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How to Do the History of Male Homosexuality

The history of sexuality is now such a respectable aca-
demic discipline, or at least such an established one, that
its practitioners no longer feel much pressure to defend the
enterprise—to rescue it from suspicions of being a palpable
absurdity. Once upon a time, the very phrase “the history of
sexuality” sounded like a contradiction in terms: how, after
all, could sexuality have a history? Nowadays, by contrast,
we are so accustomed to the notion that sexuality does in-
deed have a history that we do not often ask ourselves whart
kind of history sexuality has. If such questions do come up,
they get dealt with cursorily, in the course of the method-
ological throat clearing that historians ritually perform in
the opening paragraphs of scholarly articles. Recently, this
exercise has tended to include a more or less obligatory ref-
erence to the trouble once caused to historians, long long
ago in a country far far away, by theorists who had argued
that sexuality was socially constructed—an intriguing idea
in its time - .d place, or so we are reassuringly told, but
one that was taken to outlandish extremes and that no one
much credits any longer.! With the disruptive potential of
these nl-:_tajlﬂii_c_a_l questions safely relegated to the past,
the historian of sexuality can get down, or ger back, to the
business at hand.

But this new consensus, and the sense of theoretical clo-
sure that accompanies ir, is premature. | believe that it is
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more useful than ever to ask how sexuality can have a history.Fhe point

of such a question, to be sure, is no longer to register the questioner's
skepticism and incredulity (as if to say, “How on earth could such a thing

be possible?”) bur to inguire more closely into the modalities of hlsmnw____;*
cal being that sexuality possesses: to ask how exactly—in what terms, by
virtue of what temporality, in which of its dimensions or aspects—does
sexuality have a history?-

Thar question, of course, has already been answered in a number of
ways, each of them manifesting a different strategy for articulating the
relation between continuity and discontinuity, identity and difference, in
the history of sexuality. The constructionist-essentialist debate of the late
1980s should be seen as a particularly vigorous effort to force a solution to
this question, but even after constructionists claimed to have won it, and
essentialists claimed to have exposed the bad scholarship produced by it,
and everybody else claimed to be sick and tired of it, the basic question
about the historicity of sexuality has remained. In fact, current work in

the history of sexuality still appears to be poised in its emphasis between,
mmm@@@@nghmh in my view represent merely
reformulated versions of the old essentialist and constructionist positions.
Nonetheless, it_may be prudent to recast the question in less polemical A
or_old-fashioned terms by acknuwiedgmg that any adequate attempt to
QEW Il have to fix on some strategy for ac-
cum.mudatmg the aspects of sexual life that seem to persist through time as_
well as the dramaric differences between hl![Di‘lCﬂ“}" documented forms o uf
uxua]i;ggc;m______nce Current analytic - models that attempt to » do this by map-
ping shifts in the categories or classifications of an otherwise unchanging
*sexuality,” or by insisting on a historical distinction between pre-modern
sexual acts and modern sexual identities, simply cannot capture the com-

plexity of the issues at stake in the new histories of sexual subjectivity that
are available to us.?

The tensions berween interpretative emphases on continuity and dis-
continuity, identity and difference, appear with almost painful intensity
in the historiography of homosexuality. They reflect not only the high
political stakes in any contemporary project that involves producing rep-
resentations of homosexuality but also the ire i itional
tainty about what homosexuality itself really is.' Perhaps the clearest and
most explicit articulation of the consequences of this uncertainty for his-
torians is found in the introduction to Hidden from History, the path-
breaking anthology of leshian and gay history published in 1985: “Samc—-\

sex genital sexuality, love and friendship, gender non-conformity, and a
certain aesthetic or polincal perspective are all considercd to have some
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{often ambiguous and always contested) relationship to that complex of
artributes we roday designate as homosexuality. . . . Much historical re-
search has been an effort to locate the antecedents of those characteris-
tics a given historian believes are constitutive of contemporary gay iden-
tity, be they sodomitical acts, cross dressing, or intimate friendships.”*
If contemporary gay or lesbian identity seems to hover in suspense be-
tween these different and discontinuous discourses of sodomy, gender in-
version, and same-sex love, the same can be said even more emphati-
cally about homosexual identity as we attempt to trace it back in time,
The essence of the constructionist approach to the history of homosex-
uality, after all, was to argue that homosexuality is a modern construc-
tion, not because no same-sex sexual acts or erotic labels existed before
1869| when the term “homosexuality” first appeared in print but because
no single category of discourse or experience existed in the pre-modern
and non-Western worlds that comprehended exactly the same range of
same-sex sexual behaviors, desires, psychologies, and socialities, as well as
the various forms of gender deviance, that now fall within the capacious
definitional boundaries of homosexuality. Some earlier identity categories
attached ro same-sex sexual practices occupied some of the discursive ter-
ritory now claimed by homosexuality; others cut across the frontier be-
tween homosexuality and heterosexuality. A number of these identity cat-
egories persisted in various forms for thousands of years before the modern
term or concept of homosexuality was invented. It is quite possible that
the current definitional uncertainty about what homosexuality is, or the
uncertainty about what features are constitutive of lesbian or gay male

6

identity, is the result of this long historical process of accumulation, ac- +

cretion, and overlay, The history oftfiscoursds pertaini le
intima be especially revealing, because such discourses have been
extensively and complexly elaborated over time, and they condense a num-
ber of the crosscutting systems of thought at whose intersection we now
find ourselves.

Cowhrpds uhons Lovigale. .

S S

In what follows 1 offer what I believe is a_new strategy for approaching

the history of sexuality in general and the history of male homosexuality

in particular. My strategy is designed to rehabilitate a modified construc-
tionist approach to the history of sexuality by readily acknowledgi e
existence of transhistorical continuities, reintegrating them into the frame
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ist history of (homo)sexuality, in my view, can easily accommodate such
continuities and need not be afraid of or embarrassed by them.

I begin where all histories of homosexuality must begin (like it or not),
namely, with the modern notion of homosexuality, which, explicitly or
implicitly, defines the horizons of our immediate conceptual universe and
inevitably shapes our inquiries into same-sex sexual desire and behavior in
the past. If we cannot simply escape from the conceptual tyranny of homo-
sexuality by some feat of scholarly rigor (as [ once thought we could}—by
an insistent methodological suspension of madern categories, by an aus-
terely historicist determination to identify and bracket our own ideological
presuppositions so as to describe earlier phenomena in all their irreducible
cultural !-pr.i:lfil:ltf and time-bound puntyn—w: can at least insist on taking

And if we really try hard to make our modern definitions of homosexuality
apply to the past, we will place so much heuristic pressure on them that
they will dissolve to reveal the shape of other, earlier categories, discourses,
logics, coherences.

To follow the disintegration of our own cunch
backward in time can be the start of an inquiry into _ﬂw.
A genealogical analysis of homosexuality begins with our contemporary
notion of homosexuality, incoherent though it may be, not only because
such a notion inevitably frames all inquiry into same-sexX sex ual expression
in the past but also because its very incoherence the genetic traces

mwm, In fact, it is th at the core of

the modern notion of homosexuality that furnishes the most eloguent indi-

cation of the historical accumulation of discontinuous notions that shelter

of the analysis, and reinterpreting their significance within a genealogical

understanding of the emergence of {(homo)sexuality m:clf A construction-

ecious unity. ¥The genealogist artempts to disaggregate those
notions by tracing their separate histories as well as the process of their
interrelations, their crossings, and, eventually, their unstable convergence
in the present day. /

Of course, to speak of @ ifi this context is merely to de-
scribe how the modern concept of homosexuality functions; it is not to
subscribe to a belief in that functioning. It is therefore not to reduce the
heterogeneities of queer existence in the present or the past to an “over-
arching principle that speaks for an already given whole” but, rather, to
demonstrate how the modern notion of homosexuality has come to per-
form the role of such a principle.® | wish to aveid the implication that by
analyzing the triumphalism of a modern discursive category | am in any
way participating in that triumphalism. On the contrary, | wish to bring

out the particularity of “hamgsexuality” as a singular, distinctive forma:
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tjgnxhntpu&adawmill same-sex sexual EXPIE&SIDD, a partial pee-

suﬂﬂhﬂlﬂmﬁm—ﬂmﬂﬂiﬂlﬂ.ﬂhﬂi . My response is to Mt

homosexuality, so as to return it to its cultural specificity and contingency.

To that end, 1 shall try to describe, very tentatively, very speculatively,
some impur[auli J_pm-hummexua] discourses, practices, categories, pat-
terns, or models {1 am really not sure what to call them) and to sketch their
similarities with and differences from what goes by the name of homosex-
uality nowadays. I do so by way of gesturing toward a larger genealogical
project that others, I hope, will correct and complete. The'prui:::t I envi-
sion needs to be systematic in distinguishing those earlier, pre-homosexual
traditions of homosexual discourse both from one another and from the
modern discourses of homosexuality, while also nutmg overlaps or com-
nlw@f_mds to describe these different ¢ categories in all
their positivity and build as muchspecificity as possible into each of them,
while also accounting for their interrelations. And it needs to identify
ruptures within each of these discursive traditions—breaks, transforma-
tions, reconfigurations—so as to take account of heterogeneities contained
within the long histories ol their respective evolutions. Such a project, if
successful, would be able to capture the play of identities and differences
within the synchronic multiplicity of different but simultaneous traditions
of discourse that have existed through the ages as well as the play of
identities and differences across the various diachronic transitions within
each of them over the course of time, while foregrounding the significant
break effected during the past three or four centuries by the emergence of
the discourses of (homo)sexuality itself.

The project | have imagined and described is not an entirely original
invention of my own. Previous historians and sociologists have identified
four principal models according to which same-sex sexual behaviors are
culturally constructed around the world (age-differentiated, role-specific,
gender-crossing, and homosexual), and these four models reveal some ob-
vious correspondences with the categories employed in the genealogy of
male homosexuality 1 am about to outli
guished, I believe, by being explicitly eneal rather than sociological

or behavioral {or even, in a strict sense, htsturlcalLand by making visible

a_series of dlscurswc_jms immanent in the social and cultural tradl—
tions of Europe in particular. (I focus here on the history of European dis-
courses, because | am attempting to construct the genealogy of a European
notion—that is, homosexuality—but | include non-European material in
my survey whenever it seems pertinent.) My most immediate precursors, it
turns out, are the editors of Hidden from History quoted above: the three

models of homosexuality that they enumerare—"same-sex genital sexual-
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ity" {or “sodomitical acts”), “love and friendship” {or “intimate friend-
ships”), and gendtr non-conformity” (or “cross-dressing”)—closely an-
ticipate the divisions 1 will be proposing here.

I will argue, in any case, that wmmmmk_.
 homosexuality. At least, there is no such thing as a i,jn&yhr or uﬁ_rfy his-
tory of male homosexuality. Instead, there are histories to be written of at
least fnur different but simultaneous categorics or traditions of discourse
p:rtammg to aspects of what we now define as homosexuality. Each of
these traditions has its own consistency, autonomy, density, particulariry,
and continuity over time, though each also undergoes various breaks or
ruptures. Each has subsisted more or less independently of the others, al-
though they have routinely interacted with one another, and they have
helped to constitute one another through their various exclusions. Their
separate histories, as well as the history of their interrelations, have been
obscured but not superseded by the rewu;&hmmumnf
{(homo)sexuality. In fact, what “homosexuality” signifies today is an effect
of this cumulative process of historical overlay and accretion. One result
of that historical process is what Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick memorabi}r calls

“the unrationalized coexistence of different models™ of sex and gender in
the present day.” | believe 1 am now in a position to offer, as a hypothesis, a
historical explanation for the phenomenon that Sedgwick has so brilliantly
described.

I suggest that if our “understanding of homosexual definition . .
organized around a radical and irreducible incoherence,” owing to “the
unrationalized coexistence of different models™ of sex and gender, as Sedg-
wick says, it is because we have retained at least four pre-homosexual

models of male sexual and gender deviance, all of which-desivefrom-an
age-old system that privileges gender over sexuality, alongside of (and de-

spite their flagrant conflict with) a newer hom del derived fr
4 more recent, comparati ivi i
over gender.® If that explanation is correct, then a gencalogy of contem

. i8

“2éporary homosexual discourse—which is to say, a historical critique of the

category of homosexuality, such as | propose to undertake here—can sig-
nificantly support and expand Sedgwick’s influential discursive critique of
the category of homosexuality in Epistemology of the Closet and provide
it with an overdue and much-needed historical grounding.”

The four pre-homosexual categories of male sex and gender deviance

_that I have identified so far can be described, very provisionally, as cate-

L

gories of (1) effeminacy, (2) paederasty or “active” sodomy, (3} friendship

or male love, and (4] passivity of inversion, A fifth category, the category of
homosexuality, is—despite occasional pre-figurations in earlier discourses
Pl
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{which it would be valuable to trace, though I cannot do so here)—a recent
addition. Each of these five categories requires a separate analysis. 1 will
concentrate on the history of discourses, because what I am attempting to
map out is a genealogy of the modern discourses of homosexuality, but,
as will become evident, | do not mean to exclude the history of practices,
whose relation to the history of discourses remains to be fully consid-
ered. In any case, my principal aim is to produce a model, to articulate
a patterning of discourse, not to write a social history or a descriptive
survey of sexual practices. And even so I will make no attempt here to
recover the variety of discursive silences, the subjugated knowledges, the
non-represented voices that must figure significantly, or ar least be taken
into account, in any substantive history of male homosexuality. The pre-
liminary genealogy offered here will inevitably overrepresent dominant or
elite discourses, though it is not entirely limited to them, and as such it will
be admittedly partial and incomplete. A fully realized genealogical inquiry
would need to overcorsi, o the greatest possible degree, such limitations.

Let me emphasize at the outset that the names 1 have chosen for the
first four of these caregories are heuristic, tengative, and ad hoc, My des-
ignations are not proper historical descriptors—how could they be, since
the first four categories cut across historical periods, geographies, and cul-
tures? Mor will my definitions of the first four categories explicate the his-
torical meanings of the names I have called them. For example, “sodomy,”
“that utterly confused category,”'® was applied historically to masturba-
tion, oral sex, anal sex, and same-sex sexual relations, among other things,
but my second category refers to something much more specific—not be-
cause | am unaware of the plurality of historical meanings of “sodomy™
but because I use the term “active sodomy™ specifically in a transhistorical
fashion to denominate a certain model or structure of male homosexual
relations for which there is no single proper name. That is unfortunate,

but for the moment I see no alternative. With that as a final warning, let
me now begin.

