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- Introduction
That’s So Gay! (Or Is It?)

Ain't nothin” wrong with bein’ a little gay.
Everybody's a little gay.
—Honey Boo Boo

first glance, tolerance seems like a good thing. Really, who doesn't
_ p_léﬁd tolerance? What individual doesn’t wanrt to be seen as tol-
‘It seems to herald openness to difference and a generally
d-minded disposition. Indeed, one of the primary definitions of
lerance” concerns sympathy or indulgence for beliefs or practices
rmg from or conflicting with one’s own. But it is a word and a
ractice with a more complicated history and with real limitations.
late Middle English origins of the word indicate the ability to
ear pain and hardship. In fact, some of the first uses of the word

an be found in medieval pharmacology and toxicology, dealing with
much poison a body can “tolerate” before it succumbs to a for-
g1, poisonous substance.

[0 more contemporary times, we speak of a tolerance to something
as__thé:capacity to endure continued subjection to it (a plant, a drug,a
m n’érity group) without adverse reactions. We speak of people who
¢ 2 high tolerance for pain or worry about a generation developing
tolerance for a certain type of antibiotic because of overuse. In more
ftific usages, it refers to the allowable amount of vatiation of a
specified quantity—the amount “let in” before the thing itself alters

so fundamentally that it becomes something else and the expetiment

fails. So tolerance almost always implies or assumes something neg-

ative or undesired or even a variation contained and circumscribed.



It doesn’t make sense to say that we tolerate something unless we
think that it's wrong in some way. To say you “tolerate” homosexu-
ality is to imply that homosexuality is bad or immoral or even just
benignly icky, like that exotic food you just can’t bring yourself to
try. You are willing to put up with (to tolerate) this nastiness, but the
toleration proves the thing (the person, the sexuality, the food) to be
irredeemably nasty to begin with. But here’s the rub: if there is noth-
ing problematic about something (say, homosexuality), then there is
really nothing to “tolerate.” We don't speak of tolerating pleasure or
a good book or a sunshine-filled day. We do, however, take pains to
let others know how brave we are when we tolerate the discomfort of
a bad back or a nasty cold. We tolerate the agony of a frustratingly
banal movie that our partner insisted on watching and are thought
the better for it. We tolerate, in other words, that which we would
rather avoid. Tolerance is not an embrace but a resigned shrug or,
worse, that air kiss of faux familiarity that barely covers up the shiver
of disgust.

This book challenges received wisdom that asserts tolerance as
the path to gay® rights. Most gays and their'allies believe that access
to marriage and the military are the brass ring of gay rights and that
once we have achieved these goals we will have moved into a post-gay
America. Most gays and their allies believe that gays are “born that
way” and that proving biological immutability is the key to winning
over reluctant heterosexuals and gaining civil rights. Most gays and
their allies believe that the closet is largely a thing of the past and
that we have entered a new era of sexual ease and fluidity. Most gays
and their allies think that we have essentially won the culture wars
and that gay visibility in popular culture is a sign of substantive gay
progress, Most gays and their allies believe that gay is the new black:
hip, happening, embraced. Most gays and their allies believe that if
those who are anti-gay just got to know us as their PTA-~going neigh-
bors, they would love us. Most gays and their allies believe that we
are almost there: we can see the end of the tunnel, where a rainbow
world of warm inclusion awaits us. These people are wrong.

The Tolerance Trap challenges this fantasy of completion and takes
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look at the ways of thinking that allow us all to imagine that
n is at hand and rolerance is the way to get it. The tolerance
ffers up a liberal, “gay-positive” version of homosexuality
s the mainstream tolerate gayness. Its chief tactic is the plea
_p_tg.q'cé. Acceptance is the handmaiden of tolerance, and both
dequate and even dangerous modes for accessing real social
usiof and change, as I hope to demonstrate in this book. The
s”.agenda shows up both in everyday forms of popular cul-
':-1n the broader national discourse on rights and belonging.
us ":themes run the gamut: accept us because we're just like
_cc_:ept us because we're all God’s children; accept us because
born ‘with it; accept us because we're brave and bereft vic-
and you can rescue us; accept us because we're wild and wacky
eens with hearts of gold who can provide homespun advice
‘dermg heterosexuals; accept us because we can be your best

end; accept us because then you can save us from our own self-
and vanquish homophobia in the process; accept us because
ke you look hip and tolerant. The “accept us” trope pushes out-
¢ chiarmed circle of acceptance those gays and other gender and
. minorities, such as transgendered folks and gays of color, who
fit the poster-boy image of nonstraight people and who can’t
‘f'fd'on’t want to be—assimilated.

