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I Sexnal thoughts

“You see, Tim,” Phillip said suddenly, "your argument isn't reascnable.
Suppose I granted your first point that homosexuality is justifiable in
certain instances and under certain controls. Then there is the catch:
where does justification end and degeneracy begin? Society must
condemn to protect. Permit even the intellectual homosexual-a. place of
respect and the first bar is down. Then comes the next and the next until
the sadist, the flagellist, the criminally insane demand their places, and
society ceases to exist. So I ask again: where is the line drawn? Where
does degeneracy begin if not at the beginning of individual freedom in
such matters?”

(Fragment from a discussion between two gay men lrying to decide if
they may love each other, from a novel published in 1950.)"

A radical theory of sex must identify, describe, explain, and
denounce erotic injustice and sexual oppression. Such a theory
needs refined conceptual tools which can grasp the subject and
hold it in view. It must build rich descriptions of sexuality as it
exists in society and history. It requires a convincing critical
language that can convey the barbarity of sexual persecution.

Several persistent features of thought about sex inhibit the
development of such a theory. These assumptions are so
pervasive in Western culture that they are rarely questioned.
Thus, they tend to reappear in different political contexts,
acquiring new. rhetorical expressions but reproducing funda-
mental axioms.

One such axiom is sexual essentialism — the idea that sex is a
natural force that exists prior to social life and shapes institutions.
Sexual essentialism is embedded in the folk wisdoms of Western
societies, which consider sex to be eternally unchanging, asocial,
and transhistorical. Dominated for over a century by medicine,
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psychiatry, and psychology, the academi_c study of sex has
reproduced essentialism. These fields classify sex as a property
of individuals. It may reside in their hormones or their psychgs. .It
may be construed as physiological or psychologicgl. But within
these ethnoscieniific categories, sexuality has no history and no
significant social determinants. - o

During the last five years, a sophisticated mst_or;cal and
theoretical scholarship has challenged sexual essentialism both
explicitly and implicitly. Gay history, paxjticularly the work ‘of
Jeffrey Weeks, has led this assault by showing that homos;asxuahty
as we know it is a relatively modern institutional complex.“® Many
historians have come to see the contemporary institutional ggrms
of heterosexuality as an even more recent development. An
important contributor to the new scholarship is Judith Walk_ow_nz,
whose research has demonstrated the extent to which prostitution
was transformed around the turn of the century. She provides
meticulous descriptions of how the interplay of social forces sr_.lch
as ideology, fear, political agitation, legal ret‘om}, and medxqa]
practice can change the structure of sexual behavior and alter its
consequences.*

Michel Foucault's The History of Sexuality has been the most
influential and emblematic text of the new scholarship on sex.
Foucault criticizes the traditional understanding of sexuality as a
natural libido vearning to break free of social constraint. He
argues that desires are not preexisting biological entities_, but
rather, that they are constituted in the cowrse of historically
specific social practices. He emphasizes the gene_rative aspects
of the social organization of sex rather than its repressive
elements by pointing out that new sexualities are constantly
produced. And he points to a major discontinuity betweesr]t
kinship-based systems of sexuality and more modermn forms.

The new scholarship on sexual behavior has given sex a
history and created a constructivist alternative to sexual essential-
ism. Underlying this body of work is an assumption that sexuality
is constituted in society and history, not biologically ordained.*
This does not mean the biological capacities are not pre-
recuigites for human sexuality. It does mean that human sexuality
is not comprehensible in purely biclogical terms. Human
organisms with human brains are necessary for human cultures,
but no examination of the body or its parts can explain the nature
and variety of human social systems. The belly's hunger gives no
clues as to the complexities of cuisine. The body, the brain, the
genitalia, and the capacity for language are all necessary fpr
hurman sexuality. But they do not determine its content, its
expenences, or itg insttutional ferme Morgover, we never
encounter the body unmediated by the meanings that cultures
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give to it. To paraphrase Lévi-Strauss, my position on the
relationship between biology and sexuality is a “Kantianism
without a transeendental libido."# :

It is impossible to think with any clarity about the politics of
race or gender as long as these are thought of as biological
entities rather than as social constructs. Similarly, sexuality is
impervious to political analysis as long as it is primatrily
conceived as a biological phenomenon or an aspect of individual
psychology. Sexuality is as much a human product as are diets,
methods of transportation, systems of etiquette, forms of labor,
types of entertainment, processes of production, and modes of
oppression. Once sex is understood in terms of social analysis
and historical understanding, a more realistic politics of sex
becomes possible. One may then think of sexual politics in terms

