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					Frank Kameny (center) and members of the Mattachine Society of Washington participate in the first Christopher Street Liberation Day, New York City, June 28, 1970. Photo by Kay (Tobin) Lahusen. Courtesy of Manuscripts and Archives Division, The New York Public Library.

				

				Where shall I begin? 
For everything is connected with everything else…

				—MANUEL boyFRANK, 1974

			

			Chicago, 1968

			As the mid-August meeting of the North American Conference of Homophile Organizations (NACHO) dragged into its sixth day, most of the attendees—about a hundred people from twenty-six homophile*1 groups—were restless. But not Frank Kameny, who deserved much of the credit for the historic gathering. Dismissed from the U.S. Army Map Service in 1957 because of his homosexuality, Kameny spent years building the Movement, including cofounding and serving as the first president of the Mattachine Society of Washington.

			On August 17, 1968, the NACHO (rhymes with Waco) delegates were huddled at The Trip—a once-popular Chicago gay bar that had lost its liquor license after a police raid—to consider, among other things, a “Homosexual Bill of Rights” calling for an end to antisodomy laws, bar raids, discrimination, and harassment. Before 1968, a strong statement of ideology eluded the homophiles, and the “bill of rights” might have filled that void.

			But Kameny, who believed it was necessary “to adopt a strongly positive approach, a militant one,” had something better. Noting the power of the Black is Beautiful campaign, which served as both a liberationist rallying cry and a marketing tool in Black communities, Kameny wanted gays to proclaim that “homosexuality is GOOD—positively and without reservation,” as opposed to the weak “homosexuality is a valid way of life for some people” argument. In Chicago, he moved that NACHO adopt “GAY IS GOOD” as a slogan; Barbara Gittings seconded and the motion passed overwhelmingly.1

			At the time, though, very few people thought gay was good. In fact, according to religion, law, and science, “homosexual acts” (including gender nonconformance) meant “moral weakness, criminality, or pathology.” Unsurprisingly, many homophiles felt it their responsibility to do and be better in order to change society’s attitudes.

			In 1965, for example, a debate over whether queer people should picket on their own behalf caused Del Shearer, the leader of Chicago’s chapter of the Daughters of Bilitis, to resign. To Shearer, it was “ridiculous if not utter insanity” to picket without more support from straights. “The homosexual is not the Negro,” she declared, frustrated by comparisons between the struggles for liberation. According to Shearer, pickets for Black liberation resonated only because decades of chipping away at institutionalized racism meant “a large and significant population was already very much aware of the cause.” The types of subtle attacks launched over the years by countless Black individuals and organizations, those that had won recognition and praise from the dominant culture—literature, art, Christian ethics, a slow march toward legislative parity—were “all but missing” from queer history.

			“You will find a history of suffering behind both causes,” Shearer said. “You will not find a century of subtle attack in the history of both.”2
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				East Coast Homophile Organizations (ECHO) conference attendees, 1965. Standing, from far left: Marjorie McCann, Clark Polak, Evander Smith, Shirley Willer, Jack Nichols, Carole LeHane (a.k.a. Carol Randall), William Beardemphl, Robert Sloane Basker, Neale Secor, Frank Kameny, Joan Fleischmann (a.k.a. Joan Fraser). Kneeling, from left to right: Julian Hodges, Dick Leitsch, Terry Grand, and John Marshall. Photographer unknown. From the Manuscripts and Archives Division, The New York Public Library.

			

			

			In fact, the subtle attacks in the battle for queer liberation had started 101 years earlier, in August 1867, when writer Karl Heinrich Ulrichs, arguably the first queer activist, spoke out against a proposed German law criminalizing male sodomy. To Ulrichs, men with sexual urges for other men—Urnings—were no more responsible for their desires, and thus no more criminal, than men who desired women. The explanation was obvious: “The Urning is not a true man. He is a mixture of man and woman.” Although the law was enacted and remained in place until 1994, Ulrichs, an Urning himself, forever redefined sexuality by introducing the concept of the homosexual.*2

			At the turn of the twentieth century, German sexologist Magnus Hirschfeld articulated the “third sex” theory, casting the homosexual as a discrete third gender with the body of one sex and the soul of another. Later, in 1910, Hirschfeld descibed a more nuanced view, sexual intermediacy, endorsing “an infinite range of orientations,” including those which today we identify as bisexual and transgender.

			Progress in pursuit of queer liberation always ebbed and flowed. Early advances in Great Britain, for example, stalled when Oscar Wilde, the country’s most visible homosexual, was arrested, tried, and imprisoned for sodomy in 1895. “A sheer panic prevailed over all questions of sex,” Edward Carpenter wrote, “and especially of course questions about the Intermediate Sex.”3

			Until the mid-twentieth century, most people in the United States couldn’t imagine “a homosexual”; there were homosexual acts, not homosexual people. In 1911, for example, the Chicago Vice Commission detailed a “great increase of sex perversion,” including “whole groups and colonies of men who are sex perverts.” A few years later, Henry Gerber, a Bavarian-born postal clerk, settled into Chicago’s lodging-house life, though he returned to Europe after World War I as a printer and proofreader with the Army of Occupation. Stationed near Berlin from 1920 to 1923, Gerber read homophile magazines and traveled to the capital city, where Magnus Hirschfeld’s work had a profound impact on him. Having experienced the German homosexual emancipation movement, Gerber grew frustrated upon his return to Chicago in 1924. No longer able to keep quiet about the persecution of “those who deviated from the established norms in sexual matters,” Gerber decided to organize.

			On December 10, 1924, Gerber legally incorporated the Society for Human Rights (SHR) on behalf of those “who by reasons of mental and physical abnormalities are abused and hindered in the legal pursuit of happiness.” SHR’s officers were John Graves, a Black preacher; Al Meininger, “an indigent laundry queen”; and Ralph, “whose job was in jeopardy when his nature became known.” Gerber sought other members, producing two issues of a newsletter, Friendship and Freedom, but he found no additional support. In July 1925, shortly after publication of the newsletter’s second issue, SHR’s members were exposed, arrested, and ruined when Meininger’s wife discovered the group. Gerber avoided jail, thanks only to lawyers who “fixed” the trials, but he lost his job, his savings, and the Society. With nothing left in Chicago, he traveled to New York City.4
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				Henry Gerber, founder of Chicago’s Society for Human Rights, the first-known homophile organization to be legally incorporated in the United States, c. 1940. Photographer unknown.
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				Friends at a dance, c. 1912. Photographer unknown. From the authors’ collection.
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				Mugshot of man arrested for “infamous crime vs. nature” (i.e., sodomy) and sentenced to six years in San Quentin State Prison, Dec. 1914. Photo from San Francisco Police Department. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (Mugshot collection).
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				Dr. Magnus Hirschfeld (second from right; with moustache and glasses) and his partner, Karl Giese (holding Hirschfeld’s hand), attend a party at Hirschfeld’s Institute for Sexual Science, Berlin, Germany, c. 1920. Photographer unknown.
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				Transvestites (the identifier used in the original notes to the photograph) in front of the Institute for Sexual Science during the First International Congress for Sex Reform on the Basis of Sexology, Berlin, Germany, 1921. Photo by Willy Römer. Copyright © by bpk/Art Resource.

			

			

			At the turn of the twentieth century, as access to commercial goods expanded, the economic necessity of the household diminished, and migration boomed, life in the United States moved to the cities. For the first time, women and people of color moved relatively freely, and the country’s population exploded as immigrants fueled economies and infused urban centers with distinct cultures.5

			Within this milieu, queer people found each other. Chicago’s “perverts” had their own vocabulary; California’s “social vagrants” had private clubs; New York’s “fairies” would “call each other sisters and take people out for immoral purposes”; New Orleans’ lesbians were “virtuous—so far as repelling the advances of men”; and Salt Lake City’s “bohemian literary club” was predominantly homosexual.

