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DOING GENDER AND DOING GENDER INAPPROPRIATELY

GENDER INAPPROPRIATELY

Violence against Women, Gay Men, and Lesbians

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. How does violence against women serve as a form of social control over all

women? Why does Perry argue that sexual violence is also gendered vio-

lence? Do you think violence against women should be considered a “hare

crime’?

2. How 1s violence against women shaped by race and class dynamics?

3. How is men’s vialence against both women and other men tied to the con-

struction of gender? Why do you think violence against gay men is more

common than violence against lesbians?

GENDER-MOTIVATED VIOLENCE:
KEEPING WOMEN IN “THEIR
PLACE”

Gender-motivated violence 1s predicared upon wide-
spread assumpions regarding gender and gender-
appropriate deportmenc. I parcicular, these assump-
tions revolve around constructions of gender that
represent polar extremes inhabited by masculine

and dominant men, and feminine and subordinate

women. Violence is bur one means by which men
35 a class enforce conformity of women as a class.
Moreover, it is not necessary for all men to engage
in violence against women, since the very chreac of
violenit censure is constantly with women, Viclence
against women, then, is indeed a “classic” form of

hate crime, since it too terrotizes the collective by
victimizing the individual. In so doing, hate crime
against women reaffirms the privilege and superi-
ority of the male perpetrator with respect to the
temale victim.

Feminist scholars acknowledge the parallel
berween violenceagainst women—especially sexual
violence—and the lynching of black males as means
to exert control and creace identity (Brownmiller,
1974; Rothschild, 1993; Pendo, 1994), There is
little difference in the motives. Both groups are
victimized because of their identity, often for very
similar illusionary “viclations”: “for being uppity,
for getring out of line, for failing to recognize
‘one’s place,’ for assuming sexual freedoms, or for
behaving no more provocative than walking down

Barbara Perry, “Doing Gender and Dotng Geader Inappropriately: Violence againse Women, Gay Men,

and Lesbians™ from {4 he Naowe of Hare: Usiderstandimy Hate Crimer. Copyright © 2001 by Routledge.
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the wrong road at night in the wrong part of town
and presenting a convenient isolated rarger for
group hatred and rage” (Brownmiller, 1974: 281).
Just as racially motivated violence seeks to rees-
tablish “proper” alignment berween racial groups,
so too is gender-motivated violence intended ro
restore men and women to “cheir place.” Victims
are chosen because of their gender and because
of the assumptions about how they should enact
their gender. The gender polarization that perme-
ates U.S. culeure is raken as a “natural,” “given”
fact, wherein women arc expected to enact defer-
ence, men dominance. This dichotomy presup-
poses mutually exclusive scripts for males and
femaltes—scripts that constrain everything from
modes of dress and social roles to ways of express-
ing emotion and experiencing sexual desire, It also
defines any person or behavior that deviates from
these scripts as problemaric: unnatural, immoral,
biologically anomalous, or psychologically patho-
logical. Gender-motivated violence is a key means
by which men and women rehearse their scripts,
ensuring chat women act “like women” in the bed-
room, i1 the kitchen, in the workplace, and on the
street.

GENDER, POWER, AND VIOLENCE

In each of these domains, gendered relations of
power are enacted, albeit in slightly disparate
forms. What unites the home, the workplace, and
the street is that each historically has been a crucial
site in effores to establish an “appropriate” hierarchy
in which men are dominant, women subordinate.
Each has been the locus of struggles chat have con-
tributed to the empowerment of men and the rela-
tive disempowerment of women.

The United Srates 1s a male supremacist society
wherein gender difference is conscructed as kgen_der
inferiority and, ultimately, gender disadvancage.
Consequently, women garner less power, prestige,
and economic reward than men, who have con-
sistently rerained leadership and control in gov-
ernment, commerce, and family matters (Lorber,
1994). This is readily apparent in che legal history

} Ic is not unli
the extent th
over women,

| As Elizabech
assaulcs are a

 to and contro

i especially are
to their place

that has helped shape gendered relations of powet. |
Male privilege has long been guaranteed by legal]
proscriptions and silences that have simultanecusly
excluded women from involvement in the public
sphere, while failing to protect them in the contex |
of cheir private lives (Taub and Schneider, 1990).On ]
the one hand, legal exclusions on women’s enfran- |
chisement, ownership of property, and employment

(in law and medicine, for example) have meant that § i and their fer

uneil well into the twentieth cencury, women were E powerlessness
unable to participate fully in politics or the econ- - The exten
omy. Even today, restrictions on access to gb_o@ | ‘and Russell |
or to social security provisions, for example, limit; interrelated

| ‘are most pre
| possessivenes:
cerning wom

the participatory power of women.
On the other hand, law has also enabled the sub-]
ordination of women within the home. The sam

[ right to puni
 ‘doing; and tt
| .or exercising
£'268). Unitin,

| the man has

nineteenth- and cwentieth-century provisions that
limited (married) women's ownership of prope
meant that married women, in patricular, ceded
autonomy to their husbands upon marriage. The hi
torical tendency to exclude from criminal proceed ,
this masculin
E The female p
E have challeng
ner. She is se
L of appropriat
spoke too ton
E ‘ment outside
b of her partne
- the masculin
Etrol “his wor
L ‘man after all
E serts his dorr
:™This mal

ings husband’s rapes or assaults on wives similacly
ensured the dominance of men who were metely
exercising their “mariral rights.” The continued
failure to recognize the value of women's domestic
labor throwgh some form of income support likewised
helps to maintain women'’s economic dependence onj
men, both during and subsequent to marriage. Thig
is exacerbated by inequitable divgree settleme y
and the incracrable wage disparities between men
and women. ’

At least with respect to family and domestic vios
lence, men’s perceived sense of “ownership” Contin
ues to provide a context for che victimization of gitly

‘and women. The structured inequality of women]  taking cont
leaves them vulnerable to the presumption of male emerges repe
control by whatever means necessary. It establishe ; (Websdale a
an environment in which men freely manipulate the - Levin, 1994
terms of a relationship. Violence becomes one such] _ and Dobash,
means for him to prove that he is “the man” and] 3 archal and

therefore in control, This even extends to relations 1 situations, tl
ships with daughters, as in the case of incestuous { ‘interpreted

control their
b ensure contil
b and as a re

assaults. Research consistently suggests that child
sexual abuse within families is disturbingly coms

mon (Baskin and Sommers, 1998; Belknap, 1996)1




It is not unlike woman battering in the home, to

the extent that it too is a display of men’s control
over women, and cspecially women’s sexuality.
As Elizabeth Stanko (1985) contends, incestuous
assaults are an assertion of male “rights” of access
o and control of the powerless female. Young girls
especially are vulnerable to such victimization due
to their place in the family, cheir lack of expertence,
and their femaleness, which Stanko equates with
powerlessness.

