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it but degradmg from material that is nei-
t nor degrading, and we have all relied on
tion of interpretation of existing studies
10t have drawn the same divisions, studies
raw these distinctions, clinical evidence,
ion of victim testimony, and our own per-
"the effect of images on human behavior.
he social science evidence is far from con-
- are on the current state of the evidence
that material of this type does not bear a
tionship to rape and other acts of sexual
Ve rely once again not only on scientific
lined later in the Report, and examined by
. but on the fact that the conclusions of
28 seem to most of us fully consistent with
mnse. Just as materials depicting sexual vio-
U intuitively likely to bear a causal rela-
» sexual viclence, materials containing no
or suggestions of sexual violence or sex-
mce seem to most of us intuitively unlikely
ausal relationship to sexual violence. The
| clinical evidence to date are less persua-
# lack of negative effect than they are per-

the presence of negative effect for the
slent material, but they seem to us of equal
power as the studies and clinical evidence
:gative effects for the degrading materials,
conclusion from the social science evi-
at there is no persuasive evidence to date
the connection between non-violent and
ling materials and acts of sexual violence,
ere is some but very limited evidence, indi-
the connection does not exist. The total-
xcial science evidence therefore, is slightly
: hypothesis that non-viclence and non-
naterials bear a causal relationship to acts
iolence,

T our analysis in large part to degradation that
dicted in the material. It may very well be that
led to a woman being willing to pose for a pic-
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a non-degrading sexual act. It may be that coercion caused
the picture to exist. And it may very well be that the exist-
ing disparity in the economic status of men and women is
such that any sexually explicit depiction of a woman is at
least suspect on account of the possibility that the economic
disparity is what caused the woman to pose for a picture
that most people in this society would find embarrassing.

TTTTU ST e ermmmm pmewmmmmmsamap meens o n s i meeang

the unportanua of considering as pervasively as possible the
status of women in contemporary America, including the
effects of their current status and what might be done to
change some of the detrimental consequences of that status.
But without engaging in an inquiry of that breadth, we must
generally, absent more specific evidence to the contrary,
assume that a picture represents what it depicts.

From Pornography, Civil Rights, and Speech
CATHARINE A. MACKINNON
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There is a belief that this is a soclety in which women
and men are basically equals. Room for marginal cor-
rections is conceded, flaws are known to exist,
attempts are made to correct what are conceived as
occasional lapses from the basic condition of sex
equality. Sex discrimination law has centered most
of its focus on these occasional lapses. It is difficult
to overestimate the extent to which this belief in
equality is an article of faith to most people, includ-
ing most women, who wish to live in self-respect in
an internal universe, even {perhaps especially) if not
in the world. It is also partly an expression of natu-
ral law thinking: If we are inalienably equal, we can't
“really” be degraded.

This is a world in which it is worth trying. In this
world of presumptive equality, people make money
based on their training or abilities or diligence or
qualifications. They are employed and advanced on
the basis of merit. In this world of just deserts, if
someone is abused, it is thought to violate the basic
rules of the community. 1f it doesn’t, that person is
seen to have done something she could have chosen
to do differently, by exercise of will or better judg-
ment, Maybe such people have placed themselves in
a situation of vulnerability to physical abuse, Maybe
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they have done something provocative. Or maybe

they were just unusually unlucky. In such a world, if
such a person has an experlence, there are words for
it. When they speak and say it, they are listened to.
If they write about it, they will be published. If there
are certain experiences that are never spoken, or cer-
tain people or issues seldom heard from, it is sup-
posed that silence has been chosen. The law,
including much of the law of sex discrimination and
the first amendment, operates largely within the
realm of these beliefs.

Feminism is the discovery that women do not live
in this world, that the person occupying this realm

is a man, so much more a man if he is white and

wealthy. This world of potential credibility, author-
ity, security, and just rewards, recognition of one's
identity and capacity, is a world that some people do
inhabit as a condition of birth, with variations among
them. It is not a basic condition accorded humanity
in this society, but a prerogative of status, a privilege,
among other things, of gender.

I call this a discovery because it has not been an
assumption. Feminism is the first theory, the first
practice, the first movement, to take seriously the sit-
uation of all women from the point of view of all
women, both on our situation and on social life as a
whole. The discovery has therefore been made that
the implicit social content of humanism, as well as
the standpoint from which legal method has been

designed and injuries have been defined, has not




300 £¥ PART 4: ETRICAL ISSUES

been women'’s standpoint. Defining feminism in a
way that connects epistemology with power as the
politics of women’s point of view, this discovery can
be summed up by saying that women live in an other
world: specificaily, a world of not equality, a world of
inequality.

Looking at the world from this point of view, a
whole shadow world of previously invisible silent
abuse has been discerned. Rape, battery, sexual
harassment, forced prostitution, and the sexual abuse
of children emerge as common and systematic. We
find rape happens to women in all contexts, from the
family, including rape of girls and babies, to students
and women in the workplace, on the streets, at home,
in their own bedrooms by men that they do not
know, and by men that they do know, by men they

are married to, men they have had a social conver-

sation with, or, least often, men they have never seen
before. Overwhelmingly, rape is something that men

do or attempt to do to women (forty-four percent
according to a recent study) at some point in our-

lives. Sexual harassment of women by men is com-
mon in workplaces and educational institutions. Up
to eighty-five percent of women in one study report
it, many in physical forms. Between a quarter and a
third of women are battered in their homes by men.
Thirty-eight percent of little girls are sexually
molested inside or outside the family. Until women
listened to women, this world of sexual abuse was not
spoken of. It was the unspeakable. What I am saying
is, if you are the tree falling in the epistemological
forest, your demise doesn’t make a sound if no one
is listening. Women did not “report” these events,

and overwhelmingly do not today, because no one is

listening, because no one believes us. This silence

does not mean nothing happened, and it does not"

mean consent. It is the silence of women of which
Adrienne Rich has written, “Do not confuse it with
any kind of absence.”!

Believing women who say we are sexually vio-

lated has been a radical departure, both method- .
ologically and legally. The extent and nature of
rape, marital rape, and sexual harassment itself, .

were discovered in this way. Domestic battery as a
syndrome, almost a habit, was discovered through

refusing to believe that when a woman is assaulted
by a man to whom she is connected, that is not an
assault. The sexual abuse of children was uncov-
ered, Freud notwithstanding, by believing that chil-
dren were not making up all this sexual abuse. Now
what is striking is that when each discovery is
made, and somehow made real in the world, the
response has been: It happens to men too. If
women are hurt, men are hurt. If women are raped,
men ar raped. If women are sexually harassed, men
are sexually harassed. If women are battered, men
are bhattered. Symmetry must be reasserted. Neu-
trality must be reclaimed. Equality must be reestab-
lished.

