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Pornography Exposed:  
An introduction to this special issue 
of One+One Filmmakers Journal

Pornography, as Édouard Levé’s 2002 photographic series of the same name appears to 
demonstrate, is about exposure. An obvious point, one might think, given the panoply of soft 
and hard core moving-image pornography which offers its viewer human bodies naked and 
exposed in innumerable graphic and gymnastic ways. However, the participants in Levé’s 
reproductions of various clichéd pornographic arrangements (female body bent forward 
over a table, ass pressed against a male crotch; three male bodies surrounding a female 
head at waist height; male kneeling, head between two high-heeled legs) are all entirely 
clothed. Concealing, with rough grey wools and pink cottons, that which the viewer expects 
to find exposed (and, finding it hidden, mentally unveils), Levé’s photographs suggest that 
the aesthetic of modern pornography is an admixture of truth and deception, exposure 
and concealment. Thus while pornography may light darkened nooks of psycho-sexual 
subjectivity through brashly bared naked bodies and bodily fluids, it can simultaneously 
cloud and contort unique constellations of personal desire with prescriptive cliché and 
prefabricated fantasy. “Porn,” as poet Rob Halpern succinctly puts it in his Music for 
Porn, “brings to light, permits, and publicizes, just as it darkens, prohibits, and privatizes.” 

The writing in this issue inverts pornography’s circulation of exposure and concealment: 
rolling interpretive sheaths over their subjects and wrapping them in language, these pieces 
aim to illuminate heretofore-imperceptible features of the pornographic landscape. In 
“Lower Your Trousers: An introduction to the films of Curt Mc Dowell,” for instance, Dan 
Fawcett and Clara Pais excavate and align biographical fragments of the elusive filmmaker 
Curt McDowell,  sketching a florescent portrait of a long-neglected artist whose brazen 
and irreverent perspective remains powerfully relevant to contemporary discussions 
of pornography and underground cinema. Bradley Tuck and James Marcus Tucker’s 
interview with pornographer Buck Angel, meanwhile, addresses in particular pornography’s 
capacity to unveil and even augment the erogenous selfhoods of both viewer and 
performer. Angel’s trans-porn also boldly confounds socially and discursively constituted 
ideas of the gendered body by exposing and affirming transsexual bodies in various fluid 
forms. Helen Hester’s contribution, “No New Pleasures: Notes on Larry Clark’s Impaled,” 
echoes the themes of Levé’s work in its exploration of controversial filmmaker Clark’s art-
porn short from 2006. Drawing upon Michel Foucault and her forthcoming book Beyond 
Explicit: Pornography and the Displacement of Sex, she finds that Clark’s sustained focus 
on his performers’ confessional exposure, though apparently at odds with a pornographic 
aesthetic is in fact contiguous with its basic trajectory: “the epistemophilic desire to know.” 

The desire to know more about contemporary understandings of the pornographic led 
One+One to organise a screening and panel discussion on the subject in December 2012, 
as part of the London Underground Film Festival. Theorists Dominic Fox, Alex Dymock, 
Sarah Harman and Frances Hatherley joined us to debate issues such as pornographic 
“addiction,” pornography, sex-work and affective labour, and transgression as the sine 
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qua non of porn’s social status. In this issue you will find a transcript of their discussion, 
chaired by editor James Marcus Tucker. Less reasoned discussion, more vitriolic dispute, 
the Scandanavian society portrayed in Jack Stevenson’s “Hardcore Circus: Deep Throat 
on Thin Ice in Norway” is one fissured by irreconcilable differences, battle-lines drawn 
across a no-man’s land of pornographic film production. A fascinating social critique, 
Stevenson’s piece traces the fate, in particular, of Cinemateket Bergen’s screening of Deep 
Throat and the consequent surfacing in 1990s Norway of a nexus of controversy, taboo 
and consternation which attended the film on its release. Stevenson’s article is followed by 
James Marcus Tucker’s report on Pornfilmfestival Berlin, which has offered filmgoers from 
around the world a smörgåsbord (to continue a Scandanavian theme) of commercial and off-
beat pornographic films and documentaries since 2005. James’ discussion of some of the 
festival’s screenings confirms the impression of an apparently infinitely varied programme 
catering to all tastes, intellectual and otherwise. In interview with James, Festival curator 
Claus Matthes also offers some convincing suggestions for the success of the festival - 
in particular the experience of sexual arousal en masse - and presents a compelling and 
pornographically literate insider account of the porn business and its possible futures. 

James’ piece on Pornfilmfestival Berlin is followed by three complimentary pieces that position 
pornography – and its analysis – at the vanguard of a drive toward sexual equality. Anne Sabo’s 
contribution, taken from her work, After Pornified, is a forthright criticism of sexist moving-
image porn from an avowedly, if not unproblematically, feminist perspective, her polemic 
driven by a resistance to the intrusions of patriarchy into the psycho-sexual life of the modern 
subject. The criteria Sabo offers for the production of a radically feminist pornography offer 
an extensive taxonomy by which feminist porn producers’ attempts to subvert or critique 
mainstream ideology might be identified and affirmed. Sabo’s article is followed by an 
exclusive interview with feminist pornographer, Erika Lust. Speaking to filmmaker Kay Fi’ain, 
Lust outlines her development as a filmmaker and her commitment to making moving-image 
pornography that refuses to conform to bland stereotypes and can both excite and educate. 
She also gives a rare insight into the porn business, its pressures and prejudices, and reflects 
on pornography’s capacity to offer positive attitudes towards women’s bodies, desires and 
needs. Bradley Tuck’s “Pornodialectics: From Coming to Becoming” closes our special issue 
with an incendiary attack on contemporary pornography - not for its presumed desecration 
of family values, or for a supposed structural misogyny, but for its status as a symptom 
of neoliberal hegemony of choice, which incapacitates humanity’s potential for becoming. 
Drawing upon the work of Alain Badiou, Mark Fisher and Slavoj Žižek, Bradley elides pro/anti 
positions by offering a path through porn which conducts a kind of queering or Debordian 
détournement of porn. His pornodialectics nails 16 controversial theses to the final pages 
of this issue, offering potential solutions for contesting “the means of production and the 
normative curtailment of man’s potential to re-open the process of man’s continual becoming.” 

The pieces assembled in this very special issue of One+One Filmmakers Journal offer 
various incursions through porn’s conceptual glory holes, and allow their reader to glimpse, 
through political, aesthetic and experiential filters, the fascinating play of light and shadow 
across pornography’s undulating, corporeal fabric.  

Diarmuid Hester
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“Curt was curt, cute, controversial, and 
not celibate. He was a barrel of laughs 
and a roller coaster ride to hell and back. 
Life for him was a fast track to fast times 
that included devilish detours into forbid-
den erogenous zones. He explored all 
those zones with a zealous zeal: painter, 
pornographer, poet of the plebeian and 
the perverse; you name it (or sing it since 
he also wrote songs) and it all rings true.” 
 – George Kuchar

The Frisco Fornicator
Whenever we hear Curt McDowell’s name 
mentioned among underground cinema 
enthusiasts, it usually resonates with a 
strange mix of familiarity and mystery. 
His films are very rarely seen and frustrat-
ingly difficult to get hold of. Accounts of 

their scarce screenings have earned him 
the reputation of being a one of a kind, 
truly underground, highly entertaining and 
highly sensitive filmmaker who committed 
himself to exploring sex using the medium 
of cinema. As filmmaker George Kuchar, a 
close friend and collaborator, once said, 
‘God gave him a calling in life and that 
was to make pornography’.1

For a long time we had an image of 
him pieced together from quotes and 
references to him, mostly from  Jennifer 
Kroot’s documentary about George and 
Mike Kuchar, It Came from Kuchar. We 
also gleaned other bits of information gen-
erally thrown away by George in his many 
wonderful ramblings in interviews. Curt 
seemed like a sweet man with a huge sex-
ual appetite who had a passion for making 

‘Lower Your Trousers!’
An introduction to the films of Curt McDowell
Clara Pais and Daniel Fawcett

pornographic films, and who could 
talk anyone into doing anything, a 
good example is that he encouraged 
George to write and star in possibly 
the most famous film of both their ca-
reers, Thundercrack!

Thundercrack! is a film like no 
other that we love for its unapolo-
getic excessiveness, it is a feast 
for our cinematic tastebuds, plus it 
features all our favourite Kuchar at-
tributes – dramatic lighting, a trash-
glamour sense of style, over-the-top 
acting and the unmistakable torrents 
of dialogue bubbling with emotion 
which could have only been written 
by George. When we first watched 
it we admired Curt’s direction for its 
sincerity and were intrigued to know 
more about this playful filmmaker who 
faced his subject head on, but we were 
still none the wiser about his real worth.

We then came across Jack Steven-
son’s Desperate Visions, a book which 

is dedicated to the films of John Waters 
and the Kuchar brothers, but which also 
contains a precious final chapter about 
Thundercrack’s leading lady, Marion Ea-
ton. By telling us the Marion Eaton story, 
Stevenson describes some of Curt’s other 
shorts and features and gaves a few more 
clues to what his work is all about. It took 
us a while but we finally got to see nine of 
his twenty-six films and managed to get a 
fuller picture of Curt McDowell.

Curt was born in Indiana in 1945 and 
came from a fairly conventional, hard-
working family, who ‘ate a lot’ as he de-
scribed in his film A Visit to Indiana. In his 
short film Confessions he describes how 

he started having sex from his early teens, 
trying all different kinds of sex, alcoholic 
drinks and drugs, which he concealed 
from his parents at the time from fear of 
hurting their feelings. In the late sixties he 
moved to San Francisco to study paint-

ing at the San Francisco Art 
Institute, but he soon be-
came interested in filmmak-
ing and transferred to the 
film department. He relished 
the spirit of sexual freedom, 
personal expression and ar-
tistic exploration that was 
very much the spirit of the 

times in San Francisco. He never stopped 
painting and drawing but film became his 
main creative outlet.

Curt never earned much money from 
his films (only Lunch seems to have given 
him some profit) so in order to make a liv-
ing he usually worked at the Roxy Theatre. 
He made his films from the early seven-
ties till the mid-eighties, and held a weekly 
film soirée at his flat on Thursdays, which 
a large circle of friends and underground 
film enthusiasts would attend.

However, he fell prey to the AIDS vi-
rus in the eighties and died in 1987 aged 
only 42, his last weeks were documented 
by George in his film Video Album #5 The 

“ He relished the spirit of sexual 
freedom and artistic exploration that 
was very much the spirit of the times 
in San Francisco ”

Still from Confessions

Still from Thundercrack!
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Thursday People. Curt left all his work to 
his friend and owner of the Roxy Thea-
tre, Robert Evans. He continued showing 
Curt’s work at the usual Thursday soirées 
for a while, but when he later found that 
he too had contracted the virus he relin-
quished his ownership of Curt’s films, 
drawings, paintings, collages and scrap-
books to a few friends who announced 
they’d established a Curt McDowell Foun-
dation to make sure the work would be 
protected and given life. This foundation 
no longer exists and, as far as we can tell, 
his work is in the care of his sister Melinda.

Curt and George
There were a few important collaborators 
in Curt’s work and life but the most signifi-
cant seems to have been George Kuchar. 
George is one of the true legends of un-
derground cinema and one of the few real 
geniuses in American cinema, there really 
is no one else quite like him. He grew up 
in the Bronx where from age twelve he 
and his twin brother Mike collaborated on 
making super 8 films together, mimicking 
the melodramas, epics and b-movies that 
they saw on the big screen but with their 

friends as stars and the Bronx as their 
set.  Unlike other underground cinema of 
the time their films are not in opposition 
to Hollywood, they are an underground 
cinema in praise, admiration and celebra-
tion of the superstars and the big budget 
movies. The modes of Hollywood cinema 
became their tools for expression, a lan-
guage that means something to them and 
through which they can communicate the 
dramas of their own lives. Pick any one of 
George’s films and you will find references 

to all manner of mainstream movies mixed 
up in his very own low-fi aesthetic and 
infused with his own very personal fears, 
traumas and obsessions.

By the late 1960’s George’s reputation 
had travelled far and wide, at least in the 
circles of those interested in underground 
cinema. In 1971 he relocated with his dog 
Bocko to sunny California to take up a 
teaching position at the San Francisco Art 
Institute, where he first met Curt.

“The first student I ever laid eyes on was 
the underground filmmaker Curt McDow-
ell. He was sitting on my desk, wearing 
cut-off jeans and swinging his bare legs 
in the stuffy setting. He had on a teeshirt 
and woven sandals of straw, looking very 
much like a big boy with a huge appe-
tite for cinematic knowledge (and for his 
teacher).” - George Kuchar

They quickly became close friends, lov-
ers and collaborators, often appearing in 
and working on each other’s films. Curt 
starred in and helped make George’s 
feature length film The Devil’s Cleavage 
and in exchange George wrote, acted in 

and did the make-up 
for Thundercrack! Curt 
was convinced he could 
make some money with 
another film as he did 
with Lunch, but George 
was sceptical, “usually 
anything that I work in 
never makes any mon-

ey”. Thundercrack! certainly is the shin-
ing moment in both George’s and Curt’s 
careers, even if financial rewards weren’t 
forthcoming.

Thundercrack! (1975)
Thundercrack! is a film that defies easy 
categorisation to say the least. Mixing 
porno with comedy and horror, this curi-
ous and unique film certainly seems to 
come directly from the meeting of the 
minds and bodies of the film’s director and 

writer, of Curt’s celebratory and very en-
thusiastic approach to sex and George’s 
guilt-ridden and horrified surrender to lust 
and desire.

The film opens with flashes of lightening 
and crashes of thunder over a cartoon im-
age of an American Gothic looking house. 
The staggering plonky piano and stock 
sound of rain makes the film feel more 
like you are about to watch an episode of 
Count Duckula than a surreal horror porno. 
Due to the severe weather, various young 
and sexually charged characters seek 
out shelter in a lone mansion where they 
meet Mrs Gert Hammond (Marion Eaton), 
a lonely middle-aged widow whose hus-
band has died, devoured by a swarm of 
locusts, and whose son ‘no longer exists’. 
She appears to have applied her make-up 
in the dark and staggers around her house 
in a black slip, she is somewhat reminis-
cent of Joan Crawford or Elizabeth Taylor 
but via a drunk Coco the Clown. She ram-
bles aloud about her regrets and lost past 
in that unmistakable George Kuchar style, 
which is tragic, vile, hilarious and sensitive 
in equal measure. She invites her guests 
to change and make themselves com-
fortable as she prepares a meal for them. 
What ensues is a series of what would be 
standard pornographic scenes if it wasn’t 
for the characters’ constant monologues 
about their feelings while they do it.

About midway through the film arrives 
another guest to this house of melodra-
matic orgy, Bing, played by George him-
self, who felt that as he wrote the script 
he had an obligation to also get involved 
in the action! He arrives in a fluster, his 
truck veered from the road and crashed, 
releasing a group of troubled circus ani-
mals which he was transporting. One of 
whom, a gorilla named Medusa, is now 
madly in love with him and in hot pursuit. 
He warns the others of her rage and that 
there is nothing that will soothe her apart 
from his caressing embrace.

To call Thundercrack! a porno is proba-
bly misleading and incorrect, it does con-

tain hardcore sex scenes (gay, straight, 
plenty of masturbation and a bit of implied 
bestiality between Kuchar and someone 
in a gorilla suit) but the film’s aim doesn’t 
seem to be arousal, it may arouse some 
but its intentions appear to go beyond 
this. Its concerns seem to be more about 
the psychology of the characters and how 
each of their psychological states mani-
fests itself and is expressed through sex.  
It is a film that explores how our personal 
traumas effect and feed into our sexual 
impulses and behaviour. It is more a melo-
drama than anything else and the height-
ened exaggerated style allows all that is 
usually hidden and left unsaid to boil over 
to the surface and leave no dark corner 
untouched.

Confessions (1971), Loads (1976) and 
Ronnie (1972)
Confessions is one of Curt’s first films, 
featuring himself and a cast of friends and 
made while he was still a student at the 
San Francisco Art Institute. The film opens 
with a shot of Curt laying in bed looking 

“ the heightened exaggerated style  
allows all that is usually hidden and left 
unsaid to boil over to the surface and 
leave no dark corner untouched”

Still from Thundercrack!
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into camera as he makes a heartfelt con-
fession to his parents. He describes, in 
what we imagine to be far too much de-
tails for them, a list of all of his exploits, 
mostly sexual:

“When I was 13 I jerked off with my cousin 
Dick and I kept doing it, with others, in my 
room. At 16 I drank, I tried liquor, all kinds, 
different kinds, I drank everything. Never 
told you of course. I got exposed to all 
kinds of wild sex when I was 16. I fucked 
women, single, under-age girls, married 
and I’ve eaten pussy and I’ve sucked 
dick, yeah. Even. I corn-holed everything 
and anything that would bend over and 
I’d even bend over sometimes myself. I’ve 
tried three ways, 4 ways, and gang bangs 
and circle jerks...”

He goes on like this and finally concludes, 
with tears in his eyes:

“...I love you folks more than anything else 
in the world and I never wanted to hurt 
you. But I just had to tell you. It’s some-
thing I just had to get out of my system, 
that’s all.”

Now that he has got this off his 
chest, there is a sense of relief, 
cut to footage of a girl conduct-
ing an imaginary orchestra, 
shots of a rose in bloom as dra-
matic, triumphant and climatic 
fanfare music plays over. This 
leads us to a very 60’s rendition 
of I’m Confessin’ (That I love you) which 
plays over some quick shots of a man tak-
ing his pants off, male and female body 
parts walking towards the camera and a 
girl smiling. This is followed by the sec-
ond half of the film which is structured 
around two reoccurring sequences, shots 
of George walking through corridors and 
Curt interviewing his friends, asking them 
‘what’s right and what’s wrong about me?’ 
Their responses are cut with sequences 
that seem to respond directly to their an-

swers, the editing and use of music is so 
perfectly placed, creating one of the most 
joyous sequences in all of Curt’s films. The 
first interviewee answers:

“… you have this energy, it’s like an explo-
sion, you know, and when people think of 
you and your films and things like that, I 
think they have to understand, like, sex.”

Cut to close-up shots of a man and wom-
an having sex. The next interviewee an-
swers:

“I’m not an enemy.”

Cut to shots of Curt with a doll on his knee 
and tinkly piano music playing, we can’t 
hear him speak but he is talking to the doll 
and looking at the camera reminiscent of a 
children’s TV presenter, one gets the feel-
ing he is telling a story. The film continues 
like this, people answering the questions 
then shooting off into quick sequences in 
response to their answers. Through the 
second half there are portraits of people, 
close up shots of sex, masturbation and 
friends posing naked. We get a real sense 

of who Curt is by the words spoken from 
his friends and the way in which he frames 
these within his own humourous and play-
ful sequences. It feels like a very genu-
ine portrait of a man whose friends feel a 
great affection for him and who all agree 
that he “...seems like you need so much 
more sex than other people.”

Formally this film is playful and experi-
mental, it has an editing style that is 
reminiscent of much of George’s work, 

with sound and music cutting as the im-
age cuts, brief moments cut into a shot to 
comment on it in some way, often adding 
humour. It seems to be a self portrait not 
of an individual isolated from the world but 
of someone living in it fully, of himself in 
relation to his friends, family and lovers.

Loads is perhaps the best-known of 
Curt’s short films. This film diary docu-
ments a series of straight men that Curt 
has managed to pick up on the street and 
convinced to come to his apartment to 
masturbate or be blown on film. The film is 
shot in grainy 16mm black and white and 
is accompanied by a voice-over in which 
Curt lets the viewer into the workings of 
his mind and the nature of his fantasies, 
his narration also describes the process 
and experience of making the film:

“I met this. . . bodybuilder at the co-ed 
baths, and he was there for women, which 
was real obvious. He was very friendly to 
everybody, and there weren’t very many 
women to go around. Eventually he took 
second best. And I didn’t mind, because 
I really get. . . turned on by straight men. 
Anyway, I asked him if he wanted to make 
some money, and he said, “Doing what?” 
and I said. . . “jerk off on film.” And he said, 
“Sure.” He came in, and I didn’t know what 
to have him do. I wasn’t prepared for any-
thing, but I just sort of walked around the 
room taking movies of him while he jerked 
off looking at sexy pictures of women. And 
he had a really terrific. . . chest and. . . 
ass.”

