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People of Color Mobilization in LGBT
Movements in the Netherlands and the
United States

Nicholas Boston and Jan Willem Duyvendak

This chapter offers a comparative hxsturica_] analysis _m’vthe c?isput‘es 1h§t hi:; b;mr:fj!
people of color to mobilize on a platform of “race” within mainstream, wl_nt rﬂmﬂf%}
LGBT movements, and the ideclogical postures they ass:-Jmed in doing 50, in two n;:: {r:}w
contexts: the Netherlands and the United States We revisit crucial transition p{ﬁln;; iﬂg{ﬁ
late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries transpiring in bgtth cmmtne:ujai x: d;{ =
people of color (henceforth LGBT PoC) Zaun§ired campaigns for dlst‘lfétj"!l\'mn, Tﬁnﬁ;m
banner of racial difference within, or sometimes ei‘s‘e?.pﬁr-ate from, mamstream m;; . EWE
Comparing the Dutch and US cases, we see tha_t! Lmnaﬂ}f,‘m{?rg hﬁ’fj bee‘f\ g :\-;?ih ul.n
between these two contexts in the positioning of LGBT PUL vis-a-vis the bLBEf" ‘;4 e
tumn, necessitated divergent strategies of mobilization. This formation, gm‘ mur%ef epj;ﬁcal
on who counted as a “person of color” and the very meaning swft‘hve K.BIPS:;:T’&{‘ ‘:ﬂ{i’;ﬂ i
action. In this chapter, then, we discuss the particular historical sequences that acco :
his divergence in national contexts. : . i
: 1bTca ;fﬁ‘opsixe the chapter's content: at a formative stage, in the *emﬂﬂd& ;h;: r:wi:;
a move towards a normative discourse of LGBT identity, downplaving racial anh" T :
specificity, whereas in the USA a discourse of di&’_&“{;ﬁ“}”al\d :;tru‘cmra% Iplﬂuraias:n 3—; .:‘i::: .
fairly well defined and defended ideclogical position in the L-(_;BT mn‘x‘-en't:;ﬂ{mw wnoe.
at a éemndary stage, inclusive of the contemporary m(!mt:i‘lt‘, we ha{m :efi . n&w :3, sean
of ideological trends operative in the Netherlands and US 1"1.;mran§:aB ;\g :L Lmnhiﬁz&tiﬁn.
challenges in the US that have redrawn the parame!grs of .L'Lf : :wﬂ!&m“é B
Specifically, post-9/11 America gave rise to Syﬂl’t‘r.nﬁ .9{ naf:nm ; :,: ﬁenmﬁm -
interact with racial/ethnic profiling and LGBT “inclusion” to pmda‘m t eﬁr‘; ooy
homonationalism (Puar 2007), a condition that has been in formation (;1;1 seSeis e
and Western Europe widely, for some time. Given that this process, an e “; b
it constructs race and sexuality, transcend, to some extent, n%tlo.ni_ll bord‘t‘r&;‘n tm;l efft;nd o
a comparative analysis of the Dutch and US contexts can be mnm!;! t:w:zr; s unders s
global trajectories in LGBT PoC mobilization through thr? category 0 . e A e
LGBT PoC mobilization cannot be fully understood if viewed s':o!ei} t muf e
evolution of the/a LGBT movement. Rather,it must be located in the broa }T'I-She ;mmic
social contexts of the respective nations. It is crucial to assess _%Im extent to d“ ;;! : :}mmihr
formations of race, ethnicity, class, religious affiliation, citizenship, S 0: i- h;.h spoms
constructed or state-defined categories constituted the ba%e‘ﬂ %apun Or- a%]atﬁs o t;}
PoC activists articulated their claims. Indeed, the politicization of such mane 2

=




.

Di
Lit

St

in

St
{L

S5

THE ASHGATE RESEARCH COMPANION TO LESBIAN AND GAY ACTIVISM

which one strand of LGBT PoC thought gave the name intersectionality (Crenshaw 1989;
Collins 2000), has in different ways been at the center of debates over the expediency of
factional organizing within movements for sexual liberation in both the Netherlands
and USA.

We discuss the United States and the Netherlands as two cases that over time have
shown inverse dynamics. Whereas mobilization by LGBT PoC increased and diversified in
the US in the decades following Stonewall, and race-based identity politics achieved — after
alengthy, and ongoing struggle—a fair degree of mainstream LGBT legitimacy, the opposite
occurred in the Netherlands. In the Dutch context, the political legitimacy for people of
color (whether postcolonial migrants from the Caribbean, South America and Asia, or later,
mostly Moroccan and Turkish Muslims) to mobilize —either within the LGBT movement
or outside it—decreased. This inexpediency was directly related to the fraught issue of
integration, with its strong undercurrent narrative of Dutch progressiveness, particularly
as concerns Muslim immigrants. Since the vast majority of “native” Dutch assume Muslim
migrants to be homophobic (Duyvendak 2011), a gay Muslim identity became a contradictio
in terminis, as will be discussed in the latter half of the chapter.