The extensive rescarch of R. Emerson Dobash
and Russell Dobash has led them to identify four
incerrelared “sources of conflict™ that, they argue,
are most predictive of woman bacrering: “men’s
possessiveness and jealousy; men's expectarions con-
cerning women's domesric work; men’s sense of the
right to punish ‘their’ women for perceived wrong-
doing; and the importance, to men, of maintaining
or exercising their position of authority™ (1998:
268). Uniting these four triggess is the sense that
the man has the right, perhaps the duty, to express
his masculine power theough violent repression.
The female partner in such a relationship is seen to
have challenged the masculine authority of her pare-
ner, She is seen ro have transcended the boundaries
of appropriate behavior and deference—perhaps she
spoke too long with another man, or soughe employ-
ment outside che home, contrary to the “demands”
of her partner. Such behaviors throw into question
the masculinity of the perpetrator, If he cannot con-
trol “his woman,” perhaps he is not really a manly
ﬁl_aﬁi_ifter all. By striking out in violence, he reas-
serts his dominant and aggressive masculinicy.

This male concern with taking charge and
raking control of the heterosexual relationship
emerges repeatedly in research on domestic violence
(Websdaie and Chesney-Lind, 1998; Weisburd and
Levin, 1994; Wolfe and Copeland, 1994, Dobash
and Dobash, 1998). This is especially true for patri-
archal and wsually lower-class families. In such
situations, the “essential” nature of the patriarch is
interpreted as che responsibility to “dominate and
control their wives, and wife beating serves both to
ensure continued compliance with their commands
and as a resource for constructing a ‘damaged’

DOING GENDER AND DOING GENDER INAPPROPRIATELY @

patriarchal masculinity. Thus, wife beating increases
(or is tntended to do so) their control over women”
{Messerschmidt, 1693; 147).

That a great deal of domestic violence is in fact
motivated by a presumed loss of concrol and own-
ership is apparent in the incteased likelihood of
victimization as women attempt to exit a relation-
ship. When women seck to empower themselves,
when they seek ro achieve some personal auton-
omy by escaping an abusive relationship, they
often become dangerously vulnerable to sralking,
assault, even murder (Browne, 19995; Chaiken,
1998; Tjaden and Thoennes, 1998). [n many rela-
tionships, separation is the moment when the
quest for control becomes lethal. Browne's inter-
views with bartered women who killed their part-
ners revealed the extent to which men’s artempes
to retain control outlase the relationship. One
participant maintained that “we were separating
but I don't think that would have solved any-
thing. Den always said that he would come back
around—-that I belonged to him” (Browne, 1995:
232). The spouse of another of Browne's subjects
ofice wrote in his journal, “Every time, Karen
would have ugly bruises on her face and neck. She
would cry and beg me for a divorce, and [ would
tell her, ‘T am sorry. I won't do it again. But as for
the divorce, absolurely not. If I can’c have you for
my wife, you will die. No one else will have you
if you ever try to leave me’” (Browne, 1995: 232).
Men who batter attempt to assert their proprietary
masculinity through viclence. It is as if they fear
that all appearance of masculinity, of dominance,
of control is lost in the face of women'’s challenges
to their autherity. Their violence simulraneously
reestablishes the appropriate place of the male and
female partners; ic 1s both male prerogative and
temale punishment,

Moreover, not all men need to engage in battering
for it to have a debilitaring effect on women. Indeed,
the power of domestic violence is that—like other
forms of bias-motivated violence—it is embedded
in a systemic pattern of real and potential violence
against women. The violence against a parricular
womarn in the home is a reminder rhat any woman
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in society is subject to violent control by men. In
other words, “Men’s power 1s not an individual, but
a collective one. Wornen's lives are bounded by it.
The threat of male violence outside the home. . . isan
acutely intimidating reality to women who endure
violence within their own homes” (Stanko, 1985:
57). Men correspondingly enact their “will to power”
outside the home. Assaults, rapes, or homicides that
are outside the bounds of an intimate relationship
tend to be directed at individual women as prox-
ies for the combined threats to masculine domina-
rion represented by women as a class. In their daily
lives, all women, at any time, may be vulnerable
to gender-motivated harassment, intimidation, and

violence because they are women and because they

represent the devalued, often threatening Other.
Wherever a parcicular act lies on the continuum of
violence, it is a “ritual enactment of domination, a
form of terror that functions to maintain the status
quo” {Capuri, 1993: 7).

As with racially motivated violence, gender-
motivated violence ofren emerges in the context of
what is perceived by men as a loss of relative posi-
tion. Challenges to the collective hegemony of men
often are met with aggressive artempts to reassert
the “natural” dominance of men. [t is, in these
terms, a reactive expression of insecurity in che face
of reconstituted femininities.! It is no coincidence
that violent crime perpetrated against women has
risen so steadily in the three decades correspond-
ing to the rise of the women's movement. Marilyn
French (1992) and Susan Faludi (199_1‘)-#carefully
document what they refer to as the “War Against
Women” and the antifeminist backlash, respectively.
Both authors point to the increasing harassment
and intimidation of women through violence and
the threat of violence. As women have collectively
striven to redefine themselves as autonoemous actors,
some men have been compelled to meet the chal-
lenge by resorting to the readily available resource
of violence.

Marc Lepine is a case in point. On December
6, 1989, Lepine entered a classroom at Montreal’s
Ecole Polytechnique, systemartically separated the
male and female engineering students, and opened

fire on the women. Before he killed himself, Lepine § Male batter:
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Male bacterers express the same ideological position,
as is the case with this abusive male interviewed by
Peter Adams, Alisa Towns, and Nicole Garvey:

Well, you got the male and you got the {laughing}
female. And che male earns the bread and the woman
brings up the family and that.. .. And it's a fact of life
rthat only women can be a mother. There’s no, there's
no other way around it. And the man's still gotta go
and earn the bread and the waman’s still gotea have
the children. (1995 390)

Interviews with both bactered women and cheir
partners canducted by Dobash and Dobash (1998)
reflect the paramount importance men place on
their. peeds and cheir partners’ abilicy to falfill
them. Often the only provocation ro violence was
the woman'’s failure to anticipate or fulfil her part-
ner’s expectations of her domestic femininity. One
woman reported that

He was late and I'd started cooking his meal but [
purt it aside, you know, when he didn’t come in. Then
when he came in Lstarted heacing ic. 1 was standing at
the sink and he just came up and gave me a punch in
the stomuch. .. . Tt was only because his dinner wasn't
teady on the table for him. (1998: 147)

This theme appears again in Diana Russell’s inter-
views with viceims of marital rape. One participant
revealed that

Otrentimes, he'd ask “where's my supper?” If it wasn’t
there, he'd hit me, even though 1 never knew when
he'd be home because he was out wich other women,
(1990: 129)

A final illustration of the relationship between
patriarchal beliefs and gendered violence is cited by
Jane Caputi and Diana Russell:

In 1989, Curtis Adams was sentenced to 32 years
in prison for torcuring his wife in a ten-hour attack.
After she refused anal sex, Adams handcuffed his
wife, repeatedly forced a bottle and then a broom-
scick inro her anus and hung her naked out the
window— taking breaks to make ber read biblical pas-
sages adjuring women fo obey their husbands. {1992: 18,
emphasis added}

DOING GENDER AND DOING GENDER INAPPROPRIATELY  ®

In such patriarchal relationships, male batterers
use violence to simultaneously prove their manli-
ness and remonstrate “their women” for failing to
prove their corresponding womanliness. An essen-
tial nature and set of roles is assumed for each, and
when they ate not forthcoming—when his ability
to be a real man is thwarted by her refusal to be a
real woman—violence often ensues. The enactment
of violence is an enactment of masculine power and
control, where it might otherwise be eroding.

