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Abstract

This essayattemptsto identify the prominentproblemsof a strictly so-
cial constructionistheoryasit pertainsto homosguality. Ones sexuality
is neitherexplicitly innateandimmutable,nor asplasticandchangeablas
switchingadial. Socialconstructionistheorieson homosguality - and,in-
deedon sexuality in general have concentratean the latterin a milieu of
socialcontrol. And while it is easierto understandhe labelling and cate-
gorisingof humanghroughhistoricalstudyof themethod<f socialcontrol,
for laws controlling humanactions,specificallysexual conduct,arewritten
in well keptrecordsthereis alot to be gainedby switchingthefocusto the
victim in suchcasesratherthanexclusively focusingon the offenders.

Whatl proposes a partialredirectionof the studieson “Queer” theory
from the offender the homophobeto the victim, the homosg&ual. While
maintainingthe perceptof cultural and temporalfactors,we can explore
the existenceof a homosg&ual identity if we look towardsthe subject(the
homosegual) in orderto gain an understandingf his world view. Further
this partial redirectionleadsus to unify a moderateSocial Constructionist
theorywith amoderateessentialistheory

1 SocialConstructionist Theory

The social constructionistheoryis a very broadblanket covering various
subjectfrom economicdo ones eatinghabits. It seemdo methattheterm
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hasbeendiluted to the point of beingan amorphoussocial puzzle piece;
usedwheneer the solutionto a socialproblemis necessitated.

At its basiclevel all who ascribeto the social constructionistheories
believe that sexuality is definedin a backdropof temporalandculturalfac-
tors. In effect, physically similar sexual acts, suchas sodomy have dif-
ferentmeaningsandsignificancethroughoutvariousculturesandhistorical
periods.[9 p. 43] A secondwidely sharedoelief of socialconstructionists
is that humanshave nothingwhich is innate,or immutable. Humansarea
very plasticspecies in otherwords,theindividual is constructedrom the
societyandtimesin which helives; sexual behaiour is a productof social
conditioningratherthanbiologicalfactors.

As it pertainsto sexuality, the radicalsocialconstructionisivould look
at thevarying degreesof sexuality, from strict heterosexuality to strict ho-
moseuality, andwould seearangeof possibilitiesin betweernthatseento
meldtogether asthegrey scalebetweenwhite andblackon oppositeends.
Accordingto radicalsocialconstructionistshomosguality, or for thatmat-
terary deviancefrom the“normal” missionarypositionof heteroseual sex,
asanidentity emegedin the nineteenthcenturyasa resultof the dialectic
of industrialcapitalism.[3

Theideologyof industrialcapitalismstemsfrom a systemof economic
productionanddistribution of goodsand servicescharacterisedby the pri-
vate ownershipof the meansof production,the pursuitof profit, andthe
commaodificatiorof every aspectf life.[4] As aresult,thehomos&ual sub-
culture,beganwith thelabelling of deviantswho would not conformto the
normsof propagatingheideologyof industrialcapitalism.For homosgual
couplesdo not reproducehencethey cannotperpetuatenor replacethem-
sehesin the generationapool of possiblelabourersto be exploited by the
bougeoisie.

The attentionthenturns towardsthe bouigeoisieandtheir methodsof
socialcontrolto abatethe homosgual subculturewhich they have just cre-
ated.To seethe“other” in relationto the“self” socialconstructionisthave
turnedtheir attentiontowardsthe legislatorsand personsn power. By de-
tailing the differencesbetweenthe social control of possiblehomosgual
actsandtheactualtarget of thelaw, we canpull forth theintendedmeaning
of thelaw.[10]

For example,Jefrey Weeksstateghat, while laws werepassednden-
forcedthat outlaved “buggery” the targetsof thatlaw not only appliedto
homosegual sex, but also“betweenmanandwoman,manandbeast. As a
result“therewasthereforea crucialdistinctionbetweertraditionalconcepts
of buggeryandmodernconceptof homosguality.”[10, p. 123]
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The major problemwith the puresocialconstructionistheorieson ho-
moseuality is its non-flsifiaklity. Muchlike pureMarxism,or pureFreudian-
ism, it is difficult to ascertairthethetruthvalueof ary statemenif thetheory
is continuallybeingrevisedwith anad hoc explanationt

Secondlyis thepreeminenexistenceof historicalresearctwhich shavs
the homosa&uality existed prior to the nineteenthcentury{5] Therearea
numberof historicalrecordswhich shav thattherewasthis sub-cultureof
menwho preferredtheir own sex. Accordingto Rictor Norton, the neg-
ative connotationof the homosgual orientationappearedhroughoutthe
world and history in countriessuchas China, Japan,and Arabic nations.
Words suchas “woman-hatér or “man-hater’was associatedvith homo-
sexual menandwomenrespectrely.