The only places where the available evidence sup-
ports this, where anything like what happens to
women also happens to men, are with children—
little boys are sexually abused—and in prison. The
liberty of prisoners is restricted, their freedom re-
strained, their humanity systematically diminished,
their bodies and emotions confined, defined, and reg-
ulated. If paid at all, they are paid starvation wages.
They can be tortured at will, and it is passed off as
discipline or as means to an end. They become com-
pliant. They can be raped at will, at any moment,
and nothing will be done about it. When they
scream, nobody hears. To be a prisoner means to be
defined as a member of a group for whom the rules
of what can be done to you, of what is seen as abuse
of you, are reduced as part of the definition of your
status. To be a woman is also that kind of definition
and has that kind of meaning.

Men are damaged by sexism. (By men, I am refer-
ring to the status of masculinity which is accorded
to males on the basis of their biology, but is not itself
biological.) But whatever the damage of sexism is to
men, the condition of being a man is not defined as
subordinate to women by force. Looking at the facts
of the abuses of wornen ail at once, you see that a
woman is socially defined as a person who, whether
or not she is or has been, can at any time be treated
in these ways by men, and little, if anything, will be
done about it. This is what it means when feminists
say that maleness is a form of power and femaleness
is a form of powerlessness.

In this context, what all of this “men {
is about, is that people don't really seem t
that the things I have just said are true, thot
really is little question about their empirical
The data are extremely simple, like woms
nine cent on the dollar pay figure. People d¢
seem to believe that either, Yet there is no
of its empirical validity. This is the workpl.
What women do is seen as not worth muct
Is not worth much is seen as something fo
to do. Women are not seen as worth muc
thing. Now why are these basic realities of
ordination of women to men, such that for
only 7.8 percent of women have never beer
assaulted,? not effectively believed, not per
real in the face of all this evidence? Why dor
believe our own experiences? In the face ¢
evidence, especially of systematic sexual ab
jection to violence with impunity is one
expression, although not the only express
degraded status—the view that basically the
equal in this society remains unchallen
unchanged. The day I got this was the day
stood its real message, its real coherence: Thi
ity for us.

T could describe this but I couldn’t explaj
[ started studying a lot of pornography. In
raphy, therc it is, in one place, all of the ab
women had to struggle so long even to begir
ulate, all the unspeakable abuse: the rape, th
the sexual harassment, the prostitution, anc
ual abuse of children. Only in the pornogr:
called something else: sex, sex, sex, sex,
respectively. Pornography sexualizes rape,
sexual harassment, prostitution, and chil
abuse; it thereby celebrates, promotes, at
and legitimizes them. More generally, it crit
dominance and submission that is the dyna
mon to them all. It makes hierarchy sexy
that “the truth about sex” or just a mirror ¢
Through this process, pornography constru
a woman is as what men want from sex. Thi
the pornography means, (I will talk about tl
works behaviorally, with the evidence on it
talk ahout the ordinance iteelf )
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In this context, what all of this “men too” stuff
is about, is that people don't really seem to believe
that the things I have just said are true, though there
really is little question about their empirical accuracy.
The data are extremely simple, like women’s fifty-
nine cent on the dollar pay figure. People don't really
seem to believe that either. Yet there is no question
of its empirical validity. This is the workplace story:
What women do is seen as not worth much or what
is not worth much is seen as something for women
to do. Women are not seen as worth much, is the
thing. Now why are these basic realities of the sub-
ordination of women to men, such that for example
only 7.8 percent of women have never been sexually
assaulted,® not effectively believed, not perceived as
real in the face of all this evidence? Why don’t women
believe our own experiences? In the face of all this
evidence, especially of systematic sexual abuse—sub-
jection to violence with impunity is one extreme
expression, although not the only expression, of a
degraded status—the view that basically the sexes are
equal in this society remains unchallenged and
unchanged. The day [ got this was the day I under-
stood its real message, its real coherence: This is equal-
ity for us.

I could describe this but I couldn’t explain it until
I started studying a lot of pornography. In pornog-
raphy, therte it is, in one place, all of the abuses that
women had to struggle so long even to begin to artic-
ulate, all the unspeakable abuse: the rape, the battery,
the sexual harassment, the prostitution, and the sex-
ual abuse of children. Only in the pornography it is
called something else: sex, sex, sex, sex, and sex,
respectively. Pornography sexualizes rape, battery,
sexual harassment, prostitution, and child sexual
abuse; it thereby celebrates, promotes, authorizes,
and legitimizes them. More generally, it criticizes the
dominance and submission that is the dynamic com-
mon to them all. It makes hierarchy sexy and calls
that “the truth about sex” or just a mirror of reality.
Through this process, pornography constructs what
a woman is as what men want from sex. This is what
the pornography means. (I will talk about the way it
works behaviarally, with the evidence on it, when |
talk about the ordinance itself.)
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Pornography constructs what a woman is in
terms of its view of what men want sexually, such
that acts of rape, battery, sexual harassment, prosti-

- tution, and sexual abuse of children become acts of
. sexual equality. Pornography’s world of equality is a
" harmonious and balanced place. Men and women are
- perfectly complementary and perfectly bipolar.
- Women's desire to be fucked by men is equal to men’s

desire to fuck women. All the ways men love to take
and viclate women, women love to be taken and vio-
lated. The women who most love this are most men’s

equals, the most liberated; the most participatory

child is the most grown-up, the most equal to an
adult. Their consent merely expresses or ratifies these
preexisting facts.
The content of pornography is one thing. There,
‘women substantively desire dispossession and cru-
elty. We desperately want to be bound, battered,
tortured, humiliated, and killed. Or, to be fair to the
soft core, merely taken and used. This is erotic to
-the male point of view. Subjection itself with self-
~determination ecstatically relinquished is the content
“:of women’s sexual desire and desirability. Women are
there to be violated and possessed, men to violate
‘and possess us either on screen or by camera or pen
fan behalf of the consumer. On a simple descriptive
‘level, the inequality of hierarchy, of which gender is
‘the primary one, seems necessary for the sexual
‘arousal to work. Other added inequalities identify
' various pormographic genres or sub-themes, although
they are always added through gender: age, disabil-
“ity, homosexuality, animals, objects, race {including
anti-semitism), and so on, Gender is never irrelevant.
What pornography does goes beyond its content:
It eroticizes hierarchy, it sexualizes inequality. It
nakes dominance and submission sex. Inequality is
its central dynamic; the illusion of freedom coming
together with the reality of force is central to its work-
'ing. Perhaps because this is a bourgeois culture, the
victim must look free, appear to be freely acting.
Choice is how she got there. Willing is what she is
when she is being equal. It seems equally important
that then and there she actually be forced and that
forcing be communicated on some level, even if only
through still photos of her in postures of receptivity
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and access, available for penetration. Pornography in
this view is a form of forced sex, a practice of sexual
politics, an institution of gender inequality.

