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Abstract

‘Sexual citizenship’ is relatively a new term, which emerged in
recent decades with gay and lesbian demands for ‘equal rights’ with
heterosexuals. Rather than taking the concept of sexual citizenship as
given, this thesis investigates the conditions of its emergence and the
process of its making by focusing on ‘stories’ of/about homosexuals
or homosexualities, which have been circulated, debated and
represented in the British parliament. I analyse these stories at three
different moments in time: during debates on the Sexual Offences Act
in the 1960s; Section 28 of the Local Government Act in the 1980s;
and the Civil Partnership Act in the 2000s. In particular, I explore the
gradual coming-out of what Scott calls, ‘the evidence of experience’ in
the debates, which, in the form of personal stories, has become an
important way of (re)presenting/relating evidence of the truth’ of
homosexual 1dentities, linked in turn to the idea of their rights/
rightness. A number of questions guide my inquiry. What are the
conditions upon which a (sexual) story’s access to the political arena
i1s authorised (or rejected)? Who tells stories or whose stories are told?
What ‘problems’ do stories recount? How are personal sexual stories
publicly represented and contested in parliament? What moral and
political effects do these stories have on political claims about sexual
rights and responsibilities? In addressing these questions, I explore
the complexity of stories’ journey from personal to political in the
sexual cittizenship making process, which entails not just a transition
from non-recognition to recognition, but also a process of exclusion
and misappropriation whereby stories, in the process of becoming
public narrative, are often rigidified and formalised, producing
stereotypical /fixed facts’ and ‘moral’ points. In analysing this
problematic process by which sexual stories enter into a public and
national political domain, and make their case for the recognition of
sexual rights in Britain, I hope to shed light on the more general
question of what i1t means to be a recognised (or recognisable) sexual

citizen in contemporary Britain.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Storses and Journeys

1995: Juhyun

As an overseas student, I first came across i1ssues around gay
and lesbian movements in 1995 when I heard stories about the
London Pride march where around two hundred thousand people
rallied together in Victoria Park. One of my Korean friends
commented on this story derisively: ‘nowadays you can only find
political radicalism in Britain either in gay and lesbian rights
movements or animal rights movements’. What I understood by his
sarcasm was that these two 1ssues were too trivial to be considered
social movements. One is too personal and individualistic — it is
perhaps too personal because it is ‘sexual’ — and the other one is
perhaps too apolitical and socially irrelevant. I remember I was silent

then.

At that time, so-called ‘sexual difference’ was never been an

issue for me. The word itself was not even in my vocabulary. So
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natural was the story (the fact) about ‘we-heterosexuals’ heard in
South Korea, that the word, gay or lesbian, first appeared strange
and mysterious belonging only to a culture called Western. |
remember that I understood the story I heard about people who were
publicly and politically voicing support for their sexual difference in
Britain in 1995 as a ‘fact’ of cultural difference. And as a fact’ of
cultural ‘difference’, the strangeness found in sexual difference
posed no more or less a problem than a lot of other culturallly-

specific strangeness I found in U.K.

By understanding the story of sexual difference as a fact ot
cultural difference, I distanced myself safely from the story I heard in
1995. I recognized that the story had nothing to do with me. My
detachment from the story, however, was accomplished with an
ambiguity; for, in hearing a remote story of the Western, I found
myself wandering into my own experience, and felt that I was, for
some reason, connected to the story through my intimate
relationship with a woman — a relationship I could not then find a
name to describe. I suppose that this ambivalent feeling of both
detachment from and connectedness to the story I heard of the gay
and lesbian Pride march explains why I was silent on hearing my
friend’s derisive comment on gay and lesbian movements. I didn’t

know how to respond.

This feeling of ambivalence continued, and I found that hearing
non-heterosexual stories of any kind became a frustrating
experience. It was particularly painful to watch American daytime
television talk shows such as The Jerry Springer show and The Ricki
Lake Show, which were wildly popular even in Britain since the
mid-1990s. Their guests, if I mention just a few, frequently featured
drag kings, drag queens, gay teenagers, lesbian transsexuals,
lesbian mothers, gay fathers, bisexual couples, transsexuals and

their girl/boy trniends, cross-dressing lesbians, same-sex married
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couples and so on. Their deep secrets and ‘peculiar’ stories of
intimate /sexual life experience told in the public space of national
television were jeered and booed by audiences and followed by the
words of experts who quickly fixed guests’ intimate/sexual troubles.
I often watched these shows in the dining room with my Asian
friends. Unsurprisingly, most of them seemed to be bewildered as
well as disgusted by what they watched. At one time, one of my
friends, I remember, said that he wanted to change the channel,
because he felt sick of hearing these freaky stories. He frowned and
said, "Oh, I hate these Western perverts. I don't understand why we
are watching this nonsense. It's not good for our mental health". We

let him change the channel.

Why on earth do these ‘perverts’ tell their weird sexual stories
on national television, I wondered. And how could they tell these
stories 1n the first place? I remember that I always used various
unintelligible, idiosyncratic ‘metaphors’, ‘signs’, or ‘words’ to describe
my sexual experience with a woman in my diary: nobody (including
me), I thought, could understand what precisely I meant by them.
But how else could it be described? My intimate relationship with a
woman was an unsayable part of my life. Experiencing it and telling
a story about it were two different things for me. And telling a
comprehensible story about it in public, in the presence of others
who would talk back to your experience, was an impossibility. My
experience was purely the private, which drew upon no one else’s

experience and found no context to be told. My sexual experience

could not find i1its expression in stories.

S0, how was it possible for these Western others to tell their

claimed ‘real’ sexual stories, to publicise them, and to talk back to

audiences and other guests who ridiculed and laughed at their

stories? [ was interested in this question, not because I felt my

sexual experience remained radically different from theirs, but
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because their stories forced me to question my own disturbing
sexual experience, to recount my idiosyncratic memory, to ‘name’ my
experience as they did, and to feel the need to reflect upon (or even
tell) my own ‘real’ sexual story — the story I did not possess. Hearing
their stories provoked in me a desire for some integration between
my imaginary, untold stories and the stories of these Western
others. At the same time, however, 1t was clear that there was an
instantly recognisable danger of such a storytelling. Private stories
that cross the boundaries of the public are open to the interpretation
and evaluative judgements of the listeners. The ways in which guests
aggressively interrupted each other’s telling, audiences hurled
insults at guests, professionals imposed ‘correct’ meaning on sexual
stories they heard, the strangeness/oddness found in sexual stories
became the means of public entertainment, and my friends’ angry
refusal to hear “‘Western nonsense’, made me realise all too clearly
that these freaky’ sexual stories, told in the daytime talk shows,
provoked far more hatred/denigration than an invitation for
understanding and empathy. Indeed, the recognition of myself in the
Western ‘reaks’ and my potential story in their publicly ‘unwelcome’
stories led all too readily into shame and guilt, pushing me back to
the sate world of my private secrets. Once again, their stories could
not (and should not) be my story, not simply because of a fact of
cultural difference, but because of the likelihood that my untold
sexual story, perhaps identified in their told stories, would be
demeaned, disparaged, unshared, corrected and refused. I could not
bear the burden of shame - the price that, I thought, I should pay
for discovering and telling of the ghastly experience of radical

foreignness/otherness found in me.
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1999: Research Project

Through my experience of anxiety and ambivalence associated
with sexual storytelling/listening, I have become increasingly
interested in conditions under which one can (cannot) tell ‘certain’
personal stories; in the inter-personal relationships formed around
one’s storytelling and listening; in the contested social/public field 1n
which one’s stories are enacted or shadowed; in the complex
interplay between one’s private stories and their public meaning;
and therefore, in the suppression, discovery, and the transformation

of one’s stories within one’s personal network and the wider social

world.

[t was also with this interest I began to wonder why I had never
heard stories of ‘homosexual expenience’ in South Korea. The year I
heard about the London Pride march in 1995, South Korea's London
Embassy proudly announced that: 'Homosexuality is rare in Korea
and for this reason it has not been necessary to frame laws relating
to it' (I0C, 1995). Homosexuality was perhaps rare in Korea because
one seldom told/heard stories of ‘homosexual experience’ in South
Korea. Or 1t was, as I discovered later, rare, because if one told a
story of same-sex experience in terms of ‘homosexuality’, one told
within a carefully negotiated network of secrecy where one still

remained publicly invisible and unrecognisable.

