bit of an artistic sort of alternative type person as well. a bit of a camp side
of me, a bit dry sort of side, there’s a serious professional side as well. I
don’t...I could only really identify with the one’s that look like me.” (15:24yo)
The ‘types’ within the gay community appear in many of the post-AIDS transcripts. The
following three quotes are examples where these types are identified as quite distant, but
there is an ambivalence in designating them as such. There is some sense that one should feel
a sense of commonality, and there is also a sense that individuals within these types, if one
got to know them, may be people one would have things in common with.
“The scene queens, the drag queens. On the surface I would say I have nothing
in common with them, nothing. I don’t know. But then that’s just on the
surface,..” (05:25yo)
“And the people you have absolutely nothing in common with? Lots of people.
Um, leather men, I just like, I think it’s a good look, but like, I think oh, how
could they do that sort of thing, like I just can’t imagine anything,.. A lot of
like, I call them sisters, like full on Three Faces sort of people like I just
couldn’t relate to them,.. It’s just like a different world to me. Like I know I’m
pretty camp and stuff, but like I say to my friends and I like that bad? And
probably the butcher like type of gay people, like they’re sort of attractive but
like I’m not like that sort of person.” (08:22yo)
“I’ve got nothing in common with the big beefy muscle mary types, just
because they’re gay doesn’t mean we’ve got anything [in common]. I suppose
I don’t really know anyone like that so I can’t really say but yeah it seems to
me I don’t have anything in common with them. It’s like it’s not too distant
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for me to think I can’t totally identify with like S&M people, I don’t do that
myself but it still doesn’t seem too strange to me and just not the sort of
people I’ll come in contact with.” (17:19yo)
As a counterpoint to some of the quotes in the previous section where a sense of difference
was felt toward younger people, this next quote encompasses some of the age based
differences felt by many of the younger men.
Are there people that you feel that you’ve got nothing in common with apart
from being gay? Yeah the older ones, some of the older ones really have a
different perspective on what it is to be gay. Definitely I’ve noticed that. Not
by not all of them by any measure, but some have a really different outlook
about women, and stuff like that. And a real quite a,.. it seems like they’ve
made quite a narrow world for themselves in a way. They’re in their own little
suburban safety zone with their boyfriend and oh a lot of them don’t like
women and stuff or treat them like a novelty, they don’t have much respect for
them. They only like going to men only places. And there’s also that sort of
obsession with youth and stuff that’s sick. I don’t know if our generation is
going to feel the same way, I hope they don’t. It’s sick, really, unhealthy.”
(15:24yo)
This quote alludes to some of the cultural changes in the gay community. The older men are
seen as insulated, they are in a “narrow world”, a “safety zone” going to “men only places.”
This sort of view is consistent with the differences between the generations’ social networks.
Some men in the post-AIDS group with very mixed social networks view those in the other
generations, whose networks consist mostly of gay men with some disdain.
The final quote in this section echoes quite similar themes to those in the previous two
generations. There are themes of effeminacy, youth, scene orientation and superficiality.
“What sorts of gay people do you feel you’ve got least in common with? Um...
besides the ones that act like girls, besides the ones that are too in the scene.
Besides the ones that just call me for a fuck. Um, besides the arrogant ones
that think they’re it and a bit. ... Guys who yeah guys who just lack common
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sense and lack a bit of decency. Guys who can’t help treating someone else
like shit. ... Guys who are too up themselves, they think they’re just too pretty
for their own good. It’s like once they walk into the room, time has to stop,
because they walk in everyone else has to look at them. And that’s why I hate
Three Faces because it’s because it’s just such a young, probably twenties,
crowd and a lot of people are in their prime and pretty and handsome and,.. ...
It’s just too superficial it’s just too,.. it’s just too definitely something I don’t
know what the fuck it is, it’s just too something and it’s just not me.”
(21:21yo)
Summary: Folks.
The three groups differed in the way in which they experience commonality with other gay
men along dimensions that have been highlighted in previous sections, particularly a
differentiation between scene and non-scene gay men. There is also evidence of sub-group
social identification in these sections of the transcripts, although it is primarily the outgroups
that are sub categorised. Interestingly in several cases the specific outgroups, which are
subsets of the broad category of gay people or gay men, are considered more typical, ideal1
and more a part of the gay community than those in the broader category. Here fuzzy logic
offers a way to conceptualise the categorisation process being used by these men.
Membership of the gay community is experienced as a matter of degree, a fuzzy category, not
a crisp category as social identity theory would contend. Individual cases in a subset of a
fuzzy set may have a higher membership of the reference category than their similarity to the
other members of the category would suggest. That is, the prototypical members of a fuzzy
category may be the least typical (in terms of shared attributes) members of the category.
Thus, the gayness of leather queens and drag queens is related more to the degree to which
they differentiate between the categories of ‘straight; and ‘gay’ than to their similarity to, or
representativeness of other gay people. The tension between prototypical and representational
definitions of community membership are evident in many of the transcripts, and attempts at
reconciliation of these definitions often take the form of progressively sub-categorising types
of gay people and using different levels of categorisation in different contexts. The
questionnaire phase of this study incorporates both membership ratings and commonality
ratings of types of gay people to explore this issue further.
1

In the social identity theory sense of prototypical not an evaluative sense of desirable.
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4.7 Epidemic
“There are Giants in the sky!
Big tall terrible Giants in the sky” (Into the Woods, Sondheim)
This study is quite explicitly not about the personal impact of the AIDS epidemic on the lives
of gay men and this was made quite clear in arranging these interviews. There was, however,
toward the end of the interviews room for the participants to discuss how they felt the
epidemic had effected the gay community. Some men chose to talk about their personal
experience of the epidemic, but most focused on the social impact of AIDS.
The three major themes that emerged from this section were to do with the changes in gay
men’s interaction (particularly sexual), the increase in the sense of community, and the
change in the public profile of gay men.
Pre-AIDS (33-42 years old).
The theme of the compassionate gay community appears in several transcripts. This is
generally presented as the AIDS epidemic bringing gay people together under a common
cause. There is often reference to the diversity of gay people brought together under AIDS
related causes, particularly along lines of class, age and gender. The following is a typical
example of this.
“It’s probably a lot more comradeship the feeling of perhaps a uniting of
people a lot more, and trying to be a lot more compassionate and
understanding about fellow individual people, and that’s a good thing. I went
to the AIDS awareness thing at the [Positive] Living Centre just before
Christmas I think it was, and I thought such an amazing combination of
people like very trendy gays, there were grandmothers, just sort of different
looking gay people not really fitting any particular,.. just all these people put
together with this great feeling, of being in union. And I thought that was
wonderful, really wonderful. So in that way I think it’s a lot more compassion,
to looking at another person because of it. You know because it is an illness
that’s affected everybody.” (02:37yo)
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The public profile of the gay community is the most prevalent theme in transcripts from the
peri- and post-AIDS groups, but is present in some of the pre-AIDS interviews. As with
occurrences of this theme in the other generational groups there is often an assimilationist
tone to the extracts. The normalisation of gay sexuality through increased visibility is seen as
allowing gay men to lead lives that are just like heterosexuals.
“It’s obviously, maybe, going to be more how I’m seeing it, in that there
shouldn’t be as much like proving it or having to discuss sexuality, with
people, that hopefully it will become a thing where it’s just actual like two
people living opposite a married heterosexual couple where which is
happening now sometimes, where it’s just not an issue of the sexuality side,
just letting people be. And a lot has to come from the way the epidemic is
going to move to the next ten years as well. And that’s obviously going to
have a different effect.” (02:37yo)
The following quote encompasses both themes of changes in the way gay men relate sexually
and changes in the public profile of gay men.
“For a while there was a lot of I think a lot of distrust, everyone was too
scared that they were going to catch it, now it seems that that side of it is fine,
you know you see people talking about being HIV positive without a problem,
I think now you’ve got now we’ve just got back to where it was before the
epidemic, um, for a while it was really good because it actually meant that
people, would talk to each other, if they were going to have sex they’d do that
on the third date rather than the first night sort of stuff. I think, it’s gone back
to what it was pre AIDS. ... In the suburbs, gay equals AIDS. They don’t
even know what the term HIV positive means, it’s just a gay equals AIDS or
paedophile. I mean when I was growing up, I found it difficult for a while to
put the term gay on to myself because all I knew about gay was the front page
of the Herald1 talking about paedophiles, gay guys picking up children. I
thought that’s not me, but I think it’s a lot easier now, because we do get a lot

1

Tabloid newspaper
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more publicity, and a lot nicer publicity, and gays and lesbians and term like
that and I think probably a lot easier to find out about things. Sexuality being
taught in schools, as part of the human relationship subject, helps as well.
(18:35yo)
The theme of changes in the interaction of gay men appears mostly in the pre-AIDS
generation’s transcripts. That is not surprising, given that these are the men that are most
likely to have experience of the ways in which gay men interacted pre and post AIDS.
“In a general sense I would say that the gay community is suffering from
stress, because of their grief, either their own or other people or close friends
or you know. ... Well one thing that, the one positive thing I’ve always said, if
nothing else when we come out of this epidemic, we’ve learned how to talk to
each other. And be more honest,.. Having seen so many people in their last
few months that have dropped the facade and you know, and really brought
their feelings out,.. If we haven’t learnt that then what has the point been. I
mean I hate the price that we’ve had to pay, but that’s one thing I have noticed
a lot more.” (20:34yo)
Changes in social relations between gay men that are discussed in these interviews often have
to do with the way men relate sexually. For some men AIDS offers an incentive to move
toward a more monogamous sexual lifestyle.
“Uh with the gay community from what I read and see or talking to people or
whatever. Yeah I think it’s had a huge impact, definitely. Gay guys are more
particular now with safe sex. ... I think the gay community, people who I’ve
come in contact with are very aware of it nowadays and are very careful.
Outside of sex how do you think it has affected the community? Do you think
it’s changed the way people relate to each other? ... Maybe not go out raging
as much as they did and whatever I don’t know and just stick to,.. one partner,
hopefully one partner, but it’s always you know, basically a bit more respect
for themselves.” (30:42yo)
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Peri-AIDS (26-32 years old).
The theme of bringing the community together appears in peri-AIDS transcripts in much the
same form as for the pre-AIDS group. Again the emphasis is on the crossing of distinctions
based on class, gender etc. The following quote is from a man who is involved in an AIDS
organisation, a factor that may have considerable influence his approach to these issues.
“I think there is more... solidarity in some parts of the community. Doing
something that something that needs to be done. ... I think it’s increased the
sense of community in a lot of ways because there are lesbians and gay men
who’ve got together, and that’s one important thing as well. And in fact
we’ve got together people who have you know, not necessarily the same
social background, you know, they might not have anything else in common
other than that they’re gay, whereas the fact that they’re doing something for
these people makes it a community. Even though you have nothing else in
common. That’s great. It’s given me some sort of confidence that gay people
are more than vacuous Kylie listeners and can, care and all those sort of nice
things.” (23:26yo)
The following extract emphasises some of the structural changes in the gay community that
have had a social impact. The participant focuses on the emergence of institutions that offer
alternate forms of socialising and socialisation to the gay scene. The public profile theme is
also present toward the end of this quote, and is directly linked to those structural changes.
“I almost have a feeling of guilt in a way by saying that in a sense it’s been
really good for my generation of young gay men. which is like it’s given us
the opportunity to meet other gay men and have like have publicly funded
schemes like through VAC and stuff like that. There’s ways of us meeting
other gay men our own age which was just not available for the generation
before us. The generation before us was the generation that got hit by AIDS.
... I mean by default it’s been really good for us. At the same time as being the
worst thing that has ever hit us. ... I actually think that it’s um oh in terms of
media exposure and the understanding of gay and lesbian communities and
stuff like that and the wider community has been huge. Like it’s been really
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positive in that sort of way. I’m not really sure about this but I think it has
probably sort of I don’t know, brought a depth of caring into the community,
so I know that sort of it’s sort of dangerous to say that it’s sort of saying that it
wasn’t there before.” (06:31yo)
The changes in social interaction are not always seen as positive. This interviewee feels the
epidemic has created a distance between gay men, based on distrust. The terms he uses to
describe this are quite strong; terror, tension and wariness. This is in stark contrast to the men
who talk about openness, caring and honesty.
“I think people have become a lot more wary of each other, and it’s just
created a great underlying extra I mean huge underlying sense of, underlying
terror, and tension. It’s an incredible threat for everyone you know and so
everyone it’s affected communication very strongly. ... I think the people not
knowing what to do, and how to sort of fix things up you know and talking
about what’s going to happen, and I just wonder about how that has affected
interpersonal relationships. How we relate to each other I think. I somehow
tend to think it’s made us keep away from each other.” (27:28yo)
The following participant differentiates between the impact of the epidemic on those directly
affected and those not. For him the change to a more caring community has only occurred in
those personally touched by AIDS. The impact on other gay people is alluded too with the
interesting notion that AIDS has “educated a lot of gay people about being gay.” There is
almost the suggestion here that the increased visibility of gay men as a result of AIDS has
formalised definitions of gay men.
“I think people who have been touched have become more caring toward
other people who are HIV but I don’t think generally it’s made gay people
friendlier to other gay people. I don’t think you can see gay people as
wonderful caring people. You can’t define gay people like that. I think it
probably educated a lot of people about homosexuality and educated a lot of
gay people about being gay as well so in that sense I think HIV has been a
blessing in a sense, I know it’s a horrible thing to say, but in a sense of being
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social towards each other or kind or nice I think there’s less fear in the
community these days. I think it’s changed people’s attitudes toward each
other.” (14:28yo)
The change in public profile is not necessarily seen as positive. For some men AIDS
represents a disruption to the process of either gay liberation or gay assimilation, depending
on their politics. In the following extract the interviewee moves from a discussion of the
impact of the epidemic on the sex lives of gay men to a discussion of how AIDS has tainted
the public image of gay men.
“ I don’t think people are any less enthusiastic about sex, I think you can’t
change people’s you know, libidos. I mean Club 80’s still going, Porter
Street’s still going, all those things are still going. People are maybe a little bit
touchy, a little bit more cautious, I’d say, but not that much more. I don’t
know if the AIDS message, you know, the condom safe sex message has
gotten through entirely. Some people say it will never change. ... All AIDS
has done is frighten people of dying. ... It’s probably, it’s probably made
people hate gay people more. We were probably on the brink of being
accepted, and all of a sudden there’s this big disease come up called AIDS and
it’s affecting heterosexual’s children and you know, children that get
transfusions and that.

So it’s probably damaged them. People think

gay-AIDS, gay-AIDS in the straight community. So it came at a very bad
time. If it’d happened 20 years ago it would have been worse, but just as the
gay people were getting more of a high profile, AIDS was getting a high
profile as well, so it didn’t exactly work in too well. And that’s just my
opinion.” (03:30yo)
Post-AIDS (19-25 years old).
The theme of bringing the community together does not appear as frequently in the postAIDS transcripts. When it does so there is often some reference to the post-AIDS institutions
of gay life and the impact they have had on the way gay men think about their health and well
being.
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“I do see it as sort of a unifying thing and a more of a examining thing to look
at the way the gay scene’s been working and that it’s sex driven. And it’s sort
of like pushed people to be more aware of like health and happiness and self
esteem and aware of themselves and other people as well. I mean a lot of the
times it’s tragedy as well. I don’t have much contact with it I don’t know
anyone who’s actually got it, but I’m aware of it.” (17:19yo)
Public profile is the most common effect of the AIDS epidemic discussed by those in the
post-AIDS group. This is generally seen as a positive change, and is largely to do with the
normalisation of gay people. This is generally based on a knowledge equals acceptance
premise: since AIDS has meant that heterosexuals know more about gay people they are
therefore more likely to understand and accept us. While the veracity of this causal belief may
be challenged, it is none the less held strongly by several men in the sample.
“The gay community has probably been forced to come out in the open a bit
more. And been forced to take more responsibility for their sexual behaviour.
I guess they’ve been forced to confront the media situation as well. And in
response, by the same token it’s sort of while it’s a negative, really it’s a
negative way to get into the media, somehow there’s a sense of some of it has
tended to turn into a positive reaction. That’s been pretty amazing. I mean if I
was to take a group of people that have got this disease, you wouldn’t want,
you know, whatever they were but they were different from you, say they only
had flat heads or something, you know, your initial response is to keep them
away from you, you just don’t want to know about them. You’re not going to
mingle with them, you’re not going to want to know about them. That would
be your initial response and it’s pretty amazing to think that it’s put gay issue
and gay rights and stuff, in a higher kind of, given them more concern,
brought them into the limelight more. So in a way it’s made the whole thing
more open.” (15:24yo)
There is sometimes a sense of ambivalence about the increase in gay visibility. In the quote
below there is the sense that AIDS has polarised the response to gay people.
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“I think, AIDS has brought gay people more into the community, and at first
they might have like thought you know,.. but now I think its broader and like
more expression has come because of AIDS. Like, like before they sort of
thought oh yeah, they’re there but we won’t think about them, whereas now
they were forced to think about them. And like I think because of that they’ve
become more tolerant. Whereas on the other hand people that were less
tolerant are probably even more so now because of AIDS, so I think it’s
worked both ways,” (08:22yo)
The normalisation of gay men through increased visibility for the following interviewee not
only makes gay sexuality more mainstream, it actually brings people into contact with the gay
community.
“I can imagine that it would have greatly brought [the gay community] closer
together. I mean I’d like to think that something that negative has to have
positives, and the positives are making it more mainstream, more mainstream
every year, having more attention, now that the whole idea that it’s a gay
disease has gone, and um that I mean, yeah. For something so negative it has
to have a positive effect. What sorts of positive things? It’s like, like I was
saying about um more accepted, they’ve brought it into the mainstream media
and,.. more understanding of it and people are touched by it every day. By
AIDS. In some ways they’re having a contact with the gay community.”
(05:25yo)
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4.8 Interviews: Summary
This chapter has highlighted the complex and variable relationship gay men have with the
concept of gay community. The process of coming out has been discussed with particular
reference to the relevance that traditional theoretical models of gay identity development and
disclosure have to experiences of the men in this sample. While much of the theoretical
material remains relevant, some important disruptions to this process have been noted,
particularly in the experiences of the younger gay men. There has been considerable cultural
change in the last fifteen to twenty years, as homosexuality has moved much more in the
public domain, and as AIDS has irrevocably changed both the type and extent of personal and
political discourse around sexuality. These changes have affected the ease with which gay
men are able to identify the institutions and membership of the gay community and the
knowledge, if not understanding of those they are coming out to. The increased role of friends
and the maintenance of friendship networks throughout the coming out process among
younger men has been described and its implications for social identity and the relationship
individuals have with the institutions of gay community have been discussed. Not all this has
been positive however, with the increased levels of surveillance and governance of sexuality
have a detrimental effect on the coming out and social experiences of a number of gay men.
The social networks of the men in the sample have been examined in some detail, in terms of
constitution, structure and variability. Common to most men in the sample was the
predominance of other gay men in these networks, closely followed by heterosexual women.
Just as notable was the absence of heterosexual men in the friendship networks of most of the
older gay men, and the absence of lesbians except among a few of the younger gay men. The
under-representation of scene-oriented younger gay men in the sample has been identified as
a possible flaw in this phase of the study. Structural differences in the social networks have
been noted between the three generational groups. The relative consistency of those of the
older men and the degree of fracturing in social networks observed in the social networks of
the middle group and younger men have important implications for the social identity of these
generations.
The men’s experiences of the gay scene has been discussed in terms of frequency, qualitative
dimensions and variability over time. In what may represent a combined effect of life course

Chapter 4: Interviews

Page 217

and generation, the older men were least likely and the younger men most likely to frequent
gay venues. The men in the sample characterise their experiences in gay venues using a range
of descriptors including acceptance, alienation, a sense of belonging, sexual opportunity,
sexual predation, annoyance and boredom. In general those that frequent the scene more often
were more likely to have a more complex conceptualisation of the environment and identify
both more positive and more negative characteristics of the scene. There is however
considerable diversity in these experiences and generational group alone does not define the
experience.
The relationship of the gay men in this sample to the non-scene aspects of gay community has
been examined. The dominant pattern observed over the whole sample was that those that
have a strong involvement in scene aspects of gay community tend to have low involvement
in non-scene aspects and vice versa. Given that older men were less likely to be involved in
the scene, they were more likely to be involved in organisations and groups. The values that
the men ascribe to non-scene activities have also been examined an differences between the
generational groups noted. The older men were more likely to value the social aspects of the
groups and the opportunity to meet other gay people, while those in the other two groups
were more likely to be involved because of the substantive purpose of the group. The issue of
gay place has been discussed briefly using place identity and place attachment approaches.
While these approaches offer a degree of insight into the role of gay precincts, a more
detailed social geographical approach incorporating a detailed analysis of the physical
environment would offer considerable utility in assessing the role of place in gay identity.
The way in which gay men characterise membership of gay community has been explored at
the levels of practice and conceptualisation. Characterisations of both sense of commonality
with other gay people and the degree to which particular types of gay people are considered
members of the gay community has been discussed. Few men had a strong sense of
commonality with other gay people, though this was not directly related to the degree to
which they felt part of the gay community themselves. This has highlighted a need to separate
issues of commonality and membership in the following phase of the study.
Finally the way in which these men believe that AIDS has changed the gay community has
been discussed briefly. While only those in the older group were likely to have experienced
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the gay community prior to the AIDS epidemic, those in the other two groups had access to
shared cultural information and narrative that informed their conceptualisation of this issue.
Social identity theory fits these experiences quite well, and offers considerable utility in
exploring the domain of sexuality and gay community at an intermediate level between the
purely psychological and the broad social or political levels. The process of self
categorisation and social comparison is a useful explanation of the process of coming out as
gay and of entry into the gay community. The ongoing process of social comparison in terms
of practice (going to gay venues, meeting other gay people and exposure to gay characters in
films, literature and the media) goes some way to explaining the dynamic and lifelong process
of gay identity development that is absent from many purely psychological models.
The concept of social category itself offers a satisfying way of examining sexuality as it does
not place the emphasis on the individual as part of a group, but examines the role of group
membership in both the lives of individuals and at a socio-cultural level.
The use of concepts like ingroup outgroup distinctiveness has allowed an examination of the
way in which these men characterise the dynamics of social relations within the gay
community and between the gay community and the rest of society. Of particular interest was
the strategy of sub-categorisation of gay community as a way of reducing incongruence
between self concept and social identity.
The characteristics of the boundaries of the social category have been examined in several
sections of the analysis. The degree to which boundaries are permeable and the ways in which
boundaries change depending on context had particular salience for this analysis and allow
for examination of the complexity and temporal and contextual variability in gay men’s
experience of their and other’s gay identity.
There are some instances however where social identity theory does not adequately account
for the observations in this study. The major areas were the way in which contextually
specific social identity operates and the social identity enhancement strategy of ghettoisation
and erasure of the out group.
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What seems to be developing out of these transcripts is a construct of contextual social
identification that differs from Tajfel’s (1982) concept of context salience in quite interesting
ways. While Tajfel suggests that a social identity becomes active in a context where it is
salient (for example, one only notices that one is Australian when in another country) and that
the boundaries between categories are crisp, here there seems to be a set of related and quite
fuzzy gay social identities that move in and out of focus depending on the social context.
There appears to be a definition of ingroup that contracts as the reference group becomes
more specific. There are also allegiances to specific subgroups with several evaluative
dimensions that achieve salience in different contexts. For example, an individual may think
of the ingroup as ‘gay men and lesbians’ when viewing news coverage of the Mardi Gras or
overhearing homophobic comments in the workplace and feel a sense of common purpose
with all members of the group. At the same time he may consider drag queens to be
‘stereotypical’ ‘trivial’ and ‘counter productive to gay rights’. In a gay bar the same
individual may characterise himself as a ‘leatherman’ and feel quite different from other types
of gay men or lesbians. Drag queens in this context may still be seen as ‘stereotypical’ or
‘trivial’ but this may not be experienced as intensely or negatively. These attributes may even
be positive in this context. An individual may also hold several overlapping gay social
identifications at once. For example this individual may consider himself both a ‘leatherman’
and a ‘gay businessman’. If he encounters a ‘drag queen’ that is also a ‘gay businessman’, he
may simultaneously have a strong sense of commonality, and a strong sense of difference
with the same individual in the same context. Some writers (for example Barrett, 1994) have
suggested that multiple identification may be highly effective in maintaining self esteem, by
offering different sources of positive feedback.1 In the context of gay social identity, this may
mean that gay men are able to manipulate both the level of specificity of their social
identification and the evaluative dimensions of the ingroup to enhance personal attributes that
are central to their self concept (for example solidarity, individuality or special-ness).
What this study has suggested is a different strategy that is employed to enhance social
identification. Unlike social mobility, social creativity and social competition, ghettoisation
re-imagines the power structure through a shift from a comparison with the outgroup to an
erasure of the outgroup by creating an independent social economy. The power of the

1

Although it could be argued that this also provides the opportunity for multiple sources of alienation
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outgroup, in a limited sense at least, is eroded by the creation of an independent and self
sustaining social world.
Specific inadequacies in social identity theory were identified in the area of valued and
distinctive characteristics of the ingroup. The particular dimension that created paradoxes (or
at least ruptures) in the theoretical model were ‘diversity’ and ‘resistance to conformity’.
The conduct and analysis of these interview transcripts has directed much of the construction
of the questionnaire discussed in the following chapter, both in regard to structure and
content.

Chapter 5: Questionnaires
As discussed in the methodology chapter, the questionnaire for this study (Appendix D) was a
twenty page A5 booklet consisting of visual analogue scales, checklists, multiple choice
items and a graphic item requiring the respondents to place items within a schematic.
The results presented in this chapter do not follow the order of the questionnaire precisely.
Analysis of the coming out data for the full sample is presented first, followed by a section
detailing the rationale and calculation of the generation variable. The following sections
present analyses for both the full sample and the generational groups. After the demographic
information and the generational breakdown of coming out items, the chapter is divided into
three major sections examining different levels of social identification; at the level of social
networks, types and prototypes and the gay community. A final section covers the role of the
epidemic at an individual level. The comparison of the CASE study with the SAPA scales
can be found in Appendix F.
A variety of graphics are used to illustrate the findings, particularly where relationships
between the three groups are complex. These graphics have been prepared in Sygraph, Lotus123, Systat and Corel-WordPerfect.
Statistics are mostly descriptive but also include inferential tests such as t-tests, ANOVA, ⋅2,,
Pearson r and Bartlett ⋅2, cluster analysis and multi-dimensional scaling. Inferential statistics
have only been calculated where clearly justified by the level of measurement and the nature
of the distribution. They have also been restricted to comparisons where descriptive statistics
have suggested an interesting and important relationship in order to minimise type II errors.
For several comparisons, particularly between categorical variables, the shape of the
distributions (for example high skewness or large numbers of cells with low expected
frequencies) has precluded the use of probability based measures. Caution should be
exercised in generalising from the inferential statistics, as this is not a random sample. As
mentioned in the methodology chapter, an α level was not set, but actual probabilities are
reported.
Fuzzy statistics are used for some items, primarily the decumulative frequency calculation
(done manually) transformed to percentages to make comparisons easier between samples of
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different sizes. An example of the calculation of a decumulative percentage is given in
Appendix G).
Fuzziness coefficients and fuzzy similarities are reported for a small number of items (full
descriptions of these can be found in Smithson, 1987), and these were calculated using
FUZzySTAT 3.1. The visual analogue scales in the questionnaire were 12 cm long and were
thus coded from zero to twelve at the point of data entry. For ease of interpretation these were
transformed to zero to ten scales prior to analysis (this explains the fractional modes and
medians). For fuzziness coefficients, scales were transformed to zero to one scales. The
scaling and analysis of the graphic/schematic item is described in that section.
A list of tables and figures can be found in Appendix A. Few citations are given in this
chapter, as the major arguments have been presented in the previous chapter and specific
aspects of these are referred to where appropriate.
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5.1 Age and Coming out (Full sample).
The age range (17- 48) was determined by the sampling and selection strategy of the study.
The age distribution in CASE is similar to other Australian samples of gay men (for example
Connell, Crawford, Kippax et al. 1987, Rodden, Duckett et al, 1996, Prestage, 1997, Van de
Ven, Prestage et al, 1998, Crawford, Kippax et al, 1998). The mean age was 31.9 years with a
standard deviation of 7.4 years. The median age was 31 years and the mode, 30 years.
As has been noted in the previous chapter, the development of a gay social identification is
likely to be, if not synonymous, at least highly correlated with the coming out process. Age
alone does not situate this process in the social history of the gay community, indeed the
interviews suggest that there is considerable variability in the age at which gay men first
experienced the commercial gay scene, disclosed their sexuality to significant people in their
lives or commenced gay sexual lives. If this study is to accurately examine the differences in
gay social identity across the history of the AIDS epidemic, the generations must be defined
in terms of the coming out process.
The coming out data for the full sample will be presented prior to the section detailing the
calculation of the generational groups. The comparative analysis of coming out data for the
three generational groups is presented later in this chapter (section 5.4 page 248)
Data on the coming out process was collected using a series of questions about events that the
coming out literature (for example Plummer 1975, Cass 1983/1984, Troiden 1989, SavinWilliams 1995, Fassinger 1996, Cox and Galloise 1997) considers significant in the
establishment of a gay identity. These events included disclosure, sex, relationships, entry
into the gay scene and utilisation of support groups or counselling services. Respondents were
asked the order in which these events occurred and the approximate age at which they
experienced them.
Coming out was first assessed across four broad categories: 1. Coming out to family, 2.
Coming out to friends, 3. Receiving support or counselling, and 4. Starting a relationship or
having sex for the first time. The order of these events varied considerably across the sample.
Table 11 presents the order in which respondents coded each of the four categories.
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Note: The results in the tables of order of events are divided into two sections. The column on
the far right gives the number and valid percent of the full sample that did not engage in a
category of events (for example in Table 11, 64 respondents, or 17.3% of the non-missing
cases did not come out to a family member). The remaining columns present the number of
respondents and the percentage of those that experienced the event that assigned a particular
rank to that category of event (for example in Table 11, 34 respondents, or 9.5% of those that
had come out to a family member did so first). Tables of ages of coming out are presented in
a similar fashion.
The respondents were most likely to place the relationship/sex category first, and over half
the sample did so. Only 8% placed this category last. Coming out to friends was most likely
to be placed second (42% of respondents), although 34% placed it first. Coming out to family
members was placed third by 48% of men and first by only 10%. Support or counselling was
not a part of the coming out process for 51% of the sample.
Table 11: Order of coming out events for full sample, frequencies and valid
percentages1
Category

Order (frequency/valid percentage of category
excluding NA/HD)

family members

1
34

friends

9.5

96

1
141

support/
counselling

2

177

11.0

42

1
45

relationship/ sex

26.9

170

42.3

65

10.3

51

50.2

85

47.6

57

15.6

9

12.5

61

47

2.2

26

15.0

209

34

17.3
6.2

NA/HD

4
11.2

64

NA/HD

4

3
20.2

16.0
4

3

2

NA/HD2

4

3

2

1
211

3

2
33.7

freq/ valid %
of total

51.2

NA/HD
8.1

43

10.2

The data on the order of these events was combined to examine patterns of events. The
patterns showed considerable variability within the sample and the twelve most common
patterns (accounting for 61.3% of the sample) are presented in Table 12 below. The most
1

The column percentages may add up to more or less than 100% as the respondents were able to exclude categories
or tie categories. In the general category question few respondents used tied categories, but in the specific items
following many respondents indicated that the events happened at the same time, for example coming out to both
mother and father, by giving them the same ordinal number.
2

Not applicable/ haven’t done.
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frequent pattern is relationship/sex followed by coming out to friends then coming out to
family accounting for 22% of valid cases. Given there are 125 possible patterns (including the
possibility of tied events and null events) this represents a quite strong trend. This would
seem to indicate that there is an emotional/sexual component of the men s sexuality that is
established before social affirmation, in at least a proportion of the sample. Friends come
before family in most of the observed patterns, supporting the material from the interviews
that indicated respondents would establish a support base before coming out to family in case
of a negative reaction. None of the patterns with more that 10 cases had coming out to family
as the first item.
Table 12: Patterns of coming out based on four general categories of
events for full sample, frequencies and valid percentages.
Pattern

freq

%

relationship/sex--friends--family

86

21.6

friends--relationship/sex--family

25

6.3

relationship/sex--friends--family--support

23

5.8

relationship/sex--friends--support--family

16

4.0

friends--family--relationship/sex--support

14

3.5

relationship/sex--family--friends

13

3.3

friends--family

13

3.3

support--family--friends--relationship/sex

12

3.0

relationship/sex--support--friends--family

11

2.8

friends--family--relationship/sex

11

2.8

support--relationship/sex--friends--family

10

2.5

friends--relationship/sex--family--support

10

2.5

other patterns (<10 cases each)

154

38.7

total

398

Given that support/counselling was not part of the coming out process for over half the
sample, the presence of this category in the pattern may dilute the relationship between the
other three components.1 The patterns were re-analysed excluding the counselling category
1

For example the presence of support/counselling (S) would mean that a friends (Fr)-family(Fa)-relationship(R)
pattern would distributed across [Fr-Fa-R], [Fr-Fa-R-S], [Fr-Fa-S-R], [Fr-S-Fa-R] and [S-Fr-Fa-R].
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and Table 13 shows the five most common patterns (accounting for 62% of the sample) based
on the remaining three categories. The relationship/sex-friends-family pattern here accounts
for over one third of the valid cases. Coming out to friends, then moving into a relationship,
then coming out to parents accounts for another 12%. The pattern that would most fit with
traditional gay identity development models (friends then family then sex and or relationship:
for example Cass 1984, Fassinger and Miller, 1996, Savin Williams, 1998b) is only valid for
8% of the sample.

