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LYNNE SEGAL

Does Pornography Cause Violence?

The Search for Evidence

'l'lre conviction that pornography causes sexual violence is what motivates J
rnuch of the contemporary campaigning for legislation against it - at least J
lrv l'eminists. In the latest British collection produced by Catherine ltzin ili
urcler to strengthen anti-pornography initiatives and legislation in the UK,
rve read repeatedly of the consistent and conclusive links between
polnography and violence. Pornography, Itzin asserts, is 'a crucial ele-
rrrent', causing violence against women and children and male dominance
gerrerally (ltzin, 1992, p. a12l,. The link here, the earlier publication by
Iiverywoman had announced, 'is considerably stronger than that for ciga-
I'ette smoking and cancer' lEverywoman, 19E8, p. 5). 'I doubt that anybody
rlisputes the data,' the psychologist Edward Donnerstein, a leading figure-
in pornography research, declared at public hearings in the USA in 1983,
rhereby hoping to help secure the implementation of new anti-pornogra-
phy legislation in the state of Minneapolis, known as the Minneapolis
orclinance (Everywoman, 19E6, p. z2l. It is odd, then, that it should be
l)onnerstein and his fellow researchers who themselves dispute the data.

ln their more scholarly writings, these psychologists indicate that
r,vhether or not their laboratory reports of links between pornography and
violence tell us anything at all 'about real-world ag6ression, such as rape,
is still a matter for considerable debate.' Indeed they even, rather disin-
genuously, complain now that their research has been misunderstood
irrrd misused by anti-pornographers lo strengthen censorship laws
{ffonnerstein et al., 1987, p. 174). Given the passion and anger poured into
tlre pornography debate, however, not to mention Donnerstein's own for-
rner readiness for public testimony, this ip hardl-v surprising. Today, at a
time of ever greater alarm over the extent of men's violence against
women and children - much of it sexual violence - pornography, for
rlrany, serves as its most appropriate metaphor or s5rmbol. lt is this which
rnakes it one of the most fiercel-v contested moral issues of our time, con-
r:eptually and politicall.v.

7 When first used in the 1860s to describe the photography of prostitutes,
<-'pornography' was defined as sexually explicit, and therefore obscene or



lewd words or images intenclecl to provoke sexual exciternent, but its
rneaning has never been fixecl. Toclay,.however', clisagreernents over both
its clefinition and its significance ar-e cleeper than ever - clisagreernents
flowing inevitably frorn tlre conrrasting political positions which exist
around pornograp\. Before we consicler.the psycl-rological resear.ch orr
the effects of pornoglaplry, and tlre use rnacle of it, some knowleclge of tl-re
competing political and moral ar€{uments which feed into the clebates is
thenefore necessary.

Definitions and Convictions
It is now customary to identify three clistinct positions on pornography:
Iiberal, noral right and, feminist,. The liberal position, rnanifest in the
Nortlr American Presidenfral conrmrssion of lgzo or, in a rnore qualifiecl
rvay, in the British williams Report of 'Lgzg, offer.s a non-evaluative clefini-
tion of pornography, as sexually explicit rnater-ial clesigned for. sexual
arousal. lt argues that there is no scientific evidence for pornography
causing halrn in socieqi, ar-rd therefbre no souncl reasons fon banr-ring or.
taking other fbrms of action against it. while polnography rnay offencl
many wornen and rnen, it brings harmless pleasr,rr-e to others. The
Williams Report airnecl to lirnit tlte public clisplay of pornography in the
interests of tl'rose who rnight fincl it offensive. This position, clearly, explic-
itly calls upon tl-re suppoft of existing empirical leseal'ch.

The position of t l 're Moral Right in Britain, of Mary Whitehouse and the
Festival of Light, or,rtlinecl in the Lorrgfo rd Report of tgzz, asslllnes a differ-
ent clefinition of the pornographic, as r.epresentations of sex rernoved
fi'onr what is believecl to be its legitirnate function and context: 'a sJmrptom
of preoccupation with sex which is unlelated to its purpose' (Longford,
1972, p.205). Polnography is a tlrleat to traclitional farnily values because
sex eists for pr-ocreation and shoulcl be confined to lnart'iage. In line with
this appr-oach, censolship in Britain cluring the 1950s and eally 1960s was
rnarinly targetecl at any public clisplay of the nakecl bocly or of premar-ital or.
extlarnarital sex. Tlren as now, the Moral Right also sought tn sllppress
infblmatiorr on birth control, abortion anrl sex eclucation in scl.rools, while
cler-r-ranclirrg dgicl censorship of any t)4le of sexually explicit rnatelial
clesignecl fbl arousal ancl pleasure, conclernning in particr-rlar 'pervelse'

ancl hornosexual imagery as thleatening family life ancl creating general
social ancl rnoral clecay.

Tl-ris was the.position which glew in strength thlor-rghout the 1980s,
assistecl both by sexual parrics arotrnd AIDS and the incleasing, tlrough
piecerneal, t ightening up of censor-ship legislation under the Thatcher-
gover-nrnent. ln these years, the Local Governrnent (Miscellaneolrs Plo-
visions) Act of 1982, wl'rich providecl guiclelines to local councils for con-
trolling the licensing of 'sex establishrnents' ancl theil cinematic materials,
leplacecl the Williarns Report's ernphasis on harrn with a condemnation of
Daterial intended to stitnlllate 'sextral activity' or'acts of force or restlaint
which ale associatecl with sexual activity' ol irnages wl-rich portray 'genital
organs or ttrinary o| excfetoly functions'. TWo years later, the Video

alrcl

Itt:cordings Aot went fi.rrther-, again with stipulations not jllst against vio-
lr:rrr:e, but against explicit sexual irnages of genitalia, excretory lunctions
;urcl ;rcts of se:x (Melck, L992, p. 50). Tl're Mor.al Rigl-rt, however, has little
intnrest in whethel research olTer-s arry evidence for links between
Porr-rog|aphy and violence, believing it to be comrnon sense that imagery
oI r.r.r'iting designecl primarily for titillation is offensive and clangel'ous, ancl
lr:acls to sexual decadence and crime.

addresses the sedsm
hic

yrairrt - were cleclared 'offensive to wolnen'. It is fl'orn witltin this position,
lrorvever, that some of the tnost passionate battles have been waged in
rec()nt years, especially over- the evidence for the 'harm' of pornography. It
is rr.iclely thought that ferninists have unifonnly Llnderstood por-nogr.aphy
as abusive to women and an incitement to violence against them. furcl cer-
tlinlv all f'emimists criticise the rnSnhologies rnediated thlough rnainstrearn

imrnoglaphy, at least in its heterosexual veLsions, which represent
\r'onlen as passive, perpettrally desiring boclies - ol bits of boclies - ubiqui-
lotrsh, available for rnen's insatiable sexual appetites. Procltrcecl :urd con-
.urrrrrcl primarily by rnen, stanclarcl polnography wortld seern to nrock
:iran(larcl feminist attempts to express a woman-centrecl sexLlality, liber-
.rrccl f|orn male-centred discou|ses and plactices.