- of such phenomena as populations, neighborhoods, settlement

patterns, migration, urban conflict, epidemiclogy, and police
technology. These are more fruitful categories of thought than the
more traditional ones of sin, disease, neurosis, pathology,
decadence, pollution, or the decline and fall of empires,

By detailing the relationships between stigmatized erotic
populations and the social forces which requlate them, work such
as that of Allan Bérubé, John D'Emilio, Jeffrey Weeks, and
Judith Walkowitz contains implicit categories of political analysis
and criticism. Nevertheless, the constructivist perspective has
displayed some political weaknesses. This has been most evident
in misconstructions of Foucault's position.

Because of his emphasis on the ways that sexuality is
produced, Foucault has been vulnerable to interpretations that
deny or minimize the reality of sexual repression in the more
political sense. Foucault makes it abundantly clear that he is not
denying the existence of sexual repression so much as inscribing

. it within a large dynamic.®® Sexuality in Western societies has

been structured within an extremely punitive social framework,
and has been subjected to very real formal and informal controls,
It is necessary to recognize repressive phenomena without
resorting to the essentialist assumptions of the language of libido.
It is important to hold repressive sexual practices in focus, even
while situating them within a different totality and a more refined
terminclogy.®

Most radical thought about sex has been embedded within a
model of the instincts and their restraints. Concepts of sexual
oppression have been lodged within that more biological
understanding of sexuality. It is often easier to fall back on the
notion of a natural libido subjected to inhumane repression than
to reformulate concepts of sexual injustice within a more
constructivist framework. But it is essential that we do so. We
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need a radical critique of sexual arrangements that has the
conceptual elegance of Foucault and the evocative passion of
Reich.

The new scholarship on sex has brought a welcome insistence
that sexual terms be restricted to their proper historical and
gocial contexts, and a cautionary scepticism towards sweeping
generalizations. But it is important to be able to indicate
groupings of erotic hehavior and geheral trends within erotic
discourse. In addition to sexual essentialism, there are at least
five other ideclogical formations whose grip on sexual thought is
so strong that to fail to discuss them is to remain enmeshed within
them. These are sex negativity, the fallacy of misplaced scale, the
hierarchical valuation of sex acts, the domino theory of sexual
peri], and the lack of a concept of benign sexual variation.

Of these five, the most important is sex negativity. Western
cultures generally consider sex to be a dangerous, destructive,
negative force.®® Most Christian tradition, following Paul, holds
that sex is inherently sinful. It may be redeemed if performed
within marriage for procreative purposes and if the pleasurable
aspects are not enjoyed too much. In turn, this idea rests on the
assumption that the genitalia are an intrinsically inferior part of
the body, much lower and less holy than the mind, the “soul,” the
“heart,” or even the upper part of the digestive system (the status
of the excretory organs is close to that of the genitalia).3? Such
notions have by now acquired a life of their own and no longer
depend solely on religion for their perseverance.

This culture always treats sex with suspicion. It construes and
judges almost any sexual practice in terms of its worst possible
eéxpression. Sex is presumed guilty until proven innocent.
Virtually all erotic behavior is considered bad unless a specific
reason to exempt it has been established. The most acceptable
excuses are marriage, reproduction, and love. Sometimes scien-
tific curiosity, aesthetic experience, or a long-term intimate
relationship may serve. But the exercise of erotic capacity,
intelligence, curiosity, or creativity all require pretexts that are
unnecessary for other pleasures, such as the enjoyment of food,
fiction, or astronomy.

What I call the fallacy of misplaced scale is a corollary of sex
negativity. Susan Sontag once commented that since Christianity
focused “on sexual behavior as the root of virtue, everything
pertaining to sex has been a ‘special case' in our culture.”® Sex
law has incorporated the religious attitude that heretical sex is an
especially heinous sin that deserves the harshest punishments.
Throughout much of European and American history, a single act
Ol GQusCHsual anal penetration was grounds for execution. In

some states, sodomy still carries twenty-year prison sentences.
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Outside the law, sex is also a marked category. Small differences
in value or behavior are often experienced as cosmic threats.
Although people can be intolerant, silly, or pushy about what
constitutes proper diet, differences in menu rarely provoke the
kinds of rage, anxiety, and sheer terror that routinely accompany
differences in erotic taste. Sexual acts are burdened with an
excess of significance.

