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Introduction

A beautiful woman lies naked on her back; her breasts, shoulders and face are
illuminated by a broad ray of sunlight, her eyes are closed, her face relaxed, her lips
upturned in a slight smile. Two simple but powerful piano chords reverberate as a man’s
hand, starting from between her legs, moves slowly up her body, caressing her with a soft
touch. With his body raised slightly above hers, he gazes upon her face in gentle desire
and lightly brushes her collarbone with his fingertips. A black screen with the text “Hello,
Pool Boy!” appears. A confident male voice says, “Hello...Hello?,” and then finally a
breathy female voice responds, “Hi.”

This is the first twenty seconds of the erotic short film Hello, Pool Boy! made by
feminist pornographer Erika Lust. The initial impression that this film exudes
differentiates the film from mainstream pornography, which is traditionally thought to be
sleazy, inartistic, and overly explicit. This film, in contrast, is beautifully shot, with
natural lighting and a slow, emotional soundtrack. It depicts some sexual acts that appear
to exist fully for the pleasure of the female character, and the male character never says
or does anything that is degrading to or objectifying of his partner. But how different is
this film actually from so-called “mainstream” pornography? How can those differences
be proven and also challenged? What about this film is similar to mainstream films? And
why does any of this matter? These are questions which I will explore in this thesis
through close analysis of film and engagement with theoretical perspectives.

For the purpose of this work, I am defining feminist porn as pornographic

material which self-identifies as feminist, using Erika Lust’s work as my main focus.



Lust, a feminist pornographer based in Barcelona, defines her mission to be “to create
new waves in adult cinema, to show all of the passion, intimacy, love and lust in sex:
where the feminine viewpoint is vital, the aesthetic is a pleasure to all of the senses and
those seeking an alternative to porn can find a home.”' In contrast, I am defining
mainstream pornography as porn that is distributed through websites such as PornHub,
RedTube, Porn.com, PornHD and others. These videos are characterized by their
accessibility and popularity as well as their lack of conscious effort to define themselves
as anything other than simply “porn.” Most of this porn is made for heterosexual male
viewers, although there are plenty of niche markets for gay men, as well as some for
women. To give a sense of scale for feminist porn viewership compared to mainstream
porn viewership, Erika Lust’s feminist porn website XConfessions, started in 2013,
reports having approximately 120,000 free users and 12,000 paid users.” In contrast,
PornHub, a popular mainstream pornography platform, reports 21.2 billion visits in the
year 2015, which translates to 2.4 million visits per hour.’

Hello, Pool Boy! is one of the two films which I analyze, and serves as an
example of feminist pornography, in contrast and comparison to Jean Fucking, which is
my example of mainstream pornography. I have chosen these films based on their award-
winning status in both the feminist porn industry and the mainstream porn industry. Both

Jean Fucking and the short erotic films of Erika Lust’s website, XConfessions.com, won

! Erika Lust, Let’s Make a Porno: A practical guide to filming sex, (Barcelona: 2015),
last accessed March 4, 2016, http://erikalust.com/books/lets-make-a-porno/, 123.

* Samantha Coombes, Press Officer at XConfessions, email message to author, February
29, 2016.

3 “PornHub 2015 Year in Review,” Pornhub.com, last modified January 6, 2016, last
accessed March 4, 2016, http://www.pornhub.com/insights/pornhub-2015-year-in-
review.



awards at their respective industry award ceremonies, one in 2014 and one in 2015.% All
of the pornographic material that I am working with is available on the internet and could
therefore also be labeled as “internet pornography,” a label which will be implicit
throughout the rest of the analysis. Due to these two films’ differing placements in the
larger category of “pornography,” I have access to different information about the films.
Erika Lust has published a fair amount about her motives and goals in producing the
pornography that she does, whereas information about the directors, performers or
producers of Jean Fucking is not public on the internet. Therefore, while I could
potentially make claims about the purpose of certain choices in Hello, Pool Boy!, I cannot
do the same for Jean Fucking and therefore attempt to write mainly about possible
outcomes of the films rather than intentions behind specific decisions that were made.
Both films portray heterosexual encounters between two individuals—one female
performer and one male performer. Jean Fucking begins with a short “profile” of the
female character, “Aidra Fox,” shot in an outdoor setting with camera focus mostly on
her butt and crotch in the jeans that she is wearing, which are the namesake of the film.’
Then the scene switches to a bathroom, where the male performer arrives and the
majority of the action takes place.® Throughout the fifty-minute film, the performers
engage in giving and receiving oral sex and manual stimulation as well as penile-vaginal