Table 13: Patterns of coming based on general categories of events,
excluding support/counselling for full sample, frequencies and valid
percentages.
Pattern

freq

%

relationship/sex--friends--family

113

33.8

friends--relationship/sex--family

40

12.0

friends--family--relationship/sex

28

8.4

relationship/sex--family--friends

26

7.8

other patterns (<10 cases each)

127

38.0

total

334

Coming out to friends was further broken down into four categories; male friend, female
friend, close friends and friends generally. The interviews suggested that many men came out
to a particular friend before others. The sexuality of the friends was not specified in the
question, partly to avoid making the question any more complex, and partly as interviews
suggested that this was not an important consideration for the men. First place was given to
the category ‘male friend’ by 56% of respondents and to ‘female friend’ by 37%. It was
common for respondents to indicate that they came out to people in more than one of these
categories at the same time.
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Table 14: Order of coming out events within the category ‘Friends’ for full
sample, frequencies and valid percentages.
Category

Order (frequency/valid percentage of category
excluding NA/HD))
1

2

freq/ valid
% of total

3

NA/HD1

4

male friend

190

56.0

86

25.4

38

11.2

25

7.4

67

16.5

female friend

159

37.2

90

21.0

64

15.0

14

3.3

77

19.1

close friends

82

23.8

132

38.3

126

36.5

5

1.4

61

15.0

friends generally

37

11.4

36

11.1

60

18.5

191

59.0

83

20.4

The respondents were also asked the approximate age at which each of these events occurred.
These data are presented in Table 15 below. Across the first three categories (male, female
and close friends) the most common age was between 17 and 20, accounting for around 37%
of cases, followed by between 21 and 25 years of age, accounting for around 30%. Coming
out to the broader group of friends usually occurred later, as would be expected, with the
period 21-25 years old accounting for around 37% of cases.
The construction of the three generations in the interview phase of this study was based on an
assumption of a coming out age of around 19 years old. The findings in this phase of the
study suggest that while this is a reasonable approximation, there is sufficient variability in
the timing of coming out events to preclude the use of age on its own as a marker of
generation. The selection criteria for the study (respondents under 45 years of age) meant that
few respondents would be likely to have come out over 40 years of age. However, a
considerable number of men in the sample indicated that coming out events had occurred
when they were over 30 (for example 12% in specific categories of friends), well above the
age range used in the interview phase. The lowest age group (under 16) was marked by 11%
of respondents for the category ‘male friend’, and by about half that amount for the categories
‘female friend’ and ‘close friends’. This is, to some extent, an artefact of the sampling
strategy. The younger men in the sample were likely to have been out for some time if they
were to attend a public event like Midsumma or be on the VAC mailing list. The study did
1

As order of events and age at time of events were separate items, the ‘not-applicable/ haven’t done’ response vary
between the two items. Respondents were asked to place an ‘X’ in the ordinal question if they had not experienced
an event, while a specific category was included in the age section.
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not set out to actively recruit gay men that had not experienced any coming out event,
primarily as these men are difficult to access, but also as social identification relies on social
comparison processes that generally occur following some form of acceptance of membership
of the social category. Only 14 respondents indicated that they did not consider themselves
out as gay men in other items in the questionnaire (see Tables 58 and 59 in section 5.5.1
below), although all respondents indicated that they had experienced one of the coming out
events in this section of the questionnaire.
Table 15: Age at time of coming out events within the category ‘Friends’ for full sample,
frequencies and valid percentages.
Category

<16

17-20

21-25

26-30

31-35

35+

haven't
done

frequency/ valid percent not including 'haven't done'
male friend

40

11.0

136

37.4

110

30.2

41

11.3

25

6.9

12

3.3

58

female friend

26

7.5

136

39.0

105

30.1

46

13.2

23

6.6

13

3.7

71

close friends

20

5.5

136

37.4

120

33.0

53

14.6

24

6.6

11

3.0

55

9

2.6

109

32.1

127

37.4

54

15.9

25

7.4

16

4.7

78

friends generally

The patterns of coming out to friends (Table 16) support the findings of interview phase of
this study. The most common pattern was coming out to a male friend, then a female friend,
then close friends and finally to friends more generally. This accounted for 20% of cases and
the other frequent patterns were only slight variations on this.
Table 16: Patterns of coming out events within the category
‘Friends’ for full sample, frequencies and valid percentages.
Pattern

freq

%

male--female--close--general

55

20.2

female--male--close--general

52

19.1

male--close--female--general

35

12.9

all at once

21

7.7

female--close--male--general

20

7.4

female--close--general--male

19

7.0

close--male--female--general

14

5.1

other patterns (<10 cases each)

56

20.6

Total

272
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Coming out to family was subdivided into five categories; sister, brother, mother, father, and
other family. The interviews suggested that gay men may initially approach siblings to either
discuss possible parental attitudes and response or ensure support before telling parents. The
results show considerable variation (Table 17). Sisters rate highly in the order of disclosure to
family members, with 59% of the those who had come out to a sister assigning this first
place. Brother rated slightly lower, with 42% of those who had come out to a brother placing
this first. Mothers are given first place by 42% of the men, while fathers are only told first by
30%. Over 52% of the men had not come out to their fathers, while 31% had not come out to
their mother 1. There are clearly gender issues involved in gay men∋s coming out to family
that do not appear to be present in their friendship networks. The links between sexuality and
gender roles are likely to be foregrounded in relationships between gay men and their fathers
leading to either avoidance of any confrontation or the establishment of a support or at least
information base before the men tell their fathers. These data support the findings from the
interviews, where many men indicated an expectation that their mother would be more
accepting and understanding than their father and would provide support when coming out to
him.
Table 17: Order of coming out events within the category ‘Family’ for full sample, frequencies
and valid percentages.
Category

Order (frequency/valid percentage of category excluding NA/HD)
1

Sister

2

3

4

5

freq/ valid
% of total

NA/HD

133 58.8

57 25.2

31 13.7

4

1.8

1

0.4

177 43.9

Brother

80 41.9

54 28.3

42 22.0

18

9.4

2

1.0

208 51.5

Mother

142 50.9

99 35.5

32 11.5

6

2.2

0

0.0

126 31.1

Father

58 30.2

64 33.3

46 24.0

22 11.5

2

1.0

214 52.7

Other Family

29 15.3

31 16.3

58 30.5

53 27.9

19 10.0

212 52.7

The ages at which the men came out to the five categories of family are given in Table 18
below. As with coming out to friends, the most common age range is between 17-25. The age
for coming out to fathers is slightly lower, on average, than for coming out to mothers. Other
1

Excluding those that selected ‘not applicable’, 38% had not come out to fathers and 23% had not come out to
mothers.
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family usually come later than immediate family so there does not appear to be any strong
pattern of coming out to sympathetic aunts, uncles or cousins.
Table 18: Age at time of coming out events within the category ‘Family’ for full sample,
frequencies and valid percentages.
Category

<16

17-20

21-25

26-30

31-35

35+

HD

N/A

frequency/ valid percent not including 'haven't done' or 'not applicable'
Sister

11

4.5

78 31.7

73 27.7

41 16.7

21

8.5

22

8.9

99

71

Brother

11

5.1

63 29.4

59 27.6

46 21.5

17

7.9

18

8.4

130

73

Mother

18

6.0

90 30.0

94 31.4

58 19.3

20

6.7

20

6.7

98

21

Father

11

5.4

71 35.0

60 29.6

36 17.7

13

6.4

12

5.9

165

46

Other

3

1.5

52 25.7

66 32.7

44 21.8

16

7.9

21 10.4

207

The patterns of coming out to family are given in Table 19 below. The categories of ‘brother’
and ‘sister’ were combined to reduce the number of possible patterns, and as the data did not
suggest any major differences between the two. The most common patterns place sibling first
followed by the mother. The father, if he appears at all, is generally after the mother or at the
same time.
Table 19: Patterns of coming out events within the category

‘Family’ for full sample, frequencies and valid percentages.
Pattern

freq

%

sibling only

44

13.2

sibling--mother--father

41

12.3

sibling--mother

41

12.3

sibling--mother and father

35

10.5

mother--sibling

27

8.1

mother--father--sibling

24

7.2

mother only

24

7.2

all at once

18

5.4

mother and father--sibling

17

5.1

father--mother--sibling

10

3.0

other patterns (<10 cases each)

53

15.9

Total

334
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The professional support aspect of coming out was included to reflect some of the changes
that I suspected had occurred during the period of the AIDS epidemic. The item was divided
into three categories; phoning a help line, attending a group or course and visiting a
counsellor (voluntarily or at the behest of a parent or other person). The data, given in Table
20 below indicate that this was relevant for about one third of the sample. Most of the
respondents checked only one of these items with some indicating that they first phoned a
help line then attended a group. (For patterns see Appendix E, Table 104).
Table 20: Order of coming out events within the category ‘Support/
counselling’ for full sample, frequencies and valid percentages.
Category

Order (frequency/valid percentage of
category excluding NA/HD))
1

2

freq/ valid
% of total

3

help line

98 81.6

21 17.5

group/ course

83 51.5

counsellor

65 51.6

1

NA/HD
0.8

297 71.2

57 35.4

21 13.0

258 61.6

46 36.5

15 11.9

293 69.9

These data are more evenly distributed across age categories than those in the previous
groups of categories. The counselling and help line categories are also higher in the under 16
group than the other coming out events discussed above.
Table 21: Age at time of coming out events within the category ‘Support/ counselling’ for full
sample, frequencies and valid percentages.
Category

<16

17-20

21-25

26-30

31-35

haven’t
done

35+

frequency/ valid percent not including ‘haven't done’
help line
group/course
counsellor

24 19.2

35 28.0

32 25.6

17 13.6

4.3

43 26.2

54 32.9

14 10.9

30 23.3

30 23.3

7

9

7.2

8

6.4

288

30 18.3

17 10.4

13

7.9

252

31 24.0

14 10.9

10

7.8

286

The final list of coming out events covered some of the social and sexual aspects of coming
out; Staring a relationship, going to a beat (public toilet etc) and going out on the gay scene.
There was considerable variation on this item. As can be seen in Table 22 below, going to a
beat or onto the scene were most likely to be placed first, while entering a relationship was
most likely to be placed second.
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Table 22: Order of coming out events within the category
‘Relationships/ scene’ for full sample, frequencies and valid
percentages.
Category

Order (frequency/valid percentage of
category excluding NA/HD)

freq/ valid
% of total

1

2

3

started
relationship

100 26.5

172 45.5

106 28.0

went to beat

136 57.6

44 18.6

56 23.7

went out on scene

194 50.4

154 40.0

37

NA/HD

9.6

35

8.5

179 43.1
28

6.8

The age range in which most of the respondents started a relationship was between 17 and 25,
although 25% of those that have had a relationship did so before they were 16. Going onto the
scene generally involves entering licensed premises, so not surprisingly most of the
respondents did so after they were 17, although 19 respondents experienced the scene at a
younger age. Although 59% of the men who had been to beats did so first between 17 and 25,
there were 23% who had been to a beat before they were 17.
Table 23: Age at time of coming out events within the category ‘Relationship/ scene’ for full
sample, frequencies and valid percentages.
Category

<16

17-20

21-25

26-30

31-35

35+

haven't
done

frequency/ valid percent not including ‘haven’t done’
started r-ship

26

6.6

124 31.3

131 33.1

73 18.4

28

7.1

14

3.5

28

went to beat

58 23.0

74 29.4

74 29.4

28 11.1

15

6.0

3

1.2

173

went out on scene

19

148 36.5

148 36.6

54 13.3

22

5.4

14

3.5

21

4.7

There is no particularly dominant pattern in these three events, although more men were
likely to go on the scene before starting a relationship. (see Table 24)
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Table 24: Patterns of coming out events within the category
‘Relationship/ scene’ for full sample, frequencies and valid
percentages.
Pattern

freq

%

scene--relationship

91

22.7

beat--scene--relationship

77

19.2

relationship--scene

47

11.7

scene--relationship--beat

37

9.2

beat--relationship--scene

31

7.7

relationship--scene--beat

19

4.7

scene only

14

3.5

other patterns (<10 cases each)

85

21.2

Total

401

Summary
There is considerable variability in the coming out histories of the men in this sample,
although some patterns are more common than others. For a majority of the men some
combination of sexual or relationship experience and disclosure to friends precedes
disclosure to families. Only 9.5% of men in this study indicated that disclosure to family
was the first coming out event. What this suggests is that processes of self categorisation and
social comparison (with an ingroup of other gay people) tend to precede processes of
affirmation or negotiation within an outgroup (that is a, generally, heterosexual) context. As
suggested by the interview material, friends are presumed to be more likely to accept the
individual’s sexuality (one chooses one’s friends, but not one’s family) and thus support the
new social identity and enhance self confidence in confronting what is expected to be a
challenge to the validity and value of this identity.
There is a possibility that coming out to parents may constitute an important move from a
contextual social identity (that is, one is gay only within gay contexts) to a cross-situational
social identity. It may also be interpreted as the adoption of a separate or sub-categorical
social identity, that of an ‘out gay man’, in much the same way that subordinate identities like
‘scene queen’ or ‘leatherman’ were seen to operate in the interviews.
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Savin-Williams (1998b) in his review of coming out studies report mean ages of disclosure to
parents ranging from 18.3 to 22.5, rates of men coming out to mothers of between 39% and
67% and to fathers of between 27% and 58% (see Table25). This study (CASE) reports
higher rates of coming out (73% to mothers and 53% to fathers) than most of the other
studies. The age of coming out in CASE is also higher. At first glance, it may appear that the
greater percentages of men coming out is a result of the greater age range of CASE (men have
had more time in which to come out), but if one looks at just the under 26 year olds in the
CASE study, the difference is even more dramatic. In this subgroup, 81% had come out to
their mother and 60% to their father. Savin-Williams argues that the more recent a study, the
greater the percentage of the sample that will have disclosed to their family. While comparing
American and Australian data is, at best, problematic, it does appear that even within this
sample the younger men are more likely to have disclosed to parents.
Table 25: Ages and percentage of sample disclosing gay identity to parents in ten American
studies (from Savin Williams 1998b, p52) compared to sample from CASE.
Studymaterial has been removedAverage
Percentage
This
due toAge
copyright.

disclosing to
Mother

Studies sampled from support groups
Remafedi (1987)
Sears (1991)
Herdt & Boxer (1993)
D’Augelli & Hershberger (1993)
Telljohann & Price (1993)
Savin-Williams & Wright (1995)
Studies sampling from college groups
Savin-Williams (1990)
D’Augelli (1991)
Rhoads (1994)1
Savin-Williams (1995)

1

2

Percentage
disclosing to
Father

Percentage
disclosing to
a parent

18.3
23.0
18.3
18.9
19
18.3

62

34

67

58

20.3
21.0
22.5
22.5

53
39
61
65

37
27
48
47

CASE2

23.0

73

53

77

CASE # 25 years old

18.5

81

60

82

54
54

28
75
74

Citation not provided in Savin Williams (1998b) article.

Age of coming out in CASE calculated using mid point of median age group, percentages calculated using the age
of coming out item. For example 92 men had not come out to either parent from a total of 402 (those with missing
data or choosing ‘not applicable’ on both coming out to mother and father were excluded. If ‘not applicable’ cases
are included, the percentage coming out to either parent was 75%).
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If we are to speak about the historical context of the adoption of a gay social identity in any
realistic way, the timing of these events is critical. Age alone is insufficient to situate the
social identities of these men in relation to the AIDS epidemic. In order to construct
generations between which meaningful comparisons of aspects of gay social identity can be
made, a heuristic based on coming out events, rather than age, has been employed in this
study.

5.2 Calculation of generational groups
The initial premise in sampling was to obtain three groups of people who came out before, in
the early years of, and in the recent years of the AIDS epidemic in Australia. As a rough
measure of this the age of the participants (as of 1996) can be used. Assuming that most
people would come out around age 19, the sample can be broken down in those that were that
age before 1980, between 1980 and 1990 and after 1990. The generational breakdown of the
sample on this basis gives a pre-AIDS group between the ages of 36 and 481 (156 men), a
peri-AIDS group between 25 and 35 (186 men) and a post-AIDS group under 25 (90 men).
The sample, as one would expect from similar samples of this population, has fewer
responses in the lower age group. However, it was anticipated that many of the middle and
older age groups came out later than 20 years old and that the grouping would need to be
adjusted on this basis. As seen previously, a number of items in the questionnaire addressed
coming out patterns and ages, and from this data it is possible to construct a more useful
generational grouping.
Three separate methods were used to calculate the generational groupings, each based on a
different premise regarding the age of coming out. In each method, a year of coming out is
calculated for each of the respondents, and then the generational groups based on three ranges
of years are determined. The rationale and method of calculation is given for each of these
below. This is followed by a comparison between the methods and a justification for the
choice of method used in the remainder of the analyses.

1

As of the time of data collection, 1996.
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Method A
Each of the events listed in these questions can be seen as a point in which the person actively
engaged with their sexuality within a social or cultural context. It is an imperfect
representation of the depth and complexity of coming out; there is no item which addressed
the personal reflective aspect of coming to see oneself as gay and part of a gay community
that may precede any action, it perhaps should have included an item that addressed sex
outside of relationships and beats, including masturbation and fantasy, and there is no
distinction between voluntarily coming out and being forced out. That said, however, I feel
that the items included covered most of what the men in the interviews experienced during
the coming out process, without the exercise being too complex and time consuming.
For method A, the earliest age at which each person experienced an event within each of the
four categories was determined. For example, if a man had come out to his mother at 18 and
his brother at 27, he would be placed in the 17-20 year old category, as this is the age of his
first coming out event in the ‘family’ category. The results of this are shown in Table 17
below. This table tells us the number of people, within each of the four categories that first
experienced an event in each of the age ranges. For example, 168 men first experienced a
coming out event related to ‘family’ between 17 and 20 years old, and 13 men first
experienced a coming out event related to ‘friends’ when they were over 35 years old. Each
man, therefore, appears in the table four times, once in each row.

Table 26: Minimum age of coming out event for each of the four general categories.
<16

17-20

21-25

26-30

31-35

>35

none

Coming out to friends

51

168

114

44

21

13

21

Coming out to family

25

120

112

58

22

25

70

Support/ counselling

29

68

73

40

14

17

191

Relationships/ scene

80

156

125

35

17

11

8

This information was then collapsed further. The earliest age at which each person
experienced any event from the list was determined. For example if a man had first come out
to a family member between 21 and 25 years old, and had first come out to a friend between
17 and 20 years old, he would be placed in the age range 17-20. This represents the age of his
first coming out event. The results of this calculation are shown in Table 27 cross-tabulated
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with the generational groups based solely on age. For example, the table shows that 12 men
between 25 and 35 years of age (designated peri-AIDS on age alone) first experienced a
coming out event between the ages of 26 and 30.

Table 27: Cross tabulation of minimum age of any coming out event by generation calculated by
age.
<16

17-20

21-25

26-30

31-35

>35

none

Post: less than 25 years old

30

54

6

Peri: 25-35 years old

51

73

50

12

0

Pre: over 35 years old

34

46

45

12

9

10

0

115

173

101

24

9

10

0

All cases

0
0

(note: hatching indicates non-possible situations)
It can be seen that the majority of people (66.7%) experienced some form of coming out
event before the age of 21, the assumption on which the generational grouping by age was
based. In fact, 90% of people experienced such an event before the age of 25. An adjustment
of generational group for those younger people who came out early and those older people
that came out later is able to give a more meaningful breakdown for the purposes and focus of
this study.
The identification of the first coming out event gives an age range within which each person
first actively engaged with some notion of their sexuality or of the gay community. The midpoint of this range, combined with the person's age gives an approximate year in which the
person engaged in some formal way with the idea of gay community. The cases were then
divided into three generations based on whether this date was before 1982, between 1982 and
1989 and from 1990 onward. These are the three groups that will be referred to from here on
as pre-AIDS, peri-AIDS and post-AIDS. For example a 30 year old man who first
experienced a coming out event between the ages of 17 and 20, would be given a coming out
age of 18.5 and a coming out year of 1984 (1996-30+18.5) and he would thus be placed in the
peri-AIDS category
This method adjusts for younger men that came out earlier than the estimated 20 years old
and older men who came out later. The man in the example above would be classified as peri-
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AIDS on the basis of his age, and peri-AIDS on the basis of the calculation. A man of 45 who
experienced his first coming out event between the ages of 31 and 35, would have been
classified as pre-AIDS on the basis of his age alone, but by calculating his year of coming out
(1984) would be moved to the peri-AIDS group. Table 28 shows the adjustment of
generational group on the basis of first coming out event.
Table 28: Numbers of adjusted and non adjusted cases when using Method A (minimum) to
calculate generations as compared to using age. (shading indicates non-adjusted cases)
Calculated generation
Generation
by age

Pre
>35 (Pre)
25-35 (Peri)
<25 (Post)
Total

Peri

Post

Total

109

35

12

156

34

130

22

186

0

20

70

90

143

185

104

432

The total number of cases for which generational group was adjusted is 123 (28.5%). The
number that moved to a later generation is 69 (16.0%) and the number that moved to an
earlier generation is 54 (12.5%).
Method B
The calculation using method A takes the lowest possible age of coming out for each
respondent. The combination of this and the approximation of the year using the mid point
may systematically under-estimate the time of coming out. An alternative calculation using
the median age of all coming out events was made following a similar protocol. The median
age for all coming out events was calculated (see Table 29), approximate year of coming out
was calculated and generational groups defined as in method A. For example if a 30 year old
man had seven coming out events, they were ranked from youngest to oldest. Say the fourth
event (the median) in this list was between the ages of 21 and 25, then his year of coming out
would be 1989 (1996-30+23) and he would be placed in the peri-AIDS category. The
adjustment of all cases is shown in Table 30.
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Table 29: Age of coming out based on median score of all coming out events.

All events

<16

17-20

21-25

26-30

31-35

>35

none

1

17

59

145

134

76

0

Table 30: Numbers of adjusted and non adjusted cases when using Method B (median) to
calculate generations as compared to using age. (shading indicates non-adjusted cases).
Calculated generation
Generation
by age

Pre

Peri

Post

Total

>35 (Pre)

112

37

7

156

25-35 (Peri)

146

30

10

186

69

16

5

90

327

83

22

432

<25 (Post)
Total

The total number of cases for which generational group was adjusted is 285 (66.0%). The
number that moved to a later generation is 54 (12.5%) and the number that moved to an
earlier generation is 231 (53.4%). This may correct some of the under-estimation in method
A, but I feel that the adjustment rates are unacceptably high. Conceptualisation and exposure
to gay community (at least as a idea) are not limited to physical experience of it, and the
calculation of generational groups must strike a reasonable balance between age and
experience.
Method C
The third minimalist calculation using only the Αscene≅ category was made to see if
exposure to the organised gay world could adequately represent the time of coming out.
Calculations were made as for the previous two methods using only item, the age at which the
respondent first went out on the scene (see Table 31). The adjustment of cases is shown in
Table 32.
Table 31: Age of coming out based on entry into scene.

Went out on scene

<16

17-20

21-25

26-30

31-35

>35

none

19

148

148

54

22

14

27
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Table 32: Numbers of adjusted and non adjusted cases when using Method C (scene only) to
calculate generations as compared to using age. (shading indicates non-adjusted cases).
Calculated generation
Generation
by age

Pre

Peri

Post

Total

>35 (Pre)

57

60

29

146

25-35 (Peri)

75

65

37

177

<25 (Post)

32

27

23

82

164

152

89

405

Total

The total number of cases for which generational group was adjusted is 260 (60.2%). The
number that moved to a later generation is 126 (29.2%) and the number that moved to an
earlier generation is 134 (31.0%).The number of cases lost to missing values is 27 (6.3%).
Again, the adjustment rate is unacceptably high, and the post-AIDS group is considerably
diminished. This method fails to take account of some of the systematic differences in the
way in which the younger members of the sample had come out (to friends and parents for
example) and I do not feel it is particularly useful.
The three methods are compared below in Table 33. The frequencies and percentages show
where individual cases would move from method to method. For example, 36 cases
categorised as pre-AIDS under method A would be classed as peri-AIDS under method B.

Table 33: Discrepancies between three methods of calculating generational
groups.
A≡B
Pre

Peri

Post

A≡C

B≡C

→ Peri

36

8.3

54

12.5

122

28.2

→ Post

101

23.4

29

6.7

20

4.6

→ Pre

141

32.6

70

16.2

0

0.0

→ Post

11

2.6

41

9.5

49

11.3

→ Pre

85

19.7

41

9.5

0

0.0

→ Peri

14

3.2

34

7.9

0

0.0

388

89.8

269

62.3

191

44.1

Total discrepancy
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While method A has some faults, I do not feel that they outweigh its utility. Generations
calculated by this method provide a balance between the global experience of being a certain
age at a certain time, and the specific experience of doing something that places you in the
social category of ‘gay man’. Methods B and C do not fit as well with social identity theory,
as they fail to acknowledge the very important initial experiences of self-categorisation and
social comparison. The adjustment rates in these methods are also very high, confounding the
age/ coming out relationship to such a degree, that interpretation of inter-group differences
would be overly complex.
The remainder of the data will be presented both in terms of the total sample and broken
down by generational group according to method A. Where appropriate, or particularly
interesting, comparisons will be made between the two samples (Midsumma and VAC),
although there is very little difference on most items.
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5.3 Demographics
The first section of the questionnaire included basic demographic information such as
relationship status, sexuality and suburb of residence.
Relationship Status
Just over half the sample was in a same sex relationship (Table 34). Of these 64% were living
with their partner. Only three respondents were in a relationship with a female partner, none
of whom identified as heterosexual (see Table 35).
There was a minor difference between the post-AIDS group and the other two groups. PostAIDS men are more likely to describe themselves as single. The pre-AIDS group is the least
likely of the three to be with a male partner but not living together.
Table 34: Categories of relationship status. Valid percentages
for generational groups and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

Living with a partner

35.7

37.7

22.8

33.5

With a male partner but not
living together

14.3

20.2

22.8

18.9

1.4

0.6

0.0

0.7

Single

47.9

40.4

53.5

46.0

Other

0.5

1.1

1.0

0.9

Total

140

183

101

424

With a female partner

Sexuality
As the study explicitly recruited gay men, it is not surprising that 96% of the men identified
as gay. There were no men who identified as straight and ten who identified as bisexual.
Those in the ‘other’ category, of which there were seven identified as either ‘queer’ or
‘homosexual.’
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Table 35: Sexuality
freq

%

415

96.1

Bisexual

10

2.3

Straight

0

0

Other

7

1.6

Missing

0

Gay

Across the three generational groups there was little difference in sexuality (See Table 105 in
Appendix E).
Occupation
The item on occupation was open-ended, with the written responses coded during data entry.
Twenty-one categories were used to code the responses (see Table 106, Appendix E). A
condensed version is shown in Table 36 using nine categories. Thirty percent of the sample
has a professional occupation, which may indicate a slight over-representation.
Table 36: Categories of occupation. Valid percentage for generational groups
and full sample.
Occupation

Pre

Peri

Post

All

Professional

26.6

28.1

32.7

30.9

Manual

3.6

8.6

6.9

7.2

Management

8.6

10.2

7.2

9.9

10.1

9.2

6.9

9.0

6.5

7.0

5.0

6.5

Clerical/administrative

14.4

13.0

12.9

13.6

Student/Unemployed/
Retired/Pensioner

15.1

12.4

20.8

15.3

Creative/Artistic

5.9

9.2

5.0

7.2

Other

1.4

2.2

2.9

2.2

Total

139

185

101

425

Sales
Hospitality

Chapter 5: Questionnaires

Page 244

There were some generational differences, with the post-AIDS group have a greater
proportion of student/unemployed and professionals than the other two groups. The periAIDS group had more men in the manual labour category.
Suburb of residence
The participant's area of residence was also an open ended question, re-coded at data entry.
The full table of suburbs can be found in Appendix E (Table 108). The categories were
condensed into regions based on recognised gay areas, residential areas peripheral to those
and other areas. The maps below show the Melbourne suburbs and the regions they were
recoded to.
Figure 8: Map of metropolitan Melbourne showing gay neighbourhoods.
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Figure 9: Map of inner city Melbourne showing gay neighbourhoods.

Table 37 shows the re-coded regions. The ‘other’ category includes rural Victoria (11 cases)
and men whose permanent residence was interstate but who spent much of their time in
Melbourne (5 cases). Fifty-nine percent of the participants lived in either the community
areas or the peripheral residential areas. There were slightly more men who lived in southern
areas than the northern areas, but this may well represent the geographic distribution of gay
men in Melbourne; there are no data available to test this.
Across the three generational groups, there were some noticeable differences (Table 37). The
post-AIDS group was less likely to live in the south community region. This may reflect
higher real estate and rental prices in this area; as the post age group is on average younger
they may not be able to afford to live in the area. The post-AIDS group were more likely to
live in other metropolitan regions. The other two groups were reasonably similar in
distribution.
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Table 37: Place of residence categorised by region. Valid percentages for generational groups
and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

North Community

17.5

13.0

12.8

14.4

South Community

11.2

13.5

4.9

10.7

North Peripheral

12.6

12.4

12.8

12.6

South Peripheral

21.0

20.5

22.6

21.2

Other Metropolitan

36.4

34.1

45.1

37.4

1.4

6.5

2.0

3.7

Other

The sample recruited through the VAC mailing list was slightly more likely to live in the
north community region (Table 38). There were no differences between the two samples in
age distribution, so this may be explained in terms of the organisations history (it was for
many years in Collingwood).

Table 38: Place of residence categorised by region. Valid
percentages for different samples based on recruitment
sites.
Midsumma

VAC

North Community

10.2

18.2

South Community

11.2

10.2

North Peripheral

10.7

14.2

South Peripheral

22.4

20.0

Other Metropolitan

38.1

36.9

7.3

0.4

Other

Parental country of Birth
Ethnicity is a very complex characteristic to measure in a multi-cultural city like Melbourne.
There are many people from ethnic backgrounds that may be recent immigrants or multigeneration Australians, they may or may not identify with an ethnic group and may cross
several cultures. As a (very) rough measure of the ethnic diversity of the sample, participants
were asked their parents’ country of birth. One reason for asking the question this way was
that colleagues working with ethnic communities had suggested to me that second generation
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Australians were more likely to experience conflicts around multiple identity, and I thought
that this might be an interesting subgroup in terms of gay identity. Unfortunately the sample
is, like so many others, quite Anglo-Australian (see Table 39). Eighty-two percent of the
sample was Anglo-Australian or North-American-Australian, and another 11 percent had a
continental European background.

Table 39: Parental country of birth. Frequencies and
valid percent for full sample.
freq

%

280

65.1

United Kingdom

62

14.4

Continental Europe

48

11.2

North America

9

2.1

South America

2

0.5

26

6.0

Africa

3

0.7

missing

2

Australia/ New Zealand

Asia

Total

430

Across the three generations, there was little variation (see Appendix E, Table 109). There
were slightly fewer in the pre-AIDS group from a continental European or Asian background
and slightly more in the post-AIDS group with an Asian background. This may simply reflect
the history of immigration to this country.

Chapter 5: Questionnaires

Page 248

5.4 Coming Out
Coming out has been discussed above in terms of the whole sample. The following data are
for the three generational groups. There are some interesting differences between the groups
that reflect both the age differences and the changes that have occurred during the time of the
AIDS epidemic.
The order of events in the broad measure of coming out was reasonably similar across the
generational groups, though with some slight differences in the post-AIDS group (Table 40).
The relationship/sex category was placed first by most men in all three groups, and the family
category was most likely to be placed third. The post-AIDS men were more likely to come
out to friends first than the other two groups and were more likely to place the
counselling/support category higher in the order of events.
Note: As with the general coming out results presented earlier, these tables are divided into
two sections. The column on the far right presents the number and valid percentage of the full
sample that did not engage in the event, and the other columns present the number and valid
percentage of those that did engage in the event that allocated this event the specific rank.
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Table 40: Order of coming out events for generational groups, valid percentages.1
Order

family members

friends

support/
counselling

relationship/ sex

Pre-AIDS
Peri-AIDS
Post-AIDS
1

2

3

4

NA/HD

7.0
9.6
8.7

22.0
29.5
28.8

50.9
50.0
39.1

20.2
9.6
21.9

18.6
12.4
15.5

1

2

3

4

NA/HD

35.7
32.0
43.9

47.3
48.9
35.2

16.3
16.3
17.6

0.8
2.9
7.4

7.9
2.8
10.8

1

2

3

4

NA/HD

24.7
16.9
28.5

19.2
20.8
24.6

21.8
27.2
28.5

34.3
35.0
18.3

47.9
56.3
52.0

1

2

3

4

NA/HD

57.3
58.5
49.2

25.0
16.5
30.2

11.3
13.4
12.4

6.4
11.6
7.9

11.4
8.4
13.6

The patterns (excluding support counselling) for this item show some differences between the
groups (Table 41). The pre-AIDS group showed the most consistent patterns of coming out
with 39% indicating a relationship/sex-friends-family pattern. The peri-AIDS men had
slightly more responses that fell into the relationship/sex-family-friends pattern. The postAIDS men had the most variable patterns, with only 19% giving a relationship/sex-friendsfamily pattern. There were also a slightly larger percentage of men in the post-AIDS group
that indicated a friends-relationship/sex-family pattern. Overall this lends some support to the
findings of the interview phase of this study, where it was suggested that gay men are tending
to come out in their existing friendship groups more often now than before the AIDS
epidemic and that sexual and relationship events are occurring later in the coming out process
for a proportion of gay men.

1

For tables showing the order of coming out events by generational group, bold numerals indicate the modal
position for each category.
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Table 41: Patterns of coming out based on general categories of events,
excluding support/counselling for generational groups, valid percentages
Pattern

Pre

Peri

Post

relationship/sex--friends--family

39.1

23.3

19.2

friends--relationship/sex--family

6.8

10.6

12.1

friends--family--relationship/sex

8.3

6.7

5.1

relationship/sex--family--friends

4.5

8.3

5.1

Coming out to friends
The order of events for the three groups in coming out to friends was largely similar (Table
42). The pre-AIDS group was slightly more likely to place ‘female friend’ in the first position
and to place ‘male friend’ in second position than the other two groups. The post-AIDS group
was slightly less likely to have come out to a female friend, although of those that did, 49%
did so first (pre-AIDS: 53%, peri-AIDS: 44%) and less likely to have come out to friends
generally. These differences, however, are not large.
Table 42: Order of coming out events within the category ‘Friends’ for
generational groups, valid percentages.
Category

male friend

female friend

close friends

friends generally

Order

Pre-AIDS
Peri-AIDS
Post-AIDS
1

2

3

4

NA/HD

50.5
58.7
59.3

31.3
22.9
21.0

11.3
12.2
9.3

7.0
6.0
9.3

15.4
15.4
20.0

1

2

3

4

NA/HD

52.7
45.2
49.3

22.4
30.5
29.5

17.9
20.8
19.7

7.2
3.5
1.5

17.7
17.2
24.5

1

2

3

4

NA/HD

32.6
17.8
21.5

34.2
40.4
40.5

32.5
39.1
38.0

0.8
2.7
0.0

11.8
16.1
17.7

1

2

3

4

NA/HD

12.6
10.5
11.3

14.5
10.5
11.3

14.5
10.5
7.1

55.9
62.0
57.9

18.4
18.4
26.8
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The patterns of coming out to friends for the three groups (Table 43) were similar, the main
differences being the relative positions of male and female friends. The post-AIDS was more
likely to have come out to a female friend before a male friend. The pre-AIDS group was
least likely to exhibit patterns placing female friends first. The ages at which the respondents
came out to these categories of friends differs between the three groups (see Table 54 page
256). The post-AIDS group did so earlier than the other two groups, the median age range for
all categories being 17-20. The median age range for the other two groups was 21-25 for all
categories except male friend which was 17-20 for the pre-AIDS group. As has been noted
before, there is probably an age effect resulting from under-representation of post-AIDS men
who have not come out.

Table 43: Patterns of coming out events within the category ‘Friends’ for
generational groups, valid percentages.
Pattern

Pre

Peri

Post

male--female--close--general

22.2

20.7

16.9

female--male--close--general

15.6

16.2

28.2

male--close--female--general

16.7

10.8

11.3

all at once

7.8

9.9

4.2

female--close--male--general

5.6

5.4

4.2

female--close--general--male

4.4

9.0

7.0

close--male--female--general

5.6

8.1

8.5

Coming out to family
The order of coming out events related to family (Table 44) were somewhat different for the
post-AIDS group. While the post-AIDS men were less likely to have come out to their
fathers, those that did, did so at an earlier stage than the other two groups. They also placed
the category ‘other family’ higher in the sequence than the other groups.
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Table 44: Order of coming out events with the category ‘Family’ for generational groups, valid
percentages.
Category

Sister

Brother

Mother

Father

Other Family

Order

Pre-AIDS
Peri-AIDS
Post-AIDS
1

2

3

4

5

NA/HD

57.8
55.5
67.3

24.4
27.2
22.4

15.4
15.1
8.2

2.6
2.1
0.0

0.0
0.0
2.1

42.7
43.1
47.3

1

2

3

4

5

NA/HD

49.3
34.0
41.5

19.5
89.9
34.2

23.9
21.5
17.2

4.5
13.6
7.3

2.4
0.0
0.0

50.7
49.4
56.4

1

2

3

4

5

NA/HD

41.5
47.2
50.8

31.6
39.7
33.3

11.6
12.4
9.5

1.0
0.9
6.3

0.0
0.0
0.0

30.2
30.5
33.7

1

2

3

4

5

NA/HD

32.2
30.2
26.9

37.0
34.8
24.4

20.1
24.5
29.3

10.9
9.3
17.1

0.0
1.2
2.3

52.2
50.6
57.3

1

2

3

4

5

NA/HD

16.9
17.8
8.8

15.5
13.9
21.8

26.2
29.1
39.2

33.9
29.1
17.4

7.7
10.1
13.0

52.2
54.6
50.0

The patterns for these events show quite a bit of variation between the groups (Table 45). The
pre-AIDS men were more likely to come out to a sibling only and much less likely to come
out to just their mother. The peri-AIDS group were most likely to come out to a sibling,
followed by their mother and father together and more likely than the other groups to come
out to their father first. The peri-AIDS group were most likely to come out to a sibling and
then their mother, but not to their father. As with the events relating to friends, the postAIDS men reported these events as occurring at an earlier age than the other groups, with the
median age range being 17-20 for all categories except ‘brother’ (21-25). The other two
groups had median age ranges of 21-25 for all categories except brother for which the preAIDS men had a median of 23-28.
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Table 45: Patterns of coming out events within the category ‘Family’ for
generational groups, valid percentages.
Pattern

Pre

Peri

Post

sibling only

17.3

11.4

10.7

sibling--mother--father

10.9

12.9

13.1

sibling--mother

10.9

15.7

8.3

sibling--mother and father

6.4

10.0

16.7

mother--sibling

6.4

11.4

4.8

mother--father--sibling

9.1

5.0

8.3

mother only

2.7

8.6

10.7

all at once

4.5

6.4

4.8

mother and father--sibling

6.4

4.3

4.8

father--mother--sibling

2.7

2.1

4.8

Support/ Counselling
The differences in this group of categories reflect the emergence, in the period of the AIDS
epidemic, of support groups dealing specifically with coming out issues. As has been noted
earlier, most of the men in the sample did not experience any of these events as part of their
coming out. Of the remainder, those that came out pre-AIDS were more likely to use a help
line or have counselling, and those coming out post-AIDS were more likely to use a help line
or attend a support group. The peri-AIDS group utilised all three (Table 46 and Table 47).
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Table 46: Order of coming out events with the category ‘Support/
counselling’ for generational groups, valid percentages.
Category

Order

help line

group/ course

counsellor

Pre-AIDS
Peri-AIDS
Post-AIDS
1

2

3

NA/HD

83.4
83.0
77.2

16.6
17.0
19.4

0.0
0.0
3.1

70.4
73.6
68.0

1

2

3

NA/HD

42.1
56.1
57.8

43.9
33.4
26.3

14.0
10.5
15.9

59.9
62.9
61.6

1

2

3

NA/HD

59.1
53.4
37.5

30.7
31.2
53.3

8.7
15.4
10.8

65.5
74.7
67.7

Attending a support group, for those in the pre-AIDS group was most likely to occur between
the ages of 26 and 30, while for the peri-AIDS group the modal range was 21-25 and for the
post-AIDS group, 17-20 (Table 54).
Table 47: Patterns of coming out events within the category ‘Support/
counselling’ for generational groups, valid percentages.
Pattern

Pre

Peri

Post

group only

10.1

23.0

38.8

counselling only

24.6

6.0

7.5

help line--group

10.1

12.0

9.0

help line only

14.5

9.0

6.0

counselling--group

5.8

8.0

7.5

help line--counselling--group

5.8

7.0

6.0

help line--group--counselling

2.9

5.0

7.5

group--counselling

4.3

5.0

6.0
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Relationships/ Scene
There were some differences between the generational groups in the order of events in the
relationship scene group (Table 48). The post-AIDS group were less likely than the other two
groups to have been in a relationship (87% had), to have been to a beat (62% had) or to have
been on the scene (87% had). They were most likely to place the scene second in the
sequence of events. The men in the pre-AIDS group were the most likely to have been in a
relationship (94%) and to have been to a beat (50%). The peri-AIDS group was most likely to
have been on the scene (96%). The ages at which these events occurred differed between the
three groups; those in the post-AIDS group that had experienced these events did so mostly
between 17 and 20; the peri-AIDS group did so between 21 and 25; the pre-AIDS group were
most likely to have been to a beat between 17 and 20, and to have started a relationship and
gone onto the scene between 21 and 25 (Table 54).

Table 48: Order of coming out events with the category
‘Relationships/ scene’ for generational groups, valid percentages.
Category

started
relationship

went to beat

went out on
scene

Order

Pre-AIDS
Peri-AIDS
Post-AIDS
1

2

3

NA/HD

23.2
26.0
32.2

45.8
47.0
42.5

31.0
27.2
25.3

5.8
8.0
13.0

1

2

3

NA/HD

55.3
55.0
66.7

23.6
17.7
11.7

21.1
27.1
21.6

38.0
43.5
49.5

1

2

3

NA/HD

53.5
52.7
41.4

37.2
37.3
49.4

9.3
10.1
9.2

5.8
4.0
13.0

There are quite dramatic differences in the patterns for the categories in this section (Table
49). Forty percent of the post-AIDS men went onto the scene and then had a relationship but
did not go to a beat, compared to 13% of the pre-AIDS men and 20% of the peri-AIDS men.
The pre-AIDS men were most likely to have been to a beat, gone onto the scene and then
started a relationship. The mode for the peri-AIDS group is split equally across these two
patterns. The increased visibility of the gay scene seems to have resulted in a change in the
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ease and comfort with which gay men are able to access it. They appear to do so both younger
and earlier than men did pre-AIDS.

