
 REPORT OF THE AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION'S TASK
 GROUP ON HOMOSEXUALITY

 DECEMBER 1981

 The American Sociologist 1982, Vol. 17 (August): 164-180

 In order to make the Report easier to follow,
 we begin by presenting the highlights, followed
 by our recommendations, and then by the re
 port itself.

 HIGHLIGHTS

 A discussion of the research literature on
 homosexuality convinced the Task Group that
 a primary need was an investigation of the ex
 tent to which gay and lesbian sociologists en
 counter problems in being hired and promoted,
 and the extent to which any sociologists en
 counter problems in teaching courses and con
 ducting research on homosexuality. Our find
 ings are based primarily on three surveys. The
 first survey was mailed to the approximately
 2,000 heads and chairs of graduate and under
 graduate sociology departments in the United
 States; 640 usable questionnaires were clipped
 and returned. The second survey was pub
 lished in the ASA Footnotes 8 (May 1980, no.
 5); 45 questionnaires were clipped and re
 turned. The third was mailed to the
 Sociologists' Gay Caucus and was published in
 Network (May 1980), the newsletter of
 Sociologists for Women in Society; 51 were
 returned. The main findings are as follows.

 First, sociology department heads and chairs
 frequently perceive real barriers to the hiring
 and promotion of known homosexuals.
 Sixty-three percent of the heads and chairs re
 ported that hiring a known homosexual would
 produce serious problems or that it just could
 not be done. Difficulty in hiring gay rights'
 activists is seen as being more widespread; 84
 percent of the heads and chairs said that it
 would bring serious problems or could not be
 done. The proportion of heads and chairs who
 perceive barriers in promoting homosexuals
 also is high, 48 percent for promoting known
 homosexuals, 65 percent for promoting ac
 tivists.

 Among those most widely viewed as disap
 proving homosexuals are the campus
 gatekeepers: recruitment/promotion commit
 tees (55%), higher administration personnel
 (63%), and trustees (74%). Thirty percent of
 the heads and chairs saw tenured faculty and
 ten percent saw nontenured faculty as disap
 proving. Perceived disapproval was most fre
 quent in service departments offering no
 sociology major, followed by undergraduate
 departments and M.A.-granting departments.

 Perceived disapproval was least frequent in
 Ph.D.-granting departments.

 Data obtained from a survey conducted by
 the Sociologists' Gay Caucus a few years ear
 lier tended to substantiate the department
 heads and chairs' views. Fourteen of 52 re
 spondents reported having experienced overt
 discrimination. One-third of these persons had
 left the profession. Others reported
 homosexuality-related problems in gaining ten
 ure.

 Second, the 640 department heads and chairs
 report 39 gay and lesbian colleagues who are
 activists or who, if not activists, are living
 openly as homosexuals. They report that the
 homosexual preference of another 45 col
 leagues is known only to a small circle. If
 sociologists in the 640 departments were typi
 cal of educated American adults in their sexu
 ality and open about it in the departments, then
 some 430 homosexual colleagues would have
 been recorded by the heads and- chairs.
 Perhaps the proportion of homosexuals is
 lower among sociologists than among the gen
 eral public. Even so, this discrepancy is sub
 stantial. In view of other findings of the Task
 Group, it seems probable that a large majority
 of gay and lesbian sociologists feel compelled
 to remain "closeted" within their departments.
 Such decisions undoubtedly affect profoundly
 the availability of course content dealing with
 homosexuality and research on this topic. For
 homosexual faculty members, the decision af
 fects advising of students, planning of re
 search, and work-related social life.
 Third, the fear of stigma diverts sociologists,

 heterosexual and homosexual alike, from doing
 research on homosexuality. The department
 heads and chairs expected that campus
 gatekeepers would be much less disapproving
 of research on homosexual topics than of gay
 or lesbian faculty members. Yet 25 percent of
 them expected recruitment/promotion com
 mittees to disapprove, 29 percent expected that
 higher administration officials would disap
 prove, and 44 percent expected that trustees
 would disapprove such research. Fear of such
 disapproval may discourage many would-be
 researchers. An even greater danger in em
 barking on such research is that colleagues
 may assume that persons doing research on
 homosexuality are themselves gay or
 lesbian?a risk that only the bravest or most
 foolhardy are likely to run. Indeed, heterosex
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 ual sociologists also report stigmatization from
 their association with such research. It there
 fore is not surprising that 11 of 22 members of
 the Sociologists' Gay Caucus who had wanted
 to do dissertation research on such topics, and
 16 of 35 engaged in or planning later research
 on homosexuality, reported obstacles such as
 advice that the research would harm their
 careers. Moreover, they agreed almost unani
 mously with the advice. Apparently many
 sociologists who do conduct such research feel
 they must omit it from their CVs or attempt to
 offset its damaging effects by also working and
 publishing in totally different fields.

 Fourth, the stigma among sociologists prob
 ably inhibits the number of professionally
 appropriate courses that otherwise would be
 offered on the topic. Only 2 percent of the 640
 departments reported listing a full course on
 homosexuality. A further 18 percent stated that
 the topic received "major coverage in a
 course, such as deviance." However, six of the
 respondents to the Sociologists' Gay Caucus
 questionnaire told of being warned against
 teaching such a course, even though they
 themselves were doing research on the topic.
 Other persons, feeling that significant others
 were likely to assume that persons wanting to
 teach such course must be gay or lesbian, re
 ported that they avoided such topics or delayed
 teaching them until after being tenured.

 Fifth, department heads and chairs expected
 fewer problems with admitting or awarding de
 grees to gay or lesbian graduate students than
 with hiring or promoting faculty members with
 these characteristics. For example, "only"
 seven percent of the heads and chairs expected
 that awarding degrees to students known to be
 gay or lesbian either could not be done or
 would pose serious problems. The comparable
 figure for faculty hiring, noted above, was 45
 percent. Ironically, many heads and chairs
 thus felt free to train people they did not feel
 quite free to hire, once trained.

 Thus these data imply that sociologists and
 students who are known as homosexuals or,
 even more so, as activists, run considerable
 risk, according to the perceptions of depart
 ment heads and chairs, of experiencing dis
 crimination in being hired or promoted in a
 sociology department. Hence the vast majority
 remain closeted within their colleagues. This,
 in turn, inhibits them from displaying interest
 in, and engaging in, research, advising, or
 teaching courses on, the topic of homosexual
 ity.

 recommendations

 Because the Task Group's research clearly
 implies that discrimination and stigmatization
 of homosexuals and research on homosexual

 ity are widespread among sociology depart
 ments and among sociologists, we therefore
 make the following recommendations.

 1. That the Council take steps to ensure the
 publication of the Task Group's major find
 ings in an ASA publication with broad
 readership.
 2. That the council appoint a new group to
 recommend to the ASA specific measures
 which sociologists, collectively and individ
 ually, can implement to combat discrimina
 tion against homosexuals.

 BACKGROUND TO THE REPORT

 In response to resolutions presented by the
 Sociologists' Gay Caucus and passed by the
 membership at the Annual Business Meeting, 6
 September 1978, the Council of the American
 Sociological Association established a Task
 Group on Homosexuality. Its charge was to
 review existing knowledge in the sociology of
 homosexuality, identify topics in this field
 which demand research, and submit its report
 to Council. The Council decided that the task
 group should consist of three members of the
 Sociologists' Gay Caucus and three persons
 who were not members of the Caucus. The
 following persons agreed to serve: John Gag
 non, Joan Huber (chair), Suzanne Keller,
 Ronald Lawson, Patricia Miller, and William
 Simon.

 Before the Task Group met, the chair made
 contact with a number of persons who might
 supply useful information. When the Task

 Group first met during the Annual Meetings in
 1979, it therefore was able to review a variety

 of documents submitted by Martin Levine,
 Barry Adam, Laud Humphreys, and the
 Steering Committee of the Sociologists' Gay
 Caucus. We include four of these documents as
 Appendices 1-4,1 namely, a working paper by

 1 The seven appendices are available from the
 Executive Office of the American Sociological Asso
 ciation, 1722 N Street NW, Washington DC 20036,
 for a handling charge of one dollar for the set. The
 appendices are as follows:
 Appendix 1: Martin P. Levine, "The status of

 homosexuality within the sociological enterprise:
 A working paper presented to the Task Group on
 Homosexuality of the American Sociological As
 sociation, 1979."

 Appendix 2: Barry Adam, "The future of sociologi
 cal study of gay people." Paper presented to the
 American Sociological Association Task Group on
 Homosexuality, 1980.

