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PREFACE

On June 28, 1969, as gay people took to the streets outside the Stonewall Inn, I was ten years old. Three years earlier, my family had emigrated to America, and I still remember the drive from Kennedy Airport to upstate New York, where I grew up, not only for its twelve-hour length, but for my excitement at seeing snow. My father, an accomplished novelist, taught English literature and writing at the State University of New York at Potsdam, while my mother, an equally accomplished teacher and poet, tried for many years to get a job in that little town. We were part of the second large wave of Indian migration to the United States. Questions of assimilation, of crossing cultural borders, and developing an authentic identity marked my coming of age.

My first overtly political act was to write a letter, when I was ten years old, to Richard Nixon, urging him to sign the ABM missile treaty. I never got an answer. In the spring of 1972, when I was thirteen, I gave my first political speech—a pro-McGovern valedictory talk at my junior high school graduation. As the San Francisco gay leader Jim Foster became the first openly gay person to address the Democratic Convention, that same summer, I got ready for high school. I had not heard about gay liberation, but I was already pro-civil rights, antiwar, and a women’s libber. Still, my passion was rock-and-roll more than politics, and my first true love was Mick Jagger of the Rolling Stones.

In the summer of 1975, as the Washington gay activist Frank Kameny battled the U.S. Civil Service commission to allow gay federal employment, I graduated from high school and got ready for Vassar. College taught me, without intending to, how to organize. In protests over admissions and financial aid, through the women’s group on campus, and through the anti-apartheid group that I helped establish there, I learned all the tools of activism. As I organized, I studied and fell in love—with the Romantic poets, Patti Smith, the Frankfurt School, the Situationist Movement, Shulamith Firestone, a number of my women professors, and all my best girlfriends.

The most formative influences of my college life were the four feminist conferences I helped organize on campus. In 1977, my friends Susan Allee and Betsy Ringel met Amy Horowitz of Roadwork and decided to produce a women’s music concert. The result was Olivia Records’ Varied Voices of Black Women Tour, which we brought to Poughkeepsie in 1978. The encounter with the women on the tour—notably the late poet Pat Parker and musicians Linda Tillery, Mary Watkins, and Gwen Avery—changed us in profound ways; we had discovered a lesbian culture. Producing Holly Near in 1979, and going to the Michigan Womyn’s Music Festival that same year, further exposed me to the national community of lesbians and feminists.

By the end of college, I was sure that I was a lesbian. For me, coming out happened when I first fell in love with a woman. I should have known when my rock-and-roll idol changed from Mick to Patti Smith. I told my sisters immediately, and we worried about breaking the news to our parents. Despite my hesitation about dealing with their reaction, I kept up my political work.

At the time of the first National March on Washington for Lesbian and Gay Rights, on October 14, 1979, I had just turned twenty-one. I had moved to Boston that same month with my best friend, to “join the women’s movement.” I opted to look for work instead of taking a bus to the march, and I am still mad at myself for not going. Working as a part-time secretary for two lawyers, I threw myself into Boston’s feminist, lesbian, and gay communities. In my lesbian group, Lesbians United in Non-Nuclear Action (LUNA), I worked on a civil disobedience action at the Seabrook nuclear plant in New Hampshire. I joined the most important political group in my life in 1980—the nonprofit newspaper Gay Community News. Volunteering every Friday night to stuff and mail papers, I formed friendships that would last me a lifetime.

As I moved through law school at Northeastern University in the early 1980s, I realized that the lifetime of many of my friends was to be shorter than we had imagined. AIDS entered my life through my closest gay male friends. Today, as AIDS overwhelms so many men and women I love with its relentless horror, I remember the incredulity and paranoia we felt in those early years as the epidemic emerged. We had no idea then what devastation awaited us. And we still do not have adequate ways to explain to unaffected straight people the terror turned into anger, the anger become numbness, the numbness turned into an unrelenting despair, as the traumatic experience of mass death unfolds and shrouds our lives.

In 1980, I went home to Potsdam to come out. I wanted my parents to hear it from me, not read about my activism in the paper. But I could not get the words out of my mouth. The night I returned to Boston, my sister called with the news that as soon as I left my father had asked her if I was gay; she had said yes. My dread of this disclosure proved worse than their reaction. Over the years, my parents moved from disapproval to incomprehension to acceptance to tremendous support. In some ways, my choice to leave mainstream work for full-time gay political activism was harder for them to accept than my sexual orientation.

By the time HIV was identified in 1983, I was living in Washington, D.C., working as an attorney for the National Prison Project of the American Civil Liberties Union. I still worked with Roadwork to produce women’s culture, and when Reagan was re-elected, in 1984, I co-founded a lesbian direct-action group, called LIPS. In 1985, with the encouragement of Mike Riegle, who founded GCN’s Prisoners’ Project and who died with AIDS in 1991, I began the National Prison Project’s work to bring more attention to the treatment of prisoners with HIV and AIDS. Living in Washington led me to meet National Gay Task Force’s lobbyist Jeff Levi and its exciting director, Ginny Apuzzo, and I began to consider gay rights work as something to do full time.

When the Second National March on Washington was held, on October 11, 1987, I had quit my legal job at the ACLU and had been working at NGLTF as its public information director for more than a year. Over the next several years, I threw myself into media organizing, developing relationships with grassroots activists, organizing direct actions, devising strategy and policy positions, and eventually, when I became NGLTF’s director, trying to raise the money to do all this work. By the time of the Third National March on Washington, on April 25, 1993, I had left NGLTF after six and a half years on its staff, and had begun to work on this book.

I left NGLTF for personal and political reasons. Personally, I grew tired of juggling the pressure of national work with my desire for a personal life. I loved the movement, yet I wanted a fuller life. I wanted time to develop my relationship with Kate, with whom I had maintained a long-distance relationship for five years; and I wanted the time to think and feel, something that the pace of national organizing precluded. On a political level, I left NGLTF because I was not sure that it could do what I felt needed to be done by the movement. At the time I made the decision to leave, in early 1992, I was clear about the importance of the mainstream civil rights work done by the organization—and others like it. Yet I was not clear that this was the work I wanted to do, or that I had the ability to steer the group further in the progressive direction I believed was necessary. A national organization is a cumbersome load; the demands for it to represent a wide array of people are real and well-made. I felt increasingly stifled in acting on the politics of social justice and liberation that I hold dear. Leaving to write was a decision that respected my needs as well as the realities of the organization.