is book takes on the illusion of progress that is rooted in a
tjeﬂfdown goal of tolerance and acceptance rather than a deep
:fi_jr':full civil rights. The leap to claim we are “almost there”
ents all of us (gay and straight alike) from fully including lesbi-
d gays into American society in a way that embraces—rather
merely tolerates—the rich traditions and differences they bring
e table. A too-soon declaration of victory hurts both gays and
mghts it short-circuits the march toward full equality and deprives
of_ the transformative possibilities of full integration.

‘the conventional story of gay rights: We start with the Stone-
Iots. As most Americans know, and as President Obama spoke
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of in'his inaugural address in 2013, Stonewall is a triumphant story of
gz'l.}'r_.'citizens——long stigmatized and unfairly persecuted—standing
up for themselves and fighting back. It is now more than forty years
-since the hot summer night of those riots. That auspicious evenr—
‘when lesbians, gays, transsexuals, and queers erupted in street pro-
tests—seems like ancient history, feels like the turbulent storm
before the calm of a newly tolerant America. While at the time these
Stonewall icons were pilloried in the press as pansies run amok, now
they are lionized and heralded as the shot across the bow of scraight
America, even as their righteous anger looks as dated as the clothes
they were wearing. American politics and culture were indisputably
altered from that signal moment of frustration when those who were
denied even the right to freely associate, much less share in the full-

ness of American life, engaged in open defiance, voicing the rage that

became a full-throated yell of social rebellion. Now, rnainstream
films like Brokehack Mountain and The Kids Are All Right entertain
moviegoers with their forthright gay themes and scenes. Obligatory
(if still tokenized) gay characters dot the cultural landscape: the sur-
prisingly gay character in a tedious romcom, the coyly queer older
man in a star-studded indie hit, the incidentally gay sister of the lead
in a serious drama. Where once a gay kiss on TV prompted religious
groups to boycott and advertisers to pull out, now even the resolutely
heterosexual Desperate Housewives indulges in an occasional Sapphic
evening with barely a whisper of public opprobrium.

There are many ways to map this complicated and contradiction-
filled history of gays in American society, bur it wouldn't be totally
inaccurate to say that there has been an enormous shift in the past
fifteen years or so from a place of either invisibility or coded and bru-
tally stereotyped images to a new place of an attenuated but nev-
ertheless expansive new gay presence. When same-sex wedding
announcements sit next to their hetero counterparts, gay American
Idols are the toast of the town, and an openly gay TV anchor (Rachel
Maddow) is the darling of the airwaves—inducing girl crushes from
straight women and men alike, not to mention her adoring lesbian
fans—we do get a sense that the times are a-changing. It is hard to
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newspaper, thumb through People, or click on a reality-T'V
without encountering some version (however limired, cir-

ibed, tarted up, or dumbed down) of “gayness.” a minor note
the cacophony that is heterosexualiry but no longer just
rlangle tinkling alone in the back of the high school band.

t just popular culture that has been touched by the fairy
ay inclusion. There is concrete social and policy change as

'sands of middle and high schools now have gay-straight
ities-and states across the country prohibit discrimination

asi's"_ of sexual orientation, and most of our major corpora-
d universities include gays 1n their anti~discrimination rules
house support and outreach groups. While full-on mar-
1 limited to a few states, many more allow civil unions or
1011 of partner protections, and the Supreme Court decisions
or3, forty-four years after Stonewall, look set to evenrually
amé"_—"séx marriage the law of the land. There are more out

icians in state and local government—we even have had our
nly lesbian senator elected in 2012!—and gays are assuredly
_EIDCZ courted by at least one of our political parties.

