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Abstract

Between the Gthic and Surveillance: Ggale) Identity, Ficton Film, and Pornography
(197062015)

Evangelos TziallasPh.D.
Concordia University, 2015

In this thesis | make the case for rethinking fictional and explicit queer representation as a
form of surveillance. | put recent research in surveillance styokescularly work on
informational doubling, in conversation with the concepts of the uncanny and the doppelganger
to reconsider the legacy of screen theory and cinematic discipline in relation to the ongoing
ideological struggle between normativity amakerness. | begin my investigation in and around
the Stonewall era examining the gothic roots and incarnation of gay identity. | then trace the
formation and development of identity through cinematic and pornographic representation taking
critical snapshts of four identifiable epochs organized around a seismic-$aditcal
disjuncture after AnaveCarCBrlydmneéeénds Eé& mpaign in the | a
during the AIDS crisis between the riB@s and mieb0s; after the AIDS crisis in the é80s
when family politics took centre stage; and i
millennium.

| argue that in order to understand the crisis in contemporary queer cultural politics
heavily influencedy the rupture in uniform safsex pactices we must trace the lineage of
figurative identity through fiction anidard cordilm back to its posStonewall incarnatiorit is
my ultimate contention that the strategic deployment of homogeneous identity via social,
personal, and sexual idemtétion with the image double became a way to control the streets
without having to be on the street4ainstream(ed)apresentatiobecame, and remains, a

brilliantly insidious form of social engineering and not a path toward liberation and freedom.



Homosexuality exists outside the field of the visible, but the gay and queer do not. | argue that
through film and porn metaphysical identities wstr@tegically manufactureghich queer
individuals were and ar@mpelledand convincedo identifywith and mimc, culminating in an
ideological and representational schism in the twéindy century whose effect on lived

experience has haignificantconsequences.
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Chapter 1) Introduction

HIV: From Visible to Inwible to Spectral

My projectwas inspired bywlingeringp er son al observation: in sj
c r i s i hadeft thé motn industrpublic healthorganizationsand queer communityorkers
struggling tocopewi t h gay me n 0 s avelana sex vthouteaondomse thesenisch h
surprisinglack of representation of people with HIV in both queer andaqueer medid save
for a few television characterBrpothers and Sisterdooking, many of whom appear on reality
programgR u p a u | 0 s e Majeat RunRay Despite the continual transmission of HIV
among gay and bisexual men and despite the v@swdarnal proliferation of the activity that is
generally responsible for the transmisstdrthe HIV virus, there remairesdeafening silence
around HIV/AIDSin mainstreared) media Why?

For some time nowHIV/AIDS hasbeenreframedas ft hi rd wWkKagand o di s e a
2009; 201%, something that is only a crisis in places such as Africa because in the privileged
West a cocktail of naiications ha (supposedlyturned the virusnto something benign and
seemingly innocuous for those who can afford it or have access to the luxury of universal or
insurancecovered healthcar&ince the debut of the AIDS cocktail (HAART) at thé'11
International Cordrence on AIDS in Vancouver in 1996, AIDS went from being a death
sentece to something one manaded|V is something one takes control of instead of
something that controls yoBut with the development of the AIDS cocktaihd the sense that
AIDSintheWe st has b e eommitndeataodondonwiséasdramatically declined
(Adam 2005Escoffier 2011)A culture ofbarebackingunprotected anal sedgveloped irthe
mid- to late 90s (Rofes 199&saresponse to liberalormative politics that lasjy depended on

the surveillance of sexhe promotion ohealth andamily (values) Foucault ([1975] 1995



Therborn 2004andwhat some see asiffocatingsafe-sexprotocols (Dean 2009The cesire to
have sexvithout condoms is rooted in something maeeper thawisceral sensatién there is
a political element to fucking without condoms

Barebacking has been a point of intellectual inteaadtcontentiorsince condom use
was normalized in the latter half of the 90s (Rofes 1998; Gauthier and For8¢thSL&arez and
Miller 2001; Halkitis et al. 2003a, 2003b; Crossley 2004; Haig 2006; Shernoff 2006), but
scholarship on barebacking has increased as condom use in gay male pornographgdesexidec
(Dean 2009, 2015; Kagan 2009, 2015; Ashford 2010; 2015;ittiK 2011; Stein et al. 2012;
Rosser 2012, 2013; Wilkerson et al. 2012; Galos et al. 2013; Isola 2013; McNamara 2013; Jonas
et al. 2014, Lee 2014; Mowlabocus, Harbottle, Witzel 2013, 2014; Nelson et al. 2014a; 2014b;
Scott 2015). Positive correlationstiveen practices, fantasies, and representations of
barebacking have been welbcumented, and a significant amount of research and thought from
the medical and social sciences as well as the humanities has been dedicated to deciphering the
various commorfiactors that connect all three discursive realms. But the complex relations
between reality and fantasy implicit in the production and consumption of pornography have
made definitive casal factors difficult to pinpoint.

As the practice of barebacking la@ee visualized in porn, the senlandestine culture
and sense of community and identiBe@n 2009Blas 2012) that gravitated around the practice
has largely dissipated. Porn brought barebacking to the surface (Lee 2104; Voros 2014),
transforming a oncsecretive practice into an open casual one (Harvey 2D&a3er
commitments to safer sex, thoudiaye made it more difficult to identify and control subjects
and behaviour, threatening a sepilitical systenthathasmanufactureénd thugequires a

binary between good and bad be maintaifiée return of gay sexlity to the regime of public



exposure and scrutirhyas complicated the tacitly accepted separation of identity and sex that has
allowed the former to flourish on the condition the lakemma i ns of f t he publicd
Complicating this discussion is the development of PrERERp®sure Prophylaxis), or
Truvada (its pharmaceutical name), and PEP {Prpbsure Prophylaxis). PrEP is a daily
medicatiori gay men can take to prevent contiag the HIV virus Althoughproven highly
effective (Boseley014,2015 Brady 2019, public resistance to the drug from various figures in
the community has sparked mtraculture battle (Duran 201Zuller 2013; Adnum 2013, 2014,
Crary 2014 Healey 204; King 2014a, 2014b; Staley 2014he developmerand promotion of
PreP concedw the reality that gay and bisexual nae having sex without condonior
some, thahot onlymeans admittingafersex policies have failed, but also the politicat
bolster themInstead of celebrating an innovation that could potentially stop the spread of HIV
and bring a slow end to the pandemic, many have condeniredlitore extreme measures to
ensure steadfast condom use have been put into plaable to conwl the proliferation of the
behaviour itself, public attention has turned to its representation.
With the passing of MeasuredBan ordinance mandating condom use in all commercial
porn production filmed within Los Angeles Couatyhe what | call,fi n o rnrmgad r i needd s 0
to maintain control over its neconforming subjecthas reached critical mad$slV -negative

individuals can take PrEP and engage in unprotected anal sex with incredibly minimal chances of

'PEP is taken only after potentially being exposed to the HIV virus.

>One of the major issues currently being discussed is commitment to a daikipitj regimet.
Missing or being spotty with dosage not only greatly reduces effectiveness, leaving one
vulnerable to infection, but also opens the possibility of a-desgstant strain of HIV developing

over time.



contracting the virus, but the representationofthaa ct i vi ty | eaves the ndap
pharmaceutical prophylaxis offscre&i.PrEP is more effective than physical condothen
why not simply mandate performers be on PrEP? And if the performers onscreen are on PrEP
and those watching at home atso on PrEP, then why all the hysterical measuésy do we
still need to see the condom if the represented behaviour does not produce the health crisis it
once did ananay very well be moreffective tharblanket safesex promotion that has resulted
inspotty wuse or right out rejection? Therebs o
and tacit promotion of the physical condom th
AIDS Healthcare Foundation argued when it presented LA CountyMdatsure B.

It is difficult not to see thé a wo@essimplified didactiéntention to use pornography as
a makeshift training manual (Dines 20d2ve can6t contr ol what peopl ¢
doors, so |l etds institut ekeyseebrmoakeykde. Prokdemndom po
solved The attemptd retain control over sdas happening through representatiSeeing
condom usein porn was one of the most important strategies deployed by AIDS activists to
promote and institute condom uslze new nam (Patton 1990; 1991). The very same logic is
being used here, but to a much more invasive degree. Steadfast anxieties about relations between

bodies and screens have only intensified in the digital era (Chun 2006; Paasonen 2011),

revealing how the porn wsand tricky terain of media effects continae haunt discussions of

®Different studios have different policies, butsnb e ngage i n whsaotrdsi nkgn oown
partnering people of similar status with each other ¢ddgitive with HIV-positive; HIV-

negative with HIVYnegative), and conduct serial HIV and STI testing and screening. Several

actors have admitted to being BrEP and several directors and studio heads have actively

promoted its use (Lucas 2013; Webb 2014a, 2014b).



pornography to this day. Measure Baisanttpornmeasureepackaged undéneauspicious
altruism ofliberal protectionismNot surprisingly, the language around condom use in porn
appropriates typical liberal rhetodcii f or t he greater good. 0

Questions of empowerment, transgression, and learning have permeated discussions of
gay male pornography since it became a topic worthy of academic consideration, but recent
debates over bareldang have complicated the legacy of queer porn research. Work that has
historically revolvel around feministritiques of patriarchy and oppression (Waugh 1985, 1996;
Dyer 1985, Burger 19995; Champagne 3,997} tended to view gay male pornography in
postive terms? in part because anpiorn polemics (Kendall 1993, 2001, 2004, 2005) framed it
as monolithically badBut bareback pornograptiasreignited concerns about thetential
negative effectsggor nogr ap hy o nplagng gornsahola@rsd adtivisisreas
precarious positianThe optimistic and affirmative thrust of earlier research no longer uniformly
applies.

Echoing Douglas Crimpds views on promiscui
Mi chael Mc Namar a wr ilieve,wil saveBuweer BvbsaAs khe Qtleer oh , Il be
safersex campaigns relying on dogmatic condom use, bareback porn as a representation of
condomfree anal sex provides a vital reference point through which gay men can make healthy
and informed (OXIWBal 2dhlgi.c evcdNamar ads for mul at i
sexb6s Aotherodo is telling of the divide the co
the commercial porn industry and mainstream gay activists in the (29€sffier 2009)

Identifyn g barebacking as queer praxis aligns it w

* Critiques of racial and ethnic representation in gay male pornography, though, were quick to

point out the spectacle of gay sex did not equaiiypower everybody (Fung 1991, Ortiz 1994).



normative impulse, positioning it in opposition to normativity, which coalesces around practices,
representations, and discourses of health and siMelyamards observationhatbareback
pornographys q u e er ¢ ul dpesaks@rominershathovoalythe depth of normativity
and queer ntsalsdhe degrae o iwkliah their respective politicpeled on
discourses of normatiwsex.

The discourse around barekgornography replayis uncanny fashiodiscussions that
took place during the AIDS epidemic over condom use, representation, community, salvation,
and empowerment (Patton 1990; 1994¢leed, there is something uncanny about bareback
pornography itselfthe spectacle of all male sex without condom bears resemblance to past sex
but in the presen®im Dean (2009) has argued that barebacking is not a new phengroehon
one that is firmly rooted in the pasind &cording to StuarScott (2015), barebaclgrdoes not
exist outside the regime of uniform condom use instituted in the earlyf ®sebacking is a
reoccurringand not new practice, théine removal of the condom porn(and the bedroojn
opers a metaphoric ruptureollapsingpast angresemn (Dean 2011; McCallum and Tuhkanen
2011) Barebacking partially returns gay culture to its-poedom rootswhich is perhaps why
accusations ofinfantile) regression are directetithose who fuck without condoms (Ashford
2010).

According to Castigliamnd Reed, contemporary gay culture suffers famnongoing

processoivhat t hey call fAunremembering, 06 a fApartia
perpetualsefmoni t oring for inclinations to pPpastnessc
trauma hee referring to the AIDS epidemic " Remembering the O0sexual r
to the intellectual duo, foffers models for ¢

normative andraumatizep r e s e nt 0. Alth8ughlChstiglidahdReld on 6t di rect |l vy



implicate the condom, framing contemporary gay male experience as normative yet traumatized
inadvertently situates the condom as alsigtic entity that binds thertogether.

Before the normalization of condom use in the 90s therewastf s ex: t he cond
uniformity inadvertently erected a latex threshold between past and prelsesé visualization
in porn always contained within it nostalgia for a period of unbridled lust and sexual possibility
gone by (Scott 2015Within this disairsive context, barebacking becomes the return of the past,
or, repressedut if unprotected sex is linked smant-normative politics of promiscuity, then it
is also linked to theexual minority revolutiothat organized sex into a political movemeaay
Liberation. Metaphorically speakinghen,the condom has gust actechsa semen barriebut
alsoone that has blockatie memories of a tumultuous aoptimistic(Gay Liberation)as well
ashorrifying past(AIDS) from flooding andunsetting the pesent.

The AI DS epidemic required fAimaking a compl
way fito agendas organized around conformity t
state, and sciengewrite Castiglia and Ree@011, 3) As the AIDS cisis’ slowly came to an
end, representations of sasex in porn were compieented by images of normality and health
in mainstream and queer representation. Together, explicit arelxpioit representation

initiated a new social regime through visugpresentation and alg with it, a new political one

My use of the phrase AAI DS crisiso should not
crisis or that the crisis that is AIDS ended abruptly in 1996 with the release of the AIDS cocktail.

[, like many ohers, refer to the 1981996 period as the AIDS crisis to highlight the shift from

localized epidemic to global pandemic, where AIDS was no longer an automatic death sentence,
becoming instead a virus whose management and continued survival is confoayent u

nationalpersonalivealthand privilege



too. But if liberalnormative order is contingent upon the physical presence of the condom and
the metaphysical politics it embodies (marridgeyily, health, safety), thendoeback porand
chemical pophylaxes such as PrEP (Truvada) and BiEgaento destabiliz that order.
Bareback porand barebackinbave the potentiato unremember unremembering

But Dean(2015)has recentlarguel that Truvadas, in fact, entirely commensurate with
liberatnomat i ve val ues, instituting fAsurveillance
Truvadaundermiresthe radical potentialsf barebacking by insidiously intervening beneath the
tr eshol d of ¢ithecase,ithen whyare Tluvada ébidextersion) barebacking
seenasthreas? It is becausassimilationistultural poltics arepredicated on normal sex
(Berlant and Warner 1998; Warner 2008)DS made people think twicaboutbeing
promiscwusand the benefits of llaving a monogamoysartned the threat of AIDS instituted
monogamyas andeal form of protectionUnprotected sex is sanctioned between monogamous
couples(Dean 2009)even though new research suggests one to two thirds of new HIV
infections occur among men in relationshitachowki and Stephenson 2015), but severely
stigmatised outside a relationship. In ordefitg u a r a n t andhave ti kirfd eftinfimacy
that comesvithout a physical barriegou needed tbe in a relationshiBut if AIDS is no
longer an issue, then whyagtwith one partnerBareback porn and PrEP threaten a cultural
political system that binds together visceral pleasure and emotional fulfilment to monogamy.
Representations of barebackingnsgressormative imageand subvert their contingent
politics, potentially becoming visual entities througkich observers can unlearn, andre

importantlyrelearn, how to be gay (Halperin 2012).



Dean(2015)also observes thatthe tefitbo #me€ ki ngo has rtec drtalwy gi
Raw sex is the fantasy of traesa di ng medi ati on, even though fitfh
experience that remains unmediated by soci al
224) Raw is associated withr e a | , 0arich aft aaw tah e nt | capturetbBstby c an 200
the title of arecentsymposiumon barebacking held at the University of Torénio Fr om Raw t o
ReaBe.cbause gay menb6és sex | ives are fAimore heavi
Aparticularly suscepti bl e ,daccording o Déadlb,22¢6y t hat
225).The politics of Araw sex0 are newltp emergin
liberate oneself from thantiseptigolitics associated withegimes of interventiorto return toa
period before governmeadtand biopolitical interventiogintroduced sex to a system of
regimentation, calculation, and surveilladceven if Truvada is a stealthy mixture of bofio
fuck without condorais to embodythe fantasy and the potentials of Gay Liberationgtve the
period before the split betwesafe and unsafe and past and presenewexted and sheathed
with latex The returmof condomless seand its visual incarnatiois likewise rooted in the

fantasy ofreturning to the real(Foster 1996)

A

*Dean argues that #f@Amediations of o6raw sex, 00 a
together in a transnational context to reconf
(2015, 228). Although agree with Dean, | maintain the word barebacking because even though
Arawo takes over in the 2010s, unprotected an
barebacking amateur performers and professional porn companies still traffic in the label

Aibar ehbhadk fdidacking) remains a commonly used acronym on various gay male

social/sexual networking platforms (Grindr, Scruff, Craigslist, Dudesnude).



Thesuppression angkpressiorof the AIDS epidend and Gay Liberatiooultivated
normative culture buat the same timmaintainedboth erasas inextricablespectresi A ghost , o
course, haunt s, 0 o0bs efi &aardging Dstile & ttbublesOmeaimpreskn v e y
of i ts pr esel.dhepastcgntnies t® haunp therqaeer imagiranypelling
preeminent French queer scholar Didier Eribon
|l ives are haunted liveso (2010, 311) . AMy |1 f
whom the disease tookawayoy t hose, more precisely, whom I
310).And yetaspiralingsensatiorthatsomethings in the process of returniregn bedetected
in thewritings of prominentqueer theoristsvhosecollectivework over he last decader sohas
focusedratherintently onmemory time,the uncannyandthefuture (Cvetkovich 2003, 2012;
Edelman 2004; Halberstam 2005; Freccero 2006, 2011; Haggerty, 2006; JenzeadQ07,
2009;Hughes and Smith 2009; Muioz, 2009; Rigby2®Yibon 2010fFreeman, 201¢allas
2010;Castiglia and Reed 2011, de Lauretis 2011; Hanson 2011; Rosenberg and Villarejo 2011;
Palmer 201p

A Ay verification of the ghost is dubious atlest wr i t e @it is lhtited oe felt,
more so than it isonventionally perceived. It is there, or so it seems, while remaining
undetectable. And so it is that HIV/AIBSfor me, but | imagine for others as wélis
somewhat ghost Itinootjisth® AlI3S, epigemichat halints.the present, but
those who livewith HIV too. Retroviral medications have become so sophisticated that one can
have but be unable to spreadlVo wh at 6 s k nonwn aans fhuanvd e t.oe cTthaeb | e v
HIV -positive individual with an undetectable viral laadHIV -positive,yet for all intents and
purposess alsoHIV-negative(Duran 2014): neither, nor. The HIVpositive subjects ghostly.

there butnottherd nd vyet , Harvey contends, AHIV is not

10



others, becoming within and modifying lng processes both epidemiological and semiotic.
These are facts, solid things, whose truths would be abetted by corresponding representations of
beingHIV-posi ti ve todayo (TheaddiV-positives2uOblj3e c tpdasr ag. hlods)t.| i
thusmaintained byeing deniedisibility, a presencenscreen.

Movies about AIDS or with HIWpositive chaacters have appeared intermmttg since
the epidemic era (1984996p All about My Mothe(1999),The Hourg2002) 3 Needles
(2005) but a recent spate of AIDBcused dramas and documentaries have begun what could
be a new cycle of representatiéiims such asiow to Survive a Plagug012),Dallas Buyers
Club (2013),Test(2013), andrhe Normal Hear{2014) have dared t@surrect the dea@ut
even though thesdris havereceived mainstream attention and transgress the gay/straight
binary both on and offscreen, winning accolades and awards from festival prizes to Emmys and
Oscars, all the films remain firmly rooted in the @atttey are eitheset during or just Here the
epidemic years (1981 to 1996) or reflect on them from the present. Castiglia and Reed argue that
films are fAofficial memoriesodo that HAconstitut
traffic i n me memalcyclewi@ah be calledRetroAIDGicisema bas
puncture thetime threshold something is in the processes of returning.

The lauded French filrBtranger by the Lakje. 6 i n ¢ o n Jn(2013yspeaks a c
prominently to feelingof agitation and unrestbout to be unleshed its unclear timeframand
gothic treatmentapturingthe liminal materiality of HIVin the undetectable eeandthe
unshakable feeling that something that has bepressed is set to retui®et on a remote beach
in the French countryside where mgesd their time cruising, swimming, and sunbathing, and
where one man decides to feed his lust for murder, the pastoral setting gives the movie a timeless

feel that complements the narrativeds gothic

11



and wncertainty isolated spaces with supernatural overtonesims enchanted by a victimizer;

nude doppelgangerand an enticing mixture of transgression and ex@stting 2014) The

retro aesthetics saturate this eerie film withistomforting nostalgiambuingit with a sense of
emotional and psychological bl ockage. l'ts got
pinpoint: it could be set in the present or pastr ma y b ed seémingly réfeveinding
Wakefield Pool erbesBygimatiye Sanfld7d and thaFsesndh goung gay

romance fictiorCome UndongPresque riep(2000) at the same time.

Casey Donovan exiting the water
in Boys inthe Sandq1971)

Donovan and Peter Fisk in Franck and Michel in
Boys in the Sand Come Undone Stranger by the Lake

It is telling thatStrangeris primarily setona beachThe beaclhs an enduring and
prominentsettingin queercinema whose popularitpre-datesStonewall From the gothic queer
film Suddenly Last Summ@959 (Miller 1999),t o An dy Myalustedl96bsandhe
Gay Liberation featuré Very Natural Thing(1974) to the more recentan Lineq2007)and

Shelter(2007) the beach provides a perfedibi for satisfyingeageraudiencé voyeurism

12



Strangermmore than satisfies the requisite criteria of providing viewers with flesh to ogle and
drool over, lnt Stranged s b e a calsocall@pses past gnd present, making it difficult to
pinpoint when the film is set, and all-ows the
cleansing metaphor, which also tacitly conndtes a t u r farl @afa nDdo n o v dikeds Ve nu:
birth off the shores of Fire Island 1970symbolicallyinaugurated gay identitjaringing gay
sexualiy and identity out of the watatong with himw h at d o e birthMgirc20181 6 s
symbolize?

Stranger by the Lakis as much an allegory about AIDS (Williams 2014), as captured
by Owen GI (20l4cencludmgrénsgarks in his movie review fBntertainment
Weekit hat FAwhen you emer ge beeomsraviraedréad clen ow y o u
(emphasis mineps it 5 about the uncanniness of contemporary queer pditids
representatiorRaw sex iginaturab sex, and both raw and natural éreald Characters never
mention HIV or AI DS, but allude t o Iiadicmek nesso
art film. The protagonist, Franck, is seduced by Michel,wkoanck sawdrownsomeone in the
| ake. Drawn in by Michel s rugged good | ooks
wandering the forest in the dark as his new lover tries to hunt him tolkih him. Michelis
figurativel yoEveonthagh Farsck ahdMicbebtake turns topping and bottoming
for each other, we only see, or at least hear, Michel finishing inside Fiuncis. Michel
AAlI DSO before the epmmerdimgcdss, oftleeretus bfdhd mpessedy t h e

thefreturro of HIV in the bareback era?

13



Mind if I don't use a condom?

Franck before entering Michel Franck on the lookout for Michel

How does one represent something both deadly and innocuous at the santéotime?
does one represent a virus that eludes visibi
Philadelphia(1993), the image of the frail dying gay man reinforced the melodramatic narrative.
But if that gay man with HIV is no longer sick or dyinghd is visibly no differentrom his
negative counterpart, how does one go about r
s h d@ean 2009,195pushi ng out of sisbaebackfporamonlpproved s an u
the means have been taken, butthetresultgDean 2015Scott 2015)Besides possibly
showing a character taking his daily medication and going for the occasional blood test,-the HIV
positive character woullive almost no differently thatheir HIV -negativecounterpart
Althoughitwast he first scripted show to albokngegss Pr EF
(20142015), based in San Franciscaatifplaces, took a full season to introduce an HIV
positive characteiVhy the representational and discurssehisn?

PreP, undetectable alrloads, and barebacking threaten to unravel power structures
contingent upon normative privilege, leaving the direction of queer futurityxrand up for
grabs. Althoughhenormremansimplicitly HIV -negativefor the time beingnormalizing

strategesby HIV-positive activisthave helpe@n aboveground community, sense of pride, and

14
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identity that r evol staudoflaurish’Whdato meadms bpo ¢ ietrimea
complicates typical configurationisathave nade someoneith HIV an olject of pity rather
than identifiable source of empowermdstV was what differentiatethe goodresponsible gay
citizen from the bagdantisocial queér but not anymoreThe HIV-positive subject is no longer
the suppressedther,which isperhapsvhy recet films have acknowledged tin@omentum
behind this movementhile containng the threait posesby locatingit in the pastAnd yetthe
HIV -positive subject, undetectable or netmainsa noncitizen (Schulman 20t4jomo sacer
(Agamben1995] 1998) As of yet, he HIV-positive subjectemainspolitically volatiled
potentially goodbut also potentiallpadd anduntrustworthy too close tpbut also too far
from, the normal ideal
The repressed always returns for a reason and with a purpose: to thwasithe st
sustained byts repression antb destroy what initially repressed If barebackingboth the act
and its representation) and those with Hiéreturning fromther repressn, then theytoo are
returring for a reason andith a purposeTherepre sed have returned to di
current trajectory and gear it toward a different future. If the future of queer politics is located in
the past (Freeman 2010; Castiglia and Reed 2011), then what we need is to go back to the

beginning and staftom there.The manifestly circular structure of queer discouanse

" Attempts to bridge the positive/negative divide have emphasized similarities rather than
difference® negative and positive men have unprotected anal sex; the positive ones just happen

to have contracted the virus. S¢B/= (http://www.hivequal.ord/ In addition, a number of

online magazines and community forumsecab open discussions about the multiple facets of

living with HIV. SeePOZ magazinéhttp://www.poz.cony andHIVPIlusMag

(http://lwww.hivplusmag.con)/
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representation beckon our return to the momdrenthe identifiable gay subject walked out of
the proverbial wateiStonewall.

Gothic and uncanny tropes figured prominently in repreientaround Stonewall
(Harris 1997; Powell 2011), mirroring the inbetwress of gay identity in its nascent formation
a discursive and representational trend that continues to th{§ezero 2006, 2011; Rigby
2009; Jenzen 2011Although he repressin takes place at the level of cognitias
manifestatioroftentakes shape in the form of an evil double. Both doubling ancethen of the
repressed feature prominently in Freudos writ
1991), but sodo does homosexuality (Halberstam 1995; Haggerty 2006; Palmer 2012). Indeed,
homosexuality and the homosgl have often been describeds het er osexual i tyods
heterosexual 6s t hr eat 80 Fuss 191 Hllis 11989). Arflleddy wi c k 1
weintheWest i ve i-0l asépedtcul tureo that has chippe
metaphysical strictures (Dean 2014), doubling remains an enduring structure and feature of gay

and queer representation and discoutss.to this issue | turnext.

Surveillance, Film, Doubling

The 2013 Apropagandao | aw passed in Russi a
|l ist of Ugandaébés fitop 200 homosexual so along
exemplify the crux of Leave agReditobaseandne also agyeedie n t

being policeddo (1995, 12). According to Bersa

disciplinary intervention, and, at the limit, gendet eansi ng, 0 (1995, 11), a
observes, ifibMhreant iGoany adr ri ved, it came hand in |
born. And with it a new cinemao (2013c, 5) .
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not just with, moving image representation. Although claimgerate, cinema becanae
primary vehicle foinstitutionalizing,disciplining, and contrding gay identity.

Gay identityis as much a symptomatic productsafrveillance as it the gothic. Indeed,
gay identity in its contemporary formation is perpetually caught in a strugglede the will to
be, and privileges that comes with being, visible and invisible. The desire to be visible is
matched by a desire to be invisible, and the privileges that come with being in the spotlight or
living in the shadowslsocomewith their respetive burdend visibility is a doubleedged
sword.It is nosurprie thatidentity politicscoincidewith the expansion and proliferation of
surveillance technologig#iller 1999) or that cinema itseliook an interest in surveillance at the
very same tim¢Zimmer 2015)As individuals and social groups fought diligently to liberate
themselves from mass culture, technologies that observed, monitored, and learned about them
correspondingly grew as weklt the same timegroups and individualaho relied on
representation and visibilityr their liberation and validatiomadvertently incorporated
surveil |l anc e 0 sheiddentityandadiscutsieerpditicdhs resistance to gay
identity and rights intensifiethroughout the 70and 80sthe pont of view represented iffim
narrowed, revealing the dualjty not duplicity,of cinema and visibility: invisibility, too, is a
doubleedged sword.

Cinema has long since been thought of as a disciplinary mechanism (Rosgn 1986
Williams [1989] 1999; Cawright 1995, but it is only with the proliferation of CCT{¢losed
captioned televisiorand its representation and emulation in film that a discussion of cinema as a
form of surveillance itself has materialized (Gunning 1999; Turner 1999; Levin 200, 20
England 2004; Kammerer 2004; Lake 2010; Herzog 2010; Zimmer 2011, 2015; Muir 2012;

Stewart 2012, 2015; Lefait 2013; Tziallas 20jhoughcinema studies has only recently
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begun to contemplate the relations between film and practices of surveittanbeld of
surveillance studies has turned its attention tgtfenomenon afloubling.

One of the most important ideas to come out of the field of surveillance studies is that of
the Aidata doubl ed (Haggerty anilumadhbaodgikmiresh 2000
for data and turned into a virtual informatic entity. The self is split into two: a corporeal self and
a data self. Human bodies are abstracted from their territorial settings, separated into a series of
discrete flows that are then ss@mbled in different locations as virtual data doubles. An
assemblage of various bits of information projects a phantom double that represents its corporeal
referent. Surveillance in the digital era is more piecemeal than direct, exercising control over
onebs physi cal repgresénfation ho ne@h winretbtsal or digital
Surveillance in its current technological manifestation is a mirpéenomenomextricable
from doubling surveillance no longer only observes the world but recread&gtal parallel one
through mimesis.

Film too has often been described in terms of mimesis (Gaines, 1999; Marks 2000;
Jayamanne 2011; Campbell 200&ndasJackie Stacey obsesy filnsofar as they both seek to
imitate life,cinema and genetic engine® are both technologies of imitatiathe first a cultural
technology, the second a biological one ( 2 O Bu@djng on york by Lisa Cartwright (1995)
and Hannah Landecker (2007) St a c eeyxOpsl osrteusd yit he converging de
scknce and i (2010, 8)Staceypagseomsdedable attentioto theclone,noting that
fithe figure of the clone is the youngest in a long genealogy of doppelgadngers who have
popul ated our i maginative | andsThatlpemesoftaend haun
double has been a prominent feature of mythology and superstition for millennta, but

popularity in mass culture dates back to the gothic novel (Dolar 198%yrprisingly, Stacey
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also pays considerable attention to homosexualitytlamthreat of sameness embodied by the
clone and homosexual.

AThe dread of sameness haunting the genet.i
to fears of broader changes in the practices of sexuality and reproductierclone combines
fears abouhomosexuaty and technology undoing natualr der , wher eby fthe deé
of samenesséare cagmntvi agthed nwirtgh eshefdlhieter os e
of cul t ur &amerned@yhlunt thd @hetic imaginatyut throudnout and after the
90s sameness, paradoxically, became something validated by genetics (Allen 2014; McCarthy
2014): gays are born that wdyargue thathe (in)fusion osamenesand discursive genetics
however meant the deathly properties witl{ildIDS) had to beeplaced witta commitment to
discursiveprocreation: gays are partthie family; gaysvant their avn family too. It is precisely
the transformation of gay identity froen ddéhly p r a c to filife-givding energy that liberal
activists soughto enact in the AIDS and pespidemic era through concentrated mimesis:
heteromimesis was the ultimate goal.

The clone Stacey examines is derived from the very same informatic surveillance that has
materialized the data double, armttbcinema and suriiEince are observing and mimetic
phenomena propagated by technologies that facilitate identity and identification through a
process of doubling contend that when discussing gay identity and queeoutise we should
conceive of movingmagesas a scieffic technology that generates, disciplines, and propagates
imageclones in service afocial engineering and contdothe hysteria ovelbareback porn
crystallizes the powesf representatiormimesisand i denti tyds dheynver genc

(now) pose tdiberal normativity: @en thoughPrEP and the success of argiroviral therapy
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(undetectable viral loadjyaveall butdivorcedthe virus from the behaviour, the threat of
identification and mimesis cannot be so easily divofoaa the image

Anxieties about the effects of film are not new (Grieveson 20089, andneitherare
inquiries aboutinematicspectatorshigndidentification(Metz [1971] 1974, [1977] 1982;
Baudry [1974] 1986, [1976] 1988ulvey 1975; Harvey 1982)oane 1991; Silverman 1992
Mayne 1993Sobchack 1994Rodowick [1988] 1994; Campbell 200%). fact,the cinematic
appar at uso0s s obverihe yarfDiavam @988LCIoveml§92Evans and Gamman
1995;Bordwell and Carroll 1996; Plantinga 2008srecently compellegpreeminent film
theorist and schol ar Jane .Gadyethedistipinargec!| ar e A
apparatusf surveillancds not only aliveand well,butis alsobeing reassembled in front of our
very eyeswith various types of recording technoleg CCTV abound®n every corner; drones
fly above us ke electric birds; GPS tracks peopherywherdheygo viatheir phones;
telephons are bugged ammbnversations tapeecorded; computers monitand storgersonal
informationin corporate ad govenmental data banksyen cinema hawoved beyond
representingurveillancgLevin 2002) increasinglyfusing itself with the surveillance apparatus

(Zimmer 2015)Far from deagdthe disciplinary apparatus,anything,is being resurrected.

®!Gainesmade herproclanmth during a roundtable discussion
Apparatus Theory in the Age of Multiple Scree
place on Thursday Novembef3 2011 and was part ARTHEMI S6s a
moderated by ancesco Casetti and included Thomas Elsaesser, Phil Rosen, and Will Straw as

participants. The conf er ehttp/ertbesnisent i re progr am

cinema.ca/sites/arthemis.nt2.ca/files/ProgrammelMPAGTN&-1%20%281%29 2.pdf
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If as Catherne Zimmerarguesicinematic (and televisual) narratives of surveillance serve
as such specific structural models of the dynamics within a culture of surveillance that they
themselves should be viewed not | esehtreas Or ef |
media, but themselves pgacticeso f s ur v ei | | @, nherenarratjvés @flsuneillancé 3 9
are also practices of doubling, tdbgay identity and subjectivity araextricable from

surveillancethen queer representatiorsisrveillanceat a distancgia metaphysicatioubling

According to D. N . Rodowi ck, nAIl I identity
i mplied surveillance of physical bodieso (200
image, a virtual compositt.er sonhood, observes Rodowi ck, is

substantial identity under direct personal and bodily control, but rather by the statistical variables
defining your O6data image. 6 The formulation a
exercise of power i n clomagesrandirepresentatioasconeaism and (200
are constructed with informationath doubles are image doubles and vice versa.

Speaking of documentary filnAgnieszka Piotrowska (2013)ggesst hat fit he
expeience of seeing oneself on screeredi#ed and raarrated to suit the needs of the
filmmaker and broadcaster, might tap into the unconscious anxieties connected to the notion of
oneds doubl e and t he Pietrawska idansifis authorship@ad wi t h it
anxieties over the control of oneds i mage as
doppelganger. These, too, are discourses that resonate deeply with queer representation and
identity politics.Debates about authorship organizeitlahconversations about queer
representation and remain points of contentuth the manstreaming of gay identitf®waugh
[1984] 20114, [1988/1992] 2000, [1997] 2011b; Watney 1982; Dyer [1990] 2003, 1991; Cover

2000; Dean 2007). The ethnographic impukse spoke on behalf of, and purposefully
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misrepresented, queer people inspired sexual others to speak back by speaking themselves.
Queer authorship, biography, and autobiography became corrective autoethnographies (Russell
1999), yet the sense of misrepentation and disconnection seem to have only intensified with
each push to attain and retain greater amounts of control over representation.

Because queer people understand themselves as subjects that are always subject to more
pervasive and invasive d&gs of surveillance, and because queer individuals understand
themselves as subjects that are always and already authored and documented primarily though
visual forms of stereotyping, | argue that a documentary gaze is already grafted onto the fictional
andhardcordensThe desire to see oneods self fAdisplay:«
public has structured Gay Liberation and subsequent queer and@lgaypolitics since
Stonewall.The complex dynamics between desire and the real thatlatelpetween the
documented subject and viewer (Cowie 2011)arahshoulde extrapolated and refitted to a
gueer paradigmndeed, for those who identify as somethingssomeone otheghanthe norm
the sense of being represented and not represerdgechison and reoccurringlthough
claiming to represent queer people, the idealized and artfully crafted images ordsoreed t
alwaysto synch up with realityDean 2009)For queetidentified individuals the represented
characters on screen agenun@a nny fi gures, regardless of onef¢c
them at the same time.

Homosexuality exists outside the field of the visible, but the gay and queer do not. And
despite the homosexual being fully visible, there is a senséthietiomosexual is not known
(Walters 2001)or at leastompromised t@ point where their dilution verges dissolution.

Queer experience is structured by disjuncture and disharmony: a separation between what is

projected onscreen and t mcesantd sensevaf seDalbliagnsdan one 6 s
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enduring theme of queer representation because the gay and queer self are always and already
doubled by the very process of representation itfak. queer self is split between self and
image, animage thatisshape by f or ces f ar beyondlthaughe aver ag:¢
identity and identification with the image have been the dyifance of queer representation,
anxieties about identification have played just as important of a role shaping gay identity and
desire

Thethreatof samenesthat proliferatea f t er An i tawOuBChy d rdtr Gesn 0A S
campaignn the latter half of the 70gvolvesalmostentirely aroundhe too visible and the not
visible enoughhomosexud the visible homosexual on the strele nvisible onen your
chil doé s ,andtlesnmageaoeon the screerGay identity is marked by ambivalence:
the desire to verify the homosexual 6s existen
identified homosexual. By the early 80s, thissralence found an outlet in what | call
Hol | ywo od &ledfCruisisgi(1980)dDtessed to Kil(1980),Windows(1980p whose
reactionary politicenly intensifiedwith the AIDS epidemicT he fAdet ri ment al ef f e
heterosexual i integrity tare vivydly and \dolemwtly displayé@dsy the array of
psychotic queer doppelg2ngers who popul ate th
destructive evil clone (Stacey 2010), ahd evil double on screaame to enbody the anxieties
thatpermeatedjayidenti y and vi sual identificati:on after
through the screen and on the strefedéeal with an expanding conservative foriteat sought to
portray all queer people as monstrous, threatening, and deadly, deistamdable that activists
and filmmakers would deditethemselves to offering correctives. But in doing so, filmmakers

and activistdbecane mirror copies of the peopleey sought to resist.
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After Bryant, axieties about the threats imitative and repicitbn technologies pose to
normativity and heterosexual ordergpt and govern gay cultural politiesd representation
(Youmans 2009, 2011But it wasAIDS thatfundamentally chaged the course of gay activism
andrepresentation. Aurgent need to gétepublic to empathize with the haes of sick and
dying men and women deemed dangerous and deserving of punishmentladtéragctory,
mode, and strategy ghay rights activism and visual representation. Direct actiorDaviddo-it-
yourself)intervention (ACT UP, AIDS activist video collectives [Juhasz 199&8re met with
strategic mainstream offerings that sought to procure sympathy from the majority (Waugh [1988]
2000) and a rash of art house offerifigew Queer Cinemahat attempted to graspadn
communicateo a minoritythe collective queer consciousness during a periatmensecrisis
andtrauma(Rich [1992] 2013; Arroyo 1993; Aaron 2002; Benshoff and Griffin 2006; Young
2013a) In the wake of the AIDS epidemic, thougtwas primarilythe mainstreammode of
addresghat permeated the popular queer screen.

Beginning in the mieb0s, ®ming outnarrativedavouiing youths, teens, and young
adults replaced images of protest aedualtransgressionComing out narratives were released
at an acelerated rate, and the focus on young closeted queers developed into a concentric sub
cycle.In films like Beautiful Thing(1996),Edge of Sevente¢h998),andGet Real1999, a
desire to be reborn and move beyond AIDS could be readily detected. Bautubken youth
curiously entailed the silencing of AIDS and invisibility of people with AIDS. The monstrous
gueer needed to be repressed so the healthy gay youth and young adult could thrive. More
importantly, he (teen)coming out film coincideand ovelaps withthe queer family melodnaa
and romanticcomedygenr es t hat ar e @dmmeargs @odeampgvweistoh

2009).
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If discursivesurveillance is th@rimaryprocess by which the normal is defined and the
abnormal is detected and rendevesible in order for it to be corrected, then film must be
understood not only as a mechanism that aided this normalizing procedure, batsgdsmary
vehicle by which this process took shapat the gothic too has been theorized as a process by
which t he nor mal is defined by rendering the ab
subjectivity, o argues Judith Halberstam, fone
which the normal, the heal td).Gpthand theepatare
produced in the middle of the eighteenth century, a period when the Enlightenment was
establishing itself as the dominant way of or
2). Al f knowl ed g enalprecedarsssobenquigy tinel dndesstandimg based an o
natural, empirical reality, then gothic styles disturb the border of knowing and conjure up
obscure otherworldly phenomena. 0

Gothic literature, a corpus of English and German fiction and theatre, Wwaygday falls
between 1750 and 1900, and whose-kasivn works includé-rankensteir(1818),Jane Eyre
(1847),The Strange Case of Dr Jekyll and Mr Hy{@886),The Picture of Dorian Ga{1891),
andDracula (1897), developed in antithesis to modernity @sgbrinciples of visibility,
empiricism, r adan absende offight:assécidtedrwikhrsensessecurity and
knowledg c har acteri zes the | ooks, moods, atmosphe
negative aest het i c $shkred Battingnveth tgxts often depicting x t s, 0 wr
Adi sturbances of sanity and security, o0 portra
di splaying a fisuperstitious belief in ghostso
when the disciplinargociety took shape and replaced older forms of order and knowledge with

newer, more enlightened ones. Incitement to discourse and will to visibility ushered in a new
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regime of social control, producing a darker other in the proGaskic fiction develope as a
response to the scientization of sexuality, the body, and life at a time when the disciplinary
society was being assembled (Haggerty 2006; Botting 2014). But rather than its antithesis, the
gothic and surveillancenbricate one anothgsymbiotically defining the normal byisualizing
and identifying the abnormal.

Queer theoryevelopeds aresponse tiimiting visibility protocolsimposed by gay

rights activists and reinforced by media and medicine in the A& mic eraln antithesis to

gaydent i tyds dictum to be visible and known, (
unknown Queer describes fia certain unsettling ir
Freccer o, ospestralityvthe trageantdtheauncaringll find themselves in certain

ways allied with quee)rQuee(tiorfurhed trahslucencgnchp hasi s |

fluidity into critical weaponsembracingghostlinesasempoweringBecausehe gothic
demonstrates fithe ext erctiondfsex amdhderdér nandordormith et or i
has been mediated through the uncaimgyeersand queer theoif have a speci al rel
with the uncanny and, therefore, witte Gothigd argues MaiRigby (2009, 5455). filt is not
simply that theGothic is alwgs afteady queed writes Rigby. It is thafiqueer theory is also
al ways al r(20@4¢). Got hi c o

Barebacking has bedramed as act of queer resistance (Ashford 20Q05; McNamara
2013). If safesex is the norm and upholds the norm, then fuckiitigout condoms presents a
challenge to the norm. But if barebacking is queer praxis, then barebacking too is inextricable
from surveillance. As | will discuss in greater length in my final chapter, Treasure Island Media
(TIM), one of the first studios tproduce bareback gay male porn, has become so popular its

brand has become synonymous with barebacking.
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who bareback and thoséno fantasize about barebacking; TIM made porn with the explicit
intention of promting barebacking as a form ffesistanceto normative politis that are
contingent upon safeex practices (Dean 2009; Paasonen and Morris 2014). Tdpteal the
disciplinary power of moving images to subvert their normative us¢oayet people to joi
TI M6sTbMdmade porn with the desire to reani ma
promiscuity, to revive the spectre of the past aselitifor disciplinary purposéswhile making
afhealthy profit, of course.
The purpose of this project to demonstitate central role film and pornography have
played in shaping gay identity sinttesir inception after Stonewalh what follows | trace the
lineage ofgueerrepresentatiothrough textual analysis of key films and movements and
contextual analysis atlatedintellectual and scholarly worka keysocicpolitical
(dis)junctures| put research from surveillance and film studies in conversation with work on the
gothic and queer theory to establi §)i990%)dae nAdou
aninextricable component of gay identity and inescapable reality of gay exis@ngang
tensions between visibility and invisibility become a disciplinary foihceugh discourses of
identification and processes of doublifigne genesis of our curréproblensd thefior/scenity
(Williams 2004 h e nc e f o r tohbar@backirsg@rel mbsdenity of those with BIV
stretctesback to Stonewalivhen visibility birthed the gay doublén order to adequately
understand the present and chart a better and pnodective future, we must return to the past

and start from there.

Chapter Summaries
The project is broken into a literature revidive chaptersand a onclusion My

literature reviewfollows my introductora nd s cul pt s t hetcahndanalgic t at i 0 n ¢
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framework It is broken down intthreedisciplinefocusedsubsectionssurveillancestudies,film
studies andqueerpornstudies.Each sectiorprovides a general overview of the field through an
analysis of key intellectual workbat pertan specifically to my project. Each subsection builds
on the previous section(s) aamns to flesh outonsonant and dissonant overldpsthe
subsequeriive chapterd conductclose readings of representative texts iandepthhistorical
analysis of fve generaperiodsdemarcated bgrisisand/or renewalStonewalland Gay
Liberation(1969-1977); postBryant/preAIDS epidemic(1977%1981) the AIDS crisis (1981
1996) postAIDS epidemic(19962001) andthebarebackerisis (2001-2010. Eacherais
distinguishedby a major paadigmatic shift that alters quegiscourse andepresentation with
eachsubsequent era responding to precedmes

The seconahapterexploresthe politics of authorshipnd the uncanny dimensions of
gay representatioin relationto emerging tensions between identity and sexual désiregins
in thejust-after Stonewall era and endnthe cusp of the AIDS epidemitaking itscue from
Richard Dyer, Thomas WaugRey Chow, Fatimah Taihg Rony, and Catherine Russdiie
first chapter connects ethnography and autoethnograptinedebates abowuthorshipthat
permeatedsay Liberatiorthinking. Thisfirst part of thechapter makes the case for thinking of
gueer representation as ineluctadlyoethnographiand inextricable fronsurveillance while
the second part builds on work by Patricia White, Brett Farmer, Paulina Palmer, and Olu Jenzen
and introduces the uncanand gothic dimensions of sarsex desire and representation. The
final portion and majority of the chapter is qomnsed of textual analysis and puts the previous
twosections into conversation, | discursivg out t he t
framework.Beginning withthe polarizingeatureThe Boys in the Band970) | analyze the

dynamics betweentherfié s got hi ¢ t h enmmeasion o erdergegnsidtids everi ¢ s
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social surveillance and personal identltthen discusshe gothichard coreofferings of
celebratedyay porn auteur Wakefield Po6les f i r s tBoys imvtbe SAnfdlb7i)sandBijou
(1972).Like Boys both films rely heavily orgothictropes but whileSandpresents itself as a
magicalrealist travelogue in service of connectargd informingdispersed gay men about the
conditionalporndopiaof Fire Island Bijou turns its gazenward delving into and exploringhe
malesubconsciouat a moment whesubmergedlesires had begun to flood the surface.

In thethird chapter | performfirecuperative close readings of three key reactionary
filmsd Cruising(1980),Windows(1980),Dressa to Kill (19809 which collectivelyform what
| cal l Hol | ywo o dnilcompiare thesmtto tlie IGarmas autogtienbgeapha fiction
Taxi Zum Klo(1980)Bui | di ng on my previous chapteros
| examine the discursey theoretical, and cultural overlaps between surveillance and doubling.
All three hate cyclélms are doppelganger narrativasd thrillersthatprioritize the act and
representation of surveillanemdexemplify a growing ambivalence toward visibiléy
discordantanxietiesovergay visibility parallel adesire forgreater degrees visibility and
discipline.As a counterpoint, take an indepth look affaxi Zum Kloandthe possibilities and
limits of counterculturatinema as a form of sousveilladca defiant lookback at those above
by thosebelow. The hate cycle belongs to gay film history insofar as this is not only a series of
texts but also of subjectivities, community formations, and relationshifimughthe cycle is
politically incorrectand sesationalisticthe activist responde the cycldoreveraltered the
trajectory offuture queer representatiand the dialogue between the mainstreamogreer
minorities

The fourthchapterfocuses on the AIDS crisis and acts a discursive causewagdret

the pre and postepidemic eras. kxplores the intellectual and representatigraeithdoxeshat
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suture together AID&ctivism, queer theory, arghyvisibility into a strategy of resistance
begin with an overview of how the AIDS crisis shapeddtetours of queer theogndreshaped
gaysocial and selfdentity. | thenexaminethe precariousessof film and activist videdy
examining three separate but overlapping visual discourses: f-peafeideos; 2) New (aer
Ci nema; 3 ) a rewbndkhbtedtydley Safe-sex \ddeos were communitpade tapes
meant to educate gay men about condomAigeough made with the best of intentions, their
discursive effectbave also significantly contributed currentbareback crisisShifting my
attentionover to film, | take a close look atspag¢ of audacioudestival hitsB. Ruby Rich
(1992)hastermed New Queer Cinema (NQC)ut the home movi8ilverlake Lifeg(1993) and
Patient Zera(1993)in conversationio demonstrate the paradox of visibilityhile defiantly
eschewing normativityNQC remains firmly entrenched the regime okurveillancel conclude
by compamg a select number of NQC filnts yetanother batch of reactionary mainstream
films and argue that despite some differences NQGHamly wood 6 s s ec arearducthat e ¢
more proximatehan would appearnlconparison tats previous incarnatigrihe second hate

c y c lemedgence displays a curianimacyand greater degree of identification with the
subjects it reacts against.

Thefif th chapter looks at theptimistic turn that queer representation took in the-mid
90s.Around the timeof the AIDS cocktaid debut in 1996a series of narrative fictign
primarily in the English speaking worltgvolving aroundeensand young adultsoming aut of
the closet were releasatVhile representation during t#DS epidemic era wadominated by
feelings of pessimismdystopia,and despairgoming outfilms in the mid to late 90s are
characterized bfeelings of optimism and possibilityrocusng the majority of my attentioon

threeteen coming ounarrative® Beautiful Thing(199%), Edge of Sevente€h938), andGet

30



Real(1999) | arguethe coming outcycledevelops aa reactiorto boththe AIDS epidemiand
Hol | ywo od 0 scycke,eisuadiaing thehbegtn@ngsf liberaknormativityd s t r Thet mp h
teen coming outycle subtlyoperaésunder the logicoAni t a Br y aunGhidem i Sav e
campaign anappropriates the rhetoric of saving closedddlescentthrough heteromimicry
Thecycleconceives o world where youn@white) people can come out to an Hfkee world
and be accepted by familfriends, and society at large, but whélserishing is contingent upon
gay culture collectively embracing normativity and doing away with recklassbehaviour.
Taking inspiration from Lee Edelman, Lauren Berl&udstiglia and Ree@nd David Halperinl
argue the teen in the coming out film not only represents a metaphoric rebirth of gay culture, but
also helps tdring into beingvhat it envisons.

