g The Invention of Heterosexuality
Jonathan Ned Katz

sexuality is o : _
e y ld as procreation, ancient as the lust of Eve and Adam. That

Hete
just

dy and gentl :
ﬁrsr 1ﬂd: 3 hetgemseemaln, we assume, perceived themselves, behaved, and felt
like w. y . . xuals. We suppose that heterosexuality i ing, unive
essentlal: ahistorical. \
rary to th ; ‘
i at common sense conjecture, the concept of heterosexuality 15 only

one particular historical way of perceiving, categorizing, and imagining the social
a modern

relations of the sexes. Not ancient at all, the idea of heterosexuality is
th its

ipvention dating to the late nineteenth century, The heterosexual belief, wi

memphys.lcal claim to eternity, has a particular, pivotal place in the social universe O
the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries that it did not inhabit earlier. This essay

ed as ahistorical \

races the historical process by which the heterosexual idea was creal

and taken-for-granted. . . .
By not studying the het

have continued to privilege the “normal” and
mal” and “unnatural.” Such privileging of the norm accedes to its domination, protect-

ing it from questions. By making the normal the object of a thoroughgoing historical
study we simultaneously pursue a pure truth and a sex-radical and subversive goal:
we upset basic preconceptions. We discover that the heterosexual, the normal, and
the natural have a history of changing definitions. Studying the history of the term

challenges its
Contrary to our usual assump

erceived, and socially organized

erosexual idea in history, analysts of sex, gay and straight,
“natural” at the expense of the “abnor-

tion, past Americans and other peoples named,
the bodies, lusts, and intercourse of the sexes in

ways radically different from the way we do. 1f we care to understand this vast past
sexual diversity, we need to stop promiscuously projecting our own hetero and homo
arrangement. Though lip-service is often paid to the distorting, ethnocentric effect
of such conceptual imperialism, the qategory_he_tg_osexuali_t&r_lg@ﬂw@
uncritically as a universal analytical tool. Recognizing the time-bound and culturally-
wcter of the heterosexual category camn help us begin (0

specific charac o work toward a__
thoroughly historical view of sex. . . .
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Before Heterosexuality: Early Victorian

True Love, 1820-1860

In the early nineteenth-century United S'IEHCS‘ fr(?m a]f_’gml_ 1820 to 1860,
heterosexual did not exist Middle-class white A{’HEHCHH“S laea iZf’-d a True Womane
hood, True Manhood, and True Love, all charac[er'lzed by “purity —the reedon, [mm'
sensuality.’ Presented mainly in literary and religious texts, this True Love was 5
romance with no lascivious kisses. This ideal contrasts StT 1km%ly with late nineteeny,
and twentieth-century American incitements toa hetero sex.”

Early Victorian True Love was only realized within the mode of proper Procreatioy

marriage, the legal organization for producing a €W set of correctly gendered women g
men. Proper womanhood, manhood, and progeny—T10t 2 normal male-.female S
the main product of this mode of engendering and of human reproduction.

The actors in this sexual economy Wer

e identified as manly men and womanly
women and as procreators, not specifically as erotic beings or heterosexuals. Eros dig
xual identity that1

nhered, democratically, in both

not constitute the core of 2 heterose !
men and women. True Women Wert defined by their distance lust. True Men
2nd in less control of it, aspired to the same

though thought to live closet to carnality,

freedom from concupiscence.
Legitimate natural desire was for procreation and a proper manhood or womanhood:

no heteroerotic desire was thought to be directed exclusively and naturally toward the
other sex; lust in men was roving.  body was though_g_ of as a means towards

The human as thoug
procreation and production; penis and vagina were instruments of reproduction, notof _
pleasure. Flumar energy,

thought of as a closed and severely limited system, was 5 to be used
mgghildyen and in work, not waste

d in libidinous pleasures.
The location of all this engendering and procreative labor was the sacred sanctum
of early Victorian True Love, t

he home of the True Woman and True Man—a temple
of purity threatened from within by the monster masturbator,\an archetypal early
VLt,Qri,all__QLl_lLﬁgure of illicit lust. The home of True Lov

e was a castle far removed
from the erotic exotic ghetto inhabited most notoriously then by {the prostitute,
- . . -‘_._‘-.___-_-—*

another archetypal Victorian erotic monster. . . .