th be told, this has all happened pretty damn quickly. Some

ers argue, with no small amount of evidence, that “gays may
fastest of all civil rights movements.”> Recent polls bol-

claim, detailing dramacic shifts in public attirudes in just
' ea‘_lfs,-while earlier polls indicate a much longer trajectory for,
ides related to racial integration. Some change has moved
ly:that folks of my generation really do experience a “before
r.’ of gay life. Growing up as a gay kid in Philadelphia in the
new not one other gay youth my age, nor did I expect to. I

terrified and isolated, and I imagined this sectet to be the nuclear
tionthat would evaporate my family’s love. And I come from
ly: of progressive Jews for whom religious antagonism toward
v was nonexistent! I can't stress enough the enormity of the

_ 1ift evidenced in popular culrure and political life but also
self-understandings of gays themselves and the perceptions of
eld}'-_by heterosexuals. For those from even eatlier generations,
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this new reality of visibility and inclusion seems truly miraculous.
These changes are just the tip of the pink iceberg.

For many social analysts, this moment is surely a harbinger of a
new era when sexual orientation matters little in how one lives one’s
life. As longtime gay activist and sociologist Jeffrey Weeks argues,
“The sharp binary schism . . . that has structured, defined and dis-
torted our sexual regime for the past couple of centuries . . . is now
profoundly undermined as millions of gays and lesbians, bisexuals
and transgendered people have not so much subverted the established
order as lived as if their sexual difference did not, in the end, mat-
ter” While many dismiss these changes as mere begrudging accep-
tance or, worse, a kind of normalizing of radical gay identity, Weeks
reminds us that we should “never underestimate the importance of
being ordinary.”#

While I am perhaps more skeptical than Weeks and more ambiv-
alent about the depth of the change, I would be the last person to see
these huge shifts in American culture as “homo lite” window dress-
ing on an essentially unchanged body politic. Changes have been real
and substantial; I would, without question;-. have preferred to emerge
as gay in this day and age rather than my own. This is dramatically
evident when the gains for American gays are situated in the broader
international context, where in many countries movements for sex-
ual equality are still largely nascent, openly gay anythings (activists,
mayors, artists, campaigns) are rare, out queers are the victims of vig-
ilante violence, and homosexuals are imprisoned and brutalized by
regimes that officially declare them either nonexistent or criminal.

And yet despite all the undeniable progress, the fact is it’s far too
early to declare the end of American homophobia.’ In recent years,
two thirteen-year-olds hanged themselves after anti-gay harassment
at school. A college freshman jumped off the George Washington
Bridge after his roommate surreptitiously filmed him making out
with another man and streamed it over the Internet.® Three Bronx
men were abducted and tortured by a youth “gang” whose only appar-
ent motivation was “punishment” for their perceived homosexuality.”
A man was shot to death in the heart of gay New York—Greenwich
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. 2 gunman shouting homophobic bile. A young trans
was bruitally beaten in a Maryland McDonald’s as she tried to
mile restroom. This is a drop in the bucket. The stoties of

o self and others are myriad.
e may be gay-wedding announcements and the Supreme
ay have gone a long way toward marriage equality in repeal-

‘the new visibility of gays in our public square of pop-
l_fure is limited in numbers and delimited in terms of race
ass. Too often, in our film and TV images, gays are narrowly

cted as either desexualized or oversexualized, making of gay sex-
either the sum total of a character’s identity or, alternately, the

sokeri absence. Gay characters are squeezed into these and ocher
le: oppositions, shown as nonthreatening and campy “others”

ally. comforting and familiar boys (and they usually are boys,
1ls) next door. Needless to say, this new gay visibility is largely
monied, and male.