Thet h e siktlsabddfinal chapter surveys the visual and discursereainof
barebackinglt begins with a comparative analysis of the explicifsdystopiaDesceni{1999)
andhard coreart house hiShortbug2006) and explores the discursiv®pic and dystopic
impulses theyespectfullychannel and visualizéthen take a more extensive look at queer and
normative formulations of utopia and dystopia by conmggtivo gay male porn studiaghose
discursive, social, and politicappositiors directly correlate to the visual presence of the
condom.l begin by exploring the utopic dimensions of Treasure Island Media, focusing on the
polarizihgDaws onds 20 (ROO4.dthewWexpldeethe dystopic impulse and
reactionary representationskhia gi ng St a IFdcus/®efocuf2009)d WhiledT$#M aligns
the removal of the condom with release from a metaphysical @mrmbpath toward a new queer
utopig Raging Stallion Studigserceiveghe ame activityas theharbinger of destruction and
regression. The fight over the condphtoncludejs ultimatelya fight over the direction of

queer futurity.
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The projecttonclude with anin-depth textual analysis tiie narrative fiction
Pornography: A Thrille2009) | begin a brief overew and sumrary of my research paradigm
anduse my analysis d?ornographyto synthesizeny argumentsbout surveillance, identity, the
gothic, and cinema. The very last part of my conclusion is a shortltatgints to concurrent

developmentandfutureresearchnitiatives.

Research Methodology

My project focuses on Westemmostly AngleAmericandiscourse andutput.Gay
Liberation,culture, and identity are Western phenomevteosehomogeneityand universalism
are at least in parfa result of American cultal imperialism(Massad 200). | appreciate the
cultural and national variances that develop throughout thiel wart maintain focus on Anglo
culture because it is the social and intellectual contextabit andwith which lam most
familiar. I, howevermaintain a crossultural focus because cinema and cultural politics traverse
national borderand share similar characteristics, goals, and proldesspecially in thelobal
Web 2.0 eraPrior to the internet,ay and lesbian film festivaland home vidocirculated
images and ideabglping to forge a paglobal, if not identity, than at least sensibilifBinnie
2004; Boellstroff 2005Witaker 2006.Y au 2010; Dave 2012ugle 20138 and continue to do
so today (Gever 1991; Gamson 1996; Straayer and M20@g; Zielinski 2008; Loist and
Zielinski 2012; Rich 2013Because sarmgex desire is universal, but iddgtis more local, a
study ongay identity and desire canrfotly avoid thecontextuaklippages that come when
attempting to grgssomething whasuniversalismféects its local manifestation and vice versa.

Although my project officially ends at the present mon{2aa.5) | focusmy texual

corpus between 1970 and 20d€cause 1978aw the release dhe Boys in the Banthe first

major theatc a | opetnHemedayf i Il m to showcase,owlatd wi | |
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end at 2010 on t he c unghe midstof thiédPdRa@ Pd o .madthoagh 1t i o n

films with gay content and characters were released prBoys in the Bandl Rope(1948),
Strangers on a Trai(l951),Some Like it Ho1959),Victim (1961),This Special Friendship
(1964), Teoremg1968) to name a fed | start withThe Boys in the Ban@he movieis based
onMar t Cr 1968 Iplaygf thessame namendwas releasedi1970, just aftethe
Stonewallriots. This allows me to explore the pi@nd postStonewall era through the
Aanachr oni st iotpoeStoneval likesogposEtanewalbpoliticsand emerging
sensibilities Although @y activism and culture prateStonewall, as chronicled and detailed by
John DOEmMilio ([1983] 1998), Jeffrey Weeks
was a pivotal moment of defiant visibility against the noriie Stonewaltiots altered the
trajectory of gay politiceand made homosexuality in the ¥¥énextricable from visibility

My corpus focuses on contemporary postclassical narrative fiction film and pornagraphy
but alsodiscusses anference documentaries and online material in order to ensure my
analysis rerains in dialogue with contiguous discourses. | approach fictiomartticordilm as
historical documents as much as discursive, affective, and creative works that influence the
events and representatiohst followd which is why | develop my thesis inm@mological order.
While | appreciate¢he legal, social, political, economic, and intellectual conditebfier
betweerexplicit and norexplicit representation, | do not treat pornographywabale other
entity; rather | treat itasa discursive systeihatis in constant conversation witlarrative
fiction film connected together through queer cultural politics

To discuss gay and queer identity politics and representaitbout engagng both porn
and filmfailsto capture the complex dynam@asply betweerlesire representation, réty,

and identity to treat them aseparate pursuits and entities isépture only half the storgalls
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have been made to approach pornography from outside a film stuslile$ (Raasonen, 2011,
2014) andto thinkof porn as something more than what occurs within a defined sspaee
that is only available to textual analy§ishampagne 1997; Arroyo, 2013)though | appreciate
and agree with these critiquésnaintain thats with filmclose readingjof pornogaphyarea
gatewd to the queer social consciousnélesxtual analysis dteyworks bykey players in the
commercial porn industrgllows us tcsee and better understand phecariousnessnd always
shiftinglocation of sex withirthe terrairof identity politics.

My methodologyconsists of close readings and discoansalysisand uses the gothic
and the uncanny as discursive threadsutaretogetherqueer theory and researichm film
studies porn,andsurveillance studies. | treat my objects of gtad exemlary texts whose
historyl unpack and whose symptoms | read to unravel the political, social, and cidéliregs
of a particular era.mmaintainStaey 6 s (a@@rier® about cinematic genetiesd
R o d o w (2001 )forsnulation of the imagdoubleas my overall conceptual framewakd
approachmy chosen cultural artifacesthe figeneti© building blocks othe metaphysical gay
image double that disciplines from a distariago not prioritize onginter)disciplinarymethod
over anotherput instead engage the frictions that develop when conducting inter and
multidisciplinary research; however, as a film studies scholar and as someone who is writing a
film studiesthesis it is unavoidable that the models | have been taught throughout my
educational career amorelikely to shape the contours of my intellectual investigation.

Before moving on to my literature review, | félbére arehreeinterrelated issuelsmust
address1) my seemingly haphazangseof queer2)my c or p u s Oisgfoous enrgayh e | m
male representation; and 3) my use of use normative and its various incarnations

(hetero/homolliberal) recognize that the terms gay, queer, and the acronym LGBTQ, or further
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still, ABLLAGTITTISQQO (bisexual, lesbian, leather, asexudlblage, gay, transsexual, intersex,
transgendered, twspirited, intergenerational, seworker, questioning, queer) as Thomas

Waugh has suggested (2006, 10), are politicized, loaded, subjective, and mean different things to
different people. Queoftenqe er i s, as Waugh writes of his ov
shorthand umbrella term to gracefully bypass toAgusting acronyms and promote strategic

coalition and affiliative affinities at the same tio(@006, 10).

But what about a dissertationtlzat gues t hat these ndAaffiliati\
point of disintegration? What about a dissert
di fferent than other LGBTQ6s? What about a di
grouped undethe T of LGBTQhave once again vocalizéite needto leave the umbrella? And
what about the recepbpularizatiorof i ¢ i s g d thodeewhase gender identity match their
biological se® and transactivistissues | i ke @ ci sogSeran 2007armlthd fight | e g e
agai nst At heé gagsamndtiesbiansicoelefend trargoeéople but refuse to have sex
with them(Avery 2012y Better still, what does one do with recent accusations that cisgender
and certain strands of traastivism are homophoblazecaus they denyhe ability and right to
be attracted tordy the same biological séxcaptured in all its frenziedness on the new
Facebook @sexasnotidtogendexd s, 06 whose mission is to

raise awareness on certain issues that are sending waveghtkine gay/lesbian

community. There is a new kind of homophobia surfacing as of late. This is a

homophobia that seeks to paint Lesbian women as bigots for not accepting biological

males as potential lesbian partners. This is a homophobia that seelseto era
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homosexuality by painting sex as irrelevant in lieu of gender expression. Sex matters to
gay and leshian people. We &i@mosexuals, not homogenderu@gril 27, 2014)°
For radical queer and tra@astivists not wanting to have sex with a trapersam who identifies
as the samsex one is attracted to is transphobic and a form of oppressive cisgender privilege
(Faucette, 2012For othersthis wave of radical traractivism is a form of silencing and
shaming(Curry, 2014).

Queer is a queer word. Mywn use of the word is both historical and affiliative.

Whet her homosexuals and Ahomogenderual so | i ke

Agueer. o At the same time, fAqueer, 0 as itods
de rigueurin the 90s as way toprotest andesist heteroand gender normativityr hroughout

the dissertation | wuse fAgay and | esbian, 0 or
either refer to the prqueer era or to highlight oppitions between queer agdylesbian

identity. Queer encompasses queer theory and a particular commitmadiiced/
deconstructionisdeologyd even t hough identifying as queer
turningqueerinto a definable categorgay and lesbian generally ref® identities and

sexualities that hesitate to embrace the gender and sexual fluiditieag¢batess advocates and
promotesas well ashdar associatedurtherto-the-left political ideals. Rather than LGBTQ, or

any other variations, | opt for gay aqdeer as anmbrellaternrsb e cause queer, as
concerned, is inclusionary of those things not captured by gay (and lesbian). | recognize the

problems and slippagdisat come with thislivide and engage them throughout my thesis

° https://www.facebook.com/pages/Homosextitd-Homogenderuals/3097601 46242
Accessed June 27 2015
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As for my focus a gay male representation and sexualitgrearetwo reasons: 1) the
majority of queer works, especially pornography, are gay male orientated and made for gay male
audiences; and 2) the overarching focus on HIV/AIDS and barebacking invariably prigjaizes
male representation and discourse. | elected to write about gay idemtifgcus on gay male
representatiobecauseny interest is in how the idea antscdourse of gay identity become
complicit with a system of (tele)visual disciplininfhe projecis primarily about exanming and
proving the latter and doing so \tize former.

Al t hough some have argued that fAnormal 0 ha
(Halberstam 2013), the ideamdrmality epitomized by the heterosexual nuclear familyiend
subsidiary attributés procreation, courtship rituals, monoganeycd continues to shapée
contours ofiberal democraticsocietiesAlthough divorce rates are on par with those who
remain married (50%) and technology and digital culture have lodskaeonsaints of
monogamy finor mal 0 per méasuring btiokwigh which we vialideedt h e
gage the average individdas s uc c e s s a n dThfowgholtthis study kusedhep er s on
t er m #fnloir brearbadferdodhis idealizedtate of equilibriundespite its continual
faltering throughout the twentfyrst century.Heterosexuality i f you wi |l |l , may be
than it was throughout the latter half of the twentieth ceneutpb r aci ng some of qu
implicitly anti-social undercurrentp, ut t hat shoul dndt suggest that
marriage, monogamy, etc.) have entirely lost thap. Not only dmanagefonor mal
constrainput it hasalsomanaged t@xpand enough to include those wheravonce entirely

outsideits grip, bending just enough to appear as though it passe
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L iterature Review

Surveillanceand Surveillancé&tudies

Davi d Lyo dle&lecranimity@l94)essentially inaugurated the subfield of
surveillance stués. Building on work®y Rule (1974), Marx (1988), and Dandek&®90),and
synthesizing major social theory scholarship by Giddens, Baumdfoucaultas well as
research on computer technology, data, and priva@n sculpts a new framework for
undestanding the function and dissemination of surveillance in the electronimage.digital
era,inew i ndividuals are created who bear the scé
human ambiguities and whose personalities are built artifidfi@dlm mat ched d.atao (1
Thisis the defining feature of the surveillance socfetyLyon. What is ultimatelyat stakeas
seltidentity, leadingLyonto conclucethatit he par adoxes of suginveill an
the realm of ©48unicationo (19

Since the publication of Lyondés work, da r
movement from Foucaultés panopticism to a Osu
6new surveillanced ( Mar x, 198 &;utd0MA3)e do f6 soaxmm
sortingé (Gandy 1993; Lyon 2001; Lyon 2004) b
Norris and Armstrong, 1998) ( WaD@7d245)As the twentieth century came to a close,
futherquesti ons about t he \vsipejedt(L975] 3O95kdntinkedtoc aul t 6
redirectthe trajectory of surveillance studies.

A handful of scholars took issue with the validity of panopticism and the metaphoric use
of the PanopticarThey questioned whether panopticism and the Panopticod actlirately
describe the disciplinary function of visibility and operation of powénhéncomputer/digital era

(Wo0d2007).Scholarssuch as Bogard (1996) prioritidsimulation Otherssuch asrThomas
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Mathiesen (1997andMark Andrejevic (2004, 2007@mphasizel the powerof medig while
game researchers lilkdexanderGalloway (2002ktressedheimportanceof algorithms.Several
individuals, thoughhave maintained their allegiance with Foucaflthoughit may not operate
as it once did, t Panopticoms very much alivéor some and simply existén reassembled and
more fluid form i 6 s tpgnepticoid el ect r o n 6@ p gpampeandoi beapticand
O0pedaanpopftriact al d6psaymooppttii ccopna,d o pd d (Cc © m & p62H,as2 01 0,
well astheir ever se panopticonodo (Fiske, 200593), AdApart
Acat opti co2n00l O()Ga naansdc i fimo mn i o pt icalextivadyspeadtohawo u, et
the ghost of Foucault continues to haunt the field of survedlsiutlies

Although contributing several neieas(2001, 2003b, 2006b, 2007a, 2009) and)(co
editing numerous anthologies (2003c, 2006a, 2

sinceThe Electronic Eybéas been the view that global informatiotwarks automatically

asess and slot peopleintoplee t er mi ned categories, a phenomen
(2003a, 2007b). Social sortingisdétea x onomy : it i s Aontengorary assi f yi
surveil |l 2008ael8). As David Murakai Wood notesit he new chosen O0si

Panopticorpar excellence s nei t her the city nor the wor kpl :
1993) of t he daSocabsartingis pogsiBl®ecalyse df datx ;ining, and data

mi ning i dohudbw efscbataa e cr eat ed QloHaigf@greatony and Er
networks qualify and quantify individuals by monitoring thashaviour, likes, and dislikes.

These preferences ateencoordinated with biometrics wreate individual and group

compoges that automatically slot peoplgo predetermined categories, whielne then used by
corporations and government entities to (pre)determine everything from criminal risk to personal

and communal tastes
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The roots of digital data mining and doublirende traced back to the early work of Jon
Orwant.Orwant is mw a Research Manager at Goodjet when he was a student at MIT, he
wrote an undergraduaf@991)and graduat€l993)thess thatoutlined the algorithmic software
that has made Google the betoth it is toda§ an expanding and absorbing entity that, for
some, doubles as a surveillance apparatus (Fuchs 2011a; Fuchs et al., 2012; Hillis, Petit, and
Jarrett, 2012). Recognizing that fAas computer
workervi ronments, the need for knowl9%,@g@&waatbout u
developed a usenodeling systeh hat woul d monitor usersodo behav
repl i metiétd ouser 6s actions or custllami Zpertstoendact i
(1991, 10). Orwant called the progr&oppelgdngerand his user moded the logistical
foundation of digital media cultur&ocial media and digital technologiesquiresymbiosis with
human bodieso operate (EIme2003; Andrejevic2007 Fuchs 2011b, 2011G;rottier 2012;
Young 2012; Whitson2 0 14) : new medi a technol ogy cano6t ft
and mine for data.

Although research on data mining and doubling has fundamentally altered the way

surveillance is studiednd tlke ontologyof media it would bemyopicto discount or ignore the

continualdisciplinary anccontrolling power of visibilityThe A pr ol i feration of
2010, 621) is matched by tper ol i f er at i @dmdaft afvweeil ll aacemads  Cl ar
2002), fAnew surveillancedo (Mar x, n2af20@),, fAsous
equiveillance (Mann 2005), Al ateral o and Adi s

Al i quild asnucrevoe i( B a u madtheahqditydf @Gy (Norig, Mbr&n) and
Armstrong 1998; Norris and Armstrong 1999; Dubbeld 2005; Hier, 20bdyalization of

Webcam culture (Kskela, 2003, 2004; Hillis 200@ndascenbfthefivi ewer soci et yo
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Mathiesen (1997)The refusal to let go of suffixes that refer t@ekvation and watching says
something about the inherently visual nature of informatic surveillande¢he unabatlpower
and importance of recording technolo@ur data double may not be watched in the literal
sense, but they astill monitored and sweyed.If our data doubles ar@ur doppelgéngersnd
if these digital replicas are inextricable from our coepbones, then we ourselves are being
watched through owself-image from a distance.
Synopticisms what Mathiesen calls the inverse patterinsbservation achieved in the
media age where the many watch the few rather than the few watching theAtiamygh
Mathieserd o e s n 6t out r i guithinamadia effacts enoddigdses argue that
At hrough the moder n tneasesvinseidoina iinn pgaernte rcaull aarnéd
and controls or disciplines ouonsciousness 1997,230).Unlike in the Panopticon where the
few guards (if any) in the guard tower observed the arranged inmates on the pettijghéng
majority on theperiphery who are disciplined by watching the few in the cemtre.process of
seltdiscipline is in some ways lost the viewer society. &f-surveillancein the Panopticon was
aresult of the gaze remaining unverifiabie the metaphoric synopticon tife media society we
are no longer watching ourselves because we are endlessly watching, and being disciplined by,
the spectacle to which our gaze remains affi&lnteringguyDe bor d6s pr ocl amat.i
are a society of spectacle (1976] 2002), Faucat wr i t es, @AOur soci ety is
ofsurveillancé ([ 197 5] 1Mathiésenas2welli7ay CathérinerZimmer (2016pth
are correct.
But aurveillance in media societiesfer more participatory than synopticism suggest
occurringthrough various practices of consumptiarich can include watchingor Foucaulg

fACircuits of communication are the supparfsan accumulation and a centralization of
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knowl edgeo ( [.ABhdugh his &b3edvatipn tBrrect informationis nota
unilateralphenomenon in the media adeformationflows back and forth between producers

and consumer$iAs we watch and monitor others and are ourselves monitoredr i t es Gr e g
Elmer, flour preferences are fed back to us, produamglttoofamili ar enviTheon ment . 0
Apanoptic di agr amo E lalreoifamitan dgdragatesl pastisabdyiliis u p o n
access to differerititure® b y uacannily familiar world ofimages goods, and ser vi

(2003, 244 emphasis mineData mining cre@scomfortinguncanny environmentgs a result,

fwe may soon find it compellingly easy and con
conversely, increasingly morEmed08, 245)althdugh t o f i
Elmeris makingaMaixst cr i ti que, taking issue twith digi

offer consumers diversity and greater amoghtsice anxiely about the threat dbo much
samenesbeas curious resemblance to the anxieties Stacey (284&ninesn her study

New media and digital surveillance have fused together and are grounded in the logic of
sameness, routing everything through, and back to, théfeelinuchriendlierin s er f eedb ac k
is a euphemism fatigital surveillanceand has its roots®t O r w a nsertaddling system.
Or wa progéasr el i ed o n niakeBetherdalaapiesof a person that progressively
become morefleshy but must al ways f al | ;esmphasisinteptf t he r
Rearticulating MarkoPosEerBMsG(adOR®ROWr poss t i Dhal
us circulate like extra bodies, with their own lives and histgriesh e r e by discavarsb j ect ] é
his or her self in a very direct relationship to a double created by conscious use of surveillance
technologies ( 2 0 0 #he prdblem now is that ethereal copies are replacing and thus

becoming the real thingp What shoul d user models contain?bo
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of the user includelsnowledge, beliefs, goals, plans, schedules, behaviours, abhilitie
preferences, and misconceptions ( 1 99 1, 1 0 ; O leasiqally,®eweiythingi n t ext)
Surveillance entails monitoring behaviour in the present in order to create an archive of
information that can be used to predict future behaviour. We are tethenadgast behaviour
and thus haunted in the present by some earlier manifestation of ourselves. In the digital media
era, this process takes plabeough data mining anour data doubles. But doublimgd data
mining havealways been an intrinsic featuresurveillancei Tec hnol ogi es of si mu
forms ofhypersurveillantcontrad ( 1996, 4), argues Bogard, and
we begin to sense in Foucault how the O6real 0
surreptitiously double by the body as information, codes, probabildiesongside the
surveilled bodyo (1996, 63). The turn toward
archives, and the invention of fAtypeso (Fouca
entities: one physical and one metaphysical.
Digital media and surveillance amganifestlygothic phenomend conjuring doubles but
maintaining them as ghosts that invisibly monitor us, subtly altering our behangease of
self in the process. The roots ¢dé@ronic surveillance, howevearan be traced back to the
Panopticonwhose conceptualizatiasriginaiedin the late eighteenth centuitye saméime
gothic literature had become popular and the industrial revolut@snin full effect(Dolar 1991)
A T rertire arrangement of panoptic spa@gues Bogardis haunted by its doubdeits
0i mmat er (1206, 66)Butdhe Radopticon isot onlya physical gothic space (Mishra
1994)haunted by an immaterial double, lautnetaphysical gothic space togpace wherein an
idealizeddouble, thecorrected versioof the prisoneralways haurgthep r i s adengity anag

sense of self

43



The Panopticonds as s e nheightegsds gotimc asduecanny oni ¢
undercurrentsTechnology and simuled gazing replacebo p o we r  -big-politics@ i nf o
observes Bogar@nd wth info-bio-po | i ti cs fianother figure of the
grows in the technological assemblages that develop down to the present day, a clean, sterilized

body, a shadovigure inhabiting files and data dunpsl906 63).And fias surveillance spreads

from material space to cyberspaced and when 0
community, o writes Hille Koskel a, Abwthi 'y i nd
6digital indi WwindPealpd @0 h@®0b,ecdnk) 6doubl edd d
2004, 200).

For Bogard, AThe gaze is notothlsogreoi Y936 p
76).A © understand theimulationof surveillanced according tdBogard is fo understand the
fictive and unbounded possibili tlP9,9).Ilihe di sci p
with Virilio ([1977] 1986 1989, 1994), Bogarstresses howurveillancehroughout the latter
half of the twenti¢h centuryis conducteddt a di stance. Simulation, hi
explaining the direction that surveillance societies are taking today, a movement that is more
about the perfection and totalization of existing surveillance technologies tharksahof
radical break in th¥99). historical devel opment
As surveillat e 6 s r e a ¢ mearingtwié explasdl' he nuttige approaches to
surveillancd 6 v e o0 ut havendpdd t@gemtireeonce setfontained subfield of
surveillancestudies to a variety of multidisciplinary interventions. Work from areas outside the
subi el d6s h ou s ,amddgo ailessersleagrtiee coimputgrysciencesill continue to
contribute to the discussion, altering the very concept of surveillarthe process. | consider

my work a contribution to this growing dialogaadhope my interdisciplinary synthesis queers
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the field, as some have argueddaselyneeded (Phillips and Cunningham 2007, Philépal.
2009), and convinces those who do queerkwo pay more attention to tipewer and function
of technological surveillance, whigdome including myselfhave already don€€ampbell 2005;
Mowlabocus 2010a; Tziallas 2013)lthough adical changeBaveoccurredsince Linda
Williamsés groundbreakig (1989 1999 study,only a handful of work¢Bell 2009
Mowlabocus 2010byan Doorn 2010 Jacobs 2012Tziallas 20158have made concerted efforts
to look at how new technologies evolve or challetypécal accourd of sexualpowe-
knowledge.There remans a shocking poverty of research on the intersections between
technologial surveillance and pornography, but | hope the theoretical framdwork e o ut | i ne.
aboveand chapters that followill be taken up asleelpful guide byporn scholars

Research mthe overlaps between cinema and surveillance have been published with
greater frequenciy recent yearéZimmer 2011, 2015; Stewart 2012, 2015; Tziallas 2044 a
sustained rethinkingfecreen theory in light aflobal surveillance has only just beguit is to

this issue | turmext.

Film Studies

Surveillance (and) Cinema

Contemporaryu@rveillance cinema has its origins in both 87 0sconspiracy thriller
and science fictiofilm. Conspiracy filmssuch asThe ConversatioiLl974),The Parallax Viev
(1974),The ODESSA Fil€1974),Three Days of the Cond¢t975),Futureworld(1976),All the
Presiden@s Men(1976), andrhe Boys from Braz{lL978) played to political fears and anxasti
while science fictionsuch asCrimes of the Futur€l970),THX 1138(1971),A Clockwork
Orange(1971),L o g a n X076 Demon See977), andComa(1978) played to cultural

ones.The two (sub)genres overlapsurprisingways: both grapple with the potential
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consequences of recording and computer technologitsekpress deep concerns over the
undoing ofmodernistepistemology, and both express reservations about observation and the
modernist impulse to sesd knownot just more but everything. Although both (sub)genres are
wholly invested in the dangers of perknowledge, conspiracy films focus more amillance
and geopolitics,ofi e xt er i or 0 i ssues and ddftenmaeir ses, whi
concerned with biopoweorii i nt e r i and discourseonspgacy films laid thaesthetic
and form&foundationofwh at Zi mmer ( 2 0 1sGryeillance tinemahépimgtol enni a
normalizethe postmodern symptom of parangiaO 6 D o n n ePratt 2@2; 6idnd 2009)
Science fiction films, although alarmed about the very same technologies, areomczened
about the biological and psychological consequences of our testohation(Stacey 2010)

iSurveill ance cinema pr oviwiesSélmastiehefditl ect i on
(2013, xiv) For Lefait,Aincluding the scopicegime of surveillaoce i n a fishom® r ef | e
h o whe Bpread of surveillance directly affects flmmaki@013,9), and whoseonvergence
in the scifi dystopiaTHX 1138(1971)facts as a precursor to the surveillance flms made in the
age of panopticism come true, isfh naturally evince that surveillance, by bringing the
cinematic experience into everyday life, has become inherent to cinema itself (20T&Kk8%).
inspiration from Cartwright (1995however,|06 vaeguedhat the representation and emulation
of survellance in cinema is ndiernew, nor representative of the convergence of surveillance
and cinemabutisinsteadd he return of the repressedto the re€
the foreground2014) Reflexivity popularized by political modersti European film (Kovacs
2008)doesndét quite capture the way realism and &
cinema.And using the uncanny as my conceptual framewosdkguedthat surveillance in

cinema is not reflexive in the traditional sensg, is instead a form of autosc@pykin to an out
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of body experience (Blanke 2004iReflexivity now reflects our lived realify | wrote (2014, 8)
contending hat Avideo surveillance is realityds unc
My article was derived from2011c onf er ence paper | gave at A
Research Team on History and Epistemology of Moving Image Study) annual sympdheim
same conference where Jane Gaines declared the apparatus dead. é&=laeation and the
entire roundtabléiscussiorgot me thinking more aboatpparatus theoryHow could the
apparatus be dead when a multitude of recording apparatuses were being assambled
networked togethezveryday all over the world®s | contemplated the history of screen theory
in relation toa growing corpus of films that represent@ademulatedsurveillance technology, |
noticed some fascinating correlations between literature on CCTV and early screen theory. Using
the first twoParanormal Activity(2007, 2010) films as exemplary texts, | argjtieat seH
examination was amdercurrent of surveillance cinema surveillance cinema we see cinema
examining itsel its scientific origins and compliancetwia disciplinary regime attemps$to
disavow.The adoption of surveillance technology as@de of filming speaks to theherent
duality of the recording apparatGCTV and f il m t echconcépugly ar e ea
doppelganger, arguedand their output, alter egdBerhaps msurprisindy, thar uncannyfusion
is oftena formal and aesthetfeatureof thecontemporaryhrill er, horror film, and scifi
dystopa.
The proximity between cinema and sulla@ce has compelled Lyon to suggest that
surveillance fAis easily accepted because all
a ®&wer society, 6 encouraged by the culture of
surveillance interpenetrate each other angkteelped to assimilate us toegime where

monitoring and being monitored is normalized, desired, and fully integrated entogtans of
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cultural production (€rranova 2000; Andrejevic 2004, 2Q00But concernsaboutcinema and
the recording apgratusare notnewAn xi et i es about recording techi
people visible aboundedc i ne ma 6 s b eleidavelpmangdearlysaraet theory
revolved almost entirely arourpiestionsof disciplinarityandidentification

At the turn of thewentiethcenturyia gr owi ng awareness of a so¢c
on surveillance in which technology stimulates a tdaronstant observation coul d be r ea:
detected according to To@unning(199, 46).While Zimmer, referring to Levirf2002)
reminds ughatfiLa sortie des usines Lumigi@/orkers Leaving the Factdry1895), was, after
all, the filming of the Lumierg®wn employees, a form of corporate surveillance; however
benign it was in this initial incarnation, the monitoring and control of the workplace, visually and
otherwise, has become one of the more predominant forms of survéillan¢ceZ i 201h,el28
429).1n his pioneeringtudy on cinema;ugoMunsterberd[1916] 1970) as Lev Manovich
notesf el t that Athe essence of film lies in its
fund i ons on t h&8)andiriene ntoh e( 210902 0 datedtthasfinnceutdde n s pec
used to externaliZeand contrad thinkingd (Manovich2001, 58). Thenefariousness of
visibility and duality of the recording apparatusrefelt earlyon and havenly intensifed with
their ubiquity.

Although my project relies hgdy on cultural and queer analysis, it is also a project on
discipline via representatipand can thus not avoid reengaging some ofr e e n basiteor y 0 s
tenets.The variety of texts | engageth in my studyspars the gambit: somdirectly address
cinema as a form of technological and cultural surveillaft@itography: A Thrilley
Focus/Refocyswhile others will think through the disciplinary capacity of imad&gg(, Taxi

ZumKlaBi I | y6s Hol | yDescent Otigers stid wilhnot Kaves ssieillance or
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social engineering on their radar but are inextricable [feord in service othoth, such athe

teen coming cycle arnthe various works ofreasurdslandMedia What becomes clear at the

turn of and throughout the new millenniumaisnistust of the very means by which identity

took shapdecomes discernibld@ he apparatusds assembl age

in fr

apparatus, if dead, is being resurrected,; its return warrants contemplation and reconsideration of

its intellectual and discsive history.

| do not wishto make facile analogidsetween film and CCTWut| do think it is vital

we thinkthrough the legacy of screen theory in light&tent techneultural changedt is not a

coincidenceli e a p p ar adoincelds svith headcentrohbareback pornography

surveillance does not guarantee conformity; at times, surveillance can inspire revolt (Rhodes

1998; Haggerty and Ericson 2008Jthough digital media, including recording technology, is

inextricable from surveillance, gital mediahasalso democratizesexual (McNair 2002) and

online public culture (Burgess and Green 2088)with cinema, digital media is too inherently

dual, offering greater degrees of seXpression, visibilityandfreedom while at the same time

suljectingindividuals to more invasive degrees of monitoramgl control. Bareback
pornography is forged from theonflicting impetusas a resultit is vital we rethink the

disciplinary effects of the apparatus aeéngageéts intellectual history.

Film Theory and Identification

Early screentheory developed out of wh&odowick referstoa8 po | i t i c al
(Harvey, 1982)which accordingtohimwas t he defining idea,
historicala priori, of 7 0s f i | 1994¢tvii)eToercgredof plitical rAo8eBnjsmvas
the relationship between form and i deol

illusionism ®wo major discursive problentame out of political modernisnthe relation
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betweemi f i | m f or moarad di did dileo g e | sspectaionshipand filpe e n f or |
both of which were contingentupdnt he concept of identificati onc
primaryquestiors which the discourse adlentification wasconcernedvith werei whi ch aspect
of film form promote identification (ideological practice) and which break identification
(theoretical practice) and t husl9§8rl189av).e cr i t i
In his 1994introduction Rodowick claimg hat At he er asmwisstipbol i ti ca
with us in many wayso ([1988] 1994, viii) and
confronted during that period have not disappeared in the lasttiventy e year so ([ 198
viii). Indeed it was thefrenzied and polarizing debatdsoaut theeffects of cinema and how
cinema affects people that were at the root of the formalist/cognitivistrevolt, it ur noé ( Buc
2007),in the 90sspearheaded by David Bordwell, Krisiilmompson Noél Carrol] Murray
Smith, and Carl Plantinga.
Speking of early screen theory, Philip Rosen notes how psyceami ot i cs 6 appea
politically motivated. He writes:
It was by no means a historical accident that this approach to cinema became so attractive
at a time when the institution of the univéysias a center of directly political concerns.
For if there was a system of norms, then we can inquire about the foundations and
determinants of such systems, and about the implications of deviation or (from a different
perspective) oppositional practe s and systemso (1986, 9).
Identificationfor several screen theoristgualed subordination. It was in this bustling and
volatile environment where the rediscovered Brecht/Lukacs debate provided an excellent context
for thinking through the perils anccessities of a politics of aesthetics. It was also in this

context where feminist film theory, heavily i
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(1975), would also place identity, the tricky issues of power and pleasure, and the correlations
betweerform and identification into the foreground.

Work by Wollen (1972) and Polan (1974), and later Harvey (1982) crystallize
interrelated dialogues that took place throughout the 1970s: reality vs. ideologeflseiivity
vs. real i sm o dcrifical distam@gapoa vseptreasyrgble spactatorship. If norms
could be detected, then a space for resistance could be forged, which often came in the form of
documentary, experimental, avagdarde, and other types of personal filmmaking (essay and
diaryfilms, home movies)Realism was tied to pleasure, and reflexivity to thouglgasure was
derived from identification and dulled cognitive capacities: pleasure became something to avoid
and mistrustResistance to ideology implanted by the apparatusdBa[1974] 1986; [1976]
1986)via pleasurable spectatorship was the goal of screen liebgs Plantinga points out,
Aesi stance i sndt what draws audi phae® ot ¢ 20068, |
14).

Identification is based onraodel of samenessand inthe case of scregheory
discussions about the dangers of scopophilia and identificzdiomotavoidthe spectre of
homosexualityAsPaulWi | | emen notes, fAlf scopophilic pl e:
observat i onmllie{as Freuestiggests)ethxen the two looks distinguished by Mulvey
are in fact varieties of one sind%4 100hechani sm
Homosexuality was rarely discussash factor, remaining insteadrepressed or disavowed
energy. This is likelyn part because a gay identity had only begun to take shajpey this
period at least within academia and film cultéréut it is also just as likely thabecause
identification entails mimesisicknowledging the spectoé homogxuality would have been too

threateninglt would haveoperedup the possibility fooveridentification which is precisely
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the threat that consumekso | | y wo o d 6 s . lronicaltytfor dadastoarse soyirterested in
seeking out norms iarder to rsist them screertheorywassurprisindy silent about the
emer ging fAdevi atsnormatitelsystem.t hr eat ened
To saythe mirror stage influencextreertheory andheories ottinematicidentification
would beanunderstatemenAs summarized byRose, A Lacani an psychoanaly
other things) an account of how, in and throu
6secured meaning at the service of O0stabled i
mirror stage to metaphoribaexplain howthe split between subject and object was rectified
identifying with characters onscreen. But homosexuality and the figure of the homosexual are
destabilizingforcesand entitiegShaviro 1995White 1999) and early queer representation
presented a unique challenge to screen theory.
Homosexuality not only unravels neat patterns of identification, but also directly
challenges claims that pleasure dulled cogniéind political upheavallhe spectacle of flesh,
from Rainer Werner Fassbied(Fox and his Friend§l975], Querlle [1982]) and Derek
Jarman $ebastiae[1976], Caravaggio[1986]) to Rosa von Praunheirt [s Not the
Homosexual Who Is Perverse, But the Society in Which He[lL&#&%], Army of Lovers or
Revolt of the Perver{d979]), Barbara HammefMultiple Orgasm1976], Women | Love
[1979]), Ulrike Ottinger Madame X: An Absolute Rulgr979g, Freak Orlando[198]]), and
Frank Ripploh Taxi Zum KIg1981]), not only drew in audiences, lalsoestablished pleasure

£10

as a form opolitical reflexivity itself.” Voyeurism and prurience were how queers resisted

remainingo varying degreeentrenched featured queer filmmaking

% Although the films mentioned above are firmly rooted in European art house traditions and in

some ways defy the concept of identity, they helped to established queer representation on the
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Although the ghost of screen theory continues to haunt discussions of identification, we
have since mved beyond identification as something that pertains strictly to a Lacanian
intellectual economwgnd voyeurism as an ahcompassing theory of identification (Zimmer
2015) | echo Plantingads observation gihrae, G wanda
6fantasydéd by displacing ,t heesm dervoerl aphestil ri nt escchrne
too fadvocate for a nontechnical use of these
common terms in folk psychology ( 200 9, 8 ) arly ilportasit because@maRlantinga u |
notes, psychoanalysis fAmay offer an explanat.
account for the means by which different social groups respond differently, it lacks a theoretical
mechanism to understandman di fference, with the exceptio
| refer to Plantinga not to advocate a purely cognitive or affective model, but to highlight the
deficiency of psychoanalysis and a theoretical model based solely on screen theoigljyespec
when discussing queer representation and identification.

The stringent conditions outlined by screen theorists (dark room, rear projettipare
not required for people to feel connectedharacter®nscreenWhether in a theatrat home,
or while riding the busye continue to develop intimate relations wittagesand the characters
they bring to life (Klinger 2005)Seeing oneself on screen was the driving force of queer
representatiofRusso [1981] 1987)and isanimpulsethat continue to propeminority viewing
practicego this day(White 1999; Farmer 2000; Waugh 2006; Hallas 20®8jher thartraverse
well-worn patrs about identificatiorand spectatorshigMayne 1993 Shaviro 1995Evans and

Gamman 1995Campbell 2005Aaron 2007 McCormack 2008; Davis 20)3 will i nsteadook

silver screen and acted as visualdiopoints that aided the organization of gay identity, culture,

and politics(Waugh 1993
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to arecent contributiomboutfilm and affect by Lisa Cartwright (2008nhddo this fortwo

reasons: 1lbecause Cartwright turns to affect to rethink some the follies and think through some
of thesensitivties that enshroud scre#reory in order to advocate the positive affective power

of empathyand2) because argue thatluring and after the AIDS epidemeenpathyin queer

film surpasses pleasutgecominghe emotionaéqualizerand conduit through wbh the

process ohormalizationtakes shape

Empathy and (Gay) ldentification

According to CartwrightfiThe concept of filmic identification may be reworked by
shifting the discussion from identification to a related term: empathy 2 0; @n8phasighi 3
text). Although he desire t@eeand experience oneself througharacters on screeamain
important featureof queer representatipgay-themed movies are lefgquented by queer
subjectg¢han mainstreamnes and are oftemot asbeloved asHollywood films thathave been
appropriatedsuch aCluelesg1995),Showgirls(1995),andPerfect Pitch(2012). There are
several reasons for this apparent schimany of which can be attributed to economic restraints
but one of the maiffiactors identifiedfor this general lack of enthusiassthe banality of queer
representatiothat has resulted from assimilatipalitics (Bronski 20009 what can be called
Astrategic empathy. o

Empathy, Cartwright contends, is the key to corredtingl m telraesamdy 6 s

fiprojection and the concept of projective identification can be important aspects of empathetic
identificatoo ( 200 8, 2 4 , Peoqgioh is askeysconneativet cengejbigtnot only
metaphorically relatethe cinematic apparatus tentificaion, but inadvertentlpalsoengages
the spectre of homosexualiia phantom doublingParaphrasing Laplanche and Pontalis (1973,

34935 3) , Cartwright notes how fAprojection al wa
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another person or thing otiglities repudiated in the sélf2008, 25)In conjunction with Green
(1986, shedescribeprojectionas fian externalization cd dangerbelieved to exist in something
judlgdundesirabl e, or somet hi n@reedixecrepshsaigvi ezleys dehs i
importance of the role of mediation and appearance (representation) in this interanimated
relationship between subjects in projective I
linked to percept i ousidespld@artivright 2008d2F. THe Horibldiorn s i d e
Green according to Cartwrighfyi s t he first object with which
projection required to constitute the double and become the other allows the eye to tear itself
from the screel ( 2 0 CE&pathypa8 With identificationtakes place through figurative
doubling.

Cinematic dentification, in the strictest sense, suggests that our ability to connect with
characters is predetermirgedve can only feel things for similar characters and not others. Gay
and lesbian cinephilia, among several ottieephilic practices however suggests otherwise
(White 1999;Farmer 2000Hallas 2003) dent i fi cati on doesndt only
mirror copies of themselves, butammitment to samenekas heaWy influencedgay identity
politics and represgationand continues to do so tiois day Overlaping commitments$o
sameneshighlight the problenwvalug and currencyf identificationin queerculturalpolitics
both on and offscreen

Heterosexual vieers can, obviously, identify with gay characters, but to identify with a
gay character is to also feel what that gay character feels. To identify would be to admit that part
of you, in some shape or forres in the person onscreen and vicesaeiTheséeelings can be
threateningo some spectators, and is perhapy heterosexual audiencgstill) tend to avoid

gueer film and use identification as an ailthis movie has nothing to dowithyje can 6t
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identify with the characters avithwh at 6 s . ghe desirg to placate this discomfort was
the rationale behind assimilated representation: make the images less thrdatenahking

them moresimilar to what the mayity looks soundsandacts like and enjoyslf one can

change the way people seaagrlate to images of queer people, then one can change the way
people relate tandfeelaboutqueer people.

Empathywasa powerfulemotionalresourceAIDS videoactivigs and filmmakers used
to facilitate identification across various identit{@shag 1995; Aaron 2004 putempathywas
also a crucial assimilation strategyDS melodramagsfor exampleserved a specific emotional
function: to humanize the tbatening diseasdtbmosexualThe comingoutfilm, thoughwas
designed tgroject an image afontthreateningread: nordiseasedyamenesthatwould not
only assuage the majorityds anxieties, but al
difference both on and offscreen, a less threatening sameness would bridge affiliation through
empathyonscreen in the hopes of achieving the same offscreen.

Speaking of eQapraghtwyitésf | pmawgr even acknowl edg
know what you feel from my own experience, eV
This is preciselytite sentiment that steergey representatioand cultural politicaway from art
house decadenedter Bryantandtowardqueer plurality during and after the Al@Zpidemic
The hopewas tonot onlywin over a hostile or indifferent majorityy procuing their sympathy
through easieto-digest representationisut to alsadiscipline the subjects they spoke on behalf
of at the same timé&trategic empathyas | will demonstratdgecamea tool forsocial

engineering.
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Queerand Explicit Representation

Visibility, Identity, Stereotypes

Homophile organizations like the Mattachine Society and Daughters of Bilitis had openly
chall enged homophobia and demanded ribgtht s pri
wasnot wunt i Ithese tldmands aBdtivitiesesvoaballed into eollective movement.
Mattachine presented homosexualshe public, buGay Liberatiornpresentedjay identites
Mattachine emphasized samenasd similarities between homo and heterosexuals
downplaying identity. Gay lberation emphasizetifference, using diérence as aatalystfor
identity and visual strategies @yer, 2006¥or carrying out itsdefiantgoals.Underground
cinema had been a refuge for many gay and queer individuals who wanted to create and
experienca | t er nati ves t o Hol lezy 1896pTihkcem, 2002nliihaughd s c o0 p €
underground film helped to develop a community (Staiger, 2000) and paved the way for out and
Aabove groundo gay representatiomandi t wasnot
community had begun to appear on screen.

Gay Liberation hadhitially been a loose associationraflicals in major urban centres.

Some worked togethdo spearhead politicahitiatives while othersfelt beingpublicly visible

and sexually diffeent wasa form ofactivismin and of itself As Youmansobservesi u n't i | 1977
gay rights had not been a particularly heated issue. Between 1972 and 1976ninet$

cities and counties had quietly enacted laws and policies protecting gay men aarts|&sion

di scriminat Ba®Woravaela, hd8yorical turning poin
politics were dramatically transformed by the rise of the Christian Right and a series of local
gay-rights struggles thdiecame national controversiespeifically, i Ani t a Br yant 6s 6

Chil drend campaign to overturn an antidiscrim
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Florida,andChai f or ni a State Senator John Briggso Pro
school® (Youmans2011, 26).

Oneof the benefi of this newfound publicityvas that it mobilized gay and lesbians,
prompting many Ato parti @i matde fAisrpiot & pelideaiods rh efr o
reawakening after a mitl970s slumberth ad e v en ab stoalibeeatpolificalt her s i r
agenda after they had spent years dYountansci zi ng
2011, 2627). Bythel at e 1970s fit became possible to tal
movement 6 f qro twheamafejBwitbvacetfagreed pon program of ga
(2011, 27)But commitment tayay rightsbecame a doubleedge sword that would slowly
divide and drive this nascent collective aga@umans, 2009)

Vi t o Ru sTheGelkuloid Qose1981])/1B7)"* mapped out a genealogy of
LGBT representation in popular American/Hollywood cinema, and concluded rather
optimistically about the rise of sedfuthored and produced films being released with greater
frequency. Russods prabe gay tepresantation, demiBnglaow hi st or y
homosexuals were often presented as people who suffered from pathological disorders and
murderous desires or paraded around as minstrels to elicit laughter or as sad people to inspire
pity. Rus s o0s atooofgaymacticismiinsthe 30g, stpessiogtthe need for self
representation in response to a history of misrepresentation. It was outsider ethnography that
needed to be countered with saifthored works that showcased the reality of gay lived
experienceand documentaries and other nonfiction works provided individuals the formal and

financial flexibility needed to articulate an emerging sensibility and identity (Dyer, [1990] 2003).

"Russo06s book was a compilation of wvarious | ec

campuses during the 70s.
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There was a tacit consensus early on about the need faugiedired rpresentations that
captured and legitimated tlsgugglesf gays and lesbian®yer [1993] 2002, 3)Writing in the
midst of the early part of the AID& p i d e mi ,dDgeswriesy€ireeina has probably been
more significant as a central definer of sdities than any other cultural institution in our
century, i ncluding television, where represen
([1983/A993] 2002, 29)Throughout the 90$howevertelevision would eclips cinemaGay
characters on populélevision shows such &osanng19881997)andFriends(19942004)
and shows with gay leadsuch a€llen (19971998),Will and Grace(19982006) andQueer as
Folk (UK 1999)began tgop up in a variety gblacesappealing to both gay and straight
identified audiences.

By appealing to a broad audienge@ough,mainstreamed representatiaisodistorted the
experienceand realities of the subjects they represeredording to Suzanna DatauWalters
(2001) gay visibility does noequal meoe rights safety, or equalitgndevenficreates newadrms
of homophobia (for exampl¢he good marriage loving, sexless gay vs. the bad, liberationist,
promiscuous gay) and lends itself to a false and dangerous substitution of cultural visibility for
inclusive citzenshipoTh e gener al publ i omagesf gdy lifebatdis] $tily e mbr a c
all too reluctant to embrace thealitiesof gay identities and practices and all their messy and
challenging confusion. We may been  n aveitesWalters  fi b udt sure & we are
knowrd (2 0 0OVer thelcOuyse of the 90sarprising disjuncture between vision and
knowledgetranspired

LaurenBerlant(1997)argueghatthe polarizing culture warsf the 80s and 90s forged
theii nt i mat e , @public splere svipele sax became a passport to privatized

citizenshipii | nt i mad eBarhliaamgts wr i tes, Aflash in peopl €
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sexuality, and reproducti on; ma r r[now]gleemedp er s o n
vitaltodefinng how ci ti z e n,d) Sexhtakiderdre stagetirothe hewl firted

intimate public sphere, becoming the gateway to the human soul (Foucault [1976] 1990). Sex
became how we judged the innate value and nature of a humantbeirg,n s f omtioi ng fAa n
made for adult ci tdfoendeftiurstes] aonNonprbdodigtir een 0 (
expenditure Champagne 19953uchashomosexuality and pornograplwas deemed wasteful

and unhealthyHealthy sex waproductive sex and productigexwas reproductivesex It is

within this increasingly constricted soglitical climatethatthe turn toward health and

reproduction and movemeaway from sickness and deatlergadopted avisual andoolitical

strategesby gay rights activistand medigroducersThe interest irfteer) coming out

narratives and focus on the queer family (Pidduck 2@@8ursivelychannelled theonservative

biopolitical thrust of the intimate public sphehe.order to triumph over AIDSomosexuality

had to be made h#hy, normal,and productive.

Richard Dyer([1979/1993] 2002pbservestha@it he wor d O6st ereotyped
always a term of abuseéyet when Walter Lippma
a wholly and necessily pejorative connotatin @1).i The r ol e of stereotype
Aicc make vi si bll6e Butsteecotypesdid rot disdpmear affer Stonewall
Visibility did not erase stereotyping; ratherglitanged its meaning, value, and functiomaas
signaling systemanda modeof identification Stereotypesaccording to Dyermttempt to
Amai nt ai n s har p [abhdeunsist anbgunddries ekaotly at thase points where
in reality there are o n &6p A gtereotype announces a feature of a prescribed igleritit
which one may selidentify or be automatically associatedkspite regcting that identity and/or

identifying characteristicAs the AIDS epidemic neared closure, resisting stereotypes became
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and remaingie rigueurin mainstreaniiberal gaydiscaurse the focus on family, youths, and
lovewer endt propagating a comnesisingr aei ieteuveontiype
all gay men had AIDS and were promisago
Stereotyping becameeform of surveillance in the 90gsofar as liberafjay-rights
activists became the seappointeddeciders of what and was not a stereotyji®eral gay rights
activists determined what was acceptable and worthy of public exhidaple and é&haviour
deemed stereotypical wepeashed into the shaas or suppressed. Visibility was granted only to
those who conformed to the ideal, but those deemed threatening or unworthy of visibility did not

entirelydisappear

QueerTheoly s Uncanni ness

Queertheorywasforgedout of political battles and intelctual circlesn the mid1980s.
Sedgwick(1985 1990 and Butler (19901993 ar e ( u schdlarlypiltars, asargwinrks
by Weeks (1985), Rubin (1984ndAdrienneRich (19809 the termitself, thoughwas coined
by de Lauretis (1991) in a speciakue fordifference Throughout the 90s,\waveof special
issues, anthologies, books)darticles wagublished that revolved around formulating stregeg
to dismantl e fihet er oamobtrrngaeti vAi it dyeon t(i\M@OY, B6@tr s ell9f9a3
Gay identity was nurtured under the banner of multicultural tolerance and promated as
category like race and ethnicity need of legal rights and protectiQtuhasz 1995But
promotirg the tolerance aflifference necessitated greater degrees of astimnifdlalperin,

1995 Bronski 1999, slowly erasing queerness from the equatiostilling insteadthe empty
liberalsi gni fi er &UEGBTQ. Thedeuelspment, popudaritgnd decline of queer
theory has been well documented and réfiéciponand so | do not wisko retraverse well

walked paths (Duggan 2003; Yep, Lovaas, and Elid2B@lperin 2003; Sullivan 2003}}.is
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gueer pehsistencay thesfaceof its unevenvisibility | wish to further explorenstead
(Halley and Parker 2010; €tglia and Reed 2011; Penney 2013).

Cinemabecamea crucial battlefieldvherethe war over identityvas foughtin recent
years television has surpadsgnema as the primary popular queer medilins not surprising
thatthroughout the 90s a seeminglgual amount of interest was paid to cinematic
representatiofFejes and Petrich 1993; Juhasz 133&nson 1999White 1999 Farmer 200D
andqueernesdNew QueerCinema had rejuvenated artistic and intellectual discatsgme
when AIDS made it seensdhough rpivenation was impossible. Alongsitiew Queer Cinema
and in the posépidemic eragay and lesbiafilm and queecinema(often grouped together
under t he banneaemergdt qis evascholarlysuldietdédBagd Object Choices
1991;Gever, Parmar, and Greyson 1993; Holmlund and Fuchs 8750n1999;Aaron 2004,
Benshoff and Griffir2004 2006; Rich 2018 and has alsspawned several national and
regional investigations (Kuzniar 2000; Grossr2@01;Cestaro 2004f-oster 2004Y osef D04;
Waugh 20066Griffiths, 2005, 2008; ReesRoberts 2008Perriam 2013) swwell asts own book
series Queer Film Classicsseries edited by Thomas Waugid Matthew Hayf20090 ).