My reasons for writing this book have not been literary or scholarly, but activist and also personal: to gain a better understanding of the problems the gay political movement faces and, in part, to figure out how best to use my own energies. This time of reflection became a chance to assess my political work over the past fifteen years of involvement in gay communities.

In its first incarnation, the book was a consideration of what happened in 1992, why it was such an unusual year for gay politics, and what Bill Clinton’s election meant. I vividly recall the night Clinton won, because I walked around in such shock. The candidate we had supported, who had openly embraced us, had won! At the national level, I had seen the gay movement move from the margin of political life during the Reagan and Bush years to the center of the policy-development process. I had seen gay men, in particular, live with the complete destruction and reconstruction of their communities and gay families as a result of AIDS. After my involvement in crafting the national gay and lesbian movement’s strategies for several years, I wanted to understand and explain how it happened.

By early 1993, the book had come to be a document of self-criticism more than a history of the movement’s accomplishments. I saw the shattering of my own illusions of change, as Clinton did to gay people what most politicians have done, and as our movement experienced the paradox of unprecedented cultural possibility accompanied by the persistence of prejudice and the same stigmatization gay people have challenged for decades.

Out of these observations came the idea of virtual equality—a state of conditional equality based more on the appearance of acceptance by straight America than on genuine civic parity. New leaps in gay access, visibility, and power have not transformed the second-class status of gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender people. The political access some have gained has translated poorly to genuine clout, and the lack of an organized grassroots base remains the gay movement’s Achilles’ heel.

This book begins with an examination of where we stand and ends with a series of specific tasks to be tackled by those interested in doing more. My hope is to bring about a rethinking of our approach to the dilemmas gay people face. As Allen Ginsberg wrote, “America, I’m putting my queer shoulder to the wheel.” Let us do just that.

Urvashi Vaid

May 1995





CHAPTER ONE

VIRTUAL EQUALITY


A solitude ten thousand fathoms deep

Sustains the bed on which we lie, my dear:

Although I love you, you will have to leap;

Our dream of safety has to disappear.

—W. H. Auden




Basically, [Virtual Reality] makes the artificial as realistic as the real.

—Nicholas Negroponte, Wired



As the American gay and lesbian movement approaches its sixth decade of political activism, it finds itself at a contradictory juncture: what Dickens would call the best of times and the worst of times. On one level, our movement has been a staggering, if controversial, success; yet on another level, gay and lesbian people remain profoundly stigmatized, struggling against the same crises—in health, violence, discrimination, and social services—that have plagued us for decades. Hundreds of thousands of gay and lesbian Americans are openly integrated into our communities, families, and workplaces. Yet the vast majority of our people remain closeted, still unwilling to openly acknowledge their sexual orientation. A backlash against gay rights swells at the same instant we witness the widest cultural opening gay people have ever experienced; public opinion is deeply divided about how to respond to our emergence from the shadows. Gay and lesbian participation in the cultural, commercial, political, religious, and civic arenas of our society is evident everywhere, and occasionally even celebrated. But in the eyes of most of our straight peers, gay people are still seen as immoral, unnatural, and unhealthy.

Perhaps this state of affairs is merely the inevitable consequence of civil rights progress; as any movement succeeds, vestiges of the old ways persist. Like the civil rights movements that preceded us and on which we model our goals and strategies, we have reached the moment of partial fulfillment. The system has adapted to our existence, but it has still not changed in fundamental ways. We are freer than we were in the 1940s and 1960s, but we have failed to realize true equality or win full acceptance as moral human beings. The modern black civil rights movement began to face this dilemma in the early 1960s, soon after the passage of major federal civil rights legislation, like the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act. Laws were changed, people’s lives improved, but the economic condition of large numbers of African Americans remained the same or, indeed, deteriorated over the next thirty years. Racial prejudice stayed in place even as its age-old legal operation was dismantled. The women’s liberation movement faced this moment in the late 1970s, as its national leadership targeted the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA). By the mid-1980s, the effort to pass the ERA had failed, the radical and grassroots women’s movement was splintered into warring, single-issue factions, and the term postfeminism was more popular than feminist. Gender-based discrimination, sexism, and violence persisted, even as women’s participation in all aspects of cultural life increased.

Today, the gay and lesbian movement is at a similarly decisive moment, in which we face progress and defeat, opportunity and seemingly insurmountable barriers. We can choose in this moment to follow the path our predecessors paved—of pursuing incremental legal and legislative reform, increasing gay and lesbian visibility, pressing for fair treatment in all aspects of life. This work, of securing and broadening civil equality, is in itself a lifetime’s work, in which there is indeed very little choice; all of us who support gay rights must engage in it. But we do have the choice of reaching beyond the civil rights framework of mainstream integration, and beyond the partial equality that it delivers, to imagine and create a different movement whose goal is genuine social change. At this contradictory juncture, it behooves the gay and lesbian movement to re-examine long-held assumptions about our politics, our sexual identities, our political strategies, and our social agenda. We must begin to debate and define our particular moral vision: What do we stand for as a gay and lesbian people? Instead of asking the old questions we have chanted at gay demonstrations for fifty years—“What do we want and when do we want it?”—the time has come for us to ask and answer “What do we represent?” For what vision of society do we fight? How does a freedom-based movement differ from a rights-based movement? What will it mean for each of us, our nation, and the world to accept homosexuality as morally, politically, and socially equal to heterosexuality?

Answering these questions requires us to examine what has been the guiding principle of our movement and the most widely shared ideal we have: that of integration into the status quo, or mainstreaming. From its inception in the fifties, the gay and lesbian movement has sought mainstream social acceptance for homosexual people through the strategies of legislative and legal reform, public education, and community organizing. Mainstreaming has been at once the goal and the logical consequence of our successes. By reframing the meaning of homosexuality in order to mainstream gay, lesbian, bisexual, and, more recently, transgender people into all aspects of American political and cultural life, we have improved the lives of our people dramatically. Greater social tolerance has yielded us a wider space in which to participate in our society, and mainstream legal and political reform has allowed millions of gay and lesbian Americans to work, raise families, and contribute to our communities. But the limits of mainstreaming are equally evident today. The liberty we have won is incomplete, conditional, and ultimately revocable. All gay and lesbian people remain stigmatized and subject to violence; certain gay and lesbian people are freer than others (for example, those who live in urban centers). Even the advances we have made—like passage of local civil rights ordinances—have proved as vulnerable, revocable, and limited as the advances made by other, nongay civil rights movements.