tlrrt there is mot'e than one argLltnent abotlt pornography within t'emi-
rrisrn frorn which conflicting conclusions ltave been clrawn. In the 1970s
fcrrrinists did not seek legal restrictions otl porno€{raplry, or tfeat pol'no-
glallh.y as uniquely symbolic of rnale dotninance. Witl'r the state and the

iurlir:iary so cornpt'el'rensively controlled by rnen, obsceniSr laws wet'e
krror'rnr to have always set-ved to suppress the work, if not jail the organis-
t:r's, of those fighting for wornen's own control of tlreil t'eltility aud sexual-
itr'. Objecting to all folrns of sexist t'epresentation, ferninists set ollt to sub-
rr:l't a whole cr,rltulal landscape which, whether- in selling cal'pet-sweep-
r,:r 's, collecting censlls intblrnation ol' t lncoveritrg women's crotches,

lllat:cct women as the subor-dinate sex. Represer-rtatively, Ruth Wallsgrove,

rlrcrr working for Spare fi ib, cleclaled in 1977: 'I believe we shoulcl not agi-

r;rte fbr rnore laws against pornograplry, but sl-toulcl ratl'rer stancl up

t().qotl'lel. and say what we feel abor.rt it, attd what we f'eel abor,rt oul- own

st:xtraligr, and force Inen to t'e-examine their own attitttcles to sex and

\\()nren irnplicit in their constunption of porn' (Wa-llsgrove, 1977 , p. 65l..
'l'his tl,pe of ferninist ernphasis on wotnett's need to assert their own

scxual needs and desires, howevel', carne by the end of the 1970s to be
overshadowed by, and entanglecl with, t'eminist concern with the issue of
male violence. It was the populal' writing of Robin Morgan and Susan
Ilrovrmrniller in the USA in the mid-1970s wl-rich fir'st made a definitive
corrnection between pornography and male violence: 'Pornography is the
'l'lreory, Rape is the Practice' (Segal, 1987 and 1990). With rnale sexuality
Irt:r'e seen as indistinguishable from rnale violence, with rnale violence
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lreld,- . csentecl as tl'le key to male dorninance, ancl with pornogr.aphy por.-
tr-ayecl as the synbolic proof of the connection between thJ two, anti_
pornograplry campaigning was soon to becotne ernblernatic of this strancl
of f 'erninism. It redefinecl 'pornography' once again, as rnatelial which
clepicts violence against wornen, ancl is in itself vioience against wornen.

Anclrea Dwotkin's pornograplty: Men possessing worien remains the
single most influential text ploclaiming this palticular feminist view of
pornography, in whiclr 'pornography' lies nor only behincl all folrns of
f'ernale oppression, but behind exproitation, murder. and br.utaliqi
throtrghor.rt hurnan history (Dworkin, 1981). Following tl-rror.rgh such logic
to clraft model ferninist anti-pornography legislation - the Minneapolis
ordinance - Andrea Dworkin and catharine MacKinnon define pon-rogra-
phy as 'the graphic sexr,rally explicit suborclination of wornen thiough pic-
tlrres or words' (Macl(innon,1.987, p. 126). tu'med with this clefinit ion, they
pfopose that any inclividual shoulcl be able to use the courts to seek finan-
cial lech'ess against the ploclucers ol distributors of sexlrally explicit mate-
lial if they can show that it has caused them 'harrn'. The qr.restion of proof
of harrn thr-rs lies at the healt of ferninist anti-por.nography carnpaigning.

Ancl yet, despite the growth ancl strength gf the ferninist anti-pomogra-
phy movernent during the 1980s, particr.rlarly in the Unitecl states and in
I3ritairr (wlrele we have seen the ernefgence of the 'carnpaign against
Pornoglaphy' ancl a similat- 'Carnpaign against pornography and
Censorship'), sorne feminists (represented ir-r Br.itain by Ferninists Against
Censorsl-rip) passionately leject its analysis and lelated practice. They see
it as a cornplete rnistake to reduce the dorninance of sexisrn and rnisogmy

-in otrr culture to sexuality and its representations. They believe that men's

Icultural contempt fbr and sexualisation of wornen long preclated the

lgrowth of cornrnercial pornography, and is a ploduct of the lelative power-
llessness of women as a sex. Narrowing the focr.rs on womenr's subordina-
tion to tl-re explicitly sexual, they argue, downplays the sexisrn and rnisog-

)aty at work within all otrl rrlost respectable social institutions and prac-
tices, wlretlrer ir-rdicial, legal, farnil ial, occupational, religious, scientif ic or
ctrltural.

More clangerously {in today's conseryative political climate), they fear'
t lrat we risk telrninating wornen's evolving exploration of our sexualiql
and pleasure by forrning alliances with, instead of stI'ongly cornbating, the
conservative anti-pornograplry crttsade. These are alliances which
Dworkin and Macl(nnon have unhesitatingly pursued in tlre US, collabo-
r-ating almost exclusively with tlre exrerne light: Plesbyerian minister
Mayor Hudnut III in Indianapolis; anti-EM, anti-feminist, Repr.rblican con-
servative Bealah Couglrenourl in Minneapolis; far right preacher Greg
Dixon; and of course the pro-farnily, anti-ferninist Reagan appointee
responsible for r-ernoving funds from Women's Refuges, Edwin Meese
(Duggan, 19s6, p. 63). Blanket condernnation of pornography, its critics
stress, cliscourages us all from facing up to wornen's own sexual fears and
inlantile lantasies, which are by no means free from guilt, anxiety, shame,
contracliction, and eroticisation of power on display in men's porno-
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graphic productions. What worrren need, according to f'erninists opposed
to anti-polnogr-aphy crusades, is not more censorship but tnore sexually
explicit rnateriill prodr.rced by and for wotnen, tlrot-e opett and honest dis-
cussion of all sexual issues, alongsicle the stluggle against women's gen-
eral subordinate economic and social status.

These then are cLtrnently the.four (ratl"rer than three) clistinct polit ical
positions on pornography. The question whicl'r for tnany is still seen as
crucial, however, especially fol tl-rose uncet-tain how to clefine and r-eact to

llornograplry, is whether- polnograpl-ric iinages ar€ responsible fbr inciting
men's violencr: against worrlen. Which position, if arry, cloes existing
erlpirical reseat-ch, or other grpes of evideuce, support?

