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ABSTRACT 
 

In this dissertation I use rhetorical analysis and draw on articulation theory, 

primarily as it is conceived by Stuart Hall, to analyze the ways that LGBT social 

movements constitute and strategically deploy macro-level identities. This research 

focuses on the ways that movement identities—from the gay liberation of Stonewall 

through the current movements for marriage and military service—are rhetorically 

constructed. By tracking national LGBT social-movement organizations through such 

dynamic changes, my analyses reveal the ways that rearticulating the identity of a social 

movement can help groups change strategies and identifications when activist practices 

are failing. This scholarship adds to existing research on the ways that social movements 

constitute and reconstitute their shared sense of identity in the midst of evolving social 

contexts and also suggests some ways that multimodal rhetorics shape the development 

of movements. 
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CHAPTER 1: ARTICULATING IDENTITY IN SOCIAL MOVEMENTS: 
ANALYZING ACTIVIST RHETORICS 

 
I would like to congratulate you for being so dedicated, and for working so hard 
to keep our movement active, alive and growing…We have formed organizations, 
alliances, and our own institutions…We began to discuss classicism, racism, anti-
Semitism, ageism, discrimination against the differently abled and fat 
oppression…Religion called us sick, so we formed our own places of 
worship…We have been the first generation in which millions of us have come out 
of the closet. From dykes on bikes to lesbians in limos, from the Radical Fairies to 
ACT UP, in the streets, and in the suites we emerged…We are a civil rights 
movement based on fighting for the right to love…and in the past twenty years, we 
began to love ourselves. 
 
—Robin Tyler “A Love Letter to the Movement” June 8, 1989 

 

In the above passage, lesbian activist and comedian Robin Tyler celebrates 20 

years of the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender (LGBT) civil rights movement by 

listing some notable achievements. 1

                                                 
1 To speak of the myriad of LGBT political actions as “a” or “the” movement is problematic at best. For the 
purposes of this study, when I speak of “the LGBT movement” I will be referring to nationally recognized 
groups that organized themselves around principles of social and/or political actions.  

 But Tyler’s list does more than just remind the 

movement of its achievements; Tyler also builds an identity for the movement using 

anaphora to emphasize the unity of “we” and through careful inclusion of many different 

groups of LGBT people. The movement that Tyler describes is one composed of diverse 

people: we are differently classed, abled, raced, sexed, and spirited. We are activists and 

actors and accountants. With a rhetorical flourish, Tyler takes the diverse people and 

achievements of the movement and unites all under the aegis of love: love of self, love of 

movement, and the right to love each other in a homophobic culture. Such dialectical 

interplay among self, movement strategy, and culture forms the foundation of the identity 
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of the contemporary LGBT civil rights movement in the United States. The dialectical 

relationships among self, strategy, and culture also serves as heuristic for understanding 

and analyzing the ever-changing identifications of the movement. While the identity of 

the movement and the actors within are constantly changing and are never monolithic, 

these many identities are always founded on the relationships among individual, activist 

strategies, and cultural context. 

In the following dissertation, I argue that social movements construct identities at 

both the macro and micro level and that by studying them, we can better understand 

changing movement strategies and identifications. I use the United States LGBT civil 

rights movement—broadly defined—to illustrate the ways in which these identities get 

articulated, disarticulated, and rearticulated in strategic ways through discourse. As a 

politically progressive lesbian, I often wonder how we reached this time in the 

movement—a time when LGBT politics in the United States has been reduced almost 

exclusively to the fight for same-sex marriage rights. Was the diverse list of concerns 

Robin Tyler refers to an illusion? Or has the movement changed so much that issues of 

class, race, age, and ability are no longer important? Tyler herself, who along with her 

partner filed the first lawsuit for marriage equality in California, ranted about African-

Americans being to blame for the passage of California’s proposition 8, in a troubling 

display of race baiting (“Why We Feel Betrayed”). In my 17+ years in the movement, I 

have seen a purported politics of coalition give way to a politics of consumption. This 

dissertation seeks to trace the historical shifts in LGBT social-movement identifications 

and strategies that have led to the current preoccupation with marriage and military 
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service being hailed as the ideals of equality. This work adds to the conversation on 

social movement rhetoric and identity politics by focusing on the ways that identities are 

constructed and deployed strategically via purposeful uses of language to achieve 

movement goals. This close analysis of the role of language choices in discourse will 

illustrate both the deliberative and identification functions of social movement rhetoric.  

The study of social movements can be difficult for rhetoricians. Much of the 

scholarly study of movements arises from a social-science tradition that does not 

foreground analyses of discourse as a meaning-making structure. Additionally social 

movements are an amalgamation of singular and collective rhetorical performances that 

are difficult, if not impossible, to separate based on traditional rhetorical concerns like 

purpose and audience. In an effort to address this difficulty, Sharon Stevens’ 2006 

Rhetoric Review article “Activist Rhetorics and the Struggle for Meaning: The Case of 

‘Sustainability’ in the Reticulate Public Sphere” argues that an “interactive rhetorical 

theory” is needed for the study of social movements. The theory she envisions must be 

able to illustrate “how third parties can connect otherwise oppositional rhetorics, allowing 

them to function as mutually constitutive components of the reticulate public sphere” 

(312). In arguing the need for a robust and flexible theory of social-movement rhetoric, 

Stevens draws on Gerard Hauser’s conception of a “reticulate public sphere,” which is a 

networked arena that allows for, though doesn’t always recognize, the polyvocality of 

many separate discursive publics. Hauser explains that “[c]ollectively these web-like 

structures of a particular public sphere, such as a political party or a social movement or 

even a metropolitan area’s conversation on local issues, are joined to others in the 
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reticulate Public Sphere, where their collective rhetorical practices produce society” (35, 

emphasis added). For actors in social movements, trying to effect change in such an arena 

through rhetorical practice is often frustrated by the lack of a singular discursive space. 

Likewise the process of analyzing social-movement rhetoric is similarly frustrating 

because the reticulate public sphere contains such discursive diversity. Stevens suggests 

that multi-sited/multi-modal approaches to analyzing social-movement rhetoric can 

provide valuable insight to both researchers and participants in social movements.  

In an effort to respond to Stevens’ call for an interactive rhetorical theory of social 

movements, this chapter proposes that the ability to articulate—that is join discursive 

entities together—is a necessary condition to act strategically within the reticulate public 

sphere. The theory and method of articulation provide a heuristic for understanding and 

analyzing the macro-level identities that movements construct, dissemble, and reconstruct 

based on changing cultural conditions. Because different frameworks of movement 

analysis yield different and sometimes contradictory insights about movement activism, it 

is helpful to have an analytical lens like articulation theory that can account for unity 

through difference. In this chapter I first provide an overview of social-movement 

theories and some benefits and drawbacks to the different approaches. Then I explain 

what articulation theory can add to social-movement rhetorical analysis. Next I argue that 

through the process of articulation, movements—not just the actors within them—

construct identities for themselves that are temporary and revealed in discourse. I use 

Donna Haraway’s metaphor of the articulata to refer to these movement identities and 

suggest that analyzing the elements that link up to form them offers insight into why and 
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how movements reconfigure themselves at particular moments. I use specific instances 

from the US LGBT civil-rights movement to illustrate dimensions of the concept that I 

am proposing and to preview the analyses in this dissertation. Before moving to the 

specifics of my analytical framework, the next section provides an overview of the major 

theories that have been applied to social-movement analysis over the last century. 

 

Social-Movement Theory: A Brief Encounter 

The study of social movements arises from the social sciences where research 

throughout the twentieth century focused on the creation and development of movements 

as vehicles for collective agitation and activism. Social-movement rhetoric comprises but 

one part of the larger subject of movements; it focuses on the ways that persuasion occurs 

within movements to effect change. Studies of social-movement rhetoric typically 

analyze the role of discourse in crafting such change and on recognizing that even direct-

action activism carries symbolic representation in language. The study of social-

movement rhetoric is differentiated from the study of social movements by the different 

analytical approaches that each subject requires. Social-movement rhetoric cannot be 

adequately studied without understanding and acknowledging the rich history of 

scholarship that has driven inquiry into movement formation, participation, and action for 

the last century. Three main paradigms guide the research on social movement 

organizations (SMOs) within the social sciences: resource mobilization, which focuses on 

the material sources that allow movements to recruit members and promote change; 

framing theory which concerns the making of meaning and how meaning motivates 
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action; and finally new social movement studies, which look at ways that individual 

identity coheres with group identity through a shared understanding of self in order to 

challenge hegemonic cultural constructions that disenfranchise certain groups of people 

(Malesh and Stevens 10). 

The earliest models were psychosocial and focused on collective behavior brought 

about by individual dissatisfaction. For the most part social scientists had a “negative 

orientation” towards movements (Garner 5). The prevailing psychoanalytic theories 

examined the ways that social inequalities disenfranchise individuals leading them to 

form groups with other disenfranchised individuals and to begin acting out and agitating 

as an irrational collective (11-12). This model fell out of favor, however, with the 

explosion of rights-based activism in the 1960s that was clearly motivated by rational 

needs, goals, and strategies (Malesh and Stevens 9).  In the middle of the twentieth 

century social movements began diversifying and multiplying. The Vietnam War created 

a cause that united and focused an increasingly disenchanted youth population in 

agitation and engendered the birth of a vibrant counterculture. The women’s movement, 

which had successfully mobilized around suffrage and access to birth control in the early 

1900s, was reinvigorated in a “second wave” of activism as their voices and issues were 

ignored by male leaders of the New Left anti-war movement. African Americans were 

similarly silenced by the white-male leadership on the left and increased their organizing 

around civil-rights issues, combining labor struggles with issues of civic and political 

equity and access. LGBT people also began strengthening their movement and their 

numbers in the mid-twentieth century as they sought to redefine their identities and their 
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roles in society. In the midst of this explosion of social agitation, many social scientists 

abandoned their negative orientation toward social movements. Instead of looking at the 

troubled psychology of the individual, researchers switched their focus to analyzing how 

movements, once formed, function organizationally through a resource mobilization 

paradigm. This new model led movement scholars to look at how tangible resources, like 

money and people, were deployed to advance a particular cause. Researchers using the 

resource mobilization paradigm were particularly interested in how movements achieved 

measurable social change via acquiring and managing various resources. In their seminal 

1977 article, John D. McCarthy and Mayer N. Zald define this approach as one that 

emphasizes both societal support and constraint of social movement 

phenomena. It examines the variety of resources that must be mobilized, 

the linkages of social movements to other groups, the dependence of 

movements upon external support for success, and the tactics used by 

authorities to control or incorporate movements. . . . The new approach 

depends more upon political sociological and economic theories than upon 

the social psychology of collective behavior. (1213) 

The organizational perspective of the resource mobilization paradigms instructs scholars 

and activists in what works and why in the structured pursuit of social change. Its 

pragmatic focus, however, led to critiques that this paradigm overlooks important 

meaning-making processes within movements that motivate individuals and guide their 

actions. 
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In seeking to understand not only how movements function, but why they do so, 

sociologists began to employ a framing alignment process model in order to understand 

collective action by analyzing the “frames” or concepts that identify, explain, and justify 

particular actions that movements use to promote their messages (Snow et al. 464). At its 

most basic, a “frame” is a schema of understanding for movement activity. In essence a 

frame allows scholars and organizers to see the major ways that meaning is structured 

within a particular movement. Sociologist Erving Goffman, who popularized frame 

analysis, defines frames as “schemata of interpretation” that give meaning and order to 

experience (21). In 1974 Goffman published Frame Analysis: An Essay on the 

Organization of Experience in which he introduces the frame concept to explain the ways 

that individuals make meaning out of experience. A frame is a definition that guides 

subconscious perception; that is, the individual does not actively and knowingly invoke 

frames. Because Goffman’s focus was more on individual perception than collective 

action, it is more the term “frame” than his concept that morphed in social-movement 

framing theory. Goffman’s concept of a subconscious meaning-making process needed 

considerable restructuring to be able to provide a rich, analytical apparatus for studying 

social movements, which was provided by the 1986 article “Frame Alignment Processes, 

Micromobilization, and Movement Participation.” David A. Snow and his co-authors 

transformed Goffman’s frame into the theory of framing alignment process used to 

understand and interpret the strengths and weaknesses of movement activism as well as 

how and why they form (Snow et al). The authors argued that movements engage in 

“frame alignment,” a process by which the individual frame that Goffman wrote of is 
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aligned with others’ individual frames. Snow and Benford’s 1988 article “Ideology, 

Frame Resonance, and Participant Mobilization” further argues that frames are 

specifically crafted to “mobilize potential adherents and constituents, to garner bystander 

support, and to demobilize antagonists” (198). Using framing process models enables 

sociologists to study the reasons why individuals engage in collective action based on the 

meaning that is forged within SMOs.  

Because of the focus of aligning individual belief systems into a collective 

ideology, frame alignment is a process that is critical to the identity politics of SMOs. 

The process-oriented approach of frame alignment led to an explosion of interpretative 

work about social movements throughout the 1980s and 90s. However, as is frequently 

the case with popular theories, some movement scholars saw framing theory as a limited 

lens through which to view the peculiar politics of identity that were a defining feature of 

many newer movements that were organizing around shared identities, in which 

“participants are driven more and more by a desire to transform perceptions of identity 

and challenge cultural codes, rather than by (in addition to) their fervor for political 

upheaval and public policy reformation” (Malesh and Stevens 10). In order to attend to 

the politics of identity, framing theory was supplemented by yet another theoretical 

model for analyzing movements.  

In the late 80s and throughout the 90s social scientists began to make more use of 

a European tradition of new social movement (NSM) theories, in which scholars studied 

identity as its own concept, separate from framing processes. New social movement 

theories “operate with some model of societal totality that provides the context for the 
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emergence of collective action” (Buechler 442). One approach within this framework 

problematizes the ways that both personal and political identities cohere and are 

mobilized in order to seek a wide range of cultural and political changes.2

Identity itself is a concept that deserves critical attention of its own within the 

research of social movements, particularly for rhetoricians focused on the symbolic 

 This focus on 

multiple identities that are strategically deployed makes NSM theories popular with 

scholars of identity politics. Along with the increased popularization of NSM theories in 

the 1990s, framing theory itself underwent a series of critiques concerned with its 

problems and limitations—such as it being static, reductive, and simplified—and the 

danger of over applying the theory in social-movement research. Robert Benford, one of 

the original architects of the theory, offered an “Insider’s Critique” of the use of framing 

theory in 1997 claiming that it was being continuously adopted and expanded with little 

reflection and critique. Pamela Oliver and Hank Johnston argue that in addition to all of 

the above, one of the major problems with the use of framing theory has been the 

tendency of scholars to substitute the word “frame” uncritically for the word “ideology” 

(38-39). Oliver and Johnston claim that the concept of ideology, which has its roots in 

older Resource Mobilization paradigms, needs to be retained in its own right in 

movement analyses, used along with rather than replaced by framing theory. Snow and 

Benford reject Oliver and Johnston’s reading of their work, but the critique raises 

important points about the danger of using framing theory to supplant all other theories of 

social-movement activism. 

                                                 
2 In his overview and assessment of new social movement theories, Steven M. Buechler offers six themes 
for the general approach. I focus on identity here because it is the strand that most informs my research. 
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changes that movements seek. In the last few decades scholars of New Social Movements 

(NSMs) have argued for increased attention to the importance of identity to movement 

action and goals (Gamson “Must Identity”; Kauffman; Melucci; Pichardo). One method 

of analyzing identity defines it as analogous to a frame; another method defines it as a 

part of a frame, and yet another defines it as supplemental to a frame. In an effort to keep 

their theory central to identity politics, Snow and Benford argue that “identity 

constructions are an inherent feature of framing processes”; through the process of 

creating collective action frames, personal identity is amplified to cohere with whatever 

collective identity the movement is creating (“Framing Processes” 632). In their brief 

discussion of the relationship of identity to framing processes, Snow and Benford 

subsume identity to the mastery of the frame, but they do note that the process they 

recognize is “but one of several mechanisms that facilitates [the] alignment and thus the 

enlargement of personal identity in movement contexts” (632). What I suggest in this 

dissertation is that one of the other mechanisms that is at work in the relationship 

between personal and collective identity within a movement is the articulation of various 

elements that make up a movement including, but not limited to, personal identity, 

collective action, and kairos.3

                                                 
3 Later in this essay I will expand on the way that I am applying the term kairos to social-movement 
identity. My use depends on the ability of kairos to determine the both the appropriate time for and form of 
rhetorical action.   

 In the next section, I propose that applying the theory and 

method of articulation to the analysis of social-movement discourse is one way to help 

rhetoricians specifically theorize the construction and deployment of identity within 

social movements. 
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Articulating Identity in Social Movements 

The relationship between the study of social movements by rhetoricians and by 

social scientists is not an easy one. Differing and sometimes oppositional disciplinary 

assumptions and biases complicate the study of social movements. Sharon Stevens notes 

that “sociology’s emphasis on measurement and generalizability permeates [social-

movement] scholarship in ways that are difficult to align with the discipline of rhetoric’s 

focus on meaning and the variability of rhetorical situations” (301). However, as we can 

see from the discussion above, framing theory aligns with rhetorical approaches it 

focuses on meaning and mutability in movements. Stevens goes on to argue that because 

of this feature, it can be a useful methodology for rhetoricians who study movements. Yet 

even when framing theory is brought into a rhetorical analysis, the relationship between 

rhetorical theory and framing theory may remain a “strained” one (303). One way to 

resolve this strain, or at least to make it a productive tension, is for scholars of social-

movement rhetoric (as opposed to sociological studies of movement formation and 

function) to draw on both social science theory and rhetorical theory.  

In an effort to work with the tension between different disciplinary methods, 

Patricia Malesh and Sharon Stevens propose that rhetoricians will be best served by using 

interdisciplinary methods of social-movement study that combine social science 

approaches to movements with the focus on purposeful communication that is the 

province of rhetoric. Malesh and Stevens argue that “a rhetorical approach to the study of 

social movements . . . asks and attempts to answer” questions such as “who is trying to 

what to whom” and “how and why are they doing it” in relation to the “persuasive tactics 
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of agents of change.” They intend for this definition to focus the gaze of rhetoricians on 

what rhetoric can do, rather than what rhetoric is (6-7). Taking a cue from Malesh and 

Stevens, my own research into LGBT civil rights movements is simultaneously 

concerned with the who, what, how, and why of activism and identity in the organized 

pursuit of social change. Studies such as my own require an interdisciplinary, dialectical 

exchange of knowledge in order to better appreciate the complexities of social-movement 

rhetoric, rhetors, and contexts.  

While each of the social-science paradigms outlined in the previous section offers 

crucial insights into social movements, each can overlook a close attention to language 

that the rhetorical analyses of social movements demands. In an effort to fill the gaps left 

by these paradigms, rhetoricians who study movements tend to focus on strategic 

language use. Rhetorician Patricia Malesh argues that movements have a “rhetorical 

footprint” which she defines as “the ways in which the aims and ideologies of a 

movement intersect with one another, ultimately characterizing the rhetorical legacy of 

specific movements” (16). By analyzing a movement’s rhetorical footprint, “scholars can 

integrate these otherwise competing paradigms within a single framework and garner the 

insights that each has to offer” (74). Such attention to integrating sociological and 

discursive approaches offers a more thorough approach to the rhetorical analysis of social 

movements. Because multiple disciplines have contributed to the analysis of movements 

and to developing movement theory, this dissertation takes an interdisciplinary approach, 

drawing on sociological as well as rhetorical scholarship. 
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Within social movements and particularly within the LGBT social movement, 

identity is used as a way to classify the self, but it is also used as a deliberate strategy to 

grow and advance the movement.4

                                                 
4 For an explanation of uses of identity as strategy by LGBT activists, see Mary Bernstein “Celebration and 
Suppression.” 

 However to speak of identity as a strategy can imply 

that it can be picked up and used like a tool when a particular need arises. To 

problematize the concept of “identity as strategy” in social movements, I propose that 

rhetoricians consider the ways that movements construct identities that are discursive 

articulations of its character, goals, and strategies at any given time; it is a how a 

movement defines itself. The elements that articulate to construct a movement’s identity 

include, but are not limited to, view of self, activist strategies, and kairos. The 

movement’s identity is solid enough that it gives the movement character and becomes a 

rhetor with a particular persona, creating particular discourses, in a particular situation. 

The articulated movement identity expresses itself through discursive artifacts, which 

scholars can access via rhetorical analysis. This understanding of a movement’s identity 

as a complex articulation of social-movement strategy and individual identity that 

functions to achieve a purpose within a personal/political/cultural context is well suited 

for studying social-movement rhetoric, which tends to look at a broad spectrum of 

rhetorical actions by movements rather than at isolated communication acts by an 

individual. It is the dialectical tracking among self, strategy, and culture—which are 

themselves contested and contingent terms—that results in an articulated identity for the 

movement. The terms self, strategy, and culture represent the elements of a movement’s 

discursively constructed identity. I have consciously chosen broad terms to allow for 
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myriad constructions including racialized, classed, and gendered identities and cultures—

to name but a few elements that affect rhetorical constructions within movements. 

The theory and method of articulation attends to the concerns of sociological 

paradigms as well as to the ways that those concerns are created, maintained, and 

deployed through discourse. In essence articulation theory posits that any unity, such as 

identity, is actually composed of smaller elements that are joined together in a particular 

configuration that is never static or guaranteed to persist. The idea of articulation is 

politically important because it counteracts the hegemonic tendency to naturalize, 

legitimate, and entrench, social inequities. Articulation can be a powerful heuristic for 

analyses of identities and activism within social movements because it “provides a 

method for disassembling seemingly unified wholes in order to examine the ideological 

glue that binds them together” (Jung 161). Communication scholar Kevin DeLuca argues 

that articulation theory provides the grounding for a “fundamentally rhetorical 

understanding of . . . the new social movements” which have been sites of struggle over 

the production of meaning in relation to political and cultural capital (“Articulation 

Theory” 334-35). Articulation theory reveals some of the key terms and concepts that 

produce movement identities. 

Articulation is a political theory and process with roots in Marxism, 

poststructuralism, and most recently cultural studies: all fields concerned to some degree 

with social change through identity reconstitution. Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe’s 

1985 book Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: Towards a Radical Democratic Politics 

posits that struggles over the power to articulate meaning and countermeaning in 
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discourse form the basis of all political struggle. These post-Marxist political theorists tie 

articulation directly to social struggles against structures of domination and control. 

Crucial to Laclau and Mouffe’s political theory is the idea that social subjects are 

constituted by discourse. They are neither essential subjects nor are they overdetermined 

by Althusserian interpellation, so even the marginalized subject has some power to 

participate in the production of discourse.5

 

 In arguing for the importance of Laclau and 

Mouffe’s theory to the study of social-movement rhetoric, Kevin DeLuca explains the 

complex web of power relations faced by the speaking subject in society: “a subject is 

constituted as the nodal point of a conglomeration of conflicting discourses, a position 

that leaves room for agency, but not the free will of a preconstituted subject” (339). Thus 

identities are shifting productions of discourse that are articulated as part of the larger 

reticulate public sphere. Within these productions of discourse, speaking subjects are 

capable of inhabiting a position of agency, but this agency is a non-guaranteed feature 

produced according to specific discursive possibilities that are determined by kairos. As 

Herndl and Licona explain, “agency exists at the intersection of a network of semiotic, 

material, and . . . intentional elements and relational practices” (137). These 

“intersections” of power and discourse and agency are articulatory in nature, and as such 

they are contingent.  

 

                                                 
5 It is important to remember that contingent nature of this power. As Gayatri Spivak points out the 
subaltern is locked out of dominant/dominating discourses by definition. Therefore, we must be attendant 
to the alternate ways in which the subaltern may speak in ways that are unfamiliar and often hidden.  
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(Re)Articulation as Strategic Intervention 

The contingent nature of articulation is of particular importance to the work of 

Stuart Hall who expanded on the political potentials of articulation to challenge 

hegemony. Hall emphasizes the possibility of dis- and rearticulating identities as a 

strategic intervention. Hall focuses, not only on the “theoretical practice” of articulation 

offered by Laclau and Mouffe, but also on the importance of determining ways to enact 

the practice of dis- and rearticulating identities, which are subjects and products within 

material as well as discursive systems, particularly as a strategic move to intervene in 

unequal power relations (see “Cultural Studies” and “Signification, Representation”). In 

an interview with Lawrence Grossberg Hall explains that “[T]he so-called “unity” of a 

discourse is really the articulation of different, distinct elements which can be 

rearticulated in different ways because they have no necessary “belongingness” 

(Grossberg 53, emphasis added). It is always possible, though not necessarily easy, to 

disarticulate a unity, such as an identity, and rearticulate it into a new one. It is a process 

which can offer people—and groups of people—with marginalized identities some 

measure of control in intervening in the practice of articulation thus offering them the 

possibility of changing, or at least challenging, their sociocultural positions (Hall 

“Signification” 95). Although all of the connections are capable of being disarticulated, 

some articulations are more tenacious than others, making them more difficult to dis- and 

rearticulate, yet the shift always remains possible. The ability to wield linguistic power in 

order to engender political change is crucial to Hall’s vision for activist uses of 

articulation theory, his own intervention into the confines of Althusserian interpellation: 
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“Let us try to think a little further the question, not of the necessity, but of the possibility 

of the articulations between social groups, political practices and ideological formations 

which could create, as a result, those historical breaks or shifts which we no longer find 

already inscribed and guaranteed” (“Signification” 96).  While articulation itself 

“contains the danger of a high formalism . . . it also has the considerable advantage of 

enabling us to think of how specific practices . . . can nevertheless be thought together” 

(Hall “Cultural Studies” 69). The history of the LGBT movement shows such shifts in 

articulations that respond to the changing signification of LGBT people’s social status, 

that is, how specific activist practices have been “thought together” with the individual 

subject and the cultural conditions in which he or she operates. If people have some 

power over the production of their identities through discourse, then it follows that social 

and political consequences for and of those identities is also possible. Because people 

participate in discursive systems in ways that are distinctly rhetorical, the theory and 

method of articulation should be of much use to rhetoricians who study the social change 

sought and wrought by social movements. 

 Clearly the concept of articulation offers myriad possibilities for understanding 

the discursive production of identities in relation to cultural and political theory. 

However, articulation theory is also gaining popularity in studies of rhetoric and writing 

as both theorized practice and analytical methodology. Even as our disciplinary flirtation 

with cultural studies is waning, there has been a steady increase in work using 

articulation theory in the last two decades. The work by scholars in rhetoric and 

composition illustrates the diverse analytical applications of articulation. In his 1993 
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article “Articulation Theory and the Problem of Determination: A Reading of Lives on 

the Boundary” John Trimbur uses articulation theory to complicate Mike Rose’s narrative 

and to illustrate how Rose rearticulates meanings both of literacy and of narrative itself. 

Trimbur shows, via articulation, some ways that both Rose’s text and the identities of 

“literacy” and “narrative” are problematized and redeployed in response to the US culture 

wars. In Nostalgic Angels: Rearticulating Hypertext Writing, Johndan Johnson-Eilola 

uses articulation theory to analyze the articulated identities of “hypertext.” Amy Kimme 

Hea uses articulation theory “as a heuristic to interrogate the relationships of corporate 

cultures to our scholarly lives” in “Exploring Articulation as Methodology” (41) and as 

both theory and method for examining Web-based research practices (“Riding the 

Wave”). Rhetorician Adela Licona’s analysis of zines theorizes the transformative 

potential of the politics and practices of dis- and rearticulation as a way to resist rigid 

identity markers. And in “Textual Mainstreaming and Rhetorics of Accommodation” 

Julie Jung uses articulation as a methodology to critique the unity of “accommodation” 

within disability discourses and to suggest possible rearticulations to strategically 

intervene in hegemonic representations of disability. In each of these works, scholars are 

embracing articulation as theory and method to analyze unities and to suggest ways that 

rearticulation of these unities allows for transformative potential. Articulation offers a 

specific way to analyze the intersections of text, context, and audience. But, more 

importantly, it also allows us to see ways that rhetorical situations can be rearticulated to 

enable alternate meanings of text, audience, and writer. These examples of the uses of 

articulation in rhetoric and composition show the best of multidisciplinary dialectical 
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exchange. Laclau, Mouffe, and Hall offer distinct ways to rethink our own theories of 

rhetoric and writing and our applications of the theory of articulation show engaged 

disciplinary practices that challenge hegemony. In the next section I will similarly enact 

articulation theory as a way to analyze the shifting identities of the LGBT social 

movement. 

  

LGBT Social-Movement Identities as Revolving Articulata 

Because identity has been diversely adopted, challenged, and deployed during the 

LGBT movement’s history, there is a tenacious connection between movement activity, 

identity, and kairos. Sociologist and LGBT social-movement scholar Mary Bernstein 

argues for what she calls a “political identity approach to social movements” one which 

challenges the assumption that identity politics in social movements necessarily rely on 

fixed and essentialist notions of identity. Bernstein’s approach focuses on the “materialist 

practices of the lesbian and gay movement,” which she argues “do not support the 

critique of identity politics” because they show that identity serves a strategic purpose in 

LGBT social politics (“Identities and Politics” 532). Bernstein argues that within an 

identity-based movement, identity is strategically deployed according to the 

circumstances activists wish to change. Identity plays various roles within social 

movements, with “identity as strategy” being but one of the three “analytic dimensions” 

of identity (Bernstein “Celebration and Suppression” 536-37). Articulation theory 

provides a guiding schematic to analyze the “identity as strategy” (political identity) 
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approach that LGBT social-movement activists deploy in order to intervene in 

inequitable situations.  

One of the functions of social-movement research and analysis is to classify 

movements, to understand what ways movements are similar and different from each 

other and how individual movements change. A variety of analytical frameworks exist to 

help accomplish that function. Earlier I discussed social-science frameworks and argued 

that rhetorical approaches to social movements differ because they focus on strategic uses 

of language. Kevin DeLuca suggests that articulation theory allows a way to understand 

and interpret the rhetoric of social movements and Patricia Malesh offers the concept if a 

distinctive “footprint” created by specific features of movement discourse that create a 

rhetorical legacy. Drawing the ideas of these two scholars together, I suggest that 

Malesh’s footprint is an articulated unity based on her definition of it as the “relationship 

among the various methods of persuasion that a movement uses and the goals that a 

movement hopes to accomplish” (11). However, the metaphor of a “footprint” suggests 

an artifact that is left behind to characterize movement activism and ideology. Because 

movements are dynamic, I argue that the metaphor of articulation reframes the idea of a 

footprint in productive ways by focusing on the ways that rhetorical legacies are ever 

changing.  

In order to account for the importance of articulation theory and identity to 

analyzing social-movement rhetoric, this dissertation analyzes the temporal, macro-level 

identity that movements articulate and then dis- and rearticulate to respond to changing 

contexts. Articulation theory intersects with social-movement framing theory when the 
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discursive dimensions of framing processes are analyzed. According to the primary 

architects of framing theory Benford & Snow “frame articulation” a is a discursive 

process that  

involves the connection and alignment of events and experiences so that 

they hang together in a relatively unified and compelling fashion. Slices of 

observed, experienced, and/or recorded "reality" are assembled, collated, 

and packaged. What gives the resultant collective action frame its novelty 

is not so much the originality or newness of its ideational elements, but the 

manner in which they are spliced together and articulated, such that a new 

angle of vision, vantage point, and/or interpretation is provided (623).  

It is “the manner in which [identities] are spliced together” in particular ways at particular 

times to form a particular social-movement identity that is the subject of my analyses. 

Because the process of articulation results in a temporary and recognizable unity, I use 

Donna Haraway’s metaphor of articulata to conceptualize these identities. In “The 

Promises of Monsters: A Regenerative Politics for Inappropriate/d Others,” Donna 

Haraway questions the politics of representation and offers the politically and 

theoretically engaged process of articulation to counter to the signifying/silencing 

practices of interpellation. According to Haraway, articulation offers subjects the “power 

to produce connection” and thus to produce meaning and action as well. The signification 

produced by articulation “must remain open” because as language producing creatures, if 

we believe we have achieved perfect representation we no longer have a need to act to 

seek and produce change (326-27). Haraway offers up the image of the articulata, a 
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biological classification of “segmented invertebrates.” to illustrate both the discursive and 

the material aspects of the signifying practice of articulation. The articulata is a jointed 

creature, “cobbled together” from segments it represents the signified, the joining 

together of “contingent things” (324). The articulata exists as a recognizable, but 

temporary signified unity. As such it is an apt metaphor to describe the character of a 

social or political movement, which is always cobbled together and includes individual 

and collective identities, strategies, and motives that are brought together, broken apart, 

and brought together in new ways to serve new purposes. To analyze a movement 

articulata is to identify and classify links between participant understanding of self with 

rhetorical strategies that are intended to achieve a social and/or political effect that is 

determined by a particular kairotic moment. To take another cue from Haraway, 

analyzing movement articulata requires a “relentless artifactualism” recognizing that 

movements are produced via a discursive process (296-98). Analysis of social 

movements relies almost exclusively on analyzing artifacts of movement discourse and 

on analyzing secondary texts representations of those artifacts. Thus, while movements 

have material elements and consequences, in order to perform rhetorical analysis, I can 

only access those things through discourse. The discursive elements of a movement 

articulata: self, strategies, and kairos that I have identified are not meant to be 

prescriptive; they should be generative in providing possibilities for understanding 

movements. I have chosen them to represent some of the macro-level meaning making 

structures for movements that other paradigms have acknowledged.  
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Articulata: Identity 

I’d like to take a little time now to define the elements of a movement articulata 

as they inform my analyses in this dissertation. The articulated unity called “identity” has 

such vast philosophical, psychological, social, rhetorical, and personal meanings that I 

believe that any attempt to fix it as “being” one thing or another is misdirected. Identity 

both articulates and is articulated. Thus while I cannot claim to understand its essential 

nature, I can apply its amorphous nature here by articulating it into a temporary state of 

“beingness” for my analyses. Because I believe that identity is both a post-modern 

production and a deeply held truth of being for many people, I apply Dana Anderson’s 

rhetorical approach to identity. Anderson considers identity not in “ontological terms but 

in experiential ones instead, as a word not for what a person or self ‘really’ is but rather 

for a person’s ability to articulate a sense of self or self-understanding” (6).  

The identity that I speak of within a particular social-movement articulata is 

always both personal and collective. For identities that are constructed as part of a social 

movement, for any “selves” that operate under constraints of oppression, the “subject 

created us at once individual and collective” (Torres 274). In writing about the self that is 

constructed by Latina autobiographers, Lourdes Torres, offers a political approach to 

theorizing identity, much like Mary Bernstein’s described above in which “identity 

politics” does not mean erasing difference to foment essentialism, rather it “means a 

politics of activism” (275). That is, politics of identity can be enacted strategically as a 

way to grow the movement, garner outsider support, and build coalitions with other 

marginalized peoples. That is, groups can adopt what Gayatri Spivak termed “strategic 
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essentialism” in which identities are performed in order to achieve goals, but are never 

fixed and natural. The key idea here is that identity is used as part of a strategy, not as a 

way to foment essentialism. Many LGBT social-movement scholars focus on the tension 

in gay communities between essential nature arguments that position LGBT identity as a 

biologically determined fixed essence and social-constructivist arguments that make a 

case for the contingency of sexuality and warn of the dangers of essential identity claims. 

Smith and Windes summarize the debate in this way:  

For some advocates, measurable achievements in improving the lives of 

lesbians and gay men have been purchased at the price of accepting an 

exclusionary, rigid and intellectually inelegant gay identity, while for 

others, academic and radical disruption of a stable and positive gay 

identity impedes progress toward tangible political goals. (26)  

Smith and Windes cast this identity debate as a struggle over which ideological 

position—nature or nurture—yields more “rhetorical power” and what the consequences 

are for individuals and communities if one position or the other is adopted. Mary 

Bernstein intervenes in the nature/nurture impasse by arguing that adoption or disavowal 

of identities by movement activists is a reaction to a particular political context 

(“Celebration and Suppression”; “Identities and Politics). Or to view it from a different 

perspective, identity is a strategy deployed in response to a rhetorical situation. In short it 

is no bold claim to argue that the construction of identity is, at least partly, a rhetorical 

process. Identity, as part of a particular social-movement identity that is brought together 

contingently to achieve social and political change, has the potential to answer 
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Bernstein’s call for a “political identity” approach, Smith and Windes’s call to heed the 

“terministic fields in which identity occurs,” and Gamson’s warning that “secure 

boundaries and stabilized identities are necessary not in general, but in the specific” (532; 

39; “Must Identity” 402). The identity of a movement—its particular articulata—is 

flexible, uncertain, temporary, and strategic. 

Names carry extraordinary power. Both outsiders and movement insiders contest 

the names used to identify the subject of the LGBT movement, whether that name is 

“homosexual,” “gay,” “lesbian,” “queer,” or any of the other seemingly endless 

signifiers. Each name for the LGBT subject has different discursive dimensions that 

result in different effects and affects. In Burkean terms each name presents a different, 

sometimes radically so, terministic screen through which to view the LGBT individual.6

                                                 
6 For example, I have chosen to use LGBT in this article, not because I particularly like it, but because it 
was easier for me as a writer to settle on one name and this is one that (presumably) includes lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, and transgendered people. But “LGBT,” through attempting to account for diversity, lumps vastly 
different categories into one name. 