Late Victorian Sex-Love: 1860-1892
d not appear out of the blue n the 1890s.
These two eroticisms were in the making from the 1860s on. _Igjgj_gjﬁcrgr_hﬁmﬁ‘

igiﬁ@ﬂ_in_ﬁ_ermany,.from about 1860 Lo 1892, our modern idea of an eraticized
universe began to develop, and the experience of a heterolust began to be widely

documented and named. . . .

“Heterosexuality” and “homosexuality” di

* . . X . .
Some historians have recently told us to revise our idea of sexless Victorians: their experience a}nd
o the revisionist

;even their icjl:eo]o_gx, it is ‘;aid, were more erotic than we previously thought. Despite t

dz;gl.tlc that. pun.ty was m_deed the dominant, early Victorian, white middle-class standard. Ifor the

- ate on Victorian sexuality see John D’Emilio and Estelle Freedman, Intinate Matters: A History
exuality in America (New York: Harper & Row, 1988), p. xii.
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In ll::"::;“i:’;mg}:[?tmh‘{c?l“w United States, several social factors converged to cause
the €ro 16 OF consciousness, behavior, emotion, and identity that became typical
of the twentieth-century Western middle class. The 11ranql’nmnu?m ;f the [amily from
P“"c‘mﬁ:(:?nf;iumer, unit r@‘wgﬁl@:ﬁmﬂy l-'nc_mb((_;:;'_rclalion_lo their own._
!?_O..c.iff’.t-f— AoEB an Instrument primarily of work, the human hody was integrated into.
anew economy, and began more commonly (o be perceived as a means of consumption__
and leasure,' Hlstoncali work has recemly'bé_guh on how the biological humanﬂ bod;
is differently integrated into changing modes of production, procreation, engendering,
and pleasure so as to alter radically the identity, activity, and‘ex erience o‘f that body:

The growth of a consumer econormy also fostered(a new pleasure ethic) This imperative
challenged the early Victorian work ethic, finally helping to usherina major transforma-
tion of xfralues. While the early Victorian work ethic had touted the value of economic
production, that era’ procreation ethic had extolled the virtues of human reproduction.
In contrast, the late Victorian economic ethic hawked the pleasures of consuming, while
its sex ethic praised an erotic pleasure principle for men and even for women.

In the late nineteenth century, the erotic became the
sumer culture. Newspapers, books, plays, and films touching on seanﬂ“
abnormal,” became available for a price. Restaurants, bars, and baths opened, cater-
ing to sexual consumers with cash. Late Victorian entrepreneurs of desire incited the
proliferation of a new eroticism(a commoditized culture of pleasure.)

In these same years, the rise in power and prestige of medical doctors allowed
these upwardly mobile prof_e_s_g.i_onalg fo(}_:)rescribe a healthy new sexua@ Medi-

Zal men, in the name of science, defined a new ideal of male-female relationships

that included, in women as well as men, an essential, necessary, norma eroticism.
Doctors, who had earlier named and judged the sex-enjoying woman a “nympho-
maniac,” now began to label women’ lack of sexual pleasure a mental disturbance,
sp_e_z_a_lii_llg_g}li_c@l_ly for example, of female “frigidity” and “anesthesia.™ T
" By the 1880s, the rise of doctors asa professional group fostered the rise of a new medi-

cal model of Normal Love, replete with sexuality. The new Normal Woman and Man were

endowed with a healthy libido. The new theory of Normal Love was the modern medical

aliernative to the old Cult of True Love. The doctors prescribed a new sexual ethic as if

it were a morally neutral, medical description of health. The creation of the new Normal

Sextial had its counterpart in the invention of the late Victorian Sexual Pervert)The at-

sexual abnormal created a need to name the sexual normal, the better to

r from the deviant it.