intercourse multiple times and in multiple positions, and the female performer’s

* “Movies by Year: 2014, last accessed February 1, 2016,
http://www.feministpornawards.com/2014/ and “Adult Video News Awards: Awards for
2015,” Internet Movie Database, last accessed February 1, 2016,
http://www.imdb.com/event/ev0000010/2015%ref =ttawd ev 1.
> Jean Fucking, Porn HD Video, 49:24, last accessed March 16, 2016,
http://pornhdhdporn.com/tattoo-girl-aidra-fox-in-jean-fucking/, 1:00-1:51.
6 . i

Jean Fucking, 1:37.



penetration of her own anus with her finger. The male performer dictates every change in
position or action, and often commands the female performer to perform certain actions.
Because the film does not include an explicit reference to consent in its setup, it distances
itself from BDSM films where power play is central, and instead displays abusive and
non-consensually violent elements.

Hello, Pool Boy! begins with this disclaimer statement: “All XConfessions
performers are consenting adults who, as per industry standard, get tested regularly and
use condoms according to their preference. We hope you enjoy our film and urge you to
practice safe sex with regular testing and condom use.”” After this disclaimer, a short
preview for XConfessions, and the short clip that I described above, Hello, Pool Boy!
begins with a setup of the narrative frame, which entails a man who leaves a card with his
number and identification as “the pool boy” on women’s cars.® A woman interested in his
sexual services calls him, after which they meet up and engage in sexual and sensual acts,
beginning with the male performer massaging his partner’s naked body. This film, in its
fifteen minute duration, includes oral sex and manual stimulation given and received by
both partners, penile-vaginal intercourse, and sensual massage performed by both
partners.

Both films are Anglo- or Eurocentric and the actors appear to be white. The titles
of both films are in English, and in both the performers speak only English. While this
material is accessible via the internet to a broader and potentially global audience, the

language spoken marks these characters as belonging to specific regions of the world or

" Erika Lust, Hello, Pool Boy!, XConfessions video, 15:50, last accessed March 17, 2016,
http://xconfessions.com/body-water/, 00:03.
¥ Hello, Pool Boy!, 00:46-1:25.



social classes in which English is commonly spoken. Additionally, it could have the
effect of excluding viewers who do not understand English. However, since these films
do not rely on dialogue to drive plot as many traditional films do, such exclusion is more
symbolic than it is practical. People who do not speak English could watch these films for
erotic purposes and still gain a similar understanding of them, but would be symbolically
excluded by the language barrier. In resistance to this norm and as an indication of its
global market, XConfessions includes on its webpage a “Languages” tab, which includes
seven languages,” each of which have films and “confessions.”'’ However, for these two
films, it is important that they cater to a certain audience which understands what could
be described as the most dominant, normative language in the contemporary world.

Not only are the characters in the films speaking English, but all four actors are
legibly white, or at least light-skinned. This fact illuminates the function of race in
pornography as a whole; mainstream pornography treats whiteness as an unmarked
category. More often than not, when a film portrays a non-white character, the film’s title
includes some mention of that character’s race.'' Common porn categories include

99 ¢¢

“Latina,” “ebony” or “black,” and “Asian.” Feature-length film names often code for race

as well, indicated by the films “Pacific Rim” and “With Sex You Get Egg Roll,” which

? “Languages,” http://xconfessions.com/, Languages available: English, German,
Spanish, French, Italian, Portuguese and Swedish.

"% Each confession consists of a short description of an erotic fantasy that the anonymous
contributor has had.

' say “character” and not “actor” here, because actors may not always have the same
racial identity as the character they are playing and may have been chosen simply for
features that could be read by viewers as belonging to the desired race.



were both part of a “Far East” series done by the gay video company Catalina.'* In
general, pornography does nothing to hide its racism and exaggerated, sexualized racial
stereotypes permeate any films that include non-white actors, portraying hyper-
sexualized black people and effeminate or asexual Asian people, to take two prominent
examples.'> While Erika Lust’s films have fewer explicitly problematic mentions of race
in their titles or descriptions, some contributors to her website fall into these stereotyping
and normalizing notions of certain bodies. For example, one anonymous fantasy titled
“The Beauty of a Black Woman” reads “I am gripped by the beauty of black women,
with their uber-sexual bodies, oversized breasts and booties. They are so strong and
sensuous, the man who can tame these beauties must be very well-equipped, and have a
lot of stamina!”"* The language in this description clearly draws on historically
entrenched racial stereotypes and traditions of slavery and exotification, as well as
implies a “savage” nature or animality of the black woman which must be “tamed” by a
colonizing man."® In the two films that I am analyzing, the bodies are legible as white
bodies without racial labels, whereas people of color in pornography are constantly being
highlighted as such, sometimes untruthfully to their own racial identities, through
stereotyping, which carries through from the titles to the narrative content of the films

and has its roots in the historical oppression and othering of non-white bodies.

