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Do You Call a Lesbian
éhg Fingers? The Development
b_iah and Dyke Pornography

ER BUTLER

_éntioh please; I'm inviting you to mave 0 a new kingdom

arice Lispector

hi_-é essay attemnpts to identify different historical trends, styles, motives,
d.év_éiopments within the subgenre of lesbian pornography.! It offers
éxamination of the signification of lesbian pornography, as well as of its
érﬁ;hip to more mainstream pornographies, and traces the historical
jaressfion of lesbian pornography, while also locating certain significant
near developments. Through the investigation of a handful of cine-
¢ lesbian sex acts and actual pornographic films from 1968 to 2000, 1
lyze the various permutations of the butch/femme dyad, the dildo, the
épt of authenticity, and the idea of creating through representation a
ctirsive place/space that is coded as a specifically lesbian zone. This space
ullforces not anly the idea of authenticity but also the very legitimacy of
esbian sexuality in and of itself, as well as the idea of lesbian pornogra-
hv2 T cannot provide an exhaustive account of all that has been done in
{e fast thirty years within the realms of lesbian-themed exploitation film
1d desbian parnography. Rather, in isolating certain films that stand out
me in particular, I examine their attempts to authenticate lesbian sexi-
lity through representation, as well as to interpellate the potential lesbian
iewer. In the process, I address some heterosexual pornin an effort to locate
moments of intertextuality, in addition to those marking 1esbian_ pornog-
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raphy’s direct challenges. These challenges made within the genze of les n.all of the films that [ discuss, the butch, and, with one exception, the

bian pornography iflustrate a more mainsireamn movement made by lesbi Qﬁ]femlne dyad, is present to various degrees. The figure, or idea, of the

ans toward an autonemous and accurate representation of both lesbian se feh is and has always been the visible marker of lesbianism” She quite

acts and lesbian sexuality. ibly both constitutes the most important icon of lesbian visibility and

fy essay takes its title fromn ajoke I heard several years ago: “What do y of the most important icons in lesbian history; with the figure of the
: tch, the lesbian gains maximum visibility.® As we will see, the butch de-
ilizes any fixed notions of gender that we might have had concerning
{:tﬁ_i_riity and femininity. She gives these notions new significance and
ypression, and she ultimately overthrows heterohegemony. Because
e:butch’s inevitable visibility, and because our cultural knowledge has

5 s the tools to identify and recognize her as butch, I argue that the

call alesbian with long fingers?” The punch line, “well hung,” would suggeé,_
a lesbian’s fingers are her most valuable sex tools —the equivalent to a penis

These fingers, which also serve as a penis substitute {or rather, substitules)

therefore apparently can only be conternplated in terms of male anatorny;i
which size matters most.* In the hetere cosmos, the lesbian does not el
as a discrete Deing, and lesbian sexuality seems to serve as a comical §
stitute, with her sex tools merely serving as referents to the heterosexual ehauthenticates leshian pornography, even if only superficially. She thus
counterpart. The “lesbian,” as she is typically represented in heterosexua wers more to the need (which is not gender-specific) to “see sex” and to
pornography, is most often used as a warm-up for sex between a man and: Eﬂme kind of proof that sex is indeed taking place. In her very being, the
woman. ' hooffers “proof,” for she wears her sexual preference the way most of
.ﬁ'a;‘-clothes. She is the certificate of authenticity in lesbian pornography

esbians; she turns the screen into a potentially safe space for the visual

This type of representation does not occur solely in the realm of pornog
raphy; we can also find it in mainstream cinemma, personal experience,* an
heterocentric society in general. The “one-sex” model, which tends to pr ssentation of lesbian desire; and she inspires trust in her lesbian view-
lege male sexuality at the expense of fernale sexuality, is reinforced ey Without necessarily being convinced of “real” pleasure or a real orgasm,
further not only when women are perceived as ce sexe qui n'en est pas un’ '

when lesbians simply become relegated to the sphere of “boys.” In lesbi

iewer may nevertheless acknowledge a lesbian authenticity through the
e of the butch. At the very least, viewers might feel assured that the
pornography, the joke mentioned above is discursively and visually play pervisible status of the butch, as well as of the butch/fernme dyad, effec-
out and played on through role-playing and name-calling, especially di iy destabilize any and all notions of heteronormativity.? In doing so, both
talk, and thus is subverted and even inverted, [t is not the lesbian wh{n :

the butt of this joke, as we will see, but rather the heterosexual male, and

provide us with new ways of viewing pornography {the rules obviously
ﬁgé-_ﬁxfith the representation of same-sex desire; ag we will see, the rules
while this joke intends to aggressively assault the lesbian and her sexualj e even more when “lesbian” becomes lesbian) 2
it actually reveals the fragile and insecure apparatus working the one-
model and exposes the idea of monolithic sexuality as both inadequate 2

X . i an’s Worst Enemy, a Woman's Pride and Joy
unnecessary. Lesbian pornography inherently uncloaks the impotenc e

hind the phallic model and proposes alternatives to simply “taking it” m’"‘-_f. ] 'ﬁg_{dir. Looney Bear, 1968) is one of many sexploitation-era films that

ing it.” Since biological Hmitations, such as an impending ejaculation; ort to deal with the topic of lesbianism.* Within the genre of sexploi-

not necessarily contain lesbian pornography, it does not have to preoccupy slesbianism constituted merely one of many “dirty” topics liberally

itself with or become imprisoned by the idea of showing telos. As a rest , g’réd, if only to titiflate the targeted male viewer with brief images of

leshian desire can be actively explored in ways not articulated within® ale breasts, buttocks, and bellies. Where The King seems to deviate from

heterosexual model of pornography. Lesbian pornography could be said;

fact, to be the practice behind the theory® Desire between women is (really)

exploitation model of lesbian-themed films is in its disarming and even
ere attempt to represent lesbians as autheniic people. The majority of
articulated, lesbian subjectivity and lesbian bodies are realized and rep séxploitation films I have watched typically depict lesbianism as some-
sented (no joke!}, and pornography is reconceptualized and reinvented 3¢ that happens to women who have been victimized by men; a phase in

very important ways. ing girl's sexual development before she moves on to boys; an afternoon
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activity between bored and neglected housewives; a lurid account about de-
praved and deviant individuals who hopefully end up dead; or as the subject
of “earnest inquiry” in the form of a “mocumentary” complete with a vl
gar appropriation of psychoanalysis and phony statistics*? The King notably
refuses to depict lesbianism in any of these ways, but, rather, offers an earg:
est attempt to represent lesbianism as an actual choice not contingent'on
heterosexuality and a lifestyle that remains discrete from the heterosexplé}
imperative.
The King begins {and ends) with a rather long poem—evocative of t
limericks of the early stag films, as well as of the square-up {“a prefatory 1. A butch and her femme
statement about the social or moral il the film claimed to combat”}? in The King.
early exploitation films —about the joys of lesbianism, and more specifically .
erry Grove (the place where “things are the way they're supposed to be:
omen with the women and the men with the men”},”” and after a wild
ht:of smoking, dancing, and making out, Carol leaves the trio in favor of

erner, and the King is deposed. it is also important to note that much

about the joys of a stereotypical butch/femme setup. A photornontage:of
female body parts taken from pinup photos (typically breasts, beaver shots,
leps, and bottorss) illustrates the poem. The film’s protagonist is an African
American woman named Carol, who lives with her two white roomm

Joan and Mickey, aka the “King.” Carol works as a secretary to a frizzy ty fwhat could be considered pornographic is really just voice-over narration.

tis, there are no actual representations of sex acts on-screen; they are
ally invoked by the disembodied narrator, and there is little coherence
weet what i3 said and what is shown. It is also important to note that
enarrator sounds perpetually aroused; whether she describes exactly how
fe takes her clothes off or how the three get to Cherry Grove, she always

named Ms. Jerner, and the film begins with a sexual encounter betweent
two {1 know 1 won't mind working late hours at this job!"). Carol retums
home from work to find the King lounging (she has no day job; she'sa ki
that's a [ull-time job). The King begins to whip Carol for apparently stealing
some money, but the whipping dissolves quickly into an embrace andthen
sinds “ready” for something never actually represented on-screen, though
gdescribed, and often in minute detail.

Inhis 1999 book “Bold! Daring! Shocking! True!” A History of Exploitation

some light petting. This scene immediately establishes the stereotype of the
bulidagger and her femme-~the cruelly unpredictable sadist and the in
tiable, passive masochist. As a butch, Mickey is rather subtle. She does not i
#3,1919-1959, Eric Schaefer discusses mode of production and style in
fypical exploitation film. While The King was made in 1969, and would be

any way conform to a recognizable notion of a butch aesthetic; she has long
hair, carries a purse, and bears a strong resemblance to Janis Joplin (who
was, in fact, perceived as butch by heterosexual standards). She does, ho gsified as sexploitation rather than exploitation, its mode of production
ever, conform to the representation of the “butch,” the “bulldagger,” or the ghals that of the expleitation films preceding it. The problems inherent in
“dyke” within the genre of sexploitation. That ig, she is named or dassiﬁed
as butch, and this is discursively reinferced throughout the film, regardless

af the fact that she does not look much different from the other “femme’

nostexploitation filras, such as the lack of continuity, tacky style, bad acting,
"di_eap scenery, all resulted from a specific mode of production, some-
we have come to see as one of the genre’s defining characteristics (4.8).
wormen (figure 1}. ¢ is little to no continuity within The King: one minute Carol is wear-
When Joan comes home, she gets undressed and joins Carol and Micke

eventually Carol is pushed aside, and Mickey and Joan make out exclusive

igabiking, and the next minute a long-sleeved sweater; they say that they
reat Cherry Grove, yet the beach is littered with heterosexual couples and

Carol finds herself displaced in favor of Joan, and in the voice-over nar all children; one minute they have no clothes on, and in the very next

tion, she expresses her sexual frustration and anger.* A series of dreams and hey are all in the exact same positions, but dressed. In addition, films

flashbacks presents Carol’s insatiable same-sex desire in sexual encountes h.zs these often recycled stock footage from old films, which might ex-

{and failed atternpts) with other women. Eventually, the three leshians go }.f;ilﬂ the several odd cuts to unexplained (negative} images (cops beating

AT MECATHED QUITIED AT ERRIAN WITH I ONA FINGERSR 1N






and more conventionally attractive sister, whereupon Bernice takes off with: heterosexual acts that surround them. We also get to see the synthesis of

the Bible and a David Cassidy look-alike. Though we cannot classify this film tard-core sex and “soft” intimacy reminiscent of nonpornographic cinerna.

as lesbian porn, its depiction of lesbian sex as neither a warm-up to hetero- We get to see a less conventional, somewhat older female body aggressively

sexual sex nor a pathetic imitation of it, its sexual transformations of the _gséz't itself through active sex with other women, and we get to see “good”

three female protagonists, its primarily gynocentric narrative, and its queer: cting on the part of Georgina Spelvin. Though this might not constitute
ending (Tracey leaves Jesus for alesbian!), not to mention the passionate pet: esbian pornography, it certainly deviates in the right direction.
The most significant piece of lesbian pornography 1 looked at from the

8osis a film entitled Erotic in Nature (dir. Cristen Lee Rothermund, 1935},

formance of Georgina Spelvin, make for a surprisingly queer heterosexual
porn.”® :

The Private Afternoons of Pamela Mann, in conirast, constitutes a comy: extremnely indicative of what had been happening (politically, socially,
pletely conventional example of 1970s porn. Organized around a threa turally) among lesbians in the 1970s and 1980s, and it constitutes one
bare narrative about excessive voyeurism, there is almost nothing within ¢ first attempts to create a lesbian presence in pornography as differ-
this film that deviates from convention, save one sex scene between Spel afy that is, as distinctly nonheterosexual in its emphasis on the more erotic
vir: and Barbara Bourbon {who plays Pamela). [t is the longest sex scent_é aspects of lesbian sexuality.” The film begins with shots of a very athletic,
the film (over ten minutes), and it contains three different types of sk tng lesbian chopping logs out in the country. She is topless, clothed only

soft-focus shots of facial as well ag vaginal caresses, conversation, smile unning shorts and hiking boots. She is very tan, slim, and beautitully

and hard-core sex acts. There is cunnilingus, vaginal and anal penetratit uscular. She chops logs, does push-ups and stretches, gazes at her body in

(with fingers), and tribadism; there are no faked orgasms, and there 4 idrtor, and listens to her radio while she prepares for a date *2 The camera

no penises. Sex between two women is neither relegated to the realm- ses almost obsessively on her musculature. The film periodically cross-

nonthreatening caresses and giggles, nor is it a freak show of body oil an fsto the image of another woman (relation as yet unknown) who mas-

multiple vibrator penetration, tike the 1977 “lesbian” pornography Aero bates with a red dildo and a red rubber hose in an outdoor bathtub. This
sex Girls (dir. Bruce Seven). This sex scene stands out from the othersin & man is slim but curvy, and the camera lingers obsessively on her curves
shuch the same way it lingers on the muscles of the other lesbian. She has

fong,; blond hair and is naked except for a red beaded necklace and a pair of

film in many ways: not only does it last longer than Pamela’s hetero encou
ters; these two women are actually friends. (Spelvin plays a hooker, wi

the Pamela character as her therapist. Pamela is performing a “cleansin nglasses. Her fingernaiis are painted red, and she has one nippie pierced.

ear a voice-over moaning along to the music, a sort of “tribal” rhythm
drums and pipes, as she masturbates first with the dildo, then with both
_1§do and the water hose, until she orgasms. After their respective “work-

of Spelvin, which actually consists of smoking pot and having sex.} In'i
midst of what is supposed to be a serious discussion about the hardships;
prostitution, the two have sex. The scene does not concern itself with i
representation of authentic telos; the two wornen simply enjoy one anoth

_ts.;,_ .th_e wommen meet up for dinner, which, of course, takes place outside,
for ten minutes, and then the scene is over. The representation of Iesb__;' :
sex is again discrete, and it does not conform to excessively passive activi ‘Frotic in nature has a double meaning. The first indicates that the ma-
nor does it border on the frealkish: it in fact provides a rather lyrical synthe"

of the hard and soft elerments of sex.