Early llesearch on Pornogf,aphy and its Effects
'I'l-re liberal algtltnents which lay bel'rind tl"re lelaxations in ceusolship in

Bt'itain anc.l the USA in tlre 1970s seetned to win out tl-ren pl'ecisely because

tlrey were baserC altnost entirely tlpon leseafch, or wl-rat was Seen as scien-

tific evidence. Tlrene l-rad been little systernatic stlrdy of the elTects of

Po|nography lrefore the US Cotnmission on Obscenigz ancl Polnography

ot' f 970, whicl'r was set up in part to trndertake new psyclrological t'eseatch

;rrrrl I 'eport on existing i it".ot.,t". The cotrclttsions froln all t l 're Irew itncl

t,risting str.rdies at tl;t tirne wet'e near-ly unanitnous il-r tl-re view that

prlrnography hacl no hannful effects on its coustttners'
't'heie can be few things rnore contestecl, eveu fr-orn witlrin its own theo-

lt:lical framework, thari the t'elevatrce of the contlolled and contrived

social-psychological laboratory expet' iment to hutnau actiop ip the wolld

ar large. Ho*"u"r, it was fi-orn within such research that many of the cotr-

r:ltrsiJns of policy-rnakers ancl campaigners arouud pornography have

hcen and are still clrawn. consiclering the irnpact of por-nographic tnater-

ial o. sexual arousal and behaviour, the stuclies of the 1970s |epoltecl that

a|al 'geproport ionofadul t tnalesandfernalesdic l f inctsexr.ral lyexpl ic i t
rilaterial arousrng; lnetl tenclecl to display lTIOre arousal in response to

fi lrns and photogi.aphs, wotnen to wlitten material. Heterosexual people

\ \ , ( ) femorearouseclbyl-reter-osexr-ral lnater ' ia l , : rndlrotnosexttalmalesby
lrr 'rosexual material.bespite repeated expostrle to slides showing higlt ly
,ri.rriant, sexual activity, sJblects-sl-towed 1o tendepcy to copy such prac-

tir:es. (For better- or *o.r", those habitually practisi 'g. 'rnissionaly sex'

lt()lnained unternpted by tl-re titillating lepresentations of its alternatives!)
. I ' l rosewithlessg., i t t ,unamorel iberalat t i tudestosexual i ty, fbundporno-

gr,alrlric materi;al lTlore aroLlsing. The gleater tlre exposut.e to sexually

,,,'oi rirrg materiial, however, the less the al'ousal' And the greater the expo-

SLI|etosuchmater ia l , themorel iberalandtolerantof i tconst lmers
bccarne.

Tlrese studies' tlrus reported ,ro antisocial clranges irr sexr'ral-behaviour

after- short or lon$ 
"*por,r." 

to sexually explicit material (By'ne and

l,arrrberth, 1970; Davis ind Braucl-rt, 1970; Mann el al', 1g7o; Kutcl-rinsky'

1973; and Mosher, 1970). At this time, only one study looked at.the efl 'ects

ol exposure to pornognaphy on aggressive behaviour (perlbrrnatively



defined as willingness to ackninister elect.ic shocks to another person ro
assisr learning). This stucly by Tannenbaurn (in Donner.stein et al., Lggz)
for.urcl that exposllre to highly arousin6; erotica did lead to increasecl shock
Ievels being administerecr to anothel person (the experimenter.,s stooge
or' 'confederate') who hacl ear.lier angered the subject. HowEver,
Tannenbaum found that the same rnaterial also led to more positive
behaviour towards the stooge if the plevious interaction had been
fliendly.

othel studies undertaken by tl-ris cornrnission also supported the liberal
position on pornogfaphy. Those investigating the connections between
pornography and sex crimes in the us, for example, r'eported r-ro correla-
tion between pornographic consumption ancl jr"rvenile trirnes in general,
while stuclies of convicted rapists fbund them to have hacl /ess exposure to
ponnography during adolescence, and also less recent exposure io po.rro-
graphy than the control group (Goldstein et al., tgzo; waiker, in Golclstein
et al., tg70; .Iohnson et al., 19zoL (lnterestingly, ancl tellingly for later
repofts from people working with sex offenders to the r9E5 Minneapolis
hearings, the rapists themselves, though having access to pornogriplry
latel than the general population, were nevertheless inclined to blame
polnoglaphy for theil crimes.)

The cornmission also looked at ernpilical researclr by Kutchins\z from
Denrnark, which lrad lemovecl all legal prol-ribitions between 1967 ancl
1969. Here again they found a negative correlation between access to
pornography and sex crirnes {Kutchinslcy, 1973). The quite significant
reductions in sex crimes reported over that same period convinced the
Commission that access to pornography did not increase the rate of sex-
ual crirnes. Subsequent work (Kant ancl Goldstein, 1928) also confilmed
that sex offenders had less exposure to pornography, both a&Jeenagers
ancl as adults. hlthough it does not invalidate these findings, we do, how-
ever, need to be aware that rape is very often not reported, and rapists -
especially if they are white and apparently 'respectable' - very often escape
conviction. This rneans that those who are repoiled and successfr,rlly con-
victed are only a minorigz of rapists, ancl perhaps an aqrpical rninoriry.)

TI're psychological and sociological nesearch of the late 1960s and early
1970s which, by and large, conch"rded that there was no connectiorr
belween pornograpl'ric consumption and either change in sexual prac-
tices or'an increase in sexual violence, was always rejected as irrelevant by
the Moral Rigl'tt in both the US and Britain. As US newspapercolumnist
James Kilpatrick declared: 'Cornmon sense is a better guide than labora-
tory experirnents; and comrnon sense tells us pornograplry is bound to
contribute to sexual crime. ...It seems ludicrous to argue "bad" books do
not prornote bad bel-raviour' (in Donnerstein et al., '1,987, p. 1). More signif-
icantly, in terms of subsequent research, these studies were conducted
just before the emergence of the feminist critique of pornography, which
at first stressed its significance as pat't of our culture of sexism and misog-
yny and later, for solne, stfessed its role in directly causing violence
against worrlen, in being in itself violence against wotnen. On the latte|

vicw, porno$raplry becomes t/re sollfce of nryhs about wornen's sexualigr,
teaclilng Inerr that wornen enioy being laped or sexually coerced. This
l'eminist critique has helped spark off the new psycl'rological lesearch of
the 1980s, which is ctir.rently being usecl by those seeking new legal
restrictions on pornography.