Gt iy

Effeminacy has often functioned as a marker of so-called sexual inversion
in men, of transgenderism or sexual role reversal, and thus (according to
one very specific and historically contingent cultural logic) of homosexual
desire. Nonetheless, it is useful to_distinguish effeminacy from male pas-
sivity, inversion, and homosexuality. In particular, effeminacy should be
clearly distinguished from homosexual object-choice or same-sex sexual

preference in men—and not just for the well-rehearsed reasons that it is
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possible for men to be effeminate without being homosexual and to be
homosexual without being effeminate. Rather, effeminacy deserves to be
treated independently because it was for a long time defined as a symptom

ofa Id now homosex-
ual desire, It is therefore a category unto itself.

Effemninacy did not always imply homosexuality. In various European
cultural traditions men could be designated as “soft™ or “unmasculine™
{malthakos in Greek, mollis in Latin and its Romance derivatives) either
because they were inverts or pathics—because they were womanly, or
transgendered, and liked being fucked by other men—or because, on the
contrary, they were womanizers, because they deviated from masculine
gender norms insofar as they preferred the soft option of love to the hard
option of war. In the culture of the military elites of Europe, at least from
the ancient world through the Renaissance, normative masculinity often
entailed austerity, resistance to appetite, and mastery of the impulse to
pleasure. (The once fashionable American ideal of the Big Man on Cam-
pus, the football jock who gets to indulge limitlessly his love of hot show-
ers, cold beer, fast cars, and faster women, would appear in this context
not as an emblem of masculinity but of its degraded opposite, as a mon-
ster of effeminacy.) A man displayed his true mettle in war, or so it was
thought, and more generally in struggles with other men for honor—in
politics, business, and other competitive enterprises. Those men who re-
fused to rise to the challenge, who abandoned the competitive society of
men for the amorous society of women, who pursued a life of pleasure,
who made love instead of war—they incarnated the classical stereotype of
effeminacy. This stereotype seems to live on in the American South, where
*a redneck queer” is defined as “a boy from Alabama who laks girls bet-
ter'n football.™ 1 It is also alive and well in Anglo-Celtic Australia, where a
real bloke supposedly avoids the company of women and prefers to spend
all his time with his mates: that's how you can be sure that he's straight,

This stereotype, which admittedly sorts out rather oddly with recent
notions of hetero- and homosexuality, goes far back in time. For the an-
cient Greeks and Romans, a man who indulged his taste for sexual pleasure
with women did not necessarily enhance his virility but often undermined
it. To please women, such a man was likely to make an effort to appear
smooth instead of rough, graceful instead of powerful, and might even
compound that effeminate style by using makeup and perfumes, elaborate
grooming, and prominent jewelry. In the late antique dialogue ascribed to
Lucian discussed in the previous chapter, which features a debare berween
two men as to whether women or boys are better vehicles of male erotic

pleasure, it is the advocate of boys whao is portrayed as hypervirile, whereas
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the defender of women, a good-looking young man, is described as exhibit-

ing “a skillful use of cosmetics, so as to be attractive to women.™ ™ Simi-

larly, the stereotype of an adulterer in the ancient Greek literary tradition

can be judged from the following description, in a romance by the Greek

prose writer Chariton, of a man who flagrantly exhibits all the canoni-

cal identifying markers of adultery: “*His hair was gleaming and heavily

scented; his eyes were made up; he had a soft cloak and fine shoes; heavy

rings gleamed on his fingers.” ! Effeminacy has traditionally funcrioned as
sign of hetemsexual excess in men,

"It was men, ewdcntly, who liked men to be rough and tough. They
may have liked their women and boys to be soft and smooth, but they did
not respect these qualities in a mature man. Women, by contrast, seem to
have found the soft style of masculinity more appealing. This has created

f@gwmmuqummm
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male cultures. The paradigmatic instance, which illustrates the rradirional .

clash berween hard and soft styles of masculinity, can be found in the
figure of Hercules. Hercules is a hero who oscillates between extremes of
hypermasculinity and effeminacy: he is preternaturally strong, yet he finds
himself enslaved by a woman (Queen Omphale); he surpasses all men at
feats of strength, yet he is driven mad by love, either for a woman (lole)
or for a boy (Hylas)." Hercules sets the stage for such modern figures as
Shakespeare's Mark Antony, who claims Hercules as his literal ancestor
in Antony and Cleopatra and who incurs similar charges of effeminacy
when he takes time out from ruling the Roman Empire to live a life of
passion and indu.gznce - ":h Cleopatra. The roles of ruler and lover are
made to contrast from the very opening of the play, when Antony is de-
scribed as “the triple pillar of the world transform'd / Into a strumpet’s
fool” (1.1.12-13).

Antony is not unique in Shakespeare. Othello also voices anxieties
about the incapacitating effects of conjugal love on a military leader. But
this tension is best represented for our purposes by Shakespeare’s Romeo,
who may nowadays figure as an icon of male heterosexuality but who once
saw his own romantic ardor in a less normative light. Berating himszelf for
a lack of martial strength, reluctant as he is to fight Juliet’s cousin Tybalt,
and invoking the traditional opposition berween the cold, wet melancholia
of love and the hot, dry narure of masculine virtue, Romeo exclaims:

O sweet Julier,
Thy beauty hath made me cffeminate,
And in my temper softened valour's steel! ™

(3.1.113-1%)
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The survival and interplay of these different notions of effeminacy may
help explain the persistent sexual ambiguity that attaches, even today, to
predominantly male institutions, such as fraternities, the armed forces, the
church, the corporate boardroom, or Congress: s the sort of manhood
fostered and expressed there to be considered the truest and most essential
form of masculinity, virility in its highest and purest form, or an excep-
tional and bizarre perversion of it?

Pﬂ&»{fﬁﬁ”}/ H‘-Lh'«'\itt sl Wiy

In short, effeminacy needs to be distinguished from homosexuality. This
brings me to the second pre-homosexual category I want to describe: paed-
erasty ot “active” sodomy. These terms, as I will use them, refer to the male

se tratio i ale—subordinate j

social class, pender style, and/or sexual role.'® Such a notion of subordina-
tion reflects the widespread social symbolization of phallic penctration as a
marker of hierarchical power. Accordingly, the discourses of paederasty or

active sodomy are ghaped by a crucial distinction berween the male desire

to penetrate and the male desire to be penetrated and, thus, between paed-

erasty or “active” sodomy, on one side of the hierarchical equation, and
male passivity or inversion, on the other, (My differentiation between the
second and the fourth of the five categories conforms to that distinction.)

The nineteenth-century sexologists, who inherited that traditional op-
position and then systematically elaborated it into the distinction between
paederasty (“Greek love”) and passivity {“contrary sexval feeling” or “in-
version of the sexual instinct™), based their division on a psychiatric dis-
tinction between “perversity” and “perversion,” according to which an
inverted, transgendered, or passive sexuval orientation always indicated
“perversion™ in a man, whereas the sexval penetration of a subordinate
male might qualify merely as “perversity.” These Victorian medical writ-
ers, who were still largely untouched by the distinetion between homo- and
heterosexuality (which had yet to assert its ascendancy over earlier modes
of sexual classification), were at pains to determine whether deviant sex-
ual acts proceeded from an individual’s morally depraved character (ie.,
perversity)—whether, that is, they were merely the result of vice, which
might be restrained by laws and punished as a crime—or whether they
originated in a pathological condition (i.e., perversion), a mental disease,
a perverted “sexuality,” which could only be medically treated.

The distinction is expounded by Krafft-Ebing as follows: * Perversion
of the sexual instinct . . . 1s not to be confounded with perversity in the
sexual act; since the latter may be induced by conditions other than psy-
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chopathological. The concrete perverse act, monstrous as it may be, is
clinically not decisive. In order to differentiate between discase (perver-
sion) and vice (perversity), one must investigate the whole personality of
the individual and the original motive leading to the perverse act. Therein
will be found the key to the diagnosis.”"” The male sexual penetration of
a subordinate male certainly represented a perverse act, but it might not in
every case signify a perversion of the sexual instinct, a mental illness affect-

ing “the whole personality™: IM@M@W
rather than a pathological condition.

Implicit in this doctrine, and highly significant for the purposes of my
analysis, is the premise that there was not necessarily anything sexually
or psychologically abnormal in itself about the male sexual penetration
‘_I'_a subordinate male. If the man who played an “active” sexual role
in sexual intercourse with other males was conventionally masculine in
both his appearance and his manner of feeling and acting, if he did not
seek to be penetrated by other men, and/or if he also had sexual relations
with women, he might not be sick but immoral, not perverted but merely
perverse. His penetration of a subordinate male, reprehensible and abom-
inable though it might be, could be reckoned a manifestation of his exces-
sive but otherwise normal male sexual appetite. Like the somewhar earlier,
aristocratic figure of the libertine or rake or roué, such a man perversely
refused to limit his sexual options to pleasures supposedly prescribed by
nature and instead sought out more unusual, unlawful, sophisticated, or
elaborate sexual experiences to gratify his jaded sexual tastes. " In the case
of such men, paederasty or sodomy was a sign of an immoral character but
not of a personality disorder, “moral insanity,” or psychological abnor-
mality. "

The sexologists’ distinctions between the perverse and the peryerted,.
between the immoral and the pathological, between the merely vicious angd,
!_I_zc’digmsc\di_ma}r strike us as quaintly Victorian, but prominent psychol-
ogists, sociologists, and jurists today continue to draw similar distinctions
between “pseudo-homosexuvality™ and “homosexuality,” or between “sit-
uational,” “opportunistic” homosexuality and what they call, for lack of
a better term, “real” homosexuality.?® The acts of homosexual penetra-
tion performed on men [ . pason by men who lead heterosexual lives our
of prison, for example, are often regarded not as symptoms of a partic-
ular psychosexual orientation, as expressions of erotic desire, or even as
“homosexuality,” but as mere behavioral adaptations by men to a soci-
ety without women. Such behavior, it is often believed nowadays, simply
vouches for the male capacity to enjoy various forms of perverse grati-
fication®' and, further, to eroticize hierarchy—to be sexually aroused by
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the opportunity to play a dominant role in structured relations of unegual

power, But the underlying notion is that a conventionally masculine man
who sexvally penetrates a subordinate partner of either sex is acting outa

at notion has a long history.

In fact, the distinction between a quasi-normal, non-homosexual ho-
mosexuvality and an absolutely deviant sexual inversion—the distinction
that was systematically elaborated in nineteenth-century psychiatry and
that lives on today—did not originate in the Victorian period. It reflects an
age-old practice of classifying sexual relations in terms of penetration ver-
sus being penetrated, superordinate versus subordinate status, masculinity
versus femininity, and activity versus passivity—in terms of hierarchy and

jend'er. that is, rather than in terms of sex and sexwality. Possible evi-
ence for an age-structured, role-specific, hicrarchical pattern of sexual
relations among males can be found in the Mediterranean basin as early
as the Bronze Age civilizations of Minoan Crete in the late second millen-
nium B.c. and as late as the Renaissance cities of Italy in the fourteenth
and fifteenth centurics A.p.** The best known and most thoroughly docu-
mented historical instances of this pattern are probably ancient Greek and
Roman paederasty and early modern European sodomy, but the pattern
itself seems to have pre-existed them, and it also has outlived them.?

The evidence from judicial records in fifteenth-century Florence is suf-
ficiently detailed to afford us a glimpse of the extent and distribution of
sodomitical activity in one (admittedly notorious) pre-modern European
community. Between 1432 and 1502 as many as seventeen thousand in-
dividuals in Florence, most of them males, were formally incriminated at
least once for sodomy, out of a total popularion of forty thousand men,
women, and children: two out of every three men who reached the age of
forty in this period were formally incriminated for sodomy. Among those
who were indicted, approximately 9o percent of the “passive™ partners
{including, according to Florentine norions, the insertive partners in oral
copulation as well as the receptive partners in anal intercourse) were eigh-
teen years old or younger, and 93 percent of the “active™ partners were
nineteen or older—the vast majority of them under the ages of thirty to
thirty-five, the time of life at which men customarily married. ™

This is sex as hierarchy, not mutuality, sex as something done to some-
one by someone else, not a common search for shared pleasure or a purely
personal, private experience in which larger social identities based on age
or social status are submerged or lost. Here sex implies difference, not
identity, and it turns on a systematic division of labaor. It is the younger

partner who is considered sexually attractive, while it is the older one who
experiences erotic desire for the younger. Although love, emotional inri-
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macy, and tenderness are not necessarily absent from the relationship, the
distribution of erotic passion and sexual pleasure is assumed to be more or
less lopsided, with the older, “active” partner being the subject of desire
and the recipient of the greates shace-of pleasure from a younger partoer
who figures as a sexual object, feels no comparable desice, and derives
no comparable pleasure from the contact {unless he is an invert or pathic
and therefore belongs to my fourth category). The junior partner’s reward
must therefore be measured out in currencies other than pleasure, such
as praise, assistance, gift-, b+ money. As an erotic experience, an expe-
rience of passion or desire, paederasty or sodomy refers to the “active”
partner only,

/ This traditional, hierarchical model of male sexual relations represents
sexual preference without sexual orientation (in the case of the “active”
“partner, who is stll the point of reference here). NMumbers of texts go-
ing back to classical antiquity testify to a conscious erotic preference on
the part of “men,” even to the point of exclusivity, for sexual intercourse
with members of one sex rather than the other; indeed, a venerable sub-
genre of erotic literature consists of formal debates between two “men”
about whether women or boys are superior vehicles of male sexual grat-
ification.”® By “men” I refer to adult, socially empowered males, as op-
posed to subordinate men or “boys.”} Such playful debates are widely
distributed in the luxury literatures of traditional male societies: examples
can be found in Greek prose works from late antiquity, in medieval Euro-
pean and Arabic poetry and prose, in late imperial Chinese writings, and
in seventeenth-century Japanese literature.””
Bur the explicit and conscious erotic preferences voiced in such con-
texts should not be equated with declarations of sexual orientation, for at

least three reasons| Firgs( they are presented as the_outcome of conscigus

choice, a choice that expresses the male subject’s values and preferred way
Df life, rather than as symptoms of an involuntary psychosexual condi-
tion. The *men™ who voice such preferences often see themselves as at
least nominally capable of responding to the erotic appeal of both good-
looking women and good-looking boys. This is sexual object-choice as
an expression of ethics or aesthetics, as an exercise in erotic connoisseur-
ship, not as a reflex of sexuality. It is more like vegetarianism than homo-
sexuality. m game-sex sexual object-choice in and of itself does not

necessarily function_in this context as-a-mackerof-difference. It does not —

individuate men from one another in terms of their “sexuality.” inally
same-sex sexual object-choice in this case does not mark itself visibly Gn
a_man’s physical-appearance or inscribe itself in his personal mannerisms

or deportment. Nor does it impugn his masculinity.?*

HOwW TO PO THE WISTORY OF MALE HOMOSERUALITY 1nr

Monetheless, pacderasty or sodomy did provide an opportunity and a
context for “men” to express and discuss their sexual tastes, to explore
their erotic subjectivities, and ro compare their sexual preferences. It is in
the context of erotic reflection by socially empowered, superordinate, con-
ventionally masculine males that “men™ have been able to articulate con-
scious erotic preferences, sometimes to the point of exclusivity, for sexual
relations with boys or women, as well as for sexual relations with certain
kinds of boys or women. The highly elaborate, ritualistic, conspicuously
public practice of courtship and lovemaking provided socially empowered
males with a traditional, socially sanctioned discursive space for articula-

ing such preferences and for presenting themselves as conscious subjects.

ruf desire.

