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FRIENDSHIP AS A WAY OF LIFE®

Q. You're in your fifties. You're a reader of Le Gar Pied, which has been
in existence now for two years. Is the kind of discourse you find there
something positive for you?

M.F. That the magazine exists is the positive and important thing.
In answer to your question, [ could say that I don’t have to read it to
voice the question of my age. What I could ask of your magazine is that
I do not, in reading it, have to pose the question of my age. Now, read-
ingit...

gq. Perhaps the problem is the age group of those who contribute to
it and read it; the majority are between twenty-five and thirty-five.

M.F. Of course. The more it is written by young people the more it
concerns young people. But the problem is not to make room for one
age group alongside another but to find out what can be done in rela-
tion to the quasi identification between homosexuality and the love

among young people.

Another thing to distrust is the tendency to relate the question of -

homosexuality to the problem of “Who am 17" and “What is the secret
of my desire?” Perhaps it would be better to ask oneself, “What rela-
tions, through homosexuality, can be established, invented, multiplied,
and modulated?” The problem is not to discover in oneself the truth
of one’s sex, but, rather, to use one’s sexuality henceforth to arrive ata
multiplicity of relationships. And, no doubt, that’s the real reason why

*H. de Ceccaty, ]. Dapet, and I. Le Bitoux conducted this interview with Foucault for
the Franch magazine Gai Pied. It appeared in April 181, The text that BPFEMS here,
translated by John Johnston, has been amended.
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homosexuality is not a form of desire but something desirable. T1:1em~
fore, we'have to work at becoming. homosexuals and not be obstinate
in recognizing that we are. The development toward which the prob-
lem of homosexuality tends is the one of friendship. _

Q. Did you think so at twenty, or have you discovered it over the
i::ii. As far back as I remember, to want guys [gargons] was to want
relations with guys. That has always been important .f'or me. Not nec-
essarily in the form of a couple but as a matter of existence: h‘vn:ru-nr‘ls it
possible for men to be together? To live together, tu share their tu:ll{.%,
their meals, their room, their leisure, their grief, their km?vwledg_e, tlrm]r
confidences? What is it to be “naked” among men, outside ai.' msu’tu—
tional relations, family, profession, and obligatory camaraderie? It's a
desire, an uneasiness, a desire-in-uneasiness that exists among a lot
A ];?Oé':i you say that desire and pleasure, and the relationships one
can have, are dependent on one’s age?

M.F. Yes, very profoundly. Between a man and a younger woman,
the marriage institution makes it easier: she accepts it and makes it
work. But two men of noticeably different ages——whatfe_ajf}muld allow
them to communicate? They face each other without terms or conven-
jent words, with nothing to assure them about the meaning .af the
movement that carries them toward each other. They have o invent,
from A to Z, a relationship that is still formless, which is fma‘nd,s_EfF
that is to say, the sum of everything through which they can give each
other pleasure. ‘

One of the concessions one makes to others 1slnot to Pl.;'s:m I:;T:é

ything but a kind of immediate pleasure, of two
ﬂar]:ltse:fugﬂ;n the street, seducing each other with a look, grabbing
each other's asses and getting each other off in a quarter of an hour.
There you have a kind of neat image of homosexua‘iit}r mt];zut I;n:g.r rzna:
sibility of penerating unease, and for two reasons: it responds 0 a as-
surint; ca:fon of ;l:agut}', and it cancels everything that can be troubling
in affection, tenderness, friendship, fidelity, camaraderie, and compan-
ionship, things that our rather sanitized society can't allavvjr a place for
without fearing the formation of new alliarices and the tying tugeth‘er
of unforeseen lines of force. I think that’s what makes homosexuality

< “disturbing”: the homosexual mode of life, much more than the sex-

7 ual act itself. To imagine a sexual act that doesn’t conform to law or
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-nature is not what disturbs people. But that individuals are beginning
to love one another—there’s the problem. The institution is caught in
a contradiction; affective intensities traverse it which at one and the
same time keep it going and shake it up. Look at the army, where love
between men is ceaselessly provoked [appelé] and shamed. Institutional
codes can’t validate these relations with multiple intensities, variable
colors, imperceptible movements and changing forms. These relations
short-circuit it and introduce love where there's supposed to be only
law, rule, or habit.

Q. You were saying a little while ago: “Rather than crying about
faded pleasures, ['m interested in what we ourselves can do.” Could
you explain that more precisely?

M.F. Asceticism as the renunciation of pleasure has bad connota-
tions. But ascesis is something else: it's the work that one performs on
oneself in order to transform oneself or make the self appear which,
happily, one never attains. Can that be our problem today? We've rid
ourselves of asceticism. Yet it’s up to us to advance into a homosexual
ascesis that would make us work on ourselves and invent—I do not say
discover—a manner of being that is still improbable.

Q. That means that a young homosexual must be very cautious in
regard to homosexual imagery; he must work at something else?

) ._r.i[
M.F. What we must work on, it seems to me, is not so much tslﬁb/

erate our desires but to make ourselves infinitely more susceptibie to
pleasure [p!aisirs]. We must escape and help others to escape the two
readymade formulas of the pure sexual encounter and the lovers' fusion
of identities.

Q. Can one see the first fruits of strong constructive relationships in
the United States, in any case in the cities where the problem of sex-
ual misery seems under control?

M.F. To me, it appears certain that in the United States, even if the
basis of sexual misery still exists, the interest in friendship has become
very important; one doesn’t enter a relationship simply in order to be
able to consummate it sexually, which happens very easily. But toward
friendship, people are very polarized. How can a relational system be
reached through sexual practices? Is it possible to create a homosex-
ual mode of life?

This notion of mode of life seems important to me. Will it require
the introduction of a diversification different from the ones due to social
class, differences in profession and culture, a diversification that would
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also be a form of relationship and would be a “way of life”? A way of
life can be shared among individuals of different age, status, and social
activity. It can yield intense relations not resembling those that are
institutionalized. [t seems to me that a way of life can yield a culture
and an ethics. To be “gay,” I think, is not to identify with the psycho-
logical traits and the visible masks of the homosexual but to try to
define and develop a way of life.

G. Isn't it a myth to say: Here we are enjoying the first fruits of a
socialization between different classes, ages, and countries?

M.F. Yes, like the great myth of saying: There will no longer be any
difference between homo- and heterosexuality. Moreover, 1 think that
it’s one of the reasons that homosexuality presents a problem today.
Many sexual liberation movements project this idea of “liberating your-
self from the hideous constraints that weigh upon you.” Yet the affir-
mation that to be a homosexual is for a man to love another man—this
search for a way of life runs counter to the ideology of the sexual lib-
eration movements of the sixties. It's in this sense that the mustached
“clones™ are significant. It's a way of responding: “Have nothing to fear;
the more one is liberated, the less one will love women, the less one
will founder in this polysexuality where there are no longer any dif-
ferences between the two.” It's not at all the idea of a great commu-
nity fusion. 1

Homosexuality is a historic occasion to reopen affective and rela-
tional virtualities, not so much through the intrinsic qualities of the
homosexual but because the “slantwise” position of the latter, as it
were, the diagonal lines he can lay out in the social fabric allow these
virtualities to come to light.

Q. Women might object: What do men together have to win com-
pared to the relations between a man and a woman or between two
women?

