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Abstract:
Librarianship is a feminized profession, and like t&aghnursing, and social work with which it shares the
occupationat r ai t s -prf o fae dSissieam , 0 it s | o wattsidutadttaiasnegatimed pr e s

feminine image. To date, discussion afcaresponding male librarian image, general maleessand the
broader topic of gender issues has been minimal within the prafiesvhile serious discussion of gay male
librarians and their pfessional identity has been virtually nil. This study comparesetsgonses of straight
and seHidentified gay males to an explorat@yrvey of male members of the American Library Association.
Thetopics covered by the survey include reasons for entry into thetheléxistence and identity of a male
librarian steeotype, and gend&sues generally, including gender stratification of work and sexual
discrimination and/or harassment. Sdintified gay subjects shameany characteristics in common with the
straight cohort, includinthe identification of a gay maktereotype and some denialreumding gender equity
issues. On the other hand, the tentativeirfigs of this exploratory study raise the question of whether both gay
and straight male subjects overestimate the number of gay rieramanship. The report concludes with an
update on gay issu@sthin the profession since the survey was completed, and reendations for further
research.

Article:

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Cultural and Professional Contexts

The figender wa radeartyfl99Qs may difféeom eheirVRt8ridarscounterparts only in the
subtlety with whichpatriarchal claims are asserted (e.g., Sowell, 1989), but maleai&ation about work

place equity can hardly withstand scrutinythe light of studies which continue to show women dispropatrtion
ately impoverished and undegpresented in positions of authorégd poweiEqual Opportunity and

Affirmative Action (EO/AA) legislation notwithstanding (Blau &Ferber, 1986). If they belanthe lower and
middle classes, women are handicapped by theakedctations upon them as homemaker/mothers and
incidentalbreadwinners, roles that are no longer contested as mutuallypatibia in the economically

stringent 1990s, although taken ttgg, they exact a terrible toll on all women. Indeed, there is a sinister
aspect to the media scrutiny devoted to First Lady Hillary Clirdod, there is an inordinate amount of
specul at i on the preshlency, ad if litilé parts ofiher could be compartmentalzeighed, and
packaged separately; not only has she assumeddaugt dut i es i n her fAadvisory
re-createfrom ideological dust a leadership role establigmethe First Ladyin the Roosevelt presidency and
justify that role in terms of her seXhe cyclical natures of gender denial (denying that any equitygmab

exist), gender avoidance (ignoring problems of gender)gender backlash (whereby the oggsor claims the
disadvantagedtatus of the oppressed) are all the more threatening for the @¢mestiete with which they are
wielded: the same news commdntar s who scrutinize Mrs. Cpower élson 6 s
study her wardrobe accessories for signs of acquiestence it r adi ti onal 0 gender r
stylewouldb et ray her. Underneath al | Wakhingtonlhes & dualisncas @do o
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as Eve, one which thresns torelegate serious speculation about the future of gay and lesbiantissues
secondary, if occasionally more sensational, place.

Nowhere are the inherent relationships between gender rolegmgnsisues seen more clearly than in that group
of professionsfomany years assigned to t he sbcallark,andiispher e
librarianship, men have traditionally held a digmdionate number of administrative positions, while women,
who constitute the numerical majority in these fields, provide the buiklofi ne 6 wor ker s, t hu
the derogatory classificationbtfhes e occupati-pnefassiibeaemalsenSHEmMA o n
plethora of sociological and professa studies hadocumented the existence of vertical gender stratification
and ocupational gender segregation in each of these fields, but olittyananship has inquiry stopped short

of the radical genderanalyi s t hat woul d &g wveércte ot we r piNoddinm,d999; o0 f1 97
Casey, 1993), quest-sbnetameddfenbturersobdbf imal aeo
perhapsandirectly, inform the discussion of gay issues in the work p{@amichael, 1992, p. 413). Onaght
normally expect, for exapie, that gay male librarians would have a vested interest sutteessful outcome of
female equity issues, but such a scenaald occur only if these gay men were uncloseted and haduad
stake with women and ot hreform o rmregotatos ef the donditiomnsoof | t i e s
employment and &rger stake in the rdefinition of roles in the ideal social contralttcould not occur in

i nstances wher eforgteight onprdfitedsfrom g gaos straagtit@ldboy network of priviege.

While those understandings may seem-eeifient, they haveever been documented in the profession of
librarianship, probablyecause male librarians have seemingly taken little interest degessues. Ashort

|l i ved Mends | ss ue s Refpssikilitids ®Roundeableoof thetAmericals labcary Adsociation
(ALA), formed in 1982 -baseddliemd, Giaditebvamde deasf tt ®r g«
membership interest.

I n the Afeminizedod f i el dsiedbypfofessionalizadion,tspedatizatiohand b e
credentialism, all ofvhich have worked to the eventual disservice of females {@ajash, 1982; Noddings,

1990). Only in librarianship, however, the flush era following World War I, were conscious attempts made

to recruit more men into the profession with the hopesfrgs al ary | evel s (O6Bri en,
these efforts was, afourse, higher salaries for male librarians and a pattern of megdeladvancement to
administrative dominance in the library fiefzrticularly in academic libraries, library edtioa, and even in

public librariesthe traditional province of the female library digcfrom 1876 to the 1950s.

Like nursing and teaching, librarianship suffers from a negdititee mal e 6 st er eot ype. St
concerns are obsessiireall low-status, marginal professions, but whereas Christinbavig (1989) has
demonstrated quite clearly that there is a relatignbetween the drive for male nurses to achieve
administrativeprominence and their fear of being perceived as honwasexosuch studies have been
forthcoming in librarianship. Librarianship usually analyzed in terms of the generic female stereotype and
with reference to a hierarchial pattern of career progressionghibit corporate male values are exalted at the
expense of Afemal e0 nurt ur a+4l);in thd libranand infermagion fieldGaas r r
in other feminized fields, masculinist uals assume the guise of corporate bureaucrdmtt@mline mentality
eqguates information needs with technological (compliteracy and depersonalizes the human and
psychological comprents of individual informatioseeking in the more heavily fenized public and school
sectors. The most prestigious postsraserved for those in the more highly technological academis@exial
library fieldsthe underlying assumption being that wonaennot work as well with machines as men.

Ironically, the ideadr using mainframe computer memory to store bibliographical reaae from the Head

of the Downstate Medical Center Library, Sthkeiversity of New York (later the Medical Research Library of
Brooklyn), Helen Kovacs (Kovacs, 1966; State University of Newk. Downstate Medical Center Library,
1967), and the Machir®eadable Cataloging format which made this storage practpadisible and on

which all libraries now rely was devised by Hi@tte D. Avram of the Library of Congress. Incongruous and
incorsistent though the record of librarianship with respect to gay issagseem, it reflects in part the
ambiguity of the professional selinage, which has been formalized through myriad personalitgatype,



and Ai mageo studies, a Irefferercé to avriegativh femake stereotype (Ndwmyer, e d
1976).

