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Much of modern sex research has grown from the social constructionist viewpoint ar-
ticulated by Simon and Gagnon in Sexual Conduct, the pathbreaking book that encour-
aged a generation of young scholars to look beyond the collection of data points and
into the cultural construction of sexual norms, vatues, perceptions, and behaviors. Way
ahead of their time, Simon and Gagnon made all things problematic and asked us to at
least understand the cultural lens we used to interpret behavior and gender.

John Gagnon’s later work continued to teach us not to take the ordinary for granted.
Since this volume is in his honor, it seems appropriate to write on the most ordinarily
taken for granted aspect of sexuality that there is: heterosexuality. Not its facts, figures,
behaviors, and other statistics, but rather the very fact that it exists as a location on this
planet,

[ would not be surprised to get a ho-hum reaction to this enterprise. We tend to
explain the exotic and problematize the exception. If most people are five foot ten, we
try to explain under five feet or over seven. If sumething is common and normative, we
think we understand it, and we certainly feel no need to explain it. But, in fact, that ten-
dency merely constructs a black box, a familiar shape that fools us into thinking we can
explain something merely because we come in contact with it every day. This acceptance
of the common obfuscates in two ways: we create post hoc justifications about why what
exists is supposed to exist (and mistake that for wisdom), and by accepting a “natural
order of things™ we hide all the nuances of “fact” by inhibiting further investigation or
critique. As a result, we have neglected the social construction of heterosexuality as if it
was unproblematic—as if we are born, and poof! we are totally and adequately hetero-
sexual, a mere outcome of some natural selection with an invariant program that creates
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heterosexuality as a uniform product, with no other markers or interesting ditferences
within until other shades of sexual orientation are introduced.

In tact, “doing heterosexuality” is no less problematic than homosexuality-—~ though
its punishments are more for failure than for accomplishment-—and the norm is en-
forced and sanctioned differently from exceptional behavior. Reactions to tailures of
heterosexual enactment are less violently corrected than portrayals of homosexual iden-
tity-~except, of course, when a failure of adequate enactment causes an attribution of
homosexuality, and psvchic or physical violence follows in order to preserve normative
heterosexual roleplaying along narrowly constructed and strongly idealized stereotypes.

Just what are those stereotypes and idealistic portrayals of heterosexuality? They
vary by region of the world, country, and subculture, but they share a common body
of work, and those normative expectations are fed to us at the same time we are being
breast-fed. Countless research papers have shown that even infants are programmed into
adult sexual niches: we are socially constructed as heterosexual as soon as we are pro-
pelled out into the world. Hospitals still paste blue or pink bows on babies” heads, and
oohs and ahs about the “little man™ and baby girl usually quickly include comments on
chests, legs, and genitals, creating expectations for the man or woman to be. Baby boys
are held less and cooed at less, says the research, not because they are loved less {there is
certainly some evidence that they may be loved more in some families) but because they
are being handled in a way that preserves their manliness--their heterosexuality —right
from the start. Little girls are dressed in brighter colors and frillier outfits because they
are supposed to be supremely adorable as part of their core equipment right from the
beginning.

Heterosexuality has its grave expectations. They are not articulated all at once—
some are never openly articulated—but we all know that a lack of articulation of norms
doesn't mean they don't exist. Briefly, I would like to mention some of the presumptions
and social scripts that guide our management of heterosexuality, and comment on some
of the consequences of our peculiar rules and regulations.

There are several overarching requirements of heterosexuality that [ believe orga-
nize the major script of being heterosexual in American society. First of all, heterosexu-
ality is confabulated with gender performance. Whatever the culture, its norms about
masculinity and femininity are supposed to co-vary with heterosexual enactment, and
gender itself is expected to be unambiguous and performed according to the cultural

outlines of the moment. Even today, after the sexual and gender revolutions of the late-

1960s and 70s, heterosexual dress codes, mannerisms, and body language are still strictly
mandated. Although our culture has antiheros who disdain these conventions (most no-
tably located in the worlds of rock and roll, grunge, heavy metal and other communities
of art and counterculture), the majority culture creates cultural icons in its magazines,
TV shows, movies, featuring models that tell us what exact gender displays portray het-
erosexual correctness.