}tf(}f-_the scenes occur cutside, around and in water, under the sun. The
1 and strong bodies roll around in the grass, under trees. Nature is
The work of Georgina Spelvin does not hold significance because she w ified and celebrated {ihink mother earth-goddess, chihonic ecstasy).
a lesbian or a lesbian porn star, because that was not, in effect, the case setting also has connotations of the remote, the separate, as in lesbian
There is, however, something very butch about Spelvin. Though her filu ratism or lesbian love life outside of hetero cities and hetero city limits,
typically paint her as a lonely, frigid spinster, she always “butches up”tolb 1 untouched zone where lesbians can express themselves freely and, al-
come sexually assertive, as well as sexually receptive. Her work is notableh gugh the scenes are shot out in the open, privately. Then there is a second
cause it consistently escapes the typical lesbian setup se prevalent in ma_f fing of erotie in nature: leshian sex and sexuality as erotic in their very

stream pornography; that is, we get to see lesbian sex acts discrete from h

e, sex between two women is depicted as natural, wholesome, hiealthy;
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sty that a man will wander onto the set and replace the butch in Erotic in
g}‘a, which is in fact what eventually happens in Personal Best?* Actual
ik intimacy exists between Kit and Chris, the protagonists of Erotic in
e, while the sexual intimacy between Tori and Chris in Personal Best
ited to arm wrestling, tickling and giggling, and light, nonthreaten-
Qking. Nevertheless, something in Erotic in Nature has gone seriously
the film does not give a fulfilling representation of a sex act. Rather,
nera lingers lovingly on contorted, twisting, rolling, and often posing

“and lesbians who giggle and caress, run fingers through hair, and
2. A leshian sex scene take
from Erotic in Nature.

vingly into one another’s eyes. The voice-overs (the film has no dia-

s emphasize how different and exciting and new this relationship isand
erfect the sex is, and yet it is difficult {primarily due to the way the film
rather than being deviant, it is sensual, an experience that gloriﬁes an'& {)“'asc_ertain what exactly the two are actually doing. So while the cam-
brates female bodies. Everything appears normal, as a part of nature,;
the body, and as a completely positive process {figure 2). There is no
of “deviancy” in either the surroundings or in what the film represent
lesbian desire.* It is romantic and soft, like trees and breezes and birds

clear, pure streams—all fluid lesbian sexuality. There is no hint of tensio

3 attemnpt to represent two lesbian bodies engaging in lesbian sex, it
initially clear what exactly that means, or even what that should ook
r example, in one scene, Kit gets on her knees behind Chris, who is
ours, and Kit begins to move back and forth very siowly as if she were
penetrating Chris with a dildo, yet she is not penetrating her, nor
tuaily rubbing up against her. While Chris has a look of absolute
n her face, there is nothing happening other than two femaie bodies
r_1_éd<ing into onie another. I do not mean to imply that pleasure can-
ad:as a result of two female bodies moving together to the rustic call
e; rather, I simply want to stress the fact that no penetration or tri-
mseems to actually occur. There is then a quick cut back to the familiay
contorted, twisting, rolling female bodies. Eventually, explicit sex

anxiety toward or about men or heterosexuality. Nor is the relationshi
tween the two women set up as an oppositional and/or sadomasochisti
such as we saw in The King, for example. Nevertheless, a soft butch/férg
dyad does exist, but it is oh-so-subtle {the butch figure is really morn
letic than butch and, like her femme cournterpart, wears jewelry and mak
and has extremely soft features, so that no one would probably ever ¢
“sir” or throw her out of the women'’s bathroom}: Nor does any butch/fe
role-play occur. The femme uses a dildo exclusively for onanistic pu_;"[:} )
The dildo, it is worth noting, has a deep red color and matches the fen
necklace (it alsa Iooks to be made out of crystal rather than silicone

In its cinematic treatment of the lesbian body, Erotic in Natured

gccur between the two women, but, perhaps not consciously, this
hasizes the very difficulty involved in the representation of leshian
d the difhicult position of lesbians in the porn industry in the late
_é-_éarly rggos. The film also seems more invested in the image of
ways resembles its mainsiream counterpart, Personal Best (dir
Towme, 1982). A similar athletic aesthetic is present in this film, w.
fact charts the affair and subsequent breakup of two female athletes a
train for the Olympics. In both Personal Best and Erotic in Nature, athle

ex as a “positive” and even nonthreatening and nonviolent recip-
schange than it is in the representation of actual sex acts. Perhaps it
ssanideologically motivated intention on the part of the filmmakers
fo,r;%;f: the idea that sex between women —and leshianism itself—is
al.7

and athletic female bodies become eroticized within the represeniaii i
Hilm reeks of a different kind of “coming out”™ namely, coming out of

tesbian sex, and the lesbian body and overall aesthetic is depicted
letic, rather than butch. Unlike Personal Besi, however, Erotic in- Nt
exclusively lesbian; that is, there is no trace of the heterosexual anxi

rgho'ck of 19705 lesbian feminism, as well as out of the sex wars of the
}89:5_.2.7 Any behavior possibly linked to the masculine or the aggres-
“pre-verbal, pre-oedipal narcissism” so explicit, depressing, and suffo
in Personal Best (Williams 1986, 150). The lesbian spectator does not

he time, these seem to have been considered as one and the same)
idered verboten to lesbian sexuatity and destructive to the goals
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of lesbian feminism. Both Judith Halberstam and Carol Vance discuss the: i fisck, became reiniegrated into the leshian lexicon}, the use of dildos and

effects of the antipornography position, which, rather than developing int rators, elaborate s/um fantasy sequences, and female ejaculation scenes.**

a lesbian call to arms for sex education or an attempt to revitalize and eve 190, Debbie Sundahl made a lesbian porn film cailed Suburban Dykes (a

queer the world of porn, settled inte a moralistic, essentialist, and suffocat i adiction in terms if ever there was onel), starring Nina Hartley, Pepper,

ing view of sex a s already perverse . . iy A .
ng view of sex as always already perverse (sec Halberstam 1998, 136-40 sharon Mitchell. In my opinion, this film marks yet another important

Vance 1992). For many lesbians, the butch/femme dyad was evocative o ping-stone, another triumphant coming-out story (this time I use the

hor in both senses of the word), in the history of lesbian pornography.
the title intimates, the idea of lesbians and lesbian sexuality has become
él_:_’lésbians now live in the suburbs, are in their mid-thirties, attractive,
emihine, in fact. They have regular jobs, a hot tub, and monogamous
arnagé-t_ype setups; they are doing quite well. They no longer have to live
jg"_'c_'it_y in order to meet other lesbians; they are financially stable, they
gt__'?ér\}erts, they are your neighbors, they throw litile lesbian parties,
t hot dogs, and they fuck. Their sex lives become dull, familiar, and,
y “married” couple, they need new sexual outlets to keep that “spark”
{er_:m-'éduples often lose (in the lesbo-lingo articulated by the film, it
léd.-‘-‘_the iesbian bed-death syndrome”). The lesbians here grew up and
neout under the protective wing of cultural feminism. Eventually, they
t_bé_hind and cancelled their subscription to Off Qur Backs in exchange
n Oir Backs, though they do not engage in any of the “deviant” sexual
or that the magazine condones. Not yet, at least.

_a_‘-'scexae from Suburban Dykes, Nina and Pepper are relaxing in their
ub.after another fun-filled lesbian get-together. In a moment of abso-
.__i_}rilliant dialogue, which sets up everything that follows, Nina says
ing to the effect of, “Wow, what a party! I don't think there’s anything
ut two dead hot dogs!” The two then begin to discuss some friends

heterosexuality, a pathetic and even oppressive imitation of the male/fem.

unit. When viewed as role-play, it was seen as objectifying and therefore
counterproductive and even devicus, as were other sex-related activities thé.
both heterosexuals and gay men enjoyed, such as s/m, strip shows, bath
houses, X-rated movie theaters, bar culture, and cruising. Erotic in Netin
marks one of several attempts in the mid-rg8os to represent lesbian se)
ality,? while it also tries to move away from certain reified notions of femzle
sexuality espoused by cultural feminists of that period. For example;t
rhetoric of that period held that lesbian sex did not make for an incredibly

important issue on the feminist agenda, that feminists should concentr
on “real” social issues instead, and that certain types of representation we

to be avoided, namely, the pornographic, which objectified women wi
the heterosexual, patriarchal configurations from which lesbians soug
escape. Although Erotic in Nature marked a step toward the representati
what Linda Williams calls “diff rent strokes for diff "rent folks,” it still see
to contain remnants of the fear that heterosexual sex might pervert les :
sex and appears to espouse the notion that certain sex acts did not or coul
not belong in the representation of leshian sex. However, these fears and

the prohibitions that resulted from them, were on their way out—and {3s

seem on the verge of breaking up. Their friends are experiencing the
shian bed-death syndrome” because one of them is apparently not sexu-
dventurous encugh. Nina proceeds to bring up the idea of phone sex
; hﬁy a friend tried it}, but Pepper, who has idealistic ideas about re-

Life in the Fasi(er) Lane: Dyking the Lesbian

In 1984, Susie Bright, Nan Kinney, and Debbie Sundah] (aka Fanny Fatal
published the first issue of a lesbian-centered erotica magazine called:
- Our Backs. The title of the magazine is both a play on and an exglicit_';
lenge to its radical feminist predecessor, Off Our Backs, a feminist jo
that began in 1970 and held most of the opinions regarding sex and po'r'-

'hips, firmiy resists the idea: “If you are really in love, the sex will stay
Lher opinion, “lesbian bed death” is “just a phrase te sell a book,” but
: o_ﬁvinces her to try the phone sex nevertheless. Nina then tollows up
raphy I mentioned earlier. On Our Backs represented not only a challer confession of her own: during the party, she spied on two of their
shaving sex on their weight bench in the garage. There is a flashback

¢xscene, a porn within a porn, between two butchy women who engage

to the antipornography views of the most vocal feminists of the 19708
1980s but alse a fierce move toward higher visibility for lesbians and les

sexuality. One year later, Kinney and Sundahl formed Fatale Video (sti hier fierce penetrative sex, fingers only,

ria has set the scene in every way. She brings up the threatening “les-
biéd-death syndrome” and follows this by several unconventional, even

business) and began making lesbian pornography. Some of their first vid
featured rough sex, dirty talk {(words previously disdained, such cuni, 4
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taboo, but sexy scenarios such as phone sex, voyeurism, and rough sex. All
of this is coupled with snuggles and dirty taik, and as she tells Pepper the
sex story, she dons white, lacy lingerie and cuddles up to Pepper, dressed i
cotton jockeys, cooing, “I wished it was you taking me with that kind of pa
sion.” Nina then passes Pepper the telephone. Pepper of course makes th
call and is connected to a dominatrix type called “Mistress Marlena.” Nis
again plays the role of audio-voyeur, and while she listens to the exchang
between Pepper and Mistress Marlena, she does not verbally participate

The phone sex escapade deserves some attention; for itis here that we c:m
gain a better understanding of where the “typical” (read: suburban) lesbia
was, sexually speaking, First of all, we find out that Pepper considers herse
butch, which might come as a surprise to the viewer. Pepper is stereo
cally less femme than Nina, but she does not conform in any way to.
aesthetic idea of butch; she has long dark hair, shaved legs and armpits, lot
fingernails, and very soft features. She is only comparatively butch: Nin
lingerie is more feminine; Nina's fingernails and pubic area are more m3

cured; Nina's hair is mere styled and sprayed than Pepper’s; Pepper’s vo 3. Nina and Pepper engage

in phone sex with Mistress
Marlena in Suburban Dykes.

is slightly deeper; she wears no makeup or fingernail polish; and her &t
of dress is more masculine than Nina's. We then discover that this co
does not engage in dildo-play or role-play of any kind. Pepper tells Misires
Marfena that they do, however, use vibrators, and Mistress Marlena scoff
at their obvious ignorance: “Oh that’s right! Dykes don't like cocks!” Mis
tress Marlena then confesses that she, in fact, is wearing a big dilde, a

