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Susan Brownmiller:  “Let’s Put Porn back in the Closet”

In 1979, while I was organizing Women Against Pornography in New York, the Long Island newspaper Newsday asked me to write an article defining my views.  "Lets Put Pornography Back in the Closet" has been anthologized many times since then.

“Let's Put Pornography Back in the Closet”

Free speech is one of the great foundations on which our democracy rests. I am old enough to remember the Hollywood Ten, the screenwriters who went to jail in the late 1940's because they refused to testify before a congressional committee about their political affiliations. They tried to use the First Amendment as a defense, but they went to jail because in those days there were few civil liberties lawyers around who cared to champion the First Amendment right to free speech, when the speech concerned the Communist Party.

The Hollywood Ten were correct in claiming the First Amendment. Its high purpose is the protection of unpopular ideas and political dissent. In the dark, cold days of the 1950's, few civil libertarians were willing to declare themselves First Amendment absolutists. But in the brighter, though frantic, days of the ,1960's, the principle of protecting unpopular political speech was gradually strengthened.

It is fair to say now that the battle has largely been won. Even the American Nazi Party has found itself the beneficiary of the dedicated, tireless work of the American Civil Liberties Union. But -- and please notice the quotation marks coming up -- "To equate the free and robust exchange of ideas and political debate with commercial exploitation of obscene material demeans the grand conception of the First Amendment and its high purposes in the historic struggle for freedom. It is a misuse of the great guarantees of free speech and free press."

I didn't say that, although I wish I had, for I think the words are thrilling. Chief Justice Warren Burger said it in 1973, in the United States Supreme Court's majority opinion in Miller v. California. During the same decades that the right to political free speech was being strengthened in the courts, the nation's obscenity laws also were undergoing extensive revision.

It's amazing to recall that in 1934 the question of whether James Joyce's Ulysses should be banned as pornographic actually went before the Court. The battle to protect Ulysses as a work of literature with redeeming social value was won. In later decades, Henry Miller's Tropic books, Lady Chatterley's Lover and the Memoirs of Fanny Hill also were adjudged not obscene. These decisions have been important to me. As the author of Against Our Will, a study of the history of rape that does contain explicit sexual material, I shudder to think how my book would have fared if James Joyce, D. H. Lawrence and Henry Miller hadn't gone before me.

I am not a fan of Chatterley. or the Tropic books, I should quickly mention. They are not to my literary  taste, nor do I think they represent female sexuality with any degree of accuracy. But I would hardly suggest that we ban them. Such a suggestion wouldn't get very far anyway. The battle to protect these books is ancient history. Time does march on, quite methodically. What, then, is unlawfully obscene, and what does the First Amendment have to do with it?

In the Miller case of 1973 (not Henry Miller, by the way, but a porn distributor who sent unsolicited stuff through the mails), the Court came up with new guidelines that it hoped would strengthen obscenity laws by giving more power to the states. What it did in actuality was throw everything into confusion. It set up a three-part test by which materials can be adjudged obscene. The materials are obscene if they depict patently offensive, hardcore Sexual conduct; lack serious scientific, literary, artistic or political value; and appeal to the prurient interest of an average personas measured by contemporary community standards.

"Patently offensive," "prurient interest" and "hardcore" are indeed words to conjure with. "Contemporary community standards" are what we're trying to redefine. The feminist objection to pornography is not based on prurience, which the dictionary defines as lustful, itching desire. We are not opposed to sex and desire, with or without the itch, and we certainly believe that explicit sexual material has its place in literature, art, science and education. Here we part company rather swiftly with oldline conservatives who don't want sex education in the high schools, for example.

No, the feminist objection to pornography is based on our belief that pornography represents hatred of women, that pornography's intent is to humiliate, degrade and dehumanize the female body for the purpose of erotic stimulation and pleasure. We are unalterably opposed to the presentation of the female body being stripped, bound, raped, tortured, mutilated and murdered in the name of commercial entertainment and free speech.

These images, which are standard pornographic fare, hive nothing to do with the hallowed right of political dissent. They have everything to do with the creation of a cultural climate in which a rapist feels he is merely giving in to a normal urge and a woman is encouraged to believe that sexual masochism is healthy, liberated fun. Justice Potter Stewart once said about hardcore pornography, "You know it when you see it," and that certainly used to be true. In the good old days, pornography looked awful. It was cheap and sleazy, and there was no mistaking it for art.

Nowadays, since the porn industry has become a multimilliondollar business, visual technology has been employed in its service. Pornographic movies are skillfully filmed and edited, pornographic still shots using the newest tenets of good design artfully grace the covers of Hustler, Penthouse and Playboy, and the publicand the courtsare sadly confused.

The Supreme Court neglected to define "hardcore" in the Miller decision. This was a mistake. If "hardcore" refers only to explicit sexual intercourse, then that isn't good enough. When women or children or menno matter how artfullyare shown tortured or terrorized in the service of sex, that's obscene. And "patently offensive," I would hope, to our "contemporary community standards."

Justice William 0. Douglas wrote in his dissent to the Miller case that no one is "compelled to look." This is hardly true. To buy a paper at the comer newsstand is to subject oneself to a forcible immersion in pornography, to be demeaned by an array of dehumanized, choppedup parts of the female anatomy, packaged like cuts of meat at the supermarket. I happen to like my body and I work hard at the gym to keep it in good shape, but I am embarrassed for my body and for the bodies of all women when I see the fragmented parts of us so frivolously, and so flagrantly, displayed.

