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His Sexuality, Her
Reproductive Rights

By Richard Newman © 1987

Your lover on the phone is very ex-
cited.

“Congratulations!” she says. “You're
going to be a father! I just got back
from the doctor and she tells me I'm
pregnant, Isn't that great?” Your heart
sinks. ‘You want to scream, “What do
you mean, ‘Isn’t that great?” You want
to tell her to have an abortion.

Or she calls and her voice is slow
over the phone, and she has a hard
time getting the words out. Finally, she
tells you, “I'm pregnant.” “Why so
glum?” you ask clatedly. “That’'s
wonderful!” She replies, I want an
abortion."

Or she calls and tells you she’s al-
ready had an abortion. She says she
feels guilty for not telling you first but
she was afraid. You hang up screaming
“Murderer!” into the phone.

Or she tells you she's pregnant and
doesn’t know what to do. Neither do
you. This is the first time the subject
has come up.

Abortion: Whose Rights?

These scenarios, each perfectly un-
derstandable in its own context, raise
questions about the rights of both
men and women in relation to the
fetuses we create together. Can a man
claim a fetus as half his? Can he say
that if his lover aborts it against his
will, she violates his bodily and
reproductive rights? Or can he claim
that if he does not want to have a
child, she has no right to carry the
pregnancy to term? On the other
hand, can the woman claim that, since
sbe carries the fetus and his body is no
longer involved, the man's claims arc
irrelevant?

An important difference separates
these two sets of claims. The man’'s
claim assumes power over the body of
the woman. Although his active par-
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ticipation in the reproductive process
is finished, he believes that his feelings
about having children are enough to
keep the woman from doing what she
wants with her body. The woman'’s
claim, however, involves no such
power over the man. She merely states
that since the scx act is over, he has no
bodily and/or reproductive rights to ex-
ercise. She refuses to acknowledge his
claim to power over her, and instead
asserts her right to her own autonomy.

Women's liberation concems precise-
ly this right of women to their own in-
dependence without cegard for patriar-
chal ideas of who, what or howr
women should be. Women’s libera-
tion, in other words, concerns woman-
centeredness, or “gynocentry.” In the
situations described above, the
woman's claim concerning her right to
abortion is based on a woman-centet-
ed sexuality in which her relationship
10 her own body is more important
than her relationship to the man. The
man’s claims grow out of an hierarchi-
cal sexuality in which the woman's
body — because of her relationship to
him — becomes an object over which
he has conirol. Her body becomes a
part of him the way anything we ac-
quire becomes in some way a part of
aurselves.

If we men want to redefine the na-
ture of our reproductive and sexual
relationships with women, we must
look, not to the women, but to other
men. From men comes the possibility
of a malecentered, male-defined
heterosexuality in which our relation-
ships to cumselves and cach other be-
come primary. Developing these

-relationships should command our at-

tention with some urgency because
any hopes we have of real and com-
plete male liberation depend on our
ability to live our lives without
recourse to the possession/oppression
of a subservient other - the role into

which we coerce the women of our
culture.

The politics of abortion seem tome a
good place to start defining this male-
centered sexuality. This is because the
issues concerning women’s reproduc-
tive choice and men’s role in the
reproductive process ultimately in-
volve understanding the boundaries
between male and female sexualitics.

Relinquishing Male Privileges

We can begin with what is probably a
radical assumption in our culture, an
assumption that we shouldn’t have 10
mention at all: that women are fully
adult human beings, fully capable of
making responsible life decisions.
They do this not only within the con-
text of the female community but also,
along with fully adult and fully capable
men, within the context of the human
species. Second, we can recognize a
simple biclogical fact: men do not get
pregnant. Because the physical proces-
ses of pregnancy, abortion and
childbirth are experienced only by
women, it is only common sense that
the final decision to experience either
childbirth or abortion should rest with
no one but a pregiant woman. Just
imagine how unreasonable it would
be if women decided when and
whether men should undergo vasec-
tomy operations.) I accept this dght of
women to reproductive choice as a
fact inaccessible to argument; it simply
is, and demands nothing more of me
and other men than our full awareness
and acknowledgement of this right. To
the extent that we lack this awareness,
or that we fail in our acknow-*
ledgement, we can not enter fully into
egalitarian relationships with women.

Probably most men would agree with
a woman'’s “right to choose,” but 1
wonder how many of us understand
fully the implications of what we are

agreeing 1o,



T be politics
of abortion is a good
place to start defining
a male-centered
sexuality.