Intuitively, this analysis implies rhat domes-
tic violence perpetrared against women of color
may be especially problematic. Christine Rasche
{1993%) maiatains that many of the ethnic commu-
nities that have shaped the United States-—Latinos,
African Armericans, Asians, and Narive Americans
in particular—are structured by rigid patriarchal
norms that tend to render familial vielence roler-
able, if not invistble. However, Kimberlé Williams
Crenshaw (1994) highlights the problematic rarure
of this assumption in light of the acaderic neglect
of che “intersection of racism and patriarchy.” What
Crenshaw does make clear is thatr women of color are
uniquely vulnerable to gendered violence because of
their multiply determined structural disempower-
ment. They are often simultaneously oppressed by
their class, gender, and racial position. That this is
the case 15 also suggested by recent trends toward
increasing domestic violence among the Navajo of
the Southwest, for example (Zion and Zion, 1996).
The traditionally egalitarian nature of chese people
has been distorted by their more recent history of
racial discrimination and disempowerment. Racial
and economic disadvantage, coupled wich the incur-
sion of Anglo gender ideals, has dramatically alcered
the place of Navajo women. Increasingly, like their
white counterparts, Navajo women are expected to
perform the rituals of domestic femininity as a com-
plement to the male performance of patriarch.

Concrary  to  popular  mythology, African-
American gender politics are characrerized by
neither the extreme marriarch nor the extreme
patriarch. Rarther, the performance of gender his-
torically has been Huid. According to Beverly
Greene (1997), rigid expectations of femininity
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and masculinity have been “impractical” against
the backdrop of economic marginalization of black
men. While the imporrance of the family has been
a constant, idealized notions of masculinity and
femininity nonetheless have varied by class, region,
and ethnicity.

This is not to say that domestic violence has
not also been a constant. hooks’ volumes consis-
tently draw attention to the sexism that seems to
permeate African-American culture, even where
patriarchal performances of masculinity are not in
question. hooks agrees that male-as-breadwinner
has not always been a viable option as a resource
for most young black males. Proof of masculin-
ity instead is embedded in their aggression, theit
sexuality, or in their ability to discipline the fam-
ily. Combine these options with the tendency to
share with white males a devalued and disdainful
perception of women, and the climate is ripe for
domestic violence against “uppity black women”
(hooks, 1981; 1992). Contemporary African
Americans also can find legitimation for their
violent subjugation of women in the Muslim
glorification of the “feminine ideal.” Women are
expected to defer to men’s natural superiority.
Vielence in this contexr allows men to exercise at
once their aggressiveness, dominance, and holi-
ness (hooks, 1981).

Espiritu's (1997) examination of the gender
politics of Asian Americans also highlights the
intersecrion of race, gender, and class. In contrast
to what is often a very traditional division of labor
and power in their homeland, Asian immigrants
to the United States find that their abilities to
maintain such boundaries are compromised. As
Espiritu contends, Asian-American women are
more likely to be employed, albeit in low-wage
occupations, than either their counterparts ar
home or their male partners in che United States.
Consequently, they assume an elevated position in
the family as breadwinner and decision maker—a
clear threat to the masculinity authority and place
of their husbands. As in the parallel white patri-
archal family, violence can come to represent a
leveling influence. . ..

SEXUALITY AND VIOLENCE

Paralleling the presumption of a normarive division
of labor, there exists the presumption of normative
sexualities. The latter is especially crucial in help-

ing us to understand sexual violence as gendered |

violence. Sexual assault serves a particularly dme
matic role in the policing of gender boundaries and
the control of women's sexuality, for it s the place
wherein women become objectified as predomi-
nantly sexual beings in the service of men.

To the extent that women are sexualized—ia

the workplace, on the street, in the home—they are |

held accountable to a femininicy that requires sexual

responsivity to men’s advances. Just as the relative §
performance of masculinity and femininity assumes-

male proprietary rights, so too does it assume that

sex with the woman of his cheice is a man's tight. |

Herein lies the context for gender-motivared sexual
violence. As one rapist put i,

Rape is a man’s righc. If a woman doesn’t want o
give it, the man should take it. Women have no right
to say no—women are made to have sex. That's all
they're good for. (Curran and Renzetti, 1994: 207)

Just as a sense of entitlement underlies domestis
violence, so too does it underlie sexual violeilge_

within and outside intimate relationships. As the §

above quote suggests, sexual access to women &3
class is perceived as the inalienable right of men

as a class. Sexual assault, then, is an insticurional: §
ized, rather than aberrant, means by which men §

can perform their masculinity while “symbolizing
and actualizing women's subordinate position.
{MacKinnon, 1991: 1302). Women’s sexuality iss
ready commodity, available to all. In other words,

“all women are whores and, therefore, fair game; §
sexual violence is normal and acceptable” (Caputi |

and Russell, 1992: 18).

Enritlement takes on a special meaning in the
context of sexual assault by intimates—both rape
in marriage and acquaintance rape. In these situ-
tions, sexual assault takes on an additional validity,
reinforcing the gendered power of men 1o contrd
even the most intimate dimensions of women’s

lives. Earl
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lives. Earlier, I discussed the family as a preeminent
site for the regulation of the sexual division of labor,
through violence if necessary. The marital relation-
ship is no less important for the regulation of sexu-
ality, and women’s sexuality in particular. It is the
site at which men mosc readily and forcefully exer-
cise their (hetero) sexual rights to a woman'’s body.
Women are expected to “exchange” their sexual
favors for a share of their husbands’ paychecks, or
for the dinner and a movie provided by their dates.
This, according to tradition, is the appropriate way
for a woman to express her gratitude, and of course,
her femininity. Should she adopt an opposirional
femininity-—by saying “no’—she becomes vulner-
able to violent reprobartion. Such is the normativ-

ity of sexual entitlement, that rapists—and their

victims—often don’t acknowledge intimate rape as
rape. Robin Warsaw (1994) reports that 84 percent
of men who had commitced date rape asserced thar
their actions definicely did nor constitute rape, A
victim of rape clearly articulates her victimizer’s
failure to recognize the severicy of his assaulc:

He left me a note with one of those smile faces drawn
on it. The note read “Denise, T woke up and you were
gone. Catch ya later! Have a nice day. Bob.” Minures
later, the phone rang. The voice belonged to a cheer-
ful Rob. I think I called him a bastard or a fucker and
T told him nut co ever call me again, and then hung
up. He called back, sounding surprised, asking, “Hey,
what's the matter?” (Warsaw, 1994: 91),

Similar assurmptions of the unobstructed right of
men to women’s bodies is evident in sexual assault
within cohabiting and marieal relationships. Even
more so than dates or bovfriends, husbands hold
their wives to the presumprion of unrestricted sex-
on-demand. That is part of her “role” as prescribed
by narrow and rigid constructions of femininity. She
is the sexual companion, often sexual property, of her
mate. When women rebel against such prescriptions,
they become vulonerable to the violent reassertion of
their partners’ aggressive sexuality and manhood, in
a way that also is intended to temind them how they
are expected to perform. This was the interpretation
of rape offered by many of Russell’s (1990) subjects:

TOING GENDER AND 3CING GENDER INAPPROPRIATERY .

I consented to sex with him when [ didn’t want
ta.. .. fr was our of duty, 1 guess you'd say. He some-
how conveyed to me that he expecred it of me because

I was his wife. (52)

With a husband, you feel forced. I have an obligation
to my husband which is very bad. It’s always been a

man’s world. (81)

He used to call me at work to come to him at once
because he wanted sex. I used to work on Saturday

and he didn’t so he wanted me home. (92)

It was a very brural marriage. He wus so patriar-
chal. He felt he owned me and che children—thar
I was his property. In the firse chree weeks of our mar-
riage, he told me to regard him as God and his word
as gospel, Tf I didn't wanr sex and he did, my wishes

didn’t macter. {123)

Women and men learn very young that male sexual
access to women is “naturally” unrestcricted. In some

"cases, this lesson is learned in the home, when young

girls become the victim of child sexual abuse. This
practice normalizes sexual assaults against women.
It also sexualizes them very early on, so that they
become defined by their “sexual capiral”; girls learn
that their most valuable and manipulable assec is
their sexuality. As Stanko puts it, “One basic parc
in some children’s lives, however, can be a source
of confusion: as part of the pink world, incestu-
ally assaulted children learn that their female role
also enrails sexual availability to men”™ (1983: 20).
Perhaps, then, it is no accident chat those vicrim-
ized as children are vulnerable to revicrimization as
adults (Belknap, 1996).

These lessons are reinforced as girls and boys
enter adolescence. Barrie Thorne’s (1994} work on
gender socialization in school setcings suggests that
adolescent girls are encouraged ro cultivate a “cui-
ture of compliance and conformity” with respect
to boys that may very well leave them vulnerable
to sexual victimization. Conversely, boys begin to
develop a sense of self that is predicated on mastery
of their environment, including girls.

If women have not learned during eatlier court-
ships that “cheir sexuality is not their own,” the

539
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lesson often is driven home after marriage (Stanko,
1985: 73). In fact, sexual assault is the ultimate
abrogation of women’s choice, autonomy, and self-
determinarion. Forced sex reproduces masculine
dominance and control like few other activities.
It victimizes women in ways to which they are
“uniquely vulnerable” (Rothschild, 1993: 270}.
Men’s ability to overpower women sexually—
by right—establishes them as master.

¥Sullivan’s comparison of gang rapists and
batterers suggests that in some respects, there are
remarkable similarities in the dynamics of mariral
rape and gang rapes. Both appear to turn on “gen-
eral beliefs in male supremacy, hoscility toward
women, and different srandards for sexual behav-
ior in men and women” {Q'Sullivan, 1998: 89).
However, there is also a cructal difference;: “Gang
rape is ‘about’ the relationship among men doing it
rather than their relationship to they woman they
are abusing. ...[Mariral rape] is more instrumental
than expressive, with the goal of regulating the refa-
tionship between the man and his wife” (O'Sullivan,
1998: 105). In other words, gang rape has a differ-
ent audience in mind, with a slightly different pur-
pose. It is a display of sexual prowess for the group.
It is a communal exercise whereby men degrade
women while simultaneously proving their solidar-
ity, their sexualicy, and their manhood. They share
in one another’s sexuality through their sharing of
the victim (O'Sullivan, 1998; Martin and Hummer,
1993; Sanday, 1998). Moreover, that gang rapes are
especially likely in college fraternities should not
come as a surprise, since these groups tend to be
consumed with constructing and displaying mascu-
linity. Few contexts are so meticulously orchestrated
around a conception of hegemonic masculinity thae
“stresses competition, athleticism, dominance, win-
ning, conflict, wealth, material possessions, wili-
ingness to drink alcohol, and sexual prowess vis &
vis women” (Martin and Hummer, 1995: 473). In
brief, few contexts provide such a ready recipe for
gang rape as a display of heterosexuality, misogyny,
and loyalcy.

Just as in other situations involving coerced

sex, gang rapists perceive their victims as sexual

commodities. Patricia Yancey Marcin and Rober
Hummer’s (1993) investigation of fraternities sug-
gests that sexual violence against women is seen
by members as a sport or game in which women
collectively are pawns, and in which the goal is
to score sexually. Non-fraternity rapists share this
notion of using a woman—any woman—as a ves-
sel for a group adventure. The challenge is
perform for the group, regardless of the wishes
of the interchangeable victim. As expressed by one
such rapist,

We fele powerful, we were in control, I wanted sex
and there was peer pressure. She wasn't like a person,
no personality, just domination on my part, Just to
show T could do it—you know, macho. (Scully and
Maroclla, 1993: 39)

Male sexual prowess is performed at the expense of
the victim's autonomy. The victims are natural and
ready outlets for the satisfaction of males’ “explo-
sive” or “insatiable” sexual appetites {Sanday, 1998;
Messerschmidt, 1993). While men voluntarily and
enthusiastically enact what is for them normal mas-
culinity, their female victims are involuntarily and
unwillingly forced to play the feminine role into
which the culture has cast them: sexual conduits
whose own pleasure is unimporeant. T

Women who are victims of gang rape ase not in
a position to exercise their autonomy. The sheer fact
of being outhumbered by two, three, or seven menis
irself an obstacle ro resistance. Peggy Sanday cites
one such case, where the victim was virtually pan-
lyzed with fear:

The 17—year-old freshman woman went to the frater
nity “lirtle sister” rush party with two of her room-
mates. The roommates left early withour her, She was
trying to get a ride home when a fraternity brother
told her he would take her home after the party
ended. While she waited, two other fraternity mem-
bers rook her into a bedroom to “discuss little sister
matters.” The door was closed and one of che brothers
stood blocking rhe exit, They rold her chat in order to
became a little sister she would have to have sex with

a fraternity member. She was frightened, fearing they
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would physically harm her if she refused. She could
see no escape. Each of cthe brothers had sex wich her, as
did a third who had been hiding in the room. During
the next two hours, a succession of men went into the
room. There were never less than rhree men with her,

sometimes more. (1 998: 498)

Alternatively, the victim’s ability to consent may
be compromised by her state of intoxication, a fac-
tor that is unfortunately often used to “blame the
victim.” Jf she had been a “good girl,” if she had
acted “like a lady,” she would not have put herself
in cthe position to be so dramatically violated. Chris
O'Sullivan traces this to the cultural perceprion that
women who do not adhere to cheir roles as garte-
keepers of sexualiey are “fair game for exploitation”
(1998: 85). Such popular interpretations, however,
deny the complicity of the offenders in providing
the liquor and in exploiting the victim when she is
vulnerable.