'2 Nguyen Tan Hoang, “The Resurrection of Brandon Lee: The Making of a Gay Asian
American Porn Star,” in Porn Studies, edited by Linda Williams, (Durham: Duke
University Press, 2004), 247.

" Nguyen Tan Hoang, “The Resurrection of Brandon Lee,” 224.

' “The Beauty of the Black Woman,” contributed by “123moondog,” on
XConfessions.com, last accessed February 20, 2016, http://xconfessions.com/beauty-
black-woman/.

' Pascal Blanchard, Human Zoos : Science and Spectacle in the Age of Colonial
Empires, (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2008).



While all of this is interesting in and of itself, I wish to make clearer the reasoning
behind doing this kind of analysis. Recent books on mainstream pornography that are
aimed at non-academic audiences such as Pornified (Pamela Paul, 2005) and Pornland
(Gail Dines, 2010) have made the claim that porn has “taken over” American culture and
become increasingly cruel and degrading in line with contemporary “cruel culture.”'®
Along with this domination of culture, pornography is understood to disturb the
boundaries between real and perceived sexuality, between reality and representation. The
increasing, although also historically present, permeation of media into everyday life
leads to a perceived inseparability of media and bodies, and the interactive nature of
pornographic content on the internet blurs this line even further. As pornography works
its way into the fabric of everyday discourse and imagery, questions of what one might
call the “pedagogy of pornography” become even more salient. Pornography clearly
plays a role in the sexual education of the young people and adults who consume it, but to
date there has been no comprehensive academic study to understand how pornographic
pedagogy functions or what exactly it teaches. This is partly because the group of
consumers is too large, heterogeneous and unwieldy to study effectively.'” However, due
to the importance of sexuality in forming gender identity, and the concept that
pornography is linked with lived sexuality, the connection between the pornographic
content people watch and their subsequent understanding of their own sexual

subjectivities is worthy of further analysis.

16 Feona Attwood, “Immersion: ‘extreme’ Texts, Animated Bodies and the Media,”
Media, Culture & Society 36, no. 8 (November 1, 2014): 1187.

17 Kath Albury, “Porn and Sex Education, Porn as Sex Education,” Porn Studies 1, no. 1—
2 (January 2, 2014): 172.



I begin in the first chapter by outlining the theoretical perspectives I use to
analyze my work, including but not limited to Judith Butler’s work on the performativity
of gender and the notion of embodied sexual viewers of pornography. In the second
chapter I discuss how pleasure is represented in the two films I have analyzed, and
finally, in the third chapter, I discuss how gender is represented and enacted in each film.
Given that gender is performative and citational and that viewers experience pornography
as embodied sexual and social beings, pornography necessarily affects the gender
enactment of its viewers, enactment which will therefore mirror and sediment the often
restrictive and normative gender tropes in both mainstream and feminist pornographic

film.



Chapter 1: Theoretical Perspectives on Orgasm, Performativity &
Embodied Viewers

L. Introduction

Throughout her many works, gender theorist Judith Butler links hegemonic
constructions of gender to Adrienne Rich’s concept of compulsory heterosexuality and
Monique Wittig’s notion of the “ heterosexual contract.”' Butler explains that there is a
“grid of cultural intelligibility through which bodies, genders, and desires are
naturalized.”” Also described as a hegemonic regime, these constraints assume that
bodies must have a “stable sex expressed through a stable gender,” which is then
“oppositionally and hierarchically defined through the compulsory practice of
heterosexuality.” According to Butler, compulsory heterosexuality demands that
masculinity be valued above femininity, categories which are distinctly different from
one another. In this chapter, I seek to illuminate how the performative nature of gender in
pornography fits within this heterosexual hegemony and acts as restrictive and regulatory
to the bodies participating in it as performers and viewers. I argue that the two films I am
analyzing hide the gender performativity of their performers under layers of perceived
truth and fantasy, which then makes it difficult for embodied viewers of the films to
understand the films’ roles in shaping their own gender identities.