Even more fundamental to the gender paradoxes of librariaissthipfact that it was a lovetatus profession

even before womefirst entered the library work force in 1856 (Stone, 1977, p. Ha}. of the reason for

Il i brariansd mar gi n bwestedmavithuhichunteltectualleredeagoes mat tied itiialtan

aims were held. The Calvinist tradition limited the scope of éarigrican literary endeavors; moreover, even
among fAenlightenedo soakdai nbsbidwuiné¢ shipwas flestrict@eéon y a m
males. Men speculated urdt least the end dhe nineteenth century about the pernicious effects of certain
subjectmat t er s and | iterary forms upon t he -§/sHeibrune ot y
1988, pp. 131).

Detailed accounts of the lives of early male librarians are aacktheir motivations and aspirations remain
virtually inscrutable Many of them were appointed for political reasons or dendioimel predilection rather

than competence. In the raw Newpribdic, male librarians seemed to be for the most part scholargsteer
primarily in their own work and only secondarily in their rale curator of the library collection, probably
because it was seen titsilar, demeaning, and generally inconsediamork. ThusGeorge Watterson, Third
Librarian of Congress, complained ofhisot fiBecause | am but a s cfigurebe,
in the estimation of a member of Congress or his lady. WWeeofjuill are apt to be considered of the class
vermesthatcrawlinobs cur ity and are only fit t dibréneworkwas mp | e
not considered part evenRalphrMalgo Efnensom Whose engamiuin abowd an d
univer sgrnegatsest need (fAa prof ess or libmfanshwamdd young mhlea t e
students at midentury againstlleo mi ng fAef f emi nate gowns meingalsffDubb e
Kansas went so far as to label male daeformers of theVictorian era, with whom librarians were by then

often classed, &t he third sexo6 (Hofstadter, 1963, p. 188)
credence to thefiachoiatébkl dctcuam tAhor i s tender p.
salaries and social expectations of librarians of the first tueeters of the nineteenth century proffered little
beyond respeability with a few very notable exceptions.

The two most prominent public librarians prior to 1876, the ywharAmerican Library Association (ALA) was
formed, were JustiVinsor of the Boston Public Library and William Frederick Paafiehe Chicago Public
Library. They were primarily historians amdy fathers who only incidentally offered practical innovations in

the library field. It took the young upstart Melvil Dewey to upbetir relative complacency, with schemes for a
professional assodian, acomprehensive and universal classification schiemkbrary materials, and
professional library education. Deweynad t t ed t he first female students
school in 1887, and he was dismissed for his efforts. He hadigistabaprecedent in creating a pool of

relatively cheap femallabor, however, which would transform the character of librahgnover the next half
century. In passing, it is interesting to ntiat President Julius Seelye of Harvard considered Déwaey- t r e
mendous talker, and a bit TBhéughano solidhistoricakevidkrice Hfag-Ho | | e
substantiated feminigiaims that Dewey was a womanizer, as some writers have clé§@aedson, 1979, pp.

76, 153, 280n), he did have a primary rol®pening the field to women on a large scale, so much so that
womenhave occupied between 91% and 81.5% of professional possitoces 1890. Throughout the

subsequent history of librariariphlibrarians have had difficulty in gaining governmental supporttieir

efforts, if for no other reason than the public library becammiaicipal ornament populated by females, in
which male librariansve r e me r ebbyg in hecloakcoms ofc | t ur e . O -ptofit-keatered| | n (
businesses, librarianship sufferccomparison with applied fields in which utility and practicality are
immediately evident in profit. The profession is marginal neebse the work of the library is not central to
productive scholarshipnd research, but because librarians have failed to make a angwase for it (Kies,

1989). In part, the low status of librariansivg t h r egar d t o mor e vilyimalg) profesmi z
sions like law and medicine makes gender equity issues seendaadulhis difficult to assign blame for the

pr of es s i onléns exclusiaalydo the natute of the work itself or to the percepfitime work as

female, since two are inextricably intertwined. hecent years, the sefprofessions have come under



increasing critism from feminists, and they are, according to literary critic Dlhmeh nson, fAas de
evero (Johnson, 1992, p. 16) .

Why then ask to what degree gay librarians differ from thieaight male counterparts in a feminized
profession? Why tacklthe existence of a negatiwgalelibrarian stereotype corresponditgthe female
stereotype? The approach of confronting genderess directly might go far in restoring some solidarity to the
claimsof both sexes to professional legitimacy (Carmichael, 1992, p. 8L6h claims cannot be made
without reference to a hirical legacy, to which the dearth of biographies of librarians, usthatby
dimensional panegyrics which make little reference to {p®pnchological complexities, their personal lives, or
their sexuality,contributes little (Carmichael, 1991). Librarians, who have lmeeticulous in preserving the
records of civilization, seem to habeen equally painstaking in erasing documentary evidence of their
per sonal l i ves, and t heerforitheimardy spgryof € Hoil &«il. fhes 11916
resolution of gendeissues both in the profession and in society at large remaiwsutible in which any real
sense of -thd dusivegmaikothé ninetieswill have to be refined.

The Gay Context

The American Library Association (ALA) was the first pradesal organization to form a Gay and Lesbian
Task Force (GLBTF)Gittings, 1990, p. 1). Organized informally by Janet Coopersmae! Fishman as the
Task Force on Gay Liberation 1970 (remamedthe Gay Task Force in 1975, the Gay and Lesbian Task Force
in 1986, and the Gay, Lesbian, and Bisexual Task Force in B@@Hpunched officially in 1971, the impetus

for the activities ofGLBTF was for fifteen years (1971986) provided by a nettibrarian, gay activist Barbara
Gittings (Dynes, 1990; Bundy &t i el ow, 1987, pp. 46, 50, 1D/G7EmidabiE
1983,pp.164 71) , who f oc us s eodthecomilatpn af bibhicgraphiesrofegayginddesbian
materialsthat refuted misinformation about homosexuality to be found osliblres of many libraries. While
early meetings of GLBTF wergometimes mildly sensational affaitee 1971 Dallas conferender example,

f eat ur eaHoamofisHeuxgu al 0 b o onationalntediacaltentson (Gittirgs, 1960 piB@ main
thrust ofgay library activism remained bibliographical (Gittings, 1978).

Negative gay and lesbian images in popular literature, the pafaiytlets for gay and lesbian writing and
publishing, and Library o€ongress Subject Headings which placed homosexuality undereha d i ng @A S«
Perversionso and tgpicsfordisaussion and referm (Giptings, 199@ Walf, 1972).
Beginningin 1971, GLBTF also sponsored informal Gay Book Awardsetmgnize and encourage the
publication of quality gay and lesbidiction and norfiction, and encourage gay and lesbiardsts. The

programs of GLBTF, which were open to the gay and lesbiamzonity in the host city at annual conferences,
included a gay filnfestival in 1978 and addressed the whole spectrum of library mdatéom young adult

fiction to gay and lesbian periodicals (Gt ngs, 1990, p. 8). GLBTFO6s gr ec
duction of a gay and lesbian bibliography, updated annually 1880 and distributed in thousands to the

library community asvell as to the general public (p.10). The culmination of these effortseatized at the

1986 New York ALA Conference when Gittingsesented the first official ALA Gay Book Award after more

than adecade of petitioning ALA council to endorse the awhmtil this point, the award had been given by

the task force, which operated funds derived separately from ALA dues. The 1986 meetingmsmme

ways a low point in GLBTF history, as attendance garse, and many of the conferees had removed their
name tagdefore entering the meeting, as if to protect their anonymityddidot, the subdued tone of the
audience and the rather forced taridevity from the podium was exacerbated by the June 3Ce8wgourt
decision inBowers v. Hardwickyhich in effect refused textend the right of privacy in consensual gay sexual
acts, and thisnformation had greeted the conferees from the newsstands antleegd the building in which

the GLBTF was convening.