Circumventing mainstream and mass representation, James Joseph Rearsdb®

strands ohomosexuatepresentatiothegay st andpoint film and

quee

standpoint filmsdo he contends, fare distingui

subculture, whereas queer cinema generally depicts represergatioo f a c hlgyramct er 0 s

decenteredo TR Oermp BadDHi)s on Adecentredo here i

principles of queer scholarship is the dismantling of ideatityd decentri ng of

self.0 Queerness is about ftlity, about gender and sexual variamteorced from any sense of a

unified self.Queerness s a g ai n s t, bitaoct teersterectyyep of yore, but rather the
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stereotypes of normathembpoamdt agsst ghthé aDuggahn

appropriation of heteronormativity by gays and lesbdaasn d fihomonat i onal i s mo

20079 the embrace of conservative models of citizenshipvh at | cal |l fAhet er onm
Theschismbetweergay and queetinemamanifestdtself most prominently inhe teen

coming out cyclé siumph over New Queer Cinemahe success of comiraut narratves

aidedthe proliferaton of crowd-pleasindflicks throughouthe twentyfirst century thaseened

to almost equire theerasure of HIVAIDS. Representation and discugsiof HIV/AIDS

practically disappeared ingh new mi | | e n n.iSaverfora fewintelestualwatks c a d e

thatacknowledgehe lack of its discussion and representatteitderbrand 2006; Juhasz 2006,

2012;Waugh 2006, 2013Bersani, 2011Harvey 2013Patton 201} porn studies has become

the primary arena within which queswnwersations about HIV and AIDS are now given full

attention
The debateoverthe value and deficiencies of bajbeer theory and gay identitpntinue

to this day(Green, 20072008, 2010), with ve of the most forceful attacks gay identity

politics comingfrom Middle Easterrstudiesscholar JosepA. Massad (200) He contends that

both discursive practices constéubrms of Western imperialisandargues that the West

A pduces homosexuals, as well as gays and lesbians, where they do not exist and represses

samesex desires and practices that refu<ge to be

163).1dentity andbinaries albeit it in more rhizomatic forninoweve, continueto proliferate

despite queer ness Bersahel995;Beellstordf 2008) s sol ve t hem
Mai nstr eam( e émbragad iyeoconsdrvativerpelitgsnarriage, monogamy,

family, chidren, citizenshipled queer theoryo find meaningand value in negative feelings

shame (Sedgewick 2003)epression (Cvetkovich 2003, 201@3in (Ahmed2004) loss (Love
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2009), failure (Halbersta 2011),andthe cruelty of optimism (Berlar&011) It is, however,
E d e | m20846apocalyptic manifestthat has guided quetreoryover the last decade
(Unofficially) Taking his cue from Berlant (199@nhd aimed at assimilationist politidsgdelman
argueghe future belongs to thehild and not the homosexuaniting contentious debate about
the redempve powerand deadening force of the future (Mufioz 2009; de Lauretis 2011; Hanson
2011; Rosenberg and Villarejo 2011; Young 2013a) and the recupgratergialof the past
(Freeman 2010; Castiglia and Reed 201t4$. within anintellectual period marlceby
ambivalent feelings of botbptimism and defeatisifibuggan and Mufioz 2009) and a
investment in timg¢Halberstam 200Dinshaw et al. 2007hat an mterest inghogs and spectres
develops

Queer vork onthegothicand theuncanny Freccero, 200841aggerty, 2006; Jenzen,
2007;Hughes and Smith, 200Rjgby 2009;Palmer, 201Pbegan to appear with greater
frequencywhenqueer theory embradéts antisocialundercurren{Edelman 2004Halberstam
2008)"? But queer theory also turned to the gothic andaong at a time when representation
and discussion of HIV/AIDS had disappeared and subsided but the practice and dsoaurse
barebacking had begun to flourish@md oftcreenQueerness is a spectral presence that
predates the discovery of the homoséxasaa species (Foucault [1976] 1990hose persistence
continues to haunt the science of identity to this day (Freccero 2006). The invention of
heterosexuality (Katz [1995] 2007) instilled homosexuality as the ghostly other that haunted and
threatened toconsume its heterosexual counterpart (Fuss;1l98@son 199P In the

homonormative era queerness has become the spectral double that haontsativesamesex

“Al though the 2003 pubThe dnaannytberfirstanbnoddaplcdevmteda s R 0 )

to the subject of the uncanny (Masschelein 2011), is also likely to have spurred interest too.
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counterparti Qu e e r D mleostlyretuanissuffused with affective materiality that wo
through the ways trauma, mourning, and event are registered on the level of subjectivity and
historyo allows us fito generate alternative t
writesFreccero (2011, 22)t would seemherevival of a practicéong hoped dead has
resurrected thpolitics its visual and carnal flourishing helped to birth.

In the latter half of the twentiettenturywh at was i nitially an obsc
encyclopedic writings saw it transform into a canonical theoitgiown right (Masschelein
2011).In a paper published in 1919, Freud outlined his concept of the uncanny, describing it as
Aithe feeling of unease that arises when somet
unfamiliar o ( MdnsGeromanddweverthe uhéarings imbued with spatial
qualitie® unheimlich meaningi n bomeo The homethe physical personification of privacy
and interiorityis a space of safety, security, and familigragdFreud uses thprivacy and
intimacy of thehometo metphoricallydes cri be t he sense of dread t
of self is threatene(Dolar 1991) Although deailed in bits and pieces prior to its 1919
publication(Masschelein 2011}jheuncany 6 s i nf | uence eighteenthendt r aced
nineteentkcenturygothic literature (Dolar 1991).he literary incarnation of the doleébcomes
about the same time whardustry and science had begorrendettheworlds t r ange. A Ther
a specific dimension of the uncanny that emerges with modérnitwr i t es M|l aden Dol
7; emphasis in text).

The double is uncanny.lthough not the same thing, the figure ahd work onthe
double heavily influenced the Freudian uncafidglar 1991) so much st is popularly
presumed a Freudian inventitratencompassghe formernMasschelein 2011)n its literary

form,
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the subject is confronted with his doubl e
effects: he arranges things so that they turn out badly for the subject, he turns up at the
mostinappropriate moments, he dooms him to failarej he realizes the subject's
hidden or repressed desires so that he does things he would never dare to do or that his
conscience wouldn't let him do. In the end, the relation gets so unbearable that the
subject, in a final showdown, Kills his double, unaware that his only substance and his
very being were concentrated in his double. So in killing him he kills himself (Dolar
1991, 11).
AAs a r ud =, Doloadrs,erival |badlyhhe men rstt oan e se rfd cu rethe r s
double, one is headed for disaster; there sé¢em be no way outo (1991, 1.
of the doppelganger motif in gothic literature is also an uncanny descriptioa why
barebacking and fAt hentpfeames mquede politicAt theaemceothb e en r e
explicit film Focus/Refocys film | will discuss in greater detail in my final chapter,
exampleJoe kills his serial killer boyfriendvho is coded as a barebacker and is a metaphor for
AIDS, in a final showdowrnin an abandoned porn theatre
iFreud clearly marks the uncanny as a speci
Masschelein (19942). The doublds the thing we project our repressions of@artwright
2008) Homophobia is often treatedasai nabi |l ity to come to ter ms
andnot necess adrtihley htohmeo soetxhuearl06si s a t hreatening
repression, inspiring horror and dre@bubling is inextricable from discourses of
homosexuality and corgfurations of gay identity, due in no small part to Freud who identified
homosexuality as a repressed desire and the homosexual a nérassisione too in love with

theimageof themselves. Ad it is difficult not to seehis psychologically and culturalipoted
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pattern of identificatiomnd anxietyoeing replicated in current queer discourse, edpaythe
very dimensions aboth the uncanny and double themselgaseserness is uncanny, but so too
arequeer theory and representatiothe physical and metapsical incarnation of the
barebacker and the ghostly Hpositive subjecare their uncanny materializatio(tsarvey

2013)

Pornography and Porn Studies

Up until the last decadar sq the overwhelming majority of works on pornograghst
werend avowedy anti-pornwere either historical investigations of pornography in the modern
era (Kendricks, 1987; Hunt, 1993) focusedon heterosexualepresentatioanchoredn the
debates of thporn wargWilliams [1989] 1999Kipnis, 1999 McNair 19%, 2002 Seal 2009.
Theubiquity and social acceptanoginternet pornographlyjasopeneda space in which to
engage porn dside the limited empowermedebasement binadyalthough not without an
antiporn response packaged and sold under the psewdo e n ¢ ec t o flbeafiya2008;i
Struthers 2009; Collins and Adleman 2Q1BJrnography has not only proliferated in the digital
era, but isalsoadriving force of digital tech innovation (Barss, 201R)or nogr ap hy és
Aonscenityo ( WasydcdessmsgreadabibyfJenkinsj Ford and Green 2013),
andadoption as a form of sedéfxpressioninter-personacommunicationandmode of
communal networkingHasinoff 2012; Arroyo 2015; Tziallas 20d)shave reignited anxieties
about outside sexual forces penetrgtanctifiedprivatespheresThe language of porn
addiction hasimplyattemptedoaddi s ci ent i f i cimpligigconservatimeahetorict o
about the insidious powers and dangerous effedtseatializedmedia.

While the porn addiction industdesperately attemgto remain relevanscholars from

variousdisciplinary and culturabackgroundfiavepaid serious attention to how people engage
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with pornand howpornographyntersects with technology and cultwéhout the need for
pretenceor fear of betraya(McNair 2002, 2013Williams 2004; Attwood 2005 2010; Waugh
2006; Jacob2007;Paasonen, Nikunen, and Saarenmaa 2BE06bs, Janssen, and Pasquinelli
2008;van Doorn 2010; Paason201Q 2011 2014; McKee2009;2012;2014; Bozelka 2014;
Corneau and Meulen 2018tadel 2014)Paradoxically,tiwas only whempornography and
public sexweredomesticated that multifaceted discussion of pornography could take ptace
the public arenadespite anxieties about its encroachrment

Strands of reearch continue to question the ontology of pornograpilayts overlaps
with art(Dennis2009, cinema@ particularly art house cinema (Lewis, 20@%illiams 2008;
2014 and the torture porn cycle of the mid to late 200@€Kwood2009; Tziallas2010x; Jores
201306 andobscenity (Mey 200 with urgent research from the United Kingdom responding to
recent | aws b an Mowegocus and Jones 20@9; Muway B009; Retley 2009;
Attwood and Smith 2010; Attwood 201 Hor the purposes of my study, | dot attempt to
define pornography or exploits ontological contoursnstead | treatpornographyas part ok
moving imagecontinuum.To segregate porn from ciner@ art)when studying queer
representatiors tonot onlycapture half of the picturéut also enact an arbitrary binary that
doesnotreflecthow queer peoplengageavith andareinfluenced by representatioRorn not
only actsas a social organizer (Champadt#97 Campino 2005; Arroyo 20)®uthasbecome
the conduitthroughwhich globalgay culturenow flows (Tziallas2015c).

Despite pornographyds prhedpectreeftre pdrnovars a n d
continues to haunt the study of pornographe rise of bareback porn and the slow conversion
of the commerciagjayporn indusry that once uniformly mandated condom use has given new

life to anxieties about the effects of pornograpbge(2014, Voros 2014, Coraeand van der
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Meulen 2014, despite little evidence that pagraphyinfluences viewers predetermined
ways (McNair2013, 2014; Rosser et al. 2012, 2013; Nelson et al. 2Ba#jographyaffects
peoplein a myriad of ways (Paasonen, 2011), and althaugistions about the effects of porn
on heterosexual men and women are in abundance, research on the effects ogpgrmem
(and especially womerave been & and far between (Kemall, 1995 Morrison, 2004 Galos
2013;Bishop 201%.

Queer research tends to stress the empowering potential of pornography and sexual
representation (Burger 1995; Rhyne 2007; Dean 2008eifg 2012)butit is not only
barebacking that has consuntbdarena of gay pornographGay-for-pay,0 which generally
refers to heterosexualentifiedmenwho perform in gay porhas become a lucrative selling
point and genre in its own right! would also argue that fictional scenarios where a

heterosexual persomaadopted by an individual argrees to engage in saisex sexual

®The gayfor-pay phenomenon has many facets and encompasses sttaighied men who

perform for donations ocam4for male viewers; play rough and fuekw i | | i n Afratern
houseso fully rigged wit lrratergtpX) and aratdckedstar vei | |
having or decide to have sex with another niait(Bus Unglory Hole Broke Straight Guys It

also includes men who are paid to get blown by or top (penetrate) an eager submissive bottom
(Military Classifieds New York Straight Mgnwho is often visibly and audibly more effeminate,

that tends to please their object of desire to the sound of stpaighplaying in the background

(Beefcake Hunt¢ras wellasgayor-p ay per f ormers in f iSaitevOds al i s
ABut | 6&m a Married Manodo series [especially Gi
studios that tease viewers withthgie r f or mer sd un dSean€adyBodg ed i dent i

CummingsCorbin Fisher,Bi Latin Mer).
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activity onscreen for money constitutes gax-pay. Popular fetishization of heterosexual
identity in gay porn, althouygleaving a space open to rethink the-gagight binary Bozelka
2014;Stadel 2014)also tends to reinforce an identity system that remains commensurate with
gueer oppressioffhe prevalence of gafpr-pornhass t r et ched t he meaning of
uncharted territory. Privileging masculinity and gfay-pay are not new phenomerugger
1995; Waugh 199@&scoffier 203; Bozelka 2014; Stadel 2014), but gay male pornography in
the twentyfirst centuryseems increasingly less gay with each passing iean barebacking
and the bareback fipower bottomd ar eDowdettegned w
al. 2008;Dean 2009), further erasing femininity from a position that was once exclusively linked
with all thingsfeminine (Kemp 2013).
For better or worse pornographycontinues to play avital role in the identity construction
of queer individuals (Rothmann 2018)prn affects people and its effects manifest themselves in
variety of ways, but porn is also part of feedback system that resoteisiands and social
changesFor the purposes of th&udyl take as fact that pornography does affect people,
although | do not accept totalizing theories that se@tigmakes someone want to do, or
actually dofiY.o Instead| treat pormgraphylike cinemaand engage the tricky terrain of
Aeffectsd as somet hi ngnotwhollytnegatise, butathetctmplex whol | vy
and not entirelyuantifiable or fully knowabld thus treat porn as a discourse where fantasy and
reality converge andven collide in dynamic ways, whose effects are better understood by
examining their social, legal, and economantexts, rather than estimatihgw they uniformly
impact individual subjects.
Sex is inextricabl e f r o noliticalandhintelldctyal goadlsnd on e

is to demonstrate the inseparability of explicit representation to discussions of gay identity and
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visibility. Although pornography and gay sexuality axenproductivgBataille [1934] 1985;

Champagne 199%) the biologicalsense, gay sex beconm@eductive through pornography,
metaphoricallyconceivng and birthng identity via the exual activity it captures. &pite
pornographyds historical and continued i mport
1996; Escoffier 2000 queer theory has remained surprisingly silent on the subject. Even

ant hol ogies dedicated to fAisexo (Halley and Pa
and Reed)’ leave pornography off theirradee ven Ber sani 6s (2011) cont
andRAr ker s anthology on the subject of barebac
opting instead to focus on literary depictioimie impact of pornography on social and self

identity and its potential use value or challenge to queer theory aceefirom a dialogue

whose theoretical methodology and social goals are rooted in the destruction of normality
throughdiscursive and actuakx.Queer theory tends to talk a lot about sex, but very little about

its representation. | hope my introductiordditerature review have made it clear that queer

discourse can no longer be properly engaged without at least a consideration of pornography, and

| hope that my study provides future scholars with a framework for prioritizing expkdta

alongside ficional representation and theoretical musings.

The regulation of s&x how we see it, if we see it at all, and how and where we have it
andseedand the figure of the daqthddibcarsivathreadsthati s pr «
suture together miheoreticalanalysis and closeadings The cycle of sex, itappearance,
regulation, punishment, disappearanaedreappearancgcaptures the way sex influences

cinematic representation and cultural polidicso much | could title each chapterthg aboe-

“YCastiglia and Reed make reference to barebaclk
221).
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notedcorresponding stageRepetition is a way to work through anxiety and traumayaids
to both the double antthe uncanny (Dolar 1991 Barebacking is not the same &S
condomlessex(Dean 20092011; Scott 2015it is a resposeto the traima of AIDS and
subsequent sanitizing of gay culture (Castiglia and R6&d). Barebacking is not new
Barebackings repeated behaviour rooted in the poliecsl sociologyf the pastwhose return
marks it as uncanny and tharebackea figurative threatening double

Queer scholars have reclaimed and traced the roots of queer thinking back to the gothic
genre finding value in sexuality that evades dndstrates the scientific gagea schizophrenic
obsession with repression and excess and prepondeshtiveatening doubles (Halberstam
1995; Freccero 2006, 2011; Haggerty 2006; Rigby 2009; Palmer 2012). But research on the
inherently gothic and uncanny nature of surveillande electronic ages scarceas is work on
theoverlaps between data amdages doubleand their intersection with sexual cultural politics.
The importance 06 t a c(BOg®irgterdisciplinary contributiowannot bainderstatedMy
study is deeply indebted to hensd seeks to expand on her research by adopting her metaphoric
useof the gene aaconceptual framework. The ma g etelevisua] dduble | advocatas a
figurative disciplining agens one whose informational makeup becomes uncargslyim the
twentyfirst century) the unknown status of the barebacker and unstesus othe HIV -
positive subject bring metaphysical and physgsaietic2o a point of neacollapse Thefusion
of image andody renders both figures eerily spedralverywhere but nowhere. Theaibility to
transgress typical regimes of control thgbuhe very same mechanisntisat once controlled
themhaselicited reactions typicalf when weencounter the uncanny: horror, anxiety, and

dread.
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For my purposes | ugbe gothic and the uncanny as theoreticah&evorks and literary
devices to bridggaps between various interrelated intellectual discourses amélyse visual
content that is at times manifestly gothgogs in the Band, Boys in t&and, Bijoy, imbued
with gothic undertones (the first and second Hollywood hate cycle, New Queena}jne
punctured by gothic moments and aesthdtlus teen comng cycle), andliscursively gothiand
visually uncanny(Focus/Refocuys?ornography: A Thrille). | begin at Stonewall because the
rhetorig fears and visual formshat define current queer dsurse bear uncanny resemblance to
the ones that manifested themselves when the spectre of homosexuality solidified into carnal
form. | hope that by beginning at Stonewall and carefully tracking the evolution of gay identity
through its various visual ardiscursive incarnations my project fills in important gaps between
the disciplined engage and provides scholars with a productive way to discusigitifecant
overlaps thatcuriously remaino f f each r e s p dtis with thisin mindetlrdtd s r ad a
my seconcthapteron the gothic and uncanngnd investigatgay identitywhenit first began to

takeform.
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Chapter 2) The Gothic and Stonewall:(Auto)Ethnography and the
Emergence ofldentity

Authorship, AutgEthnography andPerformatvity
Authorship

Gay and lesbian cinema is inextricable from the politics of author@higoes make a
difference who makes a film, [and] whoetauthors are@ritesRichardDyer (1991, 185)But
as Dyer acknowledgeslinging to romantic auteurist idesahnd believing in fixed ahistorical
subjecs fail to capture the complexities of gay and lesbian filmmakidegntities are plural, in
flux, and impure, andinematicauthorshigs collaborative, multiple, and performative. Gay and
lesbian film reflectstte reality within which gay men and lesbians author themselves on a daily
basis in relation to aabstracidentity that isalreadypartially authoredThere isthusa tendency
to perceive these enunciations, whether one intends to or not, as speaktngrabon behalf
of, all gays and lesbiand. tension arises between individual seXpression and the
circumscription of an identitthat isrooted in the problem afot justauthorshipbutalso
stereotypesiLesbian/gay cinema had to take on boarddlcethat lesbian/gay cultures and
identities are themselves impure, made against but nonetheless with available and dominant
imagery (Dyer 1991, 199)The desire to articulate a world view free from heterosexual
interventiondrove early queer discoursedarepresentation.

Thomas Waugimaintaing hat fever since Stonewall édocul
primary means by which lesbians and gay men have carried outthel i ber ati on st r u
2011a, 194). Using twengjour films as an emerging movisimmage heritage, Waugh explores
the ethical dimensions of gay and lesbian documentary and the various pitfalls filmmakers had to

negotiate as they attempted to capture individual experiences as cokegiieesions Waugh o6 s
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article crystallizes the heightetheense of urgency over authorship that ran thrantghectual
and communal dialoguesdspeaks to the general mistrasid frustration thagtructured
gay/straight relations at the time. Fample, Waugh contendstliiat he et hi cs of bal
misnomer as it, in fact, creates disequilibrium by automatically placing gays and lesbians at the
Aextreme endo of one axis, necessitating thei
against, the other extremehich ultimately stifles genuine congation ([1984]2014, 195).But
atthe sametméd/augh points out that fAeven | esbian an
ethics tend to do so in terms of how we are represented by straight image makergh#at is,
ethical accountability tas rather than in terms of the ethics of our own-seffresentation
(1984120118, 195a ut h or 6 s Atestake s aos anlgepresentation and combating false
representations, batsothe ethics and accountability eélf-representation

The rise of dentity politics and concerns over authorship are symptonteeweeping
social reforms that characterittes transition from thenodern to the postmodern €2eKoven
2004).This tumultuougperiodsav newclusters of people mer ge i n opmeassati on t
di scourse that <carri es (Seidntany 1983108.&2ostivariWessetni t ut i
society becammcreasinglysuspicious of authority and progress guided by scientific rationality
and empiricisn( Mi | | er 1 9 9 90), hdpivg@ooprom wgd blurge@nih@ gay community
thatcounteeda hi st or y thafinvefitedthe Bombsexsaddwrote their history on
their behalfVisible defiance and shifting the political from the social over to the personal
created a radical ba& with preStonewall homosexuali ght s i nitiatives (DO6E
that submitted to authoritfzor sexual minoritiesscience was a form of authorshgp, Ainor mat i v ¢
and social forceo tolSeitimanlOod8vi09 obeativatyfadboundari es

empiricism were to be subvertadgth an emphasis on the subjective
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Collaboration between filmmakers, subjects, and the community as a whole (Waugh
[1984] 2011a) was one of the strategies Liberation documentarians adopted to resist replicating
authoritdive discourseTo author the queer self is to establish a shared narrative, and having
flmmakeslet At heir subjects control their i mages
2011a, 206helped toemphasize a collective sensibility grounded in stigrersonal experience.
Collaboration gave documentary images a greater sense of authenticity and validity, b
unavoidableconflict ariseswhen individuals from a minority make themselpeblic: their
personal confessions and narratives ineluctaldglsppn behalf of the wholeversely
replicating the authority structures they often seek to undermine.

fiThe story of his lif@ Foucault contendgsanalsb ecome a At echni que f c

i ndi vidual | i v e $he mddérdachive trafotnte@he modarbsabject
whosemostprominentmanifestatiocanf ound i n t he metamorphosis of
Adel i.oTheofender made a bad choice; the delinquent is a bad pkrsbe.modern era

biographical knowledge became a teclu@dor correcting individuals: it made people
comparable. It was oneo6s I|ife story that 1iden
identifiable. Having intimate and intricate details about a person on record made them definable
fiTo be looked at, olesved, described in detail, followed from day to day by an uninterrupted
writing was a privilege 06 o0 b s e r v Rusin tlieonodera erdithite disciplinary methods
reversed the relationéit was no dooumenefor a monu
possible useo (191, emphasis mine).

For gays and lesbians, authorsisips much of a paradox as observatioHo we ver v al i
and real the injunction against washvehage di rty

much to gain by washingitinpated ([ 1984] 2011la, 203; emphasis
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vulnerable to manipulation: publicity and publicness are doubdiebd sword<sayLiberation
advocated and celebrated visibility, but once gayslesbians became too visiiil@ot only
provdked a backlash, but also made gays and lesbaansthing new to be observed dndher
studied and understood. Although resisting the regime of science, the strategies adopted after
Stonewall ended up reinforcing the vagstemearlyGay Liberation sougf to resiswia the very

same methods

(Auto)Ethnography

Ethnography is @ammon and popular method for exploring, studying, and
understandinghe culture of other people. Ethnographyolves someone (or many peoplsjrh
outside a particular socieb nt ext entering anotherds in order
behaviour rituals,and customs and provide an assessment of their culture. Ethnography at the
turn of the nineteenth century, #@Aor classic e
s gnificant distances to exotic foreign | ocale
were visibly differentWithin these newly discovered bodies and the relations between them was
data to be mined, extracted, and extrapolated to create atdoanaimage Strict boundaries
between subjects and objects allowed researchers to claim the observations as empirical
evidenceAs Chri s Hol mund observes, fAethnographic
collected in an appar eh9MfyRawida )nd ralrehleesdd rfeaad hi
entailed objective.

Although observations were often recorded by hand and then transcribed into studies and
books, both Catherine Russell (1999) and Fatimah Tobing Rony (1996) have demonstrated the

important @identiary role that film played in ethnographic explorations. The cinematic apparatus

77



was used as a way to live out thi@dernistdream of seeing the world without the intervention of
human handAs Holmundo b s er ves, fAet hnograpbdra wpltking T
style composed of long takes, sync sownaple acts, wh@d bodi es, no scripts,
(1997, 129)But as Russel(1999)has compellinty elucidated, ethnographic film, in all its
attempts abbjectivity, is experimentaldynamic, and open to +é@sion. Along similar lines,
Ronyhasarguel that ethnography and ethnographic material can also be rich resources for
mi nority voices fiengagedr epredeeerl api ogongeg w9 n6
Coinciding with the postmodetn u rwas afhift in emphasis from participant
observation to the observation of participation ( T e d | o c KAccotdh@td Barbdarsd )
Tedlock, an e w i tethmograpbid experiencea | | e d bsootchi odleatghynbo and 6 au
et hnogrlaon 79) érerd(in the 70s thamphasizethee t h n o g rsubjpdtie r 6 s
experiences werenseparable from their methods. Instead of attempting to maintain the border
between observer and native and their implicit power dynawlsgrving and accounting for
0 N eparicipation became a way to develop new forms of knowledge. This form of
Aparticipatory ethnographyo not onldyhemi rrored
ascent of what Bill Ni c h ofisettreflexivBo@dcymertaayl | s t he
modesand their chall enge 0thdalsitioelusndowarchindigemous | 6 t r a
aut horship and oneds r ithahdhagracterize hneo tii pneeresdo, n atlo ias
p ol i imputseof tiie 70s
Although presumably better suited tostiperson and/ononfictiondiscourse and
representatiorethnographyan encompadgctional portrayalsand commercial workas well.
Russell 6s account of et hnogrpanettatesealitfyand m r ecogn

~

realism whileRony reframee t hnogr aphic film as a symbolic i
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can use to better understandat W.E.B. Dubois termed théird o ucholnes ci ousness: o0 t
experience of seeing oneself through the eyes of otfesebyonecomes taunderstand oneself
asalready splitdistanced from oneseFor Rony, fiction film is a form of ethnography.
Referringb Duboi sd&s metcaomhsacri oaufs nae sdso waksl efseei ng 6dz«
Rony argues that Athe movi e scaweaifknawkdganot her
need not be limited toonfiction they can be derived from fiction films as well

Rey Chow (1995has puforth the most formidable case fbction film being a powerful
form of cultural observatioand disciplineChowcontendghatia new et hnogr aphy i
only when we turn our attention to the subjective origins of ethnography as is it practiced by
those who were previously ethnographized and who have, in the postcolonial age, taken up the
active task of ethnographizing theiwn c ul t ur e BodChéwlp2dplBwho ldath @) .
observe and understand themselves through the
appropriate the apparatus and those methmdsler to revrite themselvesEthnography is not
about fleetingpbservation but about inventing identities and solidifying systems of sociality
through documentation and archival recottiss precisely the control over the material
conditions of identity througmediatedobservatiorthatGay Liberation activists anfimmakers
sought to claim for t he mgandHewagisonal serisgahand gh neve
lesbians were spirituigl aligned with the emancipatotirust of postcolonialism

Ethnography pertained primaritg observing racial otheis othergeographical spaces
butit was anxiety engendered byo mo s e x imvsibilitytwyi G shi n t he natvehnogr apl
environmenthat propdkd the ethnograpi of queer othersEthnography was an attempt to

make thegqueerotheridentifiable self-ethnografy and autobiographwyere strategically
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appropriated to subvert ethnographic authoEthnography isbout knowing the other while
autobiogaphy is about knowing the seltfut as Catherine Russdimonstrates

Autobiography becomes ethnographic atgbmt where the filrror videomaker

understands his or her personal history to be implicated in larger social formations and

historical processes. Identity is no longer a transcendental or essential self that is

reveal ed, but a -@aséeppgpéesgnbétsabjettthetygél

Autoethnography is a vehicle and a strategy for challenging imposed forms of identity

and exploring the discursive possibilities of inauthentic subjectivities (1999 , 276).
Queerauthorshigs autoethnographyend although Russell refers to fiugérson filmmaking, the
complex overlaps between the queer individual and collective imbricate queer fiction film and
autoethnography. Queer filmmaking is as much about connecting with others through a process
of sharingand learning as it is about selkpression. There is an undeniable didactic impulse
embedded within queer autoethnography that is inextricable from discursive identity formations.
As those who identify as gay or quexmn attestthe gay or queer self caot be divorced from
larger social formations or historical proces&s.t s i nc e tshueb jfiesctsehgws at gy 0o f
transcendental subject in favour of one that is perforaéehsion between the authentic and
inauthentidbecomes an unavoidable elarhef gay identity remaininga continual point of

contention subsumed lbjscoursso f A st er eot ypi ng. o

Performance/Performativity

Performance and performativity describe two different but related and overlapping
theories and methods of selfesentationPerformativitygenerally entails speech acts that

construct an identity through communication (Au$ti862] 1975 Searle 196§ butis also
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associated with Butlér §1990)subversiveheory of gender performatividy enactinggender

differences through thendless repetitionf codes and sign®erformanceconverselyis often
associateavith Erving Goffman (19591963 who used the metaphor of the theatre to describe
everyday social interactiooffmantheorized human interacti@sa system oimask

exchanges whereby peopeloptdifferentpersonato either satisfy private goals or submit to

certain contextual social nornfsor Butler, the inverse is true: performance brings about

identtyd iper formativity is predomi c,aadtépeyormancg r oc e s
by a subject (Brickell, 2003, 166).

Genderperformativityas outline by Butleis not a performance in the sense that one
memorizesandconsciously performa script;instead it is adiscursive system of display that
enacts and natalizes identitythroughrepetition For Butler(1991) there is no inner identity
that comes into being through performance: identity is formed and regulated through discursive
norms.While for Goffman there ia manipulable but unified self, for Butlénere is no core self
only discourse actualized through the performed notion of selft&waxtinctly put, performance
refers to fAdoingo while performativity entail
2003, 168).

In her intuitive pieceloGLQ0 s ( Gay and Lesbian Quarterly)
Sedgwick (1993) | ays the foundation for queer
negativity. Taking issue with the Apremature
of gender prformativity (15), Sedgwick turns to the affect of shame to expdrad she sees as a
politically and socially retracted use pérformativity.Writing at a time when queer theomas
gaining immense tractiénl ar gel y becaus £9101993 Barktoh er 6 s (1990

performaivity and gay identity solidificationinto what some felt was an ovewdring tool for
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social contrad Sedgwick,hn opposi tion t o pr doundpolitcas such as
currency in feelingef shame fA Shame i nt eyfoe sthe bevausqistdset i c al |
Agener at es and dfidegtityd thegaestiensf identityd atphe @igireof the

impulse to the performative, but does so without giving that idespifice the standing of an
essenceo (1993, tfalls4nd slippges heangen sppech dctehedng (se of

language to communicate a specific intent and the inferredingsintended listeners derive)

and performativity, Kosofsky approaches shame dsaged structuref feeling thatexpand the

potentals of performativityas well as identitycollective transformation througjueer

performativityand not just gender performativity.

In the case of gay subjectivitfaughobservethati s | i ppages bet ween th
relevant dictionary sensestofh e wor d Odpdeh é oe xmaowettidbon of an act
presentati ohceanr kexhasbiacamfnbsi ng as they are st
especially in the case of representatibime adoption of defiant dress, traits, and practices in
public after Stonewall constituted a conscious performance of othértiesstrategyafter all,
was to be visily different. For many, though, these performances articulated an authentic inner
feeling and sense of self that had been suppressed by heafeitged social norndsthey
weren @oerforming they were binging themselvesnto beingthrough perforrance But gay
visibility strategies have alsgicited reactions for employing artifice as purposeful abrésion
fiStop rubbingd iirt o@ir faces 0  F astile najortty, these neconforming displays were
nothing more than empty provocations; for an inchoate collective, they began to draw political
and social divisionsToday, tensiors between performance and performative play out through
debats over steeotypes and stereotypimghich arecolloquially funneled into accusations or

selt-bolstering accousto f i adcghyiactinges. straightacting (Stalling 2013)
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PostStonewall documentas fneschewed the standard docume
writesWaugh,which he identifies as what Nichd|$991)c al | s fii nt e Acaocding ve r e a
to WaughpostSt onewal | doaomelny aometshé dieal thingodo b
Aoperformance strategiesét hat wfetheenvidibdity h an an
that we felto ([21997] 2011, 225). 1t is the r
identity that places performance and performativity in uncomfortable proxamdgharges that
tension with political possibility. In thease of something like peStonewall documentary, the
staging of identitwiap u bl i cl'y fAcomi ng oauedlparsorawhd egisims t h a't
space and time améndes certain utterances and displagpamely confession and visible
difference,asnatural ways of coming into being. In doing so, though, it also leaves the question
of an authentic identity susceptible to modification and manipulg&iedgwick(1993)identifies
strong affinities between stigma and shame, and in theepamic andbareback era, it ithe
volatile overlaps between stigma, shame, an@stgpes thadlelimit the queer political and

visual terrain.

The Queer Uncanny
In her groundbreaking stuayn male homosocialitySedgwick (1985) identifies a
spectral but repudiatl homosexual energy governing relations between male characters in
several prominergixteenth tanineteentkcenturyfictions. Although none of the charactease
identified ashomosexual, Sedgwick argues thatnesexdesire permeates their relations
Sadgwi ck6s st modoplyfiignutereacd wceeaddi ngo as a | iterary
ideathat samesex desirestructuregelationsbetween people of both the same and opposite sex.
In her 1990 monograpBedgwickexpands on her work dromosociality argung thatfian

understanding of virtually any aspect of modern Western culture must be, not merely incomplete,
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but damaged in its central substance to the degree that it does not incorporate a critical analysis
of modern homo/ h e t(1€90d sHemoseaualitydaecbrding totSedgwick, &

a ghostly threat that structurak sociosexual relations, with her work setting the stage for not
only queer theorybut alsothe more recent turn to the gothic and uncanny in queer thought.

The invertion of hetero and honsexuality(Katz [1995] 2007) enacted a border requiring
constant (seljsurveillance (Butler 1993)yhose maintenance sustains the whole of modern
Western societthrough normative judgements about sex and the punishment and sigppoéss
antiFnormative sex (Rubin 1984%he repression of sargex desire instantiated the closet as the
norm, keeping homosexual feelings locked away@dark outside public view. But
Adcl osetednessd itself i s a@&cperafcdr mdn ae sii fdietnic
observes Sedgwiégkwh at one d o e s nadloudly @ yhasopeedadkses d g wisd k 0 s
work (1985; 1990; 1993) prioritized the invisibility and permeability of desire, finding power in
desireds abi |l irds)yonheot badiassand ttaisgresshanddesgrprisingly,
some of Sedgwickodés most formidable claims abo
her insights on gothic literature.

In her study of lesbian representabilityclassical Hollywoodtinema Patricia White
(1999)examineshow the introduction of the Motion Picture Production Code in the early 1930s
encodedlecoding strategie§or White,the production codenaceda competing dual desire:

Athe | onging to conf commoamdc dd il iM&mmnd ia s(y o f
production code #Ai nst it utdughtiviewershevgareagin of conno
particularwa y s 0  (iil). I Be9esbiajaccording to Whitd) e c a me iathdigh o st
ma ¢ hi n @ axiii)( VIh&eobserves h 4t ki@ t he concept of the wunc

analysi® when we somehow feel we uninviedngeaningseesidteh at 6 s
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within the ambivalent relationship of cinematic femininity and lesbian desrgung that
fidespite the efforts of industognsors, in the visual language of cinema, lesbianism makes a
dreamli ke, uncanny Samgexaasiemran bedconfmlrticas®d], x xi v ) .
understoodhroughavariety of performative strategies

White, like Sedgwickpays considerable attentiomthegothic, to ghost stories and
haunted houses to flesh out the uncanniness of queer (in)visibilitg ghost, or somewhat
more abstractly, the hauntigg Whi t e observes, fiseems to be pa
guestions of 63).Hdlywbod dftentuyged the gbtBicQadd, horror as alibis to evoke
gueerness and occasionally frame it as (a benign, yet consuming) horrofi itdedf.ror oWh i t e
contends, fican be seen to haorerpusnnqaestbnédni ty wi
reliability of perceptiond the dread oépistemologicalincertaintyis Aibound up with the
representation of Hao White, ¢he (@rgcboded sgréen ljedotn&s @ Jitereh 3 ) .
mirror, reflecting the process of identification taking place inthieatre DiscussingRebecca
(1940),The Uninvited1944), andrhe Haunting1963), White aggests that lesbian audiences
not only identify the relationship betwetrefemale protagonists artdedead women that haunt
them as @Al esbi alne sob ibaunt idanotifisatenpithaehsd@hdsiyd lesbian
protagonist on screefhe uncanniness of sarsex desire can eludbrect enunciationvhile
still making itself identifiableenoughfor those who also understand themselves as ghostly

AA der tpa eoccupation with the figure of the

(1991, 3) develops throughout the twentieth c

homosexual ity coincides with its 0ncerfithe, 6 f or
homosexual as a Ospeciesd6 rather than a o0temp
homosexual 6sdidnitsoa ptpheea rcanocseet 0 (Fuss 1991, 4).

85



instituted duality as the queer norm, which is often why liftnéncloset is described as living a
Adouble | ifeo (Jenzen 2007). The homosexual b
1991, 4). Silencing and suppressing the sexual other rendemeasexualitya spectral force for

which one needed to always be guard. Paranoia, a central feature of gothic literature, became
synonymous with homosexuality, thanks in large part to the work of Freud (Sedgwick 1985).

AGot hic has, in a sense, always been Oquee
Andrew Smith while GeorgeHaggerty (2006pbserves hat t he got hi cd6s | ove
sexuality opens it up to queer reading, challenging an established order of heteronormative
patriarchal sexologyAlong similar linesNi chol as Royl e st atendthe i The
gueer is uncdldege® 6R00GBncdB)aiOnNntPa@l amd &Earmmiev
contendsfic onnect the wuncanny with MayRigog@®®Y (2012,
argues that Amotifs associ attehde owiyt, 0 twhda cuhn cia m
doubling a compul sion to repeat and different for
Queerness, the uncanny, and the gothic imbricate each other conceptually and discursively. It is
no coincidence the gothic novel, the unognand threats of sexual excess and perversity
coincide with the assemblagestfientia sexualigFoucault [1976] 1990}he industrial
revolution and sweeping social reform brought about political revolutions, namely the French
Revolution (Dolar 1991; Blberstam 1995; Royle 2003; Haggerty 2006; Palmer 2012; Botting
2014).1t is also not coincidental that the homosexual appsiacsirsively and visually onscreen
through a gothic lens at a moment when social order, sex, and technology were undergoing rapid
and widespread change.

For Royle, the uncanny@sofia cri si s of the  ,andtirQlu al o (Jen

Jenzen, Athe queer uncanny is foremost concep
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heteronormative at egor y of tTheuncamddstabilizeepistemplog? gnd

norms that together form nasiorder, and the appearance of the homosexual in more solid form
threatened to undo a system predicatedainral ordering througfre)productive seXStacey

2010) The uncanniness of the qrdigure 0 ar g u efunctidne amzeaninder ofi the

O6negat ipreotc,r elmdn ve or Omeaninglessdéd aspects of
het erosexual narrativeo (2007, 9) .

According toJenzenfiThe cultural and epistemological placingoh e queer o6on t |

of , 86 é6at the back ofbd6, 6in opposition todé, an
relation of theunheimlichto theHeimlichdo ( 200 &nz&8nds spatial for mul s
embodied experience of queernass thethreat ofproximity. BuildingonD.A.Mi | | er 6 s (19 8

concept osamesexdesire as an open secret, Jenzen observesadtahe uncannyand
gueerness am®oted in the domesti¢or Jenzequeenessidest abi | i zes the not |
and the knowabley nder mi ni ng the position of the home &
its symbolic function wit hi ninthe pbstibemtionarapgr mat i v
conversations about protecting the family and children symptomatdiatiiosethe internal
threat the homosexual posédlusionsto all thingsdomestian need of protectioreveal the
dependency betwegmivacy, capitalism, and productive s@alberstam 1995; Bronski 1998)
as well aghe threahomosexuality (and later queernegs$es tdhe cohesive identity on which
normativity rests

The closet is a gothic and uncanny space that naturalizes doubling as the queer norm:
Ayou cannot exist outside the closet unless vy
observes Jenze@@07, 13)fiTh e a dj e ct i Jermenénurnidsousatter alid @& a n s

secrecy and the uncanny relates more specifically to secrecy and the structure of the open secret
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in that it symbolizes what is kmam and unknown at the same time ( 2 O OTfie,visiile2 ) .

homosexual I ns pi r e she tineaany effeat is notkhre éear df sdmetbilmgu s e Nt
externally strange or unknowirhutthatwhichii s st rongl y anclbemzered i n th
2007,6 ) . Because, fAin Freudbéstwomdgs ofdéttere rfod @u lble

acknowledge it constitutes a confrontation with the limits of identitlharo f bBehagéver
reminds us of [the] inner Acompul sion to repe
the notion of repetition to the imagéthe doubled writes Jenzei2007,7). Doubling is not only
an inherently queer phenomenon, but also one that is inextricable from queerness.

My brief forays into queer (auto)ethnography and the queer uncanny were meant to
highlight discursive and coaptual overlaps and frictions that structure queer representation and
cultural political discourse after Stonewa&n a subcultural level, the tensions and paradoxical
dynamics between authorship and visibiéiyolveand become more complas backlashes
against gay rights and visibility gain traction, particularly during the AIDS epidéni@ much
broader scale, the technological and social changes that characterize postmodernity will continue
to undermine and modify typical Oedipal accounts of prdineand identity that will coalesce
around the homosexual as thef filgersa¢tifive edBbad
the homosexuakill transforminto afigurativedouble who threatens to absorb all things healthy
and normal into their Hiesh world of sameness

The dhell of the samed Baudrillard identif
regressive return toward the primitj\eefore two opposites needed to merge to produce life
only expands as the homosexual becomes morenand e vi si bl e. As Jenzen
copy of a copy a puts the category of the ori

heteronormative order and privilege via the undoing of +fealele procreation conflate
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anxieties over technology and horagagality, whereby the two becomenceptuallyaligned
with each other. AThe aspect of the uncanny t
the automata is powerful also in contemporary culture as it points towards ogueesit
anxieties hout what constitutes the human and thehanmano (200 7, 8), write
clone marries technology and homosexuality and becomes the threatening double that supersedes
the natural: the clone is a copy that puts the original into crisis, and byiexietne real.

| will exploretheanxieties over mimesendidentificationin greater depth and length in
the following chapteon the killer queer doppelgangé&or now,l wish to lookcloserat how the
discourse | laid out above is represented and@ed)visually onscreeNisual technologies
guantify and qualify people and visibilit$sékula 1986; Tagg 1988, 2009; Seltzer 1992; Crary
1992).But before GayLiberation waseclipsedby arightsbasednovementwe can see the
formationof identity inremedial formonscreen in both fiction and explicit fillRepresentation
in and around Stonewall fourmdmfort in the gothic, whodeopes (the uncanny, haunting,
doubles, and returns) capture the dynamics of gay identity abéigey tanaterialize \sudly

onscreerand discursivelypffscreen.

The NeeGothic and Preand PostStonewall Representation:

Case Study: The Boys in the Band (1970)

As several authors haveted, classical Hollywood cinema was rife with homosexual
allusions and nuanc&g(rns 099, Cohan 1999Miller 1991, 1999; White 199%armer 200Q
Al t hough the traces of types were manifestly i
adaptati on of MBroadtwagCpag helBeyy id the Bar(d 868)thénteforth

Boys9 tha the general public was invited gaze athe homosexual cum gay mantieir natural

=
3

habitatfor the firsttimel t sel f a response to a surge of
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early 1930s (Doherty [1999] 2013; Vieira 1999), the Production Cedsoredexual
representation an@pressed plurality of sexualitiesWhile the UK film Victim (1961) and
Hollywoodd Advise and Conselit962)offered viewers some of the first sustained peeks into
the life of thehomosexuala life filled with blacknail and secrecyt wasBoysthat offered the
first sustained examination déily gaylifed on the cusp oGayLiberation

The film takes place over a single evening and is set almost entirely in the private
residence of Michael, an alcoholic gay man gtungy with his Catholidaith who is hosting a
birthday party for his friend Harold.he opening sequence is the fi
narrativeds oscil | at i hiegns with along takefaéngeithee onal st
medium closaup shot of a red towel embroidered with a golden crown and the words
i PRI N C EISE herlt#mera pans and moves left showcasing a bathroom countertop littered
with an array of products (medical and cosmefitle shothentilts upward as it moves forward
andstops on the bathroom mirrorngled to reveal a man lying in a bathtub covered in soapsuds
scratching the ball of his foothe openindong takechooses to introduce us to the protagonist
through a mirror and places considerable weight on loaded terimses) and iconographies
(cosmetics, bathing), rather than show us the persthre bath or even a mirror reflection

denyng us personal identification.

&

— : . Y L : 5 sgr ’
Boy©Opening Shot Identity through commodity Identification denied
The opening scened6s formal <construction re

respect to their seltlentityd as though always looking at themselves through a mirror,
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understanding themselves through impersonal objects and signs thateincastly outside of

their nichesocialparadigm. The film then cuts to a musical montage of some of the future party
guests ending their day apdeparing for the evening ahéaa brief scene of confrontation at a
gay bar, a shot of @istraughtiookingman alone in a hotel room, and desperate call to Michael
from his friend Donald.

The documentarilaking the Boy$2011) chronicles ththeatricaldevelopment and
adaptation oBoysinto film andtheir receptiorby the community and press. The documenisry
largely comprised of historical footage and interviews with those involved in the theatrical
prodiction and cinematic adaptatidrplaywright Mark Crowley, a few of the surviving actors
(many have passed away from AHD8ated illnessgsthefiimd s tbri Willara Friedkin, and
various gay writers, actors, and community figulesre pl ay was a huge succ:
release just after Stonewalhsnot as well received he adaptation was perceived as
anachronistic and datefleveral interviewee®lt the narrative belonged to another era and was
incommensurate with a public move toward being loud and proud and away from shame and
secrecylndeed significantportions of the documentary are dedicated to analyh@gultural
reasons behind the nart i migabrejection by large segment$ the gay public bugenerally
positive reception by straight critidsdward Albee, the playwright most known for penning
Whoodos Afraid dI962Wbiuntlgstates that he/oppdsBdytheatrical
production because he felt it caused fiserious
movement amamnhuman beings in New York Cityii |  w e n The Boys inghe Bargkveral
times 0 Aréchllsfand more and more | saw an audience there of stsaigit were so

happy to be able to see people they didndot ha
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In their retrospective monograph on queer cinema, Benshoff and Griffin (2006)
acknowledgaBoyuncomfortable @cement in the queer film carnfichastised for its
negatv e st ereotypes as we(L4D). Tlaedimwasilaled ab a @dassicdor gay ¢
putting gay identity out there without restra
subjectsvho werepositive role models. The character of thé-selting gay man who lusts after
his hunky straight friend he wishes were @ilychael)and the flaming snakengued bitch
employed in the artdHarold)are two enduring personalities who were as problematic then as
they are now: depending on who you dabkkese characters are either archetypes or stereotypes.
Thisis probably why so much disgust is directed toward characters such &s dsas@o gay
man struggles with his sexualiby lusts after straight men, as if queeny wit has been erased
fromgayme n 6 s v o@eadbdudr their geffoathing and cold calculating nastiness, these
characters likewise articulate enduring sentiments and cultural speciiditieg continue to
exist as reminders of the normative system gays and lesbiaassethled. Whether positive or
negative Boysplanted the seed for ongoing political battles over representation.

Making the Boysighlights how gay represitation and selperception were, and in
many ways still argfiltered through a majoritarian lengia its intervieweeshe film speaks to
the psychological revolution the Stonewall riaghered inwhat was initially celebrate@oy9
was within a few yearsdismissegdandeven a source of shani&oyprolapsed temporality
uniquely positions it within genealogy of queer representation because it highlights how the
tensions between fipasto and fipresento within
revolves around evalwuative judgements about w
large. The im captures the enduring paradtrat coms with being on display foan officially

hostile otherandthe social political, andperceptuatplits thatfollows. Boysindexes the sudden
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political and social transformation of desire into an identity thaemsingly became something
to be perf or me dandimneedoffcenstamttmioretoridysd yed ih Boysis an
archival documendf who gay men were and how they felt prior to Stonewall, calling the film
regressive and keelling the represenians amegative become easy vty brush off some the
traitsthat develop within gay culture alade as seltreated as they are imposed.

BecausdBoyswas the first film to exclusively feature openly gay characters and deal
with some of the internal aodlicts and external problems that come with -gadntifying as gay,

Boysis akin to not onlyearly ethnography buatlsozoologyd as if a new species had just been

di scovered, captured, and put on displsany. As
apparatus that is also a cultural practice in which the Other (species) is brought close and yet
kept apart, d%999,H3)sha liomosekuabaly aanedeediscqvered as a

species at the end of the niedith centurybutthe gay(wo)man was discovereid 1969.
Referring back to Al beeds observation about h
have paid money to appreciate the writing and performances, it would be incorrect to assume that
they didnodt go ikemprvadeavhen hoalieinggwvatghatlatahingBoyisfeels

like one is observing the hasexual in his natural habifatontained in theiprivate domicile

wherethey aresafelykeptto be studied and observed at a distance.

Depending on who is being obged, cinematic representatioarctake on zoological
gualities,as though the frame were a cage and the lens less a peephole than a magnifying glass.
Watching narrativéiction film is generally understood asform of voyeurism, anBoy$setting
in a private homeavould support this correlation; howevas gay men living a serout life in
the latter half of the 60s, these characters represent peopléengbistand themselves as

subjects who are always observeth e peephol e anal ogutecadturethey eur i s
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type of observation taking placeewd r e n ot r thadhdractershenythey ejfectively
know that @Aweodo are there watching them. Even
those characters understand themselves as intggaefubjects of the gaze, the fourth wall that
hides the audience is td@nslucento qualify as invisible. These gay men knew they were on
display.