 

As Judith Butler argues in Excitable Speech “to be addressed is not merely to be 

recognized for what one already is, but to have the very term conferred by which the 

recognition of existence becomes possible. One ‘exists’ not only by virtue of being 

recognized, but in a prior sense, by being recognizable.” Thus language can both 

“sustain” and “threaten” the individual (5). For LGBT people who have fought both 

outside and internal forces for the power to name and self-define, naming has 

extraordinary personal and political consequences. If LGBT movement “identity politics 

moves back and forth between a narrow single-interest-group politic and a view of 

coalition politics as the sum of separate identity communities, each locked into its own 
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sexual, gender, class, or racial politic” then in order to understand the intersection of self 

and community in the movement, we need a theory and methodology that will account 

for the complexities of identity (Seidman “Identity and Politics” 105). Articulation 

accounts for the variability of identity and also allows us to see the moments when it is 

fixed and recognizable.  

To sum up this brief discussion of identity within social movements, I will return 

to the work of Dana Anderson. Anderson (via Burke’s concept of identification) proposes 

that the constitution of identities is always a rhetorical process, even when an identity is 

taken as doxa. What this means for my analysis is that the utterance “I am a lesbian” may 

have a “commonsense” meaning for me and for others who hear it. Simultaneously this 

utterance could serve any number of persuasive functions, serving as a “unique point of 

rhetorical authority” (10). Identity is not only what I am, but also what I can do. Thus the 

experiential dimension of identity serves a crucial role in my concept of movement 

articulata. The identity it contains is/has a function.  

 

Articulata: Strategy 

Next, social-movement strategy, as I am using it here, plans of action for activism 

as determined by specific goals. Strategies include the specific tactics used to achieve 

movement goals. In the rhetorical analysis of social movements, strategies are typically 

represented as communicative events, thus discursive artifacts frequently represent those 
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strategies.7

September 14, 1989: ACT UP once again makes history by stopping 

trading on the Stock Exchange floor. Seven ACT UP members infiltrate 

the New York Stock Exchange and chain themselves to the VIP balcony. 

Their miniature foghorns drown out the opening bell, and a banner unfurls 

above the trading floor demanding “SELL WELLCOME.” Other ACT UP 

members snap photos which they then sneak out and send over newswires. 

Four days later, Burroughs Wellcome lowers the price of AZT by 20%, to 

$6,400 per year. (“ACT-UP Capsule History 1989”) 

 What this means for the rhetorical study of social movements is that action is 

typically made into text. For example, in the LGBT movement some of the more 

dramatic tactics were staged by the direct action group ACT UP (AIDS Coalition to 

Unleash Power) as part of a strategy to raise awareness about the crisis of HIV/AIDS that 

was being virtually ignored by the media and the government. In 1989 seven members of 

ACT UP chained themselves to the balcony of the New York Stock Exchange to protest 

the exorbitant cost of HIV/AIDS drugs. The event is represented in the ACT UP New 

York time capsule on their website with the following entry: 

While this is an obviously material tactic, the only way to access it is through primary 

and secondary discursive sources. Since ACT UP authors this particular description, it is 

rendered as a historic and monumental event. The activists “drown out” the bell of the 

stock exchange. David momentarily trumps Goliath. Obviously Burroughs Wellcome 
                                                 
7 In the conclusion to Disciplining Feminism Messer-Davidow suggests that the academic practice of 
turning action into discursive artifact has made progressive academics “vulnerable” by making us insular 
and at the service of our academic projects rather than at the service of our activism (287). I agree with the 
critique while enacting the same practice, which serves to strengthen her argument: “the movement” in this 
dissertation is my means to a degree.  
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would write this history differently. The point is that activist strategies are not available 

to us in any ideologically neutral, pure representation.    

As I indicated above, identity and strategy are closely aligned in social-movement 

activism. Strategies can affect identity construction and identity can be used as a strategy 

itself (see Bernstein “Celebration and Suppression”; Poletta and Jasper). Rearticulating 

identities to create more positive associations functions as a strategic intervention in 

disempowering hegemonic representations (Hall “Signification” 93-94). Thus while I 

name “identity” and “strategy” as separate elements within a particular movement 

articulata, the two are tenaciously joined. Changing one necessarily changes the other. 

The occasion for such change then depends on the final element that I will discuss: 

kairos.  

 

Articulata: Kairos 

Finally, in addition to identity and strategy, kairos is a critical element of the 

concept of movement articulata that I am analyzing in this dissertation. Like identity, 

kairos is a “complex, multidimensional concept;” one that address—among other 

things—the ways that rhetorical discourse is adapted based on “circumstances and 

exigencies, which include the orientations of both speakers and listeners, the moment, the 

place” (Sipiora 4). Acknowledging the complexity of kairos, my analyses conceptualize 

kairos based on James L. Kinneavy’s “provisional” definition that he uses to ground an 

extended investigation of the concept: kairos is “the right or opportune time to do 

something, or right measure in doing something” two functions that are frequently joined 
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(58). The joining of these functions is crucial to my use of kairos as a concept that 

accounts for the ways that certain times call for certain rhetorical acts. In the case of 

social movements, articulata are strategically crafted to meet particular contextual needs. 

However, these needs are determined by specific social-movement organizations and 

activists and never reflect all people’s needs; rather organizations select particular needs 

based on the exigencies and constraints of a particular kairotic moments. Roger 

Thompson claims that, for Kinneavy, kairos “expressed how certain cultural movements 

and conditions united with special moments to create ripe times for the rhetorical act” 

(73). Drawing on Kinneavy’s conception of kairos, Carolyn Miller’s analyses of the 

rhetoric of science applies kairos as akin to “situational context.” Miller defines kairos as 

the “relationship between historical context and particular characteristics of discourse.” 

Kairos “calls attention to the nature of discourse as event rather than object; it shows us 

how discourse is related to a historical moment; it alerts us to the constantly changing 

quality of appropriateness” (Miller 310). When applied to social-movement rhetoric, 

kairos can help us understand the changing cultural contexts that affect movement 

identities and strategies. To return to Herndl and Licona, “[t]he rhetorical performance 

that enacts agency is a form of kairos, that is, social subjects realizing the possibilities for 

action presented by the conjuncture of a network of social relations” (135). That is, 

kairos, action, and subjectivity are powerfully linked, albeit in shifting configurations, in 

ways that enable and prevent social change for individuals and collectives like social 

movements. 
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Rearticulating Articulata 

When and if these elements—identity, strategy, and kairos—cohere then social 

and political change is possible, though never guaranteed. These elements of the 

articulata are neither singular, nor fixed, thus movements constantly reconfigure 

themselves. Despite this flux, however, movement identities are recognizable and this 

recognition allows scholars to point to certain time period of activism and name them and 

study them. A movement’s identity is akin to the traditional idea of the rhetorical 

situation that combines texts, speakers, methods, and exigencies in a meaning-making 

performance. In her 1989 article “Rethinking the Rhetorical Situation from Within the 

Thematic of Différance” Barbara Biesecker argues that any rhetorical situation is 

articulation; it is neither essential nor stable, and it is created through the linking of signs. 

Likewise, when a theory of articulation is applied to social movements, it exposes the 

particular connections among those signs that attempt to engender social change.  

The process of examining the elements of and changes in movement identities 

yields important insights about the strategies and motivations of actors within social 

movements. Keeping a specifically rhetorical emphasis via articulation, an emphasis 

sometimes overlooked in histories and sociological studies, enables us specific ways to 

theorize change in the movement and rhetorical change is “an element that is essential to 

the very definition of movement” (Darsey 44). Any attempt to define movements, 

however, is necessarily a problematic venture because it can never account for all parts of 

the movement, neither all of the activism, nor all of the identities. While the articulata is 

a flexible metaphor for conceptualizing the elements that make up a particular rhetorical 
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formation of a movement, it can only be analyzed through specific discursive 

representations. That is to say that the movement articulata represented by a text, or a set 

of texts, is not only temporal and contingent; it is partial as well.  

 I want to return here to Hall’s idea that rearticulation of identities is a way to 

strategically intervene in inequitable situations and to shift the balance of power for 

disenfranchised people. It is important to remember that movements only have so much 

control over the change they can achieve via the ways that they articulate themselves. 

Cultural and political kairotic moments provide constraints as much (if not more) then 

they provide possibilities. Thus there is rarely an ideal correspondence between 

movement identities, strategies, and kairos. Rather it is the process of seeking this 

correspondence and achieving change that drives rearticulation. Identifying the character 

of the movement via analyzing its articulata can help scholars appreciate the ever-

changing signifying forms and functions of social-movement rhetoric. 

 

Rearticulating Social-Movement Identities 

In the following chapters I analyze how movement identities have been 

articulated and then dis- and rearticulated within four eras of activism in the LGBT 

movement from the 1950s through the present. While the times and types of activism 

cannot be easily delineated, the following generalizations represent major trends in 

movement activism from the mid-twentieth century on. Four movement identities have 

dominated LGBT movement activism. Those identities are organized around rhetorics of 

liberation, rhetorics of alterity, rhetorics of normality, and rhetorics of assimilation. 
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Liberation rhetorics promote the freedom of homosexual and bisexual identities as 

alternatives to heterosexuality available to anyone. Rhetorics of alterity frequently rely on 

spectacles of diffèrance and using “otherness” strategically. Rhetorics of normality 

emphasize similarity between straight and LGBT identities in order to strategically define 

homosexuality as different from heterosexuality only in terms of the sex of the partners in 

a relationship. Finally, assimilation rhetorics attempt to erase any meaningful divisions 

among people based on sexual or gender orientations. These four classifications are not 

meant to represent the entirety of the movement. My approach is not meant to suggest 

totality or progression or evolution. Rather, I seek to uncover how and why the 

movement was contingently articulated in particular dominating ways at particular times 

and what the consequences of those configurations were. 

 In order to explore the shifting identities of the LGBT movement through 

analyzing series of articulations, or links, between movement activism, personal identity, 

and cultural understandings, I will show some of the ways that social-movement identity 

is both personal and strategic in contemporary political agitation. My analysis of the 

LGBT movement will show some of the ways that analyzing a particular movement 

articulata can act as a heuristic to gauge the effectiveness of the movement in its 

different iterations. For there to be cultural/political change (the generally agreed upon 

goal of any social movement) as a result of activism there has to be coherence among the 

strategies of the movement, the individual participant, and the cultural.  

The analysis of social-movement identities need not be limited to what are 

typically referred to as identity-based movements. The labor movement, for example is 
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considered the classic “political movement” based not on so-called identity politics but 

on class, resources, and divisions of labor. Yet, we can still see articulated identities used 

strategically by the labor movement. For example, the AFL-CIO’s branding of itself as 

the “folks who brought you the weekend,” functions as a strategy to garner support from 

non-union people, solidify the identity of union members as individuals whose 

membership benefits all people, and intervenes in the capitalist dogma that depicts union 

members as lazy socialists. The slogan is an activist action that serves a strategic purpose 

both within and outside of the organization and it reflects a coherent rhetorical identity 

for the AFL-CIO. This is one example of the significance that identity has in “non-

identity” movements and supports the argument that social-movement scholars should 

“abandon the dichotomy between political and cultural movements” because identity 

strategies function in all social movements and because cultural movements seek cultural 

goals and vice versa (Bernstein “Identities and Politics” 536).  

In the remainder of this section, I will offer a brief history tracing the majority 

shifts in movement identity that this dissertation will analyze. The first I will undertake 

came at the end of the 1960s when members of “homophile movements” who wanted a 

more progressive focus for their movement radicalized their actions, most publicly after 

the 1969 Stonewall riots, which were a result of a police riot on a gay bar. This shift is 

well documented in histories of the LGBT movement (D’Emilio Sexual Politics; Adam; 

Duberman; Bernstein “Identities and Politics”). Yet these narratives are somewhat 

contested because they assumes cohesion within the homophile organizations that was 

never actually present. That is, from its inception, LGBT activists have debated over the 
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appropriate nature of their movement’s identity. Within the dominant SMOs, however, 

the discourse prior to Stonewall “was marked by assimilation and quiescence” (Bernstein 

“Identities and Politics” 541). Despite the tendency of the major homophile groups (such 

as The Mattachine Society and The Daughters of Billitis) to assimilate what was widely 

considered to be a deviant identity (a view held by a large numbers of LGBT people 

themselves) into the dominant culture, these groups did seek social (and sometimes legal) 

change.8

Despite the significance of the Stonewall Riots, this event alone did not change 

the LGBT movement. Returning to three major components of a movement’s identity—

self, strategy, and culture—we can better appreciate the complexity of this change. By the 

end of the 60s, younger LGBT people and those more radical members of the homophile 

movement— particularly socialist and communist ones—were disenchanted with the 

conservative character that many leaders of homophile SMOs were espousing. Protest to 

the war, the feminist movement, Black activism, New Left dissidence all intersected with 

and influenced the burgeoning LGBT movement. For individual LGBT people, social 

critique was all around them and increasing numbers of people agitated for Mattachine 

 Because of the explosive nature of the Stonewall Inn  riots, LGBT people were 

invigorated to fight more visibly for their own rights by changing the “strategies, rhetoric, 

and forms” of their identities and the numbers of people willing to publicly embody those 

identities (Meyer 449). The sudden increase in liberation rhetoric attracted more 

followers to the movement, activists increased their protests, marches, publications, 

slogans, coalition building, and legal agitation. 

                                                 
8 For a more in-depth look at homophile movement discursive identity construction, the Stonewall riots, 
and the shift from an assimilationist to liberationist movement identity, see Chapter 2. 
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and DOB to take a more radical stance. Many LGBT people were unwilling to accept that 

they were deviant or in need of assimilating to a healthier (code for heterosexual) life. 

The growing dissatisfaction of individual people with the homophile groups’ definitions 

of homosexuals led to splinters in the groups as people left and became active in other, 

more radical movements (D’Emilio Sexual Politics; Sears; Timmons). Finally, the culture 

in which the LGBT movement operated was changing. Although the radicalism of the 

sixties has been overemphasized by pop culture romanticizing of the free love era, the 

culture that the homophile groups wished to assimilate into was changing. Although all 

scholars tell this story slightly differently, most agree on these general tensions. Steve 

Valocchi argues that the dialectic between the frames of the homophile movement and 

various strands of sixties counterculturalism created the “master frame” of gay liberation.  

The dominant movement identity of liberation lasted from the late 60s to the late 

70s, and it signified a profound shift from the rhetorics of assimilation that dominated 

early movement groups through the 40s, 50s, and early 60s. In the era of liberation, the 

movement articulated the concepts of pride and freedom with the movement’s identity. 

Lesbian, gay, and bisexual selves were also rearticulated into a superior sexual identity 

that can be chosen by anyone. This narrative was primarily one of gay white male 

liberation. As lesbians were increasingly indentifying with the feminist movement, a 

movement that was already skeptical of the “sexual revolution” as being a revolution for 

men, unified goals for the movement were hard to define. As schisms between gay men 

and lesbians widened, large numbers of women began building their own movements 

based on radical feminism and lesbian separatism (see Faderman 1992, Johnston 1974). 
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Thus the lesbian-feminist separatist movement had its own liberation identity that was 

founded on the belief that true sexual and personal liberation requires a split from male 

society. While liberation movements were articulated in different, sometimes 

contradictory ways, they all strategically intervened in the restrictive hegemony that 

silenced and pathologized LGBT identities and made the movements visible, increased 

membership, supported individuals, and brought the LGBT cause for rights into the 

national consciousness.  

The era of liberation ended in the mid to late seventies (scholars vary in their 

accounts) and like the previous shift from homophile assimilation to liberation, the shift 

to normalization, occurred in a cultural context of social and political change. The main 

feature of this shift to a normalized movement identity is one that advocates for civil 

rights based on the idea that LGBT are a visible and distinct minority (D’Emilio “Making 

and Unmaking”; Valocchi; Bernstein “Identities and Politics”). While liberation was 

about freedom and about rearticulating homosexual identity (from deviant sickness to 

“gay is good!”), the rights-based movement, having rescued LGBT identities for its own 

people, began to increase demand for access to the political and legal benefits of the 

public sphere. A main goal of this new articulation of the movement was clearly one of 

cultural participation over countercultural agitation, because the movement’s discourse 

was increasingly couched in terms of equal opportunity. The liberation identity of fluid 
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and free sexuality gave way to LGBT people increasing their participation in public life 

and in politics (D’Emilio Sexual Politics; Adam).9

The reason for this rearticulation can be explained by analyzing why the liberation 

identity lost its coherence at the end of the 70s. As I noted above, Lesbians were turning 

more and more toward a focus on feminism and action within the women’s movement, 

despite mainstream feminist ambivalence about lesbian participation (Esterberg; 

Faderman; Gallo). Lesbians faced as much sexism within the liberation movement as 

outside of it. Additionally, members embracing the countercultural bent of liberation 

ideology were “suspicious of any formal institutions,” but a growing number of others 

“wanted to intervene in mainstream politics” (Blasius and Phelan “Gay Liberation” 378). 

Bernstein notes that the election of Jimmy Carter in 1976 “inaugurated a new period of 

unprecedented political access for lesbians and gay men” and that the National Gay Task 

Force (NGTF) formed in 1973 gained strength through this access and increased political 

participation on a national level:  

   

The NGTF avoided identity strategies and did not seek to deconstruct 

identity categories or to challenge stigma but only to gain rights and 

narrow protection from harm. The NGTF was not concerned with 

mobilizing a wider lesbian and gay constituency by empowering 

grassroots activists. Committed to working within the system, the NGTF 

                                                 
9 The 2008 Gus Van Sant film Milk chronicles, not only the life of San Francisco gay politician Harvey 
Milk, but the shift towards normalized identities and rights-based political work in the pre-AIDS era as 
well.  
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emphasized ‘‘political’’ goals and avoided identity strategies. (“Identities 

and Politics” 549) 

So individual disenchantment with the focus of liberation led to the formation of new 

groups with new strategies, and as the kairotic moment changed the movement’s identity 

had to be rearticulated.  

One important change in the kairotic moment that ushered in a rearticulation was 

the rise of the “religious right and the symbolic importance of ‘the homosexual menace’” 

in their framing strategies (Valocchi 70). As the 70s progressed, the newly active 

religious right increased its opposition to the fledgling gay rights movement. One of the 

more visible religious right agitations against LGBT people was Anita Bryant’s 1977 

“Save Our Children” campaign. Bryant, a former beauty queen and moderately 

successful pop singer, was the national spokesperson for the Florida Citrus Commission 

when she spearheaded a campaign in Dade County to repeal a gay-rights ordinance. She 

was successful. Bryant’s campaign claimed that homosexuals aim to recruit children. 

Bryant wrote of the “evil influence” of homosexuals and equated homosexuality to 

bestiality. The claims of Bryant and “Save Our Children” persist as the primary religious 

arguments against homosexuality, a testament to their rhetorical force. Following the 

success of Bryant, Jerry Falwell formed the Moral Majority. In 1980 with significant 

support from the religious right, Ronald Reagan was elected. The claims of the Moral 

Majority continued to gain traction and as they did, more LGBT people embraced rights 

rhetoric and moved away from liberation rhetoric. Strategically and personally, it didn’t 
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make sense to many LGBT activists and organizations to trumpet sexual freedom in the 

face of opponents who accused you of libidinous sexuality.   

 The religious characterization of homosexuality as a sin gained traction in the 

eighties and the epidemic was used as evidence of God’s punishment for homosexuality. 

While mainstream LGBT political groups continued to pursue political rights, the 

neoconservative turn no longer provided an environment to gain any traction. In 1986 in 

the case Bowers vs. Hardwick, the Supreme Court of the United States ruled that states 

were free to criminalize sodomy, although individual states had been repealing sodomy 

laws since the early 1960s.10 In response to the Reagan administration’s continued refusal 

to acknowledge the HIV/AIDS crisis and laws which continued to criminalize consensual 

sexual behavior among adults, some activists within the LGBT movement chose to 

embrace new strategies and began to rearticulate an identity based on alterity.11

While it was by no means dominant among individual LGBT people or SMOs, 

the rhetorical identity of alterity was used to call attention to the travesties of the Reagan 

era. AIDS was killing an entire generation of gay men, and neoconservatism and 

evangelical fundamentalism gained strength by co-opting the discourse of gay liberation, 

 Direct 

action groups like ACT-UP and later Queer Nation stopped trying to address the religious 

right and pursued strategies to draw attention to HIV/AIDS. By the late 80s some visible 

direct-action groups had rearticulated a queer identity for their movements, based less on 

a fixed minority status and more on an embrace of difference (see chapter 3).  

                                                 
10 In 2003 the Supreme Court reversed its Bowers ruling in the case Lawrence vs. Texas, making it illegal 
for any state to criminalize sodomy. 
11 This apparent contradiction will be discussed in chapter 3.  
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tying it fallaciously to AIDS, and fomenting a powerful “us-versus-them” rhetoric that 

demonized LGBT people and defined them in opposition to American normality. Three 

visible direct action groups, ACT-UP (formed in 1987), Queer Nation (1990), and the 

Lesbian Avengers (1992) attempted to fight the neoconservative right through spectacles 

of alterity that were impossible to ignore. While these groups may not have secured 

widespread legislative change for LGBT people, the rearticulation of identity 

accomplished a longstanding movement goal of increased visibility, even if that visibility 

was characterized as a threat to the family by the dominant neoconservative political 

machine. Most gay Americans were not participating in such radical rights groups (as 

evidenced from the low membership numbers) but these were the groups getting national 

attention and encouraging conversations about militancy versus acquiescence in the face 

of a national health crisis that was killing vast numbers of community members and 

movement activists. 

While the rhetorical turn to alterity was not widely embraced, it was widely 

recognized by the mainstream because it is strategically designed to gain visibility. This 

identity did lead to change both within the mainstream movement, which made 

HIV/AIDS its primary issue, and within the dominant culture where there began a slow 

shift to recognizing HIV/AIDS, humanizing its victims, and beginning a gradual 

integration of LGBT people into society. Despite these small changes, the right wing of 

America was able to control the discourse on homo/bisexuality so completely during the 

1980s that, rather than craft alternate discourses of identity, as ACT-UP and Queer 

Nation had done, the mainstream LGBT SMOs increasingly argued in the terms of the 
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right-wing in the mid-late 1990s. Throughout the 90s the LGBT movement sought to 

normalize itself and challenged the opposition by highlighting the sameness of LGBT 

people and straight people. In this time LGBT activist identity was once again 

rearticulated strategically. The argument that dominated was of the “we are just like you, 

besides who we go to bed with” variety that depended on showcasing American-friendly 

versions of LGBT life (marriage, family, home, capitalist participation), increased 

visibility in mass marketed pop culture (Ellen, Will and Grace, Philadelphia, To Wong 

Foo Thanks for Everything, Julie Newmar), and disassociation from aspects of the 

movement that didn’t fit the image of the new, family-friendly gay. Instead of grassroots, 

bottom-up organizations mobilizing locally and creating national networks, corporate-

funded, top-down national LGBT organizations, such as the Human Rights Campaign, 

focused on promoting the normality of LGBT lives. As the culture in which the 

movement operated gradually began to shift its attitudes towards LGBT people, in 

fighting in the movement grew and the “queer versus gay” debates over the nature of 

LGBT identity destabilized attempts to build a cohesive national movement. Because 

visibility had been increased, the culture changed somewhat in its dealing with LGBT 

people. However this change was restricted to pop culture and throughout the nineties, 

LGBT politics promoted marriage and military service as primary issues. The voices of 

alterity moved to smaller factions within the movement, particularly those of “alternate” 

sexualities: polyamory, leather, S/M, “of color” LGBT activists, working-class activists, 

and also academia with the rise of “queer theory.”  
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 Looking back on the Clinton era, it is more apparent now the ways that 

democratization was touted but commodification was promoted. In a 2002 California 

Law Review article “LesBiGay Identity as Commodity” authors David M. Skover and 

Kellye Y. Testy contrast the lack of political gain by LGBT people with the explosion of 

commercial appeals to LGBT people arguing that “American LesBiGay identity cannot 

be understood apart from commerce. Whether it be personal acknowledgement as a 

same-sex individual or collective recognition as a same-sex community, LesBiGay 

identity owes much of its historical origins and modern evolution to the capitalist 

economy and commercialized marketplace” (241).12

                                                 
12 The author wishes to note that the term “LesBiGay” aggravates her immensely, but more importantly, it 
illustrates the tendency of writers to create a cohesive collective identity (like I have done with LGBT) 
when writing broadly about queer issues.  

 The authors develop this claim 

throughout their article showing the strains of identity commodification in the earliest 

days of homosexual identity. However, despite the historical precedence of 

commercialization of identity, the 1990s saw an explosion in the marketing to LGBT 

people. Commodification has enormous power to function as a normalizing apparatus, by 

delineating access to power and resources. As Foucault argues in Discipline and Punish, 

corresponding to normalizing is the ability to promote or punish those who refuse to 

acquiesce. Many LGBT people desire to gain promotion and avoid punishment; therefore 

it is not surprising that normalization has become an entrenched, naturalized movement 

identity. The increased participation of LGBT people in the market sector corresponds to 

a fixed, essential identity, of one who wants to shop at IKEA, get married, and join the 

military (see chapter 4). 
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Between the 1990s and the present, this commercial, normalized character of 

LGBT politics has persisted. There hasn’t been a radical rearticulation of the movement’s 

identity, but I assert that the movement is headed toward a return to assimilation. This 

new assimilation, however, is very different from that of the homophile era, primarily 

because the elements that combine to make the identity have changed. The Millennium 

March on Washington in the spring of 2000 acts as a pivot point between the movement 

identity of the nineties and the movement identity of the new century. The march had 

little political focus and was funded by massive corporate sponsorships, which was 

troubling to many activists because they weren’t identifiably LGBT, or even LGBT-

friendly organizations. The explosion of LGBT pop culture spectacles that began in the 

90s yielded little concrete political change in the 2000s. In 2005 gay libertarian 

conservative Andrew Sullivan published an essay in The New Republic titled “The End of 

Gay Culture,” in which he argues that the erosion of a distinctly gay culture and social 

presence “has been less like a political revolution from above than a social transformation 

from below.” Further “[t]here is no single gay identity anymore, let alone a single look or 

style or culture.” Sullivan sees this progression as a natural integration of gay and lesbian 

with heterosexual, a change he believes should be welcome (if somewhat sad) to those 

who have struggled for equality. But for leftist queers, the goal was never integration, but 

full and equal respect and rights for all citizens regardless of sexual behavior, gender 

presentation, or relationship status. Though I rarely agree with Sullivan, his essay aptly 

lays out the cultural, social, and political erosion of what was once a distinct, minority 

movement. For conservatives like Sullivan, assimilation is a welcome occurrence. 
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Sullivan has been an outspoken advocate for equality in marriage laws for years and has 

never been drawn to the traditionally leftist slant to gay and lesbian politics. His essay 

lays out the ever diversifying sub-cultures and self-styling among gay men and lesbians. 

A similar diversification can be seen in the increasingly complex acronyms used to 

describe non-hetersosexuals. From “homosexual” to the latest I’ve seen “LGBTTTIQ” 

(Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgendered, Transsexual, Two-spirited, Intersexed, 

Queer/Questioning) the increasingly difficult task of naming and identification is 

reflected not only in personal lives, but in culture, and in politics as well. If we need an 

eight letter acronym to reflect the people within a movement, there’s no central identity 

that marks those people. This doesn’t mean the end of the movement, but it does signal 

that “homosexual” is less of a meaningful identity than it once was. And if it is less of a 

meaningful distinction, then some measure of assimilation has occurred.  

The presidency of George W. Bush, the terrorist attacks in 2001, the war in Iraq, 

and the recession have dominated the political landscape of the last decade. Even in 2008 

with the election of Barack Obama, LGBT political defeats dominated, most publicly 

with the passage of California’s Proposition 8 that reversed the legality of same-sex 

marriages in the state. The controversial voter initiative was overturned in federal court, 

but then a stay was immediately issued preventing marriages from resuming. The stay 

was upheld by the Ninth Circuit court of Appeals and remains in place. At the close of 

2010, the military’s Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell policy was finally repealed, presumably 

allowing LGB people to serve openly in the military. So as the first decade of the new 

millennium closed, several states have legalized gay marriage, but the issue continues to 
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divide the nation and even LGBT activists. It is important to remember that a movement 

identity that promotes assimilation does not mean that there’s equality or equity for 

LGBT people. While pursuing politics of inclusion, particularly in the heteropatriarchal 

institution of marriage doesn’t indicate a rhetorical change from the previous decades, the 

movement itself seems to be rearticulating itself out of existence, to be replaced by 

smaller coalitions of affinity and issue groups. 

 

Overview of Dissertation 

 This brief overview of moments of articulation (disarticulation and rearticulation) 

in the LGBT movement shows how analyzing a movement’s identity via articulation 

theory can be a useful heuristic to better understand the activism of social movements. 

Throughout the modern US LGBT civil-rights era there has been an ongoing tension 

between moderate and radical segments for ideological control of the movement’s 

identity. In the following chapters, I pursue a series of rhetorical analyses of LGBT civil 

rights activism in the US from the mid-twentieth century to the present. I use the concept 

of movement identity, a conceptual unity composed of self, strategy, and culture, to guide 

my analysis and to better understand the changing nature of social movements over time. 

In addition to deploying the theory and method of articulation, I will draw on social-

movement framing theory. The analyses are also based in new social movement 

theoretical assumptions that identity has strategic dimensions that can and be used to 

build cohesion among diverse groups of people within a movement and mobilize them to 

work toward a common goal.  
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In chapter 2, I examine the changing nature of mainstream LGBT movement 

organizations in the mid-twentieth century from the homophile movement to gay 

liberation. Tension between the forces for assimilation and those of liberation led to the 

development of new SMOs that practiced strategic intervention in the development and 

deployment of LGBT identities and thus changed the direction of the movement as well 

as individual LGBT people’s identifications. The analysis traces the evolution of 

“homosexual” from tragic figure to sexual revolutionary to minority subject. 

 In chapter 3, I turn my attention from organizations to activists. My analyses look 

inside the movement to analyze the ways that sex and sexuality shaped identity and 

identification in the 1980s. I examine rhetorics of alterity—the purposeful use of 

“othering” for a specific effect—in early HIV/AIDS discourse and in the lesbian-feminist 

sex wars to uncover the ways that différance can be used to draw the borders of identity. 

My analyses reveal how rhetorics of alterity, while reliant on creating polarized identities, 

also rely on taking active control of those polarities for persuasive, activist purposes.  

Chapter 4 examines the normalized identities that became dominant in the 90s and 

remain so to this day. Rather than usher in a new day of inclusion, the normalization of 

the movement—particularly the focus on marriage—has resulted in a flurry of state-level 

constitutional amendments banning same-sex marriage. Despite some significant political 

gains, I argue that normalizing LGBT people has led, not to equal rights in US 

democracy, but to equal participation in US capitalism as LGBT people have been 

increasingly targeted as a consumer group. Thus normalization, rather than being a path 
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to equality has only served to shore up capitalist hegemony by bringing LGBT people 

into the marketplace. 

Finally chapter 5 analyzes the post-millennial movement. This chapter provides a 

close analysis of the strategic uses of assimilation in one campaign to defeat an antigay 

amendment in Arizona in 2006. I argue that the campaign’s strategies exemplify ways 

that social movements can hinder the politics they represent when they use hegemonic 

and normalized articulations of identity. Each chapter explores some of the multiple 

functions of rhetoric through analyzing various articulations of social movement identity, 

which are composed of identities, strategies, and purposeful responses to kairotic 

moments. 
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CHAPTER 2: MOMENTS IN MOVEMENTS AND ITERATIONS OF IDENTITY 

 

  June 28 1969. Just after 1:00 a.m. the NYPD conducted a raid on The Stonewall 

Inn in Greenwich Village. Stonewall was a seedy, Mafia-run gay bar on Christopher 

Street with a diverse clientele “ranging from tweedy East Siders to street queens” that 

became a site of resistance and mobilization for the nascent LGBT civil-rights 

movement. At the time, police raids on gay and lesbian establishments were routine, but 

the events of June 28 were anything but. On this occasion the harassment was not 

passively tolerated. On this occasion the victims revolted. Martin Duberman’s book 

Stonewall provides detailed, firsthand accounts of the police raid: 

[A]ll sensed something unusual in the air, all felt a kind of tensed 

expectancy. The police (two of whom were women) were oblivious to it 

initially. Everything up to that point had gone so routinely that they 

expected to see the crowd quickly disperse. Instead, a few people started 

to boo; others pressed against the waiting van, while the cops standing 

near it yelled angrily for the crowd to move back . . . so much happened so 

quickly as to seem simultaneous. (196) 

As police started roughing up the patrons and loading them into a paddy wagon, the 

resistance intensified. The police, realizing that this was not a routine round-up of a 

docile minority, quickly drove the first wagon away to a nearby precinct. A butch dyke 
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was the first to fight back by throwing a punch at an officer (Kennedy and Davis 378).13

The spontaneous anger generated by the Stonewall riots vividly illustrates one of 

the unique characteristics of social-movement rhetoric: reactive protest. In addition to the 

strategic deployment of rhetoric in social movements, they also contain spontaneous 

moments such as Stonewall, unplanned outbursts of sublimated rage, that often propel a 

movement in new directions. Stonewall was an outburst, and for many it was a breaking 

 

It was then that “mêlée broke out in several directions and mounted in intensity. The 

crowd, now in full cry, started screaming epithets at the police—‘Pigs!’ “Faggot cops!’ 

‘Gay power!’ One queen mashed an officer with her heel, knocked him down, grabbed 

his handcuff keys, freed herself, and passed the keys to another queen behind her” (196-

97). Over the next few days, thousands of LGBT people came to the Stonewall Inn. The 

clashes with the police continued. While the scene at the Inn finally calmed down, the 

feelings of anger and militancy among many LGBT people didn’t. The unplanned 

activism of Stonewall was led by working-class street queens, butch lesbians, and people 

of color. The leaders of the Stonewall Rebellion “had no articulated political vision . . . 

they reacted only with the anger that had accumulated through years of raids and abuse” 

(Faderman 195). They weren’t organized under a mission statement, and they weren’t 

driven by a rational assessment of goals and available strategies. They were instead fed 

up with the violation and degradation, and “Stonewall,” for many, became the rallying 

cry for a new wave of activism and mobilization.  

                                                 
13 The identity of this woman is unknown, and so some histories leave her out, but she is widely known in 
lore. I heard the story of Stonewall with her in it, and would rather tell the story with her than erase yet 
another lesbian from history.  
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point, but it was also a turning point for the social-movement rhetoric of LGBT civil 

rights. These riots, “now generally taken to mark the birth of the modern Gay Liberation 

movement,” vividly illustrate the widespread abuse of gays and lesbians by the police in 

the mid-twentieth century (Duberman xv).  Because the patrons of the Stonewall Inn 

fought back, gays and lesbians across the country were inspired to intervene in their own 

mistreatment and malignment. But while Stonewall was a spontaneous event, the force of 

movement activism following that event wasn’t. Instead it was the culmination of two 

decades of growing LGBT organization and agitation.  

In evaluating the changes to LGBT movement rhetoric engendered by Stonewall, 

it is necessary to look at changes in identity definitions and deployment that were 

occurring in the late sixties. In the following analysis of social-movement activism and 

identity in the decades immediately before and after Stonewall, I will illustrate some 

shifts in identity that acted as strategic interventions and changed both the character and 

goals of the movement and the individuals who participated in it. This chapter 

demonstrates some specific ways that the LGBT movement strategically developed and 

deployed identity in the latter half of the twentieth century in ways that changed the 

direction of the movement and of individual LGBT people’s conceptions of themselves. 

Through understanding strategic ways that identity is dis- and rearticulated, it becomes 

easier to see the ways that identity is dynamically constructed. Because identity in the 

LGBT movement has been forged largely through discourse, rhetorical analyses show 

shifts in meaning and action both within the movement and in the dominant culture. The 
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changing names used to identify people who were once simply titled “homosexual” 

vividly exemplifies such shifts. 

This chapter examines the changing nature of homosexual activism and the ways 

that movement identity and ideology was rearticulated both within the nascent gay and 

lesbian rights movement and within the heterosexual mainstream. First I provide the 

historical context for the homosexual organizations that would evolve into the Gay 

Liberation movement. Then I analyze how the identity of the movement was rearticulated 

by radical segments of the organizations of the fifties and sixties to show the evolution of 

“homosexual” from tragic figure to sexual revolutionary to minority subject. The analysis 

reveals the ways that militant activists strategically intervened in identity constructions in 

ways that redefined both the nature and character of homosexuality. 

 

Signs O’ the Times: A Note on Rhetorical Context 

Throughout the 1950s, and 60s, gay and lesbian “homophile” organizations were 

gaining members in large cities. Adopting the word “homophile” was strategically 

significant in recruiting members and in beginning the difficult work of redefining the 

homosexual subject. In the mid-twentieth century, other popular terms for homosexual 

people were problematic for activist use. “Invert,” which was popularized in the late 

nineteenth and early twentieth century by sexologist Richard von Krafft-Ebing and author 

Radclyffe Hall, signifies a reversal from the presumed norm of heterosexuality. 