The politics of reproduction in our
culture are such that women have func-
tioned primarily as baby machines
without their having much, if any, con-
trol over when or whether this func-
tion should be performed. Even today,
despite the relative availability of birth
control, many swomen — for religious,
economic, social or family reasons —
have children they can't afford, don’t
want or shouldn’t have all because
“that’s what women do.” The patriar-
chal institution of monogamous mar-
riage has “privileged” the reproductive
aspect of femate sexuality by essential-
ly enslaving women to the “duty” of
baving a family. We have created the
notion that a woman without a hus-
band and children lives, by definition,
an unfulfilled life. In effect, women ac-
quire fulfillment in a patriarchal cul-
ture by prostituting themselves, offer-
ing their bodies as sexual and
reproductive machines serving the
needs of men.

Such a hierarchical relationship be-
tween ourselves and women has deep
implications for how men perceive our
sexuality and our role in reproduc-
tion. By presuming to insist that
women’s sexual bidlogy exists o serve
male needs, we have, in essence, con-
fined our reproductive role to one of
control. We also have made it virtually
impossible, for both men and women,
to separate erotic sex from reproduc-
tve sex.

In an essay entitled “Erotica and Por-
nography,” Gloria Steinem observed
that human beings are the only
animals who engage in erotic sex, in
sex as “a way of bonding, of giving and
receiving pleasure, bridging different-
ness, discovering sameness, and com-
municating emotion”(1}). She also
makes the point that the yoking
together of erotic sexuality and
reproduction, and the insistence that
the breaking of this yoke is somehow
obscene and pornographic, con-

stitutes a major strategy by which men
use religious and political institutions
to intimidate women into resisting
women's liberation. If a woman,
having conceived, can decide without
recourse to any authority but herself
whether or not to carry her pregnancy
to term, she is a woman free to deter-
mine the who, what, when, where,
why and how of her own sexuality.
Her sexuality, then, becomes a part of
her whole identity, and she can, at her
will, explore whatever other parts of
herself she chooscs, Her life becomes
woman-ceniered and the patriarchal
power of the male collapses.

When the courts of this country
granted women the right to abortion,
women gained a sexual freedom pre-
viously lacking in their lives. However,
in our male-dominated society, what
the King can grant the King can also
take away. Presuming to grant women
a right which is intrinsically theirs
merely reinforces the same old at-
titudes abouat female sexuatity. Even
though male-permitted abortion-on-
demand allows women, married or
not, 2 necessary option to unwanted
pregnancy, it also gives men one morc
possible reason to insist that women
make themselves sexmally available to
us. Further, if we don’t like how they
use this “privilege” we have “granted”
them, we can take it away. For ex-
ample, anti-abortionists use this
strategy when they point to the rise in
the number of teen-age abortions as a
reason 1o make aborfion against the

"Bedroom Diptych," mixed-media, 367012

" Julie Feferman 1982

law. The fact that the right o abortion
can be challenged in court and its
availability restricted by law indicates
how litle of our actual privilege men
have relinquished.

Women's right to reproductive
choice —if we men understand it
{ully —not only allows women
freedom of sexual expression, both
reproductive and erotic, it also leaves
men with a minor biclogical role in
the reproductive process. Full
reproductive choice for women means
they regain the control we previously
enjoyed. If a woman, simply by having
an abortion, can thwart a main’s desire
10 have children, he loses a great deal
of what men traditicnally inpvest in
having children to begin with.

Currently, male control of concep-
tion and childbirth functions to rein-
force heterosexual notions of virility,
self-worth and masculinity. Part of the
traditional significance for men in the
birth of 2 child is not only that we per-
petuate ourselves, but that we cause it
o happen. Take, for instance, the no-
tion of “fathering” a son to carry on
the family name, tradition or business.
Also, it was common to blame the lack
of a male child in the family on the
wife's inability to produce one —as if
her interference botched what the hus-
band could, almost by himself, do all
along. If women possess complete con-
trol over their reproductive biclogy —
which unrestricted abortion on
demand provides them —we men may
perpetuate ourselves through the birth
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of a male or female child, but that self-
perpetuation takes place only by per-
miission of the mother,

Male-Centered Heterosexualiry

Merely acknowledging the reality of
the male role in reproduction and
thereby relinguishing our perceived
right to control the process, however,
accomptiishes little more than an inver-
sion of the present situation. The injus-
tice of men controlling the biology of
reproduction will find no remecdy in
the injustice of women's control over
our emotional investment in having
children.