While the activities of GLBTF may have had a profound imaxltibrary collections and created the
possibility of open discussioof gay and lesbian issues within the association, the efforts ofghaization
have been diluted by the sheer size of ALA andftagmentation of gay and lesbian concerns into a special
interestcategory. From its inception, the ALA record on gay rights agsvocal. The Intellectual Freedom



Committee debated for fowyears its right to consider the case of Michael McConnell, theofpestly gay man

to address a general session of ALA aboutrigiyts, under the rubric of its 1939 Intellectual Freedom
Statemen(Krug &Harvey, 1971, p. 891; Gittings, 1990, p. 14). McConnelllianesota library employee, had

lost his job in 1970 when hsmployer learned that he had applied for a marriage license wilibvisis Jack

Baker. McConnell appealed the decision inthecobrts,t | ost t he case on the b
implementindhi s unconventional i deas o (uedHistappeaty 0 ALALSIO O ,
1975, then moved on to otherwof&ko me si de effects of that egayl y st
support resolution in 1971 and eguatemployment policy inl974, but at least one letter published in the
association journajuestioned the propriety of defending gay rightsintheenafp r of es si on al s
responsi bilityo ( Bo aauldnat dbrivthe)cloak &f Qay aghts with thetsimee AL A
righteousnessvith which it had finally braved black civil rights in 1964 when #ssociation prohibited ALA
officials from participating in southerstate association library meetings which were still segregated (Josey,
1987, p. 17). To be fair, it should be noted that the ALA actstetce on civil rights had been painfully slow

in coming (DuMont,1986).

The literature on books and services to gays and lesbiafselagrowing, although there have been no
professional or histoei a | accounts of gay | ibrari aGLBTF{978,er t h:
1990). A recent history of ALA social activism the 1960s and 1970s accords only passing mention to GLBTF
among the various fAi smso o fpp. d6h50, 1p5e177).dhk oytpBtwiresgarch&
in librarianship relahg to gay and lesbian issues in the profession has also beepaiigap, since it has been
slanted more towards collections and lesgards the sociology of the profession. Research and publigation
gay and lesbian librarianship has confined itself to patron resdisccess (Whitt, 1990; Creelman &Hatrris,
1991; Gough &Greenblatt, 1992), bibliographical and literary analysis (Santavi®@#; Harsin, 1992), gay

and lesbian materials (Alyson, 1983ough &Greenblatt, 1990), and librarian attitudes towards tssheaf

gay materials (Pope, 1974) and censorship (Gough & Glaenl992, p. 61). Even professional discussion of
AIDS issues habeen bibliographical in scope and relatively muted in light opikietal professional role
librarians might have claimed with a mgyeactive stance in promoting public awareness of informatiomut

the disease: to date, only one library (Norman, Qé§ihstalled an HIV testing center within its walls. While

the bibliagraphic accomplishments of gay and lesbian librarians haverdene h t o combat At h
l i brarieso ( Gitt shortgoshaving éh impact,on thetsecial arfid privdess roleatmatgay
librarians play; worse, they have not informed discussiomgnéler issues, and the activist impetus of the
1970s had been maimeamed almost out of existence by 1990. In this regardjkeisise worth noting that

the feminist studies of the 1970s at@BO0s (e.g., Schiller, 1979; Heim, 1983; Grotzinger, 1983; Hiderd,

1985) had little impact on general discussion of professiesaks outside the special interest groups to which
thes discussionsvere confined (Baum, 1992). Perhaps typical of professionals firetdegay and lesbian
librarians have focussed on material @tidnt needs more than they have their own, and theteffelfenent

has kept them politically disempowered within the professatihpugh the ALA officially adopted anen
discrimination clause iman amendment to its Byaws in 1988.

Naturally, GLBTF activities represent only a small segmetibadrians. Although aleast one paper has
proposed that as many &8 percent of male librarians are gay (Hoffman & Minz, 1987stndy has either
substantiated or refuted that speculation. Whaigsificant is thebeliefthat a majority of male librarians are

gay andthe logical proposition that the social agendas of the ALA neclysstect the professional

aspirations of librarians as a whole. Tdssumption that many male librarians are gay may have beerefbs

by the sensationalism which greets gay sex sdand thelibrary, such as the 1978 incident at The University

of Georgiaduring which the director, associate director, and four assistaatalis were removed from their
positions after charges of sexuaproprietiesandbias against female employe@nd during whicla faculty
commi ttee report st at e dave sigaiticanfiyrafbeater she managémemt anld mdraleo
ofthelbr aryo (fAiSex bias rai sed i norslsexlusualy gyesilibragians arbgd, 0
name; the female stereotypseasexual. Public imagination is fuelled by the downfall of autdr@an figures

like librarians, so perhaps the image of male lilaragias gay has more to do with wiskiillment. At any rate,

this paper does not assume an inflated rate of gays or lesbians in wdeyor the activities of GLBTF as



atypical of gay organizationa any other profession. Numerically, it may be more accuradssome that the
activities of GLBTF eflect the views of a vergmall group of the 55,000 librarians able to afford the rather
substantial ALA membership fees and able to absorb the evensuabstantial travel and accommodations
expenses associated witbhnference attendance and participati

THE MALE LIBRARIAN STEREOTYPE SURVEY

Original Findings

In 1991, the author surveyed a random sample of male Aembers to determine their attitudes towards the
following quesions:

1. why they had chosen a career in librarianship;

2. whether or not they were aware of the number of woméheriield when they entered,;

3. what, if any, impact the sexual revolution has had on makeiggs towards gender issues (work place
equity, job stratificiion, the impact of affirmative action/edquapportunity legitation, and the relative
advantage/disadvantage of males wibpect to females in terms of salary, advancement, artdaghigngs of
privilege);

4. whether or not they had ever been the subject of sextaddment and/or discrimination from males
and/or females;

5. whether or not they recognized a male librarian stereowypieh corresponded to the negative female
stereotype and, 80, its source and prevalence; and

6. what impact, if any, the technological réwiion has had otthe perception of librarianship as a
profession?

In addition, subjects were asked to supply demographiaelatang to age, state of birth, state or region of career,
marital statu§ i ncl udi ng categor i es Withparhienra,ror i fiegda yo, o sfi gnagyl ev
Awi dowed, 0 a ethnicify @eérived from &.d650Census classifications), positionditié position rank.

The survey, consisting of 19 questions, wastpsted amongnale library staff members at Walter C. Jackson
Library at TheUniversity of North Carolina at Greensboro. Six questions wesigned to solicit categorical
responses; eight multiplehoicequestions solicited elaborations on categorical responsesyaqddstions provided
checkilists that yielded randrder data, includg the stereotype list, gathered from scattered referencesimage
literature and supplemented by suggestions gatherednfiade and female colleagues in the field. Respondents
were alscasked to supply additional male stereotypes not on the list of Wigglwere aware and to indicate their
attitude towards resolution tfie image dilemma from a categorized list of alternatives cdilted solutions
proposed in recent image literature (Kies, 198%ecial Libraries Association, 1990; Stevens, 1988). Further open
endedresponses to the whole complex of questions surroundingn#ife stereotype, senole stereotyping
generally, and malesiibrarianship were solicited at the end of the survey.