Llpdating the Research on Pornogfaphy
\'\/hereas in the 1960s ancl eally 1970s stuclies of pornogr.ap\ l-rad been
<;orrcerned to look at tlle effects of pornoglaphy - seen as sexually explicit
rrratelial - on rnen's general sexural practices or antisocial behaviour', by
tlrc late 70s the ernphasis had shifted to the rnol'e specific study of rnen's
violence agaiDst, oI calloused ancl contemptuous attitucles towards,
\\'omel). Feminists could indeecl rightly clairn it as a victoly that whereas
once the concer'rl about pornography was Inainly over its ell'ects ttpon
tlrr;se who consurned it, toclay the conceru is rnainly over its ell'ects Llpon
tlrose who are fepl.esented by it. Another I'eason for this sl'rift, however',
rvas the belief, encouraged by ferninist wr-iters like Dworkin, that Porl'Io-
,grallhy had becorne, and would col1tiutte to becotne, evel- Inore violest -
lrt:t:ause of its assumecl 'adclictive' ltatule. This was the beliel lbl exanrl: le,
r-t 'puatecl thloughout the Mirrneapolis ancl the sttbsecltteut, atrd sinti lat ',
\1r'cs(:| ComrniSsiOu in the US. l'l'rele is no evicleuce, lrowevet', to SLlpl)ol't

i t
One study (Malarnr,rth ancl Spiuner', 1980) tbuncl that violent irnages itr

f,lavltev aud Pentlrouse clid inct-ease ti'orn 1 to 5 per cent between 1973 ancl

llt77 l)ut a rnofe recent US study (Scott, 1985) on such imagery in Playboy

lx:lrveerr 1954 ancl 1983 found adecline after 1977, with well uncler l per

trrrt oi n'raterial containing violent irnagety - suggestil'lg that the f'erninist

c'rititlue is having sorne eft'ect. Nol was tl'rele arry inctease in violent sexual

rrrragell in 'adult' videos, accorcling to a US stlldy covering the years 1979

!o l9{t3 (Donne|stein et al., lg8z, p. 67). ln tnost Pornogfaplly, it would

srr.'rll - ur-rlike in cet'tain other genres of lepreseutation like ilorrol' ancl

sla,shet" urovies - violent irr-ragery is rare. One receirt New Yolk stlfvey

rrlxr|te(l bewveen 3.3 and 4.7 pet cent Of violent itnagety iu a lanclotn

*.,rr1;le of pornogr-aphic fi lnrs, ancl anothel tbtrncl 7 per cent of s/rn ol '

}rrrril:rgc i'ragery r,r,ith worne. sub'rissive i. portroglaphic rnagazines,

i-rrr $ pet'""ttt *ith men subrnissive (Howitt and Cunlbel'batch, 1990, pp'

i-,Sr. \\,hile it seerns to be a rnJrth tl'rat violent irnagery in pornog|aplry has

sn t'r:t Seep inr:reasing, experilnents op its 1:ossible eft'eCts have undoubt-

r..ilfv inct'easecl. Tl're best strrnmary of this tlewer t'eseat'ch of the 1980s,

,rT\{rst ol ' i t condrtcted in the US, can be tbund itr Donnel'stein, Linz anCl

I\'nr.ocl's lrook, Tfie Quesliorr o.f Pornograplty: fleseat'clt Findings and

!\ttit:r' I rnplications (1987).

Slro[,ing solrle awareness of tl-re diverse ar-rd shifting delinitioDs of the

Xxrrrrographic', the authors distinguish dift'erent types of pornograplry
llx'lort: seeking to detect its effects. Filst, and in line with previous stLldies,
rf\{\' rr)l)ol.tecl a rnultitude of laboratory experirnents, all of wf " failecl to
,:irr(l an.\' increase - following expostlre ro non-violerrt ol solit e Portro-

10 tMii;,



gr?F.e r-))rnate.ial_- i. rnen's aggressive or gener-al antisocial behaviour,
either' iowards otrrer rnen or towards wornen. I.cl.ed sorne of the experi_
rnents sLlggested that exposu.e to non-violent pornography lowers aggles_
sio' levels ancl increases subiects' sociabiligu, ,neasirred Ly their witting_
ness to 

'eward 
a confederate of the exper.imenter. (with rnoney) aftel s.c'ir

exposure, and theil failure to incr.ease thei| aggressiveness wi'ren angerecl
afte. viewing such rnater-ial. Exposure to this type of polnoglaphy clid not
altel subjects' attitudes towarcls |ape.

Next, the authors lookecl at the t'esealch or-r what they defirrecl as nop-
violer-rt but degr-ading in-rages of wornen (clepictions of wornen as sexually
plorniscuous and insatiable, even irr t l.re face of rnen,s callousness and
contenrpt). Fol example, check in 19g5 (in Donnerstein, 1987) showed
rnale strbjects a fihn clip of a wornan cloctor being ver.bally abused and
sexually harassecl lry a rnale, who, once she catches sigtrt of his penis, is
clesperately eager fbl and enjoys instant sex. Following such exposlrre,
check clairned, l-ris subjects were rnore likely to say that they might com-
rnit rape - if tlrey could get away with it. Linz, on the other hancl, also in
1985 tin Donner-stein,'1.982l,, founcl that subjects watching a sirnilar f ihn
nallative, Debbie Does Dallas, but seeing it in its entir.ety rathel tl-ran in
briel 'excerpts, exlribited no significant inclease in their acceptance of cal-
lousecl attitLlcles abolrt rape, nor al ' ly increasecl l ikelihood to view wornen
tts sextral objects ot' to cotrdone the actiolrs of lapists and juctge the victirns
ol'r 'ape nart'atives as ulot-e responsible fbl theil own assault. Donnerstein,
Linz ancl Per-rlocl thelefble algued that no definite conclusions coulcl be
clt 'awtr abottt non-violelrt but cleglacling images of wornen (Donnelstein
et al., 1987]'.

Theil tnnin concel'l-I, however-, was to explole the eff'ects of porno-

6paphic tnaterial which clepicts violence against wolnen. Those fauriliar.
with Dworkin's ol Macl(innon's fi'equent linking of porr-rograpl-ry ar"rcl the
Holocaust ( 'Dachau brotrght i l ' l to the bedr-oorn ancl celebr-ated', Dwor-kin,
1981, p. 69) rnay be sulplised that rnen in genelal list violence as the least
titillating asllect of por-nograpl-ry, r'eact to it with clistress lather than plea-
strre, ancl have beconre less, r'athel' than rnore, tolelant towar-cls violent

ltolnoglaplry. But, drawing upon theil own lesealch ancl that of
Malamtrth, Check and other-s, they clicl concltrcle tlrat bxposule to violent
polnogrqllry (fbl exarnple, clepictiorrs of lape) does inclease sexual
arolrsal irr sonre rnen, especially if the victirn is shown as 'er-rjoying' tlre
rape. Atrcl a few subjects, those who say that they rnight cornrnit a lape if
tfrey cotrlcl get away with it, showecl the sarne arousal evelt when the vic-
tirn was seer-r to be suffering. Sorne lesearchet's suggest, thelefble, that
arous;tl to sadistic rnaterial might plovicle a goocl pr-edictol of rnen's 1xo-
clivity to lape.