From this perspective, pornography is neither
harmless fantasy nor a corrupt and confused misrep-
resentation of an otherwise natural and healthy sex-
ual situation. It institutionalizes the sexuality of male
supremacy, fusing the erotization of dominance and
submission with the social construction of male and
female. To the extent that gender is sexual, pomog-
raphy is part of constituting the meaning of that sex-
uality. Men treat women as who they see women as
being. Pornography constructs who that is. Men's
power over women means that the way men see
women defines who women can be. Pornoegraphy is
that way. Pornography is not imagery in some rela-
tion to a reality elsewhere constructed. It is not a dis-
tortion, reflection, projection, expression, fantasy,
representation, or symbol either. It is a sexual reality.

In Andrea Dworkin's definitive work cn pomog-
raphy, sexuality itself is a social construct gendered
to the ground. Male dominance here is not an artifi-
cial overlay upon an underiying inalterable substra-
turmn of uncorrupted essential sexual being. Dworkin's
Pornography: Men Possessing Women presents a sexual
theory of gender inequality of which pornography is
a constitutive practice. The way in which pornogra-
phy produces its meaning constructs and defines men
and women as such. Gender has no basis in anything
other than the social reality its hegemony constructs.
Gender is what gender means. The process that gives
sexuality its male supremacist meaning is the same
process through which gender inequality becomes
socially real.

In this approach, the expetience of the (over-
wheliningly) male audiences who consume pornog-
raphy is therefore not fantasy or simulation or
catharsis but sexual reality, the level of reality on
which sex itself largely operates. Understanding this
dimension of the problem does not require noticing
that pornography models are real women to whom,
in most cases, something real is being done; nor does
it even require inquiring into the systematic inflic-
tion of pornography and its sexuality upon women,
although it helps. The way in which the pornogra-

phy itself provides what those who consume it want
matters. Pornography participates in its audience’s
eroticism through creating an accessible sexual
object, the possession and consumption of which is
male sexuality, as socially constructed; to be con-
sumed and possessed as which, is female sexuality, as
socially constructed; and pornography is a process
that constructs it that way.

The object world is constructed according to how
it looks with respect to its possible uses. Pornography
defines women by how we look according to how we
<an be sexually used. Pornography codes how to look
at women, so you know what you can do with one
when you see one. Gender is an assignment made
visually, both originally and in everyday life. A sex
object is defined on the basis of its looks, in terms of
its usability for sexual pleasure, such that both the
looking—the quality of the gaze, including its point
of view—and the definition according to use become
eroticized as part of the sex itself. This is what the
feminist concept “sex object” means. In this sense,
sex in life is no less mediated than it is in art. One
could say men have sex with their image of a woman.
It is not that life and art imitate each other; in this
sexuality, they are each other.

To give a set of rough epistemological transla-
tions, to defend pornography as consistent with the
equality of the sexes is to defend the subordination
of women to men as sexual equality. What in the
pornographic view is love and romance looks a great
deal like hatred and torture to the feminist. Pleasuze
and eroticism become violation. Desire appears as lust
for dominance and submission. The vulnerability of
women's projected sexual availability, that acting we
are allowed (i.e. asking to be acted upon), is victim-
ization. Play conforms to scripted roles. Fantasy
expresses ideclogy, is not exempt from it. Admiration
of natural physical beauty becomes objectification.
Harmlessness becomes harm. Pornography is a harm
of male supremacy made difficult to see because of
its pervasiveness, potency, and, principally, because
of its success in making the world a pornographic

. place. Specifically, its harm cannot be discerned, and

will not be addressed, if viewed and approached neu-
trally, because it is so much of “what is.” In other

words, to the extent pornography succeeds in con
structing social reality, it becomes invisible as harm
If we live in a world that pornography creates througt
the power of men in a male dominated situation the
issue is not what the harm of pornography is, bu
how that harm is to become visible,

Obscenity law provides a very different analysis anc
conception of the problem. In 1973, the legal defi
nition of obscenity became that which

the average person, applying contemporary community
standards, would find that, taken as a whole, appeals to the
prurient interest; that which depicts and describes in :
patently offensive way [You feel like you're a cop reading
someone's Miranda rights] sexual conduct as defined by the
applicable state law; and that which, taken as a whoie, lacks
serious literary, artistic, political or scientific value.?

Feminism doubts whether the average gender-neutral
person exists; has more questions about the content
and process of defining what community standards
are than it does about deviations from them; won-
ders why prurience counts but powerlessness does
not, and why sensibilities are better protected from
offense than women are from exploitation; defines
sexuality, and thus its violation and expropriation,
more broadly than does state law; and questions why
a body of law which has not in practice been able to
tell rape from intercourse should, without further
guidance, be entrusted with telling pornography
from anything less. Taking the work “as a whole”
ignores that which the victims of pornography have
long known: Legitimate settings diminish the injury
perceived to be done to those whose trivialization
and objectification it contextualizes. Besides, and this
is a heavy one, if a woman is subjected, why should
it matter that the work has other value? Maybe what
redeems the work's value is what enhances its injury
to women, not to mention that existing standards of
literature, art, science, and politics, examined in a
ferninist light, are remarkably consonant with
pornography’s mode, meaning, and message. And
finalty—first and foremost, actually—although the

subject of these materials is overwhelmingly women,
their contents almost entirely comprised of wornen's
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subject of these materials is overwhelmingly women,
their contents almost entirely comprised of women’s
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bodies, our invisibility has been such, our equation
as a seX with sex has been such, that the law of obscen-
ity has never even considered pornography a
woman’s issue,

Obscenity, in this light, is a moral idea; an idea
about judgments of good and bad. Pornography, by
contrast, is a political practice, a practice of power
and powerlessness. Obscenity is ideational and
abstract; pornography is concrete and substantive,
The two concepts represent two entirely different
things. Nudity, excess of <andor, arousal or excite-
ment, prurient appeal, illegality of the acts depicted,
and unnaturalness or perversion are all qualities that
bother obscenity law when sex is depicted or por-
trayed. Sex forced on real women so that it can be
sold at a profit to be forced on other real women;
woren'’s bodies trussed and maimed and raped and
made into things to be hurt and obtained and
accessed and this presented as the nature of women
in'a way that is acted on and acted out over and over;
the coercion that is visible and the coercior that has
become invisible—this and more bothers feminists
about pornography. Obscenity as such probably
does little harm. Pornography is integral to attitudes
and behaviors of violence and discrimination which
define the treatment and status of half the popuia-
tion.

