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Abstract

This thesis critically reviews the historical inclusion of gay and lesbian Jews in the
Reform Movement from the early 1970s through the year 2000. By examining this
significant case of institutional change, the author highlights the process by which the
constituent arms of the Reform Movement—the Union for Reform Judaism (formerly the
Union of American Hebrew Congregations), the Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute
of Religion, and the Central Conference of American Rabbis—interact to address new
and pressing social, political, and religious issues. This thesis studies the development of
gay outreach synagogues, the ordination of gay and lesbian rabbis, and the ritual
sanctification of same-sex marriage as the three major moments in the Reform
Movement’s inclusion efforts. Drawing on the primary documents of the American
Jewish Archives located on the campus of the Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of
Religion in Cincinnati, Ohio, as well as other archival and personal collections, oral
histories, and secondary literature, the author clarifies the process by which the Reform
Movement came to champion gay and lesbian equality and the inclusion and integration
of gay and lesbian Jews in congregations and communities. Though numerous narratives
and inclusion materials regarding this subject exist, this paper offers a unique historical
and comprehensive perspective to this very contemporary topic.




For all the “passionate defenders” amongst us.
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Introduction

Over the course of three decades, beginning in the 1970s, the Reform Jewish
community began to address the needs of gay and lesbian Jews. In 1974, the Union of
American Hebrew Congregations (UAHC) accepted for membership its first gay outreach
congregation. Only three years later, in 1977, both the UAHC and Central Conference of
American Rabbis (CCAR) passed resolutions demanding full civil rights for
homosexuals. In 1990, Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion (HUC-JIR),
the Reform Movement’s seminary, began to accept openly gay and lesbian students to its
rabbinical program. Then, in 1996 and 1997 respectively, the CCAR and UAHC adopted
resolutions in support of civil marriage for gay men and lesbians. Finally, in 2000, the
CCAR passed a resolution that supported a reform rabbi’s autonomous decision to
officiate at same-gender marriage. These are just a few of the resolutions and statements
that the Reform Movement has made in support of gay and lesbian Jews.

Despite the profound nature of these milestones for the gay Jewish community,
the larger issues surrounding these decisions created palpable tensions within the Reform
Movement. These decisions and declarations took significant hard work and time to
create and implement. In fact, the Reform Movement struggled over the course of thirty
years with three major decisions—the creation and affiliation of gay outreach
congregations, the ordination of gay and lesbian rabbis, and the acceptance and support
of gay marriage. Latent homophobia at all levels of the movement, concern over
connection to klal VYisrael, and fear about what the institutional recognition of

homosexuality as a valid form of Jewish sexual expression could mean for Reform




Judaism in the future slowed-down, and in some cases stymied, the Reform Movement’s
progress in these areas.

That is not to say that the Reform movement side-stepped its commitment to
justice or egalitarianism. On the contrary, historians have long considered the Reform
Movement a leader and champion for gay and lesbian rights, certainly among religious
organizations. However, more often than not, the intense struggle that ensued within the
movement over gay and lesbian inclusion has been left out of the story or, worse yet,
simply forgotten. Struggle is not a foreign concept for Reform Jews. Reform Judaism
commands its members to wrestle with tradition in an effort to bring forth meaning for
contemporary Jewish life. The Reform Movement’s struggle over gay and lesbian
inclusion offers important insight into institutional dynamics, organizational change, and
the very nature of religious reform.

Gay and lesbian inclusion within the Reform Movement continues to be a topic of
conversation today. Though inclusionary efforts began over thirty years ago, much
remains to be accomplished—especially as it relates to the arecas of bisexual and
transgender inclusion and the inclusion of diverse constellations of Jewish families.
Through a study of the historical inclusion of gay and lesbian Jews in the Reform
Movement, it is possible to analyze both the successes failures that have accompanied
this evolving process. Indeed, there is much to be proud of and there is much from which

to learn and grow.




Chapter 1: The Historical Backdrop

The Gay Rights Movement: Pre-Stonewall

The beginning of the gay liberation movement is often linked to the 1969 riots at
the Stonewall Inn, a gay and lesbian bar in New York’s Greenwich Village, where
patrons stood up and fought back against an unprovoked attack by the police. Though
Stonewall did usher in a new era in the fight for gay rights, the gay liberation movement
began decades earlier, as far back as the 1860s and 1870s in Germany. In fact, authors
John Lauritsen and David Thorstad, in their book The Early Homosexual Rights
Movement, argue that Stonewall should be viewed rather as the 100th anniversary of the
gay rights movement.'