The semitranspareriourth wall alsodiminishes thdeigneddistance between subject and
object probkematizingthe zoologicalgazes t aci t pr omi seThé¢ o mai nt ai n
scrutinizing and censuring gaiewhichthe charactersubject themselves incorporates our
supposedly detached and maiflectiveone complicating neat patterns of identificatidghour
gaze is implicated, ibur gazeaffects the diegesithen wé rnet really watchingrom a safe
distancewe affectthe characterandtheyaffect us tooln many ways, the question of distance
and identificatiorencapsulates the problem of authgrsithe film was directedy a
heterosexuaklthoughdone so rather faithfullyand although made for a general audience (read:
straight audience), it was adapted for screen by Matt Crowlegdty@aywright) himself and
featured a mixture of straighgay, and sexually undefined actaise divisions between
ethnography and autoethnogra@rgnd always so clear cutJnlike laterqueerworks wherehe
divide would be promoted and more carefully monitor&hyoreleaseredates aolidified gay
identity.

Boysremains a controversial film because it still manages to britigesurface the
unresolved issue of publicly disseminating queer knowledge and the ethics of making the
intricacies of gay life and identity transparentBdysis for a gay audiesg, is it possible to
portray characters as individuals rather than representative figures meant to speak on behalf of an

entire unnamed mass? If not, then to what degree does it portray its characters as men who
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happen to be gay armdehaving a bad nightaind to what degree does it seemingly put them, and

by extension all gay men, under a microscope to be examfitdRusso ([1981]1987) argues

that nevery attempt at portraying gays or the
mainstream trade pubftionsat the times u ¢ hTineelsailedThe Boys in the Barak a

6l andslide of truthsoéo (170). Fictional repre
still are, perceived as evidentiary truths, especially by those from the outside looHKihg in.

gueer diegesis is almost always an uncanny microcosm of queteatifee experience at

distancé@ half fictional and half factual.

There is a sense thidtns like Boysare tantamount tprivacyviolations, as though a
series of surveillance cameraesw e secretly set wup i n a random
how homosexual s behayv é akindofsenlity élewsion shawdefopeu b | i ¢ 6
reality television existed. Even thouBloysis based on a play by a gay playwright, the film
becomeghe equivalent of forced exposuss though the film were a secret personal recording
or home movie that was projectdeakiomttoo ai du tgi rsc
someone who is closeted. When looking at a history of ptustewall represeation and sel
representation, consent becomes an underlying, if not directly articulated, concern that
conceptually aligns representation with surveillance, likewise highlighting why the need for
authorship was at the forefront of Liberation discourse.

According to Paulina Palmer, Athe disconcer
sometimes has of living in two interlinked but disparate worlds, the heteronormative and the less
immediately visible one of the lesbian and gay subculture, lends itself pentticuell to
uncanny tr e at Wmeatwe obsefve iBdysts the dff@cisvhen these two worlds

colideAccor di ng t o Bdysahaové&al foeus it gn hdwlthe film brings gothic
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and camp conventions into relation with one anothertot i cul at e i nside/ out si
dynamics within a highly ambivalent and transitional gay discourse, one that complicates
dichotomies of prédpostSt one wa l | and negative/ positive rep
Powell,Boygothic conventionsind aestetic® half-invited guests; the return of the repressed;
deep shadows and stark lighting contrastlized framin@ articulate the irbetweenness of
samesexdesireon the cusp of the identity revolution. He argues that
the fil mds p o sdark,ipasitive and negative,lheagneds and @ade, index
not only some the ways in which it is formally invested in rhetorical frameworks of
coming out and/or being closeted, but more importantly manages to capture some of the
complicated ways in which cong out, at this particular moment, existed in a complex
relationship between its conventional meaning within queer/homosexual social networks
and the new meanings assigned to it within gay liberation discourse (2011, 186).
The discursive shift brought alidoy Stonewall plays out figuratively through the heterosexual
other invading the private and seclddpu e er space. Al though queerne
who threatens the heteronormative coherence o
athird of theway throughBoys the pattern is reversed.
Prior toA | a arrival, the atmospheet Mi dsktan@vialtasd the guests are
cheerful and gregarious. Whéhi c hael 6 s st r &is grdséncefhasiareimmdediaga r i v e S
andnoticeable effelg changing the entire n@ and direction of the evenirigveryone, especially
Mi chael , t en sence puisgeveryohé an rdyes wepghselown morale, and makes
everyone noticeably uncomfortabtemporarily forcinghe party guestgartially back nto the

closet Rather than the homosexual, the heteroakisithe unwanted guest whoeatens the
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sanctityand privacyof the homeWhat was once a private space has now been rendered

publicd the characters are under surveillance.

Prior ans arri 7_  ter Al ands ‘Ar rival
The atmosphereisburdashb y Al an 6 snd creflegpedinthd i | més aest het
shittPowel |l argues that fAthe filmés organizati on
pre/post liberationexpei enceo i s Afirst indicated in the s
arrivalod it h e f i | mgb-anglas and tracking shots marks his entry with foreboding and
foreclosure; the framing quite literally containing the groups of men the neareshé gef 2 0 1 1 ,
188).Af t er Al ands arrival ,Perfomativilmeeoomesliterad r t hei r b
performance:he characters become charactdormingfot he ot her 6s gaze.
Alan serves many caeptual ad narrative functions but moshportantlyhe
foregroundghe uncanniness shmesexsexuality whichplays out most vividly through the
emotional conflict betweenima nd Mi chael . Powell notes how th
conventionally carried out i npatshhe ugpootnh ipcr etsherna
(Powell 2011,192; citing Botting 1996, 171)n Boys,Alan is positioned as both a figure and
facilitator of thereturn of the repressedle i s a person fromgsbbtkc hael 6s
unresolved feelings batlsoheightens the ormmjng conflicts Michael continues to experience

with his sexwuality i s mudhwantAfardlantotwant Him\Vehata e | do

Michaelreallywantsis to be like Ala® straightAl an i s the incarnation o
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be straightAlani s Mi chael 6s doubl e, a figurative bund]|
past and from the repressed in corporeal féklan is both a figure of desire and dréad
reminder of what Michael wants but can never be.

After being introduced to all theapty guests, Alan and Michael head upstairs for a
private conversatiorlhe stark and dramatic contrasts between #&p dhadosand soft
lightngseem t o f or es had ¢ Wutthelseeme&@mds Witlcoat mlaexeglingd u t
whatMichaelso desperatglwants to heaiSimilarly to Michael, Alan is clearly struggling with
aninternalconfica nd doesndt seem al | Jdtstmethingermmpthe r t abl e
mosttheatrical and effeminatef the guests, brings out in both of them. As the two share a
intimate moment, the film cuts back and forth between medium-aleshots that underscore
their closenesand mediumong shots that situate them in the ioessof the bedroom. As the
t wo dance around the obviousr e denauplimyand or on M
symbolically connects the twdheyar e each ot herds mirror doubl e
down their guard and be honest with their counterpart. This rare moment obrsafadi

confidentialityis the first moment where thar a t i othéc Gvertorgesnanifest henselves

aestheticallyn such an evident amner.

|
A private conversation n  Mi ¢ h a e | Sksadowsuhdersoe#l ands i nternal ¢
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Alh and Michael connected via the mirror
Al a n 0 s nogcantamedibysthe cinematic frame: it is discursively connectéto
oft he audience. AAl ands character [ i sHowelhe sur
contendsand his surveillance of this private gay space narrows the distana@ehetw
representation and realityhis gaze is as real as itis figurativel ands gaze regul at €
controls the behaviour of the characters, visualignegperformativity ofsilence enacted lihe
closet When Alan is present, most of the men adopt mdoesed personas, while others, such
as Emory, adopt more defiant ones. Just before Harold arrives, all the men find themselves
gathered in Michael 6s |iving roés. aAgeAl aowpr
unwanted other culminates, anddecomes confrontatior@lEmoryj ust canét hel p b
few final jabs. Alan becomes violent after Emory questions his sexyalinching Emory in the
face whil e c al Afternhg schifie m brakenfyplaradamives and Alan heads
updairs to vomit and collect himseBurveillance can inspire revolt.
The party continues witrelative ease until a thunderstorm forces the men inside,
containing thenin all-too-closedark quartersAs the guests quickly make their wagpm the
rooftop erraceinside Michael turns on aeveral pairs of miniature spotlights located at the
corners of the living roopiterally and figurativelysetting the stage for thgopcoming emotional
spectacleTo pass the time Michael suggests they play a game. easbrpdials a former lover

and poses a series of intimate questions. One receives a corresponding number of points based on
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the number of questions that are answelvéd.c h aomcé yight andibrantliving roomhas
beentransformed into &urdenedyothic spaceisolatedand enclosed by the harsh weajluark,

brooding, and encumbered with volatile emotions. The stagaw perfectlyset for the

repressedds return.

Mi chael 6s | iving room has now been tra

The chiaroscuralght i ng not only renders Michael 0s

ti me, but also a psychol ogi c dhe Exteaminatieg Aldel encl o
(1962pt he men want to | eave, but they ceahdt. The
emotional Russian roulettalmost possessed by a force beyond their comibl.c hael 6s | i vi

roombecomes a metaphoric synoptidbatalmostseems tdorce the mento divulge their

buriedpastunder harsh floodlights. The lights at the cosrdrthe roomare prominently

featured throughout this extended sequeaseéhough they themselves are characterdcast

an oppressive blanket of light thadrries clinical overtonegrequentiow-angleshots of the men

with the floodlighs staring down ethem from up above reinfor@n atmosphere of judgment

and examination t hey are under .each othero6s surveill e
The extended final scene is an allegory for coming\Mat watch these mdake turns

calling former loves andselfinflict pain and traumgareliving the moment when they discovered

their differencel n f ront of e v er yevealdhgisinngr pathgandialjhougty e s t h e

surrounded by friends theyevulnerableand completelyalonf.he sceneds religio

undertones are hard to missj the confessions theg¢surrecthe ghosts from the past lead to
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alienation rather tharedemptionAfter Alan callshiswife cr ushi ng Mi chael

will come out, andafterhis guests leave, Mhael falls to the floor crying. Confession hasn

liberated hind he isstill trapped.

The home is the emblematic symbol of the Freudian uncdr@imlich/unheimlichand
is oftenusedmetonymically to represette private spherand privacyln queer discourse the
home is a highly ambivalent spateit times associated with the closet, at times a space of
domestic and familial alienatioandat times a refuge and sanctuarfie queer homés
uncanny it is ahauntechome.lt is precisely these feelings of alienaticaimbivalence, and
frustrationthat the extended final telephone game sequence unraelscen&ranslaésinner
tormentto discoursesubjecting itto judgement and scrutinyhe final sequencéasualizes the
violenceo f t he c |, bu &so thesdissuisiVeemges taking place on the streets.

Boygfinal scene, in many ways, becomesetaphorial cinematicprimal scene
returning to the traumatimomentof conception from which wecan never seem to escape.
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Consideringts emotional brutality, it is understandable that the gudltlen, overly
melodramatic conclusion would be received negatilagliiberation activists and critiga the
postStonewall eraThe final scene challenges one of the nascent movém@s most pr eci
ideals:confession and visibilitasunequivocally freeingf twenty-first century gayrights
pol iguidingméntras i t g Bdyssugdest thdt may nad, or at least not for
everyone. Tere is a reflexivacknowledgmenaboutthe unavoidable difficultieghat come, and
will come, withit @i o un g di r towtinlpablic.nTHerfiyndtself almogiresciently
foretells the polarizing responsegdantinies toelicit.
If the charactersr Boysunderstood themselves advmcts alwgs being watchedeven
from within the privacy of the homé, is because they wemwaysalreadybeing watchegnot
by Alan, butby Michad. If the film anticipates its own negative reactithent hr ough Mi c h a e
charactert also foreshadowthediscourse ofelf-surveillance that will overtake the political
and visuaterrain In Boyswe can see the formation of a cohesive identity develppungwve
can also sethe strains between performance and performativitycivaie with articulaing

identityandwill anchorfuturequeer critique

GothicHard Core
Prior to theatricahard coregagfilm screeningsbeefcake videos and magazines, and
underground cinem@Vaugh 1996[2001] 2004 Tinkcom 2002 Escoffier 2009) provideday
menwith a sexual outletAs the production code lost steam avaseventually abandoned and
replaced by the rating system, films featuring explicit sex found their witig teilverscreen.
Deep Throa{1972) is popularly perceived as being the first major ttozslty released
pornographic film in Americavhen in fact itwaspr eceded by WEh&Bofsinel d Poo

the Sandwhich was released the year before in 18it, ilike Deep ThroatBoys in the Sand
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was not the first (gayard cordeature film to sbw in a publictheateds, Li nda Wi | | i ams
remindsusit was , thefisbeverkaf grapliic movingmagepornography to reap giant
returns on a very s mAcdoldingtactseotf mertr 9 GBZ@d8 Fr Ak
first city wherehard coe features were played extensively. It had happened almost ovérnight
by 1969 the city already had twerftye theatres offerinpard corenovi es o6 (2009, 57)
Newfound freedoms ushered in a surge of creatithiy late 60s and 70sesoften
referredtoa Hol | ywoodds fARenai ssanceo or ANew Hol |
Harris 2008, 2009)Although Hollywood (and internationdi)jmmakers pushed and broke down
several boundaries,n or der to avoid the morally iand eco
2009),few films dared to showcase scenes of expdiek Instead, sexually explicit
representation was ficontainedo within the real
Althoughpornographidilm makes had themselves opted for narrative structures with
explcit sexual nterludes, by 1974arrative became the easiest alibi to pass sex off as something
with redeeming social value sAEscoffier writes:
Throughout the early seventies the legal status of pornography was in flux. In 1970, the
federal Commission on Obscendgd pornography had recommended decriminalizing
porn for adults. In 1973, the Supreme Court made its landdesikion inMiller v.
California, where it decl ared that was obscene |
worthandi f it |laskeldi Osrarny, artistic, politic
of Miller v. California, plot offeredthe adult industry a basis for legally defending
sexually explicit film productions because
flmmakerstochi m t hat their fil mséhad some redeen

scientific valug(2009, 79).
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The Aporn chicdo er a wakandlapdeal janardhtivé Ginerpaéicr t by

pornography remaineggroximate to cinem#o legitimate itsdl but far away enougso to

distinguish it as something unique. With the ascent of video and VHS technology, the usage and

function of narrative, along with the entirety of pornography and the porn industry, underwent
significant revision.

Besides dew critiques mostly by legal scholar Christopher N. Kendddbut implied
gender conformityand inequality (Kendall 1992001,2004, 206) anda 1985 article by Waugh
for JumpCut that straddlethe fencegay maleas well agesbian andjueer pornography
(Ryberg 2012have generally been seen as positive fercg@ay/queer porn is often seen as a
concentrically located safe spasegherein the spectacle of gdgsbian/queesex validatesnd
celebratesamesex desire and exposes the hypocrisy of heteross®usdrmativity (Burger
19950 so much so that recent porn scholars heisedjays and queers ekewingthe
discussion of pornography too far to the positive and affirming sidagH2814. Aside from
important critiquesbout the representation aiceand nationalitfFung, 19910rtiz 1994;

Radel 2001Nguyen2004;Mahawatte 2004; Cervulle 2008grvulle and ReeRoberts 2009;
Healey 2010Subero 2010a, 2010b, 2QEitt 2014; Tziallas 203), seeing se%or gay men and
womenwas and remainsféiedeeming social valueand important source of personal and social
validaton.To accur ately retrace figiraivei@bdAosvithbubagmy o f
inclusion of pornographthusamounts to an impossible task.

Representations of explicit sexthe 70snot only validated while archiving the
aboveground culture that was physically growing and expandingsasgusral major cities, but
their public exhibition also doubled as sites of social integrai@mampagne 1997, Cante and

Restivo 2004; Campo 2005) With the rse of home video technology, ascent ofgag male
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studio systemand arrival of the AIDS epidemipornography interveriin the gay male social
psychology to aevengreater degre@Mercer 2006)The 80s saw AIDS activists pressure

studios tauniformly adopt condomsandthe Castro clone (burly, plaid shirt, tight jeans,

machismo attitude) at t he behest of Fal wasslowiyteplatedos o he

with the clean cut boy next door (white, athletic, blonde) asé¢wepototype, orgay ideal

(Mercer 2003)Holmespracticallyre-engineered gay sociality and fantasy through pornography
(Escoffier 2009)As important isHolme® mvolvement in the Human Rights Campaign, the
largest LGBT lobby in the United States. Holmesdamee part of an emerging gay elite who used
their money to fund (Democratipplitical campaigns and pustrightsbased agend&dd o | me s 6
vision of gay identity was pusklthrough the images as well as the politics he finarféed.

Although narrative providedornography an alibmanyearlyhard cordilmmakers

di dndét see their wor kofrenscineamaomtkeemseivesgs di stinctly

i p or n o goinstgadh, they saw themselvessigled filmmakers taking advantagg a
newly liberated political ashsocial (and legal) environment and sensib{liEgcoffier 2009)
Narrative was used aritical toolto visualize the disavowed homoerotic undertones that
permeate homosocial environments and to legitimmenurturea growing visible collective.
Narat i veds pri mary pur p eserualiaatvitypwithinrapagticudap hy i s
fantasy that is often rooted in the quotidian. Narragives desire a specific texturbut
narrativealsofacilitates a complex process alentification

In whatfollows | look at two works by pioneering gay porn filmmaker Wakefield Poole

and compare and contrast two very different representations of gay life around the Stonewall era:

®See Mi k eSe8dMoiey: The Ghick Holmes S{@315) foran indepth look at

Fal con Studio and Hol mesd6 influence.
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the pastoral and the urbdichard Dyer observes thihe narrative structuref gay porn is
analogous to aspects of the social construction of both male sexuality in general and gay male
sexual pr act i c e LikeBoygiratnetBandBuyk ia thedSarididdBijdus(1)972)
appuopriate the gthic to express and mirror @mergng inchoateidentity and the uncanny

relations betweethe explicit screen and realitjornography perhaps even more so than
mainstreantinema,played and continues to play a vital role in shaping gay identity and sociality
because of early and comtied efforts by porn filmmakers to represent gaythfeugh the lens

of desireon screed regardless of, and at times directly in responsestgningpolitics.

Case StudyBoys in the Sanfl971)

Set on Fi r eThe Boysanthe SartfencaidrteSang is amagical realist
documentary of gagummetife in New York Cityd part travelogue document and part gothic
fantasy.The film gpers with Peter Fiskmaking his waydown ashadowfilled boardwalk
swathed in foliagéo a desertetbeach Whenhearrives, he layslown a blanketlisrobesand
sits idly, staring into the open wasethead The film briefly fades to black and then backRisk
on the beach a few timesignalling that some time has passex that the diegesis has
transitioredto analtered state of realityrhe film cuts to a long shot taken frofiskd s p oi n't
view of the watewhere, ait of nowhere, a nudéasey Donovaappearsata distanceand
begins taun toward the shore.

From the very beginning, the film projects an image feeling ofutopia, of freedom
and sexual abuahce available to gay men molated Fire Islandwhich sjust a short ferry ride
away from New York CityAlthough a physicallyeal space, at the tint@re Island was both a

refuge and unreal space tilsaenedto exist in some sort of parallel universe outsidgmé and
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normative orderThe utopia ofire Island thoughwas not without drawbacks and problerits
culture wagpredominately white witlstrong preferences for certain body types, mogtly
available to those with the economic privilege to visit and stay.

Fire Island is |l ess a utopia than what Fou
([1967]11986: not only an escapfrom the urban ghetto, but adptically) reatlife fantasy
spacewvhere gay men can go to temporarily live as though they were in an actual pornographic
film. Sandd s magi c al realism captures the feeling o
(Williams 2008, 146), fusing together representation and re@ldgly enough, rather than
taking away from thé i | docdumentary qualitySands fantastical elements buttress timque
socialreality of Fire Island:the bundance of sex, theawanti ngenc)
culture of promiscuity that borders on anonymithere people literally appear out of nowhere,
merge together for brief periods of time, and then disappearstandard technique of-on
location shooting here interpellated gay audienga the use of real gay space

When Donovan arrives at the shdfesk begins to fellatdim. Cutting to a closeip of
Donovan wssed Os ksdos, h a naffsceentotom arfd mavenupisflat, slightly
hairytorsa A few shots taken from behind and to the sifi€iskfellating Donoan adds fan
auraofmystey, rather than one of <clinical clarityo
leavingthe beach and maig their way to the more secludstrubbery a few metresvay.
Enveloped by trees and soft shadows in $bimiprivate spacethe two men tendgrembrace
and havesex onthe blanketFisk broughtalong from the beackrotected by the privacy of
nature, the men leisurely perform oral on each other and have anal sex in several positions,
concluding with external ejaculation, bringing the encountdrarinar r ati veo t o a ¢

[1989]1999)A Li ght i ng SargWiliams contentdsq2008n146).
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The shadows t hat pagnotonly withtlee fealiagrobtempdratudei e s
(hot sun, cool shade) but also vision, obscuring sitegétration, denying maximum visibility.
The first scene defies typical, and now rigid, pornographic syntax, yet at the same time begins to
lay its foundation. Ibegins with kissing and oral stimulation and is followed by anattpation
(Donovan penettang Fsk). It ends wittbonovan ejaculating intoiFs k 6 s mout h (iAf eed
and all over his face, rubbinginto his skin afterwardandconcluceswith Donovan orally
finishing off Fisk.While the oral scenes showcaseaer equality, the anal scesmheres to a
top/bottom binaryWhile the oral and anal scenes play with a variety of shot Isragiti
distances, the anal scene in particelschews the type of ult@l o s e fismoe a(t Wislhloita ms
[1989] 1999) that wilcometo characterze pornographyn the future The serene and tender

interactions are beautifully captured, litus the way the scene ends that is most intriguing.

1 v
The epticism of a tender touch Visible, but not too visible

-—

The ntimacy of sharig fluid Fisk: from real to ghost
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There are two points to be made. FirstlyFask brings himself to orgasm, the film
rapidly, almost hypnotically, cuts back and forth to previous séefResk walkirg to, and sitting
at, the beacl)onovan making his way to the shomexual activity betweeRisk and Donovan
that had justranspired This brief montage scermaptures not only the imp@ance of memorgs
a Aper sonal ,sasasowde offaptasyand aroasal ghethe rolepornography
plays, and will pl ay, as s odcas arepositquydhatumerges me mo
with personal and collective (sexual) memobesoming a shared experienced and source of
arousal Secondly, &er Fisk ejaculates (on top of Donovaand they seal their affection with a
(sticky) kiss,Fiskremoves his cock ringand placesi ar ound Donovanods wri st
this cock ringcan be read in several waysit consideringrisk leaves the secluded enclave and
heads toward the waterdinuns off and disappears into the horizon leaving Donovan at the
shoreFiskd s ¢ o s ksymboliobgnd (vedding band?) that binds them togetlrésk
evaporates into thin air, leaving Doran to carry o the narrativeseting Fisk up as Donovard s
doubled asin all doppelganger narrativesnly one can remain.
Sandis bothahard coregothic film and a gothidard cordilm. The ghostly appearance
and disappearanad a beautifudouble, asecludedspace saturated with the energy of previous
passionshatseem tdhauntit, and the cloak of tree silhouettes collectively invokegdidic.
Repdition is a key feature of theothic (and the uncannygnd the opening sequence is
somewhat repeated later on when Donovan drops a tablet into a swimming paobtret
man, Danny DCioccig, appears out nowhere. ld&ims over to Donovan whersimilady to
beforethetwo have sexoh he wat er s (pool 6segshaelavge under a
ThegothicinSandd o e s n 6t | u shetweemepstougayadeity et alsothe

feeling of heterotopia endemic to this transitional per@mkaking of queer film (in Canada),
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Waugh (2006xontendd hat At he noti on of O6other placed i
and practice of a cinema that addresstheex i ence and de,sarguiegthatf 6ot he
i n anetropolitan spaces have indeed funn n a cruci al way as heter
Challenging a gay filncanonthat trumpets the urban space as a zone of freedom far away from
the conservative baakardness of the ruralyaugh conceives of the pastoralkaopen, flexible,
less regudted, and thus more liberated, space for play.

Heterotopias are manifestly gothic: physical and mental spaces that are utepier
nor dystopia, but something efséiminal, interstitial, multipleAs Bot ti ng points ol
main features of Gothic fiction, in neoclassi
note that the AGothic remains ambivalent and
relaions hi p between pr esent gothicahd hetarstepaaré 2012, 22)
ambivalent and pgnant with diverging potentialsn the case ddandthe gothicindexesthe
metamorphosis of gay subjectividyring atransitianal era undergoing rapid ainge.Sandis an
uncanny filmandh e f patalfeléegisodes andndestructure formally redouble its
uncanninesdts gothic aesthetics and conventiobsng to surface the uncanniness of post
Stonewall gay cultuge familiar, unfamiliar, andall-too-familiar; wherepast and presegive

rise to a feeling ofwo similar peopleo-existingat the same tim&.

“Published posthumously in 1986, Foucaul t ds p
based on a lecture he gave in 1967 and is itself a transitional piece. The idea of a heterotopia is
parttybi ogr aphi cal, capturing n-stiuctucaismagndhi ucaul t 0 s
growing interest in space, visibility, and the formation of subjectivity that culminate with the

publication ofDiscipline and Punisin 1975, but | would also argue hisbgective

transf or mat i o nAlso sed Millerd999.gay man. 0O
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Sandc s where heterotopia intersects with wha
Al t h ou g h stMpfocasedsod midineteenthcentury English éterosexual literary
pornography, his argument that pornography 1is
is always ready f or ,aaptyréshhe esgeoce ¢f pothd&nbgraptyand 7 , 2
postStonewall gay culturéSand Fire Islandand gay culture in and around Stonewall are
heterotopias and pornotopias: heteropornotdpi@ther spaces, both mental and physical, that
exist concentrically on a different plane and in a different dimension wherein reality and fantasy
meldwith one anotbr.

The representation and experience of heteropopi@ howevergdoes not occur within a
vacuum. For one thing, the hypersexual promiscuity of Gay Liberation also helped to
unknowingly infect and spread HIV/AIDS before it manifested into alfislvn plague. In
addition, the utopia of Fire Island was limited to a rather small number aehiikéded and
|l ooking peopl e. The f i dpeakssnostpoomindntly tbithis goineA x u a |
extended masturbatory fantaslyesequence featasDonovanimagining all the things he would
do with thehunky black repairman (Tommy Mooreprking on the power lines outside his
window. After failing to seduce the repairman, Donovan is left with nothing but his imagination
and his rather large black dildbhesequence features numerous frantic swish shots that
purposely blur the line between fantasy and reality, showing Moore there in physical form one

second and an empty space the next.
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and not there

Although breaking the taboo ofterracial couplings early on, its eroticism is rendered
safe by framinghe activityas pure fantasy. Thisfcoursesd oes not take away fr
eroticismand its ability to be enjoyed as a sensual visual speciadét does contain its
trarsgressive potentials at the border by relocating the couple to the realm ofdasetsyy it
both fAel sewhere, 0 twhean @t h ear amlddodosd,re fasi doefieedTste,
scene is surprisingly progressive in its depiction of interracialMeore and Donovan penetrate
and fellate each other, eschewing hierarchical binaries, both racial and pendtrativer e 6 s
cyclical appearance artisappearancesualizeone of the mogprominent featuresf boththe
gothic and the uncanny: repetitidut although s ghostlike presence gives him power over
Donovan practically possessing him, compelling him to do things to himself in order to bring
them closer, itlso renders himothing moretham f i g me nt (thé priblegedovhite n 6 s
ma n émaginatonThat i s, wuntil the very end when the

door é

The fantasyf takingblackcock The reait OmavingblackcocK?
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Despite the overtones of fantaSand documentary qualisand realisnshouldri be
downplayedLarge intervals between the sex sequences are filled with shots of Donovan
enjoying the scenery and the space, and of Poole giving Donovan the star ti@atiosstp
shots of his face and long shots that languorously cling teutie bodyIn a voiceover
commentary provided byooleto Sand s r e ma s, hexongstentlyg refergt8andas a
Ahome movie, o0 emphasizing the | ack of a budge
(24:40), and the mixture of professional and amatediormers. The beautiful sceneayarm
colour palette, and professional cinematography §aseda home moke feel with higher
production value® a phenomenon that returns in twefitgt century with the blurring of
amateur and commercial pornograpfatching the film one gets a sense of what Fire Island
was like back in the latter half of 60s and early 70s: a serene getaway where sex was freely
avail ableéfor those who could afford it and w

Donovan i snét thebktartreatmdnty Theofimeplages considela
emphasis on Fire Isladdi ¢ pdactically a star in its own rigiRool describes the film as a
traveloguestating that heisedit as away toshowcase andducate gay men aboaispaceand
culturethatmany had onl heard about buieverseenor experienced for themselvgz2:20).

The biographical overtones afich o me mo v i e 0 ¢eelmot onlgsettherseaagedot o g u e
future gay tourisriravelogue poréd Men offiX; d&scape tagixXo (Waitt and Markwell 2006

Tziallas 20153 but alsoalign Sandwith an emerging corpus dbcumentary and
autobiographifethnographic filnthat attempt to capture the experience and feeling of an
emerging gay subjectivity and cultuteis the emphasis on education, learning, documenting

anddisseminating informatignmages, and, most importantly, feelings of gay life thake
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Sandsuch a landmarklm. Sandset thediscursive and visuabne for explicit gay representation

in the 70sandbeyond

Case StudyBijou (1972)

The tension btween desire and identity and the productive role that film played in
helping to facilitate the move from a pte thepostStonewall consciousness drest articulated
in anot her of P o odfter®asdBfjou. A differerd type afgothid a year
filmmaking, Bijou mixes dark isolated spaces, heavily stylized and subjective lighting and
cinematography, andeepself-exploration into a surrealistrotic spectacldn his manifestdhe
Rise and Fall of Gay Culturl997), Daniel Harris makes anpartant observation about gay
pornographic filmsafter Stonewall He writes:
In the years immediately following Stonewall, the neogothic strain that taints many gay
films appealed to homosexual sé internalize
turpitude, a stereotype that pornographers exploited by arousing their viewers with
subliminal images of decadence and degeneracy. Haunting dreamscapes in which
darkness served as a psychical analogue of the depravity of gay sex struck a deep chord
withasubcuir e t hat 6s al ways been marginalised &
hellish world of furtive cruisers, condemned to anonymous sex, who flitted in and out of

parks and rest rooms in pursuit of unmentionable passion.

In fact the entire history of gay seltceptance since Stonewall can be discerned from the
changes that have occurred in the lighting of gay films, from the spectral setting of the
1970s to the brilliant clinical lighting of present days, which take place in spaces free of

guilt, of the erotis of sin. Contemporary pornography is anchored in the hereaam in
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real bedrooms and real cars, rather than in the indeterminate fantasy realms whose
flickering light and dramatic chiaroscuro provide an almost allegorical representation of
the stealthyconditions under which homosexuals were forced to meet and cruise (117
118).
Al t hough | appreci at e coripletey agreewsth hahbavyhangded t i on s,
criticism. Thegothic may partiallyarticulate feelings of shamieutwhat it mostly ommunicates
is afeeling of somethingthercoming into being throughthe selfof the imageopr, through the
image of the selfThegothicd o e s n 6 t after tiseanpnedate poestonewall erain fact,
the gothic wouldcontinuouslybe alluded toanddeployedfor years to come both pornography
and cinemdo underscore moments where identity is coming undone
Harris is correct in his observation that contemporary gay male pornography leans toward
clinical bright lighting which seems to put identitghe body, and sex under the microscope for
examinatio® mostly thanks to video andtér digital technology But t he move fr om
(dark, brooding, spectral, haunting)fiurveillanceé (bright, antiseptic, maxiom visibility) is
not, as we shall seas cleaicutasthr r i s6s observati ofFocssingbout | i gl
specifically onBijou for the momentwhat we see ia gothic journey through the selfarithe
screenBijou goes furthethatBoysandSandin directly implicating film asan increasigly
integral component djoth self and social identidyit is aneo-gothic portraitof theemerging
power andseductive allure afeeing oneseliepresented on the big screen.
Bijou beginsby following around three unrelated characters: a man drivirag,aac
woman walking down the street, and a ft@script male construction worker presumably
making his way homeStarting with a series of shaky haheld shots of men working on a

construction site, the three separgtt@ylines converge when the denhits the woman and the
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construction worker grabs her purse and walks away. At hitme&onstruction worker
examines h e pconteate andamong other things finds an invitation to someplace called
fiBijou. @he followingten minutesarespent watching ths A s 4signdied ghant(several
posters of nude women are hung around his apartment) preparing for the @ww&homgering,
masturbating, getting dressed. From there he heaadadescript building ian industrial part
of the city and heads to thecond floor.

Upon enteringhis dimly lit and almost claustrophobic spabe is greeted by female
ticket takerandwhat appear to beounds fom a carnivalHe hands the woman the pass and
enters a pitctblack room. He lights his lighter, but seeshiog. Seconds later a sigluminates
telling him t aspitRleasoappeadht shiees dowan a single chairHe
sits, takes off his shoes, and walks toward the sign. He enters another room enclosed by mirrors
andwhere smoke billowindrom places unknowhovers oveand covershe floor. Another sign
appear s: A ReBeecomeliesand aftefruedsessing beginseplore his nude body
in thecascade omirrors that envelop hith examininghis multiplenudeselveshat all stare
right back at him.

He enters another room with a single mirror. The lights dim to near dark as he caresses
his chest. When he goes to touch his reflection, the lights suddenly tlrorb&tis mirror
image distortsthe mirror is actually a doo&imilar to the momentvhen Narcissus drowned in
his own image whehewent to touch himselfTurkle 1984, the protagonist too falls into his
own image He entersthelooking glassnto aspace covered in shimmering sequins that reflect

the few spotlighteind guidéhim towards another world that seems to beckon him.
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Our protagonist slowldisrobesand examines his multiple image selves.

Bijouisasymbol i ¢ fAjourney through thfan sel fo (R
emerging subjectivity at the crossroadslesire and identityt hi s fAstr ai ght 0 mal e
workeris going onajourney of psychological setfiscovey, floating along the fault lingvhere
the unconscious meets the e§e.the protagonignakeshis waythrougha bedazzedhallway,
the filmbé s  +arkseéaeabruptly changes from bizarre funhousete of artsyabstraction. Shot
atadistance, we see the protagonist, lit in blue tint, walking on a walkway above a gigantic
sculpture lit in fuchsiaed of a face with a penc®ming oubf (notgoing irto) a mouth. A he
makes his way through this li@ze erotiesculpturemuseund large female mannequin hands,
spongy vaginal spheres, testitilke ballsd he comes upon a lodgaired man, facedown, with
his legs invitingly ajar in yet another rooroid of any other objectsxcept asinglespotlight
The awaiting objectvho freely offers lmself up is coded asfeminide t 1 sndét unti |l t
protagonist begins to penetrate Himatwe sedhis testicles It is at this point that we realizes
journey though hinself isajourney over to the other side of the sexual spectihile positive
and optimistco peni ng up a space f orwhalibvissabzrdumijpui t y 0 an
is thereformatting ofdesireinto identityd the move fronstraightwith hints ofsamesexdesire

to gay.
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A stroll thgh the museum of sexual oddities Androgynous invitation

A bright light appears above and in fronttleé protagonistfter a brief postoital rest,
andis accompanied by the sound of a potge. He turns around as movie projector begins to
exhibita film on the opposite wall'he projected image is of a mameing from offscreereft
andheadng towards a cameraesing on a large tripod. As he looks through the camerateeas,
man onsreendisappears and{@nters again, only this time without his shirt. When he looks
through the camerae a@in disappears and-entersfully nude. Thetwo nude mermaze at each
other. Who is the image? Who is observing whdmi@ moment recallshe previous image of
the protagoniseéxaminng at himself in the mirrgrandalignsthe screerand mirror,suggesng
the protagonist is going to further lose himsealthemiseen-abyme ofthe projected image

There is something almost sinistabout thismomentthougl® afeeling of violation and
penetration emphasizéy azoominto a closeup that isolates the ecerding apparatysvhich
seems tataredirectly at the protagonighroughthe screenl see you semeo0the projected

imageominouslysays,. @é $ou because yoWwytuaeunder e bei

ng

W ¢

surveillance | fsee you becaus ed liamyooreoulyleo Wat teaespiresy our s e | f

within and betweethe spectator and th&creen bleedsackinto reality.

118



| see you seeing me see you

Thethemeof surveillance is furthered by an extended montage sequence that visualizes a
feeling of disciplinarity through images while seemingly also disciplining the protagonist in the
processThe image of the flmmaker redudessizeand movs to thetop lefthand quadrant of
the frame Several shots of Greek and Roman sculptures, as well as one of a crucified Jesus,
followed by images of beaealping whitefolks from the 50s, and then several shots of nude
women and mefand one of a cheetphppear irapid successioand at different times in the
remaining three quadrantBhe eye of the camera never disappears; instead, the cinematographer
caresses the machine and strokes the lens as the other imagetschily flash all around hith
reminiscent oftte infamous visual tortuiea K u b r iAcClkakwgork Orangé1971) With this
brief montage, Poole attemptsdaptue a visual history of desire that has entered a period of
renewal and transformatiomhe desire fomale andemalebodies forms singularcircuit.

Although the montage maschewany notion of a cohererdentity, it is followed by a

subsequerdll-malecollage andhenall-male twentyfive-minute orgg

e,

The body on display esiringwomen Desiringmen
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Thediegetic cameraooms in on the cinematograpéelensand therfades out anthen
backinonaclosaip of a mandés gWhildthe pravious mbneabetfeatbredc k | e .
brief glimpses of still photographs, the following montage is of several concurosirign
images of men slowly disrobing and exploring their bodies. This extendetkdlmontage
delves a bit deeper inthe emerging gay male psych€areful attention is paid to their dréss
jeans, collared shirts, beltsand different parts of their bodyeyes, moustaches, hands, feet,
arms, chest. The montagarallelst h e p r o eadigrdisrohing aind sBude sedfxploration
andmirrorswhat was likely taking place in the theatre at the time of iesesing Dyer 1985;

Cante and Restivo 200€ampino2005.

This erotic collage is not only surreal pornography,dbs a projection ahe
protagonishs i nteriority. The col | argflectsthd i gns and i n
identificatory and mimetic dynamics at play between viewer and explieiesdrhe men slowly
undress and touch themselves. Each man is shot from a variety of distances, sometimes in close
up, sometimes at a distandéne lightingwith which these montages are filmed complements
that of Bijoud s d i0 esladowyi, veBarm, playfullpbfuscatingAfter the men undress, they
begin to touch themselves and stroke their erectiamshe men pleasure themselves, the iesag
switch to closeups of different body pashands, mouthgyes,arms,chest, and tongue. The
men are not only on ditgy for our pleasure, but are also being dissected and examined,
foreshadowing the way pornography will fragment, fetishize, and quantify different parts of the

body and aspects of sexual desire.

120



Fragmentlng and examining the male body

As we watchthesevarious body partpresent themselves for our gaae image of a
womanappeard atfirst just a closeup of her eyeand therher entire bodyThe body parts
begin to demonstrate arougatwitching, licking, stretching and eventuallgynchronke and
synthesize into @exualsymphonyof selfstimulationand ejaculationThe woman gazes
seductively at the protagonignd us) slowly disrobing as the images around tn@nsition from
suggestive to explicgiending withall the merejaculating one aftehe otherThe appearance of
this waman is purposefully distractingy perhaps even jarring for sontéer attempt to (literally)
be the centre of attention in the face of what feels like a flood-ofalk flesh sends an
ambivalent messagks it guilt Pode is articulating Does the protagonist fediame?s it a
guiet goodbyeo a previous sel? The montage is unclear, buistfollowed by a rather lengthy
groupsexscenewith all the merfrom the montage Do themencorporealizeor is the
protagonistbsorbed into the screeA g ai n, jbutror tofadiggirgo the athale orgy,

the image of the woman | §poespli dtgdtWwiet probhago
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Bijou ends with the protaguist arriving at his almale destinationThe final sequence is
of an extended group fledhst that feels more like a jermance art piece than an oré in
Sand pornographic syntax has yet to be standardiaed,so the action has an authefé® to
it, compkemented by the soft fleshy coloured lighting gamdmiscuouginematographyRather
than on a mission to check things off adisuck, fuckcome Poole takes his tim&éappy to
observehe spectacle as it seems to naturally unf®&kually, wiat stands out most abdsijou
ist he number @&fof nfers plehsaring temselmasdsstimulatinggach other
manually The emphasis is on touching and transmitting pleasure through touch and tactile
sensatiod lots of licking, kissing, and caresginAlthough the almale orgymay be the
protagoni st 0 snodneisiadrust ® kedve an fanish. Ske seltdiscovery,s
not about the conclusion, but the journey.

The protagonist takes his place at the centre of the actions,rajltivé men to do with

him what they desire. The men take tuwth him and sit at the sidelines observing when not
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participating, touching themselves and those around them. This commatheaf than

aggressivewitnessing willreappear decades laterin®asur e | sl and Medi abds |
but in this instanceeflects the organizing role of moving image pornography in the earlg 70s
whenmenwould gather in dark secluded spdoestrokethemselvesrad others as they watched

men around them and on sared likewise.

John Champagne has asked those who write ab
films! o (1997). Taking issue with porn studie
contendghat although textual reading offessme insight into theogial psychology of gay male
culture, it ignores how gay men used pornographic distribution (video stores/booths) and
exhibition (theatresgentresas meeting spaces to engage in s&lthough | agree with
Champagneds i ni tion@olprioiitinetcontextoeetext) and although e n t
C h a mp aanlhhas@alvanized scholars and compelled them to think about the function of
pornographic space and its social dimensions (Waugh [1999] 2004; Campino 2005; Arroyo
2015; Tziallas 2015)gnoring the tekalso ighores the reasons that text spoke to its target
consumer at that particulpoint in time Although pornography can bring bodies together in
different ways, the interlocutor that brought these bodies together must also be understood.
other wor@, Champagne was only half rightsing the gay male classicNight at the Adonis
(1977)as an exemplathegay male porn scholar duo Cante and Restivo argue that

the film itself seems designed to encourage us, one or two generations later, to imagine

Night at the Adonias actually having played at the Adonis theatre in 1977. This is

an imagining in which the events on the screen and the events in the movie theatre

woul d, in a rather odd realizati onnobf Andr
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just with each other but also with the very representation of that coincidence Mighin

at the Adonig2004,154).
We see this same type of suturing transpirinBijau, albeit through anore artistic and stylized
lens:asocialpsychdogy increasinglyaffectedand mediatethy representatian

Indeed the film ems like a more explicit comphent to the experimental art house
Pink Narcissug1971)completedhe previous year, but with greater attention paithéo
mediating role of film technolgy and the screem Bijou,the scr een i snodot just
filter whose residue remaijgccumulatesand fundamentally changes the viewing subjEog
protagoni st doesné6t just watch or Hedved i ci pat e
deeper and deeper into the screen, and in doing so dives deeper and deeper intdikimself.
eventually finds his waout, gets dressednd leavesnirroring Sané fondestructure And
though he may look the same, atéstrip to the Bijou, he is entely different suggested by
the final freeze frame image of him smiling into the camérh.e pr ot agoni st 6s syn

through himself is one that begins at his pupil but ends aéigphysicahsshole

Flesh coloured lighting enhanci feeling of actility Our protagonist leaves happy
and satisfied
Conclusion
In this chapter | explored the dynamics of publicly screening an emerging identity prior

to its solidification in the latter half of the 709ocused on theliscursive overlaps between

authorship, identity, and the gotlaadtheir onscreen visual engagementia immediate post
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Stonewall era to highlight ideological and representagasions thastructurepostLiberation
gueer discoursd.he urcanny manifests shifting boundarigsi b e c omes an ef fect o
present, a present affected by massAndehaup heayv
we see represented on scraethe postStonewall erare the various negotiationsathwill
shape queer identity politics and image culture over the following few decades: visibility vs.
invisibility; ethnography vs. sebiuthorship/autdanography; identity vs. desire; performance
vs. performative.

More importantly howeverjs the feeihg of doubleness that manifestsavariegated
waysonscreenThe strains brought about by newfound visibility arelhll to be public and
knownmade doubling amtrinsic feature ofqueer representatipand remains so to this day
The gothic legacyfisamesex desire and recent embrace of discursive surveillance (visibility,
identity, confessiopmanifest gay identity amninextricablydoubledphenomenonWhile in this
chapter | explored the dimensions of doubling as they materialized onscree taoogs
forms of gothic representatidnidentity clashes between gay and straight characters; ghostly sex
documentariessurreal journeys of selxploratiord in the next chaptet hone in orthe
physical manifestation afoppelgangerand examine how ameties about mimesis and
identification with the newly visible homosexual are reflected onsc¢reengh discourses and

representations of surveillance
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Chapter3) 1980: Hol | ywooddés First Hate Cycl

Mimesis, Surveillance, ldentifition

Heteromimicry

Stacey (2010yompaest he c¢cl one t o HdIa942@pmobohafds (198
colonial mimicry,framing it asa form ofwhat shecall§ bi omi mi cry. o Li ke the
subject, the clone too is almost the same as its master referengt quite. The colonized
subject is expected to mimic the colonizer, but also be different enough so as to not threaten the
superiority of the colonizethe same can be said foot onlythe clone, but also the gay subject.

The clone disturbs setith e r rel ations because the clone con

original and copy wupon which notii®dm$ hot hiemi ma
and the body are simultaneously at stake in b
becaus t he cl one is simultaneously self and i mac

desire for the selfame, facing the dominant subject with his own idealizations and with his own
[imitso (2010, 107): the citvatmitsowhdesieesiand or ms t h
presenting it with an i mage of its own (di min
anxiety over transformation via mimesis and identification that manifests in th8nyasit era
both on and offscreeseind givesrised what | call Aheteromimicry:o
by gay-identified individuals whereby cultural, sexuahd performative differencesea
dowrplayed and similarities played up.

Because the clone is as much an image as it is a physical emignreshed with the
performativeandinextricablyresonates with queer sensibility St acey obser ves t he
today belongs to an imaginary landscape of mimetic figures embedded within intersecting

cultures of domination and regulation, in a worlderesome subjects have been required to
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mimic themselves endlessly for the benefit of others, or rather to mimic the version of themselves

desiredbyothess (2010, 102; emphasis mine). Because |
duplicationandduplci ty in our very modes of embodi ment
passing |lie at the Hbdartdoomfe clsomiongoh2@16@Gt he
doppel g2ngero (2010, 99), but also an inextri

metaym for queernesshe clone is the incarnation of the ghostly energies that have governed
sociosexual relationg the West from the modern era onwasdSedgwick outlined in her
1985 and 1990 opuses.

Andr ew Naataca@990)is in many ways an k@gory forboth the erotics of
homosociaty as well as the thrust dieteromimicry Set sometime in the nédo-distant future,
Vincent (Ethan Hake) undertakes a daily regimenhide his genetic defects and pass for a
genetically perfect ondde uses tb DNA of Jerome (Jude Law) bypass screenings and pass
for a genetically perfected individual. In her analysis of the filtac&ybrilliantly fleshes out the
homoerotic energies that permeate a film about two men jointly prodimifsgringd that
combnes one mandés i mage ( Vi ng €mehomosacialdondanot her 6s
between the men is haunted by an unspoken erofibistitre film alsocrystallizes the overall
thrust and goals of normative gaghts activisma f t er Br yant Gicalemhatgd ur al a
against queer peoplmimesis in service of passing as a genetically perfect rather than defective
subject.As with Vincentwho putsin a concerted effort everyday to mimic and be like those
deemed superipso too didgay activistdacitly advocate doing likewise.

Speaking of Butl er 6s ( ll&sBanand gawsexadltiesrag pr oj e
poor 1imitations o f(201®, 1b0kll)Stace\sobserues that &t the rgot aff a | 0

Butl erds theory of gwrebvertmatthesifttyr a i tai areasli rtee
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c o p i Wish.albits donnotations of gay male subcultare, o b s e r vithe figuBd ohtkee vy
clonebrings the imitative imperatives of gender and sexuality together with scientific desires to
copy naure. Just as heterosexuality for Butler is already a failed copy of itself, so the clone
represents a doubling that reflects back on t
(2010, 110111). Indeed, throughout the 1970s, for example, the mandesi on of t he nC
cloned aimed to subvert default correlations
1988; Cole 2000). Gay men appropriated and ma
their exclusive heterosexual status, visualizireplized prototypes that both pidate Stonewall
but also coincide with circulating images of hypeasculinity, namely by those of Tom of
Finland (Waugh 1996, [2002] 2005; Mercer 2003; Falkon and Waugh&G00should be noted,
however, that byadoptirg hypermasculine personas ancaizing masculine looks and traits,
gay male subcultureimultaneouslyransformed femininity intan anachronistic pr&tonewall
Aistereotype. O

More i mportantly, however, i s Staceyds obs
doubling that destabilizes the origir@py dualism, the figure of the clone also givesniust
visible form to the biological body agenetic codé ( 2 0 1 Dhe quéet dnhd clone tease out
the #fAinfor mat ioanya laisz agteincenliyoafhile aththesesame(tirded 1 0
redoubling them as threats to natural selection aoctgation. But if the queer/clone reveals the
body as an informatic entity to be mined for data, then it too has a genetic heritage, one that is
inextricable from (its) repsentationHeteromimicry takes the assimilating drive behind liberal
rights-based activism further by identifying mediation as an inextricable interpellating machine.
Heteromimicry alludes to the metaphysical genes that interpellate byrafsgateyaydesire

and identity, and what manifest itself after
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rooted anxiety over the threatt mimesis and its potential impact on natural order and the

futurity (Edelman 2004).

Cinematic Mimicry

1980 is a watersldeyear for queer representation; or should | say g@adeepresentation.
In theexactsame yeaHollywood released three filnfeaturing a psychotic queer antagonist
one gay mal€Cruising), one lesbiarfWindow$, and one transgend@ressed to Kil).
Hollywood had discovered new subjeahd spacgto colonize. Whatve seeonscreenthough,
areneither naive excursigno therealm of thenewly discovered, nararratives of mastery and
domination; insteadye are treated tsubjectivevisionsof thehe e r o0 s ebnizedl s o
anxieties overeverse colonizatioandoveri dent i fi cati on. What | calll
cycle brings to a boil all of the discursive and political tensions | outlined in the previous chapter
over authorship, ethnographyeittity, and (in)visibility. The hate cycle emicrocosm forthe
threatsthatqueer visibility pose to heteronormativjityhich materialize througtine spectating
process itself: iewing practices in the theatre become a microcosm for those taking place
outside the theatre.