Some constitutional theorists (Justice Douglas was one) have maintained that any obscenity law is a serious abridgment of free speech. Others (and Justice Earl Warren was one) have maintained that the First Amendment was never intended to protect obscenity. We live quite compatibly with a host of free speech abridgements. There are restraints against false and misleading advertising or statements shouting "fire" without cause in a crowded movie theater, etc.that do not threaten; but strengthen, our societal values. Restrictions on the public display of pornography belong in this category.

The distinction between permission to publish and permission to display publicly is an essential one and one which I think consonant with First Amendment principles. Justice Burger's words which I quoted above support this without question. We are not saying "Smash the presses" or "Ban the bad ones," but simply "Get the stuff out of our sight." Let the legislatures decide -- using realistic and humane contemporary community standards -- what can be displayed and what cannot. The courts, after all, will be the final arbiters.

<http://www.susanbrownmiller.com/susanbrownmiller/html/antiporno.html>

__________________________________________________________________________________________

A Critical Analysis of Susan Brownmiller:  “Let’s Put Pornography Back in the Closet”
Susan Brownmiller, founder of Women against Pornography, makes the case that not all pornography is bad, simply those that show women or children or men – no matter how artfully- being tortured or terrorized in the service of sex (p.12). She states that they (her and other women), are not saying to smash the press, or ban the bad ones, but simply they wants the stuff out of their sight (p.15). To her and other women, pornography, humiliates, degrades and de humanizes the female body. Her main point is that at the end it is up to the lawmakers, of what is legit and what is not. Legislature should decide, using realistic and humane contemporary community standards, of what can be displayed and what can cannot (p.12) to her, during the miller case the courts did not do a good job guide lines explaining the three-part test by which materials can be rated.

She informs the reader that porn needs revision by the courts, and that they need to enforce stronger guidelines, so that the female body will not desecrated. She explains to the reader that most women consider porn offensive and humiliating, and that the lawmakers of this country should do something about it. Susan states that in way pornography makes rapist give in to a normal urge and women encouraged to believe that sexual masochism is healthy. Most people look at porn just for erotic simulation and pleasure. She oppose to the presentation of the female body being striped, raped, bound, tortured, mutilated and murdered in the name of commercial entertainment and free speech.

Her strategy was mainly narrative, expressing her point of view and speaking for other women in her foundation. She also exemplifies the three-part test, patently offensive, prurient interest, and hard-core. For example, patently offensive porn is( The

article is "Let's put Pornography Back in the Closet" by Susan Brownmiller.

Brownmiller is a Journalist, Women's rights activist, and a founder of Women

against Pornography. This article appeared in Newsday, a Long Island newspaper

in 1979, and in Take Back the Night, a collection of essays against pornography.

These articles are geared towards audiences who have an interest in the issue of

pornography.

Despite the authors contrasting viewpoints, there are many similarities.

Brownmiller feels that pornography is the result of women's bodies being

dehumanized for pleasure. She also feels that pornography is commercially

advertising the female body being raped, tortured and mutilated. The commission

agrees and argues that this type of pornography should be censured to prevent

moral corruption. If this does not happen, children trained with pornography

will not be able to fall in love. Although Jacoby strongly agrees with the

first amendment, she also agrees that pornography can become a bigger threat to

women than the right of free speech. She adds that not all pornography falls

into this category.

The three authors agree that the first amendment should not allow

obscene pornography. Brownmiller feels that the legislature should be able to

decide what is obscene by comparing it to the community standards of today.

Jacoby adds that even women who support the first amendment agree that

pornography should not be(Besides the difficulties of definition, there are varying degrees of intensity in the porn images themselves. One of the more prominent arguments against

pornography is that "it represents the hatred of women, that pornography's

intent is to humiliate, degrade and dehumanize the female body for the purpose

of erotic stimulation and pleasure" (Brownmiller 663).(In accordance with the opinions of Susan Brownmiller in her essay, "Let's Put Pornography Back in the Closet," most would agree that description such as "patently offensive," "prurient interest," and "hard-core" are "indeed words to conjure with" (662).(Those who do not should simply look away. In

the words of Justice William O. Douglas, "no one is compelled to look"

(Brownmiller 663). There is no concrete manner to define materials that are

"obscene" or "offensive" because various images come to mind among individuals

when words similar to these are used to describe pornography. To classify a

distasteful picture from a beautiful one comes down to a matter of opinion and

taste)
<http://website.coshe.com/testapp/viewpaper2.aspx?id=966075b4-0306-4088-bfca-527aa13fe108>
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Against Our Will: Men, Women and Rape

I started working on Against Our Will in 1971 and it was published by Simon and Schuster in 1975.   It instantly became the "rape classic" and has since been published in more than 16 foreign language editions. The book is easily available today in a large format paperback edition, published by Ballantine.

The following excerpt is from the first chapter, "The Mass Psychology of Rape."

Zoologists for the most part have been reticent on the subject of rape. It has not been, for them, an important scientific question. But we do know that ' human beings are different. Copulation in our species can occur 365 days of the year; it is not controlled by the female estrous cycle. We females of the human species do not "go pink." The call of estrus and the telltale signs, both visual and olfactory, are absent from our mating procedures, lost perhaps in the evolutionary shuffle. In their place, as a mark of our civilization, we have evolved a complex system of psychological signs and urges, and a complex structure of pleasure. Our call to sex occurs in the head, and the act is not necessarily linked, as it is with animals, to other Nature's pattern of procreation. Without a biologically determined mating season, a human male can evince sexual interest in a human female at any time he pleases, and his psychologic urge is not dependent in the slightest on her biologic readiness or receptivity. What it all boils down to is that the human male can rape.