In what follows, we present a survey of LGBT PoC activism in historical sequence.
The texts selected for inclusion in this survey are those that were the direct output of on-
the-ground organizing efforts, authored by activists themselves. Thus, this chapter is not
offered as a review of the vast bodies of literature addressing LGBT PoC identities and
social histories. Such texts, theorized by thinkers not involved in direct-action mobilization,
are referenced only insofar as they intersect with the work of activists, or help to provide
conceptual framings.

The United States

In order to understand LGBT activism and mobilization by and for people of color in the
United States, it is necessary o first take account of the language through which racial
politics has been negotiated within the LGBT movement in the USA. ”

Given the historical formation of US society as a bl
models for conceptualizing and organizing around racial inequality derived appreciabl y from
African American civil rights discourse. However, alternative orientations linked to patterns of
immigration, both long-standing and more recent, produced discourses and strategies attuned
to distinct struggles. On the West Coast, for example, there was a relevant shift in dialogue
from Black Atlantic circulations {Gilroy 1993)— the political economic legacy of slavery and
so forth—to the Pacific, foregrounding Asian and Pacific Islander passages (Okihiro 2001).
Similgrly, towards the nation’s southwestern borders, circulations of Chicano and other Latin
Ar?zencan populations brought about an activist focus on issues of border crossings and
citizenship as they intertwined with queer realities (Anzaldiia 1987; Cantu and Luibheid 2005).

Throughout the development of mobilization by and in the interests of communities
marked by race, there has been a tactical maneuvering between advancing single-community
agenda.s—in the name of Asian or Black or Latino or Native American liberation—and
€spousing pan-racial coalition politics. Progressive social movements of the late 1960s and
early ]9??5 identified with Third World struggles and placed “Third World” in their titles
as a moniker that expressed solidarity amongst racial and ethnic groups across geo-political
borders (Smith 1983). This conceptualization presaged the logic of the heading “People of
Cf)lor,” which would gain currency two decades later. It also, to some extent, anticipated the
discourses of transnational identity which were to emerge in the 2000s,

ack-white binary, certainly juridically,
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Beginning in the late 1980s, US-based mobilization bqi_*gan uti.kizing the organumg Eif!‘!?,
“people of color.” This designation has been depisiyyed in muitﬁgkﬁ cc_JsT?tf%-)crtS anddma:g; ﬁ;
represent actors who are not white, and whose qt{al;t}f of life has msmrchﬂly ?ﬁeﬂwm}j%
full rights and privileges afforded thus& occupying the category of %ﬁhit&f}i‘:‘.‘?a { e;.ft - ‘j';
It is often abbreviated to “PoC” in activist, NGO, and. pohcv d:.s{ou;g»s_ Pg,-o?}e‘ o {,:d
refers specifically or collectively to Americans of Afncar}, Asxan,‘l_z_;tmo‘or” finapam.:, a;;
Native American heritage. The term is a form of strategic essentialism E?;&ax-ak i990} t ;
foregrounds the shared experience of racis.m' across ﬂj’t&*&e groups. It qiw r;mgmzesan
adap;tﬁ to the ways in which the targets of racist exdugaﬂg and demg,zatm'n:s‘l ift ;s ng:’;ﬁ
of power recalibrate along differing ideological axes. F(st_ msta:fm‘,_the }?eaghxene 190&- :
state surveillance of Muslims in the US, and the sodial stigmatization of both ;!f!us ims ;nm
those merely perceived to be Islamic, such as 511&_15,. have- mcrfmsed the tendﬂnﬂ bath_m: ithin
and outside these communities to articulate their 1‘;.1?3’1!‘31’}-' Qrsceurses_ mmlde the PU(_ hﬁ
(Bayoumi 2009; Prashad 2012). Thus, claims to ingiuslqs_l in the pcimtai_pun iew QI =
continue to be launched by and for groups who by dint of identi ty mark?r& nnﬁer&mkmg :;;d
skin color—religion and residency status, ior example —are subject to “new” or intens

chanisms of racialization in the United States. o
Mﬂ{}j::::iz:; (:r;;;izing. in particular, was on the forefront of the transition t;‘; k;mizcﬁg
politics. Homophobic stigmatization produced an added \talepcre through w -
actors articulated the intersecting oppressions that impact énd;u'muals_ ?“ﬂ mmmu;.m%r_‘;
not only vis-a-vis the mainstream, but also within racal/ethnic &mumues and the aiz 3
movement itself. PoC rhetoric has been extensively operationalized in the mobilization