Tlre rnain finding which Donnerstein, Lir:,z ancl Penrod wanted to
ernphasise, therefole, was that exposllre to aggressive pot'nogr.aphy can
not or-rly afouse sorne rnen, but rnight in sorne cases, in particular con-
texts, altel' certain men's attitucles and behaviour. towar-ds wolnen.
specifically, such exposur-e can ploduce more calloused attitudes towarcls

\
.,

\\'onrcn and gr-eate| acceptance of rape myths which downplay or dismiss
tlrr: significanc;e of r-ape. Malarnuth and Donner.stein l-epoft, for- exarnple,
thai exposing male college stlrdents to sexually violent fihns in wlricl-r a
\\()ntan is raped but also poltrayed as 'enioying' it causes subjects, who
lrave also been provoked by insults frorn a fernale 'conf'ederate' of the
e\l)erirrenter, to score higher on a Rape Acceptance Scale (Donnelstein et
a/.. 1987). Frorn other experirrlents which asked rnen whethel they lnight
r:ornmit lape if guaranteed tl'rey would not be caught, Malarnuth ancl
(llrt:r;k suggested tl'rat the negative effects tl-rey reported frorn exposule to
Uiolent pornography rnay only occur if Inell are ah'eady p|eclisposed to
r:orrsicler sexual violence towar-ds woflen. Donnet'steiu, Lit-tz and Penrocl
tlrt:refore conclude that the calloused attitucles to rape, which ttray in cer-
tairr cases lbll:w exposLll'e to violent pornog|aplry, lnay r-lot so mtlch be
r:arrsccl by the exposttre to porllography as stl-engtl'lenecl by it (Donnerstein

ct  a l . ,  1987).
-l'hey tulthel sllggest, fronr expet'itnents using ilnagery which is not sex-

rralh,explicit Lrut involves violer-rce against wolnen, that it is the violence,
r.atht:r ' than the sexrtal explicitness, which is rnainly resllonsible for any
irrt:r't:ase in agglessiveuess ancl callousecl attittlcles in tnen tbllowing expo-

iur'() to violent por-nop;r'aphy. Ancl this it-t tttt-lt lllealls, as tl-rey inclicate, that

rrr: sltould worly tlore abottt r.rlatet-ial which is not polnographic at all

lrrtf r.vhich contaitrs i lnages of violence against woll lell - f l 'orn Soap operas

to l lollr lat' cotnuret'cially teleasecl f i | rns.

Ps.r't:hologiisls Fall Orrl Over ExPerinrenlal Rese:rrch

I lrer.e are never.theless probler-ns with the couclttsiot'ts Dotrnerstein, Linz

anrl Penrod ch'aw ti'orn their- sttr-vey of the psychological t'eseat-ch on

lrrlrrrography in tl-re 1g80s - solne of which the attthot's themselves adrnit.
tt'lr"r"-problelns stem fi'orn the intlinsic weaknesses of any strch labora-

r.rl expelirnents. The highly artificial conclitions in which psycllologists

1rr',',cltrce theil lesults nlay llot involve behaviottr which is in any way

gt:rtr:r'erlisable. So, fbr itrstance, the tests of at'ottsal have been criticisecl

il. Canaclian psychologist Thelnra McComrack becattse the strbiects' owtr

I'ir1t6rts of seirral aror.isal rlray be trnreliable, ancl the apParattls ttsecl to

,r{lasllre tLlmesceltce (expausior-r of the penis) may itself stitntl late at'ottsal

r\ lr:Connack, 1985).
-l-lrele is the additional ploblenr of the tailr.rre of these expet'it'nents evetr

to consider the colnplex qr.restion of the relationship benveen fautaSy atrcl

I't::rlity, between psychic arousal ancl bel'ravior'rr'. Tlrey aSSLlllle sor-ne direct

r;ar.rsal r.elation between alousal to saclo-urasochistic tturtasy and the seek-

ing out of suclr enf{agemeltts it-r r-eali$, when we know, fbr- instance, li-onr

rhil strrveys of Nancy Friclay, Sher-e Hite ancl Thehna McCot-rnack (ancl

otlrels) that strch lantasy is cornrnonly usecl by both wometl ancl tnen

t<t errltatrce sexual at'ousal - particularly rnasochistic fantasy (Fliday, 1973;

ll i te, 1976). It would be absr.rrd to suggest that Inost of us thelelble happily

flccel)t the existence of lape, let alone that we clesir-e to be rapecl. So

:rrorrsal to sexttal lantasy which incltrcles irnages of violence would seetn,
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cort'.ary to rhe expectatio'rs of these psychologists, to be a particularlypoor. pr.eclictol- ol behaviouf .
simila|ly, the labo|atoly tneasules tbl incleases in violent behaviour.fbllowirrg ex'oslrfe ,?.yi?l:", por.ograp^y rnay also 

'ave 
little co.respon-

cle.ce with subjects' rikerihooil to ,-Jsort io r.eal yiole.ce outside the labo_
.atory. Tlre rneasu.e rnost ofte' used is the subject's wil l ingness to act in
complicity with the experirnenter i. apparentry delive.i,ig u,-, erect'ic
slrock to the experirnenter's 'confeclerate; tb. fuitu." in so,ne"task, usually
aftel havi.g also been provokecl in sorne way by this same confeclerate.
Btrt the validity of this test of aggr.essive uetriviour. will depend upon the
labo.atory behaviour lravi'g tl're sarne mea'ing fb. tlre ,.,by""t as aggres-
sion in other situations - wl'rich seerls rnost unlikely. (Donnerstein, Linz
ancl Penrod thernselves adrnit, as I have indicatecl, thit labor.atory,agg,.es_
sion' may be unlepl-esentative of aggressive behavionr. otrtside tlie labola-
tory.) Thele is also the danger', as in all psychological experiments, that
subjects rnay 'wise Llp to the game" attempting to gL,ess aird confirm the
experirnenter's h.ypotheses - this is the now well-known ,experirnenter

cleurancl efl'ect'.
'l'lre extlernely sirnplified and totally altificial lratlrre of tl-rese experi-

lnetlts woulcl seeln to cast clotrbt on their r.rsefulness in consiclering ttre
sltifting ancl cornplex rneanings attacl'recl to events ancl behaviour. ip r.eal
l if 'e. Donner-stein, Linz ancl Penlocl, for exalnple, r 'epor-t that it, following
exllosul'e to l-ape na|r'atives whele the victirn was depicted as 'enjoying'
the lape, experirnenters debriefed the sr.rbjects by pointing out that of
colrrse fape was always a terrible thing, then not only did subjects not
show incleased acceptance of lape m;rths or gfeater callousness towar.ds
wornen, but instead tlrey displayed gleater sensitivity about sexist rnaterial
and a heightened rcrectrbn of rape rn14hs. This eft'ect, lnoreover, contin-
urecl even rnany months aftel tl're original exposrlle to violent ffi'noglaphy
fbllowed lry the debriefing, suggesting that the critical consurnption of
slrch rnatelial, fol exarnple in sex edrrcation classes, could prove r.rsefr.rl.

