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Chapter One
Heterosexud Allies and the Gay-Rights Movement

Oneday, in alaw school not so far away, afirg year law sudent named Lisacame to Professor Jay’s
Contracts class expecting nothing out of the ordinary to occur. Somewhere between “promise” and “ breach,”
between* expectation” and “reliance,” however, Lisastarted to notice something about Professor Jay that was
quite out of the ordinary. Jay combined liberd, |eft-leaning politics and scholarship with a distinctly
conservative fashion sense. Short hair, penny loafers and oxford cloth shirts were the rule for this man. But
today, Lisa started to notice, Professor Jay was wearing bright green nail polish.

Lisa couldn’t contain her curiosity, so she asked her professor what was up with the new fashion
satement. Jay explained that the day before, his young son Ted had come homeintears. Onthe playground
that day, agroup of children had encircled himwithtauntsabout his“long messy hair.” They noticed thet this
young boy was wearing nail polish and pointed it out as evidence that he was*abnorma.” Teacherson the
playground were unaware of what was going on until one of them found Ted hiding under a piece of play
equipment, crying because one of his harassers had findly dlapped him. Professor Jay had of coursetakenthe
measures most parentswould whenfaced withabel oved child inthis state: he' d reassured hissoninevery way
possible. Hecdled Ted steacher, aswell as the principa of the school, and sought assurances that the other
children involved would be made to understand that their behavior was unacceptable. But that evening,
Professor Jay went one step further: he took his young soninhand and marched himup to the bathroomwhere
the nall polishwasstored. Did Professor Jay remove his son’snail polish at that point? No. Heasked if Ted
would like to pant his father’s nalls as wel. How better, Jay asked, to convey to his son his solidarity and
support?

Lisais bisexud. As shetold this story, her eyes filled with tears. “I know it was just alittle, slly
thing...but | was blown away when my professor told me what he did for hiskid,” shesad. “I mean, when
he put on that nail polish he not only told his kid that it's OK to wear what he wants and look the way he
chooses; he effectively put himsdf in something like the same position hisson wasin .. . . it was asif to say, ‘if
they go after you, they’ Il haveto go after metoo.” All I could think was, what if every gay, lesbian or bisexua
person got this kind of support from the people who loved them? Can you imagine how different our lives
would be?’

Let'stakethislast question serioudy. Imagine that every gay man or lesbian in America could call
uponat least two digtinct heterosexual friends, family members, or coworkersto serioudy support their sruggle
for equdity. Thisisnot an outlandish possbility —even if the gay community could just count on their parents,
this would almost produce the imagined level of support. Of course, some parents of gay children do not
support their children’ sstruggle (and some parents are no longer dive), but Hill it is quite easy to believe that
every gay and leshianpersonin Americanhas at least two nongay friends or family that are in fact supportive.

If this quantum of support currently exigts, it would mean that right now twenty million “ heterosexud
dlies’ stand at the ready, prepared to stand up for gay rightsinthe United States. Too often, however, those
dlieshave remained slent, leaving gay, leshian, and bisexua people to sruggle doneintheir quest for equdity.
Thislack of support semsin part from a sense a helplessness. We sense that there is apapable “What can
| do?" anxiety.



This book provides pragmatic advice to heterosexud alies on what they can do to support their
friends. It also suggests how supporters of gay rights (regardless of their sexud oreintation) can restructure
inditutions and legd rulesto better to activate heterosexua support. It isthusaguide to action not only in the
persond and economic spheres of individuds' lives, but dso in the politica gphere — suggesting a new range
of public policies that are designed to waken this deeping giant of potential support.

One way to advance the gay rights movement is to enhance the places in which heterosexud people
take actionto expresstheir support for that movement. These places take shape when people make concrete
decisons to speak or remaindlent; to act or remain passive. Therefore, the book will beginby making visible
the existing choicesinwhich heterosexua people can act to support gay rights, these are moments in which
some people are currently making choiceswithout redlizing it. Second, in a performative turn, wewill usethis
book to create new places in which supporters of gay rights — especialy heterosexud supporters — can act
upon their convictions. Finaly, the book will propose public policy to create new opportunities for
expressing support. Wesuggest specific legidation that would enablethe expression of heterosexud support.

So thisis abook about choices. The choiceslarge and smdl that we individuas make on a conscious
or unconscious basis, but whichin aggregate canimportantly determine the level of sexud orientation equdity.
Without this leveraging of the economic and paliticad dout of their friends, full equdity for gay, lesbian, and
bisexua people may be difficult or impossible to achieve.