tention pai
distinguish the average him and he

ality: The First Years, 1892-1900

In the periodization of heterosexual American history suggested here, the years 1892
to 1900 represent “The First Years” of the heterosexual epoch, eight key years in which
the idea of the heterosexual and homosexual were initially and tentatively formulated

Heterosexu

*This reference to females reminds us that the invention of heterosexuality ha:.:i vastly different im-
pacts on the histories of women and men. It also differed in its impact on lesbians and het_erosexual
women. homosexual and heterosexual men, the middle class and working class, and on difterent
religious, racial, national, and geographic groups:
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- America . ey, |
by U.S. doctors. The ecarliest-know n Al Kiernan of Chicago, read before the c'u-._r.' 1 &7 gt
W S e enal article by DE: Jand= = blished that May—portentous ;. *° | o
in a medical JOUNTEE 5" 697, and PU finitely not exemplars o ° " | ¢
. sietv ON lell'l:h [ 1 £ Is were de 1nt y mp ars gf | ;‘.ﬂ {
medicg. soe 2 Kiernans heterosexud d by a mental condition, “pg o mﬂi
. .y 1 e 1 Nir1
sexual history.” But Dr. id Kiernan, Were define dj{c; both sexes.” These hg{y-‘.bltat @:
mality. Heterosexuats, & toms Were “iﬂdin?}llqnéfh”_cﬁ“ of gratification ” 1 oy né
= o " ¥ b — O )
hemaphmdmsm o §)nl11[:r)1atibns “to abnormal g Kiernans heterogene‘ i 5, %
sexuals also hefrrec. 176 vithoul procreatlol‘l‘ Dr. S OUs sexy,. %
techniques to insure pleasure ? ormal sexual appette (a touch af progrey, 5
e did dssonmdie "_[_T_*’_‘?Eig—f—%he __ﬂ_rE_ = citly defined by a monolithic Other_sex-\ 25
. ; ~ | sexuals W€ i1] lacked a name bt
desire). Kiernan’s normal SExEEE 7 they still lac '
kb ve aim. Slgn1ﬁcﬂnll}7; y m

rAlimat ti iest-
inclination and, pm?rf: of 1892 also included one of the earljgs krilo"m ses of the
Df, Kietnians ar ¢ can English. Kiernan defined “Pure "

7 “ 1“ in Amerl : n 3
word “homosexua tate is that of the OppOSItE sex.” Kiernan thus defineq

W ﬁi‘ga_@lﬂimﬁlﬁ ‘ rose ' =
?‘@S—'ﬁ?b O toviance from a gender norm. Fis hete xuals displayed 5
Omo_s_e_?ﬂ'l_.-——-—'—”y e TOCYE a[1V€ I’lOYmS.

jidsises : d
double deviance from both gender and P . hoterosexual an % homesexudl. 5 -

i word
Though Kiernan used the new : Qe -
mcreati%e standard and a new gender norm coexisted uneasily in his thought.
Evorcl heterosexual defined a mixed person and compound 'urg‘e, abnormal becayge
they wantonly included procreative and non-procreative objectives, as well as same.

sex and different-sex attractions. _ . |
That same year, 1892, Dr. Krafft-Ebings influential Psychopathia Sexualis was first

translated and published in the United States.* But Kiernan and Krafft-Ebing by no

means agreed on the definition of the heterosexual. In Krafft-Ebing’s book, “hetero-

sexual” was used unambiguously in the modern sense to refer to an erofic feeling for
a different sex. “Homo-sexual” referred unambiguously to an erotic feeling for a “same
sex.” In Krafft-Ebing’s volume, unlike Kiernan’s article, heterosexual and homosexual
were clearly distinguished from a third category, a “psycho-sexual hermaphroditism,’
defined by impulses toward both sexes.