 Appendix 3: Martin Levine, "Sociology dissertations
 on homosexuality, listed in Dissertation Ab
 stracts, 1961-1979."

 Appendix 4: "The impact of stigma upon the
 sociological study of homosexuality: A prelimi
 nary report by the Steering Committee of the
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 Martin Levine, a working paper by Barry
 Adam, a list of sociology dissertations on
 homosexuality compiled by Martin Levine,
 and a 1977 Report by the Steering Committee
 of the Sociologists' Gay Caucus. After ex
 tended discussion, the Task Group arrived at
 consensus on the following points.

 First, the Task Group agreed that, as a re
 search field, homosexuality, especially les
 bianism, remains underdeveloped. Research
 on homosexuality in the 1940s, the 1950s, and
 most of the 1960s assumed that it was
 pathological. Simon and Gagnon's pathbreak
 ing essay (1967:177-185) faulted this research
 for seeing homosexuality as a disease, for using
 minute clinical samples, and for using sexual
 orientation as a major explanatory variable.
 But their suggestions were ignored.

 Second, the Task Group agreed that a
 needed research focus should be on the
 sources of homophobic ideology and its per
 petuation. We need social histories of
 homophobia to understand its roots. We need
 to explore the historic and structural condi
 tions that predispose various social groups to
 produce and reproduce homophobic ideologies
 and practices in order to understand which
 groups feel threatened by gay people.

 Third, the Task Group reached an initial
 conclusion, based on the evidence presented to
 us, that stigmatization is with little doubt the
 prime factor accounting for the paucity of re
 search on a topic which has such obvious
 sociological relevance. Sociologists who have
 pursued research on the topic claim that is
 widely disesteemed, and causes numerous
 career problems. The stigma applies both to
 researchers and research. The belief that only
 homosexuals study homosexuality is wide
 spread. Being thus labelled may negatively af
 fect career opportunities. While no exact data
 on job discrimination are available, recent
 public opinion polls indicate significant oppo
 sition to employing homosexuals in colleges
 and universities. In four polls in the 1970s, only
 half the respondents to the General Social Sur
 vey felt that a man who admits he is a
 homosexual should be allowed to teach in a
 college or university (Smith, 1980:26). Mem
 bers of the Sociologists' Gay Caucus regularly
 have reported discrimination.

 Sociologists' Gay Caucus of the American
 Sociological Association."

 Appendix 5: Questionnaire to heads and chairs of
 four-year and graduate sociology departments.

 Appendix 6: Task Group questionnaire printed in
 Footnotes 8 (May 1980, no. 5).

 Appendix 7: Task Group questionnaire distributed to
 members of Sociologists' Gay Caucus and pub
 lished in the newsletter of Sociologists for Women
 in Society.

 We therefore decided to undertake the fol
 lowing tasks:

 First, to find out what other professional as
 sociations and caucuses had done to identify
 research needs and problems.

 Second, to survey executive officers of
 sociology departments to assess the extent to
 which departments include faculty and gradu
 ate students who are known or thought to be
 gay or lesbian and the extent to which such
 persons might encounter problems in hiring,
 promotion, teaching, or in conducting re
 search. An additional question was whether
 departments offer or plan to offer courses on
 homosexuality.

 Third, to distribute a brief questionnaire to
 the entire ASA membership and a longer one to

 members of Sociologists for Women in Society
 and the Sociologists' Gay Caucus to assess the
 extent to which persons have experienced
 professional discrimination based on sexual
 preference or have been discouraged from
 doing research on homosexuality. We now
 take up these questions in turn.

 ACTIVITIES OF OTHER PROFESSIONAL
 ASSOCIATIONS

 In 1977 the Gay Academic Union reported
 that gay caucuses had been established in an
 thropology, counseling, education, English,
 language and literature, law, library science,
 medicine, nursing, psychology, public health,
 social services, and sociology.
 Letters to social science disciplinary associ

 ations not on this list elicited the following
 information. The American Political Science
 Association informed us (18 October 1979) that
 it had neither a caucus nor a task force, al
 though their Guidelines on Employment Op
 portunities included a provision urging nondis
 crimination on the basis of sexual orientation.
 The American Historical Association reported
 (23 October 1979) that it had no task force but
 had two gay caucuses, the Committee on
 Homosexuality in History and the Lesbian
 History Caucus. The American Economic As
 sociation reported (18 October 1979) that it had
 no caucus and no task group. The American
 Public Health Association reported (24 Octo
 ber 1979) that it had a gay caucus.

 The caucus in English is the only one to have
 conducted a survey. In 1975 department heads
 and chairs were surveyed to assess the extent
 of the problem. A later survey of a random
 sample of members of the National Council of
 Teachers in English was published in 1981
 (Crew and Keener, 1981:77-84).
 Task Groups have been appointed in two

 associations. We report their findings in turn.
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 Society for the Study of Social Problems

 The Society for the Study of Social Problems
 (SSSP), most of whose members are
 sociologists, appointed a Task Force on
 Homosexuality and the Profession in 1977,
 with Laud Humphreys as chair, Judith Long
 Laws, Mary Lindenstein Walshok, Martin
 Weinberg, and (in 1978) Wayne Wooden. Their
 1979 Report to the SSSP Board of Directors
 focuses on a central question: Does the profes
 sion judge homosexuality to be important
 enough to merit serious scientific investiga
 tion? Their report was based on materials
 supplied by Professors Wayne Wooden and
 Barry Dank and by the Sociologists' Gay
 Caucus.

 A research focus on homosexuality, the Re
 port points out, often is criticized as being too
 narrow. Yet one can identify other research
 that successfully examined a single area: aging,
 dying, suicide, behavior of prison inmates,
 premarital sexual behavior, agency-identified
 alcoholism, hospital organization, profes
 sionalization of physicians, American soldiers,
 adolescent boys, and male delinquent gangs.
 Theory and conceptualization have been en
 riched by this research. Yet these subcultures
 include fewer participants than many gay and
 lesbian communities. There is no obvious rea
 son why adolescent gangs should be more im
 portant than the estimated 20 million Ameri
 cans with a particular sexual orientation.
 With the exception of the Kinsey Reports,

 the sociology of homosexuality dates back only
 20 years. Like much research on stigmatized
 groups, it has focused on overcoming
 stereotypes. It has had to overcome
 psychoanalytic bias in order to develop theory
 that defines homosexuals as nonpathological.
 It has had to cope with professional an
 tagonism, ranging from personal attacks on
 integrity to gentle reminders that publishing in
 this area injures careers.
 The study of homosexuality may be ex

 pected to illuminate the study of social change
 and social control, social movements, stratifi
 cation and mobility, socialization and reso
 cialization, identity formation, the sociology of
 work, subcultural theory, religion, gerontol
 ogy, family, minority oppression and preju
 dice. Courses in these areas would be enriched
 by examples from research on homosexuality.

 The SSSP Task Force concluded that
 sociologists seem to fear homosexuals and
 homosexuality. Impressionistic evidence sug
 gested a widespread tendency for professors to
 discourage research, publication, and teaching
 in the area. A survey of the Sociologists' Gay

 Caucus revealed that half the members who
 wanted to do thesis research on a homosexual

 topic encountered adverse reactions from
 professors and other students. Considering the
 various issues, the SSSP Task Force con
 cluded that a survey of sociologists on their
 attitudes toward research on homosexuality
 was a primary research need in the field be
 cause it might provide data on the extent of a
 heterosexist bias in the profession.

 American Psychological Association

 The most detailed report on issues affecting
 gays and lesbians in academe is 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, September 1979. We
 summarize those aspects of the Final Report

 most germane to our tasks.
 In January 1975 the Council of Representa

 tives of the American Psychological Associa
 tion (APA) authorized a Task Force to prepare
 a position paper on the status of gay male and
 lesbian psychologists. As part of its work, the

 Task Force conducted several opinion sur
 veys. The first one assessed the status of gay
 male and lesbian psychologists. A full-page
 questionnaire was placed in the APA Monitor
 in November 1976. The analysis was based on
 the response of 282 APA members, 72 percent

 men, 28 percent women.
 The central finding was that few gay males

 and lesbians were open about their sexual
 orientation in professional settings; 93 percent
 were open with gay or lesbian friends, 39 per
 cent with heterosexual friends, 19 percent with
 parental family, 18 percent with acquaint
 ances, and 13 percent in professional organi
 zations. The most common reason for not
 being more open was the fear that it would
 interfere with professional functioning (72%),
 followed by fear of job or income loss (65%),
 fear of loss of friends (41%), and fear of endan
 gering parental family relations (39%).