A mainstream civil rights strategy cannot deliver genuine freedom or full equality for one fundamental reason: the goal of winning mainstream tolerance, or “toleration,” as Representative Newt Gingrich calls it, differs from the goal of winning liberation or changing social institutions in lasting, long-term ways. The latter was once the goal of the gay and lesbian movement; we explicitly identified ourselves as a liberation movement. History may conclude that this naming was merely an affect of the 1960s, but I believe that our movement’s roots in the values represented by liberation run deep. How the pursuit of fundamental change mutates (and is muted) into the more limited goal of tolerance or mainstream integration is a story common to many historic movements that have threatened the status quo. In many ways, the triumph of mainstream civil rights over liberation is the victory of pragmatic politics over moral politics: instead of doing the right thing, movements like ours do the expedient thing. As the tale of short-term goals overshadowing long-term vision, it is a story I attempt to tell in the hope that understanding the civil rights strategy from this vantage point will allow us to build the road not yet taken.

VIRTUAL EQUALITY

In the high-technology world of computers, the simulation of events and situations produced through computer and video technology is called virtual reality. Most often used to train airline pilots in flight simulation, or by the Defense Department to play “war games,” virtual reality has, till now, been mostly the fascination of cyberjunkies. But the technology of virtual reality may one day be as common as earplugs, headphones, and portable television. In virtual reality, the “virtual” or simulated reality can be made to seem as believable as the “real” experience. In virtual reality, nothing is real, but we experience it as if it were. So, too, with virtual equality.

The irony of gay and lesbian mainstreaming is that more than fifty years of active effort to challenge homophobia and heterosexism have yielded us not freedom but “virtual equality,” which simulates genuine civic equality but cannot transcend the simulation. In this state, gay and lesbian people possess some of the trappings of full equality but are denied all of its benefits. We proceed as if we enjoy real freedom, real acceptance, as if we have won lasting changes in the laws and mores of our nation. Some of us even believe that the simulation of equality we have won represents the real thing. But the actual facts and conditions that define gay and lesbian life demonstrate that we have won “virtual” freedom and “virtual” equal treatment under “virtually” the same laws as straight people.

In the state of virtual equality, gay and lesbian people are at once insiders, involved openly in government and public affairs to a degree never before achieved, and outsiders, shunned by our elected officials unless they need our money or votes in close elections. We are at once marginal and mainstream, at once assimilated and irreconcilably queer. We are at once members of the traditional family—as its children, as siblings, parents, and grandparents—but are treated as if we are aliens to the family as an institution. We participate daily in every community, culture, profession, and corner of the earth—but we are forced to deny that we exist, to keep silent about our sexual orientation, and to be ashamed of loving members of the same sex. Gay men and lesbians work alongside their heterosexual counterparts in every job and type of employment in the world, but the condition for keeping these jobs is pretending not to be gay or lesbian. We pay taxes, yet our government denies gay people its public embrace, access to its programs, and its protection. Government leaders either ignore us (as President Clinton has since he encountered an antigay opposition), sell us out (as dozens of congressional liberals did in the military vote, AIDS votes, votes on the National Endowment for the Arts, votes on antigay amendments to education bills in 1994) or sanction bias that deliberately tries to exclude us from full participation in our nation’s political and cultural life (as blatant homophobes like Senators Jesse Helms and Phil Gramm, and less blatant homophobes like Newt Gingrich, Bob Dole, and Dick Armey have successfully done for more than a decade).

Despite the recent burst of media attention, the mainstreaming of homosexuals has not resulted in the marginalization of the prejudice we face. Instead, antigay prejudice, rooted in religious and moral principles, has been reincarnated in each decade since the forties: from sin to criminality to sickness to psychopathology to sexual immorality and back to sin again. Homophobia is embedded in the major institutions of our society—in the church, the schools, the government, and the military. Antigay prejudice is broadcast every day on hundreds of Christian radio and television stations and is openly endorsed by the Catholic Church, by Orthodox Judaism, and by Islamic fundamentalism. It fuels the aggression of sports and the violence of those who are threatened by our emergence. More insidiously, homophobia remains, as the writer Suzanne Pharr recounts, the principal “weapon of sexism,” intimately linked to the second-class status of women and used to maintain the status quo of heterosexual male authority.

I believe that the notion that homosexuality has been mainstreamed is an illusion we yearn to believe because we are so tired of being vilified, loathed, and marginalized. We want to be accepted and loved. We deserve to be safe, to be treated as fully equal, to enjoy every human right to be free and ourselves. But all the progress we have unquestionably made has not yet won us the respect, acceptance, and support of the heterosexual majority. The persistence of discrimination and the prejudicial attitudes reflected in most public opinion polls quantifies how much farther we have to go before we join the mainstream. Meanwhile, inside our own communities, the persistence of the closet—and our continued tolerance of the large numbers of us who pass—illustrate other ways in which we are far from mainstreamed. An examination of the rampant discrimination, fickle public opinion, and the closeted nature of the gay and lesbian community provides ample evidence of our virtual equality. Each of these realities challenges the gay and lesbian movement to question whether mainstream civil rights alone will deliver our people genuine freedom and full human dignity.

VIRTUAL NONDISCRIMINATION

Discrimination is the hallmark of our virtual equality, the pervasive condition we face each time we enter the world as openly gay people. Few states and cities outlaw antigay discrimination; violence against us is widespread; and the active opposition we encounter from the right politicizes every aspect of our lives—from our relationships to our children to the curricula they learn in schools, from laws and court decisions to art, from images on television to our moral integrity as human beings.

In a speech delivered at the annual fundraising dinner for the Human Rights Campaign Fund in Boston on November 5, 1994, Tim McFeeley, the former executive director of HRCF, argued that “there are two gay and lesbian Americas: the one in which people at this dinner live, and the other, in which nothing has changed.” The first gay and lesbian America consists of those people whose lives have been touched by the movement. This activist gay and lesbian America is found in Boston, New York, San Francisco, Chicago, Madison, Washington, D.C., Seattle, Dallas, and Atlanta, to name a few places. These communities are ones in which gay and lesbian people have mobilized to assert political power, pass gay rights laws, build openly gay and lesbian businesses and subcultures, and assert a presence in the life of their city. Populated by individuals who are out of the closet, this gay America is filled with people holding jobs with businesses that ban discrimination, students at colleges and universities that ban sexual-orientation discrimination, liberal families in which acceptance of their children’s homosexuality is a matter of principle.