Loads, like Confessions, has two distinct 
halves but, unlike Confessions, is about 
strangers rather than friends and family. 
The first half of the film covers the pick-
ing up of six straight men (on separate oc-
casions). We see them in his apartment, 
posing, masturbating and walking around 
while Curt in a voice-over describes how 
he met them, what attracted him to them 
and what he did with them or got them 
to do for the film. The second half of the 

movie is a montage of all the men mas-
turbating while on the soundtrack we can 
hear Curt breathing as he masturbates 
and mumbles his fantasies. The film ends 
like Confessions, with ejaculation.

The structure of these films represents 
the sex act, starting with the seduction, 
the sex and ending with the climax. Once 
the climax has been achieved the films 
abruptly end. This is a perfect marriage 
of form and subject, they all drive forward 
to that brief intense moment that is antici-
pated from the very first frame.

An earlier McDowell film, Ronnie, seems 
to be a precursor of Loads. Ronnie is a 
portrait of an encounter with a straight guy 
that Curt picks up in the park and invites 
to take part in a film. He films him posing 
naked, smoking cigarettes and drinking a 
coke. On the voice-over we hear Ronnie 
reflecting upon his experience of making 
the film, he makes it very clear that “I don’t 
do this, what he done to me I don’t do it, 
but being as it’s a film you have to do it.”

This seems to be a key to one of the 
main explorations taking place in the films 
in which he picks people up, the film be-
comes a tool for instigating experience, for 
allowing fantasies to become real, would 
it have been as easy for him to pick up a 
straight guy if it wasn’t for a film? Possibly 
it could be but the making of the film be-

Still from Loads

“ studying the act of sex not just as 
a physical thing but looking at how it 
manifests in various forms within our 
lives”
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comes something that both Curt and his 
subject can direct their attention to. Now 
this could be seen as a criticism, that he 
uses films just to get sex, but we think 
this is exactly what is so interesting about 
them and that it is one of the things that 
makes them so much more than a cheap 
sex film. For Curt cinema is a tool for en-
gaging with life, a tool used to explore his 
existence and the experience of himself 
and those around him. He questions and 
explores his subjects and situations with 
fascination and joy, without shame and 
guilt. Ronnie is an intimate, direct and 
honest portrait of a person and a moment, 
the film could be seen as an argument for 
the one night stand, proof that a brief en-
counter can be a meaningful encounter.

Naughty Words (1974)
This one minute film opens with a title card 
that reads ‘Educational films presents, 

Naughty Words by Curt McDowell with 
some ass-istance from his sister Melinda’. 
We see still photos taken from the pages 
of porn magazines while off-screen we 
hear the voices of Steve Nordstrom, Wen-
dy Miller and Michele Gross as they read 
out a list of naughty words correspond-
ing to the images. Between each image it 
cuts to black like we are watching a slide 
show. This film doesn’t fail to bring out 
the naughty child in us and like the voices 
on the soundtrack it’s impossible not to 
laugh!

This is a wonderful film that expresses 
some of Curt’s childlike playfulness and 
silly humour that makes all of his work so 
enchanting.  That it is presented as being 
an educational film adds to the overriding 
theme in his work of studying the act of 
sex not just as a physical thing but looking 
at how it manifests in various forms within 
our lives. His investigations of sex extend 

to the emotional effect it has on us, how it 
is present in our relationships with friends, 
family and lovers, its social and political 
implications and, in this instance, the lan-
guage used to describe it.

Lunch (1974)
Lunch is Curt’s most conventional film and 
for this reason it is not surprising that it 
is his one commercial success. It features 
‘lots of close-ups that really bring you 
into the action’, according to Al Goldstein 
quoted on Lunch’s poster. The film is made 
up of a series of heterosexual sex scenes 
all taking place in an apartment building. 
There are a couple of funny lines and inter-
esting moments but it lacks the challeng-
ing and exciting form of Curt’s other work 
and seems to be designed specifically for 
arousing an audience turned on by rather 
ordinary straight sex scenes. At a stretch 
we could look at this as being a portrait of 
heterosexual love making and if that’s the 
case Curt seems to be pretty unexcited 
by the whole thing. Although, in truth that 
would be too much analysis of a film at 
which we wouldn’t take a second look if it 
wasn’t for what we know about the direc-
tor from his other work. It’s interesting to 
see a couple of his acting regulars such as 
Mark Ellinger, and it has a pretty stylish ti-
tle sequence and song, but other than that 
it isn’t worth too much attention and more 
than likely was treated as a way to make 
some cash.

Boggy Depot (A musical for the whole 
family) (1974)
Boggy Depot is a musical comedy about 
two mean brothers (Curt McDowell 
and Mark Ellinger) who have a grudge 
against their house guest Damon (George 
Kuchar). Damon is in love with the sweet 
all-American gal Lulu (Ainslie Pryor) who 
doesn’t even know he exists. For fun, the 
mean brothers hypnotise Damon using 
the magic phrase “more cream in your 
coffee?” and command him to hang his 
underpants on a doorknob. He hangs his 

underwear on Lulu’s doorknob, writing on 
them ‘I love you, eat me mamma Lulu’. 
She finds them and falls in love with him. 
The mean brothers are confronted by a 
meddling neighbour (Kathleen Hohalek) 
who blackmails them and gets them to 
take her out on a date.

George steals the show as Damon with 
his absolutely charming off key singing, 
later in an interview he said “He would use 
me in his pictures, in musicals and stuff 
like that which gave me an opportunity to 
sing even though I can’t hold a note.”2 Curt 
is also great as one of the mean brothers. 
The titles and exteriors are painted in a 
distinctive black and white style similar to 
Thundercrack! but, unlike Thundercrack!, 
this film is - as the title suggests - for all 
the family. Here Curt plays with the typical 
innocent love story of Hollywood musicals 
but very much executing it in his own idi-
osyncratic way. It really is a hilarious film 
and it just doesn’t go on long enough. 
The songs are written to go with popu-
lar tunes probably taken from other film 
soundtracks and really stick in your mind, 
we were singing them for weeks!

A Visit to Indiana (1970)
A Visit to Indiana consists of Curt’s super 
8 home movie footage shot while on a trip 
home. This film employs a device used in 
many of his films where there is a voice-
over, recorded separately from the im-
ages, which reflects upon the themes and 
subjects of the image, adding unexpected 
readings by the chance encounter of the 
things being said and the footage shown. 
In this voice-over we hear Curt being in-
terviewed by his friend Ted Davis who 
sounds like an all-American guy and does 
pretty much all the talking as Curt shyly 
responds. He asks Curt about his family, 
seeming to know them or at least know 
of them fairly well. There is an interesting 
moment in the film when Ted asks Curt 
about his sister Melinda, Ted makes some 
suggestions that maybe Melinda, who at 
this time was still in high school, has got 

Stills from Naughty Words
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to the age where she is starting to have 
sex but Curt is defensive and doesn’t (or 
at least pretends not to) understand what 
he’s suggesting, he is certainly uncom-
fortable with the topic. A few years later 
Melinda was to star in Thundercrack! and 
other of her brother’s films in which she 
has sex, but at this time we assume this 
was unknown or unexpected to both of 
them.

Like Loads, Ronnie and Confessions, 
this film can be seen both as a portrait 
and a diary, in this instance focusing on 
his family and life back home. In Curt’s shy 
answers he seems very young and inno-
cent, quite different from the charismatic 
guy picking up straight guys on the street. 
It’s an interesting insight and maybe one 
that many of us can relate to – that period 
in one’s life when you move away from 
home for the first time and you start to be-
come your own person, but in those first 
few times of visiting home there is a split, 
you become the child again and can of-
ten fall back into that role. This film docu-
ments and expresses this strange transi-
tional phase beautifully.

Sparkle’s Tavern (1976/84)
Sparkle (Melinda McDowell) and her 
brother Buster (Jerry Terranova) run Spar-
kle’s Tavern, a burlesque nightclub that 
also offers blow job services in the suck 
stalls backstage. Even though Sparkle 

and Buster enjoy their sexual freedom they 
can’t bring themselves to be truthful with 
their loving, old-fashioned mother (Mar-
ion Eaton) so they lie to her about what 
they’re actually up to. They find them-
selves in trouble when a rough customer 
discovers their secret after raping Sparkle 
and threatens to invite their mother to visit 
the tavern and see what her children truly 
are. Sparkle runs home to reach her moth-
er first but when she gets there something 
unexpected is already taking place. A 
strange visitor, Mr Pupik (George Kuchar), 
who seems to know all of the family’s se-
crets, has convinced her mother to take 
part in a ritual which he calls an ‘instanta-
neous trip’, in which her utmost desire will 
come true and her wishes for inner peace 
will be fulfilled. Sparkle is shocked to see 
her prudish mother having an orgasm as 
she slides off the chair onto the kitchen 
floor, which Mr Pupik explains is just an 
after-affect of having instantaneously lived 
her whole life over again exactly as before, 
except that ‘she was allowed to let the 
pressures and standards of society slip off 
her like waters off a duck’s back’.

Sparkle’s Tavern is a highly autobio-
graphical melodrama that came about 
because Curt wanted to make a pro-sex 
film about his family. Jack Stevenson has 
suggested Curt was creating ‘a séance as 
much as a movie’3, digging deep into his 
own feelings towards his family, and rec-
reating and reliving a situation from his life, 
so for Curt the film performs the same role 
as Mrs Blake’s ‘instantaneous trip’ does 
for her. At one point in the film, Buster, 
Curt’s alter ego in the film, hears from a 
lonesome stranger how difficult it can be 
to be honest about yourself:

“I figured I’d rather lose my wife, my chil-
dren, everything... before I could bring my-
self to lie to myself, or them, about who I 
am. So I told the truth. And I tried to make 
her realise that whatever I did I loved her 
just as much as always and that my feel-
ings for her hadn’t changed one iota. But 

she was raised completely different from 
me... I’m open-minded you see, and she... 
well, she just wasn’t.”

Buster and Sparkle don’t feel guilty about 
who they are but they feel guilty that who 
they are will bring unhappiness to their 
mother. However, the film has a positive 
outlook on this dilemma and presents a 
solution, expressed by the creative, heal-
ing character of Mr Pupik that brings 
about change, open-mindedness and ac-
ceptance to their mother’s heart by allow-
ing her to also find out new things about 
herself.  This funny and endearing film 
feels like it was a way for Curt to deal with 
the effect his lifestyle had or could have 
had on his family and it seems like an at-
tempt to take charge of his anxieties and 
transform the situation into a positive one.

Final Word
Curt McDowell is unfairly missing from 
most histories of cinema, his name oc-
casional pops up with a brief mention of 
Thundercrack! but he certainly isn’t as 

celebrated and studied as much as he 
deserves to be. We suspect that the lack 
of interest from the serious-minded film 
scholars is due to the limited availability 
of his work, it is unlikely that most of them 
have seen his films. If any they may have 
seen Thundercrack! which we wouldn’t 
be surprised is dismissed as a quirky low 
budget porn novelty. It is only when you 
see more of his films that you can un-
derstand the depth of his explorations of 
sex through cinema, how Thundercrack!’s 
concerns with trauma and guilt differ from 
Confession’s openness and joy, how in 
Loads and Ronnie he shows us the expe-
rience of the pick-up and that the brief en-
counter, even if not always totally a pleas-
ure, can be a meaningful experience. No 
other filmmaker that we can think of has 
made such a serious study of sex, and of 
the role of sex in a particular culture at a 
time when the act of free love was a po-
litical act and an expression of freedom. 
We believe it is time for Curt’s work to 
be given new life, it is also probably time 
that we are reminded that sex once had 
a different role in culture, it wasn’t always 
about selling products or a fear of sexual 
disease, it was about people engaging 
with each other, about trust and intimacy. 
In his films you will see a truly deep af-
fection for other human beings, an open-
ness, honesty, sincerity and closeness 
that we haven’t seen in any work of cin-
ema for a long, long time. That is what he 
inspires in us, that is what he celebrates 
and it’s time for his films to be seen again. 
 
1.G. Kuchar quoted in Jack Stevenson, Desperate Vi-
sions 1: Camp America – The Films of John Waters 
and George & Mike Kuchar (London: Creation Books, 
1996) p.192
 2.G. Kuchar quoted in Jack Stevenson, Desperate Vi-
sions 1: Camp America – The Films of John Waters 
and George & Mike Kuchar (London: Creation Books, 
1996) p.177
 3. Jack Stevenson, Desperate Visions 1: Camp Amer-
ica – The Films of John Waters and George & Mike 

Kuchar (London: Creation Books, 1996) p.246

Still from Boggy Depot

Sparkle’s Tavern Poster
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Sexing The Transmen
An Interview with Buck Angel
Bradley Tuck and James Marcus Tucker

Buck Angel is a filmmaker, porn star and 
transsexual activist and educator, who has 
crossed over into the mainstream - appear-
ing on Jerry Springer and Bizarre magazine 
amongst other things. In early December, we 
got together to watch Sexing the Transman 
XXX, the first of a series of pornographic 
documentaries by Buck, which interviewed 
transexual men about their experiences of 
becoming men, their relationships to their 
bodies, the changes to their sexualities and 
their orgasms. Each of the men are inter-
viewed separately, following which they mas-
turbate for the camera. You will find here no 

fake orgasms, nor performances merely de-
signed for quick, short, superficial turn-ons. 
This work is educational, sensitive, and in-
tensely personal. One comes away learning 
the effects of transition on transmen, under-
standing some of their personal experiences 
and, maybe also, being titillated, aroused 
or stimulated. Our whole experience of the 
human body had been transformed, pussy 
juice has become cum, the clitoris had be-
come a dick. Sexing the Transman XXX has 
opened up the possibilities and potentialities 
of the body and its cultural engenderment. 
We, personally, came away feeling that we 

had learnt something, but also came away 
feeling that we had shared a very intimate 
experience with the performers, who had, 
for a very sort period, let us in on the very in-
timate and personal part of their life. We felt 
we had really seen the potential of what por-
nography could be. In light of this we were 
thus very excited to interview Buck about his 
own process of transition, his experiences of 
film-making, performing and making Sexing 
the Transman.  

Q Can you give us some background 
about you? When did you first discover 
you were trans and what lead into mak-
ing pornography?

Basically, I think it’s pretty much the same 
story that all transsexual people have, and 
I always felt like a boy.  My family raised 
me pretty much like a boy which again, I 
think is very common for girls allota times, 
especially in the United States; it’s OK to 
be boyish. It’s not really a bad thing, we call 
that a “tomboy”.  I just kinda knew I was a 
boy and it wasn’t really an issue, until I got 
to be in my early teens and I started to go 
through puberty and you know puberty can 
be tough for many people, but I think it’s 
much tougher for somebody who doesn’t 
really fit into their body. I starting growing 
breasts like a female and started to men-
struate like a female and those brought 
problems on for me. So for much of my 
early teens to my early adulthood I had a 
drug and alcohol problem; I was very abu-
sive to myself and I tried to commit suicide 
a couple times, and y’know I didn’t really 
see a future for myself.  I really felt like there 
was no way for me to live life until I real-
ised I could become a man. Through that 
process and through therapy and seeing a 

film! I actually saw a film with a transsex-
ual man - a woman who became a man, 
and that was like a enlightening thing for 
me. When I saw it, my whole life changed 
and I knew I could become a man. And 
so, when the process of becoming a man 
happened for me, it was really amazing be-
cause I was, in a sense, a pioneer.  I was 
in Los Angeles, California at the time and 
there were no doctors that dealt with trans 
women who wanted to become men so I 
had to seek out those doctors; I found doc-
tors who worked with men who became 
women. Those doctors had never treated 
a guy like me, so they took me on! And 
they even said I was gonna be their guinea 
pig, so I was a science project (laughs)... 
and I started the process. Through that 
I started to become very comfortable in 
my body, and started to feel more com-
fortable. What happens when you start 
taking Testosterone is that your sexuality 
becomes heightened, and your physical 
need for sex becomes heightened...  I’m 
making this generalised statement, it’s not 
for everybody, but a lot of us guys that hap-
pens to, and it happened to me and so my 
sexuality started to change.  Prior to that 
I was mostly attracted to women, in fact, 
I was only attracted to women, but then I 
started to have an attraction towards men 
and that was a whole other level of some-
thing I had never experienced or thought 
of.  I had looked into getting penis surgery 
but through that research it just didn’t hap-
pen for me because at the time - this was 
twenty years ago - I realised that surgery 
wasn’t going to be something that was go-
ing to be functioning for me as a man and 
possibly it could take my orgasms away. 
That was the next step of really learning 
about myself and becoming ok with myself 
and from that - it was kinda weird - I kinda 
got into making films with a partner that I 
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had making fetish films. I just picked up 
a camera and started shooting films, and 
oh gosh, this is 13 or 14 years ago and the 
internet was just starting for porn work. I 
self-tought myself how to make websites, 
and through that I started becoming really 
comfortable with my body working behind 
the scenes of the fetish sex industry and 
making fetish films.  One day, working on a 
transsexual woman’s website I just had this 
idea; there is no man with a vagina in all of 
porn! How is that possible?! And from that I 
just started producing my own content and 
that’s how I got into making porn.

Q Do you see your pornography as a 
kind of social activism, as having broad-
er political implications or is it just, well, 
making porn?

Right, well this is kinda a tough question to 
answer to be honest because really, I did 
do my porn just to make porn, I really did.  
On the other side, there was “tranny porn” 
as it is called, which was doing a disservice 
at the time, because it was a way to make 
money, but not in a respectful way. I didn’t 
see a lot of representation of someone like 
myself in porn. Honestly I just wanted to 
make pornography, respectful pornogra-
phy about a guy like myself - a transsexual 
man who chose to keep his vagina and to 
really celebrate my sexuality and basically 
celebrate my body and so that’s the reason 
I started to do it, and I really didn’t have any 
intention for it to become a political state-
ment or activism or changing the world or 
any of the things that I pretty much think 
it has become, but, in the beginning I was 
just focusing on making pornography.

Q What made you want to make Sexing 
The Transman XXX?

Well, I’ve been wanting to do that for a 
very long time. I’ve been wanting to really 
do something with lots more transmen be-
cause it’s not really a genre y’know, one or 
two people doing things, so my goal at the 
beginning was to make it into something 
about a whole load of transmen who were 
making a bunch of awesome hot porn, but 
for ten years nobody else wanted to do it, 
so in the last few years or so I really fo-
cused on bringing more transmen into the 
industry as well, as I wanted to get out of in 
front of the camera and focus on bringing 
more guys in and also I wanted to use it 
as an educational tool. I thought this was a 
way for me to merge my pornography and 
be educational and I thought up Sexing 
The Transman were I could, kind of, make 
docuporn. So I had the idea and it took me 
a year and a half to film Volume One, and 
it was a test just to see. And it exploded 
when I put it out there; it won awards, it 
was nominated for all the top porn awards, 
it was just so incredibly well received and 
people just loved it. So, I knew that I was 
onto something good and it sorta gives 
a chance for other transmen to give their 
voice. A lot of times, they felt that I was 
sort of speaking for them when I wasn’t; I 
was speaking for myself so now I’m giving 
other guys a voice to talk about their own 
sexuality.

Q Speaking about those guys, how did 
you find the subjects for the film? Were 
they people you already knew or had 
worked with? Also, were there any con-
cerns or resistance from any of the peo-
ple you approached to make this film 
because of the personal nature of it?

To find the guys was difficult for the very 
first film, because it is a very personal type 
of porn and talking about yourself before 

you get into a sex scene is really difficult. 
I mean, doing sex when you have never 
been on camera is very difficult. I think I 
knew that was going to happen and I re-
ally sort of babied these guys. I mean, I put 
out a casting call and these guys came to 
me and I really made it a very comfortable 
situation for them; I put them in the room 
with just me and nobody else and made 
it a very, sexual experience where they 
could feel comfortable, getting naked and 
masturbating. And I think that once they 
did that, they felt comfortable and as you 
see in the film, they did let themselves go. 
What is, I think, so amazing about the films 
is that, apart from one guy in the first vol-
ume, none of them had any experience. All 
are amateurs, who haven’t done porn films 
before.  

Q One of the things we really loved 
about Sexing The Transman was that 
it didn’t just objectify or sexualise the 
subjects, but was interested in their per-
sonalities, their stories and their own ex-
perience of orgasm.  Was this why you 
decided to make them all solo scenes?

I really wanted you to be able to get to 
know these guys before you got into see-
ing them jack off or have an orgasm, and 
that made it much more of a personal ex-
perience for you as the viewer.  It really 
hasn’t been done a lot, and certainly not 
with transmen.  It helps it crossover more 
into the mainstream - you may not be sexu-
ally attracted to these guys but you might 
be very interested to know about them.  It’s 
a way for you not to get too embarrassed 
about watching the movie - it’s not just 
about fucking.  