 Several other surveys enabled the Task
 Force to answer requests for information on
 anti-discrimination policies in graduate de
 partments and training programs. A 1976 sur
 vey sent to all 476 psychology graduate de
 partments and 121 training programs asked
 whether the unit was willing to be placed on a
 published list of units that were receptive to
 applications for graduate school and faculty
 positions from self-identified gay male and les
 bian applicants. Of the 19 percent return, 57
 percent said yes, 17 percent said no, ten per
 cent gave no answer, and 15 percent gave a
 modifying statement.

 A change in the questions improved the 1978
 response rate (45%) but no provision had been
 made for publishing the findings. Hence, an
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 other survey was mailed in 1979, asking
 whether a se If-identified gay male or lesbian
 would be less likely to be admitted to the pro
 gram than would an equally qualified person
 whose sexual orientation was undisclosed and
 whether the unit included faculty who would
 supervise research projects on gay-related is
 sues. Of the responding units, three percent
 said yes to the first question, 37 percent said
 no, 58 percent failed to answer, and three per
 cent gave a modified answer. In response to
 the second question, 34 percent reported hav
 ing faculty to supervise gay-related research;
 56 percent failed to answer. The Task Force
 therefore advised gay men and lesbians who
 inquired about psychology programs that, un
 less such information was relevant to the appli
 cation, disclosing sexual preference might be
 unwise.
 The APA Task Force made the following

 recommendations. First, to establish a con
 tinuing committee on gay male and lesbian
 concerns. Second, to conduct annual surveys
 of graduate departments and clinical training
 programs on the issue of discriminatory
 policies toward gay male and lesbian applicants
 and on the availability of faculty to supervise
 gay-related research. Third, to remove ac
 creditation from graduate schools and clinical
 training programs or psychology departments
 that discriminated against gay men and les
 bians. Fourth, to hold no APA conventions in
 states that had failed to repeal legislation re
 stricting sexual activity between consenting
 adults or in cities that had not adopted anti
 discrimination policies. Fifth, that the ASA
 Special Projects Staff be asked to monitor rele
 vant federal projects with regard to heterosex
 ual bias. Sixth, that a seat be made available on
 the APA's Board of Social and Ethical Respon
 sibility for Psychology for an openly gay male
 or lesbian psychologist.

 SURVEY OF HEADS AND CHAIRS

 In the spring of 1980 the ASA Executive
 Office mailed out a two-page questionnaire to
 heads and chairs of the approximately 2,000
 four-year and graduate departments of sociol
 ogy in the United States. The questionnaire
 (see Appendix 5) asked whether the unit of
 fered the doctorate, master's, undergraduate
 major, or was a service department with no
 major, and whether its institutional source of
 support derived from taxes, church, private, or
 other sources. The questionnaire covered four
 areas: whether the unit offered courses on male
 homosexuality or lesbianism, whether any fac
 ulty or graduate students were known to be gay
 or lesbian, the head or chair's perception as to

 how various groups inside and outside the de
 partment would react were a department
 member known to be gay or lesbian, and
 whether the head or chair would expect prob
 lems in hiring or promoting faculty or awarding
 degrees to persons with homosexual or lesbian
 preferences or to persons actively involved in
 the gay rights' movement. We first report the
 characteristics of the responding units and then
 analyze the response by these characteristics.2

 Background Characteristics

 Of the approximately 2,000 sociology de
 partments or department-like units on the ASA
 mailing list, 640 responded. This rate was dis
 appointingly low but we had decided in ad
 vance to have no follow-up, mainly for reasons
 of cost.

 Forty percent of the responding units were
 state-funded, almost 60 percent were private.
 By size of place, the distribution was fairly
 even. About half of the units had one to five
 members, about one-fifth had six to ten, and
 the rest had more than ten. Ph.D. degrees were
 granted by 13 percent; M.A. degrees by 17
 percent; 65 percent offered an undergraduate
 major; 5 percent, service departments, had no
 major.

 In order to enable readers to interpret the
 response more accurately, we show how the
 background variables relate to one another:
 source of funding, size of department, size of
 community, and highest degree offered.

 For several reasons, the most important
 background variable for the study of depart
 ment executives' perceptions is the level-of
 degree offered by the department. First, one
 type of department, undergraduate, is domi
 nant, 65 percent of the 640 departments. Sec
 ond, level-of-degree is intellectually meaning
 ful because it implies a level of students, re
 search expectations, and faculty prestige.
 Third, level-of-degree relates closely to de
 partmental and community size and to institu
 tional source of support. We show these re
 lationships in turn.
 Departments offering the Ph.D. are likely to

 be large. Departments offering only an under
 graduate major are small. M.A.-granting de
 partments are in between (see Table 1).

 Departments offering the Ph.D. are most
 often in big cities. Undergraduate and service
 departments are in small cities, towns, and the
 country. Departments offering the M.A. are
 evenly spread among all community sizes.
 Hence level-of-degree carries a potent size
 of-department component and an almost-as

 2 We are grateful to Wagner Thielens for running
 and analyzing the cross-tabulations.
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 TABLE 1. HIGHEST DEGREE OFFERED BY
 DEPARTMENT SIZE, IN PERCENT

 Department Under
 Size Ph.D. M.A. graduate Service Total
 21 and over 51 12 1 10 10
 11-20 38 46 9 ? 19
 6-10 8 26 21 6 19
 1-5 1 16 69 84 52

 N_(84) (110) (415) (31) (640)

 potent size-of-community component (see
 Table 2).

 The level of the degree offered also relates to
 source of funds. State-supported departments
 are somewhat more likely to offer a Ph.D. than
 are privately-supported ones, and much more
 so than departments supported by religious
 groups. State-supported departments also have
 more M.A. programs than do the other types,
 by far (see Table 3).

 Source of financial support also relates to
 department size. More than half of the state
 supported departments have, at most, five
 members. Almost all of the departments sup
 ported by religious groups have one to five
 members (see Table 4).

 The level of the degree the department offers
 must therefore be kept in mind when we dis
 cuss the response to questions about
 homosexuality. The totals best describe the re
 sponse of undergraduate-major departments
 that include the bulk of the religiously
 supported and smaller departments. The re
 sponse totals can be misleading for Ph.D.- and

 M.A.-granting departments and also for the
 scattering of 31 service departments that, col
 lectively, tend to inhabit a different world. We
 turn now to the responses.

 Course Offerings on Homosexuality

 The first question asked whether the de
 partment offered courses on homosexuality.
 Two percent of the departments reported list
 ing one or more full courses; 18 percent re
 ported that at least one course gave major
 coverage; 55 percent reported brief coverage.

 TABLE 2. HIGHEST DEGREE OFFERED BY
 COMMUNITY SIZE, IN PERCENT

 Community Under
 Size Ph.D. M.A. graduate Service Total
 500,000 + 41 28 16 13 21
 100,000
 499,999 20 20 19 10 19
 25,000
 99,999 31 29 25 35 27
 Rural-24,999 8 22 40 42 33

 N (84) (110) (415) (31) (640)

 TABLE 3. SOURCE OF SUPPORT BY
 HIGHEST DEGREE OFFERED, IN PERCENT*

 Highest Degree State Private Religious Total
 Ph.D. 22 16 2 13
 M.A. 31 11 5 17
 Undergraduate
 Major 45 70 84 65

 Service,
 No Major 2 3 9 5

 N (258) (135) (245) (638)
 * Two city-supported departments have been

 omitted.

 One percent of the departments had no such
 course but were planning one, 24 percent had
 none and planned none, and one percent failed
 to answer.

 Source of funds, level-of-degree, department
 size, and community size had little relation to
 the department's offering courses on
 homosexuality. State-supported departments
 offered such courses in depth somewhat more
 often. But neither the larger departments' more
 d?ployable division of labor nor the metropolis'
 more liberal or interested student clientele had
 much effect (not shown).

 Number of Gay or Lesbian Faculty and
 Graduate Students

 The second question had three parts. (Origi
 nally it had four, but we dropped one from the
 analysis as being too vague.) Question 2.1
 asked whether any department faculty or grad
 uate students were gay or lesbian activists,
 known as such in the community. Not quite
 two percent knew of one faculty member;
 fewer than one percent knew of two or three;
 84 percent reported knowing of none; five per
 cent said they could not say; and eight percent
 did not answer. Only one percent of the heads
 and chairs reported knowing of one graduate
 student, one percent reported knowing two, no
 one reported knowing three, and fewer than
 one percent reported knowing four. Seven per
 cent did not know, 39 percent reported know
 ing none, and 33 percent failed to answer. In
 total, the 640 departments reported knowing of
 22 faculty and 42 graduate student activists.