Modern Western societies appraise sex acts according to a
hierarchical system of sexual value. Marital, reproductive hetero-
sexuals are alone at the top of the erotic pyramid. Clamoring
below are unmarried monogamous heterosexuvals in couples,
followed by most other heterosexuals. Solitary sex floats ambigu-
ously. The powerful nineteenth-century stigma on masturbation
lingers in less potent, modified forms, such as the idea that
masturbation is an irferior substitute for partnered encounters.

- Stable, long-term lesbian and gay male couples are verging on

respectability, but bar dykes and promiscucus gay men are
hovering just above the groups at the very bottom of the pyramid.
The most despised sexual castes currently include transsexuals,
transvestites, fetishists, sadomasochists, sex workers such as
prostitutes and porn models, and the lowliest of all, those whose
eroticism transgresses generational boundaries.

Individuals whose behavior stands high in this hierarchy are
rewarded with certified mental health, respectability, legality,
social and physical mobility, institutional support, and material
benefits. As sexual behaviors or occupations fall lower on the
scale, the individuals who practice them are subjected to a
presumption of mental illness, disreputability, criminality, restric-
ted social and physical mobility, loss of institutional support, and
economic sanctions.

Extreme and punitive stigma maintains some sexual behaviors
as low status and is an effective sanction against those who
engage in them. The intensity of this stigma is rooted in Western

- religious traditions. But most of its contemporary content derives

from medical and psychiatric opprobrium,

The old religious taboos were primarily based on kinship -
forms of social organization. They were meant to deter inappro-
priate unions and to provide proper kin. Sex laws derived from
Biblical pronouncements were aimed at preventing the acemisi-
tion of the wrong kinds of affinal partners: consancguineous kin
(incest), the same gender (homosexuality), or the wrong species
(bestiality). When medicine and psychiatry acquired extensive
powers over sexuality, they were less concerned with unsuitable
mates than with unfit forms of desire. If taboos against incest best
characterized kinship systems of sexual organization, then the
shift to an emphasis on taboos against masturbation was more
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apposite to the newer systems organized around qualities of
erotic experience.™

Medicine and psychiatry multiplied the categories of sexual
misconduct. The section on psychosexual disorders in the
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM) of
the American Psychiatric Association (APA) is a fairly reliable
map of the current moral hierarchy of sexual activities. The APA
list is much more elaborate than the traditional condemnations of
whoring, sodomy, and adultery. The most recent edition, DSM-JII,
removed homosexuality from the roster of mental disorders after
a long political struggle. But fetishism, sadism, masochism,
transsexuality, transvestism, exhibitionism, voyeurism, and pedo-
philia are quite firmly entrenched as psychological malfunc-
tions.** Books are still being written about the genesis, etiology,
treatment, and cure of these assorted "pathologies.”

Psychiatric condemnation of sexial behaviors invokes com-
cepts of mental and emotional inferiority rather than categories of
sexnal sin. Low status sex practices are vilified as mental
diseases or symptoms of defective personality integration. In
addition, psychological terms conflate difficulties of psycho-
dynamic functioning with modes of erotic conduct. They equate
sexual mascochism with self-destructive personality patterns,
‘sexual sadism with emotional aggression, and homoeroticism
with immaturity. These terminological muddles have become
powerful stereotypes that are indiscriminately applied to individ-
uals on the basis of their sexual orientations.

Popular culture is permeated with ideas that erotic variety is
dangerous, unhealthy, depraved, and a menace to everything from
small children to national security. Popular sexual ideology is a
noxious stew made up of ideas of sexual sin, concepts of

. psychological inferiority, anti-communism, mob hysteria, accusa-
tions of witchcraft, and xenophobia. The mass media nourish
these attitudes with relentiess propaganda. ! would call this
system of erotic stigma the last socially respectable form of
prejudice if the old forms did not show such obstinate vitality, and
new ones did not continually become apparent.

All these hierarchies of sexual value - religious, psychiatric,
and popular — function in much the same ways as do ideological
systems of racism, ethnocentrism, and religious chauvinism. They
rationalize the well-being of the sexually privileged and the
adversity of the sexual rabble.