Table 49: Patterns of coming out events within the category ‘Relationship/
scene’ for generational groups, valid percentages.
Pattern

Pre

Peri

Post

scene--relationship

13.0

19.9

40.0

beat--scene--relationship

24.4

19.9

11.0

relationship--scene

9.9

13.5

11.0

scene--relationship--beat

9.2

9.9

8.0

beat--relationship--scene

12.2

5.3

6.0

relationship--scene--beat

8.4

4.7

0.0

scene only

1.5

4.1

5.0

The modal age ranges referred to in the preceding text are presented in Table 50 below. For
almost all cases there is a decrease in the age at which the events occurred as one moves from
pre-AIDS to post-AIDS. The two exceptions are coming out to a male friend and going to a
beat.
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Table 50: Median ages for coming out events by generational
group.
Median Age Category

2=17-20
3=21-25
4=26-30

Pre

Peri

Post

male friend

2

3

2

female friend

3

3

2

close friends

3

3

2

friends generally

3

3

2

sister

3

3

2

brother

3.5

3

3

mother

3

3

2

father

3

3

2

other family

4

3

3

help line

3

3

2

group

4

3

2

counsellor

4

3

3

relationship

3

3

2

beat

2

3

2

scene

3

3

2.5
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Summary of generational differences
Overall, the analysis of the coming out data suggest a trend toward a disclosure, particularly
to friends, preceding social or sexual engagement with the gay community. This supports the
findings in the questionnaire phase of this study where a greater proportion of the men
discussed their coming out process in terms of the psychological aspects, rather than the
sexual and social practices. There is some suggestion that men are coming out younger now
than before the epidemic, but this is difficult to judge, as any study is likely to under-sample
those that have not come out at all. Other interesting differences in this section include the
lower percentage of post-AIDS men who have used beats and the higher percentage of preAIDS men who have not been on the scene. There also seems to be a greater gender bias
among the pre-AIDS men, for whom the preference to come out to a male friend before a
female friend, a sister before a brother, and their mother before their father, is more
pronounced than in the other two groups.
These differences go some way to confirming some of the contentions made in the previous
chapter. The shift in processes of social identification appear to be from identity affirmation
within settings specific to the social category to more general settings. The greater public
profile of gay sexuality and gay culture means that individuals do not need to seek out
specifically gay settings to engage in social comparison or to reconcile their self concept with
their conception of the social category.
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5.5 Gay social Identity
To assess various aspects of gay social identity, I will present analyses of the questionnaire
data in three sections, representing increasing levels of generality or abstraction. The first is
the social networks of the men, the most immediate social context involving direct social
comparison. The second level is that of the types of people who inhabit the gay world, the
types, prototypes and reference points. The third level is that of community, including scene,
non-scene and abstract aspects of gay community. As has been discussed in the interview
chapter, the social reference points of any individual range from the dyadic to the sociopolitical. Social identity theory suggests that the more immediate points of social reference
(social networks) may have a greater influence on normative behaviour (particularly within
those immediate contexts), but identification with broader social groups will influence
attitudes behaviour and self concept within both intimate and more general contexts. At all
levels of generality, concepts such as the consistency of the reference group, perceptions of
category stability and permeability, ingroup/ outgroup distinctiveness and power and status
relations play an important part in the individual’s response to his or her position in the social
category.
5.5.1 Social networks
The social networks of the men were investigated in terms of content, structure and change.
Close friends and regular friends were investigated separately, as close friends are more likely
to have relevance to personal identity, while regular friends are more important in terms of
social identity. (Acquaintances were not included because the interviews suggested that this
information was not particularly informative and often imprecise.) At the level of social
networks, the compatibility of that network with the social category (in this case gay men) is
likely to be a significant mediating factor in the individual’s embeddedness within the social
category. As was seen in the interviews, the mechanisms of this influence can involve
logistics of socialising (being able to socialise in environments that are comfortable for
members of the network), the degree to which the value structure of the social network is
compatible with that of the social category (or the individual’s perception of this), processes
around sub-categorical identification (where the social network may be within the broad
ambit of the social category, but have unique and defining characteristics), and the degree to
which the social network and the broader social category satisfy the important social needs of
the individual.
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While in questionnaire form, it is difficult to assess things like the value structure of the
social network and the comparative satisfaction of social needs, there are some structural
aspects of the social networks that, given the analysis of the interviews, can be useful in
investigating processes of gay social identification and generational differences in these
processes.
Friends: Close friends
As mentioned above, the constitution of the close friendship group is more important in terms
of personal identity than in terms of social identity, but has a role to play at both levels. The
creation of close friendship groups, as we have seen in the interviews, may, in fact, be
strongly influenced by (or at least correlated with) certain aspects of social identification,
particularly ingroup outgroup distinctiveness and category permeability. If an individual
perceives a high level of distinctiveness between the ingroup and the outgroup along
dimensions that have high personal relevance, and feels that the ingroup affords an
affirmation of a sense of self that the outgroup does not, and if such an individual feels
alienated or devalued by the outgroup, then he is likely to develop friendships within the
social category. The social network then acts to reinforce the positive influences of the social
categorisation and in turns enhances social identity. The friendship group may also include, as
was noted in the interview chapter, individuals who are exceptional members of the outgroup,
that is people who are differentiated from stereotypical (or prototypical) outgroup members.
This is the phenomena of the ‘gay acting straight’ or the ‘fag hag’ who values the experiences
that only the gay world can offer.
Other structural characteristics of the social network that are particularly relevant to gay
social identity include the degree to which the network is fractured or compartmentalised and
the stability of the social network across time. A social network that is highly fractured may
indicate multiple and independent social reference points with different normative influences
(for example, work, friends, church and family), with the result that a strong, cross-situational
social identity is unlikely. Instability in the social network over time may also indicate that
the individual has shifting social reference points, and is unlikely to have particularly loyalty
to any specific social group or category. It is important to note that the existence of highly
fractured and temporally unstable social networks is not in itself negative. An individual with
these sorts of social relationships may be afforded the opportunity to develop complex self
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conceptualisations that are not possible within a constrained and stable social network. The
presence of multiple reference points can also provide multiple sources of self-esteem
enhancement as Barrett (1994) has noted.
In order to assess some of the structural characteristics of social networks respondents were
asked how many close friends they had in each of seven categories (plus an ‘other’ category)
based on sexuality and gender. Close friends were defined as “people you would see regularly
and share your personal thoughts and feelings with.” The results for the full sample are
presented in Table 51 below.
Table 51: Number of close friends. Descriptive statistics for full sample.
mean

median

mode

standard
deviation

max*

Gay men†

4.8

4

2

4.2

30

Straight women†

3.5

3

2

3.6

20

Straight men†

2.2

1

0

3.3

20

Lesbians†

1.6

1

0

2.7

30

Bisexual men

0.3

0

0

1.1

12

Bisexual women

0.3

0

0

0.9

7

Trannies

0.2

0

0

1.0

8

Other

0.2

0

0

1.3

20

Category

* all categories have a minimum of zero
† one case was excluded from calculations for these categories due to extreme scores

Gay men constitute the bulk of the sample’s close friends, with the respondents having on
average around five gay male friends. Straight women are the next most common type of
close friend with an average of around three. Straight men and lesbians average around two.
This reflects the findings of the interview phase of this study and it is reasonable to assume
that the functions of these group members are similar to those discussed in the previous
chapter. It is interesting to note that there are more straight men in the social networks than
lesbians. As will be seen later in this chapter, the gay men in this study feel little
commonality with lesbians, and it is very likely that gay social identity is constructed
(primarily) around the category of ‘gay men’, rather than ‘gay people’.
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The breakdown by generational group is presented in Table 52 below. There are no dramatic
differences between the generational groups in the makeup of their close friendship groups,
but there are some minor discrepancies that are worth noting. Peri-AIDS men tend to have
slightly more close friends (13.8) than pre-AIDS (12.2) or post-AIDS (13.4) men. Post-AIDS
men have a slightly higher percentage of gay men amongst close friends (see Table 46). The
post-AIDS men have more heterosexuals amongst close friends and peri-AIDS men have
more lesbians in their group.
Table 52: Number of close friends. Descriptive statistics for generational groups.
Pre
Category

Peri

Post

mean

median

mean

median

mean

median

Gay men

4.2

3

5.3

4

4.9

4

Straight women

3.5

3

3.3

2

3.9

3

Straight men

1.8

1

2.2

1

2.5

1

Lesbians

1.4

0

1.7

1

1.5

0

Bi men

0.3

0

0.4

0

0.3

0

Bi women

0.4

0

0.3

0

0.1

0

Trannies

0.3

0

0.2

0

0.2

0

Other

0.1

0

0.3

0

0.1

0

Most men have around 40% gay men amongst close friends (see Figure 10) and this would
seem to indicate that their sexuality is an important characteristic of friends, but their groups
are not limited to other gay men. Only 24.8% of men had more than 50% gay men amongst
close friends, 8.8% had more than 75% and 5.8% had more than 90%.The combination of gay
men and straight women accounts for over 60% of the close friendship groups for all
generations, again confirming results from the interview phase.
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Figure 10: Proportion of close friends in sexuality and gender categories. 100% bar graphs for generational
groups.

Regular friends
Respondents were asked how many regular friends they had in the same categories as for the
previous item. Regular friends were described as “people you would seek out and spend time
with on a regular basis.” It was also made clear that this did not include the people in the
previous item. The results from this question are presented below in Table 53.
Table 53: Number of regular friends. Descriptive statistics for full sample.
Category

mean

median

mode standard

max*

deviation

Gay men†

8.4

6

10

8.1

40

Straight women†

5.3

4

0

6.2

40

Straight men†

3.9

2

0

5.2

40

Lesbians†

2.3

1

0

4.5

40

Bisexual men

0.5

0

0

1.4

10

Bisexual women

0.5

0

0

2.0

20

Trannies

0.3

0

0

1.1

7

Other

0.2

0

0

2.3

40

* all categories have a minimum of zero
† one case was excluded from calculations in these categories due to extreme scores

As with close friends, the bulk of this network consists of gay men, around eight regular
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friends. The respondents also tend to have around five straight female and 4 straight male
regular friends.
The breakdown by group for this item is presented below in Table 54. The overall pattern is
much the same as that for close friends, although more pronounced. Peri-AIDS men have, on
average, more regular friends (23.6) than pre-AIDS (19.08) and post-AIDS (19.33) men. An
ANOVA on this item, gives shows a weak significant difference between the three groups
(F=2.47, df=2,352, p=0.09) although the skewness of the data, and the fact that the pre-AIDS
group accounts for most of the difference is likely to make this an unreliable measure.
Table 54: Number of regular friends. Descriptive statistics for generational groups.
Category

Pre

Peri

mean median

Post

mean median

mean median

Gay men

6.9

5

9.5

8

8.3

6

Straight women

5.1

4

5.8

3

4.7

3

Straight men

3.4

2

4.4

2

3.5

2

Lesbians

2.4

1

2.8

1

1.6

0

Bi men

0.6

0

0.6

0

0.2

0

Bi women

0.6

0

0.5

0

0.3

0

Trannies

0.4

0

0.3

0

0.1

0

other

0.1

0

0.5

0

0.0

0

The post-AIDS men have a higher percentage of gay men amongst regular friends than the
other groups1 and once again, gay men and straight women account for over 60% of the
friendship network for all generations (see Figure 11). Unlike the group of close friends, the
peri-AIDS men have more heterosexuals in their network.
These findings suggest that for the men in this sample, the social network is constituted not
only in terms of the social category (gay men) but has a substantial proportion of (perhaps
select) outgroup members. Taking into account what men in the interviews said about their
social networks, the constitution of friendship groups may be around acceptance of their

1

An ANOVA on this percentage measurement gives a weak significance (F=3.99, df=2,340, p=0.02).
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identity as gay men: “You can communicate with someone without being worried about what
you say, ... and going right across the board of your life” (02:37yo).
Figure 11: Proportion of regular friends in sexuality and gender categories. 100% bar graphs for
generational groups

Other aspects of social networks.
In order to explore structural aspects of the respondents’ social networks that may influence
their gay social identity, they were asked about the similarity of their friends in terms of age,
the basic structure of their social network and changes in their social network. Social
identification is likely to be weak in groups that have high levels of variability on salient
dimensions, are fragmented or that change significantly over time. Age and sexuality were
identified in the interviews as dimensions where gay men were likely to feel a sense of
difference, distance or alienation. Other salient dimensions of social networks like class,
income, and scene-orientation were not included in the questionnaire, as establishing this in
any meaningful way (relative status of group members, consistency within the group,
variability across groups and time) would have made the instrument overly long and complex.
Comparative age of friends
An item was included to ascertain how old the members of the friendship group were
compared to the respondent. The results (Table 55) indicate that most men had friends around
the same age (64%), with slightly more having older than younger friends.
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Comparisons between the three groups reveal little difference (Χ2=3.53, df=4, p=0.47). As
would be expected, given the age effect in generations, the post-AIDS men were less likely to
have mostly younger friends than the other groups. However, they were also likely to have
fewer older friends. The peri-AIDS group was the most variable. The differences between the
three groups by comparative age seems to be almost entirely age related. Those with a
generally younger friends had a mean age of 37.6, those with mostly similarly age friends
32.5 and those with mostly older 27.72 (F=36.75, df=2,418, p<0.001).

Table 55: Categories of age of social network compared to participant.
Valid percentages for generational groups and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

Generally younger

13.0

13.3

7.6

11.9

About the same age

62.6

61.7

71.6

64.4

Generally older

24.5

25.0

20.6

23.8

Total

139

180

102

421

Respondents were also asked about the mix of ages in the social network. Most respondents
described their social network as ‘somewhat mixed’ in age and only 15% had a very mixed
group (Table 56). This makes sense in terms of the previous item. If younger men had
generally older friends, and older men generally younger friends, then one would expect a
consistent finding of age variability across the sample of gay men. (And in fact this variable is
not related to age of respondents, F=1.97, df=2,423, p=0.97).
Table 56: Categories of age similarity within social network. Valid
percentages for generational groups and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

Mostly around the same age

24.7

33.5

35.3

31.0

Somewhat mixed in ages

59.9

55.0

44.1

54.0

Very mixed in ages

15.5

11.5

20.6

15.0

Total

142

182

102

426

There are some differences between generations and these are weakly significant (Χ2=9.2,
df=4, p=0.05). The post-AIDS group displayed the most spread across categories and the preAIDS group the least variability. In the pre-AIDS group 60% of respondents had a ‘somewhat
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mixed’ group, while in the post-AIDS only 44% fell into this category. The peri-AIDS group
was least likely of the three to have a very mixed group of friends. This is an interesting
effect, particularly given the mix of ages is not related to the age of the respondent. It may
represent a ‘gay career’ effect, where some characteristics of the social network become less
variable over time, the way some of the men in the interviews talked about paring down their
social group over time. It may also be a genuine generational effect, with post-AIDS gay men
less confined to a cohort of peers in their social interaction. If this is so, contact, and
particularly friendship with a mix of members of the social category may give a greater sense
of cohesion within that category, and thus enhance social identification. There is no
information from these data, however, on whether these age differences within the social
network are systematically related to other characteristics of the network, like for example
gender, sexuality or source (family, work, social).
Structure
The internal structure of the respondents’ social networks was assessed by asking them to
indicate which of five descriptions best fitted their group. The descriptions were developed
from the analysis of the interviews, and represent varying degrees of fracturing of the
networks from an integrated group to a very fractured and quarantined group. Few
respondents had completely integrated groups (10%) and few had very fractured groups
(10%) (see Table 57). The remainder were spread fairly evenly across the other categories.
The only differences in structure between the three generational groups are slight. The postAIDS men have somewhat more fractured networks than the other two groups, although the
pre-AIDS group has the highest percentage of very fractured groups. Information was not
collected on the constitution of these groups, but interview data would suggest that groups are
often divided along lines of sexuality, and by work versus social friends.
As discussed above, highly fractured or compartmentalised social networks are likely to be
associated with lower levels of social identification than consistent and connected networks.
If these fractures act as identity management strategies, whereby some groups are aware of
the individual’s gay identity and others are not (as was evident in a number of the interviews),
then the gay social identity is likely to be highly contextual, or at least only experienced
positively within gay environments.
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Table 57: Categories of structure of social network. Valid percentages
for generational groups and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

all know each other, get on with
each other and do things
together

11.3

11.1

7.9

10.4

know each other and sometimes
do things together

18.3

22.7

20.8

20.8

two or three pretty distinct
groups

32.4

32.0

35.6

33.0

lots of separate and distinct
groups

25.4

25.4

24.8

25.2

very separate from each other

12.7

8.8

10.7

10.6

Total Number

142

181

101

424

Those with very fractured social networks had fewer close friends (mean=9.8 versus 13.5 for
the other participants1) fewer regular friends (mean=11.7 versus 22.2), had a lower
percentage of gay men in their close and regular friends (38.7% versus 42.3% and 38.4%
versus 43.2% respectively), felt less a part of the gay community (median=6 versus 5 on the
visual analogue scale discussed later in this chapter) and scored lower on the SAPA gay
social engagement scale (16.5 versus 18.2). Those with very integrated networks had more
close and regular friends (14.7 versus 12.7 for the remainder and 24.6 versus 20.6
respectively), had a higher percentage of gay close and regular friends (43.7 versus 41.8 and
47.4 versus 42.1) although they were no different on the gay social engagement scale or in
how much they felt part of the community.
This suggests that those with highly fractured social networks are less likely to have strong
gay social identities than the remainder of the sample. The combination of separate groups,
fewer friends in the social category and a weaker sense of commonality means that, although
sexuality may be an important determinate of social behaviour for this group of men (for
example in organising one’s life so that those ‘in the know’ don’t meet those that are not),
their social identification is less likely to lead to increased self esteem.

1

These differences have not been significance tested due to sample size differences. Comparisons are made between
the specified subset of the sample and this set’s compliment.
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Change in social network
The amount of change in a respondent’s social network was ascertained for the time at which
they came out and for the past twelve months. Four categories, developed from interview
analysis were used to describe the types of changes. These ranged from ‘no change’ to
‘completely different group.’
Roughly equal numbers of men in the sample chose each of the categories to describe the
change in their friendship group with slightly more in the ‘some change’ category (Table 58).
This contrasts with traditional coming out models that describe the establishment of new
groups of friends as gay men move into the gay subculture.
Interviews had suggested that the post-AIDS men maintained their friendship group at the
time they came out and that pre-AIDS men had completely changed their friendship groups.
The data from this phase did not support that finding. Post-AIDS men were more likely than
the other groups to describe their friendship group after coming out as ‘completely different’
while pre-AIDS men were least likely to do so. The pre-AIDS group seems slightly more
polarised than the other two groups.
Table 58: Categories of change in social network at time of coming
out. Valid percentages for generational groups and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

stayed the same

24.7

25.0

21.8

24.1

some change

28.9

24.4

27.7

26.7

quite a lot of change

23.2

23.3

19.8

22.5

completely different group

19.0

25.0

29.7

24.1

haven't come out

4.2

2.2

1.0

2.5

Total Number

142

180

101

423

Those reporting a lot of change were more likely to be single (41.7% versus 24.8% for the
remainder) and have more integrated social networks. They also had more regular friends
(mean=24.3 versus 20.9) and a lower percentage of gay regular friends (29.6 versus 43.0).
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Table 59 shows the amount of change in the participants’ social networks in the last twelve
months. Around half of the men reported little change and 13% reported quite a lot of change.
Comparing the three generations, post-AIDS men were least likely to have had changes in
their social networks, peri-AIDS men most likely to have experienced some change and postAIDS men had the highest level of ‘quite a lot of change.’

Table 59: Categories of change in social network in last 12 months.
Valid percentages for generational groups and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

stayed pretty much the same

53.2

48.3

51.5

50.8

some change

28.7

32.8

26.7

30.0

quite a lot of change

8.4

14.4

16.8

13.0

came out less than 12 months
ago

3.5

2.2

3.0

2.8

haven't come out

6.3

2.2

2.0

3.3

Total

143

180

101

423

Those that reported a lot of change were younger (mean=29.2 versus 32.2 for the remainder),
but did not differ in their relationship status, membership of the gay community or structure
of social network. Similarly, those that had experienced no change in the last 12 months were
slightly older (33.1 versus 30.6) but did not differ on the other variables.
These two items suggest that change in the social network is probably more likely to happen
at a younger age, particularly if one is coming out at the time. This doesn’t appear to be
related to generation as suggested by the interviews, although perhaps more detailed and
specific enquiry on this particular facet of social identity could examine the particular types
of change (for example attrition versus rupture) and the degree of agency that the gay man has
in any change (rejection versus purging versus drifting apart).
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Summary.
The data presented above show that the social networks of most gay men are reasonably
similar, consisting primarily of other gay men and straight women. There is considerable
mixing between the generations of gay men as shown by the measures of age characteristics
of the social networks. Post-AIDS men tend to have a greater proportion of gay men in their
social networks, and these networks seem to be more fractured than for the other groups. PreAIDS men had the greatest proportion of very fractured networks, but also had the greatest
proportion of very connected networks. The peri-AIDS group had the most variability. It is
quite possible that the differences in these networks result from a combined effect of gay
career and generation (neither one alone seems to adequately explain the patterns of
difference). The structure of social networks seem to be strongly related to other sociality
characteristics, and to membership of the gay community. An in-depth analysis of the
structure of social networks of these three generations, paying particular attention to the
history of the network and the relationships between its members would be invaluable in
understanding the relationship between gay sociality and gay social identity.
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5.5.2 Types and prototypes
While the social networks provide a way of investigating processes of social identification at
the immediate level of social contact, there are aspects of these processes that operate in
terms of abstractions and ideals. Social identification is fundamentally a set of processes
associated with the relationships between the individual and the social category. These
relationships involve not only members of the social category to whom the individual is
exposed, but also members with whom the individual has no contact, sets of characteristics
that define the social category, and cultural representations of the social category.
This section is primarily concerned with the intermediate level of social identification, the
relationship between individuals and typical or prototypical members of the social category.
In this study (following social identity theory) the distinction between typical and prototypical
is in terms of both function and level of abstraction. Types, as the term suggests, are subcategorisations of members that provide the individual with a way of organising a complex
social category. The typology of the category may vary from individual to individual, but to a
large extent there is general agreement on the defining characteristic of the types (see
Moscovici 1972, Kempton 1978, Deschamps 1984) at least among members of the social
category. Types in the context of this study would include drag queens, lipstick lesbians,
leather queens and the like.
The prototype, in contrast has more to do with the defining characteristics of the social
category (see Tajfel et al 1971, Hogg and Abrams, 1988). A prototype is similar to both the
stereotype and the ideal. A prototype may not actually exist in any one individual, but is more
like a composite member of the category and functions to symbolise the distinctive aspects of
the category. These conceptualisations sit at the very centre of the definition of the social
category and serve as a point of reference for each individual when determining his or her
membership of the category.
Types
Seven categories of gay ‘types’ were selected for analysis in this study. These types were
based on interview data, particularly tracts concerning feelings of similarity to and difference
from other gay people. These were; leather queens, drag queens, muscle queens, dance party
boys, lipstick lesbians, butch lesbians and style queens. These categories represent the points
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of distinctiveness within the social category and, as was clear form the interview transcripts,
function as a way of organising feelings of commonality with or alienation from other
members of the category. They were also important in the way in which interviewees
constructed the relationship between the gay community and the rest of society. Where the
individual felt that certain groups of gay people (particularly leather queens and drag queens)
were erroneously perceived as typical of the gay community, he often experienced a tension
between his self concept as a gay man, and the social construct of gay people. For some this
led to a sense of alienation from gay culture (rejecting the social categorisation due to it’s
lack of fit with self concept), while for others this resulted in a greater tendency to socialise
within gay contexts (where perceptions of what ‘gay’ meant were thought to be more
accurate). In order to examine some of these issues, respondents were asked about the sense
of commonality they had with each of the types, the degree to which they felt each of the
types were embedded in the gay community, and the comfort they felt with the image of the
types, both within and outside the gay community. For the items dealing with commonality
and gay community membership, two additional categories of ‘gay men generally’ and
‘lesbians generally’ were added in order to explore the difference between general and
specific constructs in these areas.
Friends within categories
Respondents were asked if they had any friends who fitted the types (Table 60). The highest
scoring categories were dance party boys (46% of respondents had friends in this group), style
queens (38%) and lipstick lesbians (32%). The lowest scoring category was butch lesbians
(21%).
One oversight in the design of this questionnaire was the failure to ask the individuals’
identification with these sub-categories. While not essential for examining the social
constructs of gay social identity, this would have given an additional level of analysis,
looking at the sub-categorical identification effect identified in the interview phase of the
study.
The main differences between generational groups were for leather queens, dance party boys
and butch lesbians (Table 60). Pre-AIDS men were more likely to have friends who were
leather queens, and post-AIDS men least likely. The peri-AIDS group had the highest
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percentage of men with dance party boys as friends and post-AIDS the lowest. Butch lesbians
were most commonly friends of peri-AIDS men. Post-AIDS men had the fewest lesbians and
most style queens as friends of any group.

Table 60: Respondents with friends in ‘type’ categories. Valid
percentages for generational groups and full sample
Pre

Peri

Post

All

Leather queens

27.7

26.1

23.0

25.0

Drag queens

24.8

23.3

20.0

23.0

Muscle queens

21.2

24.4

25.0

22.5

Dance party boys

38.0

50.6

47.0

45.5

Lipstick lesbians

28.5

36.4

31.0

32.4

Butch lesbians

17.5

22.7

21.0

20.6

Style queens1

35.0

37.5

42.0

37.8

Commonality with categories
The participants were asked how much they felt they had in common with each of the types
and with gay men and lesbians respectively. The results are presented in Table 61 below (low
ratings indicate greater commonality). The respondents had most in common with ‘gay men
generally’, and least in common with ‘drag queens’ and ‘butch lesbians’. The mean rating for
‘lesbians generally’ was in the centre of the scale. Of the specific types, participants had most
on common with ‘dance party boys’ the mean rating being 7, just past the centre point of the
scale (toward low commonality). ‘Drag queens’ showed the most variability. Correlations
(Pearson r) were calculated between each of the commonality ratings and the binomial
measure of whether respondents had friends in this category. All these measures were highly
significant with a probability of <0.001 and indicated that those with friends in the category
were more likely to feel a sense of commonality with these types.

1

The categories in the tables in this section are not sorted by magnitude of response. This is to allow for comparison
between the different items using the same categories.
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Table 61: Ratings of commonality with types. Descriptive statistics for full sample and
correlations with corresponding ‘friends in category’ variable. (0=‘very much in common’,
10= ‘nothing at all in common’)

Category

mean

median

mode

standard
deviation

Correlation
with
‘friends in
type’

Gay men generally

2.9

2.5

0.8

2.3

Lesbians generally

5.2

5.0

5.0

2.7

Leather queens

6.5

6.7

9.2

2.8

-0.53

Drag queens

7.3

7.5

9.2

4.3

-0.37

Muscle queens

6.7

6.7

9.2

2.7

-0.44

Dance party boys

5.9

5.8

9.2

3.0

-0.59

Lipstick lesbians

6.4

6.7

9.2

3.1

-0.48

Butch lesbians

7.2

7.5

9.2

2.8

-0.53

Style queens

6.3

6.7

9.2

3.1

-0.59

Decumulative frequencies, a technique from fuzzy logic that uses the frequency distribution
to give the proportion of the sample that assigns a particular attribute to an item, were
calculated for each of these categories. The measures take account of the full distribution of
scores, and provide a weighted measure of agreement with the scale. In the case of this item,
the decumulative frequencies show the proportion of the sample that rate themselves as
having a lot in common with each type, or put another way, the degree to which men in the
sample feel a sense of commonality with each type. (See Appendix G for a full description of
this technique) One can see from the results of theses analyses (Table62) that over three
quarters of the sample had a strong sense of commonality with ‘gay men generally’ while less
than half had a strong sense of commonality with ‘lesbians generally’. For all the specific
types, less than half the sample felt a strong sense of commonality. As with the traditional
statistical analyses presented above, the lowest sense of commonality was felt with ‘drag
queens’ and ‘butch lesbians’, and the highest degree of commonality in the specific types
was with ‘lipstick lesbians’.
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Table 62: Percentage of respondents that feel a
commonality with ‘types’ calculated using
decumulative frequencies(full sample).
Gay men generally

72.8

Lesbians generally

48.6

Leather queens

35.2

Drag queens

28.7

Muscle queens

32.7

Dance party boys

41.1

Lipstick lesbians

37.2

Butch lesbians

29.1

Style queens

36.9

The nature of the classifications themselves can be seen from the fuzziness coefficients
shown in Table 63 below. These measures show the degree to which each of types is
classified according to a clear distinction (either very common or not at all common) or a
fuzzy distinction (degrees of commonality). A full description of these measures and their
method of calculation can be found in Appendix G.
The fuzziest set, by most measures, is that of ‘lesbians generally’ which has an FK (measure
of difference between the reported ratings and a crisped set of ratings) of 0.60 and entropy
(measure of similarity between the set and its complement) of 0.43. (maximum fuzziness=1)
‘Leather queens’ includes a high degree of uncertainty according to the FD measure
(maximum fuzziness=1). ‘Butch lesbians’ and ‘Drag queens’ both have low fuzziness and
low entropy (maximum fuzziness=0), indicating that they are most likely the crispest
categories in this set. Although ‘gay men generally’ does not have the lowest FK value, the
measures of relative variation (T1 and T2: maximum fuzziness=0) and fuzzy probability
(Prob. and Odds: maximum fuzziness=0) are quite high and entropy quite low indicating that
due to the skew of the data toward inclusion, the set remains reasonably fuzzy, without much
entropy. That is, the sense of commonality with the category is moderate but consistent,
those few outliers are quite fuzzy, the overlap between the set and its complement is quite
low.

Chapter 5: Questionnaires

Page 277

Entropy is in fact low for most of these categories. What this all means is that while the men
in this sample may consider themselves as having little in common with these types, they
have a high degree of certainty about this.
Table 63: Fuzziness coefficients for ratings of commonality with ‘types’.
FK

FD

T1

T2

Prob.

Odds

Entropy

Valid
cases

Gay men
generally

0.46

0.67

0.85

0.78

0.78

0.59

0.30

387

Lesbians
generally

0.60

0.78

0.78

0.74

0.74

0.59

0.43

387

Leather
queens

0.47

0.70

0.67

0.66

0.66

0.48

0.31

387

Drag
queens

0.44

0.62

0.67

0.69

0.69

0.49

0.28

387

Muscle
queens

0.48

0.67

0.68

0.69

0.69

0.51

0.32

387

Dance party
boys

0.48

0.67

0.66

0.65

0.65

0.47

0.32

387

Lipstick
lesbians

0.48

0.65

0.64

0.65

0.65

0.47

0.31

387

Butch
lesbians

0.43

0.62

0.66

0.68

0.68

0.48

0.28

387

Style
queens

0.44

0.63

0.63

0.62

0.62

0.44

0.28

387

For the individual generational groups (Table 64), there was little difference in the ratings for
‘gay men generally’. For ‘lesbians generally’, peri-AIDS men indicated a slightly higher
commonality than the other two groups. For the specific types, peri-AIDS men had the
highest levels of commonality for all categories except ‘style queens’. Pre-AIDS men had the
lowest levels of commonality for all categories except ‘leather queens’. Post-AIDS men had
the highest level of commonality with ‘style queens’ and the lowest level with ‘leather
queens’. These findings match those from the previous item; for example, pre-AIDS men are
more likely to have leather queens as friends than post-AIDS men and have more in common
with them.
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Table 64: Ratings of commonality with ‘types’. Mean and median ratings for
generational groups. (0=‘very much in common’, 10= ‘nothing at all in common’)
Category

Pre
mean

Peri

median

mean

Post

median

mean

median

Gay men generally

2.6

2.5

2.8

2.5

2.8

2.5

Lesbians generally

5.4

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.3

5.0

Leather queens

6.6

7.1

6.3

6.7

6.7

7.5

Drag queens

7.8

8.3

7.1

7.5

7.1

7.5

Muscle queens

7.0

7.5

6.3

6.7

6.8

6.7

Dance party boys

6.1

5.8

5.8

5.8

5.8

6.7

Lipstick lesbians

6.8

6.7

6.0

5.8

6.3

6.7

Butch lesbians

7.6

8.3

6.8

7.5

7.2

7.5

Style queens

6.5

7.5

6.3

6.7

6.2

6.7

The decumulative method (Table 65) also gives an indication of the differences noted above.
Peri-AIDS men are most likely to feel a sense of commonality with all specific groups except
‘style queens’. ‘Butch lesbians’ are the most different to the men and the general categories
rate higher than the specific ones.
Table 65: Percentage of respondents that feel a commonality with ‘types’ calculated
using decumulative frequencies, by generational groups.
Pre

Peri

Post

Gay men generally

73.6

72.4

72.5

Lesbians generally

47.3

50.9

46.6

Leather queens

34.2

37.5

33.0

Drag queens

27.6

29.5

28.9

Muscle queens

30.4

35.0

32.0

Dance party boys

39.2

42.3

41.6

Lipstick lesbians

34.3

39.7

36.5

Butch lesbians

25.9

32.2

28.0

Style queens

35.9

37.2

38.0
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A graphic representation of the generational group differences in Figure 12 below (mean
scores) shows the predominant pattern of the pre-AIDS group scoring more toward the
‘nothing in common’ end of the scale than the other two groups and the peri-AIDS group
generally scoring toward the ‘lot in common’ end. The exceptions to this pattern are ‘gay men
generally’ where the pre-AIDS group expresses greater commonality and the ‘style queens’
where the post-AIDS group has the greatest commonality.
Figure 12: Plot of mean ratings of commonality with ‘types’ for generational groups.
(0=’very much in common’ 10=’nothing at all in common”)

Membership of gay community
Respondents were asked how much they felt each type was a part of the gay community.
These results are presented in Table 66 below (low ratings indicate higher membership). In
stark contrast to the previous item, all types were rated as having high membership of the gay
community. Membership of the gay community is clearly constructed in terms other than a
personal sense of commonality. Interestingly ‘drag queens’, a type that has high visibility
within the gay community and acts an iconic reference to gay community in the general
community has the greatest degree of variability.
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Table 66: Ratings of degree to which ‘types’ are part of gay community.
Descriptive statistics for full sample. (0=‘very much a part’, 10= ‘not a part at
all’)

Category

mean

median

mode

standard
deviation

Gay men generally

1.6

0.8

0.8

2.3

Lesbians generally

2.1

1.7

0.8

2.7

Leather queens

2.4

1.7

0.8

2.8

Drag queens

2.1

1.7

0.8

4.3

Muscle queens

2.4

1.7

0.8

2.7

Dance party boys

2.1

1.7

0.8

3.0

Lipstick lesbians

2.8

1.7

0.8

3.1

Butch lesbians

2.7

1.7

0.8

2.8

Style queens

2.3

1.7

0.8

3.1

The measure of fuzzy using decumulation also reflects the high degree of membership
assigned to these types (Table 67). Once again, lesbians (both generally and specific types)
rate a lower level of membership than do the gay men. The most archetypal gay types (‘drag
queens’ and ‘leather queens’) rate the highest of the specific types.

Table 67: Percentage of respondents classifying ‘types’
as members of gay community calculated using
decumulative frequencies (full sample).
Gay men generally

83.9

Lesbians generally

70.6

Leather queens

76.1

Drag queens

79.3

Muscle queens

75.6

Dance party boys

78.8

Lipstick lesbians

72.6

Butch lesbians

66.2

Style queens

78.3
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There were no differences between generations on this item using traditional methods of
statistical comparison (see Table 110 in Appendix E). The decumulative frequencies (Table
68), however, indicate that post-AIDS men are more likely to classify ‘lesbians generally’ as
part of the gay community. This is despite the fact that post-AIDS men were no more likely to
have lesbians among their close friends than the other two groups, and were in fact less likely
to have lesbians among their regular friends.

Table 68: Percentage of respondents classifying ‘types’ as members of gay community
calculated using decumulative frequencies, by generational groups.
Pre

Peri

Post

Gay men generally

84.0

83.2

84.9

Lesbians generally

71.3

71.2

80.1

Leather queens

76.8

75.8

75.2

Drag queens

77.7

81.1

78.5

Muscle queens

75.4

75.3

76.8

Dance party boys

78.9

78.8

78.8

Lipstick lesbians

70.1

69.6

72.8

Butch lesbians

73.7

72.7

74.1

Style queens

77.5

77.0

77.6

The fuzziness coefficients in Table 69 below indicate that the membership sets of these types
are reasonably crisp. The specific types of lesbians have the fuzziest sets, but they are still
around the 0.4 level. The least fuzzy category is ‘gay men generally’ with an FD of 0.29 and
an Entropy of 0.17, indicating that most men in the sample are very certain about the
membership of this group.
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Table 69: Fuzziness coefficients for membership ratings of ‘types’.
FK

FD

T1

T2

Prob.