In order to make these arguments, I will first explore the origins of the orgasmic

imperative and societal obsession with the female orgasm, which has clear implications

! Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Tenth Anniversary Edition, (New York: Routledge,
1999): 229.

> Ibid.

> Ibid.



for a similar focus in pornography. I will then discuss Butler’s concepts of
performativity, citationality and normative governance within the pornographic context.
Within that section, I will explore the attempts made in the films Hello, Pool Boy! and
Jean Fucking to demonstrate their “truth” or “honesty” and will determine whether those
attempts actually contribute to a concealment of the role of performativity in those films.
Finally, I will discuss the role of the viewers of these films as embodied sexual and social
selves also existing within this regulatory heterosexual matrix and engaging with

pornography as a “technology of gender.”*

IL Orgasm: Context and Imperative
a. Historical Context and Construction of the Female Orgasm

Contemporarily, orgasm can be described as a “cultural marker of gender
politics,”’because it symbolizes the ultimate sexual pleasure and is understood as
functioning very differently for men and women, in such a way that male orgasm is self-
explanatory and abundant, while female orgasm is mysterious and elusive. It is, however,
important to recognize how these connections came to be, because orgasm itself is a
category constructed by social definitions and given different meanings over time.
Orgasm, while seemingly personal and physical, is also a product of mediated sexuality

and carries the culturally and temporally specific meanings with which it is always being

* Teresa De Lauretis, Technologies of Gender : Essays on Theory, Film, and Fiction,
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1987).

> Breanne Fahs, Performing Sex : The Making and Unmaking of Women’s Erotic Lives,
(Albany: State University of New York, Albany, 2011), 31.

10



imbued.® The meanings that I will highlight briefly all come from an exclusively Western
context since the end of the 19" century, because that is the material with which my
sources are occupied and the context within which the films I am studying came to be.
According to Breanne Fahs in her book Performing Sex: The Making and
Unmaking of Women’s Erotic Lives, in the Victorian era of the late 19" and early 20"
centuries women were the symbolic representation of restraint, and thus male sexuality
came to the forefront of societal significance.” With the advent of Freud’s psychoanalytic
concepts, the vaginal orgasm became the “new performance standard” as superior to the
clitoral orgasm, because it was considered the “mature” way to experience orgasm.”
Feminists fought against this claim, a fight which materialized within the broader
women’s liberation movement and the sexual revolution, oppositional movements to the
earlier 1950s era of expected domesticity and passivity for women. Women’s orgasms
thus came to stand in for women’s sexual freedom more broadly, and to have and rejoice
in one’s orgasms—clitoral, vaginal or both—was a sign of a woman’s improved social
and cultural status. While this substitution of orgasm for freedom was the dominant
feminist narrative of the time, there were also radical feminist groups in the 1970s who
claimed that the renewed emphasis on female orgasm put women in an “orgasm frenzy”

in which they were forced to “orgasm on demand.””

Evidence of this frenzy came in part
in the form of pornography, where women were often depicted as multiorgasmic. So

while female orgasm was brought to the center of societal notions of sexuality and no

6 Stevi Jackson and Sue Scott, “Embodying Orgasm,” Women & Therapy 24, no. 1-2
(March 1, 2002): 100.

7 Fahs, Performing Sex, 34.

® Ibid., 39.

? Ibid., 43-44.

11



longer ignored as if it didn’t exist, this centering also placed pressure on women to
perform their orgasms, and in a particular way, in order to prove their own liberation and

. . . .. . 10
role in an increasingly “postfeminist” society.

b. The Orgasmic Imperative

Using the theory of compulsory heterosexuality developed by Adrienne Rich,"
the social psychologist Hannah Frith argues that the “orgasmic imperative,” or the
privileging of orgasm as central and necessary to sexual experience and the formation of
sexual subjectivities, perpetuates a structural pattern of binaries and hierarchies within
which women are saddled with the burden of “emotion work.”'* This emotion work—
based in Hochschild’s 1979 theory'*—entails faking orgasm or elevating perceived
pleasure in order to prove to a male partner that he is sexually competent and that he is
living up to societal expectations of masculinity. It also involves the female partner
proving to herself that she can survive within postfeminist understandings of women with
sexual agency who are in control of their own sexual pleasure. In Orgasmic Bodies, Frith

posits that pretending orgasm has become an “inventive bodily technique” that can also

' In Performing Sex, Breanne Fahs’ use of the term “postfeminist” relies on a
presupposition of feminist insights, and therefore the impulse to create distance from the
term “feminism” without becoming distant from the values of feminism themselves. It
expects a sort of exhaustion with “feminism” in mainstream culture and a desire to
simply reclaim female sexuality—“post-power” and simply in search of pleasure—
without having to call the reclamation feminist. This reclamation involves a formation of
agentic sexuality that is potentially unaware of the neoliberal requirements that get forced
upon it.