In the face of what did not appear (or what was not there) in
South Korea, I wondered what it was ‘really’ like for western (sexual)
‘others’ to tell their stories of being or becoming gays and lesbians in
Britain. Coming-out, as I literally understood, meant coming out to
the public with sexual/intimate matters which are private. Further,
these private sexual/intimate matters were viewed by many as
involving perverse and unnatural ways of being/living, which should

be, therefore, hidden away from the public. I then wondered what
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made some (or many) individuals in Britain come out to others as
gays or lesbians, resisting the abnormality linked to their sexual

experience.

In 1999, I decided to do research on gay/lesbian ‘coming out’
stories in Britain as part of my BA research project, and started
searching the internet, reading a number of different (and also
similar) coming-out stories told by gay men and lesbian women
living 1n Britain. I eventually dropped the project, however. In
reading stories of coming-out, I found myself searching for stories
that could explain my sexual expereince. I was preoccupied with
finding the meaning of what I had done, and what it could mean
here in Britain. Some stories, I felt, provided me a means with which
[ could redefine my relationship with a friend’ as something
‘different’ — different from a pure friendship — and re-imagine myself
as someone ‘different’ — difterent from the heterosexual. For the first
time 1in my life, I was consciously reflecting upon my deviation
through the concept, ‘sexuality difference’. The more I thought about
their stories of coming-out, the more they made me think that I

perhaps could be a ‘lesbian’.

It was, as I remember, also around this time, I was asked by an
Asian friend if I was a lesbian. I did not know why he asked me that
question. I did not ask him why he asked me such a question: I was
afraid what he might say then. But another friend of mine quickly
responded to his question with a voice of anger, and said, ‘It’s too
much!’. I did not know what she precisely meant by ‘too much’. Was
she saying that I was ‘not’ a lesbian? Was she simply blaming him
for being direct? Or was she saying that I was ‘close’ to be a lesbian,
but not a lesbian? Then I quickly realised I was perhaps crossing the
line too much’. I had perhaps talked too much about my project,
about my interest in gay and lesbian stories, or about coming-out

stories that I had read and heard. I had perhaps shown my affection
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for a ‘special friend’ too much. Or I had perhaps questioned myself

too much, and consciously or unconsciously behaved differently.

His question made me worried for many days, and I could not
even focus on my work, including the project I was working on. In
the end, I dropped the project. It was not difficult to understand why
[ was so affected by his question. I was worried then. I felt anxiety.
Being/becoming sexually different felt life I was being/becoming a
stranger to the familiar. Crossing the line felt as if I would no longer
find a natural home, located close enough to be surrounded by my
family, friends, and the community where I once belonged. In
reading coming-out stories of others, I felt the suffering and griet
their acts of coming-out caused to their family and friends. I did not
want to be a cause of pain to my parents and friends. I could not
take the risk of becoming a stranger to them. I thought I had to
somehow live (or at least pretend to live) the heterosexual life, which

was already there, given and safe. And I came back to Korea.

2003: Parang

[t was a strange experience being at home. I found out that
living where I used to live and being Juhyun who I used to be did not
necessarily mean that I was ‘being at home’. If home meant being in
one’s place where one feels ‘most comfortable and familiar’ (Ahmed,
2000: 84), I was not at home 1n ‘being at home’. I had lived away
from home so many years. In returning home, I brought the
memories of being away from home, the curiosity and doubt about
myself, with me. And instead of finding comfort in what was already
safely given at home, I was, for some reason, distressed with the
familiarity of home. Home was lived as a discontinuity between the
past and the present, and it was lived as a tension between my two

Nartnics.
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I had lived as Parang since 2003. Parang means ‘blue’ in
Korean. It is my ‘chosen’ name. No-one in my family knows that I
have such a name, however. Neither do the friends with whom I

went to school or those who meet me at work call me Parang: they

only know me as Juhyun.

Parang is the name that connects me to many lesbians in
Korea, however. Most of them only know me as Parang, and I only
know them as Tree’, ‘Ginger’ ‘Snail’, ‘Moon’, ‘Ninety’ and so on. We
do not ask each other what our ‘given’ names are; for we know our
two names do not cross the boundary that divides different sides of
our lives in Korea. I am, as Juhyun, read as being a heterosexual.

And I am, as Parang, read as being a closeted lesbian.

The experience of having two names 1s common for those who
inhabit two different communities in South Korea. Communities are
experienced as having rigid boundaries of belonging for each name.
And although my body inhabits two different communities, my
names do not cross the boundaries. If [ were recognised as being
Parang in the heterosexual world, I would lose my place recognised
in society as Juhyun. I experience my two names as being mutually
exclusive. At home, as I still find, there does not seem to be a

meeting point between the two.

The year | started having two names was also the year my
parents started to pressure me to get married. For them, I was
already becoming too old for marriage. They were anxious about my
age. Il was 31, and my parents thought that I should have had a
child by that age. But it was also around this time I began to hear
stories of same-sex relationships being increasingly recognised in
western societies. With the stories of gay and lesbian couples gaining
legal recognition in many western societies, I also came across the

words, ‘sexual nghts’ and ‘sexual citizenship’. Many Korean lesbian
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women whom I met through the internet in 2003 introduced me into
a ‘safe’ way of being/becoming a lesbian; I learned I could be/
become a lesbian as Parang in South Korea. But the phrase, ‘the
sexual citizen’ seemed to suggest to me that I did not need to be a
lesbian in such a way. ‘Sexual citizen’ came close in cultivating an
image in which the sides of my life as Parang were merged with the
life of Juhyun. The term, sexual citizen seemed to be ‘the’ point
where my two names could possibly meet, resolving the dilemma

that involved a splitting of Parang and Juhyun.

In the emerging notion of ‘sexual citizenship’ that emphasises
the idea of ‘belonging’ and ‘participation’, I imagined collective
subjectivities in which one finds one’s lived stories of sexual
difference are safely integrated with others’, making their case for
public recognition within the broad intersubjective world of citizens.
The civilised word, citizenship and citizen, neutralised my feeling ot
fear around sexual difference. The word, I felt, was about ‘us’,
including sexual others/strangers in the way that ‘we’ did not need
to feel as strangers/others any more in society. After all, it was, I
expected, possible to be (or to become) an T’ as Juhyun — the name
familiar to my family, friends, neighbours, and to the community to
which I thought I belonged. I was excited about the word, ‘sexual
citizen’, and I became interested 1n stories of western ‘sexual
citizens’, not as Juhyun 1n 1995 or Parang in 2003, but as a
potential sexual citizen who hoped for a just inclusion of Parang as
Juhyun. I came back to Britain in 2003, and started PhD research

on ‘sexual citizenship’ in Britain.

2005: Lilly and Mo

I met Lilly and Mo in 2005.' Mo was a 63-year-old white British

1. I met Lilly and Mo (pseudonyms) at a Gay and Grey with Dignity
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lesbian woman who described herself as working class. Her partner,
Lilly, was 66 and identified her class as ‘working class origins, quite
poor, educated into middle class but don't fit in’. Both had been
married for about twenty years before they came out as lesbians.
Mo, like most married women of her age and class, never managed
to gain secure employment, and was living on basic state pension
and benefits. Lilly, however, was trained as a teacher and had
worked in various occupations including teaching until she retired,
and this left her a better pension income compared to Mo. In the
face of inequalities of income and status, Mo and Lilly had developed

little strategies to keep the relationship equal’. Lilly told me that:

[ feel one of the things about marriage 1s that a lot of women,
particularly when they have children, are totally dependent on
their husbands financially, and the relationship alters. There's
a real power thing.... I've always felt proud that our
relationship really 1s two individuals who're committing to be
together, not that one is dependent on the other. And there are
ways we've done it like, I have more access to a little bit more
money than Mo,....but one of the ways we've adjusted that is
that Mo takes charge of money we put aside every week for
housekeeping. Mo's 1n charge of that, so I'm 1n a way

dependent on her (Lilly, 66).

Mo and Lilly, however, worried that the dynamic of their
relationship would soon be changed with the Civil Partnership Act
being introduced in Britain. After December 5th in 2005, they said,
same-sex partners would be treated like married couples in Britain.