“Homosexual,” which became the dominant term in medical, psychological, and popular 

discourse erases all non-erotic aspects of same-sex relationships.  By organizing under 
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the name “homophile,” activists hoped to lessen these stigmas as the suffix “phile” 

speaks to affinity, love, and connection without the focus on “sexuality.” The term 

“homophile” remains largely unknown outside of LGBT scholars. One reason for this 

may be the relative anonymity of the homophiles, whose activism was eclipsed by the 

Gay Liberation movement that followed in the wake of Stonewall. As the homophile 

movement grew and formalized, the core goals of its largest organizations centered on 

gaining acceptance and integrating into mainstream American society. In the mid to late 

fifties, homophile activism was quiet for the most part, and while some members lobbied 

the medical and psychological establishments to reconsider their characterizations of 

LGBT people. Although many of the earliest activist were Communists, artists, gender 

non-conformists, working-class people, and people of color, their voices were 

increasingly silenced as the homophile movement developed their goals and strategies. 

Historian Craig Loftin argues that the “character of the homophile movement was heavily 

middle-class, and its participants were disproportionately college educated professionals 

and white-collar workers” thus the identity of the homophile movement overwhelmingly 

reflected the concerns of this group (578). 

While the more outspoken Gay Liberation activists who would follow them 

criticized the homophile groups for their “conservative” approaches to the fight for rights, 

their efforts to support each other and start discussions on the issue of homosexuality 

should not be discounted. Historian Martin Meeker argues that homophile history has 

been distorted by a simplified narrative that tells the story of the homophile movement as 
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one that was started by radicals and taken over by conservatives.14

Despite the in-fighting over goals and strategies, homophile organizations 

provided networks and support for their members. The organizations operated within a 

sexually repressive postwar era, in which McCarthy-style cultural and political policing 

was popular. These constraints limited the options for activism in these groups. Day-to-

day survival was a common focus for self-identified homosexuals, who faced 

imprisonment, rape, ostracism and even death, if their identities were revealed. In this 

context it is understandable that the homophile movement’s options for activism were 

 Meeker suggests that 

this narrative is flawed and that “rather than being a cowardly retreat [into conservatism], 

the Mattachine Society’s presentation of a respectable public face was a deliberate and 

ultimately successful strategy to deflect the antagonisms of its many detractors” (81). 

Within two major homophile organizations, the Mattachine Society and the Daughters of 

Bilitis, there was “substantial (though not complete) agreement that assimilation was the 

desired goal and that accommodation to heterosexual society was the way to achieve 

that” (Blasius and Phelan “The Homophile Movement” 239). While historians debate 

over whether assimilation was a strategy or a goal of the homophile movement, I will 

assume that there is no right answer in this debate. Whether strategy or goal, assimilation 

marked the identity of the homophile movement for most of the 1950s; this is not to say 

that individual members all believed in assimilation as either strategy or goal, rather that 

assimilation rhetoric in homophile SMO discourse constructed a movement identity that 

has helped solidify the historical narrative of the homophile movement.  

                                                 
14 Meeker credits John D’Emilio’s Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities—cited in this dissertation—for 
widely disseminating this narrative. 
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limited. As the years progressed, however, and the fifties turned into the sixties, militancy 

became an option for gay and lesbian activists who saw the civil rights, women’s, and 

antiwar movements agitating in society for an ideological shift (Faderman 196). In the 

early to mid 1960s, segments of the homophile movement became increasingly militant 

and the movement began to engage in a strategic intervention by rearticulating its 

identity, which paved the way for the more visible activist strategies and identities of Gay 

Liberation in the post-Stonewall era. That intervention entailed disarticulating 

homosexuality from a medical/psychological definition of illness that the homophile 

organizations had initially accepted and rearticulating homosexuality with ethnicity, 

paving the way for civil-rights activism that persists in much mainstream movement 

action. The new militancy that sprang up in some factions of the homophile organizations 

would eventually splinter them and lead to their demise.   

 Had the homophile groups not begun the difficult work of forming support 

networks in communities, the Stonewall riots likely would not have had the effect that 

they did of sparking new waves of activism. In assessing the homophile groups from a 

rhetorical perspective, their activities should be examined within the rhetorical situation 

of the time. Because rhetoric is always dependent on the available means of persuasion, 

it’s critical to assess what options were realistically available to homophile activists in the 

mid-twentieth century when homosexuality existed in a liminal space between mental 

illness and moral failing. Before radical activism could happen, homosexual people had 

to first rearticulate their identities in ways that would allow for such activism. Before a 

person or a group can develop the oppositional consciousness that Chela Sandoval argues 
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is necessary to social movement, they must first develop a positive consciousness of self. 

In the next section I analyze the constraints under which homophile movement identities 

were formed in order to trace the development of identity reconstruction that helped 

make gay liberation possible.  

 In the context of the identity “homosexual,” two of the more powerful, persistent, 

and damaging connections are that of “homosexuality” with a pseudo-

medical/psychological notion of deviance, and that of “homosexuality” with a religious 

notion of sin. Throughout the contemporary history of LGBT activism, these 

constructions have been challenged or avoided to varying degrees of success. In terms of 

articulation theory, it is important to understand that even though all such unities are open 

to dis- and rearticulation, some points of connection are more tenacious than others and 

vary in the degree of power they hold both within and outside of a community.15

The medical/psychological discourse of deviance exerted significant power over 

the ways that homosexual people could understand themselves. By the advent of the 

homophile movement, mental health organizations had a hundred-year history of 

  When 

the homophile organizations formed, the most seemingly forgiving discourse of the time 

was that of the medical establishment. While psychology defined homosexuals as 

deviant, a growing segment within this establishment saw that deviance as out of the 

control of the “afflicted” individual. Thus for many people, it was better to understand 

themselves as sick than to understand themselves as sinners, because mental illness, 

though it remains taboo and misunderstood, is rarely viewed as a matter of choice.  

                                                 
15 See chapter 1 
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pathologizing persons with primary attachments to people of the same sex. As disturbing 

as this is to many contemporary LGBT people, many of the most prominent sexologists 

of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (Richard von Krafft-Ebing, Magnus 

Hirschfeld, and Havelock Ellis most notably) wrote somewhat sympathetically of those 

people whose sexuality was “inverted” from the normal state of heterosexuality. The 

position of many sexologists was that sexual inversion was a product of biology, not 

morality. That is, the invert could not help that he or she was born with the condition. 

This discourse of deviance was disseminated throughout texts not just about but by 

LGBT people as well. A famous scene in Radclyffe Hall’s The Well of Loneliness shows 

lesbian protagonist Stephen Gordon reading Krafft-Ebing’s Psychopathia Sexualis and 

finding within its pages a definition of herself: the sexual invert. Psychopathia Sexualis is 

filled with case studies of sexual inversion in both males and females and through these 

stories, many homosexual men and women likely found identities with which they could 

relate. Krafft-Ebing writes of his invert patients with some compassion and asserts that 

treatment is largely unsuccessful. He had insights into homosexuality that the APA 

wouldn’t catch up with for about one hundred years. In concluding his discussion of 

sexual inversion, Krafft-Ebing writes:  

Castration is out of the question, because it is difficult to justify such an 

operation, for the antipathic sexual instinct with its psychical tortures, 

cannot be extirpated by this process even though the sex desire be 

diminished. To confine such people to an insane asylum is a monstrous 

idea. Justification for it can only then exist if the perverse individual 
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suffers also from a psychosis which renders confinement imperative. My 

experience teaches me that the sexual perverts in general by no means 

constitute the worst type of degeneration. (311-12) 

The message of The Well of Loneliness and sexologist literature like Krafft-Ebing’s 

creates the image of the sexual invert as a subject to be pitied, doomed to his or her 

freakish existence through an accident of biology. After reading Krafft-Ebing, Stephen 

Gordon passionately cries out to her dead father:  

You knew! All the time you knew this thing, but because of your pity you 

wouldn’t tell me. Oh, Father—and there are so many of us—thousands of 

miserable, unwanted people, who have no right to love, no right to 

compassion because they’re maimed, hideously maimed and ugly—God’s 

cruel; He let us get flawed in the making. (204) 

As disturbing as these passages are, these are examples of the best public discourse on 

homosexuality prior to the advent of active political organizing by LGBT people. While 

The Well of Loneliness is a work of fiction, Radclyffe Hall (a self-described invert like 

Stephen Gordon) spoke about homosexuality as a God-given condition—a hideously 

maimed and ugly one—but a creation of God nonetheless. While this discourse was 

certainly not that “gay is good,” it did leave LGBT people with the idea of a sexual 

orientation that was a condition of nature, rather than flawed morality.  

Homophile activism was limited and quiet in part because of the powerful 

connection between deviance and homosexuality and also because visibility carried with 

it a high degree of physical danger. For many reasons, people in the homophile 
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movement were impelled to act quietly behind the scenes. It is important to remember 

that much of the abuse leveled at LGBT people came from the police and courts as well 

as the medical establishment. In the middle of the twentieth century, police routinely 

raided LGBT social spaces (like the Stonewall Inn) and arrested, beat, and even raped the 

people within. Laws specified how one should dress, e.g., a woman could be arrested for 

not wearing at least three pieces of women’s clothing (Faderman 185; Duberman 196; 

Kennedy and Davis 180). LGBT people were at worst characterized as deviant criminal 

perverts and at best as tragically, mentally ill. Thus, LGBT people could not exist outside 

of the only discourse they had access to. Much like the “homosexual” did not exist prior 

to the late nineteenth century when the term and the identity category were created, the 

self-assured, liberated gay person evolved through a long process that depended on 

LGBT people forming networks to begin advocating for their humanity.  

 

The Homophile Movement: Sowing the Seeds of (self) Love 

LGBT scholars have uncovered a submerged history and culture of people who 

saw in themselves an identity based on their sexual attractions to members of their same 

sex.16

                                                 
16 George Chauncey’s Gay New York: Gender, Urban Culture, and the Making of the Gay Male World, 
1890-1940 describes a vibrant and active gay social scene long before homophile organizations developed. 
See also Lillian  Faderman’s Odd Girls and Twilight Lovers: A History of Lesbian Life in Twentieth-
Century America and Boots of Leather, Slippers of Gold: A History of a Lesbian Community by Elizabeth 
Kennedy and Madeline Davis.  

 Organizing around same-sex attraction has roots in Europe back to the seventeenth 

century. In North America many Native American tribes accepted and even celebrated 

the berdache or two-spirited individual that is roughly analogous to a transgendered 
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person, but could also include the intersexed.17

 The discourse of homophile SMOs reveals the effects of oppressed social 

positioning through the persistent link between homosexuality and deviance. This same 

 Ultimately, if one looks deep enough into 

any society or historical moment, one can find people, organizations, and cultures based 

on same-sex affinities, sexual behaviors, and gender flexibility. All of these influences 

feed into contemporary LGBT social-movement organizing. The most visible precursors 

to the modern movement were mostly confined to densely populated urban centers, and it 

was in such centers that the homophile movement began and took some initial steps away 

toward rearticulation of their identities in key ways. First, they chose the term 

“homophile” over homosexual in an effort to create a term that downplayed what was 

still legally, medically, and morally deviant. Although this move can be easily critiqued 

as sex-phobic and self-hating, it should also be recognized as an important moment of 

terminology (and further identity) control, because it was deployed by gays and lesbians 

themselves. Secondly, homophile SMOs created social and political networks. Finally, 

they published newsletters and articles not only to support the members of their 

organizations, but also to begin a conversation about their in society. This nascent 

political activity reflects the steps that the movement took away from the isolated and 

silenced position of LGBT people. Homophile movement activities show the effects of 

representation from both outside the movement (silencing the deviant) and from within—

the beginnings of creating a minority identity. 

                                                 
17 See the collection Two-spirit People: Native American Gender Identity, Sexuality, and Spirituality. Ed. 
Jacobs, Sue-Ellen, Wesley Thomas, and Sabine Lang and Walter L. Williams’s The Spirit and the Flesh: 
Sexual Diversity in American Indian Cultures.  
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discourse, however, also shows the seeds of minority discourse formation. The 

membership pledge for the Mattachine Society, a homophile group that was founded in 

Los Angeles in 1950, illustrates the oppressive discourses that had defined homosexuality 

for a century (Blasius and Phelan “The Mattachine Society” 283).18

While it is my conviction that homosexuality in our society is not a virtue 

but rather a handicap, I believe that I can live a well-oriented and socially 

productive life. I further believe the social ostracism and legal persecution 

of homosexuals can be minimized or eliminated through the Mattachine 

Society which is organized to influence the conduct of homosexuals 

themselves, and to formulate and develop a social, positive, body of ethic 

for the homosexual. I shall live and work to the end that, through these 

principles, I myself shall become a better person, and through my work 

and self-improvement the Mattachine Society shall be that much more 

enabled to aid enlightened society to accept my people as useful and 

valuable citizens. (284)  

 The first part of the 

society’s membership pledge (written and ratified in 1951) defined homosexual people in 

ways that clearly reflect a century of silencing: 

In this pledge the Mattachine Society first defines homosexuality as “a handicap” 

implying both that it is a condition beyond the control of those who are afflicted and that 

it impedes the full functioning of an individual. Interestingly “handicap” is positioned in 
                                                 
18 For a range of narratives on Mattachine’s formation and early history see: D’Emilio, John. Sexual 
Politics, Sexual Communities. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1983, Sears, James T. Behind the Mask of the 
Mattachine: The Hal Call Chronicles and the Early Movement for Homosexual Emancipation. New York: 
Harrington Park, 2006, and Timmons, Stuart. The Trouble with Harry Hay: Founder of the Modern Gay 
Movement. Boston: Alyson, 1990. 
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a negative-positive phrase: “homosexuality is not a virtue but rather a handicap” implying 

that “virtue” and “handicap” are antithetical terms. Negative-positive sentence structures 

put emphasis on the positive part of the phrase, so that the second of the terms offers the 

solution to the problem presented by the first. By placing these two terms in an 

antithetical relationship, the Mattachine Society accomplishes an important rhetorical 

move. It takes homosexuality out of the realm of the moral order. Instead of placing 

“virtue” against its more common counterpart “sin,” the Society rewrites the terms of the 

discussion and places it in the realm of the medical: “handicap.” Hence, if one of the 

“problems” of homosexuality is the defining of it as a moral failure, than the solution 

proposed by Mattachine is to redefine it medically. The implications of homosexuality as 

handicap still resonate today in the arguments that homosexuality is not a choice, but a 

condition that one would not willingly choose.  

In addition to defining homosexuality as a medical condition, rather than a moral 

failing, the pledge also shows the assimilationist trends that would be criticized by the 

subsequent Gay Liberation movement. Homosexuals need not to critique society, but to 

be “socially productive” (of course one could only be socially productive by staying 

closeted). The Society is “organized to influence the conduct of homosexuals 

themselves.” When this is paired with pledge statement number three that follows the 

above paragraph: “I pledge myself to observe the generally accepted social rules of 

dignity and propriety at all times in my conduct, attire, and speech,” it is clear that the 

Mattachine Society, while started by communist radicals, reflects the dominant 

conservative attitude of the 1950s (284). While it is not stated outright, this conduct 
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statement implies—particularly in regards to dress—that homosexuals should strive to 

not be “too gay” because this will make mainstream society uncomfortable. In his 

insightful analysis of the images of the early Gay Liberation movement, Richard Meyer 

explains that homophile groups, such as the Mattachine Society, “typically stressed 

responsible citizenship present[ing] homosexuality as dignified, nonthreatening, and 

assimilable to the mainstream.” To illustrate this, Meyer includes an image from the 

publication of The Ladder (published by the Daughters of Bilitis who are discussed 

below) showing homophile picketers in Washington DC who are in “gender appropriate” 

dress “enact[ing] an image of middle-class propriety” (450). Meyer’s image analysis 

provides a visual record of the attitude of the Mattachine Society in regard to monitoring 

the “conduct” and “attire” of its members that is seen in this pledge.  

 Much like the Mattachine Society, the Daughters of Bilitis (DOB) worked within 

the framework of the homophile movement to focus on supporting the assimilation of 

homosexual people into mainstream society. While Mattachine did allow lesbians to join, 

homophile women created their own groups because their voices and numbers were 

frequently overshadowed by gay men. The DOB formed in San Francisco in 1955, and 

they began publishing their magazine, The Ladder, the following year (Blasius and 

Phelan “Daughters of Bilitis” 327). DOB members “consciously tried to separate 

themselves from bar lesbians whom they saw as vulgar and limited” (Kennedy and Davis 

68). In its “Statement of Purpose” (1955), the DOB defines itself as “A women’s 

organization for the purpose of promoting the integration of the homosexual into society” 

(328). DOB, which would eventually morph into a lesbian-feminist organization by the 
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end of the sixties, was in some ways even more conservative than Mattachine in its 

definition of homosexuality, yet it too embraced the “medical over moral” theme shown 

above.19

1. Education of the variant, with particular emphasis on the psychological, 

physiological and sociological aspects, to enable her to understand herself 

and make her adjustment to society in all its social, civic, and economic 

implications—this to be accomplished by establishing and maintaining as 

complete a library as possible of both fiction and non-fiction literature on 

the sex deviant theme; by sponsoring public discussion on pertinent 

subjects to be conducted by leading members of the legal, psychiatric, 

religious and other professions; by advocating a mode of behavior and 

dress acceptable to society. (328) 

 Point one of the DOB statement of purpose reads as follows. I again quote at 

length to show both content and character of the group’s discursive performance. 

While the homosexual to Mattachine was handicapped, to the DOB she is a “variant.” 

DOB’s language here is clinical and detached. While “variant” implies one of many 

possible variations for human sexuality, the choice to use “the variant” removes the 

individual’s humanity and defines her entirely by her sexuality.20

                                                 
19 Although the DOB tried to rearticulate their image as a lesbian-feminist organization through “relatively 
militant rhetoric” in the late sixties, they never could “recover from their conservative image” illustrating 
that strategic rearticulation of identity construction does not always have the power to intervene in identity 
reception (Faderman 197). 

 That is, it is not “the 

person” with a variant sexuality, it is a whole characterization: the person IS the variant. 

This is a particularly interesting choice when one considers that activists intended to use 

20For a detailed look at the founding of DOB, the choice to use “variant,” and the politics of early lesbian 
rights see Gallo, Marcia. Different Daughters: A History of the Daughters of Bilitis and the Rise of the 
Lesbian Rights Movement. Carrol & Graf Publishers, 2006. 
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the term “homophile” in order to remove emphasis from sexuality and to suggest a whole 

life orientation to the same sex (Meyer 450). I would argue that “the variant” turns the 

discussion right back to sexuality, because as homophile literature makes clear, other than 

sex object choice homosexuals are just like heterosexuals. The DOB places emphasis on 

clinical language and ideology as seen in phrases such as “literature on the sex deviant 

theme.” Here the DOB illustrates that while homophile groups certainly didn’t create 

such categories of deviance, neither did they challenge them because medical conditions 

were more forgiving discourses (ostensibly) than moral conditions.  

This Statement of Purpose shows that the DOB member needs to learn to 

“adjust,” to dress in and behave in socially “acceptable” ways. Both Mattachine and DOB 

place a high premium on civic participation and inclusion in the public sphere. This 

stands in sharp contrast to the Gay Liberation and lesbian-feminist discourses that would 

follow in the seventies. These statements from the Mattachine Society and the DOB 

vividly illustrate the constraints on identity construction under conditions of oppression. 

While homophile SMOs stressed assimilation to varying degrees, they also took steps 

toward establishing the identity of social minority that would gain currency during the 

civil-rights movement era. Homophiles were, as Meyer asserts, “brave nonconformists 

who enacted an image of middle-class propriety for official protest [who] stage-managed 

the image of their own acceptability (450).  
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The Times They Are A-Changing: The Militant Turn 

 The early homophile movement’s identity may have been “marked by 

assimilation and quiescence,” but a growing push for political and social agitation, 

inspired in part by Black, New Left, and feminist activism, started to fracture the 

homophile movement in the 1960s (Bernstein “Identities and Politics” 541). In contrast to 

the assimilationist discourse seen in the founding documents of Mattachine and DOB, 

radical elements within homophile groups began to vocally question the reliance on 

psychological constructions of deviance and believed that LGBT people should define 

their own identities. Throughout the era of the homophile movement, national and local 

groups frequently invited doctors and psychiatrists to speak to their groups (the DOB’s 

“sponsoring public discussion on pertinent subjects to be conducted by leading members 

of the legal, psychiatric, religious and other professions”), even when those professionals 

were hostile to homosexuality (Esterberg; D’Emilio Sexual Politics). Homophile groups 

had brought gays and lesbians together, but the ideology of identity was anything but 

unified.   

Militant segments of the homophile movement engaged in a strategic intervention 

in the discourse of movement identity in ways that would shape the period of Gay 

Liberation. First they disarticulated homosexuality from deviance in their own 

understandings of themselves, moving from pathology to humanity. Once activists 

disarticulated homosexuality from deviance, militant activists differed in the frames that 

guided the ways that they would construct movement identities. One strand of activism 

aligned with minority/ethnicity approaches and looked to the civil-rights movement for 
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frames of gaining political, legal, and social acceptance. Another strand, inspired more by 

free-love ideology, created a frame that posited a radical notion that homosexuality 

disrupts sex-negative, oppressive, systems of gender. That is, homosexuality is an option 

available to all people. Both of these frames differed greatly from the original platforms 

of homophile organizations and as they grew in strength, the era of the homophile ended. 

Strategic interventions in commonplace homophile discourse began long before 

the Stonewall riots of 1969, with the radicalizing of segments of the homophile 

movement. Frank Kameny, the first president of the Mattachine Society of Washington 

(MSW), was a prominent leader who espoused liberation ideology years before it was 

adopted en masse. Kameny was determined to push the homophile movement toward a 

less-acquiescent position regarding homosexuality. The Harvard-educated Kameny, who 

had been dismissed from federal employment based on a lewd conduct charge, became an 

eloquent and outspoken advocate for gay civil rights (D’Emilio Sexual Politics 151). In 

1965, under Kameny’s leadership, the MSW published an “anti-sickness resolution” that 

caused a significant rift in the DOB between its conservative and radical elements. Even 

more than Mattachine, the DOB relied on medical-establishment ideology to understand 

the homosexual “condition.” Barbara Gittings, editor of The Ladder in 1965, published a 

debate between Kameny and Florence Conrad (DOB’s research director) over who 

should define homosexuality, with Kameny opposing the “sickness” label and Conrad 

deferring to the expertise of the medical establishment. Gittings, a friend and supporter of 

Kameny, was removed from editorship soon after (Esterberg; D’Emilio Sexual Politics). 

Such rifts and resentment within the homophile movement would lead to its demise.  
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At stake in the Kameny-Conrad debates and within the homophile movement 

were questions of both identity and action: who are we and what should we seek? 

Disputes over how to answer these questions revealed the lack of coherence in forming a 

movement identity. Homophile militancy increased as gay and lesbian people grew tired 

of deferring to pathological constructions of identity. Because homophile groups brought 

together communities of gays and lesbians, they inspired this shift whether or not specific 

members accepted the deviance of their lives. Part of the reason why the deviance model 

persisted for one hundred years was that LGBT people existed largely in isolation. LGBT 

historians have uncovered self-affirming communities in big cities and that people in 

these communities were less likely to feel abnormal. Although outspoken individuals like 

Kameny brought about significant changes in movement and individual ideology, they 

could not have succeeded without the homophile organizations that had created gay and 

lesbian audiences and whose publications could reach beyond just the urban homosexual 

communities to those individuals who had previously lived in isolation. 

 

Gay Liberation: The Queerest of the Queer 

 During the mid to late sixties the public agitation of Black activists, the New Left 

antiwar movement, and the women’s movement were all creating social-movement 

frames that LGBT activists drew on in making their own claims for civil rights (Bernstein 

“Identities and Politics”; D’Emilio Sexual Politics; Epstein “Gay and Lesbian 

Movements”; Valocchi). Unlike the homophile groups that preceded them, this new 

generation of activists wanted more than tolerance and assimilation. Gay Liberation 
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manifestos and position statements focused not on a victimized other but on an 

alternative subject that disdained oppressive categories of gender. Drawing parallels to 

the growing cries of “Black is Beautiful,” the Gay Liberation movement began a 

campaign that asserted that “Gay is Good.” Activists were no longer solely focused on 

merely gaining a voice of representation and creating communities. They began 

campaigning for an end to the “accepted categories of homosexuality and 

heterosexuality,” which they viewed as “oppressive social constructs” (D’Emilio 

“Making and Unmaking” 915). 

The activism of the homophile movement seemed dated by the late 1960s when 

social, political, and cultural changes were activating a generation of young Americans to 

eschew authority and convention. Sociologist Steve Valocchi argues that the “major 

collective action frames” in the early days of the Gay Liberation movement came from 

both homophile activism and other protests movements of the 1960s (60). Gay Liberation 

activism was partially a product of a burgeoning social consciousness that began to 

question authorities of the past. Embedded as it was in the sexual revolution, a primary 

focus of the liberation movement was sexuality. Not only did Gay Liberation openly 

embrace that sex was a fundamental part of being a gay, lesbian, or bisexual person, the 

movement advocated for the superiority of homo and bisexuality. Comparing the 

manifestos of early Gay Liberation to the pledges and position statements of the 

homophile movement shows a stark change in the goals of the movement and also 

demonstrates the repositioning of the homosexual and bisexual person as a minority, 

rather than as a clinically ill subject.  
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 As I illustrated above, the homophile movement was careful to argue for the 

acceptability of homosexuality and for the understanding of it as a condition of nature 

rather than choice. The issue of nature versus choice still resonates in the mainstream 

LGBT rights movement and communities to this day. Much of the fight for civil rights is 

built on claiming LGBT identity as a minority as deserving of rights as racial minorities 

and women and as victimized as both. Early Gay Liberation, from 1969 to the mid-

seventies, took a radically different approach to rights-based political action, one that has 

more in common with modern queer theory and activism than to mainstream LGBT 

political action. Activist Carl Wittman’s “A Gay Manifesto” provides vivid examples of 

what “liberation” was all about in a movement that “perceived human sexuality as diffuse 

and polymorphous in nature, and potentially destructive of rigid social hierarchies.” 

(D’Emilio “Making and Unmaking” 915).  While the Mattachine Society argued that 

homosexuality was “not a virtue,” Wittman argued that  

[e]xclusive heterosexuality is fucked up. It’s anti-homosexual, and it’s 

fraught with frustration. Heterosexual sex is fucked up too; ask women’s 

liberation about what straight guys are like in bed. Sex is aggression for 

the male chauvinist; sex is obligation for traditional women. For us to 

become heterosexual in the sense that our straight brothers and sisters are 

is not a cure, it is a disease. (381) 

Wittman’s Manifesto reads as if he were given the task to rewrite the homophile 

movement for the revolution. It is a radical work, arguing that homosexuality is superior 

to heterosexuality because it allows for freedom from strict gender roles, equality for 
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women, coalitions with other oppressed groups, and new models for relationships that 

don’t “mimic” straight marriage. In the passage above, he does not speak in a manner that 

is “acceptable” to society. Along with his liberal use of the phrase “fucked up,” he 

criticizes the very people—heterosexuals—who the homophiles sought acceptance from. 

Wittman reverses the diagnosis that had long been leveled at LGBT people by connecting 

the word “disease” with heterosexual. The excerpt also shows Wittman’s style throughout 

the manifesto, which piles clauses up with little regard for development and clarification. 

Wittman does not write for a heterosexual audience but to his own “brothers and sisters.”  

 Wittman also shows his disdain for members of the homophile movement who 

have a “tendency to deplore gays who play a visible role—the queens and the nellies.” He 

follows this statement by asserting that “liberated gays must take a clear stand. 1. Gays 

who stand out have become our first martyrs. They came out and withstood disapproval 

before the rest of us did. 2. If they have suffered from being open, it is straight society we 

must indict, not the queen” (383). Wittman clearly is speaking out against the homophile 

urge to dress and act in “gender appropriate” ways, and the homophile trend toward 

assimilation is troubling in many ways. However, Wittman seems to miss (or ignore) the 

fact that homophile organizations were publishing magazines, lobbying politicians, and 

building coalitions with sympathetic members of the medical establishment. That is, 

many homophiles “withstood disapproval” in conscious ways as much as the “queens and 

nellies” (and bulldaggers and dykes) did from their very existence as people who embody 

non-normative gender.  
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 While Wittman and other radicals stood in opposition to the activism of the 

Mattachine Society, so too did the Radicalesbians, a group that wrote the defining 

manifesto that began the lesbian-feminist movement. Lesbian-feminism gained strength 

in the early to mid-seventies and took the direction of lesbian activism away from gay 

(male) liberation and toward feminism. By the time the Radicalesbians appeared (circa 

1970), The Daughters of Bilitis had embraced a lesbian-feminist agenda, but the 

manifesto “The Woman Identified Woman” went further than the DOB in vocally and 

publically defining lesbians in ways that would dominate the movement until the lesbian 

sex wars of the early 1980s. The much-quoted opening lines: “What is a lesbian? A 

lesbian is the rage of all women condensed to the point of explosion” create a coalition 

with straight women, rather than creating one with gay men (396). This manifesto 

popularized the notion of a lesbian as a “woman identified woman,” an option available 

to all women, and one that was not based on deviant sexual urges. Such a conception of 

lesbianism was for the Radicalesbians a “revolution to end the imposition of all coercive 

identifications,” one intended to “achieve maximum autonomy in human expression” 

(399). Like the Gay Liberation movement, the lesbian-feminist movement strived to 

make a break with the homophile attitudes of the past. At a lesbian conference in 1973 

Robin Morgan opened her talk “affirming” who lesbians are:  

We all know the male mass media stereotype of the Women’s Movement: 

“If you’ve seen one Women’s Libber, you’ve seen ‘em all—they each 

have two heads, a pair of horns, and are fire-spouting, man-hating, 

neurotic, crazy, frigid, castrating-bitch, aggressive, Lesbian, broom-riding 



82 

Witches.” So I want to start by saying that this shocking stereotype is 

absolutely true. The days of women asking politely for a crumb of human 

dignity are over. (424)  

Unlike the DOB who protested in skirts, sensible heels, and tasteful fifties updos, the 

lesbian-feminists in the 1970s thought such tactics were, to borrow a phrase from Carl 

Wittman, “fucked up.” Morgan’s quote illustrates the changing rhetorical response to 

negative hegemonic attitudes toward lesbians. Instead of trying to counteract those 

attitudes with respectability, as did the DOB, the new lesbian-feminist attitude embraced 

aggression and turned negative stereotypes into a battle-cry of organization and action.  

Morgan counters the stereotype of the humorless feminist, but also adds a tone of 

serious threat: Yes we do hate you; yes we will castrate you; yes we are Witches. Don’t 

fuck with us. In addition to the threat couched in humor, Morgan switches tone to one of 

seriousness with “The days of women asking politely for a crumb of human dignity are 

over.” Here Morgan speaks in absolutes. The days are not nearing an end. They are 

already over. That is, the lesbian-feminist movement already is; the task for members and 

the point of the conference and Morgan’s speech is: now what do we do?  With 

metaphorical language Morgan crafts “human dignity” as a consumable substance, one 

that feeds and sustains both life and humanity. Women have previously had to “ask 

politely” and even then could expect only a crumb from the male establishment. By 

creating this image of human dignity as food, Morgan shows that it is a necessity, a 

necessity that has thus far remained out of the direct control of women, particularly 

lesbians.  
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The sentiments expressed by Robin Morgan were taken further by more radical 

lesbian feminists who considered themselves “separatists” in that they advocated severing 

both personal and political relationships with men. Separatists argued that both the 

women’s movement and the Gay Liberation movement failed to fully understand and 

challenge patriarchy and that “race, class, and national oppressions come from men, serve 

ruling-class white-male interests, and have no place in woman-identified revolution” 

(Bunch 422). In this ideology a woman cannot be a feminist and be heterosexual, and 

lesbianism is a sexual choice that all women can make. Likewise, lesbians cannot find 

liberation alongside gay men—particularly white gay men—who benefit from male 

privilege. Despite their arguments that separatism challenges racism, it was an almost 

exclusively white phenomenon that has been widely critiqued by feminists and lesbians 

of color: “to the extent that lesbians of color must struggle simultaneously against the 

racism of white women (as against sexism), separatism impedes the building of alliances 

with men of color” (Smith and Smith 121). The tendency toward totalizing theories and 

manifestos is characteristic of the identity of liberation, whether it was coming from gay 

white men uncritically promoting sexual freedom or from white lesbian-feminists 

uncritically promoting the sameness of all women. The domination of white people in the 

LGBT civil-rights movement is a problem that remains to this day. Ironically, while the 

movement was ignoring the needs of racial minorities, it was rearticulating its identity 

into a new creation: the homosexual as minority.  

John D’Emilio argues that “homosexuality as minority” was something that had 

to be “made,” something that “lacks a historical presence in American society” (“Making 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Racism�
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and Unmaking” 916). As I demonstrated earlier in this chapter, the “making” of this 

minority happened through a series of dis- and rearticulations of identity. The early days 

of Gay Liberation promoted alterity, as evidenced by the manifestos I’ve analyzed here, 

and made a profound break with homophile assimilation by promoting revolution and 

social upheaval. As the seventies progressed, however, the movement changed and its 

members started defining themselves as minorities with a claim to civil rights. In 

discussing the process of ethnicity formation, Joane Nagel argues that the two “basic 

building blocks of ethnicity [are] identity and culture” (153). While LGBT subcultures 

have long existed, it wasn’t until the advent of the homophile movement that this culture 

formed into networks that were as political as they were social. The sixties and the 

seventies also saw the development of a new urge to self-identify in ways that were more 

positive than negative. With these building blocks in place, the Gay Liberation movement 

morphed into a movement based on a pseudo-ethnicity: homosexual-as-minority and 

activists largely abandoned claims to sexual freedom in favor of claims to civil rights. 

 The concept of a minority subject agitating for civil rights was largely shaped by 

the frames of the civil rights and feminist movements, which were larger and more 

visible. Early Gay Liberation activists spoke of coalition building with other liberation 

movements, but the refusal of the mainstream movement to honor a commitment to such 

coalitions would eventually lead to the demise of Gay Liberation as women and people of 

color were subsumed under the libratory needs and desires of white gay males. Wittman’s 

“Gay Manifesto” recognizes that “not every straight is our enemy” and that many gay 

people have “mixed identities.” Therefore he advocates that the movement for Gay 
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Liberation seek coalition with: “women’s liberation, black liberation, Chicanos, white 

radicals and ideologues, hip and street people, and homophile groups” (387-88). Thus 

while the leaders of Gay Liberation seemed to recognize the need for coalitions with 

other marginalized groups, many of them failed to recognize the intersections of 

oppression that made the liberation of a Black lesbian different from that of a gay, white 

man. An example of such misunderstanding is found in the same manifesto where 

Wittman writes that “[c]hick equals nigger equals queer” (382). Such a simple equation 

partially illustrates what Gay Liberation missed with building coalitions. While 

homophobia does indeed intersect with sexism and racism, such a matrix of oppressions 

does not result in sameness. Wittman and the Gay Liberation movement that he 

represents ignored realities of difference and thus the needs and voices of people of 

color—particularly women. Gay Liberation discourse and activism “fail[ed] women of 

color” by not “articulating the full dimensions of racism and sexism” (Crenshaw 1252). 

While this elision of women of color was particularly apparent in the Gay Liberation 

movement, lesbian-feminist groups also refused to complicate their understanding of 

lesbian identity by attending to race and other markers of difference.  

As the fight for civil rights overtook the fight for liberation, not all gay people 

abandoned liberation ideology. It is clear, however, that by the end of the seventies, Gay 

Liberation had largely gone the way of the homophile movement before. Part of this 

change was a reaction to the growing antigay discourse of the new Moral Majority. 

Because “ethnic identity is a result of a dialectical process involving internal and external 

processes,” activists need to attend to the ways that outsiders define a group (Nagel 154). 
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Two things happened in the seventies that helped to solidify the idea that people are born 

with their sexual orientation fixed and that it is not a matter of immoral choice. First, after 

years of quiet lobbying by various homophile organizations, followed by outright 

agitation by the Gay Liberation movement, the psychological establishment (via the 

American Psychiatric Association and the American Psychological Association) removed 

homosexuality from lists of mental disorders in 1973 and 1975, respectively. Second, 

conservative religious organizations began a vibrant and vocal opposition to LGBT civil 

rights, picking up where the medical establishment left off. If the establishment would no 

longer define homosexuals as deviant, then the religious right would. Unlike the medical 

establishment, religious arguments against homosexuality focused on morality and began 

the hateful, yet effective, practice of linking homosexuality with pedophilia. LGBT 

activists responded to this, not through liberation ideology, but through adopting a fixed 

notion of identity that is neither sin nor choice.  

 

Illusion of Conclusion 

As the seventies progressed, the newly active religious right increased its 

opposition to the fledgling LGBT civil-rights movement. Perhaps the most visible of the 

early religious opposition to LGBT people was Anita Bryant’s 1977 “Save Our Children” 

campaign. Bryant, a former beauty queen and moderately successful pop singer, was the 

national spokesperson for the Florida Citrus Commission when she spearheaded a 

campaign in Dade County to repeal a gay rights ordinance. She was successful. Bryant’s 

campaign made wide-spread use of the claims that homosexuals aim to recruit children. 
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Bryant wrote of the “evil influence” of homosexuals and equated homosexuality to 

bestiality. The claims of Bryant and “Save Our Children” are still the primary religious 

arguments leveled against LGBT people. Following the success of Bryant, in 1979 Jerry 

Falwell formed the Moral Majority, and in 1980 with significant support from the 

religious right Ronald Reagan was elected.  