The other gay America is much larger; it is the one in which most of our people live, dominated by fear, permeated by discrimination, violence, and shame. A place where people are still governed primarily by the fear of disclosure of their sexual orientation, this other gay America has been only tangentially reached by our movement. It is filled with people of every age, color, and background, who struggle in actual or virtual isolation to acknowledge their sexual orientation to themselves and to others. It’s the gay America where poor people live, or where rural and suburban gay people live quiet lives far removed from the much-analyzed spectacle of urban gay communities. Conventional wisdom holds that gay people in the coastal cities enjoy “better” lives than their peers in the heartland or in rural America. Yet sometimes the converse is true. And while the national movement has done little to speak to the needs and concerns of rural lesbian and gay Americans, of those of us living in the Bible Belt or the heartland, of those in the suburbs or in small towns, conditions in the best gay and lesbian ghettos themselves are far from ideal. Even in large cities, prejudice, discrimination in employment, housing, and equal opportunity, and the threat of violence are daily realities for the majority of gay, lesbian, and bisexual people. But it is important to remember just what has been won and how much more remains unchanged. If gay and lesbian life is examined through the four lenses of work, community life, family, and faith, the discrimination we face becomes readily apparent.

Discrimination in employment, housing, public accommodations, credit, educational access, and many other aspects of life is the norm for people who are openly lesbian or gay. In most parts of the country, such discrimination remains legal. No federal law yet exists to render antigay discrimination illegal. The Federal Gay and Lesbian Civil Rights Bill, a comprehensive revision of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, was originally introduced in Congress by former New York Representative Bella Abzug in 1975. By 1994, the prospects of its passage had dimmed so dramatically that lesbian and gay lobbyists focused on the more narrow (and, they argued, winnable) Employment Non-Discrimination Act (ENDA), which would ban sexual-orientation discrimination in employment as a matter of federal law. ENDA is currently pending in Congress. Only five Republicans cosponsored the bill in 1994, and its prospects of passage were made even bleaker by the congressional elections in the fall of 1994. The fact is that, like congressional Democrats, most Republican political leaders have been unwilling to press the unpopular cause of gay equality. Because the margin of victory in 1994 was likely given to Republicans by the support of religious conservatives (like members of the Christian Coalition), it is less likely that the current Republican majority will press an agenda so strongly opposed by its base.

Only nine states have passed some form of gay and lesbian rights legislation: Wisconsin (1982), Massachusetts (1989), Hawaii (1990), New Jersey (1990), Connecticut (1991), Vermont (1991), California (1992), Minnesota (1992), and Rhode Island (1995). A number of statewide gay rights bills are introduced annually and generally fail to proceed beyond committee review. According to the Washington Blade, in the first three months of 1995 thirty-eight pro-gay rights bills were introduced in state legislatures; as of April only thirteen had survived committee review, and only five were given any chance of passing. Among the pro-gay rights bills pending in state legislatures today are those in Maine, Illinois, and Maryland. Approximately 150 cities and counties nationwide have passed local gay rights ordinances.

But a new legislative trend seems to have grown in the 1990s: affirmatively antigay legislation. According to a Washington Blade survey, in 1984 only five antigay measures were introduced in state legislatures. By comparison, in 1994 there were twenty-four antigay bills pending in state bodies. In the early months of 1995, eleven antigay bills had been introduced. Utah and South Dakota debated antigay marriage bills; the Utah law was passed. Montana, South Carolina, Oklahoma, and Washington sought to place restrictions on gay adoption and foster parenting. Montana even passed and shortly repealed a law that would have required all persons convicted under the state sodomy law to register their whereabouts with the state for the rest of their lives. Although the Blade suggested that there may be a slowing down, the fact is that an ever-more specific and sophisticated legislative backlash to gay rights is under way at the state and local level.

In addition, more than three dozen antigay ballot measures have passed since 1991, when the Christian Coalition and the religious right began aggressively to pursue such hostile measures. Antigay referenda continue to be introduced and planned, even though they have been declared unconstitutional by every court that has so far considered them. The gay movement’s effort to defeat such referenda was dealt a potential blow when the U.S. Supreme Court agreed to review a Colorado Supreme Court decision declaring that the antigay Amendment 2, passed by voters in 1992, was unconstitutional. The U.S. Supreme Court will hear the case in the fall of 1995.

Gay rights laws are widely misunderstood even by those who support fair treatment of gay and lesbian people. None of the laws mandate special treatment or unusual rights. They merely declare that discriminatory practices based on a person’s sexual orientation are illegal. The allegation of illegal policies or actions must still be proved in court, with the burden of proof falling on the person alleging discrimination. None of the existing gay and lesbian rights laws requires affirmative action or other kinds of gay and lesbian outreach. Instead of ordering compliance by all entities, many of the statutes are riddled with exemptions for religious organizations or contain other limits on their reach. For example, exemptions that allow discrimination by religious organizations exist in Wisconsin, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and New Jersey. The California law covers only public sector employment, while the Minnesota law exempts all youth organizations from its coverage—a bow to the most persistent and untrue myth about gay and lesbian people: that we are bad role models for children and are sexually predatory toward them. Ironically, in Minnesota the Girl Scouts actively lobbied against this limitation, while the exemption was supported by the openly gay members of the state legislature.

Invisibility remains a major barrier to addressing the discrimination gay people face. Politicians and the general public often greet claims of discrimination with disbelief: gay rights advocates are asked to “prove” that such prejudice exists. But because most gayness remains closeted and stigmatized, widespread data on employment, housing, and other types of discrimination are difficult to obtain. For one, gay people who experience such treatment do not always report it, because they know they lack recourse or because they fear further stigmatization if they disclose their sexual orientation. For another, researchers studying discrimination have not asked the gay question and have therefore uncovered little data. Finally, legislative hearings on antigay and antilesbian discrimination are rare. Only two such hearings have been held at the congressional level, most recently in May 1994, and previously in the late 1970s, when the first gay and lesbian rights bill was introduced.