Figure 1 diagrams a general version of the sexual value systern.
According to this system, sexuality that is “good,” “normal” and
"natural” ghould ideally be hoterosexual, marital, monogamous,
1eproductive, and non-tommareial. &t should be coupled, rela-
tional, within the same generation, and occur at home. It should

281 Thinking Sex

The charmed circle:
Good, Normal, Natural,
Blessed Sexuality

Heterosexual
Marrige
Monogamous
Procreative
Non-commercial
n pairs

in arelationship
Same genegralion
In private

No pornography
Bodies only
Vanilla

Homosexual

Heterosexual

Non-procreative

The outer limits:
Bad, Abnormal, -
Unratural,
Damned Sexuality

Homosexual
Unmarried
Praomisruous
Nan-procreative
Commercial

Alang ar in groups
Casual
Cross-generational
In pubtic
Fatnography

With manufactured objecis |

Sadomasochistic

Figure ! The sex hierarchy: the charmed circle vs the outer limits

not involve pornography, fetish objects, sex toys of any sort, or
roles other than male and female. Any sex that violates these
rules is “bad,” “abnormal,” or “"unnatural” Bad sex may be
homosexual, unmarried, promiscuous, non-procreative, or com-
mercial. It may be masturbatory or take place at orgies, may be
casual, may cross generatioral lines, and may take place in
“public,” or at least in the bushes or the baths. It may involve the
use of pornography, fetish objects, sex toys, or unusual roles (see

Figure 1).



282 Gayle Rubin

“Good” sex:

Normal, Natural,

Healthy, Holy “The Line"
Heterosexual
Married
Monogamous

Reproductive
At homa

“"Bad” sex:

Major area of contest Abnormal, Unnatural,

-
Unmarried heterosexual couples
Pramiscuous Heterosexuals
Masturbation
Long-term, stable lesbian ang
gay malie couples
Lesbians in the bar

Promiscuous gay men at
the baths or in the park

Transvestiles
Transsexuals
Fetishists
Sadomasochists
For money
Cfoss-generalional

Best Worst

Figure 2 The sex hierarchy: the struggle over where to draw the line

Figure 2 diagrams another aspect of the sexual hierarchy: the
heed to draw and maintain an imaginary line between good and
bad sex. Most of the discourses on sex, be they religious,
psychiatric, popular, or political, delimit a very small portion of
human sexual capacity as sanctifiable, safe, healthy, mature,

" legal, or politically correct. The “line” distinguishes these from all
other erotic behaviors, which are understood to be the work of
the devil, dangerous, psychopathological, infantile, or politically
reprehensible. Arguments are then conducted over “where to
draw the line," and to determine what other activities, if any, may
be permitted to cross over into acceptability.

All these models assume a domino theory of sexual peril. The
line appears to stand between sexual order and chaos. It
expresses the fear that if anything is permitted to cross this erotic
DMZ, the barrier against scary sex will crumble and something
unspeakable will skitter across.

Most systems of sexual judgment — religious, psychological,
feminist, or socialist — attempt to determine on which side of the
line a particular act falls. Only sex acts on the good side of the
line are accorded moral complexity. For instance, heterosexual
encounters may be sublime or disqusting, free or forced, healing
or destructive, romantic or mercenary. As long as it does not
violate other rules, heterosexuality is acknowledged to exhibit the
full range of human experience. In contrast, all sex acts on the
bad side of the line are considered utterly repulsive and devoid
of all emotional nuance. The further from the line a sex act is, the
more it is depicted as a uniformly bad experience.

As a result of the sex conflicts of the last decade, some
Dehavior noay the barder is inching across it. Unmarried couples
living together, masturbation, and some forms of homosexuality

Sick, Sinful, "Way Out”
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are moving in the direction of respectability (see Figure 2). Most
homosexuality is still on the bad side of the line. But if it is
coupled and monogamous, the society is beginning to recognize
that it includes the full range of human interaction. Promiscucus
homosexuality, sadomasochism, fetishism, transsexuality, and
cross-generational encounters are still viewed as unmodulated
horrors incapable of involving affection, love, free choice,
kindness, or transcendence,

This kind of sexual morality has more in common with
ideclogies of racism than with true ethics. It grants virtue to the
dominant groups, and relegateg vice to the underprivileged. A
democratic morality should judge sexual acts by the way partners
treat one another, the level of mutual consideration, the presence
or absence of coercion, and the quantity and quality of the
pleasures they provide. Whether sex acts are gay or straight,
coupled or in groups, naked or in underwear, commercial or
free, with or without video, should not be ethical concerns.

It is difficult to develop a pluralistic sexual ethics without a
concept of benign sexual variation. Variation is a fundamental
property of all life, from the simplest biclogical organisms to the
most complex human social formations. Yet sexuality is supposed
to conform to a single standard. One of the most tenacious ideas
about sex is that there is one best way to do it, and that everyone
should do it that way.