Man's structural capacity to rape and woman's corresponding structural vulnerability are as basic to the physiology of both our sexes as the primal act of sex itself. Had it not been for this accident of biology, an accommodation requiring the locking together of two separate parts, penis into vagina, there would be neither copulation nor rape as we know it. Anatomically one might want to improve on the design of nature, but such speculation appears to my mind as unrealistic. The human sex act accomplishes its historic purpose of generation of the species and it also affords some intimacy and pleasure. I have no basic quarrel with the procedure. But, nevertheless, we cannot work around the fact that in terms of human anatomy the possibility of forcible intercourse incontrovertibly exists. This single factor may have been sufficient to have caused the creation of a male ideology of rape. When men discovered that they could rape, they proceeded to do it. Later, much later, under certain circumstances they even came to consider rape a crime.

In the violent landscape inhabited by primitive woman and man, some woman somewhere had a prescient vision of her right to her own physical integrity, and in my mind's eye I can picture her fighting like hell to preserve it. After a thunderbolt of recognition that this particular incarnation of hairy, two legged hominid was not the Homo sapiens with whom she would like to freely join parts, it might have been she, and not some man, who picked up the first stone and hurled it. How surprised he must have been, and what an unexpected battle must have taken place. Fleet of foot and spirited, she would have kicked, bitten, pushed and run, but she could not retaliate in kind.

The dim perception that had entered prehistoric woman's consciousness must have had an equal but opposite reaction in the mind of her male assailant. For if the first rape was an unexpected battle founded on the first woman's refusal, the second rape was indubitably planned. Indeed, one of the earliest forms of male bonding must have been the gang rape of one woman by a band of marauding men. This accomplished, rape became not only a male prerogative, but man's basic weapon of force against woman, the principal agent of his will and her fear. His forcible entry into her body, despite her physical protestations and struggle, became the vehicle of his victorious conquest over her being, the ultimate test of his superior strength, the triumph of his manhood.

Man's discovery that his genitalia could serve as a weapon to prehistoric times, along with the use of fire and the first crude stone axe. From prehistoric times to the present, I believe, rape has played a critical function. It is nothing more or less than a conscious process of intimidation by which all men keep all women in a state of fear.

http://www.susanbrownmiller.com/susanbrownmiller/html/against_our_will.html
“pornography is the distilled essence of anti-female propaganda.”

__________________________________________________________________________________________

Randy Thornhill, Craig Palmer:  A Natural History of Rape: Biological Bases of Sexual Coercion (2000)
“A Natural History of Rape”

    * EITHER rape is an adaptation: it has been directly selected for because it conferred a reproductive advantage. Is a conditional strategy (Thornhill)

    * OR it is the byproduct of other psychological adaptations, primarily the male disposition for promiscuity and impersonal sex (Palmer)

    * Rape is sexually motivated, not motivated by nonsexual motives such as the desire for power and control

    * Current social science research amounts to ideology – only an evolutionary perspective can help us understand why rape occurs

<http://64.233.169.104/search?q=cache:y8CFJyEnKH0J:www.vaestoliitto.fi/mp/db/file_library/x/IMG/114334/
file/
Rape.ppt+%22Susan+Brownmiller%22+%2B+%22anti-female+propaganda%22&hl=en&ct=clnk&cd=5&gl=us>

__________________________________________________________________________________________

Wendy McElroy:  “You Are What You Read?”
"Feminist scholars, many drawing on the insights offered by Michel Foucault, have urged us to develop new ways of thinking and speaking." So wrote the editors of Analyzing Gender. The anthology Knowing Women: Feminism and Knowledge, quoted Foucault extensively because his "discourse theory and the ‘post-structuralist’ methods of analysis which depend on it have become very influential within feminist studies." He has also found his way into more popular feminist works, such as those of Judith Butler.

Foucault’s main influence came in the initial stages of radical feminist theory in the late ‘60s and early ‘70s. Given that such feminists have a bias against quoting or crediting men for developments in ‘the movement,’ why has Foucault been so quoted and credited?

Foucault’s specialty was the interpretation and meaning of language and, for decades, radical feminism has stressed language as a source of the oppression of women. Sometimes language is considered to be the source. Thus, they refuse to be called "Madam Chairman" and insist upon the wholesale replacement of the generic "he" with the ungainly "he/she." The word "man" is replaced with "human being" or "person." History becomes herstory. Words are deemed to be so powerful that syllables are acts in and of themselves. For example, pornography becomes an act of oppression and violence against women, and radical feminists call it "rape." Indeed, to eliminate such words, radical feminists have been willing to damage other causes near to their hearts.

Consider the 1992 Butler decision by which the Supreme Court of Canada wrote a radical feminist definition of obscenity into Canadian law. Vigorously championed by most feminists in Canada and the US, the Butler decision allows Canadian customs to seize what it judges to be pornography at the border as the material is being imported. The spring 1993 issue of Feminist Bookstore News described the impact of its first year: "The Butler decision has been used...only to seize lesbian, gay and feminist material." The two primary targets have been feminist-lesbian bookstores – the Glad Day Bookstore in Toronto and Little Sisters in Vancouver. Customs Canada has blocked shipments to these bookstores of even innocuous material – of mainstream science fiction writers, for example – that any other Canadian bookstore is able to import freely. Yet radical feminists and many lesbian activists continued to defend the Butler decision. Lesbian bookstores are acceptable casualties in the war against pornography, the war against words.