And one of the ways in which they would be treated on a par with

Conference in Scarborough 1n April 2005. After the conference, I had a
chance to talk to them about my research project, and they kindly allowed
me to interview them for their thoughts on the Civil Partnership Bill, and
to include their stories in this dissertation. I had originally intended to
include their stories as well as stories of 12 other lesbian women whom 1
interviewed 1n 2005 1n the thesis, but as the parliamentary stories
subsequently became my main focus of analysis, I decided not to do so.
Here, I wish to express my deep thanks to all for sharing their stories with
me.
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heterosexual couples was that they, like married /or cohabiting
heterosexual partners, would be jointly’ assessed for means-tested
benefits such as income support, housing benefits or council tax
benefit.? According to Mo, this change would put her in an unwanted
position as she would be, in both financial and emotional terms,

dependent on Lilly. Mo said:

As our fortunes have gone up and down, we've managed to
work out how neither of us is too dependent on the other for

money. But after this [Civil Partnership Act], and because of
the benefits I will lose, I will now be financially dependent on
Lilly. Suddenly, the next big problem 1s — I get free dental
treatment, because I receive benefits, I get free — I have to ask
Lilly. “Can I get my teeth done?” You know, this is what’s
wrong with marriage. Heterosexual women really have a rough
time because they are kept in a position of asking all the time.
They should have copied us. It should be that married couples
should be treated as two individuals.

According to The Underpensioned: Women, the report published
by Pension Policy Institute (PPI) in 2004, married women in the U.K

are more likely to work part time because of their caring

2. With the Civil Partnership Act being introduced in Britain, those who
recieve state benefits but hive as if they were civil partners — live as if they
were married /cohabiting couples — may no longer be able to claim state
benefits; for they will be seen as the dependent of their partners. As MP.
Jane Griffiths (Labour), during the House of Commons debates on the
Civil Partnership Act in parhament 1in 2004, tells the story:

[t should not be forgotten that gay and lesbian couples are not
treated as households for the purpose of benefits entitlement. When
[ introduced my Bill [Jane Griffith’s Relationships (Civil Registration)
Bill] I had letters from several people in same-sex partnerships who
said that they were claiming benefit because they could. Their
partners could afford all the household expenses, but my
correspondents claimed housing benefit because they could. That is
wrong. Benefits should be paid because they are needed, not
because someone can claim them. That is the sort of anomaly that

should disappear when the Bill [Civil Partnership Bill] becomes law,
as I fervently hope it will (HC, 12 Oct 2004, col. 204).
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responsibilities (80% of part timers are women), and have low earning
incomes (PPI, 2004). Rather than, however, being recognized as an
individual who is entitled to have full welfare rights, a married woman
is treated as a dependant of her husband who is responsible for her
‘'within the limits of his own income’, reinforced by ‘less eligibility of
welfare programmes’ (Davis, 2004: 42). Not only has this idea, which
is integrated in the current welfare system in Britain, affected ‘the
identities of men and women of the middle class’ but also this has
been ‘the model of aspiration for members of the working class as
well’ (42). And the Civil partnership Act modelled upon ‘marriage’ is
not free from this class as well as gender biased state regulation of

marriage. Mo, illustrating this point, also said:

Whoever has thought this [Civil Partnership Act] through, there
are far more women who are living below the poverty line and

who are living on the state benefits than there are men. So it’s
obviously women who are going to lose out.

Mo and Lilly said that they did not want to register for Civil
Partnership. This was not simply because they would disadvantaged
in material terms by being considered as a valid couple by the state.
As Mo’s state benefits might be taken away with the Civil
Partnership Act coming into force in Britain, they worried that their

equal relationship, which they had been so proud of, would be taken

away too.

When I heard their stories, something Eskridge suggested came
to my mind. In his book, The Case for Same-Sex Marnage: From
Sexual Liberty to Civilized Commitment, William Eskridge asserts that
‘equal marriage rights will civilize both the lesbian and gay
community’ and dismantle gendered role divisions inherent in
marriage. This is because: ‘the old-fashioned marriage of
breadwinner husband and housekeeper wife cannot be replicated by

same-sex couples; at least one of the husbands will be a
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housekeeper, and at least one of the wives will be a breadwinner’
(Eskridge, 1996: 9). If this is what Eskridge finds significant in the
same-sex marriage rights — that is to say, at least one of our lesbian
wives will be a breadwinner - this was what Mo feared the most. She
would be dependent on her lesbian wife who would become a
breadwinner. Her story made me realise that citizenship, 1n an
unequal world, might not always bring positive benefits. The
prevalent ideas of sexual citizenship and rights, mobilised around
civil partnership registration are for her not the markers of

inclusion, but exclusion.

2007: Thesis

This thesis, I initially hoped, was about the stories of
‘belonging’. In searching for what it could mean ‘to belong’ to a
shared community as a sexual citizen, I came to Britain in 2003,
and embarked upon this project. By coming to Britain, I hoped to
explore the ways 1n which the meaning of ‘sexual citizenship’ had
involved the creation of a community, in which sexual minorities (or
sexual others/strangers) in Britain were recognised and accepted as

citizens.

There are, however, as I have gradually found, many different
stories of belonging. And one’s story of ‘belonging’ and ‘inclusion’ as
a sexual citizen was often inseparably bound up with the story of
‘estrangement’ and ‘exclusion’ of the other. My search for what it is
to ‘belong’ as a sexual citizen in Britain has gradually entailed the
other: what it 1s to be ‘recognised’ as a sexual stranger or other, and
to be, therefore, ‘excluded’ from the politics of citizenship. My
interest has become less in how stories of ‘belonging’, which I
expected to hear in Britain now, differ from the stories of ‘exclusion’

of the past, but the interplay between the two, which has constituted
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and is constituting opposing potentialities of being (or becoming)
sexual citizens/others in Britain. This is how I ‘now’ understand the

journey I have taken to write this dissertation.

1.2 About this Thests

As Fraser and Gordon argue, citizenship is not merely a word,
but a powerful humanistic term: ‘Citizen and citizenship are
powerful words. They speak of respect, or rights, of dignity....We find
no pejorative uses. It is a weighty, monumental, humanist word’
(Fraser, & Gordon, 1994: 90). Yet, it 1s, as I have found, ironic that
such a humanist word has, at the same time, constantly evoked a
widespread anxiety over its exclusionary sense. For example,
referring to the term ‘second-class citizens’, frequently used 1n
reflecting the exclusive nature of citizenship in contemporary liberal

democracies, Vogel argues that:

This |[second-class citizen] 1s a curious term. It suggests that
membership of a political community is both universal and
hierarchically ordered. The lower ranks in this order will
typically include ethnic minorities, immigrants, poor and
disabled people, and women. As far as the law 1s concerned,
the individuals belonging to such groups are recognized as full
members of the community. Yet, they are, in many important
respects, treated as if they were not (Vogel, 1994: 76).

This paradox around citizenship as the source of both belonging
and exclusion i1s taken as a starting point for discussion in this thesis.
The community imagined through the word ‘citizenship’ — like the
community imagined through the word ‘nation’ — transcends
boundaries of difference: it creates, in the minds of individuals, the
image of abstract, imagined, collective subjectivities that embodies ‘a
deep, horizontal comradeship’ (Anderson, 1991: 6-7). To put it
another way, the power of the words, citizens and citizenship, lies in

both their emotional and political appeal to create ‘we’, the source of
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belonging that transcends the dividing world of individuals. Yet,
finding commonality out of difference may, at the same time, require
excluding many different ways of being in common, and citizenship
that aspires to solidarity based on communal identification can easily
lapse into exclusionary process, separating the worlds into two
categories such as ‘Us’ versus Them’ (Turner, 1997). These
contradictions and contestations involved in (sexual) citizenship-

making are discussed in detail in Chapter 3.

In the course of writing this thesis, I have been constantly
reminded of the fact that citizenship is an essentially ‘contested’ and
‘contextualised’ concept (Lister, 2003). The language of citizenship
has been, indeed, mobilised in diverse ways in legal, political, social,
economic, cultural, and moral discourses; and it has been used 1n
different contexts (national, global, institutional, and personal) with
different practical and normative implications. Further, the idea of
citizenship itself is continuously extending further. The classification
of citizenship has been constantly updated, as a wide range of new
rights claims associated with citizenship have emerged and have
been contested. Along with the traditional conception of civil,
political and social citizenship (Marshall, 1950), there have been
various ‘new citizenships’ emerging such as cultural citizenship
(Turner, 2001; Pakulski, 1997; Stevenson, 2003}, minority
citizenship (Kymlicka, 1995), ecological /environmental citizenship
(Smith, 1998), global /cosmopolitan citizenship (Urry, 1999),
consumer citizenship (Cronin, 2000), disabled citizenship (Barton,
1993), all largely altering and expanding the core 1dea of citizenship

in the contemporary world.