In the United States, gay organizations emerged in the 1950s and early 1960s.
Among the most well-known and influential of these organizations was the Mattachine
Society. The Mattachine Society was established in 1950 by community party organizer
and cultural worker Harry Hay. Concerned over the increasing anti-gay sentiment from
the U.S. government and fearful that the homosexual community would become the new
scapegoat for American anti-Communist forces, Hay advocated for the development of a
homosexual rights organization. Together with a group of his students from the People’s
Educational Center in Los Angeles, mostly Communists and former communists, Hay
organized the Mattachine Society whose aim included “unifying isolated homosexuals

and creating ‘an ethical homosexual culture...paralleling the emerging cultures of our

! John Lauritsen and David Thorstad, The Early Homosexual Rights Movement (New York: Times Change
Press, 1974).
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fellow-minorities—the Negro, Mexican, and Jewish peoples. As well, the
organization provided leadership to the homosexual community at large and assisted
those plagued by acts of violence and discrimination because of their sexual orientation.
Among its activities, Mattachine utilized discussion groups as a way of
empowering its members to address their homosexuality. “By sharing and analyzing
their personal experience as gay men, the Mattachine founders radically redefined the
meaning of being gay and devised a comprehensive program for cultural and political

liberation.”

As part of this program, the organization helped to launch a monthly,
independent magazine, One, in 1953. In the early years of its publication, One published
more technical articles about homosexuality from doctors, psychologists, and other
similar professionals. In the later 1950s and 1960s, the magazine turned its focus to more
personal and sociological pieces." One experienced early success, gaining over two-
thousand readers in the months after its initial publication. Moreover, the magazine
propelled gay culture into the American spotlight. Appearing in select newsstands across
the country, One spread word about homosexual organizing to communities outside of
the Los Angeles community where it developed. The magazine continued publication
until 1967. However, with time, tensions developed between those who advocated for

separate minority status and those who supported gay and lesbian integration into

mainstream society. This tension played out within Mattachine. As new leadership came

2 Neil Miller, Out of the Past: Gay and Lesbian History from 1860 to the Present (New York: Vintage
Books, 1995), 334.

? Will Roscoe, “History of the GLBT Movement in San Francisco: Mattachine Society,” Shaping San
Francisco Online Encyclozine, version 3.0 (2004), http://www shapingsf.org/ezine/gay/files/gaymatta.htm].
* Neil Miller, Out of the Past: Gay and Lesbian History from 1860 to the Present (New York: Vintage
Books, 1995), 335.
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to power, the organization adopted new tactics which typified those of the emerging
Homophile Movement.

Reacting to continued attacks and increased police harassment, homosexual
organizations adopted a new strategy of accommodation to the heterosexual norms of
society during the second half of the 1950s. “Homophile,” meaning “love of the same”,
replaced the clinical and sexual term “homosexual” as a means of self and group
identification. In that same vein, the Homophile Movement maintained a low profile
politically and attempted to work through society—not against it. They utilized
education and sought the support of mainstream experts in their attempt to garner
acceptance and decrease discrimination. However, Mattachine membership declined as a
result of its more moderate approach and its influence was greatly diminished. The
organization dissolved its national structure in 1961, though a number of regional groups
remained active for a few more years.

One cannot dismiss the extreme significance of homophile organizations in the
overall struggle for gay and lesbian rights. These organizations provided a necessary
space, outside of the gay and lesbian bars, for gays and lesbians to meet and address their
individual and communal needs. Miller concludes:

The pre-stonewall movement made important gains that opened the doors

to what came afterward—it strengthened the legal status of gay bars in

many states, pressured city officials in New York to end entrapment of

gay men, brought about an end to bar harassment in San Francisco, and

prompted the first sympathetic media coverage of the gay community.

Above all, these organizations enabled many gays and lesbians to survive

in the midst of a period in which the powerful forces of society appeared
arrayed against them.’

% Ibid., 352.




The Gay Rights Movement: Post-Stonewall

Even with the work of earlier homophile organizations, the Stonewall incident
primarily defined the course of history for the gay rights movement. On Friday evening,
June 27, 1969, the police in New York City raided a Greenwich Village gay bar, the
Stonewall Inn. Contrary to expectations, patrons at the bar fought back, “provoking three
nights of rioting in the area accompanied by the appearance of ‘gay power’ slogans on
the buildings. Almost overnight, a massive grassroots gay liberations movement was
born.”