Krafft-Ebing hypothesized an inborn “sexual instinct” for relations with the
“opposite sex,” the inherent “purpose” of which was to foster procreation. Krafft-
Ebing erotic drive was still a reproductive instinct. But the doctors clear focus on
a different-sex versus same-sex sexuality constituted a historic, epochal move from
an absolute Procreative standard of normality toward a new norm. ﬂste_ﬁ.mLmn_D_{_
W-M@ESQX attraction provided the basis for a revolutionary, modern
break with a centuries-old procreative standard. -

It is difficult to overstress the importance of that n

German’s mode of labeling was radical in referring to the biologjcal sex, masculin-

;tgr[ (;r Iien;gmégw, fmd the pleasure of actors (along with the procreant purpose of
s). Kralft-Ebing’s heterosexual offered the modern world a new norm that came 10

domi i .
nate our idea of the sexual universe, helping to change it from a mode of human
mode of‘pleasure. The heterosexual category pro-
} p_“’-dFlC-“Pﬂ*Oflanted._ procreative imperative 102
n msmutmn_ahzed_pur_su_i_t_.‘q[ hgpp_iness, e

ew way of categorizing. The
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gradually di ,

Qc%lgs Thi]:?‘liwciltg“(qu'mﬁ—agﬁi@.illﬂj__hcter'a "X “other:
sex j s ndarcl-modcl het . 'l;f‘.ﬁf'-'-_'ﬂl_[_c_l_c_rrc-;] Lo a__n_orrn(_l]._,_!i'lm-j"'
ps regularization of eros hgq S Zrolsu_: Provided the pivotal term for the mod-
and femininity, intelligence, ang . Slml,lur atempts to standardize masculinity
master sex_from which all others gens - The idea of heterosexualiy 3 e
Jeeply authoritarian. The dociors eviated was (like the idea of the master race)_
@mhﬁafﬁmahm“o" of a sex that was hetero prQ_(.'_.l_ﬂl.m‘Ld—-—
normals from the sex perverts. The flrm'lc apartheid that forcefully segregated the S€X_
world less polymorphous—safer f €W, strict boundaries made the emerging erotic

heterosexuals and ho O sex normals. However, the idea of such creatures
;Zcome a commonly acc:zm;sfj.xual,s emerged from the narrow world of medicine 10

b e . pte r'{otlor? only in the early twentieth century. In 1901, in
the comp e Oxford English Dictionary, “heterosexual” and “homosexual” had

not yet made it.

The Distribution of the Heterosexual
Mystigue: 1900~1930

In the early years of this heterosexual century the tentative hetero hypothesis was
stabilized, fixed, and widely distributed as the ruling sexual orthodoxy: The Het-
erosexual Mystique. Starting among pleasure-affirming urban working-class youths,
southern blacks, and Greenwich-Village bohemians as defensive subculture, hetero-
sex soon triumphed as dominant culture.®

In its earliest version, the twentieth-century heterosexual imperative usually

continued to associate heterosexuality with a supposed human “need,” “drive,” or
“instinct” for propagation, a procreant urge linked inexorably with carnal lust as
it had not been earlier. In the eatly twentieth century, the falling birth rate, rising
divorce rate, and “war of the sexes” of the middle class were matters of increasing
Eublic concern. Giving vent to heteroerotic emotions was thus praised as enhancing
baby-making capacity, marital intimacy, and family stability. (Only many years later,
in the mid-1960s, would heteroeroticism be distinguished completely, in practice

and theory, from procreativity and male-female pleasure sex justified in its own

name.

The) first part of the new sex norm—hetero—referred to a basic gender divergence
The “oppositeness” of the sexes was alleged to be the basis for a universal, normal,
erotic attraction between males and females. The stress on the sexes' “oppositeness,”
which harked back to the early nineteenth century, by no means simply registered
biological differences of females and males. The early twenFie.th-centur_y focus on
physiological and gender dimorphism 1e flected the deep anxieties of men about the _
shifting work, social roles, and power of men g\_rgr‘_vyp_m@}_lk_&l_nd__abgut the ideals of
ey A nhend . That gender anxiety 1 documented, for example, in