I think we men need to redefine our
relationship to reproduction, both
symbolically and physically. We need
to find a way of being scxual and
reproductive that neither exploits
others nor puts our sexual and
ceproductive fulfillment at the mercy
of someone else’s freedom of choice.
We nced to put oursclves —not the
women {or other men) with whom we
make love —at the center of our
sexuality. Then we can begin to learn
truly who we are as loving and vul-
nerable human beings.

To the degree that the primary
power relationship in patriarchal
society is between men and women,
gay men, by virtue of their sexual
choices, do not participate in one
aspect of that relationship: they do not
require/ask for the specifically sexual
surrender of women. I do #ot mean
that gay men, because they arc gay, are
not sexist. 1 do not mean that by defini-
tion relationships among gay men will
not duplicate the sexual hiecarchy of
the dominant culture. Nor do I mean
that the gay male community, simply
by existing, subverts the connections
between sexism and heterosexdsm. 1
do mean that relationships berween
gay men take place in a commuanity
which is defined by men in terms of
men. Heterosexual men can begin to
develop from this aspect of the gay
male community a political/physical
male-centered sexuality for oursclves
that is analagous to the women-
centered sexuality I discussed above.
Because a malecentered sexuality as-
serts the primacy of our relationships
with ourselves and other men, it will
subvert the hierarchy of a heterosex-
uality organized arcund our posses-
sion and control of women.

Probably the most common aned easi-
ly identifiable aspect of scxist culture
is the physical/sexual objectification of
women by men. Such objectification
is, however, an aspect of any sexual
relationship. It is reasonable that bed
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partners like each other’s bodies as
bodies. A sexually defincd power
hierarchy reveals itself when the objec-
tification becomes chronic and repre-
sents the entire relationship, or even
just the entire sexual aspect of the
relationship.

Of course, sexual objectification of
men by men docs not in and of itself
avoid or subvert sexual hierarchies. A
homosexual couple may fall quite con-
ventionally into casily recognizable
male (“dominant™} and female (“sub-
missive™) roles. Howevcr, if it is the
“idea™ of the female which determines
the hierarchical structure of the
relationship, it is possible for each
mar to recognize himself, ifonly on a
physical level, in the other. Since a
chronic hierarchy can only be main-
tained by the denial of the basic same-
ness between the two lovers, such
recognition will work to subvert the

hierarchy.
M ale

beterosexual respon-
sibility should begin
with the realization
that once we fertilize
the egg —unless we
bave agreed before-
band with our
partner on the conse-
quences —what hap-
pens thereafter is
beyond our control.

Recognizing aspects of oneself in
another human being and accepting
that basic sameness as positive re-
quires a certain amount of selfaccep-
tance, of selflove. A malc<centered
sexuality will depend upon our claim-
ing the primacy of our relationships
with ourselves and other men. I can
only love the man in other men if 1
love the man in mc as @ man. If this
selflove becormes the basis for my life
decisions, then my art, my science,
politics, religion —everything I do, in-
cluding my sexoal activity, becomes an
expression of my love for myself. My
homoc/autoeraticism gives my lifc its
power, and I do not need to depend
on someone elsc's surrender, male or

female, to tetl me who and what I am.
A community in which the primary
maotivating principle of human action
is selflove would honor non-hierarchi-
cal sodial arrangements. The integrity
of its communal structure would
depend on a constant awareness of,
and fdelity to, the basic sameness of
each of its members.

Heterosexual Responsibility
Redefined

Currently, male hetérosexual respon-
sibility usually consists of something
like “don’t get her pregnant unless
you're ready to accept the consequen-
ces” (1.e., marry her, pay for the abor-
tion}. But women either get pregnant
or they don't, and we need to know
what we're about if we take the
charnce that they might. The basic as-
sumptions are still the same. Since
women exist as objects to fulfill male
sexual and reproductive needs, tradi-
tional male heterosexual responsibility
requires that, if we choose to usc
them, we maintain them properly.

Real male heterosexual responstbility
requires that we be aware of and
responsible for the consequences for
ourselves of our own sexual activity,
not the use to which we put women-as-
objects. How many of us, for instance,
<an hoenestly say that before we be-
came sexually involved with a woman
we found out whether we agreed on
what would happen if she got preg-
nant—and then, based on that discus-
sion, decided the extent to which we
were willing 1o become physically in-
volved with ber. 1 suggest this discus-
sion as the very point at which male
heterosexual responsibility starts.