From the beginning of the 1960s, the environment proved ripe for major changes
in American social and political life. The election of President John F. Kennedy in 1961
signaled the beginning of a new era of hope, idealism, and optimism. Kennedy called on
a new generation of Americans to join him and each other in creating a better future for
America and for all Americans. His powerful cry for activism empowered an entire
generation to expect more from the world and settle for nothing short of their dreams.

In fact, the hopes of many minority groups began to be answered as the 1960s
unfolded. By this time, the African American Civil Rights Movement garnered the
attention necessary to force a modicum of change in American society. The movement
successfully mobilized people in its fight and effectively utilized confrontational tactics
and other forceful strategies in its work. The success of this civil rights movement
inspired other minority groups to initiate their own fight for social change. Moreover, the
African American Civil Rights Movement popularized a more aggressive, insistent style

of protest that revolutionized the face of all subsequent social change movements.

¢ Ibid., 513.




As well, the sexual revolution of the 1960s radically altered American social
values. The advent of birth control pills transformed conversations around sex and
sexuality. For the first time, it was possible—with nearly 100% certainty—to separate
the issue of sex from that of procreation. This gave women a newfound control over their
bodies and reproductive choices. It also raised questions about pre-marital sex,
promiscuity, and the very meaning of a non-procreative sexual relationship.

This new cultural attitude towards sex and sexuality also affected American
attitudes towards homosexuality. As Miller points out, “Although social attitudes
towards homosexuality didn’t change overnight—far from it—there was an increasing
frankness about the subject.”’ Gay characters emerged in fictional literature and movies.
Among the most famous examples is The Boys in the Band, a 1968 play by Mart Crowley
that depicts urban gay male life in America. Though the play is often castigated for its
dark images of dissipation and self-loathing, “Boys was a brave new world, placing
center stage what had previously lurked in the shadows.”®

Changes also began to emerge in legal and medical discourse. In 1961, Illinois
became the first state to abolish its sodomy law, following closely the 1955
recommendations of the American Law Institute, a group of distinguished lawyers and
law professors. The National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) appointed a task force
on homosexuality in September of 1967 that included behavioral, medical, social and

legal scientists. All members had expertise in the area of sexuality and sexual deviations,

The task force was mandated to “review carefully the current state of knowledge

7 Ibid., 342.

% David Anthony Fox, “The Boys in the Band,” Philadelphia Citypaper.net, June 17-24, 2004, http://www.
citypaper.net/articles/2004-06- 1 7/theater.shtml.




regarding homosexuality in its mental health aspects and to make recommendations for
Institute programming in this area.”’

The final report, completed on October 10, 1969, recommended the establishment
of a Center for the Study of Sexual Behavior. This center would focus on two major
areas, first, the traditional activities of research, training and education, prevention, and
treatment, and second, questions of social policy with respect to sexual behavior.

While the task force unanimously endorsed research in the areas of sexual
behavior, the question of social policy divided the group. One group of members
believed that social policy questions should be addressed only after definitive scientific
research on homosexuality became available. The other members of the task force felt
that there was “sufficient evidence presently available to support a thorough review and
possible alteration of at least some aspects of current social policy with regard to sexual
behavior.”'?

Among the second group was Dr. Robert I. Katz, then chairman of the
Department of Human Relations at Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion,
in Cincinnati, Ohio. Katz served the group as a representative of the religious community
and authored one of its background papers. His work, Notes on Religious History,
Attitudes, and Laws Pertaining to Homosexuality, outlined the predominant views of
western religious tradition on homosexuality, while simultancously noting trends in
religious thought that suggest changing attitudes vis-a-vis homosexual rights. Katz drew

the following conclusion:

® John M. Livingood, ed., “National Institute of Mental Health Task Force: Final Report and Background
ﬁ)apers," (Washington, D.C: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972), 1.
Ibid.