2 EssentialistTheory

The existenceof the sex drive seemdo beevidentin ancientworldsaswell
asthemodernworld. Hereis wherethe essentialisstepsinto his theoryon
homose&ual orientations. Niclas Berggrenidentified the essentialistziews
into two mutually exclusive cateyories:[]

1. Humanshave a fixed sexual orientation,determinedht birth, andit is
that of perfectbisexuality. Socialfactorsareirrelevant both for de-
termininga persons sexual orientationsaswell asfor peoples under
standingof this concept.

2. Humanshave a fixed sexual orientation,determinedat birth, andfor
theentirepopulation|t is distributedalonga continuum rangingfrom
exclusive heterosguality to exclusve homosguality. Socialfactors
areirrelevantbothfor determiningapersons sexual orientationaswell
asfor peoples understandingf this concept.

While radicalessentialismio encompassxclusively ary of thetwo the-
oriesaborve is consideredhave, the moderateessentialisseeshemaspos-
sibleavenuesof contribution towardsa morecomple essentialistheory

Anthropologially speakingeventhe Sambiahave a certainportion of
their population(approximately5%)[3] who continueto have same-se re-
lations,or too muchheterosrual relations even aftercompletingtheir rites
of passagénto adulthood.

1Seemy Philosophyof Scienceessayon Michael RuseandLarry Laudans discourseon cre-
ation sciencenot beingverifiable. This wasan extention of Karl Poppers minimum criteria for
demarcatiorof sciencefrom non-sciences http://polywog.napoint.com/philosophcience>.
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Essentialistalsogive credencdo the biologicalandpsychologicafac-
torssurroundinchomoseuality. Specifically:

“that sexuality is stronglyinfluencedby natural,non-sociafac-
tors,suchasgenesandthatpeoples personatharacteristicsin
additionto theirbodies- areshapedy evolutionaryforces.”[1]

Theview thatthe genesarein control of the personis not appealingo
aryonebut pureessentialistsln ary politically correctcircle, this evidence
is stigmatisedas “fascist” and shunnedas a “hyperessentiali§ point of
view.[2] Despitethe researchthat hasgoneinto this field of enquirythere
is, asof yet, ary veridical evidence,muchlesscontroversial evidence,to
supportit.

Researchengresentingiological“evidence”suchasSimonLeVay, Dean
Hamer andJim McKnight2 oftenseemto conflatethe attackon socialcon-
structionismwith providing solid evidencefor the essentialisargument.As
aresult:[1]

“by never comingto grips with the compleity of...socialcon-
structionism...andy reducingthis mode of analysisto a ho-
mogeneousnd simplistic doctrinethatis antagonistido biol-
ogy...we areleft with a book that hasno further ambitionthan
expandingandinflaming the political andintellectualdivisions
thatalreadyexist betweerthe sciencesandthe humanities.

Psychologicall, the view hasbeenthatlocal ervironmentalfactors(not
to beconfusedwith sociologicafactors)contrikute to the sexual orientation
of a person.For example,experiencesasa smallchild thatreinforcepartic-
ular patternsof behaiour mayleadtowardsanadaptatiorof thatbehaiour
asadults.

In sum, the essentialishotion of homose&uality, in the eraof science,
is thatwe areslavesto our genes every preferenceandsexual desirethat
we have is in large part“hard-wired. Or like ananimal,we aresubjectto
stimulusandresponsd&ehaioural patternspver which we have no control!

2See: Simon LeVay, The Sexual Brain, Cambridge: MIT Press,1993. DeanHamer The
Science of Desire: The Search for the Gay Gene and the Biology of Behaviour, New York: Simon
andSchuster1994. Jim McKnight Straight Science? Homosexuality, Evolution and Adaptation,
London: Routledge1997.
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3 The Unified Theory

Social constructionismseemsto have gonetoo far by totally derying the

existenceof any trans-historicaland cross-culturakenquiryinto the homo-

sexual identity Thenotionthathomosgual identity arosefrom the hetero-
sexual (andhomophobic)abelling,andborderpatrolling[§ (theseparating
of the“self” from the“other”) is too narrav-minded.

However, theessentialishotionof anindividual beingsubserviento his
geness equallypreposterousSocietyis not composedf animalssubject
to natures randomnessThelevel of testosterona amandoesnotgive him
anexcuseto sexually violatewomen.

