DOROTHY AND HER FRIENDS

Symbols of Gay Male Individuation
in The Wizard of Oz

by Robert H. Hopcke

The Wizard of Oz is a movie that has enjoyed nearly universal popularity
since its 1939 release, and within the American gay community, the movie
is regarded with special affection and delight. “Somewhere Over the Rain-
bow,” the song perhaps most identified with the film has long served at Gay
Pride Celebrations and parades as an unofficial anthem, and the use of the
rainbow flag as a Gay Pride symbol appears to be partly derived from this
association. The phrase “Dorothy’s friends” is commonly heard slang used
among some gay men to refer to other gay men.

Various lines, episodes, and characters from the movie have become
part of gay culture. For Instance, during a San Francisco mayoral campaign
in which Dianne Feinstein was clearly the front runner, one tongue-in-cheek
candidate in the race was Sister Boom-Boom, a member of the Sisters of
Perpetual Indulgence, a group of transvestite “nuns” well known in San
Francisco. One of Boom-Boom’s posters showed her on a broomstick in
the sky writing in large black smoke letters “Surrender Dianne.” A gay bar
in Madison, Wisconsin, has a mural at its entrance that depicts Dorothy
and Toto arriving in Oz, with her famous line, “Toto, I have a feeling we’re
not in Kansas anymore” written ironically underneath. A comic advertise-
ment is currently running in various publications of the gay community
for a record album entitled “Miss Gulch Returns”— promising by impli-
cation that parodies of the film’s songs will be performed by the Margaret
Hamilton drag look-alike who appears in the ad, complete with sneer and
Picnic basket. However, one sure way to see the collective gay male response
to the movie would be to attend a showing of the film in a gay neighbor-
hood, where one could virtually count on a very vocal sort of audience
Participation.

The enduring popularity of any work of art suggests the presence of
dynamic, collective factors at work psychologically. In modern times, given
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Because of its special place in the heart of the gay male community,
one is drawn to the thesis that The Wizard of Oz must represent personified
archetypal elements of great significance to gay men. In other words, the

film serves as a myth that represents in symbolic form some essential part
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Wizard of Oz story is the only myth operant in the gay m
or even the most central. Obviously, other movies whose lines or charac-
ters have worked their way into contemporary gay culture—for example,
Sunset Boulevard or Mommie Dearest—may also serve a mythic function.
Nor does this thesis imply that The Wizard of Oz is a myth for gay men
as opposed to lesbians. Gay men and lesbians share many common expe-
riences in this culture because of their homosexuality; however, in many

periences can be vastly different. I will therefore

significant ways their ex
concentrate here on the meaning of the film for gay men, acknowledging
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nov in her book The Feminine suggests that the movie is a symbolic rep-
resentation of animus integration in the process of feminine individuation.'
Ulanov’s accurate and insightful analysis raises many interesting questions
of interpretation when one turns to explore the film’s meaning for gay men.
How does this myth of feminine development speak to the souls of gay
men? Must one look at The Wizard of Oz from another angle entirely t0

understand the gay male community’s response to the film? And, if so, what

is the relationship between Ulanov’s analysis of the Feminine and the

meaning of the movie for gay men?
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of a heterosexual man, and it will unfold in ways that sometimes resemble
and sometimes differ from the heterosexual male individuation process.

The gay individuation process not only has a different point of depar-
ture, but different psychological hurdles to clear. The second psychologi-
cal task for gay people in a heterosexual world is the process of “coming
out.” Unlike heterosexuals, gay people have no models of self-image or
relationship in the culture at large to support a growing awareness of their
homosexuality. This lack of external cultural supports for their sexual and
emotional development creates a peculiar and frequently destructive psy-
chosocial vacuum for gay people, who often have a difficult time acknowl-
edging their gay feelings and identity.® Until quite recently, what seemed
to be manifestations of pathology within homosexually oriented persons
were understood as characteristics of homosexuality per se, rather than
unfortunate adaptive responses to the fierce prejudice, horror, and hatred
shown toward homosexuality in Western societies. By removing “homo-
sexuality” from their list of mental disorders in 1973, and in the latest re-
vision eliminating even “ego-dystonic homosexuality” as a mental disor-
der, the American Psychiatric Association has at last acknowledged that
social hatred, rather than same-sex love, is the true element of pathology
in gay people’s lives.