Cinema has been described as motfimeticand uncannynedium(Jayamanne 2001;
Cubitt 2004;,Campbell 2005Mulvey 2006;Stewart 2007Stacey 201)) whose power isargely
derived from its ability tagenerate emotional responses anderial sensation@Villiams 1991
2008; Cartwright 2008; Plantinga 2Q0But cinema is also a mediurooted in scientific inquiry
and methodology (Cartwright 1995; Landecker 2007; Stacey 2010; Tziallas 2014). Linda
Williams ([ 1989] / dybirvénjon & cingmasdsveldps o & cefain lex@enty
from the desire to place the clocked and measured bodies produced by the first machines into

narratives that nat uAnddsd areatthhan rCmanvye mehld D) (c

129



break with clasical models of vision in the early nineteenth century was more than simply a shift
in the appearance of imagesé[it] was insepara
and social practice that modified in myriad ways the productive, cognitivelesnuhg
capacities of the human subjecto (3). Fil m ma
extension of modern reasoning that valorized order, systematicity, and repetition: it trumpeted
objectivity and visual evidence as truth.
Accordingtov s u a | theorist Lisa Cartwright (1995
considered as a cultural technology for the discipline and management of the humaibdy,
a r g uhatghe fdng history of bodily analysis and surveillance in medicine and scgence i
critically tied to the history of the development of the cinema as a popular cultural institution and
atechnolgi cal apparatuso (1995, 3). ™hidse fusion of
considerable implications for queer individuads Cartwright obsees,iThe body once
rendered innately deviant is now open to Ocor
transformat iidme& CcChh9mo 3 ®dNnhger speak of bodies
Cartwright cl ai ms, i vuiltéclonaldies throdgmvehiet theeid fgealtim gt h e
and |life are regulated and disciplinedo (1995
Early film motion studiesvere a midpoint between photography and cinema, functioning
as crucial intertexts fAbetween populHeagiteofand pr
human | ife and subjectivityo (Cartwright 1995
analysis,thed, ac c or di n ghare oot j@atechnigues o deience. They are broadly
practiced techijues of everyday public cultwwe ( 1 9 B#Finsertiny the body into an
apparatus for its physiological analygis, Car t wr i g h Etiennedules Martey s t h a't

firendered the natural body an entity that must both incorporate and be incorporated within a self
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regulating and selfienerating appatas in order to function to its full capacity as a technology
of Western c uUnsuwprissngly, theliniemtodn of @néma.coincides with the
ascent of sexology.

Cinemads intimate history withsodceaganmour ses
become a point of interest for film schole®sreen theory developed out of concerns over
cinemad6s ability to discipline su-baseelcts, main
ideology (Mulvey 1975; Harvey 1982; Rosen 198i)t as celluloid give way to analog and
digital video, new viewing practices, distribution networks, and independent productions
problematizedheories and practices that sustained screen thieergoratingnew research
interestsand theoretical paradignf€lover 1991; Sverman 1992; Sobchackriedberg 199;

Bordwell and Carroll 1996; Plantinga and Smith 199@novich 2000Klinger 2005).

Disciplinarity via screens gave away to theories of empowerment and agency, but the rise of
surveillance cinema has revived the speof screen and apparathgory Scholars such Garrett
Stewart (2015have returned to questions of textual sutbreugh representations of

surveillance, while Catherine Zimmer (2011; 2015) suggests that surveillance brings to the fore
the underlying tsciplinary dynamics inheremd the medium itself.

AWe are pammacdfi ntehe obmpdye x, 06 writes Stewart
communication may well, at any given moment,
Surveillance is a doubling press, butinemat o o dirasileace from the Romantic century
of the literary doppelgangeroc o bSteeweaerst . A There i s a geneal ogi
automatized doubling of the worttaccording to Stewarthat becomes palatabdaly now that
cinemaha fyi el ded place to a digital phantom dou

24/7 silent blackandw h i t e r e c oxiiiPdy whzlohe teansiCCT\Cinema and

131



surveillance are discursively and theoretically connected through the,gotbgmilarly with
arguments myselfhave mad€2014) Sewart aligns grveillance cinemavith metaphysical
practicesokelts ur vei I | ance. filn prosecuting its own ¢
grown too close for comfort to the machinations it wouldesol{ 2 0 1 5, 255) . St ewal
to theoryo (2015, xxi) because through digit.i
vengeance 0 Ciaena Has returred td ijs scientific origins, but through techniques and
technologies thatender t an uncanny version of what it always was.

Film is inextricablefrom surveillance and discourses of doubljiagticipatingand
naturalizing the sense of gariencing oneself and realiég doubledTziallas 2014) Speaking of
film, Stacey observers thétt reig no other medium that so closely anticipates the symbolic
significance of the imitation of |ife that ge
cloning external i zother figirations which stracture sumianerilivesl s e | f
which animate the fears and desires upon which the cinamadrked its magio For Stacey,
as with Stewartii t h e contmwesansaa system of duplication that depends upon multiple
modes of doublingdo (2010, 2édwyhattwbraightcédllext ends
misembodinent: the feeling that the body encountered is not what it seems, or not what it should
beo (2010, 264). 't i s preci sel y-sttaightrelatisne ns e o
andinjects them with feelings of panoig compellingsocial and performativeolicing (Butler
1993). Theh at e myrdeldows queer doubtemes to embody misembodiment and the
complex circuitries of identification that manifésemselveshrough encountering the figurative
image doublen screen and physical image double on the street.

Vivian Sobchack (1992) has theorized film as a bodyfémdviewing as implicitly

doubledltis not that film is human, buti s r at her a tfilva te wil magn isfuebg tesc t:
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competence of perceptiva@dexpressive performaneguivalentn structure and function to that
same competence performed by fil mmaker and sp
metaphorical and metaphysical sglirveillance cinema conducts within the emerging genre of
surwillancecinemais alsoanautoethnographipurney More importantlythough,thinking of

film as a viewing subject that looks back at Dsxpn 1995)allows us to better grasp the
contagious relations (Szelter 1998) between screens and bodies anddhshelaind the
destructivequeer dable®sudden appearancBhe hate cycle crystallizes and visualizes feelings
of insurrection and insecurity that governed relations between newly minted sexual others and
their idealized referent in the peBtyant eraThe queer double onscreen visualiaad

representshe psychesocial conflicts that play out between queer and straight bodies offscreen.
The encounters recorded on screen symbolically and reflexively encapsulate those occurring
between the projectedrfil body and those in the audieécstraight viewers coming into contact
with the queer body of the screen.

Steven Paul Miller (1999) has argued that
from external to internal (3989 1. dAccdrdingto Mibber,t hr ou g
AThe seventies was t he destraedlancevotadigh ledeibdevasi c an s
fa cultureuadandreodretaerf ul of one anotherods ext
connects the growth of the seillance society to not only external threats &lsb tothreats
from within the nation as well. Miller writaminimally about how posStonewall gay culture
and identity were embedded wittarmatrix ofculturalsurveillance, butouches orthe subject
briefly, writing:

If surveillance is a key theme of the seventies, gays and lesbians may well often feel like

spies or outlaws. It is therefore not surprising that Fougaalgay man, not
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incidentallyd openly explores the theme of surveillance in the eanhgisties with
Discipline and Punishbefore he directly tackles the subject of sexuality in his late
seventie History of Sexuality: Introductio(1999,205).
It was within this growing culture of paranoia and mistrust thettomosexual became the
perfect scapegoat for conservatives to displace their social and economic frustrations and fears
onto andmis)use tqush their agendas. Asoneering gay historiah o hn DO EmMi | i o wr i t
[The] elevation of the nuclear family to preeminence in the spherersbpal life is not
accidental. Every society needs structures for reproduction and childrearing, but the
possibilities ar e not.ldéologeally, eagitalisnodrivehr e nucl e
people into heterosexual fwaakdndthedbends[thatut ] ma
once kept families together so that their members experience a growing instability in the
place they have come to expect happiness and security. Thus, while capitalism has
knocked the material foundation away from family life, lesbjagay men, and
heterosexual feminists have become scapegoats for the social instability of the system
([1983]1993, 473).
The figure of the homosexualas configured as a cateli bogey(wo)mana template with
whichto supplant@anxieties about growing ptical, social, and economic instability, but whose
unverifiable statusimultaneoushhelped to propel paranoia and justify surveillance.
ltisnosur pri se that during t hiHvollywoedofimndbkesf t en r
capitalized on conspirgand paranoia, birthg a subgenre considered one of the cornerstones of
bothsurveillance cinemand the thrillerthe conspiracy thrillefwilliams 2005) David Greven
observethati Hi t chcockds fil ms were centfteNewt o t he a

Hol |l ywood Ci newiht lod pdirei d @Xmerisddimasautinityon o n
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undergirdnga fpr eoccupati on wi t-hl). Grevencaggeesthaa | i t yo (20
Aintertextuality [1s] fundament al chimstmn under
Athe triumvirat e dwdyeunsm,|pernograpiyuaad honaosexudligtithie e s
centre of several significant Hitchcock fil ms
(2013,11). A generation of young filmmakers educated in fimrfd in Hitchcock the elements
they felt best represented the instability th
sense of self.

Director Brian de Palma &s infamous for his appropriation of Hitchcock as his mixture
of graphic sexual didgy and obsessionith observationandnowhere is te doubling of the self
better captured than in hesirlier worksDe Palma isot onlythe father othe erotic and
psychesexual thriller asubgenre thditillates by punishing sexual variance and noonformity,
but | would argue is also Hol | §bagidoQ@anenbetgueer es
comes in at a close second plagkhoughCruisingi s fiar guabl y dlehrest er ot i ¢
st ar t i fdlliaps®008,80), | Hegimsteadwith Dressed to Kilbecause of the emphasis
De Palma places on surveillance and the doubling/splitting of identity.

All three films | examine revolve around obsessive surveillance, uncontrollable queer
doubles, and the threat of mimesifie hate cycleommunicates a paradoxical desif®r more
surveillance but alsselfsurveillanceand through the figure of the queer double visualize
innate and intricate relations between film, surveillance, and douBlithgpugh the hate cycle
operates according the typical conservative logic of punishiagxual transgression, the films |
examinealsotestify to the failure of surveillance to effectively discipline and suppress revolt.

Not only were thesBlms protested by gay and lesbian activists during theidgpction and
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exhibition, fueling calls for seHauthored independent wotittheywerealsounable to contain
the threat of contagiotihat comes with encountering other bodies.

The hate cycle captures the fraught relations between queer subjedtsiand t
heterosexual counterpagsa particularly volatile point and timandbrings tothe surface
deeply rooted anxieties about sasexdesire Although | do not mean to downplay the very real
consequences of portraying queer people as pathological isurdevocate reading these films
as heterosexual setikplorations that confront the paradoxe®er subjects pose to modern
organizations of social and saffentity in the postmodern erBy re-reading these films through
a recuperative queer leriseek to find value in negative representation that, for better or worse,
continues to haurand influencehe terrain of queer representation and cultural politics to this
dayd something | will further explore in the following chapter when | discuss thdemattic
influences and legaayf New Queer Cinemé:or better or worse, the hate cycle is part of our

metaphysical queer DNA.

Case Study: Dressed to K{1980)and Evil Alter Egos
Although De Palma has dabbled in a variety of géhidimma Bonfire of tke Vanities
[1990; Redacted2007), science fictionlission to Mard200(Q), and the gangster film
(Scarfacd1983)0 his thrillers and psychosexual thrillease what define him as a
contemporary auteub e P al ma 6 s tructhredibya fremziesparanoa@ndmistrustof
not onlyothers and selvdsut also ofvision and technologfpe Pal madés wor k i s he
i nfl uence by nHiséassehsmentakdcatiqueDefn d® ail ma 6 s,Rabiar | vy f i |
Woodobserves that
as with Hitchcock, the attide to voyeurism is complex, the desire to watch from a

position of secrecy and immunity being both indulged and chastised. Both directors
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extend this principle to cinematic practice itself, with the spectator as the ultimate voyeur.
Rear Windovhas been wilely interpreted as an allegory about cinema; De Palma makes
the connection between voyeurism @hevisual media explicit ([1986] 2003, 126).
De Pal mads wor k of t elexitiesofobskrvagos artdnsianlaetweent he com
voyeurism and survegdnce More than any other mainstream Hollywood direcie Palmahas
dedicated himself to grappling with thericaciesof screendentificaion and the threats of
gueer resonance, whose conceptual overlaps manifest themmebtgsrominently througthe
recurring motif of the doubldJnable to discuss all dfis applicablefiimsd Sisterg1973),
Home Movie$1980),Blow Out(1981),Body Doublg1984),Raising Cain(1992) Snake Eyes
(1998),Femme Fatal€2002),Passion(2012p | focus orDressed to Kil(1980)in orderto
fleshouthe i nnate queewokasdthatoff ©Dlkee Pladgsmwaldady cl ed s,
highlighttheintersections between surveillance, doubling, queerness that underdisie
visualized inthe hate cycle.
Dressed to Kllfollows a young boy named Peter and prostitute namedd theyhunt
down the perpetratorwhoi | | ed Peter 6s mot her, Kate Miller,
housewife murdered in the elevator of her lapgshupd s a par t mé&hefimib heavilyd i n g .
indebted toPsycho(1960)and begins with a shower scene that pays homage to the infamous one
that has madBsychoa mainstay of popular film cultur&he cameraopersto adimly lit
bedroom anaarefully moestoward a brightly lit bathrooBounds of runningwaterand asoft
romantic soundtraclnticipat ascene of lovemaking or moment of tender romance. When the
camera enters the bathroom, wsteadsee a man on the left looking into a mirror shavirig w
a straight razor, an@woman Kate Miller) furtherback and slightly to his right staring at him

while she showers. We then cut to a POV shot from her perspective and a seriesgisloise
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her rubbing soap on her breasts, stomant genital aregCutting back and forth between clese
ups of her rubbig herself and looking apresumablyher husband, the opening sequence ends
with a man comingip from behind Kate, wraging his arms around her mouy#ndstrokingher
vagina,concluding withKate prying his hand off her mouth and screamirgm the opeing
sequence weut to Kate and her husband having sekedand him heading off to shower
immediatelyafter he orgassd the camera lingers on her dissatisfied face.

Narratively, the juxtaposition of the first and second sexual encounter tells us Kate is
sexually satisfied in her current relationshi
(lighting so soft the images are almost blurry) frame it as a fantasy sequence: Kate is fantasizing
about a more thrilling sexual encounter while makistdsslove with her selfish husbands
an overtue, though, the opening sequemeterence Hitchcock as a way to foreshadow the
narrativeods i nv ewt)deatification,and deathylthoughi tre opening
sequence referencBsych@ s owertscene, De Palma replaces violence with images of sexual
ravagingthat connote violencéle delays thenfamousseries of violenslashings awell ashis
f emal e psdeathantl about athird of the way through, synchinghgp death with
Mari o nLéigh)ifPsychol n doing so, De Palma differentiat
sets it up as a mirrored replicahe same, but also differemiressed to Kilis not only about
doubles, butis itsePsych® s me t a p h oyrsiartingiessedtd Kliwith B voyeuristic
peek into Marionds internal sucthaghe gperingpom cess r
intoMar i onds hot e differerdgiates his ifdeevenRoa tpno@tizing the internal
structure of identity and desirs his main objective.

It is important ve remember th&sychabegins with a panoramic shot of Phoenix taken

atop a centrally located towand then penetrates the interioritytloé semiprivate space (hotel
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room) where Marion has (presumably)tjtisished having sex with henale lover. Although
this scenas often discussed as the epitomecmiematicvoyeurisn and crucial moment for the
publicizationof private sex (Young 2013\e should not discount its overlaps with then
emergingand now solidifiegpractices otirbansurveillance By staring the film not only inside
the private spherg standar@inematictechnique that connotesid is commensurate with
surveillance (Zimmer 2015hut also inside theind of its female protagonist, De Palma
correldes he underlying theme of surveillanceRsych@ s openi ng sequence to
of his female protagoniagneniaicgme xual ity and i de
The thriller is often driven by thg quest
mirroringPsych@ s n ar r a t, DevPalmasatsgrioriizesthenges of queeradibling and
overidentification in relation to identity formatiosimilady to howmidway throughPsychathe
plotshiftstodisc o ver i ng Maerrioosn Giafleeaterisaneydered by an unidentified
blonde in black leathethen ar r at i ve switches to discBotvering
inani nt er est i ng ,alongwithLjztakes dver ihesnarsaidamdbeconesthe
protagonist, referencingbu subverti ng Nor man psiBchdtioeverdO ( Ant hon\
identification with his mothedti s i nst ead Dr. EI Il i ot who become
double, whose unresolvable Oedipus complex manifests an evil transgender glBatxdyp
that killswomen who sexually excite the good doctor (Phillips 20@6pressed to Kill De
Palma plays witlygenreconvention visoneoft he genr e 6 s sasarwhyio questioni nf | u e
the nature of identity and identificatiaman ergpractically definedy the disintegration of
identity as such.
Although primarilyafilm about catching a killer, the first third is comprised of observing

Kate talk abouand trying to fixher unsatisfying sex lif@Ve watch herattend a therapy session
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with Dr. Elliot, solicit him for sex,and then heatb amuseum where she cruises a mysterious art
loverandhead backto his gace for an evening of passidWhen Kate attempts to leater
| over 06s ingdhe emiddlerafahe highhowevershe is attackedith a straight@azorin the
elevator byatall blonde womar{Bobbi) wearingblacksunglassesSlashed multiple time&ate
collapsesBefore she dies, the elevattworbriefly opens when it reaches the lobbijfowing
Liz, who is waiting tcheadupstairswith aclient, to cach a glimpse of the killer iaconvex
mirrori n t he el evadtsorns @ ¢ @rarsteeled Harmgrglinithartofe 6s o u't
reflectedlight from the straight razoguidesLiz6 s  gpavaree The mirrgrocated in the
e | e v dop rghtbasd coner, is shot in closaip andreflecs thecrime scengwith De Palma
reflexivelyinvoking the image of the mirror to heighten the séehecus on identification.

This carefully constructed and highly stylized monfeets aghoughwe are watching
rudimentary surveillance footagasthough weare witnessing thenurder captured on CCTV.
The distorted surveillance image serves multiple functions, as does the triangulation of multiple
physical and metaphoric gazes that converge on the convex nilmeofirst closeup reflects the
entire space, but the second cloge followingaclosasp of Li z06s eyess hones
face.Shot in slow motion with the gir@iness of worroutvideo to ahypnotic and swirling
soundtrack, the closagp shot of the lier readdike a mug shotThe allusion to early CCTV
connotes and denotes capture, but Bobbi has only been seen and not identified. She has been
caught in the act, but not caught, thereby re
identity. Liz manages ttake possession of the murder weapon the killer drops whegmnehleze

theyd v e b e e but isherselfmistiken for the killer by a screaming onlooker in the process
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'Shot from Kat-egp6s PGOGWainycheseveill ance i ma
In this particular instance, De Palma uses the mirror to symbolize the movie screen and

reflexively comment on the process of ideinafion. While shifting the narrative to the search

for Bobbids identity, De Palma | i kewise trans
over to Liz, turning Liz into Bobbids new tar
notonlypases Katebs fAidentityo to Liz, but also r

process. Bobbi kills Kate while both we and Liz watch the scene of violence unfold off a
(A)reflective(ndn) surface and | iidoedsimB@nytowe ar e
and come to identify with, Lidn shifting our identification over to Liz, De Palma also places a
symbolic target on the viewer. The murder scene doubles as a metaphor for the anxieties over
identification embodied by the threateningegr double, capturing a paranoid feeling endemic in
the PostBryant era that queers were targeting and insidiously going after all things firmly in the
realm of heterosexualidy children, family, and visibility.

Greven ar gues t ha ttheinBelves Pakingraathefcindmatis mddiono k  a

while also directing their gaze upon the audi
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mirrors inDressed toKilaer t i cul ate a fAsense of a shifting a
andtheimaginay ( Phi | | i ps 2h@@uwBderscéna@sla3 muchanrakegoey dor
cinematic identificationsit is a visualizatondt acandés mirror stage: i der
by and the double is born through the miraoddeath of the maternal figurBut while the
mirror continuego function as a symbdbr fragmentedandscreendentity, the narrative
switches afteK a ts @eéthand begins toevolve aroundthe quest taresolveidentity. After
Katedbs death, the di e damttpriopertidsrassed to Isilisoohjast ge d wi
about destabilized identity, but about the duality and paradox of cinematic visuality: splitting but
also attempting to secure identity.

Dressed to Kills surveillance cinema told through a doppelganger neeratorrelating
surveillance, and by extension cinema, with doubliibgessed to Kilplays intricately
throughout on doubles and on ambiguities of s
Robin Wood, andlthough not deploying the same kind of teclugical surveillance we see in
more contemporary texts (CCTV, multiple computer screens, computer databases, GPS,
satellites, drones, etc.), the filgpresents a pivotalmidoi nt bet ween the det ec
surveillant narrationwhichdates back asfa as F r M (1231) aral filgsihat revolve
around various incarnations whatStewart (2015) terms tifet e ¢ h n.0Thdémost explicit
referenceo cinema and surveillanbéesonvergence takes place abbatfway through the film
whenPetercondicts reconnaissanaa Dr. Elliot. Eavesdropping at the police station aftes
mo t h er 6 bas Imeenrrepated, Pethscovers thatthekildre f t a voi cemail on
answering machineonfessing to the murddPeter onvincesLiz into conducing their own

investigationandthet wo t eam up to catch his motherds kil
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Peter decides to moni t orhopndte caelxthekileromr of D
their way out of a sessiobacking the higktech surveillance/recording technologg enjoy
today, Peter decides to manufacture his avakeshiftsurveillancedevice that will take pictures
at predetermined intervalBeterspends théirst daytimingthe interval between the time it takes
for a patient to exit the office and the timéaikes to walk out of the phantom frame of the
camera he plans to plant in front of the offiDeiring this reconnaissance td3g Palmaurnsto
his signaturegackdeep focus cinematographysplit the screenunderscoring botthe recording
apparatug duality as well as the desire to piece together fragmented identity through
surveillanceShotfrom Peted s p o i nt stopwatchancehvg handraplkaced inthe
foreground rightsidewhie kekpingtnheed sd o or t o IiDfocusokthd i ot O0s
left. Peter becomes an agent of surveillance, aligning his gaze with that of diegetic camera and
future one he will setup the following day.

AsPetersur veill s the exterior of Dr. ElIli ot 60s
surveillance appatusthrough his gazeThe cinematic apparatus takes on explicit surveillant
properties with the stopwatch dvuvally acting a
timed long take and each shot is taken from the exact same pdsitionuitively signifies
CCTV: static location, indexing of time, maximizing the observation of space. After an entire
day of watching and recording, he discovers that the quickest departure took 8.55 seconds. By
setting up the camera to take a picture every four sisctre guarantees capturing an image of
the killer at some point between the time an exiting patient opens the door and leaves the

camerabds fr ame.
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Peter timi m@Pep Ptail enratds Petapreiit i me codingo future
signaturei siptl s cimemaography
underscorerecordingtechnologp s dwual i ty
One of the defining ontological features of surveillance cinema is the shift taoidee
narration (Levin 2002; Stewart 2018immer 201%, embodying and visualizing the formal

discursive changes brougithoutby digital technology and the loss physical indexicality

(Manovich 2001; Rosen 2001; Doane 2002; Rodow

Thomas Levin, fAcinematic narrati oelybeconmel d be s
synonymous with surveillant enunciation as su
way to compensate for the |l oss celluloidds au
us to explore how t he fstructorestof cioemstic mafratveare vei | | a

informing each otheto the degree that we might begin to understand not merely that
surveillance and popular entertainment intersect, but how they might be seen to be mutually
struct ur i n4gy). Thezlftlodurs onda3odmal rather than thematic level whereby
surveill ance bec o msgractuie bfmarationatself(Lecirn2002,i538). on or
What we see ibressed to Kilis the early formation of this shift, where form and theme
converge and everdily reconstitute cinematic vision.

In thefollowing scene weseethe schematics Peter has drawato determine the
c a me trism@ukation (distance, locatioangle as well as him tinkering witthetime-lapse
camera he has built. The next d2gter eturnst o D . E |, parksdis bike wreerfe hei ¢ e

stood the day beforeand angle#t to maximize its field of visionAttached to the back part of
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the bike is a black box that contains the tiiamgse camerdPetea dj ust s t he | ensdo z
focus tomatch his calculation.he camera setup scene emdth another rackedeep focus

shotthat splits the screen in twi/e see the black box with a small hole that bears a striking
resemblance to @amera obscursaking up the right half of the frame aadthe other sidéeter

walking away Peterstops momentarily to look backnd then continesto make his way down

the street, correlating his gaze with that of the surveillance recording device. The split screen

effect in this instance also reflexivelyackww| edges our spl idwithiiPeer eeno

and Liz.

Peterds schemat i c s Petersetting up the shot

Dr.E| | iofeice fbosmthec a mer a 6 s SpliDs¢reen sot of Peter walking away
From thee, the film dissolves tots most complex and important sequeneich

explicitly tiestogether recording and surveillancethe splitting and doubling of identityhe
film transitionsto yet anothesplit screershotof a blonde woman in black holding binoculars
We see hegazng upwardat Dr. Elliot, who paesin his office listening to a voicerideft by
Bobbi. The transitioredit De Palmausesgraphically matcheB e t enakéshift surveillance
camerads ocul ar openidosg bi qaigimgthenws gattiees.i ous wom
Narratively, the scene suggests the woman on the right is Bobbi and that we are watching her do
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what shas confessing to D Elliot. The split screen suggssemporal disjuncturghat weare
watching two different timelines\s Bobbi verbalizee er pl an to cut Wwd z06s 0
watch this enigmatic figure, who is actually@ficer, spy on Liz. The theme of voyeurism and

act of surveillancéormally converge witta POV shot framed with binocular mattes

Dr. Elliot pacingscreen leftUndercover  Screen rightsot of Liz from of fi
officer keeping an eye on Liz screen right

Bobbi 6s reference to blindness is meant to
on Liz, but her allusion to blindnesksa alludes to the uncanayd herown uncanninessAs
Phillips notes, filn 6The Uncanny, 6 Freud | ink
with both the uncanny and castratam x i et y 0 BobbiGs @rbuncarthgfigure in part
because DiElliot is literally suffering from castration anxiety. Bobbi wants Dr. Elliot to finalize
his transition by undergoing gender reassignm
penis can Bobbi be free to come into beiRigefigure of the doublegthough,is also thepoint
where surveillance and the uncanny convength the subtle reference to the uncanny also
positioning the officer as Bobbidés doppelg?ng
sent t o 0k e emtheathareesymggd i a@sadesy] polize, surveillancenly makes
Liz less securd.iz, as it turns outis being used as bait to lure the kilfesm outthe shadows

From there we e Aswewatch Lizzséup a digntanedtimyeandt .
purchasestockoverthe phone on the right side of the screen, the film cuts back and forth
between closeps of the tape recorder and Dr. Ellowt the left De Palma maintains the split

screen format throughout this extended sequence, carefully choreogrdigigjetic sounsl and
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speech from each scene to direct attention from one side to the other, suturing the spaces together
while maintaining their coherence and autonobuy.Elliot soonturns off thetape recorder and
turns on the televisioto an episode of thiehil Donahue Showthat just happens to ladout an
MTF (maleto femalg transpersonNarratively, thissequencé i nt s at D+ . EIl |l i ot o
identification The televisualtran i gur e i s an externalized mani f
interiority: in the projectedmage Dr. Elliot sees himself and subconsciously lives out the
fantasy of confessing his trardentity. Gonceptuallythe sceneeaffirmsthe disciplinary
undercurrent of mass media visibility afidreshadows)he equivocal nature anglaradoxical
function of talk show TV in the formation of gay identity (Gamson 1988jther still,De Palma
carefullydeploysthe screen within a screen effézilsoreflexively posit Dr. Elliot himself as a
televisual doublé an imagewe observe andith which wetoo canpotentiallyidentify.
The film then cuts to a highly loaded, mtgplit shot that warrantgetailed
deconstructionon the left, the TV and TV holder take up half of sceeen spac@r a quarter of
the full screen) while a mirror image of Dr. Ellidts the other half(/quarter); on the rigid
lower righthand portion (about 1/3 of the total screen spage)its at her vanity tableith a
3-section mirror refle@hg her image filling up the mid section of the shot (about 1/3 as well),
and hefTV thattoo plays the Nancy Hart interview positioned just above the miiaiong up
thes h otbpdartion.Themirror plays a prominent rolerganizing the scedes numer ous fr
and multiple patterns of available identificatidine TVitself is codecasami r r or splitd Li z 0
mirror embodies the three gendatentified on screemmale, femaleandtrans
De Palma seems to be making a concerted effort to eschew not only a stable identity but
also stable gender identitfhroughout this dense busgquence De Palma maintains a doubling

formal strategy, connecting characters and events thitbeginse of split screen as well as
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through television screens and mirrors. At the same time, the use of split screen and of multiple
screens within a screenegks prominently to a desire for identificatory coherence and the
destabilizing power images. #ASpecul ar i mages
and stable selfhoodo (2006, 101) observes Phi

televisim, diegetic screen, De Palma suggests that sceatoi@levisual and cinematic ones.

Dr. Elliot watching the Phil Donohue Show on Fractured identity
theleftandaclosep of Lizds TV on the right

AsPeterand Lizgoa/r P e t allangesfootmgmeay the end of the filiithe two
deducehatBobbiwas Dr . EI | i ot 6 slltHeyhaw to daipget@dcesdime nt . A
El | iamppoindmeent booko find outthe culprits nameFromL i za@agment we cut tolagh
angleshottakenfrom behind Lizof hersitting in a chair across from Dr. Elliot in his offidez
hopesto seduce and distrabt. Elliot while she takes a peektis agendaBut the plan
backfireswhelhner sexual advances, | i ke feliagslee@annot agi t a
suppress oproperly processthe climactic final scene x t er nal i zietarnalpsychic EI1 | i ot
and sexuatonflicts, and br histransbrmationDe Palmaurns to thegothicto heighten
suspense amdrama Rain,thunder, flashes ofght from the lightinganddark shadow that
consume thepace engendarbrooding atmosphere for the return of the repre3gefirst time
Liz encountered Bobbi, De Palma relied on the mirror to connectahemnderscore a moment
of mediated psychitransference. fAis time howeverDe Palmanvokesthe gothicto

underscore a moment psychicundoingand physical confrontation with the evil double
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Liz attempting to sedze Dr. Elliot Bobbi returningrom her repression
Liztakesoffhercat r evealing that she isnb6ét wearin
her way into Dr. EIlliotds office to fipowder h

Elliot and the film cuts to a shot of a small mirror on his desk where we see a raftddtion

smiling as he looks toward his office off to the side. Dr. Elliot begins to untie his bowtie,
signalling his transformation. As Liz searche
from the outside with binoculars. Peter is now hetgmior, but he is unable to see clearly due to
the heavy rain. Momentary flashes of lightning allow Peter to catch brief glimpseswii@ous
blonde figure at the window although it is also unclear as to whether the image is a reflection or
someone on thother side of the glass. Liz returns to an empty {iitabk room.Confused by

this sudden change in atmosphere, she heads toward the windowPstesteudly bangs As

she approaches the windowe see Bobbi from behind Liz holding up a straight ra&eBobbi
swings downwargher police doppelganger shoots through the window, hitting and knocking
Bobbi down. The scene ends with a clogeof Dr. Elliot lying on the floor cryingrhe double

has been taken down by their double.

After the climactic reveltion, we transition tthe police statiomvherewe aretreated to
analyticcommentaryy Bobbi / Dr . Ed & sormewltasflimpgdibyticatboth o gi st
reference®sych@ s e n dattemps togproddeexpertiseknowledg® abouttransidentity
to (supposedly, and hopefullyy o u n't e r patholegicakconnatafions antepresentation

We discover thaBobbi was in the final stages of transitioning, but that Dr. Elliot refused to
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allowthesex eassi gnment surgery t cer, @tlwough identdied gda. Dr .
Atranssexual , o0 is, in factapparenthor endf eeeean awa!l
each otherodos existence. Dr. EI |andiheremavdldfer s fr
his penis was supposed to gus subborn maleegoto restand allow Bobbi to take over
Instead, Bobbi took revenge on Dr. Elliot for continudénying and suppressing her existence
by killing women that arousedrhi The phallic razor blade Bobbi uses is a representation of the
symbolicvi ol ence enacted by Dr. E | iflnot batefulembéeme ct i on
for the desired castrating surgical scalpel (Phillips 2006).

Whatever potentidk available forabh er al fAr e c u p Baweverjiswseuffed n al y s i
out by a dramigc and rather terrifying final viewf Dr. Elliot locked away in aineteenth
centurylooking asylum(the famous Bellevue in New York Cityfromthe disciplinary space of
the police statiomve move toabrief brunch scene where Liz further explains tegchology of
transsexuafs more learning and knowledgeand then to the insane asylum where Dr. Elliot is
being heldIn strong contrast tthe brightly lit brunch scene, the psychiatric hospital returns to
thegothic. Compleamenting both the interior archdeire and the atmosphereot blue hues
saturate the spagaunctured byhe occasional spotlighihatallows for minimal visibility.
Patients in bright white attire, soroéwho haveheir arms secured with restraints, aimlessly
walk around or stand ofb the sidealone With along taketracking shot we follow a nurse with
squeaky shoes from behind as she makes her way to afegeom whereseveral patients
sleep.

The nurse makes her way over to Dr. Elliot asdleeleans over he awakens and caek
her to death. Set in what appears to be a reverse panofsycaptican) he stripsher of her

clothing A few low-angleshots reveal an open roof and multiple circular levels lit with bright
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spotlights filled to the brim with patients frenziedly stgrotown at theinfoldingsceneDe

Palma once again makes conscientious use of deep focus cinematography to collapse spatial

di stance, metaphorically collapsing the space
Switching t o aecdmen slavly pusyback whileea wrescendblicthcockian

violins play.Carefully choreographed framisplits the screebetween the twilightit scene of

violation belowand the navy blue and black darkness of the abovesl&uetnightmarish

carcerapsychiatric enclosurdoublesasa sy mbol f or Dr . Elliotds int

Low-angleshot ofabovelevels Birddéos eye view of asy
Thetrauma of coming into contact witjueernesshowevercannot be contained by any
physical arrier.From the insane asylum we cut to the exteriaa nbrrdescripthouse in the
evening. Shot from an unknowi©R', we hear shoes squeak asuh&nownfigure makes their
way around t he heaksene 6itswinelows. Ehebeginning afinis coricluding
sequence will become a standard convention ofldsheisubgenre whose Hitchckian roots
particularlyPsychoWilliams 2005)ar e acknowl edged bueygpertinpe r et urn
shower scene.
Theunknown perpetrator makes their wayaingh the house arsdops outsidéhe
bathroomWe cut toLiz in theshower She hears the shoes squeak aittl the water still
runningcarefully makes her way to the medicine cabinet. As Liz opens the dalsinettb gratr
the straight razonside we £e Bobbd s i mage r ef | eefotedidcamgrabthdre mi r r

razor , Bobbi cuts her throat. De Pabnhs shoot s
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degrees of distance whosditingonce agaimecalsPsych@ s | nf a mo u s Westhen wer s ¢
cutto Liz waking up in bed screaming agdabbing her throaPeter runs irseconds later to

calm her. Although it was onlgdream, the horror of coming into contact with a transsexual has

damaged.iz for life: Dr. Elliot has buried himself deepside hehead.

Bobbi 6s r efmirremct i on Lizwaking bpdrom her nightmare. Notice
how she now occupiggo b bi 6 s previ ou
position onthe lefthand side

The fronlembsucture aligns its visuapghysidal scour
mi mesis of the violence from her nightmare in
bet ween reality and nightmare, between the co

Much can be said about t h esydhoahavtic Featménsob gy ny , t

transsexualitybut it is vital we o understand the film as a reflection on the construction of

identityits el f at point in time de mainceaingydndérthe a gen:

influence of media and reggentationLi zds mi ming of the violence s

bathroom not only connects her to Kate, btis®reflective of the way images resonate after

we awake from the cinematic dreamsa@aifor spectatorship,as JudittMayner e mi nds wus, f

not just the relationship that occurs between the viewer and the screen, but also and especially

how that relationship |ives (1609828%.nce the spect
According toRobin WoodiiThe t rue subject of hreleasecof f i | m

repressé s exual i tyo .Afhdaughdnéth hokrd findper s@r8s8el to Kilis

very much part of the slasher subgenre that was gaining in popularity in the late 70s and early
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80s. | argue that althouddressed to Kilis amisguidedportrayalof trangqueer sexuality, it is
also asymbolic exploration of identity at a moment when multiple identities had emerged from
their repression with the explicit intention of destabilizihg norm andhe privilegesafforded

to thosetherein.

Case Study: Window&980)and Lesbian Doppelgangers

The simultaneous exhibition @fruising(to be discussed below) abdessed to Kill
solidified into a bona fide cycle with the releasa\ihdows a film about a deranged lesbian
who traumatizes arstalks her sofspoken stuttering straight neighbowindowswas protested
alongsideCruising (andDressed to Kill with the mantrdi S t Gyusing Smashwindows$ 0
capturing the frustrations of an increasingly disenfranchised liberal colléCinagboneau and
Winer 1981, Waugh 1985)The discourse surroundirige hate cycleinderscorethe urgent
need for selauthored identitieand representatiorislt postBryant; and yelike Dressed to
Kill, the film is surprisingly reflexive, constantpinting backat recording €chnologyand
observatiorassites ofidentificatoryconflict. Window® ¢ e n t risandt hate e love
(A Some b ogEyni ll oyvwed @do ancuccohr d i n g ), and tistheoudgbtMeldherneo v e r
and psychic structuring ofarcissism\Windowsencounters a heightened moment around the
correlations between visibility andentity.

The double has often been characterized as a narcissistic phenomenon (loving oneself too
much) or paranoid reaction, whitlhi tFy etuad adcdeptb
|l atent homosexual desires. AleveiRldegak Theonkyr i t e s,
difference between this kind of love and the erotic love of another is in the object. Narcissism
paradoxically involves a relationshiprae | ati onshi p of self to self

as though it were another persono (1970, 18) .
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AThus even the paranoidds characteristic sens
Freud b be a delusion of observation which results in a narcissistic gratification for the ego
ideal. Another form of narcissistic gratification is that obtained by the homosexual in seeking out
objects more |Iike himo (1970, 19) .

The ori gi ns o fsmanifestatichinpitprauregaécardjingAodrew
Webber are fAinvari ayoTy eb awimrdcl aerpnsavti it din swerxdiaar 3 d
highly problematic other of subjective desire
embodyingtheunderly;m f aul ts of, fAthe binary coR®truct.i
Webberfth e Doppel g@nger returns,embollgumty sialhjee st is
epistemology and sexuality have in each gtheére v e a | douobiebirtddeteveeri cogtive
and carnal knofkhewlgedgd 109G, s8R uaar eydbheéot wive |
predomi nant fptay betsveeo dge gatieveg® (1 9 9 6the ddppelgdmget h
embogingt he fAsort of performative raveildeenthes of i mi
object of such gender theorists (189,18 ve Kosofs
Webber contends that nAby pl aogleshcgmpolsive, gender a
heightened, and often crossed and troubled ways, the doytBefasnance artisis often also a
drag artiste, outplaying the subject at his][/
The figure of the doubles thuspositioredinterstitially between performng and the
performativity of identity, questiong the nature of identity while at the same time affirming
itself as t he mraenidentiyst ati on of oneods

The double ininherently queefigure thatsupersedes the normalized identity of its
original referent anémbodies the instability afelf-identity. The double is what the disciplined

normalized self secretly longs to be, and its incarnation in the hate cycle speaks prominently to
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fears of seHdissolution and the return of feelings and desires buried deeply viRibioert
Roger s o0 b s essociatisn ahdraatdscopy chiclsieal practice always reflect
psy chosexual c o n f luotingtStanlgy M.9C8l@mamadtisstHal) a aman fql i ct
between libidinal and other aims is a fundamental factor for the postulation of do{1i984,
25473, inRogers 1970, 15).

More than anything, though, the double \gsualp h e n 0 me n Dappelgandets e
above all a figure of visual compulsion, 6 obs
autoscopic, or seeeing, subject beholds its othelf as another, as visual object (1996, 3).
Noting the influence the double will have on twentieth century thipWgbbberargues hat At he
performances of thBoppelgangewill be seen as so many rehearsals of a double role on various
reconstructionsofth Lacani an mirror stageo (1996, 3), i
i nto the subyiseadnddscumsiveresnusiet ooff sael f o (1996, 4).
autoscopic impulse n F r e undatesalizesonto la theof doublingin its own ridt,
planting the visual as a pillar obntemporary identity formatiomn doing sohowever,Lacan as
well as Freudmplant homosexuality and queernessthreats that can only dessavowed or

managed and never fully repressed or avaided

Wi n d dite&eguence Emily during her attack
Windowsbegins with an opening shot of a dark tunnel lined with rugioured neon

lights that lead toward a bright opening. Separated into individual cptbessarearranged in
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the same ordesf arainbow alluding perhapso the rainbow flaghat had become a symbol of

political resistance after the assassination of Harvey Milk in November E&81B, the

heterosexugbrotagonistentersthe tunnel with a male partner, whom she is in the pramfess

divorcing. They make their wdyom the brightly lit exteriotoward the cameraymbolizing her

desceninto darknes@nd confinemeid into the netherworld diomosexualityFromthere,we

seeEmily make her way tber localgrocer and then home. Whemesenters her dark apartment,

she is attacked by a strangeplding a knife to her throathe male assailam¢lls her thashe 16

dieif she yells.Rather than riner clothes offhe coerce€Emily to performwhat appears to be

dialogue or a scripHeputs a knife (a symbolic phallus) inher mowths ki ng herdo t o fsa

telinghert o make it sound | i ke sheosawrfobhtaceneisg a bal

tape recordednd before anything physical happens the film dissolves to @SAatireg

Emilyés | esbian neighbour, jogging over the B
After her bruthattack Emily no longer feelsafeanddecides to move a new apartment

in ManhattanWhen she enters her apartment for the first time, she makes her way over to the

window, places her open hands on the glass pane, and stares out into Brooklyn. What can be read

as amomentof Emily feeling her newfound sense of freedom can also be read as a moment that

literally reflects her imprisonment. Gazing at the Brooklyn skylihe film superimposes a

reverse shot of Emily from the outsidéhe shosslowly dissolves as it tracks babkefly

superimposindg mi | reflécted imageand therdissolhesinto along shotof the Manhattan

skyline. The image of the Manhattan skylifedsely suggests anonymit§oreshadowng

Andrea®d s Vv a n t feom #he gbher isidetof the East River.
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Emily feeling her newfound freedom  Reverse shot suggests shangnowingly
imprisoned

The image oE mi | y 6 presked agdssthe windowcarries dual connotatiodsawe
and entrapment.hle windowthat allows Emily to see out into Brooklyn is also what allows
Andrea to see into her private residehdbe brief superimposed image of herself underscoring
her compromised privacy asplit identity. The window is a halfnirror thatallows Andrea to
see her object of desire and herself in her object of desiegpellating Emily positioning helas
Andreads other half. Wi th the hel powsAndreaer | ar
to keep Emily under surveillance while satisfying her own voyeurdgsnot so subtleeferene
to Rear Window(1954p yet another Hitchcock filmBut whi |l e Jef fds voyeur.i
surveillancan Rear WindowsavesthedayAn d r e a 6 s  sumvoyeearisrhid waat EEnely
needs to be saved from. Jeff O0s aythewveryendnlyi nnocu
to savehis love object A n dpatleolgicalbbsession with watching is in and of itself
dangerousThe more Emily tries to detacletself from Andrea and stake out her autonomy, the
more Andre intervenes and stakes her ob& more Emily eludes her grasp, the more Andrea
tightens her grip.

In her brief synopsis of art cinema and murderous lesbAamekeSmelik observes that
i L a ¢oekra great deal of interest in the crime of the sisters Papin and based part of his later
reflections on the mirror phase on this case, a concept which had a great influence on film

t h e 02004,33). The sisters were accused of killing their emplqyemd according to Smelik,
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ALacan was fascinated by women who had commi:t
paranoid female criminal. According to him, the paranoid structure means that the female
criminal sees her mirror image reflected in hetin.0 Lacan f el t that f emal e
from Adéthe danger of too much closenessd, 0 wh
explode in aggression when the subjects are forced to allow the outside world into the relation or
whentheyareforcedo s epar at e. Lacan attributes an Od6erc
paranoia, consisting of repressed homosexualtyBa s ed on t hese subject s,
At hat only the male subject can appr oai mat e t
third term, the male other, the two women are frighteDogpelgéngercopies of one single
self. In Lacanian psychoanalysis the mirror phase is the psychic phenomenon in which that
6correct distanced i2004e/3)Withoutthesdxed dthehevercantbdr e s u b
only the double and iwindowsthe male detectivl uffrono)a s si gned t becdined | y 0 s
the symbolic Acorrect ibvse gdazset aamcdaiGkaetedpast hcehri d e
becomes the threatening other whevartsA n d r e a 0 streantficatomp t

The telescope with which Andrea observes E
courting. The surveillance apparatus that alléwsdreato observe her object of desii@cesher
to simultaneouslyear witnesto her own failureandimpotenceUnable to control and take
possession of her love interest, Andrea can only simmer in her own powerlessness and rejection.
She watches from a distance the scene of budding romantic heterosexual love that requires her
absnceto play out in frontof her eyes through an optical apparatus as though she wetangat
a typical Hollywood movie. Indeed, at one point while Andrea watches Emily and detective
Luffrono scan a newspaper (for movie listings presumably) throughlescope, an image from

Now Voyage(1942) is briefly superimposed over tingage of thecouple.Now Voyageis a
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famous cryptdesbian Hollywood classic (White 1999) whose appropriation here and at this

exact moment mocks Andrea but also undermines tleedsetxual courting. We cut to Andrea

and the detective sitting on the floor watching the film on a miniature televisiomsjBstte

D a vdspindter character utters her famous lines of heterosexual éefusalh Jer ry, dond
ask for the moon. We hav t h e Althdugh Naw.Vayagers officially heterosexual, in this

context its lesbian subtext is used to connect Andrea to ERhigytelescopées thusdually

connoted as both a (fail e-@Xstern phgsicdlpegisagdu bst i t ut
metaphor for the cinematic apparatus whose symbolic screen is that of the wimibyand

Luffrono watch a romantic tale together on the television screen while Andrea is forced to do the

same

Wat ching a | ove dMhiewatchingraioeelstdrgunfold

In an unsettling but reflexivpreviousscene, Emily returns to her apartment to gagher
few belongingsAndreafi c a s u a |l | i dhqusetabopt$er bngvailabilitpndEmily
informshert hat s heb6s moatd&rily hears a khdeking dt keodoar. iKeeping the
door chain in place, she slowly opehand isstartledwhenahand reaches through and tries to
grab herStill rattled from her previous attadkmily falls into theadjacenbathroom. Andrea
rushes tdhe door and begins to crush the unidentified arm, saving Emily. After the door has
been successfully shut and the assailant has, presynedt) Andrea tends to EmilyHolding

herclosely, Andrdells Emily thateverything will be alright. Shatsidethe doorway in medium
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closeup, we seeE mi | y O6psessbdaup &gainst the cormgth herimagereflededin the

medi cine cabinetds mirror. Andrea enters and
Emi |l yos face and triesrtoweabmehberdbwnds Qgoi
in a mannethatfeelsmenacingather than comfortinga subjective feelingreated bycarefully

skewed optics. As Emily gives in and leans in toward Andrea, her face and head diBappea

the mirror.Only a diver of her shoulder ankder shirt collawithout a heademainvisible. This

carefully choreographed malicious psychological warfare is meant to further traumatize Emily

and leave heieelingeven more vulnerable and susceptibldndrea®d s h er atalsom, but

marks & instanceof perverted emotional and physical intimacy.

Andreads handmnacingo n sboniiilnyg:. yhestaf ed0 yet decap
The use of the mirran this context carries important connotatiamsl tells a lgghtly
differentstory han the oneplaying outon screenAccording toOlu Jenzen (2013)nfiear | vy
twentiethcentury art, lesbian eroticism was often portrayed through the image of the double and
in particular commonl y ahkobsServesthiitalmasndamti ruoe o
mirrorshot® | n @& i anéniiardextual reference to a longstanding tradition within popular
culture and art to use the mirror trope as shorthand for lesbian erot{@8&8, 352) Speaking
of Lacan,Smelikremindsis t hat At he i dentity of the self i
who isincorporatesvi t hi n t he i | | u Sidistance lmefweea self anchatherys.a T h e
fictional and i magi andreqyiresaglantomorgtd@risg TleWh os denf i t i
boundary between self and otheé8melikpoints outfiw i | | swall ow up tithe sub
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is precisely thiseltimplosion we see Andrea undergbthe climactic enavhen heffinal
attempt to break down the border between hertanily fails.

As the film approaches its climax, Andrea kills her therapist who tries to have her
committed and makes a last ditch effort to get Emily to love her. sdieing Emily hug
detective Luffrono through her telescope one evening, Andrea is nerlablg to simply
observdrom a distanceShe calls Emily, interrupting her moment of intimacy. When Emily
picks up the phone, Amda remains silent, hopirtge heavy breathing will intimidate her. When
detective Luffrono gets on the phone, Andrea, ira@dp v oi ce says, fAYou son
touch her. o0 He hangs up ohe daber Enaly dets to thardietective,i t wa
the more desperate and unstable Andrea becdoé#ssurveillanceand voyeurism tend to be
seen as two interrelatédrms of looking, but while voyeurism entails pleasurable observation,
surveillance entaslinterventionl f Andr eads gaze was both voyeur
she strokes her big thick telescope) and surveill@moaitoring her behaviour), ihe e, the
pleasurable component of her spying is replaced with the need to intervene and correct the
situation she observes from afar.

Desperate to get Emily alone, Andiei | | s E kWhen Endilg finds &er cat dead in
her freezer, Andrea (convenientlglls Emily and offers to console her at her newtledt too
just happens to beff the East Rver. Shaken, Emily makes herwayoeend ent er s Andr e
dark lofd her entranceeminiscent of hereturnhomeprior to her attackVhen Emily discovers
Andre abs|l escope, Andrea informs Emily that she
t o make dught@ likesahfrerdly Big@¢Sister Andrea confesses that
knows because slico e s n 6t 7 wa n ©Surveillancem this mstaace & enetapleot for

A n d r lBom@sexualityAndrea has simultaneously come out of two closets.
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Andreastroking her long thick telescope Andreataking controlandi c o mi ng out 0O

Earlier on we saw Andrea sitting in her cgrtbe East River lighting a cigarette and
pl aying the taped recording of Emilybés assaul
to Abe witho Emily. Participating by proxy vi
Andrea tilting her head wyard and exhaling in ecstasy to the sound of Emily complying with
her assailantédés orders. The cigarette connote
scene conformingtoamior n f emi ni smdés <cl aim thaticdyy | for m
demeaning and forms of rape. The audio recording is both criminal evidence and pornography,
implicitly equating the twpandpositorsAndr ea as a substitute fAmal e
lesbianism with aggressive predatory masculinitye tape recdingis no longer enough
though Andrea wants the real thing.

As in Dressed to Kill the ending parallels the opening scefedreabegins byforcing
Emily to make false claims of lovAndreatakes a knifetE mi | yds t hroat after
rapists he hi r e d .Andreadeamanddmityilift up her sweater and show her what he
saw.Keepng the knifeto her throat Andrea tells Emily o s a gndrBaawantsdo renact
Emi | y o6 s andiakethephysicalplace of the rapisThe more Andra tries taforce Emily
return to and relive her traunaadviolation, the more erratic Andrea becom@sdrea wants to
feel Emily, but she also feels for her, too. Repossessing her object of desire means the border

between Andrea and Emily dissolves. Arallecomes a victim of her own perversity and

162



insanityand has whadppeas to bea simultaneous nervous breakdown and org&¢hat feels
like an emotional crescendo to a struggle or scene of violence is cut slor byl synplesslap
Theunstabldesbian is instantly subdued by nothing more than a symbolic final rejection
delivered through minimal physical contaEhe nex morning Andrea is locked away, leaving

Emily and the detective free to be together.