. d Charles Parkhurst’s diatribe

15_97, in The New York Times’ publication of the Reveren tles !
igainst female “andromaniacs,” t r’s derogatory, scientific-sounding name

he preache
tions by which manhood and womanhood

or women who tried to “minimize distinc
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ference wasd conservative Tesponse 1
d [eeling which gave rise to the ind: th,
ed “Flapper” of the 1920s. Per,.

rred positively to sexuality. Thy

7 The stress on gender dif
al division of activity an
{ the 1880s and eroticiz
ro norm refe

are dilferentiated.”
changing social-sexu

dent “New Woman” o

- art of the new hete e 2 : .
uprezet 53232 %r? the hedonistic possibilities of maﬂé—fzmale COI‘ltJ};I;CtanS also Tefle :
4 social transformation—a revaluing of pleasure a0= L prociEt s = MMmption 4 ¢ 9
: ! e ioro The democratic atmbutl__qll_of 4 Norma d {
work in commercial, capitalist society. ~2= = — - i eniovment of the Uty
hiiman females (as well as males) served to authorize WO Héswmh&o\\% a6 ﬁﬂd Na
B bsan o undermine the early Victorian idea of the PUe True Womay, o
sex-affirmative action still part of women’s struggle. The‘ twentieth-centu Erotjc l‘;idsf ) ©
Worman also un dercut nineleenth-ceg@_f}i ie_@l@gt_ @é&@ﬂﬁ?ﬂ%"_%men’; 1;;101'31 su. ‘5 W
perTC)_ritg cast sug] _is:ions_.éf;_lﬁg on womens passionate TOMATEL—SLos 1s wiy ﬂw
women, and asserl;ed the presence offa M:H‘ female monster the 165"1;’# Ssﬂ%he p; 19)8
In [B?perspective of heterosexual history, this early [wentleth-.cemury struggle b af aﬂd
for the more explicit depiction of an “opposite-sex” eros appears in a CUTious ney Culiﬂﬂ <0
light. Ironically, we find cex-conservatives, the social purity advocates of censorship hdemSe tC
and repression, fighting against the depiction not just of sexual perversity but alsg e it ‘:EP_
of the new normal heterosexuality. That a more open depiction of normal sex hag OSL\VﬁT id
to be defended against forces of propriety confirms the claim that heterosexualitys p{ﬂnﬁ pot
predecessor, Victorian True Love, had included no legitimate eros. . . . ¢ The id
reflecte™
' orertiity
The Heterosexual Steps Out: 1930-1945 dating v
In 1930, in The New York Times, heterosexuality first became a love that dared to 1211.
speak its name. On April 30th of that year, the word “heterosexual” is first known - : °
to have appeared in The New York Times Book Review. There, a critic described the M
subject of André Gide’s The Immoralist progeeding “from a heterosexual liaison to a T
homosexual one.” The ability to slip between sexual categories was referred to casu- had |
ally as a rather unremarkable aspect of human possibility. This is also the first known @
reference by The Times to the new hetero/homo duo.” ¥
The .followmg month | the second reference to the hetero/homo dyad ap- el
peared in The New.York Times Book Review, in a comment on Floyd Dell’s Love in -
éﬁe Mﬁchme z?g;. This work revealed a prominent antipuritan of the 1930s using the . ok
ire threat of homosexuality as his rationale for gréater heterosexual freedom. The =
a

Times quoted Dell’§ warning that current abnormal social conditions kept the young
dependent on their _Parents, causing “infantilism, prostituﬁbﬁ aﬁd_ i{éié;&ual’l{y"
_Als_g_qgotgd \i\?/a_s_.__Dells attack on the “inculcation of purity” that “breeds distrust of i
e oo, D i et ol ©
exists, here and now.” Aﬁd 50 ’it dig Tlflr:fes re\newe? emphasized, “such a state already |
been distﬁbuted from the narrow, rénﬁedr;jililflt:}a new gender—aex_categgmp&- "
ally, even internationally, cited aspect of middle-classel?ge(il‘sctors to become a nation”.
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Heterosexual Hegemony: 19451945

“eult of domesticity’

followin
ith The home, motherhood, ang cﬁﬂdw-igi.war ll—the reassociation of women