			Despite our popular impression of “pre-Stonewall” queer life—a world of lonely, isolated, self-loathing individuals whose collective lot only improved with the passing of time—many queer people had fulfilling lives as queer people in the early twentieth century; though they had to be cautious, they nonetheless built “spheres of relative cultural autonomy,” as Professor George Chauncey describes. Prior to 1950, for example, queer people didn’t speak of coming out from a restrictive, isolated closet; instead, they came out into an expansive gay world. The early history of queer liberation extends beyond the formal organizational efforts of activists like Henry Gerber and necessarily includes more informal “strategies [used] to claim space in the midst of a hostile society.”6
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				Schoolgirl and lady friend, 1930s. Photographer unknown. From the authors’ collection.

			

			Not surprisingly, as American life tilted toward urban centers and away from traditional families, conservatives fought back. Scores of private antivice organizations emerged, using strict surveillance methods to enforce laws and norms. But the queer community has always been shaped, in part, by moralists’ tools of oppression. For example, fearing that the close quarters of lodging houses encouraged immoral sexual contact between males and females, the Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) created massive single-sex dormitories that, in turn, served as centers of gay life for decades.

			Concern over the increasing “urban decay” also led to ratification in 1919 of the Eighteenth Amendment, which prohibited the manufacture or sale of liquor from 1920 until its repeal in 1933. As a result, for nearly fourteen years, no matter who you were, drinking liquor in the United States made you a criminal, and the speakeasy clubs that sprang up to satiate the public’s continued thirst for booze erased any line “between respectability and criminality, public and private,” as people socialized with those they otherwise never would have met. White people heard Black music; “normal” people mingled with queers. And they loved it.

			Looking to entice customers, New York club owners hired pansy acts to perform. In Times Square, entertainers like Bert Savoy and Karyl Norman packaged drag shows for consumption by a wide audience. Texas Guinan, the “big, loud lesbian” owner of the Argonaut, hired Nan Blackstone to serenade crowds. Queer-focused establishments also appeared. A sign greeted customers at Eva Kotchever’s Greenwich Village tearoom: “MEN ARE ADMITTED BUT NOT WELCOME.” In 1930, Bonnie’s Stone Wall, one of the Village’s “more notorious tearooms,” opened on Christopher Street. By naming the tearoom Stone Wall, Bonnie likely was trying to attract lesbian customers by referencing The Stone Wall, a rare story of lesbian life by “Mary Casal” published earlier that year. Decades later, a bar at the same location as Bonnie’s Stone Wall gained notoriety of its own.7

			At the same time, queer people led a renaissance in Harlem. Legendary poets Langston Hughes and Countee Cullen, philosopher Alain LeRoy Locke, and blues greats Alberta Hunter, Gertrude “Ma” Rainey, and Bessie Smith all were “in the life.” “All of them girls were,” said lesbian trailblazer Mabel Hampton, a dancer during the Harlem Renaissance. “Every last one of them.”

			In 1928, Gladys Bentley, a 250-pound Black lesbian—“an avowed ‘bulldagger’ ”—arrived on the scene, taking her musical talents from private “rent” parties to the best nightclubs in town. Bentley, whom Langston Hughes described as “something worth discovering,” generally appeared in traditionally male clothing, famously married her white lesbian lover in 1931, and made no bones about who she was.

			The growing popularity of drag balls in the 1920s and 1930s illustrated the new visibility (not to be confused with acceptance or safety) of queer people. In 1923, for example, seven hundred people attended Harlem’s Hamilton Lodge Ball; by 1929, ticket sales had reached seven thousand, as more and more “normal” people came to witness the spectacle of the growing fairy underworld. The balls—and particularly the main event, “the parade of the fairies”—brought solidarity to a queer culture centered on gender inversion.8

			Hollywood also fueled the national obsession with gender bending. Heartthrob Rudolph Valentino, for example, seemed to take great delight in flouting gender norms, and the androgyny of Marlene Dietrich altered notions of female beauty. Predictably, moralists demanded stricter control, and in 1930, the Hays’ Motion Picture Producers and Distributors of America created the Motion Picture Production Code, which technically banned “any inference of sex perversion.” Few objected, though, when queer characters appeared as villainous sissies or treacherous dykes, most of whom wound up dead by suicide.9

			With the stock market crash of 1929, many Americans believed the “excesses” of the Prohibition era had come home to roost. As the 1930s got under way, so too did a moral crusade.

			And queer people got pushed into the closet.10
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				Performers, 1910s. Photographer unknown. From the authors’ collection.
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				The Parade of the Fairies, drag ball, Webster Hall, Greenwich Village, New York City, 1920s. Photo by Jessie Tarbox Beals. Photo in the public domain.
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				Gladys Bentley at the Ubangi Club, Harlem, New York City, early 1930s. Photo by Sterling Paige. Courtesy of the Visual Studies Workshop.

			

			

			After Prohibition, the gay bar emerged as the central institution of queer life, serving as a social center and “a crucible for politics.” By the 1920s or 1930s, activist Chuck Rowland said, “any thinking person” at a bar decided that gays “should get together and have a gay organization.”11

			This new political consciousness emerged as the majority’s need to identify “others” fueled recognition of a strict heterosexual-homosexual binary and identity increasingly hinged on the object of sexual desire rather than gender performance. This, in turn, minimized the space for those beyond the binary, including bisexuals and transgender people. And, under post-Prohibition state laws, bar owners could lose their liquor licenses if “disorderly or immoral conduct” took place on the premises. While Prohibition-era police raids involved illegal alcohol, post-Prohibition raids were about “illegal patrons.”

			In addition, President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal expansion of the federal bureaucracy—decried by conservatives as a “powerful, emasculating, immoral force”—created something of a safe haven for queer people. In Washington, D.C., where the federal workforce exploded from 70,000 in 1930 to 270,000 in 1942, the civil service was “overwhelmingly populated” by queer workers who weren’t “particularly secretive” or fearful of losing their jobs.12
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				Lois Mercer (left) and Dorothy Putnam (right), longtime partners and early members of the Los Angeles homophile community, in uniform as members of the Women’s Ambulance and Transport Corps of California (W.A.T.C.C.) during World War II. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (Putnam & Mercer papers; 2008-038).

			

			The armed services also offered queer people the opportunity to find each other, as the threat of international totalitarianism brought massive domestic military expansion and the end of a period of U.S. “neutrality.” Even before the 1941 attack on Pearl Harbor, millions registered for a peacetime draft, and the surplus of enlistees allowed officials to set “strict qualification standards,” including a ban on “homosexual persons.” The military had always banned homosexual activity, but never before had it recognized homosexual persons.

			Of the eighteen million draftees and enlistees asked about their sexuality by military screening officers during the United States’ involvement in World War II, only 5,000 were excluded from the military for being homosexual, even though, based on studies from the era, as many as 1.8 million of those servicemen likely were attracted predominantly to other men. The corresponding number was likely even higher among the nearly 300,000 enlisted women. Clearly an ineffective strategy for keeping queer people out of the armed forces, the screening procedures did spread the word about the homosexual, sometimes giving gays, lesbians, and bisexuals the first indication that they weren’t alone.13

			Queer communities emerged in military camps, fueling the evolution of a bar-centered gay culture. “By uprooting an entire generation,” historian Allan Bérubé notes, “the war helped to channel urban gay life…away from stable private networks and toward public commercial establishments serving the needs of a displaced, transient, and young clientele.”
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				John Nojima, founding member of ONE, Incorporated, in uniform, undated. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (Legg personal papers; 2010-004).
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				Postcard, 1940s. From the authors’ collection.