Existing data on employment discrimination come from three sources: individual complaints brought in court or before state human rights agencies; surveys done by civil rights organizations on employment discrimination; and the widely documented incidence of violence and harassment directed at people because of their sexual orientation. Individual cases abound, but the people suffering discrimination are rarely able to bring them to trial, because most states and municipalities do not recognize sexual orientation as a category against which discrimination is banned. A widely publicized example of this is the situation at Cracker Barrel Corporation, a chain of fast-food restaurants headquartered in Tennessee. In 1991, Cracker Barrel fired at least eleven employees for being lesbian or gay under a new corporate policy that held “homosexual employees are incompatible with traditional family values.” The case drew national news attention, calls for a boycott, several shareholder actions protesting the policy, and even resulted in a threat by one municipal pension fund—the New York City Pension Fund—to divest itself of all involvement with Cracker Barrel stock. In response to the uproar, the company remained intractable, and in a coup de grâce, former Vice President Dan Quayle patronized a Cracker Barrel restaurant during the 1992 presidential campaign. But the fired employees had no recourse under state or federal law.

Surveys done by nearly a dozen organizations reveal that gay and lesbian employees report high levels of workplace discrimination. Data indicate that gay people reported being fired when their sexual orientation was disclosed, reported sexual and violent harassment, and reported a number of unfair work practices, including the denial of promotion, job upgrades, and pay raises.

Data such as these have led a few gay and lesbian employees to form very effective employee associations. The focusing of national attention on the workplace as a vital site of gay rights organizing was the brainchild of the late George Kronenberger, a San Francisco-based activist, who died of AIDS in late 1994. Kronenberger argued that the next wave of progress for gay and lesbian nondiscrimination in the workplace would come not from legislative activism, but from the efforts of gay and lesbian employee groups. Through his efforts, the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force (NGLTF) founded its Workplace Organizing Project, and convened several conferences on gay and lesbian organizing in the workplace. Some of the biggest successes of the gay rights movement came in the 1990s through changes in corporate policies that covered thousands of employees. So, for example, Apple Computers, Lotus, and Microsoft recognized domestic partnership, allowing their unmarried and gay employees to qualify for the same benefits as nongay employees. Notwithstanding the pioneering efforts of the high-technology industries, most American corporations and small businesses still do not ban antigay and antilesbian discrimination. Indeed, if business response to the AIDS health crisis can be cited as a barometer of policy changes that could benefit gay employees, as recently as December 1994 the business- and labor-led National Leadership Coalition on AIDS released a report concluding that only a small percentage of American businesses had adopted policies, initiated education, or attempted to plan for the occurrence of AIDS among their employees.

The one area in which extensive, if still incomplete, data on discrimination exist is the incidence of violence against people because of their sexual orientation or their perceived homosexuality. However, even these data did not exist until 1982, when Virginia Apuzzo, then the executive director of NGLTF, established its Anti-Violence Project and hired Kevin Berrill to run it. For over ten years, Berrill conducted research, lobbied law enforcement and legislative bodies, and helped start antiviolence groups and campaigns in cities and schools across the country. In the early years, Berrill and NGLTF established a national toll-free crisis line to collect data on antigay and antilesbian violence. In 1984, NGLTF published the first national survey of violence and victimization experienced by gay men and lesbians. The survey found that one in seven gay men and one in ten lesbians had been subjected to violence because of their sexual orientation. In annual surveys since 1984, the NGLTF Anti-Violence Project documented literally thousands of incidents of bias-motivated violence—incidents ranging from violent assault, murder, and battery, to arson, threats, and harassing behavior. The accumulating evidence was carefully marshaled by Berrill and NGLTF to secure the first congressional hearings on antigay violence, in September of 1986. These data led the Reagan administration’s Justice Department to commission a report on bias violence in 1987; it concluded that “homosexuals are probably the most frequent victims.”

Berrill’s work at the federal level culminated in the passage of the Hate Crime Statistics Act in 1990. On its own, the Hate Crimes legislation did little more than require the FBI to gather statistics on crime motivated by prejudice. Yet what made this simple data-collection act controversial was its inclusion of antigay violence as a bias crime. It was the first measure to put the federal government on the record as opposing violence against gay men and lesbians in any way.

Despite gay and lesbian progress in the nineties, we have not seen a decrease in the prevalence or severity of violence against us. Indeed, overwhelming evidence suggests that antigay violence is escalating. In 1991, the FBI intercepted two members of the Aryan Nation on their way to bomb a popular gay disco in Seattle. In 1992, the antigay ballot campaigns in Oregon and Colorado were marked by death threats, vandalism, and, in Oregon, the robbery of mailing lists and at least one incident of arson that resulted in the murder of a white gay man and a black lesbian in Salem, the capital. In its 1993 report, NGLTF cited the trend toward more severe crimes, even as it noted a slight decrease in overall reports of violence and victimization. Each year, the gay-supportive Metropolitan Community Church, an evangelical denomination with more than 250 churches nationwide, reports arson, death threats, and assaults on its facilities and pastors. In October 1994, reports of the brutal murders of two gay men in Laurel, Mississippi, brought national attention to the persisting terror of violence in gay and lesbian lives. In the nation’s capital in 1994, some 206 incidents of antigay violence and harassment, including eleven murders of gay men, were documented by Gays and Lesbians Opposing Violence.

According to FBI statistics released in June 1994, antigay bias crimes made up 12 percent of the more than 7600 hate crimes reported to law enforcement agencies in forty-six states and the District of Columbia. Since the FBI statistics were based on reporting by participating agencies, which covered 56 percent of the United States population, the actual level of antigay hate violence is probably even higher. Data released early in 1995 by local antiviolence projects in Washington, D.C., Texas, New York, Minnesota, and Pennsylvania reveal that violence against gay and lesbian people remains high and brutal. A number of prevalence studies, which measure the experience of violence over a lifetime, have also been conducted by academic researchers, government agencies, and gay organizations. These studies uniformly reiterate the high levels of violence found in the 1984 study done by NGLTF. A 1991 study of four hundred people conducted in New Orleans by the Mayor’s Advisory Committee on Lesbian and Gay Issues, for example, found that 28 percent of gay men surveyed and 10 percent of lesbians surveyed had been beaten because of their sexual orientation; 26 percent had experienced threats of violence; and 64 percent had been subjected to verbal harassment. Cruelly, our increased visibility has not changed people’s hostility or actions, but has given homophobes more opportunities to express the violence they feel.