Respondents were chosen by selecting a male name from faespeankorder (e.g., fourth male name) on each
page of thel996G91 American Library Association Handbook of Organizatod Membership DirectonA cover
letter accompanying the sungyaranteed respondent anonymity and asked for return of theogoase. Responses
were coded and tallied; categorical resporsasing to male advantage in the profession, the existence ofallee
stereotype, the existence of gender work roles, and the iofgachnology on the male stereotype were subjected to
Chi-squardests using the Statistical Package in the Social 8ee(SPSX) at the probability level op < .05.
Detailed results, statistical pratees, and methodological problems were reported in full iaaher article
(Carmichael, 1992). What follows is a brief sumn@drthe results.

The survey yielded an unusually high response rate (482 usstanses, or 73%, out of a total of 655 surveys sent),
due perhapwt the fact that two weeks after the survey was mailed (Octob&992,), Supreme Court nominee
Clarence Thomas was chargedhvseexual harassment by Prof. Anita Hill, and hearings were heldOaiober 9 to
October 15, with a degree of press coverage paratialgdy the Watergate Hearings. Two weeks later, on October
25,Senator Edward M. Kennedy, who had remained silent throumgt of the HilThomas hearings, publicly
apologized for his pasexual misconduct. The William Kennedy Smith rape trial beg&rctwber 25. These events, the



press coverage, and public discassurrounding these events no doubt flavored the responseswadrielreceived
and highlighted the importance of the issuesined.

Principal findings germane to the present study relate to sgpeeand gender roles. Nearly two thirds (59.53%) of
respondentstated that they believed in the male stereotype, and amongtheessyst prevalent was a gay male
stereotypei e f f e mi raatl & -vidhhywdaddidentified by 287 (81%) respondents. Mdtieudes towards the
stereotype were ambiguous; equal numbersspiondents (164, or 37% each) checked responses stating tharthey
generally false, that the profession should quit talking atbeum, and that the profession should get a sense of
humor abouthem. As this particular question permitted respondents to chamsethan one response, some of the
same subjects chose thesaers indicating that the profession should get a sense of languit talking about the
stereotype. With regard to gender issuesirprisingly large number of men (216, or 45%) denied thathaeéany
advantage in advancement with respect to females, tsbaiitical studies continue to show women earning less
moneythanmen in librarianship, especially when the cost of their educatiact@ed in, and also occupying fewer
directorships or comparaldeadership in the profession than their numerical predomin@ogghly 80%) would
warrant (Schiller, 1974; Dowell, 1988; Bud990; FeyeStukas, Kirkland &Myers, 1990; Lynch, 1992). Wihileidents

of sexual harassment were relatively rare, 61 respor{d&pt3 reported instances of discrimination or harassment, and
anadditional 24 respondents (5%) reported incidents which didfatiostrictly within either category (e.g.,
exclusion from interiodecorating decisions). The objects of these complaints were woroeer half of the cases
(56%), men in 10% of casemd both memnd women in 30% of cases. The remainder of respondents spkniby a
source of complaint.

Because of the exploratory nature of the survey instrumenthargiall number of questions calling for mutually
exclusive catgorical responses, statistically significant relationships could teendieedbetween only a limited number
of variables. Subjects whielieved that there was a male librarian stereotype were moretikéllieve that the
technological revolution had altered the stgype ( = .000); those who believed that the technological reigyiu
had altered the stereotype were more likely to be gay.Q09)r to have been born in the South or West (019)

Most startling of all, perhaps, was the dissonance betwegretbeption that many male librarians are-gafact
which emergeth openrended responses and was bolstered by the numbes gfflendent s who sel e
(probabl y glbran steestypand theanuneber of selflentified gay subjectsho responded to the
survey (44 respondents, or 9%). As staadier, there is no substantial evidence that would indicaterésence

of large numbers of gay male librarians, thougmmentgeceived in the present survey, which ranged from bland
complasance about the number of gays to the openly hostile commetitetipaofession would be well rid of them,
indicate that théveliefthatgay males predominate in librarianship is queteong indeedmong straighaind gay

men. While it seems perhaps naturadageume that gay males would be attracted to atm@ateningrofessional
environment in which competitive values were swied by a service ethic, gay respondents to this survey are not
professionally moribund; in fact, they were more keenly awattgeafurative value of technology to the professional
image dilemmahan the straight cohort, and seemed most open to technologioshtion, as well as to the
advantages of additional prestige whigkir minority statusis malesfforded.

The second group of findings related to the degree of geleaeal prevalent anmg male librarians. The
researcher had prcted to find that male librarians were more open to issugsnafer equity than not and to
display a high degree of tolerantmevards their female eworkers. Such was not the case, howeidthough

over 88 perent of men stated that they had felt likeiaority with respect to females, 259, or 53% of the
subjects wereurrently in administrative positions, slightly over half of theseving as head library
administrator or an equivalent position aslidjhtly less than half serving as department or branch head- More
over, operended comments, while they included a numbersghtful comments about the dilemmas faced by
female librariansalso disclosed a remarkable degree of bitterness about daffienaation and equal

opportunity initiatives. As one straight respondexpressed his frustration:

Tenure, promotion and work assignments have become inggBaslanted against straight men in particular, and againsbexil in
general, within librarianship. There is an increassegse that women can underachieve in the sense of ¢eams, papers, hours of

duty or difficulty of duty.... But this issupposed to be glossed over because they (womerjnare:i n ur t Wirsiurpg,00 t i
Afsensitive, 0 ObWwepeeflealtetdi evear @dproductive, 0 Acapable, 0
message WoEm@hA&mi norities are par tdnotsosabtielugdeteenxcto:u rfa@estd It cos taly
man! DielSo we can bl ame you for all our ills!o



While one must be careful about conclusions that can be dramrthis study, due to the nature and design of
the instrument, themall number of respoas (less than 2% of total ALA membaip), and the difficulty of
assigning value to qualitative respondégy suggested that the male librarian profile was more troubled and
complex than the literature had thus far indicated. Followindgp#ioklashagaist gay | i br ari an
official journalinthefallof 1992 (cl earest exampl es Fdr wid ccho lau
American Librariedor October and Novembet992, though the debate is ongoing), it was decided to re
examinethe data from a comparative perspective between gay and streatgd. In the original survey data
collection, an arbitrary ctaff date was set so that coding and compilation could be completestn

additional surveys were received from gay males aftedéaglline, bringing the total percentage of gay
responses to almo&2%. This figure still approximates the widelgcepted Kinseinstitute estimate (8%) of

males in the general populatiomnavhaveengaged in samsex activity over a period of at least three years, a
figure which still, accordirgttiomad er @acvantl abp cat &
population (Reinisch1990, p. 139). While the method of datdiection on marital statusbviously leaves
self-disclosure as the sole criterion for detenmgnsexual orientation, it should be noted that gay polemic has
bynomeans settled on a conclusive definitionved th
lifestyle vs. sexual prefence vs. sexual acts, or from a more basic biological persp@digs, 1990, pp. 132
169).