Most people find it difficult to grasp that whatever they like to
do sexually will be thoroughly repulsive to someone else, and
that whatever repels them sexually will be the most treasured
delight of someone, somewhere. One need not like or perform a
particular sex act in order to recognize that someone else will,
and that this difference does not indicate a lack of good taste,
mental health, or intelligence in either party. Most people mistake
their sexual preferences for a universal system that will or should
work for everyone.

This notion of a single ideal sexuality characterizes most
systems of thought about sex. For religion, the ideal is
procreative marriage. For psychology, it is mature hetero-
sexuality. Although its content varies, the format of a single sexual
standard is continually reconstituted within other rhetorical
frameworks, including feminism and socialism. It is just as
objectionable to insist that everyone should be lesbian, non-
monogamous, or kinky, as to believe that everyone should be
heterosexual, married, or vanilla - though the latter set of
opinions are backed by considerably more coercive power than'
the former.

Progressives who would be ashamed to display cultural
chauvinism in other areas routinely exhibit it towards sexual
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differences. We have learned to cherish different cultures as
unique expressions of human inventiveness rather than.as'. the
inferior or disgusting habits of savages. We need a similarly
anthropological understanding of difft:erent sexual cv_.lltures.

Empirical sex research is the one field that c?.oes incorporate a
positive concept of sexual variation. Alfre.d Kmsey a_pproached
the study of sex with the same uninhibited curiosity hg 113;1
previously applied to examining a species of wasp. His scientific
detachment gave his work a refreshing neutflahty that er}rage’d
moralists and caused immense controversy. Amgng Kinsey's
successors, John Gagnon and William Si;non have p19neergd thg
application of sociological understandings to eronc.vanety.‘
Even some of the older sexology is useful. Although hlfl.s work is
imbued with unappetizing eugenic beliefs, Havelock Elh's was an
acute and sympathetic observer. Hi_s monu;nfsmal Studies in the
Psychology of Sex is resplendent with detail. ‘

Much political writing on sexuality reveals complete ignorance
of both classical sexology and modern sex research. Perhaps this
is because so few colleges and universities bother to teach
human sexuality, and because so much stigma adheres even to
scholarly investigation of sex. Neither sexology not sex research
has been immune to the prevailing sexual value system. Both
contain assumptions and information which should not _be
accepted uncritically. But sexology and sex research provide
abundant detail, a welcome posture of calm,. and a We]l
developed ability to treat sexual variety as something tpat exists
rather than as something to be exterminated. These fields can
provide an empirical grounding for a radical theoq of sexugd;ty
more useful than the combination of psychoanalysis and feminist
first principles to which so many texts resort.

111 Sexual transformation

As defined by the ancient civil or canonical codesf, sodomy was a
category of forbidden acts; their perpetrator was nothing more than the
juridical subject of them. The nineteenth-century hgmose?c}xal became a
personage, a past, a case history, and a childhqod, in _adc;mon to being a
type of life, a life form, and a morphology, with an 1ndllscree! anatomy
and possibly a mysterious physiolzlgy....‘l‘he sodom.lte had been a
ion; homosexual was now a species.
temporary aberration; the e | Poncaut

In spite of many continuities with ancestral foms, modermn sexual
arrangements have a distinctive character which sets them apart
from preexisting systems. In Western Ewrope and the United

States, industrialization and urbanization reshaped the traditional
rural and peasant populations into a new urban industrial and
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service workforce. It generated new forms of state apparatus,
reorganized family relations, altered gender roles, made possible
new forms of identity, produced new varieties of social
inequality, and created new formats for political and ideological
conflict. It also gave rise to a new sexual system characterized by
distinct types of sexual persons, populations, stratification, and
political conflict.

The writings of nineteenth-century sexology suggest the
appearance of a kind of erotic speciation. However outlandish
their explanations, the early sexclogists were witnessing the
emergence of new kinds of erotic individuals and their aggrega-
tion into rudimentary communities. The modern sexual system
contains sets of these sexual populations, stratified by the
operation of an ideological and social hierarchy. Differences in
social value create friction among these groups, who engage in
political contests to alter or maintain their place in the ranking.
Contemporary sexual politics should be reconceptualized in
terms of the emergence and on-going development of this
system, its social relations, the ideclogies which interpret it, and
its characteristic modes of conflict.