Curiously, even though nearly everyone from law enforcement officials to the Catholic Church has condemned antigay and antilesbian violence, the inclusion of sexual orientation in laws and policies aimed at stopping hate crimes remains controversial. Despite the passage of the federal bill, lawmakers in many states have refused to pass state versions. In New York State, for example, former Governor Mario Cuomo failed for more than seven years to secure passage of a state bias-crime bill that would have required data collection, training, and bias penalty enhancement for crimes motivated by prejudice. In addition, federal law enforcement officials still claim to lack authority to intervene in antigay-bias crime situations. Thus, in 1994, the Justice Department told gay rights groups that it could not investigate a pattern of hate crimes in the state of Mississippi, even when asked by gay residents to do so and despite suggestions of possible antigay bias on the part of local police officials. The justification: a claim that the Justice Department lacked the jurisdiction because the Hate Crimes Act granted no such authority, but merely authorized the collection of bias-crime data.

Government-sanctioned discrimination has long been a target of gay rights organizers. At the federal level, the repeal of antigay employment laws, immigration policies, and the military ban on gay and lesbian service are the chief projects our movement undertook. We were successful in the first two, and failed dramatically in 1993 on the last. Antigay employment laws were instituted in the post–World War II era as the Cold War began. Their baseless rationale was to prevent federal civil servants from being blackmailed. In large part due to the work of Mattachine Society activists like Dr. Franklin Kameny, these restrictions were mostly eliminated by the U.S. Civil Service Commission in 1975. Immigration reform too was successful, with tremendous credit for this victory going to Representative Barney Frank (D-MA), who urged Congress to steadily dilute and eventually delete the antigay and antilesbian provisions of the Immigration Act in a comprehensive revision that passed in 1991.

At the state level, the gay and lesbian movement’s fight to overturn government-sanctioned discrimination focused on criminal laws. From its inception, the movement has sought to repeal laws that prohibit private, adult, consensual same-sex behavior, and laws that prohibit behavior for homosexuals that is legal for heterosexuals. Despite great progress, nearly half of the states still criminalize gay and lesbian sexual behavior. Many states eliminated their so-called sodomy laws in the sixties and seventies, as part of a modernization of state penal codes, which dropped a host of unnecessary statutes. But only three jurisdictions have decriminalized sodomy in the 1990s: Nevada and the District of Columbia had their sodomy laws repealed by legislation, while Kentucky had its law struck down by a state court.

In 1986, our effort to eliminate criminal laws ran into a roadblock when the U.S. Supreme Court handed down a sweeping and controversial decision, Bowers v. Hardwick, which upheld the constitutionality of the Georgia law under which a gay man was arrested for engaging in sex in his own bedroom. A closely divided majority declared that the Constitution did not shelter gay and lesbian behavior in the same way that it protected the private sexual behavior of heterosexuals. Citing the “millennia of moral teaching” against sodomy, a majority of the Court affirmed the right of states to legislate against homosexual behavior. The Supreme Court’s decision has since been cited repeatedly to justify many different kinds of discrimination against lesbians and gay men.

Even though direct criminal prosecutions under sodomy laws (like that of Michael Hardwick) are rare, collateral uses of the sodomy law are frequent. Unusually, several recent cases have invoked sodomy laws in civil contexts involving lesbians. In the past ten years, such laws have been invoked to deny visitation to a lesbian mother in Missouri; to defend the refusal to hire gay police officers by the Dallas Police Department; to prevent two lesbians from establishing a lesbian-feminist retreat center in Mississippi; to oppose the grant of guardianship to Karen Thompson, the lover of Sharon Kowalski, who fought for seven years before winning, in Minnesota; and to deny gay schoolteachers the right to work in Oklahoma. These cases represent just a fraction of incidents that garner public attention or make it to court. Despite such prosecution, the focus of most of the gay and lesbian movement since 1986 has not been on sodomy law repeal.

Gay and lesbian families undergo enormous stigma and discriminatory treatment. Our relationships are treated as illegal; gay parents must fight to keep custody of their own children merely because they are gay; we are denied the ability to be foster parents and to adopt; and some would even deny to single people (straight or gay) the opportunity to raise children. Marriage remains the aspiration of large numbers of lesbian and gay people; it is a quest that gay people have pursued in courts for several decades.

In 1992, the Hawaii Supreme Court agreed to hear a lawsuit, brought by lesbian and gay couples seeking the right to marry, which argued that the marriage law was invalid under the state’s constitution. The case is pending, and its favorable outcome could mark a turning point in this long-desired, but so far unavailable, goal of many gay people. Although same-sex domestic partnership is nationally recognized in Denmark and Norway, few American jurisdictions recognize such relationships; despite scores of lawsuits, no state yet has recognized same-sex marriage by legislation. Same-sex unions are now performed by some religious denominations, and if they were legalized, their frequency would probably surprise many heterosexuals. Still, the idea of gay and lesbian marriage is opposed by fundamentalist, Catholic, and Orthodox Jewish religious leaders. They argue that the sacrament of marriage is specifically defined as a heterosexual rite (and right) and should be so limited.

Without the opportunity to cement our relationships through the institution of marriage, gay and lesbian people have resorted to a creative array of contractual arrangements that attempt to win legal recognition for gay families on nonmarital grounds. The domestic-partnership benefits movement is an example of this approach. The spouses of heterosexual employees can receive health care benefits, bereavement leave, rights of inheritance, and other benefits, discounts, and travel awards, all of which are unavailable to unmarried straight and gay couples. Elimination of such marital status discrimination is controversial to those who believe that heterosexual marriage should be accorded “special treatment” and that it is, as Dan Quayle said during the 1992 campaign, the “preferred option.” Domestic partnership remains controversial even within the gay and lesbian community, because some activists argue that it is but a stopgap measure until we win the right to marry.

Another area of antigay and antilesbian discrimination that persists involves restrictions on, and barriers to, parenting by gay people. Literally millions of us are already parents, some through heterosexual marriages before we came out of the closet, others through adoption, or foster-parenting, or through bearing our own children as single mothers. Many more gay people would like to become parents, since our desire to be parents stems from the same desires for family and nurturing that heterosexuals feel. But courts still stigmatize gay and lesbian parents in custody cases. Results of such cases vary from state to state, but the trend is not necessarily toward liberalization. In 1993, two widely covered adoption cases dramatized the different results state courts can reach. In Virginia, a state supreme court denied a lesbian mother the custody of her own child, ruling her unfit; the Bottoms case was upheld on appeal in 1995. But in Massachusetts, the Supreme Judicial Court allowed the adoption of a child by the lesbian lover of the mother. When the facts of these two cases are examined more closely, it is clear that the different outcomes depended in part on the different economic status of the two sets of mothers. The Massachusetts couple was well off, while Sharon Bottoms was a struggling working mother. This suggests the truth that financial status likely affects the experience of discrimination of differently situated gay and lesbian people. Upper-middle class gay people are the first to benefit from the progress the movement makes—but such progress is not automatically available to working-class or poor gay people.