Given the two tasks characteristic of gay male development in this cul-
ture, one finds that symbolic analysis of The Wizard of Oz as a myth of
feminine development is quite relevant to gay men, specifically because of
the way in which gay male sexual orientation has been designated as
“ferninine.” In addition, the movie has another symbolic theme that speaks
directly to the task of “coming out,” a theme best summed up by noting
that “all is not what it seems to be” in Dorothy’s visit to the merry old land
of Oz. Thus, the movie touches on another motif relevant to the lives of
gay men, the theme of persona creation and development.

Gay Male Individuation and the Feminine

That the gay male community responds so intensely and affectionately to
a myth of animus-integration should hardly be a cause for wonder. Given
the Western identification of male homosexuality with psychological
femininity, an identification that some gay men have internalized to the
detriment of their sense of masculinity, The Wizard of Oz offers gay mer
a myth of masculine integration and feminine redemption. Once on¢
understands that gay men’s psychological “femininity” is not an outgrow th
of intrinsic pathology or immaturity, but rather the result of internalizing
Western sex-role definitions, one is astonished to see how applicﬂbIC
Ulanov’s analysis of the movie is to gay male individuation. Dorothy™®
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The Witch is,
therefore, an apt
symbol for the
spiritual paralysis
that occurs when
patriarchial
attitudes project
a negative, witch-
like image of
feminine voracity
upon gay male
sexuality.

as women; gay men because patriarchy and heterosexism rob them of a

natural ability to see such qualities available to them as gay men. Inter-
estingly, the phrase «Dorothy’s friends,” as a euphemism for gay men, holds
in tension two different images: In and of themselves, Dorothy’s compan-
ions are inadequate male figures, but they are also the source of Dorothy’s
eness. The salvation and completion of inner masculinity
ation of such personal qualities as activity, intelligence,
scrimination—qualities identified in Western patriar-
¢ heterosexual male—is as important a task for women
to accomplish as it is for gay men. Ulanov’s analysis rings true. The devel-
opment of a positive, differentiated inner masculinity is the point of
Dorothy’s tale, and so the movie possesses undeniable psychological
significance for women and gay men alike.

The dangers along the way to the Emerald City are familiar ones from
ack ensues when the Scarecrow attempts to
eat apples from the trees of Oz. Too early an appropriation of unconscious
contents as personal possessions can lead to indigestion and psychologi-
cal backlash from the autonomous underworld. The delectable and soporific
poppy field represents another kind of danger in working with unconscious
material—the temptation to fall into its swoon and sleep, abandoning one’s
awareness and direction. These images speak more of typical collective dan-
gers of the nekyia than to particular experiences of gay men or women.
What is relevant to this discussion is to notice how an undeveloped psy-

al masculinity might tend toward either greed or indolence with-
age to just this kind
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of masculinity in the image of Hades, the rapacious hidden god of the

shadow realm.
Getting into the Emerald City proves more difficult than imagined, but

once Dorothy and her friends gain entry, the Wizard, an awesome figure,
assigns precisely that task which one might expect. Dorothy and her friends
¢ broomstick from the clutches of the Witch. In

the tale, a difference appears between its meaning
the negative Femi-

are to wrest the phalli
interpreting this element of
for gay men and its meaning for women. For women,
nine and her phallic powers are in some way archetypal elements of fun-
damental feminine identity and must be depotentiated for further growth
to occur. The archetypal Witch within must be put in her place and her
power relativized. For gay men, however, the Witch might be better un-

derstood as a symbol of the constricting withering, destructive power of
» The Witch and her phallic