Q Gender and sexuality are often per-
ceived as separate domains, but your 

subjects described their sexual desires, 
and what they were interested in also 
transitioning or changing as their bod-
ies did.  For example, some of them de-
scribed how their desire to be fucked 
arose only after they had transitioned.  
Can you comment on this? Was this also 
your experience?

I’m so glad that you picked up on that!  
That is a huge part of the film - the effect of 
testosterone on your sexuality.  It has such 
a wide range of effects. You become a lot 
more sexually orientated - it heightens your 
sexual awareness in a way.  With a lot of 
the guys, they talk about how they weren’t 
necessarily attracted to men before, or 
that they didn’t want to get fucked before, 
but now they are getting fucked.  I had the 
exact same experience. I really wanted to 
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talk to people about that as I realised it 
was happening with so many guys.  In that 
sense it does mould sexuality and gender 
together in that one moment.

Q Is it solely hormones?

First it is hormonal, but then I think it comes 
from you being more comfortable in your 
own body.  Of course, when you start feel-
ing more comfortable in your body, you be-
come comfortable to explore your sexuality 
- finally being ok with who you are enables 
you to explore things you wouldn’t have 
explored before.

Q In contrast to much portrayal of 
transgendered people in the media, 
there was less emphasis on “passing” 
as either one gender or the other.  How 
much do you think transgendered peo-
ple’s desire to change their bodies - re-
moval of breasts for example - is dic-
tated by societies expectations around 
gender norms?

That’s a really great question.  Physically, 
yes, I think it is dictated by societies rules: 
this is how you have to look to be a man, 
and this is how you have to look to be a 
woman. This is why a lot of trans people, 
especially trans men really feel a need to 
get rid of their breasts and vaginas.  I am 
hoping to progress with this series and re-
ally have a wide variety of different trans 
male bodies, because a lot of trans men 
don’t have any surgery at all and some 
don’t take any testosterone at all. So 
through the growth of the trans community, 
there is a growth of this idea of a gender-
less world, and people being more fluid in 
their genders.

Q What are your plans for the future?  

What is next?

I have like 5 million projects! Right now I 
am editing Sexing The Transman Volume 
3, which I’m really excited about because 
the series really took off - it’s been so in-
credible for me.  Sexing the Transman, the 
documentary has been playing all over the 
world and getting great reviews and actu-
ally right now I am also working on a fit-
ness DVD so I am getting my hands into 
projects that aren’t necessarily sex related 
- but I am quite big on health and fitness so 
I feel like I would like to tap into that market.

Q  As a pornographer yourself, how do 
you view the pornography industry to-
day, as apposed to 20 years ago?  How 
is the issue of piracy and homemade 
porn affecting your own work?

The piracy kills me - that’s how I make a liv-
ing.  I understand both sides to the debate, 
but people have to understand I am a small 
studio and this is how I make a living.  I 
am able to reinvest the money into making 
more pornography.  But people think they 
are entitled to someone’s product, to put it 
on the internet for the whole world to see.  
Trust me, I wish I could give it away to eve-
ryone for free, but that’s not reality.  How 
has the industry changed?  It has changed 
drastically in just the last 5 years.  I’ve seen 
more queer companies and independent 
studios coming up and more pornogra-
phers being in control of their work and not 
relying on big studios.  So I think all this 
is amazing and positive.  But we have to 
figure out a way to get around this issue of 
people taking so much content and think-
ing it is ok to share it around on the internet.

Thanks to Melanie Mulholland for her help in  

transcribing this interview.

No New Pleasures:
Notes on Larry Clark’s “Impaled”
Helen Hester

Introduction: Contextualizing “Impaled”

Destricted (2006) is a collection of sexually 
explicit short films which, according to the 
website, aim to ‘explore the fine line where 
art and pornography intersect.’ It features 
contributions from leading figures from the 
filmmaking and art world, including Gasper 
Noé and Sam Taylor-Wood, and presents a 
total of seven very different perspectives 
on sex and the moving image. The films 
are by turns playful, frenetic, nostalgic, 
and mournful, building up a diverse (and 
often contradictory) picture of the possi-
bilities of visualizing sex beyond the con-
ventions of hard core. There is no unifying 
vision here; instead, the viewer is offered 
a tasting menu of cinematic strategies for 
creatively re-imagining sex on screen. The 
fourth short on Destricted’s line up – the 

hinge at the centre of the collection, and 
the focus of this article – is Larry Clark’s 
“Impaled.” Though it perhaps seems one 
of the least innovative offerings in terms of 
its cinematography, narrative sequencing, 
and use of adult entertainment’s generic 
conventions, I want to argue that Clark’s 
piece in fact stages an astute engagement 
with ideas about pornography and pleas-
ure.

“Impaled” is at odds with much of the 
rest of the collection. It eschews the art 
house aesthetics of the three pieces which 
precede it – the surreal, saturated, and el-
egantly composed Balkan landscapes of 
Marina Abramovic, the frenzied jump-cut-
ting of Marco Brambilla, the contemplative 
and bizarre industrial eroticism of Mat-
thew Barney. These opening films deploy 
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some of the familiar signifiers of perfor-
mance and video art; in engaging with the 
sexually explicit, they also set themselves 
firmly against the pornographic (by which I 
mean the generic markers of pornography 
as a contemporary moving image genre).

The arrival, half an hour into the collec-
tion, of “Impaled” is therefore something 
of a skewing of the viewer’s expectations. 
The opening shot mimics the pseudo-
documentary digital messiness of much 
home-made or low-budget porn; we wit-
ness the camera zooming inexpertly and 
adjusting itself stutteringly to the scene 
before the lens, in which a young man, 
fully clothed, seated upon a green leather 
sofa against a garish yellow wall. This wil-
fully amateurish aesthetic is maintained 
throughout. After the exquisite shots 
and careful compositions of the previous 
shorts, both the set and the cinematogra-
phy here feel jarring, and at odds with that 
which has come before.

The idea that “Impaled” represents 
something of a disjuncture at the heart of 
Destricted is further confirmed by factors 

such as its length. Standing at 37 minutes 
and 28 seconds, Clark’s contribution is 
almost 15 minutes longer than any other 
short in the collection – indeed, with the 
exception of Noé’s rather tedious “We 
Fuck Alone”, none of the films stretches 
past a quarter of an hour. “Impaled” is 
similarly set apart by its use of sound – 
a particularly crucial factor for my read-
ing of the piece. All but one of the other 
shorts included in Destricted eschews 
language altogether. We have drum so-
los (Brambilla), heartbeats and sub-aural 
bass (Noé), electric organs and the clat-
tering of projectors (Richard Prince), but 
beyond a few guttural noises of pleasure, 
the sound of the human voice is notice-
ably absent. Even Abramovic’s contribu-
tion, which makes heavy use of the art-
ist’s own voice, rejects dialogue in favour 
of the educational declarations of a single 
ethnographer-come-raconteur. “Impaled” 
on the other hand, is precisely about dia-
logue. As we shall see, whilst Clark de-
liberately utilizes some of the aesthetic 
qualities of adult entertainment, his film 

effectively displacesa pornographic logic 
of maximum visibility by shifting the pruri-
ent pleasures of watching onto the alter-
native (though arguably equally prurient) 
stimulations of listening, discovering, and 
absorbing.

Clark’s Pornographic Content: Unusual 
Ellipses
“Impaled” takes the form of a series of in-
tercut interviews, conducted within what 
appears to be a porn production com-
pany’s offices. A number of young men 
have responded to a ‘help wanted’ ad 
placed by Clark, and have arrived to au-
dition. Together with the director and the 
cameramen within a diminutive space, the 
prospects – all of whom are new to the 
adult industry – are thoroughly questioned 
about their sex lives, their career aspira-
tions, and their relationships with adult en-
tertainment. They are asked to strip for the 
camera, to talk about their grooming re-
gimes and to discuss what they’d be hap-
py to do on film. From the ten men who 
answer the initial ad, Clark selects Daniel 
– a slender, tattooed brunette in his early 
twenties – and invites him to perform. 

The auditionee then turns co-inter-
viewer, as six jobbing porn actresses are 
presented for him to choose from. The 
women take turns to join Daniel on the 
garish couch, and field questions from 
both the director and his chosen male 
star. The focus of this second set of in-

terviews is typically upon the intersecting 
areas of sexual and industry experience, 
as the women discuss what motivated 
their decisions to get into porn, how they 
lost virginity, how often they typically have 
sex, what they do on camera, and so on. 
Scenes of the female auditionees disrob-
ing are interspersed with further scenes of 
them talking about their career trajectories 
(withholding anal scenes for an increased 
fee, their plans for ‘after porn’) and about 
the vagaries of the industry (which maga-
zines insist on the inclusion of pubic hair, 
the constituent elements of a typical porn 
shoot). The women continue to talk and 
answer questions as they get dressed, the 
stream of dialogue rarely abating despite 
the visual spectacles on offer. Clark’s male 
performer chooses one of the women – 
Nancy Vee, a 40 year old industry veteran 
– who is promptly recalled to the interview 
space in order to perform. The two pro-
ceed to engage in oral, vaginal, and anal 
sex on and around the leather sofa, before 
Daniel ejaculates into his co-star’s mouth. 

“Impaled” undoubtedly has much in 
common with pornography as it is con-
ventionally understood – the viewer en-

counters close-ups of the genitalia, 
images of penetration, a variety of 
sexual positions aimed at the cam-
era, and shots of male ejaculation, 
all of which are conventional and 
easily identifiable generic mark-
ers. However, the placement, fram-
ing, and content of the sex scene 
work, perversely, to decentralize or 

de-emphasize the usual content of adult 
entertainment – that is, to shift the focus 
away from the explicit representation of 
genital sex acts.The sex scene is unusu-
ally elliptical, for example, with the sexual 
action extending and contracting in rather 
unexpected ways. We get a prolonged 

“ the placement, framing, and 
content of the sex scene work, 
perversely, to de-emphasize the 
usual content of adult 
entertainment ”
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shot of Daniel waiting for Nancy’s arrival 
on set, and images of the pair awkwardly 
disrobing, but other parts of the sexual 
contact are screened out. The viewer en-
counters a scene of Daniel lying back on 
the sofa whilst his co-star performs fella-
tio; within seconds (and without the con-
ventional build-up of shots of first pen-
etrations) we cut to the two performers 
fucking, with Nancy on top, facing away 
from the camera. 

As the film scholar and influential Porn 
Studies academic Linda Williams notes, 
“Ellipses happen all the time in movies, 
frequently within the same scene, usually 
accomplished by single cuts from shot to 
shot. But ellipses are especially frequent 
and felt as ellipses – noticed as dot, dot, 
dot – when they elide sex acts” (Screen-
ing Sex, 40). She discusses the manner in 
which the camera looks away, often mid-
kiss, within Code-era Hollywood movies, 
allowing the apparent passing of time to 
stand in for a sexual encounter that the 
viewer is not permitted to witness. She 
also mentions the continuing use of ellip-
ses within American cinema as “a ‘taste-
ful,’ discreetly concealing, way of sug-
gesting carnal knowledge” (82). Clark’s 

use of ellipses, however, does not fit into 
this model. It is demonstrably not a strat-
egy for allowing sexual intimacy to remain 
off/scene; he has no problem shooting 
penetration or including close-ups of his 
performers’ genitals. Instead, his ellipses 
occur in unexpected places, function-

ing to cut out parts of the very hard core 
sexual action which seems, at first glance, 
to be at the heart of the “Impaled” project. 
The short, then, is an engagement with 
adult entertainment – an engagement with 
its aesthetic conventions as well its sexual 
content – which does not seem to share 
porn’s typical generic preoccupations. 

Unexpected Insertions
Clark not only excludes some of what por-
nography conventionally makes its focus, 
but also includes things which are usually 
hidden or avoided. The viewer encounters 
aspects of pornographic performance 
which are more typically edited out or left 
off screen, such as Nancy briefly break-
ing from her on-screen persona to ask for 
lube, or the negotiations between the male 
and female co-stars about positions to be 
adopted or acts to be performed. We are 
presented with an unexpected scene of 
anal mishap mid-way through the action, 
and the viewer is even distracted from 
the all-important moment of male climax 
by the director’s voice intruding upon the 
scene. The inarticulate noises of the per-
formers’ pleasures thus become overlaid 
with Clark’s insistent instructions on how 

best to frame the money shot. 
The primary unexpected 

inclusion here, however, is the 
excess of dialogue. Indeed, 
the sex scene itself only com-
mences about half an hour into 
the film and occupies a little 
over five minutes of screen 

time. The rest of “Impaled” is composed of 
interviews with the performers or potential 
performers. Here, talking about sex is giv-
en clear priority over sex itself; in Clark’s 
vision, discussion displaces fucking. This 
displacement is, for me, central to the way 
in which the film works to engage its au-

dience. The sex itself, despite its oddly 
fascinating truncations and distensions, is 
arguably less affecting, less raw and less 
engaging than much of the material on of-
fer within more ‘conventional’ hard core 
filmmaking. What I find considerably more 
interesting about Clark’s perspective is the 
implicit acknowledgement that his audi-
ence’s curiosity – their epistemophilic de-
sire to know – goes beyond the supposed 
hard core truth of explicit sexual imagery. 
There is a gesturing towards a particular 
kind of prurient interest here; an interest 
that exceeds the pornographic image and 
seeks out the verbal confession. 

We see this fascination with confes-
sion reflected in the way in which the in-
terviews themselves are shot – the loving 
fascination with which the participants’ 
revelations are captured and screened. 
Early in the film, when Daniel first starts 
talking about how he lost his virginity, the 
performer is presented in a medium shot, 
which allows us to see some of his sur-

roundings and most of his body. As he 
begins to describe the experience, and to 
reflect in detail upon his formative sexual 
experiences, the camera zooms in sharp-
ly upon his face, capturing the flickering 
of his passing expressions in a tightly 
cropped shot that draws particular atten-
tion to his mouth. In framing this moment 
in such a manner that sexual speech is 
flagged up as fascinating, revealing, and 
attention-worthy, the act of confession it-
self is eroticized. Even within a short film 
that has all the tools of explicitly visualizing 
sex at its disposal, the exchange of words 
is allowed to displace the exchange of 
bodily fluids; verbal confessions of pleas-
ure come to stand in for what we might 
call the visual confessions more typical of 
conventional adult entertainment.

All of this is strongly reminiscent of the 
work of the philosopher Michel Foucault, 
who influentially outlined the interconnect-
edness of power, discourse, and sexual-
ity. In the first volume of The History of 

“ The viewer encounters aspects 
of pornographic performance which 
are more typically edited out or  
left off screen ”
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Sexuality, for example, he writes that “It 
is often said that we have been incapa-
ble of imagining any new pleasures. We 
have at least invented a different kind of 
pleasure: pleasure in the truth of pleasure, 
the pleasure of knowing that truth, of dis-
covering and exposing it, the fascination 
of seeing it and telling it, of captivating 
and capturing others by it, of confiding 
it in secret, or luring it out in the open – 
the specific pleasure of the true discourse 
on pleasure” (71). It is this pleasure in the 
truth of pleasure which is, I would argue, 
the real subject of Clark’s “Impaled.” The 
interviewees are subjected to the gratifi-
cations of laying out their sexual histories, 
whilst those in the audience are offered 
the voyeuristic kick of witnessing young 
men and women offering up their hidden 
insecurities, secret desires, and sexual idi-
osyncrasies for our viewing pleasure.

Conclusion: Problematizing Pleasures
The ‘different kind of pleasure’ that Fou-
cault mentions here is also problematized 
in the piece, however. Indeed, I would 
argue that “Impaled” has the potential to 
discomfort performer and viewer alike. 
Whilst the women that Daniel interviews 
come across as consummate profes-
sionals, rarely displaying any discomfort 
at having to strip for the camera or con-
nect with the male performer, the young 
men often seem somewhat ill at ease. The 
whole set-up is alien to these aspiring 
porn performers, both in terms of their be-
ing exposed to the camera and, frequent-
ly, in terms of the sexual acts in which they 
wish to engage. The scene with Nancy 
represents Daniel’s first experience of anal 
sex, for example, and one of the other 
interviewees, a softly spoken and boyish 
looking candidate, confesses to being a 
virgin. It is perhaps no surprise, then, that 

“Impaled” should contain a number of un-
comfortable pauses and self-conscious 
gestures; these are the understandable 
and often endearing marks of amateurism. 

The pervasive atmosphere of awkward-
ness generated by Clark contributes to the 
affective landscape in such a manner that, 
even as the audience’s prurient interests 
are courted and activated, we become 
aware of a certain discomfort at baring 
witness to the interviews. It becomes clear 
early on that the sexual penetration is not 
the only act of piercing to which the title 
refers. Each of the candidates is probed 
in such a manner that it feels like an intru-
sion, and a violation of the subject before 
the lens. The intercut scenes of confession 
are not simply a representation of a differ-
ent kind of pleasure, then, but also a vivid 
demonstration of how pleasure and power 
can intertwine. In this case, the discussion 
of sex is not some transgressive gesture 
of liberated or free-wheeling sexuality, but 
the reflection of a very definite (almost 
exploitative) power dynamic between the 
director and the performers. As Foucault 
famously stresses, the extension of the 
discourses surrounding sexuality might 
represent ‘the encroachment of a type 
of power on bodies and their pleasures’ 
(48). Here, I would argue, the incitement to 
discourse pushes through encroachment 
toward an impaling.

All stills are from Larry Clark’s “Impaled”, his contribu-

tion to Destricted (2006)

“New Adventures in
Pornography”
London Underground Film Festival Debate

On the 8th of December 2012, at the Lon-
don Underground Film Festival, One+One 
held a round table with a group of young 
theorists entitled “New Adventures in Por-
nography”, chaired by One+One co-editor 
James Marcus Tucker.  The full transcribed 
debate is available on our website 
www.oneplusonejournal.co.uk.  Below is 
an edited version which takes in the many 
salient points.

Panellists: 

Alex Dymock - PhD candidate at the 
School of Law at University of Read-
ing.  Her research interests include crimi-
nal law, feminist and queer approaches 

to justice, and the history of sexuality. 

Sarah Harman - Film PhD candidate at 
Brunel’s Screen Media research depart-
ment. Her research interests include femi-
nism, sexuality studies, British film and TV.

Dominic Fox - Poet and blogger.  Author 
of Cold World: The Aesthetics of De-
jection and the Politics of Militant Dys-
phoria, released by Zero books in 2009.   

Frances Hatherley - Doctoral candidate 
at Birkbeck and her research includes the 
grotesque feminine in contemporary visu-
al cultures.  She also writes prolifically on 
her blog entitled The Red Deeps.

The panel from left to right: James Marcus Tucker (Chair), Alex Dymock, Sarah Harman, Dominic Fox, Frances Hatherley
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tiously, the axioms of porn 
by doing that.

Alex: But I think the cat-
egory of what mainstream 
pornography is is constant-
ly changing, particularly 
now, when what we con-
sider to be the mainstream 
industry in Porn Valley has 
pretty much collapsed. 
There is webcaming, there 
is 4chan, all these different 
forms of pornography are 
coming into effect... there-
fore, it is very difficult to pin 
down what is mainstream, 
what are people viewing. I 
don’t think it is possible to 
say we know what people 
are doing. 

Sarah: We are living in a 
really different age where 
there is so many different 
means of accessing it, so 
many different types of 
pornography. Can we think 
of mainstream pornog-
raphy? And if it is reliant 
on reiterating mainstream 
ideologies, then is that the 
most consumed or is that 
the most obvious?

Dominic: I was thinking 
about nostalgia as well, 
there is definitely a genre 
of article about porn in 
which the writer starts by 
reminiscing about finding 
magazines in the bushes 
and then typically be-
moans the way that porn 

is so much more accessi-
ble and usually a lot nastier 
than it used to be. I think 
one of the things about 
Gail Dines, for example, is 
the assumption that there 
has to be a one way push. 
Porn has to become more 
extreme and it has to be-
come nastier and nastier, 
because that is what the 
audience really wants. And 
again I think this is a very 

false assumption, I don’t 
think gonzo is the telos of 
porn, what it will all end 
up becoming. I think, it is 
a moment, a moment of 
commercial desperation, 
but it is not what porn must 
eventually become. 