—ide the home— = men wi
guISIde t €—Was a period in which 1en with fathe_rh(_)(_,.d and wage work _

ost unchallenged, an _
irrrxl;ative mental-health ﬁggl}i@-r%ﬂﬂ@}_@g_@f_noﬁy This was an age in which con
1 essionals reasserted the old I o Ao
and procreation. In contrast, sex-liberal ink between heterosexuality

s of thy :
ro expand the heterosexual ideal to in ¢ day strove, ultimately with success,

wider-than-ever range of nonprocreative llllde Wlthl? T O Rl »
, premarital, and extramari '
y arital behaviors. But

sex-liberal reform actually helped to
ﬂ T D extend and secure the dominance of the hetero-
igc_u,ﬁ_ﬁk all see when we get to Kinsey.

The postwar sex-conservative e

 Tin, Bloons : tendency was illustrated in 1947, in Ferdinand Lund-

perg and Dr. Marnia Farnham’s book, Modern W :

ft it enil fexingin ’ oman: The Lost Sex. Improper mas-
culinity el ninity were exemplified, the authors decreed, by “engagement in

eterosexual relations . . . with t - N
h .  idandil hw‘lth the corpplete intent to see to it that they do not eventu-
ate in repro uction.”* T eir procreatively defined heterosex was one expression of a
postwar 1deolqu of fecundity that, internalized and enacted dutifully by a large part
of the population, gave rise to the postwar baby boom.

The idea of the feminine female and masculine male as prolific breeders was also
reflected in the stress, specific to the late 1940s, on the homosexual as sad symbol of
ssterility”—that particular loaded term appears incessantly in comments on homosex
dating to the fecund forties.

In 1948, in The New York Times Book Review, sex liberalism was n as

Dr. Howard A. Rusk declared that ust ublished report on Sexual Be-
havior in the Human Male had found “wide variations in sex concepts and behavior.”
mal’ and ‘abnormal’?” In particular, the report

gavigr i e 21
This raised the question: “What is nor
ad Tound that “homosexual experience Eﬂ@ﬁmgmggmmm_thgr_x_p_rw
thought,” and “there is often a mixture of both homo and hetero experience.””

ed the wide range of behaviors and

Kinsey’s counting of orgasms indeed stress ‘
statistically accounted het-

feelings that fell within the boundaries of a quantitative, sta '
erosexuality. Kinsey’s liberal reform of the hetero/homo dualism widened the narrow,

old hetero category to accord better with the varieties of social experience. He thereby
f 2 monolithic, qualitatively defined, natural procreative

cendancy.

act, experience, and person. "’ ) ‘ o 1

Thopugh Kinsey explicitly questioned whther &fle 1[}3rms nor:;al eﬁiﬁ}mﬂgﬂ-
belong in a scientific vocabulary,” his counting ot £ 1ma§es&v 8 ¥ .

majority sex. This quantified norm (%Onstl[ute a

ly defined reproductive standard.

stood to define normal sex 2> o i
i i ith the old quall P

i, Soc1ety-w1de break with ! gc the statistical definition of the normal as

’ tive moral standard for

1 st1 3 -
the-sex-most-people-are—havmg su mph for the spirit of capitalism.

: u
the old, qualitative seX ethlc———another tr



([ference’ Race, Class, Gender, and Sexualy,., \
¥

54 PART| The Social Construction of D
lute, either/or antithes;

Kinsey also explicitly conteste f an absolute ! hesis bt
y also explicitly human beings “represent twe g,