At the request of the city of Minneapolis, Andrea
Dworkin and I conceived and designed a local human
rights ordinance in accordance with our approach to
the pornography issue. We define pornography as a
practice of sex discrimination, a violation of women's
civil rights, the opposite of sexual equality. Its point
is to hold accountable, to those who are injured, those
who profit from and benefit from that injury. It means
that women's injury—our damage, our pain, our
enforced inferiority—should outweigh their pleasure
and their profits, or sex equality is meaningless.

We define pornography as the graphic sexually
explicit subordination of women through pictures or
words that also includes women dehumanized as sex-
ual objects, things, or commodities, enjoving pain or
humiliation or rape, being tied up, cut up, mutilated,
bruised, or physicallv hurt. in nostiree of sevnal eh.
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mission or servility or display, reduced to bedy parts,
penetrated by objects or animals, or presented in sce-
narios of degradation, injury, torture, shown as filthy
or inferior, bleeding, bruised, or hurt in a context that
makes these conditions sexual. Erotica, defined by
distinction as not this, might be sexually explicit
materials premised on equality. We also provide that
the use of men, children or transsexuals in the place
of women is pornography. The definition is substan-
tive in that it is sex-specific, but it covers everyone
in a sex-specific way, so is gender neutral in overall
design. '
* % *

This law aspires to guarantee women'’s rights consis-
tent with the first amendment by making visible a
conflict of rights between the equality guaranteed to
all women and what, in some legal sense, is now the
freedom of the pornographers to make and sell, and
their consumers to have access to, the materials this
ordinance defines. Judicial resolution of this conflict,
if they do for women what they have done for oth-
ers, is likely to entail a balancing of the rights of
women arguing that our lives and opportunities,
including our freedom of speech and action, are con-
strained by—and in many cases flatly precluded by,
in, and through—pornography, against those who
argue that the pornography is harmless, or harmfui
only in part but not in the whole of the definition;
or that it is more important to preserve the pornog-
raphy than it is to prevent or remedy whatever harm
it does. ;

In predicting how a court would balance these
interests, it is impostant to understand that this ordi-
nance cannot now be said to be either conclusively
legal or illegal under existing law or precedent,
although I think the weight of authority is on our
side. This ordinance enunciates a new form of the
previously recognized governmental interest in sex
equality. Many laws make sex equality a govern-
mental interest, Our law is designed to further the
equality of the sexes, to help make sex equality real.
Pornography is a practice of discrimination on the
basis of sex, on one level because of its role in creat-
ing and maintaining sex as a basis for discrimination.
It harms manv women one ar a time and helos keep

all women in an inferior status by defining our sub-
ordination as our sexuality and equating that with
our gender. It is also sex discrimination because its
victims, including men, are selected for victimization
on the basis of their gender. But for their sex, they
would not be so treated.

The harm of pomography, broadly speaking, is
the harm of the civil inequality of the sexes made
invisible as harm because it has become accepted as
the sex difference. Consider this analogy with race:
If you see Black people as different, there is no harm
to segregation; it is merely a recognition of that dif-
ference. To neutral principles, separate but equal was
equal. The injury of racial separation to Blacks arises
“solely because [they] choose to put that construc-
tion upon it.”* Episternologically translated: How you
see it is not the way it is. Similarly, if you see women
as just different, even ot especially if you don't know
that you do, subordination will not look like subor-
dination at all, much less like harm. It will merely
look like an appropriate recognition of the sex
difference.

Pornography does not treat the sexes differently,
so the case for sex differentiation can be made here.
Men as a group do not tend to be {(although some
individuals may be) treated like women are treated
in pornography. But as a social group, men are not
hurt by pornography the way women as a social
group are. Their social status is not defined as less by
it. So the major argument does not turn on mistaken
differentiation, particularly since women's treatment
according to pornography’s dictates makes it all too
often accurate. The salient quality of a distinction
between the top and the bottom in a hierarchy is not
difference, although top is certainly different from
bottom; it is power. So the major argument is: Sub-
ordinate but equal is not equal.

Particularly since this is a new legal theory, a new
law, and “new” facts, perhaps the situation of women
it newly exposes deserves to be considered on its own
terms. Not to mention, why the problems of fifty-
three percent of the population have to look like
somebody else’s problems before they can be recog-
nized as existing, but then can’t be addressed if they
do look like other people’s problems, about which

S
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something might have to be done if something is
done about these, is a construction of things that
truly deserves inquiry. Limiting the justification for
this law to the situation of women would serve to
limit the precedential vatue of a favorable ruling. Its
Pparticularity to one side, the approach to the injury is
supported by a whole array of prior decisions that
have justified exceptions to first amendment guar-
antees, when something that matters is seen to be
directly at stake. What unites many cases where
speech interests are raised and tmplicated but not, on
balance, protected, is harm, harm that counts. In
some existing exceptions, the definitions are much
more open-ended than ours. In some, the sanctions
are more scvere, or potentially more so. For instance,
ours is a civil law; most others are criminal, although
not all. Almost none show as many people directly
affected. Evidence of harm in other cases tends to be
vastly less concrete and more conjectural, which is
1ot to say that there is necessarily less of it, None of
the previous cases addresses a problem of this scope
or magnitude—for instance, an $8 billion a year
industry, Nor do other cases address an abuse, the
practice of which has such widespread legitimacy.
Courts have seen harm in other cases. The question
is, will they'see it here, especially given that the
pornographers got there first. [ will confine myself
here to arguing from cases on harm to people, on the
supposition that, the pornographers notwithstand-
ing, women are not flags.
* k *

To reach the magnitude of this problem on the scale
it exists, our law makes trafficking in pornography—
production, sale, exhibition, or distribution—action-
able. Under the obscenity rubric, much legal and
psychological scholarship has centered on a search
for the elusive link between pornography defined as
obscenity and harm. They have looked high and
low—in the mind of the male consumer, in society
or in its “moral fabric,” in correlations between vari-
ations in levels of anti-social acts and liberalization
of obscenity laws. The only harm they have found
has been one they have attributed to “the social inter-
est in order and morality,”S Until recently, no one
looked very persistently for harm to women, partic-
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ularly harm to women through men. The rather obvi-
ous fact that the sexes relate has been overlooked in
the inquiry into the male consumer and his mind.
The pornography doesn’t just drop out of the sky, go
into his head and stop there, Specifically, men rape,
batter, prostitute, molest, and sexually harass women.
Under conditions of inequality, they also hire, fire,
promote, and grade women, decide how much or
whether or not we are worth paying and for what,
define and approve and disapprove of women in ways
that count, that determine our lives.