Managing Privilege

Heterosexua people who want to engege inthe struggle for gay rightsmust quickly come to terms with
an important burden they bear, an endowment which may be ablessing or acurse. “Heterosexud privilege’
as Professor Bruce Ryder explains, “refers to the range of perks and incentives with which heterosexudly
identified persons are rewarded for conforming to the dominant sexudity.”* This privilege creates certain
dilemmas, as Professor Ryder further explains:

[Whiteheterosexud maes] must speak and writewithgreeat care, acknowledging our privilege
and usng it and the authority that comeswithit inamanner whichis attentive to the limitations
of our particular knowledge and experiences?

Heterosexua people are endowed witha privilege based uponther sexud orientation, and this privilege, if not
managed effectively, can create obstacles to their congtructive engagement in the struggle for gay rights.

Thefirst obstacle that heterosexud privilege can createisinformationd. Oneof thekey characteristics
of privilege is that it renders itsdf invisble to those who possess it.®> Many progressive, well-intentioned
heterosexud people are so inured to the ways in which their sexud orientationis privileged that they are blind
toit. Some well-intentioned heterosexua people don't know wheat to do to show their support for gay rights
because they do not see the ways that a lack of privilege attached to sexud orientation disadvantages
bisexuds, lesbians, and gay men.

For this reason, many heterosexud people are not able to perceive the gay rightsissuesthat liewithin
the ambit of their everyday existence. Because they are not persondly affected, they do not recognize that a
particular policy, rule, or socid normis hurting gay people. For example, many heterosexua people may be
unaware that the prohibition on same-sex marriage can make life more expengve or difficult for gay people.
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Heterosexua employeesinabusinessthat |acks hedlth benefitsfor domestic partners, for example, may Smply
be unaware that thelr partnered gay and lesbian coworkers bear an additiona expense that married
heterosexual employees need not carry.  Or when a child's high school places redtrictions on the types of
student groups permitted to meet on school property in order to prevent afledgling gay-gtraight aliance from
forming a the school, many parents may smply not recognize that the controversy implicateslarger issues of
free expression and respect for gay and lesbian people. One of the goals of this book is to highlight some of
the gay rightsissuesthat can play out in heterosexua people’ s“ownback yard” and to suggest ways that they
can make their voices heard to help to gay men and leshians.

Although many heterosexud people are oblivious to privilege and the way it affects gay and nongay
lives, a timesheterosexual people may become acutely aware of this privilege, and though they do not name
it as such, they know that it can divide themfromthe lesbians and gay men they would like to support. Many
heterosexua people with progressive attitudes and good intentions see themsdaves so outside of the gay rights
movement that they fed presumptuous even trying to express support. Because they occupy a system that
grants them powers and privileges denied to gay people, heterosexuas may fed embarrassed to discussthe
very gructures and policies tha give them these privileges. Perhgps the dynamic is Smilar to that for feminist
men or white civil rightsworkersin the 1960's. Certainly heterosexua people must avoid the temptation to
speak for gay people (this would be presumptuous). The chdlengeisto find adistinctly heterosexud voice
that can congtructively spesk for gay rights.

Thisbook proposes three distinct meta-strategies for managing privilege, which we cal exercising,
disabling and renouncing privilege. We provide atheory of whenit ismost appropriate for heterosexud alies
to speak expresdy as heterosexuds and wheninstead it is more appropriate to speak or act inways that make
ambiguous whether they are heterosexuds. We provide a theory of when heterosexuds should work within
indtitutions and economically support gay friendly policies and when they should walk away from ingtitutions,
boycott bigoted vendors, and renounce the benefits of privilege.

Exercising Privilege: Thefirs meta-strategy isto exercise heterosexua privilege whento do so will
upset assumptions or conclusions people in power might be drawing about the way heterosexual people view
an issueinvolving gay rights. To take afairly common example, supposethat aschool system were deciding
whether and how to cover homasexudity inthe standard sex ed curriculum. Conservative organizations might
be objecting to any presentation of homosexudity as faling within arange of “norma” sexud behavior. The
school mignt be hearing from some gay rights advocacy groups supporting a normaizing curriculum on
homosexudity. Inthe middle of this, hundreds, even thousands, of parentsin the school sysem might have
their own views. Heterosexud parents who support gay rights and the incluson of information about
homosexudity insex ed curriculawould have aspecia opportunity, indeed, responsbility, to step up and make
their views heard. They would work within the system, even identifying themselves as heterosexud parents
of kids attending the relevant schools. And because heterosexua people are Satisticaly morelikdy than gay
men or leshians to have children in school systems, heterosexua people may gain access and privilege within
that system that gay people lack asagroup. It becomes, then, the responsibility of heterosexua people to
exploit that access or privilege to make progress on gay rights issues within the school system.