In concluding these notes, we observe that religious opinion concerning
homosexuality is now subject to considerable modification. As a person
and as a citizen, the homosexual will predictably be accorded some
increase in respect by clergymen. At the same time the homosexual life-
style will continued to be rejected on theological grounds. Individual
clergymen are likely to view the homosexual as a soul to be saved;
evangelical programs to this end are already in effect. Some national
religious organizations may be expected to endorse legislation designed to
protect the civil rights of the homosexual. Without seeming to break with
the past and its tradition of outright condemnation of homosexuality,
religious authorities are likely to accommodate to the climate of social
change. Less reference will be made to the malevolent and punitive
language of older religious sources, but the basic theological position
whilclh rejects homosexuality will be the last to change, if it changes at
all.

It is difficult to determine what affect Katz’s involvement in the National Institute
for Mental Health Task Force on Homosexuality had on his teaching, students, or fellow
faculty members at the College. However, his paper reflected deep study, masterful
insight, and genuine concern in the area of homosexuality and homosexual inclusion. As
well, his conclusions suggested a nuanced understanding of organizational change and a
reasonably optimistic view of the potential for change in religious communities. It is
hard to imagine a scenario in which his influence and expertise in this area had zero
impact, especially in the classroom where he was responsible for teaching Practical
Rabbinics to the student body.

Inspired by the hope and optimism of the 1960s, empowered by the successful
liberation of other minority groups, and tired of waiting for change, the homosexual
community responded to the police taunts and abuse at the Stonewall Inn with a renewed
sense of assuredness, vigor, commitment. “[Stonewall] was the ‘Boston Tea Party of the
gay movement,” ‘the hairpin drop heard around the world.” In just three nights,

something had changed... the ‘old’ gay culture and the homosexual male that sustained it

" Ibid., 62.




was (mostly) laid to rest as well. From now on, everything would be described as ‘pre-
Stonewall’ or ‘p«ost-Stonewall.”"2

The gay liberation movement represented a distinct cultural change. The
community replaced the clinical and non-descript terms “homosexual” and “homophile
with the more ethnic and proud “gay” and “lesbian.” As well, a distinct, fresh form of
leadership emerged within the movement. As compared to the leaders of the homophile
movement, the new leaders of the gay liberation movement were radical, non-
conforming, un-apologetic young men and women who were no longer willing to
conform to the ways of straight society. According to historian Dennis Altman, “No
longer is the claim made that gay people can fit into American society, that they are as
decent, as patriotic, as clean-living as anyone else. Rather, it is argued, it is American

society itself that needs to change.”"’

Gay men and lesbians shed their protective
pseudonyms, came out of the closet, and declared that “blatant was beautiful.”'*

The movement utilized consciousness raising groups as a means of uniting the
gay community members through their common experiences. In this approach,
individuals began to see their personal struggles as part of a larger, more communal battle
for gay liberation. Community building activities became an essential part of this
process. Gay men and lesbians also began to see themselves as a powerful political entity
and voting bloc. Perhaps the most poignant picture of this power came on June 28, 1970,

when between five and twenty thousand people marched from Greenwich Village to

Central Park as part of New York’s first Gay Pride Parade; the event marked the first

"2 Neil Miller, Out of the Past: Gay and Lesbian History from 1860 to the Present (New York: Vintage
Books, 1995), 367.

" Dennis Altman, Homosexual Oppression and Liberation (New York: Avon Books, 1984), 118-119.
" Neil Miller, Out of the Past: Gay and Lesbian History from 1860 to the Present (New York: Vintage
Books, 1995), 367.
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anniversary of the Stonewall riots. The event gamered local and national media
coverage. On the other side of the country, in Los Angeles, over a thousand gay men and
lesbians similarly marked the day with their own gay pride parade on Hollywood
Boulevard. Named Christopher Street West in homage to the street location of the
Stonewall Inn in Greenwich Village, the Los Angeles pride parade drew tens of
thousands of spectators to Hollywood. People lined the streets in both New York and
Los Angeles to watch the historical events unfold.

The Gay Liberation Movement marched into the 1970s with vigor and force. Gay
men and lesbians continued to make important strides, legally and politically. In 1974,
Kathy Kozachecko became the first openly gay or lesbian American to run successfully
for political office. Running on behalf of the local, progressive Human Rights Party,
Kozachenko won a seat on the Ann Arbor, Michigan, city council. The next year, in
1975, two gay politicians were elected to state government positions; Elaine Noble was
elected to the Massachusetts House of Representatives and Allen Spear to the Minnesota
State Senate. Noble ran as an openly gay woman; Spear came out in a press interview
after his election.