Responses from selientified gay respondents were isolafemim those of the straight respondents, the
percentage of total sponses for the two groups were calculated separately, addfénence between
percentage response for the two groupsléded by subtracting the memtage of straight responses from the
percentage of gay responses. The resulting percentage, indicdtedight column of the tables which
accompany the followindiscussion, thus indicate a positive variance or a negative vaiagag responses

with respect to straight responses. Because drttedl numbers involved in the gay ssémple, no additional
statigical tests were run, nor were straight responses received aftertibie date tallied, since the object of
augmentingand isolating th@ay responses was to give a fuller picture of the professional prbiley

librarians, and to compare their views of stereotype, stamgsgender issues with those supplied by the straight
subjects.

The Gay SubSample

Demographic mfile of gay male librariansthe demographiprofile of gay librarians is remarkably similar to

that of the straighdample in most salient respects outside of marital status (see Talihe Hjfficulty of
establishing discrete categories is evident evehdmesponses received in the marital status categories, since it
incl udes t wo f ndaersrcireidboe dneans sfegafy 6 and #fAbi sexual 6 r
made thenotation thahis partner was recently deceased, which raises the question eft her A wi d o w
describes only legal status or also include€motional state of being, or both. Slightly more gay men have a
partner (57%) than not (42%), but there arélBore marriedtraight males than gay males with partners. The
age range of gayales is younger than the straight cohort. While 5 gay malesS8eseolder, nearly half of

them are between the ages of 36 andofxourse, age differential may refleargerational differences, and
younger gay males may simply be more willing to disclose #®iual preference on a questionnaire than older
subjects. It is intarsting to note also that the gay males show slightly more attvaisity than the straight

sample or the original combined samjtewhich 95 percent of all subjects were white; however, thévela
insignificant numbers of ethnic minorities in the sampfiece the difficulty that the profession has experiehce

in attractingqualified minorities, particularly African Americans. Part of glieblem lies with the limitations of

the method of sample selecti@mce ALA does not track members by sex, and it was often siippeso

determine the sex of Asians, Africans, and other foregjionals, even with outside assistance. Generic names
also preented groblem, as several questionnaires were returned as Has@mgmistakenly directed to a

female. Even the census caiggs ofethnicity presented problems for two respondents, since onAnghs

Indian, while another was a Hispanic who made the notdtwh i t € raceo beside t he




With respect to rank and position, the gay males hold 16 pdeseat admimstrative posts than straight males,
though only 5 parent fewer are actually head library administrators. Gay matéssisample occupy a greater
percentage of department or brahead positions, and 13 percent more gay males work in techaivates

jobs, a traditionally female domain, but also an areshith knowledge of computer systems and operations
has becomanperative. Only one gay librarian works with the schools, ircdpacity of systeAevel

supervisor; none are school mediacsalests. While operended responses received by straight school media
specialists made clear that there is active discouragement ofchalel media specialists in some locales, legal
constraints on teaelns and the dagarescandal mentality may have also discouragga male entrants in this
area, particularly if they are gay (Schreyogel, 1986). Prejudice against gays in the classroom setting,

TABLE 1. Demographic Profile of Sample of Men Listed in ALA Handbook
of Organization 1990/91 and Membership Directory with Comparative Data
for Self-Identified Gay Men in the Sample

Straight Gay Percent
Subjects Subjects Difference
n! (%) n2 (%) n2%-n1%

TYPE OF LIBRARY

Academic 212 (48.40) 31 (52.54) 414
Public 131 (29.90) 18 (30.51) 0.61
Special 45 (10.27) 4 (8.78) —3.49
School 26 (5.93) 1 (1.69) —4.24
Library Educator 13 (2.96) 2 (3.39) 0.43
Vendor 7 (1.59) 1 (1.69) 0.10
Other 4 (0.91) 2 (3.39) 2.48
POSITION FUNCTION

Administration 241 (55.02)a 23 (38.98) —-16.04
Reference 67 (15.30) 11 (23.73) 8.43
Technical Services 37 (845 13 (22.03) 13.55
Collection Development 22 (5.02) 2 (3.39) —1.63
Automation 18 (4.11) - —-4.11
Faculty Member 17 (3.88)b 2 (3.39) —-0.49
Circulation 10 (2.28) - -2.28
Special Collections 8 (1.83) 2 (3.39) 1.56
Other 7 (1.60) 2 (3.39 1.79
Government Documents 5 (1.14) - -1.14
Youth Services 4 (0.91) 1 (1.69) 0.78
Audiovisual Services 2 (0.46) - —-0.46



Straight Gay Percent

Subjects Subjects Difference

n' (%) n2 (%) n2%-n' %
POSITION RANK [6]
Head Library Administrator 127 (29.39) 14 (23.73) —5.66
Functional Specialist 101 (23.38) 17 (28.81) 5.43
Department or Branch Head 99 (22.91) 18 (30.51) 7.60
Other Administrator 68 (15.74) 7 (11.86) -3.88
School Media Specialist 18 (4.17) - —-4.17
Library School Faculty 13 (3.00) 2 (3.39 0.39
Other 6 (1.39) 1 (1.69) 0.30
EDUCATION [4]
MLIS or equivalent 281 (64.75) 44 (74.58) 9.93
Master of Arts or Science 80 (18.43) 9 (15.25) -3.18
PhD or DLIS 58 (13.36) 4 (6.78) —6.58
Bachelor's Degree 6 (1.38) -- -1.38
Bachelor in Library Science 5 (1.15) - -1.15
Certificate of Advanced Studies 4 (0.92) 2 (3.39) 2.47
AGE [2]
21-35 43 (9.86) 8 (13.56) 3.70
36-45 188 (43.12) 29 (49.15) 6.03
48-55 138 (31.65) 17 (28.81) —2.84
> 55 67 (15.37) 5 (8.47) —6.90
ETHNICITY [8]
White 412 (95.81) 53 (89.83) —5.98
Black 6 (1.40) 2 (3.39 1.99
Hispanic 5 (1.16) 2 (3.39) 2.23
Mixed 4 (0.93) 1 (1.69) 0.76
Asian 2 (0.46) 1 (1.89) 1.23
Native 1 (0.23) - —0.23



TABLE 1 (continued)

Straight Gay Percent
Subjects Subjects Difference
n! (%) n2 (%) n2%-n' %
MARITAL STATUS [2]
Married 305 (69.95)
Single 73 (16.74)
Divorced 32 (7.34)
Gay°® - 25 (42.37)
Gay w/Partner - 34 (57.63)
Widowed 16 (3.67)
Single w/Partner 10 (2.29)
REGION OF BIRTH [22]
Midwest 147 (35.34) 25 (42.13) 7.03
Northeast 132 (31.73) 16 (27.12) -4.61
South 79 (18.99) 12 (20.34) 1.35
West 44 (10.57) 5 (847 —2.10
Foreign 14 (3.37) 1 (1.69) —1.68
REGION OF CAREER [144]
Multiple 75 (25.51) 5 (8.47) —17.04
South 71 (24.15) 5 (8.47) —15.68
Midwest 61 (20.75) 19 (32.20) 11.45
Northeast 50 (17.01) 19 (32.20) 15.19
West 36 (12.24) 10 (16.95) 4.71
Foreign 1 (0.34) 1 (1.69) 1.35

Note. N = 497; [Numbers in brackets] Indicate numbers of missing straight responses; all gay males
completed personal data forms.