_*,- s — —

Re-enactinghe scene of violation With the phallusseeking lesbian incarcerated,
the hetereexual couple can now begether

As with Dressed to Killit is easy tadismissthe film asa simple exercise in homophobia.
But Windowsis a thriller that delivers on itg@mise to present viewers with a twisted antagonist
who torments their gy and is alssurprisingly reflexive in the way it implicates observation
and recording technolodyead: cinemags pathological entities themselvébe hate cycle
hdped to populeze the thrillerthat flourished throughout the 80s and 9f&lliams 2005) As
an early examplet is understandable th#¥indowswould have been received so negativdiyt
in comparison to thgenreas a whole, both Andrea and the script are nobatldifferent fom
similarly themed films wittheterosexuahntagonistsAgain, this is not to suggest that the film is
a shining example of queer flmmaking, especially since no queer input was giveatheub
demonstrate hat t he h aibrewitrcdpublingabdssureellasa smffuenced a variety
of subsequent representation.

It is not accidental that several New Queer Cinema films poached themes, conventions

and iconography from the thrilleespecially the trope of the psychotic queeeki(Smelik 2004,
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Rich 2013b) Nor isit accidental thatvh a t | c a | secoHdohhté oyole avasacd@mprised
almost entirely of thrillers or that mainstream film pbigw Queer Cinema often turned to the
thriller to titillate audiences with images ofxsml transgressio(Bound[1994, The Talented

Mr. Ripley[1999). These developmentsill be discussed in further depth in the next chapter.

With Windows | simply wanted to demonstrate how the seed of future discourse was planted by
a film(/cycle) that vas universally denounced by the very people who would later champion its

not-all-thatdifferent queer revisioning.

Case Study: Cruising (1980) and the Dangers of @dentification

Cruisingtells the story of Gary Burns (Al Pacino), a New York deteciimet to infiltrate
gay male culturebés seedy underbelly in order
leather community. Burns is recruited because he fits the profile of the viiimiarly to Liz
in Dressed to Kill the police hope theyan use Burnas bait to lure the killer out from the
shadowsB u r msgcéess relies on his performance coming off as authentic. As Burns delves
deeper and deeper into th@ture he studiede learngo mimic itsdenizensso effectively that
by the end & is unable to distinguish himself from Blf-createdalter eg® the line between
mimesis andransformatiordisintegrates B u selrdoublingis reinforcedby his symbiotic
relationshipwith the serial killethe seeks to expastie killer become8ur nsgliysicaland
psychological doubl@Vood [1986] 2002)As Burns immerses himself into theorld of gay
leathersex he is forced to see througbt onlythe eyes of those he observes,dsbthrough
the eyes of thosee huntsLike Burns, the killetooks just like the men in the community

fact, all the men represented look pretty much exactly alike.
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Burns maing his way through an endless stream of clones
By the | ateclF6sebdhhba@Geveldpedantan ideallzdddentity
(Levine 1988) The sameness shmesexdesire was condensed into an easily replicable
personablue jeans, white-shirt or tank top, and facial haltike Burnsand the killer, we too
watchand stug theclones.As Burns conducts his ethnography, we tean about the
homosexual and theivayd now as much as then considering the erasure of gay male leather
culture from thderrainof queer representatioButt he f i | més ambi guatus end
some poinB u r rethribgraphy turned to autoatigraphy. Burns ovadentified with his test
subjects. Burns got in too deext some pointis alter ego took over. Like Andrea and Dr.
Elliot, the closeBurns gtsto capturing his object of desithe morehe mmes undone. Maybe
he was thejueerkill er all along?
Grevenobserves hat fisomet hing strange began to ha
to be art and bemerepresentationand representation became directly related to identity, on
both individual and g-Brgaotgayldenttiesihadonge@l@dinio3, 18 4)
somehing formidablethatneeded to be defended against a growing reactionary politics
Cruisingas well aDressed to KillandWindowswereconsideredy somea core partand
symptomof, this conservative swellin@@fHo | | ywoodds newfound interes

psychology of the homosexual, Simon Wat(#&982)reminds us that
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the concept ofisexuality which organises us all into distinct if highly generalised

categories, according to our sexual pleasures, is dittleaolder than the cinema. Film

emerged in a period of immense moral panic concerning the apparent discovery of a new

and intrinsically degeneragpecies of being in our midsthe homosexual a

previously undetected and thereforktlaé more insidioughreat tofimoralityd and

fipublic orderd It was also intensively developed as a competitive capitalist industry

around the ideology dffamily entertainmendand the commercial need famas®

audiences. From its origins, as Michael Chanan [(1980)] hagedoout, film was also

understood by the State and moral puritans as an instrument for instruction, and a

potentially dangerouscorrupting influence. For this reason it has always been subject

to intenseimorab scrutiny, especially from those who etpianorality with sexA

profound anxiety about homosexuality is thus deeply inscribed within the entire history of

motion pictures, an anxiety which compounds atedr mor al fiththaelbsagi on o

of profits (117118 emphasis mine
For Watney, cinems an agent of, and inextricable frothe surveillance of sexuafitBut what
Watney also articulatas that cinemaneluctablyanimates the spectre of homosexualibp.

Taking hiscuefromBPer , Wat ney recensdiscussioreoshormosexali
and cinema have been organized ar Qutnd t he con
Dyerés belief that Aowhat we should be attack
society to define us for ouWatweyd ovretsedn d sl 9t7hvgt 301}
Awork correctly prioritises a conceatternswi t h th
used t o s ideviantgfinyelasor to thecultural acquisition of lesbian and gay

identities. It stresses the distinctioeb we en sexual behavlb82108). and s 0
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For Watney stereotypes matter because fa ster
al most i nvariably a s iToidentyfa sterebtypeistogignalane's cont e
rejedion of a particular image, usually of oneself. It is to refuse an identification to which one
has been i 182d08pSterebtypingeirdetsects identity and challenges self
authorship andfor Watney Criiisingeffectively closes down any codsiration of the continual
struggle on the part of | esbians and gays to
(1982,6-7). There was something abdDtuisingthat compelled actiothatculminated in
physical disruptionCruisingwas the firs film whose productiomndrelease were protested by
gay and lesbian activists.

Similary to Boys, Cruisingwas receive@ndperceived aan invasion of privacywhile
Boysrecreated a private residence to enter and repré&ersjingwas filmed on locgon. Shot
in and around Greenwich Village, protestors used noise and deflected light to shut down
producti on. It wasndét enough for Hollywood to
into their spacetake it over, and document @ruisingwas lieraly forced ethnography.
Frustrations were high,and@at ney notes, fone demonstrator e
what would happen if a producer tried tem@keThe Birth of a Natiorn Harlem, using black
extraso (1982, 1 elttal) actividtstwouild $ind suchdadilm satirsuitidga b |
especially since the production quite literally penetrated and violated the sanctity of the gay
village. Although officially a public space, the gay village was felt and perceived as a private
space loated concentrically within a larger public areAs.David Halperin notes, gay ghesto
Aproduced queer communities freed from the su
case ofCruising,not only didofficially unfriendly outsiders force theivay into that tacitly

demarcated safe space, but werthere with the express intentmiaking tha space transparent
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and publi®é and forsome, with thexpress intenbf purposefully misrepresenting those people
protected by thinsheath of invisibiliy. By physically entering the spaces it represents and
using people from within that communi@ruisingblurstheline between fictional and (f)actual
fantasyandethnographyonverge.

Assessing the response to the filhexanderWilson (1984) suggestbat one of the
positives that came abofrom Cruisingd s r wdsttedinet mber of contradi cti
present in Ameri can ¢ aQruisingskeriatmessagedto Amertdndthat Act i
all gay men are like thesportrayed irthefilm andcould lead to violence against gay nten
ARGay People Will D jo read BexverahparapbleBDristonT1999,590).Butl m
the protests also highlight a crucial political disjuncture that restsfitself most prominently
when debating represgtion: protestors claimed the filmisrepreserstgay culture and identity
while Friedkin and film extr asWibanid84)oual |'y ¢t e
some, gay rights activistgereafraidnoto f t he f i | mdfstbeingtaoacwateacy but
(Wilson 1984; Burston 1999).

Wil son notes that dit was widely felt amon
didndét want the | eat her v®84,10%6). Those irbtle leattee n by s
community accused activist$ @ividing the gy community and shaming leathexuality.

Because leathesex transgresses liberal notions of sexual equality, the leather community felt

that gay rights activists wanted to keep its representatioof the spotlighbecause it would

damage theaunified image they were trying to put fortRor activistshowever Friedkin, an

out sider, was ai ridilydaunanot ithh e udd mmuniltfy Gvhat pe
accurate, people would assume that all those grouped under thedbdnnefigay 0 wer e

represented isomeshapeor form on screen. Whabmeprotestergprotesedwasthe accuracy
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in the depictiorof a subculture that woulde misconstrued for the whole: thewgre protesting
their sexual other whosenagethey felt did not acaately represent them.
At issue ighedegree to which the film uses realism as an alibi to sell a fictional portrayal
while claiming a certain documentaryi ke accuracy. As Wil son notes
of the film, Friedkin has argued that dspiction of the gay leatherste i s oO6r eal i sti c,
100). The appeal to realisnbolstersCruisingd anderlyingethnograpit: because it is detailed
and precise, it is reaDf course any representatidittional orfactual, is subject to aesthetind
formal manicuring.
Our introduction to the gay worlcelgins with a police cruisedriving downa non
descriptstreet at nightOur first look into this world is frorthe point of view of the heterosexual
authority figure and not that efdenizenShd fromthec r ui ser 6 s poi nfimof vi ev
abustling gay nightlife in onng takewhile ominousmusic overlays thed@rooding almost
haunting imagesnbued with gthic overtonesaseries of lone males in black or concealed by
dark shadows sWly walking nowhere in particulablue and metallitints envelop the
cityscaperity lights and moonlighteflectoff the pavementnfusing these twilight scenes with
a feeling of isolationFriedkin may very well be showcasing something factual (metenim
and leather walking to and from various points of interestjHmisequencis not without

aesthetic treatment.

Police officers patrolling the dadrowded streets
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From the various bars and clubs to the evening cruising culture of Mdnlaan 6 s many
parks, these real spacgsrefilmed in such a way as to bring out some notion of an inner
essenceA s Gr e v eQruismgconstantly urflermines the sense of realism it also strikingly
seekstopoduceét he dgive&kghdastlyyeei viodheisntensity to the
(Greven 2013, 188)A tension forms between documentary realrasta gothic stylethat
undergirds the entire narrative and formal structbitaring the line between objective and
subjective Theinitial shot/reerseshot pattern between the mobile takes of the pedestrians and
the two officers in the cruiser setpafalsebi nar y bet we e.nBuriniredoctoand fit h
to the gay underworld suggests that a clear idiwibetween observer and observall be
maintained wherthe filmis, in fact,dedicated tdreakng downthat binary

Damon Young argues that Afar from simply d
seems that ten years before queer thédmyising anticipatesall three major strands: the thg
of gender performativity; the analysis of the panicked and unstable divide between male
homosocialityand homosexuality; and the-soa | | ed 6éanti sociFodiYoundyesi s O
Cruisingwas negatively received angimains problematim certaincirclesin partbecause of
how it universalizes sarmsex desire and denies a stable integaglidentity promoted by liberal
rightsbasedactivism.i The fil m i s not about homosexwual s a
writes. On the contrary, itisaboitt he i nstability of the | ine be
homosexual male identity (2013a, 110he leather doppelgéangdfsedkin putsonscreefl or
Aonscene, 0 to use &Y200)ngnd denyetbhnegrapHic kndiviedgeiofa ms
some internalruth, underminingmasculinityand the fixity of heterosexuality througlarodic

mimesis taken to the extrenfeS e x u a | i dent i tiys, oofoekpsesbivervoéasym Yo ung
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innertruthg 1 ndgicfelmalsed on 1 mitat i orsgcialanddgeaformatived t o s a
(20134, 120).

Cruisingremains such a fascinating film because of how it denies clear identification and
continuously undercuts its claims to both authenticity and ficlibe.film begins with amdded

intertitle meant to appease protesttirat reads

This film is not intended as an indiciment of the
homosexual world. It is set in one small segment of

that world which is not meant to be representative
of the whole.

But it iIis iIimpossible not to see the film as a
real identification is with &eterosexual (7authority figure who guides us through thehsst

regions of an exoticlandestineeommunity; even more so considering the poverty of

representation, let alone positive or affirmatigpresentatiortp come out of Hollywoodat the

time). As Guy Davidson arguesiThe straight protagonist functions as a proxy for the potential
straightviewe¢ [ wi t h] t he protagonistdéds unfamiliarity
' icen[cing] an 6et hnog(GPp B5)Fcrd endokdi en 6osf ertehpnroegsrea
penetrates deeper thhis previous voyeuristic peak intbesordid private affas of a group of
dysfunctional gay friend$ostBryant, thehomosexual lost his/her exotic appeal, becoming a
threatening figure whose psychology aXual appetiteseeded to be better understood. Using

t he alibi of  hABredkircishgven lggena to pendtraite deep Into the social

psychology of the gay male ghetWwhile the alibi of authority maintains distee early on, the
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allure d this liberated yet oddlgverly regulatedinderworld chipgaway atour heterosexual
pr ot a gpoofessisntl basriér and possibly at those observing in the audience.
Cruisingcontinues Friedki 6 s penc hant f ,andersgang theidgalitysof y | i z a't
out cay life as something naturallggulated by timedusk till dawn belongs to the lmsexual,
dawn till dusk Welhe eff h etod rnd sse wwal tcthat doppel g2
fugitive, secret stories of men leadidgublel i v e s 0 o0 b s e gothicalagsic$trangee i n t h
Case of DldekyllandMr Hyde( 1 8 86 ) , t he f amahdmosoaavwodd or Jekyl |
populated almost exclusively by other arid bachelors, is implicated in heterosexual or
homosexual fantasies through the night f e o f h i sl7)dtdsat bighewdhertiel 9 9 6
perverse double oftemanifests itself and takeser. During the day, Burns is a straight cop
(except when talking to his gay neigiur). At night, he is a leathgueen on the hunt for a good
time. But while in typical doppelganger narratives one ego operates withmaitt her 6 s cons e
or knowledge, Brns has to put in an effort to manufacture and temporarily become his alter ego.
What weactually bear witness 1o s n $atttemptitecatch a killer, but his setfirected
transformationAnd yet at some point Burns loses control over himself. Somewlterg the
way something or someone else begins to direct him.
There is an undeniable didactic qualityGauiising At times, the film carome off like
ani nstructional vi (didch alsm hapgers towe theditledtev igch yldal per i
[2012] latest book on gay male cultuseith interludes of murder that just happen to be spliced
in. We watch Burns learn how to be gagw to navigate the norms and rituals of his new
environment like so many mdxefore him who made their pilgrimage to tre/dMecca that is
New York City. Frequent attention is given to the intricacies of the subculture such as the

meaning of the coloured hanky system, cruisingegspand subcultural conventiodsd yet, as
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Young (2013a) observes, the film denies us genumgographic knowledge and in many ways

fails to tell us anyt hisethpographio journeygsaayournegd e nt i t y
through himself, but one that ultimately reveals that there is no ionatdidifiedsexual self.

The attentions to datal are what give the f iverysameaeadsmigr i tty
that alsogivesthe film an uncomfortablencannyquality.

Because the viewer watches not so much a crime investigatiom lolgraifiedstraight
man learning how to be gathe presumed straight audience member also receives a lesson in
how to be gayAlthough thelessonffer a glimpse into the coded practicesasimall sexual
community, they likewiseonstrucidentity as somethinghherently performativerecisely
becaaise of the f il mo6Bytheendiisdeardh@irnsitas been@ftetctes by.
his surroundings, transformed even. And it is precisely this tbféeinsformation via
encountering the spectacle ofalhle sexuality that makes the filmcsuan important and
transformative texitself. The film changd the field of representation (Young 2013a). But more
importantlyth e r het ori ¢ around fAcontagionodo represent
that part of the thrill of watchin@ruisingfor straight audiences isthe¢hat fAgoibafg nat i v
being affected andossiblytransformed, like Burns.

When undertaking ethnographic research one
environmentbutdoing soalsoraises the threat of ovadentifyingwi t h oneddad subj ect
losing oneself inthe other o r , A g flaussmy 1993PBuUrnsvrdMES into &reenwich
Village apartment and is told to cut off all contact, relinquish his gun and identification, and keep
his identity secrét heterosexualitys now the dirty secret that must be kept hidden. By
quarantining himself he is forced to learn the ins and outs of his new cultural setting. Donning a

leather jacket and an inquiring set of eyes, he wanders the streets and bar hops, trying to orient

173



himsef to his new environment. Walking by a shop with coloured handkesdagiging out
front, Burnsinquires withinabout their significanceHeis told that each colour represents a
certain esired behaviour detish (blowjob, anal, urine)Vhether one liketo give or receive
depend on which pocket theandkerchief is locatedeft, give; right, receiveBurns has learned

his first lesson.

Burns learning about the coleaoded hanky system

After heleawes the storghe film cutsto Burns (latern the eveningf?staring into a
bathroom mirror applying makeup to accentuate his eyebrows. The voice of his superior echoes
invoicove® fhow would you | ike to diwwaeepBuwnar 2?0 Thi s
examining analtering himself in the mirroBut this is alsdB u r gfisténajor foray into his
newly developingersonasuggeshg Burnsmay have takethe assignment foother than
professional reason8pplying makeup grafts aew identity onto his facand dlows him to
Adi s ap pthigconstrudtedmage But mayben e &ppearingand not disappearing. After
fresheningup,Burnis e ads t o t MHests\dhe sideles red whses/how the men
interac® typical behaviour of someone who is unfamiliar vitie environmenin which they
find themselvesreinforced byaseries of shdteverse shots of men walking by astding
directly at himasifthgc a n s merheat Bufg isesslibited by a tall topless médmut

rejectshisoffer,s t at i ng, Al l i ke t pondwlayteliny hird that heef hema n c ur
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likes to watch he should take that hanky out of hispcahét al | s hi m an fAasshol

away Burns has learned hsecondesson.

Burns looking and being looked at

For the first half of the film, weee moments where Burns is affected by his
surroundings, but it is not until abdualfway through that weee himtemporarily lose himself
for the first time. After a particularly gruesome murder scene at a gay porn videq 8uwamse
makes his way back tyet anothebarwherethe sight of explicit and extreme sexual play seems
to affecthim in ways for which he could not prepaBurms enters the bar wearing a paibafe
jeans and a black tank t¢inat parallel the dress of those in the porno ancawie walks over to
the barFrom a distancehe sees moustachioed man in a white tank top standing over someone
wearingleathec haps (a small amount of visible fl esh
lying on his backn a chain swingvith his leg spread widepen We cut to a closep of Burns
and then to a closep of the man in whitapplying agenerous amourmif lubrication to his fist
andlower forearmand then moving his arm toward the swing. We quickly catreedium shot
of the (toplessjnan in the swing reactingithi gratification asis body absorbs and works with
t he motions of hi sncptltoa snediprdongsmodgrondbghinél theswing We t h

apparatus of the man white fisting his partneand then backto aclosm ofBur n s O6This f ac e .
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is the first imewe seeBurns kearingwitness taany display of explicit gay seX Thisis Burnss

primal scengthe moment of conceptias well as his undoing

Burns bearing witness to the primal scene

Pioneering leathersexa hr opol ogi st Geoff Mains observe
| eather, is an exploration of human | imitso (
is Athe nearest thing t06 ngif v isn-vetlyd agormd our €[ 1 9 8 4
birth in the quest for [Edgigisa@yquité fdssibiyntlee [ 1 9 8 4]
most) physically extreme sex act, which pushes physical and mental limits, whose stretching of

the rectum and mixture of intense pleasure and painnstala birthing experienéethe gaping

rectum temporarily no different from a vaginal openifigpr Mai ns, MAPassage i nt
involves the acceptance of oneds nature. Pass
with the elements of tabooppve r , and i nstinct as well as sext

Cruisingwe see the reverse: Burns moving through the latter to make his way through the
former. Mains also argues that leather sexuality is a celebration of sexualpyimsknstinct
thatr esi sts Mtiewait hiezatiisomosymbolic and | iteral

Donning leather gear allows Burns to create adopan alter ego through which he can explore

“Young, however, suggests that a carefully inserted ellipsis after Burns walks off with a stranger
sporting a red hanky in his left pocket (that identifies him as a fister) he encounterstrial C
Park | eads fAus to wonder if the fisting scene

his first encounter with that practiceo (2013
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his surroundingsBut dter witnessing &ex acthat pushes masculinitg its limits and over into
the terrain of the feminine, his second skin seems to meld into his flesh, becoming his primary
skin.

Although I agree with Young (2013a) that ovef@tlisingchallenges the organization of
sexuality into discreet identitiethe film also places heavy emphasis on transformation and
sexual awakening. | 6m not suggewhaseidergity t hat Bur
slowly rises to the surface, buattherthat his desire for the same sex and the culture organized
around almale desire manifests itselhd begins ttakeoveras he isncrementallyexposed to
gay sexualityds mor e fiTnhtei npartiemaa n ds ciennter ipcraotpee rd
witnessing of sex from a time before the understanding of sex is mossiblt hat expl ai ns
enigma of the origin of the sefwrites Williams (2008, 225226).1 argueBurn® mquisitive
but quietly stunneavitnessing of the unfolding fistingcene doubles as his primal scene

Al t hough You Qmisingmay in &cs pogsésasomerdf the qualities that
characterize a primal scea@artly because botRruisingand the primal scersretraumatic
momenst h at withoutiany éram@work for receivingdit (2013 a 110), Young
the primal scene representedhn the film itsel® Burns, after all, unknowingly stumbles into
the activity without any warningAs Williams notes, the primal scene is characterized by the
Afirst witnessing of a sex act iniandoaly |l y unde
later as pleasuré2008, 237; emphasis min@&urns is noticeably more comfortable with his
surroundings and self after seeing yloeing man absorb an entire fist into his rectamd dter
bearing witness to this painful sex act, Burns heads to the danc&vhere out of nowhere he

becomesonsumedy rapturous pleasure.
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Burns is brought hanoh-hand out to the dance floafter witnessing the scene of fisting
While dancingwith his new friendBurnsi nhal es some chemicalAs fr om
the drugtakes effect, Burns starts to really loosen tje begins to dance more aggressively and
lively. His movements beooe more pointed and severe. As he dances, théfdm edi t i ng
becomedrantic, cutting to the various onlookers at the sidelinssos of the man loving his
time in the sling, sweaty topless men holding each other and kissidgloseups of lights
flashing behind an American flag light fixture that infuse the scene with a hypnotic rhythm and
intensity Thisfrenzieddreamlikemomentv s u a | i zseteriolywaf Busdiransforming
and letting new feelings consume him Bef ore cutting to the | eathe
with a full smile on his face, dancing as hard and as passionately as everyone else around him

He has adsnilated. Heis now one of them.

' 6 6 8

# % %k k|

Burns transitioning
The combined themes of surveillance, doubling, and the threat of transference are
crystallized inCruisingd mfamous concluding sequence where Burns blankly staresselif
in his bathroom mirror. After identifying and arresting (eepposedkiller, and after
discovering that his neighbour whom he befriended has been killed, Burns returns to his
apartment and pgirkiend entess hid apdrtment afiddsrhim sh@aving in the
bathroom. As she makes herself at home, the film cuts between her and Burns looking at himself

in the mirror as he shaves. Pacing while waiting for Burns to finish, she sees a pair of reflective
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aviator sunglasses and aleathdrpoc e cap with a big shiny silvel
same accessories the killer at the porno arcade ®beputs them and theaccompanying

leather jacket on.fe film thencuts to our final shot of Burns wiping away excess shaving

cream of his face. Could Burns have been the killer all along? Our final image of Burns is of

him staring at himself in the mirror and then

final gaze breaks the forth wall, confrontationally interpellatingstfeetating subject

Performance or conversion?

If the fisting sequence symbolizakind ofre-birthing, and if Burns is the stasid for
the presumed heterosexual viewer, then it leaves open the possibility of the audience being
seduced as welRs in Dressed to Kill the narrative is structured byreflexivity that points back
atthe audience via the charactezenfrontation with consuming and destructive queerness
onscreenDavi dson questions Atrhwhichsimglatingfgdyressnce of n
becomed moreorles8i ndi sti ngui shable from being gayo (
paranoid gaze that Burns returns to the camera in the final scene may elicit an equally paranoid,
self-surveilling gaze from the viewer: Bu ns$odk at the camera suggests that the disorder of
identification he is undergoing may extend ou
Foll owing Mark Seltzer (1998), Davidson ar
between mimetic technologie and e mbodi2@82 4 )d,endnd itelsadt (At he ¢

relations between representations and actions that we observe in the film might be understood as
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met onymi zing or compl ementi nlghea tfsi lam&o unpemfer

leavs At he possibility of a blurring between a
ot her respects under &d Davidsonawse catriotsgnaregthtfdctve ( 2 0 0 5,
powers of film and suggests that in the same way that Burns, guéss to know the
homosexualmoves from simulation to mimesis and then oagsimilationand possible
transformationthe audiencéoo can potentiallpetransforme by the viewing proceéslike the
young man who died after watching gay sex on scaéére porno theatre

About halfway through the film, goung man with dark features makes his way to an
adult bookstore that doubles as a porno arcade and cruisingCtmarmapagne 1997)n the back
room he gives a hard glance to a man in leather wearingesses and smoking a cigarette and
follows him into a private viewing booth. The young man inserts a quarter. The film begins to
play, and the two men touch hands. The young man gets up and kneels in front of the one in
leather Reminiscent of the first order scene where a young man was tied up and stabbed
multiple timesin the backas the porn movie plays, the man in leather pulls out a knife and stabs
the young man to deaihan act of violence that not only signifies anal sex, but also aligns the
sex atwith death and a sense of foreboding (Young 20M@h each stabbing motion, the film

cuts back to the seer® death via spectatorship.

Knife as phallus Seeing pain or seeing pleasure? The rectum as grave
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Much as has been said about@issociation between anal sex, violence, and death in
Cruising (Wood (1983) 2003; Miller 2007; Greven 2013; Young 2013). Juxtaposing violent
pengration in the screening room witlnages of gay male sexuality onscreen can easily be read
as homophobic, buhsuld also be read symbolically, especially since it immediately precedes
the fisting/dancing sequeniahe death of a previous self followed by the birth of a new one.
The ambiguous final image of Burns staring at himself in the mirroesthe entire fim
narrative opero interpretationWe see in the final image what we wantto &a.r 1. s 0
introspective journey is alsmr own introspective journeyuo interpretation of the final
haunting image says more about wntkhenarrativeor Burns

Althoughthe film has been criticized for its incoherence (Wood [1983] 2003], Young
(2013) sugagdsergasizehher &t i mési s meant to mirror
unstable interiorityCruisingds t ext ual f orm mirr oyrAsinBresseds 6 s 1 r
to Kill andWindows the mirror inCruisingservesa narrative as well atualsymbolicpurpose:
to signify the unraveling and incoherence of iderditgact as ametaphorifor the cinematic
viewing experienceln Cruisingin particular ve seethe mirrorcrystallizingF o u ¢ anotiort 06 s
heterotoja asindeterminate and liminal. It is not surprising, then, that Foucault spoke of the
mirror as primarily a heterotopia.

The mirror is, after all, a utopia, since it is a placeless place. mither, | see myself

there where | am not, in an unreal virtual space that opens up behind the surface; | am

over there, there where | am not, a sodtidowthat gives my own visibility to myself,

that enables me to see myself there where | am alssmtitis the utopia of the mirror.

(Foucaul1967]/1986 24, emphasis mine
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Foucaul t 6 efthp miirovis un@ogbitedlyginspired by Lacarho himselfemphasized
that nAthe role of the midoublesinwhchp ghysickeetlies i n t he
mani fest themselves that d1964,2006037)CF pakticlar, het er
importance is howroucault himselfprior to screen theorgligned the cinemwith the mirrog
conceiving of it as a heterotopid a v er y oal mom; a tbendofivdniahl, on a twe
dimensional screen, esees the projection of a thrdemensional spaée capable of
juxtaposing in a single real place several spaces, several sites that are in themselves
i ncompat i bl 6 2b).léugdgedneétidink ofhd @lyCruisingbut also the hate cycle,
which placed sucheavyemphasis on mirrors, &svertedheterotopiasmirror reflections that
represent the undoing of the self as dyst@ia the view point of those whose identity was
coming undone

Steven Shaviro contends tliaemi mesi s and contagi ondandend t o
fbl ur boundari es be(1998 83nA ti mes iidma ggen di L unt sti dee 0s y
but anuncanny excessive residue of being that subsists wheshallldb e | a @993, vy 0
The fil mbés open skhome and igentityauncdnéynoslondeiusecars and
familiar but unfamiliar and unstabl&melikremindsusthait he uncanny i s rel at
repression: it reveals what should be hidden but contbe teurface. Whether the uncanny
expresses itself through a thing, person, eve
para 2) What we see i€ruisingis the coming to surface of something, but what that something
is remains uncleaBhaviroc ont ends t hat @Athe public sphere o
enforce its standards, and perpetuate itself, only insofar as it is doubled by a inner world of fear,

isolation, secrecy, and guwlt ( 17HdbD wever we interpreédt Burnsos
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homosexual identity or desideit is clear that the film articulates a sensasaiethinghat was
repressed returningnd that whatever that something is shouléebeed

Cruisingwas heavily criticized for, and accused of, traffickinghe conservative
Acontagiond or fAvampireo theorem that predomi
the time Russo [1981] 198 AVood [1986] 2002; Watney 1982; Burston 29&reven 2013).
The contagion theorem posited gakeawsgssandas s o0 me
purposely transmitted to heterosexualsfoenct and t hus tr apdatkhem i n t
perverted world. As critics would later discuss, the film almost presciently taps into a structure of
feeling that will manifest itself with the staught of the AIDS epidemiQuoting Foster Hirsch
(1999) LindaRuth Williamswr i t es how he Areads a-brotict hi s sex:
message about unsafe sexéattributing the succ
thrillersofte  1980s and 1990s are metaphors for the
as cited in Williams 2005, 30Eruisingmay havethe logic of infectio and contagion
embedded within,butd s uncl ear @aemophobic orisex pholdorgenerds 6 s
Although tapping into a structure of feeling that precipitates an epidemic, the death onscreen is
also highly symbolic and metaphogs well as alluringThe e 6 s s atithensettlingargl
unsettledabout theCruisingthat keeps bringing criticsgkolars, and viewersacld the queer

primal screen, our queer primal scene.

Interior. Leather Ba{2013):Uncanny Reconstructions

Bywayof concl usi on, | 6d | i ke-Ttaws Mathewe f | v | ook
debacldnterior. Leather Ba2013), a shd film that firecreate@the 40 minutes of (explicit)

footage Friedkin wasupposedlyorcedto cut outfrom Cruisingt o secur e an ARO r a

lost 40 minutes of harcore footage has becorfigornlored (Burger 1995), and cryptbisexual
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tease Franco @gueerarthouseporn filmmakerMathews team up to fienagine gourney
throughthislong losthard corearchive.Interior has ess if anything, to do witlCruising, and
moretodovi t h Francods ego; anldterigranimportaftextualand al s o
discursive additioo Cruising In some respecte film is a boring disappointment that leaves
one feeling cheated by t he probwhatGrasingshould eei ng
have beenAnd yetby exploring the mythology ohts lostfootage through the restaging of
Cruisingd eriginal production)nterior manageso capture theulturalanxietesthatforced
Friedkin to cut 40 nmutes in the first plade anxietieswhich the film suggestsndure to this
day.

Davidson notes ho®ruisinghas fnbeen recuperated in recen
by a younger gay audience, for whiadlkgayphte f i | m
S/M underworld is a compelling and historically valuable envisioning of the libidinal inesiti
of the 1970s New York leather scene that is scarcely available elsewhere on celluloid (apart,
perhaps, from the special case oldeediomang mpor an
ways,Cruisingis an archive of a culture never adequately recobgedoving images or
displayedonscreen outside of pornograpdnyd a handful of films by Rosa von Praunh&im
tesamentto, and reminder othe complacent and tepid nature of current queer cin@ich
[1998; 1999] 2013)

What heterosexuahalemovie statodaywould allow themselves to be shown tied up
and naked with their bare bum on display in an S/M scene gone Mik@nBacino inCruising?
Shia LaBeouf and Willam Dafoe ilNymphomania€2013) perhapsWhat gay moviglet alone
Hollywood productionwould show someone being fistedsomeoneruising for sexand being

killed in an adult bookshop®@nly Todd Verow Frisk [1995], Deleted Sceng2010]) and Bruce

184



LaBruce(No SkinOff My As41991], Hustler Whitg1996], Skin Gand1999], The Raspberry
Reich[2004],L.A Zombig2010]) have dedicated themselves to keeping the spectacle of gay sex
and all its messiness, includiitg problemati@ s s oci at i ons wi.bButbeth ol ence
tendto receive little if any,acknowledgement in mainstregressand only minimal attention in
gueemediain part because they purposely reject liberal political correctA¢sisnes, when
either director does receive attention, the attention is neg@iseussing-riskbc s i ni ti al f e
run in the mid90s, Richnasthaif gay men nearly rioted when the
to Strand distributor anériskb s pr oducer Marcus Hu...[for havi
of murder in the context of an3b)lyeconsewtives e x u a |
and anxious soctpolitical climatein which Cruisingwas produced and releasady not be as
obvioustoday butt h at d o @ ¢ dis@ipearad ibanything,it has insidiouly intensified.
Interiorisamockd o cument ary, a §$ ¢ e toeksaibtherecreatibneohi nd t |
Cruisingduring its productiomut beginsoddly enouglwi t h Fr anco detailing N
thesisin The Trouble with NormgR000. After a few intertitles, whictas inCruisingattempt to
contextualize th@roceedingepresentation@vhile also mocking its inspirational sourgce)
Francoand Matthews engage in brief conversation aljoeer resistance and the threat of
assimilation to radical politicS'he reconstruction is thus itself framed as discursiveoexjubn
of past politics through their curremtanifestationlt is anuncanny journey througthe archive
of thepast to thejueer cinematic primal sceméhe moment that put queerness onscreen and
onscene and instilled a discursive and political wedge.
Rather tha show us all the gay sex that waspposedlygut, Interior instead chooses to
explore the politics of exhibiting gay sex by displayihg insecurities and psychological

complexes ofts conflictedactor® particularly Val Lauren, the lead actor playiAd Pacinoods
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Burns. Al t hough we d o n bard cgectiomdtieimpliedfisting scene inf
Cruisingwas more shocking and visceral than anythinigagather Bar including twoexplicit
three second blowjad what we do get is a look at complaceatrfophobia in an era of liberal
equalityos sThpfinoisaddtortea mircomopthe past that directs its politics at
its queer audienc@n the surfacénterior chronickesthe dixomfort and homophobia bibth
Cruisingd straight audience dnproduction crew in the late 76®m the point of view of the
present dayOn a deeper leveit is abouthow theimplied homophobia in the text and of those
who protested the film has been internalized as a core feature of contemporary assimilated gay
identity and culturelinterior is notthe return of the repressed, lauteturn to the moment of
repression.

Val Lauren isB u r sdeuble Similady to Burns Laurenfunctions as ia ethnographer
through which the viewer can return to a primordial instan¢-experience a crucial moment of
selfrepression. Ulike in Cruising, however Laurenis the symbolic guidéhrough which a
gueer, andpresumablynot heterosexual, audienmeexperiences thiarchival journey to the
past. Laur en i ehndgiaphic avataByemaintaining the idedtiicatory
structure of the original text, the queer viewer is positioned similathyoewho sat in the
audience back in 198Rather than outright condemning either the film or protestors, Matthews
instead pproaches the anxieti@isat surround and are embeddedthia film through Laures
struggle to become Burns. The filmithin-a-film approachnot onlyplayswith the murky
divisions betweemctuality andartistic artificethat saturat€ruising, butalsogives us re
imagined access to tipeocess Pacino himseikely wentthrough to prepare fdris role. It is
only after watchindnterior we realize tha€Cruisingreflexively visualizzsthe method acting

process, whereby an actaderally becomes the chaster they study.
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Interiorb s deconst r uc tsusvoeseedhp gonsouatiorhof idehtyd w
examine the complex negotiations that come with forming adesttity within a broader
collective oné even or perhaps especiallif,that constructions entirelyperformative rather
than innateThe film revolves around not just identity, but identity throusyid identification
with, imageslInterior envisions the anxieties felt back then by a heterosexual (male) malmrity
actualized here and nawanera where gay and straight are (supposedlgyeatemproximity
(Dean 2014)Despite decades of rights gains andial progresswhat weultimatelybear
witness tan Interior areseveral straight actodiscussng their heterosexualitwith subtle
bravado and insecurityarticipating in the production of a queer fdna discursive visualization
that bears uncanny resemblance to both thentdeéhe-scenes production of, and onscreen
representations igay-for-payporn Rather than sexual or identiitory dissolution|nterior
purposely upholds both as discreet and definable, positioning them concentricallyonotuler
structures of heteronormativdya t est ament per haps to queer the

But aswith Cruising, Interior is ambiguous and ambivaleigavng open enough space
for possible transgression. Throwgitthe film we are treated to seveshlots of Laureifand
Franco)looking onwardalmostin shock at the unfoldingcenes ofjueerness and explicit sex
The film itself becomes a prolonged primal scene for its hatknatified participants. Unlike
Burns who displayed intrigue rather than hesitation, the gay onsaehitgrior seems to
suffocae LaurenSeveral closaups of Lauren struggling with almost chiide naiveté to make
sense othefrenzied spectacle unfolding in front of his eyes a recurring visual motift is
those moments where the pressure to identify, to chose a side and stick to it, are the most striking

and affectivelt is not surprising oufinal image of Lauren as Burns is a superimposition of him
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reliving t he sesstatiecanversmri. M&yteitoo averidentified with the

Lauren fiback st ageo wat chi nlgurenreenactingBuressiis en as
a sex scene be filmed extras as fAb dransitm@A supermpasition
engage sexually effect symbolically collapses
past/present and self/other
Case Study: Taxi Zum Klo (1980) and the Seilismce of Explicit Sex
Sousveillance is a theory and practice of looking dackhose under surveillance at
those conducting surveillance with the same technologies ugeépahenundersurveillance
(Mann Nolan, and WellmaB003).Sousveillance ssentially means wearing portable recording
equi pment to document Bygessebtalhtugningaonasalfinan exper i e
surveillance apparatus, one damerage their body in service of resistarfs@isveillarce can
take on many form@Ganasa 20109 includingprotesting against homophobic movi8seven
Mann(2004)differentiatsb e t ween f hi er ar ¢filmingasshopkeeper srpaoticel | anc
officeand A per s on abkuclsageecswdingoinleléasn adea i (l).yntheecasef vi t i es
gueer representation, the personal is inextricable from a social hiethatipjaces gays and
gueers closer to the bottom of the pyranpidrsonal sousveillance is hierarchical sousveillance.
As such, it is my contention that in the same waytaiesentations of gay and lesbians by the
majority constitute ethnography and surveillance-sgfesentation, at least in the pBsyart
era, constitute sousveillarice defiant look back through the self.

Although ®usveillance would appear to be betteited to documentary practices or

amateur agitprop films, such as those that will define AIDS media activism-auidered
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fiction film, regardless of its intended or unintended politics, was, asdnreways still is, a
defiant look backlf Hollywoodd s f i r st I atatleast gtterhpeed tp pladiee e
homosexual under surveillandbenthe developmentfa queerauthoredcinema that tolo off in
the latter half of 7% with films such as the Canadi@utrageous{(1977), theBritish
Nighthawls (1978),andWestGermanFox and His Friend$Faustrecht der Freih€)it(1975), to
name a few werevery much alefiant look back at those above by those be@me of the
most important and transgressive films released at the tail end of Gay Liberatidaxivasim
Klo (henceforthTaxi). The film is an autobiographical journey that documents gay culture at a
particular moment of critical disjuncture, whose sexual explicitness adds an experimental flair
that transgresses typical fictional conventions.
Speki ng of Su Friedrichodos autobiographical
0 b s er v Eirst ConresaLiovél®91)is moreaboutheterosexuals than about lesbians.
Nevertheless, it is also a documentayyandforl esbi anso (1997, 1tReé) . Al t
sameJaxb s defi ant explicitness and autoethnograp
homosexuals as much as heterosexuals;T@ais a narrative fiction inextricable from the
director 6s bi o-politiaaphiesarchaes af todlotvreobseration. Itds a gy-
authored film for a gay audience that looks back at heteroseauisormativitythrough
unabashedelfexploration.ts endurance and continued popularity (the film is available on
Nefflix) speaks to both its importance as a histdéricad o c ument as wel | as Fr a
filmmaking.
Unable to discuss the variety of works made during titerlkaalf of the 70s and first half
of the 80ssuch as those yarbara Hammer, Rosa von Praunheim, Arthur J. Breasan,

Rainer Werner &ssbinderl shall instead focus on tiMéestGerman filmTaxifor two reasons:
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1) because the filnmaptureghe intracultural tensions brought about by the turn toward lberal
normative politicsand2) because the film ia necessary corrective to botrethate cycle and
the official liberal corrective offed by Hollywood,Making Love(1982).Making Lovewas
Hol | y wenarteéfeCruisingandattempt to tackle the taboo subject of the closet and the
reality of coming out while married to someone of tpposite sex (Russo [1981] 1987).
Although offering viewers a recalibrated look at something many gay individuals were going
through, its submission to liberal gay activism presented a similarly distorted portrait of gay life
in the posiBryant eraTaxioffers a more authenticorrective that waseverthelest bequickly
subsumed by the equalbppressivesurveillance of positive representation

Set in West Berlin in the late 193, this semautobiographical film visualizes the
culturalpolitical undermnings of thedoubkd selfliving a double life a carefully
choreographed dance between public and private, interior and exterior, and fucking and working.
A festival hit when it was release@axiwas praised for its honest portragldaily life without
comprising its graphic eroticism (Waugh [1981] 2000), offering a more realistic altertmative
Hollywood and optimistic hope for the futuoéself-authored representation (Watney 1982).
Althoughone of thefew narrative films in queer cinematic histdryportray typical post
Stonewall life,Taxiis almost selconsciouf itsanachronsd a fiswan song of the
erao (Waugh [1981] 2000, 122), Il amenting a sl

The importance of the film festivals leecannot be underestimated. Film festivals helped
to circulate images from various nations and different seoi@mstancesaiding in the
constructi on o fo ua néglisbieay megnanglo ModhnAmerica the
UK, Western Europe, and &udinavia Gever 1991(Gamson 1996; Straayer and Waugh 2006;

Zielinski 2008; Loist and Zielinski 2012; Rich 2013). Although it would seem counterintuitive to
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discuss dow-budget personaVestGerman film in relation to hig-budget Hollywoodnajority

Anglo corpus, the film was frequently discussed alongside other popular representation when it
wasreleased and held up as a signbeacon of radical filmmaking in an increasingly hostile
visual terrain (Waugh ([1981] 200W/atney 1982 | thus treat the filnas part of a collective
postStonewall gay consciousness whose national and cutjpealficitie® althoughfactors

that should not be ignorédare not different enough to warrant its exclusion from my

discussion. In the same way ti@&uisingrepresents aultural paradigm shift already underway,
Taxi mirrors how thidransition was being renegotiated subculturally.

Fil mmaker Frank Ripploh plays Frank, a you
(Waugh [1981PR000, 122) trying to manage his lustf@sires, career as an educator, and new
relationship. In the beéigning of the filmwe are invited by Frank to tag along and observe his
adventures, and although a fictional narratiyv
were a documentaryf,not home movie (Watney 1982; Waugh 18840n-location filming,
routinedialogue, minimal extraiegetic scoring, nottheatrical andlattened acting, and, of
course, explicit sex makeaxifeel more like a diary film and less like a fictional portrayalke
|l isten to Frankodés internal monol ogues, watch
fall in |l ove, fuck, piss on | overs, and be re
sutures Ripploh the director, Frank his onscreen gvaatd the audiendegether giving

spectators intimate access to his life, mind, and asshole.

>y v ] A e :
Identity as ctage The viidredactiod © Frank

-
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Beginning with a closeip mobile long take, we see various images andcctsbnned to
a wall Asin Boys in the Bandwve are introduced to our protagonist via an assemblage of
signg® although our firshctual image oFrank is of his naked behinduB t ons pr ocl ai mi
mor e heter os o0 an (denriifgirg yhe Adloanflectedmatlreaof Gag Liberation
politics [the buttons, one would think, would be in Geripapictures of Frank, images take
from magazines, a business card for malergscand a few erotic portraitscluding a Tom of
Finland drawing of extremenemagaptuel at e 7 0 s kaleigoscopic konstructo® s
The ollagerepresents gay culture as itself a collage amalgam of various overlapping politics
sensibilities, and drivegnd gayidentity as somethingnformed by broader collective
phenomenand not just desire for the same .sex

Julianne Pidduckndicatesi v o-over@arration [aa] characteristic of
autoethnographyo ( 2 UaQi%ewed ateireated ta pedodit yoiceovefg h o u t
Frankos i nt eThisgvés usnindimatelaccessimet onlyF r a rinkeha thought
process, butlsot h e f i | wenaee lneited@osobserve the filmmaker explomaself
throughhis selfconstructed imagdouble.Ripploh plays with his dual identity as author and
character tawonnect his personal experiences with those of the audiesadeewing the burde
of positive representation whitenfronting a history of heterosexual ethnogragigtherire
Russell writes that

to think of queer filmmaking as ethnographic is to recogihe problem of

representation as one of sepresentation, in which the self is socially as well as

sexual | y cToenfaigigality oé ghyculture is perceived ethnographically, but

from the inside, and thus provides a model of indigenousgtiaphy. The look at the
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Ot her is necessarily inverted as 6the ot he
and epistemology (1999, 148).
Although Russell speaks of firperson experimental filnT,axid autobiographial impulse
aligns it withtheautcethnographyghe explores in her study, whibesmore in commonvith the
goals ofsousveillancghan would appeaBousveillance entailsiaking otherwisible, butas
with autoethnographto surveil the othefromt h e s e | fisGosinvariabgsurveil thenself
in the process. Queer cinema is a defiant look battle other but through the self abackat
the self. It is selbbservation and knowledge formation that consonh e ot hlmrt®@ s gaz e
expose oneself is to also leave oneselherable. To document and author the queey self
however s to also leave itrulnerableand opero correction. Susveillance isnextricable from
the regime of surveillanc&vhile convincing oneself that one is looking batklefiarce, one
may be simpt filling in the blind spots.
In an oddly placedcene about half way throughaxi reflexively acknowledgsthe
gueer self and collectivesdiltered through a normalizing gaze# which cinema has historically
been a primarynstrumentF r a rir&négederfriend Wally stops by for a visit one evening.
After a bit of small talk and once coffee and
appointment arrives. Frardnd his student head off into the kitchandBernd Frankos
boyfriend whom he met at aawvie theatresarlier on sets upa film projector and screen in the
living room.Bernddecides to show Wallghristian and his Stam@ollector Friend a short
Afeducational o fi |l m fsahagvhiehmstan agtuakfimanade aral shovimr a n k 6
in schools in West Germanyhe black and white film warns against trusting homosexuals,
portraying gay men as child predators. The fivas madé¢o educate young heterosexual men

about the ways of thmalehomosexual predator: how to identify them, whattoato when you
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come into contact with one of them, and how to protect yourself from thvathy and Bernd
stand in for the average queer subject who for decaddsatss watch their identity and
subjectivity maliciously misrepresented on scréategraing actualffictional film footagethat
was taken as documentdactand used for educational purposdéisws Ripplohto commenton
how film hadhelped togenerateand circulate a skewadentity. The spliced footageeflexively
reminds viewers ofthe spaty history gays have had with beiagthored andocumentedby
others

After the film cuts to Christianfor the first time we find out from Bernd that Fn& has
an expensive hobby: filmaking.It is at that moment wherae film adds an additionakflexive
layer,suggesing that the filmweare watchingTaxi, may bethe film Frank, the character, has
been funding with his tutoring lessons, further blurring the lines between actuality,
autobiography, and fictiolhroughout the sequence Ripploh cuts lestwwWally and Bernd
sitting on the couch next to the projector in the living room, Frank and his student sitting next to
each other in a booth at the kitchen table, and a-clps# the projected film, discursively
suturing these three spaces togethemil8rly to the hate cyclelaxiis reflexive about itself as
an object being observed but goes further than what Hollywood conventions allow, inaeding
subverting he cycl eds underlying pol i tonsRgpploh soci al ,
acknowledges the duality of both cinema and visibilggsitioningfilm as a crucial site of
contention and source of countarituralresistancein the same way that Bernd and Wally
watch a Areal o film to Al ear nooleamahowtthe he homo
homosexualfilm canmisrepresentyutfilm can beusedto correct thosenisrepresentations

Ripploh carefully edits the sequence to parallel the action in the two diegeses and to

conflate the viewing practiceéaking place on and aftreen.While Wally and Bernd watch a
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paranoid tale of pedophilia playtonscreen, we watchsubversivanirroredone unfold in the
next room, splitting while aligning our viewing experiend@hristian is invited oveto his
t e a c home t6 leok at his atmp collectiorduring a bike ride one afternocpfhe film then
cutsto Wally in closeup expressing her disagreementtoBednd You canot do t hat
child. Now look atthat B These are the endiGatrededyriiidanlsl pf
sarcastially respondsThemoment ChrisanarrivesatHe r r B u moknd the fithmdgain
cutstoacloseup of Wally expressing moral disagreeme
t hi nk t, hshesaysWallyisgdt disappointed by the mischaracations, but rather the
t e a c &ceonso s

From there we cut back tderr Burkhard closing the curtains and thefrtank with his
studenttelling him to put away his toyasndplacing hishand onhst u d e n astasigntoa n d
camaraderieWe then cut ack to Herr Burkhad showing Christian his stamps. Takeon a
low-angle shoandf r om Chr i s t, whachubhderseergtkeir inequakpowerelations
we see Herr Burkhard looking down rather menacingly at Chrjsiféering to give him the
stamps . Before we find out Herr Burkhardds condi
Frank a toy in exchange for a lighter worklo&ipplch reverses the power dynamics, countering
typical narratives of thechild as automatic victim who is taken adisge ofby the aged
homosexualCutting back tcChristian, the camera zoomsinonile Bur khar doés f ace
his young student, AWhen it assfcdnthuingthe u, it ds n
conversation taki ndenBlua ke airmd F rsa rdodbknbltli tacsh & .a

rather than mirrothe two diegeses, Ripplaontrastshem tomockthe educational film.
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Herr Burkhard Wally and Bernd Frank and his student

Juxtaposing two different representatsoof studenteacherinteraction allowsRipplohto
ridicule the hysteigal belief thatpedophiles cho@teaching as a profession to put them in@rm
reach of their objects of desfean unf ounded claim that provided
campaigra n d s e n a tirotiativeBas wedl gghedimsplicit perversity of the educational
fimitself,Cutting back to Wally and Bernd, Wally re
see it by the hair, o0 gesticul aphysicajymarkstedr her h
Burkhardas a pedophil€even though as a queer trameman she is implicitly implicated by the
actions on screen, Wally does not identify with the person on s@eeing him as something
other.When Herr BurkhardubsChristiatd s s h o u | d big stampcdllectioh fexxhasge
for Christian being fAa Ilittle bit niced to hi
Bernd twists slightlytothe sideaedx c | ai ms, AMy God, youhihave to
moment underscorgse mimetic apacity of filmandits precarious duality: the sanmeovie that
warns against certain behaviour can also teach certain behaviour.