M.F. There is a book that just appeared in the U.S. on the friend-
ships between women.! The affection and passion between women is
well documented. In the preface, the author states that she began with
the idea of unearthing homosexual relationships—but perceived that
not only were these relationships not always present but that it was
uninteresting whether relationships could be called “homosexual” or
not. And by letting the relationship manifest itself as it appeared in
words and gestures, other very essential things also appeared: dense,
bright, marvelous loves and affections or very dark and sad loves. The
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book shm the extent to which woman’s body has played a great role
and the importance of physical contact between women: women do
each other’s hair, help each other with make up, dress each other
Women have had access to the bodies of other women: they put theu:
arms around each other, kiss each other. Man’s body has been forbid-
den to other men in a much more drastic way. If it’s true that life be-
tween women was tolerated, it’s only in certain periods and since the
nllneteenm century that life between men not only was tolerated but
rigorously necessary: very simply, during war. ;

And equally in prison camps. You had soldiers and young officers
whﬂ spent months and even years together. During World War I. men
lived. together completely, one on top of another, and for them ;t was
nothing at all, insofar as death was present and ﬁnaﬂy the de-vutiuu to
one another and the services rendered were sanctioned by the play of
life and death. And apart from several remarks on camaraderie JI;I:w:
brotherhood of spirit, and some very partial observations, what +:|::= we
know Iabout these emotional uproars and storms of feel;ng that took
place in those times? One can wonder how, in these absurd and gro-
tesque wars and infernal massacres, the men managed to hold oﬁ in
spite of everything, Through some emotional fabric, no doubt. I don"t
mean that ?t was because they were each other's lovers that t};ey con-
tinued to fight; but honaor, courage, not losing face, sacrifice. leavin
t!1e tr;ench with the captain—all that implied a very intense er;:mtiunj
tie., It's not to say: “Ah, there you have humosexifulity!” I detest that
kind of reasoning. But no doubt you have there one of the conditions
not the only one, that has permitted this infernal life where for w*eeks:
guys floundered in the mud and shit, among corpses, starving for food
and were drunk the morning of the assault. ? B ,

I w::lu_ld like to say, finally, that something well considered and vol-
untary like a magazine ought to make possible a homosexual culture
that is to say, the instruments for polymarphie, varied, and individu:
fﬂi}f modulated relationships. But the idea of a pmgraﬁ of proposals
is cla:,lgeruus. As soon as a program is presented, it becomes a law, and
there’s a Pruhjhit:ion against inventing. There ought to be an i:wet;tive—
ness SIFECIEI to a situation like ours and to these feelings, this need thar —
Americans call “coming out,” that is, showing oneself. The program
must b.E wide open. We have to dig deeply to show how thmgsgl:ave
been historically contingent, for such and such reason intelligible but

- not necessary. We must make the intelligible appear against a back-

-
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i itv. We must think that what
f tiness and deny its necessity. !
Erx?:t:{:sﬁf;nflrl::m filling all possible spaces. '[;n m;]:e a truly unavqld
jon: What can be played: 3
H - SEXUAL CHOICE, SEXUAL ACT*

NOTE

Lilian Faderman Surpassing the Love of Men (New York: Morraw, 1gBa).
1 )

. 1.0'H. Let me begin by asking you to respond to John Boswell’s recent
| book on the history of homosexuality from the beginning of the Chris-
. tian era through the Middle Ages.! As an historian yourself, do you find
his methodology valid? To what extent do you think the conclusions
he draws contribute to a better understanding of what homosexuality
is today?

M.F. This is certainly a very important study whose originality is
already evident from the way in which it poses the question. Methodo-
logically speaking, the rejection by Boswell of the categorical opposition
between homosexual and heterosexual, which plays such a significant
role in the way our culture conceives of homosexuality, represents an
advance not only in scholarship but in cultural criticism as well. His
introduction of the concept of “gay” (in the way he defines it) provides
us hoth with a useful instrument of research and, at the same time, a
better comprehension of how people actually conceive of themselves
and their sexnal behavior. On the level of investigative results, this
methodology has led to the discovery that what has been called the
“repression” of homosexuality does not date back to Christianity prop-
erly speaking but developed within the Christian era at a much later
date. In this type of analysis it is important to be aware of the way in
which people conceived of their own sexuality. Sexual behavior is not,

as is too often assumed, a superimposition of, on the one hand, desires

_ ; - *This interview was conducted in French and translated by James O'Higgins; it first
| appeared in the “Hormosexuality: Sacrilege, Vision, Politics™ special issue of Salmagundi
i 58-50 (Fall 1g82-Winter 1985), pp. 10-24. i
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that derive from natural instincts, and, on the other hand, :::f permis-
sive or réstrictive laws that tell us what we should or shouldn’t do. Sex;
ual behavior is more than that. It is also the consciousness one !'lau:-l o
what one is doing, what one makes of the experience, andﬂtheﬁv ue
one attaches to it. It is in this sense that I think the concept ~gay ;:;E-
tributes to a positive (rather than a purely negative) Iapprecmuun of the
type of consciousness in which affection, love, desire, sexual rapport
i ople have a positive significance.
WITGE:I p[u_nderstand that your own recent work has led you to a study
Al i i i ient Greece.
lity as it was experienced in ancient , : |
i i‘:":aY&z’ and precisely Boswell's book has provided me mt.h a guldﬁi
for \;'l;at t-:; look for in the meaning people attached to their sexua
behavior. o
e.!aﬂ’H. Does this focus on cultural context an:;ial p;-ﬂptle:- 5 dt:iouz:s
: i ior reflect a methodological decision to DYpz
st disposition to homosexual behavior
and social conditioning? Or do you have any conviction one way or the
ther on this issue? . :
ﬂ ::F On this question I have absolutely nothing to say. “No comment.
; o'H. Does this mean you think the question is unanswerable; or
.0"H. thi: . \
bogus, or does.it simply not interest your. :
iiu.rf. No, none of these. I just don’t believe in talking about ::h.llnE:
that go beyond my expertise. It’s not my problem, and I dnra t 1]ljs
talking about things that are not really.the object of my wﬂrk On 'fth
question I have only an opinion; since it is only an opinion, it is with-
out interest. : 1
1.0'H. But opinions can be interesting, don't you agree?
M.F. Sure, I could offer my opinion, but this wquld only make sdens:a
if everybody and anybody’s opinions were also being cm:‘.l.sul:ied.. [. on E,,:{
want to make use of a position of authority while I'm being interview
to traffic in opinions. | _ L
1.0’H. Fﬂ.iE enough. We'll shift direction then. Du1 you 1:.h1n.'IL it is
legitimate to speak of a class consciousness in connection with hur]nu-
sexuals? Ought homosexuals to be encouraged to think of themselves
as a class in the way that unskilled laborers or black peoplie.are encour-
aged to in some countries? How do you envision the political goals of
homosexuals as a group? ;
M_F. In answer to the first question, [ would say that the I:}omos:;d
ual consciousness certainly goes beyond one's individual experience and
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includes an awareness of being a member of a particular social group.
This is an undeniable fact that dates back to ancient times. Of course,
this aspect of their collective consciousness changes over time and
varies from place to place. It has, for instance, on different occasions
taken the form of membership in a kind of secret society, membership
in a cursed race, membership in a segment of | humanity at once privi-
leged and persecuted—all kinds of different modes of collective con-
sciousness, just as, incidentally, the consciousness of unskilled laborers
has undergone numerous transformations. It is true that more recently
certain homosexuals have, following the political model, developed or
tried to create a certain class consciousness, My impression is that this
hasn’t really been a success, whatever the political consequences it may

" have had, because homosexuals do not constitute a social class. This

is not to say that one can’t imagine a society in which homosexuals
would constitute a social class. But in our present economic and social
mode of organization, [ don’t see this coming to pass.

As for the political goals of thel homosexual movement, two points
can be made. First, there is the question of freedom of sexual choice
which must be faced. [ say “FEEEIQHL of sexual choice” and not “free-
dom of sexual dcts” because there are sexual acts like rape which
should not be permitted whether they involve a man and a woman or
two men. I don’t think we should have as our objective some sort of
absolute freedom or total liberty of sexual action. However, where free-
dom of sexual choice is concerned, one has to be absolutely intransi-
gent. This includes the liberty of expression of that choice. By this I
mean the liberty to manifest that choice or not to manifest it. Now,
there has been considerable progress in this area on the level of legis-
lation, certainly progess in the direction of tolerance, but there is still
a lot of work to be done.