That the physical facts of abortion
and childbirth take place within an ex-
clusively female community does not
prevent men from having feelings and
opinions about those facts. Nor should
it prevent us from taking responsibility
for what we think and feel. For in-
stance, if a man who belicves abortion
is murder finds himself involved with a
woman who explicitly says she will
have an abortién should she become
pregnant, that man has a responsibility
to himself to avoid completely the pos-
sibility of her becoming pregnant.

Since he cannot question ber right to
an abortion, the moral dilemma if she
gets pregnant is his, not hers. If she
has an abortion because of his sexual
involvement with her, he —according
1o his own ethic—implicates himself in
a murdcer. Since he cannot hoid the
woman accountable for any beliefs but
her own, the responsibility to say “no”™

continved on p.47



Male
Sexuality

continued from p.4

is his. The same reasoning would
apply to a man who does not want o
have a child and a woman who does
not believe in abortion.

Male heterosexual responsibility
should begin with the realization that
once we fertilize the egg— unless we
have agreed beforchand with our
partner on the consequences —what
happens theceafter is beyond our con-
trol. We need to start with what we
can control: the extent and natare of
our hetcrosexnal relationships.

For heterosexual men, the idea that
we can and must control only our own
participation in our sexual relation-
ships has many implications. It implies
a new way of thinking about curselves
that is in direct opposition to the
general stereotype of men as people
whosc sexual responsibility hangs

from our penises by a thread which
breaks when we get hard.

It means we can tell a woman, “No, 1
don’t want to fuck,” our of fidelity to
our own beliefs about abartion or our
desire not to have children —not simp-
Iy to avoid the fertilization of an egg.

It means that our choice of sexual
partners and the character of our
sexual relationships will be deter-
mined by our sexual biclogy (not a
comfortable sitzation for anyone).
One possible result is that men will dis-
cover a renewed interest in develop-
ing —for ourselves as well as our
partners — truly safe and effective con-
traceptives, thereby rendering ob-
solete the question of abortion.

It means we can asscrt and explore
the fullness of our own erotic seives
by insisting that oral, anal and manual
sex— or even non-genital intimacy
such as massage —are not mere sub-
stitules for or preludes to sexual inter-
course. Rather, they are perfectly valid
erotic acts in and of themselves.

Finally, it mteans that men will leamn
how true erotic fulfillment comes from
within ourselves, as a result of under-
standing who we are, and not from

controlling who does what to whom
and how often.

Richard Newman is a poet working
s an adjunct writing reacher at the
New York Institute of Technology, Old
Westbury, Long Island, NY.
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Fertility and Virility:
A Meditation on Sperm

By Richard Newman ©1988

Any serious consideration by men of
the right of women o reproductive
choice, a right which eliminates the tra-
ditional power with which patriarchy
invests biological fatherhood fsee R
Newman, “His Sexuality, Her Repro-
ductive Rights, CM #19], should leave
us with a question: what are—or even
are there—male reproductive rights?
While the existence of male reproduc-
tive rights may seem self-evident, most
discussion I have heard or read on this
topic begins preciscly where it should
end: after the cgg has been fertilized.
Certainly men are justified in our con-
cern over how womcen's reproductive
rights will aflcct our refationship to bi-
ological fatherhood. However, to cx-
press that concem in terms which ne-
gate women'’s reproductive rights—
namely, that the presence of our
speem in theis bodies gives us rights
over those bodics—is 10 deceptively re-
label patriarchal power as "Male Repro-
ductive Rights."

Biologically speaking, men provide
the sperm which fertilizes the cgg.
Nothing more, nothing less. There-
fore, it scems 1o me that our reproduc-
tive rights lic in the control we can re-
sponsibly exercise over our sperm, in
our right to say to the women with
whom we have sex: “This is my sperm.
If | do not believe that you will do
with it what 1 waat to be done with it,
[ will not agree to put it in your body.”
However, to acrive ac the place where
this statement is more than a plati-
tade, more than just a defensive re-
Sponse 10 women'’s reprociuctive
choice, we must rethink male sexuality
in order to tedefine what it means to
be a man.