From there we cut back to Herr Burkhard ru
neck, and head antdudédrtn dsalkikndg ot driamlkay Isor s e
lappWe cut back to Her r Bu raahlaverdack, mformmingignth@&hr i st i
Aimen can al so be, anckthededing Chostiao over todis aotich. After a
quick shotoFr ank removing his student from his | ap,

we adults do that, ités something di.fof erent.
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Ripploh mockghis appeal to adult autono@yt is F r a rstkd@rdthat initiatel the physical
contactandwhois in controjandi t i s aufonoay dnd mivacy that is being undermined.

We then cut to see Herr Burkhard rub his han€dnr i sléegiamdhé s over the youn
groinin closeup. The film thencuts back to Wéy with a look of surprise on her face and then
backtoaclosee p shot of Herr Bur kharkdde gralbhdi @lgr iChtrii &
his own thigh whileunzippinghis pants withis free han@nd then pigC h r i s lhandalowd

his pants. Chrigan pulls away and runs home. Traumatized etthecationafilm ends with him

in the safety Althoudhintendeud o shHowcasé the harrorm ef homosexuality,

we arenonethelesshowna seriesmages of an adult and child engaging in sexg#vity:

educational film indeed.

-

Herr Burkhard rubbing Herr Burkard holding Christian traumatized but
Christiands Chmrotsah anods hlaackdn the safety ef his
unzippinghis own pants mot her 6s ar ms

On several occasions, Ripploh editsarly erotic film snippits to provide subjective
commentary on the events in the dieg&dike a visual voiceovelAfter preparing for his day
and heading to worlErark leaves his classroom, entarpublic bathrom, and g@sdirectly to a
private stall The stall has a small circulaoleon its left metal divider=rank peeks through the
hole and sees another man wearing a jockstiag marrubs his bulge and presettis exposed
behind, massagingnd spreadind, exposing his asshole. lmetween the stranger displaying his
front and bacé the film isasassholecentric as it is penikphilicd ablack and white shaif a

nude womairs briefly spliced into the film. Thd subjecteditaligns our observation via Frank
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with a history of cinematic voyeurism (one mostly of wornardisplay, redoubled formallyoy

a cinematic keyhole effect achieved with an iris mask.

Frank fakin a peek Subjective commentary Anonymous seldisplay
The man leaves, and whitgankgracesh i s st u d e n t ah@heraosentergtheme nt s
stall next tohis and pokes his penis through ttearechole. In almost perfunctory fashion, Frank
licks his hand and begins to rub the ettWe then cuto Frank bowling with his coworkers
where in the middle of a drunken toast some vintage stag footagairspliced in.This extra
diegetic cue provides a perfect segue the following scenahereFrank heads to a bathhouse
andwherewe watch him get audefull-body massagerhe filmreflexivelyintervenes in a
history of sexual representatitimat hasoverwhelminglybeen in service of a heterosexual,
mostly male, gazeBut Ripplohd o e s n put hisqueegbody on displayolely forrebellious
erotic purposedut to alscacknowledgehe body as a living breathing entity thaagswondrous
as it isfunctional: it poops, achegets sickand needs pleasuring.
In a scene prior to his tutoring sessibrank is bllowed home by stranger in leather
chapswho cruises him an automated bank machinetrigued,Frank inviteghe stranger
upstairs for a brief sexuadbmp. The two undress ariegintoe x pl or e eachin ot her 0s
mediumclose and closep we watch thewvomenremovea&c h ot her 6s c¢cl ot hi ng
part of each otheroés body:AswithEt a masdagéhts, ni ppl

toois a fulkbody experiencelThe men take their time, enjoying every thrust and tongue
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movementRipploh invitesusinto the privacy of his bedroom to seet justwhat gay men do,
butalsowho they are

This moment is particularly strikinigom a present point of vietyecausét reminds us of
thecomfortable proximitypetweerpornography and queer sedpresentatiobefore gay
liberalism put up a wall between thefiherepresentation agxplicit sexin Taxiis notall that
different than inrSandandBijou. All threefilms placeemphasi®n medium and medium close
up shots, rather than clespsand extreme closeps and oth films offer a variety of camera
angles and shot lengths that neither linger too long, nor cut away too quickly. idriigadand
Bijou, though,our voyeurismdoes not go unpunishgahich isperhaps the onlgignificant
difference betweefaxiand pon. Unbeknownst to the two, Bernd has returned home from his

afternoon out.

Masochistic voyeurism

Bernd hears suspicious noises, gacetly makes his way over to the bedroom. He looks
inside through a hol e i n oFmekwithfhisanbngmodsoor 6 s
partner Throughout the explicit scemee cut back t@erndas hestands there andatcheshis
loverin thethroesof pasion. We cannot help but partially identify with Bedndo doubt
intended tanflict us with abit of guilt for our own peeking Although we may feel for Bernd,
our gazeis not aligned withhis. We are put in closer proximity the action, seeing penises
disappear into mouths and anuses, confirming thigiyas real and not simulate@erndon
the other handemains theypical voyeur gazng at the scene froristance. Hizantage point
denies him theame kind of intimacgnd verifiability. Ripploh consciously choosestto

199

gl



represent the spectacle of sex as wholly positive, undercutting its sensuousméiss leitging
gaze of his hurt loveilaxirejects the typical binary between the utopia of sex in pornography
and the punishment of sex in narrative fictsuth asvhat we sawn the hate cycle, offering us
a far more complexnderstandingfosex.

In the following scene, we see Bernd and Frank having lunch outdoors. Bernd informs
Frank that stoning was how infidelit$rankas pun
tells him he has no interest in being norntelling Bernd to join in instead @fatching next
time. In this couple we see the cultural political division underway in the late 70s between
normative and nowonforming queer subjectBernd laments the culture of presuouity gay
men have cultivated. Hegants somethingmore typically streght. But B e r nsthténsent about
times changing can lmhually readas eithera judgment of a culture of promiscuity taking over
normality as welbs awarningof thatcultureds decl i ne. Frank refl ects
with Bernd in the next scen@s he drivesarounda rainedout Berlinthinking to himself in
voiceoverheadmits tostrugglng with his desire to be faithful tBernd and his lustful cravings.
Frankaso amitst hat hebés Aafr ai dgwhdhargeout@mincugingls o me ol d
furtherunderscoringhe developing tension between Liberation promiscuity and an emerging
normativesocialparadigm

Earlier, oncernedhat he may have caught something from the last guy he slept with,
Frankheads to a doctdo have himself examine#frank strikes up a conversation with a female
prostitutein the waiting roonwho regalesiim with nightmarish tales of unwashed
uncircumci sed peni s elBomahedaitipg ragoh sve cotltocaclespdf et i s hi
Frankos | egs i mdlifsng hisrtesticlesdgive lonialparenview @F r a n k 6 s

sphincter, the doctonformsFrank that hénasanalwartsd Frank has caught an infection that
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can be spread through anal sex. From a medium-aleséot othe doctor dipping his finger

into ajar of lubricant, we cut to a medium clesg shot of Frank taking a deep breathhes

doctor begins to probe himreminiscent of the fisting scene @ruisingsanselliptical editing.

Showing the examination is necesséoyRipploh Unable to properlysseswh at 6 s goi ng i

his rectum, the doctor turns to tecthogy, a metallic rectal prolie give him a bettemore

accurate look.

Frank being examined

For Williams, moving image pornography is organized around the quest for men to know
woman by probing hdsody forhei s ecr et so kept hidden inside. E
mostlyexternaland female sex organs are mostiternal, pornography is an attempt to know
and make external the pleasubesied deep inside the female bd§io89] 1999) Here we see
Frank in a typically feminine scenario and positiom. his back, legs spread open, his fragile
vulnerableopeningénugdi sar med and exposed i s penetrated
then byhis prosthetic phallic silver rail areversabf the previous sex scene where Frank
penetratedhis anonymougartner At that momenEr ank 6s anus col |l apses th
knowledge and pleasyrand is also gnished ér its insatiabilityy eerilyforeshadovwng the
degree to which medicalrveillance wuld soon run the lives of gay men and subsume gay
male sex and sexuality.

Sex is everywhere iaxi, but when juxtaposedith its ambiguous endingt comes

close tocondeming the frenzy it reliesonlohnBur ger ar gu e s atibpnhbpday it he aj
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men of pornographic media was a big step toward legitimating and making visible their sexual
pract i c e-4)daxiudabasShedly uses sex to connect its images of the everyday to a
broader sociksexual history and memory. Bengthcorms fr om Ri ppl ohds abi |l
fictional representatioas thought were editeetogether amateur footage of an average gay
ma ndaiy life and nothing moreAfter meeting Bernd for the first time at his work at the
movie theatre, we cuiid them balhing together in a sudsy bathtub. We watch the two kiss while
they soap each other up and explore each othe
in bed together. Frank sucks on Berndodos toes
instancd s used to underscore the couplebs instant
feelings for one another. The appeal to the everyday via expliaihakasTaxia unique film
important historical documerand prime example of sousveillagueerfilmmaking But the
film is alsokeenly selfaware of the alternative negatiiraplicationsthatcan come with filming
and watching filmed sex.

Near the endfthe flm, as Fr ank 6s hedagnoskd withdepdtitigyhe s ( h e
turns to kinkier sexal activity thatin this contexseems tainderscoréis undoing Cutting
between an evening of coffee and conversation about home decor withwoskar and an
anonymous sexual liaison, we watch Frank have his bottom whipper cocaineandpeein
hisflagellato®d s  m@he juttaposition of these two polar opposite social engagements
captures Frankos ongoing doub desingldruguissmggexyood no
pervert) commenting orthe broader socigpolitical struggle between thaesire to assimilate and
the desire to be different. Mle moding the vacuity obourgeois normalityhowever,Ripploh

seemstoalsmoc k Fr ankos ( an sexunldesadepevaseqiallywagpid.our ?] )
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i 1 ‘
Extremily: resistance to, or complianeeth, bourgeois consumerist alienation?

After staying out al/l ni ght and g(alargei ng i n
scale queer party}he two go their separate wagsdafter a small detoufrank heads to work
to teach his clas®Vearirg a pink veil around his head that partially covers his face and in a
tacky promiscuous &remstyle dressFrank makes his way through the playground and pool of
fascinated childretoward hisclass Arriving in full drag andwithout sleep, he decides telp
his class liberate themselves by letting them do whatever they want. Naturally chaosastsues
the children destroy the classroo#titer the children have gonErank heads to the bathrodm
remove his makeup. We dat a closeup of Frankooking in the mirror as heiipes away his
eye makeupSimilardy to Cruising Taxiends with its protagonist staring into a mirror. Like
Burns, Frank looks deeply into his eyes after a series of events that havedefidaof seih a
state ofdisarray. InCruisingwe saw Burns apply makeup, donning a new peraadsshaving at

the end the male equivalent of removing makeupThxiwe just see Frank slowly fall apart.

Frank peelingaway hisay e r s . Who iRipplohhe r eal Fr ank
Watching someonputon and takeff makeupis an intimate actt is someone allowing
you to observe their seffansformationexemplifiedby Dorim Cor ey 6s met amor pho

throughoutParis is Burning(1991) But the removal of makeup catsosignify the sheddingof
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identityl i ke at t he e ndHaadnnal¥d73) andih cerfain eontéxts degth, s

such as whethe Marquise de MertueilGlenn Close) removes her makeup at the end of

Dangerous Liaison§€l988).Frank shedsis figurative layershutit is unclear wietherthere is

an actual Frankther#®/i t hout fr il |l s and pFRorghaimaterywhoiy , who |
Ripploh?His journey through himself has revealed a dead if you stop performingwill a

core selfbe thereTaxio sreverent and anarchic eind (as Frank prepares the classroom for
self-destruction, Ripploh intercuts shotsB¥rnd at a goat farngarries a melancholic

undercurrentlt is at this final momenthatt h e dacumeniasy qualities take amcanty

propertiesThe film looks atftselfthrough itself as something that has already péssed real,

but ghostly.

Taxioffers viewers a corrective look at gay life at the same point in time the hate cycle
dominated popular representation, but its corrective is less an alternative=nadfran inverted
reflection.In all four films, characters (protagonists and antagonists) attempttidy psychic
disassociatiomhrough various meaféisdeath Dressed to Kill, love (Window3, and sex
(Cruisingd thatinvariablyreflect the impact Gayiberation as well as the feminist movement
had on seHldentityand social coherenc&he same goes fdraxi. Until the very end there is no
guestioning of identity ifaxi. Frank is a gay man. The opening montage presents identity as a
collage, but somethn g t hat i s nonetheless cohesive. As |
self unravelsinverselyp ar al | el i n g . TBaheavily ldaxled jfir@lumirroneage
reflecsthe growing tensions between a rising liberal assimilationist movement a®iviho
wishto maintain a lifestyle more closely aligned with the principles of Gagraition, which

wi || mor ph into what Fwahk 6s ogh orotohlyweayskéyl e 8 ¢ u ©
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reflects all the violence and death present in thedyale, but along with the hate cycle also

foretells the impending effects of AIDS on identitieath andhe splitting ofa coherent self.

Conclusion

The hate cycle is not queer autoethnography, buhitisrosexual autoethnography via
gueered ethnogpay. And yet, there is something almost innately queer about all the four films.
The hate cycle represents and provokes a pivotal shift in the terrain of queer cultural political
discourseThe films brought tahe surface not only the deeply rooted anegbf aheterosexual
majority, but also some of the desires, frustrations, and even realities that peloetetattand
permeatedjay subcultureBesides the extras @ruising the hate cyle had no queer creative
input; and yet the filmsfeelqueer.l am not suggestintpe hate cyclallows queers to see
themselves in the same wagxican What | am sayings that they fundamentally alenithe
visualand cultural politicaterrain not st because they provoked a wifgead backlash, but
also becase they set the stage for queer theory and (new) queer cihbaiaperversity and

abrasiveness leave them open to poaching aagpeopriation

Theh at e negative eeprassentationsystallizewh at wi | | become quee
negati v-soceolro Alampul se. The gambodieshekdestructeer vi sual i
overtones of, if not Bersanib6s (TIhe®@ngtedsthed a

repressive qualiesinstilled positive representation ds factoaw, pushing politicallyincorrect
impulsego find another outlét like bareback porrEdelman discusséwwthe allegiance
liberal gaydormed with the normal majoritjmade thentomplicitwith the erasure of all things
transgressive and innate to gay/queer culture. The liberalative turrrepressed the very
things that were coming to surface in the hate cycle andevansetting the stage for its

eventual return i realmoutside its censuring and censorial gazmtil Measure B that is.
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Thereds a r e a dhearistsyphidso Mmutsattentoom te thenmirror stage and
conceived of the film screen as a mirror; there is a reason scenes where characters look at
themselves in a mirror resona@haracters often look in the mirror to either don or remove an
identity (makeup) or to examine themselves after or just before a moment of identificatory
unraveling rarely do films have characters looking in mirrors for a significant amount of time
that dondt c o dHe s sometlong striking aadicaptivating addming
someone looking in a mirror; there is soneghabout observing activity thatmost literally
reflects the act of watching a film, what people are doing at that very moment, that privileges the
realm of the mirrorwe watch characters look naist at, but for, themselves on a reflective
surface, similar tovhatwe do when watching a movi&he mirror and cinematic screen are
heterotopias wherhe realandfantasyconverge The mirror andilm screen bring surveillance
and the uncanny into almtasnstable proximity: flattened thre@mensional spaces where we try
to verify and lose ourselves at the same time.

All four films | analyzed in this chapter use the mirror at key narrative junctures not only
tostress moment s wh &ywas it thegroceds af canng undodesdist d e n
to also discursively reflect this intimate moment as a broader psgdial phenomenon back to
its audience. Again, whether we like it or nbie thate cycle is an inextricable componerdwf
metaphysial queer DNA. Protests to the hate cycle reaffirmed the need feaughibred works,
but they also instituted a militarized form of seéfinsorship that paradoxically undercuts the
initial purpose of setauthorship. The hate cydhelped to usher iliberal normativity which
would have an equally devastating effect on gay/queer caltswenething we see and feel in
rudimentary form infaxi. But the hate cycle also presciently visualized the cultural splitting and

political and emotional schizophrenia taiuld reach unimaginable and epic proportiongist
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a few years when something known as the fAgay
transpose the hate cycl|Theddscouse ang eased eprasentatmn p hy s
of surveillancan both the hate cycle arithxi captue not just the uncanniness and doubleness of

gay identity, butalsb he recording apparatutieggres| ow evol

disciplinary and lesbberatory.
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Chapter 4) No Future: AIDS and (New) Queer Cinema

Introduction

The previous two chapters were dedicated to capturing the evabditramat began aan
inchoate burst of politicand sexuaénergythat slavly coalesced around a set of ideals and
policiesinto something discreet amdentifiable, although not absolutén this chapter, | pay
specific attention the discourse and effects of the HIV/AIDS epidemic on representation
identity, and cultural politics. fiehate cycleandTaxi Zum Klatapped into a structure of feeling
that almosforetellthe impendag political backlash and avalanabiesexually related deaths that
would develop out of the AIDS epidemicé undoingf, yet simultaneous desire to verify and
secureidentityhadas much to dowitfaxiand t h e [cuturabpresent@d tieey ditie
future.

In the new millennium, a number of works on archives, affect, and futurity nourish an
intellectual environment that engage the past. Ann Cvetkovich (2003) suggests the past can be
used to reinvigorate the present aettér guide the future, while for Lee Edelman (2004) the
past should be deployed to destroy the future. Elizabeth Freeman (2010) advocates rummaging
through the archives of the past in order to resuscitate it and rescue the present from its
neoconservativaniformity. And Castiglia and Reed (2011) contend that AIDS not only sullied
the sexual revolution, but has also been used as a mechanism to control the radittalspaite
samesex desire andiscipline new generations of gay men and queers to addutesmire
heteronormative sexual and social practices. For Castiglia and Reed the ghost of AIDS continues
to suffocate the present and stifle the potentialdiceagine or work toward a more productive

future.
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AIDS gave birth to a whole new political aseand social realityout the residual effects
of AIDS is now less about the way AIDS is discussed or represented but the waot it is
discussed andot represented. What was ornf@scene has becomé@obscenéd at least in
mainstream discourskElIV/AIDS and people with HIV/AIDS in the West have not only been
suppressed but also repressed in the contemporary popular imagination in order to maintain a
distance between AIDS and sasex identity. Castiglia and Reed (2011) call this process
unrememberingUnranembering is not amnesia, but a continual monitoring of the present that
keeps the past at the presentds threshold, ma
discourse is haunted by the spectre of AIDS (Fink, et al.;204%ey2013), ands why reent
gueer scholarship hassopaidconsiderablattention to the issue of temporal{inshaw et al.
2007) AIDS instilled a radical break in time for queer people. AIDS eregtedll between past
and future.

In response to blanket political and sotiamophobia and government inaction, AIDS
activists turned to media to fight institutional oppression and spread informEtisrperiod saw
the development of queer theory and anew gay and lesbiamac oi ned fiNew Queer
(henceforth NQCby B. RubyRich([1992] 2013)Fi | mmaker s beganthad o rej ec
proliferated onscreen in filmsuch asn Making Loveg(1982),Personal Bes{1982)Lianna
(1983),Desert Heart1985),My Beautiful Laundrett¢1985) andTorch Song Trilogy1988),
as didscholars and activistBlQC, queer theory, and AIDS activismbracednd emphasized
fluidity and contingency, in many ways internalizing the indiscriminate diffusion of the virus.
But dthough AIDS transgressed boundarigt)S alsoparadoxicallyconcreizedidentity. AIDS
not only became attached to the homosexual, but also their exclusive concéradaiishing

feature of their innate perversity (Watney [1989B9).By attaching AIDS to the homosexual
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AIDS became something that pertairgedy to thehomosexualDoing so placated the threat of
AIDS by displacing the threat onto the homosexual. Thus by identifying the homosexual one
could, supposedly, also contain the threat AIDS posed to the healthy social ieadly
heterosexual body. AIDS, at thene, solidified the binary between gay and straight.

Queer media turned to affect to bridge emotional relationships across a diverse spectrum
of people, eschewing idehtation in favour of empathy. Minstream representations suclas
Longtime Companio(iL989) andPhiladelphia(1993) did the same but the serviceof
continuing its commitment tsolidifying identify. As the epidemic continued to claim lives and
affected communities became exhausted, as mass and mainstream media eventually intervened
and dfectively coopted AIDS discourse and gay identity, a turn toward the normal and youth as
emblems of new beginnings appeared and slowly took over the queer $treeomingout
cycleandspecificallyteen comingut film poactedempathyin service of shdifying identity,
limiting dispersive and discursive potentialfie AIDS epidemiaot onlyenactedjueer time
(Halberstam 2005; Dean 201but alsopositioned normativity as the only cure to both
HIV/AIDS and the fear and hatred itieitedd crystallized in the (teen) coming out cycle, which
| explore ingreater depth ithe following chapter.

Regardless of quedneory, cinemaand activisd s i onldest effortsthar success
was also their undoingtimately helpingto instil identity inpart by elying on visual methods
to disperse their politics of resistantethis chapter| trace and examine the frictions and
overlaps between queerness and normativity through the development of queetthieeory
discourse and representation of safer sexajnrgale pornographwndrise ofNew Queer

CinemaconcludngwithalookNQC6 s mai nst r e thersechrad hhgieecyclg.2 nger :
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The overall goal is to demonstrdtewthe AIDS epidemic brought the surface
cinemads ingraineifussdi eheéei §uee.iThhamathobwasa s dl ens
manifestation of this underlying transformatisrepresented by h e ¢ oappkaranéesnd
standardized sein gay male pornography amketoric around safesex practicesSafersex

discourse intersected &bal identity politics, positioning the condom as sesgaual

surveillanceds emblem. The condom hel ped to wu
condoms, heteros dondt) and became the materi a
was built.

AIDS, Identity, Queeness

Summari zed by Michele Aaron, NQC-seekng fAno |
sackcloth of positive imagery, or the relative obscurity of marginal production, films could be
both radical and popular, stylish and economicaliyabl eo (2004, 3). Aaron
interconnected thematics that define NQC as a movement: they give voice to marginalized sub
communities within the broad umbrella categor
people of colour,anddragques / t r anssexual s; they fAeschew pos
sanctity of the past; o they Adefy cinematic c
and Ain many ways [ toh Buyfér JodéeAirgyo, N@Caigalso 6 ( 200 4,
Aal teynmt hvma!| i st and excessiveo (1993, 80) a
grappled with the apocalyptic feeling that permeated the epidemic era and was felt more strongly
in part because it foll owed Gaysplacelaeossahei on 6 s
collective queer screen between past, present, and future and between identityidedtrign

AAI DS i s why there is New Queer Cieetremaodo wr

Cinema is abouto (1993, fribf) be remoaed rom themeontextoh i n s
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t he AI DS epi de rfor Aroyo, AIRDRIONQCO P q | iatnidc aloCoineadc ons c i
by B. Ruby Rich inll992, NQC defined a current of transgressive energy permeating gay and

lesbian cinematic representation i tate 80s and early 908QC visualized the politeof

gueernesbefore queer theory had developed into a sdiszireetdeas, putting to screen and

into practice the fluidity and permeabilityat bound these ideas together intbeory But NQC
alsosimultaneously manifested the theoretical and spoldical overlaps between AIDS

activism and queer theory.

Summari zing Douglas Crimpdés (1993) belief t
gueers for they were @diossi denéeéitzeddbyadostdentp
for a gay male friendds treat mdlackHIV-iafecwchi t e | e
mot hers¢conthanos t hat AMDSE dclivism nesessarily gqueeBut fod e
Aaron, identification acrossléntities this also a defining feature of NQC and source of its
political poweri 6 i dent i fi cation across identitiesd is,
the spectator aligns him or herself with someone else orr e e n 0-7).(ABrQ Bimilar inés,

Alexandra Juhasz argues that AIDS (video) media is activism in service of forming a
Acommunity ar ound aexistenoe by thedacttofiAtDBBorfJohaseMDS | nt o
activistmediaisian i nvitation to | oi mnsepeogleavhoateiurdfiedz e d ¢ ¢
temporarily and for strategic purposes, to speak back to AIDS, to speak back to a government

and society that has mishandled thiA®Scrisi s,
media activism was sousveillan@@reyson1993) a look back at those above by those below.

Responses to the AIDS epidemic were multiple and varied, tackling homophobic (and
classist) rhetoric, government inaction, and the spectacle of AIDS in media used to justify hate

and political inertia. ADS activism as well as NQC channelled the sousveillance impuaise th
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characteri zed t he TaxiZumeKloByt AIDS®vieso agivismliteradlf s and
embodied the principles and practice of sousveillance, recording and distributing images of

protest and state repression to resist surveillance (Greyson 1993; Juhasmi@®%ant stands

of queer theoryas well as NQC developexdit of discussiongand representations AIDS and

the epidemic What was br i ef | yiroricallydegedto lirth,er atdd gesyy pl agu
minimumnurture, queer theoryAnd queer theory, in turrsymptonatically manifesedthe

variouscross denti fi cations t hat r es uSudciactlypfitrgeem Al DSZ¢
theory developed during and in resporséhe AIDS epidemicAIDS is inextricable from

visibility; queer visibility is inextricable from AIDSIndqueerness chanrsgAlDS through

visibility and discourseAIDS, queerness, aneépresentatioareimbricated with each other.

For Juhasz, one of theost important values of AIDS activistediawasthe challengé

preseedt o t heories of screen identification and
facilitates this kind of identifying with oth
ove riding or totalizing psychoanalytic o6ident.i

feminist film theory and its critique of realist representgion b ut r at her t he ficon
of recognition across difference which occurs in real life andgnrree s ent at i oné o (Juh
234). AIDS mediavasabout crossdentification and the potential to bred&wn traditional

barriers AIDS media wasbout empathy and feeling fotherpeopleas a way tdight back

against ignorant and hateful mischaractéitres, misrepresentations, and misinformation. AIDS

affeced and connected people from various backgrounds and jdacegieer theory

appropriated the logic of AID&the way it made ddies and identities permeadl&ecoming its

ownsocial and political thary.
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The AIDS epidemic had a profouedfect of ongayidentity and as well aseli-identity
more generallyJuhasz, herself a white (three quarters Jewish) heterosexual woman turned
|l esbian (bisexual ?) thr ough o wntromtdiksertatomtor se o f
book, candidly writes: AMy sense ofo my iadrent i
fated to have an identity molded, in part, by videoand by ADSAimy i dent ity cont.
because AIDS affesitned i Al DSé alntser o f mynyse | f (1995, 230) .
can change some as pé&.ftheuglotlie viewing df Bides repneseatationf s e |
|l | earn, struggl ®uched and pejhaps ananged by lthe imédghseofr s é
education, documentatipfrustation, and celebratian ( 1 995, 2n@8tjudtavirusl DS i s
AIDS is also andentity anda process of rsignification.AIDS fractures and reassembles
identity, breakingit down while testifying tats endurance.

ForJuhasz and Arroyo, it iglentity thatis at stake in queer representation and AIDS
media.Though Arroyg both generally and in his articls,talking about (narrative fiction)
cinema ad Juhasz about activist vide@xperimetal, documentary, or otherwideheir
respectivavorks speak tehe continuities AIDS facilitated acrossveraplatforms and
discursivespectrumd political, social, racial, ethnic, gender, sexual, and clsguhasz
writes, 0The tsocomadentakinirtgad of tkemelv videm technodsgithe
camcader, satellite, ¥R, and relatively loncost computer editing) with the AIDS crisis and
with theories of postmodern identity politics and multiculturalism is the founding condition upon
which the alternativ&dIDSmedi a i s bui l to (1995, 2)

Severalscholas have addressed howdfleiedelbu@ls mat er i ;
artifacts as well asocial, political, legal, and artistic opportuniteesd problemgEllis [1982]

1992;Cubitt 1991; Hildebrand2009); yetf i kimg@rint and influence rema(Bolter and
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Grusin 1999Russell 1999Manovich 20Q). Speaking o prominent NQC film by noted queer

filmmaker Derek Jarmamrroyo observedhiowii b e ¢ a tEdward bdfs |[ t el evi si on f

film is shot on an i nti mattygramesdromectosepthbe f i | mds

mediumlong shofonoting thatit h e ¢ a me r a bdrase & limjted space ansl budget

(1993, 80) Funding, media, and style are interdependeith ([1992] 2013)herself does not

differentiate between fiction anbnfiction, celluloid and video, or AIDS media and queer

media Sheincludesexperimentafictionsand documentariesu c h as T oPdison Hay ne s 0 ¢

(1991),Ma r I o n TRNgueryUWniednore traditionadocumentaries such as the lau@eadlis

is Burning(1990) anda variety ofvideoand celluloidworksby Sadie BenningSu Friedrich,

andJohn Greysoninder the banner of NQQueer cinema and AIDS activist videos overlap

aesthetically, financially, conceptually and culturally. Thus instead of treating fictionridm a

documentary/experimental works differently, or video and film as two separate ideological

entities, | address them as part of a continudgnemphasizindr i ¢ inadusivity should not

suggest | do not problematize the NQC canadwlo. It is insteadto stressthe common discourse

and dialogue they collectively engage for similar purposes but from different vantage points.
Although Juhasz claim&IDS forged an identityand AIDS and queer theory overlap

significantly,queer theory isparadoxicallyjn serice ofdeconstrudhg identity. Castiglia and

Reednotethatit he hi st ory of AI DS in the United St at

academy overl|l ap al most exactly. Beginning wit

Between Meim 1985, theacademic purchase of queer theory grew in tandem with the mounting

horror caused by2011/145).Queer tleeargschews tha hoosd of a ¢ore

self that centripetally organizes performafidalperin 1995). But queertheodyi d n6t j ust g
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organically out of a structure of feelingwasalso amilitant response to what many saw as the
failure and complacency of assimilation identity politics.

In hisseminal andontroversiapiecefil s t he Rect um aplatstlkeve? 0 Le
seedfown at wi | | b eociadinel | slke® Mdntgiueer theory. Il n h
counters two of gay | iibthatveahtingstamave sex wittomeogel v h el
of the same sex mesgthere is some social component that unites homosepoktisally; and
2)t hat homosexuals need to, s ho.aSodetyliseaconaept s hou
organized around heterosexuvalationsand procreatiorBecause the sex gay men have is
neither bound by, or in service of, procreatioor, contingent upon social formation itself, the
idea of society as a whole should be rejected by queer pédibleugh queer theory develops in
tandem with, and out of, the AIDS epidemic and activist discourse, Simon Watney (2000)
observes that in the pespidemic era (after 1996) anthologies on queer theory downplay, if not
ignore, AIDS. Even more problematithough, isthewajf queer t heory reproduc
competitive individualism of the ThatchR e agan per i od ¢ i tCastighataednsi bl y
Reed2011, 162).

Queer theory offered an alternative to a tacit disciplinary sydtetrgueer theorlas
alsobeen harshly criticized and has not been universally embraced. SummarRadlibg
Pal mer, queer theory ha scifititg exaesswve utopiansmaneé d f or
resul tant pol i ti caladtsifamrrewilyfAmerican coreotaicens analimited qu e e r
metropolitan associationsceliti§t connotations 0 a s fomfshiftihg geassoots activist
movement s ét o isaourseahatsltbessigres of dbsing its political vigoatthough
there is some discrepandlalmer observes thqtieer theoryas alsdeen criticized for its

Adover whel mpdegpitentsaproponents daiming it to be gendeuntral andfor

216



failing fito acknowledge the contribution that the lesbian feminist movement has made both to
the struggle for sexual |l i beration and the fo

Althoughofficially eschewingdentity and the conservative underpinning$iberal
identity politics, queer theory ultimately bolstered both, and has even been condemned by
prominent AIDS activist and playwright Larkramer(2009) for erasing gay experiences and
replacing them with gay issues that are detached from realTikegriumph of theory over
sociology has been the subject of several articlesdayn IsaiahGreen (2002; 20022008;
2010), who argues thgueer theory does more damage by trying to theoretidalijroy the
concept of normal anfbreground the abstraat the expense of thereBlQueer 6 i s a hos
militant identity and category in and of itself for Green that attempts to efface and disavow its
own dogmatism.

Green argues that identities do not need to be understood as entirely negativebbut can
empowering, allowing gay men and women to chart adetérmined pathnd to connect with
each other in meaningful, productive, and nurturing wWag40).Queer theoryemerged in
opposition taigay and lesbian studiésand even though both discoursake their organizing
cue fromFoucaulf Foucaultdéds work i s r eadSwmaizedlsyed i n
Green,fiWhereas scholars of Lesbian and Gay Studies believed they were liberating the lesbian
and gay subject/history from its homophobrasure, queer theorists saw inthis i ber at i ond
reiteration of the term of social control, and consolidation of their regulatory ppwe¢s2 0 0 7, 2 8)
Aqueer theory inherits but di savowsdodathecaul di
one handembracing the history of sexuality Tihe History of Sexualitgnd on the other,

wor king sharply agai nst Quéeethegryramamsstuckiniat s t hes
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double bin@ rejectingwhile simultaneously relying on surveillance \asvis Foucailt, identity,
and visibility.
Harry M. Benshoff (2004)otes that queer theory was not adopted by every post
secondary curriculum, and Bensdimself rhetorically ponderéiTo what extent does queer
theory do more than add new categories, and occagiorll discursive styles, to classical
l eftist anal ySomB@etorff réemiribybinaries persistAnsspite of attempts
to deconstruct them Aby adding a third term o
reinterpreted and transfoemd , but rarely do Queertheod/presaneda® ar 0
sustained challenge to the strictures of iden
contribution to the field of sexuality studieannotbe understatedMy brief overviewwas in no
way a fultfledged revaluation or assessment (see Sullivan 2003); instead, | focLtbedvay
queer theorys imbricated with HIV/AIDS discoursen relation toquestions ofdentity and

identificationin orderto highlight their inextricable byiroblematic, if not paradoxical, overlaps.

AIDS Activism, Media ActivisnPorn Activism

The recent retrospective documentiigw to Survive a Plagu@012) sheds light on the
paradoxical effect AIDS had on gay men and gay communities. The film feaidees shot
during the epidemic years and interviews with key figures in the present reflecting on the past,
ending with the eventual r e ih B986s lechraniclesthA ART, t h
struggles of AIDS and gay activists who stood up to gawent inaction and a hostile media
environment that made AIDS a deserved punishment for homosexualispagiat to eqate
homosexualitwith thedisease itselfGever [1987] 1989; Watney [1987] 198®&Jthoughan
importantfilm and snapshot of a tumultw® period, the film problematically reifies and

reaffirms t he fe-803:itsmdrratidelcin8usiors organicdilyelictateid by
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the release of HAARTPerhaps more important than simply chroniclingrésponse to the
epidemic ighe ilmo erganiationaroundthe duality of recording technology: technakesgthat
forcibly made homosexuals visible and paraded themral as diseased spectacles alkowed
informationto be disseminateslibculturdl, gave voices to the unheard, created a
countercultural popular memory and archsyandwasused as aousveillaniveaponThe AIDS
epidemicheightened thduality implicit in media, recoding technology, avidibility.

Simon Watneybservesow the spectacle of AID&assembled whé&toucault cakdthe
Aspeamwtfadlhe scaf f othegpublicdifpthyo?prrjishniedt agsan of mass
discipliningi The principal target of this sadistical
homosexual 6, 0 observes Wat ney6 whdidcihn g st haalts of tt
OAI' DS victim,6 must be publiclyTmepmweroft o be hu
i mages to manufacture and organize Atypeso (S
underpinnings of media spectacle (Zimmer 2015) and gtapby.The endless flow of images
of sickness and death that filtered through paimd moving imagenedia effectively subverted
Gay Liberationdés goal of freedom through visi
Continuing the strategies emgkd by the conservative right in the latter part of the 1970s, the
potential embedded within photography to rerateninal what it captures while claiming to
document reality (Tagy988,2009) was in full effect during the epidemic years: each alpse
of an emaciated face or suspected homosexaslasmuch amug shot ag wasa medical
document and public warning (Finn 2009). AIDS became something gay men deserved and
brought upon themselves as punishment for their promisdiitpugh visual discours@&IDS

came to signify homosexuality and vice versa.
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Mainstream medipandeedto a heterosexual audience in a state of partha Gever

[1987] 1989)Ne ws of fhet er os etedwihlADSomgimtendiiedi ng i nf e

homophobiaand thethreateningspectie of homosexuality. As Roger Hallas (2009) writes of

Hollywood legenRock Hudsondés discl osur e,

his illness was haunted by a doubling effect as he came to embody the dangers to the

normal body posed by the contagion of homosexuality, renderingaib@ormal and sick
GantirbodyOThe long discursive history of homosexuality as itself a contagion,
continually haunting and threatening the healthy social body, resurfaced with a

vengeanceé (83).

In opposition to a temporary blip of images of gaylerimages of those with AIDS paraded the

guilty around as a way to literally discipline and punish gay men at a distande,jasiify
more invasive and pervasive degrees of surveilldnstead ofaddressinghose subjects being

publicly dissected, ves media addressed AIDS as a threat to straight audiBuethe

usurpation of visibility by a hostile majority was not left unchecked; it was quickly matched by a

determined minority who refused to be the

A rousirg speech by Larri(ramerat the Lesbian and Gay Community Services Center

in New YorkCity led to the formation of ACT UP (AIDS Coalition to Unleash Povire)987.
Kramerwasaco-founding membeo f GMHC ( Gay Mends Heal th
in 1982 to deal with an alarming number reports of gay men contr&cang o saicansa (a
form of cancer angbossiblesymptom of untreated AIDSKramerresigned from GMHC in
1983 finding the organization politically complaceACT UP, converselywas daigned to be
politically militant, to make up for GMHG kck andshortcomingsAIDS activists specifically

those involved in ACT URedeployed visibility and leveragéie didactic potential of video,
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using it as dirst line of bothdefence andffence they spread information about safer sex to
communities in need, helped to build a network of communication, counteracted uniformly
sensationalized images, and circulated recordings of direct paotdgtstitutional oppression

As Roger Hallas (2009) obsr v e s , AAl DS video activists invol
first to exploit the consumer technology of t
What was initially intended for privatamily uses andelegated to the confines of theme

(Zimmerman 1995pecame a prosthetic for an organization that stood as the antithesis to the

very people and ideals targetbg the technology.

Speaking of his role in Testing the Limits, a group closely aligned with ACTAyg
Bordowitz([1987] 1989)descibes hinselfand hi s peers as factivists
documeh ary wor k as DbD89lniaddaigngvotrtkadt (Awithin ACT
work as a documentarian be recogniaess it sel f a 18).AlIDS swlidifiedthe i vi s mo
need toofigakbktion the established structures
and di st r (@18uRrom Badeodwiiatoz 6 s pEh s phklcDS$ vepi demi ¢ ha
engendered a community of people who cannot affotdo recognize themselves as a
communiy and to act as orteandfiike other radical movements, creates itself as it atteropts t
representitselbl n anti t hesi s t o quepesentdtitndapedtdsslidiyor e p i
a communityandidentity. Bordowitz himselftacitly conceedthis ef f ect when he <co
realized that | had come out as a member of two disenfranchised groups. | am a member of the
gay communityandme mber of t he A95DSeeminglyumtecon the/sorfadge,
gay identity andhe gaycommunitywere, n fact, split by AIDS into two separate entities, whose

distinctionresulted from various formsf representatioand visual strategies
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Queer Canadian filmmaker adDS activist John Greyson hasadethe paradox of
visualrepresentation aimgrained feture of hiswritten and moving imageeuvre In an
eloquent short piece adapted for hisathored anthology, Greyson (1993) contemplates the
border between surveillance and sousveillaAceckluste f-k h8 sat TorCentrd 06 s Ea
in 1990 pmeocamott entloesbi an and gay visibilityo (3
confiscation of his camcordeBurprisingly, whaGreysorremembers most vividly wabke
nefarious language the security guard responsible for his arrest used to describe higrecordi
device: Adangerous weapono (1993, 384). For t
surveilling and securing the privately owned public space of the shopping centre, the-counter
surveillance Greyson was conducting challenged his surveglland threatened the natural
order of dominant powestructures.

A few years prior to his arrest, Greysotuitively tackledvery similar issueg his
provocative experimental filldrinal (1988) The film examinel the strategies of entrapment
that wee popular in Toronto and the use of video surveillance in smaller cities, towns, and rural
areas to capture gay men cruising for £.in attempting tartisticallyexpresshe way
surveillance recordingsmanufacture devianishere there were none befoiGreysorwas forced
to confronttheimplicit paradox of representationcknowledgngthatit he aest heti cs
surveillance i magery are now sGaysomreflexwelye ns hr i n
asks, AHow could | rédésithte tvhh el eDe ¢ uceysienvist | ame et
keenly aware of the dangers of capitulating to that which one seeks to counter. €2idnis tb
omit surveillance footage of toilet sébom the film, Greysorwr i t e s, fldsentebthee d t he
grainy surveilance sex image would speak much louder than its presence. Thus, in the film this

Osurveillance of desire6 is documented, analy

222



and subject s, but n eThechope wais thalldeavingtie dishial ( 1 9 9 3, 38
surveillance of serffscreenandsubject it instead to discourBe wouldinterrogate rather than
fetishize the suggestedpectacle.

Althoughimageof surveill ant sex were |l eft off Gr
manifested themselves tugh the visual discourse of safer daexhis short filmThe ADS
Epidemic(1987) for exampleGr ey son addresses the fAFequired L
videoisasafe-s e x s hort HAmusi c whatdteeropds tossdvage gay ser (neddo m u s
analsex) froma reductive medical discoursihe threepart short filmusesDeath in Venicas a
point of departure anidllows Aschenbach, a mustachabgentlemarin a white suitas he
follows aound Talzio, his youthfulobject of desire, afaziolearns aboucondoms and falls in
love. Inserted in the middiaf this narrativas a short educationatusical montagéhat tells us
thatwe canget ADS r om A wid/t @ ihm-adgckass O f r o matholio massesd st upi d
jokes Di gnor addo€tbbdkps amthdi Tor ont o Sunodo (a tabl oid
While Aschenbag dies from an ADS attack brought by fear and hatred, @i o6 s newf oun
love of condoms allowhim to make love and find love.

The educational interludsot onlyvisualizes the shofti | més overall di dac:
alsodiscursively crystallizetheincreasinguse of moving images to (re)educgsy men and
continuously rebuild the gay community in the midst of the AIDS epidegice y sonds s hort
video was just one of several wottksit attempted to promosafer sexas a viable way for gay
men tocontinue tahaveall the hot fun they waetiwhile significantly reducing the risif
contracting HIV/AIDS But discussions abogexand he val ue of conBloms we
the late 8sAIDS activiststurned their attention t@nd intervened irrgpresentations @xplicit

SexX.
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Orgarizations such as GMHC and Saferipany (a Bostoihased arm of the AIDS
Action Conmittee of Massachusetts) begamoduang sexually explicisafersexvideos hopng
to re-discipline desire and sexual activitiroughrepresentationAs activistscholarCindy
Patton writeof her work with Safe Companghe group wanted to useultural artifacts to
revitalize a besieged community in ordechange sexualorms and behaviorand reduce the
ri sks of a new di s engbasisnsineWrdingabou los eXpdrienees, 3 6
makingsafer sexporn,WielandSpeck wr i tes, @Al wanted as much
that would seduce thefgay megintoma ki ng condoms a nat u3s@.l part
The goal was toeplacethe representation of sex without condoms with eroticized and
instructional representations that gay men could mimic in the hopes of eroticizing and
normalizing condom use.

Filmmaking collectives, however, struggled to create documents that gay men would
want to mimic. bw does one present sefex ashaturabr as At he aed bhheteur al
condom as something that easily fits ittie circuitry of gay male sexuality withouttshort
circuiting?Speckc ont ends t hat adlployr nd of ci ul nmesn taaBugihosascot u( 1 9 9 !
does one make a visual document erdgofher still,how doesonemake a visual document
that disavows and elides its own functionalitg atatus as document™How does onédurtively
A s el Irsex whie appearing no different than typical pofiere wasalreadyenough
di fficulty castitutedhe repieseft vaht @ to n  dPhttord 991, 86) Batehere  (
wasalsothe tricky issue of diffieentiating these works from commercial pornograpiyie
beingequallyeroticasthe texts they soughttoemulateHow do you signify saf
Cindy Patton (1991, 32), andchere does one draw the line between educational video and

pornography?
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Likeporn,afesex i s fda cul tur al construction that
and identities,andlet h | ogi c s 0 .%aRresexsont 1 M,EPd ;rprdsijing
safer sexnean alteringp o r n o g aesthekticg, Gosmal styleand scriptsn theservice of
alteringsexual fantasgndactivty. Pat t on acknowl edges t hasaferit he s
sexrepresentation are probably at artistic odds with pornographic conventioiseminds us
thatint he pr i msafersgxagoalcaefy in a video is informat
Although disrupting its realist effect brder to be effectiveducationaltoolsit he vi ewer
should be able to clearly see the(1@ed84d.om on t
Becas e A G611 ear ni-tintepaccuratepuesentatisn of cenddm,usgites Patayon, fAg
male porn videos must show proper application, use, and removal of a condom in logical
or der é 0 (Irlioddério,suc&&d) safeex videoshad todouble as prn and instructional
tools

Although @ntemporary safesexgay malepornoften employs elliptical editinthat
leaveshec o n d applicationand removal offscreen, rather than undermine sader
protocols, itamagicalappearancand disappearancetaally reinforces the ritual asraturalized
practice there is no need to show the application because its applictiotomatic and
unquestionedvideoswill often cut from performers performing oral sex to the moment of
insertion elidingthe condolns appl i cati on along with other pr
often goes for the condomés removal, but in r
performers manually or orally bringing themselves to climax.

Elliptical editing, however, is notwhys employedbut if do we bear witness the
application ritual, it is more often than nbec o n d 0 mé s wersee@rooecadiorihe

condomdbds appl i c abricatoomprogdsowildpe shawlt.isy hotvdverthd u
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lightning quick removal of te condom a split second before ejaculatiotiowed bythe
penetrator ejaculating onto t hteathazbecemevi ng par
somewhat of a visual motitinlike its application, which can disrupt the narrative flow of sex,
thecoldomdés vi sual i z eaturalizesitsouseady synabolitaliyéuing ityinto
s ex 0s n aonclusionivieexternalgjaculation(Williams [1989] 1999) T he poi nt | 6 m
trying to make here is thathgther the ritual is fully or partially realider entirely omitted, the
c o n d o nbiepresence and of itself containthe didactic narrative of the ritual.

At the time, though,anvincing gay men to use condofos everysexualencountemwas
an uphill battle® Gay men had become accustomehawing sex on the go. Instituting
mandatory condom use meant completely revising how gay men thought about, approached, and
had sexPatton warngagainstharassig viewers maintaining safesex videos shoulghowcase
how fun, or at least how minimal of amterruption, condom use ckie.i Nuances o0 Patton
contends, 0 wi |l promote t he saemnseandmtfeele men ne
Il i mited by c¢ on dButmorathan that,(sdfe@eOX ,viZ3d8gdos fAwanted t
only that safe segan be hot sex, but also that working toward commuwitie adherence to
safe sex can be an act of resistance to the destructive political, social, and psychological effects
of the HIV epidemic, o0 writes Pattsserintan@cd 1, 33
of political resistance and form of personal and communal empowermerighdlective goal
of safersex videosnvariably rubbed up against the inherent neoliberal thrust of Gay Liberation
promiscuitythat was also discursively represmhinandembodied by pornography

Safers ex 6s message was at odds with a system

overt political messages and with an audience already conditioned to seeing and having sex in

*SeeSeed Money: The Chuck Holmes S{@315).
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certain ways (Patton 1990; 2018peaking of community safs e x v (inpkféectigeness
and his own contributioBteam Cleai(1990), Toronto flmmaker Richard Fuogserveshat
the videos, although filling in a representational need, failed to adequately emulate the porn
videos gay me were used to, diminishing their eroticism and tHtexctive and effective
potential Writing abouthis jointly produced safe sex video for GMHC and the AIDS committee
of Torontg Fung contends that the focus on interracial couplings mandated by the &8MC
desire to create Aculturally sensitive tapes
regarding safer sexo0o (1993, 357) set them too
overdeter mi nedo ( 19r8c8couplingsineffemtantied thee i d ferotims x e d
energiesin order for safesex videos to have an effect, they needed to better emulate the
sources in which they were trying to intervene.

In order to better understand the underwhelmed response to the collection-eégafer
shorts,Fungconducedsome short interviews with Asian gay métediscovered that several
viewers articulated disconnecbetween th@ideointents andthear attempt to poach from
pornographyWhile the GMHC videosic ont ai n s e x u a and gurpertdgbe i ci t ma
porndo  wr i t eheyde oohlgpk likeithe porn the men have seen and do not fulfill their
sexual fantasies: because either the men, the
right 6 accor di ng 4. lomdeedoreiofrthe teasaens why lhareljadkp@m3 , 3 6
particularly Treasure Island MedjalM) videos, hasnanaged to succeed where commercial
safersex pornography has faltered is because they so perfectly mimic tieidtget amateur
home videos with whichhey align themselves (Patton 2014) and are in such high demand. But
anothereasorf or bareback pornogr apsgeyidtse fusienofdivetal t r i um

ideology via the phantom ideal of community.
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Safa-sex videos were one the most innovatierms of sousveillance to come out of
AIDS media activism, directly intervening into, and combining, fantasypaenentive
healthcareAlthoughfilling in necessary social and representational gapsgconcedeshat the
GMHC shortsveretantamountoi s asfeex pr o p a g a n dromasWaugh®uhters 356 ) .
Sara DiRownawlsdi an rSteand Cleadaultod herfar conflating the
video camera with a Asurveill ancagungthantter ao ( 19
film fkéadd es hliioned activist documentary of the
174).Butc onsi der i noyerall ¢goawayto esseimtiallg discipline and remold both the
behaviour andhe desire of prospective viewing subjettrough the carefully dreographed
presentation of fAculturally s eharshitopdowne o sex, t
surveillance, but it isofter bottoraup sousveillanceThe surveillance of gay sex 8team Clean
of which Damond speaks and Waugh seeks to comeetooks the disciplinary goal of the
images themselves: although sadex videos may have failed, their broader discursive goal was
reached. As Jeffrey Escoffier notes, ASince 1
the standard practice in theopguction of all new videos (2009, 341). Although initially resisted
by porn producer$’ uniform condom use became the eventual normal.