Fashion designers and media stars are quite important. They become the cultural
trend setters for the young. No one who has observed the fashion impact of Britney
Spears, Lindsay L.ohan, and other teen idols can deny with a straight face (as it were)
that popular culture creates gender norms. And, T should add. it is not just children or
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their bodies so that they can have thighs, abdomens, and breasts that fit the
tile of what they believe men want. Women, and increasingly men, spend thousands of
scarce discretionary dollars to change their faces and physiques to fit prevailing stan-
dards of beauty so that they will be able to compete in the heterosexnal mating mar-

ket or retain spouses who might otherwise stray to better models of masculinity and
femininity.

sexual pro-

One can't help but reflect on this: while noblemen of the cighteenth century might
have had to work at being dandies, twenty-first-century men are spared these indigni-
ties. Just being male used to be enough to be granted provisional heterosexual status,
However, increasingly, in some sort of cosmic justice, men seem to be fo
commercial interests have finally realized that having both sexes terminally insecure
is better for business than just having one sex feel inadequate, 50 now men are in the
mix of creating better bodies, more hair (on their head; now many men feel required to
get electrolysis for the stuff on their back!), and stiffer crections to make sure that they
look and act like the cultural cut-outs they believe will ensure their sexual selection by
women. 'The medical establishment is only too happy to oblige these neuroses,

The past decade has seen the collusion of pharmaceutical research with the med;.
cal establishment to create 4 cultural crisis about potency. The new standard of geni-
tal adequacy is to have penises that could compete with the fantasy penises in purple
passages in X-rated books and movies, Now “rock hard penises” and “hot throbbing
members” will actually exist in life as they do on porn stars. The vision of what a penis
ought to look and act like can come true by using Viagra, Levitra, or Cialis, even if fow
men naturally match the size or performance of these porno-penises unaided by a drug.
Viagra, so the media and doctors on lease from Pfizer have said, can give you the erec-
ton you've always dreamed of, and as a result, a new baseline standard of erections and
performance gets created. Penis performance, always a potential problem for men, now

invokes new fears: readiness throughout the litestyle becomes standard. The natural ag-
ing of the organ becomes deviant as we try and create genitals that conform to standards
created by chemists rather than nature. Male heterosexuaiity requires a stiff erection
unto death. In order to make male heterosexuality unambiguous, we create a new
sion of what constitutes achievement of competent sexuality.

There is, of course, a female equivalent. Far before Viagra became a global brand,
wormen’s and fashion magazines created yearly standards for the year’s “look,” which of-
ten meant a new kind of body. The mass media would launch cover stories
“breasts are back” (I'm not kidding--this was a real cover {n 2003) or “the six secrets to
making him go crazy all night” Women’s magazines, and increasingly men’s magazines,
do not have stories on sex--the magazines are almost entirely about mating and dat-
ing—and even the products are advertised to help live the good life of a popular sexual
being, If we stand back for a moment, it becomes clear that the entire message of ad-
vertising is that heterosexuality is not natural: it is not easy—-and, indeed, it will take
everything they can sell you for you to even hope to sustain a decent sexual presentation
and the possibility of creating a successtul seduction, enga
successtul—as a body—as an actor—as a heterosexu
natare. No—it is seen as an act of will,

Which leads us to the obvious conclusion that, far from being normal, hete
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luted. Given all the possible paths leading to

identity is fragile. Very fragile. Easily pol
must be very careful in our con-

failure of sexual competence, we are warned that we
struction of it.