Creating New Opportunities For Gay-Friendly Choice

Heterosexud dliescanaso exercisethar privilege by economicaly supporting gay rights. This book
will not only make existing choices more visble, it will create two new opportunities where support can be
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expressed.

. Responding to Discrimination in our Marriage Laws: The Vacation Pledgefor Equal Marriage
Rights

In order to demonstrate the book’ s assertionthat heterosexua people can*votewiththerr wallets’ by
lending economic support to the commercid and governmenta indtitutions thet act progressively ongay rights,
the book will launch aweb ste (e.g., www.vacationpledge.org) where people can Sgn a“Vacation Pledge
for Equal Marriage Rights” Through this Pledge, people promise to vacation in the firgt date thet legdizes
same sex marriage withinthree years of legdization. Many dates rely heavily on tourism to support thar local
economiesand generate tax revenue. Through the web site, gay and nongay supporters could make clear that
sgnificant rewards await Sates that innovate on gay rights.

[As we write this, the Massachusetts Supreme Court has just held that the ban against same sex
marriage violaesitsstate condtitution. Far from mooting the V acation Pledge proposd, the Supreme Court’s
action isamost surely to create pressure for acondtitutional amendment to re-indtitute the same sex ban or
for agtaute thet, like Vermont, gives the optionof avil union. The Vacation Pledge could reward states that
resst the amendment threaet. Or the pledge could reward the firgt sate that solemnizes same-sex marriage.
Or the pledge could reward the first state west of the Mississippi to alow gay marriage.]

. Responding to Discrimination in the
Workplace: The Fair Employment Mark

A second way inwhich this book will creste
new spaces for the expression of heterosexua support
is the Far Employment Mark. Launched
contemporaneoudy with the publication of this book,
the Fair Employment Mark could be licensed to
cartify that products bearing the mark have been
manufactured in compliance with some minimd
gandard of gay-friendlinessin employment. To Start,
the “E’ could be licensed only to employers who
voluntarily comply with al that has been proposed in
the Employment Nondiscrimination Act (ENDA), an
asyet unsuccessful Congressiond hill that would
protect gay and lesbian workers from sexuad
orientationdiscriminationinthe workplace.* 1f ENDA
eventudly passes and becomes mandatory, the “E”
symbol could reflect a yet higher standard of gay

What' s the Opposite of a Boycott?: When
votersin Tampa, Forida enacted an anti-gay
rights ordinance, the Human Rights Task Force
of Floridaresponded by indtituting a™ buycott”
rather than a boycott. The group published a
directory of busnessesthat have" 'policiesin
support of gays and lesbians.' " In thefird five
months of the directory's publication, the list
grew from 105 to 430 entries. Todd Simmons,
spokesperson for the Human Rights Task Force
of Florida, explained: " 'We decided on an
gpproach that would empower us economicaly
and paliticaly. The buycott hasimproved our
ganding in the community. Businesses and other
indtitutions have changed their policiesto get in
our book.”

friendliness, usable only by employers who offer benefit plans open to employees same sex partners, etc.
While the Vacation Pledge cdls upon people to express their support inapublic, coordinated way, the Non-
DiscriminationMark facilitates private, decentraized choicesby individua consumers. These complementary
spaces (embracing abroad range of support levels) could maximize the number of people who participate in
the gay rights movement thus defined. The larger point is that, even asthis book encourages gay rights and
other avil rightsadvocacy organizations to consider the ways they might more effectively deploy heterosexud
people in the struggle for gay rights, the book aso implements this charge and itsdf creates two ingruments
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for doing 0.

Wewill show that smdl states and small producers have disproportionate incentives to compete for
gay-friendly dollars. Even if there were twice (or four times) as many gay-unfriendly consumers as gay-
friendly consumers, there would il be strong economic incentives for some smdl firms or some smdl states
to commit to non-discriminationpolicies. In other words, wewill show that the benefits of “buycotts’ —where
gay-friendly consumersdisplay apreferencefor the Fair Employment mark —are likely to outweigh the threat
of “boycotts’ by those consumers who oppose equality.