The adoption of condoms as an industrial norm by the commgeyiglorn industry
cannot be divorced from discoursesseturity, seHpreservation, protectioand even the
mistrust of others: it is precisely this impulse and undercurrent that bareback porn tacitly rejects

and which studios such as TIM poach for their subversive representationsseSaperns the

¥ Ownerof Falcon Studios Chuck Holmes switched adopted condom use only after being put
under immense pressure by his employees and a looming threat of mass protest by ACT UP. See

Seed Money: The Chuck Holmes S{@Q15).
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conwergence of sexual and political affect t r ansf or mi ng Anonproducti ve
(Champagne 1995, referring to Bataille [1934] 1985) into something produtkie.

appropriates that logic in service of building a counter community organized d@hsuexiat

oppositerisk rather than safety (Dean 2009; Paasonen and Morris.28l14)ugh presented

under the guise of maintaining a culturgpodmiscuity, safesex activismespecially its visual
incarnationultimately achieved the inverséondoms in pornéiped to enac new norm that

prioritizedlife and the reproduction of identdythey helped t@ontrol a dispersed population

andseries of anonymousodies througlexplicitimages.The normalization of condom use

through porn not esselharelfiabking, setirg dpiits eventlial returp, put

also cinches howhe sousveillance of today caary easilybecome the surveillance of

tomorrow

(New) Queer Cinema, Surveillance, Privacy
AIDS helped to inaugurate the move toward privacy, towedtivate sphere and
private consumptiorGreysonobserves hat fHas the state conceded m
deemedprivatespace back to the homo, it simultaneously accelerated its surveillance of those
public places where men seek anonymougisparksand publ i ¢ bat hAsoomso (:
gay men increasingly turned to video pornography for their sexual release, and as the AIDS
epidemic took its toll, public spaces where gay men could gather such as porn theatres,
bathhouses, and bars slowly beganlése(Burger 1995)The ReagaThatcherMulroney
brand of conservatism altered not only the An
physical landscapé&he loss of public spaces continually pushed gayasdsocialityinto the
private spher¢ha along with the AIDS crisidglrasticallyaltered terrain of gay culture and very

notion of community (Berlant and Warren 19%&lperin 2012
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It is within this politicalclimateth e mor al maj or ity argarhedit i ci zed
into an identityitself (Bersan{1987] 1989, one which stood in opposition to homosexuality and
nontnuclear familes (Bull and Gallaghet996).The family became proxy for privacy, and the
home a visuaietaphowused to position the homosexual as dual threat: intgrbgithe
potential closeted homosexual and externally by images of the homosexual forcing their way into
the homeHomosexualityp e ¢ a artlereatvithin the home, in the form of deviant members
who must be expell ed, or aesntdoe vsipaancte ionia gdeosmeisnt
or v iWhteay[©987] 1989, 75): AIDSffectivelydissolved image into body and vice versa.

Privacy isanineteenthcentury inventiorwhoseevolution continues to preclude
homosexualityand dey homosexualan official stake in the public and social sph@f¢atney
[1987] 1989; Bronski 1998Paradoxically, thougthomosexualy was alsolocated outside of
the private spére, in the realm of the pubficnot in the home, but in the back alleysthe
midst of the neolibex revolution, he homosexual made an excellent scapegoat for conservative
politicians who wanted tpresent the public sphere as an infection ité@le prosecution of the
O6publicd b,yo tvwrei toepsn sdValytparedyified in the fanta®f the
6homosexual body, doicwik displecedinéoxhe ealibratediginesc tof Al DS O
(Watney[1987] 1989,82)A1 DS t hus al so came to sandgwas fy t he
usal byreactionary politiciangto erase the distinctionbewe en 6t he publ i cdé and
and to establish in their place a monolithic and legally binding catégorty h e f@hioch | y 6
according to Watnewould come to béunderstood as the central term through which the world
and the selfjwere]hencefortt o be rendered intelligibleo ([19

The home ame to symbolize the regintd heterosexudly and thus normalitywhose

securitywas t hr eat ened by t h avo-pnangedrnsurrectioeThénhmmeo s e x u al €
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be@me a site in need of constatrveillanceand (meta)physical space in need of protection
from the homosexuakho threateedto defamilarize and destabilizesistability and
familiarityd who threateedto render it uncannyrhehomebecame the prized possessidn
antigay politicians and activists, but as the epidemic ragedf@home also became a site of
contestation. Gay and lesbian activism focused increasing attention on the home, kinship, and
family, reflected early on in films such aAs Early Frost(1985). As gay and leshiaactivism
promoted assimilationist politics and policies, privatized consumpset became &orm of
political activism (Gluckman and Reed 199npdvertently aligning queer emancipation with
implicitly homophobic neolibergbrivatization. It is witlin thisanomalougpolitical economy that
the Queer) family begins to slowkupplantAlDS and takes centre stage (Bernstein and
Reimann 2001 )displacing initial leftwing liberalism with a more complacent neoliberal (and
neo)conservative one

NQC visualizes this strangevolution encountering the queer political economy
(Cornwall 1997) at a point of rapid transformation, articulating ambivalent desires to belong to
the family and be normal but at the same tbadree from them botlin Paris is Burnng, for
exampleHar | emds vi brant ball culture is jJjuxtapos:
domesticity and normalitgButler 1993) In addition, gveral lesghanprivileged young black
performers discuss their modeling aspirations and identificatitnmainstream consumer
culture, and the film even ends with two young queers of colour articulating feelings of
homelessness, finding home and kinship on the streets rather than their familial home.

In Poison(1991) Todd Haynes edits together threpaate storylines (partly inspired by
the work of Jean Genet), each of which is told through a different set of conventions: one

storylinefeaturesaseveyearol d boy who shoots his father and
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television); anotheplot follows a scentist who transforms himsetfto a murderous leper (sbi
horror); while thefinal narrativerevolves around a prisoner who falls in love with a fellow
prisoner and ends with a scene of sexual humilidtiarspit bukkake that covers the protagonist
in dripping white liquid, which symbolizes semdtfachof Poisord sarrativethread engags an
aspect of contemporary queer politics: the politicization of the family; the horror and
scientizatiorof AIDS andgay malesexuality; and the legacy perversequee desireBut it is
Haynesd decision to end the film with a POV st
home howeverthatcaptures the ambivalenggherent inNQC (Aaron 2004) The final image
speaks prominenthp boththe strictures of hetenormativityas well asa desire to belong
especially when juxtaposed to the preceding scenggabolic AIDS related deaths: after
drowning in figurative semen (spit bukkak#)e prisoner dies while trying to escapad the
scientist confronting hisnonstrosity and inevitable death, comnsitscide off aall building.

NQC is inextricable from AIDS, and in specificalyfDS-relatedmediawe encounter
similarthematic concerns aridelings ofambivalence but articulateédrough different formal
straegiesthat invariably refer back to, and are inextricable from, the effects of AIDS on identity
According toRoger HallasAIDS mediai r e si st ed t he c ohaffcleasastarizen a | I n
postStonewall documentari€2009, 19) AIDS mediaattemptedd capture the split subjectivity
felt by people with AIDSBordowitz [1987] 1989y empl oyi ng techni ques ¢
reflexive performance, harield cinematography, doubled autobiographical subjects, musical
spectacle, found f (Halasa09% 19, emphdsis miodathedr thdne s i g n o
submit to the incitement of discourse, AIDS media as well as several NQC films sotegisto

the medical gazenposed on queer subjects and people with AbpBlocking the flow of direct
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confessionFar fran securing identity, Wwat we bear witness totise fragmentation andplitting
of the selfthatresults from botimedical and visual surveillance.

Comparing and contrast i ngSivedake LileoTedView and P
from Here(1993) andGre g g B o r HastWriptLang Brog1993), Roger Hallas argues
that Athe doubling of the autobiographical su
forms of testi moni d&astTap ldngDsoBordowitz Cotiines 11 4 ) . [ n
autoetmography, media footage, and documented activist activities into a hybrid experimental
film that reflects and reflects upon Hdsial identity as both a gay man astV/ -positivesubject.
In Silverlake LifeTom Joslin and his partner Mark Massi, a gay couptle terminal stages of
their losing battle against AIDS, film their accelerated declining health, culminating with the
death ofJoslin

Hal |l as contends that both movies employ au
their acts of bearing witnesmm turning into either the affirmation of a transcendental human
consciousness or the commodi fied confessional
Silverlake LifeJoslin and Massi share the filming process (the film wasdtit¢heir common
friend Friedman), becoming both objects and subjects, while Bordowitz uses his alter ego Alter
Al l esman to destabilize a unified sense of se
bet ween Gregg Bordowitz and éaAbjtutes AhbhesmBabdd
wi shed to do damage to the concept of autobio
the act of recordingimself, Bordowitz ineluctably interpellates himself as an autoethnographic
subject.

ForWilliam Bogard it h e Idodyeasd facus of the normalizing gaze is surreptitiously

doubl ed by the body as i nf or madtltispracjselyghisdes, [ a
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new subjectivity guided by an amorphous medical databank that comes to define the experience
of theHIV -positivesubject which several, if not allAIDS mediaworks struggld to understand
AIDS placedthe homosexual under the microscope and broaigietv homosexual species to the
foreground concretizing a new identity out of the immaterial genetich®@AIDS virus. AIDS
became Aproofo of t he hamltaseeushurarsdiingthanet i ¢ di
difference as proof of difference axBuAIDS gavehe homosexual speciasymbolic genetic
heritagethat was at the same time very rgdDS solidified gay identityby tying a particular
system of desire to a specific bothyt AIDS alsofractured identity, givindpirth to a newone
that iscontiguoudo butis alsoimbricatel with its original sourcelf homosexuality was an alter
ego beforeif homosexuality wasraalternativedrive or consciousnessiried within AIDS
congealedhomosexualitynto a doubled body.

AIDS split the gaybodyinto two: HIV -positiveandHIV -negative Over the course of the
epidemic, he negative bodgecame an obgt in needof protecton while the positiveone
needed to be identified, segregated, and carefully monitored. The negative body was to be
A c | e a bedomemdlctive, mimickingand containing within itheideals of the
heterosexuabody;the positive bdywas | eft to carry the burden o
and depraved connotations .-soAlthiSnh g on s(tLl ytount e2d0 Os3u,
automatielly slotting those with AID&nd HIVinto a singular category ampdadng them
beneath thie negativecounterpartsMainstream activispwhile purporting to place AIDS
onscengsimultaneously sought to make it and people with HIV/Al@i&sceneThe drive to
decouple the homosexual from AlD&aseventually subsumed by the rhetoric and chastising of

Atsereotypes. 0
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In what follows, | briefly look aSilverlake Life(hencefortiSilverlakg, focusing
specifically on the problem of exhibiting the queer pevsppace and subjgatiblicly, andthen
turn a closer eyernd o h n G rZeryp Batema®1993)(henceforthZerg). Silverlakecompiles
homemovie footage into an intimate look at the devastatiaityeof slowly dying from AIDS.
Zeroapproaches AIDS and the epidemic from a completely antithetical vantagefpoint.
biographical musicalerosubvertstpi cal epi demi ol ogi cal accounts
introduction to North America by Fren&anadian flight attendant Gaétan Dubgs
discursively reimagining the heritage of AIDS partly through his .dyeSilverlakewe follow
Joslin and Massi to their dtor and physical therapgppointmentswatch thenperform
mundane activities such apply makeup, coolgndstruggle to eaiand deal with the procedural
side of deathsuch asuneralarrangementandmanagingmnaterial belongings left behind. In
Zerg, Greyson subvertSilverlaké eealist aesthetics aralitobiographiempulse, turning instad
to stylish musical spectacéda narrative tinged witgothicovertones
Although Rich never included either film as part of NQC (the films were released afte
she published her original piece fiine Village Voicgand even though she never once mentions
Silverlakeand mentionZeroonly once in passing in heecently publishedDi r ect or 6 s Cu't
anthology on NQC (2013Yerois generally grouped in with NQC éBshoff and Griffin 2006)
while Silverlakéd s posi ti on i s As HDidtv emamreentp roemcedr isews.r al
AIDS permeated NQGindMonica B. Pearhasgoneasfar as to argue that
much of AIDS representation follows the course of the viesdi@ or what the virus is
perceived to be doing, according to scient
insidiously convinces the body that its very being is the foreign substance, and so the

body fights itself. HIV, as a retrovirus, is a postmdé@rus. It makes the bodynable to
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differentiate between itself and what is external, or foreign, toétselh e | ac k of
coherent narrative, or genre recognition, or familiarly fulfilled cinematic expectations in
New Queer Cinema is partly arepresentatial , or Odartisticbd, reac
retroviral behaviour, I n other words, repr
(2004, 24 emphasis mine
From ToddPodany h@®%) and TaelevigggEndil®92)koDés ek Jar manod
Edward llandGu s V a nMy ®amPrivate Idah@1991) AIDS is everywhereyeti n Ri c h d's
original articleitsi di r ect or 6 s ¢ nmdwanthelagyASDS tseuyprisangiyd h e r
minimally presentSilverlakeas well aZerobelong under the banner ofQC, in partbecause
both films mimic retroviral behaviour by focusing so intently on thentiz@&tion of visibility
and the diffusion of identityl.thusfocus onSilverlakeandZeroto not onlyhighlight thevarious
relations between queernedsubling andsurveillance inherent INQC, AIDS, and their

inextricable overlapduttoalsp r o b | e ma tcanane Ri chd's

Silverlake Life: A View From Here (1993)

According to Michael Bronski, fAThe evol ut.
alargeegnt , an attempt to regulate and contain s
Bronksi observes that pi@t one wal | homophile organizationsé®é

argue for Oprivacy6o but contendsi vhay, dbtyheéo
homophil e groups constructed a false idea of
woul d be no homosexual visibility at all . The
and dependent wupon ho mo)sBexgpablicandrengaging Vviathir thet y o (
public sphere were companions to visibility politics and breaking out of the private sphere

metaphoricalllembodiedoy t he c¢cl oset. To be public was to
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visible is very differentf om bei ng O6publicéo (1998, 183). To
part of the |life of the stateo but #Ain the Un
before, but they are not allowed to be public. They are denied full rights ohsitipe such as
the right to marry and to join the militarybo
of O6privacydé, 0 Bronski contends, fidranicalypeopl e
it is only nowthat gay peopla r e fi fi w lthe suweillance of publicity in the form of
normativity (Duggan 2003; Puar 2007) and the value of pricaape reviewed in hindsight.

The precarious and evarobile location of sex in the intimate public sphéer{ant
1997)left homosexualsnd people with AIDSyulnerable and caught in between two
oppositional polical thrustsAIDS not onlybroke down the border between public and private,
heightening the need to secure bdiln, alsoplacedgay men under the microscopéile
displacinggaysexuality pushing ito the marginsi Not hi ng has made gay mer
thanA DS, 0 ar gues BetAlBSaaso simultarie@uSignadelgly)sean
onscenity as well as abscenity Over the course of the epidemi@aygsex became ghostly:
evaywhere and yet nowheré.h e A f r e n z yoadesire tolpwd gay made iséxdaldy
onscene and make it publigas met withwhat I wouldcalt he Af r en z y:0adésiret he i n
to pulland puslgay male sexuality back into the shad@nd maketiprivate Although
antithetical in many waysilverlakeandZerocollectivelycrystallize tle schizophreniaf
visibility that envelopethe epidemi@ra.Both films engage a new visual reality characterized
by surveillance and transparenegd yetbothfilms also generate ghosts and feelings of being
hauntedoy invisibility and invisible thingst the same time.

On their own SilverlakeandZerocrystallize the ongoing pull and push between the

gothic and surveillance. Puttoxdialogue they demonstrathow AIDS amplified and deepened
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their tensionsandarranged their frictions intapervasive structure of feeling that continues to
govern queer experience and cultural political discourse to thiSdagrlakeandZero

represent but in many ways aksmbody the discord between the will to be public and a desire to
beprivate endemic in the epidemic ehasofar as both films subject their Hi§ositive subjects

to levels of surveillance unseen in queer film before, we also see the begwofimtgscutural
selfsurveillance taking roof his is especially the case $ilverlakewhere thé personal

camcorder at times becomes indistinguishable from the medical survedigpaeatuses that

practically litter the screen.

Joslin packing uiscamcor@r Massi having hiaposi  Massi inspectinglesionon
after filminghis MRI Sarcomdesionsexaminel Joslinds upper eye!

AIDS solidified and brought to surface inextricable relations between the gothic and
surveillance that predated the advent of Alboth films the recording apparatus becomes
commensurate with surveillance, but rather than secure identity, they manifest the uncanny and
doubles: subjects are doubled and ghostly and the recording apparatostaglin surveillance
and sousveillancé&reyson stresses visual technologies and disciplinary institutions in the
construction of AIDS discourse atite erasure of gay desire, reviving the ghost of Dugas to
challenge the scientization of gay desire. Ireise fashion, Massi and Joslin use personal
recording technology to not only concede their bodies as split objects (private citizens and public
health entities), but to also record their metamorphosis into ghosts. In a particularly reflexive

sceneMassiug s t he camc or de rdammaged dyefhe inherant mefhpheriofi n 6 s

238



blindness not only speaks to the uncanniness of the images, but also metaphorically captures
their transition from visible entities into invisible ongkile, paradoxically, undereaseless

surveillance

In Silverlaketh e camcor der doesnodt iomebdtipracticallytakee ¢ o u
over,breakingdowndifferencesdetweerself and imagandby extensiorprivate and public
i The ¢ amdanatllakobsermndBeverly Seckinger fibecomes, i ncreasing
through which the partner s c oAndithroughow thesfilmwi t h e
we see Massi and Joslin increasingly see and confront themselves a®imagk®sts absorbed

into the machine.

Massi and Joslin filming themselvesile in bedwatching themselves filming themselves in bed
Silverlakereflexively acknowledges gay identity as alwaysl already subsumed by imagas
experiencand state of being interpellated t@presentation. I8ilverlakewe dondt see an:
sex, but the ghost of gay sex is everywheragvertentlycapturingthe decentring of sex from a

sexual identity. In thpostAIDS era, sex, the thing that brought about AIDS, had to be relegated
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to the real of the private so that homosexual could be public. Rather than sex, we see a different

from of intimacy presented on screen: deathd yet the couple live on as ghostghe form of
images to this day: the past, their past, continues to haunt the present.

But Silverlakeis itself haunted by the past, by memories amdifigs of hope and
optimismabout the futureThroughout the filmFreidmansplicesin footage fromJe | i n 6 s

previous homemovie documentarflack Star: Autobiography of a Close Frie(i®77)

Friedmands decision to revive the ghost of Ga
gay sex is mired in feelings of dystopia and imprisonment to one gdyesex washe epitome
of freedom anditopia.The most important emotional and formal chdiceedman makesomes
at the very end ddilverlake ending the filmwith spliced in footage fromBlack Staé endindd
of Massi and Joslin sharing a kiss when theyeyoung anchealthy.The final shot poignantly
speaks to how AI DS not only usurped their bio
rewrote, orre-formatted, gay identity, instilling haunting as the new norm.
Joslin and Mass'ebracing ate endSilverlakeandBlack Star

Silverlaké&® s f i nal i mage i s cathartic and hopefu
as something privat&®Vriting in the immediate postpidemic era, Jakobsen and Seckinger
contend that the blurring oftheprieat and t he public can reinforce
t hat O0gay 0Jdhatusathatsgaysex > Sidply a route to infection of both the individual
and the soci al bodyédangerously bolstering th
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bycot ai ning gadMdd)(19INh2ey W=a2 nSivenlakdd s iabeedbnger .
violation of the boundaries of the privateéis
display of private emotion within the contained boundaries of talk showsearslshows will
infer that these i mages are of indiyspltiongal , bu
in homemovie footage from the Liberation etlg final imagecapitulaesto an ingrainedlesire
for narrdive closure and a happy endirrelegating public actioto private emotional catharsis.
But the images open also up a space for empathetic identification with the horrific @ptures
theyposi tion the haunted queer home as a shared
By suturing past and preseSBijverlakema nages t o | eave a space o
return and intervention into the pres@rdven if the spliced in footage from a previously
released filmmaygo unnoticedy someviewers. In many waySilverlaké s f i nal | mage
crystallizes Castigiand Reedds (2011) wunremembering and F
At empor ag, 0 p o s ithe antidote and usefuhl achiyeavshtwhich $o change the
present. At the same time, though, it solidifies the wall between past and present, poikting bac
to an era of unbridled male intimacy as the source of devastation and something to be kept in the
past as a memory.
Silverlakeis a highly ambivalent and problematic film tistitt manages to have an
impact and elicit strong emotional reactidwentyyears after its initial public screeningis
almost impossible not to react horrifically to these images of agonizing dadagjoes
Silverlakeinform peopleand provoke actigror does it simply maintain ttepectacle of the
scaffoldd s a s s?Halbslauesthailverlakéd s fi h i -getekive strategies qualify
the camerabés redemptive function, 0 while conc

i mbricated in the discipl i naThefimsaptunestti ur e of s
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paradox of visibility and display of identity rooted in Liberation rhetoric and strategy at a point
and time of their implosiorEven from our presemgerspectiveSilverlakeremainsperpetually
caughtin a serie®f inbetweens: public/private, surveillare'sousveillance; past/presefte

f 1 | und@arsmessis as much a product of its overwhelmed discursive ambivaleswiits

prolapsed temporalitgnd preservation of ghosts

Zero Patience (1993)

In Zero, Greysorrevisits the chronological accounttbie AIDS epidemic put forward by
RandyShilts in his 1987 bestsell&nd the Band Played On: Politics, People, and the AIDS
Epidemicthrough the lens of the musical genghilts dubbed Qébécois flight attendant Gi#ian
Dugas fdpatansbormingize rimody i nt mytholbgealfegori aduerds czbesr o
wellashna -dnmensi onal scoundrel fromGrney®dmds nov
theatrical style and ongoing attempts to queer national identity (CanadiéiécQis, South
African) have bee the subject of several scholarly inquiries (Gittings 2001; Waugh 2006;

Pearson and Knabe 2011; Longfellow, MacKenzie, and Waugh 2013). For my purposes, | will
focus on Greysonds conflicted relationship wi
toward the recording apparatus.

Using a story within a story device, Greyson reflexivatgrpellates himsethrough the
character of Sir Rhard Francis Burton to explore his own ambivalent relationship to the
recording apparatugerochroniclesafic i on a l B u rsto operbup anaxhibieompAIDS
in the AHall of Contagiono at t he N-nfouthea l Hi s
Royal Ontario Museumgndput togethea documentary about AlID& research endeavours he
twiststo fit his politicalagenddBur t on 6 s di s sthepdstnd resurreetsative ghlost n

of Duga® asymbolicfigurei haunt i ng t he cHalas2009al60).i magi nat i o
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Throughout the filnwe watch Dugaslowly chipa way a't Burtonds faith in
empiricism diligently tryingto get Burton to see the subjective lifies and experiences of

AIDSd to see AIDS not as a medical phenomenon that can bendtebr understood

objectively, but as cultural phenomenondhdefiesempiricism.

Hallascontexdst hat Greysondés appropriation of the
creates a space for the complexity of testimony to take place outside of normative modes of
confessional practices, usingtieo n g 6 s  a fitiesdoccteatevae impgaat®oiigs create a
permeable spageHallas arguesand summarizingkes t enbaumés (1993) work
suggests that Athe | istener may in fact exper
(2009,157)0 an affective strategy Greyson uses to align ideatiim with the HI\(positive
subjects he represenBut HallasnotesthatGreysonalsopays considerable attention to
ninetenth-centurytechnologies and institutns that facilitatedlisciplinary mechanisms that
evolvedin and transformethe twentieth cetury, particularly film.What plays out onscreen is a
whimsical, although no less bitinggndition of theongoingdialecticbetween surveillance and
the gothic thatmanifestthemselveshroughthe juxtaposition oDugas the translucent ghost,
and Burton the figureof science and objectivity.

Greyson underscores the cont empdAIRSroy queer
setting Burtonds home a nndhe dlatugahHisfory Muwseubtitallpso r t i o n
contends t hat tviSuallagparatus &d¢roi si g rhief fadmMmoés museum
the film treats the museum as a modern apparatus of disciplinary power that forms part of the
di scursive geneal ogy of tFhnesinslar othd neuselngisaf Al DS
series bcontained vignetisthat wherput togethetell a story Greysorreferenceshe

mus eumo6s dinacyibearoological ethnegraphigaze, aligninghe recording apparatus
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witht h e s p ac e 0 sltisaatiasgnifisantithatherforntalyayou of the musical, a genre
thatmixesdiscreetspectacles angkalist conventions, mirrors thatthemu s e waroldtecture
In acrucial early scenBurton ugsa slide projectoas part ofapresentatiorthatHallas argues
Ai nvokes t-desturypr naeteertbf the illustrated | ect
precursors to the documentary film, itself a representational form key to the spectacle of AIDS
(2009, 164. As HallasobservesiiThe illustrated lecture contributed to the development of
modern structures of surveillance and @apectac
proposal to ad@&IDS asthe Hallof Contagio® s ¢ e n, toncegiually suturingpgether
cinema spectacleandscientific inquiry.

Burton also lives ira separate apartment within the museliving within the museum
allows Burton to easily glide between private home and public dvahalsoblursthe
distinction between private and public. The museum is a public arena whose modern western
incarnation vasdesignedn partto showcaséhe pillaged culture of otherandsimilar to
cinema, isa space where one observes and learnsabbuh e r s f r om &ocdtisgaf eo di
the private home within a space commensurate with colonialism and ethnograpéfjesiee
commentontheqeer s ubj ect dmsmodemtegimgs ef pdwénowleage and
spectacular displaysr e y s 0 n 6 son comppomiaesl privaagflects orpostStonewall
visibility andself-consciouslyecalk theinvasive ethnography weee inThe Bys in the Bnd
as well as in the hate cycBBut aswith both there is naealsuch thingasfi s af e dandst anc e,
GreysonusesB u r t semiprivatehometo representhe unclear division between home and
not home, or private and public spaldewise symbolizingBurtond sulnerability and
insecuritySi mi I arly to Burnsdés i naymeBerstiotaréBtsngay | eat

Al DS i sndét entirely intellectual
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Greysonfurtherunderscores the muse 6 alegoricalimportanceand concepial
overlaps with scientific visibilitypy settingthereintwo importantmusical numberOne number
makesheavyuseof he di or ama, fa precur s,atbleauthatci ne mao
contains and inform3he other number s ung by isfEmiitsirsthe rhagvified adar

confines of the microscopklallas remarkshat the microscopsyetianot her modern v

technol ogy deeply implicated in the scientifi
surveillance is reified by the uséthe overheadshétia pr i vi |l eged devi ce i n
Greyson suggests we regard fAas the visualizat

posit an enunciative position outside afwbvet he obj ect of studyo (Hal/l
maintainedbverhead shot in th@icroscopemusical sequenaeflectively engagethe overlaps
betweersurveillancecinema, anddentity as well aghe paradox of resiance through visual

discoursé Miss HIV may very well bdooking up at, and speaking defiantly kdo, those who

observe her from aboybut is nonetheless trapped under the microscope

Slideshow | Diorama - Microcope Defiantgaze
Nowher e i s Gr e yaboutrsurveillancbettaercapaulee than ehen he
incorporateshtevideoapparatus intthe narrative. In a crucial early scene, Burton goes strolling
through the hallways of a bathhoys@other semprivate spaceyith his camcordemRecalling

the openin@f F u n §téasClean of which Greyson himself was a filmeanpicipant,the
scenebs &O\shotdkensramBo gt o n 6 s mergedhe Gimicaadpersonal

recording deviceBurton tsest he doc ume nt aistagneabpngeHf romthiss t o #fd
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surroundingsandin ghostlike fashionmakes his way around various private rooms where
men await visitors and questions patrons about their sexual history while describing his
observations out loud for the microphofRer Burton his gazing is ethnographic and educational
and not voyeuristic, but as Thomas Wauogminds usiiThe microscope is also a peepsiow
(1996, 367)Hiding behind the alibi of scierfic inquiry, Burton has licereto run his eyes over

t he me nd abjediifpird) thensonly for research purposes, of course.

Oncethe spa patrons makeciea that ths invasion of their privacy is not appreciated,
Burton scurries off and, 6 wherehadbtieses toa pheeky t h e
musical number that culminates with his owrtdeelingd from microscope to peep showhe
three nudesauna ptronsdistract Burton by showing him exactly what he wants to @ee tren
rip off his towel revealing his hidden weapdis camcorderGreyson symbolically aligns the
recording apparatus with phalilormative powerand usethis scene tplayfully comment on
an ongoing history of ethnography, of outsiders lookingdf i3 at this moment where we also
real i ze that Ciueingefdhe gublic/givate divide aldo erlcapsulates his
engagement with the complex overlaps betweeresliamceand sousveillance.ABurton
continueson hisquetor t h e f t, higintinate, ifconflictéd rdlaBonship withZero

suggests that he may not be an outsider aft@retinographyunconscious autoethnograpioy

selfsurveillanc®@

Greysan(left)i POV of Burton making Isi Burtonds source
FuntéamClean way through the baexpa®ed hal |l s
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Although we are introduced t@erofor the first timeduringt h e f i musigas f i r st
number his ghostly reappearancén the diegesiss set in the bathhousE.aught fisuspende
somewhere between exi st entdireadsthe intartil@dZerand t he p
tumbles in fronoffscreeneft and gives an impressive gymnastic performa8tartingwith a
rhythmic floor routine using aisco ball orawalkway in between two empty pools
concludes hisimpressiveperformance byliving into the pool. Théilm cuts to black. We hear
Zerobriefly narrating his confusion and then cut to a centred-aigiie shot ohim bursting
through the surface ofteot tubwherethree (presumably) naked msoak Looking around
slightly shockedas hetakes his new surroundings jZerotries to communicate with the men
onlytorealizt hey canét Odsheisaghastt hear hi m

The bathhouse is the architectural incarnation ofdgsjre whose madike layout
captures the allure of the labyridike game of cruising outside of a confined demarcated space
(Ricco 2002) But the bathhouse is alsile symbolic birtplaceof AIDSO a peversematernity
wingd reinforced byZerad birth in a symbolic womb: the hot tub, a natural birth outside the
medical apparatu&ven though bathhouses were one of the primary and earliest locations where
safersex information and condoms were distribui@drubé [1984] 2003 atton 1990
Silversides 2003aspar 201), they were shut down under the guise of protecting public health
and used as a way to restrict and pathologize gay male sexuality (Rofes@®98)y s o n 6 s
deci si on t o s e tbahlouse ifosically plays with thegperdeptiontthiat these
conceal ed encl os wr éisg rweurned tzhea delphd SHhesnZiacréo Y b o le t
a ghost speaks to hawevirus haunts gay sexual culture while also giving corporeal form to the

way AIDS reconfigured the gothic qualities of homosexuality.
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Zero inthe primordial void préirth Zero reborn

AIDS is asethereal as it isolid, andt is only when Zero meets Burton thatlegins to
materialize physically: it is only wan disease meets science that it is given a body and identity.
Close tothe end of the filnwhenZero and Burton observe MissH)Vs mu si c al monol o
water shoots up i nto Zer oo.9Witkethedogumantatygideo s he c o
camera alrady rolling and displaying what it records on a nearby television, Zero rehbziss
finalyabl e t o see himsel f. BlaZéoao pespobadsmswi filYyo:
am alive Bero begins to quickly give his corrective testimonial todlmerai | 6 m i nnocent .
|l &m not t he f i r sZero,obca blind] cannmomsttorlykelebuttaleobe séer st . 0
Zerocan see himself and Burtgan finallyseehim as a real person and not jastrus in flesh
formd even if only for a brief mment The film quickly cuts to &cene of aothercharacter
succumbmg to blindnessind therback to Zero as hmdesaway Thi s edit j uxtapo:
extremites blindnessand empiricismor, invisibility and surveillancd.amenting higeturn to
therealm of the invisible he fl atly and sacr icomengonylagedy r e ma
five minuteed wi t h Gr eyson here playfully using sexua
feelings of powerlessness cum impoterdamdness, again, is not only a taghor for the

uncanny, but also castration
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After receiving some corrective education about AB8 himself Character succumbing
Zero is abldgo be temporarily seen by the recording apparatus to blindness

Greyson herexlicitly aligns the recording apparatus with scientific observation and
medical gazing, but uses the ghostly figure of Zero to undermine the implied empiricism of both
intertwined branches of surveillaricavithin the field of vision there is always a blisdot. But
with this scene Greyson also makes an important observation about the power of technology to
resurrect the ghost of the past. Invoking the return of spirits can allow one to correct previous
errors, such as with Zheretu sf the repressecccanialscechave o n f e s
unintended destructiveonsequencésl i ke t he return of barebacki ng
returnis meant to correa decade of misconstruegidemiologyandethnograph§ he is a
friendly ghost. But the returrf the repressed can also be monstrous and consé@nticgn
(re)possess you at any moment.

The narrative comes to a climax when Burto
activists the eveni ng afdicreeningReflexivglyr opaganda vi
acknowledginghis own activist pagiandZero® activism) Greysonconcludes the film witla
spirited musical numbef AIDS activists and Burton destrimg the AIDS exhibit in the Hall of
ContagionPrior to the concluding musical numbByrtoninterruptshis own premier¢o set the
record straight about Zero, only to be escorted out of the screening by geeuriglusion,
perhaps, to his own encounter with private se

This scene of intervention is folved by asmall montage of Zerbeing discussednthe
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evening newsA series ofimages fronthe covers ofariousbooks(some with him covered in

lesiong andcloseup cummugfuse togetheZ e r 0 6 s andAiEBh t i t y

Burton attempting to correthe false image of Zero the media
has propagated and to which he himself has contributed

Greyson hereeminds usof the powerful role images and media play in shapimg)
skewingknowledge and opinionZ e r o Gidentisy and biographya sandin for gayidentity,
isreplacedvi t h 't he gener i dheimagekompt, twost, and ekploit kisimage, 0
sexuality, and identity ithe service of pushing a political agendaro does not exist outside the
realm of visibility. Zero exsts primarily as an imagena yet despite existingnly within the
world ofimageshe is renderegracticallyinvisible by his hypewisibility. Thei ma ge 6 s
ghostliness underscaréis own, whereby he, or his my#timilarly to Massi and Joslin,
continuedo live on long after hbas pased Zerois controlled by his imageouble, and his
imagedouble in turn becomes a mechanism of social corftr@.same apparatus that made
Zero visible and gave him a voice also made him invisible and reduced him itaymotre than
a vessel for a deadly virus.

Thedisciplinaly powerof the spectacles crystallizedby thecircular structure of Burton
and Zer ob6s i nt r oddencounteny ancesagath sosdemaaative that eetmrns
us to the beginningdrhe frst time Burton meets Zero, Zero steps in front of an image of himself
projected ont@ glasspaneBurton is recording with his video camcordem the other side.

Z e rs eeffected imageverlapsbriefly with theonscreen mage bef ore bl ocking
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eyesight It is then thaZero realizes Burton is the only person who can seeAirthe end of
the film, asthe AIDS activistsstorm andeclaim their stolen imagdésom the Hall of Contagion,
and after Burton admit® his errorandgives Zero dender kss goodbye, Zero tells Burton he
Awants toodisappear

Zero heads to the large screen image of him covered in lesions, lifts up his arms and
enterstheframe, remerging with his imagublethat is now lesion freero pulls out a
cigaetteand Burtonh ol di ng a candl e, Bbagarditethougethe and | i gt
scree® anallusiontoK e n n et h Fikkwogke(19473Z er o0 6 s activapsthe wdter e
sprinkler system anshortcircuits the machinery that has kdps ghostlive, allowing himto
finally disappearGreyson lere subverts the iconic image themosexual being destroyed by his
narcissistic absorption into his séthage whose most (in)famous depiction was forward by
Oscar Wilde in his gothic classihe Picture of Dorian Gray1891).Water as a form of
cleansing and birthing is a running theme througlzeub, andGreyson ensures that the last

image we have is dercd s i ma gvashebirem thegscreed invisibility has set him free.

Zero in front of his projected Bur t on | i g ht iProtggordsefrord-ibesorks
image pointing at Burton cigarette through the screen having his cigarette lit

Zeroi s the cul minati on andctivem Abbutlallsvays of Gr ey
throughtnei | m, as Burton and Zerods relationship b
to a musical duet performed by two singing (puppet) assHole®y nude in bed, the men turn

onto their stomachs allowing their respective sphincters tadakch otheabout their love and
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fear of cocklIntercut between their musical conversation are black and white video images of
anonymous nude men stching, dancing, and jigglidgimages that e c a | | Grefhes onds ¢
Making of Monster§ 1 99 1) . Apprsotprruicattiionngalanvifidienod aest het
these images of physical fithess and plaphdllichomoeroticism bothtander scor e t he
homoerotic rel ati ons hippobiaAltdough oot exmiaitipdb@utrsaf@ ur t o n
sex, this shonnusical number is a more explicit anptimisticrevisionof The ADS Epidemic

dondot dr ead s @&kwscenesdasehoamoebticigm becbmeséxplinitly

homosexual when Zero and Burton make love in the Hall of Contagion inside one ofrémeadio

vignettes. After an evening of carnal joy, we retiarthe couple in the morningnages of

severalused condoms surround the rdeyou can still have fun in an epidemic and vhth -

positivemen, just use condoms.

Burton andZ e r o &giced in instructional Burton and Zero Physical evidence of

assholes conversing sex footage embracing their last ni ght s events
attraction

Greyson poaches the utopias of the musical (Dyer [1977] 208Xexual interlude
(Williams [1989] 1999) to counteract the negative associations of beingpblive, and
although not as obviously didactic as his purposefully abrasive agitprop shorts, there is an
undeniable didacticism that runs througgro (Waugh 206). As ambivalent as it may be, the
recordi ng app a-educaias WwhatGrayson identifigs ag tlee mpst powerful
antidote to the convergence of surveillance and spectacle that is inextricable from cinema and

media cultureGreyson priviéges the spectacle of gay sex as itself a form of education and
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resistance. Indeed, unlike Silverlakewhere gay sex is obscene darg gay sex is very much

onscene. And yet coming in at the tail end of NQCtard\IDS epidemic, among several other

things,Zerocaptures the transformation of gay sex into something gldoBKg Taxi Zum Klo a

swan song, not for an era, but the transformative possibilities of gay sex aapietentation

New Queer Cinemaa Hol | ywoodés Second Hate Cycl e

Startingwith the infamoud-atal Attractionin 1987 and continuing witfihe Silence of

the Lambg1991),Basic Instinci{1992), andSingle White Femal@992) Hollywood once again

demonstrated a sustained reaction tovr@us gains made by LGBTQ people, fersigj and
pro-sex/porn activists, as well as the AIDS epiderrioltnlund 1994 Halberstam 1995;
Williams 2005; Benshoff and Griffin 2006)\Ithoughequallyconcernedvith the breakdown of
gender rolesand sexuality, the second batycle focused its attenti fa more on threatening
murderous women thamn men(Smelik 2004; Rich 2013bAs with the previous hate cyclall
of the filmsarethrillerss. T h e g e nr moboslyapf of ppurlnesr itthye f i r st
the same time binding the genrat®reactionary political origindut also the inextricable
gueerness of the genre itsétollywood, howeverwa s n 6t t he o nlimages ofe
sexually ambiguous murdes and evil doppelgangefdQC filmmakerstoo tapped his
structure of fekng, whoseoverlapswith thesecondhate cycledid not go unnoticetly viewers

and critics(Benshoff and Griffin 2006Rich[1998] 2013 [1999] 2013.

cycl

churr

Hol |l ywooddés second hate cycle developed a

putting to scren some of the most audacious, provocative, and transgressive images to this day,

with enough there to still offend the libeteft and conservativeght (Williams 2005) As with
NQC, the second hate cyat®ncernstself with identity and identificatiomndtoo presents a

series otounternormative critique. But while NQC offered carefully constructedvisions of
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certain queer tropes, the second hate cycle more or less poached them féknuroft for all
the accusations that could be lobbiediasfathe second hate cycle, what was presented on screen
simply mirrored what its queer counterpart was exhibiting on the festival circuit.

Granted The Silence of the Lampsrtrayed transgender peoplesabjectsso desperate
for internd authenticityand cohesiothey wouldmanufature a second skin madetbéir
desired savercorspensdtedos thiack(ldalberstam 1995And althoughBasic
Instinctplayed with thdropesof the femme fatalat ultimatelyusedher duality toportraythe
bisexual who plays both fields as an untrustworthy doagkntWhite 2003 Farrimond 201p
But considerindilms like The Living Endollowed twoHIV -positivemenon amurdersuicide
roadtrip rampage, killing peoplas they sauMit in the name of queer sestance, taking issue
with a bisexual blonde living out the narrative of her murder mystery seeshs a bit
hypocritical Authourship of course matters, budiacernible desire to maintain control over
gueerness, of who was amd whhaot waassnnodt agude emh,atc
detected in the dialogue surrounding NQC and the second hate cycle. THe@ntifisation
and connectivity AIDS facilitated symptomatically manifested themselves both on and
offscree® although not necesshyrin ways various vocal factions of the Iéfind right)would
have liked.

Basic Instinct like Cruising, was protested during its production for its (supposed)
homophobic (orbp hobi ¢c) portrayals of queBasiclhsinttl er s, |
waspicketed bytheself i ght eous wing of the queer communi
busily impressed bythesnal | ed queer new waveo ([1992] 201
in some way8 budget, distribution, exhibition, target audience, box officemed

Hol |l ywoodds second hate cycl e aimdkedRiGhQoteser e mo
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howom Kalin struggled to reconcile his suppor
BasicInstindbs s hoot | ast Swsop@ s ngh oawiietceds dnfusgdfeirlems as s
([1992] 2013, 17)Unsurprisingly fiSwoonsparked immediate contraay,0 too, when it was
releasedBenshoff and Griffin 2006, 226jurther underscoring the implicit surveillance of the
|l eftds rallying,or wnfdort hifep s iutsiuv @ ait mewgenyp f t he
ways,Swoonis Basic Instince r e e a cdmscusiveldeublé s

Swoon s an artistic d-basedsteryof Leapdldandioeb,twoiit he f
gueer men who ithe 120s killedayoungby mer el y for the thrill of
2006, 226). BotliRope(1948) andCompulsion(1959) told the same story before, but unlike
Hitchcock and Fleher, Kalin had total creative control over this mibtadget indie film.
AlthoughKalinintended to tell a story about fAa homosex
behavi onotosedoi patd hol ogi ze homos ecritcaal liitkydeof eglaty fa
failed to achieve that goal 06 (Benshotnmnoand Gr
differentfromF r i ed ki n 6 s CwlsiegnandikewisphasdiefenseéRich [1992] 2013)

The social ad political anxieties ovegqueernesand the deleterious effects of Al2%e
however bestcaptureddy the urban thrilleSingle White Fema] a film that practically carries
on whereWindowdeft off. In Windows the lesbian neighbour is a manipulating and delusional
observerparticipant outside the homia Single White Fema)¢he roommate turned psychopath
is in the home. IWindowsthe lesbian doppelgadngerants to possess her love objectSingle
White Femalgethe pseudelesbian double wants to actually become her object of desire. In
Windowsthe antagonist is identified adesbian, a discreet othér;Single White Fema)¢he

antgg o n i s t Oyds amlegyousaahd her identiti~defined.
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Allie, the protagonist, puts out an ad for a roommate after discovering her fiancé, Sam,
has tieated on her with his exifedc A SWF seeks female to share apa
smoker professial preferred After a few interviews, she picks Hedra (Hedy), a woman who
we come to discover was supposed to be a twin but whose twin was stillborn. As the film goes
on, Hedy becomes increasingly more guarded and jealous of Allie. As Allie and Sam try to
reconcile their relationship, Hedy tightens her grip on Adlewly mimicking her mannerisms

and looks

Hedyafter her makeover Allie

Hedy cuts and dyes her hair to look like Akiednear the end of the filimicks Sam into
thinking shes Allie, seduing andthenkills him. When Alliefinds out, she tries to escaptedy
stops Allie andries to killherand make it look like suicidéledyties Allie up in their
apartmentandforcesAllie to type out a suicide nat8hepressed\ | | haados the computer
screen to identify her as the author. Taking advantage of a brief moment wheletdbdy
guard down, Al |l i e brAdle ks todhe gldvaashere ieminiseeatebfy 6 s f a
Dressed to Killwe are treated to yetanothe f i ght and A mur dBelielingscene i
that she has killed Allie, Hedy drags Allie aitthe elevator when it reaches the baseraadt
goes off to find something to help her dispose of the béthen Hely returns with a
wheelbarrowshe disovers the body has gone missikghile searching foAllie in the dimly lit

basement, Allie swings down from the pipes up above and stabsHigaybackkilling her.
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The film ends withAllie packingup Hedy #ings and discoveringb o x of Hedyo6s pr i
photographs. The final shotascloseup of a picture wereh al f of Al |l i eds f ace
He d y 0 aretdpeddogetheio form a single face and singularage.As with Bobbi in

Dressed to Kill Hedy will forever be a part of Allie.

Identity switch: Allie dressed as Hedy onFinal shot: Allie on the left, Hedy on the right
the left, Hedy dressed as Allie on the right

Released a bit over a decade afténdows we can see how AIDS simultanegusl
magnified anxieties over homosexuality and eidentification while at the same time acceding
to its nondiscriminatory logic Al DS doesnét discri minmanye; AI DS
ways, Hedy is AIDS. She is a virus that covertly enters timeehtodestroy it, makingt an
inhospitable environment for the heterosexual cotgfourish thwarting procreation and the
future family. She is retrovirusadestructive forcehat tries tadake overA | | bodyéasd
identity and destroy her fromwithis.he i s t he doubl e ThdLiviAgEnk i 6s p
who wreakvengeance on a complacent and complicit majority that has tacitly sentenced them to
death. Whythenj s Hedy a symptom of homop-hedessa but Ar
Kal i sviéian oftreecrime killersLeopold and_oebin Swoorradically differen®
Swoonalsomirrors Single White Femal& significant waysAlthough not officially
about doubleghe theme of doubling is prevale®woo® s bl ack and white fil
aesthatally inscribes its killer protagonistgith a sense of dualifyhe lovers often wear

contrastingcoloura s a way to demarcate them adsringgcach ot |
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the duaasexxpeal testifies t heafdrthéesynometoylofidhedev el o
h uman d&ndimkey irstanceKalin films the men in such a way asdollapseany sense of
distancebetween themNarcissismn this instance reflexively plays with doubling as an inherent

feature of samesex desire.

ffff

L

Loepold in White,Lobn Back L o e lméesovefing e opol dods

ButSwoordoesitdt j ust r ev ol vasoravohesarouhddidcplind Theng; it
last half of the movie is set almost entirely within traditional disciplinary spaces: the caurt roo
the police station, and the prison. Earlier on, we even see Leopold in a therapy session, and after
thar trial comes to end, we are treated to a brief montage that details the physical characteristics
of the homaexuad pathology. Theunningtheme ofinstitutional surveillance is gported by
frequent highangleshots. Kalirrelies onthese shott connote and denote surveillance

(Tziallas 20103)highlighting and critically contemplatingoments whergexis under

surveillanceandthe severityand lurdenof institutional power.

in bed with overhead or higngle/levelshos
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THYROID GLANDR
GREAT LOVE
OF SEX

»

High-angleshot of courtroom overhead shot of police lllustrated slide on the
interrogation Asci e saxwalidy of

The film is as obsessed with discipline and the science of sex as it is with doubling and

homosexual narcissism, conceptually correlating thewb.o m Kal i n came t o New
Cinema via AIDS activist vided B e namdGriffifremind ug2006, 226), and it shows. But
Swooordoesndt just have Al DS :iahadthefirstand secomdihata wr i t

cycle written all over it too.

Conclusion

This chapter was dedicated to delineating the variousantatl, political, and discursive
threads that embedded themselaed manifested fromwithin a series of urgent, defiant, and
rambunctioudilms and videos. The seeds of discontent and protest were planted in-the pre
epidemic era, but flourigdduring the AIDS epidemic. Selfepresentatioand selauthorship
became politically and socially urgent. Imagesl accounts f t he virusods devast
desperatelyeededo respond to an endless streahte factomug shots, hysterical
mischaracterizationgnd the circulation of frail and diseased bodWghile AIDS activists chose
to document the daily experiences of those suffering fiiat became tacit genocideand
circulate images of protest against a homophobic mainstigggmights activist®ptedfor
representations that would showcase the plight of those suffering with AIDS to a mainstream
audience as a way to procure sympathlyosegreatest success was the Academy Award

winning Philadelphiareleased in 1993The political split between assimilanists andqueer)
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radicak taking place on the ground level not onianifested themselves onscrekeut
increasingly through the screen
NQC is inextricable from AID&nd in many ways embodies the fractured politics of this
transitional eraSeverafilms revolve entirely round AIDSThe Living EndSilverlake Life Zero
Patiencg, makeexplicit reference to AIDSKaris is Burning, are codedsabout AIDS
(Poisor), or are discursively and emotional enveloped by AIDI$ Own Private IdahpEdward
I1). Unlike the epidemicthoughi NQC di dndét come from nowhere: i

ever ywhe2&3n3.6Bvehal factors | ed to the develo

arrival of AI DSO and the fiemer geidghingghearfival6 queer
of AReagan, camcorders, and cheap rento in be
enabled thereversalefur vei | | ance, 0 Rich observes, all owi

art sc hmoagihedi hemaewi t hanad wiedve s ee yieeche medi um t h
bottomup o (2013d, x weililance: bottb@Up resistaace ® suunvsillandgut as
Hol |l ywoodds second hate cycle attests, sousve
but at times difficit to differentiate.
Hol | ywoodds sktithe stage for QG putting tolsaeen queerness before it
had a name (Young 2013a) and a narrative formula that would be replicated by somerand take
up more fully by NQCOG s sedoondhpte dyaelamidNOC rejectect | e . Bo
positive representatioexuding andexhibiting negativity at a time when bei(glV -)positive
was entirely subsumed by negativiu e e r t h e o of gegaivityewaditseHf & reaction
to the surveillance of posigrepresentation, which by the late 90s became the weapon with
which the normamajority used to push negativity intothe margimsh ust |l i ng, drugs,

alienation were not the image of gayness they wanted projected to Anj&€69] 2013, 35),
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observeRich. But if NQC and queernesteveloped out of AIDSf was the normainajority
that ironically became a retrovirus, eating awaiysatf via attackingjueer representation and
gueerness (Rich [1998] 2013, [1999] 2013).

In the postepidemic era, liberam won its walgainst queer negativity Aficont r adi ct |
remainedofs cr eeno ( Ri ch [ 199 8tfed @@ sbl@lijied througreant i t y was
endless series of germative confessions viecomingout narrativesComingoutreplacedqueer
negativity,realigning homosexualityith discourses of prodtigity: family, procreation|ife.

Visions of familial belonging were coupled with the need to protect young queers and secure a
safespacdor them to flourish. Productive sex became conceptually aligitbdsafer sex, and it

is within thissociapolitical environment thaa subcultue of barebacking begins to forfiRofes

1998) andafirst set of bareback films crop up (Dean 2@%e retroviruof normativity
engendezdits own retrovirus.

Queernesshowever,did not entirely disappear from the screen. Hollywoodtinued to
use the thriller genre as a way to render quesrsai® for a straight audience. Flsuch as
Body of Evidenc€1993),Bound(1996), andrhe Talented Mr. Riplefl998)teagdaudiertes
with subtle glimpses of queerneBather thargenuinetransformation or subversiptine
Hollywood thriller was more interested in poaching the energy and style of NQC for poofit.
Rich( [ 2000] 201 3Bejng BIm Malkeviclil®98)avihdtsfocus on gender
deconstruction, is far more commensurate with the spirit of NQCTtharTalented Mr. Ripley
and even the lauded and overly wreatBegisD o n 6 t(1999) bpth of which rely too heavily
on the A qgu e e rinafmtnadeghaughRich bhoktracksidn ber original
observationdoublyunderscoring the problesthatensuewvhentrying todraw asolidline in

somethindiquid.
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