gie sBT activism, as we shall see below, . ‘

stfa'wl‘i‘?;iz:di:b&ioiizing and organizing by LGBT (or queer) P(}C in the Lr-hed Stfate::‘-
(Ferguson 2003) has simultaneously informed and drla\-m seTse nm‘n ;amyngn ﬂli mi]
main social movements that unfolded between the 1960s and ‘t%w ‘pre:-em.‘?xrst,. : ca;—:
rights movement and initiatives benefiting from its legan which focused ij aq_u_a ity ‘ ki
African Americans, Second, Stonewall, in which PaC {u‘h‘.":::;ti such as ih;? Puerto Rican ﬁ@_;
organizer Sheila Rivera and African American trans organizer \1&&4\3 ! ) 1}9hnsnn] cn:fix;:irei
key roles (Duberman 1993), Third, 1970s feminism, to which ;:z'gmna;anl‘wm:r;:ll; ions Ed
wfit'mg and action were made by lesbians of color, “"’.m.b,l‘f Latinas bk?n:a. Afl-ll 41‘%1:&: and
Cherrie Moraga (1984), African Americans Audre Lorde (1'::3!54} .and fiﬁrb&r..a Smi hi ;‘- 3 ian
the Combahee River Collective ([1977] 1979). Fourth, 1990s discourses of -mulﬁ:m tum_m;;:,
which channeled to the movement understandings of diversity rooted in late h\'em}e? ;
century diaspora dynamics (Collier 2013) and transsnatmnal.ism: T!w laﬂgr devfh.xp:wzi; ‘2 ;:
embodied in the presence of high-profile figures such as the 1mmagram Inc 1&5":» il s
activist Urvashi Vaid, who has worked and spoken not lnlfxt race- and ki iy PL
standpoints, but a central location in the mai]x;stmam US LGBT movement, as executive
director of the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force. L

t‘é:ms‘iden:\i as a whole, LGBT PoC mobilization has mak-swﬁ around theee ,~ahent:
interrelated themes: visibility, gender equality and diversity, and ;‘-ﬂgral change. In tum, thma
themes have manifested in four main LGBT PoC organizational missions: to _b:u ild mmmufmé.};
to build coalitions; to celebrate cultural distinctiveness; and to addm;‘“-s SP&‘C"[!IC concerns, su
as AIDS, or crisis moments of intra-racial/intra-ethnic homcxphol?ic dtscnr.m:r@tmn. Al

The development of these conceptualizations and their actualization within
movement can be tracked in the following schematic periodization.
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1970s: Awakening of Intersectional Politics

On the heels of the Stonewall Riots, homosexual organizing broadly assumed more radical
stances (D'Emilio 1998). Yet, PoC, and particularly lesbians of color, still found their issues
marginalized within this radicalized movement. From a web of complications emerged
race- and gender-specific collectives and knowledge production to raise awareness and
empowerment of LGBT PoC,

In 1974, lesbians of color activists founded the Salsa Soul Sisters, an organization for
“Third World Gay Women" (Third World Gay Women, Inc. 1980). It was a “splinter group
of the Black Lesbian Caucus, which in turn was a splinter group of Gay Activists Alliance,
which itself was a splinter group of Gay Liberation Front” (Third World Gay Women, Inc.
1980). The organization was to undergo a series of modifications to its missi on, turning, first
in 1990 to prioritize issues impacting African American women and Latinas, and eventually
exclusively black women, under its current title, African Ancestral Lesbians for Social
Change. These transformations occurred in response to various currents of factionalism that
tested the PoC framework, notably the bolstering of Latino mobilization around matters
related to language and citizenship.

In 1975, in San Francisco, Gay American Indians, the first Native American gay and
lesbian organization, was founded in response to what its founders saw as a “lack of support
for people of color in the gay and lesbian liberation struggle” (Gilley 2006: 27).

In 1979, AMALGM (Alliance of Massachusetis Asian Lesbians and Gay Men), now QAPA
(Queer Asian Pacific Islander Alliance), the first independent Asian queer organization in
the United States, began operations in the Boston-Cambridge area. The National Coalition
of Black Gays (changed to National Coalition of Black Lesbians and Gays in 1984) was

founded in Washington, DC in 1978 and acted as a prime supporter of the 1979 National
March on Washington for Lesbian and Gay Rights.

1980s: Increasing Visibility and Building Coalitions

The 1980s saw a surge in LGBT PoC organizing. Activism at this stage took many forms, from
non-governmental organizations dedicated to the provision of social services, to political
advocacy groups, to outlets for community media and cultural production, to incursion into
electoral politics. The collectives and initiatives mentioned here do not constitute the totality of
organizing efforts, but, rather, are taken as samples of groundbreaking regional and national
mobilization. Due to a number of contributing factors, such as urban concentrations of sexual
minorities, breakthrough organizations were largely sited in New York, Washington, DC and
in or near the San Francisco Bay Area.

Ti*fe organization Gay Men of African Descent was founded in New York in 1986
as prl-ma{iiy an HIV prevention group with an expanding mission. Trikone, the first
organization to promote LGBT South Asian visibility, was launched in San Jose, California,
in 1986. LLEGO—The National Latina/o Lesbian and Gay Activists (later changed to
National Latina/o Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Organization) — was founded as
a full s‘eervice community NGO in 1987 in Washingwn, DC. In San Francisco around the
same time, two Asian American organizations emerged: in 1987, Gay Asian Pacific Alliance,
a men's collective, and in 1988, the Asian Pacific Sisters for Lesbians. Noteworthy as “new”
organizational objectives were these groups’ emphasis on addressing “internalized racism
and internalized homophobia” within their own target communities,