			

			But not all patrons were transient. In Buffalo, New York, a vibrant lesbian bar culture emerged even though few members of that community served in the military. Generally, lesbian bars catered to working-class white women (a relatively new phenomenon at the time), who abided strict butch-femme roles—the “butches defied convention by usurping male privilege in appearance and sexuality, and with their [femmes], outraged society by creating a romantic and sexual unit within which women were not under male control.” There was more cross-class socializing among gay men, but only some bars welcomed effeminate men, while others shunned or banned them entirely.14 In either case, those who manipulated gender expectations were the most visible, and the most vulnerable, queer people.*3

			Bars weren’t always an option. The mostly white bar crowds were as hostile to people of color as the rest of society. Black queer communities therefore tended to center around house parties, which played a central role in Black communities generally. Fear of job loss also kept some middle-class women, many of whom were enjoying economic independence for the first time, away from bars. For wealthier lesbians, like the well-to-do “Fun Gay Ladies” in Cherry Grove, New York, financial circumstances allowed them isolated physical enclaves where “they could be, quote, ‘themselves.’ ”

			Meanwhile, Henry Gerber kept dreaming of organizing homosexuals. After Pearl Harbor, he focused on laying “the foundations for a future society to spring up after the war.”15

			

			In early 1942, President Roosevelt authorized the secretary of war “to prescribe military areas” to any extent deemed necessary “from which any or all persons may be excluded.” Although the order wasn’t specific, the intended consequences were clear. The internment of 110,000 persons of Japanese descent—70 percent of whom were American citizens—was the most visible, and among the vilest, manifestations of Roosevelt’s capitulation to wartime fear. As everywhere, there were queer people in the internment camps, as the records of Jiro Onuma, who spent part of his internment in the same camp as his boyfriend, starkly illustrate.16

			The wartime panic also resulted in the labeling, and further stigmatization, of queer people. Early in the war, an “enlightened” group of military officials attacked the traditional approach used to punish “Sodomists”—prosecution and imprisonment—as archaic, urging instead a process of diagnosis and discharge. By focusing on diagnosis, the military validated the emerging, but widely criticized, field of psychiatry, and by 1943, sexual deviance was seen as “a medical rather than a criminological problem.” Under the new administrative discharge approach, nine thousand sailors and soldiers—mostly men—received a “blue discharge,” marking them as “sexual psychopaths” and making reintegration into society virtually impossible. Precluded from social, legal, and financial benefits enjoyed by other vets, those with the “blue discharge” had few options. “Many of them kind of crumbled,” said one vet.17

			But for those leaving the service without prejudice, new options seemed possible, as waves resettled in large cities, and new queer subcommunities emerged in Denver, Kansas City, Cleveland, Boise, and Buffalo. The postwar high, however, was temporary for those living outside gender and sexual norms. After fifteen years of economic and military turmoil, most Americans sought desperately to create “a tranquil family environment.” On a base level, historians Madeline D. Davis and Elizabeth Lapovsky Kennedy argue, “virulent antihomosexuality was a way of reinstitutionalizing male dominance and strict gender roles.” As the Cold War began after World War II, the United States committed itself to containing threats abroad and to “the containment of all forces which could disrupt home life.” By 1947, homophile Shirley Willer recalled, “just the assumption” of being queer was enough to justify violence.18

			At the same time, the world was “becoming more and more aware that there are those in our midst who feel no attraction for the opposite sex.” This increased visibility, and the danger it brought, drove many queer people away from the bars. Increasingly, men relied on what George Chauncey calls the privacy of public spaces, namely city parks, washrooms, and bathhouses. For women who could afford it, house parties were the best options.
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				Location unknown, 1950s. Photographer unknown. From the authors’ collection.
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				House party, Philadelphia, c. 1954. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of Black LGBT Archivists Society of Philadelphia.
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				Gay bar, Philadelphia, 1960s. Photo by Jack van Alstyne. Courtesy of John J. Wilcox, Jr. Archives, William Way LGBT Community Center (van Alstyne collection; Ms. Coll. 28).
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				Three men by guard tower, including Ronald (last name unknown; center), boyfriend of Jiro Onuma, Tule Lake concentration camp, Siskiyou County, California, early 1940s. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgender Historical Society (Onuma papers).
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				Jiro Onuma (center) and friends, c. 1930. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgender Historical Society (Onuma papers).

			

			In this context, a young working-class lesbian in Los Angeles, Edythe Eyde (a.k.a. Lisa Ben), who couldn’t afford a place of her own and was concerned about bar raids, came up with an alternative way to meet girls: a magazine. Although not the first lesbian magazine—1920s Berlin had at least three—nor the first gay magazine in the United States—that likely was Gerber’s Friendship and Freedom—Eyde’s Vice Versa offered an alternative to the bar-centered social scene of the war era. Through Vice Versa, Eyde met “dozens of lesbians” before bringing the magazine to an end in early 1948.19

			The queer community’s increased visibility also brought negative attention at the federal level. In July 1947, a U.S. Senate subcommittee warned the secretary of state of “a deliberate, calculated program” aimed at protecting communist government employees and advancing the employment “in highly classified positions of admitted homosexuals, who are historically known to be security risks.” A national security crackdown on queers—whose “lifestyle” supposedly made them more susceptible to blackmail—was under way.

			And, thanks to media sensationalism over a handful of particularly vile sex crimes against children, a “moral panic” spread. “The most rapidly increasing type of crime,” FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover—himself a homosexual—declared, “is that perpetrated by degenerate sex offenders.”20

			The government also began to focus more on the matter of public sex. Particularly among working-class men, “privacy could only be had in public,” meaning public sex often was the norm. In D.C., Lafayette Park, directly across Pennsylvania Avenue from the White House, was the “epicenter of the gay male world” for nearly a century; even Henry Gerber was spotted seeking companionship there. By the late 1940s, however, moralists pointed to Lafayette as proof that D.C. was “more or less a haven for sexual perverts,” and in October 1947, the U.S. Park Police launched the “Pervert Elimination Campaign,” a program mandating the “harassment and arrest of men in known gay cruising areas.” Hundreds were arrested on flimsy charges, and almost four times as many were “apprehended, questioned, and released without arrest.”21
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				Location unknown, 1950s. From the authors’ collection.
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				Marvin Edwards (right) and a friend, 1940s. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (Legg personal papers; 2010-004).
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				Edythe Eyde (a.k.a. Lisa Ben) plays the guitar, 1960s. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (Ben papers; 2015-009).

				In addition to her trailblazing work as founder of Vice Versa, the pseudonymous Lisa Ben (an anagram of “lesbian”) also became known as “the first gay folksinger,” writing and performing gay-themed parodies of popular songs; “I’m Gonna Sit Right Down and Write Myself a Letter,” for example, became “I’m Gonna Sit Right Down and Write My Butch a Letter.”

			

			

			But the subtle attacks kept coming.

			The 1948 release of Dr. Alfred Kinsey’s Sexual Behavior in the Human Male “blasted this damn country wide open.” Despite growing concerns about “sexual psychopaths,” Kinsey’s data—based on interviews of thousands of white men—indicated an astounding 37 percent of men had had at least one sexual interaction with another man since adolescence. Using a spectrum—The Kinsey Scale—ranging from 0 (exclusively heterosexual) to 6 (exclusively homosexual), Kinsey ranked subjects based on the extent of homosexual activities at various times in their lives. Ten percent were “more or less exclusively homosexual” for at least three years during adulthood; 8 percent were “exclusively homosexual” for at least three years in the same period; and 4 percent were “exclusively homosexual” throughout their lives. Among other things, Kinsey’s data illustrated that the heterosexual-homosexual binary “makes no allowance for the nearly half of the population which has had sexual contacts with, or reacted physically to, individuals of their own as well of the opposite sex.”

			Because each subject’s rating depended on the frequency of activity (i.e., if you didn’t do it, you weren’t it), Kinsey’s study also helped reinforce the idea that people (especially children) could be protected from homosexuality—that one is only homosexual if one acts on same-sex desires. Nonetheless, the study represented the first significant crack in the “conspiracy of silence” surrounding homosexuality, taking queer people “from invisibility to a central place in the nation’s consciousness.” For the first time, Donald Webster Cory wrote in his 1951 book The Homosexual in America, among “the millions who are silent and submerged, I see a potential, a reservoir of protest, a hope.”