pal dominants of collective
f the Witch’s broom-

society’s identification of gay men as “feminine.
broomstick are certainly inner figures, archety
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them of a stick may mean both 3 depotentiation of thig inferior femininity and 3 re-
en. Inter- appropriation of the phallic masculinity that has been denied them as gay
nen, holds men. The Witch s, therefore, an apt symbol for the spiritya] paralysis that
ompans occurs when patriarchal attitudes project a negative, witch-like Image of
Doroth?"s feminine voracity upon gay male sexuality. The fact that 8ay men all too
asculinity often internalize and act oyt this sort of femininity is thys psychologically
:elliger?ce, understandable. The historical importance of drag within 8ay communi-
I patriar- ties, especially transvestite portrayals of witchy, bitchy, larger-than-life phallic
or women females, such as Joan Crawford, Bette Davis, and Mae West (and not, for
‘he devel- example, Loretta Young, Carole Lombard, Doris Day, or Mary Pickford),
point of can be seen as 3 manifestation of this internalization. Yet, clearly such
hological transvestite portrayals are attempts to do exactly what Dorothy does in
her journey: to lay claim to the phallic power held hostage by an evil,
ones from stultifying, and one-sided femininity. To grab the Witch’s power for one-
tempt‘s 0 self is to break her spell. As the Witch is
-onscious This interpretation makes sense of the weapon that Dorothy uses to  deflated, so,
ychologi- defeat the Witch: water. As 4 symbol archetypally identified with spirit,but 00, the Wizard
soporific also with flexibility, fluidity, motion, and depth, water would obviously be =~ 4nd b,is ideal
S . b o . " s . of Wise Old Man
_9nscxou’s lethal to this priapically phallic Witch-Bitch, whose rigidity precludes SPULL, eculin ity is
RgONCS motion, or life. For 8ay men, water as a symbo] of flexibility has special eventually revealed
-tive dan- significance, because flexibility is the best defense against any identification 4 fraudulent.
women. of themselves as exclusively, pathologically feminine, Flexibility and fluidity
ped psy- in self, in love, and in sexual attraction, though anathema to patriarcha]
nce with- attitudes, are the very source and gift of gay sexuality.
this kind As the Witch js deflated, so, too, the Wizard and his ideal of Wise Old
od of the Man masculinity js eventually reveaied as fraudulent, For Dorothy and for
women, it seems, an overvaluation of the Masculine must be worked
ined, but through, and this Interpretation is supported by the details of the Wizard’s
1e figure, exposure in the movie, Dorothy’s Instincts, personified in Toto show her
r friends idealized Projection to be just that—a projection, Indeed, the Wizard is
VitCh‘_ In literally a projection that Dorothy has seen on a screen. Intimate involve-
HIeang ment pulls back the curtain of the projection booth to reveal the real per-
ve Femi- son whom one meets in passion and companionship. The inflationary image
s of fun- of the Wizard ballooning off into the sky is the direct result of withdraw-
r growth Ing this idealized projection Projecting saviorhood onto men is a dead end
and her and leaves one abandoned.
FEREL Up- For gay men, the Wizard’s idealized aspects and hjs eventual exposure ’
MAWEL 9f May represent much the same psychodynamic situation, After shaking off
2 pha?llc the tyranny of 3 feminine self-identification and appropriating to themselves
oélecnve the phallic €nergy once given away or denjed many
, broom- -
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Another consistent
theme that runs
through the movie
and forms an
important subtext
to Dorothy’s ad-
ventures is that “all
is not what it seems
to be.”

cal, wizardly way, the powerful active masculinity that has been the end
of their long individual search. The myth of the “perfect lover” is one that
anyone who has worked with gay men clinically can affirm as both an
enduring and nearly universal fantasy that appears at one point or another
in the gay male individuation process. Like Dorothy in her relationship to
the Wizard, the real person with his faults, his fumbling, incompetence,
age, and weakness must be uncovered and disclosed if a true relationship
is to be found and a true sense of self to be consolidated.

Gay Male Individuation and the Persona

As mentioned, another consistent theme that runs through the movie and
forms an important subtext to Dorothy’s adventures is that “all is not what
it seems to be.” Clearly, the transformative recognition that “all is not what
it seems” is the very heart of coming out as a gay person. In addition to
representing the content of gay male development, the movie’s archetypal
imagery also depicts perhaps the important dynamic in the process of gay
male development.

The film is saturated on many levels with this conflict between appear-
ances and reality. The cinematic structure of the movie, reinforced by the
startling switch from a black-and-white Kansas to a vivid, technicolor Oz
and back again, is one in which Dorothy’s external life has correspondences
to an inner world. This inner/outer correspondence is taken further when
the persons of Dorothy’s external life appear as transmogrified personages
in her inner world. The Kansas farmhands are her Oz companions. The
traveling professor is the Wizard of Emerald City. The nasty Miss Gulch
(whose last name is a sure tip-off to her archetypal role in the tale) could
only be the Wicked Witch. The movie as a2 whole is not simply about
Dorothy’s adventures in Oz, but explicitly framed by both technique and
character to show that Dorothy actually lives in two worlds. These worlds
are different from each other, but also mysteriously, delightfully, and fright-
eningly interconnected.