Second, a homosexual movement could adopt the objective of pos-
ing the question of the place in a given society which sexual choice, sex-
ual behavior, and the effects of sexual relations between people could
have with regard to the individual. These questions are fundamentally
obscure. Look, for example, at the confusion and equivocation that
surround pornography, or the lack of elucidation which characterizes
the question of the legal status that might be attached to the liaison
between two people of the same sex. | don’t mean that the legaliza-
tion of marriage among homosexuals should be an objective; rather,
that we are dealing here with a whole series of questions cencerning
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the insertion and recognition—within a legal and social fram:;wnrk—nf
divérse relations among individuals which must be addressed. =
1.0’H. | take it, then, your point is that dn? homosexual n_m':rensﬂ in
should not only give itself the goal of enlarging lelga.l penmsts;ve g
but should also be asking broader and deeper questions about the s =
tegic roles played by sexual preferences and how they are perce;.:vln:h:
Is it your pcri.ni that the homosexual movement should not smpba :
eralizing laws relating to personal sexual choice but should also be {]i::ru
voking society at large to rethink its own presuppositions regar ,.:,:E"_“
sexuality? In other words, it isn’t that homosexuals are delen;Z sl
should be allowed to practice in peace but, rather, th_at the w uh york J
ceptual scheme that categorizes homosexuals as dev@nts must be :
mantled. This throws an interesting light on the question a!’ humnse:fu
educators. In the debate that arose in California, regarding the ngI]:t
of homosexuals to teach primary and secondary school, for examp :
those who argued against permitting homosexuals to tear:h. weri:;nt
cerned not only with the likelihood of humoﬁexua.ls cuns’r:ituu.n.g a bat
to innocence, in that they may be prone 1:1:;:|L seducing ;fl:;r students, bu
t they might preach the gospel of homosexuality.
ﬂis:dftl:.aTh:}er:fl]: :ruestiun, you see, has been \.wnngl}r fn:trn';!al.adtzii
Under no circumstances should the sexual c%mtce of an indivi o
determine the profession he is allowed, m"forbldden, to prlaxizlsetju =
ual practices simply fall outside the pertinent Ifacturs reua el
suitability for a given profession. “Yes,” you might say, “but o
the profession is used by homosexuals to encourage others to

 homosexual ?”

u this: Do believe that teachers who for jiea.r"s,
fu::iuc;:;:ﬁfn::i];:?uﬁes, explaiyflued to children that han{nsexuahigz:;
intolerable; do you believe that the textbooks that purged hr.en::uhrj .
falsified history in order to exclude various types of sexualale v:l::';
have not caused ravages at least as serious as a humﬂsemhﬂ te_taihﬂn
who speaks about homosexuality and wh;:- can do no more rm

i iven reality, a lived experience Al
' exPTl'?:[;E t;at a tet:nher is a ;Emusexuai can only have elecmf}rmg
and intense effects on the students to the extent that the rest of ;u;md:;}'
| refuses to admit the existence of homosexuality. A homosexual 31:
should not present any more of a problem than a bald leaﬁn a c:ml'
teacher in an all-female school, a female teilcther in an :!]1- e s
or an Arab teacher in a school in the 16th district in Paris.
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As for the problem of a homosexual teacher who actively tries to
seduce his students, all [ can say is that in all pedagogical situations
the possibility of this problem is present; one finds instances of this
kind of behavior much more rampant among heterosexual teachers—
for no other reason than that there are a lot more heterosexual teachers.

1.0’H. There is a growing tendency in American intellectual circles,
particularly among radical feminists, to distinguish between male and
female homosexuality. The basis of this distinction is twofold. If the
term homoseruality is taken to denote not merely a tendency toward
affectional relations with members of the same sex but an inclination
to find members of the same sex erotically attractive and gratifying,
then it is worth insisting on the very different physical things that hap-
pen in the one encounter and the other. The second basis for the dis-
tinction is that leshians seem in the main to want from other women
what one finds in stable heterosexual relationships: support, affection,
long-term commitment, and so on. If this is not the case with male
homosexuals, then the difference may be said to be striking, if not fun-
damental. Do you think the distinction here a useful and viable one?

Are there discernible reasons for the differences noted so insistently
by many prominent radical feminists?

M.F. [Laughs] All I can do is explode with laughter.

1.0°H. Is the question funny in a way I don't see, or stupid, or both?

M.F. Well, it is certainly not stupid, but I find it very amusing, per-
haps for reasons I couldn’t give even if I wanted to. What I will say is
that the distinction offered doesn’t seem to be convinecing, in terms of
what I observe in the behavior of lesbian women. Beyond this, one
would have to speak about the different pressures experienced by men
and women who are coming out or are trying to make a life for them-
selves as homosexuals. I don't think that radical feminists in other
countries are likely to see these questions quite in the way you ascribe
to such women in American intellectual circles.

1.0'H. Freud argued in “Psychogenesis of a Case of Hysteria in a
Woman” that all homosexuals are liars.? We don’t have to take this
assertion seriously to ask whether there is not in homosexuality a ten-
dency to dissimulation that might have led Freud to make his state-
ment. If we substitute for the word “lie” such words as metaphor or
indirection, may we not be coming closer to the heart of the homosex-
ual style? Or is there any point in speaking of a homosexual style or
sensibility? Richard Sennett, for one, has argued that there is no more
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a homosexual style than there is a heterosexual style. Is this your view
well? 1 ‘
% :EF Yes, I don't think it makes much sense to talk about a.hﬂ:iru::use:»i1
al s.t 11e ]‘;ven on the level of nature, the term knmoserua&q;f uesr;n
L!:La‘ife }rrm;:h meaning. I'm reading right now, as Sa mT;,tZr ; ac:, =
i ‘Proust a
i t recently in the U.S. called Fro

. teresting book that came ou ! cal | :
\:;; Art s:fg T ove.3 The author shows us how difficult it is to give me;;n{
ing to the proposition “Proust was a homosexual.” It seems to me ha
i is, i e can't

:':igs finally an inadequate categﬂrjr-—;lnat;equa;e,[ }I:e:; wn:_-l u:a;;it r:rswm :

i i the one hand, an
really classify behavior, on s
t}'pE}:'.'lf experience, on the ather. One could perhaps say Lh.e:e 15(; .-tiuj-:
' ongoing attempt to recreate a ¢
style,” or at least that there is an ot : o
5Ld}'le of existence, a form of existence or art of living, which migh
lled “gay.” e e
4 In angsxiﬂr to the question about dissimulation, it is true ti:lat, t;;‘;r
: ol
instance, during the nineteenth century it was,it}:: a 1:F.*rl;.=1.’m1 iei-gm :
: i : xuality. But to call homosexuals
necessary to hide one’s homose o el e
equivaleqrm to calling the resisters under a military occupation liars

—— like calling Jews “munﬂy@i%}’ when it was the only profession they

a1

were allowed to practice. : B
1.0°H. Nevertheless, it does seem evident, at least on a sociological

level, that there are certain characteristics one can discern 1n thengl::y
] g kg
s1:~.rle1 certain generalizations which (your langhter a nrmm_ent ag -
w:im;tandjng} recall such stereotypifications as promiscuity, :nun:.rm
i i i a O
ity between sexual partners, purely physical relan_unﬁh*rps, an swhem
M.F. Yes, but it's not quite so simple. In a soclety 1.1ke 01.;1‘5, i
homosexuality is repressed, and severely so, men enjn:.;; fﬁr gr;::1 i
ibe Men are permitted to make love
degree of liberty than women. o e
trictive conditions. Houses of p
more often and under less res | oI
i i i i | needs. Ironically, this re
tion exist to satisfy their sexua : ‘
certain permissiveness with regard to sexual practices betwee:; meym
_ Sexual desire is considered more intense for men and T.h:;e zr;;r_
greater need of release; so, along with b;ﬂ'ﬁ:&ls, pnewsi_:;:re a.—i s
sex .
here men could meet an Ve
gence of baths w : = i
The Roman baths were exactly this, a place for heteru&exu’ als : tngagthese
in sexual acts. It wasn't until the sixteenth century, I believe, tha ey
baths were closed as places of unacceptable gexual debauchery. u:i
| suality benefited from a certain tolerance toward sexu
e i hysical encounter. And
\ i long as it was limited to a simple physic
\ pract:u:ﬂs, as long
|

-
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not only did homosexuality benefit from this situation but, by a curi-
ous twist—often typical of such strategies—it actually reversed the
standards in such a way that homosexuals came to enjoy even more
freedom in their physical relations than heterosexuals. The effect has
been that homosexuals now have the luxury of knowing that in a certain
number of countries—Holland, Denmark, the United States, and even
as provincial a country as France—the opportunities for sexual encoun-
ters are enormous. There has been, you might say, a great increase in
consumption on this level. But this is not necessarily a natural condi-
tion of homosexuality, a biological given.