As I have rnentioned, the nrain fincling of these I'ecent experilnel-lts into
nlen's r-eactions to depictions of sexual clr-relty is that the usual response is
one of anxiety ancl depression, of revulsion rather than of arousal
(whethel self-r'epolt or tLunescelrce is the data being recor-cled). Anc[ in the
srnaller rttrntbet of cases whele alousal to sexllal violence is leported,
Donnersteitr and Malamuth nor,r, thernselves admit that tlrey are not quite
sule how to interpfet their positive finding. As the prsychologist C.W. Sherif
points out, exper-irner)tels lrave always asstrrned that any rnale at'or-rsal
n'nrst occLlr thlor,rgh the subject's iclentification witlr the rnale aggressor,
but of coLrrse it coulcl be tlrat tl-re subject identifies witl'r the female victim
(Sherif, 1980). These are sortre of the reasons why it is less than clear
whether the lecent experirnents on violent pornography can establish that
access to sUcl'r rnaterial cloes in fact cause gl'eater violence against women.
Probably all they can establish is a weak eft'ect in a very f'ew people under
carefu lly contlollecl experirnental conditions.

It is becA.use such findings, if we do accept their. applicabiligz, do not

apply to the vast bulk of comrnelcial por-nogr.aplry, eithel in the US or.
llritain, that newer lesearch has sor.r6;ht lnore to irnplicate 'stanclalcl' nolr-
violent polnography in plodr"rcing negative attitudes ancl behaviotrr.
towards wornen. Jarnes weaver is tl're psychologist now rnost populal witl'r
the feminist anti-pornoglaphy can'rpaigners. And it is Weaver's r.ecent
research that catlrer-ine ltzin includes ir-r hel bulky collection of essays
r'vhich aims to cleal up all the rnisunclerstandings and conlusions sut'-
rounding the tloubled topic of pornoglaphy, and.to plovicle an up-to-date
'cornprehensive and exl'raustive' coverage (see ltzin, 1992, p. 9). Ironically,
Irowever, Weaver's work serwes only to mock ltzin's opening t'eferetrces to
tlre clear and consistent etnpirical evidence of links between pornograpl-ry
arrcl violence. Ivly'eaver"s resealch, in fact, overturrls almost all previous
research implicating only irnages of sexually explicit violence with tnore
calloused attitudes in the laboratory florn mell towafds wotrlerl. His owt't
rlata 'proves' that exposule to arty sexually explicit ilnages, but especially to

consensual ancl feurale-instigatecl sex', procluces the nrost callor.rsed
r'csl)onses frorn borh men and wontenl

Sr,rch research, wele we to treat it with arry seriottslress in tbrrnlrlating

lcgislation ol eclucational ancl ctrlttt lal policies, woulcl of cottl 'se only sttp-

port the positions an(l stlategies of the Molal Right, who have always beerr

rlrutl:ly horrifier-l lry the idea of wolrlett as sextrally assel'tive, alltollorllotls

:rncl entitlecl to sex on tl-reir owr tel'nls. It coulcl be trsed not ouly to suggest

tlrat ally type of sex eclucation is ctangelotts, but to cler"uaud that we be par-

tir;ularly vigilaut iu plotecting woll-rell aucl tttett frorn any I'epl'esentatiolls

ol' lbrnate control ol' empowefuretlt in sexual sitr-rations. Since these are

Iust the images ancl cliscoulses solne fernirrists, rnyself incltrcled, afe ttying

lrarcl to pro.l.,"", the implications here are ti'ightening incleed (Segal,

M92l.
\,Vhat we rnight rnole seliously cotrcltrde fronr all tl-ris experirnental

rrrrrclclle, howevel', which ploviclesarl^hing but clear- aud consistellt pl 'oof

rrI arrytlring at all, is not leally so ha|c.l to see. It is never possible, wlTatever

tlr. iitagel to isolate it, to .fix ils rnea'i'g and predict sonte inevilable pat'

tt:nt o.f-response, indepen),dently.f.onr assessing its wider representational

{1,,rle,u 
^nd 

th" particular recreational, educational or social context i'7

u,lrir:h ir is being received. Men togethef can, ancl r'egulally clo,

IXlr.nogfaphir" ",-ry 
image at all - t i 'oln the At'ab wotnan iuhet' chador to

",.'r, 
,,niirrg of anyhi'g is rnale a.d t'ernale (nuts and bolts, tbr exatnple) -

rr'lriltr the rnost appalJntly 'violeDt' irnages of S & M pol-nograplry r'rlay be

rrst:<l in Only ttre most CollsenSttal ancl caril"lg encotlllters between two

i>r:r'le. Coniext really cloes rnatter. TSis .ray help to explaitr w5y inconsis-

lt'r,rcv is the only consistency to etnel'ge florrr ernl:il'ical reseat'ch which

i;1'ttires both the serniotic and the social context of images of sexual ex-

lrlicitness, as the lnost l'ecent Holne Office leport on porlloglaphy

irrrntnissiolted in the UK concluded: ' lnconsistellcies emerge betweetr

rt:rv sinrilar studies and rnany interpretations of these have reached

alrr.rost opltosite conclusions' (Howitt and Curnberbatch, 1990, p. 94).
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P{e ; rnal Testimony of Harm

( (

sorne anti-pomoglaphy ferninists who ar-e lnore awar.e of both the
inconsistency and tl-re possible in.elevance of tl-re exper.irnental proof of
pornography's har-Drs have p|efer.red to call upoir the testimony of
worne.'s ow. expe'ience of the harm they feel pornography has cairsed
thern. A typical exarnple is the evidence provided by one r.tlornan at tl-re
Minneapolis public hearings. There she crescrib"d ho*, afte' reading
Playboy, Penthouse and Forunr, her husbancl devetoped an interest in
gfoup sex, took her to various Pornogr.aphic institutions and even invitecl
a fi'iencl into their nralital bed. To pfevent any ftlrther group situations
occurling, which she found very painful, this wornan had agreecl to act
out in private scenalios depicting bondage ancl the different sex acts
which her husband wanted hel to pelfolrn, even though she tbtrnd them
all very humiliating (Everywontan, 1988, p. 6S). It was only aftel lear.ning
kalate and beginning to travel on hel own that she felt strong enough to
leave hel husband. Tlris is indeed rnoving testi lnony, but sur.ely all along
thele was orrly one suitable solution to any such wornan's distress: having
the power ancl the confidence to leave a rrlan who folcecl hel into actions
she wishecl to avoid, and who showed. no concel-n at all fol hel own
wishes. Porno6Jraplry is not the ploblern hele, r-rol its elirnir-ration the
solr-rt ion.

turothel type of gl'Llesorne evidence flequently usecl by anti-pornogla-
plry t'erlinists to establish links between polnography and violence ch'aws
u1:or-r lhe rnyh of the 'snuff rnovie', fir'st cilculated in New Yolk in 1975
about undergrouncl fihns supposedly coming frorn Latin Arnelica in
which women wer-e rnut'clered on ca[lera as they appafently leached a
sexual climax. On investigation sr.rch tnovies, like the classic Snu// itself,

r-eleasecl in the US in 1976, have always tttt-rted or.tt to be a variant of the
'slasher' f i lm, using the special eft 'ects of the horror gen\ and thus clis-

tinct florn wl-rat is seell as the gerlle of pornoglaphy (Williarns, 1990, pp.