If women are not just born to be sexually used,
the fact that we are seen and treated as though that
is what we are born for becomes something in need
of explanation. If we see that men relate to women
in a pattern of who they see women as being, and
that forms a pattern of inequality, it becomes impor-
tant to ask where that view came from or, minimally,
how it is perpetuated or escalated. Asking this re-
q'uires asking different questions about pornography
than the ones obscenity law made salient.

i Now I'm going to talk about causality in its nar-
Towest sense. Recent experimental research on por-
nography shows that the materials covered by our
definition cause measurable harm to wornen through
increasing men's attitudes and behaviors of discrim-
ination in both violent and nonviolent forms. Expo-
sure to some of the pornography in our definition
increases normal men'’s immediately subsequent will-
ingness to aggress against women under laboratory
conditions. It makes normal men more closely resern-
ble convicted rapists attitudinally, although as a
group they don’t look all that different from them to
start with. It also significantly increases attitudinal
measures known to correlate with rape and self-
reports of aggressive acts, measures such as hostility
toward women, propensity to rape, condoning rape,
and predicting that one would rape or force sex on
a woman if one knew one would not get caught. This
latter measure, by the way, begins with rape at about
a third of all men and moves to half with “forced
sex,”é

+ As to that pornography covered by our definition
in which normal research subjects seidom perceive
violence, long-term exposures still makes them see
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women as more worthless, trivial, non-human, and
object-like, i.e., the way those who are discriminated
against are seen by those who discriminate against
them. Crucially, all pornography by our definition
acts dynamically over time to diminish one’s ability

to distinguish sex from violence. The materials work

behaviorally to diminish the capacity of both men

and women to perceive that an account of a rape is .

an account of a rape. X-only materials, in which sub-

jects perceive no force, also increase perceptions that

a rape victim is worthless and decrease the percep-

tion she was harmed. The overall direction of current -
research suggests that the more expressly violent ,

materials accomplish on less exposure what the less
overtly violent—that s, the so-called “sex only mate-
rials"—accomplish over the longer term. Women are
rendered fit for use and targeted for abuse. The only
thing that the research cannot document is which
individual women will be next on the list. (This can-
not be documented experimentally because of ethics
constraints on the researchers—constraints which do
not operate in life.) Although the targeting is sys-
tematic on the basis of sex, it targets individuals at

random. They are selected on the basis of roulette.

Pornography can no longer be said to be just a mir-
ror. It does not just reflect the world or some peo-
ple’s perceptions. It moves them. 1t increases attitudes

that are lived out, circumscribing the status of half '

the population.

What the experimental data predict would hap-
pen, actually does happen in women'’s real lives. You
know, it's fairly frustrating that women have known
that these things do happen for some time. As Ed

Donnerstein, an experimental researcher in this area,

often puts it, “we just quantify the obvious.” It is
woimnen, primarily, to whom the research results have
been the obvious, because we live them. But not until
a laboratory study predicts that these things would
happen, do people begin to believe you when you
say they did happen to you. There is no—not any—
inconsistency between the patterns the laboratory
studies predict and the data on what actually hap-
pens to real women. Show me an abuse of women in
society, I'll show it to you made sex in the pornog-

raphy. If vou want to know who is being hurt in this .

. society, go see what is being done and to whom in

pornography and then go look for them other places
in the world. You will find them being hurt in just
that way. We did in our hearings.

In our hearings, women spoke, to my knowledge
for the first time in history in public, about the dam-
age pornography does to them. We learned that
pornography is used to break women, to train women
to sexual submission, to season women, to terrorize
women, and to silence their dissent. 1t is this that has
previously been termed “having no effect.” Men
inflict on women the sex that they experience
through the pornography in a way that gives women
no choice about seeing the pornography or doing the
sex. Asked if anyone ever tried to inflict sex acts on
them they did not want that they knew came from

pornography, ten percent of women in a recent ran-

dom study said yes. Twenty-four percent of married
women said yes, That is a lot of women. A lot more

. don’t know. Some of those who do testified in Min-
- neapolis. One wife said of her ex-husband: “He would

read from the pornography like a text book, like a

- journal. In fact when he asked me to be bound, when

he finally convinced me to do it, he read in the mag-

- azine how to tie the knots. . . .” Another woman said

of her boyfriend: “[Hle went to this party, saw
pornography, got an erection, got me . . . to inflict
his erection on, . . . There is a direct causal relation-
ship there.” One woman who said her husband had
rape and bondage magazines all over the house, dis-
covered two suitcases full of Barbie dolls with rope
tied on their arms and legs and with tape across their
mouths, Now think about the silence of women, She
said, “He used to tie me up and he tried those things
on me.” A therapist in private practice reported:

Presently or recently I have worked with clients who have
been sodomized by broom handles, forced to have sex with
over 20 dogs in the backseat of their car, tled up and then

" electrocuted on their genitals. These are children, [all} in the

ages of 14 to 18, a]l of whom [have been directly affected
by pornography,] [e]ither where the perpetrator has read the
manuals and manuscripts at night and used these as recipe
books by day or had the pornography present at the time
of the sexual violence.

One woman, testifying that all the women in
of ex-prostitutes were brought into prostit
children through pornography, characteriz
collective experience: “[Ijn my experience tl
not one situation where a client was ne
pormography while he was using me or tha
not just watched pornography or that it was
referred to and directed me to pornography.’
she continued, “witness the abuse of we
pornography constantly and if they can't e
that behavior with their wives, girl friends
dren, they force a whore to do it.”

Men also testified about how pornograp,
them. One young gay man who had seen Plg
Penthouse as a child said of hetersexual porru

It was one of the places I learned about sex and j
me that sex was violence. What I saw there was
relationship between men and women. . . . [TIh
was to be used, objectified, humiliated and hurt;
was in a superior position, a position to be vi
pommography I learned that what it meant to be se
a man or to be loved by a man was to accept his

For this reason, when he was battered by
lover, which he described as “one of the m
foundly destructive experiences of my 1
accepted it.

Pornography also hurts men’s capacity -
to women. One young man spoke about this
that connects pornography—not the prohib
pornography—with fascism. He spoke of his
to repudiate the thrill of dominance, of his ¢
finding connection with a woman to who
close. He said:

My point is that if women in a society filled by |
phy must be wary for their physical selves, a ma
man of good intentions, must be wary for his mi
do not want to be a mechanical, goose stepping fc
the Playboy bunny, because that is what I think
[Tlhese are the experiments a rnaster race perpet
those slated for extinction.