The literature on campus gang rape, in particu-
lar, reveals the normativity of alcohol use as a prece-
dent to gang rape {O’'Sullivan, 1998; Sanday, 1998).
Offenders often plan and coordinate their victims’
excessive consumption of alcohol. One fraternicy
member boasted that

We provide them with “hunch punch” and things
geo wild. We get drunk and mose of the guys end up
with one. ... Hunch punch is a girl's drink made up of
overproot alcohol and powdered Kool-Aid, no water
or anything ¢lse, just ice, It's very scrong, Two cups
will do a number on a female. (Martin and Hummer,

1995: 477-478)

The “number” that such drinks do on women is to
render them incapable of resistance, eicher because
of a loss of coordination or a loss of consciousness.
That women are but the vessel of men’s sexuality
is especially evident here, where women could not
possibly be expected to atrain any pleasure from che
act. This bothers the participants not ac all; it is
in fact seen as an extension of women's normative
sexual passivity. A couple of examples will suffice to
illustrate the dynamics whereby fraternity men take
advantage of their intoxicated victims.

DOING GENDER AND DOING GENDER INAPPROPRIATELY  *

In the Florida State case, the ringleader met the vic-
rim ar an off-campus drinking club and invited her
back to his fraternity for a “party.”... At the fraterni-
ty house, her host gave her a bottle of wine, which she
finished. He carried her unconscious to the commu-
nal shower room and summoned three other men. His
best friend left his own date waiting downsrairs in
the hall to join in the assault. After sexually assault-
ing her, the four classy men wrote fraternity slogans
and “hatcher gash” on her thighs, dumped her in che
entry hall of another fraternity and calied 911. At the
hospital, her blood alcohol level was found to be po-
tentially lechal and semen from several different men
was found in her vagina. (O'Sullivan, 1998: 101)

It was her firse fraternity party. The beer Aowed freely
and she had much more to drink than she had planned.
It was hor and crowded and the party spread ouc all
over the house, so that when three men asked her to
g0 upsrairs, she went with chem. They took her into
a bedroam, lacked the door and began to undress her.
Groggy with alcohol, her feeble procests were ignored
as the three men raped her. When chey finished, they
put her in the hallway, naked, locking her clothes in
the bedroom. (Sanday, 1998: 498)

Whether drunk or sober, the victim's sexualicy
often is invoked to justify the perpetraror’s behavior.
As noted previously, victims often are porcrayed as
“whores” or “sluts” who have violated the standards
of femininity, and so deserve to be themselves vio-
lated for their impropriety. In such contexts, women
are presumed to enjoy gang rape. This allows the
construction of the perpetrators as men involved
in the legitimate performance of heterosexuality
with willing participants. Their behavior is a natu-
ral reaction to the seductress in their midsc. It is
not they who have schemed to assault the victim,
but the victim who has somehow schemed to “fire
them up.” The following example illustrates the
presumption of consent:

A 19-year-old woman student was out on a date with
her boyfriend and another couple. They were all drink-
ing beer and after going back to the boyfriend’s dorm

room, they smoked two marijuana cigarettes. The
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other couple left and the woman and her boyfriend
had sex. The woman fell asleep and the next thing
she knew she awoke with a man she didn't know on
top of her trying to force her into having sex. A wit-
ness said che man was in che hall with two other men
when the weman'’s boyfriend came our of his room
and invited them co have sex with his unconscious
girliriend. (Sanday, 1998: 498)

Thac vicrimized women are presumed to be always
willing, available, and receptive to male “advances”
also is apparent in the rationales of gang rapists
interviewed by Diana Scully and Joseph Marolla
(1993). Rapes of women hitchhikers were justified
uader the pretext that they must have been pros-
titutes and therefore “enjoyed it.” Gang dare rape
involved the planned communal assaule of one group
member’s date. This, too, was rendered acceptable
by impugning the sexual promiscuity—read inap-
propriateness—of the victims: “Usually the girl
had a bad repuration, or we know it was whar she
liked” (Scully and Marolla, 1993: 40). One partici-
pant admitted ro committing twenry ot thirry such
assaults on “girls who were known ro da chis kind of
thing.” He also believed that “it might start ourt as
rape, but then they {che women} would quiet down
and none ever reported it to the police” {Scully and
Marolla, 19493: 40}. Obviously, the women “enjoyed”
or even “invited” their victimization. Consequently,
men imagined themselves to have established their
sexual prowess by their demonstrated ability to sat-
isfy even a protesting woman.

Such demonstrations are at the core of gang rapes.
To themselves and their peers, such behavior is nor
deemed aberrant or deviant. Quite the contrary, it is
a show of manliness and comaraderie among friends.
Again, it is apparent that the intended audience is
nor the woman involved. She is a secondary player,
interchangeable wicth any other available woman.
What is important is that the men involved solidify
their individual and collective idencities as het-
erosexual performers. The show is for the copar-
ticipants, The communal activicy permits che
concurrent display of sexuality, fearlessness, and

comaraderie. O’Sullivan expresses the value of gang

rape to its participants as “a performance put on for
other men, proving one’s masculinity through het-
erosexual dominance and exploitation of women, It
15 a way of co-operating and competing with male
friends through a shared risky and risqué, socially
sanctioned {in the sense that ic's something to
brag about among men, although not something
to write home to mother about} behavior” (1998

103). Gang rape signifies che commitment of the ;

participants to the group and to masculine norms
of behavior. It is a very public enactment of loyalty
to the brotherhood of Man over Woman. And it is

a confirmacion of the aggressive sexuality of each of §

the group members. That it is seen as a crucial test

of one’s heterosexual mastery is evidene in che find- :
ing that those who refuse ro participate are branded -
“unmanly,” possibly homosexual (Sanday, 1998;

Martin and Hummer, 1999).