This point is an important one for historians, and it has long been
obscured. John Boswell, who influentally defined as “gay sexuality™ all
same-sex “eroticism associated with a conscious preference,” thought that
if he could find in pre-modern Europe evidence of conscious erotic prefer-
ences by some males for others, he would have documented the existence
of “gay sexuality” in that period as well.** Of course, evidence of conscious
erotic preferences does exist in abundance throughout the surviving docu-
mentary record, but it tends to be found in the context of discourses linked
to the senior partners in hierarchical relations of paederasty or sodomy. It
therefore points not to the existence of “gay sexuality™ per se but to one
particular discourse and set of practices constituting one aspect of what
counts as gay sexuality nowadays, an aspect of gay sexuality that no gay
man would identify with the totality of gay sexuality. Declarations of con-
scious erotic preferences are rarely, if ever, to be found in the contexis of
the three other traditional discourses of male same-sex eroticism and gen-
der deviance discussed here. And so conscious same-sex erotic preference
ought not be equated with the whole of gay sexuvality or male homosexu-
ality. It represents merely one historical tradition among several. ™

FF':-fhi*- [-'Lﬁ

cenel (o

Far removed from the hierarchical world of the sexual penetration of sub-
ordinate males by superordinate males is the world of male friendship and
love, which can claim an equally ancient discursive tradition. To be sure,
hierarchy is not always absent from social relations between male friends:
from the heroic comradeships of Gilgamesh and Enkidu in the Babylonian
Epic of Gilgamesh, David and Jonathan in the biblical Books of Samuel,
and Achilles and Patroclus in the Hiad, to the public displays of royal af-
fection by England’s James | and his male courticrs, to the latest Amer-
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ican biracial cop thriller, male friendships often reveal striking patterns
of asymmetry.” Precisely to the extent, however, that such friendships are
structured by social divisions or by inequalities of power, to the extent that
they approximate patron-client relationships in which the two “friends”
are assigned radically different duties, postures, and roles, to just that ex-
tent are such friendships opened up to the possibility of being interpreted,
then as now, in pacdezusic or sodomitical terms.2 Within the horizons
of the male world, as we have seen, hierarchy itself is bot: it is indisso-
ciably bound up with at least the potential for erotic signification. Hence,
disparities of power between male intimates take on an immediate and in-
escapable aura of eroticism. Conversely, what often looks to us nowadays
like eroticism may have served in the past to constitute, to dramatize, and
to identify as “friendships™ routine relationships of dependence berween
unequals.

Mo wonder, then, that three and four centuries after the composition
of the Iliad, some Greeks of the classical period interpreted Achilles and
Patroclus as a paederastic couple (although they could not always agree
on who was the man and who was the boy), while more recently scholars
have disputed whether James 1 was homosexual or whether David and
Jonathan were lovers. Such disputes, which often have a long history,
tend to conflate notions of friendship first with notions of erotic hierarchy,
paederasty, or sodomy, and then with notions of homosexuality, It may be

useful therefore to hmmsh.&::ndahp_l‘mhﬁnmmucmi:ch}r—md—

from homoerotic desire.

" It should be noted That in addition to the tradition of the heroic watrior
with his subordinate male pal or sidekick {who inevitably dies), in addi-
tion to the patron-client model of male friendship, which may well have
been the dominant model of friendship in the early modern period, there
is another tradition that emphasizes equality, mutuality, and reciprocity
in_love between men.* Such an epalitarian relation can obtain only be-
tween two men who occupy the same social rank, usually an elite one,
and who can claim the same status in terms of age, masculinity, and social
empowerment. In the eighth and ninth books of his Nicomachean Ethics,
Aristotle championed precisely such a reciprocal model of friendship be-
tween male equals, and he wrote, most influentially, that the best sort of
friend is “another self,” an allos autos or alter ego (9.4 [1166a31]). The
sentiment is echoed repeatedly down through the centuries: a true friend is
part of oneself, indistinguishable from oneself. True friends have a single
mind, a single heart in two bodies. As Montaigne writes in his essay On
Friendship, *Our souls mingle and blend with each other so completely
that they efface the seam that joined them, and cannot find it again.™ %
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The friendship of virtuous men is characterized by a disinterested love that
leads to a merging of individual identities and hence to an unwillingness to
live without the other, a readiness to die with or for the other. We find the
theme of the inseparability of male friends in both life and death repeated
time and again from representations of Achilles and Patroclus, Orestes and
Pylades, Theseus and Pirithous in the ancient world to Lethal Weaporn's
Mel Gibson and Danny Glover in the modern world.

The language used to convey such passionate male unions often ap-
pears to modern sensibilities suspiciously overheated, if not downright
erotic. Thus Montaigne can write:

If you press me to tell why I loved him, I feel thae this cannot
be expressed, except by answering: Because it was he, because it
was | . .. itis ] know not what . . . which, having seized my whole
will, led it to plunge and lose itself in his; which, having seized
his whole will, led it to plunge and lose itself in mine, with equal
hunger, equal rivalry. [Note that Montaigne's insistence on perfect
equality in friendship is emphasized even at the syntactical level of
his prose, by the parallelism and mutual corcespondence of the
clauses that refer to the reciprocal devotion of the two friends.] 1
say lose, in truth, for neither of us reserved anything for himself,
nor was anything either his or mine. . . . Our souls pulled together
in such unison, they regarded each other with such ardenr affec-
tion, and with a like affection revealed themselves to each other
t the very depths of our hearts, thar nor only did 1 know his soul
as well as mine, but I should certainly have trusted myself to him
more readily than to myself.*®

Similarly, in a 1677 drama on a Roman theme by Dryden, All for Love,

Antony can say about his noble friend Dolabella:

I was his soul, he lived not but in me.
We were so closed within each other’s breasts,
The rivets were not found that joined us first.

[Compare Montaigne's “Cur souls mingle and blend with each other so
completely that they efface the seam that joined them, and cannot find it
again.”|

That does not reach us yer: we were 50 mixed

As mecting streams, both to gurselves were lost;
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We were one mass; we could not give or take
But from the same, for he was [, [ he, ™

{3.90-396)

It is difficult for us moderns—with our heavily psychologistic model of
the human personality, our notion of unconscious drives, our tendency
to associate desire with sexuality, and our heightened sensitivity to any-
thing that might seem to contravene the strict protocols of heterosexual
masculinity—ir is difficult for us to avoid reading into such passionate ex-
pressions of male love a suggestion of “homoeroticism®™ at the very least,
if not of “latent homosexuality,” those being the formulations that often
act as a cover for our own perplexity about how to interpret same-sex
emotions that do not quite square with canonical conceptions of sexual
subjectivity, But quite apart from the difficulty of entering into the emo-
tional lives of pre-modern sabjects, we need to reckon with the discursive
contexts in which such passionate declarations were produced.

The thematic insistence in the two texts quoted above on mutuality
and the merging of individual identities, although it may invoke in the
minds of modern readers the formulas of heterosexual romantic love
{e.g., Cathy’s “1 am Heathcliff*), in fact situates avowals of reciprocal
love berween male friends in an honorable, even glamorous tradition of
heroic comradeship: precisely by carefully removing any hint of subordi-
nation on the part of one friend to the other and, thus, any suggestion
of hierarchy, the emphasis on the fusion of two souls into one actu-
ally distances such a love from erotic passion. Montaigne even expresses
despair about the impossibility of combining the two kinds of emotion
within the confinzs of a single relationship.?® He certainly never betrays
the slightest doubt, in writing about his love for Etienne de La Boétie,
that the sentiments he expresses are entirely normative, even admirable
and boastworthy (although of course unique in their specifics). Far from
offering us clues to his psychopathology, inadvertently revealing to us
traces of his suppressed or unconscious desires, or expressing his erotic
peculiarities (something he freely does elsewhere in his Essays), Mon-
taigne deliberately immunizes his account of that friendship from dis-
reputable interpretation by elaborately presenting his love as egalitarian,
non-hierarchical, and reciprocal. For by such means he detaches it from
the erotic realms of difference and hierarchy, setting it explicitly against
the sexual love of men and women as well as the male sexual enjoyment
of boys.

That doesn't mean that male lovers couldn't appeal to the friendship
tradition as a cover for, or as a means of ennobling, erotic passion: “Why
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shouldst thou kneel?” Edward 1l asks Gaveston in Marlowe's recreation
of the story; “knowest thou not who 1 am? / Thy friend, they self, another
Gaveston!™ (1.1.141—42). (Dryden’s Antony might be invoking this very

precedent.) But it dug indicate that sexual Iow: at least as it is viewed

withi etration
therefore all about positio nd inferiuri rank and status,

gender and difference. Friendship (of the non-patronage sort), by contrast,
is all abquamﬁmssEameneﬂ of rank and status, sameness of sentiment,

sameness of identity. It is this very emphasis on identity, similarity, and

mutuality that distances the friendship tradition, in_its original soci d
disc t, fro . Sexual love, in the light
of the male friendship tradition, actually sounds like a contradiction in
terms: sexual penetration is not the sort of thing you would do to someone
you really love.

So if the tradition of male friendship maintains a certain distance from
the world of sexual difference and sexual relations, why include an account
of that tradition here, in a genealogy of male homosexuality? Because the

friendship tradition provided socially empowered men with an estahlished—

El_mmw:n express, without social reproach, sentiments
of passionate and mutual love for one another. And such passionate, T
tual love between persons of the same sex is an important component of
what we now call homosexuality. So if we are to devise a complete and
satisfactory genealogy of male homosexuality, we will have to find room
in it for a history of male love,

Both paederasty/sodomy and friendship/love are consonant with mascu-
line gender norms, with conventional masculinity as it has been defined
in a number of European cultures. If anything, paederasty and friendship
are both traditionally masculinizing, insofar as they express the male sub-
ject’s virility and imply a thoroughgoing rejection of everything that is
feminine. B-l:rth can therefore be seen as consolidating male gender iden-

tiry Ia!thuugh not, of course, in every instance). As such, they belong to
a dilferent conceptual, moral, and social universe from what the Greeks
called kinaidia, the Romans mollitia, and the nineteenth-century sexol-
ogists “contrary sexual feeling™ or “sexual inversion.” All these terms
refer to the male “inversion” or reversal of masculine gender identity, a
wholesale surrender of masculinity in favor of femininity, a transgendered
condition expressed in everything from personal comportment and style
to physical appearance, manner of feeling, sexval attraction to “normal”
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men, and preference for a receptive or “passive™ role in sexual intercourse
with such men.

The mere fact of being sexually penetrated by a man is much less sig-
nificant for the sexual classification of passives or inverts than the question
of the penetrated male’s pleasure. In the pre-modern European systems of
paederasty and sodomy, boys may be sexually penetrated, but they do not
supposedly derive much pleasure from the act: they are the more or less
willing objects of adult male desire, but they are not conventionally as-
signed a share of desire equal to that of their senior male partners, nor are
they expected to enjoy being penetrated by them. Although they are “pas-
sive” in terms of their behavior, then, they are not passive in their overall
erotic temperament or attitude: they are not aroused by the prospect or the
act of submission. They have to be motivated to submit to their male lovers
by a variety of largely non-sexual inducements, such as gifts or threats.
So their "passivity” does not extend to their desire, which remains unen-
gaged and can therefore claim to be uncontaminated by any impulse to
subordination, any hint of *femininity.” In that respect, they uphold and
embody, even while playing a “passive” sexual role, traditional standards
of virility.

Kinaidoi (cinaedi in Latin) and inverts, by contrast, actively desire to
submit their bodies “passively™ to sexual penetration by men, and in that
sense they are seen as having a woman’s desire, subjectivity, and gender
identity. The category of male passive or invert applies specifically to sub-
ordinate males whose willingness to submit themselves to sexual penetra-
tion by men pro:sde pe ‘rom some non-sexual motive (including love
for their partner) but from their own erotic desires and/or from their as-
sumption of a feminine gender identiry.

Although the pleasure he takes in being sexually penetrated may be the
most flagrant, the most extreme expression of the overall gender reversal
that characterizes the male invert, inversion is not necessarily, or even prin-
cipally, defined by the enjoyment of particular sexual acts. Nor does it have
to do strictly with homosexual desire, because inverts may have insertive
phallic sex with women without ceasing to be considered inverts. Rather,
inyersi i i identicy, sensibilisy-and-personal
style, gne aspect of which is the “womanly™ liking for a "passive™ role in
sexual intercourse with other men. Therefore notions of inversion do not
tend to make a strict separation between specifically sexual manifestations
of inversion and other, equally telling deviations from the norms of mas-
culinity, such as the adoption of feminine dress. The emphasis falls on a
violation of the protocols of manhood, a characterological failure of grand
proportions that cannot be redeemed (as sodomy can) by the enjoyment of

il
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sexual relations with women. lnversion is not about sexuality bur about

gender, to the exte i 1
What, then, is difference between effeminates and pnssivtsf What

distinguishes those men (belonging to my first category) who affect a
“soft” style of masculinity and prefer making love to making war from
those men (belonging to this fourth category) who have effeminate man-
nerisms and wish to submit their bodies, in *womanly™ fashion, to the
phallic pleasures of other men? The distinction is a subtle one, and it is
casily blurred. After all, some stigma of gender deviance, of effeminacy,
attaches to both types of men. And polarized definitions of the masculine
and the feminine, along with the hyperbolic nature of sexual stereotyping,
enable the slightest suggestion of gender deviance to be quickly inflated
and transformed into an accusation of complete and total gender treason.
From liking women to wanting to be like women is, according to the
phobic logic of this masculinist ideology, only a small step—which is why
both effeminates and passives (or “pathics™) can be characterized as soft
or unmasculine, The common application of the voeabulary of gender
deviance to both effeminates and passives complicates for the modern
interpreter the problem of distinguishing them.