 TABLE 4. SOURCE OF SUPPORT BY SIZE OF
 DEPARTMENT, IN PERCENT

 Department
 Size State Private Religious Total
 21 and Over
 11-20
 6-10
 1- 5

 N

 20 6
 36 13
 26 24
 18 57
 (258) (135)

 2 10
 4 19
 10 19
 84 52
 (245) (638)
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 The small number of faculty activists tend to
 be in state-supported, Ph.D.-granting, large
 departments in big cities. Three percent of
 heads and chairs in departments reported one
 or more known activists. Five percent of heads
 and chairs of Ph.D.-granting departments, four
 percent of M.A.-granting departments, and one
 percent of undergraduate major departments,
 and no one in service departments reported
 known activists.

 Question 2.2 asked whether any department
 faculty or graduate students were gay or les
 bian, living openly as such, but not activist.
 The number reported was similar to that for
 activists, totalling 17 faculty members and 47
 (or a few more) graduate students. Heads and
 chairs of state-supported and Ph.D.-granting
 departments were most likely to report such
 faculty members, as were heads and chairs of
 the next-to-largest (21-30) departments.
 Community size made little difference.

 Question 2.3 asked whether any faculty or
 graduate students were gay or lesbian, known
 as such only to a small circle. The problem
 with this question is that such faculty members
 may try to keep the heads and chairs from
 knowing such circles exist by maintaining con
 siderable social distance from the department.
 About three percent of the heads and chairs
 knew of one such faculty member; about one
 percent knew two, and two heads and chairs
 knew "five or more" for a total of 45 or a few
 more persons. The heads and chairs reported
 knowing 58 graduate students in this category.
 Heads and chairs of the largest, state
 supported departments in the biggest cities
 were most likely to report knowing persons in
 this category. There was no pattern in the re
 sponse by level of the degree the department
 offered.

 The heads and chairs' estimate of the
 number of gays or lesbians (84) actually at
 work in the 640 departments seems low, as
 suming that the proportion of homosexual
 sociologists is no different than the proportion
 among college-educated Americans at large.
 Our data indicate that about 5,600 persons
 comprise the faculty in the 640 departments.
 No recent figures on sex distribution were
 readily available but a spring 1981 random
 sample of 1,000 social scientists in a study done
 at Columbia University included 10.7 percent
 women. Applied to our total of 5,600, this
 would yield estimates of 600 women and 5,000
 men in the 640 departments. Based on his re
 search with John Gagnon (Simon and Gagnon,
 1973), William Simon (1981) estimates that,
 among American college-educated adults,
 eight percent of the men and five percent of the
 women either are exclusively homosexual or
 have had extensive homosexual experience.

 Accepting and using all these estimates implies
 a total of 400 homosexual men and 30
 homosexual women in these departments.

 Hiring, Promoting, and Doing Research

 The third question pointed out that both de
 partment composition and research are influ
 enced to some extent by people outside the
 department. The heads and chairs were asked
 how they thought undergraduate students,
 their parents, graduate students, untenured
 and tenured department faculty, recruitment/
 promotion committees, higher administration,
 and trustees would react if a department
 member was known to have a homosexual or
 lesbian orientation or if a department member
 conducted research on some aspect of
 homosexuality or lesbianism. Although in most
 instances heads and chairs presumably can
 only guess what this opinion is, their estimates
 have important implications. Their actions are
 constrained to some extent by their assessment
 of external and internal opinion. Respondents
 were asked to choose one of five possible per
 ceptions on a scale of 1 to 5: (1) marked, or (2)
 moderate approval, (3) neutral, and (4) moder
 ate, or (5) marked disapproval. To simplify the
 presentation, we report totals only for the pro
 portion of heads and chairs who thought that
 persons in various categories would approve
 (1, 2), be neutral (3), or disapprove (4, 5).
 Table 5 shows the 640 heads and chairs' per

 ceptions of the way the various campus
 categories would react if a department member
 was known to have a gay or lesbian orienta
 tion. The results have been ordered according
 to extent of perceived disapproval. Disap
 proval of a gay or lesbian professor expresses
 stigmatization of homosexuality, a prime con
 cern of this Task Group. In effect, the disap
 proval percentages in Table 5 thus sketch the
 extent of homosexual stigmatization among
 campus constituencies, as the 640 reporting
 heads and chairs perceive it.

 Table 5 displays a clear hierarchy of disap
 proval. According to the heads and chairs,
 undergraduates' parents are disapproving on
 more campuses, 79 percent, than any other
 group. Trustees follow closely, then adminis
 trators and campus recruitment/promotion
 committees, both disapproving, according to
 the heads and chairs, on more than half the
 campuses. Less widely considered disapprov
 ing are undergraduates and tenured and unten
 ured faculty. Clearly stigmatizing reactions to
 gay or lesbian faculty are perceived by heads
 and chairs to vary enormously. The bad news
 for gay and lesbian faculty members is obvi
 ous: with the exception of parents, disapproval
 is expected to be most widespread among the
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 TABLE 5. HEADS AND CHAIRS' PERCEPTIONS OF GROUP RESPONSES TO A HOMOSEXUAL
 FACULTY MEMBER, IN PERCENT*

 Group's Perceived Response

 Group  Disapprove  Neutral  Approve
 Undergraduates1 Parents
 Trustees
 Higher Administration
 Campus Recruitment/Promotion Committees
 Undergraduates
 Tenured Faculty
 Untenured Faculty

 Total

 79
 74
 62
 55
 39
 30
 20
 51

 11
 14
 22
 28
 41
 33
 38
 27

 12
 26
 32
 13

 * Figures for graduate students are omitted as biased since units having graduate students were described
 as less disapproving than those having none; see Table 7. Percents do not add to 100; a small fraction of heads
 and chairs answered "Don't know" or skipped some of the questions.

 officials and committee members on campus
 who have final say in such career matters as
 hiring, promotion, salary increases, and ten
 ure. A rough indicator of the campus stance
 toward gay or lesbian teachers is the average in
 Table 5 for all seven sources at all schools: 51
 percent, more than half of all possible groups
 that could stigmatize, are perceived to do so.
 Table 6 shows that the heads and chairs see

 disapproval of research on homosexual topics
 as considerably less widespread than disap
 proval of homosexual faculty. The results of
 both this and the preceding question could, of
 course, be an artifact of wording. Yet it is
 noteworthy that the hierarchy of disapproval in
 Table 5 is repeated with one reversal (between
 parents and trustees) in Table 6. The hierarchy
 of approval is repeated more closely, with one
 tie (administration and committees).
 Nonetheless, even though the heads and

 chairs tend to see disapproval of research on
 homosexual topics as less common than disap
 proval of homosexual faculty members, the
 proportion of campus groups that they expect
 to disapprove of research is rather high: 42
 percent expect trustees to disapprove, 29 per
 cent expect higher administration to disap
 prove, and 25 percent expect campus recruit
 ment and promotion committees to disap
 prove.

 We now analyze heads and chairs' percep
 tions of group approval of gay and lesbian fac
 ulty and of research on the topic of homosexu
 ality by level-of-degree, a variable that relates
 closely to size of department and community.
 We do not discuss information on graduate
 students in order that comparisons will hold for
 all four department types.

 Overall, the hierarchy of disapproval of gay
 and lesbian faculty members shown in Table 5
 reappears almost uniformly among institutions
 at each level of degree granted (see Table 7).
 The ranking found for undergraduate and
 M.A.-granting departments is identical for ser
 vice departments, except for a third place tie
 between committees and administration
 (elsewhere ranked third and fourth). In the one
 reversal, undergraduates and tenured faculty
 rank sixth and fifth in the Ph.D.-granting de
 partments instead of their fifth and sixth posi
 tions elsewhere.
 A second clear hierarchy appears by level

 of-degree across each row of Table 7. The
 higher the degree offered, the less frequent is
 the expectation of stigma. Ph.D.-granting de
 partments average 33 percent disapproval from
 the seven groups compared to 44 percent in

 M.A.-granting departments, 55 percent in
 undergraduate-major departments, and 77 per
 cent in the scattering of service departments.