Odds

Entropy

Valid
cases

Gay men
generally

0.29

0.49

0.85

0.78

0.78

0.52

0.17

400

Lesbians
generally

0.35

0.55

0.82

0.74

0.74

0.51

0.21

400

Leather
queens

0.37

0.57

0.78

0.71

0.71

0.49

0.22

400

Drag
queens

0.32

0.52

0.76

0.69

0.69

0.45

0.19

400

Muscle
queens

0.37

0.58

0.85

0.69

0.69

0.47

0.23

400

Dance party
boys

0.32

0.53

0.77

0.68

0.68

0.44

0.19

400

Lipstick
lesbians

0.41

0.60

0.69

0.67

0.67

0.46

0.25

400

Butch
lesbians

0.38

0.59

0.70

0.65

0.65

0.43

0.23

400

Style
queens

0.34

0.53

0.76

0.69

0.69

0.46

0.21

400

Fuzzy similarity coefficients for these types (see Table 116 in Appendix E) indicate that the
most similar pair of categories were the two general categories (‘gay men’ and ‘lesbians’,
S1=0.64). Other highly similar pairs included ‘lesbians’ and ‘lipstick lesbians’ (0.63),
‘muscle queens’ and ‘dance party boys’ (0.62) and ‘leather queens’ and ‘muscle queens’
(0.61). The least similar were ‘gay men’ and ‘drag queens’ (0.4) and ‘gay men’ and ‘butch
lesbians’ (0.4). Generally similarity between specific gay male and specific lesbian categories
was lower than within gender sets.
General comparisons
Figures 13 and 14 below show the relationship between the ratings given to the general
categories (gay men and lesbians) on commonality and membership (the ellipse represents the
50th percentile). It can be seen that in both cases, the men rate their commonality with
members of the category higher than they rate those categories’ membership of the gay
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community. This is most pronounced for the category ‘lesbians’ where there is a greater
spread on both variables. What this seems to indicate, is that membership of the gay
community is a (fuzzily) necessary but not sufficient criteria for experiencing commonality.
Men consider each of the categories members of the gay community to a degree consistent
with or higher than their sense of commonality with the categories.
Figure 13: Scatterplot of ratings of commonality with gay men
by membership of gay community

Figure 14: Scatterplot of ratings of commonality with lesbians
by membership of gay community
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Comfort with image projected to rest of community
In order to access social comparison and identity management in terms of typical members of
the social category, the participants were asked how comfortable they were with the image
the types presented both within and outside the gay community. Social identity theory
predicts that comparisons made within the social category will allow for greater variability
than those made outside. Stereotypical individuals may be seen as either a threat to identity
management strategies based on assimilation, or important in maintaining the uniqueness of
the category. Those with higher investment in the social category are more likely to employ
the latter rationale.
Participants, on average, displayed more comfort than discomfort with the image of the gay
community presented to the rest of the community for all of the types with ratings being
approximately one third of the way along the scale (Table 70). Most comfort was expressed
about ‘lipstick lesbians’ and least about ‘butch lesbians’. ‘Drag queens’ and ‘leather queens’
both had a modal response of five (the centre of the scale).
Table 70: Ratings of comfort with image projected by ‘types’ to the rest of
the community. Descriptive statistics for full sample. (0=‘very
comfortable’, 10= ‘not comfortable at all’)
Category

mean

median

mode

standard
deviation

Leather queens

3.8

3.8

5.0

2.8

Drag queens

3.9

3.3

5.0

2.9

Muscle queens

3.5

3.3

1.7

2.7

Dance party boys

3.4

3.3

1.7

2.7

Lipstick lesbians

3.1

2.5

1.7

2.7

Butch lesbians

4.1

3.3

1.7

3.0

Style queens

3.6

3.3

1.7

2.9

The fuzzy measures of this comfort (Table 74 ) indicate that for each of the types, between 55
and 60% of respondents were very comfortable with the image projected to the rest of the
community. Again the men were most comfortable with ‘lipstick lesbians’ and least
comfortable with ‘drag queens’.
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Across the generational groups, the peri-AIDS men were overall the most comfortable with
the types. The pre-AIDS were most uncomfortable with ‘drag queens’, ‘butch lesbians’, ‘style
queens’. The post-AIDS group were least comfortable with ‘leather queens’ and ‘butch
lesbians’. ‘Lipstick lesbians’ were rated as most comfortable across all groups.

Table 71: Ratings of comfort with image projected by ‘types’ to the rest of the
community. Mean and median ratings for generational groups. ((0= ‘very
comfortable’, 10= ‘not comfortable at all’)

Category

Pre
mean

Peri

median

mean

Post

median

mean

median

Leather queens

3.8

3.8

3.9

3.3

4.0

4.2

Drag queens

4.0

4.2

3.8

3.3

3.9

3.3

Muscle queens

3.8

3.3

3.4

2.5

3.4

2.5

Dance party boys

3.5

3.3

3.3

2.5

3.4

2.5

Lipstick lesbians

3.2

2.5

3.0

2.5

3.3

2.5

Butch lesbians

3.9

4.2

3.8

3.3

4.1

4.2

Style queens

3.9

3.8

3.5

2.5

3.5

2.5

Table 72: Percentage of respondents that are comfortable with the image of ‘types’
outside the gay community using decumulative frequencies, by generational groups.
Pre

Peri

Post

Leather queens

62.0

61.4

60.0

Drag queens

60.0

62.0

61.5

Muscle queens

62.5

65.8

66.3

Dance party boys

65.2

66.6

66.0

Lipstick lesbians

67.9

70.0

67.2

Butch lesbians

61.4

61.5

58.7

Style queens

61.4

64.6

65.2
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Image projected to gay community
The respondents were more comfortable with the image presented within the gay community
than outside for all categories. Again, most comfort was expressed about ‘lipstick lesbians’
and least about ‘butch lesbians’. The mean ratings for all types are in the top third of the scale
and the modal response for all categories was 0.8 (1 on the original 12 point scale).
Table 73: Ratings of comfort with image projected by types to the gay
community. Descriptive statistics for full sample. (0=‘very comfortable’,
10= ‘not comfortable at all’)

Category

mean

median

mode

standard
deviation

Leather queens

3.1

2.5

0.8

2.6

Drag queens

3.0

2.5

0.8

2.7

Muscle queens

3.0

2.5

0.8

2.6

Dance party boys

2.9

2.5

0.8

2.6

Lipstick lesbians

2.7

1.7

0.8

2.5

Butch lesbians

3.2

2.5

0.8

2.8

Style queens

3.2

2.5

0.8

2.7

This can also be seen in the decumulative measure (Table 74) where around the scores for
within the gay community were around 5% higher than for outside the gay community. The
most pronounced difference in for ‘drag queens’, where there is a difference of 11%.
Table 74: Percentage of respondents that are comfortable with the image of
‘types’ outside the gay community and within the gay community using
decumulative frequencies. (full sample)
Outside

Within

Leather queens

61.2

69.3

Drag queens

59.2

70.0

Muscle queens

64.8

69.9

Dance party boys

66.0

71.3

Lipstick lesbians

68.6

73.2

Butch lesbians

60.9

68.0

Style queens

63.7

68.6
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The generational differences on this item were slight, but some are of interest. Pre-AIDS men
felt less comfortable than the other two groups about ‘butch lesbians’, ‘style queens’ and
‘drag queens’ and Post-AIDS men felt less comfortable about ‘leather queens’.
Table 75: Ratings of comfort with image projected by types within the gay
community. Mean and median ratings for generational groups. (0=‘very
comfortable’, 10= ‘not comfortable at all’)

Category

Pre
mean

Peri

median

mean

Post

median

mean

median

Leather queens

2.9

2.5

3.0

2.5

3.4

2.5

Drag queens

3.2

2.5

2.9

1.7

2.8

1.7

Muscle queens

3.1

2.5

2.9

2.5

3.1

2.5

Dance party boys

2.8

2.5

2.9

2.5

2.9

1.7

Lipstick lesbians

2.8

2.5

2.5

1.7

2.8

1.7

Butch lesbians

3.4

2.5

3.0

2.5

3.2

2.5

Style queens

3.3

3.3

3.1

2.5

3.0

2.5

The decumulative frequencies generally reflect the same differences, although the
generational effect in the ‘style queen’ category is more clear, with the post-AIDS men
having the highest level of comfort, and the other groups being almost equal. Interestingly,
the post-AIDS group, on this measure, is less comfortable with ‘dance party boys’ than the
other groups.
Table 76: Percentage of respondents that are comfortable with the image of ‘types’
within the gay community using decumulative frequencies, by generational groups.
Pre

Peri

Post

Leather queens

70.5

70.3

66.1

Drag queens

68.0

70.6

71.5

Muscle queens

68.6

71.1

69.4

Dance party boys

71.8

71.1

63.2

Lipstick lesbians

71.9

74.6

72.4

Butch lesbians

66.2

69.7

67.7

Style queens

69.7

69.1

75.2

Chapter 5: Questionnaires

Page 288

The relationship between the ratings of comfort outside and within the gay community for
each of the generations are presented graphically in Figure 15 below. For each category, the
first set of three markers indicates the generations’ mean ratings of comfort outside the
community and the second set the mean ratings of comfort within the gay community. This
illustrates rather nicely the systematic difference between the two contexts. There are two
type of patterns evident here, one where as one moves through generations, the comfort level
changes linearly (in either direction), and the other where the peri-AIDS group indicates more
comfort than the other two groups.

Figure 15: Plot of mean ratings of image projected by ‘types’ to the rest of the community (outside)
and image projected to gay community (inside) for generational groups.
(0=’very much in common’ 10=’nothing at all in common”)

The scores given by the participants for the seven types were averaged for each of the four
items above to give scores representing their general feelings about prototypical gay people.
The results of this, for the full sample and the individual generational groups are given in
Table 77 below and presented in histogram form in Figure 16. The pre-AIDS group had a
lower average degree of commonality than the other two groups. The peri-AIDS group had
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the highest sense of commonality and the most comfort with the image presented by these
types to the rest of the community.
Table 77: Ratings (commonality, membership and comfort) for combined ‘types’. Mean and
median ratings for generational groups and full sample.
Pre
mean

Peri

median

mean

Post

median

mean

All

median

mean

median

amount in common

6.8

7.1

6.3

6.7

6.6

6.7

6.5

6.7

part of community

2.4

1.8

2.4

1.9

2.4

1.7

2.4

1.8

comfort with image outside

3.8

4.2

3.5

3.5

3.7

3.7

3.6

3.7

comfort with image inside

3.1

2.9

2.9

2.7

3.0

2.5

3.0

2.6

Figure 16: Plot of mean scores of evaluative measures of all ‘types’ by generational groups and full
sample (lower score= greater degree of attribute)

Summary of ‘types’
Figures 17 to 30 below show the relationship between ratings of commonality and
membership (even numbered figures) and between comfort with image outside and within the
gay community (odd numbered figures) for each of the specific types. As with the general
categories, commonality is generally higher than membership. The comfort ratings generally
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sit along a diagonal just above equivalence of scores. this indicates that the men consistently
rate their comfort with the image within the gay community slightly higher than they do their
comfort with the image outside.
Leather queens
Figure 17: Leather queens: Scatterplot of
commonality by membership

Figure 18: Leather queens: Scatterplot of image
within by image outside

Drag queens
Figure 19: Drag queens: Scatterplot of
commonality by membership

Figure 20: Drag queens: Scatterplot of image
within by image outside

Chapter 5: Questionnaires

Page 291

Muscle queens
Figure 21: Muscle queens: Scatterplot of
commonality by membership

Figure 22: Muscle queens: Scatterplot of image
within by image outside

Dance Party boys
Figure 23: Dance Party boys: Scatterplot of
commonality by membership

Figure 24: Dance Party boys: Scatterplot of image
within by image outside
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Lipstick lesbians
Figure 25: Lipstick lesbians: Scatterplot of
commonality by membership

Figure 26: Lipstick lesbians: Scatterplot of image
within by image outside

Butch lesbians
Figure 27: Butch lesbians: Scatterplot of
commonality by membership

Figure 28: Butch lesbians: Scatterplot of image
within by image outside
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Style Queens
Figure 29: Style Queens: Scatterplot of
commonality by membership

Figure 30: Style Queens: Scatterplot of image
within by image outside

Summary.
Clearly the way men relate to types within the gay community differs from the way they relate
to the category generally. Men are less likely to feel a sense of commonality with a specific
type than with either gay men or lesbians. This fits well with social identity theory, and the
contentions made earlier that gay social identity may operate within complex subcategorisation structures. The visibility of these types is probably a major influence on the
membership ratings men assign to them.
Where this becomes critical, in terms of social identity theory is in the part these types play in
the relationship between the gay community and the rest of society. The discomfort
(particularly evident among pre-AIDS men) that is reported about the image that some of
these types project to the rest of the community says a great deal about the management of
gay social identity. The discomfort with drag queens and butch lesbians, as also evidenced in
the interview phase of this study, seems to partly about the perception of gender roles, the
stereotyping of gay people as ‘gender -inappropriate’. The contrast between comfort within
the gay community and outside the gay community for these two types highlights just how
much this is about relationship between social categories and not just a personal discomfort.
Social identity theory suggests that stereotypical individuals can represent a depersonalisation of members of the social category by members of the outgroup, but may at the
same time be important within the social category as reference points that make the social
category distinctive.
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Prototypes.
As mentioned earlier, prototypes personify unique characteristics of the social category. An
analysis of an individual’s relationship to prototypical ‘members’ of the social category gives
a great deal of insight into his or relationship to the social category. To investigate the role of
prototypes in gay social identity, a set of potential prototypical cases was assembled form the
interview transcripts. These prototypes represented particular characteristics that seemed to
be associated with respondents constructions of gay community. The characteristics included
scene orientation, age, gender, organisational membership, subcultural membership and
ethnicity. The prototypes included attributes that were associated strongly with the gay
community (drag, scene, youth for example) and/ or those that were problematic in this
construction (non-Anglo ethnicity, bisexuality, suburban residence for example).
This item required the respondents to position the thirteen cases, represented by letters of the
alphabet, and themselves on a schematic representing the gay community (see Figure 31). It
was explained that the circle represented the gay community, with the point being the centre
of the community. An example was given (using different letters) was given with items inside
and outside the circle.
Figure 31: Schematic representing gay community. From
questionnaire
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The thirteen prototypes (randomly ordered for the questionnaire) were:
A1: a 23 year old lesbian who loves dance parties
This case a combination of characteristics that were associated with the gay community in the
interviews (youth and scene orientation) and a characteristic that was not clearly associated
with the gay community (lesbianism) by the men. This is in some ways, an un-problematic
lesbian, the type most likely to be encountered on the scene.
B: a gay man into leather
The leatherman in the interviews was often seen as a stereotypical but very identifiable gay
type. Here the sexuality and subcultural identification are made explicit, but other
characteristics often associated with leathermen by the men interviewed (age, scene
orientation, sexual behaviour) are not made explicit.
C: a straight woman of 25 with lots of gay male friends
The interviews suggested that membership of the gay community may not be based simply on
sexuality criteria. Many men identified heterosexual females among their social networks and
considered them part of the gay community. This item uses three characteristics (youth,
female gender, and gay sociality) to define the prototype.
D: a young bisexual man
Bisexuality is a problematic in the definitions of gay community for many men in the
interviews. Here two characteristics that are strongly associated with gay community (youth
and male gender) are combined with the problematic.
E: a worker for a gay AIDS organisation
The place of organisational involvement, particularly with AIDS organisations in defining
gay community is examined using this item. Neither the gender or sexuality of the prototype
is specified.

1

The letters assigned to the items excluded those that could be confused with other letters, so for example E
is included but not F.
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G: a 35 year old gay man who lives in the suburbs with his boyfriend
This item addresses the role of relationships and urbanism in the construction of community.
Three problematic are included in this item, age, relationship status and place of residence. In
interviews the combination of these characteristics was associated with low scene orientation.
H: a 55 year old lesbian
This item presents a problematic lesbian, in contrast to item A. Older lesbians were almost
completely absent from interviewees descriptions of the gay world. Item O allows a contrast
between older gay men and older lesbians.
J: a drag queen who performs at a gay venue
The drag queen, as performer, is one of the strongest prototypes to come out of the
interviews. As noted in the previous section gay men felt little in common with drag queens,
but placed the very much within the gay community.
K: a married man who does the beats on weekends
This item differentiates sexual practice from identity and taps into a prejudice common in the
interviews. The interest here was in the degree to which sexual practice alone defines
membership of the community.
L: a 21 year old gay man
This item used the minimal definition of a young gay man to explore how much these
characteristics on their own would determine membership of the community.
M: the parent of a gay man, active in PFLAG
This is another item that addresses organisational involvement, but includes a (presumptive)
factor of heterosexuality.
O: a 55 year old gay man
As with item H, this item is concerned with the effect of age on community membership.
Many men in the interviews discussed the youth orientation of the gay scene in particular and
the gay community more generally as significant factors in experiences of alienation.
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P: a young Vietnamese gay man
This item includes one problematic characteristic (non-Anglo ethnicity) with two
characteristics (youth and male gender) that are strongly associated with community
membership.
An additional case, S, was included representing the respondent.
It should be noted that these cases are not designed to separate out effects of particular
characteristics as would be done in say statistical modelling or the use of contrast items.
Rather the prototypes must make sense as constellations of attributes, and together build up a
picture of the conceptualisation of the social category. There are many more prototypical
constructions that could have been included, for example incorporating transgender
characteristics, sexual behaviour, drug use and public profile. In order to keep the task as
practicable as possible, the prototypes chosen were restricted to those with characteristics that
the interviews suggested were important in the men’s constructs of gay community.
The data points in this item were coded as horizontal and vertical co-ordinates. This allowed
for a range of different analyses looking at both the extent to which each of the cases was
classed as belonging to the ‘gay community’ and the relative position of points. As a starting
point of analysis the distance of each point from the centre of the circle was calculated. This
radial distance can be seen as a measure of the degree of membership of the category ‘gay
community’ that each respondent gave to each case. The mean and standard deviations of
these radial distances are given in Table 78 below.
The circle representing the limits of the gay community had a radius of 5cm, thus any point
with a radial distance of less than 5cm could be seen to belong within the community and
those with a distance of greater than 5cm, outside the gay community. Leaving aside the
notion that this category is fuzzy in nature, something that will be addressed later, it was clear
in coding this item that a considerable number of responses were placed directly on the
dividing line. To examine this, a liminal zone was calculated. Taking 25 randomly selected
questionnaires from the sample, the mean width of the letter ‘M’ (the widest letter used) was
calculated. The liminal zone was taken to be 5cm ± this figure. The resultant liminal zone,
therefore ranged from 4.5cm to 5.5 cm, the within zone from 0cm to 4.5cm and the outside
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zone from 5.5cm to 11cm. In Table 78 below the percentage of responses for each case for
each of the zones is given.
Table 78: Radial distances of prototypical cases in gay community schematic. Descriptive
statistics for full sample.
Case

mean
radial
distance

standard
deviation

%within

%liminal

%outside

A: a 23 year old lesbian who
loves dance parties

1.6

1.6

94.8

3.4

1.7

B: a gay man into leather

1.6

1.4

98.0

0.7

1.2

C: a straight woman of 25 with
lots of gay male friends

3.4

2.0

75.3

12.8

12.0

D: a young bisexual man

3.6

2.0

76.2

11.1

12.8

E: a worker for a gay AIDS
organisation

1.6

1.8

93.3

3.5

3.2

G: a 35 year old gay man who
lives in the suburbs with his
boyfriend

2.1

1.7

93.2

3.9

2.9

H: a 55 year old lesbian

2.5

1.9

89.9

5.2

4.9

J: a drag queen who performs at
a gay venue

1.2

1.4

97.0

1.5

1.5

K: a married man who does the
beats on weekends

5.4

2.3

39.1

21.4

39.6

L: a 21 year old gay man

1.5

1.4

96.8

2.5

0.7

M: the parent of a gay man,
active in PFLAG

2.8

1.8

85.3

9.8

4.9

O: a 55 year old gay man

2.5

1.9

89.2

6.8

4.0

P: a young Vietnamese gay man

2.2

1.7

92.9

3.5

3.7

S: you

2.1

1.6

93.9

3.9

2.2

For all cases except K (married man who does the beats), the majority of respondents placed
the points within the category. The cases with the highest level of inclusion are the leather
man (98.0%), the drag queen (97.0), the 21 year old gay man (96.8%) and the 23 year old
lesbian (94.8%). The cases with the highest levels of liminality are the married man who does
the beats (21.3%), the straight woman with gay friends (12.7%) and the young bisexual man
(11.1%). Figure 32 below gives a graphic representation of these distributions showing these
differences.
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Figure 32: Percentages of respondents placing prototypes within, outside and in liminal area of gay
community schematic. 100% bar graphs.

The worker for the gay AIDS organisation shows an unanticipated level of membership (there
was no difference between sample sites on this item). While the wording of the item
deliberately omitted the case's sexuality or gender, the membership is higher than both the
man who does the beats and the bisexual man and is comparable with the gay man in the
suburbs and the Vietnamese gay man. The high membership of the straight woman and the
parent in PFLAG also lend credence to the thesis that membership of the gay community is
not determined along lines of sexuality alone, but includes consideration of social practices.
There is some indication of a youth bias in the assigned levels of membership. The younger
cases tend to be rated as having higher membership. The 21 year old gay man is rated as a
member by 96.8% of respondents, the 35 year old gay man by 93.2% and the 55 year old gay
man by 89.2%. Similarly the 23 year old lesbian is rated as a member by 94.8% of
respondents and the 55 year old lesbian by 89.9%. While these differences are not large,
when combined with generational group they are quite meaningful.
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The higher liminality of the straight woman and the bisexual man suggest that their
membership of the gay community may be a contingent one, either on context or personality
factors. The similarity between these two cases in the following data is quite marked perhaps
suggesting a shared belonging in both heterosexual and gay worlds, or perhaps a conflation of
sexuality and gender.
Comparing the three generational groups using mean radial difference shows some slight
differences in inclusiveness. In particular the bisexual man is considered less a part of the gay
community by the peri and post-AIDS groups and the drag queen less a part by the pre-AIDS
group. The difference in the categorisation of self will be addressed in a later section on
community attachment. These data are presented in Table 79 below.
Table 79: Mean radial distances of prototypical cases in gay
community schematic for generational groups.
Case

Pre

Peri

Post

A: a 23 year old lesbian who
loves dance parties

1.7

1.7

1.5

B: a gay man into leather

1.6

1.6

1.6

C: a straight woman of 25 with
lots of gay male friends

3.4

3.3

3.5

D: a young bisexual man

2.4

3.7

3.6

E: a worker for a gay AIDS
organisation

1.7

1.6

1.5

G: a 35 year old gay man who
lives in the suburbs with his
boyfriend

2.0

2.2

2.1

H: a 55 year old lesbian

2.6

2.5

2.6

J: a drag queen who performs at
a gay venue

1.9

1.2

1.2

K: a married man who does the
beats on weekends

5.4

5.4

5.2

L: a 21 year old gay man

1.5

1.5

1.6

M: the parent of a gay man,
active in PFLAG

2.9

2.9

2.6

O: a 55 year old gay man

2.5

2.5

2.6

P: a young Vietnamese gay man

2.2

2.2

2.6

S: you

2.9

1.9

2.0
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The radial distances do not give a very complete picture of the distributions, partly because of
the skewness of the data (tending toward inclusion) and partly because of the importance of
liminality. The three tables below give the comparisons between generational groups of the
percentage of cases within (Table 80), in the liminal zone (Table 81) and outside (Table 82).
Table 80: Radial distances of prototypical cases in gay community
schematic. Percentage of respondents placing each case within circle
by generational group.
Case

Pre

Peri

Post

A: a 23 year old lesbian who
loves dance parties

94.9

94.7

95.1

B: a gay man into leather

99.3

97.1

98.0

C: a straight woman of 25 with
lots of gay male friends

80.0

75.4

68.6

D: a young bisexual man

81.5

73.5

73.5

E: a worker for a gay AIDS
organisation

93.3

94.7

91.0

G: a 35 year old gay man who
lives in the suburbs with his
boyfriend

94.9

92.4

92.2

H: a 55 year old lesbian

88.9

90.5

90.2

J: a drag queen who performs at
a gay venue

96.3

97.0

98.0

K: a married man who does the
beats on weekends

40.7

36.8

40.6

L: a 21 year old gay man

98.5

96.0

96.0

M: the parent of a gay man,
active in PFLAG

88.2

83.0

85.3

O: a 55 year old gay man

88.9

88.0

91.8

P: a young Vietnamese gay man

92.5

91.7

95.1

S: you

91.2

94.8

96.1

Differences in the percentage of cases classed as within the gay community can be seen for
the straight woman with gay friends rated highest by the pre-AIDS group and lowest by the
post-AIDS group; the Parent in PFLAG rated highest by the pre-AIDS group and lowest by
the peri-AIDS group; and the young bisexual rated highest by the pre-AIDS group. There are
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also slight differences with the 21 year old gay man and the parent, bother rated higher by the
pre-AIDS group, and the married man rated lowest by the peri-AIDS group.
The differences between the three gay men are particularly evident here in the pre-AIDS
group with a total difference of over 10%.
Table 81: Radial distances of prototypical cases in gay community
schematic. Percentage of respondents placing each case in liminal
zone by generational group.
Case

Pre

Peri

Post

A: a 23 year old lesbian who
loves dance parties

3.7

3.6

2.9

B: a gay man into leather

0.0

1.8

0.0

C: a straight woman of 25 with
lots of gay male friends

8.9

12.3

18.6

D: a young bisexual man

9.6

13.0

9.6

E: a worker for a gay AIDS
organisation

2.2

4.1

4.0

G: a 35 year old gay man who
lives in the suburbs with his
boyfriend

4.4

3.5

3.9

H: is a 55 year old lesbian

6.7

3.6

5.9

J: a drag queen who performs at
a gay venue

2.2

1.2

1.0

K: a married man who does the
beats on weekends

20.7

20.5

23.8

L: a 21 year old gay man

1.5

2.9

3.0

M: the parent of a gay man,
active in PFLAG

5.9

12.3

10.8

O: a 55 year old gay man

6.7

7.2

6.1

P: a young Vietnamese gay man

3.0

4.7

2.0

S: you

6.6

3.5

1.0

The percentage of respondents categorising the cases as liminal show some very interesting
differences between generations. Differences can be seen for the parent in PFLAG rated most
liminal by the peri-AIDS group and least by the pre-AIDS group; the young Vietnamese gay
man most by the peri-AIDS group and least by the post-AIDS group; the young bisexual man
rated most by the peri-AIDS group; the straight woman most by the post-AIDS group and
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least by the pre-AIDS group; and the 55 year old lesbian least by the peri-AIDS group. The
peri-AIDS group was also the only to record any instances of the leather man as liminal.
Overall the peri-AIDS group seems to contain more people who would categorise these cases
as occupying vague positions within the gay community. Vague here in the sense of partial or
contingent membership, not that the respondents are unsure.
Table 82: Radial distances of prototypical cases in gay community
schematic. Percentage of respondents placing each outside circle by
generational group.
Case

Pre

Peri

Post

A: a 23 year old lesbian who
loves dance parties

1.5

1.8

2.0

B: a gay man into leather

0.7

1.2

2.0

11.1

12.3

12.8

D: a young bisexual man

8.9

13.5

16.7

E: a worker for a gay AIDS
organisation

4.4

1.2

5.0

G: a 35 year old gay man who
lives in the suburbs with his
boyfriend

0.7

4.1

3.9

H: a 55 year old lesbian

4.4

5.9

3.9

J: a drag queen who performs at
a gay venue

1.5

1.8

1.0

K: a married man who does the
beats on weekends

38.5

42.7

35.6

L: a 21 year old gay man

0.0

1.2

1.0

M: the parent of a gay man,
active in PFLAG

5.9

4.7

3.9

O: a 55 year old gay man

4.4

4.8

2.0

P: a young Vietnamese gay man

4.5

3.6

2.9

S: you

2.2

1.8

2.9

C: a straight woman of 25 with
lots of gay male friends

Generational differences for those placed outside the gay community can be observed for the
young bisexual man and the gay man living in the suburbs with his boyfriend. Interestingly
only the pre-AIDS group presented no instances of the 21 year old gay man categorised as not
being part of the gay community.
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Few differences were noted between the two samples (see Table 110 , Appendix E). This is
only important in terms of the worker for the gay AIDS organisation, where sample could
have influenced the scores.
In examining the structural relationship between the fourteen cases, cluster analysis and
multi-dimensional scaling were used. Cluster analysis offers a way of organising the relative
distances of the fourteen points from the centre of the schematic (see Aldenderfer and
Blashfield 1979). It was expected that the grouping of items would reflect the relative
importance of the constellations of characteristics in men’s constructs of gay community. I
also felt that cluster analysis would offer some insight into the similarities and differences
between prototypes.
The radial distances for all cases were compared and a nearest neighbour model was used to
generate clusters. The results of the cluster analysis is shown in Figure 33 below.
Figure 33: Cluster analysis for prototypes: Dendogram using radial distances on gay community
schematic
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There are three main clusters in the dendogram with ‘you’ (S) and the married man (K) being
separate. The first cluster includes the bisexual man (D), the straight woman (C), the parent
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(M) and the AIDS worker (E). The second cluster includes the drag queen (J), the leatherman
(B), the young lesbian (A) and the young gay man (L). The third cluster includes the
Vietnamese gay man (P), the 55 year old gay man (O), the 55 year old lesbian (H) and the gay
man in the suburbs (G).
The second cluster seems to represent the more scene oriented characters and also the most
prototypical and visible. The third cluster is still sexuality based, but less visible and,
arguably, more removed from the commercial scene. The first cluster contains those with a
more liminal status, with more connection to the heterosexual; world than the others. It is
interesting that the ‘you’ case connects to the larger sexuality based group (clusters 2 and
three combined), seeming to indicate some type of distancing from the other characters of the
gay world.
Fuzzy similarities were also calculated for the radial distances of the fourteen items (see
Table 111 in Appendix E). These support the findings of the cluster analysis, with the highest
similarities being between the 55 year old gay man and the 55 year old lesbian (S1=0.69), the
straight woman and the young bisexual man (0.65), the 55 year old lesbian and the gay man
living in the suburbs (0.65) and the 55 year old gay man and the young Vietnamese gay man
(0.65). The least similar pairs were the drag queen and the married man (S1=0.22), the
married man and the 21 year old gay man (0.28), the married man and the 23 year old lesbian
(0.28) and the straight woman and the drag queen (0.28).
The cluster analysis relies on the distance of the cases from a fixed point. In order to examine
the relative positions of all fourteen points it is necessary to use a multi-dimensional scaling
technique. While the respondents were not specifically directed to place points in the diagram
to represent their inter-relation, it is clear from the responses that judgements about which
cases belong together were being made. Points were generally placed in groups or pairs at
various places on the diagram rather than simply in the order given. While caution should be
urged in interpreting these data, the very deliberate arrangement of cases is compelling and
invites speculation.
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The multi dimensional scaling was undertaken using Systat. The explanation of variance was
very high within two dimensions and this is presented below (Figure 34). A three dimensional
model was calculated but does not provide a fundamentally different arrangement of items.
This can be found in Appendix E (Figure 57).
Figure 34: Plot of two dimensional Multi Dimensional Scaling (MDS) of interpoint distances of
prototypes.

Scaled in two dimensions the MDS highlights some of the same groupings that were found in
the cluster analysis. As usual the married man (K) is quite separate. There seems to be a
grouping of points including young lesbian (A), leatherman (B), AIDS worker (E), gay man
in suburbs (G) and 55 year old lesbian (H) [group 1] with young gay man (L) and drag queen
(J) quite near [group 2]. 55 year old gay man (O), parent (M) and Vietnamese gay man (P)
[group 3] appear much the same distance from group 2, but on the other side to group 1.
Straight woman (C) and bisexual man (D) are quite distant, to the right of group1.
The fuzziness coefficients of the radial distances of the fourteen items are were calculated
(see Table 117 in Appendix E). Most of the cases had low fuzziness. The most fuzzy case
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was the married man (FK=0.66) and the least fuzzy were the drag queen (FK=0.17) the 21
year old gay man (FK=0.22), the 23 year old lesbian, the gay man into leather and the worker
for a gay AIDS organisation (FK=0.23 for all of these).
The following pages show the fuzzy membership of each of the fourteen cases of the category
‘Gay Community’. The graphs are presented as cumulative distributions of membership. The
left limit of each horizontal axis indicates zero membership of the category and the right
limit, total membership. The limit of gay community given in the question is approximately
half way along the scale (membership=0.55). A distribution with a steep slope and points
mainly on the left side would indicate a reasonably consensual categorisation of the case
within the category. The slighter the slope, the more disagreement there is over the case's
membership, and the more points on the right, the less the cases is considered as belonging to
the category. Distinct breaks can be seen in some of the distributions, and these indicate a
polarisation of categorisation. Similar shapes between distributions indicate a similar overall
response to categorisation, although individual respondents may not report such similarity,
and correlations between the cases may not be high.
Figure 35: Fuzzy membership of 23
year old lesbian- dance parties

Figure 36: Fuzzy membership of
gay man into leather

Figure 37: Fuzzy membership of
straight woman with gay friends

Figure 38: Fuzzy membership of
young bisexual man

Figure 39: Fuzzy membership of
worker for gay AIDS organisation

Figure 40: Fuzzy membership of
35 year old gay man
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Figure 41: Fuzzy membership of 55
year old lesbian

Figure 42: Fuzzy membership of
drag queen in gay venue

Figure 43: Fuzzy membership of
married man who does beats

Figure 44: Fuzzy membership of 21
year old gay man

Figure 36: Fuzzy membership of
parent active in PFLAG

Figure 37: Fuzzy membership of
55 year old gay man

Figure 47: Fuzzy membership of
young Vietnamese gay man

Figure 48: Fuzzy membership of
respondents’ self ratings

Summary
This analysis of this set of prototypes gives another perspective on gay men’s construction of
gay community and their place in it. Clearly several factors are in play when gay men make
decisions about who is and who isn’t in the gay community. The characteristics most strongly
associated with membership are youth and being a gay man. But, youth, homosexuality and
being male are neither necessary nor sufficient on their own to accrue membership. The fact
that straight women can be as much a part of the community as bisexual men, indicates that
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assessments about the makeup of the community are based on a combination of acceptance
and gay sociality. The married man who does the beats, is not considered part of the gay
community, possibly because he is involvement with other members of the social category is
not seen as having sufficient sociality. He may also be seen as being insufficiently committed
to a gay identity. Other factors are also clear mediators of membership, ethnicity and age clear
two that have obvious effects in this exercise.
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5.5.3 Gay Community
The final level of analysis of gay social identity is that of the abstract and conceptual and
organisational. Here the concern is with the way in which individuals relate to the institutions
of gay life and to the concept of community itself. Much of this is implicit in gay men’s
relations to other gay men and lesbians and their construction of the gay community in terms
of types and prototypes, but the following items offer an insight into how the practices of gay
sociality, and conceptions of community may influence social identity.
The major areas covered in this section are the men’s relationship to the gay scene, including
paths of entry, their relationship to the ‘non-scene’, their relationship to gay cultural products,
the role of place and representation, and the fluidity and contextuality of gay social identity.
Information seeking
Participants were asked how they first got to know about the gay world. Eleven categories
were developed from the interview analysis. These covered both casual and formal sources of
information. The results are presented in Table 83 below. The most common source was the
gay press with 45% of respondents selecting this category. Another gay person was given a
source of information by 44% and friends by 39%. The category ‘just knew about it’ was
included to explore the notion of integration of the gay scene into popular culture and 26% of
the sample chose this option. Those that did so were more likely to also indicate the
mainstream press as a source of information than those that did not (22.7% versus 14.7%)
and less likely to indicate a partner (1.8% versus 13.1%) or gay now type group (6.4% versus
15.6%).
Table 83 gives the sources of information selected by each of the generational groups. All
groups indicated the gay press as a primary source of information along with friends and
another gay person. The post-AIDS group were slightly less likely to indicate each of these
than the other two groups. The post-AIDS group was also slightly more likely to indicate the
mainstream press as a source. Surprisingly the pre-AIDS group was most likely of the
generational groups to select ‘gay now type group’ with almost twice the proportion of the
other two groups. The peri-AIDS group were the least likely to indicate ‘partner’ or
‘counselling service’.