189-95). Thele is, however, also the pelsonal testimony of some tblrner sex

workers, exemplif iecl by that of Linda 'Lovelace'/Mat'c[iano. In hen book

Ordeal,l- inda Marclriatto has described l.tow she was coet'ced, br,rl l iecl and

beaten by l'rer. htrsbanct, Chuck Tt-ayror', into wot'king as a porll actfess.
(lnterestingly, although she was coercecl into sex work by a violent llus-

ltatrcl, the book actually describes how it was het- Success aS a pol'tl actress

irt Deep Throat which gave her the confidellce to leave hel. l.rr'rsband,

fetrar'ty ancl start carrpaigning against pornograplry. See McClintock,

1992.1
The rnore gelrelal pr-obletn hele is that othel sex workets cornplain bit-

ter-ly aborrt wlrat they see as the false and h5,pocr-itical victirnisation of

thenr by anli-pornoglaplry f'erninists, whose campaigns they believe

woulcl, if strccessfrtl, setwe only to wol'setl theil pay and wolking condi-

tions ancl inclease the stigrnatisation of their work (Delacoste and

Alexander, 1988). (l am not rel'erring here, of cout-se, to the production ol'
chilcl ;rolnography, which is illegal, along with other fbrms of exploitation
of children.) Sotne sex workers declal 'e that they choose and like the worl<

((3
they do, and tl're control they believe it gives thetn ovet' their lives. lncleecl,
it has been suggested that the t'erninist atlti-por'nogr-aphy catnpaign itself

llrirnarily rellects the pr-ivileges of largely white, rnidclle-class wotnetl who,
r)ot being as exploited as lrlatty other wotnen, can self-servirrgly preserlt

the issue of rarotnen's sexttal obiectif icatiotr by tnen as the Pli l lcipal source

ol'oppressiorrr of all wornelt (Freccelo, 1992).
whether it is f lom abusecl wolnen ol' abusecl sex wot' l<et's, howevet"

\\,hat we hear whetr we dO hear Ot- t'eacl wotnen's testirnOny against

llornograplry or. the polnography industry is stories of women coercively

1r,."rrr.oir"a-into sex, or sexual display, w[ich they do llot want - ft'onr

str.aight, to or.al, anal, bondage and gfoLlp sex. Bttt we shotrld be tnol'e

than foolish if we saw the har.n-r we heald about as |esiding in the porno-

gr.aphic irna6les tl-rernselves, olt in the possibil i ty of enacting thern (all, with-

otrt any aoiitrt, practices which certain wotnell as well as rnen freely

.:l.,trosi, ancl not in the .ren's (o. possibly, alt5or'rgh vety 
'a.ely 

in Setet'o-

scxual encoLrnters, wotnen's) abuse of Powel" The hann, it is itnpot'tant to

lr. clear about, is containecl not in tlte Lxltl icit ly sexual rnaterial, but in the

s0t:ial context which deprives a wotnatl (or sotnetinres a Inau) of her (ot'

lris) ability to 
'eiect 

u'yi,,-twar-rtecl sexual activity - whet5e' witl.r.5usba.cl'

lovr]r ', parenrr, r 'elativei friencl, acquaintance or str;rnger' Ancl this is otre

[rrr t r l i t t r rental l 'easotr f .e ln i r r is tsopposecl toatr l i .portrogr.al l | rycarnpaigrr i t rg
:il.o so clistressecl at each ot,"nipt to bring in sorrte new ver'siotr of tl-re

\l inneaporis orcrinance, l ike tl 're so-cailecl polnog|aphy Victirns'

t..'r'ensatio' Act firlst i'tt-oclncecl i.to the US Set'rate irr 1969 aud crop-

l)ir lt{ Ltp again in New Yolk in 1992' or ltzin's owrl Pfoposals taken tlp l l 'y

\l l ' ;  l ike Dawt'r Plirnarolo in Britain'

I t is l rot just t l rat t l resebi l ls ,qr ' r i tecorr t t 'atytothesel f -c leceiv i r lgrhetol ic
t l l . t | re i t 'advocates(t tz i l rarrc lDworkinclairrr tobe.abso|r ' r te lyopposedto
r:r , t rsot 'shipinevelytbrrr-r ' ) ,wotr lc lsuppl 'esssexttalanclerot icrnater ia lsb'y
rr l l t l t r i l r$upthet | .1|eatofqtr i tet t t r l t receclerr tecl Ievelsofcensor 's l r ip
rlrr...g5 harassi'g ru*s.,it, ur-r.l fi,-ru,'r"iol 

'er-ralties 

against producers' dis-

t ' i l).tors, booksellers,-;i;tt '  photograpliet's ancl t 'ovie-rnakers' It is also

tlrat, again q,-,it" 
"o'-ti:o';i;;J 

stu.t"i goott of thei' strPPofte.s' strcl-r legis-

l:rt irc l l t 'oporul, "o,t '- ' i t ft i ' ' 'g 
and do nothirlg to pt'ovide |eal |ernedies

;i{l irrst , ' ,-,"n's t iolen* si^t? ftrr 'rdir-rg lbr',wornen't t"l lg"::.,. 'nti-sexist'

rnli-r ' ioleuce 
".t.,"uiio"ot 

init iatives; atrtl '  above all '  ernpowefing womell

r..r.e fu.cta,renral;;i;;;G;l;.pr"vecl iob prospects, lr""*i'lg 
and wel-

farr: laciliries, *our.i"""r" ,6 rr" tire o.ly eft'ective ways of errabling wolnel'l

to ar,oicl violence.
l r tsteacl ,howevet, theic leathatpornoglaphicrrrater ia lcat tses,metr 'svio-

k,rr(:c te*cls to 
""".rr" 

ti.r" t 
"t-,oui*,r 

of iire-,te. who are sexually coercive

arttl violeut, Uy ."-o'ui'-'g the blarne oll to pol'noglaphy' Metr wl-to t'ape'

:ilrr|der ancl commit otl-rer. violent sex crirnes against wotnen, cl'rildreu ot'

r)t l l( l l ' lnerl rnay (or may not) have au.inte|es-t in violent pol'nogl'apl-ry'

'o\\,c'er., 
a, ouer.rie*s oi all the available ernpilical cl,atl s.trgqest' tl're evi-

rir:rrr:e cloes not point to pol.nogt'aphy as u 
"urri" 

of their behaviour' (Howitt

;rrrrl curnberbatch, 
-irt6, 

p gil. wt-ret-t ltzin, along witl 'r so D-rarry of the



^Lrthors 
irr l-re' collection, weirdly bLrt r-epeateclly cite as ,eviclence' 

tbr
por-r-rog|aphy's halrn the final testirnony of selial killer Tecl Buncly befbre
lris executio', they sr.*ely clo rnore to eipose .ather thar-r to s.pport their-
a'.glrrnent. Toclay both the |apist ancl, ever-r lnor.e hypocriticaily, tabloicl
wisclom have lea.nt to lay trre blarre fbr. sex crirnes on 'pol.ogr.aprry,
(whereas once, witlr the sarne ce.tair-rty, they would lay tire blame on
'mothers ' ) .