 TABLE 6. HEADS AND CHAIRS' PERCEPTIONS OF GROUP RESPONSES TO RESEARCH ON
 HOMOSEXUALITY, IN PERCENT

 Group's Perceived Response

 Disapprove  Neutral  Approve
 34
 42
 29
 25
 10
 10
 7

 22

 42
 30
 33
 35
 34
 21
 22
 31

 13
 17
 29
 29
 46
 57
 59
 36

 Group
 Undergraduates' Parents
 Trustees
 Higher Administration
 Campus Recruitment/Promotion Committees
 Undergraduate Students
 Tenured Faculty
 Untenured Faculty

 Total
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 TABLE 7. HIGHEST DEGREE DEPARTMENT OFFERS BY HEADS AND CHAIRS' PERCEPTION
 OF GROUP DISAPPROVAL OF HOMOSEXUAL FACULTY MEMBERS, IN PERCENT

 Group Ph.D. M.A. Undergraduate Service Total
 Undergraduates' Parents 60 74 84 94 80

 Trustees 57 66 79 89 74
 Higher Administration 42 55 67 87 62
 Recruitment/Promotion Committees 27 46 61 87 55
 Undergraduates 17 32 43 74 39
 Tenured Faculty 20 20 32 64 30
 Untenured Faculty 6 13 22 55 20
 Graduate Students 8 9 ? ?

 Total 33* 44* 55 79 51
 N (84) (110) (415) (30) (640)

 * Omits graduate student figures.

 Similar trends are repeated without exception
 for the various groups.
 Why such uniformity? Evidently the same

 forces that determine the hierarchy in one set
 of departments are at work in all sets. Where
 stigma is involved, parents are 4always' com
 paratively more fearful of gays and lesbians,
 lower-ranking faculty are 4always' young and
 tolerant, heads and chairs see trustees as in
 variably intolerant, and so on. At least in the
 eyes of these 640 heads and chairs, such uni
 formities suggest that some familiar campus
 clich?s found complete support in our systematic
 data. Alternatively, perhaps the heads and chairs'
 expectations are in part based on the familiar
 clich?s. Or has the heads and chairs' experience
 with upset parents, tolerant assistant professors,
 and intolerant trustees given life to the clich?s?
 Such large and consistent differences usually

 result from the combined impact of a number
 of strong forces. The Ph.D.-granting depart
 ments, among other things, select faculty more
 for professional research and scholarship and
 are more able to insulate their faculty from
 conservative community opinion. Clearly, the
 Ph.D.-granting department is reported as by far
 the most hospitable?or the least
 inhospitable?environment for gay and lesbian
 sociologists. The totals, reflecting most closely

 the environment of the many departments of
 fering the undergraduate major, hide a large
 and consistent institution-wide sheltering fac
 tor offered by the Ph.D. and M.A. sociology
 departments.

 However, even the Ph.D.-granting institu
 tions are not easy places for homosexuals to
 be. More than half of the department heads and
 chairs expect parents (60%) or trustees (57%)
 to disapprove. Forty-two percent of the heads
 and chairs perceive disapproval by adminis
 trators; 27 percent, by promotion committees;
 and 20 percent by tenured faculty. Even in
 these comparatively sheltered campus settings,
 so much less unaccepting than most, the heads
 and chairs perceive widespread stigma still
 dominant among some important groups.

 Heads and chairs' perceptions of campus re
 sponses to research on gays and lesbians (see
 Table 8) show roughly the same double hierar
 chy of disapproval by groups and by level-of
 d?gree. The one difference is that the trustees
 consistently are perceived as being less disap
 proving of research on homosexuals than are
 the undergraduates' parents. Throughout all
 campus constituencies, disapproval of re
 search on homosexual topics is seen as consid
 erably lower than disapproval of homosexual
 faculty members.

 TABLE 8. HIGHEST DEGREE DEPARTMENT OFFERS BY HEADS AND CHAIRS' PERCEPTION
 OF GROUP DISAPPROVAL OF RESEARCH ON HOMOSEXUAL TOPICS, IN PERCENT

 Group Ph.D,
 Trustees 24
 Undergraduates' Parents 17
 Higher Administration 17
 Recruitment/Promotion Committees 8
 Undergraduates 2
 Tenured Faculty 2
 Untenured Faculty /
 Graduate Students /

 Total /?*
 N (84)

 M.A. Undergraduate Service Total
 36 47 58 42
 35 36 52 34
 23 32 42 29
 18 29 45 25
 7 11 29 10
 7 11 32 10

 6 8 16 8
 6 ? ? ?
 /9* 25 39 22
 (110) (415) (31) (640)

 * Omits graduate students figures.
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 Academics interested in research on
 homosexuality face a double bind: while they
 would find Ph.D.-granting departments more
 receptive to such work, they must be consid
 ered superior sociologists to be hired by such
 departments. But to be considered superior,
 they must focus their research efforts on highly
 valued areas and avoid disvalued areas such as
 homosexuality.

 Hiring and Promoting

 The fourth question asked of department
 heads and chairs was whether they normally
 would expect problems in hiring or promoting
 faculty, in admitting students, or awarding
 M.A. or Ph.D. degrees to students with
 homosexual or lesbian preferences. We first
 discuss the findings for hiring or promoting
 faculty, then we discuss the problems antici
 pated for graduate students.
 According to the department heads and

 chairs, it is harder to hire than to promote.
 Table 9 shows that 63 percent of the heads and
 chairs felt that hiring a gay or lesbian nonac
 tivist could not be done or would pose serious
 problems. The total rose to 84 percent for hir
 ing an activist. In contrast, 'only' 48 percent of
 the heads and chairs felt that promoting a gay
 or lesbian nonactivist could not be done or
 would pose serious problems. The total rose to
 65 percent for promoting an activist.

 The Ph.D.-granting departments seem less
 inhospitable to gays and lesbians while the ser
 vice departments are very inhospitable. The
 large attitude differences in disapproval, ex
 amined earlier, presumably translate into com
 parable differences in gay or lesbian chances
 for being hired and, once hired, for being pro
 moted. Given the situation that these findings
 portray, it seems highly understandable that
 most gays and lesbians might find ways to pass
 as straight and to convince themselves that

 such a course is honorable because it is un
 avoidable.

 The heads and chairs expected fewer prob
 lems in admitting gay and lesbian graduate stu
 dents, or in awarding them degrees, than in
 hiring and promoting faculty members with
 these characteristics. Only eight percent of the
 heads and chairs said that admitting graduate
 students with such preferences could not be
 done or would pose serious problems. Seven
 percent expected that awarding such students
 the M.A. or Ph.D. could not be done or would
 pose serious consequences, and ten percent
 expected such results if the students were
 known to be gay rights' activists.

 In sum, although this survey of heads and
 chairs has limitations (the N is low, 640 of a
 possible 2,000, and the wording of some ques
 tions, as always, could be improved), we feel
 the study offers sobering data on the level of
 stigma that accrues to homosexuality in sociol
 ogy departments. Even if no stigma existed in
 the other 1,360 departments, the discrimination
 and stigma perceived in the 640 departments is
 enough to warrant concern. Furthermore,
 studies of response bias suggest that the*-1,360
 departments typically either would record
 much the same stigma levels as the 640 re
 ported, or noticeably higher levels. Non
 respondents often hold "less friendly" views
 on a questionnaire's topics and almost never
 hold more friendly ones than respondents do.
 We turn now to our second survey.