Sexual citizenship, as Richardson argues, is one of the new

citizenships, recently conceptualised primarily as an attempt to
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recapture what used to be called gay and lesbian rights (Richardson,
2000b: 9). In fact, the emergence of the ‘sexual citizen’ who makes
‘sexual rights’ claims is itself a recent historical and political
phenomenon, and has only gained academic and public recognition
in Britain since the 1990s.° However, given the problematic nature of
the concept of citizenship as notoriously contextualised and
contested, any attempts to theorise sexual citizenship are not easy,

making an adequate empirical approach even more difficult.

Faced with this problem, a number of studies start with a kind
of working definition of citizenship, to which a specific meaning and
structure in relation to sexuality 1s added later (see Bell, & Binnie,
2002). My approach to the idea of sexual citizenship is different.
Rather than determining what should constitute the basic
components of sexual rights and citizenship in advance, I explore
the process of complicated, and perhaps incomplete sexual
citizenship making by drawing upon several ‘contested,
‘contextualised’ and ‘emerging’ gay and lesbian stories, which have
entered into public debates in Britain, and established contested
and clarifying boundaries of belonging and citizenship.

Stories and storytelling, according to Maines, are ‘ubiquitous’

3. There 1s now a voluminous literature on sexual citizenship,
approaching various issues around sexuality from the perspective of
citizenship. For a general discussion on the subject, see: David Bell and
John Binnie, The Sexual Citizen: Queer Theory and Beyond, (Cambridge:
Polity Press, 2000); David T. Evans in Sexual Citizenship: the Material
Construction of Sexualities (London: Routledge, 1993); Morris Kaplan,
Sexual Justice: Democratic Citizenship and the Politics of Desire, (New York:
Routledge, 1997), Shane Phelan, Sexual Strangers: Gays, Lesbians, and
Dilemmas of Citizenship, (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2001);
Kenneth Plummer, Intimate Citizenship: Private Decisions and Public
Dialogue, (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2003); Diane
Richardson, ‘Sexuality and Citizenship,’ Sociology 32(1) (1998): 83-100;
Carl F. Stychin, Governing Sexuality: the Changing Politics of Citizenship
and Law Reform (Oxford: Hart Publishing, 2003); Jeffrey Weeks, ‘The
Sexual Citizen,’ Theory, Culture & Society 15(3-4) (1998): 35-52.
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existing in most of our communications and social activities.
Nevertheless, storytelling is not just like any speech act. It has a
certain structure: we select events/experience and transform them
into story elements by using a particular plot ordered in a specific
time /space setting (Maines, 1993: 22). In other words, stories ‘have
a point’; they provide a means of making sense of our personal or
collective experiences/events through which our pasts and futures
are reconstructed and projected. Stories are also highly
contextualised. Located in a specific individual, institutional, social,
historical, cultural context, ‘story’ events — even when they are
translated into factual events — are likely to produce multiple
versions of story lines, adding particular viewpoints of narrators,
generating ‘potential sites of conflict and competition as well as

cooperation and consensus’ (Maines, 1993: 23).

As one of the most contested and contextualised stories, we
hear stories of/about citizens through both public and personal
languages and discourses. I (or s/he) tell(s) personal stories about
my (her/his) expectation of or disappointment with the communities
as (would be) citizens. We (or they) tell stories about the relationship
between our (or their) behaviours/identities and our (or their)

membership to a particular community as citizens or others.

Through the story telling act, people use a particular plot and
rhetoric, select and reconstruct both individual and collective
events/experience to provide the condition for their stories to
flourish i1n the public. Well-crafted stories, which have (or create)
meanings for those who listen to them, can generate a sense of a ‘we’
that involves some degree of affective bond and a sense of solidarity’
(Davis, 2002: 19). Told and retold, stories that circulate widely can
often successfully translate private events/experiences as public
events/experiences, constituting ‘our’ stories at a particular spatial/

social/historical juncture (see Ewick & Silbey, 2003). Or, equally

- 26 -




possible, publicised events, which create meaning for ‘us’ and shape
‘our’ personal stories, can invite contestation from their’ versions of

events, fomenting discord and schism between us’ and them’ (see

Delgado, 1989).

In telling sexual citizenship stories, I am not simply interested
in ‘retelling’ gay and lesbian stories that have personally and
publicly been told and circulated in Britain. Sociologically grounded,
the focus of my analysis 1s rather on: particular contextual
conditions in which sexual story’s access to the public is authorised
(or rejected); the manner in which stories are emplotted; the kinds of
interpretations or explanations of events/experience stories offer; the
conflicts or compromises among stories; the ways in which stories
are articulated (or disarticulated) as stories of ‘us/citizens’; and with
what political effect at a given historical moment. Like any other
storyteller, I also exercise a degree of selectivity tn choosing
particular stories that I will use for my analysis — ‘personal
experience stories around the (homo)sexual’ that enter into the
representational public/political arena, the parhament, and shape
relations between the legitimate and the sexual in a given historical
and social context. Such stories are not much studied as ‘personal
experience stories’ types; for stories about events, told within specific
institutional contexts of retelling/representation, include events not
experienced by storytellers (politicians) themselves. Nevertheless, the
examination of such sexual stories, I argue, would help us to
understand various ways 1n which power relations interplay with
storytelling practices — the ways 1n which private narratives of T’
become integrated into public narratives of ‘We’ — contributing in the

making (unmaking or remaking) of sexual citizenship in Britain.
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1.3 Chapters

This dissertation is organised into two parts. In Part I, The
Context of debates: Stories of Sexual/Intimate Citizens, 1 review the
contexts in which ‘stories of intimate/sexual citizenship’ have
emerged and been contested in Britain (Chapter 3), with particular
focus on the challenges the ‘narrative’s turn in social sciences’ raises

for citizenship studies (Chapter 2).

[ begin in chapter 2 by reflecting on two conflicting notions of
storytelling, postmodern storytelling on the one hand, and counter-
storytelling on the other, which have recently emerged in the west
and, in different ways, answer the following two questions: (1) why
should we become interested in stories and storytelling in the social
sciences; and (2) what do stories have say on 1ssues around justice
and citizenship. My task in this chapter is, then, to work closely with
these two perspectives of storytelling — to show epistemological
dilemmas and political questions they raise — which I then explore
with reference to the model of ‘stories of intimate/sexual citizenship’

currently mobilised 1in Britain in Chapter 3 and 4.

In Chapter 3, I discuss the contested ‘moments’ in which
‘sexual stories’ are seen to have emerged in Britain, and discuss, in
particular, the implications of attention to sexual stories and sexual

storytelling for political theorisation of intimate/sexual citizenship.

In Chapter 4, Politics of Storytelling, 1 extend the discussion,
and explore in detail the attempts to use storytelling in the practice
of intimate/sexual citizenship making, and problems that are likely
to complicate and challenge the politics of ‘stories of intimate /sexual
citizenship’. Chapter 4 i1s also a linking chapter which could be read
as an introduction to Part II. Here, I provide a methodological
framework for the analysis of ‘political storytelling’, and illustrate
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some of the themes that are developed in detail in Part II.

By way of reading stories recounted in the parliamentary
debates on same-sex sexualities, Part II, Sexual Stories go to
Westminster, attempts to show both the problematic aspects and the
etfects of political storytelling involved in the making of sexual
citizens/others in Britain. Here, I compare and contrast the
narratives deployed in the parliamentary debates on same-sex
sexualities present within three different legislative moments — the
Sexual Oftences Act in the 1960s (Chapter 5), Section 28 of the Local
Government Act in the 1980s (Chapter 6), and the Civil Partnership
Act in the 2000s (Chapter 7). Each chapter follows the ways in which
sexual stories enter the public/national political domain, the
Parliament, and make their case for the recognition of sexual rights
in Britain. Here, I identify: (1) the role stories and storytelling play in
the making of sexual citizens/others; and (2) problematic ways in
which stories have been articulated (or disarticulated) into the

politics of sexual citizenship in Britain.

Chapter 8 ends the thesis by raising some questions of the

relationship between storytelling practices and sexual citizenship

politics, highlighting tensions between the two.