8Includes 18 school media specialists.

bincludes 4 academic librarians who have split teaching assignments and library duties.

CIncludes 2 married men self-described as “gay” and “bisexual” respectively.

particularly at the elementary school level, has been documextiasively (Harbeck, 1992).

On the other hand, gays are more likely to have the professi@untial of a Master of Library and

Information Science (MLIS cequivalent) than their straighohort, although 6 percent fewer gdngs/e earned

the PhD, and 4 percent fewer have earnedasen@end t er 6 s i n another field. T
themasterds as the terminal d e gthegreater rumbkeroktoldey atrgight a mp
men. The Bachelor of Librarf§cience was the terminal degree until about 1949, and inlscales was

considered an acceptable academic credential longladitedate. In other positions, other employment criteria
may havebeen acceptable. It should be noted that two of the gay subjectsadpwevious working experience

in libraries were now workingonh ei r doct orates, though hgonese, t hey

It was not necessary to control for geogliaphdiversity inselection of the sample, since all regions of the

United States werkairly evenly represented. Geographically, the gay men in thiplsamail from all parts of

the country, but the greatest clustershefm have worked in the Northeast or Midwest. A more meaningful

di stinction than Aregion whicarearcdumieghtiumhbdaa/ b
the stereotypic s sumpti on t hat gay men srhgandrhbhoaki hgbdbean:



attractions of big cities (Harry & DeVall,978, pp. 1558.59). Even the urban/rural dichotomy is becoming
more difficult to define, however, as urban residents frequerntbrporate smattown values in their lifestyles
(Lamar, 1992). Aeplication of the present study which targets urban areas ygjthta higher percentage of
gays than does the present samjbleugh that case may be harder to prove now than in th&lpi® era. What
does seem demographically significant is that 17 pefeardr gay men have multiplegion careers than do
straight menThis finding would seem to suggest either more limited mobilityéoyr librarians, or a more
promi nent s ens egraphic stabpity) & ¢heirdiveg. Whether they gansriouslycaanter to the
conventional wisdom that mobility promotes caragvancement (Taylor, 1983) or simply have not yet had the
oppotunity to move out of the region can not be determined from thepdavaded.

Entry into the professiorsked why they became librarians, amdether their family supported their decision,
over 23 percent momgay librarians attributed their choice of career to previous expaiin libraries, either as

a library assistant, a patron in a pullilcary, or as a student (see Table 2). Eleven percent fewer gay than
straight librarians chose the profession byiget or happenstanck most cases, subjects chose more than

one category to descriltleeir experience, and several elaborated on their reasons. Theended responses

make clear the importance of mentorshigdibgarians in recruiting candidates to the profession. While one gay
subject relied on the recommendation of a friend who had reagstdined a degree, in another case, the
subj ect was jmerhighusehdotlibrarianywhdiveas astute enougasttess mgersonality

correctly and take me under her wing; made the libmdrgme and a haven for me; gave me a sense of worth. |
neverwant ed to do anything el saenoatfhteerr stuhbajte ctti nter.eod il
fiendwhowas& i brari ando in promoting hi ¢thedomadf epromisent i n b
chil drenbds aut horar rsanagtee da ntdnh aotr ghaen il ziek etdh ifietigos © e & n d
ampl eso for him when he wawhowaeredath librarians &d fellovged their ma n
example, while onlpne was apparently driven by a passion for the materials lihati¢is contained (in this

case, local history). Severahets echoethe perspectives of some straight academic librarians who Idoged

the atmosphere of academe, but eschewed the teachipglaishing pressures of the tenure track. For
example, one lawtudent switched to librarianship when the strains became ahibeaout had longange

plans for starting his own business; libaauship served as a waation at which he could develop his own
personal interests.

While the parents of 67 percent @fyglibrarians supported thalecision to become a librarian without apparent
reservations,thmot her of one gay son #ft ol dheratgomdgdmord y |  w:
i mportant than a ldarmtrsarwhom.a v nloitthrear ihaands tpiap as



TABLE 2. Entry of Straight (n!) and Gay (n?) Subjects into Librarianship

Straight Gay Parcant
Subjects Subjects Difference
n' (%) n? (%) n?%-n' %

ieason for Becoming a Librarian® (n? = 433, n? = 58)

Love of Books 249 (57.51) 30 (51.72) -579
Previous Experience in Libraries 186 (43.42) 30 (67.24) 23.82
Accidant or Happenstance BO (18.48) 4 (6.90) -11.58
Likely Advancament 56 (12.93) 8 (13.79) 0.86
Interest in Computers 3 (8.31) 4 (6.90) -1.41
Monthreatening Environment 28 (6.47) 8 (13.79) 7.32
Failure at Other Work 21 (4.85) 3 (517 0.3z
Suggestion of Family or Friend & (1.39) 1 (1.73) 0.33
Suggestion of Other Librarian 3  (0.89) - —D.69
SAMILY SUPPORTED DECISION (n' = 423, n? = 58)

Supported Decision 307 (v2.58) 40 (67.80) —4.78
Supported, But With Reservations 50 (11.82) 11 (18.84) E.82
Don't Know 47 (11.11) 7 (11.88) 0.75
Did Not Support Decision 19 (4.49) 1 (1.69) —2.80
Total 423 (100.00) 50 (99.99)

Respondents checked as many reasons as applied to this item, so percentages do not sum to 100.

theated Wwhich he had originally wated to pursue, and about whitteydwiere not happy. ®wo other ibrarians

were firstgeneratiorcollege graduates, and in one cas@y decision on college waset with awe) @while in the
other,6tbey didrit know what librarianglid, but they wanted me to do whatever | chdabey alwaygave

wonderful sipportd I at leat two cases, the subjects malgieir decisions autonomously, and did not consult their
parents. Itwo other cases, parents had reservations about the epovireg of librarians, one because they
were fdafraid | sw@wplod tnat stpeo uskel ea ntdd o the paeemslidngtdo a n
Afconsider | ibrarianship to be a high status prof
support fodibrarianship as a career in the majority of both straight andegponses, there is no reason to
supposeftat their attitudes towardke profession were shaped by family to any significant extent.

The male librarian stereotypd s k ed whet her they fbelieved ino the
guarters of gay librarianesponded affirmatively, a positive differential of over 18% asteaight responses

(see Table 3). One of the points of confusion wliils question is that the phraseology suggests possible
endorsementf the stereotype, whereas the question should have been phrgsedytavhether such a
stereotypexists Moreover, the questioleaves in doubt the source of the stereotype, and some respandents
the straight group distinguished between public, psidesil,and personal belief in the stereotype. The gay
group as a whole, awiginal findings indicated, are more likely to believe in the stgpsothan their straight
counterparts, perhaps because social ¢timmitng as a minority member has made them more sensitive to
stereotypes generally. One respondent even anticipated thetehasdion of the stereotype in the next
guestion bylwdsttnge! dGagxt to t he tarfothdunderbned ve a
fyeso twice and add e dqualiied hissposdite iresponsewath timetolsservatiom, ot h e
ANat urweolullyd, |Ili ke to think that | acomnmeottecewedsith¢he e ot
negative responsesferredtoalong ar eer i n which he had known Atoo
professiono to form a personal stereotype.