James: Extreme pornog-
raphy is defined under 
Section 63 of the Crimi-
nal Justice and Immigra-
tion Act 2008. One of the 
things that will determine 
whether it is extreme or not 
is the idea of bodily injury 
and harm. My question is 
around the notion of what 
is acceptable for public 
consumption. So, the “tor-
ture porn” movie genre is 

considered acceptable for 
public consumption, and 
war images or the images 
of Abu Ghraib would not 
be considered unaccepta-
ble for people to see. But 
once it is couched in the 
context of sexual arousal 
it suddenly becomes prob-
lematic.  Why is this dif-
ferentiation the only one 
that counts?  It seems as 
though the context is being 

criminalised rather than the 
content itself.

Sarah: You are talking 
about the reportage of war 
footage and I think it is re-
ally worth bearing in mind 
the regulations of televi-
sion, when news is being 
reported, the audiences 
and the purposes of it and 
educational information 
verses entertainment.

Alex: And looking at the 
law in the past and the 
whole issue of the Obscene 
Publications Acts, which 
is to do with distributing 
pornography or extreme 
images, there is a specific 
defence which is written 

James Marcus Tucker: In 
Pamela Paul’s book Porni-
fied: How Pornography is 
Damaging Our Lives, Our 
Relationships, and Our 
Families, she talks about 
what she perceives to be 
the problems of a “porni-
fied” culture.  Does this 
idea of a pornified culture 
mean anything to you?

Dominic Fox: I was read-
ing Pornified, fairly recent-
ly, and in common with 
Gail Dines’ take on these 
things, it seems to centre 
around addiction analysis, 
so the biggest problem 
with pornography that is 
identified, is addicting, be-

cause it replaces the nor-
mal economy of pleasures 
with something that is too 
easy, too overwhelmingly 
gratifying and too imme-
diate. Real sex is perhaps 
harder to get than porn.  
So it has a lot of stories of 
people who’ve found porn 
in some way or another 
taking over their lives and I 
am dubious about this nar-
rative.

Sarah Harman: I think 
a lot of those stories are 
hinged on families; so you 

get the very hard-working, 
productive father who is 
drawn into this addiction 
to pornography and his 
marriage breaks down and 
his family breaks down 
because of pornography, 
because he is not strong 
enough to fight against 
it. We really need to think 
through those stories. 
What are they supporting? 
As well as what are they in 
opposition to?

Alex Dymock: Yes, I think 
there is definitely some-
thing in those narratives, 
that the family can be per-
verted, lose its weight and 
its power in contemporary 

culture. I think that’s the 
overwhelming narrative of 
the pornification debate. 
And I think it also fits into 
a wider discussion of the 
sexualisation of culture 
and ... I am not sure we can 
just put it down to internet 
pornography which is what 
Gail Dines tends to focus 
on. We need to understand 
what we mean by pornog-
raphy before we can think 
about the pornification of 
culture. 

Frances Hatherley:  
Younger generations, of all 
kinds of sexualities watch 
it and you learn certain 
behaviours, so when you 
start having sex for the 
first time you are expecting 
things to work in a certain 
way. In terms of individuals 
experience of nascent sex-
ualities, in the way that you 
are sometimes performing 
something. You perform 
things you see, but then 
you grow out of that and 
then you start to behave 
as you want to behave and 
hopefully sexually as well. 
In that way, I think that your 
own sexual experience can 
be pornified, but I am not 
sure about social, cultural 
pornification.

James: Can marginal, per-
haps “feminist” or “queer”, 
or amateur pornographies 
like those on XTube.com 
have a liberating potential?

Dominic: I am uncon-
vinced by ethical con-
sumerism as a political 
response to anything, so I 
am not convinced that you 
can take pornography, say, 
mainstream pornography, 
and simply pretty it up or 
attempt to improve its rep-
resentation of bodies or 
attempt to make it nicer in 
various ways, I think you 
don’t really disturb what I 
call, maybe slightly preten-

“ the family can be perverted... 
that’s the overwhelming narrative of 
the pornification debate ”

“ I don’t think gonzo is the telos
of porn, what it will all end up 
becoming. I think, it is a moment 
of commercial desperation ”
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into the act which is to do 
with material having public 
utility or cultural value.  In 
that case,  with something 
like Abu Ghraib, you could 
say something about the 
material being in the pub-
lic interest.  I am just start-
ing working on the idea of 
mixed martial arts actually, 
comparing that to BDSM 
and the idea of harm and 
how we understand one 
sort of action as having a 
particular utility and how 
we understand another as 
having no utility in terms of 
social value. In the Brown 
case, the Spanner case, 
the House of Lords judg-
ment was hinged upon the 
idea of extreme sports (as 
violence) as having a utility 
because the violence was 
there to achieve some-
thing. It is there to achieve 
a grounded result. It is very 
strange, it is a very bizarre 
differentiation to make. I 
have major kinds of issues 
with it. 

Sarah: And this extreme 
notion of what the public 
wants, what the public is, 
what they do and that they 
will take up anything they 
see and they will enact it. 

Frances: If you watch 
some extreme S&M and 
you go home and do it, 
that is not allowed, and af-
terwards, children, people 

of all ages are allowed to 
watch boxing and it is on 
television and will quite of-
ten re-enact it. So it is like 
one is a pleasure you are 
allowed to have and the 
other is a pleasure you are 
not allowed to have. 

Dominic: I am captivated 
now by the idea that you 
might have a public body, 
establishing all kinds of 
rules and regulations for 
autoerotic asphyxiation, to 
assuage peoples anxieties. 
There  are rules as there 
are rules for cricket.  

James:  I would like to 
quote queer theorist Lee 
Edelman from the Porno 
edition the German maga-
zine Text for Art:

“Pornography, in order to 
count as such, can have 
no redeeming or aesthetic 
value except insofar as it 
poses a challenge to the 
value of the aesthetic...
The porneme, the essen-
tial unit of pornography, the 
fundamental element of its 
resistance to cultural law, 
is banished by interpreta-
tion, disappearing as soon 
as we try to elicit a cultural 
profit from it...”

Simply, his argument 
seems to be that pornog-
raphy, to count as such 
must have no cultural - and 

thus aesthetic readability 
or value.   He goes on to 
say, that as such, pornog-
raphy is always “queer”. 
Do you agree? If porn is to 
have any redeeming artis-
tic, cultural or humanistic 
“value”, can it be consid-
ered porn any longer?

Sarah: I would ask the 
question, what is cultural 
value?  It is fundamentally 
a cultural product; it is of 
culture, like art, like poetry, 
like literature - and as we 
live in a commercial cul-
ture, a commercial prod-
uct.  The “value” is sup-
posed by the viewer.

Alex: When I think of the 
literature on Section 63 of 
the Criminal Justice and 
Immigration Act 2008, re-
garding pornography, one 
of the narratives that has 
come out in defence of the 
act is to do with the cultiva-
tion of “human flourishing”.  
That feeds into the ques-
tions: what is well-being?  
What do we think about as 
being human flourishing?  
Does it always have to be a 
communicative idea of hu-
manity, or is it something 
individualistic?

Sarah: Why is it required?  
Why do we have to “flour-
ish”?  Are we closed buds?

Dominic: I like in Edel-

man’s definition, that the 
idea that porn is somehow 
subtractive.  That whatever 
you think cultural value is, 
it is against it.

Frances: But then if you 
applied these rules to all 

entertainment, to literature, 
to art, you’d have lots of 
problems.  Will you flour-
ish by watching this film or 
reading this book?  I think 
we should use the same 
rules for pornography as 
anything else.  How can we 
judge what is valuable or 
useful? Lots of the films we 
watch may not be “good” 
for us; they could perhaps 
instil racist attitudes or 
sexist attitudes. 

Sarah: Yes, I would defi-
nitely like to return to the 
idea that if we are going to 
avoid addiction narratives, 
and avoid a very simple 
idea of who the audience 
is, then we need to un-
derstand that there is no 
“public”, it is made up of 
individuals, with individual 
backgrounds, politics and 
interests, and different 
readings of what they are 
watching.  The idea that, 

for example, you can’t 
watch Love Actually, and 
have a different view other 
than accepting the story 
- “oh god, I must go and 
have a straight relation-
ship, earn loads of money 
and...”

Alex: Marry the Prime Min-
ister!

Sarah: I really don’t think 
it’s as simple as that.  I 
think there is too much em-
phasis placed upon domi-
nant readings of texts as 
reinforcing dominant ideas.  

Dominic: The only objec-
tion I would have is that, if 
you are talking about con-
testing dominant readings, 
then you must have some 
notion of a dominant read-
ing.  Maybe, quite often 
when people invoke these 
things, they are actually 
hallucinations of some kind 
- that we assume that eve-
ryone else sees things in a 
certain way, but that only 
I - as a critical reader, or 
a queer reader - have this 
critical or unusual reading.  
I think it is a difficult thing, 
how you identify dominant 

interpretations and pub-
lics.  I do think there are 
such things as hegemonic 
discourses.  

Sarah: In pornographic 
studies we keep seeing 
all these addiction narra-
tives - self-selecting these 
fathers, families, “produc-
tive” members of society, 
when really we should be 
broadening out to ask, 
when they land on certain 
porn tube websites, what 
are they watching, what are 
they getting from it?  Are 
they watching things they 
don’t enjoy, are they trying 
to find something that they 
do?  Are these sites actu-
ally popular?  Just to get a 
more nuanced idea of porn 
viewing.  It doesn’t mean 
that dominant ideologies 
don’t exist, but I think it’s 
a little more complicated 
than it has tended to be 
represented.

James:  Perhaps in Edel-
man’s case then, he is hal-
lucinating an idea of what 
“the social” actually is, in 
order to posit pornography 
against it?

Dominic:  Edelman is very 
good at identifying the 
things about “normal” so-
ciality that he doesn’t like.  
And he is very funny when 
he attacks them.  But his 
view of what normal so-

“ I think there is too much emphasis 
placed upon dominant readings of 
texts as reinforcing dominant ideas ”
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ciality is - particularly the 
heterosexual couple, the 
child, reproductive futur-
ism and so on - is a very 
particular view of “normal-
ity”.  I wouldn’t say that 
corresponds to what “nor-
mality” is for me.

James:  Previous debates, 
particularly in the 1970s, 
around pornography were 
a very binary argument - 
pro/anti.  Now, in 2012/13, 
how has this debate 
changed, and where do 
you think it should go from 

here.  In the era of amateur 
porn, digital technology, 
the pornography industry’s 
decline, what are the new 
areas that should be dis-
sected and discussed?

Frances: The thing that 
troubles me is real sex in 
narrative cinema.  Yet, one 
of my favourite scenes is 
in Barbara Hammer’s Ni-
trate Kisses, which is part 
documentary, part fiction, 
you have two women hav-
ing real sex.  I really liked 
that scene, so I don’t know 
quite where I stand on this.  
It’s complicated and some-
times I think it is used for 
the sake of transgression 

or the excitement around 
being transgressive, and 
actually there is no point 
in making it real sex.  Sex 
in cinema is interesting. 
There’s something about 
emotional labour for ac-
tors.  You are an actor who 
is used to simulation, and 
then you are told that you 
are going to be penetrated 
or penetrate someone else, 
and I think it pushes your 
emotional labour further.  
We have had porn actors, 
and narrative actors, and 
now we are sometimes 

putting them together, they 
are enacting something out 
of their comfort zone per-
haps.

Sarah: But there is a con-
tract.  You are assuming 
that an actor just turns up 
on set one day and is told 
that they are going to be 
penetrated.  The actors 
know exactly what they are 
going to do, they negotiate 
it, and often use it for pub-
licity themselves.

Alex: Shia LaBeouf, in the 
new Lars Von Trier film 
(Nymphomaniac) really 
wanted that role because 
it contained real sex, be-

cause he wanted to put 
that out there.

Frances: But actors and 
actresses end up do-
ing things because if you 
don’t, you’re not going to 
work in Hollywood...

Alex: But you could say 
that at any level of acting 
to be honest...

Sarah: You could say that 
in any single job, especially 
where you don’t have a 
strong union and contract, 
sense of self identity and 
limits, and you can be ex-
ploited.

Frances: But that does 
show that the work place 
in itself is an exploitative 
place.

Sarah: Of course, but I 
think as an actor in Holly-
wood you are going to en-
counter that a lot less than 
in the aisles of Tesco be-
cause names have power.  
They dictate what they will 
or won’t do.  Actors start-
ing out their careers may 
be different but they can 
still fundamentally choose 
what they will or will not 
do.  They can always quit if 
they feel they have to com-
promise their own personal 
limits.

Dominic: Look at Björk be-

ing put through the ringer 
by Lars Von Trier in Dancer 
In The Dark.  There’s no 
physical penetration in-
volved but it’s obviously 
a very gruelling perfor-
mance.  You’ll always have 
to worry, to what extent is 
the director bullying.  It’ll 
be interesting to work out 
why it is different in the 
case of pornography.  I 
kind of feel viscerally that it 
is different but I have never 
been able to give a very 
satisfactory account of 
why that is.  Coming back 
to the question, that would 
be an interesting discus-
sion: why do we think sex 
is somehow different?  

Alex: I don’t understand 
your position. I simply don’t 
understand why sex is this 
special, sacred realm...

Dominic: The way I put it is 
this; sex, when you are not 
actually aroused or inter-
ested, to me, is weird and 
gross.  Sex is not weird 
and gross but...

Alex: I’ve worked as a 
secretary for a doctor in 
psychiatry and I hate psy-
chiatry.  I found that gross 
and disturbing. There are 
so many areas of labour 
where one could encounter 
the same precise emotion.  
I think there is a real prob-
lem in positioning sex as 

something sacred.  I think 
historically that has been 
problematic, and particu-
larly problematic to wom-
en.  Sex as something that 
is special, and needs to be 
protected and cushioned 
by the state.

Dominic: But I don’t think 
it’s about sacredness.  For 
example, Kat Banyard ar-
gues that sex workers have 
an awful lot of unwanted 
sex, which is not necessar-
ily the same thing as non-
consensual.  She makes 
that distinction very inter-
estingly.  She then goes on 
to say that the long term 
outcome of this is psycho-
logical damage, post trau-
matic stress disorder and 
so on.  To me that has an 
automatic plausibility.

Alex: But why is that more 
so than being abused in 
any other work place?  
Surely emotional and bod-
ily labour can come in all 
sorts of formats.

Dominic: I don’t propose 
to be able to answer your 
question, but coming back 
to the initial question, that 
is where I think one of the 
big tangles is, where there 
is this mutual incompre-
hension.  It’s certainly dif-
ficult for me to get over this 
particular knot of feelings 
and assumptions

James:  Is there something 
to be said for society’s 
view of the work?  Some-
one working in Tesco, for 
example, may be just as 
exploited and unhappy in 
their job as a sex worker, 
yet they don’t have the 
same social stigma at-
tached to their work as a 
sex worker or porn per-
former does.  Can this 
make it harder for a sex 
worker than for others in 
similarly un-wanted jobs 
positions?

Dominic: Yes there is an 
element of social death - 
there are so many people 
you cannot tell what you 
do.  Some people deal 
with that by being bra-
zen about it and being as 
public about it as they can 
- which is one way of re-
fusing to be shamed, and I 
think very courageous in its 
way.  So yes, the way so-
ciety views and treats  sex 
workers is certainly socially 
harmful to them.  It is very 
difficult to be placed in that 
position, I presume.

“ ...positioning sex as some-
thing sacred.  I think historically 
that has been problematic ”
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Hardcore Circus
Deep Throat on Thin Ice in Norway
Jack Stevenson

When, in the Autumn of 1998, bookers for 
two theatres in Bergen and Oslo, began to 
draw up bold plans for a loosely coordinated 
sex-in-cinema series set to include hardcore 
porno classics, Deep Throat and Behind the 
Green Door, they did so with some apprehen-
sion and much debate among themselves. 
Their nervousness was not unfounded, for 
their idea was certain to cause controversy 
and draw legal opposition in Norway.

While Scandinavia is generally viewed 
as a culture that treats sexual matters with 
a liberal and enlightened approach, this ap-
plies more to Sweden and Denmark than to 
Norway, a comparatively more religious and 
conservative culture where disagreements 
among groups tend to be settled in a more 

partisan and reactionary fashion.
The contrast between Norway and Den-

mark is particularly striking. In May of 1998, 
for example, the female programmer of the 
Copenhagen Film House booked a sex-in-
cinema series that included not only Deep 
Throat and The Devil in Miss Jones, but also 
Bodil: A Summer Day in 1970 - a documen-
tary by Ole Ege about the Danish porno star, 
Bodil Joensen which included explicit bes-
tiality. The result: great crowds, great press 
and not a protester in sight. Danes thought 
it was all just swell. Word of the upcoming 
Norwegian sex-in-cinema retrospective, on 
the other hand, attracted bemused attention 
in the Danish press in the form of deadpan 
“Porno comes to Norway” teasers. (Whether 
Danes are liberal or just blasé is debatable.)

Norway also has a more radicalised femi-
nist movement than Denmark – if not Swe-
den. Such movements are centred in univer-
sity towns like Bergen, and it was to be from 
this source that much of the opposition to 
the films would come.

Three months before the screenings, word 
was out, and two months before the screen-
ing dates uproar in Bergen had reached full 
boil, all of it focused exclusively on Deep 
Throat. “Stop Deep Throat!” flyers appeared. 
Dadaist inclined free-speechers were not 
cowed, however, and soon imitation flyers 
in exactly the same format appeared read-
ing “Stop You’ve Got Mail!” Other exchanges 
took on a darker tone. In mid-March a femi-
nist “Take Back the Night” rally was held 
on a street in Bergen where several attacks 

on women had been reported. “Stop Deep 
Throat!” banners were among those held 
high, and rally organiser, Eva L Husby went 
out of her way to attack the planned screen-
ing of Deep Throat and link the film to the 
kind of (murderous) violence against woman 
they were trying to stop in Bergen. Her view 
was apparently shared by the aggregate of 
activist groups taking part which included 
Rød Ungdom (Red Youth), Sosialistisk Un-
gdom (Socialist Youth), Norges kvinne og 
familieforbund (Norway’s Women and Fam-
ily Association), Kvinnefronten (Woman’s 
Front), OTTAR, a leading Norwegian feminist 
group and a group of women representing 
the local parish.

Groups like Red Youth and the Christian 
Party of Norway filed charges with the police 
to stop the screening. Christian Party ac-
tivist, Kristian Helland, objected to the fact 
that such “shit” was playing in a city-funded 
cinema and promised that it wasn’t only old 
fuddy-duddy Christian Party members who 
would fight it, but young people too. The 
Bergen City government committee on cul-
tural issues argued over whether to officially 
take up the debate on Deep Throat and they 
eventually did (to what result is uncertain). A 
custom formed coalition calling itself AKS-
JONSGRUPPEN STOPP VISNINGEN AV 
DEEP THROAT (roughly translated as AC-
TION GROUP TO STOP THE SCREENING 
OF DEEP THROAT) composed of members 
from OTTAR and the Woman’s Cell of NSU, 
(Norsk Studentunion) made it clear to the 
Cinemateket that they would do everything 
possible to stop the show, while on the other 
hand, Bergen police came out on record 
saying they did not consider the screening 
to be illegal and would help maintain order if 
the protests got out of hand. 

A more clear cut if less emotional chal-
lenge to the series was the legal one, since 
theatrical exhibition of high profile porno 

classics like Deep Throat and Behind the 
Green Door had been outlawed by old court 
rulings still standing from the seventies. The 
Bergen Cinemateket, in particular, was keen 
to challenge and overturn these old rulings 
in the same way that a screening of Deep 
Throat had reversed a standing legal deci-
sion in Finland two years before. They got 
legal advice and were encouraged that re-
cent legal decisions on similar cases tended 
to weigh the merits of individual films and 
disposed of blanket prohibitions against 
‘pornography’. And Deep Throat was now 
twenty-seven years old - whatever its mer-
its or lack thereof, it obviously had historical 
import.

Key to the Cinemateket’s case was their 
claim to the same dispensation that widely 
allows “serious, non-commercial” national 
filmmuseum cinemas across Europe to 
screen anything they wish to with impunity. 
To this end they planned to set a minimum 
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age requirement at eighteen, to have dis-
cussions and seminars, to dispense with a 
press screening and forego any garish ad 
campaign. As it turned out, they would get 
the garish ad campaign for free.

As the series play-dates approached in 
late April of 1999, Oslo, bowing to the politi-
cal pressure and legal uncertainty, cancelled 
several of the high profile (and explicitly 
prohibited) titles including Deep Throat and 
Behind the Green Door, leaving Bergen to 
bravely soldier on alone against a swelling 
tide of organised opposition and public in-
dignation. Oslo’s Cinemateket did screen 
Thundercrack!, however, which had never 
been imported and hence had no prior le-
gal restraint standing against it. This 1975 
bi-sexual, hardcore, underground, haunted-
house cult melodrama, then ended up by 
default as the main American entry into the 
sexual sweepstakes. It was heartily enjoyed 
by a big and appreciative audience and no 
doubt derailed any rational, constructive de-

bate on the politics of erotic cinema that had 
been looming. (Bergen also screened Thun-
dercrack!, though it went virtually unnoticed 
since Deep Throat was hogging all the ink.)