The activism of the Religious Right had a profound impact on the direction that 

the LGBT movement took in establishing a fixed identity. In her history of identity 

strategies in the LGBT civil-rights movement, sociologist Mary Bernstein argues that the 

growing religious opposition to LGBT rights ”reframed the debate as they spread myths 

about gay men as pedophiles and about homosexuals as spreaders of disease and as 

threats to the nuclear family” (“Identities and Politics” 554). In the face of such an 

opposition, it is understandable that the growing national gay and lesbian organizations 

reacted by embracing a fixed and normalized identity. This was largely a reactionary 

strategy. We do not know whether the liberation focus on freeing one from sexual 

restraints would have persisted and grown stronger had the Religious Right not mobilized 

against LGBT people.  

The choices that LGBT movement activists made to fight this powerful 

opposition— arguing that homosexuality is an unchanging condition of nature akin to 

dominant (mis)understandings of racialized identities—is still the dominant rhetorical 

position of national LGBT civil-rights organizations. The AIDS crisis of the 1980s would 

bring about some Gay Liberationesque radicalism. The subsequent push, however, for 

same-sex marriage rights and access to the military that persist in the new millennium 
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signal that the frames and identities of the liberation movement, while still alive in some 

activist and academic circles, is treated on the national scale of LGBT politics as a quaint 

relic of the past. For the national LGBT rights organizations, Gay Liberation, and radical 

lesbian feminism have gone the way of bell-bottom jeans, signaling a pre-AIDS lack of 

civility that has been replaced by conspicuous consumption, marriage, and family. But 

movement identities, frames, and their attendant strategies don’t die, and liberation-style 

activism lies in wait for the next generation of radical queers to pick it up and proclaim 

that gay is good.    

In the next chapter I turn my attention from the construction of movement identity 

and frame development to look inside the movement to examine the discursive identity 

construction used when LGBT speak to each other, rather than to the dominant culture. 

Earlier in this chapter I suggested that divisions between radical and conservative forces 

within the movement are evident throughout its history. Chapter 3 takes up these 

divisions regarding sexual identity in the movement in the 1980s. In the early HIV/AIDS 

movement and within the lesbian-feminist movement, debates over the proper 

constitution of gay and lesbian sexuality exemplify strategic uses of rhetorics of alterity 

that is the purposeful use of “othered” identities to advance a social and political cause. 
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CHAPTER 3: GAY SEX, LESBIAN LUST, AND THE RHETORIC OF ALTERITY 

 

Up to this point in this dissertation, I have shown some of the ways that 

movements construct and deploy identities in chapter 1 and shown how the movement 

rearticulated its identity in the mid-twentieth century to adapt to new goals and new 

opponents in chapter 2. In this chapter I look inside the movement to analyze how issues 

of sex and sexuality shaped identity and identification among certain groups of lesbians 

and gay men in the 1980s. Following the era of Gay Liberation, the 1980s was a time of 

profound devastation and of profound organization in LGBT politics. The appearance and 

spread of the AIDS virus, first identified by the US Centers for Disease Control in 1981, 

ripped through urban communities of gay men. To respond to this health crisis, AIDS 

activists began their own movement that was separate from but related to the mainstream 

movement. In the course of bringing attention to the crisis of AIDS, these activists also 

brought attention to a range of LGBT issues and humanized both LGBT people and 

People with AIDS (PWAs). Because AIDS is—among other things—a sexually 

transmitted disease, its growing presence in the 80s necessarily shaped discourses of 

sexuality among LGBT people. As one way to track this shaping, I analyze rhetorics of 

alterity—the purposeful use of “othering” for a specific effect—in early HIV/AIDS 

discourse and in the lesbian-feminist sex wars that occurred simultaneously with the 

burgeoning HIV/AIDS crisis. In particular I do a stylistic rhetorical analysis of Larry 

Kramer’s polemic “1,112 and Counting” and an ideological rhetorical analysis of the 

lesbian-feminist sex wars. Through my analyses I reveal how rhetorics of alterity, while 
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reliant on creating polarized identities, also rely on taking active control of those 

polarities for persuasive, activist purposes.  

LGBT social-movement activists use identity to build community as well as a 

sense of shared struggle and purpose. Explicitly deploying identity helps people in the 

movement to recognize one another simultaneously validating the individual and 

constructing a collective identity as well. Sometimes activists use identity to select an 

expansive subject—like “LGBTTTIQ”—and sometimes a narrow one—like “gay.”21

                                                 
21 “LGBTTTIQ” stands for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgendered, Transsexual, Two-Spirited, Intersexed, 
Queer. In some contexts the “Q” stands for “Questioning.”  

 

Social-movement organizers also use identity strategically as a way to respond to 

changing political and social contexts. Within social movements identity is an 

amorphous, adaptable construction combining personal and group needs and ideologies. 

While identity is central to so much of LGBT politics, its shadow side—alterity—has not 

received as much attention. Identity cannot function without alterity. The fact that 

“identity” necessitates a need for “alter-identity” is a function of language. One can’t 

define some people without excluding others. Ferdinand de Saussure in his Course on 

General Linguistics asserts that a key feature of the study of language is the idea that the 

very practice of signifying is based on differences. That is, for me to “be” any particular 

identity necessarily means that there are people who “are not” this particular identity. The 

relation of differences between “me” and “not me,” or in the case of collectives like 

social movements, the relation between “us” and “them” is always a political one. 

William Connelly explains this interdependence in his book Identity\Difference: 

Democratic Negotiations of Political Paradox:   
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An identity is established in relation to a series of differences that have 

become socially recognized. These differences are essential to its being. If 

they did not coexist as differences, [identity] would not exist in its 

distinctness and solidity. . . . [T]he maintenance of one identity (or field of 

identities) involves the conversion of some differences into otherness, into 

evil, or one of its numerous surrogates. Identity requires difference in 

order to be, and it converts difference into otherness in order to secure its 

own self-certainty. (64) 

Such “otherness” has a tendency to convert into “evil” when rhetorics of alterity deploy 

the construct of the “evil other” in one of two key ways: (1) “they” (those who are not the 

same as “us”) are opposed to us through their differences and they will do us harm and 

(2) “they” (who are not “us”) construct us as an “evil other” out to do them harm. Within 

LGBT social-movement politics, alterity shares a similar strategic function as identity. It 

defines who is and who isn’t. The following analyses illustrate some strategic functions 

of a rhetorically constructed alterity and the ways that defining who is “the other” (an 

identity) and who is “othered” (a process) serve different purposes. In addition I look at 

the ways that claiming the position of “the other” functions as a specific kind of 

rhetorical agency that rather than being silenced, as that subject position can imply, also 

can enact a persuasive ethos, particularly when used as part of in-group communication. 
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Rhetorics of Alterity – Defining the “Not I” 

So far I have argued that, in the simplest terms, alterity refers to otherness. 

Sometimes this otherness is conceptualized as a singular—me versus you. More 

frequently it is used in reference to collectives—us versus them. Alterity, so conceived, 

seems to be a precondition for rhetorical communication. In a Burkean model, it is the 

human condition of separateness, which naturally foments alterity that is the basis for 

rhetoric (22). That is, identification via rhetoric is the anecdote to alterity. Alterity is 

typically perceived to be a problem, a condition of the marginal, subaltern subject. Much 

of the Western philosophical tradition conceives of the other to be that which is without 

power. To deal with the problem of the other, we have theories of the “ethics of alterity” 

(via Emmanual Lévinas), theories of “cultural alterity” (via postcolonial and third-world 

feminism), and even theories of “alterity politics” as an anecdote to the troubling 

essentialism that frequents the realm of identity politics (see Nealon). The positioning of 

identity versus alterity relies on a Cartesian separation between the “I” and the “not I.”  

But, as Julia Kristeva theorizes, by way of Lacan, the self/other binary is theoretically 

unstable. Sometimes the other is within. If alterity and identity are not polar opposites 

and are rather implicated and imbricated with each other, then rhetorics of alterity and 

identity are similarly complicated. For my purposes here, I conceive of articulating 

identity and articulating alterity as parallel processes that are necessary for rhetorical 

communication, but need not be ontologically stable, separate conditions of being. 

My first illustration of rhetorics of alterity comes via a sentence-level stylistic 

analysis of a rhetorical artifact, focuses on a singular polemic that uses rhetorics of 
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alterity to shock gay men into action regarding the growing HIV/AIDS crisis. The 

second, an ideological analysis of a rhetorical event, focuses on the arguments that 

informed the lesbian-feminist sex wars. My choice to use two different analytical 

apparatuses of two distinct rhetorical artifacts is my attempt to enact a rhetoric of alterity 

within this chapter. The two analyses exist in apparently contrasting forms and yet both 

uncover the deployment of rhetorics of alterity in issues relating to lesbian and gay 

sexuality.  

 

Ushering in Alterity – Larry Kramer’s 1,112 and Counting 

As of 2007 the HIV/AIDS charity AVERT reports that there have been an 

estimated 1,051,875 people diagnosed with HIV/AIDS in the United States since 1981 

(“United States HIV”). As the crisis of AIDS grew in the early 1980s, activists created a 

separate movement that was not synonymous with the more broadly focused LGBT 

movement. AIDS activists had the goals of increasing visibility, attention, care, and 

funding for People with AIDS. AIDS was a rapidly developing epidemic seen most 

vividly in New York City and San Francisco, cities with large, gay male populations. In 

March 1983 New York writer Larry Kramer helped to usher in the era of HIV/AIDS 

activism with his polemic, “1,112 and Counting” published in the New York Native, a gay 

newspaper that was singular in its reporting of the worsening AIDS crisis. The piece 

warned gay men to change their ways or die of AIDS. Through his stylistic 

sophistication, Kramer succeeded in his purpose of getting gay men in New York to talk 

about the developing crisis, whether it was to dismiss Kramer’s criticism of promiscuity 
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or to rally around the new cause of HIV/AIDS, which was poorly understood by health 

professionals and by the people who were getting infected.  In a 2010 interview, Kramer 

explained the motivation behind the message in “1,112 and Counting”: “People think I’m 

the one who demanded that gay men stop fucking altogether but you have to realize that 

in 1981 or 82, one had to be something of an alarmist. People would say you’re going to 

scare us to death and I’d say that’s what I want” (Adams). Kramer’s polemic engaged in 

the first of a series of strategic interventions that would occur among HIV/AIDS activists, 

redefining the disease as a political issue as well as a medical issue. 

In the earliest years of the crisis, AIDS was understood to be a lifestyle disease, 

caused by an accumulation of factors: unhealthy eating, repeated infections from STDs, 

and the abuse of drugs and alcohol. The primary task for the few people who were 

writing about AIDS was to argue that it was not the result of a super virus; rather it was 

primarily the result of promiscuity and an unhealthy lifestyle (see Berkowitz, Callen, and 

Dworkin). Early AIDS activists urged gay men to stop leading promiscuous lives in order 

to protect themselves from the disease. Many gay activists promoted this “lifestyle 

hypothesis” and strenuously denied that AIDS was caused by a single virus. To these 

activists indicting sexual behaviors within their own communities was preferable to 

believing the alternative: “Those who fear linking promiscuity with the present epidemic 

should consider the far more dangerous implication already circulating in the national 

media: that gay men are carrying and spreading a fatal, cancer-causing virus” (Berkowitz, 

Callen, and Dworkin 570). The argument, while dismissed by the vast majority of 

scientific and political communities, was persuasively constructed. To this day some 
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commentators on AIDS still deny that AIDS is the result of HIV.22

In his message to gay men, Kramer illustrates a rhetoric of alterity throughout his 

polemical argument that sets the issue of HIV/AIDS in either/or terms: either we fight or 

we die. “Fighting” is the path of agency that challenges the stagnancy of the current 

context in which PWAs are cast as the abject other. Because Kramer’s polemic is so 

deliberately stylized, stylistic analysis is an appropriate tool for illustrating the specific 

ways that he deploys a rhetoric of alterity in the piece. As Paul Butler argues in “Style in 

the Diaspora of Composition Studies,” rhetoricians frequently use stylistic analysis, but 

call it something else. By not explicitly acknowledging stylistic analysis, when it is 

indeed what we are doing, critics risk missing the benefit of using the many tools that 

stylistic analysis provides for analyzing language choices. When style significantly 

contributes to the overall rhetorical persuasiveness of a text, as it does in “1,112 and 

Counting” then stylistic analysis is “crucial to uncovering the underlying meaning and 

 Kramer built off of 

the lifestyle hypothesis by similarly criticizing gay male promiscuity, but his point was 

greater than increasing safety; his aim was to raise awareness about the consequences of 

the disease, the victimization of sick gay men, and the ignorance and bigotry of 

government and medical officials in relation to the disease. Larry Kramer’s “1,112 and 

Counting” was instrumental in creating an HIV/AIDS movement, separate from, but 

related to the dominant gay and lesbian movement.  

                                                 
22 “AIDS denialists” include disparate interest groups who share the idea that HIV is either non-existent or 
not the cause of AIDS. Most AIDS denialists follow the Duesberg hypothesis, formulated by UC Berkeley 
Professor Peter Duesberg who asserts that AIDS is a syndrome brought on by lifestyle factors. Journalist 
Celia Farber, a long-time AIDS denialist argues for the Duesberg hypothesis in her 2006 piece for Harper’s 
Magazine,  “Out of Control:  
AIDS and the Corruption of Medical Science.”  
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intention of the author” (Butler 9). The connection between style and epistemology noted 

by Butler forms the basis of Richard Ohmann’s 1959 essay “Prolegomena to the Analysis 

of Prose Styles” in which Ohmann argues that style is an epistemic choice for writers and 

that “these choices are important, for they are the critic’s key to a writer’s mode of 

experience. . . . They show how he thinks, how he comes to know, how he imposes 

order” (187). Style’s epistemic function allows the critic a way to access “the way in 

which [a writer] breaks up for manipulation the refractory surge of sensations which 

challenges all writers and all perceivers” (182). So while writers reveal their ways of 

making meaning though style, stylistic analysis provides the tools for making this process 

apparent to the critic.   

Applying the tools of stylistic analysis to Kramer’s polemic makes his 

deployment of alterity rhetorics and the meaning behind them apparent. As sociologist 

Steven Seidman notes, Kramer’s “eloquent and moving piece” uses “apocalyptic 

imagery” to “frame the AIDS phenomenon as a test of collective survival . . . which 

hinges on the shift current hedonistic preoccupations of gay men to a new social 

consciousness and responsible erotic ethic” (“Transfiguring” 197). Because city, state, 

and national government officials were ignoring the nascent epidemic and because gay 

men were continuing to engage in high-risk sexual practices, Kramer intended to shock 

people out of complacency. His essay mimics the style of a speech, using varieties of 

repetition, one-line paragraphs, and rhetorical questions to spur New York’s gay men to 

action. The essay opens with the lines: “If this article doesn’t scare the shit out of you, 

we’re in real trouble. If this article doesn’t rouse you to anger, fury, rage, and action, gay 
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men may have no future on this earth. Our continued existence depends on just how 

angry you can get” (578). The opening lines introduce a strategy repeated throughout the 

piece: articulating the existence of gay men with direct action, a theme that he furthers 

throughout. Here the cause and effect developed through the use of “if, then” clauses and 

the use of anaphora—through the repetition of “If this”—create the tone of impending 

doom: act now or die. Rhetorically Kramer attempts to create a new existence for gay 

men by urging them to identify with his position that calls for action. Thus throughout the 

piece, action and identification and life are placed in contrast with complacence and 

alterity and death.  

One of the devices that Kramer makes the most use of is anaphora—repeating a 

word or phrase at the beginning of neighboring clauses—which calls attention to key 

points in the piece. Anaphora advances his argument through introducing “talking points” 

in the first half of the essay. In this section of the essay, Kramer tells his audience of gay 

men “what’s happening to us” using the inclusive “us” as a means to build identification. 

He repeats the phrase “Let’s talk about” nine times to introduce each topic: “Let’s talk 

about a few things specifically”; “which gay men get AIDS”; “AIDS happening in 

straight people”; “‘surveillance’”;  “various forms of treatment”; “hospitals”; “what gay 

tax dollars are buying for gay men”; “health insurance and welfare problems”; “Finally, 

let’s talk about our mayor, Ed Koch.” Kramer’s use of anaphora in these talking points 

serves to educate his audience about the facts of AIDS and motivate them to action 

through pointing to inadequacies in treatment options and the marginalized position of 

gay men, particularly gay men with HIV/AIDS. Talking points also function as a 
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reproducible discourse that can mobilize community support through building a common 

purpose and focus. Identifying positions of dominance and subordination constitutes a 

key feature of alterity rhetorics. Kramer’s use of anaphora to identify talking points 

stands in sharp contrast to its use in the second half of the essay where he repeats “I am 

sick of” at the beginning of every paragraph and key claim.  

The second half of the essay is the “what we must do” phase and constructs a 

metaphor of sickness to deliver the argument. While the “let’s talk about” repetition 

opened a dialogue about the points regarding HIV/AIDS that gay men in New York 

should be conversant with, the “I am sick of” anaphora extends the analogy that inaction 

equals death that Kramer opens with. The repetition of the phrase fifteen times 

metaphorically grows the sickness itself by using the phrase as a way to indicate the 

mounting threat of the disease. AIDS makes Kramer sick metaphorically, while it makes 

thousands of gay men sick physically. The key feature of these uses of anaphora is that 

they function strategically to link AIDS with political issues, not just with medical issues. 

Kramer’s own community of gay men makes him sick. He’s sick of “closeted gays,” 

“guys who can only think with their cocks,” “gay men who won’t support gay charities,” 

and all the gay men who don’t support Kramer’s views of their community and all the 

gay men who are refusing to fight. So while the first half of the essay brings outsiders 

into the gay community via talking points that explain how the government and medical 

establishments are dealing with (or ignoring) AIDS, the second half of the essay attempts 

to bring the gay community out of what Kramer sees as a hedonistic, narcissistic, insular 

complacency that will lead to death. 
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Kramer employs the stylistic device of polyptoton, or using different forms of the 

same word,  near the beginning of the piece to add to the urgency built on the feeling of 

dread that he started creating with his opening claims that the “future of gay men on this 

earth” rely on his ability to rouse them to anger. Kramer deploys his “fight or die” theme 

in various forms to create dramatic effect. The third paragraph reads: “I repeat: Our 

continued existence as gay men upon the face of this earth is at stake. Unless we fight for 

our lives, we shall die. In all the history of homosexuality we have never before been so 

close to death and extinction. Many of us are dying or already dead” (578). Kramer draws 

attention to the fact that he is repeating himself through saying “I repeat,” repeats his 

warning from the first paragraph, and then uses the stylistic repetition of polyptoton by 

repeating various forms of the verb “to die”: die, death, dying, dead. In this selection the 

verb “die” leads to the noun “death” and the verb “dying” leads to the noun “dead.” The 

verbs are active and abstract and lead to the finality of the noun forms, which close off 

the possibility for action. The second line strategically places “die” in an antithetical 

relationship to the word “fight,” rather than the obvious antonym “live” suggesting that 

the opposite of death isn’t life, but the struggle for life.  

 In addition to the repetition created by anaphora and polyptoton, Kramer uses 

polysyndeton and asyndeton tactically throughout the piece to vary the pace and draw 

attention to his key points. Polysyndeton deliberately uses conjunctions to slow down a 

series and asyndeton takes them out to speed one up. Significant examples of 

polysyndeton include “more information that might reveal patterns of transmissibility is 

not being monitored and collected and studied,” and  “it is very difficult for a patient to 
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find out which hospital to go to or which doctor to go to or which mode of treatment to 

attempt” (580, emphasis added). The first phrase indicts the medical and scientific 

communities by slowing down over the verbs “monitored,” “collected,” and “studied” to 

highlight the actions that need to happen and aren’t. In the second example, the use of 

“or” between “hospital,” “doctor,” and “treatment” adds to the feeling of bewilderment 

facing the PWA by indicating the all of the elements that the person with AIDS needs to 

make choices about. In both of these uses, Kramer again persuasively enacts a rhetoric of 

alterity by showing the powerlessness of the individual PWA in the face of institutional 

oppression from the medical establishment.  

Next Kramer reverses this polarity of “individual versus organization” when he 

turns his attention, again via polysyndeton, to the relationship of lesbian and gay 

organizations and HIV/AIDS organizations versus powerful individuals: “these 

organizations are all desperate for money, which is certainly not coming from straight 

people or President Reagan or Mayor Koch” (584). Here the power of “straight people” 

as a collective is elevated to be parallel to the leaders of the US and NYC. In the face of 

such power differentials between PWAs and the establishment, “only one thing [i]s going 

to save some of us, and this is numbers and pressure and our being perceived as united 

and a threat” (584). Kramer illustrates his political savvy here by placing the perception 

of unity alongside “numbers and “pressure.” What is important to the struggle is that the 

enemies of the fight against HIV/AIDS see a unified front, whether or not that unity 

actually exists.  
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Finally, Kramer turns back to the individual gay man, this time with his 

characteristic indictment of those who act in ways that sicken him: “As more and more of 

my friends die, I have less and less sympathy for men who are afraid their mommies will 

find out or afraid their bosses will find out or afraid their fellow doctors or professional 

associates will find out” (584). Kramer portrays the closeted gay man as cowardly and 

infantile, afraid of losing many different sources of support, implying that the closeted 

gay man chooses “other” alliances, rather than identify with his own people who need to 

be supported or face extinction. 

While Kramer employs polysyndeton persuasively to illustrate the many forces—

medical, political, internal—that stand in the PWA’s way over the course of the essay, 

asyndeton appears dramatically only once, set up vividly with the imagery of “grasping” 

and the internal rhyme that draws together the metaphorical “straws” with the concrete 

“cause”:  

We grasped at the straws of possible cause: promiscuity, poppers, back 

rooms, the baths, rimming, fisting, anal intercourse, urine, semen, shit, 

saliva, sweat, blood, blacks, a single virus, a new virus, repeated exposure 

to a virus, amoebas carrying a virus, drugs, Haiti, voodoo, Flagyl, constant 

bouts of amebiasis, hepatitis A and B, syphilis, gonorrhea. (578) 

 The series combines behaviors (promiscuity, rimming, fisting, anal intercourse, repeated 

exposure to a virus), locations (rooms, the baths, Haiti), devalued and dangerous beliefs 

and substances (poppers, urine, semen, shit, saliva, sweat, blood, a single virus, a new 

virus, voodoo, Flagyl), racialized and marginalized people (blacks), and medical 
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conditions (amebiasis, hepatitis A and B, syphilis, gonorrhea) into a toxic stew of 

possible infectants. Asyndeton highlights the confusion and discord brought on by not 

knowing what was causing AIDS. It is no accident that the only “people” represented in 

the list are “blacks,” who are indirectly also represented by “Haiti” and “voodoo.” While 

early reports of the disease characterized it as a disease that white gay men get (leading to 

denial among black men), epidemiologists in the early 80s had already identified the 

majority of AIDS patients as being one of the “four H club”: homosexual, heroin user, 

Haitian, hemophiliac (Quimby and Friedman 405; Treichler 51).23

 As I noted at the beginning of this analysis, “1,112 and Counting” develops an 

argument of “act now or die.” This same theme would be used by Kramer as the clarion 

call for the AIDS Coalition to Unleash Power (ACT UP) which formed in 1987. ACT UP 

became widely known for their direct-action tactics and the slogan “Silence = Death.” 

This ACT UP motto creates a unique antithesis that echoes the themes of “1,112 and 

Counting.”  Rather than oppose death to life, death is opposed to inaction, effectively 

offering some measure of agency against death. While the whole message of the “1,112 

 Thus AIDS was 

clearly associated with alter-identities: outsiders, immigrants, and the diseased. Kramer’s 

lumping together of all of these possible “causes” into one hurried list also serves another 

crucial function to the politics of this piece. His goals include inspiring gay men to help 

PWAs fight AIDS, to change gay male behavior in light of AIDS, and to raise awareness 

of the disease. His goals do not include defining and determining the cause of answers.  

                                                 
23 Various sources identify “hookers” as a substitute for hemophiliacs in “4H”. The substitution is 
significant because the marginal social status of prostitutes reinforces the idea that AIDS doesn’t attack 
“normal” people. 
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and Counting” builds on this special antithetical relationship between inaction and death, 

Kramer develops that same argument on another level, which has also come to symbolize 

his work: that is “gay male sex equals death.” Many self-identified “sex-positive” queers 

find Kramer’s work, from his first novel Faggots (an indictment of gay male hedonism 

and vanity) to his most recent The Tragedy of Today’s Gays to be an extended screed 

articulating gay male sex with death and disease. Queer theorist and English professor 

Michael Warner, one of founders of the group “Sex Panic!” formed to fight against the 

“sex negativity” of anti-promiscuity gay activists describes Kramer as a “ranting 

moralist,” linking the “1,112 and Counting” author to a “politics of sexual shame” 

(Trouble 31-33). The linking of gay male sexuality to death informs the persuasive core 

of “1,112 and Counting” and appears most dramatically via antithesis as described above. 

In writing about the sexual behaviors of gay, Kramer wonders “[h]ow can they value life 

so little and cocks and asses so much?” He then invites readers to “[c]ome with me, guys, 

while I visit a few of our friends in Intensive Care at NYU. Notice the looks in their eyes, 

guys. They'd give up sex forever if you could promise them life” (584). This passage 

illustrates several key persuasive features. First, Kramer creates antithesis between the 

“value” of “life” and “cocks and asses.” The antithetical relationship between these two is 

strengthened by the synecdochal rendering of sex as “cocks and asses.” By dissolving an 

intense act into decontextualized body parts, Kramer attempts to deromanticize and 

defetishize sex. Next Kramer extends the antithesis in the last sentence by directly 

positioning “sex” in opposition to “life.” He further strengthens this passage through the 

direct address to the reader, repetition of the friendly and colloquial “guys” and the 
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strategically placed rhyming devices—the alliteration of “life so little” and “few of our 

friends” and the assonance of “eyes” and “guys.” Finally to return to a phrase I quoted 

earlier: “As more and more of my friends die, I have less and less sympathy for men who 

are afraid” creates antithesis between “more death” and “less sympathy.” Kramer implies 

that the fear of closeted gay men leads to his friends dying. Thus the act of coming out is 

not only a political one, it is a moral one.   

 “1,112 and Counting” remains an essay of great importance in LGBT social-

movement history, whether we view it as the rallying cry for the HIV/AIDS movement 

and sexual restraint or as a particularly hysterical rant about the dangers of gay male sex. 

Kramer succeeds in making his voice heard because he consciously controls the style 

through which he constructs his message. The tensions illustrated in the polemic between 

gay male sexual behavior and death and the moral turpitude of promiscuity still inform 

gay social and political discourse. The fact that mainstream LGBT social-movement 

organizations focus almost exclusively on gaining marriage rights attests to the power of 

the antipromiscuity forces in LGBT politics. As Michael Warner notes in The Trouble 

with Normal, debates over sexual behavior have always been a part of LGBT 

communities and politics (42). Among gay men this issue generally revolves around 

HIV/AIDS. Many, like Kramer, still argue that the disease proof of the wrongness of 

promiscuity Among lesbians this debate has played out in different, yet parallel terms. In 

the next section, I will continue my examination of the deployment of rhetorics of alterity 

through an analysis of the discourse of the lesbian-feminist sex wars.  
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Finally. Feminists. 

 In this section, I unpack rhetorics of alterity in the lesbian sex wars through the 

lens of ideological rhetorical analysis. Critical discourse scholar Teun van Dijk argues 

that the “discursive manifestations” of ideologies are a crucial site for analysis because 

they are “needed and used by group members to learn, acquire, change, confirm, 

articulate, as well as to persuasively convey ideologies to other ingroup members, to 

inculcate them in novices, defend them against (or conceal them from) outgroup 

members or to propagate them among those who are (as yet) the infidels” (6). Van Dijk 

cautions against any easy reading of ideologies; they “cannot be simply ‘read off’ text 

and talk.” Ideologies embedded in discourse can have different meanings in different 

contexts. Such analysis is “complex,” and it “needs to take into account all levels of text 

and context, as well as the broader social background of discourse and social interaction” 

(210). For this analysis the “broader social discourse” will be the political situations and 

climates surrounding the LGBT social movement during the early 1980s. The 

conclusions I draw about the ideologies of lesbian sexuality during the sex wars are based 

on this context. 

The sex wars, also called the “feminist sex wars,” “the lesbian sex wars,” “the 

porn wars,” and “the S & M wars,” generally refers to the ideological debates of the early 

to mid 1980s when lesbians were vigorously debating the intersections of lesbianism, 

feminism, and sexual ideology. In analyzing sexual ideology in the sex wars, I’m guided 

by Alexander McKay’s definition that sexual ideology “represent[s] a clash of opposing 

systems of belief about the nature of the world and human kind” (7). We are all subject to 
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our own ideological vision of appropriate and natural sexuality. The discourse of the wars 

distills the factions involved into two camps whose opposing belief systems clash 

regarding lesbian-feminist sexuality. It should be noted, however, that these groups only 

represent extremes of opinions, not the breadth of individual lesbians’ experiences. The 

binary representations of lesbian identity in the discourse of the wars reveal the strategic 

deployment of rhetorics of alterity. Not only does each side rhetorically construct the 

other as inauthentic feminists and lesbians, but both also claim the oppressed position as 

their means of rhetorical power. What this means is that each side claims to be the true 

representation of “lesbian” while simultaneously claiming that they are oppressed by the 

position of the other. My analysis reveals that rhetorics of alterity do not just seek to 

address the “other.” They also, by way of address, create hierarchical categories of 

identity that reinforce the distinction between two identities. Rhetorics of alterity seek a 

persuasive function because they create discursive identity categories. Thus, alterity is 

not the opposite of identity, but a means to identification. The articulation of otherness 

with a particular subject position signifies both the speaker and addressee in ways that 

make rhetoric a process of signifying difference. However, what is often revealed through 

these rhetorics is instead a performance of différance.  Barbara Biesecker explains that 

“difference constitutes the structural ‘condition’ for signification, rhetoric is the name for 

both the finessing of différance that inaugurates a text and the figurality of the text that 

puts us on its track” (121). Likewise rhetoric plays similar role in constructing subjects, 

not just literal texts because “the subject is a historical construct precisely because its 

‘unique’ and always provisional identity depends upon its operations within a system of 
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differences and the larger movement of difference” (125). Thus while “difference” just 

implies that qualities of identity are not the same, différance allows for free play of the 

signifier of “lesbian.” 

At the same time that HIV/AIDS activists were struggling to develop their own 

movement within the larger LGBT civil-rights movement, lesbian feminists were also 

fighting over identity and sexuality and ethics. As Ruth Schwartz notes, “[t]he epidemic 

which would dramatically restrict gay men’s sexual lives began at exactly the same 

historical moment, 1981-82, when large groups of lesbians were beginning to chafe at the 

restrictive boundaries of ‘feminist’ sexuality” (236). In the early 1980s, a situation now 

referred to as the “sex wars” emerged and debates about sexual orientation and identity 

flourished. While the sex wars divided and antagonized communities of lesbians, they 

also engendered a new era of frank discussion about lesbian identities and sexuality. The 

main factions in the sex wars, traditional lesbian-feminists and sex-radical lesbian 

feminists, articulated identity categories for lesbians that contradicted each other and 

created exclusionary identities as to who is “really” a lesbian. Identification is crucial to 

the self-esteem of members of marginalized communities, because it determines who is 

allowed to belong. Thus in-fighting over the definition of lesbian identity has the 

potential to disenfranchise the very people who most need community support and 

companionship. There is not and can never be a “right” way to be a lesbian. There are 

only temporal, ideologically laden, articulations of identity. Yet the fight over who is 

“really” a proper lesbian remains potent.  
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 The sex wars were part of an ongoing debate of what it means to be a lesbian and 

how that identity is expressed through sexuality and the relationship of feminism to 

sexuality. My analysis of the wars specifically refers to the debates between sex radical 

and “traditional” lesbian feminists in the early 80s. Analyzing the discourses of these 

groups is not meant to imply that they represent the only feminisms that exist or the only 

articulation of debates about sex and sexualities. I focus explicitly on this discursive 

phenomenon in order to analyze the ways that lesbian sexuality was represented by 

certain writers claiming to represent certain identities on these certain issues. I 

acknowledge that the dichotomy presented here is not universal among lesbians or 

feminists, and it is not my intention to offer an in-depth analysis of multiple instantiations 

of or rejections of the label of feminist. Instead I'm analyzing the ways that the discourse 

between these specific groups of feminists has set them up in a dichotomous relationship. 

On one side of this divide are traditional lesbian-feminists who emphasize distinct 

differences in men’s and women’s sexuality by valorizing specific sexual practices that 

they see as valid for women to engage in. On the other side, sex radicals advocate for all 

manner of consensual sexual expression. These rhetorical constructions of “traditional” 

versus “sex radical” and their attendant arguments persist today and lesbians continue to 

debate and discuss issues such as pornography, role-playing, S/M, toys, and sex work and 

how these practices influence lesbian identity. The debates between the two factions are 

vocal and full of animosity, with each group constructing the other as espousing rhetoric 

that hurts all women. The discourse of the sex wars highlights how categories of identity 

and alterity and naming are created and maintained through social systems of varying 
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degrees of power and tenacity. The differences between how sex radicals and lesbian-

feminists construct their own identities and that of other lesbians have a direct impact on 

how individual lesbians envision and act out their sexual, cultural, and political lives and 

the place of those identities within the context of a social movement.  

  In order to understand the sex wars, it’s important to understand the context that 

gave rise to them. With feminism’s resurgence in the late 60s and throughout the 70s, 

lesbians found an ideology that recognized women’s oppression through violence and 

subjugation. It was also an ideology that valorized and celebrated women and women’s 

worlds, including the power of women’s relationships with each other. Traditional 

lesbian-feminist discourse was ideologically aligned with much of second-wave 

feminism and constructed lesbians as the ultimate feminists because they are primarily 

identified with and connected to, women. This discourse also constructs sexuality 

primarily as a dangerous male motivation and concern. This discursive articulation of 

“sex” with patriarchy was so great that lesbian-feminists remade the subject of sex in 

their own terms. In the essay “Lesbian ‘Sex,’” lesbian-feminist Marilyn Frye reminds her 

readers that  

“the concept of ‘having sex’ is a phallic one that pertains to heterosexual 

intercourse, in fact, primarily to heterosexist intercourse, i.e., male-

dominant-female-subordinate-copulation-whose-completion-and-purpose-

is-the-male’s-ejaculation. The words “sex,” “sexual,” and “sexuality” . . . 

have imported the phallocentric meanings into and onto experience which 

is not in any way phallocentric” (4-7).  
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Lesbian-feminists like Audre Lorde and Claudia Card bypassed the problem that Frye 

notes by promoting concepts such as “eros” and “eroticism” over sexuality and attaching 

to these terms an emotional, rather than biological function.  

Because sexuality was conceived as phallocentric and phallocentric was 

conceived as misogynist, penetration was also disdained by many lesbian-feminists 

because it was ultimately considered a patriarchal phenomenon (Frye Politics 157). 

Claudia Card argues that “‘having sex’ is a phallic concept that cannot be applied without 

distortion to lesbian love-making” (89) Card rescue lesbian pleasure somewhat by 

redefining the clitoris as “not” a sex organ. Therefore, if the clitoris is not a sex organ, 

then stimulating the clitoris to orgasm is “not sex” and remains safely removed from the 

patriarchy. In this instance lesbian-feminist discourse deployed a rhetoric of alterity to 

create the alternative to a sex organ and save the clitoris, a move for which many lesbian-

feminists were surely grateful. So lesbian-feminists embraced alterity by refusing that 

“lesbian” was a sexual identity and by refusing that the clitoris was a sex organ. 

Rhetorically constructing this alter-identity allowed the principles of radical feminism to 

coexist, if somewhat uneasily, with lesbian desire. These rhetorical moves that 

rearticulate lesbian sexuality with feminist ideals served an important agenda that 

highlighted the dangers and realities of women’s sexuality in a patriarchy.  

Following this model that positions lesbian-feminism in binary opposition to a 

patriarchy that controls all sexuality, lesbian-feminists rallied around the notion of the 

lesbian as a woman-identified woman, which means that the sexual desire for other 

women isn’t an important or even necessary component of the identity. In her classic 
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1980 article “Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbian Existence” Adrienne Rich argues 

that “heterosexuality, like motherhood, needs to be recognized and studied as a political 

institution” (232). Further Rich proposes that any woman can express her feminism by 

choosing lesbianism as a way to resist the patriarchy. For many lesbian-feminists Rich’s 

woman-identified woman was a great stride forward in gaining legitimacy among 

homophobic heterosexual feminists because it removed the stigma of lesbianism. 

Lesbian-feminists were rhetorically “downplaying” sexuality as a strategic move. If 

lesbianism could be rearticulated as a type of feminism, one which didn’t require one to 

have sex with other women, then lesbians could “claim legitimacy” within the women’s 

movement, which was fearing the lavender menace” (Stein 17). The woman-identified-

woman gains its feminist credibility by hiding lesbian sexuality from the straight 

feminists who were uncomfortable with it and not all lesbian-feminists embraced this 

perceived desexualization. The disgruntled others began to embrace counter rhetorics of 

alterity (a counterdiscourse to the counterdiscourse) in order to make their voices heard. 