4. Sharcn educates Nina and
Pepper in Suburban Dykes.

that Pepper is going to, among other things, suck it. The camera then cut lesson in dyke sex; that is, dildes, emphatic safe-sex education, dirty

to Mistress Marlena, allowing the viewer a half-profile shot of her, in whid nd-butch/femme role-play (figure 4). In Sharon Mitchell’s butch per-

we see her as a slightly feminine dominatrix type, who is not, in fact, wear 25 we see the almost parodic return of the “butch-style” lesbian: black

ing the big black dildo, but is instead slapping it up against her thigh. This ' ther, no makeup, short, slicked-back hair, edgy urban-style clothing (in
dirty talk arouses both Pepper and Nina, who has been keeping one eye ¢ {0 the conventional clothing of Nina and Pepper), an exaggerated
Pepper the entire time, watching how she reacts to the idea of a dildo,

being penetrated, and te dirty cock talk, and both of the women eventual}

perand smirk, gold chains, and carrying what [ have come to recognize
cinematic marker of the old-school butch, a motorcycle helmet. Ini-
tunned by Sharon’s appearance {Pepper only thought she was butch,
ybe for the suburbs, she was), Nina and Pepper are only too eager to
bye-bye to their vibratory vanilla sex as they welcome everything that
pulls out of her big black bag, especiaily the big, lavender dildo. This

orgasm through masturbation, Nina with a big pink vibrator and Pepj
with her hand {figure 3). After they hang up, Nina teases Pepper by calli
her a “pervert,”* while Pepper teases Nina, calling her a Peeping Tam;
and then they beth agree to move on to bigger and better things, namely,
escort service, where they can rent a big bad butch (or a bull-dyke), andthig mes everything lesbian pornography could not be; this becomes dyke
: differentiate here between “lesbian” and “dyke” porn: dyke porn is

what lesbian porn should have been, but could not be. Dyke porn is

is where things really get kinky (or dykey). _
The big bad butch {Sharon Mitchell), who turns out to be a bit more but

than they had imagined, then comes over and provides these two lesbian sex savvy and not afraid to appropriate sex acts once considered defini-



tive of heterosexual and gay male pornography, such as penetraticn, dirt
talk, rough sex, and role-playing, to name a few. Anything once considere
off-limits, perverted, or inappropriate (for either political or personal reg
gons) is now up for grabs— literaily. In addition, dyke porn differentiate
itself from its heterosexual and gay male counterparts in its staunch decls
tion and performance of safe sex. These characteristics remain constituti

klng (and Staying) Hard: Difference and the Dildo

wfthe nice things about being a dyke is getting to choose the size of your dick.
ol Vernon, On Our Backs

ge'_r_ous questions, concerns, and debates surround the dildo and
ther it fits in lesbian sex (see Findlay 1999). Is it a penis substitute? Is it
estand-in? Is it a phallus? Is it a fetish? Can it feel? Does it feel good to
sit e_frotic? Can it be castratedrs Should I castrate it? Am | castrated? Do
enis envy? Do [ have phallus envy? Do L have a fetish? Do I want to be
Is this the only way to have active sex? Is it perverted? Am 1 a pervert?
i :k_'st_upid wearing it? Should I read more Lacanian theory? Should
feminist’s interpretation of Lacan? Should I castrate Lacan? Am I
encing a form of castration just by reading Lacan? Should I be wear-
edildo while T read Lacan? All of these questions are entirely valid, yet
dmuch of the scholarship I have read concerning the dildo, consis-

of dylee porn up to the present day.

i see Sharon Mitchell’s big bad butch as more than a return to a. fa:
iar and loveable lesbian stereotype; | see her as a sort of lesbian supeth
as she provides Nina and Pepper with this cathartic experience of gex
enlightenment, which enables Pepper to transition into what is obvw“
about to become her role, The rather traditional notions of femme as
and butch as active still cling to this film, for although Nina orchestrate
whole scene, it is Pepper who actually does ail of it. Also, Sharon ref:
Nina as Pepper’s wife, and Sharon fucks Nina, not Pepper, while it
per, and not Nina, who eventually fucks Sharon. In the last scene oft
a “changing of the guard” occurs: the dildo is handed to Pepper, who
the transition into her new role not through sex with Nina, but throu
with Sharon (Pepper penetrates the big bad butch as Nina cheers he
seems important to note that Pepper initially gets interested in cail
egeort service because of her positive phone-sex experience, durmg
the idea of being penetrated by a dildo arouses her. Yet as the final sex:
suggests, Pepper will be the penetratrix, not the penetrated.

The problems presented in this film iliustrate what lesbians w
against during the posi-sex wars, postseparatism, and even postds
tion era: how should lesbians have sex? How do lesbians (veal ones
sex? Do lesbians like to watch other lesbians have sex, and, if so, how
that sex be (re)presented? Is it acceptable to recognize the presenceg

il to mention what seems to me its most important quality: the fact
dildo functions as a pleasure-giver, not a pleasure-seeker. Unlike its
unterpart,” the dildo does not ejaculate, does not lose its erection,
'e*:_ir_l'm.ost any size, color, and even shape and, most impaortant, the
detachable.

ildo represents one aspect, or one accessory, rather, of leshian sex,
either begins nor ends with dildo penetration, and although the
sassociated with a meore active, or “masculine,” role than the one
enetrated, this assocGation is only somewhat accurate. For while the
'_er_:r_night do the thrusting, it is the recipient of the dildo penetra-
counts most. According to Cherry Smyth, “it is the ‘butch/top’s’
bian sex to give the ‘femme/bottorn’ complete satisfaction, while
s often the only satisfied genital in heterosexual porn” (1990, 157).
pindon, the very notion of the dildo displaces several Lacanian ideas
ing the phallus and phallic power in important ways. For example, if
o regard penetration as a particularly phallic act, or as “the phallic
“gﬁl_lgnce" (Reich 1999, 260), then she, Judith Butler (1993), Marjorie
1992), Sue-Ellen Case {1993), Teresa De Lauretis {1994), and others

correct in their various assertions that the phallus does indeed

any and everyone, that the phallus is not the penis, but, rather, a

le; performative, even phantasmatic object that nobody owns and

body can play with, wear, or discard. This actuaily makes perfect

the context of dyke porn. Although there is role-play and the words

erotic, aggressive, and possibly perverse {perverse for leshians, of conré
sive? Is it then acceptable to represent this desire visuaily? What i
a pleasing representation of lesbian desire? How does one successfill
hot lesbian gex? It is through the butch persona that this new lesbia;
sexuality becomes “normalized.” That s, it has become acceptable foe1
iri various types of “deviant” sex-play (no lesbian membership cards
revoked if one straps on a dildo and talks dirty cock talk to one’s lov
these sex acts are represernted as positive through the very posiive

of, and ironic homage to, the butch lesbian persona.
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the principle of “maximum visibility” (Williams 198¢, 48-49), turn, for
dnost part, into cum-catchers, and there is little attempt to represent
male pleasure in any form other than a smiling or ecstatic face dripping
semen.™

“cock” and “dyke dick” are often used in sex scenes, the dildo is never
tended as a substitute for or an indication of any primordial lesbian lack ]
lesbians in this porn make no effort to disguise exactly what they are deir
namely, playing. They do not try to “reaily” pass as men If that were
case, none of the lesbians would be wearing bright pink or sparkiy gold
vibrating, bunny-shaped dildos. Dildos are accessories to the lesbian sex?

siogical, then, to say that the strap-on dildo provides the kind of agency
woman (or two women) that a man’s penis simply does not. In this

they are in no way requisite, it would also be logical to say that the lesbian has more sexual agency

One might be able to convincingly say that there is no phallus in
Lacanian sense;* that the dildo or the fingers, or whatever object one 1'_5_1_"
use in order to penetrate, is not in fact a phallic object, and that the’
idea of the phallic is displaced when the desire represented is lesbian. If o
wants to speak in terms of the Lacanian phallus, then one could say that
lesbian both is and has the phallus, potentially speaking. In keeping ¥
the idea that there is indeed a phaltus that penetrates, and that the 1&_3
does indeed have it—whether it cornes in the form of a dilde, long fing
tongue, or any other object—Lacan’s formulation of the phallus woul

¥ g a strap-cn dilde than the male has with his perpetually premature
ator, Therefore I propose that the Lacanian phallus has as its telos not
tration, but rather ejaculation. This gives a whole new meaning to the
ck; for one could argue that there is no lack in lesbian sexuality, that

zai lack is in Lac(k)anian psychoanalytic theory, which gives us little

1an premature ejaculate. I will return to the topic of the dildo in my

ssion of three more films, all of them made within the last four years.

o Gets a Face-Lift and Goes Urban: Shar Rednour,

be effective or illustrative as a representation of lesbian desire. Lacar’
mula, and the subsequent ferninist critique of its formulation,* implies ﬁ
the phallus belongs to the man, yet the lesbian with her object of peneﬁ‘
can perform all of the same things that the penis/phallus can perform
ing the sex act, except for one very important thing—she, or rather her'di)
does not ejaculate.* She does not have to ejaculate, she is not biolog
predisposed 1o ejaculating, the object she uses to penetrate her partn, :
may, in fact, ejaculate}, though it may be attached to her body in so'me
is not heyond her control. It is dependable, adjustable, and controllabl
This stands in direct contrast to the end of a typical sex scene inhe
+ sexual pornography, in which a man will ejaculate on some part of the fe
body. The man always comes on the wotnan, be it in her eyes or. 17
or on her breasts, belly, or ass. Fiaculation on the woman's face is ref;
to as a “facial,” thereby describing this act as a beneficial and eveﬂ;l
ous process tor the female receiver. Facials exfoliate, refuvenate, and h
Facials are supposed to keep the skin from aging, they do not leave'bg
a sticky residue, and they moisturize without clogging pores. Facial
mostly expensive, a luxurious and seif-indulgent practice, although 1
can purchase them at drugstore costs in bottle form {they aiso come:
towelettes). Semen becomes more than glorified male piss; it becon
. alpha-hydroxy infused substance that replenishes, nourishes, soothé
ing dry, wrinkled, female skin. And female protagonists in heterosexui

itten, directed, and produced by Shar Rednour and Jackie Strano
t-whom star as well). Rednour and Strano are a lesbian couple from
ancisco who are actively involved in the sex industry through video
ton, spoken word, books, and even as sex educators for Good Vibra-

well as for the dyke community in San Francisco.* Their porn is
he first to receive attention from the world of mainstream por-
{Rednour and Strano won the “Best All-Girl Feature” Award from
ded News). In this double feature, we see younger dykes who live in

gisco engaging in all kinds of safe sex with multiple partners. The
multiracial group of wormen in their late twenties and eaxly thirties;
gin all shapes and sizes, are tattooed, pierced, hair-dyed, and often

first feature, Hard Love, consists of a rather simple narrative: a re-
eparated couple, who each have new partners, end up in bed together

nography, because they apparently do not orgasm in a way that is cond e fierce post-breakup dyke drama/trauma (figure 5). How to Fuck

A FPEQRIAN WITH t NNG FINAERQ 108

wm4 T oAriE R M EGTE T



types of sexual interaction between dykes, penetration with a dildo being
ne way among others to signify dyke pleasure, the tape does in fact adhere
tocertain conventions. For example, no butch-on-butch action occurs, and
‘only time that a femme penetrates a butch, she uses her fingers. Dildo
'.t.raiion (or rather, the dyke who penetrates) is always concerned with

thy w:%_)man penetrated; there is a constant need for affirmation. “Is this ox?”
nd “Does this feel good?” are two questions asked repeatedly and with ap-
ent sincerity throughout the film. This type of verbal affirmation is not
;‘mr_i_.t_y in heterosexual pornography, where pleasure is typically located

5. Post-breakup makeup
sex in Hard Love.

the side of the penetrator, while proof of that pleasure primarily “comes”
Hie form of an ejaculating penis. On the dildo difference, 1 quote Jackie

ano, who in a personal correspondence in the spring of 20071 kindly elabo-

in High Heels is a mock behind-the-scenes feature based on a spolen wor fﬂd-{)ﬂ'what exactly the dildo meant to her. Tt is

piece by Shar Rednour, which actualiy toured nationally with a group 'l'g.as_uf e tool, an extension of my energy, attached to my clit, it is some-

i i ins cii ive ‘ance, as we ; . . .
poets calied Sister Spit. It contains clips from her five perform : hing that does not become flaccid or shrivel up . . . it exists to make a

as actual demonstrations of how to fuck and be fucked while wearing hig
heels. At the end of the video, there is a mock commercial called “How
Pick Up Girls,” hosted by Fairy Butch {(who lives and works in San Frag
cisco), which takes place at the Lexington (a real dyke bar in San Francisco)
in which dykes use tired old one-liners on other dykes and either get lucky

oman come, to give her pleasure . . . and does not come out or come
wn untii she says it does according to her orgasmic wax and wane, not
ine as a mar's hasic physiology wouid dictate. Also, I can adjust girth,
ngth, shape, etc., according to my partner’s needs and desires and not
ave her stuck with just one option. Dildo play is part of the complete
ex act not the pinnacle or finishing off as in siraight sex.

or et rejected. By the end of the commercial, all the dykes have gotten lul
and are all making out with one another in the bathroom. At the verye
dildo is not only an effective pleasure tool; cinema can also easily repre-
dildo sex. Both partners’ hands and mouths are free to talk and touch,

of the scene comes a humorous interpellation of the viewer and a simul
neous plug for the bar: “So come to the Lexington, San Francisco's only dyk
bar, where every night is ladies” night,” and the address and phone numb oth bodies can be seen clearly. Dildo sex as it is represented in this
of the bar are provided. 1s never concerned with actual orgasm (the only times even slight at-
The idea of real dykes living and working and playing in a real dyke spa tS are made to suggest orgasm take place during a fisting scene and a
is one of the film's main themes, as is the use of local dykes in the:__ﬁ_lm ﬁzf_bation scene). None of the scenes end with orgasm; in fact, orgasm
not seem to be a preoccupation in this film. Pleasure is represented

_thg*.htic through a mutually communicative experience, and the film

{(Phyllis Christopher, a local photographer, as well as Fairy Butch, auti
Michelle Tea, and recognizable employees from the Lexington and of}
gogupies itself with the representation of dyke desire and dyke sex, in its
anifestations, as well as an attemnpt to suggest an authentic dyke
outside of the diegesis.

iocal businesses). The film authenticates dyke presence/reality by co-opy
an already established dyke community in San Francisco. This authen
dyke presence is portrayed as a little slice of reality predicated on a preexi

ing dyke cosmos already in full orbit. Rooted in place, this project potentially

constifutes ait intimate affair for a dyke viewer from the Bay Area. It isalso FINITUREAL" SAN FRANCISCO LESBIANS

very effective in its presentation of the young, urban dyke.