Part 1

The Context of debates:
Stories of Sexual/Intimate Citizens

- 30 -




Chapter 2

The Narrative Turn in Social Sciences

2.1 Introduction

Sexual citizenship 1s a relatively new term, and its newness
encourages us to inquire about the emergence of the concept itself.
Rather than analysing the concept of sexual citizenship as given, I
said earlier that I make inquires about the process of its ‘making’ by
focusing on ‘stories’ of sexual citizenship. In this chapter, I discuss a
framework for thinking about sexual citizenship ‘stories’ by first

asking the question: why ‘stories’™

Here, I argue that ‘part’ of the answer can be found from stories
about stories in the social sciences themselves, which are now
increasingly telling of what Maines calls, a ‘narrative’s moment’
(Maines, 1993: 23). In chapter 2, therefore, I analyse some prevailing
sociological stories that tell us why and how this narrative’s moment
comes about, what it entails, and what this narrative’s moment may

have say on issues around citizenship. Particular attention is paid to

two conflicting notions of storytelling, which have recently emerged,

-31 -




and, 1n different ways, answer the question, ‘why stories’. They are
postmodern storytelling on the one hand, and counter-storytelling on
the other. My task in this chapter is then to work closely with these
two notions of storytelling — to show the epistemological dilemmas and
political questions they raise — which I then explore with reference to
Plummer’s model of ‘stories of intimate/sexual citizenship’ in the

following chapters (Plummer, 2003).

2.2 Narrative Imperatives

Narrative’s moment, Maines argues, is the moment whereby the
social scientists have increasingly come to terms with the possibility
and the desirability of a narrative approach within the field of social
sciences (Maines, 1993). This moment is a ‘genuine’ one in the sense
that the renewed interest in the study of narratives now involves an
epistemological shift within the field of social sciences (1993: 17): in
embracing a narrative approach, social scientists, rather than viewing
themselves first and foremost as scientists, assume the role of
narrators who reflexively inquire into their own and other people’s
narratives. And however disturbing this shift may be for some, this
narrative’s moment, according to Maines, is now solidly grounded —
narrative has now moved from the ‘periphery’ to the ‘centre’ within

human sciences (Plummer, 1995: 18).

In recent years, we indeed find a renewed interest in both
theorising and analysing stories across diverse disciplinary and
theoretical boundaries within the humanities and social sciences (see
Kreiswirth, 2000). At the same time, the concept itself, which was
once predominantly associated with fiction or fable rather than with
social sciences, has undergone a significant change (Patterson &
Renwick, 1998: 315). Framed ontologically, the concept of story or

narrative has become an indispensable lens through which we see
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ourselves - not (simply) as homo sapiens (rational creatures), but
(more fundamentally) as homo narrans (storytellers) (Fisher, 1985).
Epistemologically, story has become increasingly associated with a
way of making knowledge claims — knowledge claims not based on the
model of rationality and impartiality, but based on highly
contextualised, localized, and often conflicting stories that are open to
negotiation. Framed in this way, we hear various stories about stories
prevailing in this narrative's moment, which, in a much shared
manner, emphasize the storied nature of our lives and our knowledge:
it 1s through stories we come to make sense of ourselves, know the

world, understand and interact with each other.

Questioning the status of stories as ‘merely’ stories, Mark
Turner, for example, speaks of stories as basic ‘mental instruments’
through which our lives become ‘possible’ — a means of ‘thinking,
knowing, acting, creating, and plausibly even of speaking’ (Turner,
1996: 4). Stories, for Jerome Bruner, are what make our life
meaningful; it is stories through which we ‘structure’ our perceptual
experience, ‘organise’ memories, ‘segment’ and ‘purpose-build’ the
very events of life (Bruner, 1986: 15, 21). Charles Taylor, who links
story to the notion of self/identity, argues that we can only assess our
moral-ethical condition through webs of stories: ‘in order to make
minimal sense of our lives, in order to have an identity, we need an
orientation to the good’ and ‘this sense of good has to be woven into
my understanding of my life as an unfolding story’ (Taylor, 1989: 47).
Richard Rorty, who follows a similar line of reasoning, argues that the
moral-ethical condition that leads to ‘human solidarity’ could be only
achieved by our narrative imagination’ — the imagination that
increases ‘our sensitivity to the particular details of the pain and

humiliation of other, unfamiliar sorts of people’ (Rorty, 1989: xvi). And

telling stories, as it is such a large part of what we do - thinking,

interpreting, identifying, and bonding — i1s, McCall argues, the very




‘human activity’ that ‘creates society’ (McCall, 1990: 145).

Stories, in this narrative’s moment, seem to have appropriated
most, if not all, aspects of human life. Indeed, stories and storytelling,
as Maines argues, are ‘ubiquitous’, existing in most of our
communications and social activities (Maines 1993). They are, 1n
Bennett and Royle’s words, ‘everywhere’ (Bennett, & Royle, 1995: 41).
Existing so much naturally and inevitably throughout most of our
social interactions, narratives or stories, Hayden White argues, ‘could
appear problematic only in a culture in which 1t was absent
or....refused’ (White, 1980: 5). And the opening passage of Roland
Barthe’s Introduction to the Structural Analysis of Narratives also

captures this narrative’s supposed universality pertectly:

The narratives of the world are without number...[The]
narrative 1s present in every age, 1in every place, in every
socilety; it begins with the very history of man-kind and there
nowhere is nor has been a people without narrative. All classes,
all human groups, have their narratives...narrative 1s
international, transhistorical, transcultural: It 1s simply there,

like life itself (Barthes, 1977: 79).

If narrative is universal, we find that social science, which
aspires to achieve a more complete, unified, and objective
understanding of the social world, had long abandoned a narrative
approach in its disciplinary field precisely because of narrative’s
overloaded status — its supposed universality. Stories may appear
universally — as ‘everywhere' as 'simply there, like hife itself’ — but they
are, for this very reason, not trustworthy. When contrasted to science
that quests for truth (the correct representation of what actually
happened), which is, in turn, subject to the collective approval of a
group of experts who produce scientific knowledge, there are simply

too many stories. And this is because of what story does (or does not).

Story does not reflect ‘truth’ in any straightforward way. Quite
the contrary. Stories, rather than simply reflecting what happens,
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constitute events by imposing meaning on them. This, what Norman
Andrews calls, ‘impositionalism’, means that telling a story
necessarily involves a certain kind of interpretative violence’, which,
when judged by the yardstick of science, is not verifiable or falsifiable
(Andrews, 1991: 120). The two scientific rules, what nineteenth-
century science calls ‘verification’ and twentieth-century science
Talsification’, enable, Lyotard argues, ‘the horizon of consensus to be
brought to the debate between partners (sender and the addressee)’
(Lyotard, 1984: 22). Although drawing a consensus is not necessarily
the ‘sign of the truth’, the reverse is, nevertheless, accepted as
correct: in the conception of scientific knowledge, there is this
underlying presumption that ‘truth of a statement necessarily draws a
consensus’ (Lyotard 1984: 22). No such rules, however, are applicable
to stories that allow a consensus to be drawn, for stories, by their
nature, supply a plurality of contradictory and conflicting
‘interpretations’. At best, stories can be described as self-legitimating.

At worst, they are, by their very form as stories, deceptive — merely

fables.

Seen like this, the idea of narrative or story, if taken too
seriously, endangers the very possibility of their being social
‘science’ — precise, neutral, objective, rational and, therefore,
universal. Writing during the heyday of the positivist era, Read Bain,
for example, argues that mere narrative approach will lead sociology
to ‘remain forever a bastard discipline sired and dammed by
common sense and normative knowledge’ or to be ‘a hodgepodge of
pretentious words, random observations, speculations, opinions,
pious hopes and fears, attitudes, wishes, sophistical logic, and

literary purple patches’ (Bain, 1935: 486).* Concluding that stories

4. Driven by the quest for recognition as a scientific discipline, the social
sciences, Maines notes, have not been friendly towards the idea of a
narrative approach to the study of social Iife. Instead, the idea of value-
neutral, quantitative, objective, and rational knowledge about human
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are never subject to ‘proof’, an anthropologist, Metraux Cartry
classifies narrative statements as ‘belonging to a different mentality:
savage, primitive, underdeveloped, backward, alienated, composed of
opinions, customs, authority, prejudice, ignorance, ideology’ (Lyotard
1984: 27). Contrasting storytelling to ‘scientific’ inquiry, Maurice

Mandelbaum, a historian, also informs us that:

Typically, the person who tells a story may be inventing what
he tells us, or he may be recounting what he already knows, or
he may be inventing what he does not know about matters
which he is recounting; but he is not in any case engaged in an
inquiry which aims to establish what did in fact occur
(Mandelbaum, 1967: 414).