Disabling Privilege: The second meta-strategy (and even for some well-intentioned heterosexual
people, the mogt difficult) is to ambiguate sexud orientation in ways that disable one's own heterosexua
privilege. 'Y ou cannot claim the perquisites of heterosexua statusif other people can't tell whether or not you
are heterosexua. Ambiguating sexua orientation requires a tolerance, even enjoyment, of just the sort of
uncertainty about sexud orientation discussed above. While exercisng (or even renouncing) heterosexua
privilege involves people actudly identifying as heterosexud and then working for change  within or outsde
aninditutionspecificaly as heter osexual people, anbiguationrefersto the ways people might serve the cause
of gay rights by foregoing opportunities to identify as heterosexud. It may be that in some contexts, we'll
make progress only when heterosexua people are willing to be “mistaken” for bisexuas® Heterosexual
people’ s willingness to be mistaken as gay or bisexua may be, in some ways, atest of their support for gay
rights and a prerequisite to making ared difference in some aress of public policy.

Therefore, the sirategy of ambiguation Flagging Support:  In Madison Wisconsin

requires heterosexua people not to be so quick to
danify ther sexud orientation, to resst the urgedways
and everywhereto say, “wdl, I’'m heterosexud, but |
support gay rights” Ingtead, from time to time,
heterosexud people should be willing merdy to dae
their support for gay rights — and let the audience
draw whatever conclusonsit likes about their sexua
orientation. Sometimes, creating ambiguity can be as
ample as a semantic device to cite a rather trivia
example, if awomanwereto refer to her husband not
by his name or by his gender-specific role (as
“husband”), but ingtead call him her “spouse,” (asin,
“my spouse and | are academics’), she might leave
open just the dightest question about whether her
spouseisaman or awoman.® Perhgpsthe very fact
that she would use the word “spouse’ rather than
“partner” would already identify her aslegdly married
and therefore involved with a member of the
“opposite” sex. But asincreasng numbers of same-
sex couples paticipate in religious wedding
ceremonies and theredfter refer to each other as

Sarah’ s home was vanddized, because sheis
leshian. The vandals broke awindow and
burned the Gay Pride rainbow flag Sarah had
flown from her front porch. When Sarah talked
with her neighbors about the attack on her
home, one of her neighbors, who is
heterosexud, suggested that dl of the houses on
the street should put up rainbow flags. Sarah's
neighbors proposed this as away to show
solidarity with and support for Sarah. But
hanging flags from al the houses dso
ambiguates. The flagswould say to the vanddls,
in effect: “Do you want to persecute gay
people? Wdl, you'll have to come after dl of
us, too. ” Like the non-Jewish Danes who wore
the star of David, astreet full of Gay Pride flags
could help Sarah, physcdly and emotiondly.

“spouses’, perhaps the mere avoidance of gender specificity can create some ambiguity. All of thisis to
suggest that when awoman uses the word “husband,” she marks hersdf as part of a heterosexud couple,
ridding her description of even the hint of ambiguity.



As with the drategies of exploiting and renouncing heterosexud privilege, the book will gpproach
ambiguation from collective aswdll as from the individua perspective. For example, we propose aform of
ambiguation that might make progress on the problem of “Don’t Ask, Don't Tdl” in the military.

. Responding to Discrimination in the United States Military: The Inclusive Command

The book proposes that the Department of Defense, with Congressiona support, create “indusve
commands’ to which recruits could be assgned when they indicate a willingness to serve with fellow service
members who are openly gay or lesbian. This*"inclusve command” idea relies upon the notion that the best
way to integrate sexua minorities into the U.S. military may be through a voluntary sysem. By asking dl
recruits whether they are willing to serve withopenly gay or lesbian service members, the inclusive command
approach forces unwilling recruits to express and perhaps confront their own prejudices, even more
importantly, the question aso permits willing recruits (gay and nongay) to express their support for an
integrated military. Theinclusve command strategy thus createsaspecid rolefor heterosexudsin the process
of integration, shifting the focus away from gay service members (Wwho evenopponents of integrationconcede
are not the problem) to the heterosexual soldiers working beside and responding to them. The benefitsof the
indusve command drategy arethreefold. First, it demonstrates that heterosexua and openly gay service
members can serve side by sidewithout jeopardizing unit cohesionand good discipline. Second, theinclusive
command would ameliorate the discrimination gay and lesbian service members now suffer in the military.
Third, the indusve command could provide the basis for political alignment between pro-gay and pro-
defense condtituencies.

For the “indusve command’ strategy to work, some progressive heterosexud service members must
be willing to serve dongside openly gay and leshian soldiersin a unit characterized by its indusve nature —
even if apossible consequence is that some people assume that members of the indusve command are gay
or lesbhian. While this strategy thus relies upon individua choices, it dso sems from a structure put in place
to coordinate individual decison-making (the inclusive command itsdf, aswell as the statutory or regulatory
reform necessary to implement it).