One of the first public declarations of this counterdiscourse came in April of 1982 

when Barnard College hosted The Scholar and the Feminist IX conference titled 

“Towards a Politics of Sexuality.” The conference aimed “to address women’s sexual 

pleasure, choice, and autonomy, acknowledging that sexuality is simultaneously a 

domain of restriction, repression, and danger, as well as a domain of exploration, 

pleasure, and agency” (Vance “Concept Paper” 443). In this description the conference 

organizers claim feminist status and along with the more traditional articulation of 

sexuality with “restriction, repression, and danger,” they’re also forging a new connection 
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by adding the elements of “exploration, pleasure, and agency” and they start from the 

assumption that women’s sexuality is one of “pleasure, choice, and autonomy.” This 

rearticulated identity of women’s sexuality and of feminism angered many who were 

unwilling to accept these constructions of feminism or of female sexuality. Upon hearing 

of the focus of the conference, Women Against Pornography (WAP), Women Against 

Violence Against Women, and the New York Radical Feminists, denounced the 

conference organizers for “inviting proponents of ‘anti-feminist’ sexuality to participate” 

(Vance “Petition” 451). The administration of Barnard College was involved in trying to 

curtail the conference by confiscating planning materials and the Helena Rubinstein 

Foundation withdrew its financial support. Conference opponents’ picketed, which 

“stigmatize[d] individuals identified with controversial sexual views or practices, such as 

butch-femme roles, sadomasochism, or criticism of the antipornography movement” 

(452). The feminist magazine off our backs also published the names of participants in a 

women’s S/M play party that was unaffiliated with the event as a calculated move to 

articulate the conference with controversial sexualities. Off our backs did offer a platform 

to Cherríe Moraga who criticized Fran Moira for her oob article on the Barnard 

Conference for “collapse[ing] a ‘politically incorrect speak-out’ [about sexuality] into an 

across-the-board endorsement of s/m, while citing Kitchen Table: Women of Color Press 

throughout, not to have inquired of The Press what was our actual relationship to the 

event as a whole” (23).24

                                                 
24 Further Moraga’s article is an important intervention in the mostly white discourses of the sex wars. She 

 These oppositional tactics united those who were labeled as 

“anti-feminist” for their explorations into issues of sexuality.  
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It’s not surprising that the Barnard Conference drew such a heated response. 

Lesbian-feminists and the mainstream women’s movement had been built on a particular 

ideological stance toward sexuality and patriarchy. Now some were suggesting that there 

may be more than one ideological orientation toward sexuality available to feminists. In 

essence the proposed conference embraced feminism’s alter-identity and still called itself 

“feminism” refusing to accept the sexuality is only a patriarchal phenomenon and 

introducing the idea of feminisms as a way to embrace plurality of experience. From the 

Barnard Conference on, a split grew between women who considered themselves “sex 

radicals” and the lesbian-feminist mainstream. The sex radicals criticized their 

predecessors for attitudes that were perceived as “anti-sex” and damaging to women.  

Sex radicals gleefully spouted the joys of pornography, sadomasochism, butch-

femme, and dildos all to the chagrin of traditional lesbian-feminists. Pat Califia defines 

the identity of a sex radical as one who is “defiant as well as deviant… aware that there is 

something unsatisfying and dishonest about the way sex is talked about (or hidden) in 

daily life” (xiii). Sex-radical feminist Susie Bright, part of the founding team of the 

lesbian porn magazine On Our Backs, criticized the turn that mainstream lesbian-feminist 

sex theory had—in her words—“reduced itself to [by] purging anything aggressive, 

vicarious, and non-oval-shaped from its erotic vocabulary [and by] mouth[ing] sexist 

clichés about ‘the nature of men and women’ that could have come out of the 

fundamentalist pulpit” (Stein 18; Bright 13). Attacks such as this on the attitudes of 

                                                                                                                                                 
writes “[T]he way the movement is breaking down around sex makes me feel that women of color are 
being played between two white (sector's) hands. And, I don't like it” (23). Such interventions illustrate the 
ontological instability of the dichotomies created by these discourses.  
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traditional lesbian-feminists led to angry women writing letters to On Our Backs accusing 

it of emulating male methods of misogyny (Findlay 564). But On Our Backs continued to 

reach more and more women, and other “sexperts” began having a major impact on 

articulating lesbian sexual identity.  

The ideological differences exposed in the sex wars aren’t only concerned with 

sexual behavior, but the foundations of identity itself. From a traditional lesbian-feminist 

standpoint, lesbian identity is an unchanging fact of existence, which carries with it a 

dedication to live a life authentic to that identity. To be a lesbian means you should look, 

behave, and believe in certain ways that support lesbians individually and as 

communities. The name “lesbian-feminist” specifies and codifies the identity in the 

context of mainstream, second-wave feminist ideology. Thus the connection between 

lesbianism and feminism is particularly tenacious. As I described earlier, for these 

lesbians sexuality is almost unilaterally viewed as something that is fundamentally 

different for women than it is for men.  

It is important to note when discussing lesbian-feminist ideology that the identity 

of “feminist” that is being claimed is a specific kind of feminism with certain beliefs 

about sexuality that are not shared by all women who identify as feminists, not all of 

whom are sex radicals. As I described earlier, for these lesbians sexuality is almost 

unilaterally viewed as something that is fundamentally different for women than it is for 

men. Generally, it is love that is valorized and not sex. Feminist-activist Gillian 

Hanscombe articulates an identity for lesbians that demonstrates the traditional lesbian-

feminist standpoint. Hanscombe writes that “passion, not mere sex” is the “sure 
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foundation of lesbian-feminist identity.” Hanscombe denies the identity of “feminist” to 

lesbians who partake in the market of the sex industry as consumers or purveyors: “This 

market is often described as postfeminist, but it is actually antifeminist, since its stated 

values do not attempt to challenge patriarchy and do not promote egalitarianism between 

women” (217, emphasis added). Here Hanscombe not only articulates a lesbian identity, 

but a feminist one as well, which she assumes can only challenge the patriarchy by 

remaining outside of the sex industry. Since she takes it for granted that this is the only 

way for feminism to operate, Hanscombe focuses on persuading lesbian women to 

understand these truths: 

Some of us who have been watching all this rather silently, now need to 

stand up and be counted and to say clearly what we think decent lesbian 

sex is really about: decent meaning satisfying; and decent also meaning 

ethically defensible. Decent lesbian sex, first of all, can’t be traded; and 

decent lesbian relationships can’t be successfully commercially packaged. 

(218) 

Hanscombe composes several strategic forms of lesbian-feminist identity in this passage. 

First, she claims the status as silent observer, indicating that the lesbian-feminism that she 

advocates has not dominated discursive constructions of feminism. The lesbian-feminist 

is “othered” by the patriarchy because it, not she is culturally dominant. Second, 

Hanscombe claims to know what “decent lesbian sex is really about” indicating that there 

is a reality that can only be accessed through her values. With this move Hanscombe 

casts the sex-radical lesbian feminist as the alter-identity: she cannot exist because one 
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cannot be a feminist and embrace phallocentric practices like pornography, S/M, and sex 

work. Finally, she simultaneously defining what “decent” means for all lesbians and what 

“ethics” means as well. Such language sets her position up as that which is moral and 

right. Through this passage Hanscombe makes the dual functions of rhetorics of alterity 

clear. She persuasively makes her position “other” and equally persuasively makes it 

central.  

While Hanscombe’s article persuasively articulates traditional lesbian-feminist 

identity, an equally persuasive articulation of lesbian-feminist identity is expressed in the 

essay “Thinking Sex: Notes for a Radical Theory of Sexuality” by sex-radical lesbian 

writer and S/M practitioner Gayle S. Rubin. Rubin criticizes traditional feminists for 

engaging in a moralistic war. Rubin argues that dominant/dominating feminist discourse 

has damned almost any variation of sexuality as anti-feminist. She notes that for 

traditional lesbian feminists “monogamous lesbianism that occurs within long-term, 

intimate relationships and which does not involve playing polarized roles, has replaced 

married, procreative heterosexuality at the top of the value hierarchy” (301). To 

rearticulate feminism to make a place for lesbians like herself, Rubin advocates for “‘pro-

sex’ feminism . . . spearheaded by lesbians whose sexuality does not conform to 

movement standards of purity (primarily lesbian sadomasochists and butch/femme 

dykes), by unapologetic heterosexuals, and by women who adhere to classic radical 

feminism” (302-03). By reclaiming sexual liberation as a “classic” goal of feminism, 

Rubin has rearticulated feminism into a standpoint that allows for a vast variety of sexual 

expression and urges other women to do the same. Sex radicals like Rubin claim that 
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lesbian identity is fluid. It doesn’t require women to believe or act in prescripted ways. 

Thus, it is less tenacious and more open to disarticulation and rearticulation than that of 

traditional feminists. Not surprisingly Rubin uses the same rhetorical tactics as 

Hanscombe: she positions herself as the powerless other and simultaneously claims her 

feminist identity as more “true” than that of “antisex feminists.” 

Each of these group’s discourses tends to close itself off from views that differ 

from theirs. Traditional lesbian-feminists think that the sex radicals are anti-woman who 

threaten to undo all of the work they did to fight against the oppression of women. 

Lesbian-feminists had fought to make their critiques of the patriarchal sexual exploitation 

heard and the sex radicals’ rearticulation of their values about porn and sex work 

threatened and angered them (Healy 7). Lesbian-feminists articulate lesbianism as a 

vanguard of feminism and feminism as a philosophy that by definition must reject overt 

sexuality through a series of persistent, interconnected articulations (lesbian, feminist, 

male, female) that combine into a theoretical justification and impetus for personal 

choices they make in how to live their lives. Thus to disarticulate the elements that make 

their identity requires a series of disconnections of all of these articulations, not just 

“lesbian.”  Sex radicals enrage traditional lesbian-feminists because it is not just one 

identity that is at stake. Sex radical feminism is a challenge to the entire theoretical 

framework of the traditional feminism upon which many lesbians have built their lives. 

Because sex radical feminists already engaged in a process of dis- and rearticulation of 

“lesbian” and “feminism” to make the case for the validity of their beliefs and practices, 

their identities are built of less persistent connections. Therefore, the dedication to 
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critically examining how sex negativity affects individual women is more important to 

identity than what behaviors a person engages in.  

The sex wars demonstrate the power of discursively constructed competing 

paradigms of identity that are deployed via rhetorics of alterity. For lesbian-feminists in 

the early 1980s, the sex wars were divisive and splintered the social movement. Each 

system of beliefs professes to be what’s right for all lesbians, which alienates women 

from each other and can leave them without a sense of belonging. While situations such 

as the sex wars can create vast divides between groups of lesbians as well as individuals, 

they can also create new possibilities for identification. The sex wars cannot be reduced 

to being “good” or “bad” for lesbians and their identities. In-fighting in marginalized 

groups can (and does) distract from fighting for civil rights and respect in cultures that 

are still overwhelmingly oppressive to lesbians, but debates can also reveal rich varieties 

among individuals that are obscured by a monolithic notion of “lesbian.”  

 

Concluding Thoughts on Rhetorics of Alterity  

In this chapter my analyses of Larry Kramer’s “1,112 and Counting” and the 

discourse of the lesbian sex wars reveal ways that persuasively articulated rhetorics of 

alterity compose a crucial part of identity formation and deployment. Many feminist 

theorists and postcolonial scholars have theorized on the function of “the other” in both 

discursive and material manifestations. The “alter,” the “not I,” is a position, not only 

integral to structures of domination and control, but to any manifestation of identity. 

Frequently, alter-identities occupy spaces of oppression, dominated into positions of 
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silence, but this is not always the case. Rhetorics of alterity become powerful by co-

opting a range of experiences into an ideological position. The experiences—of others—

become argument—about “us” versus “other.” With regard to lesbian and gay sexuality, 

rhetorics of alterity have been used to describe and delimit the sexual identities and 

behaviors of individuals in the service of larger cultural and political projects. The forces 

that control these definitions control the movement. As I argued in chapter 2, during the 

era of liberation gay male sexuality was fluid and open and celebrated. During the onset 

of the AIDS era, it became contested and starting in the 90s, it was normalized. Lesbian 

sexuality, on the other hand was contested in the 70s, celebrated and redefined in the 80s, 

and also normalized in the 90s. 

In the next chapter, I will analyze some of the ways that movement became 

increasingly mobilized under a cause of normality. Lesbians and gay men were desexed, 

polished, and put on display for the largest LGBT organization, the Human Rights 

Campaign (HRC). The HRC dominated the LGBT civil-rights movement in the 90s and 

promoted an agenda focused on cultural participation via the heteropatriarchal institutions 

of marriage and the military. This turn toward normalization in the 90s has been well 

documented in the history of LGBT social movement. It is one that has been decried by 

queer theorists and fringe activists who do not fit into the mold the HRC has constructed 

for LGB (and sometimes T) people. Rather than arguing that this shift in the movement 

did occur, I will be returning to the lens of articulation theory to analyze how it has 

occurred. Thus my focus will be on the language choices of the HRC and the ways that 

they gained control over the movement through articulating a normalized identity for it.  
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CHAPTER 4: WE ARE EVERYWHERE: THE RHETORIC OF NORMALITY 

 No matter how much I resist authority, I am everywhere implicated in this text. 

 —Juana Rodriguez (2) 

 

1992. Bill Clinton becomes the 42nd president of the United States. A group of 

hell-raising dykes form The Lesbian Avengers in NYC. Maggie Werner comes out of the 

closet at the age of 18. During the 90s I came out, fell in love, marched on Washington, 

and eventually became disillusioned with LGBT politics. When I came out, my leftist 

political orientation grew initially, and I was taught to believe that there is a fundamental 

connection between being a lesbian and being a leftist. As part of my new-found 

activism, I went to one meeting of Illinois State University’s Gay and Lesbian Alliance 

(GALA) but never returned because I didn’t think there were attractive women there. I 

joined the Progressive Student Union (our group t-shirts said “Columbus Discovered 

America . . . NOT!”) and sat in meetings in which the members obsessed over how to 

protest Columbus Day and bragged that our organization was on an FBI watch list. I 

stopped going because I wasn’t attracted to any of the women. I took Intro to Women’s 

Studies (no cute girls . . . seriously) and became conversant in the functions of the 

heteropatriarchal war machine. I dropped my acting major and picked up English and 

sociology and increasingly peppered my conversations with phrases like “class 

consciousness” and “oppressor identified,” such as “Ken’s practicing conspicuous 

consumption again. He bought three new tarot decks and a Chinese incense burner. I tried 

to talk to him about raising his class consciousness, but he’s SO oppressor identified! 
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<pause> Do you want to go to McDonald’s?” I was obsessed with women and politics 

and a blend of half-baked ideas and contradictory philosophies. Hell yes I wanted to 

change the world, but I also wanted to get laid, and I was idealistic enough to believe that 

both things were possible. I was 18. 

Nestled as we were in Central Illinois corn country, one might think that the 

community I came out in would be on the conservative side. It wasn’t, and I thought all 

gay people were progressive and politically engaged. The politics we focused on in the 

Bloomington-Normal community concerned, above all else, adding homosexuality to the 

list of protected classes under the cities’ nondiscrimination ordinances. We were pretty 

sure that discrimination protection on the federal level was imminent, especially with the 

election of Clinton, but we still believed that it was important to fight for civil rights at 

the city level. Adding LGBT people to the local nondiscrimination ordinance would 

secure us protection from housing and employment discrimination. Most of us knew 

people who could (and did) get fired and evicted for the crime of homosexuality. We saw 

ourselves as a recognized and targeted minority and believed our identities as gay and 

lesbian were who we were. Whether or not the identity was a choice did not matter. What 

mattered was that we were accorded basic civil rights.  

The campus and community groups of LGBT people worked together on most of 

the issues in the Bloomington-Normal community and together we organized a trip to 

advocate in Washington. At the 1993 March on Washington for Lesbian, Gay, and Bi 

Equal Rights and Liberation (I still have the t-shirt), I saw hundreds of thousands of 

LGBT people agitating for rights, celebrating pride, and displaying diversity. That scene 
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in DC will always represent “the movement” in my head. I remember that older queers 

griped that the 93 March was too commercial: “87 . . . now THAT was a march. Don’t 

even get me started on 79! Those dykes and queens did this shit right.” But it felt right to 

me. I was 18. 

I’m twice as old as I write this as when I marched on Washington. I am actively 

not involved in the mainstream movement, nor am I officially affiliated with any LGBT 

social, political, or professional organization. I don’t go to Pride parades. I don’t go to 

gay bars . . . much. The changes that occurred in the movement throughout the 90s and 

that have continued in the 2000s killed it for me. As soon as I entered the movement, it 

seemed as if progressive politics were replaced by mainstream politics, most startlingly 

represented by the fights to gain access to marriage and the military. These two 

institutions have come to symbolize the LGBT movement’s goals and they are 

antithetical to my politics on a fundamental level. So, for me, there is no movement 

anymore. I offer this brief narrative of my experience as a entry point into the political 

rhetoric of the LGBT movement in the 90s because my disenchantment was shared by an 

entire segment whose progressive concerns were pushed aside by the goals of well-

financed, middle-of-the-road, LGBT lobbyists. Because I lived the events I intend to 

cover here, no chapter in this dissertation is more personal to me than this one, as this is 

the only era in which I significantly participated in the movement as an activist. 

In the previous chapter, I examined how discourses of sexuality have divided 

communities of gay men and lesbians. In this chapter I examine discourses of normality, 

the rhetorically constructed movement identity that became dominant in the 90s and 
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remains so to this day. I first offer some contextualization of LGBT politics in the late 

80s and early 90s. Next I outline the process of normalization. Then I show the rhetoric 

of normality that the Human Rights Campaign (HRC), which describes itself as 

“America’s largest civil rights organization working to achieve lesbian, gay, bisexual and 

transgender (LGBT) equality,” deploys (“About HRC”). Although the HRC is by no 

means the only LGBT political organization, or even the only mainstream one, its 

influence is so great that it can logically stand in for the contemporary mainstream 

movement. Therefore, I will analyze the rhetoric of the HRC as a synecdoche 

representing the whole of contemporary, mainstream LGBT politics. Finally I will show 

how the rhetoric of normality functions in the debate over marriage that is central to the 

HRC’s political agenda. In the interest of practicing the feminism that I claim as central 

to my work as a scholar, I will state from the outset that I disagree with the HRC’s 

politics and that they represent what I dislike about the current LGBT movement. A true 

activist would take a more active stand against the monstrous organization, but that isn’t 

me anymore. I prefer to pontificate. I am as much of a sellout to the movement as the 

HRC, but I am tired. I am not 18. I am 36. 

 

Let’s Begin Again 

Starting in the late 70s and largely in response to the Moral Majority, the 

nationally focused LGBT rights movement began to mainstream its politics and to pursue 

a “rights-based” rather than “liberation-based” agenda. While the crisis of AIDS helped 

to focus the national spotlight on direct action groups like ACT UP and later Queer 
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Nation as the activist face of LGBT politics, mainstream groups continued to push for 

legal and political inclusion rather than agitation through street protests. At the core of 

the mainstream, equal-rights agenda was the idea that homosexuality constitutes an 

inherent feature of one’s identity: LGBT people deserve rights because we were born that 

way and can’t change who we are. Although this belief was also promoted by many 

homophile activists in the 50s and has roots that go to the very beginning of LGBT 

activism, it came to dominate movement ideology in the 1990s when national groups, 

most notably the Human Rights Campaign, took control of the political agenda. While 

these groups did focus on equal rights in employment and housing, they also began 

campaigning for the right to marry and to serve openly in the military. With the passage 

of the military’s “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy in 1993 and the Defense of Marriage Act 

(DOMA) in 1996, mainstream activism became more focused on these two issues. As 

movements age, they typically follow a trajectory that moves from grassroots, bottom-up 

organizing to corporate-funded, top-down organized institutions. Whether or not this is 

progression or regression depends on your position in the institution, access to its 

resources, and ideological leanings. It is important to stress, however, that this change in 

movement structure does not have to lead to an abandonment of goals and strategies. As 

Ellen Messer-Davidow argues in Disciplining Feminism, an analysis that traces the 

institutionalism of feminism from a movement to an academic discipline, “institutions 

could exercise their power to exclude and include, repress and produce, because they 

structure their own fields of activity” (18, emphasis added). That is, while the 

mainstreaming of the movement may be expected and typical, it is neither natural nor 
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necessary to abandon progressive and feminist critiques of the institutions of and 

marriage and the military.   

At the same time that the mainstream movement was normalizing its image in the 

hopes of making political gains, LGBT visibility in the cultural sphere increased 

dramatically in the 90s. LGB (and sometimes T) people were appearing more in movies, 

on TV, and in popular music. Such cultural participation helped to normalize gay 

experience even further and provided a commonplace, discursive “script” for who LGB 

people “really are.” For the most part, these scripts were written by heterosexuals. 

Despite the increased political and cultural normalization, significant federal changes in 

LGBT civil rights materialized slowly. In 2003 the US Supreme Court overturned 

sodomy statutes in Lawrence vs. Texas and on December 22, 2010 President Barack 

Obama signed legislation repealing the military’s “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy that 

Bill Clinton signed into law in 1993. However, despite repeal the policy remains in effect 

“until 60 days after Mr. Obama, the defense secretary and admiral certify readiness” 

(Stolberg). In addition to these important, postmillennial advances, the normalization of 

the movement in the 90s—particularly the focus on marriage—encouraged antigay 

activists to pass a flurry of state-level constitutional amendments banning same-sex 

marriage and creating legislation against marriage where it didn’t exist before. I contend 

that normalizing LGBT people has led, for the most part, not to equal rights in US 

democracy, but to equal participation in US capitalism as LGBT people have been 

increasingly targeted as a consumer group. Thus normalization, rather than being the only 

path to equality serves to shore up capitalist hegemony by bringing LGBT people into the 
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marketplace.25

 

 In order to show the development of the rhetoric of normality that was 

part of the mainstreaming of the movement and the commodification of LGBT identities, 

the next section provides context for the development of dominant ideologies of 

normality in the 90s.  

Agitation in the 80s 

 In the 80s national organizations like the HRC 26

                                                 
25 The link between marketing and mainstreaming is clearly stated in this 2008 story from Direct Marketing 
News: “The LGBT community is more mainstream than ever, with marketers working hard to reach this 
educated, affluent group.” The creation of the mainstream educated homosexual with loads of disposable 
income to burn on minutia rose to media prominence in the 90s and is the focus of this chapter. 

 and the National Gay and 

Lesbian Task Force (NGLTF) focused on large-scale, rights-based issues. The activism 

most visible to the public, however, was that of the direct action group ACT UP formed 

in New York in 1987. AIDS activist Larry Kramer had left the Gay Men’s Health Crisis 

(GMHC), an organization he had helped create, over disagreements about the direction 

the group should take in regard to the AIDS crisis (Shaw 215). During a speech at a 

lesbian and gay community center, Kramer repeated several themes originally written in 

his infamous polemic “1,112 and Counting,” warning that inaction in regards to 

HIV/AIDS would lead to death for gay men (see chapter 3). In response to Kramer’s call 

to action, ACT UP was founded rallying under the slogan “Silence = Death.” The group’s 

first action stopped traffic on Wall Street in New York as the group protested the high 

cost and slow government approval of HIV/AIDS drugs (“ACT UP Capsule”). 

26  Until 1995, the HRC was the HRCF (Human Rights Campaign Fund). In order to reduce acronym 
overload, I will refer to the organization as HRC even when I am referring to a time before the name 
change. 
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 Direct-action agitation and street-theatre tactics characterized ACT UP.  One of 

ACT UP’s most recognized actions was the staging of “die-ins” in which protestors 

staked out locations hostile to PWAs and lay down en masse to symbolize deaths from 

AIDS. One of the largest die-ins occurred on December 10, 1989 when ACT UP along 

with abortion rights activists protested at New York’s St. Patrick Cathedral.27

[M]ore than 4,500 . . . staged a “STOP THE CHURCH” protest. [

 I will quote 

a description of the event at length in order to illustrate the tactics that typified ACT UP 

protests:  

28] . . . 

The demonstration was a carnival-like performance of guerrilla theater, 

irreverent parody, and angry chants. Protesters held mock tombstones 

while hundreds of others lay down in the street, enacting one of ACT UP’s 

. . . trademark “die-ins.”  . . . A handful of male protesters dressed as 

clowns, Catholic bishops, and nuns cavorted in the street. A male “Virgin 

Mary” carried a baby doll and a sign, “This Mary believes in safe sex 

education.” A mock condom the size of a giant torpedo was labeled 

“CARDINAL O’CONDOM.” . . . Most offensive to those attending 

services were the professional posters that humorously juxtaposed a photo 

of Cardinal O’Connor with an enlarged photo of an unrolled condom.[29

                                                 
27 The edited collection We Are Everywhere has an excellent selection of documents relating to the 
notorious “Stop the Church” action, which includes statements opposing the action by the church and by 
LGBT people and groups.  

] 

The similarity between the shape of the condom and the miter on the 

28 Other sources have counted 5,000 and 6,000 protestors. 
29 Cardinal O’Connor was a target of ACT UP and reproductive rights groups for his staunch pro-life and 
antigay activism (Shaw 223). 
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Cardinal’s head suggested an obscene comparison that the accompanying 

text utilized: “KNOW YOUR SCUMBAGS.” (Christiansen and Hanson 

157) 

Not surprisingly, such direct-action demonstrations alienated ACT UP from the political 

establishment, mainstream LGBT politicos, and the growing population of politically 

active conservative Christians. ACT UP was not politics as usual: “What appeared to 

many of ACT UP’s critics to be senseless, ineffective antics by a group of social outcasts 

was, in fact, a call to change society’s perceptions about people with HIV/AIDS. The 

majority of ACT UP’s rhetorical strategies . . . were designed to deal with overwhelming 

rhetorical obstacles” (166). ACT UP helped to raise visibility for HIV/AIDS. By the end 

of the 1980s, PWAs gained more access to cheaper drugs, medical studies of the disease 

increased, and the importance of condom use and clean needle use became part of the 

national conversation on AIDS (Crimp 303).  

 Many social movement and LGBT scholars have studied the strategic orientation 

and tactical deployments of ACT UP’s rhetorical performances and come to different 

conclusions about its meanings and effectiveness (see Gamson “Silence”; Gould; DeLuca 

“Unruly”; Haldi; Aronowitz; Crimp; Shaw). All accounts agree that ACT UP relies on 

spectacle, direct action, and disruption in its politics. Before moving on to illustrate the 

changing face of the national movement, I’ll take a moment to analyze the tactics of ACT 

UP’s notorious relative Queer Nation (QN). The notoriety of these two groups contrasted 

sharply with the normality that came to represent the movement in the 90s.  
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In 1990 a group of ACT UP members who wanted to use the same direct-action 

tactics to combat homophobia and LGBT invisibility formed Queer Nation (Fraser 33). 

According to activist and scholar Douglas Crimp, gay bashing increased in the late 80s. 

Partly as a result of ACT UP’s activism, “[a]s queers became more and more visible, 

more and more . . . were getting bashed. . . . ACT UP couldn’t fight homophobia 

anymore. That, too, was a full-time struggle, a struggle taken on by the newly formed 

Queer Nation” (316).  While fighting homophobia sounds like a goal of any LGBT 

movement, Queer Nation differed from mainstream groups in that its rhetoric “exploits 

internal difference” because the group “always refuses closeting strategies of assimilation 

and goes for the broadest and most explicit assertion of presence” (Berlant and Freeman 

156). Where mainstream LGBT groups fight for rights and inclusion in an established 

national public sphere, QN possessed the goal of “coordinating a new nationality” (151). 

In this way Queer Nation acts as a “counterpublic,” a type of public that “differ[s] 

markedly in one way or another from the premises that allow the dominant culture to 

understand itself as a public” and that “maintains at some level, conscious or not, an 

awareness of its subordinate status. The cultural horizon against which it marks itself off 

is not just a general or wider public, but a dominant one” (Warner, Publics 81; 86). Queer 

Nation deliberately marked itself off from mainstream publics in several ways including 

by the choice of its name, which works on several levels to define and delimit the identity 

and ideology of this group.  

First by using the word “queer,” the group embraces an alter-identity (see chapter 

3). Long an insult hurled at LGBT people, QN’s use of “queer” acts as a type of 
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rhetorical recovery that was especially popular in the 90s and that was defended as a way 

to take power out of an insult.30 The use of the word “queer,” however, is more than just 

a recovery move. It indicates a particular orientation toward mainstream culture. The 

word “queer . . .  gets a critical edge by defining itself against the normal rather than the 

heterosexual” (Warner, “Introduction” xxvi). The manifesto “Queers Read This,” 

explains that “queer is a way of reminding us how we are perceived by the rest of the 

world” (779).31

Queer Nation’s orientation and agenda is perhaps best represented by its notorious 

“I Hate Straights” document that was circulated at pride parades in 1990 (Berlant and 

Freeman 157). This polemic justifies queer anger over abuse and marginalization and 

indicts those straight people who don’t understand or sanction that anger: “I hate straight 

people who can’t listen to gay/lesbian/bi anger without saying, ‘Hey, all straight people 

aren’t like that, I’m straight too, you know.’ as if their egos don’t get enough stroking or 

protection in this arrogant, heterosexist world” (780). Despite the repeated refrain of “I 

hate,” the document isn’t really concerned with doing violence to straight people; instead 

 The word “Nation” suggests both that the group actively creates a queer 

space within the larger US nation and that it has an agenda of “queering” the nation via 

its presence. The rallying cry of the group—“We’re here. We’re queer. Get used to it”—

speaks both to mainstream LGBT people and to the larger mainstream culture that seeks 

to normalize counterpublics by assimilating them into hegemony.  

                                                 
30 The Riot-Grrrl movement in music, characterized by their feminist punk rock, was known for reclaiming 
typically derogatory words like “bitch,” “cunt,” and “dyke” and repurposing them in a feminist discourse.  
31 Both “I Hate Straights” and “Queers Read This” were published anonymously and are credited as such in 
all the reprinting I have found. Berlant and Freeman, however, associate the documents with Queer Nation 
and analyze them as part of the discourse of QN. Even though they are not official QN publications, they 
are certainly emblematic of the group.  
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it’s about the need to recognize the violence against queer people and to justify anger 

about that violence. It’s about not being a “good queer” and taking whatever the 

heterosexist mainstream gives us or does to us: “They bash us and stab us and shoot at us 

and bomb us in ever increasing numbers and still we freak out when angry queers carry 

banners or signs that say BASH BACK” (780). Using polysyndeton to slow the reader 

down and emphasize the range of antigay violence serves to orient the reader to Queer 

Nation’s purpose. In this selection the group also makes the interesting choice to both 

include itself in the group (QN) and in the group of non-affiliated LGBT people in the 

phrase “we freak out when angry queers.” Cleary the authors of the document are the 

angry queers, but by using “we” they simultaneously align themselves with the reader. 

This duel subjectivity serves to authorize both QN’s actions and any anger that readers 

may be feeling, both toward QN and toward gay bashers.  

In addition to writing polemics, Queer Nation also asserted itself through direct-

action spectacles in the spirit of ACT UP. On “Queer Nights Out,” participants would 

enter a straight bar and make out en masse. Similarly, during “kiss ins” the group would 

take over a public space and engage in a queer kissing revelry. These actions reveal the 

“[e]mbarrassment, pleasure, spectacle, longing, and accusation [that] interarticulate to 

produce a public scandal that is . . . Queer Nation’s specialty” (Berlant and Freeman 

163). Queer Nation was short-lived and most of its chapters disbanded within a few years 

of forming. However Queer Nation remains a critical part of both LGBT cultural and 

political history. In addition, Brian Walker suggests that Queer Nation illustrates the 

intersection of nationalism with social movements: 
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Queer Nation might be seen by some as nationalism‘s ironic Other, 

offering a moment of carnivalesque bemusement before we return to the 

more serious problems involved with weighing the relative merits of real 

ethnic claims. But the scholar familiar with the literature of nationalism 

might find him/herself resisting this temptation to irony. What is most 

striking when one compares the rise of gay nationalism to the genesis of 

other national movements is that, far from being a case apart, gay 

nationalism is a textbook case of a nascent nationalism. The stages which 

the gay movement has gone through on its way to national consciousness 

match up, step for step, willi the developmental stages we know from 

many other nationalist movements. All nationalisms started as “social 

movements.” (8) 

While Walker uses Queer Nation to make a larger point about the cultural and 

institutional changes that enable such micronationalisms as QN, this passage is 

significant in that it illustrates the enduring intellectual, social, and political importance 

of Queer Nation. Ironically, considering their politics, QN helped to normal the use of the 

word “queer” among LGBT people (though many LGBT people still refuse it), and even 

mainstream groups will tack a quiet, little “Q” onto their acronyms in honor of those who 

agitate against normality. The goals of sexual liberation and countercultural agitation still 

influence LGBT culture, but most of the Queer Nation ideology is relegated to academia 

for study by social scientists and adopted by queer theorists who share the goals, but not 

the tactics of direct-action groups.   
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Rhetorics of Normality 

 Differing dramatically from the agitation and alterity created by ACT UP and 

Queer Nation, the mainstream movement took center stage in the 1990s via processes of 

normalization. In this section I will define the “rhetorics of normality” of the mainstream 

LGBT movement. Michel Foucault first discussed the social process of norming in 

Discipline and Punish, his analysis of social mechanisms of control created by the 

Western penal system. In scientific disciplines the idea of “normal” accounts for the 

statistical frequency of occurrence of any given phenomenon: the more something occurs, 

the more normal it is. Once any given thing is measurable, it can be measured against 

other things and its degree of normality can be judged. When this same concept of 

“normal” is applied to humans, it becomes a moralizing mechanism. What is abnormal, 

that which rarely occurs, becomes that which is wrong. Foucault argues that societies 

have institutional disciplinary mechanisms (schools, prisons, hospitals, and barracks) in 

which rewards and punishments are handed out. Normal behavior is rewarded; abnormal 

behavior is punished. Normalizing apparatuses are thus measures of control. The end 

result of normalizing processes isn’t just to make everyone alike; it is to make every one 

easier to control. The fewer deviants a society has, the easier it is to control.  

 Katherine Jankowski explores this idea of normalizing as a means to gain control 

over the different. In writing about the Deaf social movement, Jankowski explains that 

the dominant hearing-speaking culture uses a “strategy of normality” as a way to create 

categories of normal and abnormal that excludes Deaf people. Communication practices 

like sign language constitute a normalizing strategy intended to admit Deaf people into 
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the dominant culture through an interpretable language. While sign language still marks 

one as abnormal, the ability to communicate offers one marker of normality. Jankowski 

asserts that “the dominant society develops rhetorical mechanisms to sustain the familiar 

by controlling the power to define normality.” These “rhetorical mechanisms” include the 

power to name and define and to create categories of normal and abnormal in the first 

place. People’s social experience depends on what category they fall into; thus the 

“rhetoric of normality gives rise to languages of condemnation and correction” (39-40). 

Jankowski examines how the tensions between Deaf and Hearing, between normal and 

abnormal, gave rise to a social movement for Deaf people that attempted to mediate the 

control of their lives by hearing-enabled people. The heart of this social movement 

consists of a struggle over ideologies of normality. 

 Like the Deaf movement, the LGBT social movement is, at its core, a struggle 

over an ideology of normality, whether LGBT groups are questioning the concept itself 

(by way of Foucault) or by trying to gain access to the normalized public sphere. While 

Jankowski refers to the rhetoric of normality as a discursive power held by dominant 

social forces and used against the marginal, this is not the only way that these rhetorical 

mechanisms operate. Because rewards and punishments are based on categorizations of 

normal and abnormal, it is understandable that groups in the abnormal, deviant category 

would seek to move into the normal category. Foucault’s conceptualization of the process 

of normalization, which his body of work urges us to resist, helps illustrate why the 

LGBT movement became so focused on normality in the 1990s. US politics are certainly 

based on a reward and punishment system, and the foundation of this system is capital. If 
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the LGBT movement has a goal of securing “rights,” that is, protection from 

discrimination and access to civic rewards, then it has to be able to reward politicians 

(which is illegal unless it is termed “lobbying”). In US society capital is the ultimate 

reward. Because normal is rewarded and abnormal is punished, it follows logically that 

an LGBT social movement that normalizes itself will be rewarded with capital. In turn 

that capital can be used to curry favor with politicians and will, with hope, lead to the 

acquisition of rights. This is the theory behind normalization. 

 In order to construct a normalized identity, the LGBT movement had to 

accomplish several strategic moves to reframe its goals and dis/rearticulate its identity. 