If storytelling is intrinsically backward, deceptive, and therefore
inferior to scientific inquiry, why are so many social scientists
interested in narrative or stories now? How is the use of story as a
means of an inquiry justified? What are story’s main features that
explain its appeal to many social scientists? Further, the question
that interests us 1s: what have these questions to do with a
citizenship study in the first place? Rather than a scientific inquiry
into citizenship, why consider stories of citizenship in general and
stories of sexual citizenship 1n particular? These questions raised

then can be summarized into two questions: (a) Why should we

experience has been predominantly valued, which has, in turn, largely
transformed the meaning of the term ‘human expenence’ to that of
measurable ‘human behaviours’. Here, becoming scientific, Maines
argues, has meant ‘becoming very good at measuring things’, and social
life of experience has become ‘what the measuring instrument measures’
(Maines, 2001: 164-5). Human experience, categorised into countable and
describable ‘small units’, are then rendered into ‘aggregated data’,
providing ‘generability’ and ‘predictability’ for social science. By contrast,
Maines argues: ‘the richness and ambiguity represented by large samples
of narrative data’ are considered as ‘unwieldy, hard to quantify and
compare, providing little generability or predictive value, and therefore
unscientific. These limitations have led more scientific-minded sociologists
to dismiss the validity, reliability, and overall value of narrative data’

(ibid.).




become interested in stories and storytelling in the social sciences?;

(b) What do stories have to say on issues around rights and

citizenship?

These are two main questions I plan to address in the next
section (and also in Chapter 3 and 4 in the case of (b)). In particular,
I shall discuss two conflicting notions of storytelling which have
recently emerged, and which, in different ways, answer the question
(a) by hinking it to the question (b) of justice and citizenship. They
are postmodern storytelling on the one hand, and counter
storytelling on the other. Their similar ways of conceptualising
storytelling as a form of social critique, and their different ways of
facing ‘an epistemological dilemma’, I suggest, offer us a useful path
towards considering those two questions posed above (see Disch,
1994: 11). In what follows, I will, therefore, briefly outline these two

notions of storytelling.

2.3 Storytelling and Social Critique/ Action

Some recent prbnouncements on our post-modern condition
relate narrative’s moment to a more extensive ‘postmodern turn’
found in the realm of scientific knowledge 1n western societies
characterised as: (a) a broad scepticism towards any foundational
knowledge claims based on ‘the 1dea of science as Truth’; (b) a
rejection of the necessary separation between power and knowledge
production; and (c) a critical understanding of changed relations

between ‘knowledge producers and citizens’ (see Seidman, 1994: 5).

In postmodern theorising, social science that searches for the
universal truth is a modernist dream. The dreamer 1s a middle-class,
white, western, heterosexual man, and it 1s ‘a dream of power over

others’ (Stivers, 1993: 411). His use of detached scientific reasoning,
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freed from his passions, culture, history, and interests, is no more
than a legitimating rhetoric for his particular ‘interpretation’ (a
particular story) of social life, which, nevertheless, claims the status
of universal truth — the feature of what Lyotard calls metanarrative.
Here, ‘the Science of Man’ elevates the kind of evidences presented
through the consensus of the privileged to the level of ‘the’ human
scientific knowledge. At the same time, it devalues and suppresses
other situated subjugated knowledge by regarding them as merely
personal and irrational ‘stories’. Postmodernists argue that the
universal consensual definition of scientific knowledge attained
through the use of ‘reason’ is, then, based on the exclusion of
possible dissensus arising from multiplicities of perspectives found
in these little subjugated ‘stories’, which could challenge a
metanarrative of a culture. And if so, these subjugated little /local
stories are important means to present differences, to reveal
discontents in dominant accounts of the world, and to challenge the

stability 1n received universal knowledge.

Proponents of postmodern storytelling believe that the
heterogeneity and conflictual multiplicity found in these subjugated
little /local stories has a further important political implication in the
postmodern condition of ‘increduality toward metanarratives’: the
impossibility of consensus. Lyotard who supports such a view
argues that the universal consensus upon which the modern
Enlightenment citizenship project is built is no longer a political
possibility. People now become aware of a plurality of conflicting
legitimating ‘little’ stories in which the metanarrative that tells ‘the’
universal truth and human progress no longer has the universal
appeal it used to have. In this context, what we can (and should)
attempt to arrive at, Lyotard argues, 1s ‘an 1dea and practice of
justice that is not linked to that of consensus’ (Lyotard, 1984: 66).

This means that we need, rather than a single and overarching




theory of justice and an idea of universal citizenship, ‘a new pluralist
justice’ or ‘a justice of multiplicities’ whereby the goal of just
dialogue is now ‘paralogy’ — an introduction of different ideas and
interpretations contained in little /local stories, which constantly
transgress the universal rules that draw the boundary of political

community.

The idea that storytelling is an important means to challenge a
privileged standpoint that makes claims to universality is similarly
found (but certainly with different political implications) in counter-
storytelling perspectives. A counter-story, by definition, is a story
that resists and delegitimises a dominant version of social reality.
The dominant version of social reality, Richard Delgado argues, is
like ‘eyeglasses we have worn a long time’, being ‘nearly invisible’,
but nevertheless constantly being used by us to interpret the world
we live 1in (Delgado, 1989: 2413). These eyeglasses we wear are the
cultural ‘stock stories’ (‘master narratives’)’ — stories that are
implicitly or explicitly ‘written for us’ with reference to objectivity and
normality, and defended by systems and institutions that constitute
our specific culture and political community (see Fine, Harmis, &
Carney, 2001: 7). These stock stories that we ‘absorb’ and tell as
members of a specific society, not only frame our sense of reality by
filtering the world 1n certain ways, but also guide us in how to
experience the reality: they are, in other words, prescriptive as much

as they are descriptive.

Here, the key function of dominant cultural stories, Molly

5. A stock story is defined by Delgado as ‘the one the institution
collectively forms and tells about itself. The story picks and chooses from
among the available facts to present a picture of what happened: an
account that justifies the world as it 1s’ (Delgado, 1989: 2421). In
justifying the world as it 1s, stock stories ‘help maintain the status quo’
(Richardson, 1990: 128). Stock stonies are, Sarmas argues, ‘those that are
part of, and reinforce, the dominant discourse’ (Sarmas, 1994: 703).
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Andrews argues, is in offering people ‘a way of identifying what 1s
assumed to be a normative experience’. {U]Jltimately, the power of
master narratives derives from their internalisation. Wittingly or
unwittingly, we become the stories we know, and the master
narrative is reproduced’ (Andrews, 2002: 1). A stable and ordered
social reality constructed through dominant cultural stories is,
however, never complete. For whatever reason, experiences that
conflict with the dominant story of social lives provide a potential
source of counter storytelling. One may find examples of this in
experiential-based stories created by those who are underpnvileged
and marginalised in our society. Stories of counter experiences of
reality told by marginalised persons are often denied their existence
and regarded as ‘not real’, because they do not fit into the
dominant/normalized version of reality. Reclaiming one's own ‘real’
stories against the dominant story of reality, in this context, not only
makes visible the fact that the latter 1s just one of many possible
stories’, it also ‘open|s| new windows into reality’, offering us
alternative ways of seeing and knowing realities (Delgado, 1989:
2414).

From a counter-storytelling perspective, storytelling 1s, then, a
powerful means to ‘give voices to those who are silenced or
marginalized’ and to provide ways of expressing their own version of
experiential reality different from that of the privileged (Richardson,
1990: 128). In this way, proponents of counter storytelling, like
postmodern critics, recognise the fact that there are conflicting
stories we tell about the real, and the importance of such conflicting
storytelling as a means to challenge dominant accounts of a single,
value-neutral, objective, and natural reality. However, their
conception of storytelling differs from that of postmodern critics in
the sense that their endorsement of storytelling as a means of a

social critique does not mean that consensual storytelling is no




longer a political possibility. Quite the opposite. Counter-storytelling
1s critical for its capacity to provide more adequate and
transformative ways in which we can understand and communicate
our different contextual realities, and to create a more inclusive and
consensual political community — consensual not from the
perspectives of the dominant, but, this time, from the perspectives of

the below, the very location whereby our realities are truly

experienced.

Here, we should recognise an important difference between

postmodern and counter storytelling perspectives: while the former
resists any claims to foundational truth and therefore the possibility
and legitimacy of consensus among conflicting stories, the latter
attempts to provide grounds for trusting (counter) stories upon
which we can build democratic consensual politics. The fact’ of
stories, in counter-storytelling perspectives, is measurable through
experience, and the democratic consensus i1s, in turn, premised on a
belief in the explanatory ‘truth’ of experience over rationalist
abstraction. But 1t is precisely here, around the 1ssue of experience,
that we find a particular epistemological dilemma confronting both

postmodern and counter-storytelling perspectives.