Yet, the most well-known gay political figure of the 1970s is Harvey Milk. Milk
was raised on Long Island by a middle class Jewish family. He “lived a comfortable if
closeted life in New York City in the 1950s and ‘60s: He worked as a financial analyst,
went to the opera, and supported Barry Goldwater for president.”'”> However, he soon
became involved in the early 1970s gay counterculture and set out for San Francisco in
1972.  Shortly thereafter, Milk became involved in city politics. Making two

unsuccessful runs for the city council in 1973 and 1975, he was finally elected to the

5 Ibid., 397.
11




Board of Supervisors on his third attempt in 1977. Despite this huge success, the gay
community faced a huge set back when Miik was assassinated, along with San Francisco
mayor George Moscone, on November 27, 1978.

Though the assassinations were carried out by one individual—Dan White—who
had in his mind been slighted politically by Milk and Moscone over a city council seat,
White’s rage with the two men represented a new, growing concern over gay power in
America. The very landscape of American life was changing as the 1970s came to an
end. “Homosexuality could be made to stand for everything that many heterosexual
Americans felt was wrong with the country—an increasing sense of social breakdown,
growing sexual permissiveness, and the weakening of family and authority structures.”'®
The resurgence of the religious rights and the imminent election of Ronald Reagan only
helped fuel the anti-gay fire,

The country began to see increased anti-gay sentiment, both in the legal and social
arenas. In 1977, Anita Bryant, a former Miss Oklahoma, publicist for Florida orange
juice, and evangelical Christian, made it her person campaign to derail a recently passed
gay rights ordinance in Florida. Her “Save our Children” campaign, which sought to
protect America’s children from gay “recruiting,” proved successful. On June 7, 1977,
Dade County voters repealed the gay rights ordinance by a vote of 202,319 to 89,562.""
Energized by this success, gay rights opponents attempted to supplant other gay rights
ordinances and create new laws to “protect” the community and its children from
homosexuals. Perhaps the most notable attempt to produce anti-gay legislation is the

1978 Brigg’s Initiative. Also known as Proposition 6, this referendum attempted to

% Ibid., 409.
" Ibid., 403.
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implement discriminatory legislation that would make it legal to bar openly gay men and
lesbians from teaching in the California public school system. Though the proposition
was defeated, the mere fact that it was created and garnered the support that it did
illustrated the changing tides for gay liberation.

Despite these external pressures, the gay community faced increasing internal
angst over its own self-identity. Attacks like that of Anita Bryant highlighted the fact that
homophobia and discrimination against homosexuals existed in America. However, at
the same time, the gay community managed to achieve typical, post-war American
success. “The countercultural visions of the gay liberation prophets gave way to a more
mundane and middle-class gay world—the restaurants, discos, boutiques, softball and
bowling leagues, marching bands and choral groups, churches and synagogues of the
urban gay ghf:ttos.”ls

In fact, gay liberation groups emerged in various church communities throughout
the 1970s, including the Friends Committee for Concerns (Quakers) in 1970, the United
Church of Christ Coalition in 1972, Presbyterians for Lesbian and Gay Concerns in 1974,
Integrity (Episcopalians) in 1974, the Brethren/Mennonite Council in 1976, and the
Seventh Day Adventist Kinship in 1977." Metropolitan Community Church (MCC),
founded in 1968 by Reverend Troy Perry, remained the principal Christian denomination
with a primary, positive ministry to gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender people.

Perry, defrocked as a Pentecostal clergyman because of his homosexuality, spent

the majority of the early 1960s “struggling to reconcile his sexuality and his Christian

18 :

Ibid., 422.
'” James D. Anderson, “The Lesbian and Gay Liberation Movement in the Churches in the United States,
1969-1993,” More Light Presbyterians, http://www.mlp.org/resources/history.html# appendix.

13




spirituality.”?°

In the wake of an unsuccessful gay relationship and a failed suicide
attempt, Perry had a spiritual awakening in 1968. He began to pray and received a
prophetic message from a stranger that he was to pastor a congregation. After the unjust
arrest of a close friend for buying a beer in a gay bar, Perry resolved “to start a new
church that would reach into the gay community, but that would include anyone and
everyone who believed in the true spirit of God's love, peace, and forgiveness.””' MCC
grew and heavily influenced other gay outreach, religious organizations.