Also in this period, LGBT PoC activism began to seek out avenues for participation in
electoral politics. In 1980, Mel Boozer, a sociologist who served as the first African American
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president of the DC-based Gay Activists A!}‘:ang.e, and ?\’as &ctiye in b()th thg» Eanc:ahst ann?l
Democratic Parties, was nominated for the office of’ \'-'n:te E’rgm;dmt .-:;f' the bmwﬂh St,af}f:s
becoming the first openly gay nominee for the position. In his t;elgvjsffd addre% tT. rln‘:
Democratic National Convention, Boozer called for party support {'»‘ (PUC“} LGB_!‘c‘qua m,
Increasingly in this period, mobilization in th_f: fﬂ.r?x of di]’f_‘d action —as protest, l&?b}'.i:ﬂ-g
and social support organization—came to be interlinked w:i?a m::iﬂ:wdual‘gndvc‘;: J@c‘mr;
artistic expression, and cultural production {Fefgﬁsun 2{03; Mgmz_i%@;. This deve c:jpm;?\ ;
was coextensive with an equally fraught turn in ai“adi‘ﬂ?ﬁf and artist-run spaces to 1 e-n 'k
politics (West 1990). Black gay activism, in particular, interlocked x_wth the m?tiw u h:;ﬁw
of artists and media makers, notably the writers jr.x'seph _Beam :md k&:}&x Herrq:vrmll ,:_:b o
literary output on the theme of racial and sexual identity drew' _mspar;gm from R.::m:
feminist autobiographical literature of the previous decades. idmm&ker !&{arl(a}-a 1?-55
work mediated the complications of negotiating between ;.GS:(_?DX'umme ts u?fréuerfd.-‘} ﬁ::
blacks and anti-queer black communities (Bosten 1993). Riggs ﬁl_m, Tm;;s:ge-ﬂ”i,:'ra-.wa‘, was ;
first documentary discussing black gay experiences to reach a national mainstream audience
it was deast on PBS in 1989, -
Whe';;\;tr: ::ei:?fn addition to these PoC-exclusive efforts, mjiialfiw?; to cuengthen aﬁm&ﬂe‘
with white LGBT. Not without controversy was the munding in San Francisco in 1'9&,' 0%
Black and White Men Together (BWMT), a “consciousness-raising and ‘ilgppm‘t group for gay
men involved in or interested in multiracial relationships” (BWMT 1980). The_nrgamzfﬁaﬂ
has evolved into a national association with chapters throughout the US, tl"n?‘?_\ew— York Ctm“‘
of which adopted the name Men of All Colors Together to eschew iqﬁg-i&ﬁmﬁmgfnhﬁgesg
racial exclusivity. Indeed, in March 1990, a racism workshop for Asn&n_and Ifaczm s amfr
gay men spt)nséred by Men of All Colors Together }_nrm_nded a context in s:hrc:h to gﬂz& e:
interest for the founding of New York’s first organization on such a platform, named Lay
Asian and Pacific Islander Men of New York (GAPIMNY}.

1990s-2000s: A ddressing AIDS, multiculturalism, and shifting definitions of
LGBT PoC

Organizing through the 1990s and 2000s has high!ig!‘\ted t*»ue: t’e{atednm A!E:j
multiculturalism, and generational shifts in the interpretation of gender m‘xpmm::xm\,: pﬁ "
sexuality and racial or ethnic positionality (Boston 200‘&a)s Lufu:gmf:g the lfa}‘tu‘r,_ : ; ve
American LGBT, for example, began to assert the term “'[\.\“cs—;w}frmt, u»od h:_:_‘»t{wrfuah; tn u-t
Native communities to articulate sexual nonconformity, in their organizing veﬁ@rt_:» Ei.;! c\
2006). Similarly, South Asian queers began to mobilize ax-'o’.md ﬂ?w?idmtm;;xt hf:i;n
proposing this term as more encompassing of diverse experiences of I_S-hwrn uth :;b'q
LGBT to stem factionalism (Maira 2002). The designation ot ;Tﬂ{\sgﬂ:}'ﬁi{”r efmeh Lﬁ;ﬂf‘ in g:g
period into wider circulation and theorization, and various PoC claims were made via thas
identity category. . .
du:%st yc:\it;tf;k?f\lﬂs awareness and lobbying, organizing has been extensive, Shmiflni
off from LGBT PoC agendas to interface and C(h‘!lfﬁ(l‘n—btlifd with lhm;e n; c]gs;?‘?fzfifi“?;
regional organizations. The Audre Lorde Project an‘d Pﬂ(L—T!‘eprk‘% of fL:u nf in nﬂrf:-‘tgd .
founded in New York as AIDS advocacy and service argammt‘fon: to sg@ﬂhtg ya l'\*;“x:
the needs of LGBT PoC. Two-Spirit activists working through smy ‘fsmermlrn 1ndufm-s:\ I‘.Tt
instrumental in the 1992 founding in San Francisco of the Indian Lemer of ~\l]?\atu i‘;;- a
treatment center whose mandate was to “serve all genders—that of “Two-Spirits as well as
women and men™ (Gilley 2006: 28).
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A multicultural landscape in the United States formed of the coming of age of late
twentieth-century migrants and their descendants lead to LGBT organizing efforts in support
of LGBT PoC whose representative presence was formerly either missing or subsumed into
larger African-, Asian-, Latino- or Native American agendas. Notably, in 1997, the Al-Fatiha
Foundation, an LGBT Muslim organization that grew to 14 regional chapters nationwide,
was launched. Many Al-Fatiha members opted for anonymity when, in 2001, Al-Muhajiroun,
a radical Islamist n}gammiion, issued a fatwa on Al-Fatiha, calling for the deaths of all its
members. The group maintained its membership and operations for another decade until
dissolving in 2011 (see Hunt in this collection).