			
				Homosexuals are outlaws against the public policy; they cannot expect assistance from the law.

				—Henry Gerber, 1957

			

			Then, in August 1948, while working for the campaign of Progressive Party presidential candidate Henry Wallace, L.A.’s Harry Hay captivated a group of gay men with his vision of organized homosexuals rising up to fight for their place in society; he even suggested working a sexual freedom plank into the Progressive platform using a cover: “Bachelors for Wallace.” Hay had dreamt of forming such a group since 1929, when Champ Simmons, whom Hay had met while cruising Pershing Square, told him about a short-lived homosexual organization formed in Chicago—Henry Gerber’s Society for Human Rights. But Hay spent the next two decades organizing for the American Communist Party, which denounced homosexuality as a decadent bourgeoisie indulgence, and the pursuit of his vision had to wait.

			After Hay was finally able to share his dream in 1948, there was real excitement for those few drunken hours, so much so that he wrote out his vision in a manifesto. “The Call,” as it was known, had at its core the idea that homosexuals weren’t just a collection of afflicted individuals but rather an oppressed minority. The next morning, Hay phoned those he’d met, but in the sober light of day, none were interested.22

			In 1949, Los Angeles got swept up in a homosexual panic when Dr. Paul DeRiver, the police department’s chief psychiatrist, published The Sexual Criminal, expounding on his theory that homosexuals were potential killers and “seducers of children.” The book, which became a manual for police nationwide, recommended preventive treatment, including electric shock therapy. Other California officials also were negatively impacting queer life. The same year, Val Barry (a pseudonym), who was labeled male at birth but lived as a woman, contacted Dr. Harry Benjamin—a disciple of Magnus Hirschfeld—in hopes of undergoing a “sex change.” After Benjamin began administering hormones at his San Francisco office, he wrote then-district attorney (and later governor) Edmund Brown about the legality of castration. On the advice of doctors Karl Bowman and Alfred Kinsey, who said surgery wouldn’t solve the “underlying psychological problem,” Brown declared that “genital modification” would “constitute ‘mayhem’ (the willful destruction of healthy tissue),” and thus any surgeon performing it would face criminal liability. The decision impeded the evolution of transsexual medical procedures in the United States for years, hindering efforts by transgender people to freely exist and organize for recognition.23

			The cultural climate worsened in early 1950, when U.S. senator Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin claimed to have a list of 205 Communists working at the State Department. If the United States were to survive the Cold War, he said, the traitors had to be weeded out. As he went through eighty-one “loyalty risks” on the Senate floor in February, McCarthy focused on two cases involving queer people, both of which gave what he described as a “rather interesting picture of some rather unusual mental twists” of people “who are tied up with some of the Communist organizations.” To McCarthy, homosexuality was the psychological disorder that led perverted minds to communism. McCarthy gave the Red Scare, in historian David K. Johnson’s phrase, “a tinge of lavender.”

			The dam broke on February 28, 1950, when Senator Styles Bridges asked Secretary of State Dean Acheson for a definition of “security risk,” and Acheson said it depended on whether the person had, “as a matter of character, any defect” that might cause problems. “Such as homosexuality?” Bridges asked. “That would be included,” Acheson replied. When Bridges asked a follow-up about recent resignations at the State Department, Acheson’s deputy undersecretary John Peurifoy jumped in: “In this shady category, there are ninety-one cases, sir.” Unsatisfied, Bridges pressed for clarification. “Most of these were homosexuals,” Peurifoy finally said, his answer setting off a chain of events that dictated security policies impacting queer people for decades.24

			The anti-queer Lavender Scare was in many ways far worse than the Communist-inspired Red Scare, though the attack on queers receives a fraction of the attention. While this is likely a product of bias, David K. Johnson’s work reveals that language also plays a significant role. Specifically, historians often treat “security risk” and “Communist” as synonymous, but McCarthy-era citizens knew the difference between “security risks,” on one hand, and “loyalty risks,” on the other. Loyalty risks, like Communists, were ideologically opposed to “American values”; they wanted to betray the country. Security risks couldn’t help it; they were drunks, gossips, and queers. In reality, security risk often just meant “sexual deviant,” the theory being that the secret one held regarding one’s sexuality or gender identity opened one up to blackmail.

			Whatever the reason, lumping the queer purges together with McCarthy’s crusade against alleged Communists diminishes the Lavender Scare’s scope. By December 1950, every government agency agreed that “sex perverts in Government constitute security risks” and had policies in place to identify and fire such deviates. The federal government’s stance in turn validated and amplified widespread bigotry; any company doing business with the government had to have similar policies to avoid employing sexual deviates. Thus, by 1958, an estimated one in five employed adults had been subjected to “some form of loyalty or security screening.” For queers in white-collar jobs, the threat of discovery, job loss, and financial ruin was everywhere. And the policies set during the Lavender Scare often remained for decades.

			To put it mildly, it was a difficult time to be queer in the United States.25

			

			

			On July 8, 1950, as Harry Hay watched his daughter at dance rehearsal, he realized he, too, was being watched. Eventually, his gorgeous admirer, Rudi Gernreich, approached him, and the two made plans. Before their date, Hay reworked “The Call,” which he passed to Gernreich during dinner. “It’s the most dangerous thing I’ve ever seen,” Gernreich said, “and I’m with you one hundred percent.” But Gernreich, an Austrian-born Jew, urged caution. Before fleeing Vienna in 1938, he’d heard of Magnus Hirschfeld, the drive for homosexual emancipation, and how the Nazis used confiscated records from Hirschfeld’s Institute for Sexual Science to send queer people to death camps.

			Hay and Gernreich fell in love, and they soon had a scheme to recruit members for the organization envisioned in “The Call.” At a gay beach, ostensibly seeking signatures for a petition against the Korean War, they’d mention the Kinsey report to beachgoers and ask if they were interested in attending a discussion on sexual deviancy. While five hundred people signed the petition, no one committed to talking openly about homosexuality.

			After months with no success, Hay gave “The Call” to one of his music students, Bob Hull, who called days later to ask if he and some friends could come to Hay’s home to discuss the treatise. Harry and Rudi nervously waited until they saw a large bespectacled man running up the street, excitedly waving “The Call” over his head, grinning from ear to ear. It was Chuck Rowland, Bob Hull’s ex-boyfriend and roommate. Behind Rowland came Hull and his sometimes-lover Dale Jennings. They went inside and pulled the shades.

			“We sat there,” Hay wrote, “with fire in our eyes and far-away dreams, being Gays.”

			“What is our basic principle that we’re building on?” Rowland asked the group.

			“We are an oppressed cultural minority,” Hay responded.

			No one had put it that way before, and nothing would ever be the same.26
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				Founding members of the Mattachine Foundation, from left to right: Konrad Stevens (partially obscured), Dale Jennings, Harry Hay, Rudi Gernreich, Stan Witt, Bob Hull, Chuck Rowland, and Paul Bernard, Los Angeles, Dec. 1951. Photo by James Gruber. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (Hay papers; 2011-003).

			

			

			In December 1950, Harry Hay, Rudi Gernreich, and the others held the first semipublic meeting of what they called the “Society of Fools”; eighteen people attended: sixteen white men, one Black man, and one white lesbian. In every way, men—specifically white men—dominated what would become the Mattachine Foundation, and the organization was never very successful in attracting lesbian members. While Mattachine was somewhat more successful in attracting men of color, there’s no indication that nonwhite members were able to discuss the particular issues they faced. Elsewhere in L.A., though, W. Dorr Legg and Merton Byrd had started the Knights of the Clock specifically for interracial gay couples. When that group folded, some of its members, including Legg, joined Harry Hay’s new group. Despite the early homophile era’s white male predominance, there’s no question transgender people, women, bisexuals, and people of color were part of the Movement from the beginning.