 THE asa FOOTNOTES questionnaire

 The second questionnaire appeared in the
 ASA Footnotes in May 1980. We hoped to
 reach a large number of sociologists who could
 give us information and we wanted to encour
 age their comments about their own experi
 ences. Although we did elicit a number of use

 TABLE 9. HIGHEST DEGREE DEPARTMENT OFFERS BY PERCEPTION OF EMPLOYMENT
 PROBLEMS, IN PERCENT

 Hiring or Promoting Ph.D. M.A. Undergraduate Service Total
 Hiring gay/lesbian nonactivist
 Could not be done 2 6 21 55 18
 Serious problems 19 28 52 84 45

 Hiring gay/lesbian activist
 Could not be done 8 14 32 71 28
 Serious problems 31 42 62 90 56

 Promoting gay/lesbian nonactivist
 Could not be done 2 4 15 39 13
 Serious problems // 16 42 77 35

 Promoting gay/lesbian activist
 Could not be done 7 6 22 52 19
 Serious problems 19 33 53 81 46

 N (84) (110) (415) (31) (640)
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 ful comments (see below), the experiment
 overall was not very successful. We placed the
 questionnaire in Footnotes because some gays
 and lesbians belong to no groups organized on
 a basis of sexual orientation and hence cannot
 be reached through organizational mailing lists.
 On the other hand, a rather small fraction of
 sociologists are gay or lesbian or have been in a
 position to advise anyone about doing research
 on such a topic. Hence a lengthy questionnaire
 would be unsuitable. Our questionnaire was,
 therefore, brief?so brief (see Appendix 6) that
 it annoyed some of the respondents. In addi
 tion, the response rate was very low. Only 42
 persons clipped the questionnaire and returned
 it.
 Moreover, the findings from the Footnotes

 questionnaire are problematic owing to errors
 in it. We should have asked respondents

 whether they identified themselves as gay or
 lesbian and, if so, whether this identity was
 public. A number of the respondents who re
 ported not having experienced discrimination
 explained that this was because no one knew
 they were gay or lesbian. Other respondents
 explained that they were heterosexual. Some
 comments indicated uncertainty as to whether
 discrimination had occurred, and two respon
 dents who reported experiencing discrimina
 tion explained that they actually had observed
 reverse discrimination. Recognizing these
 flaws, we present the results with appropriate
 caveats.
 The first question asked whether the respon

 dent ever had been discouraged from con
 ducting research on the topic of homosexual
 ity. Eighteen respondents said they had been
 discouraged; 24 said no. However, a
 sociologist who had been discouraged doubt
 less would be far more motivated to return the
 questionnaire than would one who had not, and
 the sample probably is not representative.
 The second question asked respondents

 whether they ever had discouraged anyone else
 from conducting research on this topic. Eight
 said they had; 33 said they had not. Again, the
 respondents are not representative.
 The third question asked whether respon

 dents ever had experienced discrimination on
 the basis of sexual orientation in graduate stu
 dent aid, research funding, dissertation spon
 sorship, hiring, promotion and tenure, or ap
 pointment termination. The great majority of
 respondents reported that they had experi
 enced no discrimination. The most discrimina
 tion was reported in hiring, by ten persons;
 followed by promotion to tenure, by seven per
 sons; termination, by six; research funding, by
 three; and graduate student aid, by two.
 Respondents were told that we welcomed

 explanations of their answers and any other

 comments. Thirty-four of them commented.
 We present some of these comments for the
 information they can add to the previous find
 ings. We omit all identification and also omit
 comments not bearing directly on our topic.
 First, we present those who speak to problems
 with research.

 Respondent Comments: Research Problems

 (1) The problem with homosexuality is that
 it is often used against someone without their
 knowing it, or certain research topics are
 avoided because of their linkage with
 homosexuality (such as the performing arts).
 Although this brief questionnaire may be a
 useful first step, I certainly hope it will be
 followed by something more substantial.
 (2) I have repeatedly encountered problems
 with Human Subjects Review Committees
 and University Grants committees when I
 have submitted proposals to study
 homosexuals. These problems stem from
 two apparent sources.
 First, such committees, much more so

 than the usual federal funding committees,
 are composed of persons from many areas,
 many of which are not as liberated as
 sociology. Such persons are unfamiliar with
 the great difficulties of sampling gays (or
 other stigmatized persons) and introduce for
 the researcher an immense problem of
 educating the committee. This problem is, of
 course, shared by many submittors to such
 committees, but not to the extent as does the
 researcher of lesbians/gays.

 Second, a more significant problem is that
 such committee members are composed of
 one's own university colleagues who have a
 committment to a respectable image of a
 university. For that reason they are reluctant
 to have such research done at their own
 university, although they would feel less
 uncomfortable for the research to be done
 elsewhere. To quote a member of a
 committee that recently reviewed a proposal
 of mine, "Are umpteen thousands of the
 questionnaire going to be floating around
 [the metropolitan area] with the name of the
 university on them?"

 The stigma of research on homosexuality
 clearly rubs off on the researcher unless s/he
 is either (1) located in an institutional setting
 licensed to do such research, such as the ISR
 at Bloomington or is in psychiatry or (2) car
 rying visible credentials of heterosexuality
 (five wives and 14 children).

 I have found it interesting that all of the
 older classic articles on homosexuality were
 largely the only article on that topic written
 by the authors. [Several examples are cited.]
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 Then the authors went on to other topics. I
 should add that the recent existence and high
 level of activity among the members of the
 Sociologists' Gay Caucus has changed this
 state of affairs a good deal since there is now
 a community of researchers with continuing
 commitments to the field and who engaged in
 considerable exchange and debate among
 themselves.

 (3) Two faculty members refused to chair
 my dissertation if I chose to research em
 ployment discrimination against homosexu
 als. I am not gay but I have been defined as
 having a problem. I believe other problems
 in my graduate career are related to this, but
 cannot prove it, of course.

 (4) I learned in graduate school not to study
 my own "kind." During the time I was
 working on my M.A., I twice did papers
 relating to homosexuality. The first time,
 there were three papers for the course. I
 considered the one relating to homosexuality
 the best of them but it was the one that did
 not receive an A. In the second course, the
 consensus of my peers was that my paper
 was the best of the class but it did not get an
 A. Among the comments on the paper was,
 "No one is interested in your lifestyle."

 (5) I was actively discouraged by my gradu
 ate advisor in the 1970s. However, as a
 covert lesbian in all academic settings, I
 have not been knowingly discriminated
 against by a department. I believe, however,
 that my present department is heterosexist.

 (6) I have never been explicitly discouraged
 because I've never proposed research on
 homosexuality. I believe, however, that the
 attitude of the 1950s of society and the aca
 demic world in general was internalized and
 I hesitated to take that step. These experi
 ences and my general feeling that most social
 scientists (traditional, liberal, and Marxist)
 are inclined to homophobically anxious prej
 udice, has moved me to an alienated and
 disenchanted position in the academic
 world. No figure captures the tone of our
 own feelings about society and the academy
 better than Santayana. I'm not sure but
 that alienation is not part of the emotional

 mindscape of many intellectuals. For me,
 however, the alienation was a bit too in
 tense. I did not make use of it with incisive
 creations. I was too alienated or rejecting
 and my contributions were greatly limited. I
 believe, however, this survey and my
 willingness to write this and sign my name
 suggests some changes. Let us hope.

 (7) I was told that Human Subjects Com

 mittees would not approve of the sexuality
 variable in a study. With regard to hiring, the
 chair of the search committee stated that she
 did not want to hire a lesbian.

 (8) Just thought I'd contribute this to show
 that homophobia can be strong enough to
 deter research, regardless of sexual prefer
 ence of the would-be researchers. One
 member of my dissertation committee let it
 be known that he would not serve on my
 committee if my research dealt with les
 bians. My own sexual orientation is hetero
 sexual.

 (9) Am still a graduate student. Have been
 discouraged from applying for and have been
 denied assistance. Victim of denial and de
 rogation.

 (10) I discouraged someone else. A male
 graduate student, non-gay, who wanted to
 do a thesis on gays. I believed he would be
 typed as a gay. I'm not a gay but I know
 others who have been discriminated against
 in funding, hiring, tenure, and termination.

 (11) Have not discouraged anyone from
 doing research on homosexuality but warned
 them it might hurt their "marketability."
 Never experienced discrimination; am het
 erosexual.

 (12) My orientation is heterosexual. I have
 given less than thorough encouragement but
 did not say no to one grad student in our
 department who wanted/wants to do re
 search on bisexuality. I told her she might be
 better off pursuing a topic which some one
 on the faculty here had expertise on. I also
 suggested she might transfer to other institu
 tions where such research is being done.

 (13) Given the bleakness of the market and
 the disadvantage of being a WASP male at
 this particular juncture, it is difficult to dis
 entangle effects that are confounded but I
 think I have experienced discrimination.
 Being listed as a sponsor of a resolution in a
 regional association may have given me visi
 bility impairing my chances, but who could
 prove it?

 Respondent Comments: Reverse
 Discrimination

 (14) There was a promotion and merit raise
 given to a female member of the faculty to
 the rank of associate professor. In my opin
 ion her contacts with the gay community

 were influential in her gaining that promo
 tion, considering that she had no publica
 tions, presentations. I find it difficult to ac
 cept the promotion on merit criteria. This
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 appears to be a case of reverse discrimina
 tion in terms of your research.