CurTURAL PERMISSION TO HATE

An implicie thread has run throughout this discussion

of gender-motivaced violence: cultural permission to

hate and to victimize women is typically bestowed

upon men. Abundant myths, stereotypes, images, §
and ideologies simulraneously support gendered §
and unequal relations of power, labor, and sexuality
as well as the resultant gender-morcivated violence. !

Culeural assumptions about men, women, and the
relacionships among and between them condone and

often encourage victimization of women as women, §
because they commonly objectify and minimize the s
value of women. In other words, “men physicallyand
emotionally abuse women because they an, because }
they live in a world that gives them permission” §
(Pharr, 1988: 14). For example, actual and potential §
victims of sexval violence are all too often portrayed

as fantasizing about and therefore enjoying their vic-
timization. Movie images, pornographic magazines,

even commercial advercising often paint a porteait
in which women may initially resist, buc ultinately -

willingly and enchusiastically participate in their

own violation. Hence, “No Means Yes” and other §
such rape myths abouad to distance the offender from

cutpability. “Boys will be boys,” after all!
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This discussion of gender-motivated violence

began with the acknowledgment that our culture
assumes a masculine and feminine essence—traits,
characteristics, capacities that clearly distinguish
Man from Woman. Part of that binary is the con-
scruction of women as either “good” or “"bad,”
depending upon their adherence to their prescribed
role (Sheffield, 1987). If femininity is enacted
through nurturing, submissive, passive behavior,
then the woman is good; if it is enacted through
selfishness, aggression, promiscuity, or resistance,
the woman is bad and so deserves whatever she gets
by way of violent retribution. The Bad Woman is
herself to blame for male violence directed ar her:
“women who are beaten by their intimate partners,
raped by strangers or acquaintances, or even killed
somehow deserve their victimizarion because of
their own fallibility, misjudgement ot provocation”
(Miller, 1995: 232-233).

Cultural constructs sutrounding women’s experi-
ences of violence overwhelmingly lay blame on the
victim. If only she had not been out alone; if only
she had prepared a hot, appetizing meal; if only she
had not dressed so provocacively, she would not have
been assaulted, battered, or raped. In other words, if
she had “done femininity” appropriately rather than
oppositionally, she would not have suffered. Violence
is a predictable response ro women who violate the
gender order. In contrast, che male offender is exon-
erated, often rewarded. He is “doing masculinicy”
normally; he is performing masculinicy in a socially
sanctioned, legirimare manner, in accordance with his
right and duty to chascen non-conforming women.

Sheffield (1989) identifies what she refers to as
“gender violence myths” that perform this function
of releasing males from culpabilicy. Rape myths
include:

¢ all women want to be raped

*+ no woman can be raped if she doesn’t want it

* she asked for it

¢ she changed her mind afterward

* she said no but meant yes

¢ if she’s going to be raped, she may as well lie
back and enjoy it

DOING GENDER AND DXOING GENDER INAPPROPRIATELY *
Among the wife-batcering myths:

* some women need to be beaten

* a good smack will scraighten her out/shut her up
¢ she needs a beating to keep her in line

¢ she must have provoked it

Sexual harassment is often justified because:

* she was seductive/flirting
¢ she was in a workplace where she didn't belong
* she misunderstood “friendliness”

In the context of a culture that holds so tenaciously
to these sorts of excuses, women who are assaulred
become suspect. She musc have done somerthing
“inappropriate” to incite the violence. Moreover, 1t
is not just the perpetrators who cling to the popular
mythologies, Friends and family of the victim are
likely to question her role in the process; police off-
cers carry the assumprtions into their invescigarion
of reports of gender-motivated violence; and judges
and attorneys are infamous for their tendency to try
the victim rather than rhe offender in cases of sexual
assaule and domestic violence.

Shefhield (1987} argues elsewhere that the good/
bad woman dichotomy is especially problematic
for women of color, who, according to strictures of
the racial hierarchy, can never achieve “goodness.”
It is the presumption of the inherent inferiority
of black women that long left them vulnerable to
unpunished and unpunishable rape at the hands of
white men. Thar black women are uniquely vul-
nerable to gendered violence is implicit in Opal
Palmer Adisa’s observation that “African American
women are more likely to be raped than any other
woman, are least likely to be believed, and mose
often watch their rapists treated with impuaity
or mild punishment” (1997: 196). Women of
color typically are not viewed as “real” victims.
More so even than white women, women of color
are characterized as inviting violent assaule. The
laritude allowed them for enacting femininity is
even more circumscribed than chat allowed white
women, African-American women, for example,
are “safe” only when enacting the roles of “mule”
or “Mammy.” So narrow are these notions of black
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womanhood that few women could possibly live
up to them. Consequently, black women are
assigned the label—often by black and white cul-
tures alike—Jezebels, matriarchs, or uppity black
women. It is this intersection of race, geader, and
sexualicy thar shapes the victimization of black
women and ocher women of color (Crenshaw, 1994;
Collins, 1993). As noted earlier, it is the Jezebel
image of the black proscitute that is perhaps most
damning. It constructs black women as sexually
promiscuous and cherefore enticing, seductive, It
is “impossible” to rape a prostirute since she is
always on the job.

Afida Hurrado confirms the contrasting imagery
of white and black femininity. While the former
share in the privilege of white men through their
enactment of emphasized femininity, the latter are
denied such access and are instead the objects of
whire masculine power and aggression:

In many ways the dual conceprion of women based on
race—"white goddess/black she-devil, chaste virgin/
nigger whore, the blond blue-eyed doll/the exotic
‘mulatre’ object of sexual craving " has freed women
of color from the distraction of the rewards of seduc-
tion. Women of color “do not reccive the respect and
creatment—mollycoddling and condescending as it
sometimes is—afforded ro white women.” {Hurtado,
1989: 846; quoting Joseph, 1981)

In other words, race conditions the gender imagery
ta which women are held accountable, especially in
rerms of cheir sexuality. While both white women
and women of color are vulnerable to gendered vio-
lence, the cultural permission for such victimization
varies dramatically. As argued above, white women
are often victimized because they are perceived to
have crossed some boundary of appropriate feminine
behavior; women of color because they are perceived
to be, "by nature,” sexually available and provoca-
tive. In short, white men’s subordination of white
women and women of color “involves holding them
accountable to normative conceptions of essen-
tial womanly nature in different ways” (West and
Fenstermaker, 1993: 168).