According to Ewick and Silbey, the political commitment’
found 1n a counter-storytelling perspective that seeks to give ‘voice’
and bear ‘witness’ through stories is based on ‘the epistemological
conviction that there is no single, objectively apprehended truth’
(Ewick & Silbey, 1995: 199). And such an epistemological
understanding is based on the postmodern implication that: story/
language, rather than it simply reflecting reality, 1s responsible for
creating and shaping a particular view of reality. However, this
counter-storytelling perspective, which defines reality as a storied
construct, has a tension with its empiricist assumptions

underpinning an evidence-based approach to storytelling — ‘the
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evidence of experience’ (Scott, 1991). On the one hand, it recognises
that: there is no such thing as objective truth existing outside the
webs of stories that construct a particular perspective of reality; it is
‘power’ rather than the so-called truth that ‘settles disputes’ among
these conflicting stories, and set the rules of consensus and
agreement for members of a particular knowledge /political
community (Disch, 1994: 10). On the other hand, there sprang from
this the evidence of empirical experience which grasps the ‘truth’ of
stories, and serves as a way of talking about what really happened
(Scott, 1991: 774). Here, the notion of experience, as Scott argues,
appears as ‘subjective witness’ to the ‘authentic’ and ‘mmediate’
truth of a story, establishing the possibility of (alternative or new)
‘objective knowledge’ against hegemonic constructions of social
worlds (Scott, 1991: 781). And this, 1n turn, provides the possibility
of consensus among storytellers, because, however diverse and
conflicting their perspectives and positions may be, the evidence of
experience provides ‘an unquestionable ground for explanation’ — the

‘real’ thing existing outside established meanings (Scott, 1991: 788).

The postmodern approach to stories, however, problematises
the notion of experience that lies at the heart of counter-storytelling
perspectives. According to postmodern perspectives, consensus built
upon any claims to foundational truth — whether it 1s grounded on
abstract reason or subjective experience — 1s repressive; for it, by
telling ‘the’ story, puts an end to stories. Seeking an alternative ‘real
unity’ founded on experiential based knowledge claims is nothing
less than a transcendental i1llusion: for the heterogeneous character
of contemporary society is composed of a multiplicity of little’
narratives that are incommensurable with each other. Even what
counts as experience, as Scott reminds us, 1s ‘nether self-evident
nor straightforward: it is always contested, always therefore political’

(Scott, 1991: 797). Rather than attempting to elevate experience to
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the position of ‘new’ truth and close off further storytelling,
postmodern storytellers/listeners, who bear witness to the
indeterminacy of experience, should aim to cultivate difference and
fragmentation, creating a justice of disensus — a justice of
multiplicity. The value of postmodern storytelling, committed to a
justice of multiplicity, lies not in discovering alternative truth, but in
denouncing ‘all monopolies of narratives’ (Kearney, 1998: 209). As

Lyotard exhorts:

Destroy all monopolies of narrative....Remove from the Narrator
the privilege he gives himself and show there is just as much
power in narrative listening and narrative action (in the socially
narrated world)....Struggle for the inclusion of all Master
Narratives, of theories and doctrines, particularly political ones,
within the (little) narratives. So that the intelligentsia may see
its task not to proclaim the truth or save the world, but to seek
the power of playing out, listening to, and telling stories. A
power that is so common that people will never be deprived of 1t
without riposte. And if you want an authority — that power i1s
authority. Justice 1s wanting it (Lyotard, 1977: 86 cited 1n
Kearney, 1988: 209).

Just what does 1t mean to destroy ‘all monopolies of narrative’
in praxis? In the world of ‘radical inequality’, Mary Hawkesworth
argues, such a ‘relativist resignation’, proposed by postmodernism’s
seductive text ‘reinforces the status quo’ (Hawkesworth, 1989: 557).
The postmodernists’ commitment to multiplicities and the endless
play of difference through story-telling/hstening may sound
appealing. Yet, as Susan Borbo argues, the postmodern i1deal of
storytelling, which celebrates our ability to ‘play out’ stories across
boundaries, ‘obscures the located, limited, inescapably partial, and
always personally invested nature of human “story making”’ (Bordo,
1990: 144). Here, in seeking for a justice of multiplicity, the theories
of postmodernism, replaces the fantasy of the ‘modernist, Cartesian
view from nowhere’ with ‘a new postmodern configuration of
detachment, a new imagination of disembodiement: a dream of being

everywhere’ (Bordo, 1990: 143). By eftectively producing an equally
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problematic, abstract, postmodern version of Archimedean
impartiality, the theories of postmodernism, Nancy Hartsock also
claims, ‘present less an alternative to the overconfident theories of
the Enlightenment than a parasitic continuation of its

preoccupations’ (Nartsock, 1996: 46).°

Perhaps more problematically, the postmodern idea of
storytelling, ‘committed to a justice of multiplicity’, itself reveals a
paradoxical dilemma (Kearney, 1998: 210-1). To destroy ‘all
monopolies of narratives’, we need to suspend ‘all’ criteria of ethical
discrimination. Yet, as Kearney rightly argues, this ‘prescription
against universal prescription can itself be taken as a universal
prescription’ (210). To put the dilemma more sharply: in order for us
to protect a justice of multiplicity (a justice of dissensus), a
fundamental ethical consensus, as it appears, ‘must lie at the
foundation of a political community’ — ‘we have to agree to disagree’
(MacGowan, 1991: 203).” Yet, an ethical limit to fragmentation/
incommensurability 1s precisely what i1s lacking in the postmodern
ideal of storytelling. What we then find here 1s an ethical circle of
thought being operative within the postmodern politics of §ust’
storytelling, which, according to Kearney, poses the following

6. If the transcendental voice of Enlightenment subjectivity is associated
with the situated knowledge of those privileged, educated, middle-class,
and white men, the omnipresent voice of postmodern subjectivity,
according to Nartsock and Sangari, is a situated voice of the ‘self-ironizing’
western ‘bourgeois’ subject whose ‘felt absence of the will or the ability to
change things as they are’ i1s expressed through ‘the voice of
epistemological despair’ (Sangari, 1987: 161 cited in Narsock, 1996: 46).

7. MacGowan describes this paradox clearly: ‘Only some political order,
organised around some consensus, can preserve incommensurability in a
world where power or a different kind of social order is always capable of
violating these separate spaces. Where there are no metaphysical
guarantees, there can be only communal, political ones, and that means
that the conditions of action and of freedom must be the products of a

social order, not the result of an achieved distance from that order’
(MacGowan, 1991: 203)




paradoxical questions: ‘How do you reconcile a justice of multiplicity
with a [postmodern condition of] multiplicity of justices?’; when we
speak of ‘the’ justice of multiplicity, ‘whose justice are we talking
about? (210)

The conflict between counter-storytelling and postmodern
storytelling creates dilemmas, which cannot be easily resolved within
the idea of narrative as it is theorised by either marginal or
postmodern critics. In their view, narrative is understood either as
an authentic voice of experience or a disembodied voice of nobody.
And between such extremities, we find that stories are either

equated with lives themselves or embrace an abstract promise for

disembedded lives.

According to Disch, a dilemma arising from this recurring
conflict 1s an epistemological one, which raises the following
question: Is it possible to account for storytelling as a practice of
critical understanding without recourse to the kind of Archimedean
pronouncement that stories claim to unmask or to essentialist
claims about the sincerity and authenticity of the marginal scholar?’
(Disch, 1994: 11). Again, this 1s not just a question of academics,
but a question about the political possibility /limits of ‘mutual
understanding’ — about the ‘viability of democratic ideals’.
Particularly, the question is: ‘Are non-coercive relations possible,

within and among the various groups in this world, in light of its

plurality?’ (Ibid.).

In Chapter 3, and 4, I explore the ways 1n which the
contemporary academic discussions around ‘stories of sexual/
intimate citizenship’ have been organised, 1n part, as an attempt to
answer these two questions. Specifically, Plummer’s work on
intimate citizenship represents an interesting attempt to configure

sexual /intimate citizenship beyond the dilemmas facing marginal
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and postmodern critics. In spite of their difference, the common
problem Plummer finds in both marginal and postmodern
storytelling perspectives is the lack of attention given to
Intersubjective relations within which the ‘actions’ of storytelling
takes place. For Plummer, stories are neither simply the
representation of the real, nor the transgressive critical practice.
They are, rather, the products of joint’ communicative ‘actions’

operating within the fields of intersubjectivity (see Plummer, 1995:
20-24).