Chapter 5: Questionnaires

Page 311

Table 83: Sources of information about the gay community cited by
respondents. Valid percentages for generational groups and full sample.
Source

Pre

Peri

Post

All

found out through gay press

48.3

45.4

41.3

45.3

knew someone gay

45.5

48.6

34.6

44.2

friends told me about it

42.0

43.7

27.9

39.3

just knew about it

26.6

25.7

24.0

25.6

from mainstream press

16.8

14.2

21.2

16.7

from ‘gay now’ type group

18.2

10.9

10.6

13.3

partner knew about it

11.2

7.7

13.5

10.2

from counselling service

11.2

6.6

11.5

9.3

from university group

9.8

10.9

3.8

8.8

from workmates

9.1

5.5

4.8

6.5

family member told me

2.8

1.6

2.9

2.3

First time at venue
Respondents were asked to choose from a range of descriptors those that best reflected their
first time at a gay venue (Table 84). The descriptors included positive negative and neutral or
ambiguous adjectives drawn from the interviews. The most popular descriptor was ‘exciting’
with 72% of respondents selecting this category, followed by ‘scary’ (57%), ‘fun’ (44%),
overwhelming’ (34%) and ‘sleazy’ (33%). Least likely were ‘boring’ (4.9%) and ‘as
expected’ (6.3%).
Respondents were able to choose multiple responses, and while it is not possible to report the
results of all possible permutations of the fifteen categories, there are some combinations that
are of interest. The modal number of categories chosen in this item was four (25.3% of
respondents) and 73.9% of respondents chose between three and six categories. The
distribution of number of responses was similar for each of the generational groups. Both
‘exciting’ and ‘scary’ were chosen by 41.4% of respondents, ‘exciting’ and ‘sleazy’ by 22.0%
suggesting that the experience was often one with a complex texture with positive, negative
and contextually mediated dimensions. Of particular interest given the reports of first
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experiences in a gay venue discussed in the qualitative chapter, are the sexual and social
aspects of this experience.
The sexual character of the first experience is reflected by the categories ‘sleazy’ and ‘erotic’.
At least one of these categories was selected by 50.9% of the sample and of these 20.6%
chose both. The overlap in these categories reflects the type of experiences discussed in the
previous chapter, where the pleasure of discovering the sexual possibilities of the scene is
often tempered by the discomfort with unwelcome sexual attention. Of those that chose the
category ‘sleazy’, 52.8% also chose ‘intimidating’, 22% chose ‘friendly’ and 19% chose
‘comfortable’. Of those that chose ‘erotic’, 36.9% chose ‘intimidating’, 29.5% chose
‘friendly’ and 30.3% chose ‘comfortable’. Those that chose ‘sleazy’ did not differ from those
that chose ‘erotic’ in terms of age or generational group, but on the measure of membership
of gay community (Q21) those that chose ‘erotic’ considered themselves more a part of the
gay community (3.8) than those that chose ‘sleazy’ (4.6). The choice of these items was not
related to current use of gay venues, but did have a weak relationship to use of gay
organisations, with those choosing ‘erotic’ being more likely to do so.1
Clearly the sexual aspects of the first experience of the scene were quite salient for a large
proportion of the men in this sample and the quality of this experience has a sustained
influence on the individual’s relationship to gay community. As social identity theory would
suggest, initial exposure to other members of the social category can have a substantial effect
on the way an individual situates himself within the category. While social identification is
mediated and modified by subsequent experience, the initial process of social comparison,
particularly when a salient characteristic of the social category is involved, may set up
patterns of social behaviour that reinforce the individual’s sense of belonging or alienation.
The social dimensions of the first experience are described by the four categories ‘friendly’,
‘intimidating’, ‘alienating’ and ‘comfortable’. Over half the sample (50.9%) chose one or
both of ‘intimidating’ and ‘alienating’ and of these 29.2% chose both. Of those that chose
either of these items, 65.8% also chose ‘scary’, 29.2% chose ‘confusing’, 39.3% chose
‘sleazy’ and 41.1% chose ‘overwhelming’. The choice of either of these categories was not
1

A t-test on the gay community membership item for the two groups, ‘sleazy’ only and ‘erotic’ only gives a value of
14.08, significant at <0.001. A t-test on the non-scene utilisation item (q38) gives a value of 6.49 and a significance
of 0.012.
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related to age, but was related to generation (see below) and was significantly related to self
rating of membership of the gay community (t=7.45, p=0.007) with those choosing them less
likely to consider themselves part of the gay community now. There was also a weak
relationship between choice of these categories and use of gay venues now (t=3.39, p=0.066)
with those choosing them less likely to use the scene. This describes a loosely negative
grouping of experiences associated with the first visit to a gay venue where the individual
feels different to the people he encounters, does not feel welcomed and does not understand
the social rules of the environment. This is similar to the experiences described in the
previous chapter where men discussed initial experiences of feeling alien to those they
encountered and feeling like they needed to learn the rules and styles of the gay world before
they were accepted.
As with the sexual aspects discussed above, initial social experiences may be modified by
subsequent exposure, but as the relationships with community membership and venue usage
suggest, there may be a long term effect of these experiences. Of course, it may be that
individuals who are unlikely to fit in to the gay community (for whatever reason) may be
more likely to have negative initial experiences or that those who do not currently feel part of
the community may remember the more negative aspects of their initial contact more clearly
than those that do feel a part.
Approximately one third of the sample chose either ‘friendly’ or ‘comfortable’ (33.1%) and
of these 36.3% chose both. Of those that chose either of these items, 83.2% also chose
‘exciting’, 67.1% chose ‘fun’ 36.4% chose ‘erotic’ 7.7% chose ‘alienating’ 42.0% chose
‘surprising’ and 14.0% chose ‘confusing’. There was no relationship between choice of these
categories and age and only a very weak relationship to generational groups. There was
however, a significant relationship with current use of gay venues (t=5.71, p=0.017) with
those choosing them more likely to use gay venues and a weak relationship with self-rating of
membership of the gay community (t=3.16, p=0.076) with those choosing these categories
more likely to consider themselves part of the gay community. This describes a loose
constellation of positive experiences where respondents felt they ‘fitted in’ in their first visit
to a gay venue. While there is obviously considerable individual variation, and there is a
degree of overlap between those that chose negative and positive descriptors, it is clear that
initial experience of the gay scene is related to later relationships with that scene. As the
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interviews have suggested, a strong sense of belonging or not-belonging may characterise an
individual’s relationship with the scene over his ‘gay career’. I will return to the sense of
belonging in later sections of this chapter and examine some of the other correlates.
There were a number of interesting differences between the three generational groups on this
item (Table 84). Post-AIDS men were less likely to describe their initial experience as
‘disappointing’ or ‘alienating’, pre-AIDS men were more likely to choose ‘intimidating’ and
‘alienating’ and peri-AIDS men were less likely to choose ‘sleazy’, ‘confusing’ or ‘fun’.
These differences probably reflect the changes in accessibility and the style of gay venues,.
As the men in the interviews indicated, venues have changed from being ‘hidden’ or subcultural to more overt and mixed in their clientele. It is interesting to note that men in the
peri-AIDS group were less likely to select the positive social characteristics (‘friendly’ and
‘comfortable’) and less likely to consider the experience ‘fun’ or ‘exciting’ than the other
groups. This may be related to the Zeitgeist of the early eighties with a high degree of media
and public surveillance of gay sexuality and the uncertainty and fear that characterised the
emergence of AIDS within the gay community.
Table 84: Descriptors of first experience of gay venue chosen by respondents.
Valid percentages for generational groups and full sample.
Descriptor

Pre

Peri

Post

All

exciting

73.4

70.5

73.1

72.1

scary

51.7

57.9

60.6

56.5

fun

50.3

39.9

46.2

44.9

intimidating

51.7

41.5

39.4

44.4

overwhelming

35.7

30.6

35.6

33.5

sleazy

34.3

30.1

36.5

33.0

surprising

26.6

31.1

31.7

29.8

erotic

28.7

29.0

26.9

28.4

friendly

24.5

20.8

29.8

24.2

alienating

28.7

18.6

16.3

21.4

comfortable

23.1

19.1

21.2

20.9

confusing

22.4

17.5

23.1

20.5

disappointing

14.7

13.7

9.6

13.0

as expected

6.3

5.5

7.7

6.3

boring

4.2

4.9

5.8

4.9
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Most of the relationships between individual categories discussed above applied for the
separate generational groups. There was a significant difference in the choice of negative
social interaction categories (‘intimidating’ and ‘alienating’) between generational groups,
with post-AIDS men less likely to select these items (χ2=9.18, df=2, p=0.010), once again
reflecting the change in style of the commercial gay scene.
Incentives to scene participation.
Respondents were asked to identify the primary incentives for their participation in the gay
scene. A range of eleven descriptors drawn from the interviews in phase one were listed and
respondents were able to choose multiple items. The most frequently chosen items were to do
with sociality and the ‘gay’ character of the environment (Table 85). Responses for all items
except ‘being loud or outrageous’ were over 40%. Respondents on average chose six items
from the list with 56% of respondents choosing between three and seven items.
As evidenced in the interview transcripts, the gay venues serve important social and
entertainment functions for gay men. It is interesting to note that the most popular category
was ‘being among gay people’, selected by 82% of all participants, while ‘being myself
without worry’ was only chosen by 60%. The sense of belonging is, it would appear, not
simply in reaction to homophobia or non-acceptance, but is an affirming and inherently
positive experience. As social identity theory would suggest, being among others in the same
social category (under certain conditions) enhances self esteem and self worth.
When responses to these items are compared between generational groups, there are some
quite distinct differences (Table 85). The post-AIDS men are much less likely to choose
‘pickups/sex’ or ‘finding a partner’ than the other two groups, and post- and peri-AIDS men
are more likely to choose ‘being myself without worry than are the pre-AIDS men. The preAIDS men are less likely to be on the scene to watch shows or spend time with their partner.
As will be seen in a following item, pre-AIDS men spend less time on the scene than do the
other groups, so it is not surprising that they are less likely to identify incentives. They are
however, no more likely to identify disincentives (see Table 86).
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Table 85: Incentives of gay scene chosen by respondents. Valid percentages
for generational groups and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

being among gay people

79.7

82.0

85.6

82.1

pickups/sex

42.0

39.3

29.8

62.1

being with friends

77.6

81.4

75.0

78.6

safe place to socialise

70.6

79.8

79.8

76.7

being myself without worry

53.9

63.4

62.5

60.0

dancing

53.9

63.4

60.6

59.5

possibility of finding partner

44.8

44.3

34.6

42.1

drinking

39.9

41.5

43.3

41.4

watching shows

25.9

47.5

41.4

38.8

time with partner

25.9

35.5

41.4

33.7

being loud/outrageous

14.0

18.6

18.3

17.0

5.6

6.6

4.8

5.8

other

Disincentives of scene
As with the previous item, respondents were given a list of eleven possible disincentives to
using the gay scene. Respondents chose on average four items from the list and 75% of
respondents chose between two and five items (Table 86). The most frequent responses were
that the respondents were ‘getting bored’ with the scene, or that it was ‘too shallow’. This
reflects and confirms findings from phase one of the study, that is that both the significant
incentives and the significant disincentives to scene patronage are social in nature. The
pragmatic or logistic issues are present (relationships, atmosphere, cost etc.) but are less
common than the social items. As in the interviews, threats of anti-gay violence are not a
disincentive for most men. It would be interesting to compare these men with those from
Sydney, where anti-gay violence is frequently reported in the gay press, particularly around
the gay neighbourhoods.
When one examines the responses to this item in terms of generational groups, the general
patterns observed above still hold, but there are some particularities that indicate a different
experience of the gay scene for different groups. Being in a relationship is a more commonly
reported disincentive among post-AIDS men than the other two groups, an unusual result
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given that these men were less likely to identify ‘finding a partner’ as an incentive for scene
patronage. This may simply indicate that post-AIDS men do not rely on the scene as a source
of partners, finding them in their social groups, or through work. Partners and other forms of
long term sexual relationships were not a focus of this study, as the concern was more with
the broader social meaning of being gay, but additional research using these generational
categories could explore the styles and processes of coupling. It is likely that the differences
noted in coming out patterns and scene patronage would be reflected in the establishment and
conduct of more intimate relationships.
Table 86: Disincentives of gay scene chosen by respondents. Valid
percentages for generational groups and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

getting bored with it

67.1

62.1

64.4

64.3

too shallow

57.3

48.9

51.0

52.2

smoke/noise

44.1

48.9

43.3

45.9

work/study

42.7

43.4

43.3

43.1

cost

32.9

32.4

33.7

32.9

other things to do

33.6

31.3

21.2

29.6

don't like music/atmosphere

32.2

25.3

30.8

28.9

need a change

26.6

25.8

30.8

27.3

being in a relationship

17.5

24.7

29.8

23.4

anti-gay violence or threat of

9.8

10.4

8.7

9.8

health reasons

9.8

8.8

8.7

9.1

other

4.2

8.2

6.7

6.5

Importance of gay scene
Respondents were asked to indicate, on a continuous scale, the importance of the existence
of the gay scene, regardless of whether they went out on it or not. The responses were coded
into twelve categories and transformed to a scale from zero to ten. On average men in the
sample scored 1.5 on the scale, indicating a high rating of importance (median=0.8,
mode=0.8). The variability on this item was low (standard deviation= 1.7), and there was no
significant difference between generational groups (Table 87) (F=1.514, df=2,425, p=0.221),
although the fuzzy decumulative measure shows a slightly higher importance among pre-
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AIDS men (Table 88) with the other two groups at much the same level. Clearly the scene
provides not only an important social function, but a symbolic one as well. It functions as
visible evidence of a gay community, a recognition of differences in needs, aesthetic and
social practice.
Table 87: Rating of importance of gay scene.
Mean and median ratings for generational
groups and full sample.
mean

median

Pre

1.3

0.8

Peri

1.6

0.8

Post

1.6

0.8

All

1.5

0.8

Table 88: Percentage of respondents that consider the scene important
using decumulative frequencies; generational groups and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

87.2

84.2

84.0

85.2

Utilisation of scene
Respondents were also asked how much time they spent on the gay scene, on a similar scale
from ‘a lot’ to ‘never’. On average the men in the sample scored 5.1 on this scale
(median=5.0, mode=5.0, standard deviation=2.5), around the centre of the scale. Although the
scales have, of necessity, different descriptive end points, it can be seen that the men rated the
scene as, or more important, that they rated their utilisation of it, that is, the men use the
scene less than they value it (see Figure 49). This supports the contention that the scene has
greater value to gay men than their practice alone would suggest. In terms of place identity,
the scene has value both symbolically for the group, and as a significant site in personal
histories.
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Very

Importance of scene

Not at all

Figure 49: Scatterplot of ratings of utilisation of gay scene by
importance of gay scene

A lot

Never

Time spent on scene

There was a weak relationship between generational group and scene utilisation (F=2.632,
df=2,427, p=0.073) with the peri-AIDS group being most likely to patronise commercial
venues. This is also evident in the fuzzy measure in Table 90 where peri-AIDS men utilise
the scene to a degree of 0.48 compared to pre-AIDS men who do so to a degree of 0.42. In
part this may be explained by men in that group being less likely to identify some of the
major disincentives (‘getting bored with it’, ‘smoke noise’, ‘music/atmosphere’ and ‘too
shallow’) or by their stage in a scene ‘career’ (although there is no direct empirical evidence
to support this).
Table 89: Rating of utilisation of gay scene.
Mean and median ratings for generational
groups and full sample.
mean

median

Pre

5.4

5.0

Peri

4.8

5.0

Post

5.1

5.0

All

5.1

5.0

Chapter 5: Questionnaires

Page 320

Table 90: Percentage of respondents that patronise the scene using
decumulative frequencies; generational groups and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

45.6

51.8

49.0

49.1

Importance and utilisation of non-commercial gay world
A similar pair of questions were asked about the respondents’ perceptions of the importance
of ‘gay groups and organisations’ and the extent to which they are involved in such groups. A
similar pattern was found as for the scene items. Men were likely to rate the importance of
these groups quite high (mean=1.2, median=0.8, mode=0.8 standard deviation=1.7) but rate
their own involvement around the centre of the scale (mean=5.5, median=5.0, mode=5.0,
standard deviation=2.8). As with the scene, almost all men indicated less usage of
organisations than importance (see Figure 50).

Very

Importance of organisationsNot at all

Figure 50: Scatterplot of ratings of utilisation of gay
organisations and groups by importance of gay organisations and
groups

A lot

Time spent in organisations

None

Again there was no significant difference between generational groups on either the
importance of the groups (F=0.850, df=2,427, p=0.428) or their utilisation of them (F=1.384,
df=2,424, p=0.252) (for generational comparisons using traditional methods see Tables 112
and 113 in Appendix E). The fuzzy measure of decumulative frequencies, however,
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illuminates some generational differences on these items (see Tables 91 and 92 below). Using
these measures, it can be seen that post-AIDS men are less likely to consider gay
organisations important (doing so to a degree of 0.73) than the other groups (both 0.82) and
are less likely to use those organisations (0.38 compared to 0.43 for the other groups). This
measure, although not probabilistic, is more efficacious with skewed or erratic distributions
like these, functioning like a summary of weighted percentiles.
Table 91: Percentage of respondents that consider gay organisations and
groups important using decumulative frequencies; generational groups
and full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

89.1

88.3

79.0

81.8

Table 92: Percentage of respondents that patronise gay organisations and
groups using decumulative frequencies; generational groups and full
sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

46.0

46.5

41.1

45.1

It can also be seen from the results of these four items, that, on average, while the men rate
their usage of the scene as higher than that of organisations, they rate the organisations as
more important than the scene. This relationship is not as strong when comparing the
variables pairwise, but is in the same direction1.
Importance of gay content of entertainment
As with the interviews, respondents were asked about the importance of gay themed
entertainment (films, books, theatre) and the amount of gay content in their own
entertainment. Overall the men in the sample rated gay content as very important (mean=1.2,
median=0.8, mode=o.8 standard deviation=1.6) but indicated a mid point on the scale for the
amount of gay themed material they consume (mean=4.5, median=4.8, mode=5.0, standard
deviation=2.4).
1

On a pairwise comparison, 46% rate their usage of the scene higher than organisations and 37% the inverse, and
32% rate organisations as more important than the scene and 17% the inverse. The remainder in both comparisons
rate the two at the same point.
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The generational groups differ in the importance the ascribe to gay content (F=4.40,
df=2,425, p=0.013) (Table 93), but not in the amount of it they consume (F=0.067, df=2,424,
p=0.935) (Table 94). Pre-AIDS men ascribe a higher importance to gay content than do the
other groups. This is also reflected in the decumulative measures for this item where preAIDS men considered gay content important to a degree of 0.84, while the other groups did
so to a degree of 0.801. As suggested by the interviews, this is probably related to the
importance of gay literature in the coming out process of these men and to the (relative)
difficulty in obtaining it during that period.
Table 93: Ratings of importance of gay content.
Mean and median ratings for generational
groups and full sample.
mean

median

Pre

0.9

0.8

Peri

1.4

0.8

Post

1.4

0.8

All

1.2

0.8

Table 94: Ratings of proportion of
entertainment with gay content. Mean and
median ratings for generational groups and full
sample.
mean

median

Pre

5.6

5.0

Peri

4.5

5.0

Post

4.5

4.2

All

4.5

4.2

Figure 51 below shows the relationship between importance and usage of gay content. The
pattern is similar to that for the gay scene and gay organisations. As with the previous items,
gay themed material has a symbolic and nostalgic importance as well as a functional one. As
discussed in the previous chapter, gay content functions as an active counterpoint to the
erasure of gay sexuality in the dominant culture, and is particularly important when
1

Decumulative measures for the utilisation of gay content were all around 0.51
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representations in that culture are scare or negative. As homosexuality is normalised
(generally through assimilation, tokenism or co-option) the importance of some forms of
representation may be reduced (this is reflected for example in the poor success of gay film
festivals in recent years). If this representation in mainstream culture is seen as diminishing
the uniqueness of gay people, certain forms of gay cultural product, those that emphasise this
uniqueness and particularly those that construe gay culture as superior, may become more
important. While the data in this phase of the study does not have the sensitivity to detect
these sorts of differences, the general trend is similar to that in the interviews, where such
distinctions were made by a number of the respondents.

Very

Importance of gay content

Not at all

Figure 51: Scatterplot of ratings of amount of gay content by
importance of gay content

A lot

Amount of gay content

None

Importance of gay spaces
Respondents were asked how important gay identified geographical areas were to them. This
is a crude measure of place attachment, primarily included to see if there were generational
differences in this area. A full assessment of place identity/attachment requires a far more
extensive and detailed questioning of individuals, well beyond the scope of this study. The
results of this one item, however, indicate that such an assessment may well prove valuable,
particularly if something like this generational model were used. Attachment to gay space is
quite likely to be related to an individuals personal history in an area or context to a greater
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extent than to their age. Issues of migration (for example from a country area to a
metropolitan one, ore from one city to another) would be important considerations in
assessing the degree of attachment or identification an individual has with either a specific or
generalised gay space. These data suggest that the men in this sample consider gay space very
important (mean=1.4, median=0.8, mode=0.8, standard deviation=1.8), and there is a weak
statistical relationship between generation and this item (F=2.901, df=2,425, p=0.056) with
peri-AIDS men placing less importance on gay spaces (Table 95). The decumulative measure
(Table 96) suggests that the strongest effect may be in the post-AIDS group who value gay
space to a degree of 0.80, compared to 0.73 and 0.77 for the pre and peri-AIDS groups
respectively.
Table 95: Ratings of importance of gay spaces.
Mean and median ratings for generational
groups and full sample.
mean

median

Pre

1.2

0.8

Peri

1.7

0.8

Post

1.3

0.8

All

1.4

0.8

Table 96: Percentage of respondents that consider identifiable gay space
important using decumulative frequencies; generational groups and full
sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

79.5

83.3

87.1

85.7

Visibility
A question was also included that addressed the issue of ‘role models’ or publicly gay people.
Respondents were asked how important it was that there were identifiably gay people in, for
example, the media. As with previous items the men rated this as very important (mean=1.4,
median=0.8, mode=0.8, standard deviation=1.8). There was no significant difference
between generational groups (F=0.846, df=2,425, p=0.422) (Table 114 in Appendix E), nor
did the decumulative measure show any difference (pre:0.80, peri:0.81, post:0.80).
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The type of importance these people have was not addressed in this phase of the study, but
the interviews suggest that two main functions that men identify, an educative one for
heterosexual people, and an identification and visibility for people addressing their own
sexuality or coming out. Both are external, that is functions for other people, but social
identity theory would suggest that these visible people play an important role in anchoring the
social identification of people who already identify with the social category (i.e. out gay
men). These visible people are important markers of difference and power. They may be seen
in assimilationist terms, that is a demonstration of how one can transcend the social category
and achieve success on the terms of the outgroup, or they may be seen in terms of social
change, that is, challenging the hegemony of the outgroup and disrupting the assumptions of
economic, cultural or other forms of superiority. To a great extent this depends on the social
belief system of the individual, and as has been seen in a previous section, the presence of
visible gay people may be distressing for some individuals, particularly those with a social
mobility belief system.
Spokespeople
As an adjunct to the previous item, a question was included on the role of ‘spokespeople’ for
the gay community. Some of the interviewees spoke of the discomfort they felt with the idea
of individuals claiming or being represented as speaking for the entire gay community. The
distress was often centred around a feeling that this situation led to the homogenisation of gay
people, and this is certainly one of the functions of tokenism (for example in Hogg and
Abrams model discussed in the review of literature). Others felt well represented by such
people, although this was generally when there was a concordance between the political or
social values of the interviewee and the spokesperson. There was also a sense that, as with the
openly gay people discussed above, that the presence of such people functioned as a
resistance to the erasure or assimilation of homosexuality and was important tool for social
change. The data from this item may reflect these different points of view, or an ambivalence
regarding the representativeness of the spokespeople. Many of the interviewees mentioned
those working in the HIV/AIDS area as the primary spokespeople for the gay community and
while emphasising the importance of the issues in this area, felt that other issues such as
discrimination and anti-gay violence did not receive the same attention. On average men in
this study rated the representativeness of spokespeople on the positive side of the centre of
the scale (mean=4.2, median=4.2, mode=2.5, standard deviation=2.4). The distribution was
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skewed toward the ‘very representative’ end and there was considerable variability. There
was no significant difference between generational groups on this item (F=0.564, df=2,420,
p=0.569) (see Table 115 in Appendix E).
Community membership
Although each respondent’s membership of the gay community has been measured in
schematic item discussed earlier, and the SAPA scales have been included in the
questionnaire, a simple direct question was included to compare with these more complex
measures. It must be said that asked on its own, outside the context of a lengthy questionnaire
where respondents are actively thinking about several dimensions of gay community, the
item may not be particularly valuable. Although the question was early in the questionnaire,
(q21), it was observed that many respondents flicked through the questionnaire before
completing it. Overall the men had a mean score on this scale of 4.3, indicating a level of
membership around the centre of the scale, but tending toward inclusion (median=4.2,
mode=3.3, standard deviation=2.3).
This item had a significant correlation with the radial measure from question 29 (r=0.55,
Bartlett χ2=141.28, df=1, p<0.001) and with the two SAPA scales, gay community
involvement (r=0.41, Bartlett χ2=74.46, df=1, p<0.001) and gay social engagement (r=0.46,
Bartlett χ2=95.536, df=1, p<0.001).
When comparing the scores on this item by generational group (Table 97), there is a
statistically significant relationship. (F=5.566, df=2,412, p=0.004) with peri-AIDS men
having the strongest membership and pre-AIDS men the weakest (as with the schematic
item). This corresponds well with the contentions drawn from social identity theory made
throughout this paper. The measure is perhaps a little crude, and I would rather use a
combination of several other items in this questionnaire to fully represent gay men’s
relationship to gay community, but as it has considerable correlational concordance with
other measures (for example the schematic item) it may be a useful short cut in other studies.
It is certainly as useful as the SAPA measures, and considerably shorter.

Chapter 5: Questionnaires

Page 327

Table 97: Self-rating of membership of gay
community. Mean and median ratings for
generational groups and full sample.
mean

median

Pre

4.3

4.2

Peri

3.8

3.3

Post

4.7

4.2

All

4.2

4.2

Fuzzy analysis of this item (Table 98) also illustrates this relationship. Decumulative analysis
of the distribution shows that 57 percent of men in the peri-AIDS group considered
themselves part of the gay community (or that men in this group were members of the gay
community to a degree of 0.57) and that 49% of pre-AIDS men were a part of the gay
community (or to a degree of 0.49).
Table 98: Percentage of respondents that consider themselves part of the
gay community using decumulative frequencies; generational groups and
full sample.
Pre

Peri

Post

All

53.0

61.5

56.7

57.5

There was also a significant difference between the two samples (Midsumma and VAC) on
this item (t=-2.838, df=412, p=0.005) (Table 99) with the Midsumma sample having a
stronger membership. It is possible that respondents drawn from the Midsumma carnival, a
public event, may be more involved in the social aspects of gay community than those on the
VAC mailing list, but this is speculative. The combination of the two samples has most likely
compensated for much of the bias inherent in each.
Table 99: Self-rating of membership of gay community. Descriptive
statistics, by sample.
mean

median

mode

standard
deviation

range

Midsumma

3.9

3.75

4.2

2.1

10

VAC

4.6

4.2

4.2

2.5

10
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Change in membership since coming out
Respondents were asked if they felt there membership of the gay community had changed
since they came out. Clearly this item is going to be confounded by not only age, but the
length of time individuals had been ‘out’, a systematic difference between the generational
groups. What this item tells us, in combination with the coming out material presented
earlier, is something of the experiences described in the interviews of ‘drifting away from the
gay community’ or ‘gradually feeling more a part of it’. Most of the respondents indicated
that they felt more a part of the community now than when they came out (Table 100)
suggesting a process of acculturation and normalisation within the social category. A small
percentage feel less a part of the community now, suggesting a process of alienation.
The differences between the generational groups (Table 100) show that this group of people
who feel less a part of the community are mainly from the pre-AIDS group. The differences
are statistically significant (χ2=16.644, df=4, p=0.002). Men in the pre-AIDS group have had
longer in which to experience this drift, and the youth orientation of the scene may contribute
to a sense of disjunction from the gay community. Regardless of the antecedents, these men
(still a minority within the pre-AIDS group) are likely to experience not only a low degree of
community membership1 but a loss of membership. The consequence of this compound
disenfranchisement in terms of social identity is not only a low level of identification, but a
devaluing of the social group. This, it is argued, will result in low self esteem if the individual
does not employ a social mobility strategy or has other superordinate social identifications
that provide positive self-evaluation.
Table 100: Change in membership of gay community since coming out.
Valid percentages for generational groups and full sample.

1

Change

Pre

Peri

Post

All

More a part now

63.0

78.0

79.0

73.3

About the same

20.0

15.8

17.0

17.5

Less a part now

17.0

6.2

4.0

9.2

Total

135

177

100

412

In fact those in the ‘less now’ group score 7.5 on the membership item (q21) and those in the ‘more now’ score
4.2 . (scale from 1 to 10, low numbers indicate strong membership). Those with no change score 7.3 suggesting that
they had low membership at the time they came out.
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Difference in membership of gay community when in straight environment
In order to assess some of the context specific aspects of social identification, respondents
were asked to compare how much a part of the gay community they felt when in a straight
environment and when in a gay environment. Those The majority of respondents (52%) felt
no different depending on context (Table 101), but a sizeable number fell into each of the
other two categories. Those who experience no difference had the strongest membership of
gay community on the single item measure (mean =4.89) while those in the ‘more in gay’ and
‘more in straight’ groups had lower membership (mean = 5.42 and mean=5.17 respectively),
although this was not statistically significant (F=1.82, df=2,408, p=0.308).
There were moderately significant differences in scores on this item between the three groups
(χ2=12.412, df=4, p=0.015) with the post-AIDS men tending to feel more a part of the gay
community when in a straight environment (Table 101). The differences between the groups
are presented graphically in Figure 52.
Table 101: Difference in membership of gay community when in
straight environment. Valid percentages for generational groups and
full sample
Difference

Pre

Peri

Post

All

more than in mostly gay env.

24.1

23.5

39.4

27.5

much the same

58.4

53.6

38.4

51.6

less than in mostly gay env

17.5

22.9

22.2

21.0

Total

137

179

99

415

That this contextual experience of gay identity is more common among the post-AIDS men
suggests that there have indeed been changes in the way gay social identity is experienced.
With the de-mystification of gay sexuality through representation and public discourse, men
have become more likely to experience their category membership as relevant only within
contexts that are imbued with gay meaning. The gay bar acts as a prompt to the gay social
identity for these men, while in other contexts other identities (personal or social) take
precedence). It is important to note that the relationship between this contextuality is only
very weakly related to sense of community membership. A more contextual gay social
identity does not mean that one feels less a part of the social category, rather that one is only
aware of that membership in particular social or physical settings.
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Figure 52: Difference in membership of gay community when in straight environment. 100% bar
graphs for generational groups

Summary
The generational analyses presented in this section suggest that the most clear differences in
the experience of gay social identity are evident in the post-AIDS group. For these men, the
scene, gay organisations and gay cultural product is less important, supporting the findings in
the interview phase of this study. That this identity also appears to becoming more
contextual1 tends to indicate that the place of sexuality in the hierarchy of identifications is
changing. If this is true, then the reliance on community membership as a motivator for health
practices (as is evident in, for example, a number of AIDS prevention campaigns) may be
unwise. If this identity also operates in terms of subcultural identifications and distinctions,
this may render appeals to ‘good community members’ even more irrelevant.

1

The interviews would suggest that this is not just in terms of generations, but that for all generations of men their
experience of their sexuality has become less critical in their self-definitions)
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5.4 AIDS and Gay Community
Although this study was primarily concerned with the broad effects of the epidemic on
conceptualisations of gay community, two items were included to measure the personal
impact of the epidemic.
AIDS impact on Life
Most respondents indicated that AIDS had had a significant impact on their lives (mean=3.8,
median=2.5, mode=0.8, standard deviation=3.1). The question specifically excluded sexual
behaviour, in order to focus on social and emotional impact, although this was not specified
further. Given the distribution of responses to this item, with a strong skew toward a large
impact (skewness (G1)= 6.67), but a small peak toward the low impact end of the scale (see
Figure 53 below), a set of more specific items would probably have been more useful. Those
that selected a point at the ‘low impact’ end of the scale (>7.5) considered themselves less a
part of the gay community than did the other respondents (5.3 Vs 4.0), and were less likely to
utilise gay organisations and groups (6.7 Vs 5.2) although they did not consider these
organisations any less important (1.3 Vs 1.2). They also considered AIDS less important in
their lives (4.9 Vs 2.5).
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Figure 53: Frequency polygons of impact and importance of AIDS in the lives of respondents

ANOVA testing of this item did not reveal a significant difference between generations
(F=1.445, df=2,426, p=0.237), although the means and medians show some slight differences
(Table 102).
Table 102: Ratings of degree to which AIDS has
changed respondents’ lives. Mean and median ratings
for generational groups and full sample
mean

median

Pre

3.8

2.5

Peri

3.7

2.9

Post

3.7

2.9

All

3.8

2.5

The distributions are quite complex (see Figure 54 below) with the peak at the ‘low impact’
end particularly evident for the pre-AIDS group, and some indication that the post-AIDS
group tends more toward the centre of the scale and has a flatter distribution. The post-AIDS
distribution also exhibits considerable differences in traditional measures of normality
(skewness (g1) for pre, peri and post groups; 0.50, 0.47 and 7.05 respectively and
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kurtosis(g2); -1.17, -1.12 and 60.73 respectively), although the shape of these data mean these
measures must be treated with caution. The polarisation of the pre-AIDS distribution may
reflect a greater variability in experience of the epidemic for the men who have been out
longer.
Fuzzy analysis of this item revealed that AIDS had changed the lives of the men in the
sample to a degree of 0.57, with the peri-AIDS group most affected (0.58) and the postAIDS men least affected (0.56) and pre-AIDS men to a degree of 0.57. The results for the
post-AIDS group would be consistent with the contention that their experience of AIDS has
been normalised to a greater extent than for the other groups. I had expected the pre-AIDS
men to report the highest degree of change resulting from the epidemic given discussions in
the interviews. The differences, however, are quite small, the distributions complex and most
men reported a large degree of change. The difference in the way these groups of men relate
to other gay men, and to the gay community are most evident in other sections of this
questionnaire. It is not surprising that, given the dominant narrative of AIDS as a major agent
of change in the gay world, that a direct question elicits this response.
Figure 54: Frequency polygons of degree to which AIDS has changed respondents’ lives, for generational
groups
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AIDS importance in Life
Respondents were asked how important AIDS is in their lives, other than in terms of sexual
behaviour. Most men reported a strong degree of importance (mean=3.0, median=2.5,
mode=0.8, standard deviation=2.6), although there were two peaks in the distribution, around
the centre of the scale and at the ‘low importance’ end (see Figure 0 below).
There was a moderately significant difference between the generational groups (F=3.417,
df=2,424, p=0.034). The group means (Table 103) suggest that the pre-AIDS group has
reported a lower degree of importance than the other groups, although the medians suggest
the post-AIDS group is in this position.
Table 103: Ratings of importance of AIDS
in respondents’ lives. Mean and median
ratings for generational groups and full
sample.
mean

median

Pre

3.0

2.5

Peri

2.7

1.7

Post

2.7

3.3

All

3.0

2.5

The distributions, as can be seen in Figure 55 below, are, once again quite complex, and this
may explain some of these discrepancies. Traditional measures of normality do not offer a
great deal of insight into the relationship between the generations and the measure (skewness
(g1); pre:0.7, peri:0.47, post:0.52. kurtosis; pre:-0.58, peri:0.20, post: -0.74). The peri-AIDS
group has the most even fall from high importance to low, the pre-AIDS group is less likely
to rate very high and has peaks at the centre and ‘low’ end of the scale. The pre-AIDS group
is the most erratic with fewer respondents at the ‘high’ end and the very ‘low’ end than the
other groups and more variability in the centre of the distribution.
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Fuzzy analysis of the distributions indicate that AIDS was of importance to the pre-AIDS
group to a degree of 0.64, to the peri-AIDS group to a degree of 0.67 and to the post-AIDS
group to a degree of 0.60.
Again, this could be seen to reflect the likely greater experience of the epidemic among the
pre-AIDS men, where personal experiences like deaths among friends and partners, seroconversions and decisions to become involved (or not) in AIDS organisations could have
significantly different effects for different individuals.
Figure 55: Frequency polygons of importance of AIDS in respondents’ lives for generational groups
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Chapter 6: Summary and Conclusions
“As complexity increases, precise statements lose meaning, and meaningful
statements lose precision” (Lofti Zadeh, 1973, p28)
The primary purpose of this study was to interrogate the notion of gay community through the
employment of social identity theory and with particular reference to changes in the place of
gay community in the self-concept of gay men over the period of the AIDS epidemic. It is my
contention that the construct of gay community is central to individuals’ gay identity and that,
concordant with changes in the gay community during the time of AIDS, this social identity
has changed in nature and degree.
Social identity theory has an established place in the social psychology of intergroup relations
and has found particular utility in the examination of race relations. The singular innovation
of this theory is the emphasis on the role of group identification in the individual’s
construction of self. This is in contrast to the project of much of the social sciences which is
concerned with the place of the individuals within social structures and the interaction of
social groups, be they defined by ethnicity, class or gender. It is strange that a model which
has provided critical insights into the experience of group membership (particularly in the
realm of ethnicity) should have found so little application in the area of sexuality.
Much writing in the area of gay sexuality (both academic and popular) is concerned with the
importance of ‘being gay’, and yet research and theoretical work often concentrates on either
the psychological sequelae of sexual identification or the social and political correlates of
membership of a sexual class, without ever examining the role of the social characterisation
of sexuality at either an individual or social level. Social constructionism has provided an
opportunity to re-examine the very nature of the categories of sexuality and gender. Social
identity theory allows us to take this one step further and look at the consequences of the
internalisation of those constructs. What this study has attempted, is to invert the traditional
project of examining the place of gay men in the gay community, and examine the place of
gay community in gay men.
This study had two explicit aims; to examine the utility of social identity theory in the area of
gay identity, and to determine if there are systematic differences in several aspects of gay
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social identity across three generations of gay men defined by their historical relationship to
the AIDS epidemic in Australia.