Despite its ussfulness in some contexts, we should be clear that we do not endorse ambiguation in
every Stuation. Ambiguity can cause dl sorts of problems. It can raise issues in the arena of gay rights that
have rardy arisen in other civil rights struggles. When white people supported civil rights for African-
Americansin the 1960's, it was dways clear that they were mgority group members supporting the rights of
minority group members. The same might be said in the context of gender, age and (sometimes, not always)
disability. People outside the oppressed group can speak without creating confusion about whether they have
something persondly to gainfromthe policy change they advocate—thar dtruismisclear. Although advocacy
can connect a person to an oppressed minarity, there is no posshility that a white man will be mistaken for
black, or that an activist standing at a microphone will be mistakenfor a quadriplegic. But sexud orientation
doesn't work thisway. Those who speak for the protection or expansion of gay rightsare often assumed to
be gay or leshian themsdves. Perhaps thisis a sad commentary on the lack of empathy assumed to exist in
our culture; perhgpsthisis just areflection of the condemnationand hatred that has beendirected toward gay
people for so long (the assumption being that only someone personaly harmed by discrimination on the basis
of sexua orientationwould object to it). Either way, the problem of ambiguity creates tensons for supportive
heterosexua people.

The dilemma for heterosexud supporters created by ambiguation is as follows: if a heterosexud
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supporter who is assumed to be gay workstoo hard or too quickly to darify her sexud orientation, this flight
from identifying as gay or lesbianfurther sigmatizesgay people.” If being gay isn't so bad, an obsarver might
ask, why do you move so quickly to make clear that you are not? On the other hand, if heterosexua
supporters tolerate or even cultivate the ambiguity, they engagein a kind of reverse passng, pretending to
datus and experiencethey lack. Moreover, if everyonepasses’ asgay or lesbian, an odd sort of recloseting
could occur, hiding the “truly” gay or leshianamong aseaof pretenders.® Thisstrategy was powerful —if only
in legend — when gentilesin Denmark wore the yellow Star of David on their lapels during the World War 11
occupation of Denmark by the Nazis® At that time, some gentilesfdt that the only thing they could do to help
Jews was literdly to hide them.® Most gay men and lesbians no longer need literdly to hide. Some must
remain closeted in order to keep their jobs — especiadly members of the armed forces under the“Don’'t Ak,
Don't Tdl” policy — and others must come out only sdectively in order to maintain social or family
relationships. Generdly, however, the dmogt-universdly shared god is to have the option to be open about
sexud orientation.  The world for which most gay rights activigts drive is one in which people can be open
about thair lives and loves without fear of violence or condemnation. The task of heterosexud supporters
therefore becomesnot to hide gay people, but to work to create aworld that is safe, inwhichgay, lesbian, and
bisexua people can live with love, respect, and integrity. This is not necessarily a world in which everyone
would take dfirmative stepsto project a bisexud identity, but it isalmost certainly aworld inwhich people (gay
and nongay) would take fewer pains than they currently do to maintain an exclusvely heterosexud persona.

We propose some guiddines for non-gay dlies that might help them determine whether ambiguation
would be auseful strategy in agiven Stuaion. We encourage dlies to ask themselves severa questions:

. Would creating or tolerating some ambiguity somehow trivialize sexual orientation? Non-gay
dliesshould take care lest they suggest that homosexuality is agame or acostume to be taken off and
on a whim.

. Wl my audience think less of me if they perceive me to be gay, lesbian, or bisexual?

Ambiguation is most useful to upset the assumptions of people with anti-gay audiences, and to dlign
the non-gay aly with a group the anti-gay audience would seek to harm.

. Can | entertain some internal ambiguity about my sexual orientation? The closat and the
deception it requires have done alot of damage. Non-gay dlies should be careful not to compound
the liesby reverang them; ambiguationmakesalot more senseif anon-gay aly can acknowledge and
appreciate the fluidity of sexud orientation.

. Should sexual orientation be irrelevant to the discussion or transaction at issue? Ambiguation
canbe agood drategy for diluting or disabling the prgjudicid effect of homaosexudity in context where
sexua orientation redly ought to be irrdevant. In some cases, however, a person can speak with
greater authority if he or she has the lived experience of a gay, lesbian or bisexud person. To
ambiguateinthis|atter group of cases— where the sexud orientation of the speaker isrdevant —would
effect an unseemly misappropriation of gay identity; non-gay aliesshould make clear their location as
privileged peoplein such Studions.