			Hay soon suggested the name Mattachine for the group, inspired by tales from the fifteenth century, when the Holy Roman Empire banned political satire at the Feast of Fools, sending the fools into underground secret societies, including the Mattachine. From behind elaborate, and often gender bending, disguises, these early activists mocked the Catholic Church and “ridiculed the false pretenses of society,” speaking truth to power. Centuries later, Hay’s Mattachine registered as a nonprofit, listing three heterosexual women—his mother and two others—as the board of directors.

			This was the Mattachine Foundation.
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				W. Dorr Legg (left) and partner Bailey Whitaker (right) with friends, c. 1950. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (Legg personal papers; 2010-004).

			

			While all of the founding members of the original Mattachine (i.e., the Foundation) had some experience with Communist Party politics, the group’s structure was based as much on older fraternal orders as anything else, resulting in a “cross between the Masons and the Communist cell structure of the 1930s.” There were five tiers, or orders, with the Founders—Hay, Gernreich, Hull, Rowland, and Jennings—representing the Fifth Order. The tiered structure guaranteed secrecy, essential to Mattachine’s existence; the “leaders and the rank-and-file were separate, and the latter did not know who the former were.”

			Because many early Mattachine members were gripped by intense self-hatred, the Founders had to start with “a pretty low level of group therapy,” focusing on “overcoming the negative, cynical mentality about gay life so prevalent in homosexual gathering places.” Hay and Rowland emphasized the need for an “ethical homosexual culture,” in which queer people were supportive rather than “sexually competitive and acid-tongued.” Although Hay initially found it “a glorious shock” to feel “at home and ‘in family,’ perhaps for the first time in our lives,” as Mattachine grew, a wave of conservative members sowed dissent by pointing to the “homosexual culture” rhetoric as evidence of the Founders’ communism.

			But growth wasn’t an issue for quite some time. In fact, no one returned for a second meeting until Konrad “Steve” Stevens and James “Jim” Gruber came back, and they eventually became Fifth Order members. With no background in communism, Steve and Jim, a “dream couple” known as Stem, brought a new enthusiasm to meetings. In contrast to the Founders, Stem pushed back on the “oppressed cultural minority” theory. In their minds, shackling homosexuals with minority status diminished individuality, invited prejudice, and sought separation, when the goal was an equal place in society, regardless of one’s “predilections.” This key theoretical split—whether queer people should celebrate themselves as members of a distinct and separate culture or try only to “fit in” among the majority—at first inspired life-affirming debates at early Mattachine meetings, but the ongoing tension ultimately dominated the Movement that emerged.27

			In February 1952, Dale Jennings got cruised in a public restroom in L.A.’s Westlake (now MacArthur) Park; although Jennings had no interest, the other man followed him home and pushed his way inside. The man then tried to coax Jennings into sex; when Jennings struggled to pull away, the stranger produced a badge and handcuffs and marched Jennings out the door.

			Had this been an ordinary case of entrapment, Jennings would have pleaded guilty and been released, not knowing when the ordeal might come back to haunt him. But it wasn’t an ordinary case, and Jennings didn’t admit anything. After finally being allowed to use the phone, he called Harry Hay, who sensed a potential boon for Mattachine. Paying Jennings’s bail and taking him to breakfast, Hay detailed his plan to fight the charge. Jennings would admit he was homosexual but deny he made a pass at the cop. They’d argue that sexual entrapment violated the Constitution. Knowing they’d need an experienced attorney, Hay suggested they do something else extraordinary: collect money from homosexuals for homosexuals. With trepidation, Jennings agreed.

			That night, Mattachine’s leadership formed the Citizens Committee to Outlaw Entrapment, distributing leaflets across L.A. “NOW is the time to fight,” the leaflet declared. “The issue is CIVIL RIGHTS.”

			With the donations that came in, they hired attorney George Shibley, who announced to the jury in June 1952: “Yes, my client is a homosexual,” but the “only true pervert in this courtroom is the arresting officer.” After three days of trial, eleven jurors agreed with Shibley, with one holdout promising to vote guilty “until Hell froze over.” Viewing a second trial as a waste of time, the district attorney sought dismissal.

			Jennings had won.

			Mattachine blanketed L.A. with a “Victory!” flyer, membership ballooned, new chapters cropped up, and meetings overflowed. A Southern California surge spread across the state, and soon the Fifth Order heard from would-be members in New York, Chicago, and Saint Louis. Hundreds of people participated in discussion groups, which inevitably brought a new diversity of views. Some, like Jim Kepner, were as radical as Harry Hay or Chuck Rowland; others, like Ken Burns, were conservatives who scoffed at the notion of a “homosexual culture.” This second group—“committed to respectability and accommodationism”—was exceedingly uncomfortable with Mattachine’s cloak-and-dagger structure. As 1952 progressed, personality disputes deepened, ideological rifts widened, and, for many, the seemingly never-ending discussions got old; some members turned their attention elsewhere.28

			In mid-October, when a former vice officer gave a presentation about entrapment to a Mattachine discussion group, something clicked. “People don’t know these things!” someone shouted. “We’ve got to tell them!” Then, Dorr Legg remembered, “a little pipsqueak” chimed in: “Well, you need a magazine.” Legg agreed.

			In the months that followed, Legg and others established ONE magazine. Suggested by Bailey Whitaker (a.k.a. Guy Rousseau), the name ONE came from a line by Scottish philosopher Thomas Carlyle: “a mystic bond of brotherhood makes all men one.” In addition to Whitaker and Legg, the magazine’s founders, known collectively as ONE, Incorporated, included partners Don Slater and Antonio Reyes; Merton Byrd, a Black accountant; John Nojima, survivor of a Japanese internment camp; and Martin Block and Dale Jennings, Fifth Order Mattachine members. Even as the Lavender Scare unfolded, ONE appeared in cities around the country, selling about five thousand copies each month (with many being passed among countless people).29

			ONE ’s early issues—the first of which appeared in January 1953—were dominated by the rift between those who saw homosexuals as an “oppressed cultural minority” (i.e., the culturalists) and those who focused on “equal rights,” dismissing the idea of a distinct homosexual culture (i.e., the assimilationists). Homosexuality, according to assimilationist Dale Jennings, “calls for neither fear nor pride, and will require attention only so long as there is legal and religious prejudice against it.” Culturalist Chuck Rowland, on the other hand, said members of the homosexual culture admitted, “at least to themselves,” that “they are, indeed, homosexual and that their lives, plans, hopes and prospects must, accordingly, be different.”

			Unsurprisingly, a debate between and about gay men had consequences for other queer people. Assimilationists, for example, pointed to the “omnipresence of bisexuality” to support arguments against the “oppressed minority” theory: according to Dr. Kinsey, those who engaged in non-heterosexual sex were, in fact, the majority. But, culturalists argued, many bisexuals “participate in the homosexual culture, and they are…basically homosexual in thought, desire, orientation, and culture.” Thus, homophiles either ignored bisexuals or used them to deny the existence of a unique queer community. Similarly, debates often revolved around what it meant “to be a man,” with assimilationists using gender norms to deny the existence of a “homosexual culture.” According to Dr. Karl Bowman, “exclusively homosexual men” fell into one of two groups: first, “the smaller, regard themselves as females and often ask for castrative operations,” whereas those in the larger group “are more nearly like the average man.” Gay men, in other words, were either “average men” or not men at all.