It was with considerable shock that this 
writer learned a couple of weeks before 
the screenings that Linda Lovelace herself 
would be coming to Bergen, at the invitation 
of the above mentioned feminist coalition, to 
help attempt to stop the screenings.

There may be other famous Americans 
who came to symbolise their times with the 
same sense of trendy disposability that char-
acterised the brief reign of Linda Lovelace as 
mega media curiosity in the early seventies, 
but no-one ever did so with such a beguiling 
mix of apparent naiveté and sexual inhibition 
– and such a glaring lack of any other real 
talent. And today no-one seems so impris-
oned in a past era as that person with the 
fake name who today claims she really didn’t 
exist – Linda Lovelace.

And now to hear that this living legend 

was still actively engaged in the issue and 
was stepping out of the seventies to come 
to modern day Bergen, Norway – where she 
was dead on a collision course with the ve-
hicle of her planetary fame – seemed incred-
ible. 

Recently divorced and recently a grand-
mother, the fifty-one-year-old Lovelace, 
aka Linda Boreman is today (purportedly) a 
Christian, has two children and lives in ano-
nymity in an undisclosed address in the New 
York area.

While Linda Lovelace, porno super-
woman of the seventies, quickly vanished 
into the oblivion reserved for all suddenly 
out-of-fashion American pop stars, Linda 
Boreman, the feminist cause célèbre of the 
sexual abuse issue, lives eternal. As she told 
the Bergen press, she still occasionally ac-
cepts speaking engagements and attends 
similar arrangements aimed to stop screen-
ings of the film.

Yet nothing in recent memory would 
prove quite as bizarre as what was about 
to transpire in late April in this rainy, coastal 
Norwegian city more famous for its proxim-
ity to WWII submarine battles. At the centre 
of the storm was, as a local writer put it, the 
little woman in dark sunglasses one could 
easily miss in a crowd. Compared to the 
mega star the whole world knew, it was a 
jarring contrast.

Press from all over Norway came to Ber-
gen, and photos of Lovelace, often puff-
ing on a cigarette and wearing sunglasses, 
appeared in the papers. (In one photo she 
wears a heart-shaped pendant with the 
word “love” inscribed on it.) In some shots 
she appears to have aged little, while oth-
ers were less flattering, especially when flash 
bulbs caught her mid-flight in some impas-
sioned invective.

Familiar positions on both sides of the 
issue were staked out in the press. Love-

lace, as is well known since the publication 
of her book, Ordeal, in 1979, insists she had 
been forced to participate in Deep Throat 
by her first husband (or “pimp” as she calls 
him), Chuck Traynor, who brutalised her and 
threatened her at gun point. A copy of Ordeal 
rests on almost every feminist bookshelf and 
has done a great deal to personalise and 
polarise – and some would say distort – the 
more general debate on pornography.

Sceptics wonder why it took her so long 
to come forward with her charges, and note 
that she actually published books (Inside 
Linda Lovelace) and appeared in other films 
after Deep Throat (Linda Lovelace for Presi-
dent). They see little evidence of brutal coer-
cion in the film and suspect that she was just 
trying to make a second career for herself.

Bergen Cinemateket spokesman, Odd-
leiv Vik, maintained that people had a right 
to see the film and make up their own minds, 
and he asserted that Deep Throat’s status as 
a landmark classic - if not an artistic triumph 
- of erotic cinema merited its inclusion in the 
series. Additionally, he pointed out, anti-porn 
feminists always used the film for their own 
partisan purposes and thus had no moral 
right to declare it ‘off limits’ for others. Vik 
said he was not unsympathetic to Lovelace 
but that he was not sure she was telling the 
truth.

If Lovelace had been, as she described 
herself, the world’s most famous “easy vic-
tim”, then it had happened long ago. In Ber-
gen she appeared fairly ‘media hardened’, 
didn’t give an inch on positions she’s made 
it her life’s work to argue, and made herself 
accessible, both to reporters and on the In-
ternet where she answered questions from 
the public.

She countered that there were no good 
arguments for screening the film, and she 
was appalled that in the name of cultural his-
tory people would once again sit and watch 

Still from Deep Throat



3938

One+One Filmmakers Journal

her being raped. “How would viewers feel if 
their daughter was raped on film and paying 
audiences sat and watched it in the name 
of ‘cultural history’?”, she asked rhetorically. 
“Freedom of Speech!”, she sneered. “What 
about my rights as a human being?”

“I AM EARMARKED”, proclaimed the 
bold headlines of one press profile, as Love-
lace explained that Deep Throat has come to 
dominate her life so inescapably that she will 
never get over it. “Other people can leave 
their pasts behind them. My past is on film.”

The few details she supplied to the press 
about her life today were hazy and appeared 
at times contradictory. She claimed that no-
one knows her former identity in the com-
munity where she currently lives, but said at 
another point that not a single day goes by 
when someone doesn’t ask her when she’s 
going to make her next porno film. She also 
claims she’s never seen the film but main-
tains that in it, bruises indicative of long term 
abuse are visible on her limbs.

Her children support her and her activism 
against the film, she said in one interview. 
“My daughter looks very much like me when 
I did the film, and sometimes it’s very hard 
for her. My son has given up friends because 
they wanted to rent the film with his mother 
in it.”

The Norwegian press found itself hos-
tage to an issue forced on it, one in which 
positions were irrevocably hardened, and 
some began to view the whole hullabaloo 
as absurd. Did Linda Lovelace think it was 
worth coming all the way to Norway to pro-
test a screening of Deep Throat in a small 
art-house theatre? “Oh yes”, she shot back. 
“I was even fired from my job in a consumer 
information bureau when I asked for time off 
to come here and they wouldn’t give it to 
me.” Well now that she was in Bergen, what 
else would she like to do? “After we stop the 
screening I suppose I’ll go down and take a 

look at the water”.
Most critics had little good to say about 

the movie, and some slammed it as clap-
trap. “IMPOTENT AND BORING” ran the 
headline for the Bergens Tidende (Bergen 
Times) review of the first show, as journal-
ist Paal Kvamme figured the demonstrators 
outside to be far more aroused than the au-
dience inside. Yet all realised the quality of 
the film had become a secondary issue, and 
it was a story that the press, especially the 
tabloids, could not pass up.

Columnist Nils Olav Sæverås, writing for 
the tabloid, Bergens Afterposten (Evening 
Paper), on April 23rd, thought it was time 
for a reality check. He credited the Cine-
mateket’s main claim, that Deep Throat was 
a landmark film, as the only good reason to 
show it, and noted with awe that it sold as 
many tickets in the early seventies as The 
Godfather had. What this said about the col-
lective American psyche, or the state of its 
sex culture, he couldn’t hazard a guess. He 
was mystified how such an unexceptional 
film could have had such revolutionary im-
pact and concluded that it was doubly dif-
ficult to get a perspective on this film in the 
nineties.

Pro-porn feminist, Heidi Nordbye Lunde, 
was also caught in the rhetorical crossfire. 
While taking a generally pro-porn position, 
she distanced herself from Deep Throat.

Lovelace herself at one point claimed she 
wasn’t against porn per se - that she didn’t 
advocate censorship, only awareness - but 
everything she had to say about the porn in-
dustry was predictably scathing.

Turid Kjetland, writing for the Bergens Ti-
dende, thought that Deep Throat was simply 
the wrong movie to show because it was so 
“special”, and merely succeeded in driving 
pro-porn feminists into what appeared to be 
the pro-censorship camp - where they didn’t 
want to be. Kjetland opined that showing a 

different film would have been better, pref-
erably one that starred liberated Norwegian 
porno star, Tanya Hansen, suggesting that 
some were starting to grow weary of fram-
ing such a universal issue as sex in such a 
provincially American context.

But however real the issues might be, 
they were starting to get lost in the swelling 
circus-like din. When the feminist coalition 
hosting Linda’s visit set up a public debate 
prior to the first show, everybody expected 
a real carnival.

Cinemateket personnel refused to par-
ticipate in the debate due to the absence of 
a neutral chair-person and the fact that the 
feminist group would be charging admis-
sion, which Vik criticised as implicit support 
for Lovelace’s ‘cause’. Group spokeswom-
an, Jane Nordlund responded, claiming that 
it was necessary to charge an entry fee to 
recoup the costs of Linda’s trip to Bergen. 
A neutral chairperson was found, but Cine-
mateket personnel still objected to the entry 
fee and boycotted the debate.

The debate attracted a full house, the au-
dience composed for the most part of the 
young, attentive and serious. The tempera-
ture never rose to heated levels due to the 
absence of ‘the opposition’, and Lovelace 
was pretty much allowed to talk about “her 
stuff”, as one writer termed it.

Heidi Lunde suggested the best solution 
would be if people simply didn’t come to 
the movie – small chance now considering 
the massive hype that Lovelace’s visit had 
sparked. Another woman suggested that a 
full scale trial should be held to determine if 
the film could be legally screened.

Jane Nordlund said she couldn’t wait to 
see “porno fans” feel bad when they came 
face to face with Linda. Nordlund wasn’t the 
only one who couldn’t wait, as it seemed 
some were actually dying to meet Linda 

Lovelace - the Cinemateket staff having got-
ten wind of the fact that at least one porno 
super-fan was flying in from Holland to at-
tend the show.

The debate had been unexpectedly civil, 
but that mood wasn’t to last much longer… 

“IF YOU GO BEYOND THIS POINT YOU 
HAVE DECLARED YOURSELF PRO-RAPE”, 
screamed a banner hoisted by about 100 
angry, mostly female demonstrators outside 
the Cinemateket theatre prior to the eight 
o’clock show on Thursday, the 22nd - the 
first of three screenings to be held on con-
secutive nights.

Seventy tickets had been sold for the 
show, technically a sell-out since twenty of 
the ninety seats had been withheld from sale 
due to security reasons, the staff said. The 
ticket-holders, divided almost equally by 
gender, now had to push their way through 
not only the angry gauntlet of demonstrators 
shouting unprintable imprecations, but also 
through mobs of press, before finally being 
confronted face to face with Linda Lovelace 
herself who would ask “How could you go in 
and watch me being raped?!” Their reward, 
once inside the lobby, was to be body-
searched for spray-paint cans, stink bombs 
and weapons.

The scene quickly degenerated into 
chaos as demonstrators fought with staff. 
Four or five staff members tried to push the 

Cinemateket, Bergen, Norway
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Pornfilmfestival Berlin
A report and interview with curator  
Claus Matthes 

James Marcus Tucker

Moviemento, situated on Kottbusser 
Damm in the Kruzberg district of Berlin is 
the oldest operating cinema in Germany.  I 
arrived there in October 2012 for the 7th 
Pornfilmfestival - an event that, I was to 
discover, attracts pornographers, filmmak-
ers, journalists and audiences from around 
the world and aims to celebrate human 
sexuality in all its (often humorous) forms.  
I didn’t know what to expect - images of 
old men in raincoats, masturbating in the 
back row to sordid scenes in sparsely at-
tended, dusty auditoriums were quickly 
wiped clean from my mind when I encoun-
tered a bustling foyer and bar, populated 
with seemingly middle-class, well-dressed 
young intellectuals buying cake and coffee 
for the next screening of Mommy is Com-
ing.

The festival was a densely packed pro-
gramme of “golden age” pornography, 
feature films and documentaries, short 
films, music videos, experimental art piec-
es, late night parties, debates and discus-
sions.   I was unable to see as much as I 
would have liked, and at one point found 
myself promiscuously hopping between 
screens to take in clashing events and 
screenings.  Whilst standing in line for the 
one functioning toilet, a young male Berlin 
blogger told me that the festival was the 
most anticipated in the city apart from 
the famous Berlinale.  I wasn’t sure what 
to make of that, but the mostly packed 
screenings and general hubbub inside the 
cinema certainly wasn’t going to diminish 
his enthusiasm.

demonstrators out, with little success, but 
the show looked set to proceed anyway. 
Plain clothes police were present from the 
start, but stayed in the background until staff 
members called them when protesters had 
got as far as the screening room door, which 
they had started to beat upon. Police de-
tained and later released five protesters who 
kicked in a door to the theatre. Other materi-
al damage resulted. For example, holes were 
smashed in the lobby walls. At one point a 
fuse box was prised opened and the fuses 
ripped out, which only succeeded in shutting 
off the lights in a corridor in an adjacent wing 
of the building.

Among the protesters were at least 
three “Christian punks” or “Disciple punks” 
screaming “We live for Jesus” as they ham-
mered on the walls. “We are Christians”, ex-
plained a sixteen year old member. “We fight 
for Jesus, therefore we fight against pornog-
raphy.”

In a protest against the protest, journal-
ist R Ridola (who had thus far tried to take 
an impartial stand), was jostled out of line by 
the mob despite protestations that he had to 
serve on a panel and needed to see the film. 
“It’s not as important that I actually see the 
film as it is that I exercise my right to see it”, 
he remarked as he gave up, positioned him-
self in front of the theatre and loudly advised 
theatre staff to call the police. The demon-
strators in turn countered with their own ver-
sion of “We Shall Overcome” – a singsong 
chant; “Rape fan, little man, porno fan… ” 
aimed at the ticket-holders who by now 
must have been feeling really special.

“It’s not very nice”, said Vik with typical 
Scandinavian understatement when asked 
by a journalist how the vicious insults – many 
aimed directly at him – made him feel. “Odd-
leiv Vik”, went one chant, “what a swine, 
porno creates women’s corpses.” At one 
point he was confronted by Linda Lovelace 

who asked to be given the film print. “I don’t 
believe a word you say”, he told her.

Later that evening when the hullabaloo 
died down, Lovelace summed up her im-
pressions. She thought it was nice that all 
these people had showed up to join the pro-
test, but was disappointed that the police 
“didn’t do their job and stop the show. I was 
prepared to be arrested by the police, but I 
didn’t see them.” As for those inside watch-
ing the film, “I feel sorry for them,” she said, 
“They need therapy”.

Protests continued the next two nights, 
but with less velocity, and fewer ticket buy-
ers.

Considering that Lovelace was the star of 
the show, and that the show had become, 
by any measure, a media circus, it seemed 
not unreasonable to ask if she ever felt like 
a circus clown, as journalist Kjetland, writing 
for Bergens Tidende, did at one point.

“No” Lovelace replied, then adding, 
“Sometimes when I’m giving a talk to a col-
lege audience I noticed grinning boys on 
the edge of the crowd. They have come to 
see ‘the freak’. But after my talk, they are 
the ones who come over to me and take my 
hand and ask how they can become less 
macho, and that gives me hope.”

--

Note: This article was originally printed in 2001 in Flesh-

pot: Cinema’s Sexual Myth Makers & Taboo Breakers, 

edited by Jack Stevenson, who allowed us to reprint it 

here to become a part of the discussion of this issue.  

 

Linda Boreman (Stage name Linda Lovelace) died on 

April 22nd, 2002, aged 53.
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My first screening was a selection of 
short films under the umbrella title Fuck-
ing Different XXX.  Produced by Kristian 
Petersen, the films came from all over 
the world, and presented transsexual and 
gender queer porn, gay male produced 
lesbian porn, and 
lesbian produced 
gay male porn.  
Jürgen Brüning, 
the festival di-
rector offered up 
a playful candy-
coloured playpen of dykes and sports 
equipment used as sex toys.  Manuela 
Kay imagined a romantic picnic fisting 
session for two romantic bears.  After the 
screening, she explained how she wished 
to present a gay male porn that wasn’t “all 
about cocks”. Maria Beatty’s offering was 
a dark queered-up oedipal drama about 

transsexual mother/demon Li-
lith, whose sons Cain and Abel 
vie for sexual affection.  When 
Abel is rejected, Cain punishes 
his brother in true S&M fashion 
- by fucking him with a broom 
stick.  The selection was enjoya-
ble, often campy and a lot rough 
around the edges.

Erika Lust’s Cabaret Desire 
(2011) took a more conventional 
approach with its soft lighting, 
romantic settings and pleasing-
to-the-eye subjects.  Set in a 
cabaret club, patrons are read 
stories of female desire which 
are presented to the audience 
in brightly lit scenes populated 
with glamorous or self-confident 
women and Calvin Klein models. 
The first story follows a woman 
who dates and fucks a male-
female couple, until the jealousy 
sets in.  Her polygamy is ex-
plained by her motto, “two lovers, 
two flavours”.  In another sec-
tion, a man narrates the story of 

his mother who, he is told, stole from a fa-
mous academic.  The man’s lack of actual 
knowledge of his mothers secret activities 
is wittily offset by the camera revealing all.  
Dressed in a cat-suit, she ties the sleep-
ing academic to his couch, waking him 
in panic, before riding him to orgasm in 

front of his 
ceiling-high 
bookcases.  
Whilst the 
film was 
e n j o y a b l e 
and offered 

a female view of hardcore sex and desire 
- showing the often ignored female or-
gasm and  punctuated with humour and 
realism (a broken bike, obsessive internal 
monologues) I wondered if her approach 
was perhaps a little safe, relying on porno-
graphic conventions in cast appearance, 
sexual positions and mechanics. Come to 

think of it, nearly every film I saw at the 
festival (at least where people were having 
vaginal or anal sex) employed the pull-out-
and-cum visual.  Erika and her producer 
attended the screening to answer ques-
tions and she explained how her work 
aimed to get the “porn vision” out of the 
sex scenes, and make it more “real”.  It is 
hard to know what this word “real” means 

when filmmakers say they are aiming for 
it, but I assumed that by “porn vision” she 
meant the rough-and-tumble of male cre-
ated porn, too often objectifying and mis-
treating their female stars.  In Erika’s work 
there was something refreshing about her 
female characters’ in-control sexuality, 
and charming and authentic about seeing 
her male models sweat at the end of the 
sex scenes which never seemed intrusive 
or staged.

The two documentaries I saw couldn’t 
be more different in their subject matter.  
(A)sexual (2011) documented the plight of 
a group of American asexual activists as 
they joined the (often hostile) Gay Pride 
parade and discussed their relationship 
issues.  The concept of identity played a 
heavy role, and the question of asexual-
ity’s very existence was discussed by sci-
entists, TV chat show hosts and sex col-
umnists.  The battle asexuals confronted 
was to persuade others that asexuality re-
ally existed, that they weren’t broken, and 
that romance and love could be estab-
lished and experienced without the need 
for the mechanics of sexual intercourse.  
The main subject of the piece, David Jay 
- the founder of asexuality.org - described 
his teenage asexual existence as an “icky 
mystery” and the “coming out” into a world 
of asexual identity politics. A rather con-
ventionally framed documentary about a 
topic seemingly more confusing and con-
troversial than one would initially expect. Il 
n’ya pas de rapport sexuel (2011) - whose 
title refers to Lacan’s famous psychoana-
lytical notion of the workings of fantasy 
(“there is no sexual relationship”) was a 
brilliant piece of DIY behind-the-scenes 
filmmaking aimed at breaking down the 
illusions of pornography, and followed 
the often hilarious technicalities of shoot-
ing both gay and straight scenes in often 
challenging, awkward situations.  Shot by 
the pornographer “Siboni” himself, he lets 
his camera tell the stories rather than nar-
rate or comment.  We see him pep-talk a 
straight 19 year-old newcomer to the in-

“ a playful candy-coloured playpen 
of dykes and sports equipment used 
as sex toys ”

Moviemento, Berlin

From top to bottom, stills from: Fucking Different XXX, 
Cabaret Desire, Il n’ya pas de rapport sexuel, (A)sexual
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dustry just after he has been fucked by 
another man for his first ever scene (“you 
have to cum on demand after 3 hours”), 
we watch him struggle to find the right po-
sition to shoot against the glaring sun,  we 
hear him negotiate his way through shoots 
with frustrated and tired performers (“it’s 
a hassle”, “that’s filmmaking!”) and in one 
unsavoury moment, whilst a woman cries 
after being pounded hard,  he exploits her 

upset to pretend they are “tears of joy”.  
Yet in a rather touching section, another 
woman seems genuinely pleased after the 
shoot to have “squirted” for the first time 
on camera. The film was a self-reflexive 
look (“Siboni” tells his performers to ig-
nore the “making of” camera) at the pro-
cedures and odd characters of the porn 
industry and is often as hilarious as it is 
revealing.  