One way to describe the difference between effeminates and passives
is to_contrast a universalizing notion of gender deviance with a minoritiz-—
ing one. “Softness™ either may represent the specter of potential gender
failure that haunts all normative masculinity, an ever-present threat to the
masculinity of every man, or it may represent the dishguring peculiarity
of a small class of deviant individuals.*® Effeminates belong to the for-
mer category—they are men who succumb to a tendency that all normal
men have and that all normal men have to guard against or suppress in
themselves—whereas passives are men who are 5o unequal to the struggle
that they can be seen to suffer from a specific constitutional defect, namely,
a lack of the masculine capacity to withstand the appeal of pleasure (espe-
cially pleasure deemed exceptionally disgracetul or degrading) as well as a
tendency to adopt a specifically feminine attitude of surrender in relations

with other men. Passives therefore belong to a minoritizing categocy of

male gender deviance,
It is these Tatter features that define the invert, even more than his desire

or his sexual object-choice, because neither his desire nor his sexual object-
choice is unique to him. The desire for a male partner, for example, is
something the invert has in common both with the paederast and with the
heroic male friend, figures vastly removed from him in social and maoral
status, Similarly, the desire to be penetrated by other men is something
the invert has in common with the male homosexual, although many gay
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men who like to be penetrated do not necessarily qualify as inverts, either
in their own eyes or in those of others. Inversion also differs from pacd-
erasty and friendship in that the love of boys and the love of friends are
not necessarily discreditable sentiments, and they may well be confessed
or even championed by the subjects themselves. Inversion, by contrast,
is a shameful condition, never proclaimed about oneself (until relatively
recently, that is, when a certain camp effrontery has become possible for
some men), and almost always ascribed to some other person by an accuser
whose intent is to demcan and to vilify.

Mareover, traditional representations of “active” pacderasts or sod-
omites do not necessarily portray them as visibly different in their appear-
ance from normal men. You can't always tell a paederast or a sodomite
by looking at him. An invert, by contrast, usually stands out, because his
reversal of his gender identity affects his personal demeanor and shapes
his attitude, gestures, and manner of conducting himself. Unlike the ac-
tive penetration of boys, which might differentiate the lover of boys from
the lover of women in terms of erotic preference but may not mark him
as a visibly different sort of person, passivity or inversion stamps itself
all over a man's social presentation and identifies him as a spectacularly
deviant social type. It is in the context of inversion that we most often

find produced and elaborated representations of apeculiar character type

oI stereotype, a phobic caricature embodying the supposedly visible and
flagrant features of male sexual and gender deviance. Although this type
15 attached to homosexual sex, it 1s not artached to homosexual sex abso-
lutely, for it is connected much less regularly, if at all, with paederasty or
“active” sodomy; rather, it seems to be associated with passive or receptive
homosexual sex, seen as merely one aspect of a more generalized gender

reversal, an underlying betrayal of masculinity.*! There is a_remarkably .
consistent emphasis throughout the history of European sexual represen-

“tation on the deviant morphology of the invert, his visibly different mode

of appearance and dress, his feminine style of self-presentation. Inversion
manifests itself outwardly.

It doesn't take one to know one. Everybody seems to know what an
invert looks like a~d how he behaves, even if no normal man could possi-
bly impersonate one. As a character in an ancient Greek comedy says, *I
have absolutely fo idea how to use a twittering voice or walk about in an
effeminate style, with my head tilted sidewise like all those pathics that |
see here in the city smeared with depilatories.”*2 Similarly, the Roman or-
aror Quintilian speaks of “the plucked body, the broken walk, the female
attire™ as “signs of one who is rrollis [soft] and nor a real man.™** Ancient
physiognomists, experts in the learned technique of deciphering a person's
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character from his or her appearance, provide a more detailed description
of the type: “You may recognize him by his provocatively melting glance
and by the rapid movement of his intensely staring eyes. His brow is fur-
rowed while his eycbrows and cheeks are in constant motion. His head is
tilted to the side, his loins do not hold still, and his slack limbs never stay
in one position. He minces along with little jumping steps; his knees knock
together. He carrics his hands with palms turned upward. He has a shiking
gaze, and his voice is thin, weepy, shrill, and drawling.”** All attempts at
concealment are useless: “For it is by the twitching of their lips and the
rotation of their eyes, by the haphazard and inconsistent shifting of their
feet, by the movement of their hips and the fickle motion of their hands,
and by the tremor of their voice as it begins with difficulty to speak, that
effeminates are most casily revealed.”*?

But the ability to unmask an invert is hardly limited to specialist gender
detectives. The Roman leader Scipio Aemilianus, consul in 147 8.C. and
censor in 142, had no difficulty branding an opponent with all the rellrale
signs: “For the kind of man who adorns himself daily in front of a mir-
ror, wearing perfume; whose eyebrows are shaved off; who walks around
with plucked beard and thighs; who when he was a young man reclined
at banquets next to his lover, wearing a long-sleeved tunic; who is as fond
of men as he is of wine: can anyone doubt that he has done what cinaedi
are in the habit of doing?"* The unmentionable deed of the cinaedi, of
course, is passive bodily penetration.

The particular markers of inversion are culture-bound and therefore
susceptible to change over time. In fact, it is in the context of inversion
that we need ttEFHEd -CoREAUItE-Fo—
ruptures in the long traditions of representing and conceptualizing male
passiviry i gender deviance. Unfortunately, an analysis of discontinu-

itics within these traditions falls outside the scope of the very rough and
approximate genealogical outline offered here. Some differences will be ev-
ident from the citations that follow. What is striking, however, is the con-
sistent legibility of inversion, which remains one of its perennial features.
The medieval and early modern “catamite” (a word sometimes presumed,
on the basis of dubious etymological reasoning, to signify the passive part-
ner of a sodomite) is another highly “overt” type, and he clearly belongs
in something like the same sort of category as the ancient Mediterranean
cinaedus already described.

Here, for example, is a retrospective account of the goings-on at the
court of the English king William Rufus, at the turn of the twelfth cen-
tury, by a monastic chronicler named Orderic Vitalis: *At that time ef-
feminates sct the fashion in many parts of the world: foul catamites,
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doomed to eternal fire, unrestrainedly pursued their revels and shame-
lessly gave themselves up to the filth of sodomy. They rejected the tra-
ditions of honest men, ridiculed the counsel of priests, and persisted in
their barbarous way of life and style of dress. They parted their hair
from the crown of the head to the forehead, grew long and luxurious
locks like women, and loved to deck themselves in long, over-tight shirts
and tunics.”¥” Note that nothing in this passage establishes that the “ef-
feminates™ excoriated in it are being condemned specifically for sexual
passivity (although the use of the word “ecaramite” clearly points in that
direction). It would be easy enough for an incautious (or essentialist) his-
torian to construe Orderic’s reference to “the filth of sodomy™ as imply-
ing the opposite—namely, that the “effeminates” arc also being accused
of playing an “active” role in homosexual intercourse. But I think it is
possible to determine more precisely what Orderic is talking about. It
is because there is admirtedly no way to settle the question on the basis
of a literary analysis alone that the approach [ am advocating here can
aid decisively in the accurate decipherment of historical texts. Although
there is probably no way to settle the matter definitively, it should be
possible to resolve some ambiguities and narrow the interpretative op-
tions, In Orderic's case, the text's insistence on the visible deviance of
the catamites, its ascription to them of an effeminate morphology, situ-
ates it in a discursive tradition considerably more specific than that of
merely “gay male representation.” Instead, Orderic’s account would seem
to belong to a particular European tradition of discourse, a particular
discursive mode of representing male inverts or passives, which empha-
sizes their extravagantly feminine appearance. The more we know about
the discursive rules and regularities that control the production of state-
ments about historical sexual actors, the easier it may be to figure out
what is going on in a particular passage even in the absence of explicit
linguistic indicators. In this way, attentiveness to the discursive context of
Orderic's text makes it possible, [ believe, to extract from his ambiguous
and indeterminate language a better idea of the transgression for which
the “effeminates™ are being condemned than we could ever do on the basis
of his words alone.

From Orderic we leap across another gap in time to the Renaissance
court of the French king Henri 111, where in July 1576 one observer, com-
menting indignantly on the “effeminate, lewd make-up and adornments”
of the king's miignons—minions, or darlings (a synonym for “catamite™)—
remarked that “these fine mignons wear their hair long, curled and re-
curled by means of artifice, with little velvet bonnets on top of it, like
the whores of the brothels.”*® Here is another example of male gender
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deviance that discloses itself visibly even to the eyes of more properly mas-
culine men—and carries with it an unmistakable sexual implication.

A century and a half later Londoners painted a vivid portrait of the
“mollies,” the effeminate men who gathered privately in certain taverns
called “molly houses.” Samuel Stevens, a religious crusader for the refor-
mation of morals, furnished a description in November 1725: “I found
between 40 and 50 men making love to one another, as they called it.
Sometimes they would sit in one another’s laps, kissing in a lewd manner
and using their hands indecently. Then they would get up, dance and make
curtsies, and mimic the voices of women. . . . Then they would hug, and
play, and toy, and go out by couples into another room on the same floor to
be married, as they called it.” Another firsthand account of a molly house
includes a description of a costume ball held there: “The men [were] call-
ing one another *my dear’ and hugging, kissing, and tickling each other
as if they were a mixture of wanton males and females, and assuming
effeminate voices and airs. . . . Some were completely ripged in gowns,
petticoats, headcloths, fine laced shoes, furbelowed scarves, and masks;
some had riding hoods; some were dressed like milkmaids, others like
shepherdesses with green hats, waistcoats, and petticoats; and others had
their faces patched and painted and wore very extensive hoop petticoats,
which had been very lately introduced.”** A literary echo of this stereo-

~ type can be found in the figure of Captain Whiffle, in Tobias Smollett's

novel Roderick Random (1748). But it is a character in John Cleland’s
Memoirs of a Woman of Pleasure (also 1748) who makes the traditional
insistence on the visibility of the male invert in terms that look forward
to the pathologizing discourses of the modern era. There is, she says, “a
plague-spot visibly imprinted on all that are tainted™ with this passion.*®

Fogd isely this visibly disfigured victim of erotic malignancy
whi provi eurologists and psychiatrists in the latter part of the nine-
teenth century with the clinical basis for the first systematic scientific con-
ceptualization and dehnition of pathological [or perverted]) sexual orien-.

tation. In August 1869, the same year that witnessed the first printed

appearance of the word *homosexuality,” Karl Friedrich Oto Westphal,
a German expert on “the diseases of the nerves” or “nervous system,”
published an article on “contrary sexual feeling™ or “sensibility™ [comtrire
Sexualempfindung|, which he presented as a symptom of a neuropathic or
psychopathic condition.*' Specialists continued to argue over the proper
scientific designation for this condition, and already by 1878 an Iralian
specialist by the name of Arrigo Tamassia could speak of “inversion of the
sexual instinct,” a designation thar ultimarely proved more popular than
Westphal's formula.*? But we should not be deceived by all this fervor of
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terminological innovation. Despite the newfangled names, the condition
that the doctors were busy constructing as a perverted orientation shared

a great many features with the deviant character. that had been ascribed

from fimg-immem o the stigmati e of the kinaidos or cinae-
dus, the mollis, the “catamite,” “pathic,” “*minion,” or *molly.” It was
this ancient figure, this venerable category of “folk™ belicf that was recon-
structed by means ol :l.. sophisticared conceptual apparatus of modern
sexology into a new scientific classification of sexual and gender deviance,
a_psychosexual oricptation.

But sexual inversion, if it was indeed an orientation, still did not equate
to homosexuality. “ Contrary sexual fecling,” for example, was intended to
signify a sexual feeling contrary to the sex of the person who experienced
it—that is, a feeling of belonging to a different sex from one’s own, as well
as a feeling of erotic attraction at odds with the sex to which one belonged
{because its object was a member of the same sex as oneself and because it
expressed a masculine or feminine attitude proper to members of a sex dif-
ferent from one's own). Westphal, like many of his contemporaries, did not
distinguish systematically between sexual deviance and gender deviance.
Attraction to members of one’s own sex indicated an identification with
the opposite sex, and an identification with the opposite sex sometimes
expressed itself as a feeling of sexual attraction to members of one’s own
sex. In this Westphal was reproducing the assumptions of his own culture,
but he had also been influenced by the arguments of Karl Heinrich Ulrichs,
the first political activist for the emancipation of sexual minorities, whom
he cites in his article, and who in a series of writings composed from about
1862 on described his own condition as that of an anima mudiebris virdi
corpore inclusa, a “woman’s soul confined by a male body.”*

Similarly, the concept of sexual inversion treated same-sex sexual de-
sire and object-choice as merely one of a number of pathological symproms
exhibited by those who reversed, or “inverted,” the sex roles generally
thought appropriate to their own sex. Such symptoms, indicating mascu-
line identification in women and feminine identification in men, comprised
many different elements of personal style, ranging from the ideologically
loaded (women who took an interest in politics and campaigned for the
right to vote) to the trivial and bizarre (men whao liked cars), but the thread
that linked them was sex-role reversal or gender deviance. Sexual pref-

erence for a member of one’s own sex was not clearly distinguished from
other sorts of non-conformity to one's gender identity, as defined by pre-
vailing cultural norms of manliness and womanliness, Qne implication of

this model, which differentiates it strikingly from notions of homosexual-
ity, is that the conventionally masculine and feminine same-sex partners of
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inverts are not necessarily abnormal or problematic or deviant themselves:
the straight-identilicd male bustler, or the femme who allows herself o be.
pleasured by a butch, is merely acting out a proper sexual scenario with
ap improper partner and may well be sexually normal in his or her own
right (as Krafft-Ebing himself had emphasized in the passage previously
quoted), however criminal their actual conduct may be,*

If paederasty or sodomy was traditionally understood as a sexual pref-
erence’ without a sexual orientation, inversion by contrast was defined

\| as_a_psychological orientation without a sexuality. In a foomote at the

end of his article Westphal emphasized “the fact that ‘contrary sexual
feeling’ does not always comcidentally concern the sexual drive as such
but simply the feeling of being alienated, with one’s entire inner being,
from one's own sex—a less developed stage, as it were, of the pathological
phenomenon.”*’ For Westphal and his colleagues, “contrary sexual feel-
ing” or sexual inversion was an essentially psychological condition of gen-
der dysphoria that affected the inner life of the individual, an orientation
not necessarily expressed in the performance or enjoyment of particular
(homo)sexual acts. In fact, Westphal's star example of contrary sexual feel-
ing in a male was an individual who strictly avoided—or at least claimed
to avoid—all sexual contact with members of his own sex, who expressed
a distinct sexual desire for women, and who was diagnosed as suffering
from contrary sexual feeling on the basis of his gender style alone, not on
the basis of homosexual desire.