This ability to fail
mance of heterosexuality is supposed to be accepte
this dressing up and strutting out is not just to attract the opposite sex—it is supposed
to fend off criticism and attribution as a homosexual. Homosexuality and heterosexual-
how different they become, they are part of the same piece,
ality exists in its own right—but if it did not, it would be

publicly brings us to our second proposition: that our perfor-
d and applauded by others. All of

ity are like twins: no matter |
the same drama. Homosexu

invented to enforce compliance to proper gender enactment.
Straight men dress in ways to announce their sexuality, much the way the homo-

sexual men often mimic it to announce their own: exaggerating the costumes of mas-
culinity into mating signals for men with men. The two sexualities, considered so polar,

actually butt up next to each other, trying to accomplish different things with the same

cultural and physical equipment.
But that is the point, is it not? Heterosexual men and homosexual men, have the

e socialization, as do heterosexual women and homosexual women, so it takes some
al presentation from one another. No wonder then that we
have “fey” gay men and “butch” lesbians. Gay men and women need to work hard to
create territory that is unambiguously in revolt against heterosexuality because hetero-
itself is much more subtle and problematic than we pretend it to be. Hence, ex-
aggerated performances exist among both heterosexuals and homosexuals as each group
tries to demonstrate who they are to like others and elicit appropriate reactions. Still, no
rmatter how broad a sexual display is, the audience may not react to even the most coun-
ternormative gender role if sexuality is not seen as problematic in that area. For exam-
ple, there are some locales where people seem almost naively unconscious. One sees, for
example, environments where women present themselves as “butch” and may even have
the build and demeaner of a man, and men who are as fey as anyone who ever cross-
n a San Francisco gay rights parade are benignly unconscious of the thin line
they walk in the gender role enactment wars. Part of this is innocence is one of place:
residents of small towns that cannot imagine that anyone in their town could be gay
and so integrate their friend’s and neighbor’s generally non-normative gender display
into some other social construct (“weird)” “eccentric]” “not vain,” etc.) rather than gay-
ness. Even though the butch farmer’s wife may be secretly hankering after the farmer’s
wite next door, “audiences” may attribute the non-normative gender or sexual display to
asexuality rather than homosexuality. As long as the person in question does not claim
an alternate sexuality, they may be spared approbation. On the other hand, this is not al-

ways the case. The young who resemble disapproved-of, nonheterosexual attributes can
s, worrying that they will be attacked emotionally or physi-
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work to distinguish our sexu

sexuality

dressed i

justly quake in school hall
cally—or just disdained.
This brings up a third specification: we are supposed to have certain kinds of bodies
that reveal our heterosexuality. For all the jokes about “Pat” on Saturday Night Live (the
could not figure out as male or female, who would confuse us by tempting
us with a clue as to her “real” gender and then add another clue that would cancel out
the first lead), the truth is that the real joke on us was how much anxiety it caused the
acter without a gender and/or sexual identity we could identify.

person we

viewer to watch a char
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sexuality even in fantasy {although, in reality. many of them are stalwartly lesbian). For
our purposes, however, what is interesting is that there are these temporary havens for
homosexuality-—but sexual identity is preserved because of the belief that beautiful, sexy
women will be steadfastly immune to female charms when men are available, Further-
more, if the women who have had sex with each other follow convention and don't trv
to also take on male prerogatives (such as male dress or demeanor), same-sex appetite is
seen as an erotic augmentation rather than a substitution. It is an odd erotic peccadillo
of male sexuality that almost all female sexual behavior is catalogued as a dress rehearsal
for male sexual enjoyment. Only when the male is truly convinced that the woman has
absolutely no desire for the male voyeur, does the wrath of homophobia come to rest at
lesbian destinations. Lesbians to most men are bisexuals, and bisexuals are heterosexu-
als-in-waiting; however, this fluid assignment is often not so gently experienced by the
women who must decide if there is a sexual central self that is not really performing for
men, but instead seeks a way to justify erotic and/or emotional desire for other women,