First, the movement had to construct the LGBT subject discursively as a “legitimate” 

minority. By “legitimate” I mean that homosexuality had to be constructed as a product 

of nature. So while the gay liberation and lesbian-feminist movements in the 70s 

promoted a belief that homosexuality is a behavior or an ideology, such a belief leads to a 

fluid identity, and fluid identities do not make for good political subjects. Second, the 

movement had to change its strategies. Instead of marches and demonstrations, activists 

focused on working for legal and legislative change. While the first type of strategy is 

visible, the second is less so. While the first takes a stance against the system, the second 

works within the system. Third, the movement had to respond to the changing kairotic 

moment. Segments of the LGBT movement have been agitating for civil rights for as 

long as there has been a movement, but in the 80s the US government was so controlled 

by conservative forces that were hostile to LGBT people that working within the system 

was not a realistic goal. With the election of Bill Clinton, however, movement leaders 
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saw an opening to participate in, rather than agitate against, legislative politics. As I’ve 

been arguing throughout this dissertation, movement identities are constructed via 

various rhetorical modes. So in order to construct “normality,” the movement has to 

deploy rhetorics of normality. If normalization is the process that attempts to assimilate 

differences into the mainstream, than rhetoric is one of the tools that enables that process 

to happen and that can also resist it. Because I argue that normalization was chosen by 

the mainstream LGBT movement, I am assuming that its rhetorical choices were 

strategically selected to help engender a normalized movement identity.   

When LGBT organizing focuses on liberation, separatism, and alterity, it displays 

abnormal identities, which are largely incompatible with neoliberal rights-seeking 

politics. Thus, it is not too much of a leap to assert that one cannot proclaim 

“heterosexual sex is fucked up” as liberationist Carl Whitman did and expect to win 

much support for nondiscrimination when the majority of the public identifies as 

heterosexual. In order to seek goals that were based on concrete political gains, the 

movement rearticulated an identity that could work within the US political system, not 

that it necessarily would. As I explained in chapter 2, the movement rearticulated its 

identity at the end of the liberation era as a way to fight the rise of the Religious Right. 

This change from “gay liberation to gay rights, places the political and social struggles of 

lesbians and gay men in a familiar, well-established equal-rights frame, deeply rooted in 

American history” (D’Emilio “Making and Unmaking” 915). The process of “making” a 

gay minority subject, however, has not been without its challenges, nor has it been a 

particularly effective strategy against neoconservative and Religious Right objections to 
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homosexuality. Still in the period following the liberation era, broader cultural changes 

indicated that a transformation in social-movement strategy and identity was needed. In 

order to create a social-movement frame that aligned with US mis/understandings of 

minorities and civil rights, the LGBT social movement had to deploy discourses that 

asserted that homosexuality is a fixed and unchanging part of one’s genetic makeup. A 

“domain specific transformation” such as this “seek[s] to alter the status of a category of 

people,” which in turn changes goals, strategies, and the potential to mobilize new 

adherents (Snow et al. 475). With this transformation came “professionalized lesbian and 

gay organizations aimed at the national arena” grew after the end of liberation and 

concurrent with the rise of the Religious Right.32

                                                 
32 In her 1994 article “Queering the State” Lisa Duggan argues that the rhetorical transformation that has 
more potential and power for the LGBT rights movement is not to construct “like race” claims, but to make 
“like religion” ones instead. 

 These national organizations generally 

“embraced a fixed homosexual identity” and signaled that “the movement seemed to have 

abandoned its most radical cultural goals in favor of fitting into the system” (Bernstein, 

“Identities and Politics” 554). To accomplish this shift the movement began to 

increasingly claim a “like race” status and argued for civil rights based on the 

immutability of sexual orientation. This has been a favored strategy for some activists 

because of its familiarity in US political consciousness. However, sexual behavior and 

identity is not “like race,” and because it is not such politics cause problems “within 

sexual orientation constituencies; between sexual orientation constituencies and the first 

constituencies of the civil rights model, African-Americans and other racial minorities; 

and at the ‘intersections’ between race and sexual orientation constituencies” (Halley 48). 



138 

In her pointed critique of the making of a gay minority class, Janet Halley argues that in 

addition to conflating, confusing, and co-opting vastly differently social and legal 

standings,  

“Like race” pictorialism is, moreover, bad coalition politics because it 

concedes that groups that aren't ‘like race’ have no claim to courts' equal 

protection solicitude; and it is bad for the development of equal protection 

theory, among judges and elsewhere, because it promotes the idea that the 

traits of subordinated groups, rather than the dynamics of subordination, 

are the normatively important thing to notice. (51, emphasis added) 

Yet, despite the troubling essentialism and social tension fomented by the creation of a 

distinct minority, it has gained rather than lost traction in the movement. While the 

mainstream movement began this transformative reframing process following the 

liberation era, the AIDS crisis momentarily challenged the mainstreaming of the 

movement; subsequently activists fought for visibility more than inclusion. Still the 

national organizations, in particular the NGLTF and HRC continued the fights for civil 

rights based on a fixed homosexual identity. In the 90s these strategies and ideologies 

gained prominence and came to define the movement via normalizing discourses. 

However, as my analysis in the next section will demonstrate, normality has troubling 

consequences for the LGBT movement.  
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The Route to Power 

The strategies of direct-action groups began to fade away in the 90s. With the 

election of Bill Clinton, there was fervent belief among many LGBT activists that the 

position of LGBT in the US was changing for the better. The tactics of groups like ACT 

UP and Queer Nation had never appealed to centrist and conservative elements of the 

movement. Direct-action spectacles provided convenient fodder for neoconservative 

propaganda that used ACT UP and Queer Nation as proof that LGBT people were intent 

on destroying America. In many ways, however, the neocons were right. Progressive 

activists have always wanted to dismantle American capitalist hegemony, but there is no 

necessary connection between leftist politics and homosexuality. For centrist and right-

leaning LGBT people, the 90s offered the best opportunity yet to participate in US 

political and cultural life. The agenda of the Human Rights Campaign offered the best 

access to that life. 

The Human Rights Campaign Fund was formed in 1980 with the primary goal of 

raising money for LGBT political causes. Gay liberation was mostly dead and the focus 

for the mainstream movement switched to a rights model. While the goal of “liberation” 

is freedom from the dictates of conventional society, the goal of “rights” is access to that 

society. The growth of the rights-based models coincided with the development of a new 

conception of self for LGBT people. Both gay liberation and lesbian-feminism had 

argued in the 70s that anybody could be gay, that sexual identity is fluid, and that 

homosexuality offers benefits (usually these were described in terms of equality) that 

heterosexuality with its “man-fucks-woman” emphasis does not have. This fluidity, 
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however, became a major tool used against LGBT people by the increasingly powerful 

Religious Right that masterfully turned the rallying cries of 70s liberation into a 

justification for discrimination. That is, if homosexuality is a chosen behavior and 

lifestyle, then there is no need for civil rights because there is no natural distinction 

between heterosexual and homosexual; there are only people who choose to engage in 

unnatural behaviors. This argument, coupled with biblical justification and backlashes 

against feminism and leftist organizations, was a powerful one and its persuasiveness 

needed a new defense. Thus the movement, as I argue in chapter 2, rearticulated its 

identity into that of a pseudo-ethnicity, thus engaging in the frame transformation 

described above. The kairotic moment called for change to address the growth of 

neoconservatism heightened by the election of Ronald Reagan. LGBT identity became an 

inborn characteristic (with its accompanying and still used “who would choose to be 

gay?” rhetorical question) that was akin to race or gender. The strategies of the 

mainstream movement continued to push for rights through legal and political channels, 

continuing a legacy of quiet and dedicated lobbying that began with the homophile 

movement.  

In this context the Human Rights Campaign Fund was born “with a goal of raising 

money for congressional candidates who supported fairness” (“About HRC”).  While the 

grassroots spectacles that ACT UP would engage in needed little money to organize, 

policies do not change in the United States without serious funding, which the HRC 

sought to provide.  From the beginning the HRC was conservative by movement 

standards. It was mostly male, upper middle-class, and white. In her history of the LGBT 
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social movement, longtime activist Urvashi Vaid argues that the “organizational history 

of the Human Rights Campaign Fund illustrates the conservative worldview of this gay 

upper middle class . . . [that] engaged the energies of an entire generation of middle-class 

gay men and women” (91-92). Vaid describes the burgeoning political influence that the 

group gained by giving political action committee (PAC) money to politicians in 

exchange for support for lesbian and gay issues. Vaid, former director of NGLTF, 

acknowledges her bias against the HRC and laments the mainstreaming of politics as the 

result of their increasing power. Despite Vaid’s bias, her characterization of the HRC is 

accurate. It is an organization that was built by people with money, seeks money, and 

spends money. Because of this, it is not surprising that the organization irks progressive 

LGBT people. On the other end of the political spectrum, Andrew Sullivan, a libertarian 

conservative, has criticized the HRC for being a tool of the Democratic Party that has not 

adequately backed the fights for marriage rights and military inclusion. Not surprisingly 

LGBT lefties and righties don’t agree on why the HRC is an abject failure of LGBT 

politics. It is variously characterized as being too liberal, too conservative, too focused on 

marriage and the military, and not focused enough on marriage and the military. 

Regardless of these differences, by looking closely at the rhetoric of the HRC, its goal of 

mainstreaming LGBT people is clear.  

In its own words, the HRC claims that it is: “America’s largest civil rights 

organization working to achieve lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender equality. By 

inspiring and engaging all Americans, HRC strives to end discrimination against LGBT 

citizens and realize a nation that achieves fundamental fairness and equality for all” 
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(“About HRC”). The mission statement continues to focus on “benefits in the 

workplace,” “families,” “equal rights,” “investing strategically” all of which conceive of 

LGBT people as a minority deserving inclusion in the civic sphere via 

normalized/normalizing apparatuses. The organization has been criticized since the late 

80s for its middle-of-the road politics and the effects of this can also be seen in terms like 

“mobilizing grassroots supporters.” The HRC has long been attacked for its top-down 

organizational approach, and this appeal to grassroots politics appears to be an attempt to 

ameliorate that criticism. Although an organization that is famous for its black-tie 

dinners, for which a ticket in 2010 costs $275, can hardly be considered grassroots, and 

there is little evidence of any support that the HRC provides grassroots organizations.  

HRC’s fund-raising dinners represent its purpose and mission and have been a 

centerpiece of the organization’s fundraising since its inception. In 1993 then Executive 

Director Tim McFeeley gave a speech at a black-tie, fund-raising dinner in Dallas/Fort 

Worth in which he illustrated the character of the HRC and the vision of LGBT people it 

promotes. McFeeley opens his speech by acknowledging that this dinner is the “largest 

dinner in the country” and that the DFW has the largest HRC “Federal Club” in the 

country with members who donate “$1200 or more every year” to make the HRC “one of 

the largest federal PACs” (642). After first discussing money and then thanking the 

Executive Board, McFeeley launches into the body of his speech. He speaks of the 

importance of coming out of the closet because “[l]ying and hiding is not the way God 

intends for any of us to live, and we respect ourselves enough to finally fight for the civil 

rights, respect, and recognition we deserve” (642-43). McFeeley accomplishes several 
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key normalizing moves in this piece. First he aligns himself and his audience with people 

who believe that (1) there is a God and (2) God does not want gay people to be in the 

closet. The reference to God is a strategy to address the argument that, in the words of the 

Reverend Fred Phelps, “God hates fags.” Clearly God just hates closeted fags. The 

second part of the statement makes the interesting and curious claim that “we respect 

ourselves enough to finally fight for the civil rights, respect, and recognition we deserve.” 

While the words “finally fight” might have been chosen for their alliterative beauty, the 

modern LGBT civil-rights movement began in the 1940s and the HRC itself had been 

fighting for thirteen years at the time of this speech. In addition, those in his audience are 

already “fighting” by being in attendance at the dinner.  

McFeeley follows up his statement about what God wants and what we as LGB 

people “deserve” with a list of how “we” participate in US public life: “as parents,” “as 

patriots,” “as workers,” “as taxpayers,” and finally “as gentle loving and spiritual people” 

who “resist the government’s intrusive efforts to criminalize our love, to control our 

reproductive freedom, and to deny us the right to marry” (643). These characterizations 

all represent normalized roles for American citizens and McFeeley simultaneously claims 

citizenship for LGBT people through these roles and then reminds his audience all the 

ways we are denied citizenship. In his indictment of the government, McFeeley speaks 

only of love and marriage, even though “love” was not criminalized, and sex was via the 

US Supreme Court’s ruling in Bowers v. Hardwick that upheld states ’ rights to 

criminalize sodomy. McFeeley’s use of the word “love” over “sex” or “sodomy” shows 

LGB people as loving and family-friendly, particularly when that word is coupled with 
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talk of reproduction and marriage. He continues this theme by speaking of what “we” 

want: “We want to raise our children, keep our jobs, love our partners, serve our country 

and stop the hate crimes, suicide and death from AIDS, and we will not pay the unhealthy 

and immoral price of hiding and lying in order to live and love in this country” (643). 

This list sets an agenda for the HRC and creates a family-friendly and patriotic image for 

gays and lesbians. Later in the speech he says outright that gay and lesbian people “need 

to talk about the closet, about our lives, and mostly, not about sex, but about love.” 

Divorcing sex from love and from living and divorcing the closet from both of those 

hearkens back to lesbian-feminist claims about the negativity of sex and Larry Kramer’s 

exhortation that sex equals death (see chapter 3).  

Along with repeated appeals to patriotism, marriage, and family, McFeeley makes 

another interesting rhetorical move. He blames closeted gays and lesbians for the passage 

of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” effectively excusing Bill Clinton—elected on the votes of 

LGBT people—from the role he played: “How can we expect Bill Clinton to understand 

or to convince Colin Powell that the closet is bad, when most of us stay in it? . . . How do 

we continue to live closeted lives and get the military to move beyond the closet?” (644). 

McFeeley blames closeted gays and lesbians, not homophobia, for the failure to reverse 

the military’s ban on “open homosexuals” serving. While this may seem like a simplified 

argument—the closet is, after all, constructed in response to homophobia—it is a 

calculated rhetorical move. Because the LGBT (probably just L and G . . . mostly G) 

people listening to McFeeley cannot ultimately control the military policy, McFeeley has 

to give them something they can control—coming out. If coming out is the antidote to the 
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poison of homophobia, then we can control our own destinies. If we do not come out, 

then we will continue to suffer discrimination. Exhortations to come out permeate the 

rhetoric of the LGBT movement in all its phases. While it sounds—especially here—

much like blaming the victim, urging LGBT people to come out of the closet is one 

strategy that the movement in its various manifestations seems to agree on. Therefore, 

while excusing Bill Clinton and Colin Powell is a simplified and rather homophobic 

response to “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” McFeeley’s ultimate goal of stressing the 

importance of coming out is part of a historical discourse that pervades the LGBT social 

movement. Its use here couched in the normalized/normalizing rhetoric of the Executive 

Director of the HRC serves the particular purpose of advancing the cause of rights: we 

will not get our place at the table, unless we show up for dinner. 

Along with the pricey dinners that define the HRC, the logo has become 

ubiquitous since its introduction in 1995, and it nicely illustrates the normality that the 

organization promotes (see Fig. 1).  

 

Figure 1 - Human Rights Campaign logo 

In choosing a new logo in the mid-90s, then Executive Director Elizabeth Birch was 

drawn to this symbol for its “simple bold design” (“HRC Logo History”). Fifteen years 

later and all across the country, the logo is still seen tastefully pasted on the bumpers of 

small, fuel-efficient hybrid cars. Sometimes it stands alone and other times it is 
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contextualized with a hodgepodge of declarative statements like “Celebrate Diversity” 

and “2QT2BSTR8” and “Hate is Not a Family Value.” But without such colorful context, 

without prior knowledge about LGBT organizations, the HRC logo remains closeted as it 

is intended to be. The colors of the logo—blue and yellow—are not traditional colors 

related to LGBT social or political culture. Pink, black, purple, and rainbow are all more 

recognizably queer. The symbol on the logo is not the traditional triangle but an equal 

sign. The focus is on equality. Whose equality? Well that’s not named by either the logo 

or the campaign it represents: The Human Rights Campaign. While it is a clever 

rhetorical move to claim humanity for LGBT people, the name serves as a bland, generic 

marker. Somewhere in the title lurks syllogistic logic arguing that humans deserve rights 

and that LGBT people are human and therefore deserve rights, but it is safer for the 

organization not to actually make so bold an argument outright. Both the logo and the 

organization it represents have come to dominate mainstream LGBT politic with an 

agenda of cultural participation and middle-of-the-road values. The dominance of the 

HRC for the last 20 years illustrates that the tensions in the movement between the forces 

for liberation and the forces for rights have been tilted decidedly in one direction. For the 

time being, the HRC is the LGBT movement. Whether or not the forces of liberation will 

once again prevail remains to be seen.  

The HRC hasn’t changed much since the 90s when it “envision[ed] an America 

where lesbian and gay people are ensured of their basic equal rights” (“HRC’s Mission”). 

It had always been a voice of normality and fixed identity, and it represents a large 

number of lesbian and gay people who see their homosexuality, not as a feature of their 
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politics or their sexual desire but as an unchanging part of who they are. Many LGBT 

people do want to live in the suburbs, marry, raise kids, and participate in the culture as it 

is. The HRC is the voice of these people. In the next section, I will analyze the marriage 

debate as a key feature of the normalized character of the mainstream LGBT movement. 

 

Mainstreaming ≈ Marriage 

Since the 1990s same-sex marriage has been a convenient trope for conservative 

Americans persisting as a symbol of the deterioration of traditional morality and 

definitions of family. Its emergence as a political tool of the right helped to impede the 

forward motion of the LGBT rights movement. The marriage debate, however, changed 

the character of the LGBT rights discussion in America. Since the mid-90s the discussion 

of LGBT civil rights has focused primarily on who should have access to the legal and 

social benefits of marriage. As a self-identified queer, I am ambivalent about the LGBT 

movement’s dogged pursuit of marriage, an institution that promotes one type of 

relationship as socially acceptable and worthy of benefits and protection. Queer theory, 

for the most part, has retained a more radical take on issues of sexuality, marriage, and 

family, while LGBT politicking has moved to the middle. Queer theorist Nancy Polikoff 

succinctly explains that she objects to the fight for same-sex marriage because it would 

encourage an LGBT culture in which: 

Long-term, monogamous couples would almost certainly be exemplars of 

the movement, sharing stories of adversity resulting from their unmarried 

status [; m]arriage would be touted as the solution to these couple’s 
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problems; the limitations of marriage, and of a social system valuing one 

form of human relationship above all others, would be downplayed. 

(1546) 

Polikoff wrote these words in 1993 three years before the Defense of Marriage Act 

(DOMA) was passed. It is the same argument that Gayle Rubin makes in “Thinking Sex” 

published in 1984, and it is the same argument that has been the foundational thinking 

about marriage in queer theory.  

 At the same time that I agree with the queer objection to marriage, it’s hard for 

me and many other like-minded queers not to be offended by the homophobic rhetoric 

that provides structure and impetus to campaigns that seek to write bigotry into law via 

statutes and amendments that ban same-sex marriage. That is, while I may not want to be 

married, I vehemently oppose legislation that impedes consensual, personal relationships. 

So despite my opinion regarding the negative effects of the same-sex marriage 

movement, I can’t help but agree that “the exclusion of same-sex couples from marriage 

in America is an expression of our society’s persecution of sexual orientation minorities” 

(Eskridge 1422). This quote from same-sex marriage advocate William Eskridge Jr. 

illustrates the rhetoric of normality that is fundamental to the same-sex marriage 

contingent in the mainstream movement. LGB people are “excluded” from a foundational 

American institution. Because of this exclusion, it follows that we are a “persecuted 

minority.” In order to secure marriage rights along the lines that interracial couples 

gained the right, means making the argument that LGB people are an unfairly targeted 

minority. By not allowing us to marry, we are being denied a right that is fundamental to 
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citizens in the US. Whether or not LGBTQ people believe that the institution of marriage 

is a beneficial one, denying same-sex couples access to it is unequivocally a sign of 

“hetero-hegemony” and homophobia. 

 Queer theorist Michael Warner argues that same-sex marriage was never a central 

issue for activists and instead was “launched by a relatively small number of lawyers, not 

by a consensus among activists. It remains a project of litigation though now with the 

support of the major gay and lesbian organizations” (Trouble with Normal 85). The threat 

of same-sex marriage served to unite cultural and religious conservatives who sensed the 

possibility that same-sex marriage could win judicial victories based on presiding case 

law regarding marriage. One way to ward off potential judicial victories is through 

legislation that makes same-sex marriage illegal. At the federal level this was achieved 

when “pro-gay” Bill Clinton signed the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) in 1996. 

DOMA defined marriage as one man plus one woman and gave states the right to deny 

recognition of unions performed in other states. DOMA’s language goes further than any 

other discriminatory marriage act in US history: 

[N]o group whose marriages were prohibited by some states—not married 

first cousins, not members of polygamous marriages, not even interracial 

couples were punishable as felonies in the Jim Crow states—has ever had 

its marriages, validly recognized in one jurisdiction, subjected to the 

degree of ostracism by others that DOMA licenses. (Koppelman 25) 

The constitutionality of DOMA has been challenged repeatedly but has yet to be 

overturned. The strong arguments against marriage discrimination generally follow three 
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lines. The first argues that states that deny same-sex marriage violate the Due Process 

Clause established in the case of Loving vs. Virginia (1969), which made it 

unconstitutional to deny mixed-race couples the right to marry. The second argument 

focuses on the federal Equal Protection Clause; if a couple is denied a marriage license 

based on the sex of one member, it constitutes “de jure sex discrimination.” Finally, the 

third argument claims that repeatedly denying same-sex couples the right to marry 

unfairly targets and discriminates a visible group of citizens (Eskridge 1425-26). Despite 

the rationality of these arguments and their basis in established case law, they have not 

been successful. The denial of legal recognition for same-sex marriage testifies to the 

persistent ideology that these relationships are immoral and destructive to the sacred 

institution of marriage. Thus homophobia outweighs both reason and legal theory. 

Civil unions and domestic partnerships are, for some on all sides of the issue, a 

stop-gap measure. First, they still create a hierarchy of relationships that values 

commitment and monogamy; thus they do not address queer challenges to the institution. 

Second, for LGBT people who strongly identify with the urge to marry, civil unions and 

domestic partnerships do not go far enough; that is, anything short of the full and equal 

right to marry establishes a “gay ghetto” in the world of relationships. A major problem 

for same-sex marriage activists is that “civil unions are contradictory in that they signal at 

least a partial recognition of same-sex relationships while they label gay and lesbian 

couples second-class citizens” (Brandzel 186-87). 

The pro-gay marriage advocacy group “Freedom to Marry” argues that “legal 

mechanisms don't provide the same security as marriage. They exclude people from 
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marriage and create an unfair system that often does not work in emergency situations 

when people need it most” (“Marriage vs. Civil Union”). Columnist Evan Wolfson 

explains the pro-marriage/anti-civil union position:  

Separate and unequal “compromises” satisfy no one, and legislators who 

capitulate on questions of fundamental fairness and basic rights buy no 

one off, gain no peace, spare the state no debate, avoid no primary 

challenges, but rather just fall short on all sides. If we are going to have to 

fight anyway, why not fight for what we fully deserve?  

As I pointed out in the quote from William Eskridge, Evan Wolfson also uses the 

language of “rights.” “Separate and unequal” draws its rhetorical power from Brown v. 

Board of Education of Topeka in which the US Supreme Court overturned the 1896 

Plessy v. Ferguson ruling and declared that it was unconstitutional to have separate 

schools for black and white students. His use of quotation marks around “compromises” 

indicates his disdain for the word by suggesting that it doesn’t actually mean what it 

purports. He speaks of “fundamental fairness” and “basic rights” are assigned (though 

obliquely in this passage) to marriage, indicating that same-sex couples are being denied 

standing that is crucial to US citizens. Finally, he ends with a rhetorical question that 

assumes that “we” (LGB people) will “have to fight” for some sort of relationship 

recognition and the implied answer to his question rests on that assumption. If “we are 

going to have to fight anyway,” then we might as well fight for marriage, which is 

represented by the appeal to civil rights: “what we deserve.” 
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Arguments like those by Wolfson and Eskridge normalize same-sex relationships 

through (1) likening them to other struggles for civil rights, which may not be over and 

culturally resolved, but that are at least part of the fabric of US history and (2) by 

demanding participation in the civic sphere that should be a right guaranteed to all 

citizens. Queer theorist Amy L. Brandzel argues that same-sex marriage debates are, in 

essence, arguments over citizenship:  

As a site of citizenship production, the institution of marriage is critical to 

the formation of a properly gendered, properly racialized, properly 

heterosexual America. Rather than concern ourselves with whether or not 

gays should have the right to marry, then, we might consider instead how 

exactly we want GLBT people and queer others to align themselves with 

citizenship. (172) 

Brandzel’s quote highlights marriage as a normalizing apparatus, disarticulating it from 

its position as civic and romantic idea, through her use of the words “production” and 

“institution” and “formation.” In addition by highlighting the kind of citizen that 

marriage produces—properly gendered, racialized, and heterosexual—she levels a 

critique about the normalizing that marriage produces. So marriage offers access to a 

particular type of citizenship. Questions of whether LGBT people have equal rights to 

citizenship at all in a country that denies them the right to marry is an important one for 

social movements that seek inclusion in, rather than disruption of, the current system. 

Nelson Pichardo notes that in social movements “[T]he expressive nature of participation 

is linked to the cultural aspects . . . as the goal of expressive action is guided by a 
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particular moral outlook concerning the normative order” (425). Clearly the “moral 

outlook concerning the normative order” with regard to same-sex marriage differs 

radically for the mainstream movement and for antimarriage queers.  

 

The Commercialized, Commodified Conclusion 

 Early in this chapter, I made the claim that the rhetoric of normality has only 

increased LGBT participation in the capitalist marketplace and hasn’t done a whole lot to 

improve our representation in US democracy. The successes and failures of the 

mainstream movement, particularly of the HRC, are much contested. As of this writing, 

we have yet to secure passage of the Employment Non-Discrimination Act. 45 states 

have passed specific legislation barring same-sex marriage either by statute or 

constitutional amendment. “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” has been repealed by the legislature, 

but the repeal has yet to go into effect. In late February 2011, President Obama instructed 

Attorney General Eric Holder to no longer defend the federal Defense of Marriage Act 

based on its unconstitutionality, but the Act remains in place. Perhaps the biggest change 

was the Supreme Court’s decision to decriminalize sodomy in 2003’s Lawrence vs. 

Texas.  After the illegality of sodomy was upheld in 1986 via Bowers vs. Hardwick, many 

activists thought that repealing the sodomy laws would be “the” act that would get us 

equal rights. The victory of Lawrence remains largely symbolic.  

 The biggest cultural change for LGBT people in the 90s was increased visibility 

in mass marketed pop culture. Ellen, Will and Grace, Philadelphia, To Wong Foo, 

Thanks for Everything Julie Newmar, Roseanne, Melrose Place, and Friends all either 
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starred or had important recurring LGBT characters, and this is just a brief list. The 

troubling characterizations of many of these appearances are beyond the scope of this 

paper, but I don’t believe it is too much of a stretch to argue that these portrayals (even of 

the drag queens in To Wong Foo) were family-friendly, sexually neutered, and almost 

universally played by straight people. In addition, marketing to LGBT people increased 

dramatically in the 1990s. Michael Wilke started The Commercial Closet Association in 

the mid-90s as a project to track LGBT representation in advertising, which was rapidly 

growing in scope and significance in the advertising world.33

                                                 
33 Now a part of The Gay & Lesbian Alliance Against Defamation, http:www.commericalcloset.org hosts a 
large archive of commercialized representations of LGBT lives. 

 What American capitalists 

figured out in the 90s was that LGBT people constituted a vast and untapped market 

share. In order to participate in this media movement, all LGBT people had to do was be 

entertained, not march in parades, donate money, or come out. As Rosemary Hennessey 

argues, the increased media visibility of LGBT people in the 90s illustrates that “money, 

not liberation, was the bottom line.” Because of this truth of capitalism, “[v]isibility in 

commodity culture is . . . a limited victory for gays who are welcome to be visible as 

consumer subjects but not as social subjects” (31). In short, people in the US may be 

willing to watch two women (attractive, feminine, women) get married on Friends, but 

they are willing to grant that right to the LGBT people in their own communities. This is 

what it means for LGBT people to be a commodity, rather than citizens. As a commodity 

we can be sold to the broader public, who will either buy us for entertainment, or leave 

us. But even if we are bought, even if a movie about a gay man dying of AIDS wins 

awards and accolades, this doesn’t translate into either liberation or rights, only capital. 
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Alan Sears argues that increased commodification of LGBT lives is an opportunity for 

queer anticapitalist forces to mount a resistance: “Intensified commodification . . . has 

contributed to the development of the spaces of open lesbian and gay existence” (104). 

From these spaces Sears believes that a “queer marxist-feminist perspective provides us 

with ways of envisioning a queer anti-capitalism” (109). That is, we have the theoretical 

tools to challenge the commodification. I do not share Sears’ positivity as I have seen few 

of the challenges we are capable of beyond erudite articles published in limited-

circulation journals.  

 Increased visibility, even the commodified kind, has been a welcome relief for 

many LGBT people and I don’t mean to take away the importance of a cultural presence. 

However, I question claims that visibility leads necessarily to rights. To return to 

Foucault’s warnings in Discipline and Punish, visibility, the very status that LGBT 

activists have long struggled for, is often a trap. Once we can be seen, we can be more 

easily monitored and controlled. Commercialized culture and the marketplace function 

like an institution in that they both reward and regulate behaviors. Therefore, LGBT 

increased visibility in and of itself does not equal rights. Legal scholars David M. Skover 

& Kellye Y. Testy, however, believe exactly the opposite. They propose that LGBT legal 

and political activists are not capitalizing on the positive gains that come with visibility: 

“LesBiGays [as individuals] have discovered that the modern commercial marketplace 

functions as an important site of social contestation. And this is a contest that they appear 

to be winning. LesBiGay cultural images are less pathetic, more admirable; less hateful, 

more lovable; less unalike, more equal; less perverse, more ‘normal’” (223).  I dispute the 
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claim that the “modern commercial marketplace” is the key to future legal and political 

wins for LGBT people and believe instead that it is a win for the corporations who 

market to queer people. And that—to steal a phrase from Michael Warner—is the trouble 

with normal.   
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CHAPTER 5: THE FAILURE OF SUCCESS: RHETORIC, IDENTITY, AND THE 

(IM)POSSIBILITIES OF SAME-SEX MARRIAGE ACTIVISM 

Open the website for Arizona Together…and you'll have a hard time finding the 

word “gay.” – Daniel Scarpinato 

 

On November 7th, 2006 Arizona Proposition 107 was defeated 51.8% to 48.2%.  

Proposition 107, also known as the “Protect Marriage Arizona” amendment, 

would have constitutionally forbidden same-sex marriage and stripped gay and straight 

domestic partnership benefits as well (Brewer 2006 Ballot).34

                                                 
34 The full text is: “To preserve and protect marriage in this state, only a union between one man and one 
woman shall be valid or recognized as a marriage by this state or its political subdivisions and no legal 
status for unmarried persons shall be created or recognized by this state or its political subdivisions that is 
similar to that of marriage” (Brewer 2006 Ballot). 

 At the time that 107 was 

put before voters, same-sex marriage was already “void and prohibited” in Arizona per 

revised statute 25-101, Section C (“FAQs”). . Constitutional bans are more attractive to 

anti-same-sex marriage activists because they are more difficult to overturn. In addition, 

amending constitutions to ban same-sex marriage serves an important ideological 

function by increasing state control over the definition of what constitutes a socially and 

legally valid life partnership, and it also sends a strong message about who has rights to 

citizenship in that state. The backers of Proposition 107, the Protect Marriage Arizona 

coalition, included the Center for Arizona Policy (CAP) and United Families Arizona 

(UFA), groups that actively seek to write their moral agendas into law. The opposition to 

107 was led by Arizona Together, “a broad coalition of human rights and community-

based organizations” including the LGBT advocacy groups the Arizona Human Rights 
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Fund and Foundation (AHRF) and the Human Rights Campaign (HRC) (“Volunteer 

Today”). 35

The fact that Arizona voters defeated 107 is highly unusual considering the 

politics of Arizona and considering the history of US same-sex marriage law. Although 

same-sex marriage is now legal in Massachusetts, Connecticut, Iowa, Vermont, and New 

Hampshire, it was made so by way of legislative or judicial action. When the issue is put 

to popular vote, the public votes to ban same-sex marriage every time. Except one. In 

2006 Arizona became the first and only state to ever defeat a proposed constitutional 

amendment to define marriage as a heterosexual institution. The historic defeat of 

Proposition 107 was the result of a savvy political campaign that cast the fight against the 

proposition in heteronormative terms as part of a populist appeal that avoided LGBT 

civil-rights issues and LGBT identities. In 2008, however, Arizona reversed course and 

voted to amend the state constitution, delivering a blow to the activists who had ensured 

the 2006 defeat.

 

36

Arizona Together’s No on Prop 107 campaign in 2006 exemplifies some current 

trends in mainstream LGBT activism: seeking political, social, and legal inclusion in the 

public sphere through appealing to normality. Because Proposition 107 was also intended 

to strip away domestic partnership benefits, Arizona Together geared their appeals to 

  

                                                 
35 Kent Burbank’s “The Anatomy of a Movement: Dissecting Arizona’s Victory against Proposition 107” 
offers an inside look at the development of the Arizona Together coalition and the decisions that led to it 
deploying the rhetorical strategies that this article analyzes. 
36 2008s Proposition 102, which resulted in the constitutional ban on same-sex marriage, came to be on the 
November ballot via legislative referendum, rather than by a citizen initiative. On the last day of the 
legislative session in July of 2008, Republican Senator Jack Harper turned off the microphones of two gay 
Democratic Senators, Paula Aboud and Ken Cheuvront, who were engaging in a filibuster to avoid a vote 
on the referendum. Harper faced an ethics charge for his actions, but the charges were later dropped (see 
Fischer; Crawford). 
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heterosexuals whose relationships could be affected by the proposition, and downplayed 

the unpopular subject of same-sex marriage (Chávez, Burbank). These strategic choices 

had the unintended effect of reinforcing the idea that LGBT relationships, particularly 

same-sex marriages, are deviant. Arizona Together failed to challenge this construction 

of LGBT deviance through strategically avoiding LGBT identities, resulting in the 

movement rhetorically constructing an identity of assimilation for itself.37

                                                 
37 What I refer to as heteronormative strategies or strategic avoidance, Karma R. Chávez refers to as 
“straight-washing” strategies.  

 In the last 

chapter, I examined the ways that the mainstream LGBT movement, in particular the 

Human Rights Campaign, normalized the movement as a whole and LGBT as 

individuals. In this chapter, I provide a close analysis of those strategies in one political 

campaign. I argue that the strategies used to defeat Proposition 107 exemplify the ways 

that social movements and coalitions can hinder the politics that they represent when they 

advance their positions using hegemonic and normalized articulations of identity. 

Furthermore, this case study demonstrates the difficulty for local campaigns of 

maintaining fidelity to a larger social movement. In this article, I will first describe the 

strategies that Arizona Together deployed to defeat Proposition 107. Then I will analyze 

the normalizing of the campaign via these strategies. Next I will draw on articulation 

theory, queer theory, and social-movement identity theory to analyze why such strategies 

are successful as well as the ways that they fail to challenge hegemony and reinforce 

deviant constructions of LGBT people. Finally, I will assess the outcomes of the 

rhetorical strategies of Arizona Together in light of the passage of a constitutional ban on 

same-sex marriage passed in 2008. By strategically avoiding LGBT identities, the 
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Arizona Together campaign deployed rhetorics of assimilation. LGBT people became 

invisible, and a campaign that was ultimately about stopping an organized assault on 

same-sex relationships was recast as an attack on the rights of unmarried heterosexuals. 

 

The “Most Bang for Their Buck”: The Arizona Together Brand 

The goal of Arizona Together was to protect the limited rights of domestic 

partners, straight and gay, and avoid a constitutional amendment. As a result of a well-

funded and careful research agenda into how to achieve this goal, Arizona Together 

focused the No on Prop 107 campaign on the ways the proposed amendment would hurt 

straight Arizonans in domestic partnerships, particularly senior citizens (Les; Chávez). 

LGBT issues were consciously and consistently avoided, and the way they were treated 

when they did come up reinforced heteronormativity and failed to provide a strong 

coalition of straight and gay supporters to work against future homophobic propositions 

in Arizona and across the country. Arizona Together suffered from its own success. It 

disarticulated its 2006 campaign from same-sex marriage and then foundered in 2008 

when the proposed amendment focused only on same-sex marriage. Arizona Together’s 

success via avoidance strategies represents the sort of difficulties the mainstream LGBT 

civil-rights movement has faced in successfully challenging hegemonic conceptions of 

the deviance of LGBT relationships. The strategy that Arizona Together deployed to 

defeat the proposed amendment—avoiding and downplaying LGBT identities—can only 

be successful if same-sex marriage is articulated with domestic partnerships as was the 

case with Proposition 107. This is rarely the case, however, so LGBT marriage activists 
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have to find ways to intervene and disarticulate same-sex relationships from deviance. 

Likewise, promoters of increased rights and protections for straight and gay domestic 

partnerships should refrain from using heteronormative tactics that downplay and avoid, 

rather than humanize LGBT relationships. 

By attempting to avoid LGBT identities, Arizona Together successfully reified 

simplistic divisions of identity, a “discursive tactic that reduces multiplicity of difference 

to a manageable binary” (Crowley 73). In this case the binary was constructed as same-

sex relationships versus heterosexual relationships, with the latter promoted as the real 

victims of Proposition 107. Arizona Together Chair Kyrsten Sinema explained that the 

campaign focused on “human rights” as a way to avoid scaring off straight Arizonans, 

building their strategies on the “idea that LGBT people are not victims of unfair targeting 

by a heteronormative majority” (Chávez 318, emphasis added). Despite Arizona 

Together’s choices many LGBT people fought to defeat the amendment by working with 

the coalition because defeating the amendment was critical to protecting the rights of 

domestic partners. That is, a vote against 107 was not necessarily a vote for Arizona 

Together’s strategies.  