1.0'H. The American sociologist Philip Rieff, in an essay on Oscar
Wilde entitled “The Impossible Culture,” sees Wilde as a forerunner
of modern culture.* The essay begins with an extensive quotation from
the transcript of the trial of Oscar Wilde, and goes on to raise ques-
tions about the viability of a culture in which there are no prohibitions,
and therefore no sense of vital transgression. Consider, if you will, the
following:

“A culture survives the assault of sheer possibility against it only so
far as the members of a culture learn, through their membership, how
to narrow the range of choices otherwise open.” i

“As culture sinks into the psyche and becomes character, what Wilde
prized above all else is constrained: individuality. A culture in crisis
favors the growth of individuality; deep down things no longer weigh
s0 heavily to slow the surface play of experience. Hypothetically, if a
culture could grow to full crisis, then everything would be expressed

and nothing would be true.”

“Sociologically, a truth is whatever militates against the human
capacity to express everything. Repression is truth.”

Is Rieff’s response to Wilde and to the idea of culture Wilde embod-
ied at all plausible?

‘M.F. I'm not sure [ understand Professor Rieff’s remarks. What does
he mean, for instance, by “Repression is truth?”

1.0'H. Actually, I think this idea is similar to claims you make in your
own books about truth being the product of a system of exclusions, a
netwark, or episteme [épistéme], which defines what can and cannot
be said. ;

M.F. Well, the important question here, it seems to me, is not whether
a culture without restraints is possible or even desirable but whether
the system of constraints in which a society functions leaves individu-
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‘herty to transform the system. L e
gnu;h:rt]'::niﬁg to be intolerable to certain segments of si?::i ];Thne
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ment, which heterosexual writers achieve through veiled allusion, while

depicting sexual acts in the most graphic terms.? Do you think such a

difference does exist between these two types of literature, and if so,

how would you account for it?

M.F. That's a very interesting question. As I mentioned earlier, over

the past few years | have been reading a lot of Latin and Greek texts
that describe sexual practices both between men and between men and
women; and ['ve been struck by the extreme prudishness of these texts
(with certain exceptions, of course). Take an author like Lucian. Here
we have an ancient writer who talks about homosexuality but in an
almost bashful way. At the end of one of his dialogues, for instance,
he evokes a scene where a man approaches a boy, puts his hand on the
boy’s knee, slides his hand under his tunic and caresses the boy's chest;
then the hand moves down to the boy’s stomach and suddenly the text
stops there. Now, [ would attribute this prudishness, which generally
characterizes homosexual literature in ancient times, to the greater free-
dom then enjoyed by men in their homosexual practices.

J.0’H. I see. So the more free and open sexual practice is, the more
one can afford to be reticent or oblique in talking about it. This would
explain why homosexual literature is more explicit in our culture than
heterosexual literature. But I'm still wondering how one could use this
explanation to account for the fact that the former manages to achieve
the same effect in the imagination of the reader as the latter achieves
with the exact opposite tools.

M.F. Let me try to answer your question another way. The experi-
ence of heterosexuality, at least since the Middle Ages, has always con-
sisted of two axes; on the one hand, the axis of courtship in which the
man seduces the woman; and, on the other hand, the axis of sexual
act itself. Now, the great heterosexual literature of the West has had to
do essentially with the axis of amorous courtship, that is, above all, with

that which precedes the sexual act. All the work of intellectual and cul- -
tural refinement, all the aesthetic elaboration of the West, were aimed
at courtship. This is the reason for the relative poverty of literary, cul-
tural, and aesthetic appreciation of the sexual act as such.

In contrast, the modern homosexual experience has no relation at
all to courtship. This was not the case in ancient Greece, however. For -
the Greeks, courtship between men was more important than between
men and women. (Think of Socrates and Aleibiades.) But in Christian
culture of the West, homosexuality was banished and therefore had to
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We know these practices have existed for some time but they seem
much more openly practiced these days.

M.F. I would say they are much more widely practiced also.

1.0'H. Do you think this general phenomenon and the fact that
homosexuality is “coming out of the closet,” making public its form of
expression, have anything to do with each other?

M.F. I would advance the following hypothesis: In a civilization that
for centuries considered the essence of the relation between two people
to reside in the knowledge of whether one of the two parties was going
to surrender to the other, all the interest and curiosity, the cunning and
manipulation of people was aimed at getting the other to give in, to
go to bed with them. Now, when sexual encounters become extremely
easy and numerous, as is the case with homosexuality nowadays, com-
plications are introduced only after the fact. In this type of casual en-

counter, it is only after making love that one becomes curious about the
other person. Once the sexual act has been consummated, you find
yourself asking your partner, “By the way, what was your name?”
What you have, then, is a situation where all the energy and imagi-

nation, which in the heterosexual relationship were channeled into - —>

courtship, now become devoted to intensifying the act of sex itself. A
whole new art of sexual practice develops which tries to explore all the
internal possibilities of sexual conduct. You find emerging in places like
San Francisco and New York what might be called laboratories of sexual
experimentation. You might look upon this as the counterpart of the
medieval courts where strict rules of proprietary courtship were defined.
It is because the sexual act has become soleasyjand ‘available|to homo-
sexuals that it runs the risk of quickly becoming boring, so that every
effort has to be made to innovate and create variations that will enhance
the pleasure of the act.
J.0’H. Yes, but why have these innovations taken the specific form
they have? Why the fascination with excretory functions, for instance?
M.F. [ find the S&M phenomenon in general to be more surprising
than that. That is to say, sexual relations are elaborated and developed
by and through mythical relations. S&M is not a relationship between
he (or she) who suffers and he (or she) who inflicts suffering, but be-
tween the master and the one on whom he exercises his mastery. What
interests the practitioners of 5&M is that the relationship is at the same
time regulated and open. [t resembles a chess game in the sense that

-one can win and the other lose. The master can lose in the S&M game
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if he finds he is unable to respond to the needs and trials of his vic-
tim. Cdnversely, the servant can lose if he fails to meet or can’t stand
meeting the challenge thrown at him by the master. This mixture of
rules and openness has the effect of intensifying sexual relations by
introducing a perpetual novelty, a perpetual tension and a perpetual
uncertainty, which the simple consummation of the act lacks. The idea
is also to make use of every part of the body as a sexual instrument.

. Actually this is related to the famous phase animal triste post coitum.
Since in homosexuality coitus is given immediately, the problem be-
comes “what can be done to guard against the onset of sadness?”

J.0"H. Would you venture an explanation for the fact that bisexuality
among women today seems to be much more readily accepted by men
than bisexuality among men? ;

M.F. This probably has to do with the role women play in the imagi-
nation of heterosexual men. Women have always been seen by them as
their exclusive property. To preserve this image, a man had to prevent
his woman from having too much contact with other men, so women
were restricted to social contact with other women and more tolerance
was exercised with regard to the physical rapport between women. By
the same token, heterosexual men felt that if they practiced homo-
sexuality with other men this would destroy what they think is their
image in the eyes of their women. They think of themselves as existing
in the minds of women as master. They think that the idea of their
submitting to another man, of being under another man in the act of
love, would destroy their image in the eyes of women. Men think that
women can only experience pleasure in recognizing men as masters.
Even the Greeks had a problem with being the passive partner in a love
relationship. For a Greek nobleman to make love to a passive male slave

was natural, since the slave was by nature an inferior; but when two

— Greek men of the same social class made love it was a real problem
because neither felt he should humble himself before the other.

Today homosexuals still have this problem. Most homosexuals feel |
that the passive role is in some way demeaning. S&M has actually

helped alleviate this problem somewhat.

J.0’H. Is it your impression that the cultural forms growing up in |
the gay community are directed very largely to young people in that §

community?

M.F. I think that is largely the case, though I'm not sure there is
much to make of it. Certainly, as a fifty-year-old man, when I read f
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M.F. If the relationships to be created are as yet unforeseeable, then
we can’t really say this feature or that feature will be denied. But you
can see how, in the military for example, love between men can develop
and assert itself in circumstances where only dead habits and rules
were supposed to prevail. And it is possible that changes in established
routines will occur on a much broader scale as gays learn to express
their feelings for one another in more various ways and develop new
lifestyles not resembling those which have been institutionalized.