The same theme is recapitulated within Oz, because each Oz charac-
ter is fundamentally not what he or she seems. The Scarecrow scares no
one. The Tin Woodsman is rusted. The Cowardly Lion is an oxymoron.
Glinda and the Wicked Witch have two aspects. The beneficent Glinda has
withheld important information from Dorothy on how to use the slippers’
power to get home to Kansas; and the Witch of the West js but one half of
a nefarious pair. Even the Witch’s fierce palace guards are half-human, half-
monkey, turning out to be hapless victims more than evil monsters. Dorothy
is confounded throughout Oz, confronted with flowers that talk and trees
that fight back. Appearances in Oz continually belie the reality beneath.
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Naturally, the capital of this dynamic interplay between “whatis” and
“what seems” is the Emerald City. The foursome’s entry into the city is im-
mediately followed by a carriage ride behind 2 chameleon-like “horse of
a different color,” which actually changes color from shot to shot in the
film sequence. Before seeing the Wizard, Dorothy and her friends must
undergo an elaborate make-over in 2 busy Art Deco-style beauty salon. The
gifts the Wizard bestows upon the Scarecrow, Tinman, and Lion are but
external tokens of inner qualities—a diploma for intelligence, an honorific

heart-watch (ticker) for love, a medal for courage. In this way, the gifts
ironically point up the Wizard’s ineffectuality and, as Ulanoy notes, the
necessity of inner development rather than outer achievement.

This counterpoint between appearances and reality is basic to the
movie’s thematic and visual structure, and the psychological factor at js-
sue in this counterpoint is one of Jung’s distinctive contributions to psy-
chology, the persona. Jung used the term “persona” to denote the part of
the personality that an individua] presents to others in a social context: the
external face or mask determined by one’s role, one’s external attributes,
or one’s professional activities. For this reason—because the persona is
formed and conditioned by collective expectations and values—Jung

considered it a segment of the collective psyche and spoke of it in some-
what derogatory terms:

It is, as its name implies, only a mask of the collective psyche, a mask that
feigns individuality, making others and oneself believe that one is individ-
ual, whereas one is simply acting a role through which the collective psyche
speaks.

When we analyze the persona, we strip off the mask—and discover that
what had seemed to be individual is at bottom collective. In other words,
we realize that the persona was only a mask of the collective psyche. Fun-
damentally, the persona is nothing real: it is a compromise between individ-
ual and society as to what one should appear to be. One takes a name, earns
a title, exercises a function, one is this or that. In a certain sense all this is
real, yet in relation to the essential individuality of the person concerned, it
is only a secondary reality, a compromise formation, in the making of which

others often have a greater share than oneself. The persona is a semblance,
a two-dimensional reality, to give it a nickname. (CW 7, pp. 157-158)

Jung did recognize, however, that a suitable persona is a psychic ne-

cessity, and he also acknowledged that the choice of the persona might be
more complex and individually determined than one might at first think.
Nevertheless, due perhaps to his own introversion or perhaps to his con-
cern with inner individuality, Jung invariably described the persona in
negative terms: as a means of concealment, a hindrance, a sacrifice to the
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external world, and a divisive element in consciousness (CW 7, pp.
192-193).

Jung considered the persona a mediator between the ego and the ex-
ternal world of consciousness, much in the way that the anima or animus
serves as mediator between the ego and the unconscious. Jolande Jacobi
writes that the positive function of the persona is to “build up a relatively
stable facade adapted to the demands of present-day civilization. An elas-
tic persona that ‘fits well’ belongs to the psychic wardrobe of the adult man,
and its lack or its rigidity is an indication of psychic maldevelopment.”®
This split view of the persona permeates Jungian thought on the subject.
The persona is necessary for psychic functioning, and yet false, a hindrance
to true individuation. It is a psychic formation that stabilizes and protects,
but also needs to be stripped before inner work can begin. Such ambiva-
lence about the persona might account for the scarcity of any extended
discussion of the subject in Jungian literature, especially concerning its
helpful or positive function.