The woman he lives with is Jewish. There w:

brutal rape near their house. She was afraid; :
tninke Tt Aidn't wnrlr “Sha wrac ofill afenid
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tly or recently I have worked with clients who have
odomized by broom handles, forced to have sex with
0 dogs in the backseat of their car, tied up and then
cuted on their genitals. These are children, [all] in the
f 14 to 18, ail of whom [have been directly affected
nography,] [elither where the perpetrator has read the
ils and manuscripts at night and used these as recipe
by day or had the pornography present at the time
sexual violence.

One woman, testifying that all the women in a group
of ex-prostitutes were brought into prostitution 'as
children through pornography, characterized their
collective experience: “[Ijn my experience there was
not one situation where a client was not using
pornography while he was using me or that he had
not just watched pornography or that it was verbally
teferred to and directed me to pornography.” “Men,”
she continued, “witness the abuse of women, in
pornography constantly and if they can't engage in
that behavior with their wives, girl friends or chil-
dren, they force a whore to do it.”

Men also testified about how pornography hurts
them. One young gay man who had seen Playboy and
Penthouse as a child said of hetersexual pornography:

It was one of the places I learned about sex and it showed
me that sex was violence. What | saw there was a specific
relationship between men and women. . . . [T]he woman
was to be used, objectified, humillated and hurt; the man
was in a superior position, a position to be violent. In
pornography I learned that what it meant to be sexual with
a man or to be loved by a man was to accept his violence.

For this reason, when he was battered by his first
lover, which he described as “one of the most pro-
foundly destructive experiences of my life,” he
accepted it.

Pormography also hurts men’s capacity to relate
to women. One young man spoke about this in a way
that connects pornography—not the prohibition on
pornography—with fascism. He spoke of his struggle
to repudiate the thrill of dominance, of his difficulty
finding connection with a woman to whom he is
close. He said:

My point is that if women in a society filled by pornogra-
phy must be wary for their physical selves, a man, even a
man of good intentions, must be wary for his mind. . . . [
do not want to be a mechanical, goose stepping follower of
the Playboy bunny, because that is what I think it is. . . .
[TIhese are the experiments a master race perpetuates on
those slated for extinction.

The woman he lives with is Jewish. There was a very
brutal rape near their house. She was afraid; she tried
to joke. It didn't work. “She was still afraid. And just
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as a well-meaning German was afraid in 1933, I am
also very much afraid.”

Pornography stimulates and reinforces, it does
not cathect or mirror, the connection between one-
sided freely available sexual access to women and
masculine sexual excitement and sexual satisfaction.
The catharsis hypothesis is fantasy. The fantasy the-
ory is fantasy. Reality is: Pornography conditions
male orgasm to female subordination. It tells men
what sex means, what a real woman is, and codes
them together in a way that is behaviorally reinforc-
ing. This is a real five-dollar sentence but I'm going
to say it anyway: Pornography is a set of hermeneu-
tical equivalences that work on the epistemological
level. Substantively, pornography defines the mean-
ing of what a woman is by connecting access to her

sexuality with masculinity through orgasm. The

behavioral data show that what pormography means
is what it does.

30 far, opposition to our ordinance centers on the
trafficking provision. This means not only that it is
difficult to comprehend a group injury in a liberal
culture—that what it means to be a woman is defined
by this and that it is an injury for all women, even
if not for all women equally. It is not only that the
pornography has got to be accessible, which is the
bottom line of virtually every objection to this law.
It is also that power, as I said, is when you say some-
thing, it is taken for reality. If you talk about rape, it
will be agreed that rape is awful. But rape is a con-
clusion. If a victim describes the facts of a rape, mayhe
she was asking for it, or enjoyed it, or at least con-
sented to it, or the man might have thought she did,
or maybe she had had sex before. It is now agreed
that there is something wrong with sexual harass-
ment. But describe what happened to you, and it may
be trivial or personal or paranoid, or maybe you
should have worn a bra that day. People are against
discrimination. But describe the situation of a real
woman, and they are not so sure she wasn't just
unqualified. In law, all these disjunctions between
womern's perspective on our injuries and the stan-
dards we have to meet go under dignified legal rubrics
like burdens of proof, credibility, defenses, elements
of the crime. and so on. These standardc all rantain
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a definition of what a woman is in terms of what sex

is and the low value placed on us through it. They -

reduce injuries done to us to authentic expressions
of who we are. Our silence is written all over them.
S0 is the pornography.

By contrast, we have as yet encountered com-

paratively little objection to the coercion, force, or .

assault provisions of our ordinance. I think that’s’

partly because the people who make and approve

laws may not yet see what they do as that. They know ﬁ

they use the pornography as we have described it in
this law, and our law defines that, the reality of
pornography, as a harm to women. If they suspect

that they might on occasion engage in or benefit.

from coercion or force or assault, they may think that
the victims won't be able to prove it—and they're
right. Women who charge men with sexual abuse are

not believed. The pornographic view of them is: They

want it; they all want it. When women bring charges
of sexual assault, motives such as venality or sexual
repression must be invented, because we cannot
really have been hurt. Under the trafficking provi-
sion, women’s lack of credibility cannot be relied

upon to negate the harm. There’s no woman's story

to destroy, no credibility-based decision on what
happened. The hearings establish the harm. The def-
inition sets the standard. The grounds of reality def-
inition are authoritatively shifted. Pornography is
bigotry, peried. We are now—in the world pornogra-
phy has decisively defined—having to meet the bur-
den of proving, once and for all, for all of the rape
and torture and battery, all of the sexual harassment,
all of the child sexual abuse, all of the forced prosti-
tution, alf of it that the pornography is part of and
that is part of the pornography, that the harm does
happen and that when it happens it looks like this.
Which may be why all this evidence never seems to
be encugh.

It is worth considering what evidence has been
enough when other harms invelving other purported
speech interests have been allowed to be legislated
against. By comparison to our trafficking section,
analytically similar restrictions have been allowed
under the first amendment, with a legislative basis

far less massive, detailed, concrete, and conclusive.
Our statutory language is more ordinary, objective,
and precise, and covers a harm far narrower than its
legislative record substantiates. Under Miller, obscen-
ity was allowed to be made criminal in the name of
the “danger of offending the sensibilities of unwill-
ing recipients, or exposure to juveniles.”” Under our
law, we have direct evidence of harm, not just a con-
jectural danger, that unwilling women in consider-
able numbers are not simply offended in their
sensibilities, but are violated in their persons and
restricted in their options. Obscenity law also sug-
gests that the applicable standard for legal adequacy
in measuring such connections may not be statisti-
cal certainty. The Supreme Court has said that it is
not their job to resolve empirical uncertainties that
underlie state obscenity legislation. Rather, it is for
them to determine whether a legislature could rea-
sonably have determined that a connection might
exist between the prohibited material and harm of
a kind in which the state has legitimate interest.
Equality should be such an area. The Supreme Court
recently recognized that prevention of sexual ex-
ploitation and abuse of children is, in their words, “a
governmental objective of surpassing importance.”®’
This might also be the case for sexual exploitation
and abuse of women, although I think a civil rem-
edy is initially more appropriate to the goal of em-
powering adult women than a criminal prohibition
would be.