Nightdreams (1981) is a piece of classic 
expressionistic/Lynchian style porn creat-
ed by Café Flesh director Stephen Sayadi-
an (“Rinse Dream”).  It is hard to describe, 
but from what I remember of the cacoph-
ony and barrage of sounds and surreal 
images, the story followed the orgasmic 
fantasies of a woman under psychological 
observation who dreams of being fucked 
by a grotesque mask’s nose, of giving a 
blowjob to the black man on a life-size 
cereal box whilst a life-size slice of toast 
dances behind her to a rendition of Old 
Man River, of fucking herself with a Shisha 
water pipe in front of a group of men in 
traditional Arab headwear and of being a 
sex slave to the Devil in hell.  One of the 
psychologists sums up the mood, “you 
call it an orgasm, I call it a breakdown”.  
Quite.  Often macabre and grotesque yet 

with a playful sense of humour, the film 
nevertheless takes the viewer on a laby-
rinthine journey through the lead female’s 
sexual fantasies. Whilst seemingly scruti-
nised and pathologised by the salivating 
psychologists who concern themselves 
over their “out-of-control” subject, our 
narrator-fantasist offers a revealing twist 
in the final scene which challenges our as-
sumptions about who has been in control 

and holding the power.  
On the final day I was able 

to catch a debate between 
sex workers and pornogra-
phers who revealingly talked 
about the issues relating to 
their field of work.  The pan-
el gave details, often quite 
moving, about how their 

loved ones responded to their work life, 
and keeping with the theme of the festi-
val it seemed, described the “coming out” 
process.  Interestingly, Treasure Island 
Media video director Liam Cole felt that 
his own “coming out” process was some-
what reversed in relation to the others on 
the panel.  Whereas the rest were mostly 
known by their real names in day-to-day 
life and have to “come out” as pornogra-
phers or sex workers later into relation-
ships, for Liam, his name and persona 
“Liam Cole” is so well known in the circles 
he moves in that he finds himself “coming 
out” as his non-sexual/non-pornographic 
self only once he gets close to a person.  
Because of his work, his rarely experi-
enced process of revealing becomes a 
“de-pornification” of his identity. 

The festival was indeed an eye-opener, 
and I was very pleased to see positive, 
affirmative sides of human sexuality pre-
sented alongside the more dark, disturb-
ing and complex. I was able to sit down 
with Claus Matthes, one of PornFilmFes-
tival’s curators to talk about the history of 
the festival, and what purpose he felt it 
served.

Q This is the 7th year of 
the festival.  Could you 
tell me how it came into 
being.

Jürgen Brüning, Bruce La-
Bruce’s producer for over 
20 years and the festi-
val director has been into 
movies since the early 
1980s and founded the art 
house Kino Eiszeit here in 
Berlin along with the first 
Berlin gay and lesbian 
film festival Verzaubert.  
Over the years he came 
to know about many mov-
ies that had been made, 
yet had never been shown 
because of some explicit 
scenes.  There are so 
many filmmakers out there 
dealing with this issue, but 
never get the chance to 
have an audience because 
nobody dares to show 
these movies.  Then finally 
in 2005, he decided that as 

nobody else was doing it, 
he would found a festival 
that would show them.  I 
was with the festival from 
the very beginning.  Jürgen 
already had a complete 
programme of films for the 
first festival, now we are a 
curator team of four peo-
ple. 

Q Is there any other fes-
tival like it in the world?

After ours launched there 
continues to be one in Ath-
ens, but the ones in Paris 
and Madrid aren’t running 
anymore because they had 
problems with funding and 
couldn’t find the theatres 
and it became very com-
plicated.  This year, for the 
second time there is the 
Pop Porn Festival in Sao 
Paolo (www.popporn.com.
br), with which we collabo-

“ a woman under psychological 
observation who dreams of being 
fucked by a grotesque mask’s nose ”

rate very closely. In New 
York there is CineKink, but 
as far as I know they don’t 
show commercial porn.  
We are also interested in 
the development of com-
mercial porn - is there any 
new thinking, are there any 
new ideas, new visions or 
looks.  Over recent years, 
many more women are 
making money in commer-
cial porn.  There has been 
a change and this we want 
to show.

Q If other cities have 
had issues, why do you 
think this kind of festival 
works so well in Berlin?

Well obviously there is 
something.  We do the 
festival for a very small 
amount of money, but I 
think this is only possible 
in Berlin because it is the 

Still from Nightdreams
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kind of city where everyone 
wants to do something and 
doesn’t care so much if 
there is money.  Berlin has 
always been a creative city 
- which comes from an old 
tradition - 300 years ago 
Prussia had a gay king, 
Frederick the Great, and 
of course his father didn’t 
like that.  His father had his 
lover killed when he was 
still a prince, and when he 
became king he said eve-
ryone must live how they 
want (chacun à son goût) 
- of course it wasn’t lib-
eral by today’s standards, 
but the idea was born.  He 
wasn’t into religion and 
churches personally and 
he didn’t mind other de-
nominations, and really 
started a liberal tradition.  
This tradition continues, of 
course with the short inter-
ruption in the 20th century, 
and now Berlin is a magnet 
for creative people all over 

the world.

Q Why do you think the 
festival attracts such a 
large audience? What are 
they looking for?

I don’t KNOW why they are 
coming, but I think it is be-
cause it is different to ex-
perience sexuality together 
with other people.  You may 
be too young to remem-
ber blue movie theatres 
in the 1980s.  Since then, 
everyone has taken their 
pornography home, and 
so it was not a communal 
experience any more.  I 
think this is one point that 
attracts the audience.  And 
then of course there are 
many movies we show that 
you cannot find anywhere 
else, particularly on the big 
screen.  Obviously there is 
a hunger for new perspec-
tives on sexuality.  That is 

that forum.  

Q There is a mix of 
queer and heterosex-
ual films at the festival 
but there seems to be a 
heavy representation of 
queer sexuality.  Is there 
a reason for this?

I think Jimmy Somerville 
said it clearly in 1988  – 
‘There’s More To Love 
(Than Boy Meets Girl)’.  
There is nothing more I 
have to say to that!

Q Erika Lust, who 
showed her film Cabaret 
Desire, said afterwards 
that the pornography 
business needed more 
mindful, intelligent peo-
ple to join the industry.  
Do you agree?

Of course!  The VHS thing 

which happened in the ‘80s 
destroyed the creativity in 
pornography.  As you can 
see in our retrospective 
this year, in the ‘70s when 
it all started after Stone-
wall and the gay liberation 
movement and the feminist 
movement at the end of 
the ‘60s, all these movies 
by the likes of Wakefield 
Poole, Radley Metzger or 
Gerard Damiano with Deep 
Throat were very much 
more playful and humor-
ous.  Not just blow jobs 
and cumming!  With VHS, 
commercial directors real-
ised you were able to put 
4 hours of fucking on one 
tape so it became about 
making money and jerking 
off and aimed at men.  This 
is when all the anti-porno 
campaigns arose.  Women 
realised that they were in-
terested in sex as well, that 
they are sexual persons 
who can feel good having 

what I hear from the audi-
ence.  They are coming for 
educational reasons.  They 
want to widen their expe-
rience and knowledge of 
sexuality.

Q Have you seen a 
change over the 7 years 
of the festival? Perhaps 
in the audiences or the 
type and quality of films 
being submitted?

Well the first year was only 
movies Jürgen already 
knew about, so there were 
no submissions.  But this 
year it is the very first time 
that we have been able to 
put together short film pro-
grammes solely out of sub-
missions.  More and more 
submissions are coming 
to us, which is a compli-
ment.  There seems to be a 
hunger for a place to show 
films like this, and we are 

sex and they can manage 
and direct their sexuality 
and it isn’t just to please 
the men or bring a man to 
the cum-shot.  This really 
develops over the last 10 
years, where women are 
reclaiming their sexuality 
in porn, which is different 
from just fucking.  Sexual-
ity is not just about jerking 
off.  It often is for men - we 
as men just want to get 
rid of it. Women also mas-
turbate of course, but it is 
more playful, it is more of 
a head thing (to speak in 
clichés).

Q  Outside of the indus-
try there is a prevalent 
anti-porn attitude.  Often, 
it is considered cheap 
and an anti-intellectual 
pursuit. This can stop 
many people consider-
ing making porn or put-
ting explicit sex into their 

Claus Matthes introduces a sex worker panel
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films.  Do you think soci-
ety needs to change its 
view of pornography if 
the industry is to attract 
more mindful filmmak-
ers?

The perspective on por-
nography changes, but I 
would agree.  This is why 
we decided to name it the 
“Porn” FilmFestival - to 
provoke this thinking about 
it and to provoke a change.  
We could have named it 
the Adult Entertainment 
Festival or Erotic Film Fes-
tival, but no, we wanted 
to name it Porn and this 
is also the reason we of-
ten can’t get some films 
we wish to show because 
the filmmakers don’t want 
to associate themselves 
with it.  It is a shame but 
it is something that we 
have to live with.  But more 
and more filmmakers are 
shooting such movies and 
want to get to our audienc-
es, so things are changing.

Q  Do you think por-
nography can help di-
rect people’s desires and 
what they like?

I don’t think pornography 
can direct your desires, but 
it certainly can help you 
find out what your desires 
are.  Usually sexual edu-
cation at school is just the 
simple things - male se-
men has to cum into the 
vagina and so on.  This is 
what you learn in school 
but of course it is not eve-

rything.  As we have seen 
in our opening movie Les 
chroniques sexuelles d’une 
famille d’aujourd’hui, it is 
not an issue in most fami-
lies.  Parents do not talk to 
their children about sexual-
ity and children do not ask.  
This always was the job of 
pornography since the very 
first time mankind engaged 
in art - in cave drawings 
there were pornographic 
images - women with big 
boobs or open vulvas or 
men with stiff dicks.  The 
moment photography was 
invented, there were nude 
and explicit pictures.  The 
moment cinematography 
was invented there was 
pornographic moving im-
ages.  Sexuality belongs to 
humans, it is part of the hu-
man being.  I always say it 
is the centrepiece of human 
communication.  Wherever 
you are, body language 
and touching, it works eve-
rywhere in the world.  Two 
thousand years of oppres-
sion from the church did 
not extinguish the lust and 
desire for sexual encoun-
ters.  Thankfully nowa-
days, society recognises 
sexuality as an important 
part of the human being.  
Pornography can certainly 
help you get the variety of 
sexual possibilities.  You 
see how woman are able 
to ejaculate, for example.  
You see how two women 
are having sex, or see how 
two men together have 
sex.  As long as what you 
see is consensual, even if it 
is S&M, it can help you find 

out about what sexuality 
can offer.  It is important to 
show sexual variety - even 
asexuality - we showed the 
film (A)sexual at the festival 
for example.

Q What do you think is 
the future of the pornog-
raphy business?  It is fac-
ing tough times with the 
internet and piracy.

I have the feeling that there 
will be a time where the 
consumer wants to see 
quality pornography again.  
Properly lit, filmed and fo-
cussed.  There is so much 
internet pornography right 
now simply because it is 
possible and so easy.  Eve-
ryone is filming as they fuck 
and they put it on the inter-
net.  I hear from friends, 
“I made my first porn and 
put it on the internet”. No-
one wants to pay money 
for something you can 
get for free.  Almost every 
porn star has his own site 
and VOD function.  Fees 
for porn actors are com-
ing down and down; in gay 
pornography in America 
they used to pay $2000 
for a scene but this is not 
possible any more.  How-
ever, I believe there will be 
the urge for technical and 
artistic quality again.  What 
this festival offers is the 
chance for an audience fed 
on internet porn to see and 
experience something dif-
ferent.

After Pornified:
Feminist Porn
Anne G. Sabo, Ph.D.

Feminist porn has become a real and 
growing counterweight to all sexist porn 
and pornified media. But not everyone 
agrees on what it is. For instance, New 
York-based sex workers’ rights activist Au-
dacia Ray (b. 1980) who made the gender 
bending porn film the Bi Apple (2007), fo-
cuses on the production end of things in 
her definition of feminist porn:
 
“To me, making feminist porn is not about 
what is actually shown on screen and 
much more about what is happening on 
the production end of things … I don’t 
think liking or not liking specific acts can 
make or break a feminist … What I do care 
about is: does that performer want to be 
there? Is the director/producer respecting 
her needs and paying her appropriately? 
Did she get blindsided by requests for acts 

she doesn’t want to do?” 1

German-born England-based “art core” 
porn maker Petra Joy (b. 1964), on the 
other hand, defines feminist porn precise-
ly in terms of its content, and specifically 
to what extent it turns conventional norms 
upside-down:

“Feminism is committed to equality of the 
sexes, so surely ‘feminist porn’ should 
show women as equals to men rather than 
as subservient beings. A woman receiving 
head, a woman fucking a guy with a strap-
on, a guy tasting his own cum and also … 
female ejaculation – those techniques that 
show a woman in control might be ‘femi-
nist porn’. If you want to show cum on a 
woman’s face that’s fine but don’t call it 
feminist” 2
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porn industry is sexist because we live in 
a patriarchal capitalist society); encourage 
women to say NO when they don’t want 
to, and YES when THEY want to; main-
tain the right to abortion; oppose censor-
ship (it’s impossible to change the way 
women’s sexuality is portrayed if images 
in themselves are judged taboo); stand 
up against narrow gender categories; de-
fend homosexuals and a sexual plurality; 
encourage the use of condoms and safer 
sex; and lastly make a plea to others to 
make their own alternative porn: sexy 
films that women too can enjoy. 5 

In her foreword to the Dirty Diaries 
booklet—“What Is Feminist Porn”—Eng-
berg sums up some key challenges that 
confront women who set out to make 
their own alternative porn: “Is there such 
a thing as a female gaze and if so, what 
does it see?” and “How do we liberate our 
own sexual fantasies from the commercial 
images that we see every day, burying 
their way into our subconscious?” While 
each film varies distinctly from one anoth-
er, they all reflect an aspiration “to see the 
world with new eyes,” as Engberg puts it.

In my own work on feminist porn, I look 
for those films that shine the light on how 
we can all break free from traditional gen-
der roles and shatter erotic conventions. 
Where porn becomes a liberating vehicle 
for women to explore sex and define it 
on their own terms. In ways that speak to 
and move the viewer through images and 
sound.

That’s not to say I don’t care about the 
production side of things. On the contra-
ry, I consider proper and respectful work 
arrangements essential, although not a 
sufficient qualification alone for feminist 
porn. Because porn is more than a work-
place: it’s essentially a genre delivering a 
discourse on sex and gender as it seeks 

to arouse the viewer. And if the content of 
this discourse isn’t feminist, the porn isn’t 
feminist. So in contrast to Ray, I do care 
about what the porn shows me. 

With respect to Joy’s reverse feminism, 
I can certainly see a time and need for it to 
counterbalance status quo, and many in-
teresting feminist porn films today feature 
role reversing acts and a gender bending 
use of role-play along the lines suggested 
by Joy. However, beyond women turn-
ing the tables, I envision a future of fluid 
equilibrium where feminism is not about 
women acting like guys—or vice versa—
and where neither women nor men need 
to prove their power. Among the most 
intriguing feminist porn I have found, are 
films where sex is captured on such fun-
damentally gender democratic terms. 

As to Lust’s argument, I get her ques-
tioning of a policing of our sexual prac-
tices. However, what we do in the bed-
room, including a woman sucking cock 
or having a man’s cum all over her face, 
is largely shaped by a patriarchal culture 

The cum or money shot, capturing the 
man’s external ejaculation, usually on a 
woman’s face, chest, belly or butt, has 
been a leitmotif in porn since the seven-
ties. Anti-porn critic Gail Dines describes 
it as “one of the most degrading acts 
in porn,” marking the woman as “used 
goods.” 3 The money shot scene to which 
Joy alludes is from The Good Girl (2006) 
by Swedish-born Barcelona-based porn-
filmmaker Erika Lust (b. 1977). In her 
response to Joy, Lust questions Joy’s 
“Church of the Pure Feminist Porn” that 
censors the sexual likes of women across 
the world. Like Ray, she refrains from la-
beling specific acts feminist: 

“I don’t believe that the word ‘feminist’ can 
be applied on sexual practices. That’s like 
saying that red is a feminist color and blue 
isn’t or fish is feminist but not meat. Ac-
cording to Petra, it’s feminist to suck dil-
dos, but it’s not feminist to suck cocks??? 
And if there’s a man in the scene, he should 

be fucked up his butt – a man fucked up 
his butt is feminist, but a woman fucked up 
her butt is not? Come on!”

Lust finishes by asserting that she con-
siders herself a feminist regardless of her 
sexual activities, and that to her feminist 
porn is porn which shows “real women 
and real men having real sex … I certainly 
know that a woman can be a strong femi-
nist and still want to be taken strongly by 
a man or enjoy blowing a man’s cock or 
having his cum all over her face.” 4

The above argument took place in 
the Blogosphere after the filmmakers at-
tended a panel debate on porn by women 
at Berlin Porn Film Festival in the fall of 
2007. More recently, a group of women in 
Sweden has vexed in on the question of 
feminist porn. Dirty Diaries (2009) is a col-
lection of twelve short feminist porn films 
made by female artists and filmmakers 
and produced by Mia Engberg (b. 1970). 
A booklet where the women comment on 
their films accompanies the collection. 

For the production of Dirty Diaries, Eng-
berg received substantial state support 
via the Swedish Film Institute amounting 
to approximately eighty thousand dollars. 
When the news reached the ears of Co-
nan O’Brien, he made a sketch about how 
“only in Sweden” does the government 
give away tax money to support porn pro-
duction. For now, O’Brien might be right. 
But this may change as more eyes are 
opened to the potential of feminist porn. 

Dirty Diaries was made according to 
a manifesto in which the women dismiss 
beauty ideals (we’re beautiful as we are); 
fight for women’s right to be horny; reject 
the good girl-bad girl dichotomy (sexually 
active and independent women are not 
either crazy or lesbian and therefore cra-
zy); attack capitalism and patriarchy (the 

Stills from Dirty Diaries
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that has fed our fantasies for centuries. 

6 As Engberg points out, liberating our 
sexual fantasies from men’s speculation 
on sex to see and redefine it on our own 
terms, is not something we can assume to 
do easily. Interestingly, some women have 
found that a reflective appropriation of 
erotic tropes can be one way to tweak the 
erotic discourse and push its boundaries. 
In fact, when Lust’s “good girl” mischie-
vously asks a pizza deliverer to “come in 
my face like in porn movies,” a reflective 
awareness about her performing a stereo-
typical porn part, that ties in with her jab 
at the clichés of porn in the film’s opening 
scene, protects her from letting the act re-
duce her to the part of “used goods.” 

A feminist porn film that speaks to me 
stands out for its progressive content 
and cinematic quality with imageries and 
soundtracks that move me. These are the 
criteria I have developed to specify quality 
in porn: 

I. High cinematic production value
- The acting is strong and convincing.
- The manuscript builds the sex into a re-
alistic context. 
- The settings and costumes are realistic.
- The musical soundtrack complements 
and even adds to what we see; the sigh-
ing is truthful and balanced as opposed to 
the exaggerated moaning we hear in main-
stream porn.
- The lighting supplements the atmos-
phere.
- The picture quality presents what we see 
esthetically. 
- The cinematography and directing is 
done by someone with a good eye for the 
right shots, settings, and frames.
- The editing is done by someone with an 
eye for good cuts and transitions, splicing 
the right shots for best effect. 

II. Progressive sexual-political commit-
ment 
- The camera shots, angles, and move-
ments capture and frame the bodies and 
their sexual encounters democratically, 
presenting a new language for gender 
democratic heterosexuality.
- The film presents us with a gender 
democratic gaze of devoted mutuality as 
opposed to the objectifying gaze of the 
woman in traditional mainstream porn.
- The film legitimizes consensual voyeur-
ism and affirms the satisfaction in being 
seen, as well as the pleasure in seeing 
(scopophilia).
- The film illustrates the use of a subver-
sive role-play, critically appropriating, re-
vising, and playing with erotic fantasies.
- The film suggests an alternative sym-
bolic to portray sexual agency, desire, and 
pleasure than the mainstream porn’s focus 
on erection and money shot.
- The film confronts political censorship 
and the historical baggage of guilt and 
shame around sex.  
- In line with social and political trends, the 
film portrays a society with increased gen-
der equality, including a growing specter 
of diverse forms of intimacy, where wom-
en and men have a larger play-field to 
practice their sexuality, but where sexual 
taboos linger and narrow gender catego-
ries continue to confine the experience of 
gender and sexuality for many.