How might we gpply thistheory to ourselvesaswe writethisbook? In someways, we are reluctant to “come

out” about our sexud orientations because we fed that sexud orientation is far too complex and fluid athing
to be cabined into the narrow categories that most political discourse permits. On the other hand, we believe
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that it isimportant to be clear about the perspectives and experiences from which we address the subject of
thisbook. We are privileged: husband and wife, a hgppily married couple and the parents of two wonderful
children. To the wider world, we would be identified as heterosexud. That might lead some readers to give
what we say greater credence. That sort of reaction increases our inclination to ambiguate and tell you we
arebisexud. Certainly we both acknowledge and gppreciate the indeterminacy of sexud orientation and can
honestly say we percelve some bisexudity in our own identities and desires. But that is not our lived
experience — we've not had the reationships and experiences that subject so many LGBT people to
discrimination. And because those experiences and higtoriesare relevant — our position as privileged people
limitsour perspectives in ways that might be important here —we think it best to disambiguate. At least right
now and for this purpose, we speak to you as heterosexuals.

Renouncing Privilege: The third meta-strategy is to renounce heterosexua  privilege, explicitly
separating onesdf from an inditution which would ordinarily grant or enhance heterosexud privilege. This
srategy would cal upon heterosexua people not to work for change within a system, but rather to actualy
abandon some sysems dtogether. For example, if a private association of which a heterosexua person were
amember made clear that the associationreserved the right to discriminate on the bass of sexud orientation,
thena person supportive of gay rights (perhaps after making some attemptsto change the palicy) would show
that support by quitting the organization. The key would be to renounce this membership inthe ingtitutionand
the privilege that accompanies it in a sufficiently public way that the action could have the desired symbalic or
political effects. To renounce privilegeisto forego the bendfits that privilege that heterosexua status would
normally confer.

The arc of the book from dtrategies of . . . ,
exercisng privilegeto disabling privilege to renouncing E' ghtehct)us or %bgomrc]) us?MBaw Was out with
privilege roughly tracks the didtinction between | ISagnt-year ? aughter, Maggie, at a
Srategiesthat exercise “voice’ and those that employ | ~limbing wal” gym. The gym hes a series of
“exit” to convey amessage. Thisarc also describesa | belaying ropes afew yards apart and dlimbers
trend from welcomed opportunities to increasingly | cantry ther skillsa scaing the wdl using
urnNaqt_ed choice. In the exercisng privilege | footholdsand hand grips. While they were
discussion, we answer the “wha can we do?' | waiting their turn to climb, Barry noticed that a
?UGH' on (zftﬂgngay ‘?I_' es&/vsr:gfe lo_(l)k' n%fo_r gu;)deg‘plce father and son afew yards away were wearing
0 Support thar gay friendasand ramily. - 5IVing € Boy Scout t-shirts. Barry leaned over to his
the opportunity of buycott is normly experienced as daughter and said in anorma voice (that might

apogtive option. i _
have been heard by othersincluding the father

In contrast, the discussion of ambiguation — | @d son) —“That'stoo bad. They're wearing
paticularly the indusve command proposal — may | boy scout shirts and the boy scouts discriminate
make some people uncomfortable. They might prefer | againgt gay people.”
not to answer the inclusive command question (“Are
you comfortable serving with openly gay and lesbian
soliders?’) or they may didike any suggestion that they should closet their own sexud orientation (“Thisis my
partner.”).

And findly, the strategies which fdl under the renouncing privilege rubric may represent the most
divisve and therefore potentially counter-productive choices. Any exit Strategy per force cuts off the strategy
of voice — we remove ourselves from difficult but often constructive conversations when we disassociate.



Asking heterosexuasto renounce marriage or to boycott the Boy Scouts may exacerbate gay backlash and
turn off a certain segment of potential gay support. Some of these “renouncing privilege’ choices that will
confront heterosexud dlies will be unwanted.

But socia change often depends upon people in power being put to hard choices. It is said, for
example, that President John F. Kennedy would have preferred not to take a stand on civil rightsfor African-
American citizens. The morad force of activists such as Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., however, forced JFK’s
hand. Forty yearslater, we credit JFK for providing leadership at a cruciad moment in the struggle for racia
equa equdity. At timesthere may be a productive role for more extreme agitators — such as Macolm X or
Act Up —that provide akind of good cop/bad cop synergy in the struggle for civil rights.