Arizona Together successfully reframed the debate over 107 in terms that the 

populace of a red state with Libertarian leanings could get behind by crafting a message 

that focused attention on victimization—the elderly losing benefits and battered women. 

The citizens of Arizona, who are mostly “disgusted” by “images of same-sex couples,” 

are not likely to get behind LGBT rights anytime soon (Chávez 317). Senior citizen rights 

and domestic partnerships, however, do poll well, so Arizona Together attempted to 
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mobilize people that care about those issues (Les; Chávez; Burbank). Because Protect 

Marriage Arizona’s strategy was to insist on the socially-negative aspects of same-sex 

relationships, Arizona Together undercut it by showcasing the consequences of 107 to 

heterosexual people and publicly reiterating an “it’s not about gay marriage” mantra. This 

strategy to “de-gay” the issue worked well. After the election the following message 

appeared on Arizona Together’s website: 38

Arizona Together campaign chairs credit research, truth, discipline and 

staffing for their win, “We exposed the Prop. 107 ballot language to 

identify exactly what impact it would have on Arizona residents. After 

that, we spoke to real people that would be directly impacted and told 

their stories to the public.” (“Arizona’s Voters Reject,” emphasis added)  

  

The group’s use of terms such as “truth” and “real people” illustrates rhetoric engineered 

to appeal to those straight Arizonans who do not necessarily align themselves with LGBT 

rights. In essence, the Arizona Together message was that 107 would hurt all “real” (that 

is, straight) people. This message may have been the most effective way to defeat the 

proposition, but it was an instantiation of a morality that marks same-sex relationships as 

against a dominant moral outlook and normative order, that is, as deviant. The coalition’s 

insistence that the campaign—via its website and executive board—was disinterested in 

the issue of same-sex marriage stigmatized both that issue and its proponents. Arizona 

Together effectively validated the idea that heterosexual Americans should not concern 

themselves with LGBT rights or same-sex marriage.  

                                                 
38 The website for the No on Prop 107 campaign that is referenced in this article no longer exists. It was 
taken down after 107’s defeat, but can be accessed via the Wayback Machine. 
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The day after 107’s defeat, campaign treasurer Steve May stated that the Protect 

Marriage Arizona coalition’s “initiative was a classic ‘bait and switch’ strategy, using 

same-sex marriage as a cover. [Arizona Together] didn’t allow ourselves to be distracted 

by the proponents’ attempt to make that the focal point. Throughout the campaign we 

talked about the real issues” (“Arizona Voters Reject,” emphasis added). For May and 

the executive board of Arizona Together, same-sex marriage was merely the “bait” 

intended to scare voters enough that they miss the “real issues”: the effects that the 

amendment would have had on straight couples. Yet by name, the amendment hearkens 

to the family values urge to “protect marriage” from homosexuals. If the amendment 

were primarily intended to hurt unmarried straight couples (who have the legal right to 

marry if they so choose), it would have been named differently. This is not to suggest that 

domestic partnerships are unimportant, or that marriage is an appropriate or desirable 

choice for everyone, only to emphasize that the title of the amendment marks it as part of 

a national conversation on same-sex marriages, not on heterosexual domestic partners. 

The “Protect Marriage Arizona” coalition utilized language parallel to the successful 

federal Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA). Defining marriage as a vulnerable state that 

requires protection or defense also defines LGBT people as marauders, the villains who 

seek to undermine tradition, which is a classic mark of deviance.  

Although Arizona Together was a coalition of LGBT civil-rights groups, plus the 

ACLU, this campaign strategically detached itself from those identities in order to win. 

According to Kyrsten Sinema, “If this was about same-sex marriage, I would not be on 
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this campaign. I would pass and go home” (Scarpinato).39

In order to understand and assess the choices of Arizona Together, I conducted an 

interview with one of its volunteers who both supported and critiqued the No on Prop 107 

campaign. My interview with Les was taken in one sitting on September 12, 2006 at 4:00 

p.m. while she was working her volunteer shift at the coalition’s Tucson office. Her work 

with Arizona Together did not come from a personal desire to marry or because she was 

involved in a domestic partnership. Instead she was concerned with LGBT people having 

equality, access to domestic partnership benefits, and the freedom to marry. While she 

did not always agree with Arizona Together’s methods, she supported the approach 

believing that the campaign’s well-researched plan would inspire voters to defeat the 

amendment; therefore the end would justify the means. According to Les, Arizona 

Together’s extensive research on the state’s political climate guided its campaign choices.  

  Considering the agenda of the 

proponents of 107, Arizona Together’s talk of same-sex marriage not being the “real” 

issue is disingenuous and masks the homophobia of the proposition. 

  Les was well informed and sensitive both to Arizona Together’s approach and to 

those LGBT people in Arizona who resented that approach. Because she also volunteered 

with Wingspan, a Southern Arizona LGBT community center, she was in touch with 

groups and individuals who were “personally offended” that the campaign against 107 

was “de-gayed” and that Arizona Together continued to promote the idea that the 

                                                 
39 Yet, Arizona Together’s No on 102 website lists “State Representative Kyrsten Sinema” as a “supporter” 
of the fight against 2008’s Proposition 102, which was only “about same-sex marriage.” This indicates that 
her comments were strategically chosen to downplay same-sex marriage (“Supporters” 
http://www.aztogether.org/supporters/). More detailed information on Prop 102 can be found below.   
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proposition was not about same-sex marriage.40

This tension between campaigns, movements, and individuals was noticed outside 

of Arizona. The state gained brief notoriety after 107’s unique defeat. In an article 

published in the Washington Post on November 20, 2006 titled “New Tactic in Fighting 

Marriage Initiatives: Opponents Cite Effects on Straight Couples” the successful 

strategies of the No on Prop 107 campaign are compared to the state of Virginia where a 

similar initiative passed the same year that 107 was defeated. The difference between the 

two states was that in Arizona, opponents to the amendment “avoided almost any 

 She explained that a friend of hers left 

Arizona Together because he wasn’t going to “sit in the back of the bus on [his] own 

movement.” While Les also questioned Arizona Together’s “de-gaying” of the campaign 

and referred to their website as a “queer-free zone” (see below), she ultimately believed 

that it was a valid approach since research indicated that the opponents of 107 would “get 

the most bang for their buck” by focusing on domestic partnerships, domestic violence, 

and senior citizens. My interview with Les indicated that Arizona Together’s “insistence 

on message purity” went against her own values as a self-identified queer, but she 

consistently reiterated that the most important issue was to defeat 107, ostensibly by any 

means necessary. Les’s positioning, in relation to Arizona Together’s tactics and to her 

own beliefs, is common both in politics and in social movements. Her choice to work for 

a campaign that frequently went against her values, along with strategies of the 

campaign, illustrates the tension between what is good for a campaign versus what is 

good for a group or a movement or even an individual.  

                                                 
40 Wingspan had its own campaign “No on 107” which specifically focused on LGBT issues in the context 
of 107 (see Burbank). 
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mention of gay marriage, except in small liberal pockets of the state. Instead, the message 

was about the section of the measure that would have banned government agencies from 

recognizing civil unions or domestic partnerships.” The Post article focuses on the 

poster-children for the No on Prop 107 campaign, Al Breznay, 79, and Maxine Piatt, 75, 

who are referred to in the article as a “nice old couple” by campaign treasurer Steve May. 

Breznay and Piatt are unmarried and would have lost domestic partner benefits had 

Proposition 107 passed (Geis). The caption for the picture vividly illustrates one problem 

with the No on Prop 107 campaign (see Figure 1). The wording “opposing a statewide 

same-sex marriage ban” contradicts the campaign’s carefully-crafted message that the 

proposition was not about same-sex marriage, but about “nice old couples” who will lose 

benefits. This demonstrates the difficulty in disarticulating a campaign from a larger 

movement. Regarding same-sex marriage, Piatt states in the article that she and her 

partner Al “didn’t care one way or the other. It didn't involve us. That's what makes me 

so angry, is people linked this gay marriage to domestic partnerships.”   

 

Figure 2 – Nice Old Couple, and their little dog too; washingtonpost.com; 11-20-06 
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Piatt’s anger that 107 backers articulated her normal, heterosexual relationship with 

deviant same-sex relationships indicates a fairly typical American attitude about the 

issues of same-sex marriages: it doesn’t involve them; they don’t care, and they certainly 

don’t want their relationship linked with same-sex relationships. In order to make in-

roads with a public filled with people like Al and Maxine, political activists who focus on 

LGBT marriage and family issues have to disarticulate LGBT relationships from 

deviance in a wide-reaching and meaningful way in order to challenge entrenched, 

traditional values about sexuality and normality.  

 

Taking a “Pass” on Gay Marriage: Synecdochal Representation and Strategic 

Avoidance 

 

Figure 3 - “No on Prop 107” Home Page 9/22/06 
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Arizona Together’s No on Prop 107 website, which can be read as a synecdoche 

for the campaign itself, aligned the campaign with hegemonic forces to counteract any 

tainting of the vote by the polarizing issues of same-sex marriage and LGBT civil rights. 

The pictures on the home page show three individuals, a male fire fighter, a female EMT, 

and a white-haired man wearing a polo shirt. The fire fighter and EMT connect to the 

“Look Who is Voting No” link, and the other man connects to “The Negative Effects of 

Prop 107” link. These images illustrate Arizona Together’s rhetorical savvy. Attaching 

the two individuals in heroic, selfless jobs (firefighter and EMT) to show “who is voting 

no” is one way to “mobilize potential adherents” (Snow and Benford). The fire fighter 

symbolizes masculinity and is an image still tied to September 11th in the public 

consciousness. Therefore, the home page—complete with red background and stars—

stands as a symbol of patriotism, American ideology, and gender normality. The website 

attempts to interpellate the viewer into these normalized images. The message seems to 

be: “The people who are voting No are heroic! and if you vote no, you will be heroic 

too!” Whether or not these individuals are LGBT people “in reality” doesn’t matter 

because of the strategic function they serve on this site. This trope of normativity is 

deployed throughout this site that contains no images that could be read as overtly queer. 

On one level the images on the website serve to normalize LGBT identity by proxy.41

                                                 
41 See Karma Chávez for an analysis of ways these images connected to Arizonans’ fears about Mexican 
immigrants. 

 

Rather than argue that same-sex relationships are valid, they are subsumed under the 

aegis of normality without further comment. On another level, however, the same images 
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can be read as closeting LGBT relationships because it is those relationships that are at 

issue and it is those relationships that are absent.  

This website, as reflective of Arizona Together’s entire campaign, clearly shows 

that their audience, potential adherents to the cause, occupies socially centered, rather 

than marginal positions. Because heterosexuality is often constructed as the normal state 

of human sexuality, Arizona Together deflected articulations of LGBT identity to 

deviance by bypassing the issue, rather than attempting to rearticulate LGBT individuals 

as humans and American citizens. Sexual identities are subject to a “process of 

materialization that stabilizes over time to produce the effect of boundary, fixity, and 

surface” and it is through this hegemonic process that discursive categories become 

normalized and naturalized (Butler Bodies 9). As a perceived social norm, heterosexual 

identity functions as a mode of strategic rhetoric by assuming a natural, un-constructed 

state in political and social ideology that effectively marks any other states as different 

and unnatural. This website demonstrates the materialization process that enables these 

normative categories to have persuasive power.  

 If difference can be used rhetorically to deny personhood and citizenship 

politically, then one path to mounting a successful opposition to discriminatory politics 

may require downplaying difference and closeting the spectacle of alterity. In choosing 

such a path on its website, Arizona Together made a strategic choice to win at the 

expense of larger gains in the LGBT movement. Despite the questionable ethics of such a 

strategy, it is one that has been employed repeatedly in the history of LGBT politics and 

is advocated by some LGBT activists and intellectuals. Michael Cobb argues that because 
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the religious right consistently uses images of LGBT people that highlight difference to 

build their hate speech, activists should be warned against “relying too much on the 

recognition of difference as the best kind of political action” (10). The people that 

highlight difference are, of course, queered bodies unable to pass as acceptable: “drag 

queens, leather daddies, muscle boys, dykes on bikes etc,” bodies that Cobb names 

“radical.” He further argues that such difference strips gays and lesbians not only of their 

citizenship, but also of their personhood. Cobb asserts that “the simple celebration of 

difference—the spectacle of alterity—does not always shock the system; in fact the 

dissent is not only anticipated, but appreciated” (138-39). Cobb’s argument offers insight 

into why Arizona Together’s strategies were so successful. Because the No on Prop 107 

campaign focused on heterosexual people as the “real” victims of 107, it somewhat 

defused the virulent antagonism leveled at LGBT people by articulating the campaign 

with normalized identities, rather than “spectacles of alterity.” 

The strategy of connecting the campaign to socially acceptable identities was also 

found on the website’s “Look Who is Voting No” page. Part of the rhetorical power of 

the “Look Who is Voting No” page comes from its lengthy list of supporters.42

                                                 
42 The page is too long to effectively capture in a screen shot. It can be found, courtesy of the Way Back 
Machine at http://web.archive.org/web/20061114121840/www.noprop107.com/supporters/. 

 In the 

middle of this long list is the section “Faith Groups” with a heading in a larger font than 

all of the other sections. Even though the viewer has to scroll down to reach this section, 

it retains prominence. Because the most vocal opponents to LGBT relationships, and to 

unmarried, cohabitating straight couples, come from the religious right, showcasing 

connections to various religious organizations potentially wins new converts to the cause 
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and takes some of the power away from antigay religious rhetoric. By articulating the No 

on Prop 107 campaign with faith groups, Arizona Together argued in the terms of 

religious hegemony, rather than challenging it. Sharon Crowley argues that such 

strategies can be successful because liberal rational discourses and fundamentalist 

discourses operate from radically contradictory value systems. Crowley suggests that 

arguing in terms that people of faith accept can be a useful strategy. Arizona Together’s 

long list of faith groups shows that the conservative religious values that inspired 107 do 

not represent all faiths. But while this implicitly disarticulates faith from homophobia, 

because the website and campaign are such “queer-free” zones, there’s no explicit 

critique of religious homophobia.  The website further reifies cultural hegemony on 

“The Negative Effects of Prop 107” page through the ordering of the affected 

communities (see Figure 3).  

 

Figure 4 - "How Does it Effect You?" – 11/14/06 
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The list mirrors Arizona Together’s campaign focus: couples in committed heterosexual 

relationships are given top priority; LGBTQ Community finds itself at the bottom. The 

heading “How Does it Effect You?” [sic] brings the viewer into the campaign by 

suggesting that every “you” reading the page would be hurt by the amendment. It’s hard 

to imagine what visitor to this page would not fall into one of these categories, thus 107 

would have damaged everyone, not just LGBT people. Although this strategy is a 

brilliant move to garner support from diverse audiences, it diverts attention away from 

the devastating effects of homophobic laws on the lives of LGBT people.  

 In the midst of this pointed critique of Arizona Together, it is important to include 

the simple fact that LGBT people made these decisions in the interest of protecting 

domestic partnerships and preventing the constitutional anti-marriage ban. While the 

website did not explicitly foreground LGBT issues, its FAQ page explicitly laid out the 

consequences of Prop 107 to this community. Arizona Together didn’t lie in its 

campaign. What is troubling about their strategy was the insistence on closeting LGBT 

people and the insistence that this was not a fight about same-sex marriage. While I am 

not intending to vilify Arizona Together, it did explicitly deploy a campaign that won by 

further marginalizing an already marginalized group of people by reinforcing the 

articulation of LGBT relationships with deviance through strategic avoidance. 

 

Articulation, Deviance, and Social-Movement Identity 

The articulation between LGBT relationships and deviance is tenacious but not 

natural or necessary. As I discuss in chapter 1 and illustrate throughout this dissertation, 
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identities are composed of elements that are joined together in a particular configuration 

that is never guaranteed. The idea of articulation is politically important because it 

counteracts the hegemonic tendency to naturalize, legitimate, and entrench, social 

inequities. Stuart Hall suggests that activists can dis- and rearticulate identities in order to 

strategically intervene in unequal power relations. Thus articulation is a politically 

powerful process. For strategic rearticulation to be possible, identities cannot be innate. 

Because they are not innate, activists must challenge entrenched hegemony by engaging 

in a constant process of dis- and rearticulation of marginalized identities. What happened 

in the Arizona Together’s No on Prop 107 campaign however, was a process of the 

strategic avoidance of identity, rather than the politically powerful strategic intervention 

that Hall advocates.  

In her work on the politics of articulation Donna Haraway argues that the practice 

of articulation is “always a non-innocent, contestable practice; the partners are never set 

once and for all . . . [a]rticulation is work, and it may fail” (314-15). This non-innocent, 

always ideological process brings people and groups and situations together in an active 

process of identity negotiation that may or may not serve the needs and desires of all 

involved. The practice of articulation can offer activists a means of creating coalitional 

consciousness through linking invested actors in an invested rhetorical performance with 

the potential to effect positive social change (see Licona). But the unequal power of the 

actors brought into the practice of articulation frequently undercuts its transformative 

potential. In short, the practice of articulation is sometimes the very thing that impedes 

the politics of articulation from being realized. All political change is the result of re-
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articulatory practices. Yet many LGBT activists, rather than challenging the concept of 

deviance through strategic re-articulation, instead choose to reify it by sanctioning 

marriage as a normal(ized) ideal for relationships. Lisa Duggan refers to this process as 

“the new homonormativity” (179). Homonormativity frequently leaves LGBT activists in 

a double-bind, unable to claim normalized status for LGBT relationships and yet 

unwilling to challenge the belief systems that mark some sexualities as deviant. 

Ironically, the segments of the LGBT social movement that challenge the linkage of 

deviance with LGBT sexuality the most are those activists who typically disdain the 

normalizing push of the movement to gain the right to marry.  

During the history of the LGBT civil-rights movement, there have been some 

challenges to the articulation of deviance with same-sex relationships—particularly in the 

gay liberation era of the seventies, among sex-radical lesbian feminists, in BDSM/leather 

communities, and among academic queer theorists; however, the challenge to deviance 

has remained deviant itself. That is it has failed to become the norm for national 

movement activism. LGBT activists seldom look to queer theory for insights into their 

causes. Yet queer theorists have consistently challenged the notion of deviance by 

identifying the cultural processes that enable deviance to materialize. Through a process 

of sexual stratification, certain behaviors are valorized as normal and all others are 

demonized as deviant. Once some sexual behaviors are marked off as deviant, they 

become regulated by the state via sex laws. Sex laws then translate into relationship 

regulation by the state (Rubin 287-89). Rather than intervening in this process, many 

activists within the mainstream LGBT civil-rights movement have desexualized LGBT 
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identities to bypass the stigma of deviance. Queer theorist and social critic Michael 

Warner argues that tensions between those activists who challenge deviance, who he calls 

“stigmaphiles” and those who avoid the issue, the “stigmaphobes” have “marked” the 

LGBT movement throughout its history (Trouble 42). The tensions Warner identifies 

illustrate why Arizona’s battle over 107 played out the way it did: “Political groups that 

mediate between queers and normals find that power lies almost exclusively on the 

normal side. The more you articulate political issues in a way that plays to a normal 

audience, the more success you are likely to have” (44). The heteronormative slanting of 

the campaign by Arizona Together, however, didn’t do much to improve the political 

situation of LGBT people in Arizona. The ways that LGBT identity was avoided 

contributed to the lack of political advancement. 

Within social-movements, identity frequently serves a strategic function. In the 

last few decades, social-movement scholars have argued for the importance of examining 

identity in addition to actions and goals in order to assess how a particular movement 

functions and how successful it is in achieving its agenda (Gamson “Must Identity”; 

Kauffman; Melucci; Pichardo). In addition to being something that participants in 

movements have, and/or create, more attention should be paid to how identity is used. 

That is, what roles can identity play in the strategic action of a movement? What are the 

consequences of those uses? Finally, how will the successes or failures of those uses be 

measured? LGBT social-movement scholar Mary Bernstein outlines “three analytic 

dimensions of identity”—identity for empowerment, identity as goal, and identity as 

strategy as a way to better assess the identity strategies of social movements 
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(“Celebration and Suppression” 537 Table 1)., “Identity as strategy” is further broken 

down as “identity deployment” and the forms that deployment takes. Bernstein analyzes 

these strategic uses of identity in order to understand the reasons why “[o]ver time, 

‘identity’ movements shift their emphasis between celebrating and suppressing 

differences from the majority.” In Warner’s words, why do movements shift between 

stigmaphile and stigmaphobe subject positions? What Bernstein’s research reveals 

through studies of individual LGBT political campaigns is that “celebration or 

suppression of differences within political campaigns depends on the structure of social 

movement organizations, access to the polity, and the type of opposition” (532). These 

political conditions help explain the choices that campaigns make in deploying particular 

identity strategies and in analyzing their usefulness. Clearly the No on Prop 107 

campaign did not celebrate difference, but neither did it emphasize the sameness of 

LGBT relationships to straight ones. Instead, it avoided them all together.  

 

Outcomes of Arizona Assimilation 

 In order to assess the successes and failures of No on Prop 107, we must look at 

Arizona Together’s strategies in conjunction with the campaign’s goals. Bernstein 

proposes that scholars of social movements apply Suzanne Staggenborg’s categories of 

movement impact—political and policy outcomes, mobilization outcomes, and cultural 

outcomes—as a heuristic to evaluate the failure or success of strategies and goals in 

social movements, because it is these classifications that generally inform activist 
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thinking (“Nothing Ventured” 354-55).43

 In terms of the first impact—political and policy outcomes—same-sex marriage 

in Arizona remains illegal, therefore Arizona Together failed to achieve political or 

policy changes. LGBT people didn’t gain anything by the defeat of 107, but the 

movement did prevent further losses in rights by keeping domestic partnership benefits 

(where they exist) and by temporarily keeping the anti-marriage statute out of the 

constitution. But a mere two years later, in November 2008, the constitution was 

successfully amended to define marriage as a union between one man and one woman 

through the passage of Proposition 102.  Unlike its predecessor, Proposition 102 put aside 

the issue of domestic partnerships by restricting its scope to marriage (Brewer 2008 

Ballot). Opponents of same-sex marriage knew that it was the restrictions on the 

relationship rights of unmarried heterosexual couples that led to the defeat of Proposition 

107. By removing the implications for unmarried heterosexuals, the measure passed 

easily with 56.2% of voters for the proposition and 43.8% voting no. The same coalitions 

mobilized for the fight in 2008, but this time the Yes for Marriage campaign had a 15 to 1 

funding advantage over their opponents and ran a slick media campaign that urged voters 

 Bernstein’s heuristic recognizes that movement 

success or failure is multi-dimensional and that different outcomes are interrelated. When 

the No on Prop 107 campaign is analyzed according to this heuristic, it becomes easier to 

see the ways that the campaign failed LGBT people rhetorically, despite the defeat of 

107.  

                                                 
43 Bernstein refers here to: Staggenborg, Suzanne. “Can Feminist Organizations Be Effective?” Feminist 
Organizations: Harvest of the New Women's Movement. Ed. Myra Marx Ferree and Patricia Yancey 
Martin.  Philadelphia: Temple UP, 1995. 339-55.  
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to keep marriage “clear and simple” (Vote No on Proposition 102! Again!; Yes for 

Marriage! ).44

Judging the success of Arizona Together’s strategies in the second aspect of the 

heuristic, mobilization outcomes, is complicated. In terms of the 107 campaign itself, the 

coalition did an excellent job in gaining support from outside the LGBT community. 

Unfortunately the passage of Proposition 102 indicates that the mobilization did not 

extend to LGBT issues. Arizona Together also had difficulties mobilizing some LGBT 

people who felt alienated by a “message purity” that disassociated itself, not just from 

same-sex marriage, but from any visible “queering” of the campaign. Talk of a pure 

message, one that ignored the concerns of LGBT citizens in Arizona who want to marry, 

implied that any tie to homosexuality would sully the No on Prop 107 campaign, making 

it unclean and unappealing to straight voters. The choices by Arizona Together made 

coalition difficult to achieve. The “disenfranchisement” felt by many LGBT people led to 

the formation of the separate No On 107 campaign that mobilized specifically to address 

 The Yes for Marriage commercials included people of multiple races and 

had a folksy, personal tone that was missing from the one No on 102 commercial that ran 

urging voters to “keep politicians out of marriage.” In the 2008 election, the Yes for 

Marriage campaign gave the institution of marriage an identity, one that is under constant 

attack. It successfully framed its position as being “for marriage” rather than being 

against LGBT people. The passage of Proposition 102 is a sign that the defeat of 

Proposition 107 had little positive impact on changing politics and policy for LGBT 

people in Arizona. 

                                                 
44 Samples of commercials from both sides can be seen at the wiki Ballotpedia.org: 
http://ballotpedia.org/wiki/index.php/Arizona_Proposition_102_(2008)  
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the LGBT issues that Arizona Together was ignoring (Burbank). If LGBT groups 

disagreed with the tactics of Arizona Together, they had to simultaneously oppose Protect 

Marriage Arizona and Arizona Together. LGBT people opposed to 107 worried that such 

dissidence would damage the overall opposition to the amendment.  

 It is impossible to know whether any other strategy would have worked in 

Arizona. Many campaigns for same-sex marriage have made use of buttoned down gay 

and lesbian couples, posing with families and picket fences as a normalizing strategy. 

The independent No On 107 campaign deployed a series of ads called “Neighbors You 

Know” featuring local LGBT people talking about their careers and families. Other 

LGBT social-movement strategies attempt to humanize a diversity of relationships, but 

these haven’t been used much in the mainstream marriage movement. A good example of 

humanizing diverse relationships is 1989 ACT-UP poster “Kissing Doesn’t Kill: Greed 

and Indifference Do” featuring two women, two men, and a man and a woman kissing. 

The poster humanized same-sex sexuality without deploying strategic heteronormativity. 

I offer this as one example of a strategic intervention into an articulation of deviance, in 

this case LGBT people and people with AIDS. Through this simple image, ACT-UP put 

various sexualities in coalition with each other, rather than assimilating all into 

heterosexual hegemony. Such interventions are crucial to advancing LGBT rights in this 

country by way of a more nuanced sexual literacy that doesn’t rely on binaries of 

normality.  

This leads to the last aspect of Bernstein’s heuristic, cultural impact, defined as 

“changes in social norms and behaviors, which alter public understandings of an issue 
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and create a collective consciousness among activists” (“Nothing Ventured” 357). As 

I’ve demonstrated throughout this analysis, there was little, if any, cultural impact created 

by the No on Prop 107 campaign. The articulation of LGBT identities with deviance (so 

deviant that they had to be avoided by pro-gay supporters), and the articulations of 

heterosexuality to American citizenship, reified, rather than challenged cultural 

hegemony. The failure of Arizona Proposition 107 and the subsequent success of 102 

aptly illustrate the tensions between rhetoric in an individual campaign (such as No on 

Prop 107) and the rhetoric of a movement. Clearly the No on Prop 107 campaign only 

succeeded through an identity-deployment strategy that deflected LGBT identities and 

reflected heterosexual hegemony. Michael Cobb’s insistence that “spectacles of alterity” 

are not politically useful and Arizona Together’s heteronormative strategies, show that 

the LGBT individual continues to be crafted by its own movement as an abnormality. 

Arizona Together’s successful deflection of LGBT identities in defeating 107 attempted 

to avoid the many anxieties associated with LGBT relationships, but it was ultimately a 

failed attempt.  

As the national LGBT civil-rights movement continues to seek access to full 

citizenship via normalized institutions such as marriage and the military, activists will 

need to attend to the possible long-term consequences of short-term strategies.45

                                                 
45 See Amy L Brandzel “Queering Citizenship?: Same-Sex Marriage and the State”; Shane Phelan Sexual 
Strangers: Gays, Lesbians, and the Dilemmas of Citizenship; and  David Bell and Jon Binnie The Sexual 
Citizen: Queer Politics and Beyond. 

 Gaining 

access to the public sphere through strategies that reify normative hierarchies of identity 

will ultimately undercut any appreciable social progress. Rhetorical strategies that serve 
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individual campaigns can end up having a negative effect on the movement at large; 

therefore activists must carefully consider the identities they forge through strategies that 

may impede the movement they seek to advance.  
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CONCLUSION: MOO WITH ME PEOPLE OR RHETORICS OF RESISTANCE AND 

THE METHODOLOGY OF THE OPPRESSED. 

 Come on sir, moo with me. Moo, moo, moo, moo. Thank you. 

—“Over the Moon” written by Jonathan Larson, sung by Maureen, performed  

in Rent. 

 

Throughout this dissertation my rhetorical analyses have revealed the role that 

language plays in social-movement identity construction, deployment, destruction, 

reconstruction, and redeployment. From its inception rhetoric has been at least partially 

concerned with the use of communication to effect social and legal change, and the 

rhetoric of and surrounding social movements offers rhetoricians opportunities to study 

those spaces—both discursive and physical—where individuals, collectives, and 

strategies respond purposefully to the exigencies and constraints of a particular moment. 

The analysis of movements highlights how rhetoric functions in such spaces of 

intersection. In her 2006 book Toward a Civil Discourse: Rhetoric and Fundamentalism, 

rhetorician Sharon Crowley argues that the discipline of rhetoric and composition is 

particularly well suited to invent counterarguments to the highly effective and persuasive 

neoconservative rhetoric that has dominated US politics since the early 1980s, with the 

election of Ronald Reagan, the “great communicator” himself.  

Likewise, Ellen Messer-Davidow’s Disciplining Feminism: From Social Activism 

to Academic Discourse illustrates some of the ways that conservatives successfully 

mobilize diverse individuals through enacting Melluci’s principle of collective identity. 



183 

That is, social and fiscal conservatives have gained political power by binding themselves 

together via a shared notion of tradition that fits their diverse ideologies; they have 

successfully engaged in frame bridging in order to connect their differing, but related 

causes. Frame bridging, however, is not always palatable to those progressives who are 

sensitive to erasures that can happen to minority subjectivities when collectives are 

formed. But Melluci’s collective is not monolithic and unchanging, rather “[c]ollective 

identity is an interactive and shared definition produced by several individuals (or groups 

at a more complex level) that must be conceived as a process because it is constructed 

and negotiated through a repeated activation of the relationships that link individuals (or 

groups) [within a particular movement]” (44). That is, the collective identity, like all 

identities, is an articulation, and as such, is not and can never be, an essential, innate 

entity. Therefore, because identities, like political action, are articulated and deployed 

through language, rhetorical analysis can offer a unique understanding of these issues that 

is currently missing from studies in political science and sociology.  

Because rhetoricians, even in the most traditional analyses, recognize the fluidity 

of rhetorical situations, our field is particularly well placed to analyze and assess the 

effectiveness of political action. To analyze the discourses, speakers, audiences, and 

effects of the ever changing LGBT civil rights movement is a rhetorical project. For 

example, a sociologist might focus on the connections between group identity and action, 

but a rhetorical approach will consider this along with discourse, audience, and 

effectiveness. Any given communicative event is determined by audience and context, 

and through the process of rhetorical analysis the fundamental questions of “what 
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works?” and “what doesn’t?” and “why?” can begin to be answered. Understanding both 

political movements and political identities as articulated unities is a starting point to a 

more nuanced approach to movement analyses and more relevant to a discipline 

concerned with contextualized communication. Social and political action through 

communication practices is a fundamental part of our discipline and one that we could do 

more with. While advancing progressive causes may not be a goal for all rhetoricians, 

careful analyses of effective discourse certainly is.  

 The analyses in this dissertation have revealed dimensions of rhetoric’s role in 

forming movement identity and also reveal some persistent divisions in the LGBT social 

movement that are emblematic of struggles that all movements face. In this dissertation 

I’ve used articulation theory to analyze the ways that movements dissemble and reform 

themselves strategically. As I explain in chapter 1, this theoretical framing allows me to 

weave together social-movement and rhetorical theories to offer a multidimensional, 

interdisciplinary perspective on identities and strategies. The concept of movement 

identity illustrates some of the ways that movements are recognizable and particular and 

shifting. This concept is intended to supplement, not replace, sociological studies of 

movements that focus more specifically on outcomes and approaches. In other words, 

while I consider my approach of the “new social movement” school because of its focus 

on identity, it is not incompatible with framing theory, which is particularly useful for 

understanding the strategies that change as movement identities change.  

 One way to theorize the changes that I have tracked in this dissertation, and one 

that brings some coherence to the big picture of this analysis as a whole, is the theory of 
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oppositional consciousness that Chela Sandoval develops in her landmark book 

Methodology of the Oppressed. Oppositional consciousness refers to the process by 

which the “citizen-subject can learn to identify, develop, and control the means of 

ideology, that is marshal the knowledge necessary to ‘break with ideology’ while at the 

same time also speaking in, and from within, ideology.” This process allows us to “make 

the vital connections between the seemingly disparate social and political aims that drive, 

yet ultimately divide, social movements from within.” In order for this oppositional 

consciousness to be effectively mobilized to create social movement, “varying 

ideological formations” must engage each other in dialectic; otherwise, they risk 

splintering (61). In Sandoval’s framework, “social movement” is not a thing, not an “a” 

or a “the” rather it is a process: a “how,” rather than a “what.” Oppositional 

consciousness undergirds all processes of social resistance followed by social movement, 

and Sandoval defines its five modes: equal rights, revolutionary, supremacist, separatist, 

and differential. By overlaying these modes with the social-movement identities that I’ve 

analyzed in this dissertation, the movement of the movement comes into sharper focus. 

 Sandoval’s work highlights some of the ways that LGBT activists and 

organizations have developed and now may be losing oppositional consciousness, which 

is critical to social-movement function. In chapter 2 I started my analysis of social-

movement identity construction with the homophile organizations that formed in the mid-

twentieth century. These groups frequently used language in their mission statements and 

platforms that seemed to acquiesce to hegemonic, heteronormative constructions of 

gender and sexuality. However, the work they did was more revolution than assimilation 



186 

when we consider the constraints under which they operated. Prior to the organizing and 

theorizing of these groups no homosexual “citizen subject” existed in the United States, 

and if one does not exist, one cannot develop a sense of opposition and there can be no 

social movement. Because the homophile groups created organizations, developed 

collective identities, and rearticulated definitions of homosexuality, they, in essence, 

created the homosexual citizen subject.  

 Once this subject was created, the conditions for developing oppositional 

consciousness within that subject were likewise created. This brings me to the liberation 

movement. Gay liberation and lesbian-feminism contain different elements of 

oppositional consciousness as defined by Sandoval, in particular “revolutionary,” 

“supremacist” and “separatist.” The revolutionary mode seeks to transform existing 

hegemonic systems. The supremacist mode organizes around the idea that homosexuality 

is superior to heterosexuality. Finally, the separatist mode promotes the idea that the 

marginalized group should remain isolated from the dominant/dominating forces of 

oppression. Throughout the era of gay liberation, these three modes competed with each 

other and led to increased factionalism. Many radical lesbian-feminists sought women-

only spaces in order to distance themselves as much as possible from the 

heteropatriarchy, which included the mostly male movement leadership. Some lesbian-

feminist and gay liberation activists argued that homosexuality is superior to 

heterosexuality. Critical lesbian-feminist thinkers would influence women for decades to 

follow by arguing that heterosexual sex is always tainted, sometimes violently so, by 

sexism and a patriarchal rape culture. On the flip side, many gay male activists adopted 
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tones of sexual revolution critiquing the repressive prudery that came to symbolize the 

1950s and most of the 1960s. Liberation, as a movement identity, can also be classified as 

revolutionary as it argues in terms of transformation in order to eliminate systems of 

domination and subordination, in particular those organized around sexual identity. While 

each of these modes represents a different mode of opposition, all are radical departures 

from the systems that had long bound LGBT people in silence. 

 By the end of the 1970s, as liberation ideology in its many forms was dying out, a 

new mode of opposing oppression was on the rise. Sandoval terms this mode of 

consciousness “equal rights” arguing that “[a]esthetically [it] seeks duplication; 

politically, it seeks integration; psychically, it seeks assimilation” (73). It is this mode of 

consciousness that came to dominate mainstream LGBT social-movement organizations 

and actors, starting in the 1980s and continuing to gain dominance in the 1990s and in the 

early 21st century. This is the mode of the Human Rights Campaign, and it is the form of 

consciousness that drives the fight for the right to marry and to serve openly in the 

military. “Equal rights” envisions an end to the need for any sort of oppositional 

consciousness if equality is achieved through access to all aspects of the civic sphere.  

I argue in chapter 5 that the fights for these rights are becoming increasingly 

assimilationist in ways that work against the very rights that are being sought. For 

example, the campaign against Prop 107 in Arizona assimilated the issue of same-sex 

marriage into a diffuse conversation about the rights of unmarried heterosexual couples. 

While that particular cause was won, it didn’t do much to advance LGBT rights in 

Arizona because, just two years later, the proposition was passed under a different name 



188 

with none of the consequences to heterosexual couples. Assimilation means the loss of 

oppositional conscious, as it is a fundamental contradiction to both oppose and assimilate. 