" Other rubrics provide further support for the
argument that this law is narrowly tailored to further
a legitimate governmental interest consistent with
the interests underlying the first amendment. Excep-
tions to the first amendment—you may have gath-
ered from this—exist. The reason they exist is that
the harm done by some speech cutweighs its expres-
sive value, if any. In our law, a legislature recognizes
that pornography, as defined and made actionable,
undermines sex equality. One can say—and I have—
that pornography is a causal factor in violations of
womery; one can also say that women will be violated
so Jong as pornography exists; but one can also say
simply that pornography violates women. Perhaps
this is what the woman had in mind who testified at

our hearings that whether or not pornograp
violent acts to be perpetrated against some

not her only issue, “Porn is already a vi
against women. It is our mothers, our daug
sisters, and our wives that are for sale fi
change at the newsstands in this country.*
sky v. New Hampshire recognizes the ability -
as “fighting words” speech which, “by [its] v
ance inflicts injury. . . " Perhaps the only re
pornography has not been “fighting words
sense of words which by their utterance tenc
immediate breach of the peace—is that wor
seldom fought back, vet.

Some concerns close to those of this ¢
underHe group libel laws, although the differ
equally important. In group libel law, as Justi
furter’s opinion in Beauharnais illustrates, it:
understood that individuals’ treatment and
tives in life may depend as much on the re
of the group to which such a person belon
their own merit. Not even a partial analog
made to group libel doctrine without exami
point made by Justice Brandeis, and recentl
lined by Latry Tribe: Would more speech, rat
less, remedy the harm? In the end, the ans
be yes, but not under the abstract system
speech, which only enhances the power
pornographers while doing nothing substan
guarantee the free speech of women, for w
need civil equality. The situation in which
presently find ourselves with respect to the
raphy is one in which more pornography is i

tent with rectifying or even counterbalan
damage through speech, because so long
pornography exists in the way it does there
be more speech by women. Pornography strips a
astates women of credibility, from our acco
sexual assault to our everyday reality of sexi

ordination, We are deauthoritized and reduc
devalidated and silenced, Silenced here mea

the purposes of the first amendment, premise
conditions presumed and promoted by pro
free speech, do not pertain to women becau;
are not our conditions. Consider them: ind
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their job to resolve empirical uncertainties that
edlie state obscenity legislation. Rather, it is for
0 to determine whether a legislature could rea-
ibly have determined that a connection might
- between the prohibited material and harm of
nd in which the state has legitimate interest,
ity shouid be such an area, The Supreme Court
1tly recognized that prevention of sexual ex-
ation and abuse of children is, in their words, “a
rnmental objective of surpassing importance.”8
might also be the case for sexual exploitation
abuse of women, although I think a civil rem-
s initially more appropriate to the goal of em-
ring adult women than a criminal prohibition
d be.
Yther rubrics provide further support for the
nent that this law is narrowly tailored to further
itimate governmental interest consistent with
1terests underlying the first amendment. Excep-
to the first amendment—you may have gath-
from this—exist. The reason they exist is that
arm done by some speech outweighs its expres-
‘alue, if any. In our law, a legislature recognizes
Jornography, as defined and made actionable,
‘mines sex equality. Qne can say—and [ have—
Jornography is a causal factor in violations of
n; one can also say that women will be violated
g as pornography exists; but one can also say
y that pornography viclates women. Perhaps
i what the woman had in mind who testified at

our hearings that whether or not pornography causes
violent acts to be perpetrated against some womeén is
not her only issue. “Porn is already a violent act
against women. It is our mothers, our daughters, our
sisters, and our wives that are for sale for pocket
change at the newsstands in this country.” Cha:plin-
sky v. New Hampshire recognizes the ability to restrict
as “fighting words” speech which, “by [its) very utter-
ance inflicts injury. . . .” Perhaps the only reason that
pornography has not been “fighting words”"—in the
sense of words which by their utterance tend to incite
immediate breach of the peace—is that women have
seldom fought back, yet,

Some concerns close to those of this ordinance
underlie group libel laws, although the differences are
equally important. In group libel law, as Justice Frank-

furter’s opinion in Beauhamais illustrates, it has been

understood that individuals’ treatment and alterna-
tives in life may depend as much on the reputation
of the group to which such a person belongs as on
their own merit. Not even a partial analogy can be
made to group libel doctrine without examining the
point made by Justice Brandeis, and recently under-
lined by Larry Tribe: Would more speech, rather than
less, remedy the harm? In the end, the answer may
be yes, but not under the abstract system of free
speech, which only enhances the power of the
pornographers while doing nothing substantively to
guarantee the free speech of women, for which we
need civil equality. The situation in which women
presently find ourselves with respect to the pornog-
raphy is one in which more pornography is inconsis-
tent with rectifying or even counterbalancing its
darn'age through speech, because so long as the
pornography exists in the way it does there will not
be more speech by women. Pornogtaphy strips and dev-
astates women of credibility, from our accounts of
sexual assault to our everyday reality of sexual sub-
ordination. We are deauthoritized and reduced and
devalidated and silenced. Silenced here means that
the purposes of the first amendment, premised upon
conditions presumed and promoted by protecting
free speech, do not pertain to women because they
are not our conditions, Consider them: individual
self-fulfillment—how does pormography promote our
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individual self-fulfillment? How does sexual inequal-
ity even permit it? Even if she can form words, who
listens to a woman with a penis in her mouth? Facil-
itating consensus—to the extent pornography does
so, it does so one-sidedly by silencing protest over
the injustice of sexual subordination. Participation in
civic life . . . how does pornography enhance
women’s participation in civic life? Anyone who can-
not walk down the street or even lie down in her own
bed without keeping her eyes cast down and her body
clenched against assault is unlikely to have much to
say about the issues of the day, still less will she
become Tolstoy. Facilitating change—this Jaw facili-
tates the change the existing first amendment theory
has been used to throttle. Any system of freedom of
expression that does not address a problem where the
free speech of men silences the free speech of women,
a real conflict between speech interests as well as
between people, is not serious about securing free-
dom of expression in this country.