The question remains, why? Part of the answer lies in radical feminist concept of "gender." Kate Millett’s Sexual Politics (1970) – a pivotal book in the tradition – argued that women throughout history had been "confined to the cultural level of animal life" by men. According to radical feminists, only a profound political difference between the two sexes could explain why women have been the victims of men throughout time. There must be an unbreachable schism between the interests of men – as a class – and the interests of women – as a class. Men oppress women because it is in their class nature to do so.

Radical feminists point to pornography as one of the main mechanisms through which male structure maintains its incredible longevity. As Page Mellish of Feminists Fighting Pornography declared, "There’s no feminist issue that isn’t rooted in the porn problem." Why is pornography so crucial that radical feminists are willing to sacrifice lesbian bookstores in the war against it? Because, to them, sex and a woman’s body are social constructs. Foucault’s landmark book Les mots et les choses (Words and Things, 1966) laid the groundwork for this key feminist concept.

Foucault argued that history and culture are indispensable to an understanding sexuality. This hypothesis is not controversial. But then he introduced the idea of an "episteme," which means "knowledge" in Greek. An episteme of a culture is its single and self-enclosed totality that includes its language, attitudes, ideas, and science: it is all the paradigms of the society. It is how a specific culture or era approaches the world. As history progresses, one episteme replaces another. That of the Middle Ages is replaced by that of the Renaissance. The destiny of words and things is intertwined. The episteme determines how people think, which determines who they are and what they do, which can determine a new episteme.

Take, for example, the human body; people assume there is some permanence to human biology that society does not alter. But, for Foucault, the human body lives in the episteme; it lives in a culturally constituted world and, so, is literally constructed by society itself. Foucault’s treatise, The Birth of the Clinic, is devoted to what he calls the "medical gaze." Through the medical gaze, the body is objectified and converted into a well-ordered ‘thing’ that medicine seeks to control through surgery, diet, drugs, and so forth. But the medical gaze of the eighteenth century differed from that of the twentieth century. Therefore, the eighteenth century human body was different from the twentieth century one because the body is defined by the ruling episteme.

Similarly, the most important factors in defining sexuality are the texts that are written and spoken about it. Consider the Victorian epoch of repressed sexuality. A common approach is to look at its plays and literature, the songs and newspapers – in short, the texts of Victorian society – and to conclude that these writings reflected a repressed, sexually horrified culture. Foucault saw exactly the opposite. He believed that society was a reflection of the texts. The texts caused society, and not vice versa.

In her essay "Feminism, Criticism and Foucault’" feminist Biddy Martin explains, "His History of Sexuality states very clearly that discourses on sexuality, not sexual acts and their histories, are the essential place to grasp the working of power in modern society." Words and texts – not acts -- are the keys to how power works. Thus...the demand that feminist, lesbian and gay characters be included in children’s literature and schoolbooks. Thus...history is re-written to include the voices of women, even when those voices did not significantly contribute to events. Radical feminists want to correct the texts in order to re-define sexuality and gender.

In accepting "sex as a construct," radical feminists reject sexual essentialism – the notion that sex is a natural force that exists prior to society. Sexual essentialism claims that there is something natural or biological, rather than cultural, about deeply felt urges such as motherhood and heterosexuality. There is something biological about gender.

But according to Foucault’s analysis, biology is shifting sand. Even deeply felt sexual preferences, such as heterosexuality or homosexuality, are not matters of biology but of ideology. They are determined by the texts of society. Thus, the phenomenon within radical feminism about two decades ago: many lesbians urged heterosexual feminists to stop sleeping with the enemy, men. Heterosexuality was viewed as an indoctrinated political choice, not a biological one.

Sex as a social construct is good news to radical feminists. If sex has been constructed, then it can be deconstructed and put back together correctly. How? They must control the single most powerful of those texts – pornography – because this is how a woman’s body is defined. This is what radical feminist theorists mean when they say ‘pornography defines/objectifies women,’ or ‘pornography IS rape’, or that we live in a rape culture. It is why lesbian-activists are willing to promote legislation they know will harm lesbian bookstores.

With this new perspective, read a famous passage from Susan Brownmiller’s Against Our Will:

"Pornography, like rape, is a male invention, designed to dehumanize women, to reduce the female to an object of sexual access, not to free sensuality from moralistic or parental inhibition. The staple of porn will always be the naked body, breasts and genitals exposed, because as man devised it, her naked body is the female’s ‘shame’, her private parts the private property of man, while his are the ancient, holy, universal, patriarchal instrument of his power, his rule by force over her. Pornography is the undiluted essence of anti-female propaganda."

In other words, pornography is the text through which man expresses hatred of woman and socially constructs her oppression.

It took me a long time to understand that – in discussions with radical feminists – I was speaking gibberish to them. I would talk about choice and personal responsibility. By their analysis, however, I am socially constructed by male society that controls the texts and language. I can no more choose my sexuality than a concentration camp prisoner chooses the menu of her evening meal. It is no wonder that so little productive dialogue occurs between radical and individualist feminists; we are speaking different languages. Radical feminism speaks of class warfare over who will control the deconstruction and reconstruction of gender. Ifeminism speaks of a mutual respect between the sexes and of autonomy in which women celebrate their inherent biology.

June 29, 2000

Wendy McElroy is author of The Reasonable Woman. See more of her work at ifeminists.com and at her personal website.

<http://www.lewrockwell.com/mcelroy/mcelroy14.html>
__________________________________________________________________________________________
PUBLICATIONS CONTROL (AMENDMENT) BILL 1991

DEBATES OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY FOR THE AUSTRALIAN CAPITAL TERRITORY –HANSARD - 13 February 1991

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

MR STEVENSON (10.46): I present the Publications Control (Amendment) Bill 1991.