Social Identity Theory and Gay Community
For the most part, social identity theory has been both useful and provocative as a way of
construing gay identity. In particular it has provided an opportunity to bring together the
domains of gay identity and gay community and to flesh out the experience of being gay, to
incorporate not only the social aspects of having a gay identity, but the aspects of a gay
identity that come from the social.
The concepts of self-categorisation and social comparison have a particular affinity for the
processes of coming out that have formed the cornerstone of sexuality research since the
middle of this century.
The interview phase of this study has highlighted just how important other gay people are in
the coming out process. The men interviewed had diverse coming out stories, some
characterised by self-doubt, alienation and rejection, others characterised by joy, acceptance
and a sense of ‘coming home’, and still others by a mixture of all these things. What was
common to all these men, though, was a process of negotiating the meaning of being gay in
terms of the social characterisation of gay community. There was a need to reconcile the
representations of gay men in popular culture, in their social networks, in their families, and
in the gay scene, the practices, roles and places of gay community, the social, economic,
labour, sexual and health consequences of ‘being’ gay and their sense of who they were on
many dimensions other than sexual preference, and then to make sense of all of this.
It was clear that coming out was not a singular event, but rather a continual process of
understanding the social meanings of their sexuality and managing the consequences of this
both amongst other gay people and the rest of society.
The concept of self categorisation is a useful way of examining the adoption of a gay identity.
In social identity theory the social construction of groups or categories is a given, whether
they be arbitrary and short lived groups created in a laboratory or broad and resilient sociopolitical categories like class, race and gender, that have significant implications for the
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psycho-social wellbeing of those so categorised. The process of making oneself gay through
the adoption of a social label is made transparent with this approach. Becoming gay within
this framework is not simply the recognition of one’s true nature, but an active process of
assigning oneself to a social category with a rich texture of normative practice and values and
structural relations to the rest of society. This is also a dynamic and reflexive process
encapsulating, as it does, the negotiation of one’s place within that category. Here concepts
like alienation, shame, pride, belonging and disenfranchisement are articulated in the
recognition that the category is not imposed, but constructed through the tension of those who
would be in the category and those who would not. There is dynamism across context and
time in this model, the importance, relevance and strength of one’s gay social identity can
vary from social setting to social setting, and throughout one’s lifetime.
Many men in the interview phase of this study have spoken about the way in which their
sexuality plays a part, to a greater or lesser degree, in all aspects of their daily life, not just
within the context of gay bars and sexual relationships. For some men their sexuality sits at
the centre of their self concept, it defines all aspects of who they are and how they interact
with other people. For others their sexuality is seen as a nothing more that a particular facet of
their makeup that only has personal relevance in terms of sex and relationships. Even for
these men though, the social characterisation of gay men influences the way in which they
interact with other people and with social institutions.
The questionnaire phase of this study has examined self categorisation both at the point of
coming out and over time and context. A series of items detailing the order and age of
coming out events has provided the basis for an extensive analysis of the coming out process.
This analysis suggests that, for the men in this sample, there is considerable variation in the
order and timing of coming out events. Although there is a dominant pattern of sexual
experiences and disclosure to friends preceding disclosure to family, there is substantial
variability in the specifics of these events, particularly in the age of the respondents at the
time they experienced them. Disclosure to friends and family indicates an affirmation (or at
least negotiation) of the respondents’ membership of the social category, and is an important
aspect of the self-categorisation process. Relationships, sex, and exposure to the gay scene are
important sites for social comparison.
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Few of the men in this sample fit traditional models of gay identity development, where
disclosure is given primacy over social and sexual interaction with other gay men. Only 9.5%
of men in this sample indicated that disclosure to family was the first coming out event,
although (as the interviews suggest) this may be critical in their self-categorisation as ‘out’.
Social comparison plays a significant role in social identity theory. It is through this ongoing
process that individuals identify their place in the social category, fine tune their definitions
of the social category, assess their similarity to other members of the category, their
relationship to other members of the category and to those outside the category. Social
comparison happens in many different ways, and does not require the physical presence of
other members of the group. For gay men the process of social comparison, while it certainly
happens in gay venues and in gay organisations, may also take place through media
representations of gay people, through gay cultural products and through the values and
beliefs about gay people held by non-gay people (their friends, families or colleagues).
The importance of social networks in the process of social comparison is evident in the
transcripts in this study. The men interviewed spent much time discussing what they thought
of other gay people, from the specific (friends, lovers, public figures) to the typical (drag
queens, scene queens, leather men and butch lesbians) and the abstract and representational.
When doing so they spoke in comparative terms, how much a certain type of person was like
themselves, the ways in which they were different to another, and the how the characteristics
of one group compared to another. They also spoke of the way they felt about being
collectively identified with these people, both by people outside the gay world and those
within it. The processes of social differentiation and normalisation were both evident in this
domain. Some men sought to distinguish themselves from those they saw as giving gay
people a ‘bad name’ or those they thought were more accepted by the gay community. Others
spoke about their solidarity with other gay people and of the ways in which they gradually
became more like they gay people they encountered. For many men, both these processes
operated in tandem, or in alternation, and there was often a tension between the two.
The analysis of the questionnaire data has revealed particular patterns of social comparison.
The structure of the men’s social networks reflect both the practicalities of gay life and the
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deliberate structuring of friendship groups in ways that supported and enhanced their gay
identity. Most respondents had social networks of both close friends and regular friends
constituted primarily of gay men and straight women, confirming what the interviews had
suggested.
An analysis of the structure of friendship groups indicated that most men had some degree of
fracturing in their social network. A high level of fracturing was evident among 36% of the
men in the sample. Social identity theory would suggest that this sort of separation between
social groups indicates a context specific gay social identity, and that these men are less likely
to conform to the norms of the social category (gay men). The disruption of gay social
identity among these men, due to the conflicting identifications of multiple social groups, is
further exacerbated by the lower percentage of gay men in their social networks. This is not
necessarily a dysfunctional situation, some research has even suggested that multiple social
identification provides more opportunities for the enhancement of self esteem (Barrett, 1994).
Where this situation does become problematic, however, is when one group with which the
person identifies is systematically devalued by another group with which he identifies. There
is evidence from the interviews in this study that, for at least a proportion of gay men, this is
very much the case. This devaluing is not necessarily of the category ‘gay men’, although that
is certainly more common. One man interviewed spoke of how his identity as a goth was
devalued by gay people, another similarly with his identity as Asian, and another with his
attachment to a group of heterosexual friends.
The way in which gay men enter the gay scene and the experiences they have their provides
further illustration of the processes of social comparison. The interviews had suggested that
initial experience of the gay scene was critical in determining whether an individual would
feel like he belonged and modify his sense of self to fit with the cultural norms, or whether he
would feel so different from the people he encountered that he did not consider himself a
‘real’ member of the social category. Experiences that were identified by interviewees as
particularly problematic included unwanted sexual attention and objectification, intimidation,
and a sense of confusion. Those characteristics that were most associated with subsequent
acculturation included a feeling of comfort, friendliness and excitement. A series of
descriptors was used to investigate this experience and it was clear that for most men the
experience was, on balance, a positive one. There were a substantial number of men,
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however, that described the event in terms of a constellation of the negative descriptors
mentioned above. These men were also less likely to consider themselves part of the gay
community now, and while I would not suggest that this is a causal relationship, it is a
consistent one.
The analyses of questionnaire items that examined attitudes toward ‘typical’ gay people
reveal a interesting distancing coupled with a conditional valuing. The men did not generally
consider themselves very similar to most of the types, they rated their commonality around
the centre of the scale or toward the low commonality end. Those types with which the men
felt least in common were drag queens and butch lesbians. When asked how much a part of
the community these types were, however, most men gave ratings close to the ‘very much a
part’ end of the scale. What this highlights that definitions of community are not based solely
on similarity or commonality.
The prototypical has been examined in the analysis of these questionnaires and gives another
perspective on the processes and roles of social identification. These analyses tell us much
about the ways in which gay men construct the boundaries and membership of gay
community. Prototypes have great importance in making social categories distinctive, in
making ‘marginalised’ communities visible both for those within them and those outside and
providing ways to organise beliefs about one’s place in the world. This way of
conceptualising the more visible aspects of gay community avoids some of the pitfalls of the
stereotype versus the ‘real gay man’ debate. A prototype is not representative, at least not in
the sense that it is meant to have an identity with all members of the social category. A
prototype ‘represents’ the distinctive characteristics of the social category, these can be
negative, particularly when one is talking about outgroup prototypes of an ingroup (the point
at which the concept is closest to that of the stereotype), but most often they are positive or
neutral.
The importance of gay social identity in understanding the nature of relations between gay
people and the rest of society has only been touched on in this study. My primary concern has
been with the individuals’ experience of social identity. The work of social identity theorists
provides a rich ground for developing understandings of the way in which social change
related to sexuality based cultures happens (or does not happen). This is true at the
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interpersonal, micro-social, macro-social and political levels. If sexuality were re-conceived
as a social movement, rather than within the constraints of traditional identity politics, there
may be some real possibility of re-imagining the place of gay people within society.
The institutions of gay life have always had a particular importance in the way in which
sexuality is imagined. Social identity theory reminds us that these institutions have a critical
representative role not only for the gay community where they provide points of reference,
but also in the relationship between the gay community and the rest of society. These
institutions provide a public face for the gay population. The way in which these institutions
operate in relation to gay identity works to police the boundaries of the social category (and
are in turn modified by changes in these boundaries). They can both intensify (through more
restrictive criteria ) and blur (by broadening the membership criteria) definitions of the social
category.
Men in the interviews spoke at length about their experience of the gay scene and the way
they think and feel about it. The scene is experienced variously as a culture that exists
separate from the remainder of their lives, as a site in which an important aspect of their self
definition, their sexuality, can be lived outside the restraints and dangers of la vie quotidien,
or simply as a place to socialise with other gay men. The interviews have highlight the ways
in which the gay scene can support and nurture gay men, but also the ways in which the scene
can constrain and alienate the individual.
The gay scene acts not only as a site of social comparison, but as an embodiment of
distinctive aspects of gay community. From the interviews it was clear that the scene
functioned as a proxy for gay community in several important ways. The negativity of many
of the men’s discussions of the scene that appear to reflect discomfort and disjunctions in
their relationship to the social category The way in which gay men rank the importance of the
gay scene as compared to their utilisation of it suggests that the scene has particular symbolic
and representational value.
The organisations and social groups of the gay community often act as a counterpoint to the
gay scene. The emphasis on the serious, substantial, social and communal aspects of nonscene compared to the shallowness, superficiality and sexual nature of the scene in many of
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the interviews indicate that the non-scene is often employed as a critique of other aspects of
gay life. The questionnaires again revealed a tendency for the importance of these institutions
to outrank their actual utilisation.
The fact that AIDS has changed the gay community in terms of political structure, sexual
relations and economic status seem to be generally acknowledged . What this study offers is a
different way to look at this change, not in terms of changes within the lives of individuals
but changes in the meaning of gay community between groups of gay men.

Generational Differences
The generational differences observed in this study are not dramatic, there are few differences
that differentiate clearly between the generational groups. What can be seen in the analyses
presented are trends, shifts and slippages but these are reasonably consistent and, taken across
the numerous domains of experience and conceptualisation, it is not unreasonable to say that
there does appear to be a shift in the way gay social identification and gay community are
experienced. The fact that the differences are not large is not surprising. The period in which
these changes have happened is quite brief. While changes in behaviour, attitudes and beliefs
related to sexual behaviour may have been quite dramatic during the period of the AIDS
epidemic (and there is certainly enough research to suggest this is true) changes in the way in
which people think about their position in society and the meaning of their membership of a
social group are likely to be more subtle and take longer to emerge. Added to this is the fact
that the generations examined in this study are not quarantined from each other. At the same
time that individual’s experience of a cultural category is changing, the discourse on that
category is changing. The meta-narratives of gay life are changing and individual’s self
concepts change either in accord with these or in opposition to them, creating and recreating
social identities.
Had it been possible to conduct this study at three points during the history of the epidemic,
just before it emerged, at the height of the social turmoil associated with the early years, and
now, I have no doubt that the social identities of gay men would have shown more dramatic
differences. But to a great extent, that is not the point. To know that the experience of being
gay in the 1970s was different to the experience of being gay now, while it may be
interesting, does not tell us a great deal about how gay men are living their lives today.
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What this study is able to tell us is that difference in experience colours the way gay men live
their sexuality now, even if they do so within the same cultural discourse. Coming out has
changed from being an engagement (social or sexual) with the gay world followed by
disclosure to a more mixed experience where many men are coming out within friendship
groups before seeking out gay specific spaces and cultures. While this does not necessarily
mean that friendship groups are maintained (the questionnaire analysis suggests that the
opposite may in fact be true), it does mean that gay social identity is, at least initially,
established in a quite different context for these men. If they do maintain their (usually
mixed) social networks through the coming out process, as several of the men in the
interviews did, there are likely to be incompatibilities between the gay and non-gay social
aspects of their lives, particularly in terms of spaces in which they feel comfortable
socialising with friends.
For the men who came out initially within gay contexts (most common among the pre-AIDS
men) the boundaries between gay and non gay worlds are set up as quite distinct. Although
this may change over time, there is some indication in these data that these men are likely to
maintain more closed definitions of gay community. Added to this is a nostalgia, particularly
noticeable among the pre-AIDS men interviewed, for a structure and conceptualisation of gay
community that existed before AIDS. This can be made particularly intense among men who
have seen many of their peers die of AIDS, and their memory of these men is strongly
embedded in the pre-AIDS gay culture. For those that came out during the early years of the
AIDS epidemic, the public gaze that characterised the experience of sexuality at the time
remains evident in the way they experience both the gay scene and the straight world. They
are more likely to consider the gay scene a safe haven and are more likely to spend time there
than the pre-AIDS men. The men who came out after AIDS had become an integral part of
gay culture placed less importance on gay organisations, the gay scene and the gay content of
cultural material. For these men, being gay may well be very important, but they experience
the gay world as less unusual, less of a discovery and more as a background to their
relationships with friends and peers.
The way in which these three groups of men construct their social identity probably shows as
much variation with the groups as it does between them. It is clear that sub-cultural
identification, identification with other social categories (particularly ethnicity), class and
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personal identity factors play a large part in mediating the effects of generation. It is also
clear, however that the experience of being gay has changed in some fundamental ways, it is
less oppositional, less compartmentalised from other aspects of life, more fluid in its
definition (particularly in terms of the boundaries of the social category) and perhaps even
less important.

Future Directions
This study suggests several new directions of enquiry, some tantalising in the possibilities
they offer for the re-imagining of sexuality, others more prosaic. Fundamentally social
identity theory offers a way of conceiving of sexual identity that takes account of both the
individual ‘sense of self’ and social milieu factors. This study has demonstrated that the way
in which men experience their sexuality is not simply psychological, but relational and
contextual. Understanding that sexuality is constantly negotiated and contested at the
individual and social level, that individuals are not simply subject to discrimination, prejudice
or liberation, but are actively engaged in the construction and reconstruction of these factors
affords dynamic new ways of approaching these issues. This is not to say that such
conceptualisations do not exist, either in academe or in the popular and political fields, social
constructionism has certainly gone a long way toward re-conceptualising sexuality. The main
breakdown with social constructionism, however, has been in its application. The marriage of
social constructionism and social identity theory is waiting to be consummated, and what
better bed than sexuality?
Similarly fuzzy logic offers potentialities to theory and practice both in social identity theory
and in the area of sexuality. The application of fuzzy logic could lead to the enhancement of
social identity theory through the fuzzification of social categories and the reconceptualisation of the relational aspects of social identity theory. To my mind, one of the
critical flaws in social identity theory is the insistence, at least by a majority of researchers, on
the mutual exclusivity of social categories and their complements. It is reasonably selfevident that social categories are not crisp, people conceive of their membership in terms of
degree. I have attempted to reflect this gradation in my discussion of category membership in
this study and I believe it has afforded considerable utility. The generational categories
themselves could well be conceived of in a fuzzy way, blending into each other, without
necessarily becoming continuous. The generations are an artifact of the study, one way of
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looking at social change over time, that takes account of both age and experience. To fuzzify
them would be a logical progression.
The idea of AIDS related generations could also now be taken a step further, though the
inclusion of a post-post-AIDS generation of gay men, who have a yet different experience of
HIV/ AIDS with the change in discourse around HIV prevention and treatments.
The relationship between gay men and lesbians is another area in which some careful
research could offer some valuable insights into the relationship between gender and
sexuality. What are the factors that differentiate gay men who identify with lesbians from
those that do not?
Finally, there have been glimpses of the possibilities that place identity approaches offer to
our understanding of the role of gay space and place in the lives of gay men and lesbians.
It is my hope that this study, if it has achieved anything, has opened up a few additional
avenues of enquiry into the role of gay community in the lives of gay men. That gay
community plays an important part in our lives is self-evident, but asking about the way in
which it does that, and the meanings we construct around our relationship with other gay
people will tell us more about ourselves than any check list of sexual practices could ever
hope to do. In reply to Edmund White’s question in his novel Forgetting Eleanor, “Isn’t it
enough to have worked out what we want, without knowing why we want it?” I would have
to give a resounding “No!”.
“I want to reach the Western Lands — right in front of you, across the bubbling
brook. It’s a frozen sewer. It’s known as the Duad, remember? All the filth and
horror, fear, hate, disease and death of human history flows between you and the
Western Lands. Let it flow! My cat Fletch stretches behind me on the bed. A tree like
black lace against a gray sky. A flash of joy.
How long does it take a man to learn that he does not, cannot want what he
‘wants’?
You have to be in Hell to see Heaven. Glimpses from the Land of the Dead,
flashes of timeless joy, a joy as old as suffering and despair.”

(William Burroughs, The Western Lands, 1987)
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FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE

We would like to ask you a few questions about your friends. This questionnaire is anonymous and confidential
and will not be used during the session.
Please complete this questionnaire before the session starts and place it in the box marked “questionnaires”

Your age ____
How many people are there with whom you would share your most personal thoughts and feelings?______
Not including those above, how many people are there whom you seek out and spend time with on a regular
basis?
______
Not including those above, how many people are there whom you might seek out occasionally or spend time
with when you happen to see them?
______

Thinking about your four closest friends, please complete the descriptions below
Friend 1
Male
Drag queen
Gay/Lesbian
Age ___years

Friend 3
Female
Tranny
Bisexual

Straight

Friend 2
Male
Drag queen
Gay/Lesbian
Age ___years

Male
Drag queen
Gay/Lesbian
Age ___years

Female
Tranny
Bisexual

Straight

Friend 4
Female
Tranny
Bisexual

Straight

Thinking about your friends generally,

Male
Drag queen
Gay/Lesbian
Age ___years

Female
Tranny
Bisexual

Straight

(please mark an X along the line)

What is the mix of male and female friends?
All Male
All Female
____________________________________________________________________
What is the mix of straight and gay friends?
All Gay/Lesbian
All Straight
____________________________________________________________________
On average how old are your friends compared to you?
Younger
Same age
____________________________________________________________________

Older

In age, how similar are your friends?
All around the same age
Very mixed in ages
____________________________________________________________________

A Study of the Gay Community

A Study of the Gay Community

COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT, STRUCTURES AND THE EPIDEMIC

COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT, STRUCTURES AND THE EPIDEMIC

Investigators: Jeffrey Grierson & Dr Anthony Smith

Investigators: Jeffrey Grierson & Dr Anthony Smith

This study will explore gay men’s thoughts about the gay community and look at the way in which they structure
their social environment. Participants will be asked to take part in a two hour focus group session and complete a
one page questionnaire. The results will be analysed and may be published in an aggregated form, but the
information presented and any quotes used will not make it possible to identify any participants. Participation is
on an anonymous and confidential basis.
The focus group sessions will be tape recorded, but these recordings and any transcripts made of them will not be
available to anyone other than the researchers.
The discussions are not expected to cause any distress or discomfort.
The information obtained from this study will contribute to our understanding of the gay community. The study
will be useful in ensuring that services offered to gay men are appropriate to their experience of the gay
community. The information will also be useful in designing effective and appropriate HIV related services and
educational material for gay men.
Participants are free to withdraw and discontinue participation at any time.
Any Questions regarding the project (CASE) can be directed to Mr Jeffrey Grierson or Dr Anthony Smith at the
Centre for the Study of STDs, La Trobe University on (03) 285 5382.
If there is any complaint about the conduct of the study, or there is a query the researchers have been unable to
satisfy, you may write to:
The Chairperson
Human Ethics Committee,
La Trobe University
Bundoora, Victoria 3083
PH: 479 1443

I , the undersigned, have read and understood the information attached, and any questions I have asked have been
answered to my satisfaction. I agree to participate in this research realising that I may withdraw at any time. I
agree that research data collected during this study may be published or provided to other researchers on the
condition that my name is not used.
Name of Participant (block letters) ____________________________
Signature __________________ Date ______________



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

We would like to ask you a few questions about your friends. This questionnaire is anonymous and confidential
and will not be used during the interview.

Your age ____
How many people are there with whom you would share your most personal thoughts and feelings?______
Not including those above, how many people are there whom you seek out and spend time with on a regular
basis?
______
Not including those above, how many people are there whom you might seek out occasionally or spend time
with when you happen to see them?
______

Thinking about your four closest friends, please complete the descriptions below
Friend 3

Friend 1
Male
Drag queen
Gay/Lesbian
Age ___years

Female
Tranny
Bisexual

Straight

Friend 2
Male
Drag queen
Gay/Lesbian
Age ___years

Male
Drag queen
Gay/Lesbian
Age ___years

Female
Tranny
Bisexual

Straight

Friend 4
Female
Tranny
Bisexual

Straight

Thinking about your friends generally,

Male
Drag queen
Gay/Lesbian
Age ___years

Female
Tranny
Bisexual

Straight

(please mark an X along the line)

What is the mix of male and female friends?
All Male
All Female
____________________________________________________________________
What is the mix of straight and gay friends?
All Gay/Lesbian
All Straight
____________________________________________________________________
On average how old are your friends compared to you?
Younger
Same age
____________________________________________________________________

Older

In age, how similar are your friends?
All around the same age
Very mixed in ages
____________________________________________________________________

A Study of the Gay Community
COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT, STRUCTURES AND THE EPIDEMIC

Investigators: Jeffrey Grierson & Dr Anthony Smith
This study will explore gay men’s thoughts about the gay community and look at the way in which
they structure their social environment. Participants will be asked to take part in a 1 to 1 1/2 hour
interview and complete a one page questionnaire. The results will be analysed and may be
published in an aggregated form, but the information presented and any quotes used will not make it
possible to identify any participants. Participation is on an anonymous and confidential basis.
The interview will be tape recorded, but these recordings and any transcripts made of them will not
be available to anyone other than the researchers.
The interview is not expected to cause any distress or discomfort.
The information obtained from this study will contribute to our understanding of the gay
community. The study will be useful in ensuring that services offered to gay men are appropriate to
their experience of the gay community. The information will also be useful in designing effective
and appropriate HIV related services and educational material for gay men.
Participants are free to withdraw and discontinue participation at any time.
Any Questions regarding the project (CASE) can be directed to Mr Jeffrey Grierson or Dr Anthony
Smith at the Centre for the Study of STDs, La Trobe University on (03) 285 5382.
If there is any complaint about the conduct of the study, or there is a query the researchers have
been unable to satisfy, you may write to:
The Chairperson
Human Ethics Committee,
La Trobe University
Bundoora, Victoria 3083
PH: 479 1443

A Study of the Gay Community
COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT, STRUCTURES AND THE EPIDEMIC

Investigators: Jeffrey Grierson & Dr Anthony Smith

I , the undersigned, have read and understood the information attached, and any questions I have
asked have been answered to my satisfaction. I agree to participate in this research realising that I
may withdraw at any time. I agree that research data collected during this study may be published
or provided to other researchers on the condition that my name is not used.
Name of Participant (block letters) ____________________________
Signature __________________ Date ______________

Dear VAC/GMHC supporter
We have asked VAC/GMHC to forward this letter and questionnaire to a number of people on their mailing list
and we hope you may be able to assist us.
The questionnaire is part of the Community, Attachment, Structures and the Epidemic (CASE) study, a research
project looking at gay men’s experience of the gay community. The questionnaire is mainly about people’s
social networks, and what people think about different aspects of the gay community.
We need gay men under the age of 45 to complete the questionnaire and return it to us in the reply paid
envelope. Your name will not be connected with the questionnaire, so your replies will remain confidential. If
you do not wish to complete the questionnaire, we hope you will return it to us in the reply paid envelope. This
helps us keep costs and waste at a minimum.
As the mailing details for this distribution were drawn from the VAC mailing list, it is possible you do not fall
within the group we are researching. If you are not a gay man under 45 years, please send the questionnaire
back blank with the section below completed.
A number of questionnaires were distributed at the Midsumma Carnival. If you completed one of these
questionnaires, please send this copy back blank with the section below completed.
If you are a gay man under 45 years, but do not wish to complete the questionnaire, please send it back blank
with the section below completed.
If you have any questions about the study, feel free to contact me on (03) 95 291495
Your assistance is greatly appreciated.

Jeffrey Grierson
Centre for the Study of STDs
Faculty of Health Sciences
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------If you are returning the questionnaire uncompleted please tick one of the following.
__ I do not wish to complete this questionnaire
__ I am not in the group you require for this study (gay men under 45 years)
__ I have already completed one of these questionnaires

Appendix C: Glossary of places and organisations in Melbourne.
Places in Melbourne
Australia Hotel‡
Blue Elephant
Club 397‡
Club 80
Inflation‡
Isabella’s‡
Key Club‡
Mandate‡
Pokey’s†
Porter Street
Prince of Wales Front Bar†
Riders‡
Seventh Heaven†
Steamworks
Tasty†
The Laird
The Market†
The Peel
Three Faces
Xchange

Gay bar in 1970s, city centre
Coffee shop/ bar, small, Commercial Road, Prahran
Gay bar in late 1980s, city centre
Cruising Venue, northside
Gay night at club in late 1980s, city centre
Gay club in 1970s, city centre
Gay bar in mid to late 1980s, Fitzroy
Gay club in 1980s, men only, St Kilda
Drag night upstairs at Prince of Wales, late 1980s to mid 1990s
Sauna, Prahran
Mixed bar, down market, St Kilda
Gay bar Carlton, 1970s early 80s.
Gay night at club, 1980s, early 1990s, various locations
Sauna, city centre
Gay/Mixed/Queer club with backroom, early to mid 1990s
Leather bar, Collingwood
Gay bar 1980s, changed to straight bar, then became Three Faces
Gay bar/club Collingwood, mixed clientele
Gay bar/club Prahran, mixed clientele, drag shows.
Gay bar, Prahran, drag shows.

‡ defunct
† operating at time of interviews, now defunct

Organisations/Groups in Melbourne
Gay Now
Young and Gay
ALSO
VAC
Style-AID
Joy Melbourne
Gay and Lesbian Switchboard
Bent TV

Coming out group run by the VAC
Coming out group run by the VAC
Alternative Life Style Organisation. Long standing gay
organisation, now runs the large dance parties and other fund
raising events
Victorian AIDS Council
Fund raiser for VAC
Gay and Lesbian community radio station
Telephone counselling service
Gay community television stations, about 4 hours per week.

Other
Dance Parties
Beats
Mardi Gras

Sleaze

Large all night events usually held in warehouses generally
involving use of recreational drugs
Public places men meat for sex, public toilets, parks etc.
(Called cottages, tea rooms (UK), cruising areas (US))
Sydney Gay and Lesbian Mardi Gras. Month long arts festival
(February/ March) culminating in a night time parade with an
audience in the hundreds of thousands and a large dance party
(around 20,000 party-goers)
Sleaze Ball. Large dance party, fund raiser for Mardi Gras
(October).

Appendix D: Questionnaire

CASE: Community Attachment Structures and the Epidemic
This questionnaire is part of a study looking at gay men’s experience of the gay community, particularly what their social
networks are like and what they think about different aspects of the gay community. The information you give will be
anonymous, your name will not be required.
None of the questions in this questionnaire are expected to cause any distress or discomfort. If you don’t feel comfortable
answering a question leave it blank.
When you have completed the questionnaire, please place it in the replied paid envelope and send it back to us.
If you have any questions regarding this questionnaire you can contact me on the number below.
Thank you for your time and thoughtfulness in responding to this questionnaire.
Jeff Grierson
La Trobe University
Ph (03) 92 85 53 02
If there is any complaint about the conduct of this study, or there is a query the researchers have been unable to satisfy, you may write
to:
The Chairperson
Human Ethics Committee
La Trobe University
Bundoora, Victoria 3083
PH: 9479 1443

In this first section we would like some background information about you so we can be sure that we have a wide range of people in the study.
1.

AGE

____

years

2.

Are you currently living in a relationship?
__ Living with a male partner
__ With a male partner but not living together
__ With a female partner
__ Single
__ Other
___________________________

3.

Do you consider yourself
__Gay
__Bi
__Straight
__Other

4.

Occupation

_________________________

5.

What suburb do you live in

6.

Your parents’ country of birth ____________________________

_________________________

Coming Out
We are interested in the different ways in which people experience coming out.
7.
We would like to know in what order you did things that are on the list. For example if you came out to friends first and then to family, put a
‘1’ beside friends and a ‘2’ beside family. If you didn’t do something on the list put an ‘x’ beside it.
__ Came out to family members
__ Came out to friends
__ Went to a support group or had some sort of counselling
__ Started a relationship or started having sex
Please look at the following list of events. You may have experienced some, all or none of these. We would like to know in what order you did things
that are on each list. For example in the family list if you came out to your sister first and then to your mother, put a ‘1’ beside sister and a ‘2’ beside
mother. If you didn’t do something on the list put an ‘x’ beside it.
We would also like to know roughly how old you were when you did these things. Please tick () next to the closest age group beside the things that
you did. If you haven’t done something tick () ‘Haven’t done’.
8.
Coming out to friends
In what order did you do these things, and how old were you?
Event
Came out to a male friend
Came out to a female friend
Came out to a close friends
Came out to friends generally

Order
__
__
__
__

Age
__<16
__<16
__<16
__<16

__17-20
__17-20
__17-20
__17-20

__21-25
__21-25
__21-25
__21-25

__26-30
__26-30
__26-30
__26-30

__31-35
__31-35
__31-35
__31-35

__35+
__35+
__35+
__35+

__Haven’t done
__Haven’t done
__Haven’t done
__Haven’t done

9.
Coming out to Family
In what order did you do these things, and how old were you?
Event
Came out to Sister
Came out to Brother
Came out to Mother
Came out to Father
Came out to other family

Order
__
__
__
__
__

Age
__<16
__<16
__<16
__<16
__<16

__17-20
__17-20
__17-20
__17-20
__17-20

__21-25
__21-25
__21-25
__21-25
__21-25

__26-30
__26-30
__26-30
__26-30
__26-30

__31-35
__31-35
__31-35
__31-35
__31-35

__35+
__35+
__35+
__35+
__35+

__Haven’t done __Not applicable
__Haven’t done __Not applicable
__Haven’t done __Not applicable
__Haven’t done __Not applicable
__Haven’t done

10.
Support/ Counselling
In what order did you do these things, and how old were you?
Event
Phoned up a help or info line
Went to a group/course like
‘young and gay’ or ‘gay now’
Saw a counsellor

Order
__
__

Age
__<16
__<16

__17-20 __21-25 __26-30 __31-35 __35+
__17-20 __21-25 __26-30 __31-35 __35+

__Haven’t done
__Haven’t done

__

__<16

__17-20 __21-25 __26-30 __31-35 __35+

__Haven’t done

__17-20 __21-25 __26-30 __31-35 __35+
__17-20 __21-25 __26-30 __31-35 __35+
__17-20 __21-25 __26-30 __31-35 __35+

__Haven’t done
__Haven’t done
__Haven’t done

11.
Relationships/scene
In what order did you do these things, and how old were you?
Event
Started a relationship
Went to a beat
Went out on scene

Order
__
__
__

Age
__<16
__<16
__<16

We would like to know about people’s first experiences of the gay world.
12.
Below is a list of words people have used to describe their experience of going to a venue for the first time. Please tick () those words that
best describe your experience. You can mark as many or as few as you like.
__exciting
__fun
__boring

__scary
__erotic
__as expected

__disappointing
__friendly
__intimidating

__alienating
__comfortable
__surprising

__sleazy
__confusing
__overwhelming

13.
Below is a list of ways people have described finding out about the gay world for the first time. Please tick () those words that best describe
your experience. You can mark as many or as few as you like.
__Found out through gay press
__Partner knew about it
__Just knew about it
__From counselling service
__From ‘gay now’ type group
__From workmates

__Friends told me about it
__Knew someone gay
__Family member told me
__From Uni group
__From mainstream press

Friends
We are interested in what sort of friendship groups people have.
The first part is about people you consider close friends, that is people you would see or talk to regularly and share your personal thoughts and
feelings with.
14.

In this group how many of the following sorts of people are there? Write a number in beside each category.

__ Gay men
__ Straight men
__ Bi men
__ Trannies

__Lesbians
__ Straight women
__ Bi women
__ Other ________

The next section is about the broader group of people that you would consider friends but not close friends. These are people that you would seek
out and spend time with on a regular basis.
15.

In this broader group how many of the following sorts of people are there? Write a number in beside each category.

__ Gay men
__ Straight men
__ Bi men
__ Trannies

__Lesbians
__ Straight women
__ Bi women
__ Other ________

The next section is about both the above groups, that is people you consider your close friends AND the broader group of people that you would
consider friends.
16.

On average how old are your friends compared to you?
__ Generally younger than me
__ About the same age as me
__ Generally older than me

17.

How similar in age are your friends?
__ Mostly around the same age
__ Somewhat mixed in ages
__ Very mixed in ages

18.

Which of the following best describes your friends?
__ My friends tend to all know each other and do things together
__ My friends know each other and sometimes do things together
__ My friends tend to be in two or three pretty distinct groups
__ My friends come from lots of different and distinct groups
__ My friends tend to be very separate from each other

19.

How much did your group of friends change at the time you came out?
__ Stayed the same
__ Some change in the group
__ Quite a lot of change in the group
__ Completely different group of friends
__ Haven’t come out

19.

Thinking about the friends you’ve had since you came out, how much has your group of friends changed over the last twelve months?
__ Has stayed pretty much the same over the last twelve months
__ Some change in the group over the last twelve months
__ Quite a lot of change in the group over the last twelve months
__ Came out less than 12 months ago
__ Haven’t come out

Gay Community
We are interested in what people think about other members of the gay community and about being part of it.
21.

How much a part of the gay community do you feel? (mark an x on the line)
Very much
Not a part at all
______________________________________________________

22.

Compared to when you first came out, how do you feel now?
__ More a part of the gay community now
__ About the same
__ Less a part of the gay community now

23.

When you are in a mostly straight environment do you feel
__ More a part of the gay community than when in a mostly gay environment
__ Much the same as when in a mostly gay environment
__ Less a part of the gay community than when in a mostly gay environment

We would like to know the sorts of people, people feel they have a lot or little in common with. Clearly not everyone in any of these groups are
the same, but generally…
24.

Do you have these people in your broad group of friends (close and regular friends). Tick () those that apply.
__ Leather queens
__ Drag queens
__ Muscle queens
__ Dance party boys
__ Lipstick lesbians
__ Butch lesbians
__ Style queens (heavily into fashion, labels etc.)

23.

How much do you feel you have in common with these people? (mark an x on the line)

Very much
Nothing at all
Gay men generally
_____________________________________________________
Lesbians generally
_____________________________________________________
Leather queens _____________________________________________________
Drag queens
_____________________________________________________
Muscle queens
_____________________________________________________
Dance party boys
_____________________________________________________
Lipstick lesbians
_____________________________________________________
Butch lesbians
_____________________________________________________
Style queens
_____________________________________________________

26.

How much do you feel these people are a part of the gay community as you see it? (mark an x on the line)

Very much a part
Not a part at all
Gay men generally
_____________________________________________________
Lesbians generally
_____________________________________________________
Leather queens _____________________________________________________
Drag queens
_____________________________________________________
Muscle queens
_____________________________________________________
Dance party boys
_____________________________________________________
Lipstick lesbians
_____________________________________________________
Butch lesbians
_____________________________________________________
Style queens
_____________________________________________________
27.

How comfortable do you feel with the image these people project of the gay community to the rest of the community? (mark an x on the
line

Very comfortable
Not comfortable at all
Leather queens _____________________________________________________
Drag queens
_____________________________________________________
Muscle queens
_____________________________________________________
Dance party boys
_____________________________________________________
Lipstick lesbians
_____________________________________________________
Butch lesbians
_____________________________________________________
Style queens
_____________________________________________________

28.

How comfortable do you feel with the image these people project within the gay community? (mark an x on the line)

Very comfortable
Not comfortable at all
Leather queens _____________________________________________________
Drag queens
_____________________________________________________
Muscle queens
_____________________________________________________
Dance party boys
_____________________________________________________
Lipstick lesbians
_____________________________________________________
Butch lesbians
_____________________________________________________
Style queens
_____________________________________________________

29.
Below is a diagram representing the gay community. The small circle represents the centre of the community and the large circle the edges of
the the gay community. We want to know how you see the gay community. Read each of the descriptions and mark the letter somewhere on the
diagram where you feel that person fits in (or out) of your idea of the gay community.
Example
A
is a 23 year old lesbian who loves dance parties
G
B
is a gay man into leather
F
C
is a straight women of 25 with lots of gay male friends
D
is a young bisexual man
E
is a worker for a gay AIDS organisation
F
is a 35 year old gay man who lives in the suburbs with his boyfriend
T
G
is a 55 year old lesbian
H
is a drag queen who performs at a gay venue
I
is a married man who does beats on the weekend
J
is a 21 year old gay man
I
is the parent of a gay man, active in PFLAG (parents and friends of lesbians and gays)
J
is a 55 year old gay man
K
is a young Vietnamese gay man
L
is you

30.

If you think about the sort of people who act as spokespeople for the gay community, on average how well represented do you feel by them?
(mark an x on the line)
Very represented
Not at all represented
_____________________________________________________________

We are interested in peoples experience of the gay world, both commercial and community sides.
Thinking generally about the commercial gay scene, bars, clubs, restaurants, saunas, etc.
31.

How important is it to you that the gay scene exists, whether you use it or not? (mark an x on the line)
Very important
Not at all important
_____________________________________________________________

32.

How important is it to you that there are identifiable gay spaces like bars or neighbourhoods? (mark an x on the line)
Very important
Not at all important
_____________________________________________________________

33.

How important is it to you that gay people have a public presence, that is that straight people see people in the media etc. that people are
clearly gay? (mark an x on the line)
Very important
Not at all important
_____________________________________________________________

34.

What are the main things you get out of being in the commercial gay venues? Mark an x in the boxes of those that apply.
__ Pickups/Sex
__ Being among gay people
__ Dancing
__ Being with friends
__ Safe place to socialise
__ Drinking

35.

What things stop you from going out on the scene. Mark an x in the boxes of those that apply.
__ Being in a relationship
__ Getting bored with it
__ Work/study
__ Health reasons
__ Smoke/noise
__ Don’t like the music/atmosphere

36.

__ Possibility of finding partner
__ Being myself without worry
__ Being loud/Outrageous
__ Watching shows
__ Time with partner
__ Other
__________________________

__ Anti-gay violence or threat of
__ Cost
__ Other things to do
__ Too shallow
__ Need a change
__ Other
__________________________

On average, how often do you go out on the scene (bars, clubs, saunas etc) (mark an x in a box)
Very often
Never
_____________________________________________________________

Thinking now about the other organisations and groups in the gay community like ALSO, the gay sporting clubs, gay religious groups, etc.
37.

How important is it to you that gay organisations and groups exist, whether you use them or not? (mark an x in a box)
Very important
Not at all important
_____________________________________________________________

38.

On average, how much use do you make of gay organisations, groups etc.?
A lot
None
_____________________________________________________________

39.

How important is it to you that gay films, books, shows exist, whether you make use of them or not?
Very
Not at all
_____________________________________________________________

40.

On average, how much of your entertainment (books, films, theatre etc.) has gay content?
Most
None
_____________________________________________________________

The following set of questions are from a study conducted a few years ago. We wish to know if things have changed and so we need to ask the
questions in the same way. It is important that you answer these questions even if they seem similar to some of those above.
41.

How much time do you spend with gay/ homosexual men?
__ None
__ A little
__ Some
__ A lot
__ Don’t know

42. How many of your friends are gay/ homosexual men?
__ None
__ A few
__ Some
__ Most
__ All
__ Unsure/ Don’t know
43. Do you go out with gay/ bisexual friends?
__ Yes
__ No
__ Don’t know
44. When you go out with your gay friends, where do you usually go?
Bars
__ Yes __ No
Theatre/ concerts/ cinema
__ Yes __ No
Discos/ clubs/ dances
__ Yes __ No
Private parties
__ Yes __ No
Bookshops
__ Yes __ No
Pool/ beach
__ Yes __ No
Meetings/ organisations
__ Yes __ No
45. Do you go to any of the following community functions?
Gay sporting groups
__ Yes __ No
Gay political groups
__ Yes __ No
Gay social groups
__ Yes __ No
Gay religious groups
__ Yes __ No
AIDS related groups
__ Yes __ No
Gay University/ college groups __ Yes __ No

46.

Do you see yourself as being part of the gay community?
__ Yes
__ No
__ Don’t know

47.