In other parenting situations, barriers to foster care, adoption, and artificial insemination remain in place against gay people in a number of states. Florida and New Hampshire prohibit gay foster care and adoption outright. Under the watchful eye of arch-conservative Gary Bauer, who served as head of President Reagan’s White House Domestic Policy Council and is now the director of the Family Research Council, a 1988 White House Task Force on Adoption opposed adoption and foster-parenting by lesbians and gay men. Also that year, the antigay Massachusetts foster-care policy became a national issue for gay and lesbian voters when Michael Dukakis was chosen as the Democratic nominee for President. Dukakis refused to meet with gay and lesbian organizations on this issue, but his antigay policy was ultimately declared unconstitutional by the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court, in a lawsuit brought by New England’s Gay and Lesbian Advocates and Defenders.

Lesbian and gay youth experience an especially pernicious form of discrimination. A Reagan-Bush administration study on youth suicide issued in January 1989, but suppressed by the White House and the Department of Health and Human Services until August 1989, concluded that a large number of young people attempt suicide because they have nowhere to turn to address questions about their sexual identities. (The number accounts for 30 percent of youth suicides.) Entitled Report of the Secretary’s Task Force on Youth Suicide, the study became the target of antigay former Congressman Bill Dannemeyer (R-CA), who succeeded in getting Louis Sullivan, Secretary of Health and Human Services, to repudiate the report because it made a series of gay-friendly recommendations. As a result of organizing led by the New York-based Hetrick Martin Institute (HMI) for lesbian and gay youth, a national coalition of youth advocates formed in 1993 to tackle the public policy needs of gay, lesbian, and bisexual youth. Despite enormous progress, and despite the excellent track records of a number of youth service programs, the problems of gay youth remain largely invisible to the mainstream and unaddressed by most school districts. Indeed, curricula and books that teach tolerance toward gay people are the targets of extensive attack by the far right. In 1993, the Rainbow Curriculum was defeated in New York as a result of the systematic organizing efforts of the Christian Coalition and the Catholic Church. The national mobilization to support gay students, teachers, and educational reformers is one of the brightest new directions in the gay and lesbian movement.

Gay and lesbian people are not thought of as a people with faith, but this myth is shattered by the truth that the largest grassroots organizations in our communities are religious. Each week, millions of lesbians and gay men worship at synagogues, churches, and temples. But few mainstream denominations welcome or recognize this devotion.

The abandonment of gay people by mainstream religious denominations actually reverses a trend toward tolerance and inclusion that guided church practices into the 1970s. In the sixties, the Council on Religion and the Homosexual, formed in San Francisco, was influential in calling for fair treatment of gay people by the police and the state. The council actually helped ease the senseless harassment of gay and lesbian organizations and bars that was pervasive in San Francisco in the early sixties. Similar coalitions have since helped enact gay rights legislation elsewhere. For example, in 1982 a broad-based religious coalition helped Wisconsin gay rights activists pass the first gay rights bill in this country. Attacks on the gay community galvanized the formation, in 1992, of People of Faith Against Bigotry, a large religious coalition in Portland, Oregon, which helped defeat the antigay ballot measure.

Two forces came together in the late seventies and early eighties to militate against lesbians and gay men within mainstream religious denominations: first, evangelical Christian denominations began to grow dramatically while old-line churches lost members and faced shrinking financial support; and second, the Christian Right began to organize as an explicitly political bloc, increasing its influence in the Republican Party through its key role in the coalition that elected Ronald Reagan. These shifting economic and political realities gave new life to the hard-liners in each denomination who suddenly began to resurrect medieval arguments against homosexuality (it’s an “abomination,” a “crime against nature”).

As a result, the last fifteen years have seen a series of pitched battles within most mainline churches over the issue of homosexuality, battles often lost by those favoring more progressive policies toward gay and lesbian people. Methodists, Lutherans, Episcopalians, followers of Conservative Judaism, and Baptists have all faced this issue and come out with varying versions of the Catholic Church’s admonition to love the sinner but hate the sin. Yet organized religion does neither. Instead, this ambivalent stance leads some mainline churches to actively oppose gay rights bills. The Catholic Church stepped up its antigay rhetoric in 1986, when the Vatican issued a “Letter on Homosexuality,” outlining its opposition to gay rights laws. This letter was reiterated and expanded upon by the Pope in 1992 in his Letter to the Bishops.

A handful of progressive churches and denominations have put forth a different view. The Quakers, the Unitarian Universalist Church, the United Church of Christ, and the Union of American Hebrew Congregations are among religious groups that advocate fair and equal treatment for gay men and lesbians. Gay rights campaigns across the country have succeeded when broad religious coalitions were organized to support us, and failed when we could not muster religious support.

VIRTUAL EQUALITY AND PUBLIC OPINION

What the discrimination our community faces—whether at work or on the street, at school or within families—actually reveals is the persistence of homophobia in the public mind. In this sense, discrimination represents the public manifestation of private attitudes, attitudes documented in public opinion polls exposing America’s deep ambivalence about homosexuality and civil rights. Poll takers tell us that the public supports fair and equal treatment for gays in most jobs, but when asked about certain job categories (like teachers or child care workers), or when questioned about gay or lesbian marriage and about our moral equivalence to heterosexuals, the public’s support withers.

Polling done by news organization, political campaigns, and gay and lesbian groups also offers insight into the public’s resistance to our full equality. In the spring of 1994, after examining the latest polling and focus group data available, the political consultant Susan Hibbard concluded that “consistently more than half of the US public view homosexuality negatively. At the same time, closer to 75% are opposed to discrimination. [T]he country is split on the need for protective legislation.”