We will provide guidance on when the renouncing strategies of boycott and shaming might be
productive. And asbefore, wewill work at both the persond and palitical levels— suggesting not only guides
to persond action, but aso typesof public policy that
migt fadlitate the choice of renunciaion. In — .
particular, we propose aspecific satuteto ameliorate Morally Straight: Steven Cozza has deep ties

the discrimination of private organizations such asthe | 10 SCOUting. Heisamong the very few to
Boy Scouts of America. become an Eagle Scout when hewas only a 12

year old. Steve identifies as heterosexua but he
. Responding to Discrimination in the Boy | spearheaded the crestion of “ Scouting For All”

Scouts of America and Other Private | —an organization dedicated to ending the Boy
Organizations: The Informed Association | geouts policy of discrimination. Steve

Statute dedicated his efforts in the memory of Robin
In the wake of the U.S. Supreme Court’s Reed, agay 15 year-old Petaluma High School

decison permitting the Boy Scouts of America to stgdent who killed himssif because hefeit
discriminate againgt James Dale on the basis of his | réiected, and to dl gay youth who have teken
sexud orientation, " thisbook proposes|egidationthat | their lives because they felt they “didn't belong.”
gay rights advocacy organizations might pursue a the | The organization openly seeks the support of
date leve. This legidation would require any | nongay dlies

organizaion wishing to discriminate on the bass of
9‘?’_(“3 orieggtion tc_)fobtai Theﬁ’ei’g_ﬁe’? consent of ele_\ch “Wewill no longer tolerete our gay youth having
of itsmembers, cartifying that the discriminatory policy e

of the organization has been disclosed to, and ratified L‘t’r:emarr‘] ';"a'r?db'? tﬁﬁ. of feaf'n'st' t'hfe‘".a; and
by, that member. Under this Strategy, heterosexual | . rSWho with him aga ol
support would be harnessed when people dedlined to | Iniustice of the program he loved, the Boy

join such organizations or ralied to reped their | Scoutsof America, alowed themselves to feel
discriminatorypolicies. These* Informed Association” | the pain of the Robin Reedsin thislife and
Satutes would force heterosexud people explicitly to | decided to take a stand. The tragedy to date is
decide whether they are willing to occupy spaces in | that the Boy Scouts of America has not allowed
which therr presence Sgndls that they approve of | themselves as an organization to fedl the pain
dlmnrattaligln agand gays. tFor mlac'lwf thISV¥r?U|d tt)e they have caused our gay youth, to their families
uncomfortable space, as it would force them to : o
confront the discriminatory nature of their associations andiniendsand to &l indivicuaiswiho believe in

and to choose in adeliberate way whether to affiliate | 1USice: The BSA'simmordl policy ffendsall
with such discriminetion. who vaue socid justice and human rights.”




Stepping back, our centra typesof advice can be placed dong two different dimensions: one concerns
ambiguation vs. disambiguation; the other concerns boycotts vs. buycotts.  As an initid matter, we take on
the difficult questionof whenand to what degree dliesin acting should identify as heterosexud asopposed to
intentiondly leaving ambiguous the “true’ nature of their orientation.  And secondly, we take on the equaly
difficult question of whenand to what degree dliesshould work within discriminatory ingtitutions or walk away
until the organizations improve themsalves. While it is useful from time to time to think about the “forest” of
choice, thisbook ismoreinterested inthe “trees’” — the specific choices that confront (or should confront) real
peoplein ther red lives.

Our Plan of Action

ChaptersTwo through Four devel op various strategiesfor selectively exercising heterosexual privilege.
Chapter Two ams to make more vishle the existing Spaces in which heterosexud people can support gay
rights. It suggeststhat heterosexud alies can work for gay rights by exploiting the privilege and access they
possess in their own “ parishes, PTAS, and parenting.”

Chapter Three offersanew drategy for heterosexua dliestroubled by marriage lawsthat discriminate
on the bads of sexud orientation. The Vacation Pledge for Equa Marriage Rights, launched with the
publication of this book, uses an internet web Ste to collect promises from individuds that they will reward
progressve legidation on marriage rights by spending tourism dollarsin sates that extend marriage rights to
same-sex couples. This strategy harnesses economic and politica clout of gay and nongay consumers
collectively.

Chapter Four presentsthe Fair Employment Mark, astrategy that would alowsupporters of gay rights
to exercisethar economic clout individudly, asthey choose to purchase products bearing a mark that signals
gay friendy employment policies on the part of the manufacturer. Like the Vacation Pledge, the Fair
Employment Mark is a performative move within this book, because the book itsdf isworking to create and
publicize a space in which heterosexua people can express their support for gay rights.

Chapters FHive and Six turnfromstrategieswhere supporters act or spesk explicitly as heterosexuals
(exercigng or renouncing privilege) to strategies of ambiguation. Chapter Five provides a theory of
ambiguation. It includes examples of ambiguation in contexts other than sexud orientation, and then provides
guidance about when it might be gppropriate to ambiguate and when it might not.