Mr. Berry: You have done this before, haven't you?

MR STEVENSON: No, that was 1990. Time marches on.

I move:

That this Bill be agreed to in principle.

Mr. Speaker, those that profit from pornography demand a right. They demand the right to show genitalia in a lewd way. They demand the right to show women and men being chained. They demand the right to show people being whipped - granted, it is non-violent whipping. They demand the right to show multiple sex. They demand the right to degrade women participants in Xrated videos. They demand the right to have women defecated and urinated upon in these videos.

They demand the right to show the actions of perverts in voyeurism and other activities. They demand the right to promote and portray sex between adults and children, having young-looking women dressed as schoolgirls. They demand the right to show homosexual activities. They demand the right to show sex devoid of any individualism, any affection or any caring. They demand the right to use and portray women being used as "meat" objects. They demand the right to debase all individuals.

I talk of rights. I looked at my pocket Webster's 1943 dictionary under "right" and, it is a different

definition for "right", but I thought it worthy of note:

In conformity with the rules which ought to regulate human action; in accordance with duty;

agreeably to the standard of truth and justice or the will of God; not wrong; just; equitable.

In social and political affairs, that is right which is consonant to the laws and customs of a

country, provided these laws and customs are not repugnant to the laws of God.

It is an interesting definition. The actions of pornographers are repugnant, certainly to the laws of

God, but also to our laws which stem from the Bible, as it were. What I would ask is that members

in this Assembly do not think they understand the porn case, but look at this in a new light and do

so with more than one aspect of it. Literally, if they have not yet done so, look at some of these

videos. Look at the material that is contained on these videos. If you have not done so, you do not

have an idea of what they contain and you will not understand the effects they can have.

Ms Maher: Have you got some you can lend us, Dennis?

MR STEVENSON: The ones that were sent to me have gone to the police to be tracked down. I

simply ask that members of this Assembly understand exactly what we are voting on when it comes

to the vote. Women are used in these videos as material things, to be used for degrading for the

pleasure of men. Once they have outlived their usefulness - in other words, when they are no

longer attractive - they will be cast aside like any object that is no longer attractive.

We have been told that the reason that rape is increasing - and it is increasing all over the world,

wherever pornography is increasing - is that more people are reporting rape. I do not believe that

that is true. If you contact the Rape Crisis Centre in Canberra you will find that it does not

recommend that people who contact it report rape the police. I can understand that viewpoint.

Some people believe that there is a trauma - and, indeed, there could be - in reporting the matter to

the police, though it should be reported as a crime; but the suggestion that the reason why rape is

increasing is that more people are reporting rape does not necessarily accord with the facts.

When we look at rape we think of victims of crime. As we well know, in Canberra, as in other

States of Australia, there are associations concerned with the victims of crime. In Canberra we have

the Victims of Crime Assistance League - VOCAL. They are vocal in speaking out for those

people who, through no fault of their own, have become the victims of crime. And many people in

Australia and Canberra will become the victims of pornography, of X-rated videos, unless we do

something about it.

In Queensland, a social worker presented information to the crime authority showing that there is

terrible rape, murder and other sexual abuse going on in Aboriginal communities. She gave the

reason for that appalling situation in Aboriginal communities as being the availability of X-rated

videos. We have the responsibility to correct that wrong. We in Canberra have the responsibility to

protect people in Canberra, and in Australia as a whole, from the violent effects of X-rated videos.

The Encyclopaedia of Feminism by Lisa Tuttle talks about pornography, and I will read what is

said:

The modern debate on pornography grew out of concern with RAPE and other obvious

instances of male VIOLENCE against women. Robin MORGAN coined the phrase "Theory

and Practice: Pornography and Rape" in 1974, and Susan BROWNMILLER made the same

link, calling pornography "anti-female propaganda" in her important book about rape,

AGAINST OUR WILL (1975). Among the first active antipornography groups were

WOMEN AGAINST VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN (from 1976) and the London

Revolutionary Feminist Group (1977).

Some women oppose official censorship but believe in taking direct action. Angry Women

in England, and the Preying Mantis Women's Brigade in California have vandalized and

burned down pornographic bookshops. Other individuals and groups have expressed their

objections by picketing, public demonstrations, and spray-painting over offensive

advertising, as well as organising on a local level to stop the sale of pornographic books,

films and videotapes.

In 1985 Andrea DWORKIN and Catharine MacKinnon drafted a model antipornography

law which departed from the usual tradition of relying on public standards to decide what

was offensive, and instead confronted pornography as a violation of women's civil rights.

The first section contains a statement of policy which describes pornography as sex discrimination:

"Pornography is a systematic practice of exploitation and subordination based on sex that

differentially harms women. The harm of pornography includes dehumanization, sexual exploitation, forced sex, forced prostitution, physical injury, and social and sexual terrorism and inferiority presented as entertainment.

The bigotry and contempt it promotes, with the acts of aggression it fosters, diminish

opportunities for equality of rights in employment, education, property, public

accommodations and public services; create public and private harassment, persecution and

denigration; promote injury and degradation such as rape, battery, child sexual abuse, and

prostitution and inhibit just enforcement of laws against these acts; contribute significantly

to restricting women in particular from full exercise of citizenship and participation in

public life, including in neighbourhoods; damage relations between the sexes; and

undermine women's equal exercise of rights to speech and action, guaranteed to all citizens

under the Constitution ... of the United States.".