This relates to the fifth point: that heterosexual arousal is supposed to be strong and

unambiguous. This is a very interesting requirement, and it flies in the face of almost
every fact we know about sexual performance, More correctly, sexual arousal is always
problematic some of the time: there when you don’t want it, absent when vou are hoping
it will overwhelm you. Arousal is highly sensitive to other emotions—fear of rejection,
tension, performance anxieties, distraction, and fatigue; in other words, numerous states
of mind and body. Additionally, we are atfected by subtle cues in the environment or in
the other person’s behavior that may consciously or unconsciously affect our behavior:
the wrong words, the wrong look and suddenly we are deflated; a serious pertormance
problem for men, especially it if happens often and becomes habitual. Many men, re-
flecting back on their boyhood, have talked about how disorienting it was not to have
an erection under conditions one was supposed to {or to have it when one was not sup-
posed to) and the doubts and fears and dysfunction that followed. Because an erection is
supposed to be “natural”—both a perk and prerequisite of heterosexuality--its absence,
or the presence of ambivalence, is supposed to be instructive of malfunction, or, in the
eyes of society, potential deviance. In other words, your status as a heterosexual goes up
or down with your penis.

Women have a variation of this theme, albeit not such a publicly noticeable vne. For
example, in a sexual interaction, women may be quite worried about the presence or
absence of lubrication. Some women's vaginas lubricate quite copiously when aroused;
other women remain quite dry no matter how aroused they are, or become less lubri-
cated as they age and approach perimenopause or menopause.. Women, like men, vary
in the way their body reacts to stimulation. However, in the Book of Heterosexuality,
aroused women are supposed to lubricate, and the lack thereof has been known to cause
women—and their partners-—some worry that the body is the truer source of informa-
tion than the mind, and that not lubricating indicates lesser sexual interest or excite-
ment. Lubrication, while easily fixable by modern water-based or silicone products, is
perceived to be telling the woman (and her partner) something elemental. A standard
of competent heterosexuality is unmet. Women have been let oft this hook somewhat
by being defined as having a mostly reactive sexuality (i.e., “you do not have to be the
first to be sexually aroused,” “as a woman you are entitled to be only mildly interested
until you are aggressively aroused by a man”). In this scenario, if you are 10t aroused, it
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1, it is just that this is the wrong person, you are not

is not that you are not heterosexua
neral, however,

in love enough, or that your lover is not man enough to arouse you. In ge
women's heterosexuality is perceived to be awakened by love. Love is supposed to be
the motor of womels sexual emotions. In fact, female sexuality is supposed to be so re-

lational that even inappropriate {i.e, homosexual) arousal can sometimes happen with-

out necessarily unpacting heterosexual identity. In this perspective, women are turned
on because they are in love, and love is the motivating sexual force. Same-sex behavior,
rather than exhibiting an essential part of a woman'’s true nature, is merely another act
—female sexuality created by the power of love. Many women who
ationships in their biography but do not wish to identity as
a lesbian may, post hoc, define their same-sex love affair as primarily a love relationship
with a sexual component that could only last for the length of that relationship. This vi-
sion of self-limiting sexuality (over when the love relationship is over) is not sustained by
our culture when it concerns men. One moment of adult non-heterosexual arousal-—no
matter how passing the moment—is likely to be seen as definitive evidence of a core ho-

mosexual set of desires.
Sixth: the appropriate-

to us, Sexual identity can be so shaky that it can also be changed by

about ourselves. In the movie In and Out, actor

he. He is in his early forties and

of true womanhood
have had extended lesbian rel

—that is to say, the opposite sex—is supposed to be attracted
other people’s atten-

tion to us rather than our own feelings
Kevin Kline is woefully out of touch with his sexual psyc
has gone with his girlfriend for years and years without any genital contact. When one
of his famous students assumes he is gay—because of inappropriate gender behavior
(including, if vou will, that he is neat!) and “outs” him, it is the first time he is forced to
confront himself. The gay news reporter who is sent to cover the story immediately sees
the Kline character as a “closet case” Not one really sexual moment happens that shows
Kline demonstrating sexual desire for another man, but the beginning of his uncloseting
is not proved by who he is attracted to (or not attracted to, as the case may be) but also
by how others see him and by who wants him.
Thus, every heterosexual who is not claimed by the opposite sex as a heartthrob in
their youth has doubts—and not only because of being ignored or feeling invisible, but
also because of sexual aspirations lofted his or her way by other people with insecure
sexual identities. Teenagers, young men and women, and women and men with sexually
all unsure of who they are and who they want, and so they all are
.
ades ago, insinuates that

mixed biographies are
niore likely to project their own lack of ease onto another perso