This personage turned out to be one “Auvg. Ha.,” who had been ar-
rested at a train station in Berlin in the winter of 1868, at the age of
rwenty-seven, while wearing women's clothes. He had worked as a servant
for several households, often wearing female attire and even owning fake
breasts at some point; he had also stolen women's clothing and toiletries
from his employers and had been imprisoned for using false identities.
Medical records had noted the “almost effeminate conduct of the patient,
who speaks with a lisping voice in an effeminate tone.” Westphal met
him and examined him personally. He described Ha. as “ powerfully built”
and “well fed,” tall, clean-shaven, with well-developed muscles and hody
fat, regular features, and thick, long, blond, slightly curly hair—though
Westphal thought it might be possible to discern “something feminine™ in
the patient’s facial characteristics. Anatomically, Aug. Ha. was hardly ex-
otic. Physical examination revealed “no particular deformity™ in the ears
{although the earlobes bore traces of piercing), and abundant body hair,
with pubic hair reaching up to the navel. The scromum and skin of the
penis were strongly pigmented and wrinkled; the resticles were “unly of
moderate size”; the anus showed “nothing special.”
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More to the point, Ha. maintained that he “never let himself be used
by men and never busied himself with them in a sexual way, cven though
many offers in this direction reached him.” He had simply had a strong
“inclination™ or a “drive” (his own words [Neigung, Trieb]) to dress up as
a woman since he was eight years old and had often been punished by his
mother for getting into her clothes. He had always had good relations with
women and in his youth he had gone out dancing with them while wearing
women's clothes himself. He had an “inclination [again, his own word,
Neigung] to cultivate sexual relations with women, though rarely, for fear
of becoming repulsive.” He continued to occupy himself with needlework,
embroidering cloths and manufacturing small women's hats, while under
observation in the hospital. Westphal applied for and succeeded in obrain-
ing his release, but, when his true identity became known, Ha. was rear-
rested and rearraigned in the light of his earlier thefts, and at the time of
writing was serving a two-year sentence for recidivism in the Brandenburg
prison.”

Sexual inversion, then, does not represent the same notion as homosex-.
uality because same-sex sexual object-choice, or homosexual desire, is not
_;ssmtilai to it: one can be inverted without being homosexual, and one can
have homosexial sex, if one is a pacderast of sodomite, with
as sexually inverted: according to nineteenth-century psychiatric crireria,
one would be merely perverse, not perverted. Hence, as Kinsey (who was
versed in these concepts) insisted, “Inversion and homosexuality are two
distinct and not always correlated types of behavior.”% [nstead, the no-
tions of contrary sexual feeling and sexual inversion seem to glance back
at the long tradition of stigmatized male passivity, effeminacy, and gender
deviance, which focuses less on homosexual sex or homosexual desire per
se than on an accompanying lack of normative masculinity in one or both
of the partners.®

homosexueLidg

Mow, at last, we come to homosexuality, a category whose peculiar and
distinctive features and ramifications will, I hope, stand out more clearly
in contrast to the four discursive traditions already discussed. The word
“homosexuality™ appeared in print for the first time in German in 1869,
in two anonymous pamphlets published in Leipzig by an Austrian trans-
lator of Hungarian literature who took the name of Karl Maria Kertbeny.
Although Kertheny claimed publicly to be *sexually normal™ himself, his
term *homosexuality™ can be considered an originally pro-gay coinage,
insofar as Kertbeny used it in the course of an unsuccessful political cam-

»
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paign to prevent homosexual sex from being criminalized by the newly
formed Federation of North German States.

Unlike “contrary sexual feeling,” “sexual inversion,” and “Uranian
love,” “homosexuality” was not coined to interpret the phenomenon it
described or to anach a particular psychological or medical theory to it,
and Kertbeny himself was veheme
models of homosexual desire. ‘tFlomosexughity”™ simply referred to a sex-
ual drive directed toward persons of the same M_
who was driven by it. Indeed, it was the term's very minimalism, when
viewed from a theoretical perspective, that made it so easily adaptable
WEters and theorists with a variety of ideological purposes. As a
result, the term now condenses a number of different notions ahui'.lt,_mr«_

odel

sex sexual attraction as well as a number of different conceptual models
of what homosexuality is.

" Specifically, “homosexuality” _absorbs and combines ar least thece
disti revious| ted © 1) a psychiatric notion
of perverted or pathological orjentation, derived from Westphal and his
nineteenth-century colleagues, which is an essentially psychological con-
cept that applies to the inner life of the individual and does not necessarily
presume same-sex sexual behavior; a psychoanalytic notion of same-
sex sexual object-choice or desire, derived from Freud and his coworkers,
which is a category of erotic intentionality and does not necessarily imply
a permancnt sexual orientation, let alone a deviant or pathological one

ed to third-sex or inversion

(since, according to Freud, most normal individuals make an unconscious

homosexual object-choice at some point in their fantasy lives); and
sociological notion of sexually deviant bebavior, derived from nineteenth-
and twenticth-century forensic inguinies mto “social problems,” which
focuses on non-standard sexual practice and does not necessarily refer to
erotic psychology or sexual orientation (since same-sex sexual behavior,
as Kinsey showed, is not the exclusive property of those with a homosex-
ual sexual orientation, nor is it necessarily pathological, since it is widely
represented in the population). So neither a notion of orientation, nor a
notion of object-choice, nor a notion of behavior alone is sufficient to gen-
erate the modern definition of *homosexuality™; rather, the notion seems
to depend on the unstable conjunction of all three. *Homosexuality™ is
at once a psychological condition, an erotic desire, and a sexual practice
{and those are three quite different things).

Furthermore, the very notion of homosexuality implies that same-sex
sexual fecling and expression, in all their many forms, constitute a

thing, called “homosexuality,” which can be thought of as a single inte- -
grated phenomenon, distinct and separate from "heserasaxualicy.” “Ho-
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L g
mosexuality” refers to all same-sex sexual desire and behavior whether

hierarchical or mutual, gender-polarized or unﬁfﬁicrcd, latent or actual,
mental or physical. And, perhaps most important of all, it makes homosex-
ual object-choice itself funcrion as a marker of sexual and social difference.

The originality of “homosexuality™ as a category and a concept ap—__
pears more vividly in this light, Earlier discourses, whether of sodomy or
inversion, referred to onlf of the sexual partners: the “active” part-
ner in the case of sodomy, the effeminate male or masculine female in the
case of inversion. The other partner, the one who was not motivated by
sexual desire or who was not gender-deviant, did not qualify for inclusion
in the category. “Homosexuality,” by contrast, applies to both partners,
whether active or passive, whether gendered normatively or deviantly. The
hallmark of “homosexuality,” in fact, is the refusal to distinguish berween
same-sex sexual partners or to rank them by treating one of them as moge
{or less) homosexual than the other.

Kinsey can be taken as representative of this modern outlook. Dismiss-
ing as “propaganda” the tendency of some men to define their own sex-
ual identity according to a role-specific, pre-homosexual model—to con-
sider themselves straight because they only had fellatio performed on them
by other men and never performed it themselves—Kinsey wrote that all
*physical contacts with other males™ that result in orgasm are “by any

strict definition . . . homosexual.”® According to Kinsey, in other words,
it doesn’t martter who sucks whom. Same-sex sexual contact is all that is
required.

In this way homosex. auty, both as a concept and as a social practice,
significantly rearranges and reinterprets earlier pattecns of erotic-organi—
zation, and as such it has an additional number of important practical
consequences. Firsy, under the acgis of homosexuality, the significance of
gender and of gender roles for categorizing sexual acts and sexual actors

— —
fades.* So one effect of the concept of homosexuality is to detach sexual
object-choice from any necessary connection with gender identity, making
it possible to ascribe homosexuality to women and to men whose gender
styles and outward appearance or manner are perfectly normative,

To be sure, this conceptual transformation has not been either total
or absolute. Many people nowadays, both gay and non-gay, continue to
‘draw a direct connection between gender deviance and homosexuality.
Despite the dominance of the categories of homosexuality and heterosex-
uvality, active women and passive men, as well as effeminate men and mas-
culine women, are still considered somehow more bomosexual than other,
less flamboyantly deviant, persons who make homosexual object-choices.
Here we can discern the force with which earlier, pre-homosexual sexual
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categories continue to exert their authority within the newer conceptual
universe of FOMG- and heterosexuality. DR

'TWW of the hegemony of the recent homo-fheterosexual
model iasbeen to downplay the taxonomic significance of sexual roles.
Even the most asymmetrical behaviors can get trumped for the purposes of
sexual classification by the sameness or difference of the sexes of the per-

sons involved. Witness the anxiety expressed in the following anonymous
letter to the sex advice columnist of an alternative newspaper:

I'm a zo0 percent straight guy, married with children. About six
months ago, 1 went to a masseur who finished things with a ter-
rific blow job. If you wonder why 1 didn't stop him, the truth is,
| couldn’t, because he was massaging my asshole with his thumb
while blowing me, It was so good that I've been going back to this
guy just about every week, not for the massage but for the blow
job. Now I'm starting to worry that this might label me as gay. [
have no interest in blowing this guy, but T wonder if the guy who
gets the blow job is as guilty as the one who does ir.*

The letter writer's worry is a direct effect of the emergent discourses of
sexuality and of the recent changes in sexual classification thar they have
introduced. No such anxieties assail those as yet untouched by the dis-
rses of sexualiry. &
Wit The homotheterosexual model has other consequences as well. Homo-

sexuality tr. - al relations into the registe

ali xual relations no longer ne ily i -
metry of social identities or sexual positions, nor are they inevitably articu-
lated in terms of hierarchies of power which,

again, is not to claim that such hierarchies do not continue to function
meaningfully in lesbian or gay male societies and sexualities or that they
do not structure the relations of many different sorts of leshian and gay
male couples: in some quarters it still matters a lot who sucks—or fucks—
whom.* Nonetheless, homosexual relations are not necessarily lopsided
in their distribution of erotic pleasure or desire. Rather, like that of hetero-
sexual romantic love, the notion of homosexuality implies that it is possi-_

ble for sexual pariners to bond with ane another not on the basis of their .
difference but on the basis of their sameness, their identity of desire and
u:nlﬂnnu_and_..mhtp Homosexual relations cease to be compul-

; a_polarization of identities and roles {active/passive,
insertive/receptive, masculine/leminine, or man/boy). Exclusive, lifelong,
companionate, romantic, and mutual homosexual love hecomes possible
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tor both partners. Homosexual relations are not organized merely accord-
ing to the requirements or prescriptions of large-scale social insttutions,
such as kinship systems, age classes, or initiation rituals; rather, they func-
tion as principles of social organization in their own right and give rise to
freestanding social institutions. 57

Homosexuality is now set over against heterosexuality. Homosexual
object-choice, in and of itself, is seen as marking a difference from het-
erosexual object-choice. Homo- and heterosexuality have become more
or less mutually exclusive Torms of human subjectivity, different kinds of
human sexuality, and any feeling or expression of heterosexual desire is
thought to rule out any feeling or expression of homosexual desire on the
part of the same individual, with the exception of “bisexuals” (who are
therefore thought of as belonging to an entirely separate “sexuality™). For
sexual object-choice attaches to a notion of sexual orientation, such that
sexual behavior is seen to express an underlying and permanent psycho-
sexual feature of the human subject. Hence people are routinely assigned
to one or another sexual specics on the basis of their sexual object-choice
and orientation.

In short, homosexuality is more than same-sex sexual object-choice,

more ev MSCI0iE Erotic sa - Homosexuality is—
of same-sex sexual ubjcct-chmm
chrriciing principle of sexual and social difference. Homosexuality is part
of a new system of sexuality, which functions as a means of p:rmd -,
dividuationd it assigns 1o Vi '
_identity, As such, homosexuality introduces a novel element into social or-
ganization, into the social articulation of human difference, into the social
production of desire, and ultimately into the social construction of the self,

It may be easier to grasp some of the overlapping and distinguishing fea-
tures of our five discursive traditions in the history of (homo)sexual clas-
sification by consulting table 1. As this schematic comparison indicates,
each of the five traditions is irreducible to the others. 1 am not interested
in defending the rightness or wrongness of the individual answers [ have
given to my own set of questions (I acknowledge that my answers are
debatable); rather, 1 wish to show by the way my affirmatives and nega-
tives are scattered across the chart that the patterns | have sketched do not
reduce to a single coherent scheme.

One way to make sense of this table is to note the radical difference be-
rween the initial category {*homosexuality ™) and the four others. All of the
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TABLE 1. THE FIVE CATEGORIES

uality effeminacy sodomy friendship inversion
Iz it am s Mo Hot really Mo ¥es (7)
orlentation
Does 1t involve Maybe Tes Ho (1) No Ted
gender-deviance?
Does it involve
same-gex Mostly Hat necessarily Mostly o () Sometimes
genital contact
Is it a sexual Tes Ho Sametimes Mo Hat really
preference?
Does it represent Maybe Yes Ne (7] No ey
a character type?
Does it invalve Yes Sometimes Yes, at least Maybe Hot necessarily
homoerotic desire? Tor one partner
Does 1t classify
wamen and men Yes Mo Na Ma (7) Yes
together?
Is it constant
BErOAS fex or Mayhe N Ho No Mo
gender transition?

final four traditional, post-classical, or long-standing categories (“effem-
inacy,” “paederasty/sodomy,” “friendship/love,” *passivity/inversion™)
depend crucially on notions of gender. This is obvious in the case of effem-
inacy and passivity/inversion, but it is also truc of pacderasty/sodomy and
friendship/love, since they are defined by the male subject’s embodiment
and performance of traditionally masculine and masculinizing norms, just
as effeminacy and passivity/inversion are defined by the male subject’s vi-
olation of them. In these traditional systems of sex and gender, the notion
of “sexuality” is dispensable because the regulation of conduct and social
status is accomplished by the gender system alone,

Of course, social status and class also contribute to the production
of the final four categories. For example, effeminacy applies especially to
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those men who are high enough in rank and status to be susceptible of
suffering a loss or reduction in rank by comporting themselves at variance
with the behavior expected of the elite. Friendship/love demands an equal-
ity of rank between the partners, whereas paederasty/sodomy depends on a
socially significant difference between the partners in age, status, and sex-
ual role. Passivity/inversion defines itself in relation to the gender hierar-
chy. With the arrival of homosexuality, the systems of difference that were
internal to the structure of the earlier four categories find themselves exter-
nalized and reconstituted at the border between homosexuality and hetero-
sexuality, categories that now represent in and of themselves new strategies
of social differentiation and regulation and new ways of regulating and en-
forcing gender norms. The homo/hetero categories function not to main-
tain an already existing hierarchy of gender and status but to manage, by
differentiating and disciplining them, unranked masses of notionally iden-
tical “individuals.” One name for that technigue of governing individuals
en masse by comparing and differentiating them is normalization.®®

There is an irony in sex. 1 refer to a different irony from the familiar ones
produced by all the tragicomic disproportions between love and its objects,
between feeling and expression, berween desire and demand. The irony 1
have in mind is etymological, For the word “sex™ itself may derive from
the Latin secare, “to cut or divide™: it originally signified the sharpness
and cleanness of the division between the natural categories of male and
female. And yet “sex™ has had the fine edge of its meaning so blunted by
historical shifts and rearrangements in the concepts and forms of sexual
life that it now represents what is most resistant to clear classification,
discrimination, and division.