 Respondent Comments: Discrimination in
 Other Activities

 (15) Although I am gay and presently
 starting to publish in this area, I have grave
 concerns about hiring, promotion, and
 termination. I have not experienced
 discrimination about my work. I applaud
 your efforts.

 (16) I have not experienced discrimination
 but no one in a position to discriminate in
 these ways has known of my sexual
 orientation.

 (17) I never know exactly why I am not
 hired, promoted, or rewarded. It may be
 because I'm a "radical feminist" or that I ask
 too many questions. Or maybe because I'm a
 lesbian. I think they get me on the charge of
 being an uppity woman before they realize or
 even think about the possibility of
 lesbianism.

 (18) Two comments. (1) Research on
 heterosexuality is also condemned when that
 research does not assume that
 heterosexuality is above reproach. (2)
 Question 3, on experiencing discrimination,
 is far too narrow. Many have not
 experienced discrimination themselves
 precisely because they saw others
 persecuted and so decided to stay closeted.
 That decision reveals discrimination and yet
 such a person would have to answer "no" to
 all three items.

 (19) Am heterosexual but do research on
 homosexuality; have published [xxxx]
 papers in this area. I have taught an honors
 course on the topic?the honors program
 asked me to teach it. No administrative
 static whatsoever, in any way.

 (20) Discrimination in hiring has been
 indirect?more of the "oh, you're not
 married" variety that makes you not want to
 pursue the possibility of employment. I was
 discouraged from doing a dissertation on
 homosexuality because it would ruin my
 career.

 (21) Homophobia permeates the entire
 environment within which I work and live. It
 is expressed in so many maddening
 ways?but most malevolently in silencing
 and denying a lesbian reality. In women's
 studies or sociology of women courses, for
 example, lesbianism is treated as an
 individual choice rather than as the logical
 response to the analysis and discovery of

 misogyny. The lesbian professor is actively
 discouraged from jeopardizing the fragile
 gains of the heterosexual feminists of the
 faculty. The administration actively
 suppresses the candid expression of the
 "lesbian position" for fear of generating the
 criticism of public or private institutional
 sponsors/donors. The closeted lesbians
 practice a particularly ruthless denial of their
 "outfront" sisters for fear that their closet
 doors will be rattled again.
 The silencing and denying of a lesbian

 reality?so much larger than what many
 would prefer to reduce to "sexual
 preference"?allows the continual and per
 vasive oppression of the individual lesbian
 by first forcing her to deny or fragment her
 self in order to pass within the consensus
 reality. If she chooses to be open and politi
 cally active about her lesbianism, the les
 bian academic is then faced with a variety of
 discriminating practices including ridicule,
 discouragement, trivialization of her work,
 anxiety, and hassling about her position
 within the department, exclusion and forced
 rejection of the informal support organiza
 tion; the list could go on and on. I don't have
 tenure. Nor am I sure I want to any longer. I
 am deeply discouraged and disappointed
 with the vision and commitment of my col
 leagues to battling sexism and heterosexism.

 (22) Have been discouraged from teaching
 on the topic of homosexuality. At the uni
 versity where I teach I have been excluded
 from numerous informal gatherings orga
 nized around male-female couples. A dean
 tried to use me as a model of a quiet (vs. too
 assertive) lesbian to stifle student opposition
 to firing a lesbian faculty member who
 wanted to teach a course on heterosexism.
 Sounds complex but all too familiar. It's the
 subtle harrassment that I hate most.

 THE QUESTIONNAIRE DIRECTED TO GAYS
 AND LESBIANS

 The Task Group prepared a third question
 naire (see Appendix 7), longer than the brief
 one in Footnotes. In the spring of 1980 it was
 mailed to the approximately 100 persons on the
 Sociologists' Gay Caucus mailing list. Because
 some lesbians do not belong to the Caucus, the
 questionnaire also was published in the May
 1980 issue of Network, the newsletter of
 Sociologists for Women in Society. Thirty
 seven men and 15 women responded. We first
 summarize the response and then present some
 of the comments to add contextual detail.
 The majority of respondents are faculty

 members in the 25 to 45 age range (see Table
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 10). Less than half of the men are openly gay
 with their parents and very few report being
 open with most colleagues. Fourteen persons
 reported having experienced discrimination as
 a sociologist because of being gay or lesbian;
 32 did not or were not sure. Most of those who
 reported having experienced discrimination
 took no action but half of the men and a third of
 the women say that they would take action
 were they to experience discrimination. The
 department heads and chairs of most of the
 men and half of the women definitely or proba
 bly knew that the respondent was gay or les
 bian. About a sixth of the men and about half of

 the women say their jobs would be endangered
 if their head or chair knew of their sexual
 orientation. Very substantial majorities of both
 women and men believe that the disclosure of
 their sexual orientation in a CV or job inter
 view would adversely affect their chances of
 being offered employment. Their experiences,
 as detailed in their comments, help to explain
 the reasons for the fear.
 We present the lesbians' comments first.

 Most of them concern career problems.

 (1) It is not this simple to understand and
 identify discrimination. This is particularly

 TABLE 10. GAY AND LESBIAN RESPONSE TO TASK GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE

 Men  Women  Totals
 Question  N  N  N
 Sex:
 Work Status:

 Age:

 Openly gay or
 lesbian with:

 Experienced discrimination
 as a sociologist because
 of being gay or lesbian:

 Took action:

 Knew someone
 discriminated against:

 Would take action if
 discriminated against:

 Department chair knows
 if respondent is gay
 or lesbian:

 Job endangered if
 chair knew:

 Disclosure on CV or job
 interview adversely affect
 employment chances:

 71%)
 graduate student
 nontenured faculty
 tenured faculty
 other
 24 or less
 25-34
 35-49
 50 +
 parents
 siblings

 most straight friends
 some straight friends
 most colleagues
 some colleagues
 other lesbians/gays only
 yes
 no
 other
 yes
 no

 yes
 no

 uncertain
 other
 major action
 no action
 don't know
 no answer
 other
 definitely yes
 probably yes
 probably no
 definitely no
 other
 definitely yes
 probably yes
 probably no
 definitely no
 other
 definitely yes
 probably yes
 probably no
 definitely no
 don't know

 (37)
 (4)

 (10)
 (17)
 (6)
 (1)

 (16)
 (13)
 (7)

 (15)
 (21)
 (20)
 (13)
 (15)
 (17)
 (2)

 (11)
 (26)

 (3)
 (7)

 (15)
 (22)

 (18)
 (2)
 (7)
 (1)

 (17)
 (12)
 (6)
 (2)

 (3)
 (3)

 (13)
 (2)

 (17)
 (10)
 (6)

 (4)

 29%  (15)
 (4)
 (7)
 (2)
 (2)

 (10)
 (5)

 (8)
 (8)
 (6)
 (8)
 (2)

 (11)
 (5)
 (3)
 (6)

 (1)
 (2)
 (4)
 (5)
 (3)

 (6)

 (2)
 (1)

 (3)
 (5)
 (4)
 (2)

 (3)
 (4)
 (4)
 (2)

 (8)
 (5)

 (2)

 100%
 12
 32
 36
 12
 2

 50
 34
 13
 44
 56
 50
 40
 32
 54
 13
 27
 62
 12

 36
 53
 6
 6

 46
 4
 17
 4
 28
 38
 32
 19
 8
 2
 12
 13
 33
 8
 31
 48
 29
 12

 12

 (52)
 (8)

 (17)
 (19)
 (8)
 (1)

 (26)
 (18)
 (7)

 (23)
 (29)
 (26)
 (21)
 (17)
 (28)
 (7)

 (14)
 (32)
 (6)
 (4)
 (9)

 (19)
 (27)
 (3)
 (3)

 (24)
 (2)
 (9)
 (2)

 (15)
 (20)
 (17)
 (10)
 (4)
 (1)
 (6)
 (7)

 (17)
 (4)

 (16)
 (25)
 (15)
 (6)

 (6)
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 true for lesbian/feminist women. Is one being
 treated differently because of one's gender,
 political views, marital status, or status as a
 lesbian? One can't point to specific action
 but is well aware that one has received the
 kiss of deaths It is what is not done rather
 than what is done that is the key to discrimi
 nation in academic work.

 (2) I left my husband ... to live with her.
 She was terminated. I was given a terminal
 contract.

 (3) I cooperated with them to avoid even
 more extensive career/personal damage to
 myself.

 (4) Difficult to say whether my lover was
 terminated because she was a lesbian or a
 feminist.