Meanwhile, although Dworkin, MacKinnon, Itzin and their. strpportels
contintre to argue that it is pomography which violates women's civil
rights by incleasing discrimination against thern, studies in the us ancl
Etrrope have tenclecl to leverse tl-re pictule. In the US it is in states with a
preponderance of sotrther-n Baptists (fbllowels of leading anti-pornogla-
phy carnpaigner Jeny Falwell) that the lrighest levels of social, political
ancl econornic inequaligz between wolnen and men can be founcl - despite
the lowest circulatiorr of pornography (Baron, 1990). Indeed, Larry Bar-on
discovered a positive colrelatiou between equal oppor.tunities lbl women
in ernploynent, echrcation and politics ancl higher rates of pornography,
which he attlibutecl to the gt'eater. social tolerance generally in states
which ploviclecl slrch opportunities. Strch findings ar'e consistent with
tl-rose ti-orn Europe, where we find fal highel levels of econon'ric, political
ar"rcl other inclices of gencler equality in Sweclen ancl Denrnalk cornltarecl
with eitlrer the US or Britairr, ancl lowel levels of violence against wotnen -
corrplecl with rnore libelal attitucles towarcls polnoglaplry (Kutclrinsky,
1990). Balorr's suryey, interestingly, also fbund that gendel inequality cor-
related with the pfesellce ancl extent of legitintate use of yiolence in a state
(as rneasurecl by the nurnbel's of people trained to wor-k in the military,
corporal punishrnent in schools, govemment use of violence as in the
cleath per-ralty), as well as with rnass-rneclia pr-et'erences tbr violence, as in
circrrlartion rates of Guns andAntmol.

lleyond Pornogt'aphy
It is time for f'erninists, ancl tl'reir suppot-ters, who want to act against
lren's gt'eatel' use of violence ancl sexual coercion, and their continuing
social clorninance, to abancton the sealch fbt'sorne spttt ' ious catrsal l ink

with 'polnograpl'ry' - howevet'we clefine it. Most mell are, as they always
lrave lleen, cltrite capable of trsing violence without the assistance of

polnoglaplry. We at'e, it is tlue, ubiquitously surt'otttlcled by irnages and

cliscotrlses which l'epresent wotnen as passive, fetishised objects, and tnett

as active, conrolling agettts, devoicl of weakness, passivigr or ally type of
'l'ernininiry'. Tlrey saturate all scientific ancl ctrltural discout'ses of the last
huncllecl years - frorn sexolog!, ernbtyology and psychoanalysis to literary
ancl visural genres, high and low - and they construct the dorninant images
of rnasculinity to which so Inany men, inOvitably, fail to tnatch up. Wotnen
provide the rnost available scapegoats fbl the perceived shame and anxiegz
t.his causes thern.

Men don't need pornography to encounter tl-rese 'facts' of clude and
coercive, promiscuous rnale sexualities, or helpless ancl yielding, nurtur'-
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irrg fernale sensitivities. The anxiotts mirroilngs of these nart'atives of rnale
tlanscendence ancl fernale passivity (as well as occasional challenges to
thern) are, it is trtre, on offel iu the culttually rnalginal and generally dis-

llaraged genre of 'pornograplry'. Women (ol uren) rnay well choose to pull

<lown or deface the sexist pin-ups ol'pornograpl-ry which men together'
nrily Llse to create their own exclusionary space or to tatlnt the women

ar.ound them. (Sorne wornen l'rave pleferrecl to paste up their own images

of penile display, whicl'r usually brings down the pin-ups.) There is a

varie$r of tactics we can qse to discredit, tnock or remove images we fincl

ofl'eniive from the personal and public spaces of our lives' It is a battle

rr,hich has only jusi begu'. But there is no cornpelling reason to foclrs

ulton sexualty explicit rnaterial alone, unless as ferninists we clo wish to

rlrr.ow in our lot with tl-re initiatives and goals of tl're Moral Right.

Ilr the encl, anti-pornoglaphy carnpaigns, I'erninist olt not, caI-r only enlist

tocla,/, as they invir-iably enlisted before, guilt ancl anxiegl around sex' as

rrr.:ll'as lifetirnes of conftlsiot in our pe.sonal experiences of sexuttl

n,.,t,J ancl activity' In contt'ast, campaigns which get to the heart of

r.rrr:tr's violence and saclisn-r towarcls wolnen must enlist the widest possi-

l l l r : t .esottrcestoelnpowel.womensocial |ytoseekorr lyt l retypesofsexual
,'ncolrntel's tl-rey choose, ancl to empower wolnen sexually to explol'e

.r|crrl1, their own inter-ests ancl pleasules' We clo neecl the space to pro-

t!rrt:rr oLrr own sexually explicit nau'atives ancl irnages of fernale clesile ancl

s{.rsLrolls 
"agug"rr,".ri, 

if we are even to begi' to ernba'k upo. that iout'-

Irr:r,. Atrcl there ar.e celtailr to be people who will feel hat'rned aucl pro-

|okccl lry our atternpts. Let Lrs l'rope they at'e not,ernpt*"t 
"!l-::$event 

us:

iik. t5e Canadian collfts whose new;ferni'ist' anti-pol'.ograllry legisla-

tion rvas recently.,r".i ugoirrrt two lesbian Dragazines, of the leadinganti-

lxrrnographer Jesse netins in the US' launching his investigation of Post-

[)'r.rr j\,roclernist n'r-rie sp.i.kle as she per.fbflns on stage in california to

rlr().rote women,s o",iul, pleasurable ancl spilitual enjoyrnent of theil

v ' r r ra l i tv.

\')t(]: -fhis essay is a strbstarrtially exterrclecl atld rewot'kecl ver.sion of arr

:r;-rir. le rr,hich appearect in Femirtist freview,Iro' 36' Atrturnn t990'
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