1.0’H. Do you see it as your role to address the gay community espe-
cially on matters of general importance such as you have been raising?

M.F. I am, of course, regularly involved in exchanges with other
members of the gay community. We talk, we try to find ways of open-
ing ourselves to one another. But [ am wary of imposing my owncviews,
or of setting down a plan, or program. I don’t want to discourage in-
vention, don't want gay people to stop feeling that it is up to them to
adjust their own relationships by discovering what is appropriate in

their situations.

1.0"H. You don’t think there is some special advice, or a special
perspective, that a historian or archaeologist of culture like yourself
can offer? ]

M.F. It is always useful to understand the historical contingency of
things, to see how and why things got to be as they are. But I am not
the only person equipped to show these things, and I want to avoid
suggesting that certain developments were necessary or unavoidable.
Gays have to work out some of these matters themselves. Of course,
there are useful things I can contribute, but again, I want to avoid
imposing my own scheme or plan.

1.0’H. Do you think that, in general, intellectuals are more tolerant
toward, or receptive to, different modes of sexual behavior than other
people? If so, is this due to a better understanding of human sexuality?

If not, how do you think that you and other intellectuals can improve
this situation? In what way can the rational discourse on sex best be
reoriented?

M.F. | think that where tolerance is concerned we allow ourselves a
lot of illusions. Take incest, for example. Incest was a popular practice,

~and I mean by this, widely practiced among the populace, for a very
long time. It was toward the end of the nineteenth century that vari-
ous social pressures were directed against it. And it is clear that the
great interdiction of incest is an invention of the intellectunals.

Rt o
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THE SOCIAL TRIUMPH OF THE SEXUAL WILL*

G.B. Today we no longer speak of sexual liberation in vague terms;
we speak of women’s rights, homosexual rights, gay rights, but we
don't know exactly what is meant by “rights” and “gay.” In countries
where homosexuality as such is outlawed, everything is simpler since
everything is yet to be done, but in northern European countries where
homosexuality is no longer officially prohibited, the future of gay rights
is posed in different terms.

M.F. [ think we should consider the battle for gay rights as an epi-
sode that cannot be the final stage. For two reasons: first because a
right, in its real effects, is much more linked to attitudes and patterns
of behavior than to legal formulations. There can be discrimination
against homosexuals even if such discriminations are prohibited by law.
[t is therefore necessary to struggle to establish homosexual lifestyles,
existential choices [des choix d’existence] in which sexual relations with
people of the same sex will be important. It's not enough as part of a
more general way of life, or in addition to it, to be permitted to make
love with someone of the same sex. The fact of making love with some-
one of the same sex can very naturally involve a whole series of choices,
a whole series of other values and choices for which there are not yet
real possibilities. It's not only a matter of integrating this strange little
practice of making love with someone of the same sex into preexisting
cultures; it's a matter of constructing [ eréer] cultural forms.

*This interview was conducted in French and translated by Brendan Lemon. Given on
October 20, 1981, it was published in Christapher Street 6:4 (May 1982}, pp. 56-41. The
text that appears here has been slightly amended. !
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M.F. Certainly, but once again I think that’s hard work, though very,
very interesting. Right now ['m fascinated by the Hellenistic and Roman
world before Christianity. Take, for example, relations of friendship.
They played an important part, but there was a supple institutional
framework for them—even if it was sometimes constraining—with a
system of obligations, tasks, reciprocal duties, a hierarchy between
friends, and so on. [ don’t think we should reproduce that model. But
you can see how a system of supple and relatively codified relations
could exist for a long time and support a certain number of important
and stable relations, which we now have great difficulty defining. When
you read an account of two friends from the period, you always won-
der what it really is. Did they make love together? Did they have com-
mon interests? No doubt, it’s neither of those things, or both.

G.B. In Western societies, the only notion upon which legislation is
based is that of the citizen, or of the individual. How do we reconcile
the desire to validate relations which have no legal sanction with a
law-making body which confirms that all citizens have equal rights?
There are still questions with no answers—that of the single person,
for example.

M.F. Of course. The single person must be recognized as having rela-
tions with others quite different from those of a married couple, for
example. We often say that the single person suffers from solitude
because he is suspected of being an unsuccessful or rejected husband.

G.B. Or someone with “questionable morals.” ——

M.F. Yes, someone who couldn’t get married. When in reality the
life of solitude is often the result of the poverty of possible relation-
ships in our society, where institutions make insufficient and necessar-
ily rare all relations that one could have with someone else and could
be intense, rich—even if they were provisional—even and especially if
they took place outside the framework of marriage.

G.B. All that makes us foresee that the gay movement has a future
which goes beyond gays themselves. In Holland, it is surprising to see at
what point gay rights interest more than homosexuals, because people

§ wantto direct their own lives and their relationships.
i i d not be pre-  §
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M.F. Yes, I think that there is an interesting part to play, one that
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new and are neither the same as, nor superimp_osed on, existingh@l—
wural forms. If that's possible, then gay culture will be nﬂt.onl}r ah Ct o:;e
! als—it would create relations that are,
of homosexuals for homosexu e
-1 points, transferable to het,ernse‘xua s. We ;
atlﬂﬂﬂﬂlﬁf Rather than saying what we said at one time, “Let s try u;
o ality into the general norm of social relations,
let's say the reverse—“Nol Let's escape as much as possible fmfn :}:lz
e of relations that society proposes for us andtnf tf create 1nSi
- ty space where we are new relational possibilities. By prug;a uE
en:fewf rElatic-nal right, we will see that nonhomusexw.fal people ca
2nrich‘ their lives by changing their own schema of relations. 0
6.8. The word gay itself is a catalyst that has the power 10 nega
Ld = ity” stood for.
hat the word “homosexuality” stood 10X 5
i :1 . That’s important because by getting away from the cateEu:m:n
tion 'hornusexualitjf—hemrnsexualit}r, I think thathg[a}rs h:;;:;ﬂ; e
i s
i interesting step: they define their problems 3
1mPuﬂ’?on2reu;te a culﬁxm that makes sense only in relauﬂp to 1_'?1 se:;u:l
Eﬁiﬁnm and a type of relation that is theirf OWTL. !By L:ttl:snd? LE :at-
no
al relations away from the area of sexua s _
?:;erif:zzz in so doing making the pleasure the crystallizing point of
agnﬁw éulture—l think that's an interesting approach.
i Ily.
G.B. That's what interests people, actua _ :
M.F. Today the important questions are 1o longer 11nked‘ to ::;3 ;:*ar:::llf
of i i ; n that there aren’'t s
lem of repression, which doesn’t me-!a b ) e
t we shou OvVer:
essed people, and above all doesn’t mean .
:‘;:E: and ngt struggle so that people stop being up?ressed,l of course :’
don’t mean that. But the innovative direction we're moving in.is
the s le against repression. ;
IOHEE; Theur:-ll-lagvgiopment of what used to be called a “ghetm;l“ 14.r-.r.h1|ch
now consists of bars, cafés, and baths, has per]:_taps tIIEtEl:l a Ea tEDI:.;JI'::; h
non as radical and innovative as the struggle against discrimi sl
islation. Of course, some people would say that the former wou
' 7 ight
ithout the latter, and they're probably right. ; .
mMu;l Yes, but I don’t think we should have an attitude toward t:let
last ten or fifteen years which consists of stamllsing out thn; Ehast a,: ji-, ;5
were a long error that we're finally leaving behind. Aloto 5 an;lg -
come about in behavior, and this took courage, ?u:\,: ghould no long
i ems.
nly one model of behavior and one set ol p ! .
hﬂ"‘: :. "E'rhe fact that bars have—for many—stopped being private clubs

re-introduce homosexu

|
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indicates what transformations are taking place in the way homosexu-
ality is lived. The dramatic part of the phenomenon—making it exist—
has become a relic.