Straw Dogs, a subtly homophobic film released several dec
Dustin Hoffman is emasculated because he cannot control his tlirta-
nmediate homosexual label, but it does
| because he isn't macho enough

the central figure
tious, wayward wife. This does not mean an ir
mean that his character is not adequately heterosexua
to make the men fear him when they ogle and sexually harass her. Written to be a “ball
buster” by mature, she is humiliated when the men verbally insult her and he does noth-
the “virile” workmen have nothing but contempt for a man who will not

ing. In turn,
cline to respect his woman and ogle her

get physically aggressive when other men de
without retribution.. The local men hate him for his effeteness and his social class (he
has been pilloried by the working-class men fixing his house as being a “poot”) and it
becomes a wat to the death when the working men get more and more contemptuous of
him and turn into sexually salivating males who plan to lay claim to the wife. They study

Hoftman a Ci ‘ i
Hot: 13dhdeude that he is a putz because they can see his wife 1 running around
im, Cy < retty sure he k i | :
on b an thgy are pretty sure he knows that she is. Whether or not he knows or d
ot know, ir minds e to o
pok mt;1 eir n;;nda he should know, and do semething about it. They decide to ‘!;
er as they will since he is vbvioust ' / \

3 s ously not a manly man who deserves i
ith her y vl sing 3 y who deserves to have his
o “f: I;(ivpg_rty 1eipegt%d~. In the end, however, in order to protect his home, woman
e ,e toTr;:an gets it” and resorts to primordial battle to retrieve his wi{; and ‘hiy
self-resp . v attace i i ) ) ’
vl tp ch‘ €y :t;iu,k him and he triumphs over them, but in order to do so, it is nec

ssary for him to kill every one of these m the eyes of his
¢ 3 se men. At the end of the Alm, i hi
oy o B M ever \ ¢ hlm, in the eves of his
! sell and the director, the Hoffman character hecomes a true man in the
sense of heterosexual glory. e decpes
For wo archetyp: i g
oy m«ls{i;ithe archetypal story is the transformation storv--that of a woman not
X ciently self-discov e . :
e ;m Iy) self-discovered enough to take on the accoutrements of femininity and win
er man. Pure evocations of this theme ca & i ' V
n be tound in the musical Annie Ger Yt ;
ot man Pure evocations ! sical Annie Get Your Gun
Dakley character cleans up to try and get her
hen ‘ E y et her man, or when the Ranc
e e racte ‘ 2 en the Ranch-
o D ei te]ftmv Roldeo puts on a dress to go to the dance. The high point of claiming
sexuality is claiming one’s birthright of loveli ‘ g
" oveliness and recognizi s i
poerosexual , e bir : cognizing one’s longin
por e man ¥ orgep do not necessarily get assigned a lesbian identity if they do notgpu%
as the obvious center of their life, but th J :
: ey may be seen as des if they
adequately heterosexually active, T s deesed i they arenos
Being desexed is : Sy
e r_egl el.el\xeq is 1191 an easy place to be sent to, however. Let a woman tell vou
e W,e”s< !1) e to be invisible—that is, not sexually attractive enough to be noti(céd
. ;mmen dyr en(ter a r(]mm, Or try to engage in inferactions with men. Women see
awing male attention but feel too old . :
, too heavy, too sh ¢
awkward, too bright—too s ] F ton thermmelues When &
, -too something to get some of that i
L : 4 attention themselves. W
woman feels this way, her sexuality is i e
4 uality is irrelevant and therefi eni
i 2 retore dented t f is
oman fe @ ' rer. If she is not
S jv;iloes not exist. Many teenage as well as older women feel consigned to this
gatory where nature or nurture has somehow failed to give them the talents \
need to fee] fully sexual. ) wlents they
Given ard all of this is i
laugh;ble l;lr(:w hard all of1 this is to accomplish, my seventh point is both ironic and
2hable: once our sexuality is enacted, it is s g (