-Te e

e al.
hetero and homo persons. He denied th 3
é » The world, he ordered, “is n ¢

and homosexual.” Th Ollobe g,

populations, heterosexual M SRR S U
vided into sheep and goats.” The hetera/homo dwl[S(;Sce facts into se ;rjomg: -Mom}‘
the human mind invents categories ﬂﬂdmmes L parated Pigeon,
holes. The living world is a continuum. ‘ o ‘
With a wave of the taxonomists hand, Kmsey‘dlsml?xsed the social anq hismﬁ,
_— . . d homos. His denial of heterosexual y

cal division of people into heteros an ; S arfarmd sabisen and },_
mosexual personhood rejected the social reality an ) prl? C;J e SJeCtNe force ol 4
historically constructed tradition which, since 1892 nthe : Lt ‘;_ taftES, had cut
sexual population in two and helped to establish the social reality of a heterOSeanl

and homosexual identity. _ l
On the one hand, the social construction of homosexual persons has led (4 the

development of a powerful gay liberation identity politics based on an.ethnic group
model. This has freed generations of women and men from a deep, painful, socially
induced sense of shame, and helped to bring about a society-wide liberalizatiop of
attitudes and responses to homosexuals.'* On the other hand, contesting the Notion
of homosexual and heterosexual persons was one early, partial resistance to the limitg
of the heterothomo construction. Gore Vidal, rebel son of Kinsey, has for years been

d the idea o

joyfully proclaiming;
there is no such thing as a homosexual or a heterosexual person. There are only homo-
or heterosexual acts. Most people are a mixture of impulses if not practices, and what
anyone does with a willing partner is of no social or cosmic significance.

So why all the fuss? In order for a ruling class to rule, there must be arbitrary pro-
hibitions. Of all prohibitions, sexual taboo is the most useful because sex involves
everyone. . . . we have allowed our governors to divide the population into two teams.
One team is good, gedly, straight; the other is evil, sick, vicious.6

Heterosexuality Questioned: 1965-1982

By the late 1960s, anti-establishment counterculturalists, fledgling feminists, and
homosexual-rights activists had begun to produce an unprecedented critique of sex-
ual repression in general, of women’s sexual repression in particular, of marriage and
the family—and of some forms of heterosexuality. This critique even found its way
into The New York Times.

In March 1968, in the theater section of that paper, freelancer Rosalyn Regel-
son cited a scene from a satirical review brou ght to New York by a San Francisco

troupe:

a.hergrosexual man wanders inadvertently into a homosexual bar, Before he realizes

Eilrsnmézt.ake, l;)e becomes iI'lYOIVed with an aggressive queen who orders a drink for

ol s..itu;liir? roa{;ln;.mded hberfl and trying to play it cool until he can back out of

e gracelu ly, “he asks, “How do you like being a ah homosexual?” To which
queen drawls drily, “How do you like being ah whatever it is you are?”
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=5is between n continued:

wo discreqe

o, "Only iy 51, 1 is st remaining i vt ey 2S5 (008 0
ed pigeon. HRR Th,e t cz:}cr W Tecalls the strategies he uses i dcahn‘f:u S ot m“j (]l':‘r!::l'l
10 his world view. g with this ultimate t
ad historj.
al and hg. .
Bt 57, Heterosexual History: Out of the Shadows
donihe | oulelame o0 oo eyt et st —
a copJuii————— === =L AAdam, heterosexual designates a word and concept, a norm
-nd role, an individual and group identity a behavior and fee]jng- 2 o -
ed to the | Slitical institution particular to the late nineteenth and twentieth )(?e_ﬁu;ﬁes_ uliar sexual-
tic group Because much stress has been placed here on helerosexuality as word and concept,
» Socially it seems important to affirm that heter osexuality (and homosexuality) came into ex-
zation of istence before it was named and thought about. The formulation of the heterosexual
e notion . idea did not create a heterosexual experience or behavior: to suggest otherwise would
1e limits ' he to ascribe determining power to labels and concepts. But the titling and envision-
irs been ing of heterosexuality did play an important role in consolidating the construction of
the heterosexual’s social existence. Before the wide use of the word “heterosexual,” 1

i suggest, women and men did not mutually lust with the same profound, sure sense

. | 1 not mutually _
. of normalcy that followed the distribution of “heterosexual” as universal sanctifier.

hat | According to this proposal, women and men make their own sexual histories.