Within this time period, a number of ad hoc initiatives were launched to address acute
crises that threatened to undermine the civil liberties or debase the public images of LGBT
PoC. Such initiatives were aimed at combating both instances of racism in LGBT spaces
and homophobic actions in racial and ethnic enclaves, as well as sexism against lesbians of
color. In some cases, ad hoc mobilization has led to sustained programs to not only directly
resolve the problems at hand, but continue to raise consciousness surrounding the issues.
Whilst each ad hoc initiative has had varying degrees of success in the context in which it
was waged, remaining a primarily local battle, a small number stand out as having been
catalysts for far-reaching shifts in awareness or even policy concerning LGBT PoC. These
latter few commonly serve as reference points in activist discourse or academic analysis of
the complex challenges of de-marginalization for LGBT PoC.

One such struggle has been the New York-based South Asian Lesbian and Gay
Assodiation (SALGA)'s campaign from 1995 onward against a ban placed on its formal
participation in the annual India Day Parade, the nation’s largest such festival, organized
by the Federation of Indian Associations. The campaign was successful in 1995, when LGBT
marchers gained inclusion, only to have the right repealed again for another decade until
2010. The parade organizers’ decision to exclude SALGA made explicit the contested terrain
on which LGBT South Asians treaded in not only mainstream American, but contestation
diasporic communities. Hence, the outcome of this contestation would be widely discussed
and have far-reaching implications beyond the local (Gopinath 1997).

A similar transnational ad hoc organizing effort, No More Murder Music, was launched
as a coalition of queer groups, composed primarily of Caribbean and African American
activists, acting in response to violent and hateful lyrics in Jamaican dancehall music, an art
form that traveled globally through diasporic networks and commercial channels (Boston
2004b; Larcher and Robinson 2009).

Popular culture has been the realm in which several standout ad hoc initiatives have
been waged. In 2002 and 2004, LGBT PoC organizers in New York rallied against a white gay
male comedian who performs in blackface drag as a character named Shirley Q. Liquor. The
protesters argued that the performance was racist and sexist. They placed pressure on local
commercial venues, owned or heavily patronized by gays, which had booked the performer,
to cancel his appearances (Boston 2004c). The effort extended into an ongoing nationwide
online campaign. Similarly, in 2004, an ad hoc coalition of Asian American organizations
led by GAPIMNY mobilized in protest of a defamatory representation of gay Asian identity
published in a major mainstream men’s lifestyle magazine (Boston 2004d).

In the twenty-first century, LGBT PoC attention has turned in certain quarters to
questions of Islamophobia (Puar 2007). In January 2013, the Muslim Alliance for Sexual and
Gender Diversity was formed by the founder and former members of Al-Fatiha Foundation,
now working under the auspices of the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force. However,
US-based LGBT organizing around Muslim identity has largely looked towards efforts in

Europe, notably the United Kingdom and France, where populations and debates have,
arguably, been more extensive.
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LGBT PoC mobilization efforts broadly can be interpreted as {ammr;a% d«.r*.’e%z:pment;
s g 5 h v = e g3 IR i
ithin and in reaction to the mainstream LGBT mowvement; formal assertions an :
W PACtio i S e ; i

ticulations of visibility in racial and ethnic communities; and extensions of broader activis
agendas such as those of the four above-mentioned movements.

The Netherlands

Compared to the United States, mobilization of gavs and lesbians of color in Th?’i }.mm,rla.ﬁ:ci
has been remarkably limited. In fact, the gay and lesbian movement has, overall, | _a; o
hg;mﬁgem&)m%y white, propagating a moderate and normalized homx sexuality, excluding
ainies 2 e, int i diversity (Duywv ak 1996). This does nol mean
identities herefore, internal diversity (Duyvendak 1

ueer identities and, therefore, yeemiak 1996 A
?iwt ethnicity or, broader, differences in culture and religion, iLﬁ&tj been &b:-t‘?‘r.hfft,f(}‘l_ }-:3;« d
: - b jon” Ul ’ M i =

regarding homosexuality The fight for “gay liberation” and secularism went hand in ;d

i \ i i g = - S = - = JIHEE= SR i neform

given the peculiar Dutch context of a highly religious, “pillarized” society rt;:at tri;u?ja e
0 - 3= 3 " IFaie=s, = | e ; explains why
since the 1960s into one of the most liberal and secular in the world. This pa 1y ‘;"rﬁl‘fb :ﬁ

ﬁwzzt debates are so focused on religion {(intersecting with ethmicity). In particuiar i5lam 2n

e - = T (= - = i
r & e } oA conizabity.