Maore particularly, the emergence of homosexuality as a category has
not only made it difficult for us to grasp earlier kinds or classifications of
sex and gender in all their positivity and specificity. It has also compli-
cated for us the task of understanding the significance of various present-
day asymmctries within homosexual relations, patterns of preference or
practice that deviate from the ideal standards of reciprocity, equality, and
gender identity imiposed by the crypto-normative force of the homosexual
category itself. How do we now understand the role that perceived differ-
ences in age, gender style, sexual role, body type, social class, ethnicity,
race, religion, andfor nationality play in structuring, however partially,
the relations of some lesbian and gay male couples? Such differences be-
tween the partners often turn out to be richly meaningful, both to the
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partners themselves and to those who come into contact with them, but
it's no longer clear exactly how those differences function to construct
actual forms of lesbian and gay life or what their structural significance is
in fashioning contemporary lesbian or gay male sexualities,

In the “History® chapter of his book on Oscar Wilde, arguably the
most brilliant and original exploration of how to do the history of male
homosexuality, Neil Bartlert ponders the relation between past and present
formations of homosexual existence in these very terms, and I can think
of no better way to conclude than by quoting him,

=% What kind of man was bef”

That is, what kind of men were we?

... Watching that man in the high-heeled shoes, the black
dress falling off one shoulder (it is late in the evening), I remem-
ber that he and his sisters have been making their own way as
ladies of the night |in London| since 1870, when Fanny and Stella
were doing the Strand.** His frock is handed down, second-hand,
part of a story, part of a tradition. And that man buying his
younger boyfriend (slightly embarrassed, but happily drunk) an-
other drink—I remember the bizarre twisting of mythologies that
Wilde used to justify his adoration of young men, the mixing of
a pastiche of Classical paederasty with a missionary zeal for “the
criminal classes,” the sense that they, not the boys he left sleeping
in [his home in] Chelsea, were his true sons—should 1 forger all
that, should | be embarrassed myself? Should | look the other way?
Should 1 dismiss all that simply because now, as then, one man is
paying for another? Isn't there an attempt to create a new kind
of relationship, an affair of the heart somehuw apprapriate to the

meeting of two very different men? That's our real history, the-one
' : -
we're still weiting
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45. W. H. Auden, Collected Poems, ed. Edward Mendelson (Mew York: Random
House, 1976), 129.

46. See Foucault, Le souci de soi, 146=59, for a detailed elaboration of this point.
Compare Saikakn, The Great Mirror, 5.2, in which a boy is held back momentarily
from having sex with a beautiful girl who offers herself to him—not by his own lack of
desire for her but by his personal commitments, specifically by his hitherto unswerving
devotion to the way of boy-love (roo-201).

47. "Julian and Maddalr = v, y9-42.

48. Saikaku, The Grear Mirror, 53, §6. Paul Gordon Schalow, the translator, ex-
plains in his introduction that

in the first case, Saikaku is describing the age when boys and gicls first
become aware of themselves sexually. The girl fusses over her cutward
appearance in a mirror, whereas the boy is concerned about the less no-
riceable bur in some ways more important cleanliness of his weech. The
preference implicit here is for the boy’s more innocent and perhaps less
ealculating concern with hygiene than with superficial appearances. In
the second case, neither situation with courtesan or actor allows sexual
intercourse for the paying patron, but the “intimate conversation™ pos-
sible with the kabuki boy provides a recompense of sorts, suggesting
a nonsexual sarisfaction found in having an affair with an actor thar
is lacking with a courtesan, The third example juxtaposes rwo finan-
cially draining situations, supporting a sick wife versus supporting a
spendthrift boy. Again the implication is that the sick wife represents
a hopeless situation, whereas the boy, in spite of his spending habits,
offers some pleasurable compensations.
{zz)

1 wonder if a similarly earnest account could be given of the fourth example, For further
arguments, see my review of Schalow's translation in the Journal of Japanese Studies 17
1991k 398—403.

In the Erdtes, similarly, Callicratidas juxtaposes the image of a gicl with a mirror
and a comb ta that of a boy with a book and a lyre (44).

49. For fuller documentation, see Dover, Greek Homosexnality; Winkler, Con-
straints of Desire; Halperin, One Hundred Years of Homosexuality; David M. Halperin,
John ). Winkler, and Froma 1. Zeitlin, eds., Before Sexuality: The Construction of Erotic
Experience in the Ancient Greek World (Princeton, M.].: Princeton University Press,
19g0); and the various studies cited in those works.

so. Compare Paul Gordon Schalow, “Male Love in Eacly Modern Japan: A Literary
Depiction of the ‘Youth,' " in Hidden from History: Reclaiming the Gay and Lesbian
Past, ed. Martin Bauml Duberman, Martha Vicinus, and George Chauncey, Jr. (MNew
York: New American Library, 1989}, 118-28, s06-9, esp. 120t “Those who pursued
sexual relations exclusively with women or exclusively with youths were in a minority
and were considered mildly eccentric for limiting their pleasurable options.”

§1. Compare Jacques Derrida, The Truth in Painting, trans. Geoff Bennington and
lan McLeod {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987), esp. 332-15, 373-79, on the
strange relations or icrelations among and within the terms “two,” “the pair,” “pariry,”
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“the couple,” “the double,” “fetishism,™ “homosexuality,” "|'|¢|“n“gu;||“r.‘ “hisex-
wality.” In a similar vein, it may be worth noting the various relations of resemblance,
doubling, and difference that UL5. Postal Service Poster 669 (fig. 1) constructs by jux-
taposing the philatelic series of four stamps to the quile that presumably inspired theic
design. Like the mirror-opposite figures of the lovebirds on the stamp, each stamp in the
series of repeated stamps resembles its counterparts exactly: they are all identical replicas
of one anather and, as such, indicate indexically the process of mechanical engraving or
imaging, and the technology of industrial mass production, that creared them. The quilt,
by contrast, is a unique, handmade, labor-intensive, and originally non-commodified
artifact emanating from an indigenous folk tradition. The stamp is intended to glorify
thar rradivion as a precious part of the national heritage of the United States. It does
so by suppasedly appropriating elements of the quilt's design and reproducing them in

a new medium, thereby claiming for the products of impersonal mechanized industrial
labor the aura of the artifactual and the homely. In that sense, the two opposites on

the puster are not the paired lovebirds but the implicit couple constituted by the two
featured modes of inscription or representation: quilting and engraving (or computer
graphics).

5. For more elaborate philosophical arguments to this effect, see my essays, “Pla-
tonic Erds and Whar Men Call Love,” Ancient Philosaply § {1985): 161204, esp.
182-87, and “Plato and the Metaphysics of Desire,” in Proceedings of the Boston Area
Colloquism in Ancient Philosoply, vol. 5, 1989, ed. John ]. Cleary and Daniel C. Shartin
(Lanham, Md.: University Press of America, 1991), 27-52, esp. 19=36.

53. . AL Miller, “The Late Jane Austen,” Raritan 10, no. t (summer 1990): §5-79
lquotation on §7; my emphasis). Much of the remainder of Miller’s essay is taken up
with adumbrating that fundamental insight. More recently, Miller's point has been made
with aphoristic economy by Regina Kunzel, “Situating Sex: The Problem of Prison Sex-
ual Culture in the Mid-Twentieth-Cenrury 1.5.," GLO: A Journal of Leslian and Gay
Studies 8, no. § {z002): 253-70, esp. 265: “naturalization does not happen naturally; it
requires cultural work.™

CHAPTER FOUR

The title of my essay pays tribute to the work of Ameld 1. Davidson, which has
consistently, enduringly, and powerfully shaped my own: see, esp., his essays "How 1o
Do the History of Psychoanalysis: A Reading of Freud's Three Essays on the Theory of
Sexuality,” Critical lnguiry 13, no. 2 (1987): 252-77, “Scx and the Emergence of Sexu-
ality,” Critical Inquiry 14, no. 1 {1987): 16-48, and “Closing Up the Corpses: Discases
of Sexuality and the Emergence of the Psychiatric Style of Reasoning,” in Meaning and
Method: Essays in Homnor of Hilary Putinam, ed. George Boolos {Cambridge: Cambridge
University I'ress, 1990), 2a5-325. In my recent work on the hisiory of sexuality, partic-
ularly in this essay and in "Forgetting Foucault™ {in this volume), | have returned o a
set of issues that Davidson's work first apened up for me and that | have pondered for
well over a decade now.

Many people have discussed with me the ideas touched on in this essay; | cannot
list all their names here, as | would like to do. Bur [ must thank Patricia Crawford amd
Hilary Fraser, who invired me to participate in their Australian Academy of the Social
Sciences Workshop “Cender, Sexuvalities, and Fisteerical Change,”™ University of West-
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ern Australia, 31 July—1 August 1998, Discussions among members of that workshep
provided the immediate stimulus for this essay. | owe a particular debe in this regard to
Judich M. Benner,

This essay was written for delivery ar the conference *5ex and Conflict: Gay and
Leshian Studies in the Humanities and Social Sciences,” Lund University, g-10 Oc-
tober 1998, 1 wish to thank Eva Osterberg and Johanna Esseveld for giving me that
opportunity (o present my work and Martha Vicinus and Lillian Faderman, my fellow
participants, for encouraging me to persevere with it.

Finally, T would like to thank George E. Haggerty, whose work and conversation
originally prompred me to broach some of these ideas. See his Men in Love: Masculinity
and Sexwalicy in the Eiglhteenth Century {(New York: Columbia University Press, 199g),
which offers a refreshingly different solution from the one proposed here to a similar
question about how to do the history of male homosexuality.

Some of the marerial and the argumentation presented here also appear in my en-
try “Sex, Sexuality, Sexual Classification,” in Critical Terms for Gender Studies, ed.
Catharine Stimpson and Gilbert Herdr {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003}, in
press.

1. See, for example, Jacqueline Murray, “Twice Marginal and Twice Invisible: Les-
bians in the Middle Ages,” .. lundlbook of Medieval Sexualicy, ed. Vern L. Bullough
and James A, Brundage (London: Garland, 1996), 191—222; or the ortherwizse excellent
article by Anna Clark, “Anne Lister’s Construction of Lesbian Identity,” fourral of the
History of Sexwality 7 (1996): 23-50.

2. Or 50 | argue in "Historicizing the Subject of Desire™ and in “Forgetting Fou-
cault,” For a quite different but powerful and persuasive argument for the importance
of emphasizing continuities in women’s history, see Judith M. Bennen, “Confronting
Continuity,” Jowrmal of Women's History 9, no. 3 (1997): 73-94.

3. The demonserarion of the existence of such an irreducible definitional uncertainey
is the central, invaluable accomplishment of Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, Epistemology of
the Closet | Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990). As will become evident, I have
taken on hoard her critique (45-48) of my earliecr work, Ome Huredred Years of Haneo-
sexuality and Otber Essays on Greek Love (Mew York: Routledge, 1990), applying her
lesson abour the irresolvable contradictions in what we are roo quick ro call *homosex-
valiry as we understand it today.” At the same time, however, 1 will continue to insist on
documenting the existence of what she terms, sarcastically, “a Great Paradigm Shift™ in
the history of homosexuality—namely, the emergence of the discourses of homosexualicy
themselves in the modern period. Far from seeing a conflict between a historical inquiry
into the construction of homosexuality and a discursive analysis of the contradicrions in
the modern notion of homosexuality, [ see such a historical inguiry as helping account
for the ineradicable incoherence of the modern notion. Sedgwick's own waorl, in fact,
has enabled me to bring the historical and discursive critiques of homosexuality into
closer and more systematic alignment.

4. Marrin Bauml Duberman, Martha Vicinus, and George Chauncey, |r., eds., Hid-
den from History: Reclaiming the Gay and Lesbian Past (New York: Mew American
Library, 1089, 8.

5. Dipesh Chakrabarty, Provincializing Evrope: Postcolonial Thought and Histori-
cal Difference (Princeton, M.].: Princeton University Press, 1ooo), 107,

6. See Randolph Trumbach, *London’s Sodomites: Homosexual Behavior and West-
ern Culture in the Eighteenth Century,” Jowrnal of Social History 11 {1977): 1-33; Barry
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0. Adam, *Age, Structure, and Sexuality: Reflections on the Anthropological Evidence
on Homosexual Relations,” in Anthropology and Honosexwal Befavior, ed. Evelyn
Blackwood (Mew York: Haworth, 1986), 19-13, and “Structural Foundations of the
Gay World," Comparative Studies in Society and Histary 27 {1 98 5): 658-71, reprinted
in Cuger Theory/Sociology, ed. Steven Seidman (Oxford; Blackwell, 1996), 111-26;
Gilbert Herdt, *Homaosexuality,” in Encyclopedia of Religion, ed. Mircea Eliade, 10
vols. (Mew York: Macmillan, 1987), 6:44 5-52, and Same Sex, Different Cultures {Boul-
der, Colo.: Westview, 1997); and David F. Greenberg, The Construction of Homosex-
ality (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988), z5. Mot all of these authors employ a
fourfald taxonomy, and they use different names for their categaries. Greenberg speaks
of “rransgenderal,” “transgencrational,” and “egalitarian™ types (the last two terms are,
in my view, misleading).

Finally, in a series of articles and books beginning in the 19705, Stephen 0. Murray
has been defining and refining the sociological or typological models according to which

' forms of male same-sex behavior around the world have heen elaborated and institution-

alized: for his mast recent and comprehensive rreatment of the topic, see Steplien O. Mur-
ray, Homosexualities {Chicago: University of Chicage Press, zooo), esp. 1-21, where he
differentiates among “age-strarified,” “gender-stratified,” and “egalitarian™ {gay or les-
bian) organizations of homosexuality. Murray makes the important and fundamental
point that “there is diversity [in homosexual behavior and classification], but there are
only a few recurring patterns. Relatively few of the imaginable structurings of same-sex
sex recur in the panorama of known societies. . . . There are not hundreds or even dozens
of different social organizations of same-sex sexual relations in human societies. . . .
Only a few categorization systema recur across space and rime™ (1-2). For earlier sound-
ings of this note in Murray's previous work, see his Social Theory, Homosexial Realities
(Mew York: Gay Academic Union, 1984), 46, “Homosexual Acts and Selves in Early
Modern Europe,” in The Pursuit of Sodowry: Male Homosexuality in Remaissance and
Eulightenment Enrope, ed. Kent Gerard and Gere Hekma (New York: Harringron Park
P'ress, 1983}, originally published as fournal of Homosexwality, vol. 16, nos, 1-2 {14RE),
with Murray's article at 457-77, but see esp. 469, and “Homwosexual Categorization in
Cross-Cultural Perspective,” in Latin American Male Homosexialitios {Albuguerque:
University of New Mexico Press, 1995), 3-37, esp. 4. In the latter essay, Murray had
proposed a fourfold typology, including a category called *profession-defined organi-
zation of homosexuality™; in his recent book, Homosexwalitios, that catepory has been
collapsed inte “gender-stratified” homosexuality ().