So, we need to look at what we are banning, when we look at X-rated videos. We are banning the

earlier so-called rights of porn pushers to degrade all of us. We are banning their rights to make

money, to profit, to gain "loot from lust", as the Chief Minister put it so well, from this activity.

But let me make a point that few people understand. If you go to any State in Australia, and go to a

video shop, in many of them you will be surprised, perhaps, to find videos on shelves with the same

titles as you find in the porn shops in Canberra, and the same pictures are on the front.

You say, "Well, how could that be if they are banned in every State in Australia?". Indeed, they are

banned in every State in Australia, but the difference is the rating. The rating on those videos that

you would recognise if you have looked at any is an R rating. So, what is the difference? The

difference is that they have cut out the defecation; they have cut out the urination; they have cut out

the whipping; they have cut out the voyeurism; they have cut out the genitalia; and they have cut

out the schoolgirl activities and other activities.

So, are we preventing people from looking at that which they want in the broader scope? No. Are

we preventing the degradation? Are we preventing the promotion of activities that do no

individuals any good whatsoever? Yes, we are. I would ask members in this house to understand

that we have the responsibility, have the opportunity and have the obligation to ban X-rated videos

in the ACT, because it is not just the ACT, as we well know. The wider problem is that they are

distributed throughout Australia.

The will of the people requires that we ban X-rated videos. We have surveyed in Canberra, and the

majority of people want their sale, hire and distribution banned. We well know that thousands of people all over Australia have contacted this Assembly - members in this Assembly - asking that the X-rated videos be banned, and we accept our responsibility on behalf of a wider Australia. We also know that every Attorney-General in each State in Australia has called for a ban and has banned X-rated pornographic videos. We understand, if we have done the research, that X-rated videos cause violence.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Bill to the house. I ask that members take the time to study the issue

seriously, and then do what commonsense, the law and our responsibility demand.

< http://www.hansard.act.gov.au/hansard/1991/pdfs/19910213.pdf>

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(from above)

In 1985, Andrea Dworkin, Catherine MacKinnon, and Women Against Pornography joined forces with local citizens' groups in Minneapolis, Minnesota, and Long Island, New York, to promote a new kind of pornography legislation. Using a civil rights argument, the proposed legislation stated that

Pornography is sex discrimination. [Where it exists, it poses] a substantial threat to the health, safety, peace, welfare, and equality of citizens in the community.... Pornography is a systematic practice of exploitation and subordination based on sex that differentially harms women. The harm of pornography includes dehumanization, sexual exploitation, forced sex, forced prostitution, physical injury, and social and sexual terrorism and inferiority presented as entertainment.

The proposed legislation would have made producing, selling, or exhibiting pornography an act of sex discrimination. Women forced to participate in pornographic films, exposed by force of circumstances to view pornography in any place of employment, education, home, or public place, or assaulted by a male inspired by pornography could sue in civil court for damages based on sex discrimination. The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), Feminist Anti-Censorship Taskforce (FACT), and others challenged this kind of legislation. After considerable nationwide debate about civil rights, sex discrimination, and the constitutional right to free speech, these legislative efforts were abandoned.

<http://www2.hu-berlin.de/sexology/GESUND/ARCHIV/IES/USA11.HTM >
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Kinsey Institute:  THE CONTINUUM Complete International ENCYCLOPEDIA OF SEXUALITY
A. Coercive Sex:  Sexual Assault and Rape -- CHARLENE L. MUEHLENHARD and BARRIE J. HIGHBY

[Updated by C. L. Muehlenhard]

Basic Concepts. 

The conceptualization of rape and the treatment of rapists and rape victims in the United States have changed substantially since the 1970s, largely because of the work of feminists. The situation is complex, however; there are many perspectives on these issues. Even the terminology related to rape is at issue. Some people use the term sexual assault instead of rape to emphasize the violent nature of the act and to place greater emphasis on the behavior of the perpetrator; recent reforms in the criminal codes of some states no longer speak of rape, but of varying degrees of sexual assault (Estrich 1987; Koss 1993a). Others, however, prefer to retain the term rape “to signify the outrage of this crime” (Koss 1993a, 199). Some regard rape as different and more serious than assault and contend that “to label rape as a form of assault . . . may obscure its unique indignity” (Estrich 1987, 81). There is no clear consensus in the law, the popular media, research literature, or feminist writings. We will use the term rape.

Similarly, some people use the term rape survivor instead of rape victim. Each term has advantages. The term victim highlights the harm that rape causes. The term survivor has more optimistic connotations and, thus, may empower someone who has been raped; it also highlights similarities between people who have survived rape and people who have survived other life-threatening events. The term survivor, however, may perpetuate the stereotype that only rapes that are life-threatening—that is, that involve a great deal of extrinsic violence—are worthy of being regarded as “real rape.” Thus, we will use the term rape victim.

Definitions. 

Rape can generally be defined as one person’s forcing another to engage in nonconsensual sex. This general definition, however, leaves many questions unanswered (Muehlenhard et al. 1992b). What behaviors count as sex? Whom do these definitions cover? What counts as force? What counts as consent? In the United States, thinking about each of these questions has changed since the 1970s, and controversy remains.