In Hard Love, the butch penetrates the femme with her dildo {or her “dy
dick,” as it 15 called), but in How to Fuck in High Heels, Shar (and oneotli
femme} penetrate one another with dildos. While there is a representatio

dykes right off the street! They're incredibie and they're real!

X.-i:over of San Francisco Leshians

iethe series of amateur dyke porn entitled San Francisce Leshians as a
fi “-_example of what I call “keepin’ it ‘real.”” Each tape contains three to
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four shotts; each short is usually fifteen to twenty minutes long, and on
nonprofessional lesbian director directs all of the shorts on each tape, The
brief pieces vary enormously, from sex with fruit to blow-up dolls that co
to life to sex with pregnant lesbians, all kinds of fetishes, and every body
type, race, and personal style imaginable, so that the idea of real dyke sexh
comes, to a certain extent, exoticized.?” The typical setup goes as such: eithat
the director or one of the actresses will introduce the tape as “featuring real

San Francisco lesbians,” and then she will introduce and briefly summariz
6. A rare butch-on-butch sex
scene from San Francisco
Lesbians, Volume 7.

each short. Often the director will also function 4s a character in one oft
shorts (as if we needed further assurance}. There is always an introductiy
and there iz always some sort of statement of authenticity: “My friends
real San Francisco lesbians,” or “Let’s go see what my lesbian friends
up to,” and my personal favorite, “I had so much fun last time, I decide mpelling about this dyke porn —most contemporary dyke porn, in fact—
bring a whole new group of friends —all San Francisco leshians,” offer thi
such examples. The shorts are shot on video, either in small apartme_ri__t
small informal spaces {never in a studio), with primarily natural lig
and little to no script. The actresses often burst into giggles, accidental

the attempt to create a fantasy of authenticity —utopian in its scope, yet
gely admirable, always optimistic, and almost believable {as a fantasy,
otally believable, as a reality, it keeps one hovering).

acknowiedge the presence of the camera, or can be seen iooking off 0 SEDUCE A BUTTHOLE:

D.OVER BOYFRIEND (LISTEN AND LEARN)

98, Shar Rednour, director of Hard Love and star of How to Fuck in High
5; directed an educational/instructional Ailm addressing heterosexually
tifled couples entitled Bend over Boyfriend: A Couple’s Guide to Male Anal
legsure. Produced by Fatale Video, the film stars Dr. Carol Queen, author of
Femme and the Leather Daddy, Real Live Nude Girl, and Exhibitionism for
hy, and her partner Robert Morgan, who conarrates the film. The film
features two other heterosexually identified couples, and Miss Behavin,

nondiegetic space; viewers often witness uncomfortable silences or-une
plained noises. This series resembles the dyke porn discussed above, e e
that it is amateur and its strategies of authenticity differ slightly; we
. no actual indication that these are, indeed, San Francisco lesbians, save
occasional poster featuring the Golden Gate Bridge {they never partyw
Fairy Butch at the Lexington, for example). Rather, we get to see the oft
uncomfortable but painfully “real” interactions between leshians, whi
times border on improvisation.

The most remarkable example of pornography 1 saw in the San Fra; . who pops in from time to time to give us important medical
Leshians series was a beautifully awkward butch-on-butch anal sex scen concerning safe anal-sex practices.
the only butch-on-butch scene I found in any of the dyke porn I screens
in which both dykes wear strap-ons, though only one, the “more butch

the two, gets to penetrate (figure 6). This short clearly illustrates an attemp

roim the very beginning, viewers are aware that this video addresses spe-
fically heterosexuai couples who have little or no expertise in the area of
piay (we know this because the two couples on-screen are watching the
however futile, to represent visuaily authentic lesbian desire and an auily é_i_video we are all watching at home). Although Carol Queen explicitly

the beginning of the filr that this video lends itself to people of any

tic lesbian sex act. There is embarrassed and victorious laughter; there
mishaps (diidos that slip out unexpectedly, a dyke who almost takes a tum
off of the bed, dykes who say the wrong lines); there are awkward silen

preference, it is indeed a video addressed to heterosexual couples, in
tempt to educate and inform. We might view this video as the closing
there is even blushing;: and there is sweating without the hot lights, Th porn circle that began with the stag film, which purported to “educate”
is also the safe-sex plug, which has become a staple in dyke pornograph
since Suburban Dykes, as well as the kind of dirty talk 1 found to beg

typical in most of the contemporary dyke porn I viewed. What proves i

bout_, among other things, female sexuality. Bend over Boyfriend, along
imany other educational videos made, for the most part, by females
anie-Sprinkie’s Sluts and Goddesses Video Workshop (1992), Nina Hartley's
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series of How to videos, all of the s/m How fo videos, as well as count]
other how-to series) constitutes a radical attempt to (rejeducate people
art of sex and sexual expression. These videos have paramount importan
Through them, the topography of porn can change. They also offer a
where the female presence in pernography can really exact influence
educational videos are primarily made by females; this one in particul
made by lesbiang) *

In this video, the fernale viewer is addressed as a potential penetratrix
her boyfriend as the penetrated. In a moment of hurnorous dialogue
are metonymically reduced to their buttholes when the “young lady view
are advised to be extra gentle: “Remember you are trying to seduce'é__p j
tially interested but possibly reluctant butthole.” The all-important pen
replaced by the more important dildo (we have already established the
vantages of a dildo). It is important to note, however, that the penisis
ignored; like the dildo, the fingers, the breasts, and the mouth, it becg
a part of the entire sex act without becoming its focus. The women

iy

7. In Bend over Boyfriend,
Carct Queen straps it on
and teaches anal sex for
heterosexual couples.

cational component. Bend over Boyfriend much resembles the con-
sbian pornography I viewed. Like its lesbian counterparts, it
“a conscious commodification of sex toys and safe sex, thereby
displacing the commeodification of female bodies that typically
video “butch up,” so to speak, in order to occupy the more active role 103t heterosexual porn. 1 am not excusing the fact that commaodi-
tratrix previously occupied exclusively by their boyfriends (figure 7 es occur; the variety of dildos displayed and the copicus amounts
Queen thoroughly educates them on the art of communication. 1 find:
part absolutely flluminating, and tragically absent from any of the h
sexual porn T have ever seen. Carol Queen comments that being o1
nicative might be a “new thing” for the “ladies,” who are probably “no
to” communicating what they want/don't want from their men, but.ca

must, listen, while their men voice what they want, for anal sex obvig

ﬁsed to lubricate them is, to say the very least, excessive. One might
empted to read this video as an extended commercial for Good
s,and sex toys in general. The idea that one might purchase sexual

seertainly not a new one, but it is refreshing to see that the silicone
d'iny these videos comes in the form of a detachable dildo {usually
a‘condom), rather than in the form of breast implants, as one
warrants more commurdcation than mere conventional hetero sex.
even expresses hope that this communicative effort might have somei

oct in mainstream porn. The film serves as an example of lesbi-
tiﬁg heterosexuals on new ways of sexual expression. Bend over
ence on one’s regular, noncommurnicative sex life. Participants in tly also gives another example of lesbians inserting themselves into
talk about the advantages of gender-play that can be involved in this typ pment of pornography, thereby changing its educative role. If por-
hetero sex through the use of the dildo, the fingers, and the tongue. The ¢:does indeed have educational value—and certainly many people
talk about the various types of sex toys available for this type of play, whes it to learn about sex and sexuality —what do its viewers learn by

find them, and, in typical dyke fashion, they offer a constant show- Jeep Throat (dir. Gerard Damiano, 1972) or Behind the Green Door

of safe-sex practices. It is interesiing to note that the sexual technlque el Bros., 1972}, or a more conternporary version, such as Michael

practices advocated in this film made for heterosexually identified 96 Shock? What are lesbians and heterosexually identified women
are primary components of queer sex. As in the previous films discus; 'yifvatching these videos? My guess is that they are learning next to
this essay, the idea of orgasm again becomes displaced in favor of i'g.xfxc'e'pt how to “fake it” and how to “take it.” {Lesbians are learning
representing new and exciting ways to have sex. ey:make a nice jelly for the hetero-donut, but that they do not really
What is especially innovative about this video, besides the fact that h hf: heterosexual cosmos as lesbians; in fact, real leshians don’t have
sexually identified females anally penetrate men and that the penis, porn/strap-on dildos/have dirty thoughts.} If lesbians attempt to

even less importance here than in lesbian pornography, if that's possib} and notice I did not say appropriate or revise or reread or interpret) the
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his is not the only joke of this kind. There are several others, which take the
' _qu_€ as well as the fingers as penis substitutes.

M-iile, for exampie. 1 have heard this joke {rom several lesbian friends, who,
Krough their giggles, have never been able to explain why they laugh, but have
'ni}r_been able to say that they find it “stupid but funny.”

hetero mass, they not only contribute something authentic to this world
would completely exclude them otherwise but they make their owﬂ-é
more visible as well, :

This essay began as a tentative offering of a way to look at the histo

-al presence and evolution of the lesbian’s participation within the o _
o F P g is phrase was coined by Belgian philosopher Luce Irigaray in her book of the

e title (in English, This Sex Which Is Not One}, “This sex” would be the female
,which does not exist, or cannot exist, in a world modeled and controlled by

of pornography. 1 wanted to trace certain staples of the leshian exp:e
throughout the last three decades, look at some of the bigger struggle
has faced, and watch the porn that she has made during and after those
ous struggles. | also found it necessary to look at a video not expiiciﬂy
for lesbians, but made by them, in an attempt to see lesbian presen
not-necessarily lesbian (but certainly queer) context.” i the notionso
and its representation are reexamined and reworked, and even retaugh
completely new ways from the point of view of someone whose visibi
has been marginalized, ignored, or grossly simplified in referenceto
dominant} mate sexuality, what can be done outside of the realm of
do think that this lesbian effort answers to a call for “diffrent stroke
diff 'rent folks,” as well as to ideas about the on/fscenity of pornograph}r,
I think that, potentially, we could go even further with this were we't

and for men and their dicks. Female sexuality is and has always been trapped, in

v in the androcentrically structured and motivated parameters of language,
choanalysis, and philosophy (Irigaray 1977).

sy on Robin Morgan’s infamous formulation, “pornography is the theory,
is the practice.” See Morgan 1980, 139.

not mean to imply that the butch aesthetic is monolithic; this wili become
s as these fiims, and the butches in them, are discussed.

i$ua] culture, “before there were lesbians, there were butches.” (Haiberstam
98, 186). Also, according to June Reich, “Butch/femme offers a rich history
ot "éii'(ing about bodies, identities, and agential politics in a way that hopefulily

furthers the work of breaking down multiple oppressions” (1999, 255).
udith Butler {1991) writes, “in both buich and femme identities, the very

knowledge the on/scene qualities inherent within the dominant ideolo tion of an original or natural identity is put into question; indeed, it is pre-

in which we work (or that work us) and the pornographic potential: ely that question as it is embodied in these identities that becomes one course

bedded within them. This inadequacy is only one of many. I we contir gir erotic significance” {123).

to work within those impotent and inadequate paradigms predicateda e are, of course, other ways to make lesbian sexuality or lesbian reality

authentic models of subjectivity, we remain drenched in little more t} ible besides the butch/femme dyad. This is simply the original lesbian siereo-
premature ejaculate. How much longer should we continue to fake it 1 i aad prabably one of the only sure-fire ways to "publicize” one’s lesblan
much longer will we watch as other females fake it? When will the ve = N . . o

“filen begins with a poem, which has my subtitle here as one of its lines. It

o N
of faking it cease to be acceptable to wormen: ntinnes, “after her, any gial will reject any boy.”