 (5) I made it through graduate school. Some
 men worked to can me but a few people,
 faculty women and one or two men, fought
 for me. If they decide to round up the
 queers, you can be sure they'll err in the
 direction of overkill. Cringing in the closet
 won't save a one of us.

 (6) Since I'm in the closet, the oppression is
 covert?i.e., not feeling free to bring my
 lover to social events, not becoming close to

 most department members. I don't want to
 lower my job prospects.

 We now .examine the gay men's response on
 their experience of discrimination.

 (7) Fired from an adjunct teaching job for
 being gay. The chair didn't want any "fags"
 teaching in the department.

 (8) A decided change for the worse in
 personal/professional treatment of me
 (mostly by older colleagues) since I orga
 nized a course on the sociology of homosex
 uality. The colleague who was the chair
 when I was hired indicated that, had my
 orientation been known then, it might well
 have affected my hiring. One part-time col
 league threatened to "have my job." Letters

 were sent to the governor and university
 administrators, wondering aloud whether
 homosexuals should be allowed to teach
 classes on the family, etc. The letters were
 anonymous and discredited me but they
 were still kept in my file and the chair feels
 they hurt the department; caused uneasi
 ness. Lack of support for my research on
 homosexuality, unlike my previous re
 search.

 (9) There's a great problem of proving dis
 crimination even if one is overlooked for

 promotions and seen as a token, one-issue
 teacher.

 (10) The department has given me a hard
 time for wanting to do a dissertation on gays.
 They say gay research is not central to
 sociological concerns, it is a "social" prob
 lem, not a "sociological" problem. The de
 partment gave me a terrible time accepting
 my dissertation proposal. They kept me
 writing and rewriting, five times, each time
 moving the topic further and further from
 gays to a theoretical issue to make it "more
 respectable." The accepted proposal has
 been so white-washed that it has virtually no
 gay content. The committee forced me to
 make gays the tiniest fraction of the disser
 tation. It's maddening but it was the only
 way I could get the proposal past the com
 mittee. I'm the only gay person in the de
 partment. I'm certain they know I'm gay
 (they've met several of my lovers) but no one
 has said a word to me about my being gay.
 They never even discussed my dissertation
 with me. They seem terrified to even say the
 word. There is a conspiracy of silence in the
 department about my homosexuality. Every
 time I try to raise the topic, they blush and
 change the subject. After a while, I gave up.
 I didn't do any more socializing with the
 department since it was too uncomfortable.

 (11) I did not receive tenure although I was
 regarded as an outstanding teacher and had
 more than adequate publications.

 (12) My new chairman was [xxxx], a politi
 cal "radical." However, after I told him I
 was gay, he intervened personally at the
 meeting of the social science heads to have
 my appointment rescinded?in so doing,
 acting against the vote of the department
 committee.

 (13) When I was a doctoral student, the
 member of the sociology department who
 was on my committee reversed some of his
 decisions about my dissertation and refused
 to sign and tried to stop me from graduating.
 I protested, demanding a "trial" before the
 Graduate Dean. This was granted and I an
 swered the questions well enough to satisfy
 the other committee members and the Dean.

 He was removed from my committee and
 replaced by the department head, who ac
 cepted my work and signed.

 (14) [I experienced] informal exclusion from
 department networks after others knew.

 (15) I was denied tenure in a situation that
 my colleagues felt had to do with my life
 style. I had been unanimously recommended
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 by my department review committee, chair,
 and campus review committee. However,
 the newly appointed Dean, who had voiced
 concern the previous year over my contract
 renewal (that I was gay), was by-passed in
 the procedures, and the Chancellor turned
 me down. I had served as department chair,
 been nominated as teacher of the year, and
 was an associate editor of a major journal.
 Later I applied for a part-time position, went
 through the review process and was the top
 candidate?to the point where I was shown
 where my office would be and what classes
 and sections I preferred. However, the reac
 tion to a question that I asked about my
 research on gay lifestyles left me sure, cor
 rectly, that I had lost the job. On the other
 hand, the following year I was offered a
 full-time post to teach, among others, a
 course on lifestyles. Being gay was an ad
 vantage.

 (16) From reading the ASA Employment
 Bulletin over the years, I have never once
 seen?in the teaching area descriptions?the
 courses on lifestyles, social psychology of
 homosexuality, and so forth. This omission
 indicates that this is an area that seems to
 have low or no priority. I can see why a
 department might not wish to hire someone
 whose only area is this; but the fact that it
 has never been listed seems to indicate de
 partmental resistance to the area. I think that
 discrimination will only be lessened when
 departments recognize the need to include
 this topic in their course offerings and ac
 tively recruit faculty who have this area as
 one of their preparations.

 (17) Homophobia is often of a subtle but
 professionally significant variety, e.g., ex
 clusion from social networks where career
 opportunities are presented.

 (18) I have left academia, totally disgusted
 with its homophobia and hypocrisy.

 (19) [When I experienced discrimination, I
 did] nothing, since all I had was verbal ac
 counts of what the chair had said. They
 could have covered it over with lines like
 nothing available.

 (20) I did have a professor in graduate
 school who refused to speak to me after
 finding out.

 (21) I would do nothing [about discrimi
 nation], not willing to be embarrassed.

 (22) When I wasn't reappointed, I appealed
 to the president (a female homophobe). Then
 I did a grievance procedure. The college

 lawyer told the union representative I had
 won but then the president intervened to re
 verse the decision before it was issued. I
 applied elsewhere and got a better position
 despite unsupportive remarks from the
 chairman when the prospective dean called
 him.

 (23) One male friend was a probationary as
 sistant professor of sociology at [xxx]. He
 came out to his colleagues, then sponsored
 the formation of a gay student union. He was
 dismissed. He took a part-time post as a
 researcher and group worker with the Gay
 People's Union, which had received a
 three-year contract from the state to study
 the treatment which public agencies accord
 gay clients in two counties. The salary was
 poverty-line. He gamely continued for the
 ensuing 18 months the grant was to run.
 Faced with the uphill struggles of gay libera
 tion work, the end of his job, a sense of
 black-listing (whether or not true), and
 minimal opportunity in college teaching, he
 committed suicide.

 (24) A tenure-track sociologist quietly came
 out to colleagues and became the sponsor of
 the Gay Union on campus. Despite high rec
 ommendations for promotion and tenure at
 every campus level, his retention was denied
 at the chancellor's level, rather explicitly for
 his sexual identity. He has since departed
 from sociology. . . .

 (25) Discrimination in hiring, promotion, or
 firing because a person is gay probably hap
 pens all the time but is virtually impossible to
 prove. Money is so tight in universities these
 days and tenure track jobs so scarce, I'm
 sure administrations can couch their
 homophobia in a thousand other excuses in
 order to deny fairness to gays. Still, it's im
 portant to have laws banning anti-gay dis
 crimination in employment?giving gays
 equal rights?for their symbolic value.

 (26) I would not have gained either tenure or
 the promotions I have earned had I been
 "out" as I am now. Indeed, I feel that I am
 under special scrutiny because I have come
 out professionally and I resent it. I resent the
 continued harassment of lesbian and gay
 groups by secret infiltration and spying by
 local police departments and other groups,
 the institutionalized oppression that millions
 of us experience in our daily lives, the still
 difficult struggle that our younger members
 experience by "coming out" in this viru
 lently homophobic society. I was angered by
 it and am fighting it; in fighting, I feel better.
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 We end our report with these sobering com
 ments. Perhaps they are not surprising. As we
 noted, only about half the general population
 believes that a male homosexual should be
 allowed to teach in a college or university
 (Smith, 1980:206); no comparable data on les
 bians are available.
 We hope that this report will give insight to

 those persons who never have felt obliged to
 conceal from colleagues a salient part of their
 personal lives, insight as to the tangible and
 psychological costs of concealment, and the
 real fear of discovery and its costs. If so, we
 shall feel that our work is justified.

 John Gagnon
 Suzanne Keller
 Ronald Law son

 Patricia Miller
 William Simon
 Joan Huber, Chair
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 MANUSCRIPTS FOR THE
 ASA ROSE SOCIOLOGY SERIES

 Manuscripts (100 to 300 typed pages) are solicited for publica
 tion in the ASA Arnold and Caroline Rose Monograph Series.
 The Series welcomes a variety of types of sociological work?

 | qualitative or quantitative empirical studies, and theoretical or
 methodological treatises. An author should submit three copies

 ? of a manuscript for consideration to the Series Editor, Professor
 Suzanne Keller, Department of Sociology, Princeton University,

 i Princeton, NJ 08540.
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