Defining rape is complicated by the fact that there are many types of definitions. In the legal domain, the federal government and all 50 states each have their own definition. Legal definitions are written by legislatures, which are composed primarily of men; thus, these definitions are likely to be written from men’s perspectives (Estrich 1987). The definitions held by the general public are influenced by the law, the media, folk wisdom, jokes, and so forth. Some researchers base their definitions on legal definitions, which makes them subject to the same biases as legal definitions; others make conscious decisions to deviate from legal definitions, which they find biased or inadequate. Finally, there are political definitions, written by activists wanting to make various political points. For example, MacKinnon (1987, 82) wrote,

Politically, I call it rape whenever a woman has sex and feels violated. You might think that’s too broad. I’m not talking about sending all of you men to jail for that. I’m talking about attempting to change the nature of the relations between women and men by having women ask ourselves, “Did I feel violated?”

Persons who regard legal definitions as the most valid criticize such political definitions as being too broad (e.g., Farrell 1993). Based on the assumption that language is power, however, political activists have resisted the status quo by challenging widely held definitions and encouraging people to think about the assumptions behind these definitions.

Prior to the 1970s, definitions of rape often included only penile-vaginal sexual intercourse. This definition has been criticized as too phallocentric, promoting the ideas that an act must involve a man’s penis and must have the potential for reproduction to count as “real sex” (Muehlenhard et al. 1992b; Rotkin 1972/1986). Currently, most definitions of rape use a broader conceptualization of sex, including many kinds of sexual penetration (e.g., penile-vaginal intercourse, fellatio, cunnilingus, anal intercourse, or penetration of the genitals or rectum by an object). Some definitions are even broader, including behaviors such as touching someone’s genitals, breasts, or buttocks (Estrich 1987; Koss 1993a).

Another contentious question involves whom these definitions cover. If rape is defined as forced penile-vaginal intercourse, then by definition, an act of rape must involve a woman and a man; this definition would exclude coercive sex between two individuals of the same gender. Definitions that are limited to situations in which the perpetrator penetrates the victim exclude situations in which a woman forces a man to engage in penile-vaginal intercourse, because such situations would involve the victim penetrating the perpetrator (Koss 1993a). Some definitions of rape include only the experiences of adolescents and adults (e.g., Koss et al. 1987), whereas others also include the experiences of children (e.g., Russell 1984).

Prior to the 1970s, rape laws in the U.S. included a “marital exclusion,” exempting husbands from being charged with raping their wives. By the mid-1990s, this marital exclusion had been removed from the laws of all 50 states, as well as from federal law (X 1994). In some states, however, laws still define rape between spouses more narrowly than rape between nonspouses, giving married women less legal protection than unmarried women. Furthermore, some state laws still treat rape less seriously if it occurs between two people who have previously engaged in consensual sex (X 1994).

Yet another contentious question involves what counts as force. Most definitions include physical force and threats of physical force. Many also include sex with someone who is unable to consent because of being intoxicated, asleep, or otherwise unable to consent. There is disagreement, however, regarding how intoxicated one needs to be, whether the alcohol or drugs need to be administered to the victim by the perpetrator, what happens if both persons are intoxicated, and so forth. This is particularly relevant in cases of date or acquaintance rape (Muehlenhard et al. 1992b).

Even regarding threats of physical force, there is disagreement about how direct such threats need to be. For example, in some court cases, appellate judges have written that a woman’s acquiescing to sex with a man because she is afraid that he will harm her (e.g., because he has harmed her in the past, or because they are in an isolated location and he is behaving in a way she regards as threatening) is not sufficient to define the incident as rape. Instead, as Estrich commented, these judges interpreted the law to mean that a woman should not cry and give in; she should fight like a “real man” (1987, 65).

Conceptualizations of Rape and Rapists. 

Prior to the changes initiated by feminists in the 1970s, rape was commonly conceptualized as a sexual act in which a man responded to a woman’s sexual provocations. Rapists were often assumed to be either black men who raped white women or else men who were lower class or crazy and who were provoked by women who dressed or behaved too provocatively (Davis 1981; Donat & D’Emilio 1992; Gise & Paddison 1988; LaFree 1982; Mio & Foster 1991). Amir (1971, 273), for example, discussed “victim precipitated rape,” which he conceptualized as rape incited by female victims who spoke, dressed, or behaved too provocatively (e.g., who went to a man’s residence or who attended “a picnic where alcohol is present”). MacDonald (1971, 311) wrote that

the woman who accepts a ride home from a stranger, picks up a hitchhiker, sunbathes alone or works in the garden in a two-piece bathing suit which exposes rather than conceals her anatomy invites rape. The woman who by immodest dress, suggestive remarks or behavior flaunts her sexuality should not be surprised if she is attacked sexually. These ladies are referred to as “rape bait” by police officers.

Female victims were often thought to have desired or enjoyed the experience (Gise & Paddison 1988; Griffin 1971; Mio & Foster 1991; Muehlenhard et al. 1992a). For example, Wille (1961, 19) wrote about the typical rape victim’s “unconscious desires to be the victim of a sexual assault.” Husbands, in effect, “owned” their wives and were entitled to their sexuality; thus, the concept of marital rape was nonexistent (Clark & Lewis 1977; Donat & D’Emilio 1992). Sexual acts that occurred between acquaintances or on dates were often assumed to be sexual encounters that the woman had let get out of hand (e.g., Amir 1971).

In the 1970s, feminist writers began to conceptualize rape as violence (e.g., Brownmiller 1975; Grif fin 1971). In a classic article, Griffin (1971, 312) wrote that

rape is an act of aggression in which the victim is denied her self-determination. It is an act of violence which, if not actually followed by beatings or murder, never the less always carries with it the threat of death. And finally, rape is a form of mass terrorism, for the victims of rape are chosen indiscriminately.