ANTI-GAY VIOLENCE AND THE
CONSTRUCTION OF GENDER
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As the foregoing discussion suggests, the con-

temporary practices of gender politics result in
a situation where men in gemeral benefit from the ;
subordination of women. Clearly, a dominant mas- §
culinist project is the subordination of women by J
men. However, no less important is che “denial of 4
authority to some groups of men” (Connell, 1987; §
109). Significantly, the intersection of the division ]
of labor, power, sexuality, and culture, as outlined
above, means that there also exists a hietarchy of )
masculinities tn which some are subordinated to:
others. Relations of power operate between mascu

linities and femininities, bur also between an anay
of masculinities. Not all men share in che abilicy to §
exercise control ar either cthe macro- or microsocial
level. Below a hegemonic masculinity are arrayed
a series of subordinared masculinities. Working-
class men are subordinate to capitalists; black men}
to white; homosexuals to heterosexuals. Goﬂ‘qu-_
may have overstated the case only slightly when hg
identified ideal—or “hegemonic” —masculinity g
“a young, married, white, urban, northern, heterg
sexual Protestant facher, of college education,
employed, of good complexion, weight and heighgf
and a recent record in sports. ... Any male whe
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himself—during moments at least—as unworthg
incomplete and inferior” (1963: 128). The ¢
point here is that the nenqualifiers not only “fee]
inferior, but are so judged. This is the stand
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according to which the hierarchy of masculinitig
is created, resulting in stigmatized and marginl§
ized “out-groups.” It is among these subordinacg
masculinities that we find homosexuals, '

Herek explicitly places homophobic vielence
its saciocultural context: “Anti-gay violence is;
logical, albeit extreme extension of the heteroseg
ism that pervades American society. Heferosexim §
defined here as an ideological system that denie
denigrates and stigmatizes any nonheteroseny
form of behavior, identity, relationship or cog
munity” (1992: 89). From this point of referency
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Herek goes on to trace the ideological and insti-
tuczonal practices that serve to denigrare and mar-
ginalize gay men and lesbians. From the exclusion
of gays from civil rights and hate crime protec-
tions, to biblical condemnations of homosexuality
as “unnatural,” to curricular constraints on positive
presentations of homosexuality, heterosexism is
transmitted chrough culeural insticutions (Herek,
1992: 90). The implication of this is thar gays are
subsequently rendered invisible at best, worthy of
persecution ar worst.

As ene potential resource in the accomplishment
of gender, gay-bashing plays the dual role of reaf-
firming the perpetrator’s abilicy to “do gender,”
while simultaneously punishing the victim's pro-
pensity to “do gender inappropriately.” At one and
the same time, this practice serves to define, regu-
late, and express sexuality. It is a forceful resource
by which young men, in particular, can regulate
challenges to the binaries of gender and sexuality.
In short, both hegemonic and subordinate forms
of masculiniry are shaped and maintained through
active homophobia. In particular, hegemonic mas-
culinity is accomplished through the simulcane-
ous valuation of aggressive heterosexuality and the
denunciation of homosexuality,

GAY-BASHING AS A RESOTU/RCE FOR
CONSTRUCTING MASCULINITIES

Violence against homosexuals is not a new problem
{Bensinger, 1992). Historically, it has been a legally
sanctioned policy, as in medieval Europe or the
colonial United States where sodomy was punish-
able by various forms of mutilacion, or even death.
Homosexuals were imprisoned and exterminaced
alongside German Jews in Nazi death camps (Herek
and Berrill, 1992: 1). Some American “liberators,”
noting the pink triangles worn by gay men in the
camps, recurned the “deviants” to their prisons in
sympathy with the Nazis’ inrentions (Gran, 1993;
Heger, 1980; Plant, 1986). The McCarthy era in
the United States was a period of extensive legal
and extralegal persecution of gay men and lesbians

(Duberman, 1993; Adam, 1995).

DOING GENDER AND DOING GENDER INAPPROPRIATELY »

While most (but not all) American states have
eliminared legisiation that would crirminalize the
sexual practices of gays and lesbians, the gay com-
munity continues to suffer as victims of hatred,
harassment, and violence. Moreover, attacks against
homosexuals tend to be among the most brutal acts
of hatred, They often involve severe beatings, ror-
ture, mutilation, castracion, and sexuat assault. They
are also very likely to resulr in death (Comstock,
1991; Levin and McDevicr, 1993), NGLTF annual
audits consistently report disproportionate evidence
of “overkill” in gay-relaced homicides (1996; 1997;
1998). In fact, mote than 60 percent of such homi-
cides show evidence of “rage/hare-fucled extraordi-
nary violence...(such as dismemberment, bodily
and genital mutilation, use of multiple weapons,
repeated blows from a blunt object, or numerous
stab wounds)” (NGLTF, 1995 18). Frequently, the
mutilation or dismemberment follows death, as if to
wipe out the vicrim's identiry.

What accounts for the persistence of violence
against gays? Perhaps a consideration of the com-
mon traits shared by its perpetrators provides some
insight. Consistently, the data show that they are
“predominantly ordinary young men” (Comstock,
1991: 2; Hamm, 1994). In particular, they are
young white men or adolescents, often from work-
ing-class or middle-class backgrounds (Berk, Boyd,
and Hamner, 1991; Berrill, 1992, Hamm, 1994).
With chis in mind, Comstock 1s quite righe to insist
that sociological and socioculrural, rather than psy-
chodynamic, processes are at work. It is vital co
recognize anti-gay violence as an active exercise in
the construction of gender. Such an understanding
allows us to examine hare crime in its immediate
subjective context by drawing attention to the inter-
actions and implied meanings of actors and their
audiences, Yer it also demands that we consider the
historical and cultural contexts that inform those
meanings, so that we might understand che ways in
which identities are shaped both by our engagement
with others and by our structural background.

Gay-bashing provides young men in particular
with a very useful resource for doing gender, espe-
cially for accomplishing hegemonic masculinity.

345
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It is an interesting paradox that while masculinity
is assumed to be “narural,” it also appears to be so
fragile “thar one musr always guard against losing
it” (Hopkins, 1992: 123; Kaufman, 1992). Gay-
bashing thus allows perpetrators to reaffirm cheir
own masculinity, their own aggressive heterosexu-
ality, in opposition to this nonconformist threat. As
an activity, it is railor-made for rthis construction
of masculinity, since it allows the visible demon-
stration of the most salient fearures of manliness:
aggression, domination, and heterosexuality.

Recall West and Zimmerman’s (1987) conten-
rion that gender is situacionally managed. Doing
gender is to be understood in the context in which
it occurs. The task of gender is reaccomplished in
a diversity of social settings, each of which may
demand different accountable activities. Thus,
“even though one is recognized as a man (or boy)
ptior to evidenced masculinity, evidence muse also
be forthcoming in order to merit that continued
‘unproblemaric’ status” (Hopkins, 1992: 124). In
this context, the pracrice of violence against gays
provides one such situational resource for men to
establish their masculinity. And it does so in hoth
negative and positive terms: by establishing what a
man i zot and whar he 75

Gay-bashing provides proof of manhood, which
is especially important for young males who are con-
stantly challenged to prove their virility. The perpe-
trator proves, by his actions, that he is unafraid to
fight, as any real man must be. And, he is unafraid
of engaging in illegal attacks on his victims—again
a sign of his manhood.