its presumed incompatibility with a Western, Dutch embrace of nomaiw%ua!zt}» iy
T i 5 ; ics? : srspective, the lack of diversity within
How to understand these dynamics? From our persy ‘ : S
: ; ] : : i sins ety ATPE Are OuETo E2 s

the gay and lesbian movementand theothering of Muslimsin :.-c»ae.}-au,:r!,a,j}iwu_& " =
: ; i 1 sriod of “pillarization” — Duich so0ety
of the same historical developments. After a long penod o2 Harization™ —U ti:\ S0C -
rictly i ch wholeheartedly welcomed sooetal
was strictly organized in religious pillars— the Dutch wholeheartedly welcomed s00¢ i
changes in the 1960s and 1970s, one signiticant manifestation of which 'n;- sr.:jf
‘ : ciety. While surveys show t mitil the
revolution that had far-reaching effects in Dutch society. While surveys :&:x;\ laj:*.:jd‘j -
‘ sositi st t smosexuality, prostitution,
late 1960s there was strong opposition amongst the Dutch to humaa:.e\uaf y § C hf; o
‘ ‘ d arital SER o a I B
pornography, abortion, divorce and pre- and extramarital sex, a deca i bﬂ:u-]‘m
‘ - : 113 B g & ) g o SHECT : :
majority of Dutch citizens had adopted a position of tolerance conce mi‘?;;u; ‘“ . :‘ -
nulate | { oor Seksuele rorming [Dutch Sooety 101
Stimulated by the Nederlandse Vereniging voor Seksuele Hervo g [Dute s
: fort > “ult .n Ontspanningscentrum [Center for Recreatiot
Sexual Reform] (NVSH) and the Cultuur en Untspe gsce B e
and Culture] (COC), a code name for what w ould be baptized n 195 e Dut - ,“h t
| i ' +oll as by numerous social changes, the Dutch in
for Integration of Homosexuality, as well as by : ; e
‘ ; .t liberal nations in the world on issues of sexud
the 1970s emerged as one of the most liberai nations L ey
morality (Hekma and Duyvendak 2011). This gave the ’.\et%erm 5, anc p - ‘1‘ 1.(!
‘ n as a place of sexual freedom, a haven almost.
rmalized,

city of Amsterdam, a worldwide reputatio it
" Anew, progressive moral majority dt“\‘t.‘.h)i‘f’iu‘l.. in w.hich i-“"““f*?’:“f?”} :: ?;ﬁ;h&bmted.
and no radical queer identities or other significant forms ot Q%-’_!* i‘lﬂ;?‘i : Tw@a-\ ' ‘==nder
in either the mainstream or LGBT movement. Radn‘.akﬂ identities lwm a; de ;;ig :;an =
more repressive conditions. The Dutch context of }?tﬁfs‘tﬂt"ﬂtﬁi i]“‘““:ali:i;i: ‘hl_ﬂ; iqti&:n
was anathema to the “breeding ground” for more I‘Jd!\“{ll!?f\i Jnc_}-fhit rs»‘ tt— ! 1:1 5 *ﬂ\.eir
(Duyvendak 1996). Attention paid to cultural or racial O!}“‘r‘\f Lf:““ ': ;‘;‘lﬂ : L b
trma'm:ipntiun( on integrating them into the allegedly P“‘S“‘*“S}"_“ Dl'ff ‘ ﬁ;ﬁ“l;:tm“{' 5:; t‘l’m?‘ar
ethnic organizations within the gay and lesbian ll“ﬂn'““um'h: " ‘?-“{‘»‘?L‘. “'::; i h:{“!k‘ EE
acceptance of a normalized, Western homosexuality. The rest of this sectic ‘

this condition came to develop over time.
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Brief History of the Dutch Gay Movement

In the Netherlands, the gay emancipation movement has a long history that begins in 1919
with Article 248, which prohibited homosexual contact between adults and minors. This
legislation inspired the foundation of the Nederlandsch Wetenschappelijk Humanitair
Komitee [Dutch Scientific Humanitarian Committee] (NWHK). The Committee’s goal
was to acquire complete equality for homosexual men and women as a response to the
negative perception of gays and lesbians in Holland (Kane 2005: 10). Though NWHK
disintegrated under German occupation during the Second World War, its goals were
taken up in 1946 by the COC. As did the NWHK before it, the COC kept its operations
low profile, concealing itself from broader publics. Political changes during the sixties,
however, provided opportunities for the COC to alter its strategy and be more visible as
an openly homosexual organization. Its mission was reformulated to reach out to a wide
spectrum of political parties, work closely with government, run open, public campaigns
and set a national agenda for full equality. In 1971, Article 248 was abolished. Two years
later, the COC acquired legal status, becoming eligible for government funding and other
forms of state support.