Traditionally, women have had oo
much of men giving them our sperm.
The conventional patriarchal view of
childbirth as cvidence of male virdlity
(ns opposed 1o fertility, a distinction
which will become important later),
coupled with the image of mother-
hood as that which would absofutely
fulfill every woman’s life, meant that
sperm—irom the male perspective—
was a *gift” which every woman
should be gladl to receive again and
again. The gift, however, was alsc a
danger. If 2 man wanted to have sex
with a woman, he had somehow to
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convince her that, should she get preg-
nant, he would not abandon her. His
patriarchal privilege o her sexual avail-
ability carried with it, for him, the spec-
ter of just about the only “power”
which she could have over him: that,
should she get pregnant, she and the
child she carried were his responsibil-
ity. The social meaning of speem,

then, has hardly been a benign one.
Both genders have had, within the con-
text of patriarchy’s sexual “cthic,”

good reason to fear the consequences
of “Yunprotected” sex. Artificial birth
controf has certainly made it easier for
men and women to have sex without
worrying so much abour pregnancy.
But not even the pill with its nearly
100% effectiveness has done much to

Abvortion
threatens virility, not
Jertility.

alter our basic perception of sperm as,
at worst, dangerous, and at best, an in-
convenient residue of male sexval de-

sire.

The Sexuality of Virility

But what are the consequences for
men of this perception of sperm? Be-
cause such a perception relates our
sperm only to the ova they fertilize
and not 1o ourselves, it means that we
live out our sexual lives, which means
our entire lives, without any aware-
ness ol ourselves as biologically fertile,
a5 beings inherenily able to repro-
duce. Women, of course, carry and
give birth to chitdren, but children
would not be possible without our
sperm. 8till, that does not prevent
women from feeling their reproduc-
tive capability as a source of power. It
is a power which derives [rom within
themselves, which is defined by their
bodics and so requires no Other 1o
dominaic.

Fertility lics as nyuch in the potential
as in the Fact of reproduction. Virility
lies only in having reproduced. Men,
by privileging virility, by investing our
sense of sexual validity in the effect
our boddies can have on the bodies of
women, have created a situation in

which our feelings of sexual self-worth
depend upon the presence of women.
Onty when they give birth, or in the
precautions they, and we, must take to
neutralize our sperm can we see our-
selves as fully sexual, fully human be-
ings. Once women refuse to be pres-
ent for us—as the women’s movement
has encouraged them to do—once
they step outside the boundary of the
authority we have claimed as ours, our
power dissolves, our world seems
empty, and we feel helpless to do any-
thing about it.

And boundaries are precisely whar I
am talking about here. The fertilizing
nature of sperm is dangerous—as op-
posed to simply a fact—only as long as
no one sets a limic beyond which the
sperm’s potency is meaningkess. The
military aspect of our phatlic symbol-
ism grows directly out of the patriar-
chal concept that male sexual power
transcends all boundaries, and that the
places into which our power reaches
become extensions of ourselves. Tradi-
tionally, women have functioned as
sexual extensions of men, as objects
for our usc. However, with women's
victory in claiming their right to repro-
ductive choice, fo draw a physical
line beyornd which men bave no
power, we have been faced with the
loss not simply of the object that made
possible our virility, but of the sexual-
ity which depended on both.

Reclaiming Our Fertility

Since you ean only lose something
that is not yours to begin with, and
since the fact remains that human be-
ings are sexual by definition, men can-
not lose that sexuality which inheres
in. our bodies, which is our birtheighr
and which depends on no other for its
existence. Itis asexuality rooted in
the facts of our biology, in the rhythms
of the penis, the fertility of our sperm,
the fact that each hard-on, each or-
gasm, expresses the power of the male
body to reproduce itself. It is a sexual-
ity limited by the reality that otic bod-
jes end, both in space and in time.
Therefore, it is a sexuality over which
we have certain rights, one of those
being the right to demand that anyone
with whom we choose to share it must
respect how we want the conse-
quences of that sharing to be dealt
with.