As to the identity of the stereotype, almost 15 percent moréhgaystraight librarians identified the

feffeminate (probably gay)o stereotype, though t
distinct categories, and one of them crossedowther d fef f emi nated in his res:s
rankings ofthe stereotypes remained the same in both the gay and stalggamples. Ten percent more gay
men recogni beybhehbdbgsesudewvreds quickly in the |ibr
TABLE 3. The Male Librarian Stereotype
Straight Gay Percent
Subjects Subjects Difference
n' (%) n? (%) n2 %-n' %
Belief in Male Stereotype (n'! = 430, n? = 56)
Yes 252 (58.60) 43 (76.79) 18.19
No 122 (28.37) 9 (16.07) —12.30
Don't know 56 (13.02) 4 (7.14) —5.88
Total 430 (99.99)2 56 (100.00)
Stereotypes Identified? (n! = 315, n2 = 51)b
Effeminate, probably gay 251 (79.68) 48 (94.11) 14.43
Powerless, socially inept; goonish 185 (58.73) 32 (82.75) 4.02
Unambitious, unwilling or unable
to succeed in “real” world
outside librarianship 171 (54.29) 31 (80.78) 6.49
Scholar; ranges from shy, retiring
to “fiery tornado” 159 (50.48) 24 (47.06) —3.42
Bookman; disavows
information science 100 (31.75) 19 (37.25) 5.50
Golden Boy; jumps easily from library
school to directorship of library 78 (24.76) 18 (35.39) 10.53
Knows everything; agressive,
smarty pants 70 (22.22) 17 (33.33) 11.11
Corporate electronics advocate;
books are beneath him 43 (13.65) 9 (17.65) 4.00
Promiscuous; ladykiller 20 (6.35) 3 (5.88) —-047
Other 43 9



TABLE 3 (continued)

Straight Gay Percent
Subjects Subjects Difference
n' (%) n2 (3) n2%-n' %

Where Stereotype First Encountered® (n' = 287, n? = 49)b
Workplace 80 (27.87) 9 (18.37) -9.50
In library school 72 (25.08) 9 (18.37) -6.71
Before library school 70 (24.39) 20 (40.82) 16.43
Have always been aware 70 (24.39) 18 (36.73) 12.32
Casual acquaintances 60 (20.91) 11 (22.45) 1.54
Through public/civic/campus 41 (14.29) 9 (18.37) 4.08

Other 26 8

Where Stereotype Encountered Most Often® (n? = 281, n2 = 48)b
Casual social encounters 164 (58.36) 36 (75.00) 16.64
Other librarians 119 (42.35) 25 (52.08) 9.73
Professionals in other fields 71 (25.27) 12 (25.00) -0.27
Professional literature 22 (7.83) 5 (10.42) 2.59
Family 13 (4.63) 1 (2.08) —2.55
Other 38 5

Attitude Towards Male Stereotypes? (n? = 398, n2 = 56)t
They are generally false 153 (38.44) 14 (25.00) -13.44
Ought to get a sense of humor

about them 145 (36.43) 24 (42.86) 6.43

Ought to stop talking about them 91 (22.86) 18 (32.14) 9.28
They are generally true 50 (12.56) 10 (17.86) 5.30
Don'’t know 31 (7.79) 2 (357 —422
They are useful 16 (4.02) 2 (3.57) —0.45
Other 48 8



Straight Gay Percent
Subjects Subjects Difference
n' (36) n2 (%) n2%-n"%

Has the Technological Revolution Altered the Stereotype? (n! = 404, n2 = 57)

Don't know 152 (37.62) 15 (26.32) -11.30
Yes 123 (30.45) 29 (50.88) 20.43
No 129 (31.93) 13 (22.80) -9.13
Total 404 (100.00) 57 (100.00)

How Has the Technological Revolution Altered the Stereotype? (n! = 181, nZ = 36)

Improved image 152 (83.98) 33 (91.67) 7.69
No change 11 (6.08) 1 (2.77) -3.31
Worsened image 4 (2.21) 1 (2.77) 0.56
Other 14 (7.73) 1 @77 —-4.98
Total 181 (100.00) 36 (99.98)2

@Does not sum to 100 due to rounding.
bRespondents checked as many reasons as applied to this item, so percentages do not sum to 100.

here refers to the fAgood o maesbive ptiber valespreterantial treatment), t
and 11 percent morecognize the smaryants/knowit-all type who is more motivatealy egotistic pedantry

than service ideals in his dealingghthepu bl i ¢c. One respondent changed

unabl e or unwilling to succeed i n t hehallengeahdéreavor | d

worl d. 06 Furt heelrabcoormanteinotnss awnedr e rategoey bAybtkbhddah
and the Agolden boyoYeantepory (fas elusive as th

Additional stereotypes were supplied by the respondents tothenents section. These included further
examples whichrelategpay st atus or character ( fowsrgayehkssomp | e,
student so; fassume gaanyd ,unite flf epmionvaetne ?0 tshoemew,i sbeudt; n
circumspect.

MANY mal e | ibrarians ar e e¢glaoysgerviceotr i kinde di tst ed)eot®
proper and helpful orservice r i ent ed persono); the i de aMilktoasttypg fii s
a Walter Mitty dreameamldo)a; vtalme efifyaiolfed nd ecdbedhemit ua@
womandomi nated nerd, 06 and fAner dy uppérage krackehdedasegtieadbhe .
had known ( ansgnglé&descnpsoh beitve 9 me yi n mas s i vaeededonelalmmate , 0
on each of the examples given, but adde-ddjusted, t he
unassumingguywh o do the job adequat el y ancdleaduesnhave beerairu s e
this category. Reagdrofessionals, notgredi,ut good. 06 He al so pointed out
Afscholaro was rarer than innowefipwasseanidntée@ahi be:
of bibliomania.

As to the source of their firsheounter with the stereotype, p&rcent more gay males than straight males had
encountered ibefore they attended library school, and 12 percent more gaysnalesd t hat t hey
been aware of it. They encounter gtereotype most often in casual social situations, apparently more
frequently than do straight males. Part of the explanation fodibcsepancy may lie in the number of straight
maleswhocom!| ai ned of being told byAihewkachukRéenaahchks
when gay librarians are perceived as



both gay males and librarians in social situations, they are toldeasithor of this paper has been on more

than several occasions,hat t hey fl ooko (or dondt Ilgayaiicleswherek e a
camp is rife, reference is made to the gay librasi@neotype more frequently and with more humor: one
subjectrport ed that his fr i emurcam@Eaeankent onthe demearang female h a |
stereotype. Another statedthae f i r st encountered t he stteerharontay pe
bun, the gl asses o0n ancountars with tbe pOfedsienal sterentyaeec e s o f
professionalconer ences, fisoci etal i ndoct r mosefrequentrencountars d t
included commercial ads and the meghatron and general public perceptions, library clerical workers, and
popular literature. None mentioned either library school or psafeal literature as sources of stereotypes, as
some library sterdgpe studies have claimed.