Despite the development of this more moderate culture, the gay community
maintained links to its more radical past in the area of sexual exploration. In particular,
gay men exercised a new found sexual freedom in the 1970s as fears of entrapment or
exposure continued to decline. “It was as if years of repression had suddenly shed its
skin, as if every gay man were sixteen again and all the men about whom he had every
fantasized...were suddenly available for a smile.”?> Promiscuity ran rampant and a gay
male industry of bathhouses and bars quickly developed to meet growing demand.
However, the hedonism of the decade gave way to the gay male health crisis of the
1980s—Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS).

The clustering in the gay community moved many to dub the disease as “gay
cancer.” However, as new groups of people— recipients of blood transfusions,

intravenous drug users, hemophiliacs, and the sex partners of those already infected with

the virus, experienced similar symptoms, researches understood that the disease had

20 Reverend Troy Perry, “How Did MCC Begin,” Introduction, Metropolitan Community Church,
http://www. mccchurch.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=About_Us& Template=/CM/HTMLDisplay.
cfm&ContentlD=662.

2! Reverend Troy Perry, “How Did MCC Begin,” Part 2, Metropolitan Community Church, hutp://www.
meccchurch.org/AM/Template.cfin?Section=About_Us& Template=/CM/HTMLDisplay.
cfm&ContentlD=662.

2 Neil Miller, Out of the Past: Gay and Lesbian History from 1860 to the Present (New York: Vintage
Books, 1995), 423.
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much greater reach. It took years for the scientific community to determine how the
disease was transmitted and to design an effective test for the virus. Yet, by the mid-
1980s, the medical community found itself better prepared to diagnose the disease and
offer important information about disease prevention.

Despite denial and disregard from the federal government, safe-sex campaigns
and AIDS-services organizations surfaced across the country, largely from within the gay
community itself. However, the AIDS crisis cut to the very heart of gay male culture
which had, up to this point, been expressed nearly exclusively in terms of sex. AIDS
“threatened an entire way of life. Within the gay community (and without), the struggle
to stop the spread of AIDS became a struggle over sex.”?

AIDS moved the gay community to reevaluate itself once again. New gay
organizations replaced the many bars and bathhouses. Gay religious communities
continued to burgeon in this period, far beyond MCC and the other earlier groups. Social
and political organizations opened chapters outside the traditional urban center, recruiting
a new type of member in the gay rights fight. AIDS united the gay community in ways
previously unseen. Gay men and lesbians joined forces in unprecedented numbers.
Previously uninvolved gays and lesbians became involved in the struggle against AIDS.

AIDS also forced the gay community to tackle important legal issues. For many
in the gay community, close friends substituted for “families of origin,” who often
disowned a child over his or her homosexuality. As more and more people died from
AIDS, the gay community recognized a need for laws that protected a surviving partner’s
legal rights to property and assets. From this period until the present day, the gay

community advocated and continues to advocate for domestic partnership legislation and

B Ibid., 441,
15




other laws that protect gay and lesbian couples. Of course, these issues remain pertinent
as part of ongoing work in the area of gay mamage and gay adoption.

At the same time, a renewed anti-gay rhetoric emerged throughout the country. In
Oregon and Colorado, Christian fundamentalists managed to garmer enough support to
place referenda on their November 1992 ballots that forbid the enactment of gay anti-
discrimination policies. The effort failed in Oregon; however, Colorado voters in a 53 to
47 vote passed an amendment to the state constitution that forbid state and local
governments from adopting measures to protect homosexuals from any type of
discrimination. Shocked by the vote, the gay community and its supporters organized a
boycott of Colorado and its industries which lasted for nine months. In the end, the
state’s district court ruled the amendment unconstitutional. However, the experience
mobilized and united the gay community to political action.

In an unprecedented show of political partisanship and united will, the gay
community poured money into the presidential campaign of then Arkansas Governor Bill
Clinton. Rahm Emanuel, the Clinton campaign’s national finance director, explained that
“the gay community is the new Jewish community. It’s highly politicized, with
fundamental health and civil rights concerns. And it contributes money. All that makes

for a potent political force, indeed.””*

The gay community found in Bill Clinton a
glimmer of hope, both in the fight against AIDS and the general fight for gay and lesbian
rights. However, his image soon tarnished as the battle over gays in the military ensued.

Despite an initial commitment to lift the existent ban on gays in the military, Clinton

compromised on “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” a policy designed to allow closeted

HJeffrey Schmalz, “Gay Politics Goes Mainstream,” The New York Tim<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>