Therefore, if assimilation is sought to such a degree that all trace of the LGBT citizen 

subject disappears, then there can be no more social movement because oppositional 

consciousness enables movement.  

As much as the mainstream movement has sought to normalize its identity, 

however, there have been forces that have worked to queer it. In chapter 3 I analyzed 

rhetorics of alterity that were evident in the early HIV/AIDS movement and in the lesbian 

sex wars. Alterity is built on theories of opposition and intersects with Sandoval’s 

methodology in significant ways. Sandoval terms the final mode of oppositional 

consciousness that she theorizes “differential consciousness.” Differential consciousness 

is the hardest to pin down because it is everything and nothing, everywhere and nowhere. 

It “enables movement ‘between and among’” the other forms of consciousness and the 

various ideologies they represent. It “represents the variant; its presence is emerges out of 

correlations, intensities, junctures, crises. Yet the differential depends on a form of 

agency that is self-consciously mobilized in order to enlist and secure influence; the 

differential is thus performative” (75). Sandoval’s differential consciousness queers 

norms and represents borderlands consciousness; it is partial and liminal. Because of 

these qualities, differential consciousness is a useful way to theorize the rhetorics of 

alterity and those queer segments of the movement (like Queen Nation) who never were, 

nor wanted to be, mainstream. It is these activists who maintain oppositional 

consciousness in the face of assimilation.  
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 In this dissertation, I’ve argued that social-movements construct macro-level 

identities that are composed, in part, of personal identity (the self), strategy, and kairos. 

Social-movement scholars can analyze these by conceptualizing them as a temporary, 

articulated unity, which I refer to using Haraway’s metaphor of an articulate. In order to 

understand the changing rhetorical character of social movements, we can analyze the 

ways that social-movement identities change and why they do so. To analyze a 

movement articulata then is to identify and classify links between participant 

understanding of self with rhetorical strategies that are intended to achieve a social and/or 

political effect that is determined by a particular kairotic moment. These elements of a 

movement articulata: identities, strategies, and kairos are not meant to be prescriptive. As 

the primary meaning making structures for movements that other paradigms have 

acknowledged, they should be generative in providing possibilities for understanding 

movements. When looked at through the lens of Sandoval’s methodology of the 

oppressed, the constantly changing, shifting, rearticulating social-movement identities 

represent not only the articulata of individual identity, strategy, and kairos that 

symbolize the movement’s identity at any given time, they also reflect the various forms 

of oppositional consciousness that have enabled social movement up to this point.  

 Over the course of writing this dissertation, “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” has been 

repealed and the Defense of Marriage Act has been labeled unconstitutional by President 

Obama. New Jersey, Connecticut, New Hampshire, Vermont, Iowa (Iowa!), and the 

District of Columbia have all legalized same-sex marriage. California’s Supreme Court 

granted, and Proposition 8 revoked, the right to marry to same-sex couples. A federal 
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judge in California ruled that Prop 8 was unconstitutional, but his decision is pending 

appeal. Following the Obama administration’s decision regarding DOMA, conservatives 

have vowed to make same-sex marriage a central issue of the 2012 presidential election. 

Same-sex marriage, which has for so long provided the right wing in America with a 

wedge issue to divide the country, seems to be losing its power to frighten the populace 

into voting Republican. According to an article published in The Huffington Post 

following the Obama decision, “The Williams Institute, a think tank at the UCLA School 

of Law, estimates that about 80,000 legally married same-sex couples live in the U.S., 

including roughly 30,000 who wed in Canada or other foreign countries. An estimated 

85,000 same-sex couples have entered civil unions or domestic partnerships” (Crary and 

Leff). Not surprisingly this has yet to result in the country plunging en masse into white-

hot hellfire.  

And while such changes are happening every day, some aspects of the LGBT 

social movement seem to endure. Rich white men still have the most power, followed by 

rich white women. People of color and gender non-conformists have the least. The 

revolutionary spirit of the Gay Liberation Front and the Radicalesbians has mostly 

diffused into a discipline—Queer Theory—whose practitioners often write books and 

articles that can be so unintelligible, so self-serving, and so solipsistic as to be all but 

useless to the very people on the margins whose interests it purports to serve. As LGB 

(and sometimes T) people across the country celebrate the decisions regarding “Don’t 

Ask, Don’t Tell” and DOMA, and wait to see if The Kids are Alright will win an Oscar, 

between 20-40% of the over 1.6 million homeless youth in this country identify as gay, 
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lesbian, bisexual, and transgendered, because over 20% of kids who come out are kicked 

out of their homes (NGLTF).  There are no federal programs, no Academy Awards, for 

our youth—the most vulnerable members of our communities. While it may seem 

wonderful— it may be wonderful—that we are no longer “inverts” and that we may soon 

be able to marry as we please, divorce as we please, and wear a uniform and kill for our 

country as we please, we are nowhere near the moment when we no longer need a 

movement.  

   



192 

WORKS CITED 
 

“About HRC.” hrc.org. The Human Rights Campaign, 2010. Web. 29 Jul 2010. 
 
“ACT UP Capsule History 1987.” actupny.org. n.p. n.d. Web. 29 Jul 2010. 
 
Adam, Barry D. The Rise of a Gay and Lesbian Movement. Boston: Twayne, 1987. Print. 
 
Adams, Tony. “The Fresh Bile and Sex Life of Larry Kramer.” southfloridagaynews.com.  

2 May 2010. Web. 19 July 2010. 
 
Anderson, Dana. Identity’s Strategy: Rhetorical Selves in Conversion. Columbia: U of 

South Carolina P, 2007. Print. 
 
“Arizona’s Voters Reject Prop. 107; The So-called ‘Protect Marriage Arizona’ 

Amendment.” No on Prop 107. 8 November 2006. Web. 6 December 2006. 
 
Aronowitz, Stanley. “Against the Liberal State: ACT UP and the Emergence of 

Postmodern Politics.” The Death and Rebirth of American Radicalism. New 
York: Routledge, 1996. 125-44. Print. 

 
Bell, David and Jon Binnie. The Sexual Citizen: Queer Politics and Beyond. Cambridge,  

UK: Polity, 2000. Print. 
 
Benford, Robert D. “Án Insider’s Critique of the Social Movement Framing Perspective.”  

Sociological Inquiry 67.4 (1997): 409-30. PDF file. 
 
Benford, Robert D. and David A. Snow. “Framing Processes and Social Movements: An  

Overview and Assessment.” Annual Review of Sociology 26 (2000): 611-39. PDF 
file. 

 
Berkowitz, Richard, Michael Callen, and Richard Dworkin. “We Know Who We Are:  

Two Gay Men Declare War on Promiscuity.” We Are Everywhere: A Historical 
Sourcebook of Gay and Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan. 
New York: Routledge, 1997. 563-71. Print. 

 
Berlent, Lauren and Elizabeth Freeman. “Queer Nationality.” boundary 2 19.1 (1992): 

149-80. PDF file. 
 
Bernstein, Mary. “Celebration and Suppression: The Strategic Uses of Identity by  

the Lesbian and Gay Movement.” American Journal of Sociology 103.3 (1997): 
531–65. PDF file. 

 
---. “Identities and Politics: Toward a Historical Understanding of the Lesbian and Gay  



193 

Movement.” Social Science History 26.3 (2002): 532-81. PDF file. 
 
---. “Nothing Ventured, Nothing Gained? Conceptualizing Social Movement ‘Success’ in  

the Lesbian and Gay Movement.” Sociological Perspectives 46.3 (2003): 353- 
379. PDF file. 

 
Biesecker, Barbara A. “Rethinking the Rhetorical Situation from Within the Thematic of  

Différance. Philosophy and Rhetoric 22.2 (1989): 110-30. Print. 
 
Blasius, Mark, and Shane Phelan. “Daughters of Bilitis.” We Are Everywhere: A  

Historical Sourcebook of Gay and Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane  
Phelan. New York: Routledge, 1997. 327. Print. 

 
---. “Gay Liberation and Lesbian-Feminism.” We Are Everywhere: A Historical  

Sourcebook of Gay and Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan.  
New York: Routledge, 1997. 377-79. Print. 

 
---. “The Homophile Movement: Context.” We Are Everywhere: A Historical Sourcebook  

of Gay and Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan. New York:  
Routledge, 1997. 239-40. Print. 

 
---. “The Mattachine Society.” We Are Everywhere: A Historical Sourcebook of Gay and  

Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan. New York: Routledge, 
1997. 283-85. Print. 

 
Brandzel, Amy L. “Queering Citizenship?: Same-Sex Marriage and the State.” GLQ: A  

Journal of Gay and Lesbian Studies 11.2 (2005): 171-204. PDF file. 
 
Brewer, Janice K. 2006 Ballot Proposition Guide. Arizona Secretary of State's Office.  

September 2006. Web. 30 Dec 2008.  
 
---. 2008 Ballot Proposition Guide. Arizona Secretary of State’s Office. September 2008.  

Web. 30 Dec. 2008.  
 
Bright, Susie.  Susie Sexpert’s Lesbian Sex World.  Berkeley: Cleis, 1990. Print. 
 
Buechler, Steven. “New Social Movement Theories.” The Sociological Quarterly 36 

(1995): 441-464. PDF file. 
 
Burbank, Kent. “The Anatomy of a Movement: Dissecting Arizona’s Victory Against  

Proposition 107.” Peacework Magazine 374 (April 2007). Web. 29 Jan. 2010. 
 
Burke, Kenneth. A Rhetoric of Motives. Berkeley: U of California P, 1969. Print. 
 



194 

Bunch, Charlotte. “Lesbians in Revolt.” We Are Everywhere: A Historical Sourcebook of  
Gay and Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan. New York:  
Routledge, 1997. 420-23. Print. 

 
Butler, Judith. Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of “Sex.” New York:  

Routledge, 1993. Print. 
 
---. Excitable Speech: A Politics of the Performative. New York: Routledge, 1997.  

Print. 
 
Butler, Paul. “Style in the Diaspora of Composition Studies.” Rhetoric Review 26.1  

(2007): 1-21. Print. 
 
“CCA History.” GLAAD: Advertising Media Forum. commercialcloset.org. Web. 2 Feb.  

2011.   
 
Califia, Patrick. Public Sex: The Culture of Radical Sex. Berkeley: Cleis, 2000. Print. 
 
Card, Claudia. “Intimacy and Responsibility: What Lesbians Do.” At the Boundaries of  

Law: Feminism and Legal Theory. Ed. Martha Albertson Fineman and Nancy 
Sweet Thomadsen. New York: Routledge, 1991. 77-94. Print. 

 
Chauncey, George. Gay New York: Gender, Urban Culture, and the Making of the Gay  

Male World, 1890-1940. New York: Basic, 1994. Print. 
 
Chávez, Karma R. “Exploring the Defeat of Arizona’s Marriage Amendment and the  

Specter of the Immigrant as Queer.” Southern Communication Journal 74.3 
(2009): 314–324. PDF file.  

 
Christiansen, Adrienne E. and Jeremy J. Hanson. “Comedy as Cure for Tragedy: ACT  

UP and the Rhetoric of AIDS. Quarterly Journal of Speech 82 (1996): 157-170.  
PDF file. 

 
Cobb, Michael. God Hates Fags: The Rhetorics of Religious Violence. New York: New  

York UP, 2006. Print. 
 
Connelly, William E. Identity\Difference: Democratic Negotiations of Political Paradox.  

Expanded ed. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 2002. Print. 
 
Crary, David and Lisa Leff. “Conservatives Vow to Make Gay Marriage 2012 Issue.”  

The Huffington Post. 24 Feb. 2011. Web. 26 Feb. 2011. 
 
Crawford, Amanda. “Ethics Complaint Against Sen. Jack Harper Dismissed.” Political  

Insider. azcentral.com. 12 Aug. 2008. Web. 29 Jan. 2010.  



195 

Crenshaw, Kimberle. “Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and  
Violence Against Women of Color.”  Stanford Law Review 43.6 (1991): 1241- 
1299. PDF file. 

 
Crimp, Douglas. “Right On, Girlfriend!” Fear of a Queer Planet: Queer Politics and 

Social Theory. Ed. Michael Warner. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1993. 302-
20. Print. 

 
Crowley, Sharon. Toward a Civil Discourse: Rhetoric and Fundamentalism. Pittsburgh:  

U of Pittsburgh P, 2006. Print. 
 
D’Emilio, John. “Making and Unmaking Minorities: The Tensions Between Gay Politics  

and History.” Review of Law and Social Change 14 (1986): 915-22. PDF file.  
 
---. Sexual Politics, Sexual Communities: The Making of a Homosexual Minority in the  

United States, 1940-1970. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1983. Print.  
 
Darsey, James. “From ‘Gay is Good’ to the Scourge of AIDS: The Evolution of Gay  

Liberation Rhetoric, 1977-1990.” Communication Studies 42 (1991): 43-66. PDF  
file. 

DeLuca, Kevin. “Articulation Theory: A Discursive Grounding for Rhetorical Practice.” 
Philosophy and Rhetoric 32.4 (1999): 334-48. PDF file.  

 
---. “Unruly Arguments: The Body Rhetoric of Earth First!, ACT UP, and Queer 

Nation.”Argument and Advocacy 46 (1999): 9-21. PDF file. 
 
De Saussure, Ferdinand. Third Course of Lectures on General Linguistics (1910-1911).  

New York: Pergamon, 1993. Print. 
 
Duberman, Martin. Stonewall. New York: Dutton, 1993. Print. 
 
Duggan, Lisa. “Queering the State.” Social Text 39 (1994) 1-13. PDF file. 
 
---. “The New Homonormativity: The Sexual Politics of Neoliberalism.” Materializing 

Democracy: Toward a Revitalized Cultural Politics. Ed. Russ Castronovo and 
Dana D. Nelson. Durham: Duke UP, 2002. 175-94. Print.   

 
Epstein, Steven. “Gay and Lesbian Movements in the United States: Dilemmas of  

Identity, Diversity, and Political Strategy.” The Global Emergence of Gay and  
Lesbian Politics: National Imprints of a Worldwide Movement. Ed. Barry D. 
Adam, Jan Willem Duyvendak, and André Krouwel. . Philadelphia: Temple UP, 
1999. 30–90. Print. 

 



196 

Eskridge, William Jr. “The History of Same-Sex Marriage.” Virginia Law Review 79.7 
(1993): 1419–1514. Print. 

 
Esterberg, Kristin G. “From Accommodation to Liberation: A Social Movement Analysis  

of Lesbians in the Homophile Movement.” Gender and Society 8.3 (1994): 424-
43. PDF file.  

 
“FAQs: Answers to the Most Commonly Asked Questions about the ‘Protect Marriage 

Arizona’ Amendment.” No on Prop 107. Web. 4 October 2006.  
 
Faderman, Lillian. Odd Girls and Twilight Lovers: A History of Lesbian Life in  

Twentieth-Century America. New York: Penguin, 1992. Print. 
 
Farber, Celia. “Out of Control: AIDS and the Corruption of Medical Science.”  

harpers.org. Harper’s Magazine. Mar 2006. Web. 19 July 2010. 
 
Findlay, Heather. “Freud’s ‘Fetishism’ and the Lesbian Dildo Debates.”  Feminist Studies  

18 (1992): 563-579. Print. 
 
Fischer, Howard. “Ethics Committee to Question Harper in Microphone Flap.” East 

Valley Tribune.com. 28 July 2008. Web. 29 Jan. 2010.  
 
Foucault, Michel. Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison. Trans. Alan Sheridan. 

New York: Pantheon, 1977. Print.  
 
Fraser, Michael R. “Identity and Representation as Challenges to Social Movement 

Theory: A Case Study of Queen Nation.” Mainstream(s) and Margins: Cultural 
Politics in the 90s. Ed. Susan Leggett and Michael Morgan. Westport, CT: 
Greenwood. 32-44. Print. 

 
Frye, Marilyn. “Lesbian ‘Sex.’” An Intimate Wilderness: Lesbian Writers on Sexuality.  

Ed. Judith Barrington. Portland: Eighth Mountain, 1991. 1-8. Print. 
 
---. “The Politics of Reality: Essays in Feminist Theory. Berkeley: Crossing, 1983. Print. 
 
Gallo, Marcia. Different Daughters: A History of the Daughters of Bilitis and the Rise of  

the Lesbian Rights Movement. New York: Carroll & Graf, 2006. Print. 
 
Gamson, Joshua. 1995. “Must Identity Movements Self Destruct? A Queer Dilemma. 

Social Problems 42.3 (1995): 390-407. PDF file. 
 
---. “Silence, Death, and the Invisible Enemy: AIDS Activism and Social Movement 

‘Newness.’” Social Problems 36.4 (1989): 351-67. PDF file. 
 



197 

Garner, Roberta. “Fifty Years of Social Movement Theory: An Interpretation.” Social  
Movement Theory and Research: An Annotated Bibliographical Guide. Ed. 
Roberta Garner and John Tenuto. Lanham, MD: Scarecrow, 1997. 1-58. Print. 

 
Geis, Sonya. “New Tactic in Fighting Marriage Initiatives: Opponents Cite Effects On  

Straight Couples.” The Washington Post. 20 November 2006. Web. 25 Dec. 2009. 
 
Goffman, Erving. Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience.  

Cambridge: Harvard UP,  1974. 
 
Gould, Deborah B. “Life During Wartime: Emotions and The Development of ACT UP.”  

Mobilization: An International Quarterly  7.2 (2002): 177-200. Print. 
 
Grossberg, Lawrence. “On Postmodernism and Articulation: An Interview with Stuart  

Hall.” Journal of Communication Inquiry 10.2 (1986): 45-60. Print. 
 
Haldi, Abigail. “AIDS, Anger, and Activism: ACT UP as a Social Movement  

Organization.” Waves of Protest: Social Movements Since the Sixties. Ed. Jo 
Freeman and Victoria Johnson. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 1999. 135-
50. Print. 

 
Hall, Radclyffe. The Well of Loneliness. New York: Anchor, 1990. Print. 
 
Hall, Stuart. “Cultural Studies: Two Paradigms.” Media, Culture and Society 2.1 (1980):  

57-72. Print. 
 
---. “Signification, Representation, Ideology: Althusser and the Poststructuralist  

Debates.” Critical Studies in Mass Communication 2.2 (1985): 91-114. Print. 
 
Halley, Janet. “‘Like Race’ Arguments.” What’s Left of Theory: New Works on the  

Politics of Literary Theory. Ed. Judith Butler, John Guillory, and Kendall 
Thomas. New York: Routledge, 2000. Print. 

 
Hanscombe, Gillian. “In Among the Market Forces?” An Intimate Wilderness: Lesbian  

Writers on Sexuality. Ed. Judith Barrington.  Portland: Eighth Mountain, 1991. 
216-20. Print. 

 
Haraway, Donna. “The Promises of Monsters: A Regenerative Politics for  

Inappropriate/d Others.” Cultural Studies. Ed. Lawrence Grossberg, Cary Nelson, 
and Paula A. Treichler. New York: Routledge, 1992. 295-337. Print. 

 
Hauser, Gerard A. “Civil Society and the Principle of the Public Sphere.” Philosophy and  

Rhetoric 31.1 (1998): 19-40. PDF file. 
 



198 

Healey, Emma. Lesbian Sex Wars. London: Virago, 1996. Print. 
 
Hennessy, Rosemary. “Queer Visibility in Commodity Culture.” Cultural Critique 29  

(1995): 31-76.  PDF file. 
 
Herndl, Carl G. and Adela C. Licona “Shifting Agency; Agency, Kairos, and the  

Possibilities of Social Action.” Communicative Practices in Workplaces and the 
Professions: Cultural Perspectives on the Regulation of Discourse and 
Organizations. Amityville: Baywood, 2007. 133-53. 

 
“HRC Logo History.” hrc.org. The Human Rights Campaign. 2010. Web. 29 Jul 2010. 
 
“HRC’s Mission.” hrc.org. The Human Rights Campaign. 1998. The Internet Archive.  

Web. 29 Jul 2010. 
 
“I Hate Straights.” We Are Everywhere: A Historical Sourcebook of Gay and  

Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan. New York: Routledge, 
1997. 779-80. Print. 

 
Jacobs, Sue-Ellen, Wesley Thomas, and Sabine Lang, ed. Two-spirit People: Native  

American Gender Identity, Sexuality, and Spirituality. Urbana: U of Illinois P, 
1997. Print. 

 
Jankowski, Katherine. Deaf Empowerment: Emergence, Struggle, and Rhetoric.  

Washington, D.C.: Gallaudet UP. 1997. Print. 
 
Johnson-Eilola, Johndan. Nostalgic Angels: Rearticulating Hypertext Writing. Norwood,  

NJ: Ablex, 1997. Print. 
 
Johnston, Jill. Lesbian Nation: The Feminist Solution. New York: Simon and Schuster,  

1973. Print. 
 
Jung, Julie. “Textual Mainstreaming and Rhetorics of Accommodation.” Rhetoric Review  

26.2 (2007): 160-78. PDF file. 
 
Kauffman L.A. “The Anti-politics of Identity.” Socialist Review 20.1 (1990): 67-80.  

Print. 
 
Kennedy, Elizabeth Lapovsky and Madeline D. Davis. Boots of Leather, Slippers of  

Gold: The History of a Lesbian Community. New York: Penguin, 1994. Print. 
 
Kinneavy, James L. “Kairos in Classical and Modern Rhetorical Theory.” Rhetoric and  

Kairos: Essay in History, Theory, and Praxis. Ed. Phillip Sipiora and James S. 
Baumlin. Albany: SUNY P, 2002. 58-76. Print. 



199 

Kimme Hea, Amy C. “Exploring Articulation as a Methodology: An Articulation of the  
Corporate Presence in Relationship to Scholarship.” Educare-Educere 2.4 (1999): 
41-52. PDF file. 

 
 ---.“Riding the Wave: Articulating a Critical Methodology for Web Research  

Practices.”  Digital Writing Research: Technologies, Methodologies, and Ethical 
Issues. Ed. Heidi A. McKee and Danielle Nicole DeVoss. Cresskill, NJ: 
Hampton, 2007. 369-86. Print. 

 
Koppelman, Andrew. “Dumb and DOMA: Why the Defense of Marriage Act Is 

Unconstitutional,” Iowa Law Review 83 (1997): 1–34. PDF file. 
 
Krafft-Ebing, Richard von. Psychopathia Sexualis. Translated by L.T. Woodward.  

Evanston, IL: Greenleaf, 1965. Print. 
 
Kramer, Larry. “1,112 and Counting.” We Are Everywhere: A Historical Sourcebook of  

Gay and Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan. New York: 
Routledge, 1997. 578-86. Print. 

 
Kristeva, Julia. Strangers to Ourselves. Trans. Leon S. Roudiez. New York: Columbia  

UP, 1991. Print. 
 
Laclau, Ernesto and Chantal Mouffe. Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: Towards a  

Radical Democratic Politics. London: Verso. 1985. 
 
Laclau, Ernesto. Politics and Ideology in Marxist Theory. London: New Left, 1977. Print. 
 
Lévinas, Emmanuel. Totality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriority. Norwell, MA:  

Kluwer Academic, 1991. Print. 
 
“Les.” Personal Interview. 12 September 2006. 
 
 Licona, Adela C. “(B)orderlands' Rhetorics and Representations: The Transformative 

Potential of Feminist Third-Space Scholarship and Zines.” NWSA Journal 17.2 
(2005): 104-29. PDF file. 

 
Loftin, Craig M. “Unacceptable Mannerisms: Gender Anxieties, Homosexual Activism, 

and Swish in the United States, 1945-1965.” Journal of Social History 40.3 
(2007): 577-96. PDF file. 

 
“Look Who is Voting No.” No on Prop 107. Web. 6 December 2006.  
 
Malesh, Patricia and Sharon M. Stevens. “Introduction: Active Voices.” Active Voices:  



200 

Composing a Rhetoric of Social Movements. Ed. Sharon M. Stevens and Patricia 
Malesh. Albany: SUNY P, 2009. 1-20. Print. 

 
Malesh, Patricia Marie.  Rhetorics of Consumption: Identity, Confrontation, and  

Corporatization in the American Vegetarian Movement. Diss. The University of  
Arizona, 2005. Dissertations & Theses @ University of Arizona, ProQuest. Web. 
24 May 2010. 

 
 “Marriage versus Civil Unions, Domestic Partnerships, Etc.” freedomtomarry.org.  

Freedom to Marry. 2010. Web. 30 Jul 2010. 
 
McCarthy, John D. and Mayer N. Zald. “Resource Mobilization and Social Movements:  

A Partial Theory. American Journal of Sociology 82:1212-41. 
 
McFeeley, Tim. “Dallas/Fort Worth Speech.” Human Rights Campaign Fund dinner. 18  

September 1993. Speaking for Our Lives: Historic Speeches and Rhetoric for Gay 
and Lesbian Rights (1892-2000). Ed. Robert B. Ridinger. New York: Harrington 
Park, 2004. 642-45. Print. 

 
McKay, Alexander. Sexual Ideology and Schooling: Towards Democratic Sexuality  

Education. Albany: SUNY P, 1999. Print. 
 
Meeker, Martin. “Behind the Mask of Respectability: Reconsidering the Mattachine  

Society and Male Homophile Practice, 1950s and 1960s.” Journal of the History 
of Sexuality 10.1 (2001): 78-116. PDF file. 

 
Melucci, Alberto. Nomads of the Present. London: Hutchinson Radius, 1989. Print. 
 
Messer-Davidow, Ellen. Disciplining Feminism: From Social Activism to Academic  

Discourse. Durham, Duke UP, 2002. Print. 
 
Meyer, Richard. “Gay Power Circa 1970: Visual Strategies for Sexual Revolution.” GLQ  

12.3 (2006): 441-64. PDF file. 
 
Milk. Dir. Gus Van Sant. Perf. Sean Penn, Emile Hirsch, Josh Brolin. Focus Features,  

2008. DVD. 
 
Miller, Carolyn R. “Kairos in the Rhetoric of Science.” A Rhetoric of Doing Essays on  

Written Discourse in Honor of James L. Kinneavy. Carbondale: Southern Illinois 
UP, 1992. 310-27. Print. 

 
Moraga, Cherríe. “Barnard Sexuality Conference: Played between White Hands.” off our  

backs. 31.2 (1982): 23. PDF file. 
 



201 

Morgan, Robin. “Lesbian and Feminism: Synonyms or Contradictions?” We Are 
Everywhere: A Historical Sourcebook of Gay and Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark 
Blasius and Shane Phelan. New York: Routledge, 1997. 424-35. Print. 

 
Nagel, Joane. “Constructing Ethnicity: Creating and Recreating Ethnic Identity and  

Culture.” Social Problems 41.1 (1994): 152-76. PDF file. 
 
Nealon, Jeffrey T. Alterity Politics: Ethics and Performative Subjectivity. Durham: Duke  

UP, 1998. Print. 
 
“Negative Effects of Prop 107, The.” No on Prop 107. Web. 6 Dec. 2006. 
 
Ohmann, Richard. “Prolegomena to the Analysis of Prose Style.” Contemporary Essays  

on Style: Rhetoric, Linguistics, and Criticism. Ed. Glen A. Love and Michael 
Payne. Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman, 1969. 177-89. Print. 

 
Oliver, Pamela E. and Hank Johnston. “What a Good Idea! Ideologies and Frames in  

Social Movement Research.” Mobilization: An International Journal 4.1 (2000): 
37-54. PDF file. 

 
Phelan, Shane. Sexual Strangers: Gays, Lesbians, and the Dilemmas of Citizenship.  

Philadelphia: Temple UP, 2001. Print.  
 
Pichardo, Nelson A. “New Social Movements: A Critical Review.” Annual Review of  

Sociology 23 (1997): 411-30. Print. 
 
Poletta, Francesca and James M. Jasper. “Collective Identity and Social Movements.”  

Annual Review of Sociology 27 (2001): 283-305. PDF file. 
 
Polikoff, Nancy. “We Will Get What We Ask For: Why Legalizing Gay and Lesbian  

Marriage Will Not ‘Dismantle the Legal Structure of Gender in Every Marriage.’” 
Virginia Law Review 79.7 (1993): 1535–50. PDF file.  

 
“Queers Read This.” We Are Everywhere: A Historical Sourcebook of Gay and  

Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan. New York: Routledge, 
1997. 773-79. Print. 

 
Quimby, Ernest and Samuel R. Friedman. “Dynamics of Black Mobilization against  

AIDS in New York City.” Social Problems 36.4 (1989): 403-15. PDF file. 
 
Ray, Nicolas et al. “Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Youth: An Epidemic of 

Homelessness.” The National Gay and Lesbian Task Force. 30 Jan 2007. Web. 26 
Feb. 2011. 

 



202 

Radicalesbians. “The Woman-Identified Woman.” We Are Everywhere: A Historical  
Sourcebook of Gay and Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan. 
New York: Routledge, 1997. 396-99. Print. 

 
Rich, Adrienne.  “Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbian Existence.”  The Lesbian and  

Gay Studies Reader.  Eds. Henry Abelove, Michele Aina Barale, & David M. 
Halperin.  New York: Routledge, 1993.  227-249. Print. 

 
Rodriguez, Juana. “Preface: A Note of Caution to the Reader.” Queer Latinidad: Identity  

Practices, Discursive Spaces. New York: New York UP, 2003. 1-4. Print. 
 
Rubin, Gayle S. “Thinking Sex: Notes for a Radical Theory of Sexuality.” Pleasure and 

Danger: Exploring Female Sexuality. Ed. Carol Vance. Routledge, 1984. 267-
319. Print. 

 
Sandoval, Chela. Methodology of the Oppressed. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 2000.  

Print. 
 
Scarpinato, Daniel. “Prop. 107 Opponents Avoid the Gay Issue: ‘Protect Marriage’ Foes  

Aim at Losses to Straight Couples.” Arizona Daily Star. 1 Oct. 2006. NEWS: A1. 
NewsBank. Web. 29 Jan. 2010. 

 
Schwartz, Ruth L. “New Alliances, Strange Bedfellows: Lesbians, Gay Men, and AIDS.”  

Sisters, Sexperts, and Queers: Beyond the Lesbian Nation. Ed. Arlene Stein. New 
York: Penguin, 1993. 230-44. Print. 

 
Sears, Alan. “Queer Anti-Capitalism: What’s Left of Lesbian and Gay Liberation?”  

Science & Society 69.1 (2005):  92–112. PDF file. 
 
Sears, James T. Behind the Mask of the Mattachine: The Hal Call Chronicles and the 

Early Movement for Homosexual Emancipation. New York: Harrington Park, 
2006. Print.   

 
Seidman, Steven. “Identity and Politics in a ‘Postmodern’ Gay Culture: Some Historical 

and Conceptual Notes.” Fear of a Queer Planet: Queer Politics and Social 
Theory. Ed. Michael Warner. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1993. 105-42. 
Print. 

 
---. “Transfiguring Sexual Identity: AIDS and the Contemporary Construction of  

Homosexuality.” Social Text 19/20 (1988): 187-205. PDF file. 
 
Shaw, Robert. The Activist’s Handbook: A Primer. 2nd ed. Berkeley: U of California P,  

2001. Print. 
 



203 

Sipiora, Phillip. “Introduction: The Ancient Concept of Kairos.” Rhetoric and Kairos:  
Essay in History, Theory, and Praxis. Ed. Phillip Sipiora and James S. Baumlin. 
Albany: SUNY P, 2002. 1-22. Print. 

 
Skover, David M. and Kellye Y. Testy. “LesBiGay Identity as Commodity.” California  

Law Review 90.1 (2002): 223-55. PDF file. 
 
Smith, Barbara and Beverly Smith. “Across the Kitchen Table: A Sister-to-Sister  

Dialogue.” This Bridge Called My Back: Writings by Radical Women of Color. 
2nd ed. Ed. Cherríe Moraga and Gloria E. Anzaldúa. New York: Kitchen Table, 
1984. 113-27. Print. 

 
Smith, Ralph R. and Russell R. Windes. “Identity in Political Context: Lesbian/Gay  

Representation in the Public Sphere.” Journal of Homosexuality 37.2 (1999): 25-
45. PDF file. 

 
Snow, David A. and Robert D. Benford. “Ideology, Frame Resonance, and Participant  

Mobilization.” International Social Movement Research 1 (1988): 171-218. Print. 
 
Snow, David A. et al. “Frame Alignment Processes, Micromobilization, and Movement  

Participation.” American Sociological Review 51.4 (1986): 464-81. PDF file. 
 
“Statement of Purpose.” Daughters of Bilitis. We Are Everywhere: A Historical  

Sourcebook of Gay and Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan. 
New York: Routledge, 1997. 328. Print. 

 
Stein, Arlene.  “The Year of the Lustful Lesbian.” Sisters, Sexperts, and Queers: Beyond 

the Lesbian Nation. Ed. Arlene Stein. New York: Penguin, 1993. 13-34. Print. 
 
Stevens, Sharon. “Activist Rhetorics and the Struggle for Meaning: The Case of  

‘Sustainability’ in the Reticulate Public Sphere.” Rhetoric Review 25.3 (2006): 
297-315. Print. 

 
Stolberg, Sheryl Gay. “Obama Signs Away ‘Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.’” New York Times.  

New York Times, 22 Dec. 2010. Web. 16 Feb. 2011. 
 
Sullivan, Andrew. “The End of Gay Culture. The New Republic. 24 Oct. 2005. Web. 28 

Sep. 2008.  
 
---. “The Human Rights Campaign (Blech).” andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com. The  

Atlantic Monthly Group. 19 Feb 2007. Web. 30 Jul 2010. 
 
Thompson, Roger. “Kairos Revisited: An Interview with James Kinneavy.” Rhetoric  

Review 19.1 (2000): 73-88. Print. 



204 

Timmons, Stuart. The Trouble with Harry Hay: Founder of the Modern Gay Movement.  
Boston: Alyson, 1990. Print. 

 
Torres, Lourdes. “The Construction of the Self in U.S. Latina Autobiographies.” Third 

World Women and the Politics of Feminism. Ed. Chandra Talpade Mohanty, Ann 
Russo, and Lourdes Torres. Bloomington: Indiana UP, 1991. 271-87. Print. 

 
Treichler, Paula A. How to Have Theory in an Epidemic: Cultural Chronicles of AIDS.  

Durham: Duke UP, 1999. Print. 
 
Trimbur, John. “Articulation Theory and the Problem of Determination: A Reading of  

Lives on the Boundary.” Journal of Advanced Composition 13.1 (1993): 33-50. 
PDF file. 

 
Tyler, Robin. “A Love Letter to the Movement.” Speaking for our Lives: Historic  

Speeches and Rhetoric for Gay and Lesbian Rights, 1892-2000. Binghamton: 
Harrington Park, 2004. 587-89. Print. 

 
---. “Why We Feel Betrayed.” The Huffington Post.com. TheHuffingtonPost.com, Inc. 12  

Nov. 2008. Web. 11 Aug. 2009. 
 
“United States HIV and AIDS Statistics Summary.” avert.org. AVERT, 14 July 2010.  

Web. 19 July 2010. 
 
Vaid, Urvashi. Virtual Equality: The Mainstreaming of Gay and Lesbian Liberation. New  

York: Doubleday. Print. 
 
Valocchi, Steve. “Riding the Crest of a Protest Wave?:Collective Action Frames in the  

Gay Liberation Movement, 1969-1973.” Mobilization: An International Journal  
4.1 (1999): 59-73. Print. 

 
Vance, Carole S. “The Ninth Scholar and the Feminist Conference Concept Paper.”  

Pleasure and Danger: Exploring Female Sexuality.  Ed. Carol Vance. Routledge, 
1984. 443-446. Print. 

 
--- et al. “Petition in Support of the Scholar and Feminist IX Conference.” Pleasure and 

Danger: Exploring Female Sexuality.  Ed. Carol Vance. Routledge, 1984. 451-
453. Print. 

 
van Dijk, Teun A. Ideology: A Multidisciplinary Approach. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE,  

1998. Print. 
 
“Volunteer Today.” Arizona Together. Web. 4 October 2006. 
 



205 

Vote No on Proposition 102! Again! No on Prop 102. Web. 30 Dec. 2008.   
 
Walker, Brian. “Social Movements as Nationalisms or, On the Very Idea of a Queer  

Nation.” Canadian Journal of Philosophy. library.gayhomeland.org. Gay 
Homeland Foundation. Web. 16 Feb. 2011. 

 
Warner, Michael. “Introduction.” Fear of a Queer Planet: Queer Politics and Social  

Theory. Ed. Michael Warner. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1993. vii-xxxi. 
Print. 

 
---. “Publics and Counterpublics.” Public Culture 14.1 (2002): 49-90. Print. 
 
---. The Trouble With Normal: Sex, Politics, and the Ethics of Queer Life. Cambridge:  

Harvard UP, 1999. Print.  
 
Williams, Walter L. The Spirit and the Flesh: Sexual Diversity in American Indian  

Cultures. Boston: Beacon, 1992. Print. 
 
Wittman, Carl. “A Gay Manifesto.” We Are Everywhere: A Historical Sourcebook of Gay  

and Lesbian Politics. Ed. Mark Blasius and Shane Phelan. New York: Routledge, 
1997. 380-88. Print. 

 
Wolfson, Evan. “Just Say No to Civil Union.” thestranger.com. Index Newspapers.  

20-26 October 2005. Web. 18 October 2006. 
 
Yes for Marriage! 2008. YesforMarriage.com. Web. 30 Dec. 2008. 