For those of you who still think pornography is
only an idea, consider the possibility that obscenity
law got one thing right. Pornography is more act-like
than thought-like. The fact that pornography, in a
feminist view, furthers the idea of the sexual inferi-
ority of women, which is a political idea, doesn’t
make the pornography itself into a political idea. One
can express the idea a practice embodies. That does
not make that practice into an idea. Segregation
expresses the idea of the inferiority of one group to
another on the basis of race. That does not make seg-
regation an idea. A sign that says “Whites Only” is
only words. Is it therefore protected by the first
amendment? Is it not an act, a practice, of segrega-
tion because of the inseparability of what it means
from what it does? Law is only words.

The issue here is whether the fact that the cen-
tral link in the cycle of abuse that I have connected
ts words and pictures will immunize that entire cycle,
about which we cannot do anything without doing
something about the pornography. As Justice Stew-
art said in Ginshurg, “When expression occurs in a
setting where the capacity to make a choice is absent,
government regulation of that expression may coex-
ist with and even implement First Amendment guar-
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antees.”® | would even go so far as to say that the
pattern of evidence we have closely approaches Jus-
tice Douglas’ requirement that “freedom of expres-
sion can be suppressed if, and to the extent that, it
is 50 closely brigaded with illegal action as to be an
inseparable part of it.”1? Those of you who have been
trying to separate the acts from the speech—that’s an
act, that's an act, there’s a law against that act, reg-
ulate that act, don’t touch the speech—notice here that
the fact that the acts involved are illegal doesn’t mean
that the speech that is “brigaded with” it, cansmot be
regulated. It is when it can be.

I take one of two penultimate points from Andrea
Dworkin, who has often said that pornography is not
speech for women, it is the silence of women.
Remember the mouth taped, the woman gagged,
“Smile 1 can get a lot of money for that.” The smile
is not her expression. It is her silence, and it is not
her expression not because it didn't happen, but
because it did happen. The screams of the women in
pornography are silence, like Kitty Genovese's
screams, whose plight was misinterpreted by some
onlookers as a lovers' quarrel. The flat expressionless
voice of the woman in the New Bedford gang rape,
testifying, is the silence of women. She was raped as
men cheered and watched like they do in and with
the pornography. When women resist and men say,
“Like this you stupid bitch, here is how to do it” and
shove their faces into the pornography, this “truth
of sex” is the silence of women. When they say, “If
you love me, you'll try,” the enjoyment we fake, the
enjoyment we learn, is silence. Women who submit
because there is more dignity in it than in losing the
fight over and over live in silence. Having to sleep
with your publisher or director to get access to what
men call speech is silence. Being humiliated on the
basis of your appearance, whether by approval or dis-
approval, because you have to Iook a certain way for
a certain job, whether you get the job or not, is
silence. The absence of a woman's voice, everywhere
that it cannot be heard, is silence. And anyone who
thinks that what women say in pornography is
women's speech—the “Fuck me, do it to me, harder,”

all of that—has never heard the sound of a woman’s
voice.

- The most basic assumption underlying first
amendment adjudication is that, socially, speech is
free. The first amendment says Congress shall not
abridge the freedom of speech. Free speech, get it,
exists. Those who wrote the first amendment had
speech—they wrote the Constitution. Their problem
was to keep it free from the only power that realisti-
cally threatened it: the federal government. They
designed the first amendment to prevent government
from constraining that which if unconstrained by
government was free, meaning accessible to them. At
the same time, we can’t tell much about the intent
of the Framers with regard to the question of
women's speech, because I don't think we crossed
their minds. It is consistent with this analysis that
their posture to freedom of speech tends to presup-
pose that whole segments of the population are not
systematically silenced, socially, prior to government
action. If everyone’s power were equal to theirs, if
this were a non-hierarchical society, that might make
sense. But the place of pornography in the inequal-
ity of the sexes makes the assumption of equal power
untrue.

This is a hard question. It involves risks. Classi-
cally, opposition to censorship has involved keeping
government off the backs of people. Qur law 15 about
getting some people off the backs of other people.
The risks that it will be misused have to be measured
against the risks of the status quo. Women will never
have that dignity, security, compensation that is the
promise of equality so long as the pornography exists
as it does now. The situation of women suggests that
the urgent issue of our freedom of speech is not pri-
marily the avoidance of state intervention as such,
but getting affirmative access to speech for those to
whom it has been denied.

* ¥ &
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Feminists against the First Amendment
WENDY KAMINER

Despite efforts to redevelop it, New York's Forty-
second Street retains its underground appeal, espe-
cially for consumers of pornography. What city offi-
cials call “sex-related uses”"—triple-X video (formerly
book) stores, peep shows, and topless bars—have
declined in number since their heyday in the 1970s,
and much of the block between Seventh and Eighth
avenues is boarded up, a hostage to development.
New sex businesses—yuppie topless bars and down-
scale lap-dancing joints (don’t ask)—are prospering
elsewhere in Manhattan. But Peepland (MULTI-VIDEO
BOOTHS! NUDE DANGING IRLS!) still reigns, and Show
World, a glittzy sex emporium, stilt anchors the west

end of the block, right around the corner from The _

New York Times.

In the late 1970s I led groups of suburban women
on tours through Show World and other Forty-
second Street hot spots, exposing them, in the inter-
ests of consciousness-raising, to pornography’s various
genres: Nazi porn, nurse porn, lesbian porn, bondage
porn—none of it terribly imaginative. The women did-
n't exactly hold hands as they ventured down the
street with me, but they did stick close together; trav-

Wendy Kaminer, “Feminists against the First Ametidment.”

Copyright © Wendy Kaminer. First published in The Atlantic
Manthley Navember 1607 nn 11121172 114118

eling en masse, they were not so conspicuous as indi-
viduals, With only a little less discomfort than resolve,
they dutifully viewed the pornography.

This was in the early days of the ferninist anti-
porn movement, when legislative strategies against
pornography were mere gleams in the eye of the
feminist writer Andrea Dworkin, when it seemed pos-
sible to raise consciousness about pornography with-
out arousing demands for censorship. That period of
innocence did not last long. By 1981 the New Right
had mounted a nationwide censorship campaign to
purge schools and public libraries of sex education
and other secular-humanist forms of “pornography.”
Sex education was “filth and perversion,” Jerry Fal-
well announced in a fund-raising letter that included,
under the label “Adults Only, Sexually Explicit Mate-
rial,” excerpts from a college health text. By the mid-
19805 right-wing advocates of traditional family
values had co-opted feminist anti-porn protests—or,
at least, they'd co-opted feminist rhetoric. The femi-
nist attorney and law professor Catharine MacKinnon
characterized pornography as the active subordina-
tion of women, and Phyllis Schlafly wrote, “Pornog-
raphy really should be defined as the degradation of
women. Nearly all porn involves the use of women
in «ahardinate  Aeoradine nneee far the ceynial