Homosexuality is the best example. of this process of erctic
speciation. Homosexual behavior is always present among

-humans. But in different societies and epochs it may be rewarded

or punished, required or forbidden, a temporary experience or g
life-long vocation. In some New Guinea societies, for example,
homosexual activities are obligatory for all males. Homosexual
acts are considered utterly masculine, roles are based on age,

-and partners are determined by Kinship status.®® Although these

men engage in extensive homosexual and pedophile behavior,
they are neither homosexuals nor pederasts. '

Nor was the sixteenth-century sodomite a homosexual. In 1831,
Mervyn Touchet, Earl of Castlehaven, was tried and executed for
sodomy. It is clear from the proceedings that the earl was not
understood by himself or anyone else to be a particular kind of
sexual individual. “While from the twentieth-century viewpoint
Lord Castlehaven obviously suffered from psychosexual prob-
lems requiring the services of an analyst, from the seventeenth
century viewpoint he had deliberately broken the Law of God
and the Laws of England, and required the simpler services of an
executioner.”*® The earl did not slip into his tightest doublet and
waltz down to the nearest gay tavern to mingle with his fellow
sodomists. He stayed in his manor house and buggered his
servants. Gay self-awareness, gay pubs, the sense of group
commonality, and even the term homosexual were not part of the
earl's universe, |

The New Guinea bachelor and the sodomite nobleman are only
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tangentially related to a modem gay man, who may rnigrate from
rural Colorado to San Francisco in order to live in a gay
neighborhood, work in a gay business, and participate in an
elaborate experience that includes a self-conscious identity,
group solidarity, a literature, a press and a high level of political
activity. In modern, Western, industrial societies, homosexuality
has acquired much of the institutional structure of an ethnic
group.*’

The relocation of homoeroticism into these quasi-ethnic,
nucleated, sexually constituted communities is to some extent a
consequence of the transfers of population brought about by
industrialization. As laborers migrated to work in cities, there
were increased opportunities for voluntary communities to form.
Homosexually inclined women and men, who would have been
vulnerable and isolated in most pre-industrial villages, began to
congregate in small comers of the big cities. Most large
nineteenth-century cities in Western Europe and North America
had areas where men could cruise for other men. Lesbian
communities seem to have coalesced more slowly and on a
smaller scale. Nevertheless, by the 1880s, there were several
cafes in Paris near the Place Pigalle which catered to a leshian
clientele, and it is likely that there were similar places in the
other major capitals of Western Europe.

Areas like these acquired bad reputations, which alerted other
interested individuals of their existence and location. In the
United States, lesbian and gay male territories were well
established in New York, Chicago, San Francisco, and Los
Angeles in the 1950s. Sexually motivated migration to places such

as Creenwich Village had become a sizable sociological

phenomenon. By the late 1970s, sexual migration was occurring
on a scale so significant that it began to have a recognizable
impact on urban politics in the United States, with San Francisco
being the most notable and notorious example 8

Prostitution has undergone a similar metamorphosis. Prosti-
tution began to change from a temporary job to a more
permanent occupation as a result of nineteenth-century agitation,
legal reform, and police persecution. Prostitutes, who had been
part of the general working-class population, became increas-
ingly isolated as members of an outcast group.*® Prostitutes and
other sex workers differ from homosexuals and other sexual
minorities. Sex work is an occupation, while sexual deviation is an
erotic preference. Nevertheless, they share .some cominon
features of social organization, Like homosexuals, prostitutes are
a criminal sexual population stigmatized on the basis of sexual

activity. Prostitates and male homosemals are the primary prey
of vice police everywhere.’ Like gay men, prostitutes occupy

287 Thinking Sex

well demarcated wrban territories and battle with police to
defend and maintain those territories. The legal persecution of

- both populations is justified by an elaborate ideology which

classifies them as dangerous and inferior undesirables who are
not entitled to be left in peace.

Besides organizing homosexuals and prostitutes into localized
populations, the “modernization of sex” has generated a system
of continual sexual ethnogenesis. Other populations of erotic
dissidents - commonly known as the “perversions” or the
“paraphilias” — also began to coalesce. Sexualities keep marching
out of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual and on to the pages of
social history. At present, several other groups are trying to
emulate the successes of homosexuals. Bisexruals, sadomaso-
chists, individuals who prefer cross-generational encounters,
transsexuals, and transvestites are all in various states of
community formation and identity acquisition. The perversions

.are not proliferating as much as they are attempting to acquire

social space, small businesses, political resources, and a measure
of relief from the penaities for sexual heresy.