Tiere are hundreds of sexploitation fiims that take the tapic of lesbianism as a
Notes m? The “bored housewife” theme, in which two wormen play around while
gir husbands are at work, seems to have been the most popular. See Sin in the
I would like to thank the classes of Film Studies 240 and Film Studies: buﬂ}_s.{dir. Joe Sarno, 19064); Odd Triangle (dir. Joe Sarno, 19Gg); and fust the
Albert Ascoli, Mia Fuller, Jake Gerli, Judith Halberstam, Nguyen Tan H i
Jade, Alix Ogilvie, Eric Schaefer, Deborah Shamoon, Barbara Spackman,

Strano, and, most important, Linda Williams.

p.of Us (dir. Barbara Peters, 19770}, For lesbianism as a phase in a young girl's
uai :_development, see Twilight Girls (dir. André Hunebelle, 1961); Therese and
elle (dir. Radley Metzger, 1967); To Ingrid My Love, Lisa (dir. Joe Sarno, 1968);
That Tender Touch (dir. Russell Vincent, 196¢). For lesbianism as a result of
timization, see Dominigue: Daughters of Leshos (dir, Peter Woodcock, 1967).
esbianism as utterly deviant and often fatal, see The Girl with the Hungry
{dir. William Rotsler, 1967); A Bride for Brenda (dir. Tommy Goetz, 1968);
iié:Mob {dir. Alfred Sack, 19G8); and Vibrations (dir. Joe Sarno, 19G9). For the
m;:)cumentary,” see Chained Girls {dir. Joseph Mawra, 1963}

1 [ use leshian pornography not exactly interchangeably with dyke porn, bu
on that shortly. :
2 Much has already been done on lesbian pornography in general, and on;
specific films. Although ! do not enter into dialogue with much of the p
ing scholarship on lesbian pornography, I atternpt to supply a thorough

i,

raphy throughout the footnotes of this essay.
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Biditism here is merely a warm-up, or practice {or, in the case of Personal Best,
piing) for the real thing.

tewas one phrase [ actually heard Kit say, which was, “Oeohhh, you're se
rig!»

wthis observation to Linda Williams, who saw a connection hetween this

This formulation cornes from: Eric Schaefer in this volume. For a very thoi
historical account of the development of the exploitation film, see Schafer ig
Judith Halberstam does a brief but nice reading of both the btch imagerys
the racial politics implicit within this film {1998, 204-5). She also helped m

locate this filim.

Cherry Grove serves as a marker for queers anid queer space. It is a reso
about fifty miles outside of New York City that was first “colonized”

af ideological ove and the type that frequently occurs in heterosexual por-
%gmphy, when nothing sexually stimulating is happening to the woman, yet
and lesbians in the 19308 and became the first actual gay and lesbian town appears to be experiencing some sort ofe( stasy in her face.
Newton 1993.
See Halberstam 1¢g8, chap. 6. In her discussion of the image of the bm

film, Halberstam remarks, “the stereotype, the image that announces _idt_i‘

amore in-depth account of this, see Faderman 1go1.

‘ewere, of course, other attempts. On Our Backs was created in 1984, as
ad Attitude, ancther lesbian sex magazine. Several production companies
igré,ss Lavender Blue, and Blush) also attempted to represent the spectrum of
gy desirve (some more tame than others). Overall, however, the sleaze factor
wined pretty low.

in excess, is necessarily troublesorne to an articulation of lesbian identit
also foundational” {r77). :
1 did find one entirely “lesbian” porn, entitled Aerobisex Girls {dir. Bruce
1077}, in which leotard- and leg warmer—clad girls first aerobicize andth
vegetable oil all over one another and anally and vaginally penetrate eac
with very large, brightly colored, handheld dildoes. Eithne Johmson {¢ :
an incredible job dealing with this film.

For more on Behind the Greerr Door, see Williams 1086, 156-G6.

See the Gerli essay in this collection for an elaboration on gueer heter :

_i’ii_s-is one of the only lesbian-owned and -operated producers of pornogra-
uch has already been written on various videos, and | will not discuss the
hat has been done here. See Conway 1996; Johnson 19g3; Smyth 1990;
Williams 1992.

the fact that a lesbian calls her partner a pervert for wanting to be pene-
{historically, a woman would be considered a pervert simply for being a
por. }._Now, however, a lesbian can be considered a pervert for wanting what
sidered a “hetercsexual” and, therefore, perverted sex act}.

ﬂiét_,’ see the very nonpornographic book Stone Butch Bluss by Leslie Feinberg
nie Sprinkle’s film Linda/Les and Annie (1989}, where Annie’s transgen-
lover definitely attempts to pass as a man, but not through the use of a

Since the beginning of mainstream porn, all female porn stars are bisexiy
all male porn stars are heterosexual, This means that in mainstream pg

phy, we get Lo see women fucking each other, but it means nothing mo
that, and we will never see two men fuck each other.
Lillian Faderman {1591} briefly discusses this film: “Tigress production
the film Erotic in Nature, which, although advertised in lesbian porgy
magazines, promised the reader to go beyond pornography: not only

acan’s formulation of the phallus as it is articulated in his essay “The
ifivalion of the Phaflus” {in Lacan 1977, 281-91).

‘steam with pleasure,’ according to the producers, but it also ‘exults inbe
{258; er

ularky the work done by Gresz 19g0.

1o

and displays a tenderness which we feel will warm your hearis sot discuss female ejaculation in this paper, as this is an entirely differ-

mine). arudatory situation. I am merely acknowledging it because it does indeed
fn a moment of absolute semiotic brifliance, there is a shot of young butch ard is important in terms of lesbian sexuality as a whole, but it cannot be
aréd to and does not pertain to my discussion of male sexuality. it is only
rtmt to note that so far, female efaculation is shown to occur on the part

e woman being penetrated, and not on the part of the penetrator.

ing off and wrapping herseif up in a beach towel decorated with high h
To quote Linda Williams, from a personal correspendence, “There is th;
pierced nipple!” I actually agree and view that one pierced nipple 254
metaphor for the entire film: while not exactly devious, it is somewhatra
sive of the typical 1980s lesbian aesthetic. The film as 2 whole cannot X
described as deviant, et it is somewhat transgressive,

eading of the orgasm in heterosexual porn has been informed by Patton

ave recently made another porn film entitied Sugar High Glitter City,
In. Personal Best, the lesbian relationship essentially constitutes a phase, was released after this essay was written.

thing experimental, a college fling, that Chris outgrows in favor of a moreu ding to the back of the boxes, “what distinguishes this series from other

irfaction’ flicks is that these are real dykes —with all the bohemian kink and
ithusizsm for which San Francisco is notoricus. You'll see hutches, femmes,

heterosexual relationship. She graduates not only from college but also?
immature, incomplete lesbian relationship. As in mainstream pornograph



grunge babes and hippie chicks all playing hard with multiple dildoes and b Lynda. 1998, Between the Body and the Flesh: Performing Sadomesochism. New

coup anal sex.” York: Columbia University Press.
38 For a fabulous reading of another lesbian-centered educational film, Safe !
sire {dir. Blush/Fatale Video, 1993}, see Conway 1996.
3¢ To quote Emmanuel Cooper: “Much, if not all, queer culture is concemed wi
aspects of social transgression, whether involving a variety of same-gex relatia

ships, and/or cultural confrontations . . . alse . . . the rejection of fixed notis

Horme, Peter, and Reina Lewis, eds. 1996. Outlooks: Leshian and Gay Sexualities and
ual Cultures. London: Routledge.

rav, Iuce 1g777. Ce sex qui wlen 2st pas un. Paris: Bditions de Minuit.

1, _imhne 1993, “Excess and Ecstasy: Constructing Female Pleasure in Porn

Movies.” Velvet Light Trap 32! 30-49.
of sexuality” (1995, 14). Jacques. 1977. Eerits: A Selection. Trans. Alan Sheridan. New York: Norfon,
dn; Robin. 1980. “Theory and Practice: Pornography and Rape.” In Take Back
henght Women on Pornography, ed. Laura Lederer. New York: William Morrow.
34740

'Sally ed. 1998, BMiCh/FEmmE' Inside Lesbian Gendﬁr London: Cassell.
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;“;_ﬁ_)graphic features of the early 19805 aimed to garner maximum box
ce attention. At a time when the golden age of porn shot on 35 mm
emed to be coming to an end due to dwindling box office receipts attrib-

d to the rapid rise of video production, the industry saw Vincent’s cross-
verattempts as examples of how to keep feature-length porno alive on film
a1 the theater

Yincent’s films constitute pornographic films onto which an evolving in-
ity projected its anxieties and desires. After the success of Deep Throat

The Gay Sex Cleri: Chuck Vincent's

- Gerard Damiano, 1972) made the industry realize that pornography

Lattract a respectable bourgeois audience, continual efforts were made

Straight Pornography

sxpand and retain that audience. In the early 1980s, with decreasing at-

JAKE GERLI wnce at the porno box office due to the rise of video, the struggle for an
ienice became more proncunced. The pornegraphy industry wanted to
ate.a hybrid product capable of crossing over to more mainstream audi-
ex and of expanding the range of exhibition venues for pornography.
%:}i‘;l_f.made a bid for the mainstream as it fashioned an image of itself as a
: assy affair® By emphasizing narrative, acting, editing, mise-en-scéne, and
# In the context of any current critical discussion of moving-picture p osttimes alongside meat and money shots, Vincent’s films provided a work-

nography, Chuck Vincent would appear to inhabit one of the most contr

nodel for the sectors of the pornographic filim industry that wanted to
tory predicaments of cultural production imaginable. Vincent was a gay niag ome classical value to their productions®
who dirvected straight pornographic films in the late 19705 and earty 19803 one watches Vincent’s films in the present, it becomes apparent that
Based on these facts alone, the immediate impulse may be to view his cat production values are not their only distinguishing feature. These val-
25 a tale of the closet, of cinematic failure and/or commercial servitude. 1 re motivated in their consistent employment to accomplish aesthetic
tact, he made his films as an openly gay man living in the gay metropolis narrative distortions of heterosexual sex troubling the utopian aspira-
New York City. His films were celebrated by the straight pornographic wsof generic straight pornography. Often, the straight numbers in Vin-
dustry te the point that he was successful enough to start his own production t's films depict “bad” sex, or deemphasize sex in order to focus on other
company, Platinum Pictures in 1981 ects of the production.” These breakdowns might be viewed as instances
Vincent was respected within the straight pornographic film industry ept filmmaking or as confirmation of the alleged impossibility of mix-
for bringing what was perceived as a touch of unprecedented quality ng explicit sex with the drives of narrative. Instead, | would contend that
porn.? His most notable successes, Roommates {:g81) and In Love (1983) constitute queer strategies of representing heterosexual sex. If straight
tempted to blend hard-core sex with strong cinematic narrative and higl " ility is the norm from which queer sexualities deviate, Vincent subjects
production values. Both films received awards from the Adult Fiim Asse: oithe grounding graphic elements of straight sexuality found in porneg-
ciation of America and the Critics’ Adult Film Award committee.? They 'hyf——_the fantasy of utopian heterosexual intercourse as encountered in
also attracted attention from more mainstream audiences at the box off nography — to a destabilizing set of cinematic operations. Straight sex in
Playboy reviewed Roommates alongside Das Boot (dir. Wolfgang Petersen
1981), My Dinner with André (dir. Louis Malle, 1981}, and Tragedy of a Ridicy

tous Man {dir. Bernardo Bertolucci, 1981). Roommates also merited a re:

weent’s films is questioned, viewed with indifference, and even degraded.
incent’s films do not stop there, though. Exclusively bad sex would not
: ke pood porn. His films take visible heterosexual acts from the Jow point
view in Cingdste. Circulating in both the traditional realm of pornographic e establishes for them and puts them back into more diverse and potentially

consumption and the more respectable arena of art house taste, Vinceni’s er arrangements in order to create new affective trajectories.
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These queer arrangements provoked extreme responses in both con eciuse Vincent was not making films for a gay or leshian audience.

porary reviews of Vincent's films and in the historical accounts of straig hoted to produce a straight cinematic product. In this way, Vincent’s
pornography that include him. In the minds of straight critics, Vincen

filims either incite discussions of the franscendence of pornography and v's model. Vincent found himself as an out gay mediator between

of alternative utopias, or they prompt condemnation and revulsion, | -performers and technicians and straight audiences, rather than as

of these instances, Vincent's queer visions of straight sex clearly pro ¢ within a straight industry leaving traces of same-sex desire in his
heterosexuality to question itself. Vincent’s films interrupt the indo Ims for gay and lesbian audiences. As a director of straight porno-
features, though, Vincent still had to work with the demands of the