While each film I consider feminist 
doesn’t address all of these criteria, I have 
found them to be consistent in an effort 
to re-vision porn from a feminist perspec-
tive. Let me present three examples to il-
lustrate this. 

My first example is “TV Idol” (on 
Femme, 1985) by New York-based icon-

ic erotic filmmaker Candida Royalle (b. 
1950). This film intrigues me for how it 
visualizes a new gender democratic dis-
course with which to conceive of hetero-
sex, and for how it presents us with a new 
understanding of the gaze as mutually 
affirming. Its style inspired by the music 
video format launched by MTV three years 
before its production, “TV Idol” also illus-
trates how effective sound can be in com-
municating the development and intensity 
of desire and pleasure when the music 
matches what we see.

Featuring a woman’s masturbation 
fantasy, “TV Idol” portrays her sexual en-
counter with a man she’s been watching 
in a television show late at night. Inviting 
him into her bed, she helps him undress, 
then he her. Their mutual exploring and 
caressing of each other’s bodies evolve 
into a sexual dance where it is not he who 
“takes” her, or her him in reverse; instead 
their bodies come together in a harmo-
nized flow where neither is more or less 
active or passive. Their gender demo-
cratic experience of a sexual encounter 
gives us a new language with which to talk 
about sex that is neither male dominated 
as traditionally conveyed nor female dic-

tated but egalitarian.
The position of the camera is a factor 

here. Even when he at first is standing 
while she’s lying down in bed, the camera 
frames the two in a way that gives the im-
pression of both being on the same level. 
It does not look down at her from his point 
of view or up at him from hers—it focus-
es instead on the shared space between 
them. The closer their bodies, the closer 
the camera moves to this shared space, 
always proportionally attentive to the both 
of them.

The way the two gaze at each other is 
also a factor. Except when eyes are closed 
and the sensation turns inwards, the two 
characters in “TV Idol” hold each other 
continuously with their eyes. What I find 
striking about the way the two look at 
each other, is the exchange of a desiring 
gaze while the camera for its part refuses 
to objectify either one. Instead “objectifi-
cation” here becomes an affirming, ador-
ing act.

“Objectification” is typically used to 
describe something negative; a discrimi-
nating fixation on body parts that reduces 
the subject into an object. We see this 
in mainstream porn’s obsession with the 
woman’s butt, boobs, and pussy, casting 
her as the object of his demand. In femi-
nist porn then one might expect to see 
women as the actively doing subjects and 
not the gazed at objects of men. But this 
approach fails to consider a notable attrib-
ute of the gaze: its quality of devotedness 
by which someone can experience to be 
really seen and affirmed.

“TV Idol” captures such devotion. 
The woman and man hold one another 
through a mutual exchange of a desiring 
gaze, as well as by an intertwining of their 
arms and legs. In this way “TV Idol” is able 
to portray intercourse as a gender equal 

Still from “TV Idol”
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ing sex together as she searches through 
the prison for Sam. Lynghøft captures 
both the power and sensuality of male 
bodies and sexuality in these scenes as 
Mila explores the male sex. 

Film scholar Linda Williams has sug-
gested that, given that porn has always 
been a male speculation on sex and fe-
male sexuality; “perhaps the true measure 
of the feminist re-vision of pornography 
would be if it were to produce a porno-
graphic ‘speculation’ about the still rela-
tively unproblematized pleasures of men.” 
7  Mila performs such a feminist re-vision 
of pornography on her journey through 
the prison, examining the different bodies, 
desires and pleasures of a range of men. 

But Lynghøft also features Mila explor-
ing her own sexual desires and pleasures 
as she journeys through the prison, in-
cluding by taking part in an assortment of 
sexual numbers, playing both the role of 
the one in charge and the one at the mer-
cy. One of my favorite scenes takes place 
in the kitchen where Mila has sex with 
the prison’s chef among a buffet of color-
ful dishes, which they playfully include in 
their steamy sex. Accompanied by a lively 
rhythm, this scene portrays a richly visual 
and sensual feast à la Nine ½ Weeks, but 
without the manipulative power play of 
the character performed there by Mickey 
Rourke. A gender equal rotation of initia-
tive, and a democratic positioning of their 
bodies instead characterize the sexual en-
counter between Mila and the chef. 

The Good Girl by abovementioned Erika 
Lust is my final example. The “good girl” 
we meet in this film is the trendy city 
girl Alexandra, who shows us that even 
among a supposedly sexually liberated 
generation of Sex and the City urbanites, 
there remain women who struggle with in-

securities and the good girl-bad girl com-
plex that deny women their sexuality. In 
the opening scene, Alexandra confides to 
the viewer her wish to be “more daring;” to 
do “something not expected of a good girl 
like me.” How she sometimes fantasizes 
about making a pass on the construction 
worker. Or doing what they always do in 
porn, like when the pizza guy comes to 
deliver the pizza and the girl drops the 
towel because of course she just had a 
shower …  But, she sighs; in real life pizza 
guys are not exactly gorgeous handsome 
models. 

The Good Girl is about how Alexan-
dra conquers her hang-ups so that she, 
owning her sexuality, can surrender to 
pleasure and enjoy herself sexually with, 
ironically, an extremely charming and kind 
looking pizza deliverer. Captured with 
moving realism, we follow and feel with Al-
exandra from the first uncertain touches, 
to the burning fever takes over and car-
ries her away. In the final moments of the 
film the two share the cold pizza, talking 
and laughing. He writes his number on the 
empty pizza box before kissing her good-
bye – an invitation to a continuation. So 
it’s not necessarily a one-nighter, but even 
if it is, they’ve had a connection, they’ve 
seen one another, given to each other; it’s 
meant something to them. – This was “my 
liberation of not always doing what’s ex-
pected of a ‘good girl’ like me,” concludes 
Alexandra as the picture fades out.

As women of the twenty-first century, 
we are not all empowered or disempow-
ered. Often we are a little of both. Today’s 
feminist porn reflects a cultural progress 
of gender equality while it also captures 
the real issues many women still face. And 
most intriguingly: it envisions where we 
might head. Feminist porn suggests how 
we can change the way we think about 

and practice sex in positive and freeing 
ways just as mainstream porn has affect-
ed the way we picture and practice sex in 
negative and coercing ways. And that’s a 
good thing, whether we’re watching porn 
or not.

1. “Feminist porn wars (new and improved!) (not re-

ally”),” at Ray’s former Waking Vixen blog, November 

9, 2007. 

2. “The ‘she-pornographers’ agree to disagree,” Oc-

tober 27, 2007: http://www.petrajoy.com/weblog.asp

3. In Pornland: How Porn Has Hijacked Our Sexuality 

(2010), p. xxvi. Dines is a British-porn college profes-

sor who teaches sociology and women’s studies at 

Wheelock College in Boston. 

4. “Can’t a feminist enjoy a blowjob???” November 5, 

2007: http://erikalust.blogspot.com/2007_11_01_ar-

chive.html 

5. The manifesto is published at the film’s official web-

site: http://www.dirtydiaries.se/ 

6. Even if these specific acts are not inherently sexist – 

Linda Williams points out the fallacy in such anti-porn 

reasoning in her historical analysis of porn, Hard Core: 

Power, Pleasure, and the “Frenzy of the Visible” (1989), 

see in particular pp. 24-25. 

7. Hard Core p. 276.

act. The two encounter each other on the 
same level as an integrated interlacement 
of bodies in continuous roll-around flow.

In my second example, Pink Prison (1999), 
by Lisbeth Lynghøft (b. 1962), the gaze 
becomes a vehicle for women to explore 
the male body and sex. Produced by Zen-
tropa, the Danish motion picture company 
of world-famous filmmaker Lars von Trier, 
Pink Prison is a high production feature 
film that reflects core Scandinavian values 
of gender equality and women’s rights, 
promoting strong female control and 
agency. The film’s protagonist, the self-
confident photographic journalist Mila, 
does reverse traditional gender patterns 
as the one in charge, but Pink Prison also 
presents a profoundly gender democratic 
discourse on sex, featuring a rotation of 
power.

Pink Prison follows Mila as she breaks 
into a notorious men’s prison to secure an 
interview with its media shy warden Sam. 
Opposing the phallic female-objectifying 
gaze of mainstream porn and also its 
homophobia, the film features Mila watch-
ing men masturbating and also men hav-

Still from Pink Prison
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Q  I noticed on your site 
that you say porn is a tool 
to excite and educate. In 
what way do you think 
pornography can edu-
cate?

I think that it is obvious. I 
think porn has definitely 
the potential to show us 
how sex works, and that is 
for me a tool of education. 
We all know that teenagers 
- especially teenagers that 
know very little about sex - 
use pornography to learn 
about sex.  The educa-
tion they receive in school 
speaks about sex in terms 
of biology, how the body 
works, they also receive 
education concerning the 
fears around sex, how not 
to get pregnant, not to get 
diseases, how to avoid 
dangerous things, yet they 
speak very little about how 
to seek pleasure from it 
and how we can enjoy it 
and have a good time. 

Q And I guess very lit-
tle of the feelings around 
sex, the emotional as-
pect?

Exactly, very very little. 
This is one of the things I 
often come back to.  I am 
Swedish and I was fortu-
nate to get a Swedish sex 
education.  When I com-
pare to friends’ experience 
of sex education in other 
countries and especially 
in Spain where I now live, 
I realize that my education 

was kind of different from 
what they received. I did 
have the opportunity to re-
ally talk about sex in small 
groups of girls with sexolo-
gists and sex therapists. It 
is not the same speaking 
about sex with your biol-
ogy teacher who is respon-
sible for giving you grades 
etc... You may not want to 
speak about sex and your 
emotions around it in a 
whole class, when the boy 
that you may be interested 
in is sitting right over there. 
It all gets kind of nervous 
and embarrassing. I think it 
is really important to know 
that sex can be something 
positive for us.

Q Do you feel, as a 
maker of adult films, that 
you have a responsibility 
towards the effect that  
your work will have on 
the viewer?

Of course there is a re-
sponsibility to it, and that 
is really the problem with 

most of the pornography 
that we have - the people 
that have been making 
most of the pornography 
for years have not been 
taking responsibility.

Q Is this a responsibility 
you feel toward women 
in particular?

Yes, but also to all people, 
men as well. For me it is a 
lot about women because 
we really have had very 
few good portraits of fe-
male sexuality. It is impor-
tant to me to fill that gap. 
It is important that we see 
and feel female sexuality in 
the adult films I make, and 
that the women are not just 
there as objects to fulfil 
male gratification. So we 
show women taking initia-
tive and actively participat-
ing even if the woman may 
be taking a more passive 
receiving role it is important 
that we show her actively 
participate in that, and to 
be enjoying it. For me it is 

Porn’s Missing 
Ingredients:
An interview with Erika Lust
Kay Fi’ain

Swedish born Erika Lust is an award win-
ning writer and director of erotic films and 
is at the forefront of female written, pro-
duced and directed pornography.  She 
studied political sciences at the Lund 
University and specialized in human 
rights and feminism. After graduation in 
2000 she moved to Barcelona, where she 
founded the video production company 
Lust Films, specializing in feminist por-
nography. Her roles include screenplay 
writer, director and producer. 
	

“I pledge to create new waves in adult 
cinema, to show all of the passion, in-
timacy, love and lust in sex: where the 
feminine viewpoint is vital, the aesthetic is 
a pleasure to all of the senses and those 
seeking an alternative to porn can find a 
home.”
- Erika lust
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important to show lots of 
different kind of porn and 
women in different roles, 
and it is important to show 
women having pleasure 
just for their own sake. 

Q So would you say this 
is what defines feminist 
porn? Can we define 
what feminist porn is?

I think we can. We were 
speaking quite a lot about 
this during the “Feminist 
Porn Awards”. This has 
been much discussed, 
what is feminist porn? How 
can we define it? What 
should be the “rules” to 
say yes this is feminist 
porn. We decided that of 
course women should be 
involved in the process of 
making it. The film should 

portray female desire, fe-
male pleasure. The women 
should be not only the pas-
sive object, but she should 
be active, even if she is re-
ceiving she can be actively 
receiving sex also. We can-
not get away from this idea 
of responsibility somehow. 
The director should have 
an awareness of feminism 
and be wanting to contrib-
ute and make better por-
nography for women. 

Q So if it is possible to 
make ‘feminist porn’ is 
it then possible to en-
gage with pornography 
in ways other than purely 
erotically? In the ways 
that we do with other 
types of cinema?  

For me the whole idea of 

porn is not just to excite 
you physically but also to 
excite your mind. I speak 
of this a lot when I am try-
ing to define my movies 
because, it is one of the 
major differences between 
films that show sex, and 
films that are sex movies or 
pornography. In the movies 
that use sex scenes they 
are using the sex scenes to 
tell a story and to explain 
more about the characters, 
but the sex for them is not 
the goal. In my films the 
sex IS the goal. The idea 
is that I am going to make 
a movie that hopefully will 
excite you sexually. Yes I 
want to tell a good story 
and I want to make it beau-
tiful and aesthetically in-
teresting, because that is 
what I like and what I want 
to see. I like it to look good. 
So when I am making a film 
I’m thinking about what I 
want to watch and what I 
want to see and what I find 
attractive and I try to make 
the kind of movies that are 
missing. But the end goal 
is to make a movie that will 
physically turn you on. 

I came to this from watch-
ing pornography in the 
past and realizing that I 
didn’t like so many things 
about these porn films that 
I was seeing. They left me 
with a feeling of discrep-
ancy between my physical 
body, my physical reaction 
to it and mentally what I 
was feeling about so many 
of the images that I was 
seeing. I felt uncomfortable 

with the characters, with 
the image quality, with the 
cinematography. The sto-
ries were completely ridic-
ulous, you end up caught 
between wanting to laugh 
at the whole thing or just 
feeling uncomfortable. It’s 
a kind of mental molesta-
tion when you either want 
to laugh hysterically or you 
just don’t know where to 
put yourself, so you just 
want to turn it off and get 
out of there. It’s difficult to 
watch.

So from those feelings 
about porn I came to the 
idea that if I can have such 
a strong physical reaction 
against it, then can I have 
a strong physi-
cal reaction of 
enjoyment from 
it. Can I watch 
something that 
I also mentally 
and physically 
enjoy? Some-
thing that is also 
beautiful to watch.

Q As a feminist Erika, 
do you find there is a 
conflict between mak-
ing sellable pornography 
and depicting what are 
considered “beautiful” 
sellable bodies and want-
ing to show a diversity of 
body images?

I would say that the people 
in my films are beautiful 
but that there are all types 
of body shapes in my films,  
you can find rounder girls 

and older women. I try not 
to use the typical plastic 
Barbie doll kind of actor; 
we look for people that I 
feel have a healthy normal 
look, that’s what I am look-
ing for, but I feel that as my 
films are trying to excite 
you it’s very important for 
me to find actors that I find 
attractive. As the director/ 
photographer it is my eye, I 
am shooting these people, 
so I need to find them at-
tractive, to show them at-
tractive on film, but for me 
it is not about the perfect 
body, I am looking for this 
thing, something enigmatic 
when I am looking for my 
actors. But I work with all 
kinds of people. But some-

times it is very difficult to 
find diversity especially in 
men outside the more usu-
al male porn star “look”, 
because most people who 
want to perform sex in 
front of the camera, tend 
to look similar. It is really a 
challenge fundamentally, 
though it is important to 
me to find people that are 
open and receptive and 
enjoy being there and en-
joy being part of the movie. 

Q Do you think the inter-
net has changed the porn 

industry or how we expe-
rience pornography?

Yes it has definitely. Dur-
ing the period of video 
and DVD distribution of 
pornography, it was com-
pletely controlled by the 
big companies and they 
were running this world.  
So years ago it would have 
been very difficult to start 
as an independent film-
maker, trying to make a 
business out of your films. 
It is thanks to the internet 
that I have been able to. 
Through this media I had 
the possibility to reach out 
to a people who were look-
ing for a different kind of 
adult cinema, when I start-

ed I made my 
first short film 
in 2004 and 
back then it 
was still diffi-
cult, because 
the internet 
wasn’t show-
ing videos at 

the same velocity as it is 
doing today. So I was in 
conflict with some of the 
big companies here, and 
they were very very closed 
to my ideas, they did not 
understand at all what I 
was trying to do. Back then 
it felt like my work fell into 
this kind of space or black 
hole. The adult film indus-
try did not look at my films 
as pornography and the 
film industry said, “this is 
sex and so we will not dis-
tribute it”. So at first I did 
not know what to do with 
the film I had made. So I 

“ even if the woman may be taking
a more passive receiving role it is
important that we show her actively 
participate in that ”
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put it on the internet, and 
set up a blog with the mov-
ie so at least my film could 
be seen.  I don’t know re-
ally how it happened, but 
people were finding it and 
starting to comment on it. 
In the end it became so big 
that I could no longer man-
age the blog how it was, 

so I had to expand. This 
change in the distribution 
of porn has given the ac-
tors in this field a lot more 
power, most actors now 
have their own sites, and 
they make their own videos 
and they are in contact a 
lot more now with their au-
dience, through Twitter and 

Facebook etc.. they have a 
lot more control and power 
over their careers. 

Q I would argue that 
pornography is much 
less offensive towards 
women than the usual 
images of women por-
trayed in mainstream 
consumerist media, 
advertising etc... In a 
sense D.I.Y porn seems 
less problematic to me, 
and much more likely to 
show body diversity and 
be much more honest in 
terms of what women’s 
bodies look like. 

The only problem is that I 
think, in many cases, there 
are actually porn compa-
nies behind many of these 
videos.  They are made to 
look like amateur porn, so 
sometimes what we think 
we are watching is not al-
ways what we are really 
watching.  So with many 
of these porn tubes  it is 
not so clear if it is really 
amateur porn or if it’s the 
industry that have styled it 
to make it look that way. 
The thing about producing 
porn is that it is very con-
trolled and regulated,  to 
produce any material you 
have to have proper docu-
mentation, actor release 
forms, health certificates, 
identification etc.. So when 
you realize this you see 
that much of the material 
that is distributed as ama-

teur is actually created by 
the industry. 

Q What do you think is 
driving the change in the 
porn industry these days. 

The change has come out 
of different actions, new 
media made it possible I 
think to self publish, pro-
mote and distribute your 
work. But also there are 
positive changes to do 
with the sexual liberation 
of women in this society. 
We have started to see 
the effect of this creating 
really big changes in the 
last 15 years or so. A lot 
of young women I speak 
to today seem to have an 
easier time feeling positive 
about sex. There is more 

freedom to learn about sex 
and enjoy sex without so 
much guilt and fear that 
maybe our generations 
had. That is a matter of 
information of course, and 
we cannot say that this 
is true everywhere. Also 
there are more and more 
women stepping up and 
involving themselves in 
the adult cinema industry, 
the percentages of women 
making adult cinema are 
increasing.  I think it is re-
ally important for young 
women to see that you can 
enjoy sex, and have control 
over your body and have a 
positive attitudes towards 
your bodies desires and 
needs.  This takes us back 
to where we started when 
we talked about education. 
Porn can offer us access 

to different expressions 
of sexuality.  I think it is 
important to see different 
expressions of sexuality 
and not close our minds 
to ideas that we have of 
ourselves because maybe 
you didn’t know something 
about yourself. I think sex-
uality is being seen now as 
more fluid. Porn offers the 
opportunity to see these 
many different expressions 
of sexuality that we may 
or may not wish to then 
carry out, because it is not 
always the case that what 
you want to watch you al-
ways want to do. 