			While most homophiles avoided the more radical gender and sexual outlaws, some recognized their bravery. Jim Kepner, for example, often spoke of his first trip to a gay bar. As he walked toward San Francisco’s Black Cat Cafe in 1943, he saw police crash through the doors, hauling a group of butch men and drag queens out of the bar. Though the butches kept quiet, Kepner was delighted to hear a queen scream at a cop, “Don’t shove, you bastard, or I’ll bite your fuckin’ balls off!” The queens, he said, were the reason there were “bars that the rest of us could sneak into.”30

			

			“EX-GI BECOMES BLONDE BEAUTY,” announced the New York Daily News on December 1, 1952, introducing the world to Christine Jorgensen, the woman who “made sex change a household term.” At a time when people in the United States seemed unable to challenge authority, Jorgensen and her European doctors forced them to question everything: individuality, science, gender, sex, and sexuality. And, given her moral objections to homosexuality, Jorgensen stressed that transsexuality was a scientific issue that could be corrected: “Nature,” she told her parents, “made the mistake which I have had corrected and I am now your daughter.”31
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				Christine Jorgensen, the first American widely known to seek gender affirming surgery, signs her biography after a 1975 speech at ONE, Incorporated, more than two decades after Dale Jennings called Jorgensen a “eunuch” and “not a woman” in the pages of ONE, Los Angeles, Mar. 9, 1975. Photo by Bob Earl. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (ONE Incorporated records; 2011-001).

			

			A brief note on terminology is necessary here. The umbrella term transgender—which Professor Susan Stryker uses “to refer to people who move away from the gender they were assigned at birth, people who cross over (trans-), the boundaries constructed by their culture to define and contain that gender”—encompasses, among other distinct groups, transsexuals (who desire to change their sex, whether or not they undergo any transformative procedures, generally as a means to affirm their gender identity as different from what they were assigned at birth) and transvestites (who “wear gender atypical clothing but do not engage in other kinds of body modification”).

			These definitional distinctions are recent, however.*4 In 1910, Magnus Hirschfeld had differentiated between transvestites and homosexuals, but transvestites included both “those with crossgender identification as well as those who crossdressed.” In Hirschfeld’s formulation, transvestite served as an umbrella term that included those who today would identify as transsexual. In 1949, D. O. Cauldwell introduced the term transsexual as it’s currently used, but it wasn’t until after Christine Jorgensen made headlines that Harry Benjamin helped popularize transsexual as separate and distinct from transvestite. In other words, to most midcentury Americans, transvestites were cross-dressers, and transsexuals didn’t exist. So, when Jorgensen’s European doctors referred to her as a transvestite, it was enough for many in the United States to call her gender into question.32

			Unsurprisingly, the homophiles did little to support Jorgensen. In an open letter in ONE, for example, Dale Jennings summarized the vitriol and ignorance of many gay men, calling Jorgensen a “eunuch” who’d turned to surgery as a “solution” for homosexuality. “You’re not a woman,” he said. “A dress and high heels will not provide you with a baby.” In essence, Jennings saw Jorgensen as a traitorous homosexual man who weakly accepted the notion that castration was the cure.

			But to those whose identities weren’t accounted for by the dominant gender and sex binaries, Leslie Feinberg said, Jorgensen’s “struggle beamed a message that I wasn’t alone.” Tens of thousands reached out to her. One woman “had been praying to God that in some way I could be a girl, and then almost like a miracle I read of you.”

			ONE likewise received countless letters from across the country. For one writer in D.C., ONE represented the next step in “our struggle to get recognition.” Although he signed his July 1953 letter “G.S.,” his story was familiar: “In 1925 [sic] I met several inverts in Chicago and conceived a society on the order of that existing in Germany at that time, Society for Human Rights and we published a few issues of a paper, called Friendship and Freedom and even had a charter from the State of Illinois.” “G.S.,” or Henry Gerber, supported ONE for years.

			In March 1958, another letter writer confessed that he found being gay “a very happy but lonely life,” and that he often felt “like committing suicide, but I shouldn’t be so cowardly.” The man simply hoped that, someday, he wouldn’t “be so lonely anymore.” ONE, he closed, “is terrific and I pick up a copy each time it comes out.”

			The letters to Jorgensen and the emerging homophile organizations illustrate a key point: despite activists’ focus on ideological nuance between, for example, culturalism and accommodationism, most queer people weren’t terribly concerned with such “esoteric hogwash.” At midcentury, homophile George Mendenhall said, “there was nowhere to go for your freedom.” But then came Mattachine. And ONE. And Jorgensen. And the Daughters of Bilitis. Suddenly, “almost like a miracle,” it seemed there were others who understood. There was light in the darkness.33
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				From left to right: Daisy Harrison, Reed Erickson, and Michele, 1963. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (Reed L. Erickson papers; 2010-001).

				Reed Erickson was a transgender man who used his significant wealth, which he inherited, to fund a number of the earliest organizations in the United States focused on the civil rights and well-being of transgender people. In 1964, he founded the Erickson Educational Foundation, the first organization known to have allocated large sums of money to increasing the visibility and health of the transgender community. Additionally, Erickson gave significant resources to the ONE Institute, though his relationship with the West Coast homophiles ended in a prolonged legal battle. By the time of his death in 1992, Erickson had been married three times, battled drug addictions, and faced federal drug charges. He was a remarkably important figure.

			

			

			Though the government had always harassed ONE, the editors apparently went too far with the eighth issue, which authorities seized before it shipped. The problem was the bold lettering on the cover, announcing the issue’s main topic: “HOMOSEXUAL MARRIAGE?”

			While the solicitor general deemed that issue “safe,” L.A.’s postmaster Otto Olesen wasn’t done, declaring a later issue obscene and again seizing all copies. ONE ’s attorney, Eric Julber, sought an injunction, but the judge refused to entertain the suggestion that “homosexuals should be recognized as a segment of our people and be accorded special privilege as a class.” The appeals court agreed. With no other choice, Julber petitioned the U.S. Supreme Court, which, to everyone’s surprise, issued a one-sentence order in January 1958 reversing the trial court’s decision and thereby extending the Constitution’s First Amendment protections to the early homophile magazines.

			Although ONE had prevailed, the Supreme Court did not address whether homosexuals should be “recognized as a segment of our people and accorded special privileges as a class.”

			That question ripped Mattachine in two.34
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				Because of its provocative cover, federal authorities seized all copies of the August 1953 issue of ONE. From the authors’ collection.

			

			

			After the war, Harold “Hal” Call finished his journalism degree, and worked in Chicago until he was arrested on false morals charges. Much like Henry Gerber decades earlier, Call avoided jail but lost his job. With nothing left in Chicago, Call and his lover drove to San Francisco, arriving in time to spend Halloween 1952 at the famed Black Cat. The Cat, as it was known, always had a reputation as a place for people “on the fringes of acceptability.” By the early 1940s, when Jim Kepner saw the queens fight back, the bar catered primarily to queer people; after the war, it became exclusively gay, thanks in large part to José Sarria, who’d started working at the Cat after his return from the army in 1947. At first, Sarria was a “social hostess,” greeting people, getting drinks, and occasionally singing a song; over time, he started performing more and then started his female impersonations. Using a cluster of tables as a stage, with piano by James Willis McGinnis (Hazel, to friends), Sarria’s satiric operas became legendary.

			“I became very popular,” he said. “I became the Black Cat.”

			And the Black Cat became more than a bar.

			“Remember,” Sarria announced at closing time each night, “there’s nothing wrong with being gay. The crime is getting caught.”

			He’d then have everyone stand, form a circle, and put their arms around each other.

			With a flourish, Hazel would start the Cat’s anthem, as Sarria sang:

			God save us Nelly Queens

			From every mountainside

			Long may we live and die

			God save us Nelly Queens.