Ithough he was culturally out as a filmmaler, Vincent stood at the

alized naturalization of heterosexual privilege and problem solving th
marked the genre of straight porn at the time and that continues to inf
the production of heterosexual pornography today. The straight porn inds fall straight margins in a generic and semiotic sense. He had to
try’s willingness to accept and to celebrate Vincent's productions circa_xf :Eférosexual sex, while at the same tire excluding screen represen-
reveals a systern of production in crisis that was willing to embrace:alts '_the_ types of sex he participated in as a gay man, preserving gay sex
native, queer strategies in the name of survival. For a brief time, S’[_ﬁ_‘_ai 's_é;_s the “structuring absence” of straight pornograPhy_ Vincent’s

porn entertained a queer look and saw it as an innovation that could pos

n'no way explicitly homosexual, but they do introduce some gueer

rescue existing models of 35 mm feature production. that question the terms of straight sex put forth by heterosexual

Queer Methodology

In thinking about how to frame the queer strategies exhibited in Vinge _
dy of the generic parameters of straight pornography made dur-
19708 and 1980s, Hard Core, Linda Williams observes that “in cine-

films, T draw on Richard Dyer's 1991 historiographical essay “Believin
Fairies” In it, Dyer explains the methodology behind his book-length st
of gay and lesbian film, Now You See It (1990). A history of gay and d-core we encounter a profoundly ‘escapist’ genre that distracts
film may seem paradoxical in itself because gays and lesbiang have his “from the deeper social or political causes of the disturbed rela-
cally remained without a dominant industry geared toward self-repregs ween the sexes” (1999, 154). Heterosexual porn proposes utopian
tion. Rather, queer filmmakers have often been forced to work Withi];:i ¢'sotutions to actual sexual tensions within the social construction

margins of straight filmmalking. Dyer’s effort to recover their contriby

sexuality. In order to elaborate this type of symbolic resolution,
and the energies that animated them requires a more general, my

ard core must evoke the very anxieties it seeks to address. In vari-
theory of authorship that both affirms the constructed nature of the

straight pornography repeatedly plays out a dialectic of real sexu-

thor and pays attention to the way in which film authors work “with {withi ial relations evoked in narrative and imaginary solutions depicted

and against) particular codes and conventions of film and with {within ornographic “numbers.” This dialectic rests at the end of the feature
against) particular, social ways of being lesbian or gay” (19971, 187). Tea topian negotiation of power and pleasure between men and women
out historical examples of gay and lesbian agency means reading filmsqg Hard core thus “adhere(s] to the principle that sexual pleasure still
carefully in order to apprehend the instances where film form ma: e best solution: to all the problems afflicting the sexual realm” (170) *
same-sex desjre. From there, one can begin to think about the partic he genre of straight hard core begins with a problem and proceeds to a

and historical “social ways of being lesbiar: or gay” that these contested sigt o, Vincent's films proceed from entirely different narrative premises.

affirm and to which they attest. topias ate either never achieved o, if they are, they are realized in

Vincent's films do exhibit significant textual peculiarities that atfe as part of a scrambled chronology that does not celebrate them as
a director working “with {within and against) particular codes and cony '

tions of Alm,” but they present few affirmative depictions of same-sex

ical solutions to sexual problems. For example, Roommates, a rough
‘of Jean Negulesco's The Best of Everything (1950), tells the story of



il fucking in two different boats are intercut with shots of them having
bedroom. These numbers are juxtaposed with frames of surround-
ure and of Andy and jill enjoying themselves on the dance floor and
kerides. Melodramatic instrumental music and dubbed voice-over dia-
old the seven-minute montage together, While images of Andy and
lgihg and having a good time from disparate times and places flash
s the screen, the characters attest to the greatness of the sex and the in-
of their love on the soundtrack. The emphasis on the postpreduction
its of editing and sound in this sequence downplays the importance
.Lﬁ_i&l images of Andy and Jill fucking. The graphic images cease to
any primary significance. Rather, they derive most of their energy from
jay.in which they have been arranged in postproduction.

_,.err.y Butler recalls in his autobiography Raw Talent, the tone of the
: differed markedly from that of the finished sequence. There was not
'hemistry between him and Nichols. He remembers: “I never really
’_éd:.working with Kelly, and I found her to be very tedious. What saved

three working women who live together in New York City. Amidst discr
nation and disappointment in work, they try to find some sexual satisfa
tion. After a few high points, the film ends with the roommates leaving

another. Only the actor Joan (Veronica Hart} finds a sexually satisfying re
tionship. The advertising assistant and former prostitute Billie (Saman
Fox) tarries with a potential Mr. Right (Jack Wrangler), but loses him wh
he marries another? The third roommate, Sherry (Kelly Nichols) is exploit
as a model by the fashion industry and raped by a technician from en
her photo shoots (Jamie Gillis), who becomes obsessed with her. Ther
no realization of sexual pleasure capable of resolving the exploitative dim
sions of the single women’s corporate work situations in Roommaies:
film ends with alonely shot of Billie as she accepts a phone call froma ;)'é
tial tenant. ;

The narrative trajectory of In Love deviates from the generic pattem
straight hard core in another extreme fashion. A utopian vision of se
presented at the beginning of the film, rather than at the end. Andy (I
Butler) and Jill (Kelly Nichols) meet by chance in Key Largo in the sum

& the fact that most of the sex scenes were very stylized. (We had
g sex scenie in a rowboat!) Because you couldn’t see a lot of ins and
ou couldn’t tell T wasn't totally erect” {1989, o1). Butler readily ad-
: at his performance in In Love—particulatly in the rowboat episode
pening number—was lackluster, In Butler’s estimation, Vincent res-
hig performance with heavy postproduction stylization. While Butler’s
ments suggest that style serves as a device compensating for a subpar
ronance, Vincent's filims appear to privilege stylization as an organiz-
rinciple, rather than a rescue strategy. Although there are no other
ly-available testimonies to the production methods used by Vincent
pthan Butler’s, at the textual level it is clear that Vincent's pornographic
éjl_éiS‘tE‘.ntly supplement sexual numbers with flourishes of cinematic

of 1962 and have a three-day affair depicted in a montage of multiple se
scenarios and swelling music. At the end of the three days, Andy mus
turn to his wife, and Jill ventures out into the world to seek her fort
They decide not to keep in touch. The rest of the film is devoted to de
ing the next two decades during which they live separate lives. Despite:
mutual promise to forget one another, thejr lives are filled with longing
each other. None of the other sexual encounters they have live up to'thos
three days in Florida. By placing the utopia of sexual fulfillment at the
ginning of the film, In Love poses utopian sex as a problem in and of jtsel
The loss of utopia constitutes the narrative problem around which the
revolves, This problem is preserved even at the end of the film, when A

and Jill finally find one another. There is no climactic lovernaking scene mique. Style in his films comes to dominate and mediate the “real” of

exual performances.

restages their remembered fulfillment. In Love renders sexual utopia; _ .
memory of a lost time or as simply a dream. ncent’s consistent emphasis on style in the sexual numbers p_roduces
omplementary trends toward depicting straight sex in his films. In
eral, both techniques downplay actual sexual performances to integrate
Style ‘into more complex dramas of affect and power, The first tendency in
ént’s hims is toward disengagement with heterosexual sex acts, ques-

The opening number of In Love that establishes the lost utopian feel is quii ) .
ning the importance of the acts in and of themselves. Vincent extracts

unusual for the pornography of the time. The sense of utopian sex ultima _ ‘ o o
icore sex from a utopian fantasy world and places it in a more nuanced

otional realm, often of hurt and humiliation. The second trend in his
fims is to supplement straight sex with a queer look. His films deempha-

derives from the cinematic manipulations of editing and voice-over, ral
than the performance of the actors. The sequence alternates between g

eral scenes, creating a transcendent sense of time and place. Scenes of Anif
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size the straight sex act in order to put it in surprising, different cont
where i becomes part of new erotic investments.

Disengagement and Critique

In a general assessment of what it was like to work with Vincent a
rector, Butler evokes a sense of how Vincent would engage specifical 1. The beginning of the

the hard-core sex scenes in his hims: “I've mentioned earlier tha distanced tracking that
introduces the sexual
number between Janet

and Kip in In Love.

is gay. There's nothing wrong with that, but how can a guy who's
ball expert coach a hardball team? There are similarities, but it ist
same game. Sometimes Chuck seems very sheepish about heterosexual:
(1989, 270). Butler remembers that Vincent could be “sheepish” aboy _
recting straight sex, highlighting a siight embarrassment or reluctance nplays the sex act by making it a single element in the surround-

heart of Vincent’s cinematic vision. While Butler attributes thistoac r.0f the apartment. Advancing at its own pace in vivid contrast to

inability on the part of Vincent to engage with heterosexual sex beca tic thrusting in the background, the camera distinguishes itself in

was gay, | would like to think about this reluctance as a strategy of re] dfashion from the performers and what they are up to. Even after it

tation, rather than an inherent shortcoming. As the example of Vin onthe performers, it continues to keep its distance, pursuing its

Bon Appetit (1980) attests, he was capable of directing hot straight sex ectory. This play with disengagement from the sexual numbers acts

parable to that found in other straight porn of the time . The relative sse, of course, but it also provides an interruption that opens up possi-
ference to sexual performance in the later films such as Reommates, In I within the pornographic feature for being critical about straight sex.
and Jack and Jill 2 (1984) —a memory of which prompts Butler’s moy Heepishness of Vincent’s films becomes a resource for the dramatic
eral commentary about Vincent—can be seen, then, as a defining st king of the premises and pleasures of straight sex.

element. smmates, for instance, from the beginning declares itself a film that
ds'to question the arrangements and fantasies underlying straight por-

phy. It opens with a scene in which Ted {Josh Andrews) rapes his acting

The exemplary instance of a stylized detachment from straigh fi
in Vincent’s filmas occurs in an early scene in [n Love. After departing
the three days of bliss with Andy, Jill has moved to San Francisco. Th
finds her living with her boyfriend Kip (Michael Knight). They go ou
baz, where there is an open mike. From a shot of a poet performing on s

oan. Prior to this number, the film begins with a detached sequence
hf;’fws how Joan and Ted separately commute to a rural motel to ren-
away from Ted’s wife. At the motel, it soon becomes apparent that
“the film cuts to what is presumably an afternoon in the near future. Th he occasion for a long good-bye. Joan has decided to give up school to
begins focused on a window. It slowly tracks left, revealing a radio- career in New York City. While Joan talks of her hopes to succeed
casting a baseball game (figure 1). Vaguely sexual moans can be disg w-York, Ted begins to undress her. She protests but he shuts her up
king his dick in her mouth and then forcing her to have genital sex
him. The sex is quick, brutal, and a torture to watch. With every piece

"iu'ng that is removed, the film cuts to a slightly different angle, but it

on the soundtrack, muffied by the ambient sound of the radio. The sh
tinutes to track to the left, revealing the space of the apartment. The ¢
glides past a sef of French doors dividing the living room of the apart
from the bedroom. Behind a chair and a guitar in the foreground, on ins the blank stare of a cold medium shot. The scripted maneuvers
barely make out two bodies writhing in the midst of some sexual encoiy -advance monotonously in time toward a coerced genital goal, making
In this scene, which develops inta a hard-core number, sex only become yual number an exercise in duration, rather than arousal. Finally, a
i close-up of the missionary-style penetration gives way to an €x-

ot come shot. Ted rolls over, off the bed, and into his pants in a moment.

a wholly apparent part of the scene as it emerges from the backgroun
much hiding the sex from view as revealing it, this establishing shot sigy
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He's out the door, telling Joan that he has to be somewhere for an appet
ment, but that he will call her when he visits New York. The &lm cuts:
isolating long shot of her holding herself, naked and alone.