This ambivalence is a drawback when attempting to examine the
psychological development of individuals whose social position is one of
being an “outsider,” as with gay people. Gay people face persona issues
more directly than other perceived outsiders. The persona is the place in
the personality in which a compromise must be forged beween collective
values and individual needs. Because gay men’s inner homosexual feelings
develop at odds with collective expectations of heterosexual masculinity,
these feelings are generally hidden or denied. Thus, one of the basic themes
of Dorothy’s myth is the essential psychological situation for gay men: “All
is not what it seems” for gay men beneath society’s ill-fitting mask of
heterosexual sex roles.

The predominance of heterosexual sex roles as an unconscious psy-
chosocial assumption in Western culture creates a mask of collective
expectation that binds and restricts a gay man, distorts the true movements
of Eros that he experiences, and serves to hide his real individuality even
from himself. The suffering experienced by a gay man in this gulf between
“what is” and “what seems” often serves the interests of his real self, much
as Dorothy’s tornado, picking him up and putting him down on the Yel-
low Brick Road to individual authenticity.

To fail as a gay man in shucking off society’s persona, to fail to come
out and affirm one’s homosexuality inwardly and outwardly is to rerain
the collective armor of social convention, often to deleterious effect. The
creation of a suitable persona—a persona that represents and contains one’s
inner life, but does not conceal, a persona that protects while remaining
flexible and resilient—such persona creation is one of the most important
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between form and content lies at the heart of ]| creation? What commy-
nity of people loves camp, irony, and sarcasm more than the gay commu-
nity, delighting in €xposing “what js” unseemly or laughable behind “what
seems”? What better and more enduring cultura] institution than trans-
VESLISM to express these issues? This is an important point. In contrast to
transvestism as an individual sexua] behavior, whose practitioners, research

for “drag queens” within the §3y community is due to the rise of a more
sophisticated political analysis of anti-gay prejudice. Such analysis recom-
mends that prejudice be opposed through more authentic visibility, so as
to create healthy, rather than defensive, personae for gay people in soci-
ety and thereby assure psychological and socja] freedom,

“what seems” jn Kansas in order to know more fully “what is” in Oz. The
movie, which is the taje of her stripping off her persona to find her soul, is
asymbol of transformation, Kansas, once stifling, has new depth and rich-
ness on her return home, During her sojourn in Oz, she must see beneath
the ineffectuality of her male companions to aid them in developing true
inrelligence, heart, and fearlessness. She must unmask the Wizard, find the
Witch’s vulnerability, and 80 beneath Glinda’ bright surface to uncover
the wisdom thar will bring her home. AJ] these tasks have deep symbolic

fesonance for gay men, who must, in Malcom Boyd’s words, “take off the
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Dorothy didn’t
decide to go to Oz;
she left the security
of home and was
quite suddenly
blown over the
rainbow, where
she bad to find her
way back or be
lost forever.

“are.” Gay men are Dorothy’s friends in that they, too, must find their way
home to a true self in the world. And as with Dorothy, the forces that set
this search in motion are often autonomous. Dorothy didn’t decide to go
to Oz; she left the security of home and was quite suddenly blown over
the rainbow, where she had to find her way back or be lost forever.

For gay men, the persona themes in the movie are intimately connected
to the film’s other mythic theme, the relationship between masculinity and
femininity. By coming to terms with Oz and finding her way home again,
Dorothy succeeds in finding a standpoint of self in a world where noth-
ing is what it seems and everyone has two faces. In transforming both her
inner and outer reality, she brings reality closer to appearances and, con-
sequently, appearances closer to reality. By reconciling the opposites of
masculinity and femininity, by finding her true individual self between
appearance and reality, between Kansas and Oz, Dorothy provides more
for gay people than a simple representation of an inner psychological
process. She provides a message of hope that they, too, can accomplish the
same reconciliation: find their own point of reality in a house of social
mirrors, create a home for themselves based on their own individuality and

their own history, and affirm outwardly the life of Eros they live within

their souls.

Robert H. Hopcke is the author of Jung, Jungians, and Homosexuality and
A Guided Tour of the Collected Works of C. G. Jung. He has written
numerous articles on homosexuality and men’s issues for Jungian journals
worldwide. In addition to his private psychotherapy practice in Berkcley.
California, he is the director of the AIDS Prevention Program at Opcrd
tion Concern, a gay and lesbian counseling agency in San Francisco.
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