: y a X supposed to be stable and unconflic
|ughable: once ou » able and uncontlicted.
e do j}?aht)‘ is supposed to be a rock. Once established. it is not supposed to tur

yan se, which isa ¢ ‘ 7 .
hewrmy I?l[g. else, w 4hf¢h is a comfort to young men and women who may feel that once
th\ exlud lx(t‘, is initially established, they can relax if they become satisfied v ith’ th
way they lo A e { the prese N
y they look, turn on to people, get turned on to, match the norms of the pres
der culture, and so on. preemteen
My own arc : f
hen b \rése.‘ arch tell§ me that that reassessment of one’s sexual self can oceur, and
when L:;)es, ;t is most“hkely to come through relationships —that indeed our sc’mal
v is relational, especially (but not only) f § sexual
i . 1 ) y) tor women. The annals of researc
o ‘ ‘ , 0 E research on sexua
! ntity ar;]full of stories of women who had never had even a same -sex fantasy wh l
tentity ° . h 3 -sex fantasy who
nwafdegt; {)t?e;axrehbesotted with a specitic person and found their sexuality he(nding
¢ s the bright light of that love. For ex: i w / C
. For example, I have interviewed a w
e et \ erviewed a wormnan who was
a 3 air with another woman whil S {

e her husband, dreadtully it i i
fving an affar with anc / | . ully ill, was incapaci-
el Sha‘ltthd yearh ”:) met at work and it was love at first sight. They stayed tngithcr

years without the husband finding out anc i ne of the A
s nd the revelation t f f
the extent of her sexual i A
se) nterest was deeply unsettling t )
) y uns 0 her. She could de ac
(e cxtent of her sexual rest w g not deny the fact
and attraction—and she was 60 vears old when she received this new infor-
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mation about herselfl Whether the revision of self-identity occurs because of a special
partnership or because one is just totally furious with men because of a series of bad in-
tentions or behaviors, it is shocking to most people to realize they have a flexible sexual
<elf. [ have interviewed many women who became homosexual not through lust, but
through disgust with the men who had disappointed and abused them. Heterosexual
identity may not always unravel when a person shuts down because of a disastrous re-
fationship of a love affair that seems to transcend gender, but most people would not be
surprised that it had to change.

‘The fact is that change is shucking to participants. Heterosexual identity—all sex-
ual identity—is considered immutable by most lay people, except insofar as someones
repressed, suppressed, or denied. The cultural prejudice and pre-
sumption is that the presence of any homosexual feeling is a dead giveaway of one’s
sexual essence because homosexual behavior is somehow more a truth of the body than
heterosexuality. ( The reasoning seems to be that any homosexual behavior demonstrates
a true core sexual predilection, since no person would take on the stigma of homosexu-
ality if it were not compulsively necessary.) Both homosexuals and heterosexual have
displayed incredulity and downright rejection of an applicant for a new sexual identity
or claim when the claim is from a heretofore homosexual male who is now in love with
ves that his sexuality is oriented in a new way. Our culture doesn’t
even want to believe such a male really feels what he says he feels. Heterosexuality, in
this instance, is so weak that it is easily eclipsed and overpowered by homosexuality. In
cases of homosexual exploration, even roinimal acts are coded maximally, but in cases
of heterosexual exploration by gay men, new sexual experience with women is consid-
ered trivial and even psychologically distressed. Despite this reaction, from the lay and
scientific community alike, there is still some scientific evidence and certainly adequate
anecdotal evidence that both men and women can regroup sexual identity in aduithood
t emotional relationship refocuses their sexual energy.
about heterosexuality is that intercourse is the het-
erosexual lingua franca and all else is tangential embroidery. Men and women are not
just catalogued because of the gender eroticized but how we eroticize our partner of any
gender. Our acts define us, not just our psychology. Key among these acts is the central
act of heterosexuality, intercourse. Competent and complete heterosexuals are supposed
to prefer intercourse to all other acts. Heterosexuals should have intercourse more fre-
quently than other acts; it should be the main location for our ejaculations and orgasms;
and, in general, it should be played as the main event in lovemaking, even if there is a
very full program of other kinds of sexual behaviors. Indeed, we seem to need to check
in with various kinds of studies, to be checked against the facts and figures of normalcy.
While the famous Kinsey studies tried to make it clear that, in their opinion, one pattern
of “outlets” was as good as another, those famous studies showed means and medians for
sextual acts that made the mean not only average but prescriptive.