Thirteen percent fewer gay librarians than straight librarians thtatéhe male stereotypare false, but 9

percent more think that thgrofession should quit talking about them, and 6 percent morettiankhe

profession ought to get a sense of humor about them, iswlication, perhaps, of the fact that gay men are
more inured thatheir straight counterparts to the ritual of making a joke out of aAtuhe same time, they

are more likely to be aware of the seri@l#nage that stereotyping can inflict on professional and personal
seltesteem. One respondent who advocated humotrseefarast@ s sert t hat a fisense
everywherel think the formulation and application of attitudes about people or groupsaple is why the

U.S. is so polarizedmaheasdivampidomwnedwibhetfhem] guam
Adier sity is healthy for t he anyandtgs t® beaetrimentabtmtde it h
professionextAtemehe omtehemdi vi dual f leanotdersudgestedst er
that dall mi nor i t i esribrataaswnay nettakerthe stdreptppessvery séiouslly, as one
subject commented, fAmal e | ispeaking dutdaganstthem] wherohearig s t

comment sndwi dfwaol § who checked bot h t heselabdratechanitheir a n c
seemingly mutually exclusive choices.One mpl y st ated that there was fie
them, but in the | ast analtylsem. 0 t Olse ao twhaesrt er edpdr
tone, decried the adbpn of a purely corporate image for librarians, and stated thadrdfession should build

a new image of its own. lroratly, out of 18operrended comments received to the question, only one was di
rected to the existence of Tfeprepenng some chagastéristiosavhichare o
shared by males.

Thus, while gay librarians seem to be more awéarofessionabktereotypes than the straight cohort, and
especially those that refer gay sexuality, their attitudes towards professional stereotypaglternately
cavalier and disturbed. Even though research iri¢ha has shown that librarians underestimate the public
perceptionof librarians (Harris &Chan, 1988), gay and straight librargeem equally confused about whether
or not professional stereotyy is inevitable, harmless, or related to more persseaspecifictraits in which
they themselves have a vested interest. While ekpmierence to female stereotyping was virtually absent in
comments received to the stereotype questions, it cannot be asthahésmale librarian stereotyping and the
prolific literature surounding that subject (Wilson, 1982) do not inform the receresgonses.

Gay men are more receptive to the palliative effects of technahagytheir straight counterparts. After all,
quipped one respondelit,c o mput er s are very O6but ch,cdmpaaerseame 6t t h
associated with the corporate world and with ideakspefed and efficiency. While the general public may be
unaware ofthe effects of the technological revolution on librariesor awdaea zizé &sli by t echn
computer technology and mechanical skilie usually associated with the male domain. While nearly all gay
respondents who answered the technology questions feel tleairtipeiter has improved the male librarian
stereotype, atleastonee s pondent stated that technaolageyy mday hw
ficompnuetredr i mage, 0 butndtf oydtunhhapdened.h@tTheasinewo
man,iss t i | | Abrainy, but i n a dilbrargwokerds most likelyao usefthee x p
technology on a routine basase women, particularly in technical service and reference functional
specializations (e.g., OCLC cataloging, onldsabase searchindemonstration of CEROM products in
bibliographic instruction sefons). Those removed from raakdfile work in the upper reaches supervision



and administratioparticularly in large public andcademic librariesvill garner the image benefits. It is not
inconceiable that the computer will have no more significance than avtjtee in a futurist scenario of library
technology, and only thoseorkers assigned the work of establishing credinkages betweedisparate fields

of information will accrue the full practicaladvara ge of t he #Ai mprovedo modes
one lonerespondent noted that the technological revolution had indgedimv ed t he mal e | me
women. O

Gender issues: women in the work place and work role assigiiOne unanticipated finding of the original
survey was thatearly half of male librarians deny that men have an advantagb/ancement and promotion
at the work place. Many comments weeeeived which bore explicit reference to the effect of EO/AA legisla
tion on male hegemony in librarianship. Other complaints referrdtetphysical tasks that men had to perform
by virtue of stereotypicahssumptions about male roles (cleaning up vomit in the lobby, mboeagy

furniture, equipment, and boxes of books, serving as intespairman on buildings or machines, even tending
the grounds andriving bookmobiles in inclement weather). The surveyed male lésrauexpressed their
resentment at being excluded from femaleveosation and bristled at slighting female comments about male
behavor and male chauvinism. Moreover, although incideftsexualharassment (male and female) and
sexual discrimination (usuallyreale) were rare, complaints about gay harassment of straight wetles
frequent enough to warrant further examination of the ggpyoreses to see what, if any, differences dda
perceived between the/o groups. Female sexual harassment was also not uncortiraagh it was greeted

by the straight males who reported it with miXedlings. How do gay male librarians view these issues?

The quantitative responses of gay males to questions relaty@gder issues are remarkably similar to those of
the straight cohoifsee Table 4). The only areas of substantial difference lie reét® of advancement, where
14 percent more gay male=port thaimen have an advantage over women, and in the area of adrtionstra
where 7 percent more gay males were or are interestethimistration, and 11 percent fewer are equally
interested in thevork itself. In other words, gay males are more likely to seeribiession as a venue by which

to realize the benefits of being mageg., directorships, administrative positions, and larger salaries.
Librarianship apparently affords them an environmenthichthey feel they can afford to compete. A more
cynical interpretatiomf their attitudes might claim that since these aremeltlaimedgay subjects, they have

no reason to Adi stheaankengfoi It é efinfs @ iha le & 0 ndwere frakkly onteril i b r :
alistic in their aims. One estadlineadmnstratioer than gnflanytothert h
area of library managee nt , 0 meaning perhaps that ofilmariansabscr i b
managers, with theoutine work being performed



TABLE 4. Attitudes Towards Gender Issues and Experiences with Sexual
Discrimination and Harassment

Straight Gay Percent
Subjects Subjects Difference
n' (%) n2 (%) n2%-n" %

Do You Think of the Profession as Predominantly Female? (n! = 436, n2 = 59)

Yes 285 (65.37) 43 (72.88) 7.51
No 135 (30.96) 16 (27.12) -3.84
Don’t Know 16 (3.67) - -3.67
Total 436 (100.00) 59 (100.00)

Were You Aware of the Number of Females When You Became a Librarian?

(n' = 436, n? = 59)
Yes 337 (77.29) 43 (72.88) -4.47
No 69 (15.83) 13 (22.03) 6.20
Don't Know 30 (6.88) 2 (3.39) —3.49
Total 436 (100.00) 59 (100.00)

Have You Ever Felt Like a Minority With Respect to Females? (n1 = 437, n? = 59)

Yes 382 (87.41) 54 (91.53) 412
No 46 (10.53) 2 (3.39) —-7.14
Don’t Know 9 (2.06) 3 (5.08) 3.02
Total 437 (100.00) 59 (100.00)

Does Gender Affect Gender Work Role Assignments? (n! = 428, n? = 59)

No 234 (54.67) 30 (50.85) —-382
Yes 137 (32.01) 22 (37.29) 5.28
Don’t Know 57 (13.32) 7 (11.86) —1.46

Total 428 (100.00) 59 (100.00)