“which is the real America? Is it Modern Family (beloved by
2012 presidential candidates) and blissfully united gay couples
urided by loving kith and kin? Or is it kids jumping off bridges,
{iad:ﬂto the brink by a callous culture? Or, yet again, is gayness
--sol.‘-_:‘post—" thart it has morphed into that ultimate sign of hipness:

ery? Now pro-gay comedians such as Jon Stewart can say “that’s
gay”on The Daily Show, and his hip audience laughs knowingly
use homophobia is seen as firmly rooted in the past, as archaic as

jSe-angry queers resisting arrest at the Stonewall bar in 196g.

The answer is all of the above. Would that it was clear-cur and
le; :but the trajectory of gay visibility (and gay rights more
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broadly) is not a singular and linear narrative of progress and vic-
tory. Nor is it a depressing story of no movement at all. As the late
British literary theorist Raymond Williams wrote, the new or the
current always maintains “residual” traces of the past, not simply as
“the past” bur reformulated and refigured through the structures of
the new.® In other words, it’s a complicated story.

So perhaps we can broadly characterize it like this: the first stage
of gay visibility (really up until the explosions of the late 1960s) was
marked either by absence, coded and subtetranean images, or the
pathos of abject stereotypes. The second phase, in the late '8os and
early ‘gos—spurred by social movements, Hollywood niche market-
ing, commodification, and disease——irrevocably brought gays out of
the closet but into the problemaric space of public spectacle, a space
to finally be seer but not necessarily to be &nown in any meaning-
ful way. And now, it might be that we are in a third phase: a phase
of banal inclusion, normalization, assimilation, and everyday unre-
markable queerness in which tolerance seems finally achieved. Bur is
a tolerant America what we—that is, gay and straight alike—really
want? Or, put another way, is it #// that we want? Is mainstream-
ing—acceptance and tolerance—the beginning of the march toward
true inclusion? Or might tolerance be its premature end? And what
does tolerance mean? Does inclusion mean the end of “gay culture”
itself? Is tolerance not the benign endgame of liberal societies but
instead the trap that keeps those same societies from becoming more
deeply liberal and more truly inclusive?

Americans are uniquely hasty to assert a “post-” right before we
approach the finish line, effectively shutting off the real and substan-
tive public debate needed for that final push. We did it with wom-
en’s rights, declaring an era “post-feminist” while women remained
lower-paid, sexually vulnerable adjuncts to a still male-dominant
culture. We're doing it now with racial equality, depicring the elec-
tion of our first black president as an indication that the long struggle
for civil rights is essentially over (apparently over enough to nullify
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ee:c._l:.ffdr.' the Voting Rights Act), even as poverty and incarcer-
on rates’ disproportionately climb in African American commu-
s.This idea of “post-” (racial, feminist, gay, whatever) depends
'_'nti'n'g bigotry as the aberrant acts of isolated monsters. As Ta-
i_,--:C'bates cogently puts it, commenting on the invasive frisking
bla k':_'attor Forest Whitaker in a New York deli in 2013, “In mod-
merica we believe racism to be the property of the uniquely
inous and morally deformed, the ideology of trolls, gorgons and
We believe this even when we are being racist.”* Similarly, we
casingly paint homophobia as “external” to our everyday lives,
"'as_' it flourishes in public spaces and discreet corners alike.

urely, one significant marker in the march toward social justice
2ys has been irrevocably passed: silence and invisibility. The days
homosexuals as unspeakable and unseeable, as easy and accept-

targets for violence and denigration, are gone forever. But just
use the openly gay genie is out of the bottle—and sashaying
wi the gay pride runway—doesn’t mean that we've reached “post-
liberation or that real and dangerous retrenchments could not
ily occur. The historical precedents for retrenchments following a
10d-of new inclusion are legion—{from the persecution of assimi-
ed Jews in Weimar Germany to the “backlash” attacks on women
oughout the ‘8os and '9os or the viciousness of anti-gay activism
ﬁ'g'"::t'he carly days of the AIDS crisis. We have seen gains lost,
munities come under stepped-up attack, identities reimagined as
i gél_fbus and evil.