			“To be able to put your arms around other gay men,” George Mendenhall remembered, “and be able to stand up and say, ‘God Save Us Nelly Queens,’ we were saying, ‘we have our rights, too.’ ”

			But those rights were few and far between. Even on Halloween—the one night when open drag was tolerated—San Francisco police spoiled the fun. While revelers could wear what they wanted on October 31, at the stroke of midnight, the police would pull paddy wagons up to gay bars, which didn’t close until 2:00 a.m., and arrest everyone in drag. One year, Sarria launched an ingeniously subtle attack: because the cross-dressing law hinged on a person’s “intent to deceive” others into thinking they were another sex, Sarria told queens to pin to their dresses little slips of paper declaring, “I am a boy.” By announcing their sex, they theoretically couldn’t be accused of an intent to deceive, though police still arrested many of the “boy” queens.35
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				José Sarria during a performance at the Black Cat, San Francisco, early 1960s. Photo likely by Hal Call. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (Call papers; 2008-010).

			

			While the Black Cat meant so much to so many, to Hal Call, it was just “a raunchy, Bohemian bar,” where one went, if at all, to meet men. But when he heard about a homosexual discussion group forming at Berkeley in March 1953, Call was “absolutely entranced,” envisioning a group “banding together to try to get society to erase the stigma against homosexuality.” From the beginning, though, Call—a born leader, combat veteran, and rabid anti-Communist—was horrified by what he heard about the Mattachine Foundation’s mysterious Fifth Order. “That was the heyday of Senator Joseph McCarthy,” he recalled, and any association with Communists made you a “Communist sympathizer.” That, he said, “was why we started working against the Foundation.”
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				Harold “Hal” Call, 1953. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of the ONE Archives at the USC Libraries (Call papers; 2008-010).

			

			In March, Paul Coates of L.A.’s Daily Mirror looked into Mattachine, finding that they’d worked with an attorney who’d pleaded the Fifth before the House Un-American Activities Committee, which, to most, all but “proved” he was a Communist. “Homosexuals,” Coates wrote, “have been found to be bad security risks,” and one day, “they might band together for their own protection [and] they might swing tremendous political power. A well-trained subversive could move in and forge that power into a dangerous political weapon.”

			A wave of rank-and-file confusion, fear, and anger enveloped Harry Hay and the other Founders. Bowing to pressure, the Fifth Order called a constitutional convention. On April 11, 1953, 110 people gathered at the First Universalist Church in Los Angeles. After conservatives Ken Burns and Marilyn Rieger were elected chair and secretary, respectively, the first speaker, militant Chuck Rowland, dove right in:

			I know there are some here who believe we should stop talking about our separate culture and strive instead only for integration. But I did not create this separate culture nor did any of you. Actually it was society which created our culture by excluding us. As a result of this exclusion, [we] have developed differently than have other cultural groups. This is a fact.

			Call hated that the Foundation sought “an all-inclusive little sub-culture,” whereas he and the other conservatives instead “wanted to be assimilated into society and be recognized as distinctive only because of our difference in choice of sex partners.” Their goal was to end “discrimination and ignorance,” and then disband Mattachine. The conservatives, Call explained, “weren’t attuned to protesting, carrying signs, and appearing on courthouse steps,” preferring instead “social change through evolutionary not revolutionary means.”36

			Delegates tried unsuccessfully to negotiate a constitution: the Founders on one side, conservatives on the other. As time ran out, the only option was to schedule a second session for the following month. Tensions grew between the meetings, especially after President Dwight D. Eisenhower issued Executive Order 10450, which barred from federal employment those exhibiting any one of a host of unwanted characteristics, including “sexual perversion.” As ONE noted, although “sexual perversion” clearly meant queer, it “did not say ‘homosexuals deemed subversive and disloyal.’ ” Rather, it just meant queer people, patriots or otherwise.

			Conservative Marilyn Rieger prepared a one-pager for the second constitutional session; in it, as queer historian James T. Sears details, one finds the roots of today’s main-stream Gay Rights Movement. Rieger, like Call, believed that “only by coming out into the open” and “by integrating, not as homosexuals, but as people, as men and women, whose homosexuality is irrelevant to our ideals, our principles, our hopes and aspirations—that we will rid the world of its misconcepts [sic] of homosexuality and homosexuals.”

			The radicals had no chance. By the end of the first day, the constitution was stripped of virtually any reference to a “homosexual culture.” Early the next morning, the Fifth Order discussed the inevitable, voting unanimously to dissolve and give the assimilationists the Mattachine name. Soon, the Mattachine Foundation was gone, and a new and decidedly separate organization emerged.

			This was the Mattachine Society.

			While there certainly were well-meaning moderates in the Mattachine Society, their voices often were drowned out by conservatives like David Finn, who wanted a movement “composed of ambitious, well-educated, reasonably well-integrated persons who can command respect.” Without that, Finn argued, Mattachine could never help the poor “faggots” with “such a limited vocabulary they can’t understand me, and are hardly the sort of persons anyone would point out with pride.” Finn and Call expected these types to “adjust themselves to a respectable, productive position in the dominant culture.”

			At the Society’s November 1953 convention, Dale Jennings went after the new generation of moderates: “Moderation is a form of fear,” he declared. “We are exuberantly immod-erate in our pastimes.” The crowd was not pleased.

			The next day, Call moved to add language to the Society’s constitution protecting “the priceless integrity and freedom of the individual,” which effectively erased any remnant of Harry Hay’s vision of a liberation movement built on a communal homosexual experience. According to the Mattachine Society, it was all about the individual; it was all about you. When some delegates dissented to the proposed language, rabid anti-Communist David Finn exploded, announcing “he’d reported hundreds of ‘subversives’ to the FBI,” and that he planned on doing the same to former Foundation members and supporters. He even claimed to have a list of names ready to give to the authorities.

			The Mattachine Foundation had emerged in 1950 from a climate of fear embodied, though not created, by Senator Joseph McCarthy and his lists of subversives. Now the subversives had lists of their own, proving that some homophiles were willing to use what little power they had to punish those who disagreed with them, just like the dominant culture into which they fought to integrate. Watching his dream die, Harry Hay described assimilation as “a contract between an individual and the engulfing majority whereby the individual tailors himself (regardless of his personal independent requirements) to be acceptable to the community’s arbitrary conditions.”

			In late 1953, on behalf of queer people across the country, the Mattachine Society signed the majority’s contract.37
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				ONE, Aug. 1958. From the authors’ collection.

			

			

			In the spring of 1942, Los Angeles mayor Fletcher Bowron dealt a “crushing blow” to “feminine slack-wearers” when he announced that slacks were fine for women working in defense plants, but “good taste and good sense” dictated they were out of place at City Hall. The next day, Dorothy Foster, a city employee of twenty years, wore slacks to work for the first time. “I don’t agree with the Mayor that women employees shouldn’t wear slacks; as wartime apparel they increase our efficiency and save us money—with which we can buy bonds.” Foster wore slacks again the following day. In January 1943, Chicago police arrested Evelyn “Jackie” Bross and Catherine Barscz for wearing men’s clothes. When Bross, a defense plant machinist, explained that the clothes were more comfortable for work, the judge sent her to a psychiatrist.

			As World War II ended and many women were forced back into strict gender norms, lesbian bars entered their heyday. “Never before have circumstances and conditions been so suitable for those of lesbian tendencies,” Edythe Eyde declared in a 1947 issue of Vice Versa. Working-class lesbian communities came to revolve around two central figures: butches and femmes. In the 1950s, the emergence of “a new type of butch,” the “tough bar lesbian,” who “aggressively created a lesbian life for which she set the standards,” vastly expanded the space, visibility, and vulnerability of lesbian communities. The new butch, Madeline D. Davis and Elizabeth Lapovsky Kennedy explain, “dressed in working-class male clothes for as much of the time as she possibly could,” went to the bars more often, “fought back physically when provoked by straight society or by other lesbians,” and sought to end the double life she and others were forced to live. The growing number of physical confrontations with straight people aggressively invading lesbian territory was rooted in the “desire to claim and hold bar space.” Put another way, tough bar dykes “were creating gay space.” Just by being visible, butches drastically narrowed their options for employment and upward mobility, marking themselves as “indelibly working-class,” increasing stigma, and making the heterosexist world all the more hostile. But it was a matter of pride.