M.F. Absolutely, but from another point of view, I think that’s due
to the fact that we've reduced the guilt involved in making a very clear
separation between the life of men and the life of women, the “mono-
sexual” relation. With the universal condemnation of homosexuality,
there was also a lessening of the monosexual relation—it was permit-
ted only in places like prisons and army barracks. It's curious to note
that homosexuals were also uneasy about monosexuality.

G.B. How so?

M.F. For a while, people were saying that when everyone started
having homosexual relations, we could all finally have good relations
with women.

G.B. Which was of course a fantasy.

M.F. That idea seemed to imply a difficulty in admitting that a
monosexual relation was possible, and could be perfectly satisfying
and compatible with relating to women—if we wanted that. That con-
demnation of monosexuality is disappearing, and we see women also
affirming their right and desire for monosexuality. We shouldn’t be
afraid of that, even if it reminds us of college dorms, seminaries, army
barracks, or prisons. We should acknowledge that “monosexuality” can
be something rich.

G.B. In the sixties, the integration of the sexes was seen as the only
civilized arrangement, and this created, in effect, a lot of hostility about
“monosexual” groups like schools or private clubs.

M.F. We were right to condemn institutional monosexuality that was
constricting, but the promise that we would love women as soon as we
were no longer condemned for being gay was utopian. And a utopia
in the dangerous sense, not because it promised good relations with
women but because it was at the expense of monosexual relations. In
the often-negative response some French people have toward certain
types of American behavior, there is still that disapproval of mono-
sexuality. So occasionally we hear: “What? How can you approve of
those macho models? You're always with men, you have mustaches and
leather jackets, you wear boots, what kind of masculine image is that?”
Maybe in ten years we'll laugh about it all. But I think in the schema
of a man affirming himself as a man, there is a movement toward rede-
fining the monosexual relation. It consists of saying, “Yes, we spend
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our time with men, we have mustaches, and we Kiss each other,” with-
out one of the partners having to play the nelly [éphébe] or the effemi-
nate, fragile boy.

G.B. Thus, the criticism of the machismo of the new gay man is an
attempt to make us feel guilty and is full of the same clichés that have
plagued homosexuality up to now?

M.F. We have to admit this is all something very new and practically
unknown in Western societies. The Greeks never admitted love be-
tween two adult men. We can certainly find allusions to the idea of love
between young men, when they were soldiers, but not for any others.

.B. This would be something absolutely new?

M.F. It’s one thing to be permitted sexual relations, but the very rec-
ognition by the individuals themselves of this type of relation, in the
sense that they give them necessary and sufficient importance—that
they acknowledge them and make them real—in order to invent other
ways of life, yes, that’s new.

G.B. Why has the idea of a relational right, stemming from “gay
rights,” come about first in Anglo-Saxon countries?

M.F. That's linked to many things, certainly to the laws regarding
sexuality in Latin countries. We see for the first time a negative aspect
of the Greek heritage, the fact that the love of one man for another is
only valid in the form of classic pederasty. We should also take into con-
sideration another phenomenon: in countries that are largely Protes-
tant, associative rights were much more developed for obvious religious
reasons. | would add, however, that relational rights are not exactly
associative rights—the latter are an advance of the late nineteenth cen-
tury. The relational right is the right to gain recognition in an institu-

tional sense for the relations of one individual to another individual,
which is not necessarily connected to the emergence of a group. It's
very different. It's a question of imagining how the relation of two indi-
viduals can be validated by society and benefit from the same advan-
tages as the relations—perfectly honorable—which are the only ones
recognized: marriage and the family.

SEX, POWER, AND
THE POLITICS OF IDENTITY*

Q. You suggest in your work that sexual liberation is not so much the
uncovering of secret truths about one’s self or one’s desire as it is a arl
ulf th? process of defining and constructing desire. What are th : -
tical implications of this distinction? i
M.F. What I meant was that I think what the gay movement needs
now is much more the art of life than a science or scientific knowled
(or pseudoscientific knowledge) of what sexuality is. Sexuality is a ﬁ
of our behavior. It's a part of our world freedom. Sexuality is snme’t]'?in
that we ourselves create—it is our own creation, and much more thaf
thg discovery of a secret side of our desire. We have to understand that
with our desires, through our desires, go new forms of relationships
new forms of love, new forms of creation. Sex is not a fatality: i "'P \
possibility for creative life. o
Q. That’s basically what you're getting at when you suggest that we
should try to become gay—not just to reassert ourselves as gay.
M.F. Yes, that’s it. We don’t have to discover that we are humu;s al
Q. Or what the meaning of that is?- FHE
M.F. Exactly. Rather, we have to create a gay life. To become
Q. And this is something without limits? I
. M.F. Yes_, sure, [ tl1u'nk when you look at the different ways people
ave experienced their own sexual freedoms—the way they have cre-
ated dlleir works of art—you would have to say that sexuality, as we now
know it, has become one of the most creativeﬂs-uun:es of aur.:mciew and

Thi :
his interview was conducted by B. Gallagher and A. Wilson in Toronto in June 1g8z2.

‘It appeared in The Advocate yo0 (7 August 1984), pp. 26-50 and 55,
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our being. My view is that we should understand it m the reverse way:
the world regards sexuality as the secret of the creative culttfral life; it
is, rather, a process of our havi:f to create a new cultural life under-
d of our sexual choices.

neaqt.hl;j;:mﬂw; speaking, one of the effects of 'm.rmg to uncover that
secret has meant that the gay movement has remained at the levelt of
demanding civil or human rights around sextualit}r. That is, sexual lib-
eration has remained at the level of demanding sexual tolerance.

M.F. Yes, but this aspect must be supported. It is important, ﬁl:ST.,
to have the possibility—and the right—to choose your own rsexuailty.
Human rights regarding sexuality are ‘unp:unant and are still not re-
spected in many places. We shouldn’t consider that sm:l'f problems are
solved now. It’s quite true that there was a real hberaf.mn process in
the early seventies. This process was very good, both in terms uf_ the
situation and in terms of opinions, but the situation has not definitely
stabilized. Still, I think we have to go a s_tggﬁ_.;_@gr. [ think that one
of the factors of this stabilization will be the creation of new forms
of life, relationships, friendships in society, art, culture, and so on
mrough our sexual, ethical, and political choices. Not _unly I:':lu we have
to defend ourselves, not only affirm purselves, as an identity but as a
creative force. :

Q. A lot of that sounds like what, for instance, the women's move-
ment has done, trying to establish their own language and their own
MII'T rFE.E"n"eII I'm not sure that we have to create our own culture. We
have. 1.1.; crecz‘te culture. We have to realize mlturﬁm in
doing s0, we come up against the problem of identity. I don’t know
what we would do to form these creations, and I don’t know what
forms these creations would take. For instance, I am not at all sure that
the best form of literary creations by gay people is gay novels.

Q. In fact, we would not even want to say that. That would be based
on an essentialism that we need to avoid.

M.F. True. What do we mean for instance, by “gay paintin.g“? Yet,
[ am sure that from the point of departure of our ethical choices, we
can create something that will have a certain relationship to gayness.
But it must not be a translation of gayness in the field of music or paint-
ing or what have you, for I do not think this can h‘applen.

g. How do you view the enormous proliferation in l.he '!a.st tlen ar
fifteen years of male homosexual practices: the sensualization, if you
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like, of neglected parts of the body and the articulation of new plea-
sures? | am thinking, obviously, of the salient aspects of what we call
the ghetto—porn movies, clubs for S&M or fistfucking, and so forth.
Is this merely an extension into another sphere of the general prolif-
eration of sexual discourses since the nineteenth century, or do you
see other kinds of developments that are peculiar to this present his-
torical context?
M.F. Well, I think what we want to speak about is precisely the inno-
vations those practices imply. For instance, look at the S&M subcul-
ture, as our good friend Gayle Rubin would insist. I don’t think that
this movement of sexual practices has anything to do with the disclo-
sure or the uncovering of S&M tendencies deep within our uncon-
scious, and so or. | think that S&M is much more than that; it’s the
real creation of new possibilities of pleasure, which people had no idea
about previously. The idea that S&M is related to a deep violence, that
S&M practice is a way of liberating this violence, this aggression, is stu-
pid. We know very well what all those people are doing is not aggres-
sive; they are inventing new possibilities of pleasure with strange parts
of their body—through the eroticization of the body. I think it's a kind
of creation, a creative enterprise, which has as one of its main features
what [ call the desexualization of pleasure. The idea that bodily plea-
sure should always come from sexual pleasure as the root of all our pos-
sible pleasure—I think that’s something quite wrong. These practices
are insisting that we can produce pleasure with very odd things, very
strange parts of our bodies, in very unusual situations, and so on.