We Americans tend to look at the road ahead and see not where
ontinues to branch off and divide but rather where it ends, where
omes to a full stop. Like a mirage of shimmering water on a hot
barren desert, we imagine we have found the source that will
c_h:_our. national thirst for justice even as it continues to be just
e_yoﬁd our reach. We get part of the way there, and instead of doing
last hard work of pushing through to the end, we prematurely
lare victory. When it comes to matters of homegrown injustice,
et to the shores of Normandy and turn around and go back,
ortable in our conviction that we already know the outcome.

Intraduction: That's So Gay! (Ov Is It?) o



By doing so, we pat ourselves on the back and avoid the deeper chal-
lenges. In declaring victory too eatly, we set the stage to get angry
with those who still claim disenfranchisement and discrimination.
We turn the tables and say we live in a “feminized” world in which
boys and men are dealt a bad hand. We rail at “racial preferences”
and claim minorities already have “too much” help from the gov-
ernment. We're doing this now with lesbians and gays, creating the
fantasy that gayness isnt still an impediment to full participation
and citizenship. We assert that gays already have too much political
power and should back off. We claim that they want “special rights”
and are pressing a “gay agenda” and that they have been tolerated just
about enough. By declaring the end just in sight, we prevent our-
selves from crossing the finish line and achieving real integration and
inclusion. The framework of “tolerance,” a framework that has come
to dominate public discussion about gay and lesbian rights, enables
this fantasy of completion. Because tolerance sets the bar so low (just
don't hate us so much, just give us a modicum. of “acceptance”), we
imagine we have reached the pinnacle before we've even really started
climbing the mountain. :

Tolerance allows bigotry to stay in place and shores up irrational
hatred even as it tries to corral it. Tolerance allows homosexuality to
remain designated as “less than” heterosexuality, as a problem, as a
dilemma, as a threat to the moral good. It allows the moral obfusca-
tion “love the sinner and hate the sin” because it deliberately avoids
reckoning with questions of value and belief. Part of creating a truly
democratic, inclusive, and integrated society is recognizing each
other as human, as amazingly different, as worthy of rights, and mov-
ing beyond mere recognition to a deeper embrace. Tolerance cannot
do that work of deeper recognition because it is inevitably fixated
on a (distancing) acceptance of the (intruding) other. The politics of
recognition and belonging are of a different order than the politics
of tolerance.

Of course, there are limits to tolerance—as there should be. Most
of us are intolerant of brutal acts of random violence or equally brutal
acts of state violence such as rape as a tool of war. Yet when we think
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uc-h__'.he'iﬁous things, we don't use the language of tolerance. We
7 War, rape, or violence. We ethically gppose them (or should?). Tol-
alanguage both too weak to address real evil and too vague
ddress real i integration.,
u__r_ther, tolerance finds strange common ground with the natu-
ization or biologization of homosexuality (discussed in more detail
2).and is often the default zone when inequality cannot be
ercome but neither can complete exclusion be politically justified.
tiiéal'_'philosopher Slavoj Zi¥ek sees the move to tolerance as the
é‘f_fect of the failures of progressive revolutions: “political differ-
ifferences conditioned by political inequality, . . . are natural-
nd neutralized into cultural differences, different ways of life,
Ich dre something given, something that cannot be overcome, but
be merely tolerated.”** What he implies here is that tolerance is
ical and individual, that mode a society falls back on to avoid
t challenges to the social order. Political theorist Wendy Brown
s 4 similar argument in her book Regulating Aversion. Tolerance,
ﬁiew, signals a “retreat from more substantive visions of jus-
Tolerance undercuts the potential for citizens to reckon with
ict productively and “be transformed by their participation.”™
Tolerance allows for a temporary “multiculturalism” but also pri-
'political debares by transforming social change into a tepid
i/ “acceptance” of (some) gays. If one “tolerates” homosexuality,
1s'not changed or challenged by its ways of life and love, ways
are’sometimes quite similar to those of heterosexuals but often
ically different. Tolerance is a trap precisely because it offers upa
'j/')fb in place of rough-hewn bistory. It curs corners on liberation,
émg a far shoddier and cheaper product than originally desired.
“worse: we all think we got a bargain.