7. Sedpwick, Episcemnology of the Closet, 47.

8. The quoted material is from ibid., 85, 47.

9. | respond in greater detail 1o Sedgwick’s critique of consirusctionist history in the
introduction oo this volume.

1c. Michel Foucault, The History of Sexwality, vol. 1, An Introduction, trans. Robert
Hueley (Mew York: Vintage, 1980), 101.

11. Rosemary Daniell, Sleeping with Soldiers: In Seavch of the Macho Man {Mew
York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston, 1984), 71.

13, Pseudo-Lucian, Erdtes o, trans. M, D. Macleod, in Lucian VIII [Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1967). Sec, generally, “Historicizing the Subject of
Desice,” in this volume.

13. Chariton, Chaercas and Calliehoe 1.4, trans. B. 2. Reardon, in Collected Aseint
Greek Novels, ed. B. P Reardon |Berkeley: University of California Prcss, 198y, 27,
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Similacly, Artemidorus observes that men who dream that they wear facial makeup,
jewelry, or unguents will suffer disgrace (i.c., will be exposed) as adulterers: see 81.15-
17, 106.16-107.2, and 269.11-13 Pack, cited with diseussion by Suzanne MacAlister,
“Gender as Sign and Symbolism in Artemidoros’ Oneirokritika: Social Aspirations and
Anxicties," Helios 19 {1992): 140-60, esp. 149—50. Compare the representations of
Agathen in Old Comedy: commentary by Froma L. Zeitlin, “Travesties of Gender and
Genre in Aristophanes’ Thesmophorizusae,” in Playing the Other: Gender and Society
it Classical Greek Literature {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996), 375—416;
Frances Muecke, *A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Woman,” Classical Chuarterly 32
{rgBz): 41-55.

14. See Micole Loraux, “Herakles: The Super-Male and the Feminine,” trans. Robert
Lamberton, in Before Sexuality: The Construction of Erotic Experience in the Ascient
Greek World, ed. David M. Halperin, John J. Winkler, and Froma [. Zeitlin (Princeton,
M.].: Princeton University Press, 1990), 21-54.

15. See Stephen Orgel, Impersonations: The Performance of Gender in Shake-
speare’s England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996}, 25-26. | wish to
thank Vernon Rosario for suggesting the humoral gloss on this passage. See also Joseph
Cady, "The “Masculine Love’ of the ‘Princes of Sodom” *Practising the An of Ganymede®
at Henri TIl's Court: The Homosexuality of Henri 111 and His Mignons in Piecre de
L'Estoile’s Mémoires-Jowrnaux,” in Desire and Discipline: Sex and Sexuality in the
Premodern West, ed. Jacqueline Murray and Konrad Eisenbichler {Toronte: Universiry
of Toronto Press, 1996], 123-74, esp. 132-33: “However, in the Renaissance the word
*effeminate,’ when applied to a man, did not automatically connote homosexuality, but
instead had a diversity of meaning it lacks today. For instance, the term sometimes desig-
nated a kind of hyper or helpless male heterosexuality, a usage that, of course, no longer
exists. [lonne's remark thar he is called effeminat’ because he *lovels] womens joyes,' in
his epigram “The Jughler (15872 —15967), belongs to this Renaissance tradition.” For
further details Cady refers the reader to his earlier essay “Renaissance Awareness and
Language for Heterosexuality: "Love' and ‘Feminine Love,' ™ in Renaissance Disconrses
of Desire, ed. Claode J. Z..uaers and Ted-Larry Pebworth (Columbia: University of
Missouri Press, 1993, 143-58.

16. Individual cultural systems of social and sexual hierarchy tend to collapse the
distinctions among these different categories or orders of subordination, treating boys as
feminine, or women as minors, or passive sexual partners {of whatever sex] as feminine,
or feminized partners as junior: hence, Alan Sinfield speaks of “a conflation of swbor-
dinations™ and foregrounds the clement of unequal power that consistently structures
eratic life, noting that “the elaborate social srructures of modernity offer equally potent
hierarchies of class and race, and they teo may be conflated with subordinations of age
and gender™ (Gay and After [London: Serpent’s Tail, 1998], 66). See also, by Sinfield,
“The Production of Gay and the Return of Power,” in De-Centring Sexualities: Poli-
ties and Representations beyomd the Metropolis, ed. Richard Phillips, Diane Warr, and
David Shuttleron {London: Rourledge, 1oool, t1-36, esp. 3o. Sinfield develops the point
further in “Lesbian and Gay Taxonomies,” forthcoming. While | welcome the polirical
emphasis on power inequities that Sinficld brings to his account of eroticism, [ wish
to keep the different categories or orders of subordination separate, both analytically
and empirically, so as ta be able to describe, in any particular social situation, the exact
narure of the hietarchy at issue. Mot all systems of hierarchy conflate all subordinations,
nor do they do so in the same way. Moreover, in any particular secial context, impor-
tant distinctions among types of subordinate identities may be made: that is, boys may

MOTES TO PAGES 114-15 189

be viewed as junior but not necessarily as feminine; women may be seen as subordinate
but not necessarily as minors; passive sexual partners may be seen as dominated but not
necessarily as feminized. It is important to preserve the possibility of arending to these
differences, which may figure significantly in the minds of individual social actors as well
as in the sexual codes of social growps.

17. Quored by Davidson, *Closing Up the Corpses,” 31¢ (cited in full in my head-
note to this chap.).

18, On the aristocratic types mentioned, see Randolph Trumbach, “The Birth of
the Queen: Sodomy and the Emergence of Gender Equality in Modern Culiure, 1660~
1750, in Hidden from History, ed. Duberman, Vicinus, and Chauncey, 129—40, jo9—
II.

14. [ follow here the arguments of Davidson, * Closing Up the Corpses™; and George
Chauoncey, Jr., “From Sexual Inversion to Homosexuality: Medicine and the Changing
Conceptualization of Female Deviance,” in Passion and Poreer: Sexuality in History,
ed. Kathy Peiss and Christina Simmaons, with Robert A, Padgug (Philadelphia: Temple
University Press, 198g), B7=117.

20. 5ee, for some recent examples, Thorkil Vanggaard, Phallos: A Symbol and Iis
Histary in the Male World, trans. from the Danish by Thorkil Vanggaard (New York:
International Universities Press, 1972}, 17 and passim; Lionel Ovesey, Homosexualiry
and Psewdobomosexuality (Mew York: Science House, 1969); and Richard A. Posner,
Sex and Reason (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1992, esp. 105=7, 152,
2596,

For a genealogy of this distincrion between situational homaosexuality and true ho-
mosexuality, see the trenchant analysis by Regina Kunzel, *Situating 5ex: The Prob-

“lem of Prison Sexual Culture in the Mid-Twentieth-Century U5, GLO: A Jowrnal of

Leshian and Gay Studies 8, no. 3 (zooa): 253-70, who also notes the continuities be-
tween so-called situarional homosexuality and earlier sexual formations, such as paed-
erasty/sodomy and inversion (my terms, not hers).

11, For example, Gary W. Dowsen, Practicing Desive: Homosexnal Sex in the Era
of AIDS (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1996).

22, For Bronze Age Crete, see Robert B, Koelil, “The Chieftain Cup and a Minoan
Rite of Passage,” Journal of Hellewic Studies 106 (1986): 99-110, and “Ephoros and
Ritualized Homosexuality in Bronze Age Crete,” in Queer Representations: Reading
Lives, Reading Cultures, ed. Martin Duberman (New York: New York University Press,
1997), 7-13.

3. For some modern instances, sec George Chauncey, Jr., “Christian Brotherhood
or Sexual Perversion? Homosexual Identities and the Construction of Sexuval Boundaries
in the World War One Era,” Jowrmal of Social History 19 (1985/86): 18o-2171, reprinted
in Hidden from History, ed. Duberman, Vicinus, and Chauncey, 194-317, 541-46; John
Marshall, “Pansics, Pecverts and Macho Men: Changing Conceptions of Male Homo-
sexuality,” in The Making of the Modern Homosexual, cd. Kenneth Plummer {London:
Hutchinson, 1981], 133-54, esp- 149—52; Albert |, Reiss, Jr., “The Social Integration of
Queers and Peers,” Social Problems 9 {1961/62): 102-20, reprinted in Social Perspec-
tives in Lesbian and Gay Studies: A Reader, ed. Peter M, Mardi (New York: Routledge,
1998}, 12-28; John H. Gagnon and William Simon, Sexuwal Condarct: The Social Sources
of Human Sexnality (Chicago: Aldine, 1973), 1q0-51.

Alan Sinfield, *Lesbian and Gay Taxonomies,” protests that “the age model™ of ho-
mosexual relations still Hourishes in Western post-industrial culiures taday and, in facy,
“figures in many of the most influsntial books of our time,” such as Alan Hollinghuorst's
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The Swinming-Pool Library (London: Vintage, 1989) or Neil Bartlere's Ready to Catch
Him Should He Fall (Mew Yark: Dutton, 1991). Similarly, Stephen Murray claims that
“pederastic relationships continue to exist even today in citics with generally recognized
gay neighborhoods and institutions™ (Homosexwalities, 12). But the pattern | am de-
scribing here is not defined simply by a difference in age or in generarion berween the
two male partners but by (among other things) a largely lop-sided or non-reciprocal
pattern of desire and pleasure, which is hardly a prominent element in the two novels
cited by Sinficld or, I should think, in the contemporary relationships to which Murray
refers. “Paederasry/sodomy™ is a much more specific pattern than what Sinfield intends
by “the age model™ which, for him, is really a subcategory of homosexuality.

14. Michael Rocke, Forbidden Friendships: Homosexuality and Male Culture in
Renaissance Florence (Mew York: Oxford University Press, 1096, 4, 96-97. Rocke's
statistics have come in for some criticism, however, from Samuel K. Cohen, Jr., in his
review of the book in Speciduimn 74, no. 2 (April 1999): 481-83.

25. Thus, for example, the fourteenth- and fifeeenth-century Florentine definitions of
“sodomy™ and *sodomire™ refer to the “active™ or insertive partner in anal intercourse
only (Rocke, Forbidden Friendships, 14, 110).

26. See Halperin, One Hundred Years of Homosexwality, 1630, 53, for an admit-
tedly incomplete list of ancient Greek and Roman rexts documenting a conscious erotic
preference on the part of men for sexual intercourse with members of one sex rather
than the other.

17. For more detailed references, see “Historicizing the Subject of Desire,” in this
volume, esp. 180-81, nn. 20-21; also Everett K. Rowsaon, “The Categorization of Gen-
der and Sexual Irregularity in Medieval Arabic Vice Lists,” in Body Guards: The Cultural
Politics of Gender Ambiguiry, ed. Julia Epstein and Kristina Straub (New York: Rout-
ledge, 1991), 5o=79; and . W, Wright and Everett K. Rowson, eds., Homoeroticism in
Chlassical Arabic Literature (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997]).

28. See Cynrhia B. Herrup, A House in Gross Disorder: Sex, Law, and the Second
Earl of Castlehaven (New York: Oxford University Press, 19949), 33: "The prosecutions
tor sodomy about which we have information before the lare seventeenth century rarely
condemned defendants for effeminate behavior; conversely, reproaches for effeminacy
rarely included sexual examples.*

2g. John Boswell, Christignity, Social Tolerance, and Homosexwality: Gay People
in Western Ewrope from tie Beginning of the Christion Era to the Fourteenth Century
{Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980}, 44.

32. For an attempt to document several instances of same-sex sexunal object-choice,
and even of conscious erotic preferences for persons of the same sex as oneself, thar
nonetheless do nor sarisfy the criteria for homosexuality, see “Historicizing the Subject
of Desire,” in this volume.

31. See, for more ¢+ lames and his male courtiers, Alan Bray and Michel Rey, “The
Body of the Friend: Continuity and Change in Masculine Friendship in the Seventeenth
Century,” in English Masenlinities 1 660—1 8oe, ed. Tim Hitcheock and Michéle Cohen
(London: Addison Wesley Longman, 1999}, 65-84. More generally, on the patterns of
asymmetry in male friendships, see Halperin, *Heroes and Their Pals,” in One Hundred
Years of Homosexwality, 75-87, 176=-79.

3z. 5ce Alan Bray, “*Homosexuality and the Signs of Male Friendship in Elizabethan
England,” in Ceecering the Benaissance, ed. Jonathan Goldberg |Durham, N.C.; Duke
Umversity Press, 1994}, jo—61. | interprer Bray o provide evidence for this claim, al-
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though he does not quite make it himself. See also Herrup, A Howse in Gross Disorder,
33: *Whether or not actually pederastic, the sodomitical relationships described in the
legal records invariably paired authority and dependency—men and boys, masters and
servants, teachers and pupils, patrons and clients.™

33. Alan Sinfield emphasizes what he seems 1o regard as the intrinsic sexiness of
power (a5 opposed to its contingent sexiness within specific historical and cultural con-
texrs, as | would prefer) in *The Production of Gay and the Return of Power,* 27
{“Power is sexy™). By contrast, Bray and Rey, *The Body of the Friend,” emphasize
quite properly that virtuous friendship between men unequal in rank was worlds apart
from what counted as "sodomy™ in England before the later seventeenth century.

34. See, again, Bray and Rey, “The Body of the Friend,” for a brief but panoramic
survey of the patron-client model of friendship in England from the middle ages until
the later sevenreenth cenrury.

35. The Complete Essays of Montaigne, rrans. Donald M, Frame {Stanford, Calif.:
Stanford University Press, 1958), 139,

36. lbid., 139—40.

37. l owe rhis citation to Haggerry, Men in Love, 25 (cited in full in the headnote to
this chap.}, who interprets it eloguently but almost exactly contrary to the way | do. For
8 contrasting approach to this topic, see C. Stephen Jacger, Ennobling Love: In Search
of a Lose Sensibility (Philadelphia: University of Fennsylvania Press, 199g).