Clearly not a utapian realization, sex is depicted in this opening
as a mechanical step-by-step process bound up with emotional and
sional pressures, which ends in humiliation and loneliness, The final
of Joan alone on the bed condenses the depressing conclusion. It
usual for movie-picture pornography to end a sexual number with a
shot, especially one that radiates such disappointment and vulner
The sense of violation is underscored by the long duration of the
shot. Instead of cutting away to the next sexual scenario capable of pio
ing some euphoria, as if this initial bad sex was just a stumbling blog
the road toward more euphoric realizations, Roommiates dwells with ai
doned and hurt individual who has been coerced into sex in an entirel:
erotic way."* The sexual problem that Roommates begins with is not
sively one of pleasure that has to be worked through in order to dig

the ideal sexual scenario, but rather a problem with the power relations
: 2. The cat that doesn't want

iis "Pussy Treats” {from
Roommates).

form the basis for the heterosexual fantasy. By explicitly making the pa
chal student-teacher relationship and its abuse a part of its opening s

Roonpmates underscores and performs the coercive power relationshi , X
X 3. Marv imposes his own “treat”

the heart of the scenario, rather than using the sex as a way to escap on Billie in Roommates

and symbolically resolve the contradictions of Joan and Ted's relations

Extending this critical attitude beyond the opening sequence, Roomiid
makes this demystification of heterosexual sex its feature-length pra ilieinto piving him a blow job. Finally, he decides to force her into the
: sm for her own “pussy treas.” As they exit, the film cuts to a shot of
at;which has been coerced into eating the cat food like a good kitty
L. There is applause from the male crew.!* Meanwhile, Billie and Marv

he bathiroom, where he pulls out his dick and shoves it into her mouth

The film's most fully developed engagement with the coercive aspec
patriarchal fantasies of heterosexual sex occurs later in the film in a5
that centers around the forrmer prostitute Billie and her current boss'M;
{Bobby Astyr). Marv knew Billie when she had sex for money and contir :
to put her in situations where she must “entertain” clients in order toke ©:3}. He promptly comes in her mouth. She refuses to play the part
her legitimate job working for him at an advertising agency. Near the end wood pussy and spits his come all over his shoes, which he had been
the film, Marv forces Billie to service him too. During a commercial s ng with great care in a previous scene.

cat food commerdial functions as a commentary on the forced sex in

athroom. Both the cat and Billie are told what they allegedly want by a

for the cat food Pussy Treats, Marv pulls Billie into the bathroom, unzi
his pants, and forces her to her knees. The sequence begins focused on
filming of the commercial, where a crew tries to force a handsome--wfh itp.of men or a man. Both “pussies” are supposed to want their respec-
' ussy treats” —cat food or cock and come —and to perform the pleasure

ngesting them. Relentlessly poked and prodded, the cal is made to di-

cat to eat Pussy Treats. What seems to be an otherwise simple commery
take is frustrated again and again by the feline, who refuses even to nill
the Pussy Treats. The cat is verbally encouraged, poked with a broomsti what it clearly does not want. Billie is likewise pressured into ingesting
thrown toward the food, and dragged on a leash {figure 2). While ail of t

happening, the film intersperses shots of Marv’s verbal atternpts to coex

he clearly abhors. By juxtaposing this sex scene with the takes of the
optrmates again frames straight sex as an activity that comes out of a
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:irw_ested most of his own economic and erotic energies when making
taight porn films. The attention paid to costuming in In Loveis extraor-
for 2 porn film. The film spans a ftwenty-year period and goes to great
1o differentiate each of the historical moments it traverses through
ning and setting. This attention leads me to believe that a significant
sioneof the film’s §750,000 budget (enormous for a porn Alm at the time)
ent on costuming.”* More subjectively, Butler recalls that Vincent con-

:ﬁ;l_y'emphasi.zed costuming at the expense of a proper straight sexual
fice and sometimes to the detriment of sexual numbers® In Bul-
4. The erotics of fur enveiop .

A Hmatior, the type of attention Vincent devoted to the costuming of
sax in In Love.

1 did not achieve the proper “tasty” look required by straight porn. In-
g the way Vincent dressed women was “pretty” (1989, 270-71}. A queer
in their nicely tailored tuxedos. The attention to the costuming in the pgy tic asserts itself in the costumes of the womer in Vincent's flms, dis-
portions of the sequence draws attention to the rather incredible 'sgi_;z_i g_;t.he look of patriarchal heterosexual eroticism.
Andy and Elaine’s number. Elaine is the most spectacularly dressed:o teralso remarks that Vincent “always dressed [him] very nicely” {271).
the guests, her beaded dress spariling with sequins borders. Andy wea
fitted tuxedo and his hair glistens with an: elaborate patrern of artificial hig

lights, When they fuck, they do not remove their clothing. The packagit

cesentation of male bodies in Vincent's films is always more meticu-
han in straight porn of the era. Men in Vincent's films are not flaccid,
sy bodies attached to big dicks, but comparatively sexy devils put eroti-

ndisplay through their clothing and grooming. Butler is always done
Himakeup, tailored clothes, and cute outfits. The real attention to the

the performers becomes an essential evotic part of the number, recipiog

eroticizing the costurnes and grooming of the guests at the party. The gioh
supplement of the ciothing becomes even more of an essential elemen 2 body in Vincent’s films, though, manifests itself with respect to Jack
the sex when Elaine lays Andy dewn on the fur coat in the back room ngler. A frequent star and guest star in Vincent’s productions, Wrangler
she begins to suck his cock, the camera assumes an angle that makes i ways the best dressed and most coifed. It is on the body of this former
like the fur is enveloping the performers (igure 4). Then, Andy and Fl:

switch positions, so that she is spread out on the coat. As he staris to

4 por star that the most explicit manifestations of gay desire in Vincent’s
an be read.” At the beginning of the hard-core feature Voyeur (1084},
her, the film cuts to a low angle shot that would seem to focus in on the nstance, Wrangler becomes the center of erotic attention at the expense

of penetration. But it also partially obscures Elaine behind the fuzzy ¢dg woman in the opening scene. A cabbie (Robert Bullock) drives around

of fur coat, making it look as if Andy could be having sex with the m York City in search of fares. A man (Wrangler) flags down the driver
well as Elaine. &
This scene is queer in the sense that it puts the conventional straight

act inte proximity with the erotic life of things, making those things par

hops into the back of the cab with a woman. He teils the driver to keep
tfmg while she unzips his pants and begins to suck him off. A complex
flooks ensues as the cabbie is torn between keeping his eye on the
the performance. Andy and Elaine do not strip to grant maximum visily and looking through the rear-view mirror at the action on his backseat.
of their bodies to the viewer as in most straight pora of the era, but rather dction in the back is shot from a low angle, which makes Wrangler's
tain their costumes and include them in the act. The pleasures of this s¢ iﬁok like a majestic object rising out of his pinstripe suit. As he shoots

ome all over the backseat, it becomes apparent that this dick is the ob-

come not exclusively from their corporeal connection, but through thelin
made between the moment of sexual coupling and the rest of the party.”
is accomplished through the crogscutting and the dichéd countdown; by

he cabbie’s insistent rear-view gaze. The driver slows the cab, and the
kicks the woman to the curb. As he zips up his fly, he leans into the
most important, through the forms of dress. : of the cab and tempts the cabbie with a vague but hucrative business

Costuming in general is the realm of production where Vincent seem osition —something about investigative work that could help the cabbie
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16t to do. “Through [his] noble failures, Vincent helped tum porn in

exercise the police skills he learned on the force but is no lenger able to 1ig
pposite direction of his approach: Rather than more story and charac-

because he'was discharged for embezzling. The Blm cuts away from the
of their cab ride. Having made it amply clear that the cabbie erjoys watchiz evelopment, X-rated movies since Vincent have concentrated on sex,”
the man getting his dick sucked and that the man is aware of the cabbié d writes {160). By emphasizing cinematic elements other than graphic
look and gets off on the cabbie watching him, this scene can be undersiog des of interlocking bodies, Vincent represents what had to be negated
as an acknowledgment of a homoerotic bond between them. Although:

diated by the discarded figure of the woman and the alibi of business;

arder for straight porn to achieve its telos in the present day.®

&._t‘akes his cues frorn Steve and Elizabeth Brent's assessment of the
in the Couples Guide to the Best Erotic Videos 39¢7). The Brents, how-
rgwe Vincent's “failures” a more positive spin. They imbue fn Love,
smple, with an incredible degree of nostalgia: “If you're a newcomer
ornography] . . . don't rent this film first. Save it for after you've seen
of the modern examples so you can appreciate what might have been
'f(}_rées of repression and censorship had never won their community-
ards platform and banished sexuality from mainstream filmmaking”
n-Ford 1999, 160). Here, the Brents offer a sophisticated account of
Vincent’s films might be thought of in terms of the history of pornog-
hy. It is not that the films did not conform to the “male” desire of which
égfaphy is merely the graphic realization, as Ford would have it, but that
ent’s films sought to challenge and to change the social value attributed
r_i)ngramphy. Vincent did not want to dwell in the porn ghetto, but rather

resultis not unlike a gay pickup, although the sex between men never ni
it to the screen.

Straight History and Raception

As | have tried to demonstrate, Vincent’s films break apart straight ef
clichés, supplement straight sex with elaborate costuming and curiosi
of the mise-en-scéne, and hint at gay desires. For whom, though, were

these forms of “deviance” staged? It is unlikely that there was ever a qu
audience for Vincent’s films.** An archive of straight reception does ¢

though. Histories of straight pornography, contemporary reviews, and 4
industry statement all attribute a degree of significance to Vincent's pom
graphic productions. Despite their agreement on the importance of the !
rector and his films, however, these responses cannot agree on why he m ipted to develop a pornographic aesthetic that would work for both porn
: iences and mainstream audiences. With pornography presently out of

instream: theaters, the Brents frame Vincent'’s films as symbols of a lost

be remembered. Nevertheless, his films consistently inspire strong feeli
across the spectrum of evaluative writing. Because straight critics cann
fully account for the particularities of Vincent's films, the latter provek
either thoughts of transcendence and lost utopian possibilities, or they

astthey can appreciate in the nostalgic tense of “what might have been.”?
This conditional and virtual critical tense indicates not just another opin-
‘about Vincent’s films. It also traces the historical mode that Vincent's
mis inhabit relative to the type of history of straight pornography critics
¢ Ford atternpt to write, Both Ford and the Breats insist that Vincent’s
are historical in some sense, but that they do not fit into an other-

cite violent disavowal and rejection. The responses vary as commentatos
try to grapple with the difference his films represent. g

In reviewing the critical literature, 1 think the best place to begin i
the relative present, where the historical reception of Vincent’s films ap :
pears the most divided. Luke Ford spends a chapter of his History of X:10 - linear historical narrative of straight pornographic filnn's development.
Years of Sex in Film (1999) celebrating the fact that straight pornograph iile Ford's strategy is to write Vincent's films off as instances of porno-
did not foliow Vincent's lead. Ford dismisses Vincent’s pernographic fiimg phic film production significant only because they serve as warnings of
because of their emphasis on narrative and production values. These ele ow not to make pornographic films, the Brents see in them lost possibili-
ments constitute aberrations when seen from the perspective of conterpe 5. capable of improving porn and making it a more widely appreciated
rary video pornography, devoted as it is to wall-to-wall sex, which Ford see
as the proper historical realization of male desire. To Ford, narrative and pro?

duction values make sex unsexy because they deviate from the male desir

jliural form. The Brents are unable, however, to give an account of these
ossibilities. In this respect, Vincent’s films are fundamentally undecided
iltural products that resist any definite status. Although they tell stories of
aight sex and offer representations of straight sex, they constitute trou-
“biing anomalies without any definite place in the history of straight porn.

for exclusively graphic sex. From his point of view, then, Vincent’s relevancs’
to porn history derives from the fact that he provides a stunning example of
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This lack of historical place for Vincent's films despite their manifest co ;}wé from an avea near the apartment’s back door {or an area that has the

tent of straight sex and straight stories suggests that the critics are diml el of a back room) to a living room equipped with a finely uphoistered

aware that something exceeds the overtly visible in his films. Vincent's film guch, dark woad, a bar, and an antique lamp. Through Vincent's script,

put straight sex on the screen in a fundamentaily different way, As I hav _-C_{,'Smmes, and his set composition, Goldstein and Leonard are given an

tried to argue, this difference is a queer one, In contrast to the histarians wh it of formality and respectability. They reciprocate by promoting Vincent's
have refegated Vincent to the realm of anomaly, contemporaries to Vincén ms, saying that they admire the director’s work because it depicts hot sex

did not dismiss or refusé to engage fully with this queer quality. Some si shile incorporating drama, performance, and production values.

the difference at the heart of Vincent's productions as capable of rejuvend {;d@s'@ej’ﬂ and Leonard openly articulate that the stakes they have in Vin-

ing the pornographic feature in the early 1980s. s filmns are rooted ina shared desire for increased aesthetic quality, This

This faith in the innovative capacities of Vincent's features is best & einforced by the costume change, the migration in the mise-en-scéne,
_n.c'li"the elevated sense of cinematic style. As | have tried to demonstrate,
se aspects of production are also linked to a distinct queer displacement
ééi‘aight sex in Vincent’s filmg. This analysis suggests that for a time, the
zght porn industry was willing to see its product “queered” in an effort
p'b-:duce innovations capable of creating a more viable and popular cul-

ﬁli’i;i_lj_.pmduct. Looking back on this moment, T would like to atfirm it as a

pressed in Dirty Looks (1g82), a feature-length compilation of sex scene

from his previous films that Vincent made to promote the release of Roon
mates.? Two of the most dedicated promoters of straight pomn during'ﬂi
early rg80s host this mentage of highlighted scenes: Al Goldstein, the pub
lisher of Screw magazine, and Gloria Leonard, the publisher of High Socia
magazine, narrate Dirty Looks, setting up each scene and praising the arous
ing capacities of Vincent’s films and the talent of the performers he employs ime when straight porn was willing to open itself up to a queer revision. A
Rivals in publishing, they stage an act that makes it clear they will agree} 2y man found a way to change the terms of straight pornographic feature
msand to establish himself as an admirable auteur of straight porn. Look-

g into the hidden realm of production, this instance begs further inquiry
ntg the role of gay workers in producing straight pornography, a presence
ently given attention through the character of the boom operator Scotty
ilip Seymour Hoffiman) in Boogie Nights {dir. Paul Thomas Anderson,
§7).% As examples, Vincent’s films also open up more general cultural
iestions about the role erotics straying from heteronormative ends play in
' aight pern. At the most general level, the willingness of the industry to
'vé_lcq;ﬁe and celebrate films such as Vincent’s point to a largely unexplored

utnevertheless intimate relationship between changes in industrial con-

do the show together only out of mutual admiration for Vincent. It quickh
becomes apparent, though, that they are not just hosting the film antholog
out of respect. They have also come to Vincent to acquire a degree of respec
ability previously unavailable to them. ‘