; But they do not produce their sex lives just as they please. They make their sexuali-
o= ties within a particular mode of organization given by the past and altered by their
ves |I changing desire, their present power and activity, and their vision of a better_wor.ld.
s | That hypothesis suggests a number of good reasons for the immediate inauguration

of research on a historically specific heterosexuality. |
my of the history of the heterosexual experience will forward a great intel-

. lectual struggle still in its early stages. This is the i .homo-
| sexuality, and all the sexualities out of the realm of nature and biology [and] into the

and IMHE social and historical. Feminists have explained to us that anatomy does

sex- not determine our gender destinies (our masculinities and femininities). But we've

and ' only recently begun to consider that biology does not settle our erotic fates. The' com-
| mines the object of sexual desire, or that physiology

mon notion that biology deter e
-~ | orientation, are determinisms that deny the break

way
and society together cause sexua n :

zel- existing between our bodies and situations and our desiring. Just as the b}ology.of our
Eco hearing organs will never tell us why we take pleasure in Bach or delight in Dixieland,
nd genes will never tell us why we yearn

tomies, hormones, a L
?ur female or maha'barl}a1 ther, or none. That is because desiring is a self-generated
or women, men, poth, O , g :
roject of individuals within particular historical cultures. I-Ietf’—r.o—-—semEﬂ history can
Project ot indivl gments in the construction of our own and

‘help us see the place of values and jud e o aesthetics o the flesh—are
others’ pleasures, and to see how our €I

indivi d classes.
socially institutionalized through the struggle of individuals and classe
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The study of heterosexuality In time will also help us to recognize the ygg, )
O d behaviors—a variety that challenges (e mo-’i‘.ﬁﬁfq;

' se f 2 “:[)ﬁﬁ dan
diversity [Jf :a,-;xuaf cmo H
e SEX . - 1‘En‘“li.ﬂ ﬂnd ESLE“E IEEdrnan‘S Jl' 5 ! Ih ;

Tistory of Sexudlity in America refers in passing to numerous substantia] chan
sexual activity and feeling: for example, the widespread use of contrace 58S in

p[iVES |i‘|
nineteenth century, the twen the

tieth-century incitement of the female OTgasm, ang
recent sexual conduct changes by gay men in response to the AIDS epidemjc e n[ 3
s g,

a commonplace of family history that people in particular classes feel and behaye
substantially different ways under different histori;al anditions_fﬂ Only WhenE In
stop assuming an invariable essence of heterosexualhty will we begin the researchTe

f sexual emotions and behaviors. 0

reveal the full variety o ‘
The historical study of the heterosexual experience can help us understand g "
d men in terms of their changing modes of social organization. Sy,

relationships of women an
characterizes a sex history well underway* This suggests thyy

modal analysis actually
(the social ordering of lust, femininity and masey.

the eros-gender-procreation system
linity, and baby-making) has been linked closely to a society’s particular organization of

power and production. To understand the subtle history of heterosexuality we need
at correlations between (1) society’s organization of eros and pleasure: (2)

look carefull

its mode of engendering persons as feminine or masculine (its making of women ang
@b)_@rdeﬁﬂg_tﬁ_humaﬂ | reproduction; and (4) its dominant__p_@l_i__t_@i%g_@m}
This General Theory of Sexual Relativity proposes that substantial historical changes in

the social organization of eros, gender, and procreation have basical_l_j altered tlle__H_ag[E
ity and experience of human beings within those modes.* -
~X historical view locates heterosexuality and homosexuality in time, helping us dis-
rance ourselves from them. This distancing can help us formulate new questions that
clarify our long-range sexual-political goals: What has been and is the social function of
sexual categorizing? Whose interests have been served by the division of the world into
heterosexual and homosexual? Do we dare not draw a line between those two erotic
species? Is some sexual naming socially necessary? Would human freedom be enhanced
if the sex-biology of our partners in lust was of no particular concern, and had no
name? In what kind of society could we all more freely explore our desire and our flesh?
As we move [into the year 2000], a new sense of the historical making of the het-
erosexual and homosexual suggests that these are ways of [eeling, acting, and being
with each other that we can together unmake and radically remake according to our

present desire, power, and our vision of a future political-economy of pleasure.