			While police harassment of lesbian bars varied from city to city, overall, the frequency never compared with gay male spaces. When police raids happened, though, they reminded lesbians and bisexual women of their criminal status, as with the September 1954 raid and closing of Tommy’s Place in San Francisco that “sparked a citywide panic.”38

			

			Until she met Del Martin in 1950, Phyllis Lyon had never seen a woman carrying a briefcase. Living and working in Seattle, the women became friends, though it took two years of nervous courtship before they became lovers. In 1953, the native San Franciscans returned home, moving in together on Valentine’s Day. As was true of many middle-class lesbians, Martin and Lyon were both repelled by bars and dependent on them for social interaction with other lesbians. In fact, they met their first lesbian friend, Rose Bamberger, at Tommy’s on Broadway, the bar that replaced Tommy’s Place after the 1954 raid.

			In September 1955, Bamberger—a “short, brown-skinned” Filipina—called Martin and Lyon about starting a secret society for lesbians. It would be in people’s homes, “so we’d be able to dance” and not “get caught up in police raids and stared at by tourists.” Four couples—Del and Phyllis, Rose and Rosemary, Noni and Mary, and Marcia and June—met to discuss. At the first meeting, Noni Frey suggested the name Daughters of Bilitis, similar enough to “normal” organizations like Daughters of the American Revolution, but the reference to Bilitis (pronounced Bill-EE-tis as opposed to Bill-EYE-tis ), “a mythical female who seduced the celebrated Sappho,” revealed the group’s true purpose for those in the know.39

			
				[image: ]
				Daughters of Bilitis breakfast, left to right: Del Martin, Josie,* Jan,* Marge,* Bev Hickok, and Phyllis Lyon (*last name unknown or withheld), San Francisco, c. 1956. Photo by Cecil Davis. Courtesy of Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgender Historical Society (Lyon and Martin papers).
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				Butch-femme duet, lesbian bar (likely Tommy’s), San Francisco, c. 1953. Photographer unknown. Courtesy of  San Francisco History Center, San Francisco Public Library  (Miller collection; GLC 69).
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				Evelyn “Jackie” Bross arrives at a Chicago courthouse after she and Catherine Barscz were arrested for wearing men’s clothes, Chicago, Jan. 1943. Photographer unknown. From the authors’ collection.

			

			From the start, the Daughters were “deeply affected by the values of the dominant society,” actively distancing themselves from bar lesbians, whom they saw as “vulgar and limited.” Predictably, DOB’s founders clashed over purpose and membership, with some wanting the group open only to those meeting certain standards, and others wanting to welcome anyone they invited. In the end, they agreed that a member had to be over twenty-one and a “Gay Girl of good moral character.” At the Daughters’ first open meeting, four strangers—“very masculine-appearing types”—made the founders uncomfortable. Although Lyon and Martin later said DOB was “desperate” for members in the early days, butches weren’t what they had in mind. At the second meeting, they adopted a new rule: “If slacks are worn, they must be women’s slacks.”40

			In January 1956, DOB connected with the Mattachine Society (which had moved its headquarters to San Francisco), and Martin and Lyon were impressed by Hal Call’s approach: “Mattachine, in its 5 years of existence, has found it much better to grow gradually, to look for quality in members rather than quantity.” Later that month, the couple traveled to L.A., where they were welcomed by the homophiles at the ONE Institute;*5 they even talked to one woman, Stella Rush, about starting a DOB chapter in L.A. As DOB’s political consciousness grew, members clashed over whether they were building a private social club or a new addition to the homophile movement. Of the founders, only Lyon, Martin, and Noni Frey remained by summer of 1956, and Frey stayed only a few months longer. With encouragement from new members, Lyon and Martin “decided to throw a party to give DOB one more try.” It worked. In June 1956, Martin announced the start of “an all-out publicity campaign,” including plans for a newsletter. The group also crafted a statement of purpose with four broad goals: “self-knowledge and self-acceptance; public education; involvement in research; and lobbying to change the laws criminalizing homosexuality.”

			
				I wish the homosexual revolution would hurry up! It is so desolate, this hiding in the catacombs. 
—J. M., 1963

			

			It’s clear that the Mattachine Society’s conservative approach greatly influenced DOB. The Daughters’ statement of purpose, for example, closely tracked Mattachine’s, with a focus not on staking out distinct queer identities but instead working “to prove that lesbians and gay men were no different from other people.” By “no different,” DOB meant having “a mode of behavior and dress acceptable to society.” Moreover, like Call’s Mattachine, which started the Mattachine Review in 1955, DOB began publishing its own magazine, The Ladder, in 1956. But Mattachine’s influence on DOB members often is overstated, glossing over the key distinction that made the Daughters’ undertaking far more difficult: they were women. To straight society, lesbians were female (and therefore weak) and not heterosexual (and therefore threatening); to gay men, lesbians were of no sexual consequence (which greatly diminished their value) and were viewed as exempt from the “real problems” of police harassment and violence (and therefore had it easy).

			It goes without saying that women face a steeper climb regardless of the journey, and lesbians and bisexual women, who threaten the social order, neither had nor have it easier than gay men. Any upwardly mobile women who identified as lesbians, whether at the bars or in the Movement, bravely attempted to break down stone walls in their personal and professional lives, often at great risk to both. With that said, DOB’s leaders defended their middle-class privilege zealously, working for many years to limit membership to those who fit a certain standard of “respectability.”41

			

			

			New York psychologist Sam Morford first heard of the Mattachine Society in 1956 from Dr. Evelyn Hooker, whose groundbreaking studies on the mental health of gay and bisexual men were the first to take “normal” gays into account. Before Hooker, virtually every related study in the United States had focused on individuals who sought, or were required to seek, “treatment” for their “sexual deviance,” an approach roughly equivalent to analyzing the risks of getting cancer from smoking by studying only those smokers who’d been diagnosed with cancer. Dr. Hooker, with the help of gay friends, took it upon herself to study “normal” homosexual men (i.e., those not in treatment) and in so doing “rocked the profession by demonstrating that gay men were just as sane as straight men.” A popular conference speaker, Hooker often directed the queer people she met to ONE, the Daughters of Bilitis (DOB), and Mattachine; that’s how Sam Morford met the Mattachine leadership and got a charter for a New York chapter in April 1956. The East Coast homophile presence grew quickly, as did tensions between East and West Coast leaders. In Washington, the militant B. Dwight Huggins founded the first D.C. Mattachine, though he rankled the national leadership from the outset. In one incident, Huggins was reprimanded for his fiery reply to the angry resignation of a D.C. member: “I know your own project of 1924 went by the board,” Huggins wrote, “but maybe that was because of you. You’ll have to try harder next time and not make an ass out of yourself.” Although he never returned to Mattachine, the letter’s recipient, Henry Gerber, continued to support the homophiles.42

			In August 1956, while attending meetings of the American Astronomical Society in San Francisco, a Harvard-educated astronomer was arrested at a well-known cruising spot. As most would in that situation, he paid a fine and took probation in order to have the complaint dismissed. About a year later, however, after government investigators uncovered his original arrest record, the man lost his job with the U.S. Army Map Service, along with any chance of ever working for the government again. With few other options, Frank Kameny decided to fight back.

			
				[image: ]
				Mattachine Society of New York pinback, late 1960s. From the authors’ collection.

			

			Two weeks after Kameny’s arrest, seventeen people gathered in a San Francisco home for the monthly meeting of the DOB, with much discussion centered on the upcoming inaugural issue of The Ladder. The Daughters also talked about a recent crackdown on the city’s gay bars, and a guest from Philadelphia told of her recent trip to Europe. Barbara Gittings, the guest from the East Coast, also informed DOB that the group’s reference to Bilitis hid its purpose and identity
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