Like all social actors, gay-bashers act wich an
eye to their audience (Herek, 1992; 1992b). How
will they he evaluated? Whar is the message cheir
actions carry? In part, violence against gays provides
visible, documented proof of offenders’ unquestion-
ably straight sexuality. As Messerschmide con-
tends, physical violence against gay men in front
of other young, white, working-class men reaffirms
what they define as natural and masculine sex—
heterosexualicy (1993: 100). Karen Franklin rakes
a similar position, arguing that “in group assaults
the homosexual vicrim can be seen as fundamentally

a dramatic prop, a vehicle for a ritualized conquest
through which assailants demonstrace their com-
mitment to heterosexual masculiniry and male
gender norms” (1998: 12). Gay-bashing provides a
resource through which young men can confirm not
only what is natural, but what is culeurally demanded
of them in performance of their particular style of
masculinity.

Thus, while violence against gays serves as a veri-
fication of the perpetrator’s bravery and machisme,
it also serves as a disclaimer of his homosexual-
ity. The taunts the young adolescent males often
favor—such as, “What are you, a fag?’—are fre-
quent reminders of the invielability of the artificial
boundaries between the sexes. Hostility against
homosexuals can be accounted for as an assertion of
its opposite, that is, hererosexuality. The gay-basher
could not possibly be mistaken for a homosexual,
since he willingly assaults homosexuals. The active
substantiation of his homophobia simultaneously
removes any doube about the offender’s sexuality.
Similarly, the epithets cast by the perpetraror dis-
tance him from the dreaded Other, once again offer-
ing obvious proof that he is of the “in-group” rather
than the “out-group” constituted by homosexuals.
The Blue Boys, an avowed homophobic group of
young men interviewed by Michael Collins, offeran
extreme illustration of this point:

We chose the blue baseball bat because it's che color
of the boy. The man is one gender. He is not female.
There is no confusion, Blue is the color of men, and
that’s the color that men use to defear che anci-male,
which is che queer. (1992: 193}

As this statement implies, gay-bashing also
provides the ideal context in which young men
can conclusively establish what they are, in other
words, manly, virile men. Recall the importance of
accountability here: one must be seen {and inter-
preted) to be masculine in the prevailing sense of
the term. And violence is a tried and true means to
this end. . ..

Asoutlined previously, “doing gender” explicitly
is concerned with scructuring differences between
males and females, with creating “esseatial”
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natures specific to each gender, Consequently, con-
temporary sexuality (and marriage) 1s predicated
upon the normalcy of opposite-sex relationships.
Homosexuals apparently refuse to play this game.
They do not sufficiently accomplish either male-
ness or femnaleness; they have not even attempred
te become one of the “natural” sexes. Homosexuals
refuse to be forced into these binary categories of
masculine or feminine, Thus, by definition, homo-
sexuality transcends the boundaries our culcure has
so conscientiously erected between rhe genders,
lapsing into cthe category of deviance. Additionally,
gays violate the sanctity, the “nacuralness” of
established gender identities. That is, they are
sanctioned for preswmably failing to practice either
absolute femininity or masculinity. Such violations
ultimartely make them vulnerable to stigmatization
and finally to violent repression. William Hassel's
two teerrage assailants clearly were hostile to his
refusal to “be a man.” Throughout the arrack—
at knifepoint—the pair challenged his masculin-
ity, beating him for crossing the gender line, for
being a failed man. They threatened to complete
his emasculation physically. According to Hassel's
account,

They made me address rhem as “Sir.” They made me
beg chem to be made into a real woman. They chreat-
vned to castrate me. They threatened to emasculate
me. They called me “Queer,” “Faggot.” One of them
urinated on me. They threatened me with sodomy.

(1992: 144-145})

... Because homosexuality challenges the funda-
mental assumprions of what it is to "be a man,”
it inevitably is assigned an inferior status in this
gender hierarchy. The institutional norm of hetero-
sexual masculinity is affirmed in the media, legisla-
tion and social policy, and police practices, to name
but a few (Kaufman, 1987; Carrigan et al., 1987).
The 1978 Briggs Initiarive was an early attempt
to expel homosexuals from the education system.
Restrictions on “"domestic partner” benefits disad-
vantage gay couples. And rax status is based on che
traditional heterosexual marriage—doubly prob-
lemnatic since most states outlaw gay marriages.

DOING GENDER AND DOING GENDER INAPPROPRIATELY =

At the level of the informal social order, gay-
bashing serves a no less effective, but certainly
mare viclent, disciplinary mechanism. Violence
is used as a tool of subordinarion intended to
maintain the powerlessness of homosexuals. Tim
Carrigan et al. are worthy of a lengrhy quotacion
on this point:

The history of homosexuality obliges us to chink of
masculinity not as a single object with its own his-
tory but as being constantly constructed within che
history of an evolving social structure, a structure of
sexual power relations. It obliges us to see this con-
struction as a social struggle going on in a complex
ideological and political field in which there is a
continuing process of mobilization, marginalization,
conrestation, resistance, and subordination. It forces
us to recognize the importance of violence, not as an
expression of subjective values or of a type of mascu-
linity, but as constitutive practice that helps to make
all kinds of masculinity. {1987: 89}

Violence simultaneously conditions borh hege-
monic and subordinate masculinities. As such,
it is an integral weapon within the structure of
power relations. This is especially obvious when
gays collectively challenge their subordination.
The last decade has seen a dramatic increase in the
activity and visibility of a vibrant gay and lesbian
movment. This visibility has been a two-edged
sword. On the one hand, it has resulted in valu-
able gains in gay rights. On the other hand, it
has engendered great hostility and backlash. Just
as Native Americans and women, for example,
are at increased risk of victimization during peri-
ods of activism, so too are gays more vulnerable
when they find their voice. This is evident in the
increased violence leading up to gay rights refer-
enda in Maine, Colorado, and Oregon. Kathleen
Sarris’s experiences in Indiana are not atypical.
She had played a leadership role in Justice, Inc.’s
efforts to promote pro-gay activities. Following a
widely publicized press conference, Sarris suffered
weeks of telephone harassment and hate mail. The
harassment culminated in a brutal beating and
sexual assault by 2 man claiming to be
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acting for God; that what he was doing was God’s
revenge on me because 1 was a “queer,” and getting
rid of me would save children and put an end to the

movement in Indiana. (Sarris, 1992:202)

... Ultimately, then, gay-bashing is a pracrice
mortivated by the discomfort, even hostility coward
those Others who cross the gender boundaries of
sexuality, power and laber, who refuse to "do gen-
der appropriately.” In almost Durkbeimian fash-
ion, violence against gays reasserts the normative
order around gender by rewarding the perpetrators
{explicitly or implicitly) for accomplishing mascu-
linity in a “manly mannet” while punishing the vic-
tims for refusing o do so.
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