This presumption continues in modern texts on human sexuality. Questionnaires,
which get at only a rough estimate of sexual habits, are given credence way beyond what
their crafters ever believed in, and these ballpark figures now not only define heterosex-
uality, they define “healthy” or “inhibited” heterosexuality, thereby giving heterosexu-
als new ways to feel insufficient or suspect. A gigantic field of sexual therapy has arisen
since the late 1960s (when Masters and johnson first published their books on actual

“true” sexuality may be

a woman and belie

when a single importan
Finally, my eighth and last point

sexual behay ior), and - hoac - ite { } H
N )» and the [.le ic has bCLOInC q uite aware of alf the ways there are to fai
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That’s not clear...

We are far more a work i —
e are far » rteb.l; worl;m progress—a tender rather than solid template—than most of
comfortable with. However, our i ce of i A
. , our intolerance of ambiguity makes it li
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xual identity, to not code ‘
h to 3 ¢ our homosexual attracti
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from having legal marriage. Could it be that restrictions of same-sex couples originate
hecause we are so unsure about the steadiness of our heterosexuality that we feel extend-
ing heterosexual institutions to same-sex couples will endanger heterosexuality itself?
This casts heterosexuality as a strangely unpowerful identity, one so weak that it its insti-
tutions are shared that marriage will unravel—but there is really no evidence at all that
this will happen.

The third and maybe most important response to the perspective I have offered
about our present vision of heterosexuality is that of the intrapsychic costs—of the pres-
ent exaggerated naturalness of heterosexuality. 'The unannounced and unspoken contra-
dictions of a pure heterosexuality cause great emotional difficulty to many people—es-
pecially at tender ages when self-confidence is low. With little reality to lean on, men
and women experience extreme discomfort as they must face their fantasies or discor-
Jant early behavior. Surely much of our sexual dysfunction, insecurity, and panic comes
from these early years of contradictions and high expectations.

My fourth and final point: even if many individuals concretize their heterosexual
identity without much sutfering or feelings of insutficiency, do we not incur sexual or
psychic costs because we see heterosexuality as incongruent with certain kinds of acts
or fantasies? For example, can a heterosexual man enjoy (without guilt or fears of sexual
deviance) the experience of anal sex or have sex, happily, without intromission? Can a
heterosexual woman enjoy a man who is less than traditionally masculine or prefer sex-
uality without intercourse as the centerpiece of her heterosexual life without feeling that
she has betrayed “normal” heterosexuality? Intercourse itself is so central to the proof of
heterosexuality that men and women who might enjoy oral sex more might never feel
free to downgrade intercourse as the way they generally have the most pleasure. Why
shouldn't sexuality be more varied if it is about pleasure and not demonstration of het-
erosexual membership?

in conclusion, [ think it is clear that if heterosexuality were indelible, easy to achieve,
and easy to keep, we wouldn't make all this fuss over it. The liberation of all sexualities
s the liberation of each one. While political activism may be organized around the in-
tegration of homosexuality and homosexuals into the mainstream, it is not clear that
there is a mainstream to be integrated into. Rather, there are many people trying to find
a sexual identity that integrates their desires, experiences, and fantasies, however diverse
they may be. Opening up the definition of heterosexuality will not endanger our welfare.
We need to be able to do life as it evolves, creating sexualities that are unique rather than
scripted from the one-size-tits-no-one -very-well tradition.
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