olerance is not active. Rather, most forms of tolerance are en-
ing what educational theorist Michalinos Zembylas calls a kind
'“a_ésive indifference,” which is essentially a practice that advo-
es noninterference in the lives of others even though their “life-
“may be distasteful to those who are doing the rolerating.* But

can be a kind of tolerance that is deeper than mere charitable
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forbearance and that verges on real respect and perhaps even sub-
stantive understanding. We see this sometimes when we practice tol-
erance for the beliefs that form, say, religious ideologies we do not
share. Surely, documents such as UNESCO’s Declaration of Princi-
ples on Tolerance and projects such as the Teaching Tolerance toolkits
from the Southern Poverty Law Center are genuine calls for a more
just and peaceful and respectful attitude toward minorities and mar-
ginalized communities.*

But can we imagine a tolerance that pushes those who are doing
the tolerating to be themselves transformed? That insists we truly
recognize and respect others for their differences rather than accept
them in spite of perceived or real dissimilarities? Can there be, in
other words, a robust tolerance? I would argue that tolerance is not
up to the challenge of deep respect and social recognition. It is too
weak, too attenuated, too limited, too easily turned into its opposite
to do the work of vigorous and inclusive integration. The very fact
that both “sides” use this word with such self-righteousness (straight
allies pay homage to our newly tolerant society just as conservatives
inveigh against “too much” tolerance) should point to its weakness as
the bearer of real social change. Tolerance, like acceptance, is tran-
sient, dependent on circumstances and whims. It can turn on a dime.

Tolerance and acceptance are inevitably linked in American dis-
cussions of rights and difference. We tend to think there is an easy
transition from tolerance of the despised minority to a broader and
deeper acceptance of that same group. We learn to rolerate, and then
we come to accept, maybe even to love. Or so the story goes. But
who is this “we” that tolerates? Who has the right to “accept” an-
other? No civil rights movement worthy of the name has banked
its future on being tolerated or accepted. Women didn't demurely
request tolerance; they demanded voting rights and pay equity. Afri-
can Americans continue to struggle not for some bizarre “acceptance”
of their skin tone but instead for an end to discrimination in work,
in schools, in housing, in the judicial system. They want, as do all
these groups, full and deep integration and inclusion in the Ameri-
can dream. Disabled Americans don’t want to be tolerated; they want
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made accessible to them and laws strong enough to protect
discrimination,

igranits—Jews, Irish, Tralians, Latinos—who arrived in this
¥ the millions and over the hundreds of years of US his-
came ‘often escaping persecution and discrimination. Many
rith deep desires to be assimilated but just as often arrived
pnde of their difference worn proudly on their sleeves. My
ents “were among them, Russian and Polish Jews leaving a

pogtoms and second-class lives. They came wanting—and
lernanding—not simply respite from the tyranny of the major-
an enthusiastic integration into this promising new land. Lady

:_'e'ssage wasn’t “Give me your tired, your poot, your hud-
asses yearning to breathe free . . . so we can begrudgingly tol-
" T can't imagine that the word “tolerance” was central to
ly immigrant vocabulary. The active presence of immigrant
and’_-many other impoverished others) in labor movements and

ustice struggles in those early days is testament to 2 demand
rhis and redress: that makes the quest for tolerance look like a
Lipplication. To live freely and fully is not to be “tolerated” but
luded, even sometimes celebrated. The ethical alternative to
ination and bigotry is not tolerance but rational thought and
itment to equality. Respect and recognition and belonging
old standard, not a tepid tolerance that shuts the door on