38, See Mare D. Schachter, * *That Friendship Which Possesses the Soul': Montaigne
Loves La Boérie,” Jourral of Homosexuality 41, nos. 3-4 (2001} 5-21, for a derailed
study of this tension in Montaigne,

39. L overstate for the sake of emphasis. For a more nuanced and complex account of

- the interrelations of sexuality and gender in transgenderism, see Don Kulick, Travests:

Sex, Gender, and Culture among Brazilian Transgendered Prostitutes (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1998), and, esp., “Problematic Childhood Sexuality,” paper
presented at the annual meeting of the American Anthropological Association, Philadel-
phia, 1—& December 1999, ;

40. See Sedpwick, Epistemology of the Closet, esp. 1, 9, 85-86, whence | derive the
distinction between “universalizing™ and “minoritizing™ constructions of sexual iden-
tity.

41. For a more detailed contrast berween the invert and the sodomire as discursive
types see Halperin, “Forgerting Foucault,” in this volume.

42. Cited and translated by Maud W. Gleason, Making Mer: Sophists and Self-
Presentation in Ancient Rome (Frinceton, N.J.: Princeton Uhiversity Press, 1995), 68.

43. Quintilian, Institutes 5.9.14, cited and translated by Amy Richlin, “MNot before
Homosexuality: The Marteriality of Cinsedwus and the Roman Law against Love between
Men,” Journal of the History of Sexnality 3, no. 4 (April 19930 523-73, e5p. 542.

44- This is a composite passage by ancient physiognomic writers, assembled by Glea-
son, Making Men, 63.

45. Another composite passage, ibid., 78.

46. Aulus Gellins, 6.12.5, cited and translated by Craipg A. Williams, Boman Homo-
sexuality: Ideclogies of Masculinity in Classical Antigeuity (Mew York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1999}, 23. A measure of the distance between inversion or passivity and male
love can be gauged from the fact that Scipio was quite willing to identify himself publicly
as bound to his friend Laclius by a “bond of love,” according to the Roman historian
Walerius Maximus [B.8.1). (1 wish to thank Tom Hillard of Macguarie Universiry for
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this observation and citation.) There would not necessarily have been any inconsistency
or hypocrisy in Scipio’s attitude.

47. Historia ecclesiastica 8,10, cited and translated by Glenn W. Olsen, “5t. Anselm
and Homosexuality,” Anselm Studies: An Occasional Journal (Special issue: “Proceed-
ings of the Fifth International Saint Anselm Conference: 5t. Anselm and 5t. Augustine—
Episcopi ad Saecula,” ed. Joseph C. Schnaubelt et al.), vol. = [1988), 93-141, esp.
110,

48. Cited and translated [with slight alterations here) by Cady, * ‘Masculine Love'
of the "Princes of Sodom,” ™ 133. Cady, of course, draws a different conclusion abour the
existence of homosexuality in the Renaissance from this and other comments by Pierre
de L'Estoile.

49. The two passages are cited and quoted by Alan Bray, Homosexuality in Renais-
sance England (London: Gay Men's Press, 198z), 81, 87.

go. Quoted and discussed by Lisa L. Moore, Dangerous Intimacies: Toward a Sap-
phic History of the British Novel {Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1997), 72-74.

1. C. Westphal, “Die contrire Sexvalempfindung, Symprtom eines neuropathisch-
en {psychopathischen) Zustandes,” Archiv fiir Psychiatrie und Nervenkrankbeiten 2
[1B7o): 73-108.

s2. Arrigo Tamassia, "Sull’ inversione dell' istinto sessuale,” Rivista sperimentale
di freniatria e di medicing legale g (1878): 97=-117.

53. Of course, the molly himself is a complex figure, already verging on the homo-
sexual, as Trumbach and others have shown. For one thing, mollies clearly have sex
with other mollics. 1 do not mean to skip over the vexed interpretative issues; 1 merely
wish to make the point that the figure of the molly—however forward-looking he may
be in other respects—retains many of the features traditionally ascribed to male invens
Or passives.

54. The basic study is Hubert Kennedy, Ulrichs: The Life and Works of Karl Hein-
rich Ulrichs, Pioneer of the Modern Gay Movement |Boston: Alyson, 1988). Westphal
cites Ulrichs, under his pseudonym Numa Numantius, in “Die contrire Sexualempfind-
ung,” 9z ff.

§5. See Chauncey, “From Sexual Inversion to Homosexuality.”

§6. My account derives from Chauncey, ibid. Long before Krafft-Ebing, Westphal,
in “Die contriire Sexualemplindung,™ 108, emphasized that not all cases of “unnatural
lewdness™ (the conduct criminalized by article 143 of the Prussian criminal law code,
soon to become the infamous article 175 of the imperial German law code) proceed
from pathological causes: just as it is possible to identify some thefts as the resule of
pathological compulsion without implying that most thefts are motivated by mental
illness, so ordinary human viciousness, not psychological disturbance, is to blame for
many cases of “unnatural lewdness.”

§7. Westphal, *Die contriire Sexualempfindung,” 1o7n: “Dass es sich nicht immer
gleichzeitig um den Geschlechistrich als solchen handle™ (emphasis shown in rext is
minegj.

§8. Ibid., 98, accepts the subject’s claims about his sexual normality both on the basis
of his own testimony and on the basis of the independent fact that at the time of his arrest
he was found to be suffering from gonorrhea (which Westphal, like Karl Maria Kertheny
in this respect, evidently believes could not be transmitted by homosexual sex). Far from
being an embarrassment or an obstacle to the diagnosis, the subject’s heterosexual desire
is underscored in Westphal's account.
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59. lbid., 82-91, g7—100. | have been aided by Robert Grimm, “The Dawn of Con-
trary Sexual Sensitivity” (unpublished manuscript, University of Washington), who cites,
translates, and discusses a number of the passages quoted here.

60, Alfred C. Kinsey, Wardell B. Pomeroy, and Clyde E. Marrtin, Sexwal Bebavior
in the Himian Male (Philadelphia: Saunders, 1948), 615. For a detailed elaboration of
the distinction between homosexuality and inversion, see C. A, Tripp, The Homosexual
Matrix (Mew York: McGraw-Hill, 1o75), 22-35.

61. In this one respect, at least, Kinsey proves a more reliable historian than Fou-
cault. In The History of Sexuality Foucault dated the birth of homosexuality (as a dis-
cursive category) to Westphal's arricle:

We must not forger thar the psychological, psychiarric, medical car-
egory of homosexuvality was constituted from the moment it was
characrerized—Westphal's famous article of 1870 on “contrary sex-
ual sensations” can stand as its date of birth—Iless by a type of sexual
relations than by a certain quality of sexval sensibility, a certain way
of inverting the masculine and the feminine in oneself. Homosexuality
appeared as one of the forms of sexuality when it was transposed
from the pracrice of sodomy onto a kind of interior androgyny, a
hermaphrodism of the soul. The sodomite had been a temporary aber-
ration; the homosexual was now a species.
l43)

1 believe Foucault was right to see in Westphal the emergence of a modern psychiatric
notion of erotic orientation, which brought with it a specification of deviant individuals
and a shift from a juridical discourse of prohibited acts 1o a normalizing discourse of
perverted psychology. But [ also believe Foucault was wrong to identify Westphal's cat-
egory of “contrary sexual feeling™ with homosexuality. In Epistemology of the Closer
Sedgwick ingeniously argued that my “reading of “humosexuality” as ‘we currently un-
derstand it’ . . . is virtually the opposite of Foucault's,” insofar as Foucault has a *gender
transitive™ understanding of homosexuvality, whereas | have a “gender intransitive”™ one
{46). That may well explain why Foucault did not take what I regard as the historically
necessary step of systematically differentiating “sexual inversion™ from *homosexual-
ity.™ Seill, the ultimate issue here may not be a difference of opinion about what homao-
sexualiry is so much as an uncertainty about whether it is possible to draw a meaningful
distinction in the history of modern European discourses between an “orientation™ and
a "sexualicy.”

éz. Kinsey, Pomeroy, and Martin, Sexwal Bebavior, 616, 623,

63. The aptly chosen word fades here derives from Adam, who writes thar in
homosexuality “sex-role definitions fade from interpersonal bonding™ (*Structural
Foundations,” rr1). This paragraph and much of whar follows have been inspired
by Adam,

64. Quoted by Dan Savage, Savage Love: Straight Awsivers from Anierica’s Most
Popular Sex Colwmmist (Mew York: Plume, 1998), 189-90,

6%, See, in addition to Kinsey, Pomeroy, and Martin, Sexual Belravior, the follow-
ing: Chauncey, “Christinn Brotherhood or Sexual Perversion?™ zo4-317, 541-46; and
Michael Barros, John McLeod, and Phil Mo, Meanings of Sex betweeen Men: A Sty
Conducted by the Australian Federation of AIDS Organisations for tlhe Commneealth
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Department of Human Services and Health, 1993 (Canberra: Australian Government
Publishing Service, 1994).

66, See Barry D. Adam, “Age Preferences among Gay and Bisexual Men,” GLQ:
A Journal of Leshian and Gay Studies 6, no. 3 (200a): 413-34. See, alsa, the data on
gay men in London and Cardiff collected by Anthony P. M. Coxon, Between the Sheets:
Sexual Diaries and Gay Men's Sex in the Era of AIDS (London: Cassell, 1996}, esp. 94—
g6: although he notes that ®if a man engages in a particular sexual practice it is more
likely that he will do so in both active and passive modalities (even over a period of a
manth) than restrict himseii to only one of them,™ he also points out some “interesting
contrary trends,” including exceprional “role rigidity™ in the case of anal intercourse,
in which “those who were either exclusively active or exclusively passive now equal or
exceed those who are borh.” Even Coxon, however, concludes that his “results do not
support the idea thar, even over a one-month period, gay men tend 1o be exclusively
acrive or passive during anal intercourse,” and he cites a Dutch study that suggests that
the percentage of gay men who switch roles may be significantly larger in Amsterdam.
Similarly, role swapping appears to be the norm today in gay male relations in Australia,
according to Dowsett, Practicing Desire, 81: *Although there was a decided preference
among some gay men [in the group sampled] in their assessment of sexual ‘enjoyment’
for the insertive or the receptive mode in anal intercourse, in pracrice such activity is
commonly reciprocal, men moving from insertive to receptive modes at will.” Dowsett's
conclusions have been massively confirmed by a recent review of the empirical literature
om anal intercourse around the world by Gary Smith, “"Heterosexual and Homosexual
Anal Intercourse: An International Perspective,” Venercology 14, no. 1 (zoo1): 28-37,
who finds that “among gay-identified predominantly homosexually active men who en-
gage in anal intercourse, most are both insertive and receptive,” noting that this finding
remained constant in studies of societies belonging to the so-called post-industrial West
undertaken “from the mid-196o0s to the late 1990s.”

It is possible thar such results have been overstated, or their significance exaggerated,
perhaps owing to the distaste with which supposedly “liberated™ gay men view rigid role
playing. Moreover, Gary Smith cautions me (in an e-mail message, 7 August 2oo1) that
the quantitative dara on anal intercourse among gay men should not be raken to indicare
equal preference for the insertive and receptive role, since no allowance is made in that
data for frequency or predilection (in other words, there may still be many more tops
and bottoms out there than are reflected in the quantitative data on sexual practice). Dr.
Sasho Lambevski, a researcher ar the Marional Centre in HIV Social Research ar the Uni-
versity of Mew South Wales in Sydney, writes to me {e-mail message, 13 April zooo) as
follows: 1 gather from my own empirical research and my colleagues” research that the
claims of reciprocity in sexual/gender roles in gay relationships are grossly exaggerated.
In the interviews we have done with gay couples, the lip service thar the interviewed
men pay to the lofty ideals of gay liberation {reciprocity, versatility, ete.) serves as a
rherorical strategy to cover the real tensions between partners caused by various forms
of power (mostly gender) imbalances.” He refers 1o Gary Smith and Susan Kippax, “ Anal
Intercourse and Power in Sex berween Men,™ Sexwalities 4, no. 4 (zoo1): 413-34, who
argue, however, not that reciprocity has been overreported but thar its mere existence
does not erase the significance of hierarchies in practices of anal intercourse in gay male
relationships, noting that *in Western cultures there remains a conceptual distinction
between the insertive and receptive partners that marks the receptive person as femi-
nine and insertive as masculine.” Sinfield, “The Production of Gay and the Return of
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Power," 27, sees the persistence of social hierarchies in gay relationships as undermining
the suppased triumph of the “egalitarian™ model of “modern™ homosexuality.

£7. See, once again, Adam, *Structural Foundations,™

68, See Michel Foucaule, Discipline amnd Pusish; The Birth of the Prison, trans. Alan
Sheridan {Mew York: Vintage, 1979, 182-84:

in short, under a regime of disciplinary power, the art of punishing . . .
brings five quite distinct aperations into play: it refers individoal acts,
performances, and conducts to a group ensemble that is at once a field
of comparison, a space of differentiation, and a source of the rule to
b followed. It differentiates individuals in relation to one another and
in terms of that group rule, whether the rule be made 1o function as a
minimal threshold, as an average to be looked to, or as an optimum to
be approximated. It measures in quantitative terms and hicrarchizes in
terms of value the abilities, the level of attainment, and the “narare™
of individuals. It imposes, through this “valorizing™ measurement, the
constraint of a conformity to be achieved. Lastly, it traces the limit
thar will define difference in relation o all other differences, the ex-
ternal frontier of the abnormal. . . . [To recapitulate, it] compares, dif-
ferentiares, hierarchizes, homogenizes, excludes. In a word, it normal-
izes. . . . Like surveillance and together with it, normalization becomes
one of the great instruments of power at the end of the classical age.
The marks that once indicated status, privilege, and group membership
come to be replaced, or ar least 1o be supplemented, by a whole range
of degrees of normality: these are signs of membership in 2 homoge-
neous social body, but they also play a part themselves in classification,
in hierarchization, and in the distribution of ranks, In one sense, the
power of normalization enforces homogeneity; bur it individualizes by
making it possible to measure deviations, to set levels, to define spe-
cialties, and to render differences useful by calibrating them one to
another, The power of the norm functions easily within a system of
formal equality, since within a homogeneity that is the rule, the norm
introduces, as a useful imperative and as the result of measurement, all
the gradations of individual differences.

(The translation has been extensively modified.)

69. For recent historical discussions of the incident Bartletr alludes o here, see
William A. Cohen, Sex Scandal: The Private Farts of Victorian Fiction (Durham, M.C.:
Duke University Press, 1996), 735-129; Morris B. Kaplan, *Who's Afraid of John Saol?
Urban Culture and the Politics of Desire in Late Vietorian London,” GLQ: A Jowrnal
of Lesbian and Gay Studies 5, no. 3 (1999): 267-314.

70. Neil Bartlete, Who Was Thar Man? A Present for Mr Oscar Wilde (London:
Serpent’s Tail, 1988), 223.

AFPFENDIX
1. The three papers referred 1o here were originally delivered as a panel tirled =1 le-
mosexual Behavior in the Ancient Mediterrancan World™ an the conference “Ar the