Griffin also emphasized that the fear of rape limits women’s freedom, and as such, rape functions as do other forms of violence. Conceptualizing rape as violence has numerous advantages: acknowledging the serious consequences of rape; highlighting the similarities between the effects of rape and the effects of other kinds of violence; taking the emphasis of rape prevention off restricting women’s sexual behavior; and acknowledging that rape affects all women, even those who have not actually been raped, by instilling fear and, thus, restricting women’s freedom.  

Currently, in the United States, it is common to hear people say, “Rape isn’t sex; it’s violence.”
<http://www.iub.edu/~kinsey/ccies/pdf/ccies-unitedstates-part2.pdf >

<http://www.kinseyinstitute.org/ccies/us.php>

__________________________________________________________________________________________

<http://www.thefword.org.uk/features/2002/01/pornography>

<http://www.edwardtbabinski.us/male_brain/goldsmith.html>

<http://sexuality.spaceandmotion.com/sex-offender.htm >

<www.panopticist.com/categories/magazines/>

"A woman reading Playboy feels a little like a Jew reading a Nazi manual." - Gloria Steinem 

< http://saboteurcherie.livejournal.com/883.html>
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http://www.womensmediacenter.com/blog/entry/qa-how-susan-brownmiller-fought-the-media-on-rape-in-war-and-won
“Q&A: 
How Susan Brownmiller Fought the Media on Rape in War, and Won”

Back when the media was writing about the rape of a woman in war by describing the shape of her buttocks, Susan Brownmiller was busy preparing her offensive to change how we talk about this atrocity. The first major book to dissect sexualized violence and chronicle its use throughout centuries of war, Brownmiller’s Against Our Will: Men, Women and Rape (1975) was named one of the 100 most important books of the 20th century by the New York Public Library alongside works by Simone de Beauvoir, Sartre, and the Women’s Media Center’s own co-founder, Robin Morgan. Here she shares how the women’s movement led her to research rape in war, and how attitudes on the subject have changed over the last 40 years.

Michele Lent Hirsch: What propelled you to research rape in war when nobody else was covering it in-depth?

Susan Brownmiller: I was in a consciousness-raising group of New York radical feminists that decided to hold a speak-out and a conference on rape [in 1971]. And the speak-out was extraordinary because it was the first time in history that women had ever talked openly about being raped. It was just utterly eye opening. Because what women were saying was not what men were saying for centuries.

I put in workshops like “The Psychology of Male Rapists,” and a workshop on rape in war. I put in the workshop on rape in war because the Vietnam War was raging and there were scattered reports of U.S. soldiers raping Vietnamese. I knew Vietnam couldn’t be the first war with rape.

MLH: And you discovered a lot while researching earlier wars?

SB: When I decided to look at rape in World War I, it was certainly not categorized in the New York Public Library system as “World War I Rape.” A librarian knew: She said you have to look up “World War I/Atrocities.” So I looked up World War I atrocities, and I found an extraordinary amount of information. I mean city by city, as the German army advanced…there were reports of rape.

They did fall off as the war progressed, but then I realized by reading a lot about World War I that the method of warfare changed in that war, from the German army advancing into Belgium to trench warfare. In that situation, there were fewer rapes, later in the war. Because the men were just killing each other across a field where they had dug trenches. So that was a big revelation.

But I also found this book—I found that in 1927 this Freudian-oriented psychologist, Howard Lasswell, wrote a book on propaganda techniques in the war. And he concluded that this was just Belgian and French propaganda to get people's sympathy with the Allied cause. That was his conclusion. He dismissed all these reports of rape.

When my book was published, somebody wrote an op-ed that The New York Times happily printed, and said, “Miss Brownmiller is wrong. Howard Lasswell did this study: it was all just propaganda.” So the Lasswell theory [that rape in war was made up for propaganda purposes] had a very popular hold on what I call the “male imagination.”

MLH: What other attitudes toward the subject of rape did you encounter?

SB: While I was [reporting on rape in the Bangladesh War], I had to call a guy named Al Siegel who I think was the chief copy editor at The Times, thinking maybe I had missed this story in The Times. I had seen something, a little mention in the New York Post, but I hadn't seen it in The Times, about rape in Bangladesh. So I called my friend Al. And he said, “Rape in war? That doesn't sound like a Times story.” Which is really funny in retrospect now.

I also discovered that quite often it was a woman reporter who thought it important enough to put in her book. Men didn't. Except sometimes for color or to exploit it sensationally. Aubrey Menen had written an article about a rape in Bangladesh, and he sexualized it totally. He described the “half melons” of the woman's buttocks. It was unbelievable. But that's how men talked about rape.

MLH: Wow. What’s the most surprising thing you uncovered?

SB: The real sexual atrocities that sometimes accompany rape and murder—you know, the rape that doesn’t end up leaving the woman alive—like hacking off the women’s breasts. That definitely has corollaries in reported cases in many conflicts, where the assailant kills the opponent and chops off his penis and puts it in his mouth.

The gratuitous violence afterwards, you know I played that down in Against Our Will. I played down so much stuff that I had heard and read. You know, like rape by priests, which I didn't know whether to believe. Now we could have a whole chapter: All these people came forward. I thought that nobody would believe me. I was afraid to go too far with some this reports and stories because I thought they would seem totally ridiculous. So certainly we’ve come a long way.

MLH: How can we keep making progress?

SB: [We] have to keep the rapist in mind. It’s great to have programs to help the victims—it’s great. Most people who look at rape are more comfortable looking at what can we do about the victims. How do we make some leeway here? How do we get into these men’s heads that rape is a violent crime? It should not be part of their masculinity.