:_s';:-'I think, the core of what is meant in the overused and
sunderstood concept of integration. As a nation, we tend to
ith'a very weak notion of integration. For many Americans,
atiofi is almost synonymous with assimilation, in which “oth-
d&e'd into the social stew without fundamentally altering its
or example, we often blur the important distinction becween
esegregation (the opening up of previously barricaded path-
disocial spaces, such as the military) and thoroughgoing

on"in which multiple identities and cultures structurally
ubstantively alter institutions of civil society and even ways of
e broadly construed. Most ethnic and racial minorities have
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' ﬁfv:vfésfl'ed with this dilemma: to retain historically produced cultural
: _"éij"eciﬁcities while at the same time demanding access to—and being
* part ‘of—-mainstream and dominant culture. Dominant culeures
often ‘resist this deeper inclusion, preferting instead to downgrade

integration to simple desegregation and push an inclusion and assim-
ilation: (premised on tolerance} that is essendally a “one-way” street,
leavmg mainstream institutions and practices unaltered. Integration,
: -'.-.3Ithen,-has come to have a negative valence among radicals of all sorts,
" asinclusion” becomes the code word for a kind of weak liberal toler-
~“ance that broaches no challenge to majority dominion even as it lets a
:ff:"few (even married) gays sit at the table.
-+ I turn back to the notion of integration for a number of reasons.
" ":.}_:_ First, while it has often smplied assimilation, integration in and of itself
-need not mean giving up unique cultural styles in the quest for equal

- treatment. Bur second, and more crucially, integration as a frame-

ok gets us away from the tired divisions that have oo often torn

"ﬁapart social movements. Tolerance is a trap because it most assuredly

‘comes down on one side of these divides: gays are tolerated as long as
g they buy into a supposedly universal idea of “rights” that takes as the

- default position an unquestioned heterosexual standard. Tolerance
- does sometimes tolerate difference, but it can never celebrate it; nor
" can it allow the difference of others to jolt its own certitudes.

These debates—over assimilation, over how to retain the unique-

““niess of a community while at the same time fully integrating, over

+ multiculturalism and the melting pot, over the meaning of full citi-
“ zenship—have been circulating for years in the gay community as in
. other minority communities. Earlier gay theorists and organizations

2., the Daughters of Bilitis, the Mattachine Society, and many oth-
.'e_rs)__-debated these issues as they percolated in representation, cul-
tl_-.l_fg,-_psychology, and the law. Radical queer movements (now and

an-the past) of course want full citizenship but don't really want to

i be “assimilated” if that means relinquishing the challenge to het-
erosexual rule. Activist and pioneer Harry Hay (one of the founders
o ':6:f the Mattachine Society and a longtime leader of left-wing gay lib-
" eration movements), for example, certainly wanted to be “tolerated”
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as to be free from arrest and harassment, but he didn’t par-
are _abqut being “loved” by some putative “mainstream,”*s
erns have been central to almost all major social move-
oth and early 21st century as minority populations
1t 7 ones, such as women) think through the complexity of
1z both nghts and recognition with a majority culture that
nts them to have neither.

e 4t a crossroads in the struggle for gay rights and, per-
re ﬁlp'drtantly, for the ways in which sexual minorities are
-'1n relationship to majority sexual identities. How is gay
y ot gay politics or even gay citizenship construed in this
moment of such hope and possibility but also still chock
such hatred and violence? What does it mean to emerge as
que_ef'——in an era when gayness is itself both a tool of mar-
d an identity still in dispute? What is the path to full inclu-
hat would full inclusion look like?

is even meant by “gay rights” is in question. The quest for
tment is often centered on a paradox. On the one hand,
ue that gayness doesn’t matter, that in making laws, taking
1s_1_:_1g a family, it is irrelevant (as ethnic and racial minorities
milérly argue). It is, then, both singular and unimportant—a
- characreristic that has, or should have, little import in mat-
; W" employment family formation, and so on. At the same
_ese same minority groups have often embraced and articu-
1_ffqr_ence with a vengeance. The paradox is readily apparent in
tory of ethnic and racial movements: the civil-rights-era “black
utiful” symbolism, for example, is an immediate predecessor
ﬁantly signals an embrace of precisely that which has been
._lgsser by the majority culture.

: _'_pfide is part of that history, demanding rights and recogni-
Jentity #nd inclusion. Are these two different goals—of both
nd recognition—reconcilable or intractably contradictory?
Id “victory” be signaled by formal moves toward equality and
ac':_'c_'é'ss (e.g., marriage rights, equal-employment legislation), or
ore-abstract and elusive “liberation” that is being sought? Is
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