Story telling, Plummer argues, ‘cannot be in i1solation from
hearings, readings, consumings’ (Plummer, 1995: 25). Every act of
storytelling involves ‘someone telling someone else that something
happened’ (Smith, 1980: 232)°: it is inter-subjective §oint actions’ in
which a teller (or tellers) and listeners/readers constitute a
significant feature of the narrative situation. Stories told in this
intersubjective context, do not simply recount what happened, but
they convey meaning for and request certain response from’ the
readers/listeners (Davis, 2002:12). According to Walter Fisher,
audiences access stories through ‘their inherent awareness of
narrative coherence’ (Fisher, 1985: 314). They question whether or
not the stories they hear/read are intelligible, accountable, and
reliable. And they also ask whether or not the stories are consistent
with other related stories or with stories of their own — whether they
Ting true to the stories they know or believe to be true’ (314). Our
implicit or explicit awareness of the fact that we tell a story in the
presence of others who may (or may not) ‘see and hear what we

hear’, and therefore may (or may not) respond to our story in a way

8. No one, Richard Kearny argues, ‘tells stories to onself except in the
form of a fictional alter-ego’: even when one tells a story to oneself, one
imagines oneself as the other with whom one engages anticipated
interactive communication (Kearney, 1998: 247).
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that assures us of ‘the reality of the world and ourselves’ reminds us
that our storytelling is intrinsically dialogic, informed by the stories
of others (Arendt, 1958: 50). Our stories, in order to convey

meanings of our lives, need to communicate with stories of others.

Telling a story is then a result of being ‘engaged in fitting
together lines of activity around stories’ (Plummer, 1995: 20). We
are, Plummer argues, engaged in ‘story actions’. Or as Chambers
tells 1it, we ‘do things with narrative’, just as we ‘do with words’
(Chambers, 1984: 3). And one thing we ‘do’ with stories is that we
create ‘webs of interconnected narratives’, which, according to
Plummer, makes a ‘grounded’ moral/political project of citizenship
possible (Plummer, 2003: 98). This aspect of storytelling — the ways
in which stories ‘gather people around them’ (174) and contribute to
the community/citizenship building — is discussed in more detail in
Chapter 3 and 4. Here, I discuss Plummer’s attempt to use
storytelling in the practice of intimate/sexual citizenship making in
detail (Section 3.4, 3.5, and 4.2}, and problems that are likely to
complicate and challenge his ideas and politics of intimate/sexual
citizenship (Section 4.2 and 4.3). Before I move on to this topic,
however, I first analyse the contested ‘moments’ in which ‘sexual
stories’ are seen to have emerged 1in Britain — the late-modern
contexts — which, Weeks argues, provide the context for the

emergence of sexual citizens. It 1s to this I now turn.
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Chapter 3

Moments of Sexual Citizenship

3.1 Transgression/ Citigenship

In his article, ‘The Sexual Citizen’, Jeffrey Weeks identifies two
distinctive moments (or elements), which have existed within feminist
and gay lesbian politics in Britain since the late 1960s: ‘a moment of

transgression’ on the one hand, and ‘a moment of citizenship’ on the

other (Weeks, 1998: 36).

Weeks characterises ‘a moment of transgression’ as the moment
of ‘challenge to the traditional and received order of sexual life’
(Weeks, 1996: 82): the moment when sexual dissidents, through
various transgressive and subversive acts, confront the existing
institutional and social forms of exclusion, and express their
‘difference’ (Weeks, 1998: 47). Here, ‘carnivalesque displays’ such as
‘the men dressed as nuns, the mythologized bra burning of feminists,

the women 1in leather on motorbikes in the vanguard of lesbian and

gay pride marches, the kiss-ins in public spaces in capital cities’ are,




according to Weeks, all clear manifestations of difference, constituting
the moment of transgression (Weeks, 1998: 46-7). It is the moment
that involves ‘the constant invention and reinvention of the self’, the

subversion of traditional ways of being/living defined as ‘the’ normal
(1bid: 36).

This politics of transgression, which is, in part, about the
rejection of the status quo, is acknowledged by Weeks as a useful
means to make excluded voices heard in public. But its usefulness,
Weeks argues, cannot be far-reaching unless this moment of
transgression finds its ‘proper home’ — the home in which the
excluded voices find their recognition and inclusion in society. In
other words, ‘the moment of transgression’is a politically and
tactically viable strategy only when it is complemented by the demand
for inclusion, which he defined as the claim for ‘equal rights under the

law, 1n politics, in economics, in social matters and in sexual matters’
(Weeks, 1998: 47). This 1s what Weeks calls the moment of sexual
citizenship’.

Elizabeth Wilson (1993a) offers a similar line of argument.
According to Wilson, a sexual politics that only emphasises
transgression is ultimately an ‘elitist’ and ‘minoritarian form of
politics’ (Wilson, 1993a). By reading Foucault’s notion of
transgression 1n which transgression is defined as an incessant
crossing and recrossing of every line, which 1n its turn create a
transgressive spiral’, Wilson recognises an elitist transgressive
impulse’ in that ‘once a transgression becomes merely a widespread
habit it has lost it magical aura of initiation and privileged
experience’ (Wilson, 1993a: 111). Simply prioritising transgressive
performance and displays, while rejecting any kinds of commonly
supported political dynamic that could possibly limit transgression
turns this transgressive spiral’ into an ever-circling movement

which, according to Wilson, renders 1t impossible for the movement

- 49 -



to have any realistic vision of future society other than an elitist
vision of transgressive utopia. Wilson, like Weeks, argues that the
transgression can be a temporary political strategy, but it alone can

never be an effective political force that can fundamentally transform

a society. As Wilson puts it:

The concepts of transgression, dissidence, subversion, and
resistance — which have become familiar in radical discourse
since the mid 1980s — are oppositional, negative. They are the
politics of being against, they are the politics of rebellion. Yet
since they are cast in the terms set by that which is being

rebelled against, they are the politics, ultimately, of weakness
(Wilson, 1993: 109).

Why, after all, are we transgressing? Transgression’s ever
circling movement’s answer seems to be ‘transgression for
transgression’s sake’. It is this notion of limitless transgression with
no final political goal in itself on which both Weeks and Wilson
ground their criticism. For Weeks and Wilson, we need to get past
the impasse presented by the transgression cycle. And in order to
move beyond the ever-crossing transgressive impulse, we need to set
limits on this transgression cycle through some mutually supported

and persuasive political forces.

Returning to Weeks’s discussion of sexual politics, we find a
particular kind of transgressive politics Weeks addresses 1n The
Sexual Citizen, which is ‘sexual’ politics. The dilemma Weeks
identifies in the moment of sexual transgression is to be found from

the very question he is implicitly asking: what are we transgressing

and why?

What are we transgressing? For Weeks, the moment of sexual
transgression has a private/public dimension. It 1s the moment
when the private goes to the public: that 1s, sexual 1ssues and the
intimate personal life stories leak into’ the domain of the public,

constituting public problems (Plummer, 2001: 245). Now, why? The

- 50 -



ultimate aim of sexual transgression, according to Weeks, is
paradoxical. The sexual transgression displayed by sexual dissidents
within the public sphere stems from their struggle to ‘protect’ their
Intimacy in the private sphere; for the protection of their right of
privacy is only possible when their right of privacy is recognized and
respected by the public. The political dynamic underpinning the
sexual transgression therefore necessarily intersects with demands
for rightful inclusion in the public sphere. In other words, the
moment of citizenship, that is the moment of mutual recognition of
the right of privacy in the public sphere with balanced

responsibilities, is the necessary consequence of the moment of

transgression. As Weeks puts it:

Without the claim to full citizenship, difference can never find a
proper home. The sexual citizen then makes a claim to
transcend the limits of the personal sphere by going public, but
the going public 1s, 1n a necessary but nevertheless paradoxical
move, about protecting the possibilities of private life and
private choice in a more inclusive society (Weeks, 1998: 37).

From this point of view, we can now recognise how the notion
of sexual citizen 1s understood by Weeks. For Weeks, the concept 1s
‘a contradiction in terms’ in the sense that in order to be a sexual
self, primarily constructed as private, we need to negotiate our right
of privacy in terms of citizenship rights in the public sphere (ibid:
36). For Weeks, the sexual citizen 1s then ‘a hybrid being, breaching
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