As homosexuality became increasingly integrated into Dutch society, equality, rather
than the celebration of difference, became the main goal. As a result of the many legal battles
won by the gay and lesbian movement, gay identity became less politicized, with many gay
men and some lesbian women claiming that the struggle was over since acceptance, broadly
speaking, had been gained. And, indeed, there was a decrease in discrimination against
Dutch homosexuals, which also allowed for increased visibility. Hence, as acceptance of
?ozllwsexuality rose, further gay and lesbian mobilization stagnated (Holzhacker 2007). The
juridical battle culminated in 1998 with the legalization of registered partnership between
couples of the same sex, and, three years later, in 2001, full marriage for same-sex couples,

In the late 1990s, homosexuality thus became a depoliticized issue in Dutch society
{Duyvendak 1996). As legal rights were attributed to gays and lesbians, their emancipation
f:»&ém&d complete. Emancipation, however, does not end with legal statutes; it is achieved
in h:xll through the stamping out of workplace discrimination, homophobia at schools and
m‘mghﬁife activities, and with the acquisition of the general freedom not to have to comply
with heterosexist norms. Such emancipatory ideals, however, became less important in the
political arena.

It was on the topic of the integration of immigrants that homosexuality, as an issue,
got bijought back into the foreground of public and political debate as a problem. This was
esp;ema}ly true regarding the alleged political and social tensions between the reductively
defined “gay” and "Muslim” communities. How did homosexuality, after being a
depoliticized issue in the late 1990s, become an extremely hot political topic again? To

! . , Wemu vf i we B ESCH i
‘ ‘ j . ty W St ana yfi, the natloﬂah‘!t dlw{(}utse

LGBT Mobilization within a Nationalist Context

?u;:e the 2000s, we wiiz?esseq a wave of abhorrence of public Islam. In Dutch society, Islam
is %ed as the .Other’ i{xat is irreconcilable with universal liberal values (Uitermark 2010).
e cea 1?;&::3] pt;puhst politician Pim Fortuyn, who emerged on the political scene in
4 d&,e ifint:f " m{;u e htrope 'of sexual progress as essentially Dutch and managed to ingrain
s Pﬁf o e ‘tc self-image. Fortuyn was openly and flamboyantly gay himself, and
poke of Muslims as backwards and rural. In the slipstream of 9/11 and the ascent of the
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“War on Terror,” he argued that he saw his
and joys as a gay man threat
the Dutch . t themes- '
gender *?qu“ty and gay liberation—with 2 neoliberal and anti-immigration populist
agenda, antipat

almost 35 percen | r
elections, and 17 percent nationally in May of that year in elections held

assassination. Fortuyn attacked the established political right for not heeding widespread
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sexually expressive lifestyle and his liberties
ened by backward Muslims. Fortuyn managed to reframe
litical landscape by entangling traditionally “new left” themes —secularism,

hy towards Islam with a politics of sexual freedom. His party won

t of the vote in his hometown of Rotterdam in the March 2002 municipal
only days after his

frustrations among the native Dutch, and proposed dosing the bc-rdmjs to most asylum
seekers and taking a tough stance towards the Muslim commumity. Ur.xhk.e Islam, Fﬂrm'yn
argued, Judaism and Christianity had been transformed by the‘ E{mfxg,hmmmt, d_;mng
which essential “Western” values developed: individual responsibility, the wpargn{m‘oi
church and state, and the equality of men and women. “1 refuse to start all over again with
the emancipation of women and gays,” he said. ' : | “

In this context, almost all political parties, including the right-wing papghstsi define
progressive values—particularly regarding gender equality and sexual nenmiatam—as
being the core characteristics of the Dutch. The acceptance of Iumusexuahr: serves as an
ideological benchmark to test whether Muslims have entered ”m@emn}“: the singular
condition according to which they are allowed to belong to Dulch society (Wekker _zm%

In the Dutch political context, populists appeal to gay rights in order to establish what
is typical for modern Dutch society, and subsequently to prociaim who does and does not
belong within society. As Butler {2008: 2) analyzes:

10 the side of this contestahion, is in the pmddie

Sexual politics, rather than operating s
of it, and that very often claims to new or radical sexual freedoms are appropriated
poi in state power — that

precisely by that point of piew —usually emnciated frem within state pow

would try to define Europe and the sphere of modernity as the privileged site mhm'
sexual radicatism can and does take place. Often, but net always. the lfuntiw'r claim
is made that such a privileged site of radical freedom must he ?ruérfmi against the
putative orthodoxies associated with new immIgrant CommUnItes.

Within this nationalist discourse, then, Muslims are portrayed as others who canmthM
in the collective, national identity because of their religious and cultural background. ‘:-emla]
freedom is used to frame Dutch society as the “avatar of both imfedmn and modernity
(Butler 2008: 2). In order to understand gay politics, we must ihwem_m ‘anah'zja how ﬁwsﬂ
politics are implicated in the Dutch progressive narrative. Aa:mn.img__ to this narrative,
Dutch society is characterized by liberal values such as gender equality, freedom of “W‘”Ch;
sexual emancipation and tolerance towards gay rights. Populists, in pmh_m_alar, and _pohm_a
leaders in a broader sense, “have reconfigured what had been values ot liberal ;c:ﬁzemhff
into national values of cultural distinctiveness: ‘Dutch values’ versus Islamic va.lues‘
(Uitermark et al. 2014: 35). In other words, the revival of nationalism defines these values in
opposition to a perception of Islam as irrational, intolerant, illibg-r_gl and l‘ﬁack'-\*ard_- Hence,
in this nationalist discourse, Islam is framed as belonging to a different time and e B -
this sense, Islam is not only positioned as the religious “other,” but as a prthm_cqém state of
mind and lifestyle. The aotion of time becomes crucial here, for it makes a divide ?“‘S‘“’me
between modernity and the supposedly pre-modern Islam (Butler 2008). Cfam@m::,‘;faz
antagonistic relationship between Islam and homosexuality has had a marginalizing effec
on gay Muslims (Jivraj and de Jong 2011). :
Within the heated debates around Islam and homosexuality, gy Muslims are largely
invisible as agents—and lesbian and trans Muslims even more so (El-Tayeb 2011). They
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get subsumed into the larger, undifferentiated, putatively straight, Muslim populace,
Where LGBT Muslims do figure in the nationalist discourse is when their subjecthood is
appropriated to express the claim that not only are they, too, illiberal and pre-modern along
with the rest of the community, but, for as long as they continue to identify themsel vies
with Islam, they will remain oppressed. To be recognized as queer, then, Muslim LGBTs are
called upon to break with their religious selves and communities.