Top two images from Room 33, Above image from Cabaret Desire

Still from Handcuffs
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In March 2003, the University of Ala-
bama hosted a debate between pornog-
rapher -multimedia star Ron Jeremy and 
new anti-pornography activist Susan B. 
Cole. Sounds controversial. Yet students 
were far from outraged that a porn star 
had been elevated to an expert panellist 

at a university event, even on a moder-
ately conservative southern campus. 
Nor were any feminist activists on cam-
pus rallying to Cole’s side. Instead Jer-
emy was greeted with cheers from stu-
dents dressed in t-shirts boasting “I love 
porn,” while Cole was booed and jeered 
at by the audience. Despite Cole’s care-
ful insistence that she was not opposed 
to sex and wasn’t a member of the “sex 
police,” she was mocked for arguing that 
pornography exploits women. During the 
panel debate, which was mostly a forum 
for Jeremy to boast about the benefits of 
porn and “having a party,” students took 
the opportunity to ask Cole questions 
like, “what’s your fucking problem?”
- Pamela Paul, Pornified p.113

[…] we are inevitably reminded of the 
phrase attributed to Fredric Jameson and 
Slavoj Žižek, that it is easier to imagine 
the end of the world than it is to imagine 
the end of capitalism. That slogan cap-
tures precisely what I mean by ‘capitalist 
realism’: the widespread sense that not 
only is capitalism the only viable political 
and economic system, but also that it is 
now impossible even to imagine a coher-
ent alternative to it.
- Mark Fisher, Capitalist Realism p.2

Throughout our popular culture debate is 
presented as ‘on hold’, not only is capital-

Pornodialectics
From Coming to Becoming
Bradley Tuck

ism here to stay, but so is a particular cul-
ture we call ‘freedom’. Our pornified age 
appears to offer liberation to all, pleasure 
at a click of a finger. Cheep and widely 
disseminated, free from state control and 
censorship, the new mediated pleasure 
emerges like a banner proclaiming “POR-
NOGRAPHY WILL SET YOU FREE.” 
Where as the rubble of the Berlin wall, 
or the old dilapidat-
ed churches from 
which Mary White-
house would have 
defended ‘taste’ 
and ‘decency’ are 
long since forgot-
ten, now stands the great phallic totem of 
sexual gratification. This new age gives 
birth to an aesthetics of immediate grati-
fication; an ethics fit to unleash us from 
our repressed desires.  “Enjoy” is the na-
ive demand offered to the new consumer, 
who expects to find, via consumer capi-
talism, a path to sexual self-understand-
ing and total pleasure. Pornography, 
once confined to dingy theatres and the 
back of the counter in some foreboding 
shop, now permeates all aspects of our 
culture (Newspapers, mainstream cin-
ema, music videos, men’s and women’s 
magazines and more). Porn emerges as 
if the original, to which all the rest of cul-
ture is a mere copy. Far from liberating 
us from repressed desire, this pornoto-
pia has undermined desires creating a 
pathological template for sexual release. 
Increasingly  pornography tends to pre-
scribe a fixed route. We are taught when 
to come, how to come and what to come 
to. Pamela Paul captures the problem-
atic aesthetics offered by pornography. 

“The inevitability of pornography can 
ultimately quash desire. It’s not just the 

sameness of the poses, acts, and atti-
tudes on display, but the risk free ease 
of their acquisition. There are rarely hic-
cups along the way; never the awkward-
ness of the ill-fitting condom, the bed-
sheets that escape the mattress corner, 
the woman’s failure to achieve orgasm, 
the man’s premature ejaculation. Nothing 
remotely veers from the automated path 

to pleasure, not 
even momentarily. 
Ultimately, there 
is the same end-
ing, no suspense 
whatever along 
the way. For this 

reason, many men say pornography sim-
ply can’t compete with the real thing. It’s 
intrinsically one-sided: empty-calorie sex 
– no risk, no effort, no reciprocity, minimal 
and ephemeral reward. Every once in a 
while, perhaps not so bad. Every day? Try 
eating at McDonald’s on a daily basis.” 1 

One of the great evils of pornography 
is that it is designed to make us come and 
not to become. It fulfils a basic utilitarian 
role and its accomplishment is a mere 
technology; a tool, a masturbatory aid. 
For those who complain that porn is bor-
ing, they have a point. Great art inspires 
contemplation, it frustrates our desires or 
causes us to reflect upon the depths of 
the human condition in all its subtle nu-
ances. Porn, it would seem, has one sim-
ple aim: to help us spray our jizz or pussy 
juice all over the screen. Often devoid of 
narrative, psychology and intimacy, por-
nography tends to show the same old 
story with the predicable cacophony of 
body parts building to crescendo.  The 
threat posed by pornography is that it 
can encourages us to develop a very 
limited sexuality, which not only loses 

Danni Daniels, image by Clay Patrick McBride

“ Porn emerges as if the 
original, to which all the rest 
of culture is a mere copy ”
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some of the benefits garnered by the in-
timacy of interpersonal relations, but also 
encourages a one-dimensional ideal of 
beauty and desire. The imperative “be 
true to yourself” morphs into the maxim 
“be uncritical of your desires”. We end up 
only able to “get it 
up” for a limited type 
(e.g. blond skinny 
big breasted wom-
en, buff handsome 
men) rather than 
being open to the 
possibilities the world has to offer us. In 
turn, there arises body anxieties as we try 
to  match ourselves to an unrealistic im-
age that will attract an equally idealized, 
probably non-existent, significant other.

I want to believe in a different human-
kind: A humankind that aspires to the 
great heights of the human capacity. I fol-
low Alain Badiou when he call upon us 
to reject  today’s projectless humanism. 
According to Badiou, after the turbulence 
of the twentieth century we have given up 
on radical emancipatory projects (com-
munism, socialism etc.) and have been 
left with a classical humanism without a 
project. Without such a project man is 
reduced to a mere species and, as mere 
species, man no longer makes sense 
except in the pretext of survival. Badiou 
calls this “a bad Darwin. With an ethical 
touch, since if we are dealing with a spe-
cies what should we be worried about, 
save for its survival”. 2 

In much pornography we encounter 
the strange borderland between survival 
and pleasure, (or, since pleasure, in evo-
lutionary terms, is so integral to survival 
and the reproductive process, the two ap-
pear as part of the reduction of mankind 
to the basic urges of  a “species”.) The 
truth procedures that Badiou ascribes 

to science, politics, art and love, are lost 
to a new animism. In pornography and 
popular culture we encounter a cringe-
worthy imperative: ‘To do it like they do 
on the Discovery Channel’. A reductive 
ideal of happiness!  We strive continually 

after our desires 
(and, therefore, 
assumed happi-
ness), but this only 
seems to bring 
d isappo in tment 
and frustration. 

The simulacrum of enjoyment must be 
invoked as a performance to give the im-
pression that we are happy. 

The market offers us fulfilment, but 
only via the avenues that garner it money, 
often playing to our basest desires. The 
market would be suicidal if it were to 
once and for all fulfil our desires and so 
a reductive drive, which keeps us want-
ing more (the guy/gal that we could never 
get, the body we could never have), in-
creasingly serves its purposes. In the 
guise of freeing our libido, we are locked 
into a perpetual search for fulfilment 
amongst images which temporarily stave 
off the hunger.   

Kimberley A. Yuracko has argued that 
contemporary debates concerning wom-
en as sex workers and female objectifica-
tion have limited feminist debate to ques-
tions of liberty and neutrality. The main 
question that contemporary feminism 
appears to ask is ‘Did they choose it?’ 
Those in favour answer affirmative, dem-
onstrating that women made choices. 
The other side focus on demonstrating 
that these choices are not a free as they 
may at first appear and go on to highlight 
an element of cohesion, economic or 
otherwise, which undermined the choice. 
At no point is the quality of the choice 

considered. Yuracko argues that “femi-
nists mask their real concerns about the 
substance of women’s choices, relegat-
ing such concerns to something of a hid-
den agenda.” 3  These questions concern 
feminist values and human flourishing 
and Yuracko believes bringing them to 
the fore will help reinvigorate feminist de-
bate. She has a point. The problem with 
making choice and exploitation central in 
the pornography debate is that it largely 
seems to miss a huge sphere off of the 
debate. Implicit in the pornography de-
bate are also questions of whether por-
nography is comparable with a healthy 
lifestyle (for men and women), whether it 
promotes politically radical, progressive 
or reactionary ideals, whether it leads to 
genuine pleasure and happiness, wheth-
er it helps us live a virtuous and good life.

 Increasingly feminists, and other pro-
gressives exploring porn, in an attempt 
to avoid excluding or judging women 
who choose to make pornography, have 
made tolerance their rallying cause, and, 
as a result, made bedfellows with the lib-
ertarian right who see the successes of 
pornography as a vindication of the mar-
ket. To talk about freedom and equality 
might be easier or less controversial than 
questions of value and flourishing, but 
that fails to get to the crux of the issue. 
When we think of freedom we don’t of-
ten have the freedom to choose between 
tediously crippling tyrannies in mind. Nor 
do we think of equality as an equality of 
miseries. 

Behind our everyday ideals are norms 
and values which sheds light on our 
choices.  Controversial as these topics 
may be, they are fundamental to por-
nography debates. I call upon us to re-
invent pornography for an new mankind, 
who lives not only for survival (work) or 

Pleasure (consumerism), but envisions, 
through their aspirations, a new becom-
ing for humanity.

We must, however, turn against the 
conservative values and narratives that 
oppose pornography in the name of the 
pathologies of the family, heterosexu-
ality and the preservation of the status 
quo. We do not wish to go backwards, 
to replace the ‘Enjoy’ imperative with the 
old moralist reproductive imperative and 
“family values.” We must instead find the 
emancipatory potential in contemporary 
pornography, which, we hope, will be its 
own grave digger, and garner the revolu-
tion with its precise aims. We must build 
out of the tensions of our own age the 
dialectical path to a newly envisioned 
sexuality. We must enter upon a new por-
nodialectics: a new process of becoming.

Pornodialectics is inherently about using 
the tensions in pornography, especially 
between coming and becoming, in order 
to help create a new becoming of human 
sexuality. It refuses to give a false veil, or 
sugary coating, to pornography and in-
stead attempts to grasp it in all its con-
tradiction and problematics. I offer por-
nodialectics in 16 points.

1. Pornodialectics is not inherently 
against controlled or censored access 
to pornography, but mainly focuses on 
creating a new pornography to liberate 
mankind.

2. Pornodialectics must embrace por-
nography’s inherent tensions. It must 
not sacrifice coming for becoming, nor, 
becoming for coming. Pornography, as 
a masturbatory aid, will always be about 

“ In the guise of freeing our 
libido, we are locked 

into a perpetual search
for fulfilment ”
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coming. We cannot simply “politically 
correct” our way to orgasm. However, 
neither should pornography dispense 
with the ideals of virtue, happiness, jus-
tice, beauty and truth at the expense of 
giving us our kicks. This tension is the 
grounds of pornodialectics!

3. Pornodialectics must embrace the 
erotic without reducing the eroticism to 
mere body parts. It must embrace the 
eroticism of language, dialogue and fan-
tasy. It must help create a sophisticated 
path to desire, one that opens up the 
sexual pallet of the viewer.

4. Pornodialectics must not simply make 
eroticism subservient to romance. As we 
can see from watching Bridget Jones’s 

Diary or Twilight, romance can also be 
the barer of traditional gender roles with 
all their pathological expectations. Por-
nodialectics, as pornography, must use 
romance to its own ends, for the fulfil-
ment of orgasms and the development of 
(a healthy) sexuality. It must be equally as 
critical of romance, as it is of desire.

5. Pornodialectics must be suspicious of 
transgression for its own sake and must 
understand the dangers of violent and 
degrading pornography. It must not as-
sume that because it breaks a taboo it 
is progressive. However, transgressive 
does not mean reactionary, either. For 
example, the S&M of Danni Daniels or 
queer porn of www.queerporn.tv has the 
power to transform and liberate us from 
a one-dimensional sexuality through their 
transgressive elements.
  
6. Pornodialectics should encourage 
self-reflectiveness, rather than guilt free 
pleasure. The 1969 video nasty, Love 
Camp 7, was originally banned and to 
this day the BBFC refuse to give it a cer-
tificate. It is not difficult to see why. The 
film follows two prostitutes-come-secret 
agents who are given a very special mis-
sion: to enter a Nazi “Love Camp,” -no. 
7, a concentration camp where non-Arian 
women are forced to perform sexual acts 
for the pleasure of the German officers. 
The film is full of rape scenes and vio-
lence and it is hardly easy watching. In 
a way, it has more in common with the 
bleak cold calculatedness of the Mar-
quis De Sade than anything genuinely 
erotic. In one scene, a commanding of-
ficer refuses to have sex with non-Arians 
and makes a special request instead: to 
watch the women having sex with each 
other. It is hard not to see parallels here 

with modern mainstream por-
nography, even the supposed 
tame stuff you find in Play-
boy, FHM or Nuts magazine. 
Commercial “lesbianism” 
has, ironically, become the 
crowning icon of heteronor-
mative sexualities. However, 
whereas in Love Camp 7 we 
are made fully aware of the 
degrading nature of the act 
(the reduction of the hetero-
sexual woman’s desire to that 
of the viewer), in mainstream 
heterosexual lesbianism the onlooking 
officer is nowhere to be seen. Ironically, 
in the seemingly safer heterosexual les-
bianism we are no longer given the self-
reflective presentation of an onlooker that 
makes it, in a way, more self-critical. We 
all know there is something problematic 
with Love Camp 7, but it seems harder 
to see in mainstream lesbianism. But 
isn’t the same thing happening? Aren’t 
the true desires of the two, seemingly, 
heterosexual women of no-real interest 
to the spectator, who watches, merely 
to fulfil their own desire? Ironically, it is 
extreme pornography which creates the 
self-reflective dissonance, which encour-
ages us to ask “should I be watching 
this?”, while the tame, easily available 
porn remains unquestioning. Pornodia-
lectics seeks to make the viewer aware 
of appropriate dissonances.
  
7. In light of these dissonances, porno-
dialectics is aware that fantasies are of-
ten the opposite of our everyday persona 
(the submissive that likes to be dominant, 
the dominant who likes to be dominated). 
Is it not true, therefore, that S&M, which 
requires a great deal of trust, is the per-
fect fantasy for an equal couple? In con-

trast, isn’t “equal sex” the perfect sham 
for the unequal relationship: A fantasy 
to help them believe that everything is 
well and good? Of course, the opposite 
sometimes happens. S&M can truly be 
unequal and “equal sex”, well, equal. 
Pornodialectics call for both playfulness 
and equality, whilst refusing all sham 
equality and chimera.

8. Pornodialectics celebrates a diversity 
of bodies, big and small, old and young. 
It sees a benefit in pornography if it can 
expand our pallet, enabling us to find 
beauty in many forms. It sees potential 
progress in the diverse bodies and sexual 
tastes of Danni Daniels, Jiz Lee, Arabelle 
Raphael, Wolf  Hudson, James Darling, 
April Flores, Bee Armitage, Betty Blac, 
Courtney Trouble, amongst many others.

9. Pornodialectics calls upon us to chal-
lenge our tired old narratives, the struc-
ture of our orgasms, to question our 
camera angles and point of views. It calls 
upon us to rethink ideals of beauty. In the 
name of justice and emancipation it calls 
upon us to question our complicity in re-
actionary ideals.

Top still from Love Csmp 7 
Above image sourced from orgasm.com

April Flores
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10. In the name of aesthetics, pornodia-
lectics call upon us to question the use 
of colour, editing, costume and so on. 
Pornodialectics seeks beauty, innovation 
and uniqueness to aid our “turn ons”.

11. Pornodialects calls upon us to ques-
tion our desires. To both challenge our 
current desires and expand our desires. 
It encourages pornographers to work in 
new areas (gay men directing Lesbian 
porn, Straight men directing gay porn, 
Lesbians directing straight porn etc.) It 
attempts to free desire from easy stultify-
ing typification. It also encourages mix-
ing gay, straight, lesbian, queer into the 
same shoots. It opposes the stagnation 
of type.

12. Pornodialectics invites intimacy and 
personality from its porn stars. It encour-
ages them to bring themselves, their per-
sonalities and their own sexualities to the 

pornography. Pornodialectics encour-
ages pornography as a personal creative 
act that can steer the viewer away from 
simple objectifications and narrow-mind-
ed assumptions.

13. Propaganda is best served when it 
doesn’t feel like propaganda at all. This is 
why Hollywood is all the more successful 
as propaganda, than is traditional soviet 
propaganda. (Even though Eisenstein is 
more than mere propaganda, Disney is 
far more capable of disguising its agenda 
as ‘no agenda at all’.) Pornography, be-
cause it hides itself behind the project 
of ‘fulfilling your desires’ is propaganda 
par excellence. Pornodialectics must 
use this to its advantage. Pornodialec-
tics must become counter-indoctrination. 
Pornodialectics as counter-indoctrination 
must disguise its agenda (to invent a new 
sexuality) through methods of subtle ma-
nipulation of our drives and desires and 

our emotional and mental connections. 
Pornodialectics must use a nuanced psy-
chology for the invention of a new sexual-
ity; a new becoming.

14. Pornodialectics when it stops being 
counter-indoctrination (and, in this sense, 
also stops being pornography proper, i.e. 
a mere masturbatory aid) can become 
therapy or education. Here the methods 
of pornodialectics become more honest 
and overt. The aim is to teach individu-
als or the couple to develop healthy, just 
and virtuous sexualities. Desire becomes 
subservient to the didactic cause.   

15. Pornodialectics, as art or cinema, has 
the capacity to move beyond pornog-
raphy as a mere utility in the service of 
desires. Here pornography can be made 
subservient to the dialogue of aesthetics, 
where its inherent tensions can be made 
the source of artistic stimulation. Here 
the dialectics can act out their process 
without fear of undermining the desire 
element. Desire becomes subservient to 
the artistic cause.

16. Pornodialectics demands that we 
challenge the means of production, the 
exploitation of the capitalist system and 
even capitalism itself. It opposes the op-
pressive and exploitative nature of the 
free-market to fairer and more participa-
tory economics. It encourages the equal-
ity, health and self-determination of all 
those who work on it. It does not value 
any individual over another and encour-
ages the economic equality of each of its 
members. We may say that the telos of 
pornodialectics is inherently communis-
tic, we look forward to the genuinely uni-
versal emancipatory society, where the 
fruits of life and love are shared in com-

mon. We, therefore, follow in the foot-
steps of the great gay communists of the 
70s. As Mario Mieli writes, “The struggle 
for communism today must find expres-
sion, among other things, in the negation 
of the heterosexual Norm that is based 
on the repression of Eros and is essen-
tial for maintaining the rule of capital over 
the species. The ‘perversions’, and ho-
mosexuality in particular, are a rebellion 
against the subjugation of sexuality by 
the established order, against the almost 
total enslavement of eroticism (repressed 
or repressively desublimated) to the ‘per-
formance principle’, to production and 
reproduction (of labour-power).” 4

We must embark upon a two pronged 
process. A cultural challenge of the con-
servative, libertarian and heteronormative 
expectations and conventions through 
the creation of new values and practices, 
but integrated within newly arising eco-
nomic and political demands. The op-
position to subjugation, labour and ex-
ploitation must be conjoined with a new 
aspiration towards pleasure beyond the 
capitalistic dichotomy of work and leisure 
(consumerism). Pornodialectics chal-
lenges the means of production and the 
normative curtailment of man’s potential  
to re-open the process of man’s continual 
becoming. 
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Jiz Lee, photo sourced from jizlee.com
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One+One is looking for writers and articles  
 
Articles can be theoretical or practical; however, we are not 5 stars reviews based. We 
want to encourage a thorough and critical analysis of filmmaking and its social and cul-
tural effects and implications. Contributors should not write from a consumer perspec-
tive, or merely a theorist. All articles should be influenced by the act of filmmaking to a 
greater or lesser extent. We encourage a wide variety of articles whether autobiographi-
cal, journalistic, historical, philosophical, socio-political or whether they are manifestos, 
letters, diaries, sketchbooks or interviews. However the perspective of the filmmaker or 
the critical re-invention of film, as a theme, is of central importance.

One+One always tries to tread the fine line between straight up academic prose and 
popular writing, we encourage articles which can reach a popular audience of filmmak-
ers, artists and intellectual laypersons without becoming anti-intellectual. 

•  Filmmaking practice (including articles written from a practical viewpoint)

•  Broader social, cultural and economic issues for filmmakers

•  Underrated or under-acknowledged filmmakers or acknowledged filmmakers who have radically 

and experimentally broken boundaries in some way

•  Social and political issues in films

•  Contemporary Independent and World Cinema (This could include little known or important films 

or filmmakers from all over the world)

•  Film piracy, the internet, new technology and its social, cultural and economic implication

•  Art, underground and cult cinema

•  Expanded cinema, video art, installation

•  Trash and exploitation cinema 

•  Radical Politics, Activism and Filmmaking

•  Science and cinema

•  Pornography and sex in cinema

•  Redesigning cinema space and film experience

•  Filmmaking and film in relation to cultural theory such as psychoanalysis, phenomenology, 

     psychogeography, queer theory, body & identity politics and Marxism

Articles can range from 500-5000, Although the length should be appropriate to the 
content.  Send proposals to submissions@oneplusonejournal.co.uk
 
Further information on submissions, and a downloadable PDF of the journal can be
found on our website www.oneplusonejournal.co.uk

La Puissance ou la Jouissance? (Power or [sexual] Pleasure?) by Copi
Originally appeared in the journal Recherches (March, 1973) which was siezed 

by French police as an “outrage against public decency”. 
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