Q. So the conflation of pleasure and sex is being broken down.

M.F. That’s it precisely. The possibility of using our bodies as a
possible source of very numerous pleasures is something that is very
important. For instance, if you look at the traditional construction of
pleasure, you see that bodily pleasure, or pleasures of the flesh, are

~ always drinking, eating, and fucking. And that seems to be the limit

of the understanding of our body, our pleasures. What frustrates me,
for instance, is the fact that the problem of drugs is always envisaged
only as a problem of freedom and prohibition. I think that drugs must
become a part of our culture. e

Q. As a pleasure?

M.F. As a pleasure. We have to study drugs. We have to experience

: - drugs. We have to do good drugs that can produce very intense pleasure.

I think this puritanism about drugs, which implies that you can either
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or against drugs, is mistaken. Drugs have now h:ecnme a
i fﬂ;fd;;gs culture. Just asgtiere is bad music and gmid n}us:-:;, there
are bad drugs and good drugs. So we can’t say we are against” drugs
any more than we can say we're “against” music. . __~. ey
Q. The point is to experiment with pleasure and its pﬂﬁ?lhl ties.
M.F. Yes. Pleasure also must be a part of our culture. It is very inter-
esting to note, for instance, that for centuries people generally, as well
as doctors, psychiatrists, and even liberation movements, have .always
spoken about desire; and never about pleasure., “We have to liberate
our desire,” theysay. No/ We have to create new pleasure. And then
desire will follow. )
mﬂé'h tI!s it significant that there are, to a large deg,ree_, idex?t::mes forn_:-
ing around new sexual practices, like S&M? These 1dent}ues help in
exploring such practices and defending the nght to engage in then‘;. But
are they also limiting in regards to the possibilities of individuals?
M.F. Well, if identity is only a game, if it is only a procedure to have
relations, social and sexual—pleasure relationships that create new
friendships, it is useful. But if identity becomes the pmblsm u? s-zxual
existence, and if people think that they have to “uncover” their own
identity,” and that their own identity has to beclume the_law, the prin-
ciple, the code of their existence; if the perennial E[l_lest.lﬂl.'l the}: ask is
“Does this thing conform to my identity?” then, I think, thf:j{ :mll turn
back to a kind of ethics very close to the old heterosexual virility. [f we

I IE’ are asked to relate to the question of identity, it must be an identity to

our unique selves. But the relationships we have to have.mth m_1r5elves
are not ones of identity, rather, they must be relationships of dfﬁ'eren-
tiation, of creation, of innovation. To be the same is really hﬂn‘ng_. We
must not exclude identity if people find their pleasure mmugh this iden-
tity, but we must not think of this identity as an et]ﬁ-:.:a} universal rule.
Q. But up to this point, sexual identity has heenl politically veqrruseful.
M.F. Yes, it has been very useful, but it limits us, and I think we

5
have—and can have—a right to be free. ~——

Q. We want some of our sexual practices to be ones of resistance in
a political and social sense. Yet how is this possible, given that control
can be exercised by the stimulation of pleasure? Can we Ifle sure that
these new pleasures won't be exploited in the way advertising uses the
stimulation of pleasure as a means of social control? Gty

M.F. We can never be sure. In fact, we can always bE, sure it will hap-
pen, and that everything that has been created or acquired, any ground
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that has been gained will, at a certain moment be used in such a way.
That’s the way we live, that's the way we struggle, that’s the way of
human history. And I don’t think that is an objection to all those move-
ments or all those situations. But you are quite right in underlining that
we always have to be quite careful and to be aware of the fact that we
must move on to something else, that we have other needs as well. The
S&M ghetto in San Francisco is a good example of a community that
has experimented with, and formed an identity around, pleasure. This
ghettoization, this identification, this procedure of exclusion and so
on—all of these have, as well, produced their countereffects. I dare not
use the word dialectics—but this comes rather close to it.

Q. You write that power is not just a negative force but a productive
one; that power is always there; that where there is power, there is
resistance; and that resistance is never in a position of externality vis-
a-vis power. If this is so, then how do we come to any other conclu-
sion than that we are always trapped inside that relationship—that we
can’t somehow break out of it. _

M.F. Well, I don't think the word trapped is a correct one. It is a
struggle, but what [ mean by power relations is the fact that we are in
a strategic situation toward each other. For instance, being homosexu-
als, we are in a struggle with the government, and the government is in
a struggle with us. When we deal with the government, the struggle,
of course, is not symmetrical, the power situation is not the same; but
we are in this struggle, and the continuation of this situation can influ-
ence the behavior or nonbehavior of the other. So we are not trapped.
We are always in this kind of situation. It means that we always have
possibilities, there are always possibilities of changing the situation. We
cannot jump oufside the situation, and there is no point where you are
free from all power relations. But you can always change it. So what I've

said does not mean that we are always trapped, but that we are always
free—well, anyway, that there is always the possibility of changing.

Q.-So resistance comes from within that dynamic?

M.F. Yes. You see, if there was no resistance, there would be no
power relations. Because it would simply be a matter of obedience.
You have to use power relations to refer to the situation where you're
not doing what you want. So resistance comes first, and resistance re-
mains superior to the forces of the process; power relations are obliged
to change with the resistance. So I think that resistance is the main
word, the key word, in this dynamic. :
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Q. Politically speaking, probably the most impf:r‘tant part t:rf lu:king
at p&Werlis that, according to previous conceptions, “to resist” was
simply to say no. Resistance was conceptualized onl?r in terms -:.:f nega-
tion. Within your understanding, however, to resist is nol simply a
negation but a creative process; 0 create and recreate, to change the
situation, actually to be an active member of that pm::n.ass, b

M.F. Yes, that is the way I would put it. To say no is the minimum
form of resistance. But, of course, at times that is very important. You
have to say no as a decisive form of resistance.

Q. This raises the question of in what way, and to what degree, can
a dominated subject (or subjectivity) actually create its own dlSJCDII.II'SE.
In traditional power analysis, the omnipresent feature of analyst is the
dominant discourse, and only as a subsidiary are there reactions to,
or within, that discourse. However, if what we mean by resxstanoe in
power relations is more than negation, then aren’t some practices like,
say, lesbian S&M, actually ways for dominated subjects to formulate

ir own | s? ‘
thenh.F. We?lljgujmaf:ee, I think that resistance is a part of this strategic
relationship of which power consists. Resistance really ﬂl\\ta}rs relies
upon the situation against which it struggles. For instance, in T'.hE gay
movement the medical definition of homosexuality was a very Impor-
tant tool against the oppression of homosexuality in the 1asf: part nf t.hle
nineteenth century and in the early twentieth century. This medicali-
zation, which was a means of oppression, has always been a means of
resistance as well—since people could say, “If we are sick, then why
do you condemn us, why do you despise us?" and so on. Of u.:-urse,
this discourse now sounds rather naive to us, but at the time it was
very important. ‘

I should say, also, that I think that in the lesbian mnvemerft, therfact
that women have been, for centuries and centuries, isolated in society,
frustrated, despised in many ways, and so on, has given th-aim the rleal
possibility of constituting a society, of creating a kind of snmall relation
between themselves, outside the social world that was dominated by
males. Lillian Faderman’s book Surpassing the Love of Men is very
interesting in this regard. It raises the question: What kin::l of emo-
tional experience, what kind of relationships, were pussibl_etm a world
where women in society had no social, no legal, and no political power?
And she argues that women used that isolation and lack l:!f power.

q. If resistance is a process of breaking out of discursive practices,
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it would seem that the case that has a prima facie claim to be truly
oppositional might be something like leshian S&M. To what degree
can such practices and identities be seen as challenging the dominant
discourse?