As a threshold matter, polls about sexual orientation raise a number of troubling issues. For one, such polls call into question their accuracy; many people lie when asked about their sexuality and their sexual behavior. Researchers note this slant and attempt to adjust for it in their methodology or analysis, but their data always remain somewhat suspect. Also, people are less than forthright in declaring their opinions about such controversial subjects as sex or race. The tendency to say one thing and do another has been demonstrated repeatedly in voter preference polls done when black candidates run against whites or when antigay civil rights measures are on a ballot.

Second, polling has become ubiquitous and easily manipulated. As the old adage goes, “Statistics don’t lie; statisticians do.” Unfortunately, public opinion polls dominate the discourse of politics today. Instead of being guided by principles or political ideology, most politicians, like Newt Gingrich, are directed by focus groups and the “popularity” of their proposals. Polls have become the moral conscience of politics. As a result, we witness policymaking by popularity contest; decision-making by small focus groups; leadership by “sound bites”—or the essence of Ross Perot, who cited polls as the basis for many of his positions. I find this tendency in American politics depressing, but like all political activists today I use those polls which are advantageous to my position and discount those which contradict my views.

Finally, public opinion polls create the illusion of representative democracy—defined as majoritarian rule—but, in fact, they are the essence of tyranny, because they are so susceptible to manipulation and unpredictable influence. Results depend on what questions you ask, who asks them, how they are asked, what form of interview is used (phone, live, written), who is asked, and when they are asked. The most insidious and damaging polls in recent years have been those cited by our enemies to “prove” that a tiny minority of Americans are gay or lesbian. During the week preceding the Third National March on Washington for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual Rights and Liberation, held on April 25, 1993, front-page stories in major news dailies asserted that 1 percent of the American male population was gay. The statistic itself was based on an AIDS-related study of sexual behavior among men, conducted on a small national sample. That 1 percent of respondents in the study self-identified as exclusively homosexual was seized upon by the Christian Right as proof that the gay rights movement was nothing more than a radical fringe that had disproportionate power compared to its actual size. The statistic was widely repeated by major news outlets, including the New York Times, despite the sheer impossibility of its veracity. Although subsequent articles were published about the limitations of this study, few achieved the massive visibility of the first wave of coverage. The statistic stuck, although it is inaccurate.

For the past twenty years, the National Opinion Research Center’s Annual General Social Survey has consistently reported that between 70 and 77 percent of the American public believe that homosexual relations are “always wrong.” This moral condemnation has changed little despite the greater visibility of gay and lesbian people in recent years. Thus, in the eighties, 66 percent to 75 percent of Americans thought homosexuality was immoral; in surveys done in the nineties, 50 percent to 66 percent of those surveyed thought the same.

Polls also reveal that America is confused about its attitude toward gay sexuality, about the existence of antigay discrimination, and about the need for protective gay rights legislation. Americans remain split on whether or not to decriminalize same-sex behavior; a 1993 Gallup Poll found that 46 percent favored such decriminalization, while 48 percent opposed it, and the rest had no opinion. This split over gay sexuality has not changed since Bowers v. Hardwick.

Paradoxically, at the same time that the majority of Americans think being gay is morally wrong, a bigger majority condemn antigay discrimination. The American people do not like unfairness. This sentiment was best summarized by a statement from a man in a focus group in Oregon. He voted against the antigay ballot measure but said, “I don’t think being gay is right. It’s immoral. It’s against all religious beliefs. I don’t agree with gays at all, but I don’t think they should be discriminated against.” Thus, large majorities of Americans (ranging from 74 percent to 81 percent) answered yes to the question “Should homosexuals have equal rights in terms of job opportunities” in polls done over the past two years. But, not surprisingly, the percentage by which respondents condemned antigay discrimination decreased significantly when they were asked about specific job categories. Only 41 percent favored nondiscrimination against a gay person employed as an elementary school teacher; 47 percent to 53 percent favored nondiscrimination in employment of gay people as high school teachers; and only 43 percent favored employment of gay people as members of the clergy. Negative public attitudes toward specific job occupations reflect irrational fears and misconceptions about the prevalence of child molestation, and reflect the ambivalence fostered in the average person’s mind by the condemnation of homosexuality by religious leaders.

In recent years, as antigay groups have brought ballot petitions to challenge or ban passage of gay and lesbian rights laws, the issue of gay rights legislation has been debated in towns and communities from Lewiston, Maine, to Alachua County, Florida; from Idaho to Missouri; and from Washington State to Michigan. As these debates rage, new research on public attitudes toward homosexuality has been carried out. Hibbard notes that focus group data from the 1992 referenda campaigns in Oregon and Colorado, from a set of groups convened in 1993 in New York by the Empire State Pride Agenda, and from groups convened by the Human Rights Campaign Fund’s researchers in 1994 in Michigan and Florida produced the following conclusions:

1. that public opinion all over the country is deeply split over the need for protective gay and lesbian rights legislation;

2. that gay and lesbian rights protections are closely connected in people’s minds with more general distrust of “minority status, civil rights legislation, affirmative action, preferential treatment, employment quotas and special rights”;

3. that large numbers of Americans remain confused about what antigay and antilesbian discrimination means. Some question how a “chosen behavior” can claim discrimination. Others question whether gay people are stigmatized like other so-called legitimate minorities. And many people still do not know what kind of discrimination we experience. Finally,

4. that the messages we develop about gay and lesbian legislation in ballot campaigns are vitally important to educating the public about gay and lesbian lives in general.

More than just documenting opposition, focus groups and polls do help us to understand why people oppose gay and lesbian rights. In July 1993, U.S. News & World Report reported data on “the top ranking influences on voters’ attitudes on homosexuality.” In the poll, 29 percent of those surveyed identified religious organizations as the principal source of their views on homosexuality; of this group, 79 percent opposed gay and lesbian rights. Another 18 percent said that knowing someone gay shaped their views on homosexuality. Not surprisingly, 66 percent of those who knew someone gay or lesbian supported full civil rights. A third group in the poll—17 percent—said that the media were the main influences on their views toward homosexuality. Of this segment, 44 percent said they opposed gay rights. Finally, 15 percent said their families shaped their opinions on homosexuality. Of these individuals, 47 percent opposed full gay and lesbian equality.

A growing body of social science research confirms and clarifies these figures from the popular press. Nationally renowned psychologist Gregory Herek has pioneered much of this research in original studies on the causes of homophobia, AIDS-related stigmas, and antigay and antilesbian prejudice. Presenting social science data from several studies, Herek argues that the research supports
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