And so we rewumn to the statement
with which I began: “This is my sperm.
If I do not believe that you will do
with it what I want to be done with it,
I will not agree to put it in your body.”
As a reproductive right, this statement
does not seem to amount o much.
After all, what keeps a woman from
agreeing and then going back on her
word? That people are human, that
the reality of being pregnant might zc-
wally, and for very legitimate reasons,
change a woman’s mind about what
she intends to do with her pregrancy,
is something no one can change. All
that men cn do is impeess upon
women how scriously we take our bio-
logicat fertility, and how potentially de-
humanizng of us is any decision on
their part that does not respect our
wishes. (If you think about it, this is
the position women have always been
in: What keeps a1 man from failing to
take his responsibility should she gee
pregnant?)y It does scem to me thae a
pregnant woman whao knew her
partnec's feclings about having chil-
dren before they had sex, who
chooses againse his wishes to have the
child they both conceived, forfeits any
right to hold the man accountable for
that child; the decision to have the
baby will have been hers alone. Itis
her absolute right to make that deci-
sion; but, in the situation I have out-
lined above, the right to sue him for
support does no foliow, since he
would not have had sex with her if he
had known she would choose to have
the baby. (I also think that the man
should roluntarily assume some re-
sponsibility for the c¢hild, not for senti-
mentat reasons, but simply because no
child should go in any way unpro-
vided for) In the case of 2 woman
who chooses o abort a pregnancy she
originally said she would carry 1o
term, once men stop thinking of child-
birth as proof of virility we may find
that the fate of each individual sperm
no longer carries the entire weight of
validating ourselves as men: abortion
threatens virility, not fertility.

Living Our Manhood

Sperm is not only the genetic prod-
uct of cur bodics, it is also the physical
product of our masculinity. Just as pa-
teiacchal power enables men o deny
the biclogical specificity of pregnancy
and childbirth, and so deny women
their womanhood, 2 woman who does
nat respect a man’s feelings about his
sperm denies him his manhood. And
just as wormen have asserted the sclf-
evident validity of their womanhood
by reclaiming their sexual biology and

the right to determine its meaning,
men tco can begin to redefine our
manhood. We can consciously claim
our sperm and give it significance con-
grucnt with the limits of our lives,
thereby changing the patriarchal mean-
ing we have, until now, given it. The
point is not to play tit for tat with so-
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cial/sexus] power, nor to look for ways
of blaming women for the same kind
of power strategies of which men have
been guitty. The point is to learn how
to live our manhood in such a way
that a scatement like the onec with
which 1 began, because it grows {rom
our deepest convictions abour our-
sclves, will bespeak our own self-re-
spect and, therefore, leave our female
lovers nio choice but to take us seri-
ously.

But what docs it mean to “live our
manfrood?

It mecans 1 live fully in our bodies,

to commit our lives first to what we
can know of and with our bodies.
Just like a woman's body, ours also
has a reproductive cycle, and we go
through ir, whether alone or with a
partner, every ime we orgasm. Nor
docs it matter that we do not gjaculate
inside a vagina. For men, biologically
speaking, there is no difference be-
tween erotic and reproductive sex. To
accept this, to live it, to make it a part
of the rhythm of our lives, is to alter ir-
revocably what it means to be a man;
is to assert that men, simply by living
consciously aware of the biological lim-
its our pature IMPOSEs On us, are mas-
culine. Masculinity becomes, then,
nat something we must prove with
our bodies, but the perpetual condi-
tion of our bodics.

For example, men often feel threat-
encd by lesbians. Whart lesbians them-
selves would probably call a simple
lack of sexual interest is felt by some
men as an aclive assault on cur sexual-
ity. To the degree that we allow our-
selves to define our sexuality in patriac-
chal terms, the threat is real. Femalc
homosexuality is 2 boundary which pa-
riarchal power cannot cross except by
force. However, once men begin to
live cur manhood as an inherent, seif-
evident quality, once we see ourselves
as fully and reflexvely sexual, some-
one else’s lack of scxual interest—pbe
they male or female—cannot threaten
us because the meaning of cur sex re-
sides within ourselves, not in how an-
other person sees us.

A sexuality so deeply grounded ina
physical masculinity contains the po-
tential for a new phallic symbolism,
naa-violent and non-hierarchical.
Rather than a representation of sex as
powcr, as existing within the dichot-
omy of potency and impotence, the
positive-negative polarity of the hard
vs. the soft penis, we might instead de-
velop a symbolism of the continuum
between dormancy and activity, of sex-
uality as an embodied process. Such a
sexuality, because it would be self<con-
tained, would not be predatory, would
not requice the subservience of an-
ather for its fuifiliment. 1t would rec-
ogrize that we are alt emboedied indi-
viduals; it woukd form its community
with others who also live embodied
lives; and it would always insist first
on its own integrity, on being faithful
to the body which shapes it and to
which it, in turn, gives form.

Richard Newrmnan is a poet currently
teaching English as a Foreign Lan-
grage in Seoul, Korea.
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