Chapter Six then presents a legidative srategy that rests, in part, upon heterosexuas' tolerance for
ambiguation. The Inclusve Command asameans to integrate sexua minorities into the U.S. military reliesto
some extent upon ambiguation, becauseit cals into questionthe assumption (currently enshrined in the “Don't
Ask Don't Tel” palicy) that discipline and good order can be maintained only if we perpetuate the view (at
least on the surface) that al service members are heterosexua. By permitting gay and lesbianmembersto be
open about ther sexua orientation, the indusive command smultaneocudy ambiguates (the military appears no
longer to be exdudvdy heterosexua) and clarifies (under current “Don’'t Ask Don't Tdl” rules, dl service
members must remain Slent about homosexudity, so any given individua could be seen as potentialy gay;
under an indusive command regime it ismore likely that silence about homosexudity means that an individud
is heterosexud rather than closeted).

Fndly, Chapters Seven and Eight turn to the Strategy of renouncing privilege through boycotts of
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discriminatory organizations. Chapter Seven providesagenera theory of when renouncing privilege (including
boycott and public shaming) islikdy to be productive and when counter-productive. And the chapter explores
the possihility that “renouncing marriage’ could be a powerful way for heterosexua people to express their

support for gay rights.

Chapter Eight consders a public policy that
would gpply the renunciation strategy to discriminatory
organizations. Using the Supreme Court’ sdecisionin
Dale vs. Boy Scouts of America as a springboard,
this chapter proposes the “Informed Association
Statute,” legidation that might facilitate moreinformed
and therefore more principled decison making on the
pat of heterosexual people contemplating
membership in discriminatory organizations.  Some
people put to the hard choice might not be willing to
sgna privateacknowledgement that they are choosing
to associate with an organization thet retains the right
to discriminate on the basis of sexud orientation.

The book concludesin Chapter Nine with a
discussion of the rdaionship between heterosexual
people and the mgor gay rights advocacy
organizations. Thischapter answersthe question: how
much are heterosexua people mordly obliged to
sacrifice for the cause of gay rights? Various
approaches are possible: supporterscould give “up to
hdf thar kingdom” to the movement, disgorge some
pro rata share of the societa benefits they receive by
virtue of ther heterosexudity, or smply follow
indructions from a credible gay rights advocacy
organization. Who should sdlect the optimd Strategy,
and if heterosexud supporters retain the authority to
decide, how should they exercise that decis on-making
power? This find chapter will make dear that the
theory of gay rights advocacy propounded by this
book is not one that requires saf-abnegation by
heterosexuals, instead the book will present a
pragmetic approach to hdp heterosexua dlies
determine how much of their resources they are
morally obligated to devote to the cause.

This book is deeply concerned with affecting
change. The godl is to provide a concrete guide to
action. We hope to mahilize heterosexud dlies with
a mixture of welcomed (and not-so-welcomed)
opportunities. The collective impact of our individua
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Does Anyone Here Know of a Reason Why
These Two Should Not Be Married?: Mary
(a heterosexud) met Donna (alesbian) in law
school and they became close friends. Mary
told usthefollowing story: “After graduation, a
flurry of our classmates got married. We must
have attended a hdf dozen weddingsin the 6
months following law schoal. | atended these
weddings glad for the chance to celebrate with
people who' d weethered the challenges of law
school by my side. | looked forward to the day
they might come to my wedding, too.

Donnd s reaction was a bit different. At
that time she’ d been in acommitted relationship
with her partner Judy for about Six years. They
had exchanged rings, Donnagot ajob in New
York, and they’ d set up house together in the
city (they’ ve been together now for more than
20 years).

Donna made clear that she was happy
for dl of our classmates who were marrying; she
wouldn’t deny them their joy for al the world.
But at one of these weddings, on the way from
the church to the reception, she confided, ‘Y ou
know, it’'s not dways easy for me to St through
these events. Here Judy and | have been
together longer than some of these couples, and
we re committing to each other for life, too. But
do we get to ceebrate it in this public way? Do
we get support from our families and friends for
our relaionship? Mar, in dl thesetimes|’ve
attended one of these weddings, Judy hasn't
even been invited dong with me. Sometimes, |
don’t know....it just hurts, you know?”

Mary never looked at weddings in quite the
sameway again.




choices can help dismantle a status quo where gay and lesbianpeople are still subject to overt discrimination
in marriage, in the military, and in employment. We aim for amore joyful, and more just world for al.
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