M.F. What I think is interesting now, in relation to lesbian S&M, is
that they can get rid of certain stereotypes of femininity which have
been used in the lesbian movement—a strategy that the movement has
erected from the past. This strategy has been based on their oppres-
sion. But now, maybe, these tools, these weapons are obsolete. We can
see that leshian S&M tried to get rid of all those old stereotypes of fem-
ininity, of antimale attitude and so on.

Q. What do you think we can learn about power and, for that mat-
ter, about pleasure from the practice of S&M—that is, the explicit
eroticization of power?

M.F. One can say that S&M is the eroticization of power, the erotici-
zation of strategic relations. What strikes me with regard to S&M is
how it differs from social power. What characterizes power is the fact
that it is a strategic relation which has been stabilized through insti-
tutions. So the mobility in power relations is limited, and there are
strongholds that are very, very difficult to suppress because they have
been institutionalized and are now very pervasive in courts, codes,
and so on. All this means that the strategic relations of people are
made rigid.

On this point, the S&M game is very interesting because it is a stra-
tegic relation, but it is always fluid. OF course, there are roles, but

everybody knows very well that those roles can be reversed. Some-
times the scene begins with the master and slave, and at the end the
slave has become the master. Or, even when the roles are stabilized,
you know very well that it is always a game. Either the rules are trans-
gressed, or there is an agreement, either explicit or tacit, that makes
them aware of certain boundaries. This strategic game as a source of
bodily pleasure is very interesting. But I wouldn't say that it is a repro-
duction, inside the erotic relationship, of the structures of power. It is
an acting-out of power structures by a strategic game that is able to give
sexual pleasure or bodily pleasure.

Q. How does this strategic relation in sex differ for that in power
relations?

M.F. The practice of S&M is the creation of pleasure, and there is
an identity with that creation. And that’s why S&M is really 4 subcul-
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ture. It's a process of invention. S&M is the use of a strategic relation-
ship as a source of pleasure (physical pleasure). It is not the first tl.;’te
that people have used strategic relations as a ‘sm:.rce of“pleasure. u:
instance, in the Middle Ages there was the institution u_rf courtly love,
the troubadour, the institutions of the love rElat.lﬂ[l.s!‘WFS between the
lady and the lover, and so on. That, too, was a sr_rateglc.game, You even
find this between boys and girls when they are d:lan_cmg on Sa!;urday
night. They are acting out strategic relations. What is interesting is Tha11,
in this heterosexual life, those strategic relations come before sex. It.s
a strategic relation in order to obtain sex. And in S&M‘th:::se strategic
relations are inside sex, as a convention of pleasure within a particu-
!HLTTLJ:ZH::; case, the strategic relations are purely social relatilun_s, and
it is your social being that is involved; while, in the -::r.hrer case, it is your
body that is involved. And it is this transfer of strategic relations from
the court(ship) to sex that is very interesting. L
Q. You mentioned in an interview in Gai Pied a year or two ago that
what upsets people most about gay relations is not so mtfch sexual acts
per se but the potential for affectional relationships carried on outside
the normative patterns. These friendships and networks are unjfure-
seen. Do you think what frightens people is the u_nknuwn potential of
gay relations, or would you suggest that these relations are seen as pos-
in'g a direct threat to social institutions? : _
M.F. One thing that interests me now is the prﬂbl_.Em of fnem.ishq:.
For centuries after antiquity, friendship was a very important llrum:l of
social relation: a social relation within which people had a certain free-
dom, certain kind of choice (limited of course), as well as very ‘mte:nse
emotional relations. There were also economic and social implications
to these relationships—they were obliged to help their F::iends, and
so on. I think that in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, we: see
these kinds of friendships disappearing, at least in the male society.
And friendship begins to become something other than ?!.’:_La?‘.. YOI:I can
find, from the sixteenth century on, texts that explicitly criticize friend-
i ing dangerous.
51’11%:: ﬁ;ﬂmﬂiﬁﬂmﬁi administration, universities, Schuﬂls,l and so
on—in the modern senses of these words—cannot function with su(fh
intense friendships. I think there can be seen a very strong attempt in
all these institutions to diminish or minimize the affectional relations.
1 think this is particularly important in schools. When they started
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grade schools with hundreds of young boys, one of the problems was
how to prevent them not only from having sex, of course, but also from
developing friendships. For instance, you could study the strategy of
Jesuit institutions about this theme of friendship, since the Jesuits knew
very well that it was impossible for them to suppress this. Rather, they
tried to use the role of sex, of love, of friendship, and at the same time
to limit it. [ think now, after studying the history of sex, we should try
to understand the history of friendship, or friendships. That history is
very, very important.

And one of my hypotheses, which [ am sure would be borne out if we
did this, is that homosexuality became a problem—that is, sex between
men became a problem—in the eighteenth century. We see the rise of
it as a problem with the police, within the justice system, and so on. |
think the reason it appears as a problem, as a social issue, at this time
is that friendship had disappeared. As long as friendship was some-
thing important, was socially accepted, nobody realized men had sex
together. You couldn’t say that men didn’t have sex together—it just
didn’t matter. It had no social implication, it was culturally accepted.
Whether they fucked together or kissed had no importance. Absolutely
no importance. Once friendship disappeared as a culturally accepted
relation, the issue arose: “What is going on between men?” And that's
when the problem appears. And if men fuck together, or have sex to-
gether, that now appears as a problem. Well, I'm sure I'm right, that
the disappearance of friendship as a social relation and the declara-
tion of homosexuality as a social/political/medical problem are the
same process.

. If the important thing now is to explore anew the possibilities of
friendships, we should note that, to a large degree, all the social insti-
tutions are designed for heterosexual friendships and structures, and
the denial of homosexual ones. Isn't the real task to set up new social
relations, new value structures, familial structures, and so on? One of
the things gay people don’t have is easy access to all the structures and
institutions that go along with monogamy and the nuclear family. What
kinds of institutions do we need to begin to establish, in order not just
to defend ourselves but also to create new social forms that are really

going to be alternative?

M.F. [nstitutions. [ have no precise idea. [ think, of course, that to
use the model of family life, or the institutions of the family, for this
purpose and this kind of friendship would be quite contradictory. But
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it is quite true that since some of the relationships in society are pro-
tected forms of family life, an effect of this is that the variations which
are not protected are, at the same time, often much richer, more inter-
esting and creative than the others. But, of course, they are much more
fragile and vulnerable. The question of what kinds of institutions we
need to create is an important and crucial issue, but one that [ cannot
give an answer to. [ think that we have to try to build a solution.

Q. To what degree do we want, or need, the project of gay libera-
tion today to be one that refuses to chart a course and instead insists
on opening up new venues? In other words, does your approach to sex-
ual politics deny the need for a program and insist on experimenta-
tion with new kind of relations?

M.F. I think that one of the great experiences we've had since the
last war is that all those social and political programs have been a great
failure. We have come to realize that things never happen as we expect
from a political program, and that a political program has always, or
nearly always, led to abuse or political domination from a bloc—be it
from technicians or bureaucrats or other people. But one of the devel-
opments of the sixties and seventies which I think has been a good
thing is that certain institutional models have been experimented with
without a program. Without a program does not mean blindness—to
be blind to thought. For instance, in France there has been a lot of crit-
icism recently about the fact that there are no programs in the various
political movements about sex, about prisons, about ecology, and so
on. But in my opinion, being without a program can be very useful
and very original and creative, if it does not mean without proper
reflection about what is going on, or without very careful attention to
what's possible.

Since the nineteenth century, great political institutions and great
political parties have confiscated the process of political creation; that
is, they have tried to give to political creation the form of a political
program in order to take over power. I think what happened in the six-
ties and early seventies is something to be preserved. One of the things
that I think should be preserved, however, is the fact that there has
been political innovation, political creation, and political experimenta-
tion outside the great political parties, and outside the normal or ordi-
nary program. It's a fact that people’s everyday lives have changed from
the early sixties to now, and certainly within my own life. And surely

that is not due to political parties but is the result of many movements.
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Th:zse social movements have really changed our whole lives, our men-
tality, our attitudes, and the attitudes and mentality of uthe:" eople—
peﬂp!e who do not belong to these movements. And that is sc?me]:hing
Very important and positive. [ repeat, it is not the normal and old tra-
ditional political organizations that have led to this examination