This notion of queer Muslims as being oppressed and alienated from their true selves
comes from a model of sexuality that is not only homonationalist, but homonormative. It
presupposes that the proper political orientation of a homosexual, any homosexual, is to
embrace progressive and neoliberal values (Mepschen et al. 2010; Richardson, this volume),

The proper “gay” is individualistic, and lets go of tradition. Following this model, explicit
“coming-out practices” are implicitly represented as the only natural way of being gay
(Wekker 2009). As Jivraj and de Jong (2011: 152) argue, “Those queer Muslims that come out
and match this paradigmatic model can be absorbed into ‘Dutchness’ and indeed be held
up as mascots: the ‘performative’ Muslim gay as an embodiment of emancipated gayness,
symbolizing modernity, no longer really Muslim.” Furthermore, ex pecting LGBT Muslims
to publicly come out forces these actors to choose between their kinship and cultural heritage
on the one hand, and Dutch national belonging, with its emancipatory discourses of LGBT
inclusion;, on the other (Jivraj and de Jong 2011: 152).

This imperative is simultaneously articulated within Moroccan and Turkish
communities, the two largest public Islam-adherent groups in the Netherlands. Influential
orthodox community leaders’ defense of religious-minority rights has intersected with
anti-homosexual rhetoric to argue that one of the effects on the Muslim community of the
destabilization of Islam as an institution has been the incursion of {Western) homosexuality
(Uitermark et al. 2014).

Homonationalism (Puar 2007) is not as new as it looks. Since the 1960s, the Dutch have
convinced themselves that their progressiveness should be an example for everyone else,
both not-yet-emancipated groups within the Netherlands, and the rest of the world. While
in the 1960s and 1970s this mono-cultural progressive moral majority was still somewhat
tolerant towards others who did not yet share their opinions, this started to change in the
late 1980s and early 1990s when groups perceived as culturally different turned out to
perform badly in socio-economic terms as well, The “native” Dutch lost their tolerance for
those in Dutch society who allegedly did not share in the progressive consensus, particularly
migrants, both postcolonial migrants from Surinam, the Antilles, and Asia as well as guest
workers from Morocco and Turkey.

In the 1990s, just one organization seemed to be capable of escaping this rather
paternalistic model of emancipation. Strange Fruit, a multi-ethnic LGBT organization,
was founded by youths with backgrounds ranging from Muslim to Afro-Caribbean and
Asian. Strange Fruit was active between 1989 and 2002, Its members intended to challenge
their marginal positions within their own communities as well as in the
Though a sub-organization within the COC, Strange Fruit came at one point to protest
what it saw as COC’s homogeneous image of homosex uality, Strange Fruit's members
challenged Western conceptions of homosexuality and coming-out practices: “It is hardly
ever discussed what problems these minority youths encounter within the Dutch society/
the Dutch educational system, in gay and lesbian organizations, subcultures, in contracts,
friendships, relationships Dutch peer/adults, hardly ever is there room for ... the insights
of black/migrant experts” (cited and translated by El-Tayeb 2011: 88).

Since the 2000s, the space for such a rathe
as the focus in the political debate shifted ey

Dtch gay scene.

r critical position has even further diminished,
€n more towards topics of national identity as
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Conversely, in the United States, the state has been positioned as the prime adversarial
targetin LGBT organizing: it is vis-a-vis governmentalism that LGBT efforts have conceived
and formalized their varied identity discourses and practices. However, as regards people
of color organizing, even though the Dutch situation is substantially different from the US
case, the mechanisms turn out to be largely the same. Internal LGBT organizing is highly
determined by the dominant views on identity and diversity in society at large. In that sense,
it does not make much of a difference if the government is an ally or the adversary of LGBT
organizations. The identities that do mobilize —that are lived and experienced as important
and distinctive—draw their meanings from the broader society. The extremely marginal
position of Muslims in the Netherlands is mirrored in the quasi-absence of Muslim LGBT
organizations, while the strong and highly diversified LGBT landscape in the US mirrors
decades of rather successful political struggles around race and ethnicity.
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Inside or Outside? Bisexual Activism
and the LGBTI Community

Kirsten MclLean
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Bisexual Identities and Activism
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