Dirty Looks begins with the arrival of Goldstein and Leonard at the apart
ment where their hosting will take place. He is dressed in a tacky sweate
with a wolf on it—identifying him with the iconic sexual predator, She wears
a leopard-print dress, projecting an image of chintzy but sensuous sexuality

Immediately, they begin to bicker, trading insults, four-letter words, and ba
jokes. They eventually agree to set aside their differences and host the sho

out of respect for Vincent. They play the first clip. After a highlight from Jas itions and changes in sexual mores, desires, and subjectivities. In some

and [iil, where Fox and Wrangler fuck on a hardwood foor, the film cuts back e, the Meese Cormnmiission was right when it stated that “the history of

to Goldstein and Leonard. They have changed into formal wear. More stril m{nography has yet to be written” {U.S. Department of Justice 1986, 233).

ingly, their speech--which now appears to be fed to them via promptin would seem that this declaration applies especially to our recent past.

cards off-screen (this is made evident by their straying looks off-screen an
by their sometimes stilted speech) —has undergone a complete transforma R
tion. They use much more refined vocabulary than their previous “obscene tes

speech. Additionally, Goldstein and Leonard demonstrate a high deg'ree.'o '.Unf()i'tunatelys 1 do not have any legal documents attesting to the founding of

cinematic literacy. They applaud actors’ performances, promote drama i this company in 1981 But 1981 is the first year in which Platinum Picrures is

sex films, and quote from reviews in addition to praising the hotness of th “credited as the production company in the titles of a Vincent feature {Room-
sex scenes they present, The setting also changes as Goldstein and Leonar mates).
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2 jerry Butler, one of the best-known male stars of the period recalls that “in th

R

- the realities of capitalist oppression or the general woes of heterosexnal union
{as in the case of the musical), or the maore specific psychosexual iils of hetero-
_.éex_uai desire and pleasure (as in the case of pornography). The number can
either do this by appearing as a separated utopian moment that provides an es-
cape from these anxieties, or it can function as an integrated spectacle that more

eatly 8os, Chuck was one of the first people to give adult films class and (ha
risma. He shaved the ugly corners off pornography” (z089, 83-84). Dick Hel
ditch and Nick Anning remeraber Vincent as one of the ten best and most con
sistent directors of pornography’s golden age in their history of the straight per

industry of the late rg770s and early 9803 (1588, 195). dir_ecﬁy confronts social problems and "sclves” them in a much more ambiva-

lent fashion. Both run in a vicious circle, either by offering capitalist solutions
toantagonisms created by capitalism, or by offering sexual resolutions to sexual
problems. See Willlams 1g9g, chap. 6. My contention is that Vincent evokes the

Roommates won the following Adult Film Association of America (AFaa) awa
in 1982: Best Film, Best Director {Chuck Vincent), Best Actress (Veronica Hart
Best Supporting Actor {Jamie Gillis}). This information is available at us.iméh
«com/Tawards?oo83007 and was last accessed April 6, 2003. In 1983, the A.TA:’;
awarded Kelly Nichols its Best Actress award for her performance in In Lov'
fus.imdb.com/Tawards?co85719).
In an interview with Variety in 1988, Vincent recalls rg8z (the year between
Rocmmates and In Love) as a landmark year for the conflict between fil mané
video in the straight porn industry. “The market for adult films started s
ping around 1982 and in the past three years has dried up. . . . Five yearé 2

prablems, but does not offer any satisfactory solutions because his numbers fail
. to embody straight utopian sexual fantasies.

It should be noted that Jack Wrangler was quite a famous gay porn star who
abandoned his gay porn career to work in straight porn. See Wrangler's auto-
biography (Wrangler and Johnes 1984) for a more complete story. Wrangler's
place in Vincent’s work will be discussed in more detail below.

Bor Appeiit shares a lot of narrative and stylistic similarities with The Opening
of Misty Besthoven (dir. Radley Metzger, 1973) although without the educational
aspect of the plot. Like Misty Beethoven, Bon Appéiit is the story of a down-on-her-
juck woman who becomes part of a high-class international sex contest. Faith
K:elly Nichols) caters a party for rich socialites and becomes invoived in their
contest to see who can seduce the ten best lovers in the world. The prize for
the winner is $250,00¢. Her companion photographer Scoti (Randy West) must
'ca{ch her in the act on film ag she conquers the ten best lovers. Fach livesin a
different international city, so Faith and Scott travel the globe, offering an excuse
.t_o'éhaw location shots from Paris, Munich, New York, and other scenic cities
around the world. In the end, Faith and Scott discover they are the best sexual
watches for one another. The pornographic numbers throughout are varied,
'ero.tic and seen to have only ever-increasing pleasure as their aim.

As Williams contends in Hard Core, bad sex is a siructuring principle of siraight
feai*ure -length pornography, but only insofar as it establishes the erotic problem
that the rest of the film seeks to resolve through its ever more ecstatic numbers.
Raommuates, on the other hand, depicts the problem as one more of heterosexual
sex itself, rather than a narrative conceit. it provides no specific problem that
must be worked through, and it does not solve any problems. Rather, hetero-
sexual sex in all of its many scenarios is depicted as rife with problems. See

the video companies such as vca and Caballers would typzcaily advance 54
60,000 for the video rights to a theatrical porn film. Then roughly two vears
ago they stopped making offers—they decided they could do four shot- on»wdex_}

programs themselves for the cost of video rights 1o a single theatrical flm” (q
in Cohn 1988: 3, 26). '
Variety was willing to agree with the crossover aspirations of Roommates: “Whii
pic’s lack of a Hollywood major pedigree may lead to it heing digmissed
pom, ‘Reommales’ deserves a shot at mainstream audiences.” (“Roommate
1g82b, 24). Echoing Variety with 2 more aesthetic inflection, Playhoy affirmed
that " Roomimates deserves to be judged as a real movie—rare on the porn sce
in recent years—that places credibility sbove crotch level” (“Roommates” I982
36).

Rick Marx, screenwriter for Tuboo and Roommates, recalls in 1988 that “the f
damental difference between now and several years ago is that back then’
wanted to make a real picture —which people would enjoy and had the possibi
ties of atiracting the crossover, mainstream audience, The best shot we had
this was Chuck Vincent’s ‘Roommates’ in 1981, which I co-wrote” {qid. in Co'
1688, 26).

By “bad” sex T mean to refer to representations of sex that do not engage the
viewers in a pleasurable fashion. This typology includes scenes with unerotice
ercion at their heart, flatly photographed and edited scenes in which the actio
is difficult to see and repetitive, and scenes in which the performers clearly ar
not inte each other.

‘Witllams 1999, chap. 6.

This scene is also an allusion, | think, to a scene In Francois Truffaut's film about
ﬁmk'mg a film, Day for Night (1973). At one point in Truffaut’s film, 2 cat similarly
holds up production. The cat in Day for Night is supposed to eat from a breakfast
sitay two lovers have left outside their bungalow, becoming a metaphor for the
geatleness and tenderness of the lovemaking. In the world of the film produc-
tion company, finaily getting the cat to perform is an affirmation of the magic of
tinema (they similarly cheer). This ailusion seems to work in two complemen-

Borrowing from Dyer's work on the film musical, Williams ventures that pér
nography exhibits 4 similar narrativefnumber structure. The number mewtablf
provides the “solution” to problems that spring from the contemporary sodial
reality and that are evoked and framed by cinematic narrative, whether theji'b ]
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tary but contradictory fashions. On the one hand, it mocks the art cinema G ‘ated into the heterosexual dynamics of the film. After moving to New York City,

Truffaut by bringing it down to an utterly commercial level (in that in Vincert arl meets a charming young man named Eddie (Jerry Butler} at an audition.
“They become fast friends, and he is very up front about identifying himseif as
gay to her. In one scene, they picnic at the docks down by the South Street Sea-
art, Two guys are standing at the end of the peer, After checking out their asses,
Eddie suggests that he and Joan go introduce themselves. He calls dibs on the
'guy on the left. The scene ends at this point with them thoughtfully finishing
‘their lunch. Importantly, a gay desire is voiced and not depicted as strange or
‘punishable. Soon, though, Eddie’s sexuality is subject to revision by the narra-

ive: He and Joan inevitably juunp into bed. By the filmy's end, it is unclear it Fddie

film the “film within a film” is a commercial shoot). On the other hand, the gug
tation seems to be 2 way for Roommates to make a claim to a more legitimatg
form of cinema beyond pornography and its relatively low production val

oy

Both tendencies appear to inform Vincent’s film. His productions consistent]
demonstrate and test B movie economic limits as he works within budget i
tries to elevate the artistic cache of his productions.

Peter Lehman, for example, has analyzed the affinities pornography shares-wif
the documentary quest for truth. He calls porn “a kind of documentary” thy

encodes a particular patterned attraction taken for a fantasy of reality. Lehmar, s.a sensitive straight guy who was experimenting, bisexual, or 2 gay man who

discussion focuses on gonze pornography and other hybrid ethnographic-pom oing some experimenting of his own.

graphic films. Other writers, such as Bill Nichols, Christian Hansen, and Gither \thotgh, as Samuel R. Delany’s memoir of Times Square attests, straight porne

i}"le:ater's were often used by men as places to engage in sex with other men. See
eiany 1990.
erd ig an unabashed misogynist when it comes o pornography.. He views

ine Needham have commented more generally on the truth-seeking impq}-se
pornography shares with the ethnographic quest for truth. And Linda Wilkia
has explicitly framed straight pornography as a guest for the “truth” of bo

and pleasures. See Nichols et al. 1991, Lehman 1999, and Williams 1999 ; men's desire as insignificant to the history of straight pornography. To Ford,

chap. 1. oniterporary video pornography with constant sex is 4 telos thal acts as a

For example, anatomical features: Deep Throat; capacities: Insatiahle (éir_ gr_éphic realization of an eternal male heterosexual lust. Vincent does not fitinto

frey Daniels, 1980), Raw Talent {dir. Larry Revene, 1984); characters: Debbié, i progression pornography has gone through in order to reach this high point
Dailas {dir. jim Clark, 1978}, The Devil in Miss Jones, Flesh Gordon (dir. Mick

Benveniste and Howard Ziehrmn, 1974), The Opening of Misty Beethoven, Thi)

tcause he injected too much “reality” into his productions, and “reality . . . is

arely sexy” (1999, 159}
wrrection of Eve (dir. Mitchell Bros., 1973}, or a legal and economic history of the times, which focuses on the role the Mo-
Butler offers this figure as the budget for In Love {1989, 304). A sqgmﬁcantp

tion of the film's budget must have also been spent on location shooting, sing

o1 Picture Association of America played in driving pornography out of the
muinstream (thereby saving Hollywood}, see Lewis 2c00.
Dirty Looks includes scenes from Bang Bang (1975}, Dirty Lily (1g77), Bud Penny

it takes place in a number of real settings inchading Miami, New York Ciiy, ay '
1978}, and Juck ard fill {(19779), and ends with a scene from the upcoming Reom-

San Francisco.
The full quote from Butler that 1 am basing these observations on runs over | B ales.

Scotty also has, of course, a much more metapharical function in the film. He
tands in for the homoerotic gaze disavowed and mediated in much straight

iorn directed at straight male audiences.

full pages in his book. An edited version that brings out the most significy
aspects runs as follows {I quoted the part about “sheepishness” above): d o
Jil 2 was ancther movie I did for the famous, ever-ready Chuck Vincent. It
a three- or feur-day sheot and was a typical Chuck Vincent movie. That miean
there was a lot of dilly-dailying and fussing with costumes. . . . My sex scen.c:s i
Jack & fill 2were odd, but not really hot. I've mentioned earlier that Chuckis g :
There’s nothing wrong with that, but how can a guy who's a softball expert coal o \_fo_glia, Angela. 1982, “Roommates.” Review of Roommates, dir. Chuck Vincent.
a hardbali team? There are similarities, but it isn’t the same game. Sometin Cinedste 12, 2: 43-45.
Chuck seems very sheepish about heterosexual sex. He does care about the jod i, Steve, and Elizabeth Brent. 1997, Couples Guide fo the Best Erotic Videos. New
and the presentation of his works, and he always dressed me very nicely, but

seemed a fittle confused about how to dress women, In Jack & Jill 2, for exam

York: St. Martin's Press.
der, Jerry. 1080, Raw Taleni: The Adult Film Industry as Seen by fis Most Popular
Male Star. Buffalo, N.Y: Prometheus.
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