Are you, or have you ever been a member of any gay/bisexual organisation?
__ Yes
__ No
__ Don’t know

48.

Of which gay/bisexual organisations are you or have been a member?
Gay sporting groups
__ Yes
__ No
Gay political groups
__ Yes
__ No
Gay Social groups
__ Yes
__ No
Gay religious groups
__ Yes
__ No
AIDS related groups
__ Yes
__ No
Gay university/College groups
__ Yes
__ No

49.

Do you make a point of seeing plays or films with gay themes?
__ Yes
__ No
__ Don’t know

50.

Do you make a point of reading books with gay themes?
__ Yes
__ No
__ Don’t know

51.

Do you make a point of going to gay shops and businesses?
__ Yes, Often
__ Yes, sometimes
__ No
__ Don’t know

52.
__

Which of the following gay newspapers/magazines do you read (choose those three you read most often)
__
__

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12

Outrage
Campaign
Melbourne Star Observer (MSO)
Brother/Sister
Focus
Sydney Star Observer (SSO)
Capital Q
Blue
Other Australian gay/lesbian magazines/papers
US gay/lesbian magazines/papers
British gay/lesbian magazines/papers
European gay/lesbian magazines/papers

53. Do you usually go to a gay identified doctor?
__ Yes
__ Sometimes
__ No
__ Don’t know

54.

Other than in terms of your sexual behaviour, how much has the AIDS epidemic changed your life?
A lot
Not at all
_____________________________________________________________

55.

Other than in terms of your sexual behaviour, how important is the AIDS epidemic in your life?
A lot
Not at all
_____________________________________________________________

Thank you for your time to complete this questionnaire, please place it in the envelope and send it off!

Appendix E: Additional Tables
Table 104: Patterns of coming out events within the category
‘Support/ counselling’ for full sample, frequencies and valid
percentages.
Pattern

freq

%

group only

56

23.9

counselling only

28

12.0

help line--group

25

10.7

help line only

23

9.8

counselling--group

17

7.3

help line--counselling--group

15

6.4

help line--group--counselling

12

5.1

group--counselling

12

5.1

other patterns (<10 cases each)

46

19.7

Total

234

Table 105: Sexuality by generational group.
Pre
Gay

Peri

Post

97.2

95.1

96.2

Bisexual

1.4

3.2

1.9

Straight

0.0

0.0

0.0

Other

1.4

1.6

1.9

Total

143

185

104
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Table 106: Occupation in specific categories
for full sample, frequencies and valid
percentages.
freq

%

Medical

20

4.7

Social

23

5.4

Financial

18

4.2

Legal

13

3.1

Education

34

80

Other

21

4.9

Total Professional

129

Unspecified

7

1.6

Unskilled

9

2.1

Skilled

14

3.3

Total Manual

30

Small business

18

4.2

General

19

4.5

Senior

4

0.9

Total Management

41

Sales

38

8.9

Hospitality

27

6.4

Clerical/Administrative

57

13.4

Student

39

9.2

Unemployed

18

4.2

Retired/Pensioner

7

1.6

Creative/Artistic

30

7.1

Other

9

2.1

Missing

7

Total

425

Appendix E: Additional tables

Page 389

Table 107: Suburb of residence for full sample,
frequencies and valid percentages.
Suburb/area

freq

%

Fitzroy, Collingwood, Northcote

62

14.4

Carlton, Brunswick, Parkville

28

6.5

Richmond Abbotsford, City

26

6.0

South Yarra

17

4.0

Prahran, Windsor

29

6.7

St Kilda, East St Kilda, Elwood

76

17.7

Sth Melbourne, Middle Park,
Albert Park, Port Melbourne

15

3.5

Footscray, inner west

16

3.7

Other northern suburbs

15

3.5

Other eastern suburbs

75

17.4

Other south-eastern suburbs

44

10.2

Other western suburbs

11

2.6

Rural Victoria

11

2.6

NSW/ACT

3

0.7

Qld

0

0.0

SA

0

0.0

WA

2

0.5

Tas

0

0.0

NT

0

0.0

Overseas

0

0.0
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Table 108: Parental country of birth by generational
group, valid percentages.
Pre

Peri

Post

Australia/ New Zealand

69.2

63.9

61.5

United Kingdom

16.1

12.0

16.4

Continental Europe

7.7

12.0

14.4

North America

2.1

3.3

0.0

South America

0.7

0.6

0.0

Asia

4.2

6.6

7.7

Africa

0.0

1.6

0.0

Total

143

100

104

Table 109: Ratings of degree to which types are part of gay community.
Mean and median ratings for generational groups.
0=’very much in common’, 10= ‘nothing at all in common’
Category

Pre
mean

Peri

median

mean

Post

median

mean

median

Gay men generally

1.6

0.8

1.7

0.8

1.5

0.8

Lesbians generally

2.3

1.7

2.1

1.7

2.0

1.7

Leather queens

2.3

1.7

2.4

1.7

2.1

1.7

Drag queens

2.2

1.7

1.9

0.8

2.1

1.7

Muscle queens

2.5

1.7

2.5

1.7

2.3

1.7

Dance party boys

2.1

1.7

2.1

1.7

2.2

1.7

Lipstick lesbians

2.9

2.5

2.7

1.7

2.8

1.7

Butch lesbians

2.6

1.7

2.8

1.7

2.7

1.7

Style queens

2.3

1.7

2.4

1.7

2.3

1.7
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Table 110: Mean radial distances of prototypical cases in gay
community schematic by recruitment samples.
Case

Midsumma

VAC

A: a 23 year old lesbian who
loves dance parties

1.7

1.6

B: a gay man into leather

1.6

1.6

C: a straight woman of 25 with
lots of gay male friends

3.4

3.3

D: a young bisexual man

3.7

3.5

E: a worker for a gay AIDS
organisation

1.4

1.8

G: a 35 year old gay man who
lives in the suburbs with his
boyfriend

2.0

2.1

H: a 55 year old lesbian

2.5

2.6

J: a drag queen who performs at
a gay venue

1.3

1.1

K: a married man who does the
beats on weekends

5.4

5.3

L: a 21 year old gay man

1.5

1.5

M: the parent of a gay man,
active in PFLAG

2.6

3.0

O: a 55 year old gay man

2.6

2.5

P: a young Vietnamese gay man

2.3

2.1

S: you

1.8

2.3
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A second cluster analysis was conducted on the points in the schematic representation of the
gay community, taking the distances between the cases and case S (You) (Figure 57). The
relative position of the other points to that representing the respondent gives some indication
of how similar the respondent sees these characters to himself within the context of gay

community. Interpretation of this item is problematic, as it renders the organising principle of
the gay community invisible. The outcomes of this analysis, however, are interesting enough
to include in this appendix.
Figure 56: Cluster analysis of prototypes: Dendogram using distances from placement of ‘You’ on gay
community schematic
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There are also three main clusters in this dendogram with the married man (K) being
separate. The first cluster includes the bisexual man (D), the straight woman (C) and the
parent (M). The second cluster includes the 55 year old gay man (O), the Vietnamese gay
man (P), the young gay man (L), the drag queen (J), the leatherman (B) and the young lesbian
(A). The third cluster includes the AIDS worker (E), the gay man in the suburbs (G) and the
55 year old lesbian (H).
The main differences from the previous cluster analysis are that the Vietnamese and 55 year
old gay men have moved into the main gay cluster and the AIDS worker is in the liminal
cluster.

Appendix E: Additional tables

Page 393

Figure 58: Plot of three dimensional Multi Dimensional Scaling (MDS) of interpoint distances of prototypes
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Table 111: Fuzziness coeffiecients for membership ratings of prototypes based on radial
distances in gay community schematic. (full sample)
FK

FD

T1

T2

Prob.

Odds

Entropy

Valid
cases

A: a 23 year old
lesbian who loves
dance parties

0.23

0.43

0.79

0.88

0.88

0.63

0.13

407

B: a gay man into
leather

0.23

0.44

0.82

0.91

0.91

0.67

0.13

407

C: a straight woman
of 25 with lots of gay
male friends

0.47

0.70

0.85

0.89

0.89

0.76

0.32

407

D: a young bisexual
man

0.49

0.73

0.87

0.89

0.89

0.76

0.32

407

E: a worker for a gay
AIDS organisation

0.23

0.40

0.72

0.85

0.85

0.57

0.13

404

G: a 35 year old gay
man who lives in the
suburbs with his
boyfriend

0.30

0.52

0.81

0.89

0.89

0.69

0.17

409

H: a 55 year old
lesbian

0.35

0.53

0.82

0.88

0.88

0.69

0.21

406

J: a drag queen who
performs at a gay
venue

0.17

0.34

0.74

0.88

0.88

0.58

0.09

403

K: a married man
who does the beats
on weekends

0.66

0.86

0.88

0.88

0.88

0.78

0.49

407

L: a 21 year old gay
man

0.22

0.42

0.80

0.90

0.90

0.67

0.12

408

M: the parent of a
gay man, active in
PFLAG

0.39

0.64

0.85

0.90

0.90

0.74

0.24

408

O: a 55 year old gay
man

0.35

0.59

0.83

0.88

0.88

0.70

0.21

399

P: a young
Vietnamese gay man

0.31

0.55

0.83

0.88

0.88

0.70

0.18

405

S: You

0.29

0.52

0.81

0.89

0.89

0.69

0.17

412
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Table 112: Rating of importance of gay
organisations and groups. Mean and median
ratings for generational groups.

mean

median

Pre

1.1

0.8

Peri

1.2

0.8

Post

1.4

0.8

Table 113: Rating of utilisation of gay
organisations and groups. Mean and median
ratings for generational groups.

mean

median

Pre

5.4

5.0

Peri

5.4

5.0

Post

5.9

6.7

Table 114: Ratings of importance of gay public
presence. Mean and median ratings for
generational groups.

mean

median

Pre

1.2

0.8

Peri

1.5

0.8

Post

1.4

0.8

Table 115: Ratings of representativeness of gay
spokes people. Mean and median ratings for
generational groups.

mean

median

Pre

4.0

3.3

Peri

4.3

4.2

Post

4.2

4.2
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Table 116: Fuzzy similarity coefficients (S1) for ‘types’.
Gay Men

Lesbians

Leather
Queens

Drag Queens

Muscle
Queens

Dance party
Boys

Lipstick
Lesbians

Butch
lesbians

Gay Men

1.00

Lesbians

0.64

1.00

Leather
Queens

0.49

0.56

1.00

Drag Queens

0.39

0.50

0.56

1.00

Muscle
Queens

0.46

0.52

0.61

0.57

1.00

Dance party
Boys

0.53

0.54

0.52

0.51

0.63

1.00

Lipstick
Lesbians

0.47

0.63

0.53

0.55

0.55

0.56

1.00

Butch lesbians

0.39

0.57

0.52

0.55

0.54

0.50

0.66

1.00

Style Queens

0.47

0.52

0.49

0.51

0.56

0.63

0.56

0.51

Bold indicates highest similarity pairs, underline indicates lowest similarity pairs

Style Queens

1.00
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Table 117: Fuzzy similarity coefficients (S1) for prototypes.
23 yo
lesbian
23 yo lesbian

Gay man
into
leather

Straight
woman

Yong
bisexual

Worker: 35 yo gay 55 yo
gay AIDS man:
lesbian
org.
suburbs

Drag
queen

Married 21 year
man does old gay
beats
man

Parent in
PFLAG

55 yo gay Young
Vietnamese
man

You

gay man

1.00

Gay man leather 0.57

1.00

Straight woman

0.38

0.36

1.00

Yong bisexual

0.38

0.39

0.65

1.00

Gay AIDS org.

0.37

0.38

0.38

0.36

1.00

35 yo gay subs

0.44

0.46

0.44

0.49

0.40

1.00

55 yo lesbian

0.47

0.46

0.49

0.54

0.36

0.65

1.00

Drag queen

0.44

0.45

0.28

0.29

0.33

0.33

0.35

1.00

Married man

0.28

0.29

0.58

0.63

0.29

0.38

0.44

0.22

1.00

21 yo gay man

0.45

0.50

0.37

0.39

0.35

0.51

0.49

0.38

0.28

1.00

Parent PFLAG

0.39

0.42

0.58

0.57

0.48

0.51

0.54

0.32

0.50

0.41

1.00

55 yo gay man

0.45

0.49

0.49

0.54

0.37

0.61

0.69

0.35

0.44

0.52

0.55

1.00

Viet. gay man

0.49

0.49

0.48

0.50

0.36

0.55

0.59

0.37

0.39

0.54

0.50

0.65

1.00

You

0.42

0.45

0.44

0.46

0.37

0.54

0.55

0.35

0.36

0.48

0.48

0.54

0.54

Bold indicates highest similarity pairs, underline indicates lowest similarity pairs

1.00
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Appendix F: SAPA and Case Compared
The comparison of the CASE data with the SAPA social engagement and gay community
involvement scales highlighted the pitfalls of relying on practice alone to determine the
relationship between gay men and gay community.
The SAPA Social Engagement Scale (SCE) is meant to measure the degree to which “Men’s
attachment [to gay community] is lived out in terms of social engagement to the gay
community” (Kippax et al 1990, p15). A high score on the scale is mean to indicate that the
individual spend much of their social time in gay contexts. This is largely an artefact of the
scale, as the items were constructed around activities pursued with gay friends with ‘yes/no’
responses and no corresponding items for heterosexual friends. Scores on the SAPA SCE
scale for the CASE sample were comparable to those in the original SAPA study (see Table
118).
Table 118: Scores on SAPA Social Engagement
Scale. Case Vs SAPA.
Case

SAPA

18.1

19.0

standard deviation

2.5

2.5

min

9.0

9.0

max

22.0

23.0

mean

The social engagement scale was incapable of picking up any differences between the
generations in the CASE sample (F=0.093, df=2,429, p=0.911) (see Table 119) even though
the degree of the generational groups gay sociality (as evidenced in items like gay scene
involvement, importance of gay scene, importance of gay organisations, importance of gay
cultural product. This is not surprising given that even for men who placed little importance
on something like the gay scene, the response to the SAPA items (for example “do you go out
with gay friends to gay bars?) would be ‘yes’.
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Table 119: Scores on SAPA Social
Engagement Scale, by generational
group.
mean

s.d.

Pre

18.0

2.4

Peri

18.1

2.6

Post

18.0

2.6

The SAPA Gay Community Involvement Scale (GCI) is meant to measure “the degree of
men’s ‘immersion’ in modern gay culture and practices.” (Kippax et al 1990, p14). Again the
scores from the CASE sample were similar to those in the original SAPA study (see Table
120), although the CASE scores were slightly lower (not significantly).

Table 120: Scores on SAPA Gay Community
Involvement Scale. Case Vs SAPA.
Case

SAPA

26.4

32.6

4.2

5.2

min

12.0

20.0

max

38.0

46.0

mean
standard deviation

Once again the SAPA GCI scores failed to differentiate between generations (F=0.953,
df=2,429, p=0.386) (see Table 121), and for much the same reason. The scale effectively
counts the number of categories of gay social events an individual has any sort of
involvement with.
Table 121: Scores on SAPA Gay
Community Involvement Scale, by
generational group.
mean

s.d.

Pre

26.7

4.0

Peri

26.3

4.3

Post

26.0

4.3

Appendix G: Fuzzy logic and fuzzy statistics

Page 400

There are two main flaws in the SAPA scales, they do not account for degrees of
involvement, and they do not account for the importance attributed to that involvement. The
scales were intended as correlates of safe sexual behaviour, to test the effect of gay
community attachment on normative behaviour. What CASE has demonstrated is that any
influence of category norms on behaviour is not likely to be attributable just to practice. The
role of social identification in the mediating the influence of group norms is quite evident,
from both the qualitative and quantitative data presented in this study. There is an opportunity
to construct an instrument that would be more sensitive to social influence, particularly in
terms of conceptualisations of community, and re-investigate the importance of community
attachment in terms of health behaviour.
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Appendix G: Fuzzy logic and fuzzy statistics
Fuzzy logic is a field of mathematical logic that attempts to remedy what many see as
significant failing in classical set theory and Aristotelian logic. One of the basic principals of
classical set theory is that any case may not be both a member of a set and not a member of
the same set at the same time. From this assertion flows most of our modern statistical and
mathematical knowledge, and yet when we examine how people actually see the word and
categorise things this basic principal does not appear to hold. People do not classify things
using crisp categories and our language abounds with linguistic hedges that attest to the fact:
‘a bit rainy’ ‘sort of round’ ‘quite big’ ‘rather steep’ ‘kind of camp’ ‘fairly stupid’ ‘not very
even’.
Language and these types of modifiers played an important part in the development of fuzzy
logic and it has the peculiar distinction of a major theoretical paradigm that developed
simultaneously in fields as diverse as linguistics, cognitive psychology, electrical engineering,
artificial intelligence and manufacturing (McNeil and Freiberger, 1993) . Today fuzzy logic is
immensely popular in Japan, China and eastern Europe, but has found only lukewarm
reception in Anglo-European cultures. Fuzzy logic finds a home in the control mechanisms of
trains, washing machines and refrigerators, televisions and air traffic control equipment, but
is also used in cultural anthropology, semantics, history and medicine (see for example Hersh
and Carramazza’s 1976 discussion on vaugeness, Kempton’s seminal 1978 article on cupness and mug-ness, Smet’s 1981 and Binaghi’s 1990 application of fuzzy logic to medical
diagnosis, Lea, 1988 on space vehicles, Li Zuoyang, 1988 on weather forcasting and O’Brian
1987 on the taxonomy of Giant Pandas).
The theory did not come out of the ether, there has been a long tradition of theorising around
concepts like vagueness, uncertainty and ignorance, particularly in Asian countries1. It was,
however an Azerbaijanie American by the name of Lofti Zadeh who developed (and named)
the systematic and comprehensive mathematical paradigm of fuzzy logic. His original
publications on the topic (Zadeh, 1965, 1978) are still referenced in almost every publication
1

Apart from Asian philosophical systems (McNeil and Freiberger count Budda among the earliest fuzzy
theorists) western philosophers that were particularly important in providing the antecedents to this theory
included Bertrand Russel, Max Black, Jan _ukasiewicz, Emil Post and Zygmunt Zawirski. (NcNeil and
Freiberger, 1993)
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that uses the methodology or approach. In these, he outlined a logic that allowed for partial
membership of sets, and detailed the logic and mathematics of operations that one could
perform on them.
The basic principal of fuzzy logic are that and case has a fractional membership of any set,
ranging from ‘1’ representing complete membership to ‘0’ representing no membership. The
complement of each cases membership in a set is therefore 1-(membership of the set). If a
piece of furniture (say something like a stool) is a member of the set ‘chairs’ to a degree of
0.6 then it is a member of the set ‘not-chairs’ to a degree of 0.4. Fuzzy logic differs from
probability in that while probability would say that an item has a 0.4 probability of being a
chair, fuzzy logic can say that this particular item is exactly 0.4 a chair at all times. Fuzzy
logic has it’s own operators, as those of classical set theory fail when applied to fractional
memberships, giving nonsense results. Although over thirty years old, there is still
considerable debate within the fuzzy field over which formulae best represent fuzzy
inclusion, intersection, union, restriction, dilation, possibility and probability. I do not intend
to explore these debates here, suffice to say there are almost as may formulae as there are
theoreticians. Those that I have used in this study are part of a computer package developed
by Michael Smithson and are outlined in his monographs on the subject (Smithson, 1987 and
1988).
Fuzzy Analysis
I have used three types of fuzzy statistics in this paper; fuzzy co-efficients, fuzzy
similarity and decumulative frequencies. Each is outlined below with a brief description
and associated formulae.
Fuzziness co-efficients.
These are measures of the fuzziness of sets of cases. Each uses a different set of logical and
mathematical assumptions in arriving at a value. The field of fuzzy mathematics is still hotly
contested and each measure has its advocates and detractors. There are many more measures
of fuzziness than are presented here, but these are those that are calculated by FUZzySTAT.
The resulting values for these measures are often very similar, particularly in sets with low
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numbers of zero membership cases (this is a particular point of contention in the area). To
add to the confusion, some measures give a value of ‘1’ for high fuzziness and others a value
of ‘0’. This paper is not a mathematical or logical treatise, and does not attempt to evaluate
the merits of particular measures. The main use of these statistics in this study is to compare
the different categories in terms of their fuzziness. For this purpose any of these measures
could be used on their own. Probably the most meaningful measures in the context of this
work are FK and Entropy. A brief description of each statistic and the relevant equation is
given below. Direct quotes and equations are taken from the FUZzySTAT manual (Smithson,
1994).
FK
This is a simple measure of fuzziness. In effect it compares the variability in membership of
the category to the closest non-fuzzy (or crisp) set. The calculation involves the comparison
of the fuzzy membership of each case to a ‘crisped’ membership (ie where fractional
memberships are rounded up or down). The statistic takes a value of ‘1’ for maximum
fuzziness (where membership for all cases is ½) and a value of ‘0’ for minimum fuzziness
(where membership of all cases is either ‘1’ or ‘0’).

FK =

1
NH

N

∑|m

ij

- m*ij |

i=1

Where mij is the membership of the ‘i’th case of the ‘j’th set and “m*ij =1 iff mij ≥1/2,
and m*ij =0 otherwise; and H is the maximum possible value of the expression being
summed”(p15)
FD
This is a measure derived from information theory and is a measure of the “amount of
uncertain information conveyed by the membership values.” It employs natural logarithmic
functions to compare the membership of the set to the membership of its complement. This is
an entropic measure and illustrates one of the fundamental tenets of fuzzy logic, that a case
may be both a member of a set AND of its complement, something that is categorically
impossible in classical set theory. FD takes a value of ‘1’ at maximum fuzziness and ‘0’ at
minimum fuzziness.
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FD =

N

1
NH

∑[m

ij

ln( mij ) - (1 - mij ) ln(1 - mij )]

i=1

Where mij and H are defined as above.
T1 and T2
These are relative variation co-efficients. They compare the variances of membership values
for the fuzzy set (m) and a set (q) that is a ‘crisped’ version of ‘m’. These measures take on a
value of ‘0’ for maximum fuzziness and ‘1’ for minimum fuzziness. In this case minimum
fuzziness is defined as all cases having the same membership value, not necessarily ‘0’ or ‘1’.
N

∑( m
T1 = 1 - [

ij

/(m .j /N)) ln( mij /(m .j /N))

i=1
N

]

∑( q

ij

/(q .j /N)) ln( qij /(q . j /N))

i=1

N

∑( m - m
2
ij

T2 = 1 - [

2
.j

/N)

i=1
N

]
2
ij

∑( q - q

2
.j

/N)

i=1

N

where m . j = ∑ mij

N

,q . =∑q

i=1

j

ij

and q.j = either 1 or 0 according to three rules

i=1

(1) the number of 1-valued qij equals the whole number part of m.j
(2) the remaining fractional part of m.j is represented by a 0-valued qij if it is less than 1/2,
otherwise by a 1-valued qij and
(3) all remaining qij are 0
Prob. and Odds
Prob. and Odds are probability based measures that calculate the likelihood of a cases being
in both the set and its complement. These measures take on a value of ‘0’ for maximum
fuzziness and ‘1’ for minimum fuzziness. As with T1 and T2 this is based on variability, not
absolute value.
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P(X & X ′)
p(X)p(X ′)

Where X’ refers to not-X.
Odds. =

P(X & X ′)
P( X 2 )P( X ′2 )

= Ω X ′|X Ω X |X ′

Where Ωx|x' refers to the odds of X given not-X

Entropy
This is a measure of the similarity of the set and its complement. It uses the similarity coefficient discussed below, but instead of applying it to two sets, uses X and X'. Entropy takes
on a value of ‘1’ for maximum fuzziness (where all cases have a membership of 1/2) and ‘0’
for minimum fuzziness (where all cases are ‘0’ or ‘1’)
N

∑ min( m

ij

Entropy =

,1 - mij )

i=1
N

∑ max( m

ij

,1 - mij )

i=1

Fuzzy Similarity
Only one fuzzy similarity measure is used in this paper, S1, although there are several. S1
measures “the proportion of the union of the two sets that is encompassed by the intersection
of the two sets.” (p12) In classical set theory this would simply be the intersection of the sets,
but as fuzzy sets have fractional membership, the equation a quotient of minimum and
maximum memberships. This statistic takes on a value of ‘1’ for high similarity (when each
case has an equal membership in both sets, high or low) and ‘0’ for minimum similarity.

N

∑ min( m
S jk =

ij

, mik )

i=1
N

∑ max( m
i=1

ij

, mik )
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Decumulative frequencies
The decumulative frequency gives a measure of the number of cases that fall into a set based
on their fuzzy membership of that set. Decumulative frequencies weight each case on the
basis of its membership of the set, cases with a membership of ‘1’ count for twice those with
a membership of ‘½’ and those with a membership of ‘0’ do not count at all. The calculation
of a decumulative frequency is most easily achieved using the cumulative frequencies. In
effect one adds these together (with the exception of the ‘0’ cases) and divides by the number
of categories (again excluding the ‘0’ category).
The example used here is from question 21 in the questionnaire: “How much a part of the gay
community do you feel?” Although the original item only had descriptors for the end points, I
have included a few additional ones here to make the process of calculation clearer. Table
122 shows the frequencies and level sets for each of the categories.
Table 122: Frequencies and decumulative frequencies of membership of gay
community
Score

Descriptor

Frequency

Level Set

12

Not at all

3

415

11

Almost not at all

7

412

10

...

20

405

9

...

27

385

8

...

34

358

7

...

31

324

6

Neutral

55

293

5

...

48

238

4

...

75

190

3

A fair bit

37

115

2

Pretty much

31

78

1

Much

28

47

0

Very much

19

19
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Level sets are decumulative frequencies for each of the category levels. The are the same as a
cumulative frequency, but in reverse order. Thus the level set for category ‘3’ gives the
number of men that were at least a ‘fair bit’ a part of the gay community (78).
The decumulative frequency of the category is calculated by adding up all the level sets that
include some membership of the gay community. There are 19 people who felt very much a
part of the community, 47 who felt at least ‘much a part’, 78 that felt at least ‘pretty much a
part’, 115 that felt at least ‘a fair bit’ and so on until there are 412 men who felt a least a tiny
bit part of the gay community. The sum of these (2864) divided by the number of non-zero
categories (12) gives a sort of weighted mean of the number of men who felt part of the gay
community (238.67). We can then take this as a percentage of the valid cases (415) and say
that 57.5% of men in this sample felt they were part of the gay community. We can also
interpret this result (perhaps more accurately) as saying the degree to which men in this
sample felt they were part of the gay community is 0.575. Smithson (1994) describes this
calculation as ‘soft-cardinal’, that is it relies on the ordinal quality of the data, but achieves
the same result as a weighted cardinal calculation1.
If all respondents were to choose ‘very’ the decumulative frequency would be 415 (100%)
and the degree to which respondents would be a part of the gay community would be 1.0. If
all respondents were to chose ‘not at all’ the decumulative frequency would be 0 (0%) and the
degree would be 0.0 indicating that the respondents were not a part of the gay community.

1

The weighted cardinal approach would assign a weight of 12/12 to the ‘very’ category, 11/12 to the ‘much’
category , 10/12 to the ‘pretty much’ category and so on. The result of this calculation (12/12*19) + (11/12*28)
+ (10/12*31) + ... + (1/12*7) = 238.67, the same result as the ‘soft cardinal’ approach.

References
Abelove, H. (1985) Freud, male homosexuality and the Americans. In Abelove, Barale
and Halperin (1993)
Abelove, H., Barale, M. A. and Halperin, D. M. (1993) The lesbian and gay studies
reader. New York, Routledge.
Adam, B. (1987) The rise of a gay and lesbian movement. Boston, Twayne.
Aggelton, P. and Homans, H. (1988) Social aspects of AIDS. London, Falmer.
Aggleton, P., Davies, P. and Hart, G. (eds.) (1995) AIDS: Saftey, sexuality and risk.
London, Taylor and Francis.
Aggleton, P., Davies, P. and Hart, G. (eds.) (1997) AIDS: Activism and alliances. London,
Taylor and Francis.
Aggleton, P., Davis, P. and Hart, G. (eds.) (1990) AIDS: Individual, cultural and policy
dimensions. London, The Falmer Press.
Aldrich, R. (ed.) (1994) Gay perspectives II: More essays in Australian gay culture.
Sydney, University Printing Service, University of Sydney.
Aldenderfer, D. And Blashfield, K. (1979) Cluster analysis. Beverly Hills, Sage
Publications.
Alexander, C.J. (1996) Gay and lesbian mental health: A sourcebook for practitioners.
New York, Harrington Park Press/ Haworth Press.
Allport, G. W. (1954) The nature of prejudice. Reading, Addison-Wesley.
Altman, D. (1971) Homosexual: Liberation and oppression. New York, Outerbridge and
Dienstfrey.
Altman, D. (1979) Coming out in the seventies Sydney, Wild & Woolley,
Altman, D. (1982) The homosexualisation of America: The Americanisation of the
homosexual. New York, St Martin’s Press.
Altman, D. (1986) AIDS and the new puritanism. London, Pluto Press.
Altman, D. (1988) AIDS and the reconceptualisation of homosexuality In van Kerkhof
and Altman (1988)
.Altman, D. (1992) AIDS and the discourses of sexuality. In Connell and Dowsett (1992)
pp 32-48
Altman, D. (1993) Expertise, legitimacy and the centrality of community. in Aggleton,
Davies and Hart (1993) pp1-13

References

Page 409

Altman, I. and Low, S. (eds.) (1994) Place identity. New York, Plenum.
American Psychological Association, Committee for Protection of Human Participants in
Research in Cooperation with the Committee on Gay Concerns (1986) Ethical
issues in psychological research on AIDS. Journal of Homosexuality V13(1) Fall
109-116
Anderson, D. (1987) Family and peer relations of gay adolescents. Adolescent Psychiatry,
15, 163-178.
Arantes, A. A. (1996) The war of places: Symbolic boundaries and liminalities in urban
space. Theory, Culture and Society, 13(4) 81-92.
Ashmore, R.D. and Del Boca, F. K. (1981) Conceptual approaches to stereotypes and
stereotyping. In Hamilton (1981)
Barrett, D. (1994) The value of community: A qualitative investigation of role involvement
and gay male health behaviors. Paper presented at the annual meeting of
American Sociological Association, Los Angeles.
Bartsch, R. A. & Judd, C. M. (1993) Majority minority status and perceived ingroup
variability revisited. European Journal of Social Psychology, 23(5) 471-483.
Bech, H. (1992) Report from a rotten state: ‘Marriage’ and ‘Homosexuality’ in
‘Denmark’ In Plummer (1992).
Bell, A. and Weinberg, M. (1978) Homosexualities: A study of diversity among Men and
Women. London, Mitchell Beazley.
Bell, A., Weinberg, M. and Hammersmith S. (1981) Sexual preference: It’s development
in men and women. Bloomington, Indiana University Press.
Bell, D. and Valentine, G. (eds) (1995) Mapping desire: Geographies of sexualities.
London, Routledge and Keegan Paul.
Ben-Ari, A. (1995) The discovery that an offspring is gay: Parents’, gay men’s, and
lesbian’s perspectives. Journal of Homosexuality, 30, 59-112.
Ben-Yehuda, N. (1985) Deviance and moral boundaries. Chicago, University of Chicago
Press.
Ben-Yehuda, N. (1990) The politics and morality of deviance: Moral panics, drug abuse,
and reversed stigmatization. New York, State University of New York Press.
Berkowitz, L. (ed) (1986) Advances in experimental social psychology. New York,
Academic Press.
Berlant, L. and Freeman, E. (1993) Queer nationality. In Warner (1993) pp 193-229.

References

Page 410

Bernard, H. R. (1988) Research methods in cultural anthropology. Beverly Hills, Sage
Publications.
Betz, N. E. & Fitzgerald, L. F. (1993) Individuality and diversity: Theory and research in
counselling psychology. Annual Review of Psychology, 44, 343-381.
Binaghi, E. (1990) A fuzzy based inference model for rule-based system in medical
diagnosis, Expert Systems, 7(Aug) 134-141.
Blascovich, J., Wyer, N. A., Swart, L. A. & Kibler, J. L. (1997) Racism and racial
categorisation. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 72(6) 1364-1372.
Boswell, J. (1989) Revolutions, universals and sexual categories. In Duberman, Vicinus
and Chauncey (1989).
Boswell, J. (1990) Concepts, experience and sexuality In Stein (1990)
Boxer, A. M. and Cohler B. J. (1989) The life course of gay and lesbian youth: an
immodest proposal for the study of lives. Journal of Homosexuality, 17 (3/4) 315355
Brenner, M., Brown, J. and Canter, D. (eds) (1985) The research interview: Uses and
approaches. London, Academic Press.
Brenner, M. (1985) Intensive interviewing. In Brenner, Brown and Canter (1985) pp147162.
Brewer, M. B. (1993) Social identity, distinctiveness and in-group homogeneity. Social
Cognition, 11(1) 150-164.
Brigham, J.C. (1971) Ethnic stereotypes. Psychological Bulletin, 76, 15-38.
Bronski, M. (1984) Culture clash: The making of a gay sensibility. Boston, South End
Press.
Brown, M. (1995) Sex, scale and the ‘New Urban Politics’: HIV prevention strategies
from Yaletown, Vancouver. in Bell and Valentine (1995)
Browning, F. (1994) The culture of desire: Paradox and perversity in gay lives today.
New York, Vintage Books.
Bryson, L. and Mowbray, M. (1981) ‘Community’: The spray-on solution. Australian
Journal of Social Issues V16 #4, pp255-267
Butler, J. (1991) Imitation and gender insubordination. In Abelove, Barale and Halperin
(1993)
Cabaj, R.P. and Stein, T.S. (1996) Textbook of homosexuality and mental health.
Washington, American Psychiatric Press.

References

Page 411

Campbell, C. (1997) Migrancy, masculine identities and AIDS: The psychological context
of HIV transmission on the South African gold mines. Social Science and
Medicine, 45(2) 273-281.
Caplan, P. (1987) The cultural construction of sexuality. London Tavistock Publications.
Carter, E. and Watney, S. (eds) (1989) Taking liberties. London, Serpent’s tail.
Cass, V. C. (1979) Homosexual identity formation: A theoretical model. Journal of
Homosexuality, 4 (3): 219-235.
Cass, V. C. (1983/1984) Homosexual identity: A concept in need of definition. Journal of
Homosexuality, 9(2/3), 105-126.
Cass, V. C. (1984) Homosexual identity formation: Testing a theoretical model. The
Journal of Sex Research, 20, 143-167.
Chapman, B. E. & Brannock, J. C. (1987) Proposed model of lesbian identity
development: An empirical examination. Journal of Homosexuality, 14(3/4), 6980.
Chauncey, G. (1989) Christian brotherhood or sexual perversion? Homosexual identities
and the construction of sexual boundaries in the World War I era. In Duberman,
Vicinus and Chauncey (1989)
Cohen, A.P. (1985) The social construction of community. London, Routledge.
Cohen, J. L. (1985) Strategy or Identity: new theoretical paradigms and contemporary
social movements. Social Research, 52 (4): 663-716
Coleman, E. (1982) Developmental stages in the coming out process. Journal of
Homosexuality, 7(2/3), 31-43.
Connell, R. W., Crawford, J., Kippax, S., Dowsett, G. W., Bond, G., Baxter, D., Berg, R.
& Watson, L. (1987) Method and sample, Social Aspects of the Prevention of
AIDS, Study A, Report No 1. Sydney, School of Behavioural Sciences, Macquarie
University.
Connell, R. W., Crawford, J., Kippax, S., Dowsett, G., Baxter, D., Watson, L. & Berg, R.
(1989) Facing the epidemic: Changes in the sexual lives of gay and bisexual men
in Australia and their implications for AIDS prevention. Social Problems, 36 (4)
384-402.
Connell, R. W., Dowsett, G. W., Rodden, P. and Davis, M. D. (1991) Social class, gay
men and AIDS prevention. Australian Journal of Public Health, V15 No3 178189.
Connell, R.W. and Dowsett, G. W. (eds.) (1992) Rethinking Sex: Social theory and
sexuality research. Melbourne, Melbourne University Press.

References

Page 412

Cox, R. (1946) Probability, frequency and reasonable expectation. American Journal of
Physics, 14(1) 1-13.
Cox, S. and Gallois, C. (1996) Gay and lesbian identity development: A social identity
perspective. Journal of Homosexuality, 30 (4) 1-30
Cramer, D. W. and Roach, A. J. (1988) Coming out to mom and dad: A study of gay
males and their relationships with their parents. Journal of Homosexuality, 15, 7991.
Crawford, J., Kippax, S., Rodden, P., Donohoe, S., and Van de Ven, P. (1998) Male Call
96: National telephone survey of men who have sex with men. Sydney, National
Centre for HIV Social Research, Macquarie University.
Crimp, D. (ed) (1988) AIDS: Cultural analysis, cultural activism. Cambridge,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
Cuba, L. (1987) Identity and community on the Alaskan frontier. New York, Holmes and
Meier.
Cuba, L. and Hummon, D. M. (1993a) A place to call home: Identification with dwelling
community and region. Sociological Quarterly, 34(1) 111-131.
Cuba, L. and Hummon, D. M. (1993b) Constructing a sense of home: Place affiliation and
migration across the life cycle. Sociological Forum, 8(4) 547-572
Curtis, W. (ed.) (1988) Revelations: A collection of gay male coming out stories. Boston,
Alyson.
D’Augelli, A. R. (1991) Gay men in college: Identity processes and adaptation. Journal of
College Student Development, 32, 140-146.
D’Augelli, A.R. and Hershberger, S. L. (1993) Lesbian, gay and bisexual youth in
community settings: Personal challenges and mental health problems. American
Journal of Community Psychology, 21, 421-448.
D’Emilio, J.(1983) Sexual politics, sexual communities: The making of a homosexual
minority in the United States 1940-1970. University of Chicago Press, Chicago
Dank, B. M. (1971) Coming out in the gay world. Psychiatry, 34, 180-197.
Darwin C. (first published 1850) (1861) On the origin of species by means of natural
selection. London, J. Murray
Davidson, A. (1990) Sex and the emergence of sexuality. In Stein (1990)
Davies, P. M. (1987) Some problems in defining and sampling non-heterosexual males.
London, Project Sigma, Working Paper 3.