Unfortunatelymary gay actvists believe in the power of natureasa
meansto meettheir political ends. PepperSchwartz, in an opinion de-
nouncingthe essentialisargument,outlinesthe the methodologyof these
gay actvists:[7] if they canprove sexuality to be a genetictrait, thenthere
would be legal protectionfor homosguals asa class. | readthis method-
ology as: legal protectionfor homosguals as handicappedSearchingor
a geneticexcuseasto why oneis moreattractedo blue eyesversusblack
eyesis in asimilarvain to searchingor anexcuseto homos&uality.

WayneDynesin asimilar notepointsoutthepolitical doublestandaraf
current“queer” theory: stratgic essentialism.[RIn political arenassome
gay and lesbianpoliticians and theoristssecretlymaintainthe social con-
structionistargumentswhile publicly citing the essentialisarguments.

What| propose,andby no meanscompletelysettlein this essayis a
combinationof essentialistheoryandsocialconstructionistheory There
are certain natural universalswhich must be appeasedessentialist);how
theseuniversalsareappeased whatis socially constructedin otherwords,
thecliche“don’t throw the babyout with the bathwater” canbe ascribedo
boththeories®

We may all be born with the genethat dictateshow thin or heary we
are. This by no meansdictateshow we eat. Basedon the type of society
thatwe grow upin, we maylearnto eatheartily: to load up on starchedike
pastaandred meat. In othercultureswe may be broughtup to shareour
food equallyfirst amongstour peers.Very dependanbn our eatinghabits,
we may, or maynotfall subjectto this gene.

In this case,our eatinghabitis whatis socially constructed.Similarly,
theessentialistnay make a claim thatwe all musteatto survive. Theessen-

3Somemayalsocall this“having your cakeandeatingit too? However, | insistthatthepositive
aspectof boththeoriescover uniqguegroundswhich may leadto a betterunifying understanding
of thehomosa&ual identity.
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tialist in this claimis correctin assertinghatwe all musteat. However, in
thesocialworld of humanshow and what we eatis socially constructed.

In relevanceto the materialat hand,we areall in someform or another
(at least- somelessandsomemore) sexual beings(essentialist). How we
acton our sexuality is exceedinglyinfluencedby societalforces(soc. con-
struct.).If thisis notthe case thenwhatis to explain the maleheteroseual
enteringa correctionalfacility, engagingin homosg&ual acts but still con-
sideringhimselfheteroseual. The self-decered inmateproposesasan ex-
cusethatthe only reasorfor the homosgual actis because femaleis not
available.[g

Althoughthepreviousdenotesa move towardssocialconstructionisnas
atheory we mustnotadoptsocialconstructionisnblindly. As muchaswe
shouldevaluatethe social attitudestowardshomosguals, we also needto
pay attentionto historicaldocumentatiorpeforethe nineteenttcenturythat
pointsto homosguality asdeviation from thenorm.

In asmuchasthe studyof how homosguality wassocially stigmatised
- historically andculturally (aspreviously notedin the Sambia)- we must
alsofocus on the existenceand experiencef a homosgual identity. We
mustattemptto gathemoreinformationfrom homosegualsratherthancon-
centratingon informationabouthomos&uals.[§

Sexual identity is morethanjust acts,or behaiours of a particularna-
ture. It is, in effect, away of life. While “normal” peoplemay not define
themselesin relationto homos&uals gaysdo, indeed,definethemseles
in relation“normal” people. This is true of ary minority ethnic, racial or
religiousclass. A heterosrual doesnot needto identify himselfasone;a
white Anglo-Saxonprotestantioesnot needto identify himselfassuch.On
the otherhand,a black femalehastwo factorsto identify herselfas. If she
were of Latino origin the fact that sheis a femalewould comebeforethe
factthatsheis black. If shewasof Americanorigin herracewould bemore
of anissuethanhersex.

Theidentityto aparticularclass raceor ethnicity however, asmuchasit
comedrom within - classawarenesspr consciousnesstherearealsoexter-
nal factors.lt comesfrom whatthe personin the minority considersarehis
uniquecharacteristics achiezed or ascribedstatusei orderof importance.
The fact that somepeopleconsiderthemseles heterosgual, even though
they have performedhomosegual acts,is asmuchasocietalattribution asan
internalidentity.

Sexualldentityis acomple subjecthatdeseresmorethanjustanarrav-
mindedsimplistic explanation:for eitherthe essentialisview, or the social
constructionisview. We have muchto learnfrom enquiryinto sexual iden-
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tity. This doesnotmeanthattheissueis settledon eithersideof the debate.
Further this is notanexhaustve attemptto defendor critique eithertheory

However, this essayis written with all hopethat thereis a redirectionof

scholarlyforcesin an attemptto find an exhaustve and explanitive theory
which is neithershortsightedlyessentialisnor dogmaticallysocially con-

structed.
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