References

Page 413

Davis, P. (1992) The role of disclosure in coming out among gay men. In Plummer (1992)
De Cecco, J. P. (ed) (1984) Homophobia: An overview. New York, The Hawthorn Press.
De Cecco J. P. and Elia J. P. (1993) A critique and synthesis of biological essentialism
and social constructionist views of sexuality and gender. Journal of
Homosexuality, 24 2/4 1-26
Deleuze, G. and Guattari, F. (1973) Caiptalisme et schitzophrénie: L’anti Œdipe. Paris,
Éditions de Minuit.
Deleuze, G. and Guattari, F. (1977) Anti-Oedipus: Capatilism and schitzophrenia.
Translated by R. Hurley, M. Seem and H. Lane. New York, Viking Press.
de Monteflores, C. & Shultz, S. J. (1978) Coming out: Similarities and differences for
lesbians and gay men. Journal of Homosexuality, 34, 59-72.
Deschamps, J.C. (1984) Intergroup relations and categorical identification. In Tajfel
(1984)
Deschamps, J.C. and Doise, W. (1978) Crossed category membership in intergroup
relations. In Tajfel (1978)
Deverelle, K. and Prout, A. (1995) Sexuality, identity and community- Reflections on the
MESMAC project. In Aggeleton, Davies and Hart (1995) pp172-193
DeVine, J. L. (1984) A systemic inspection of affectional preference orientation and the
family of origin. Journal of Social Work and Human Sexuality, 2, 9-17.
Doise, W. (1978) Groups and individuals: Explanations in social psychology. Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press.
Doise, W., Deschamps, J. C. and Meyer, G. (1978) The accentuation of intracategory
similarities.In Tajfel (1978).
Dowsett, G. (1990) Reaching men who have sex with men in Australia. An overview of
AIDS education: Community intervention and community attachment strategies.
Australian Journal of Social Issues, 25 (3) 191.
Dowsett (1993) Practicing desire: Homosexual sex in the era of AIDS. Doctoral
dissertation, Macquarie University, Sydney.
Dowsett (1996) Practcing desire: Homosexual sex in the era of AIDS. Stanford, Stanford
University Press.
Duberman, M. B., Vicinus, M. and Chauncey, G. (eds) (1989) Hidden from history:
Reclaiming the gay and lesbian past. New York, NAL Books.

References

Page 414

Ellemers, N. & Vanrijswijk, W. (1997) Identity needs versus social opportunities: The use
of group-level and individual-level identity management strategies. Social
Psychology Quarterly, 60(1) 52-65.
Ellis, H. (1946) Psychology of sex (10th impression). London, William Heinemann
Elovich, R. (1997) Rethinking HIV prevention: Paradigm shifts into program change.
Paper presented at AIDS Impact: Biopsychosocial aspects of HIV infection. 3rd
international conference, Melbourne 22-25 June.
Epstein, S. (1990) Gay politics, ethnic identity: The limits of social constructionism. In
Stein (1990)
Ethier, K. A. & Deaux, K. (1994) Negotiating social identity when contexts change:
Maintaining identification and responding to threat. Journal of Personality &
Social Psychology, 67(2) 243-251.
Evans, B., Sandberg, S. and Watson, S. (eds.) (1993) Healthy alliances in HIV
prevention: Proceedings of the third annual conference of district HIV prevention
co-ordinators. 5-6 November 1992. London, Health Education Authority.
Fassinger, R. and Miller, B. A. (1996) Validation of an inclusive model of sexual minority
identity formation on a sample of gay men. Journal of Homosexuality, 32(2) 5378.
Feather, N. T. (1995) National identification and ingroup bias in majority and minority
groups: A field study. Australian Journal of Psychology, 47(3) 129-136.
Festinger, L. (1954) A theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations, 7, 117140.
Fischer, C.S., Jackson, R.M., Gerson, K., McCallister Jones, L. and Baldassare (eds.)
(1977) Networks and Places. New York, The Free Press.
Fisher, J. D. (1988) Possible effects of reference group-based social influence on AIDSrisk behaviour and AIDS prevention. American Psychologist, 43 No11 914-920.
Folch-Lyon, E. and Trost, J.F. (1981) Conducting focus group sessions. Studies in Family
Planning. 12(12) 450-456.
Fone, B. R. S. (1995) A Road to Stonewall: Male homosexuality and homophobia in
English and American literature 1750-1969. New York, Twayne Publishers.
Foucault, M. (1961) Folie et déraison. Paris, Plon.
Foucault, M. (1975) Surveiller et punir. Paris, Gallimard
Foucault, M. (1976) La volanté de savoir. Paris, Gallimard
Foucault, M. (1977) The history of sexuality. Vol 1. London, Allen Lane.

References

Page 415

Freedman, E. B, and D’Emilio, J. (1990) Problems encountered in writing the history of
sexuality: Sources theory and interpretations. The Journal of Sex Research, 27
No4 481-495
French, R. (1985) Gays between the broadsheets: Australian media references on
homosexuality 1948-1980. Sydney, Gay History Project.
French, R. (1986) ‘Mozzies could spread AIDS’: Australian media references on AIDS.
Sydney, Gay History Project.
Freud, S. (1930) (originally published 1905) Three contributions to the theory of sex
(trans A.A. Brill) New York, Nervous and Mental Diseases Publishing Company.
Fullilove, M. T. (1996) Psychiatric implications of displacement: Contributions from the
psychology of place. American Journal of Psychiatry, 153(12) 1516-1523.
Furth, C. (1988) Androgynous males and deficient females: Biology and gender
boundaries in sixteenth and seventeenth century China. In Abelove, Barale and
Halperin (1993)
Fuss, D. (ed.) (1991) Inside/Out: Lesbian theories, gay theories. New York, Routledge.
Gagnon, A. & Bourhis, R. Y. (1996) Discrimination in the minimal group paradigm:
Social identity or self-interest. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(12)
1289-1301.
Gagnon, J. H. and Simon, W. S. (1973) Sexual Conduct, the social sources of human
sexuality. Chicago, Aldine.
Gatter, P. (1993) One of us, one of them, or one of those? The construction of identity and
sexuality in relation to HIV/AIDS. In Aggleton, Davies and Hart (1995) pp159-171
Gerson, K, Stueve, A. and Fischer, C. (1977) Attachment to Place In Fischer et al (1977)
139-161.
Goffman, I. (1963) Stigma. New York, Prentice Hall.
Gonsiorek, J. C. & Rudolph, J. R. (1991) Homosexual identity: Coming out and other
developmental events. In Gonsiorek and Weinrich (1991) pp 161-176.
Gonsiorek, J. C. & Weinrich, R. D. (1991) Homosexuality: Research implications for
public policy. Newbury Park, Sage Publications.
Goudy, W. J. (1982) Further considerations of indicators of community attachment.
Social Indicators Research, 11, 181-192.
Grahn, J. (1984) Another mother tongue: Gay words, gay worlds. Boston, Beacon Press.
Grierson, J. (1988a) AIDS risk at Blarney Stone: A content analysis of newspaper articles
on AIDS 1983-1985. Unpublished honours thesis. James Cook University.

References

Page 416

Grierson, J. (1988b) The content and possible effects of newspaper articles on AIDS:
1983-1985. Paper presented at the XXIV International Congress of Psychology,
Sydney, Australia, 28 August- 3 September.
Grubb, P. F. (1986) Reading about Homosexuality. Journal of homosexuality, V13 (2-3)
121-135
Gutman, R. and Popenoe, D. (eds.) (1970) Neighborhood, city and metropolis, New York,
Random House.
Hacking, I. (1990) Making up people. In Stein (1990).
Haldeman, D.C. (1996) Spirituality and religion in the lives of lesbians and gay men. In
Cabaj and Stein, 1996, p881-896.
Halperin, D. (1989a) Is there a history of sexuality? In Abelove, Barale and Halperin
(1993)
Halperin, D. (1989b) Sex before sexuality: Pederasty, politics and power in classical
Athens. In Duberman, Vicinus and Chauncey (1989)
Halperin, D. (1990) One hundred years of homosexuality and other essays on Greek love.
New York, Routledge and Kegan Paul.
Hamilton, D.L. (ed.) (1981) Cognitive processes in stereotyping and intergroup
behaviour, Hillsdale, Erlbaum.
Hart, J. & Richardson, D. (1981) The theory and practice of homosexuality. London,
Routledge and Keegan Paul.
Hartwig, F. and Dearing, B. E. (1979) Exploratory data analysis. Newbury Park, Sage.
Haslam, S. A., McGarty, C., Oakes, P. J. & Turner, J. C. (1993) Social comparitive
context and illusory correlation: Testing between ingroup bias and social identity
models of stereotype formation. Australian Journal of Psychology, 45(2) 97-101.
Hawe, P., Dageling, D. and Hall, J. (1991) Evaluating health promotion: A health
worker’s guide. Sydney, MacLennan and Petty.
Herdt, G. (ed.) (1992) Gay culture in America. Boston, Beacon Press.
Herdt, G. and Boxer, A. (1993) Children of horizons: How gay and lesbian teens are
leading a new way out of the closet. Boston, Beacon Press.
Herek, G. M. and Greene, B. (eds.) (1995) AIDS, identity and community: The HIV
epidemic and lesbians and gay men. Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications.
Hersh, H. and Caramazza, A. (1976) A Fuzzy set approach to modifiers and vagueness in
natural language. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 105 (3) 254-276.

References

Page 417

Hocquenham, G. (1972) Le désir homosexual. Paris Éditions Universitaires.
Hocquenham, G. (1978) Homosexual desire. London, Allison and Busby.
Hogg, M. A. and Abrams, D. (1988) Social Identifications: A social psychology of
intergroup relations and group processes. London, Routledge,
Hogg, M.A. and Sunderland, J. (1991) Self-esteem and intergroup discrimination in the
minimal group paradigm. British Journal of Social Psychology, 30, 51-62.
Hogg, M. A., Terry, D. J. & White, K. M. (1995) A tale of two theories: A comparison of
identity theory with social identity theory. Social Psychology Quarterly, 58(4)
255-269.
Hogg, M.a. and Turner, J.C. (1985) Interperson attraction, social identification and
psychological group formation. European Journal of Social Psychology, 15,51-66.
Hooker, E. (1954) Inverts (are not) a distinct personality type. Mattachine Review, 1, 2022.
Hooker, E. (1956) Preliminary analysis of group behavior of homosexuals, Journal of
Psychology, 42, 217-225.
Hooker, E. (1957) The adjustment of the male overt homosexual, Journal of Projective
Techniques, 21, 18-31.
Hooker, E. (1962) The homosexual community. In Nielsen (1962), pp 41-59.
Hummon, D. M. (1990) Commonplaces: Community ideology and identity in American
culture. Albany, State University of New York Press.
Hunter, A. (1974) Symbolic communities. Chicago, University of Chicago Press.
Hunter, J. A. (1997) Intergroup bias and self-evaluation: Domain-specific self-esteem,
threats to identity and dimensional importance. British Journal of Social
Psychology, 36(4) 405-426
Hunter, J. A., Platow, M. J., Howard, M. L. & Stringer, M. (1996) Social identity and
intergroup evaluative bias: Realistic categories and domain specific self esteem in
a conflict setting. European Journal of Social Psychology, 26(4) 631-647.
Jackson, L. A., Sullivan, L. A., Harnish, R. & Hodge, C. N. (1996) Achieving positive
social identity: Social mobility, social creativity and permeability of group
boundaries. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 70(2) 241-254.
Jetten, J., Spears, R. & Manstead, A. S. R. (1997) Distinctiveness threat and
prototypicality: Combined effects on intergroup discrinmination and collective self
esteem. European Journal of Social Psychology, 27(6) 635-657.

References

Page 418

Joffe, H. (1996) The shock of the new: A psychodynamic extension of social
representation theory. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 26(2) 197.
Kasarda, J and Janowitz, M. (1974) Community attachment in mass society. American
Sociological Review, 39, 28-39.
Katz, J. (1976) Gay american history. New York, Thomas Y. Crowell.
Kayal, P. (1994) Communilization and homophile organization membership: Gay
volunteerism before and during AIDS. Journal of Gay and Lesbian Social
Services. 1 (1) 33-57.
Kempton, W. (1978) Category grading and taxonomic relations: A mug is a sort of cup.
American Ethnologist, 5, 44-65.
Kepner, J. (1997) A memory of Evelyn Hooker. One-IGLA Bulletin, Spring.
http://www.usc.edu/isd/archives/oneigla/Hooker.htm
King, N. (1995) HIV and the gay male community: One clinician’s reflections over the
years. In Herek and Greene (1995).
Kinsey, A. C., Pomeroy, W. B., and Martin, C. E. (1948) Sexual behaviour in the human
male. Philadelphia, Saunders.
Kinsey, A. C., Pomeroy, W. B., Martin, C. E. & Gebhard, P. H. (1953) Sexual behaviour
in the human female. Philedelphia, W. B. Saunders
Kippax S, Crawford J, Connell R W, Dowsett G W, Watson L, Rodden P, Baxter D and
Berg R (1990), The importance of gay community in the prevention of HIV
transmission, social aspects of the prevention of AIDS Study A - Report No 7.
Macquarie University, Sydney
Kitzinger, C. (1987) The social construction of lesbianism. London, Sage Publications.
Klein, F. (1990) The need to view sexual orientation as a multivariate dynamic process: A
theoretical perspective. In Mc Whirter et al (1990) pp 277-282.
Klein, F., Sepekoff, B. & Wolf, T. (1985) Sexual orientation: A multivariate dynamic
process. Journal of Homosexuality, 11(1/2), 35-49.
Kochems, L. E. (1987) Meanings and health Implications: Gay men’s sexuality. Paper
presented in the invited Session of the Society for Medical Anthropology, Sexual
Meanings, at the American Anthropological Association Meetings.
Kooden, H. D., Morin, S. F., Riddle, D. L., Rogers, M., Strang, B. E. & Strassburger, F.
(1979) Removing the stigma: Final report of the board of social and ethical
responsibility for psychology’s task force on the status of lesbian and gay male
psychologists. Washington, American Psychological Association.

References

Page 419

Korpela, K. and Hartig, T. (1996) Restorative qualities of favorite places. Journal of
Environmental Psychology. 16, 221-233.
Korpela, K.M. (1989) Place-identity as a product of environmental self regulation.
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 9(3) 241-256.
Kosmitzki, C. (1996) The reaffirmation of cultural identity in cross cultural encounters.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(3) 238-248.
Krafft Ebing, R. von (1965) (1st ed 1931) Psychopatica sexualis Psychopathia sexualis :
with special reference to the antipathetic sexual instinct: a medico-forensic study .
Translated from the 12th German ed. and with an introduction by Franklin S. Klaf,
Foreword by Daniel Blain. London, Staples Press.
Kronemeyer, R. (1980) Overcoming Homosexuality. New York, Macmillan.
Kruskal, J. B. and Wish, M. (1978) Multidimensional Scaling. Newbury Park, Sage.
Kyle, G. R. (1989) Philosophos: AIDS and the new sexual order. The Journal of Sex
Research, Vol26 No2 pp 276-278.
Lalli, M. (1992) Urban related identity: Theory, mesurement, and empirical findings.
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 12, 285-303.
Lalonde, R. N. & Silverman, R. A. (1994) Behavioral preferences in response to social
injustice: The effects of group permeability and social identity salience. Journal of
Personality & Social Psychology, 66(1) 78-85.
Lawler, E.J. (1985) Advances in group processes: Theory and research Vol 2. Greenwich,
JAI.
Lea, R. (1988) Automated space vehicle control for rendezvous proximity operations.
Telematics and Informatics, 5 (3), 179-185.
Lee, J. A. (1977) Going public: A Study in the sociology of homosexual liberation.
Journal of Homosexuality, 3, 49-78.
Lee, Y. T. & Ottari, V. (1995) Perceived ingroup homogeneity as a function of group
membership saliance and stereotype threat. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 21(6) 610-619.
Lewis, L. and Ross, M. (1995) A select body: The gay dance party subculture and the
HIV/AIDS pandemic. London, Cassell, 1995.
Li Zuoyang (1988) A model of weather forecast by fuzzy grade statistics, Fuzzy Sets and
Systems, 26, 275-281.
Lindeman, M. (1997) Ingroup bias, self enhancement and group identification. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 27(3) 337-355.

References

Page 420

Lindeman, M. & Koskela, P. (1994) Group size, controllability of group membership and
comparitive dimension as determinates of intergroup discrimination. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 24(2) 267-278.
Low, S. (1992) Symbolic ties that bind: Place attachment in the plaza. In Altman and
Low (1992) pp 165-185.
Low, S. and Altman, I. (1992) Place attachment: A conceptual inquiry. In Low and
Altman (1992)
Low, S. and Altman, I. (eds.) (1992) Place Attachment. New York, Plenum.
Maffesoli, M. (1993) Identification or the pluralisation of the person. Journal of
Homosexuality, 25 (1/2) 31-40
Marcuse, H. (1966) Eros and civilization. Boston, Beacon Press.
Masters, W. and Johnson, V. (1966) Human sexual response. Boston, Little Brown.
McCarn, S. R. & Fassinger, R. E. (1996) Re-visioning sexual minority identity formation:
A new model of lesbian identity and its implications for counseling and research.
The Counseling Psychologist, 24(3) 508-534.
McCracken, G. (1988) The long interview. Newbury Park, Sage.
McDonald, G. J. (1982) Individual differences in the coming out process for gay men:
Implications for theoretical models. Journal of Homosexuality, 8(1) 47-60.
McIntosh, M. (1968) The homosexual role. In Plummer, K. (ed) (1981) The making of the
modern Homosexual. London Hutchinson
McMillan, D. W. and Chavis, D. M. (1986) Sense of community: A definition and theory.
Journal of Community Psychology, 14, 6-23.
McNeil, (1994) The Sydney Gay and Lesbian Mardi Gras party: Masquerade and muscle
culture. in Aldich, 1994.
McNeill, D. and Freiberger, P. (1993) Fuzzy Logic. Melbourne, Bookman.
McWhirter, D. P. & Mattison, A. M. (1984) The male couple: How relationships develop.
Englewood Cliffs, Prentice Hall.
McWhirter, D. P., Sanders, S. A. & Reinisch (eds) (1990) Homosexuality/
Heterosexuality: Concepts of sexual orientation. New York, Oxford University
Press.
Messick, D.M. and Mackie, D.M. (1989) Intergroup relations Annual Review of
Psychology, 40, 45-81.
Miller, J. (1993) The passion of Michel Foucault. London, Flamingo.

References

Page 421

Minton, H. L. & McDonald, G. J. (1984) Homosexual identity formation as a
developmental process. Journal of Homosexuality, 9(2/3), 91-104.
Mitchell, G. D. (ed.) (1973) A dictionary of sociology. London, Routledge and Keegan
Paul.
Mlicki, P. P. & Ellemers, N. (1996) Being different or being better: National stereotypes
and identifications of Polish and Dutch students. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 26(1) 97-114.
Moatti, J., Dab, W., Pollack, M., Quesnal, P., Anes, A., Beltzer, N., Ménard, C. and
Serrand, C. (1990) Les attitudes et comportements des Française face au SIDA. La
Recherche, 21 (223) 888-895.
Money, J. (1988) Gay, straight, and in-between. New York, Oxford University Press.
Morgan, D.L. (1988) Focus groups as qualitative research. Beverly Hills, Sage
Publications.
Moscovici, S. (1972) Introduction à la psychologie sociale Vo1 1, Paris, Larousse.
Mummendey, A. (1995) Positive distinctiveness and social discrimination: An old couple
living in divorce. European Journal of Social Psychology, 25(6) 657-670.
Murphy, B., Cockburn, J. and Murphy, M. (1992) Focus groups in health research. Health
Promotion Journal of Australia. 2(2) 37-40.
Murray, C. I. (1994) Siblings of gay and lesbian people: Coming out, identity and
caregiving issues. Paper presented at the annual meetings of the National Council
on Family Relations. Minneapolis, MN, November.
Murray, S. O. (1983) Fuzzy sets and abominations. Man, 19, 369-399.
Murray, S. O. (1992) Components of gay community in San Francisco. in Herdt (1992).
Mutchler, M. (1996) A safer sex liberation: Mapping an emerging culture. Thresholds:
Viewing Culture. V9, 19-28.
Myrick, R. (1996) AIDS, communication and empowerment: Gay male identity and the
politics of public health messages. New York, Harrington Park Press.
Nardi, P. (1992) That’s what friends are for: Friends and family in the gay and lesbian
community. in Plummer (1992).
Newstead, S. and Griggs, R. (1984) Fuzzy quantifiers as an explanation of set inclusion
performance. Psychological Research, 46, 377-388.
Nielsen, G. S. (1962) Procedings of the 14th International Congress of Applied
Psychology, Copenhagen 1961. Copenhagen, Munksgaard.

References

Page 422

North, G. (1992) The night of your life: Sydney Gay and Lesbian Mardi Gras. Sydney,
Rural and City Media Services pty. ltd.
O’Brian, S. (1987) The ancestry of the giant panda, Scientific American, 257 (Nov) 102107.
Padug, R. (1987) More than a story of a virus: Gay history, gay communities and AIDS.
Radical America, 21 (2-3), 35-42.
Padug, R. (1989) Sexual matters: Rethinking sexuality in history. in Duberman, Vicinus
and Chauncey (1989).
Parker, R. (1985) Masculinity, femininity and homosexuality: On the anthropological
interpretation of sexual meanings in Brazil. Journal of Homosexuality, 11(3/4)
155-163.
Parker, R. (1989) Youth Identity and Homosexuality: The changing shape of sexual life in
contemporary Brazil. Journal of Homosexuality, 17 (3/4) 269-289.
Parker, R. G., Herdt, G. and Carballo, M. (1991) Sexual culture, HIV transmission and
AIDS research. The Journal of Sex Research V28 No 1 pp77-98
Perlstein. M. (1996) Integrating a gay, lesbian, or bisexual person;s religeous or spiritual
needs and choices into psychotherapy. In Alexander, 1996, p 173-188.
Peterson, G. (1988) Local symbols and place identity: Tucson and Alburquerque. The
Social Science Journal, 25(4) 451-461.
Platow, M. J., Harley, K., Hunter, J. A., Shave, R. & O’Connel, A. (1997) Interpreting ingroup favouring allocations in the minimal group paradigm. British Journal of
Social Psychology, 36(1) 107-117.
Plummer, K. (1975) Sexual stigma: An interactionist account. London, Routledge and
Kegan Paul
Plummer, K. (1981a) Building a sociology of homosexuality. in Plummer, K. (ed) (1981)
Plummer, K. (1981b) Homosexual categories: some research problems in the labelling
perspective of homosexuality. in Plummer, (1981)
Plummer, K. (ed) (1981) The making of the modern Homosexual. London Hutchinson
Plummer, K. (ed) (1992a) Modern homosexualities: fragments of lesbian and gay
experience. London Routledge
Plummer K. (1992b) Speaking its name: inventing a lesbian and gay studies. in Plummer,
(1992)

References

Page 423

Plummer, K. (1995) Telling sexual stories: Power, change and social worlds. London,
Routledge.
Pollack, M. (1975) L’efficacité par l’ambiguüité. La transformation du champ scientifique
par la politique scientifique: Le cas de la sociologie et des sciences économiques
en France. Sociologie et Societes, 7(1) 29-49.
Pollack, M. (1982) L’homosexualité masculine, ou: le bonheur dans le ghetto?
Communication, 35, 37-55.
Pollack, M. (1993) (translation by C. Norman) Homosexual rituals and safer sex. Journal
of Homosexuality, 25(3) 307-317.
Pollack, M., Duboise-Arber, F. and Bochow, M. (1989) La modification des pratiques
sexuelles. La Recherche, 20 (213) 1101-1111.
Pollack, M. and Heinich, N. (1986) Le temoignage. Actes de la Recherche en Science
Sociales, 62/63, 3-29.
Pollack, M., Paicheler, G. & Pierret, J. (1992) AIDS: A problem for sociological research.
London, Sage Publications.
Pollack, M. and Schiltz, M-A. (1987) Identité sociale et gestion d’un risque de sante: Les
homosexuels face au SIDA. Actes de la Recherche en Science Sociales, 68, 77102.
Pollack, M. and Schiltz, M-A. (1991) Six annees d’enquete sur les homo- et bisexuels
masculins face au SIDA: Livre des donnees. Bulletin de methodologie
sociologique, 31, 32-48.
Ponse, B. (1978) Identities in the lesbian world: The social construction of self. Westport,
Greenwood press.
Prestage, G. (1997) Gay identities and gay subcultures. Paper presented at AIDS Impact:
Biopsychosocial aspects of HIV infection. 3rd international conference, Melbourne
22-25 June.
Proshansky, H. M. (1973) Theoretical issues in ‘environmental psychology’.
Representative Research in Social Psychology, 4(1), 93-107.
Proshansky, H. M. (1978) The city and self-identity. Environment and Behavior, 10(2)
147-169.
Proshansky, H.M., Fabian, A.K. and Kaminoff, R. (1983) Place-identity: Physical world
socialization of the self. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 31(1), 57-83.
Puddifoot, J. E. (1997) Psychological reaction to perceived erasure of community
boundaries. Journal of Social Psychology, 137(3) 343-355.

References

Page 424

Reade, B. (ed.) (1970) Sexual Heretics: Male homosexuality in English literature from
1850 to 1900. New York, Coward-McCann.
Remafedi, G. (1987) Male homosexuality: The adolescent’s perspective. Pediatrics, 79,
326-330.
Reich, W. (1969) The Sexual Revolution. New York, Farrar, Straus and Giroux.
Reichl, A. J. (1997) Ingroup favouritism and outgroup favouritism in low status minimal
groups: Differential responses to status-related and status-unrelated measures.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 27(6) 617-633.
Rich, A. (1982) (foreword to) Compulsory heterosexuality and lesbian existence. In
Abelove, Barale and Halperin, (1993)
Richardson, D. & Hart, J. (1981) The development and maintainance of a homosexual
identity. In Hart and Richardson (1981) pp 73-92.
Rivlin, L. (1982) Group membership and place meanings in an urban neighborhood,
Journal of Social Issues, 38, 75-93.
Rodden, P., Duckett, M., Kippax, S. and Crawford, J. (1996) Regional differences among
homosexually active men in Sydney, Newcastle and Wollongong. Sydney, HIV
AIDS and Socity Publications.
Rofes, E. (1998) Dry Bones Breath: Gay men creating post-AIDS identities and cultures.
New York, Harrington Press.
Roscoe, W. (1992) History’s future: Reflections on lesbian and gay history in the
community. Journal of Homosexuality, 24 1/2 161-179
Rotheram-Borus, M. J., Hunter, J. and Rosario, M. (1995) Coming out as lesbian or gay
in the era of AIDS. in Herek and Green (1995).
Rubenstein, R.L. and Parmelee, P. A. (1992) Attachment to place and the representation
of the life course by the elderly. In Altman and Low (1992) pp139-163
Rubin, G. S. (1984) Thinking Sex: Notes for a radical theory of the politics of sexuality. In
Abelove, Barale and Halperin, (1993)
Ryan, C. S. (1996) Accuracy of black and white college students in-group and out-group
stereotypes. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(11) 1114-1127.
Sampson, R. J. (1988) Local friendship ties and community attachmant in mass society: A
multilevel systemic model, American Sociological Review, 53, 766-779.
Savin-Williams, R.C. (1995) Parents’ reactions to the discovery of a child’s sexual
orientation. Paper presented at the Lesbian, gay, and bisexual identities and the
family: Psychological perspectives Conference, University Park PA, June.

References

Page 425

Savin-Williams, R. C. (1998a) “... and then I became gay”: Young men’s stories. New
York, Routledge.
Savin-Williams, R. C. (1998b) The disclosure to families of same-sex attractions by
lesbian, gay, and bisexual youths. Journal of Research on Adolescents. 8(1), 4968.
Savin-Williams, R. C. and Dubé, E. M. (1998) Parental reactions to their child’s
disclosure of same sex attraction. Family Relations, 47, 1-7.
Savin-Williams R.C. and Wright, K. (1995) A longitudinal study assessing urban sexual
minority adolescents for HIV infection and psychological health. Unpublished
manuscript, Cornell University/ Children’s Hospital of Michigan, Wayne State
University. Cited in Savin-Williams, (1998b)
Schäfer, S. (1976) Sexual and social problems among lesbians. The Journal of Sex
Research, 12, 50-69.
Schmiechen, R. (Dir) and Haugland, D. (1992) Changing our minds: The story of Dr
Evelyn Hooker, (Videorecording) Intrepid Productions.
Scott, P. (1992) Beginning HIV prevention work with gay and bisexual men. in Evans
(1993) pp 148-164.
Secord, P. F. & Backman, C. W. (1964) Interpersonal congruency, perceived similarity
and friendship. Sociometry, 27, 115-127
Sears, J.T. (1991) Growing up gay in the South: Race, gender, and journeys of the spirit.
New York, Harrington Park Press.
Sedgwick, E. K. (1990) (excerpt) Epistemology of the closet. In Abelove, Barale and
Halperin, (1993)
Seidman, S. (1993) Identity and politics in a postmodern gay culture: Some historical
and conceptual notes. In Warner (1993) pp 105-142
Sennett, J. & Foster, D. (1996) Social identity: Comparing white English-speaking South
African students in 1975 and 1994. South African Journal of Psychology, 26(4)
203-211.
Shernoff, M., and Bloom, J. D. (1991) Designing effective AIDS prevention workshops
for gay and bisexual men. AIDS education and Prevention 3(1) 31-46.
Sherrard, C. (1995) Social identity and aesthetic taste. Philosophical Psychology, 8(2)
139-153.
Smets, P. (1981) Medical diagnosis: Fuzzy sets and degrees of belief. Fuzzy sets and
systems, 5, 259-266.

References

Page 426

Smith, G. and Bartos, M. (1997) State-sponsored gayness: Ghettoization as a response to
HIV/AIDS. In Aggleton, Davies and Hart (1997) pp 213-225.
Smith, H. A. & Henry, S. (1996) An in-group becomes part of the self: Response time
evidence. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(6) 635-642.
Smithson, M.. (1987) Fuzzy set analysis for behavioural and social sciences. New York,
Springer Verlag
Smithson, M. (1988) Fuzzy set theory and the social sciences. Fuzzy Sets and Systems, 26,
1-21.
Smithson, M. (1994) FUZZYSTAT Version 3.1. Macintosh computer program. Including
Tutorial and Users Guide
Sophie, J. (1986) A critical examination of stage theories of lesbian identity development.
Journal of Homosexuality, 12(2) 39-51.
Spears, R., Doosje, B. & Ellemers, N. (1997) Self-stereotyping in the face of threats to
group status and distinctiveness: The role of group identification. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 25(5) 583-553.
St John, C. D., Austin, M. and Baba, Y. (1986) The question of community attachment
revisited, Sociological Spectrum, 6, 411-431.
Stein, E. (ed) (1990) Forms of Desire: Sexual orientation and the social constructionist
controversy. New York, Routledge.
Stewart, D.W. and Shamadesani, P.N. (1990) Focus groups: Theory and practice,
Newbury Park, Sage.
Strommen, E. F. (1989) You’re a what?: Family member reactions to the disclosure of
homosexuality. Journal of Homosexuality, 18, 37-58.
Swan, S. & Wyer, R.S. (1997) Gender stereotypes and social identity: How being in the
minority affects judgements of self and others. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 23(12) 1265-1276.
Symonds, J. A. (1891) A Problem in modern ethics In Reade (1970).
Symonds, J. A. (first edition 1883) (1983) Male love: a problem in Greek ethics and other
writings, foreword by Robert Peters , edited by John Lauritsen. Centennial ed.
Tajfel, H. (1957)Value and perceptual judgement of magnitude. Psychological Review,
64, 192-204
Tajfel, H. (1959) Quantitive judgement in social perception. British Journal of
Psychology, 50, 16-29.

References

Page 427

Tajfel, H. (1970) Experiments in intergroup discrimination. Scientific American, 223, 96102
Tajfel, H. (1972) La catégorisation sociale In Moscovici (1972)
Tajfel, H. (ed.) (1978) Differentiation between social groups. London, Academic Press.
Tajfel, H(ed.) (1981) Human groups and social categories: Studies in social psychology.
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.
Tajfel, H. (ed) (1982) Social Identity and intergroup relations. Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press.
Tajfel, H. (ed.) (1984) The social dimension: European developments in social
psychology Vol 2. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.
Tajfel, H., Flament, C., Billig, M. & Bundy, R. (1971) Social categorization and
intergroup behaviour. European Journal of Social Psychology, 1, 149-178.
Telljohann, S.K. and Price, J.P. (1993) A qualatative examination of adolescent
homosexuals’ life experiences: Ramifications for secondary school personnel.
Journal of Homosexuality, 18, 37-58.
Thomas, S., Steven, I., Browning, C., Dickens, E., Eckermann, L., Carey, L. and Pollard,
S. (1992) Focus groups in health research: A methodological review. Annual
Review of Health Social Sciences, 2, 7-20.
Troiden, R. R. (1979) Becoming homosexual: A model for gay identity acquisition.
Psychiatry, 42, 362-73.
Troiden, R. R. (1984/1985) Self, self-concept, identity and homosexual identity:
Constructs in need of definition and differentiation. Journal of Homosexuality,
10(3/4), 43-73.
Troiden R. R. (1989) The formation of homosexual identities. Journal of Homosexuality,
17 (1/2) 43-73
Turner, J. C. (1985) Social categorization and the self concept: A social cognitive theory
of group behaviour. In Lawler (1985) pp 77-122.
Turner, J. C. (1982) Towards a cognitive redefinition of the social group. In Turner
(1982)
Turner, J.C., Hogg, M.A., Oakes, P.J., Reicher, S.D. and Wetherell, M.S. (1987)
Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory. Oxford, Basil
Blackwell.
Turner, J. C. and Giles, H. (eds) (1981) Intergroup behaviour. Oxford, Basil Blackwell.

References

Page 428

Tyler, C.. (1991) Boys will be girls. in Fuss (1991). pp 32-72.
van Kerkhof, M. and Altman, D. (eds) (1988) Homosexuality, which homosexuality?
London, Gay Men’s Press.
Van Staden, F. (1985) The development of place identity as a construct in environmental
psychology. South African Journal of Psychology, 15(1), 20-27.
Van de Ven, P., Kippax, S., Crawford, J., Rodden, P. and Donohoe, S. (1997)
Homophobic and HIV-related abuse and discrimination experienced by gay and
homosexuallly active men in an Australian national sample. Paper presented at
AIDS Impact: Biopsychosocial Aspects of HIV Infection. 3rd Intermnational
Conference, Melbourne, Australia, 22-25 June.
Van de Ven, P., Prestage, G., Kippax, S., French, J., Horn, G., and Brotherton, A. (1998)
Melbourne gay community periodic survey: February 1998. Sydney, National
Centre for HIV Social Research, Macquarie University.
Vanbeselaere, N. (1996) The impact of differentially valued overlapping categorizations
upon the differentiation between positively, negatively and neutrally evaluated
social groups. European Journal of Social Psychology, 26(1) 75-96.
Vance, C. (ed) (1984) Pleasure and danger. London Routledge.
Vance, C. (1991) Anthropology rediscovers sexuality: A theoretical comment. Sociology
Science and Medicine V33 No 8 pp 875-884.
Warner, M. (ed.) (1993) Fear of a queer planet: Queer politics and social theory.
Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Press.
Warren, C. (1974) Identity and community in the gay world. New York, John Wiley and
Sons
Watney, S. (1989) Taking liberties: an introduction. In Carter and Watney (1989).
Watney, S. (1990) Safer sex as community practice. In Aggleton et al (1990) pp 19-33.
Watney, S. (1993) Emergent sexual identities and HIV/AIDS. In Aggleton, Davies and
Hart (1993) pp 13-27
Webber, M. (1970) Order in diversity. In Gutman and Popenoe (1970), pp 791-811.
Weber, R.P. (1985) Basic content analysis. Beverly Hills, Sage Publications.
Webster Cory, D. (pseud) (1951) The homosexual in America. New York, Castle Books.
Weeks, J. (1977) Coming out: Homosexual politics in Britain from the nineteenth century
to the present. London, Quartet Books.

References

Page 429

Weeks, J. (1987) Questions of Identity. In Caplan, (1987)
Weeks, J. (1988) Against nature. In van Kerkhof and Altman (1988)
Weeks, J. (1981) Desire, discourse and sexual deviance: Some problems in the history of
homosexuality. In Plummer (1981)
Weinberg, T. S. (1978) On ‘doing’ and ‘being’ gay: Sexual behaviour and homosexual
male self identity. Journal of Homosexuality, 4, 143-156.
Weinrich, J. (1990) Reality or social construction? In Stein (1990)
Weller, S.C. and Romney, A.K. (1987) Systematic data collection. Beverly Hills, Sage.
Westphal, C. (1870) Die contrare Sexualempfindung, Symptom eines neuropthischen
(psychopathischen) Zustandes. Archiv für Psychiatrie und Nevenkrankheitien 2,
73-108 Cited in Halperin (1990).
Wetherell, M. (1982) Cross-cultural studies of minimal groups: Implications for the
social identity theory of intergroup relations.In Turner (1982).
White, E. (1973) Forgetting Elena and Nocturnes for the king of Naples. London,
Picador.
White, E. (1980) States of desire: Travels in gay America. New York, Dutton.
Whitehead, H. (1993) The bow and the burden strap: A new look at institutionalised
homosexuality in native north America. In Abelove, Barale and Halperin (1993)
Wilde, O. (attributed) (c. 1890) Teleny, or The reverse of the medal. In Reade (1970).
Wilder, D.A. (1986) Social categorization: Implications for creation and reduction of
intergroup bias.In Berkowitz (1986).
Wotherspoon, G. (1991) Cities of the plain:History of a gay sub-culture. Sydney, Hale
and Iremonger
Wright, S. C. (1997) Ambiguity, social influence and collective action: Generating
collective protest in response to tokenism. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 23(12) 1277-1290.
Zadeh, L. (1965) Fuzzy sets versus probability. Proceedings of the IEEE, 68(3) 421.
Zadeh, L. (1978) Fuzzy sets as a basis for a theory of possibility. Fuzzy Sets and Systems,
1, 3-28.