' Adrienne Rich, “Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbian Existence,” Signs 5, no. 4
(1980): 631-60.

'2 Hannah Frith, Orgasmic Bodies : The Orgasm in Contemporary Western Culture,
(New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015).

3 Arlie Russell Hochschild, “Emotion Work, Feeling Rules, and Social Structure,”
American Journal of Sociology 85, no. 3 (1979): 551-75.

12



be understood as an emotional effort that people engage in to try to make their feelings
and expressions appropriate to a certain situation.'* Within this framework orgasm
becomes a performative production, in which sexual bodies are constructed as Marxist
laborers. The labor the male partner puts into the sexual act is meant to produce the
product of female orgasm. The female partner, although she is putting more performative
effort into the orgasm, seems visibly to be doing less work and rather being “taken care
of” by her partner. All of this labor is exploited for the sexual gain and gain in
masculinity of the male partner, but more broadly in order to produce a certain idea of
contemporary liberal heterosex in which both partners are equally satisfied. Frith locates
the origin of the orgasmic imperative for women in postfeminist discourse, which
elevates a certain kind of female sexual subjectivity and fuses agentic sexuality,
neoliberal requirements for sexual self-improvement, and hegemonic masculinity to
create the imperative to both save and also to give orgasm."” For both Frith and Fahs,
orgasm is also a representation of the synthesis of cultural performances that women
must take part in daily to meet the societal expectations impressed upon them. '

This imperative for orgasm has its theoretical roots in the “frenzy of the visible,”
Linda Williams’ concept of a function in hardcore film wherein the female orgasm must
be made visible in a frenzy since it is so hard to naturally “capture.”'’ The orgasmic

imperative is additionally rooted in Foucault’s confessional imperative, in which truth

' Frith, Orgasmic Bodies, 106.

' Frith, Orgasmic Bodies, 23.

' Fahs, Performing Sex, 48.

'7 Linda Williams, Hard Core : Power, Pleasure, and the “Frenzy of the Visible,”
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989), 50.

13



and sex are joined in the obligatory confession of truth through the confession of sex.'® In
this case, the moment of true confession is represented by the moment of orgasm, which
synecdochally signifies heterosex as a whole. Similarly, gendered orgasms can signify
gender as a whole, and serve to further the concept that gender is immutable and
“confessable” through sexual climax.

These imperatives demonstrate the necessity of orgasm in sexual encounters,
which then helps to form a normalized, and frequently practiced, exercise of faking or
pretending orgasm, especially among women. Fahs demonstrates that orgasm is an
integral part of sexual performativity, especially for women, whose orgasms are not as
clearly visible as men’s. In order to fit into a framework of compulsory heterosexuality
and “good” heterosex, women must not only have and give orgasms, but must also
perform them in a certain way. This new form of female sexual subjectivity and the ways
in which it fits into a heterosexual economy, wherein a woman’s orgasm is exchanged for
a man’s work done to arouse her, are reflected in different ways in different forms of

pornography. "

III. Performativity in Pornography
As is made clear through my outlining of the orgasmic imperative and the ways in
which the orgasm functions for different sexual and social bodies, orgasm is always
gendered and connected with individuals’ gender performativity. Gender identity in

pornography is clearly an important topic, especially because so many tropes that are

'8 Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality: Volume I. Translated by Robert Hurley.
(New York: Vintage Books, 1980), see especially 53-73.
" Foucault, The History of Sexuality: Volume 1, 117.
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constantly repeated remain unquestioned because of their prevalence in mainstream
society and discourse. Judith Butler gives us the tools to begin to question the
fundamentality of gender and sex, tools which can then be applied to better understand
how pornography participates in a larger system of heteronormativity, regulatory norms
and power.

Butler’s highly influential theory of gender performativity claims that gender
identity is constructed through a “stylized repetition of acts,” which itself is citational and
spirals to reinforce norms that come to seem innate and natural.”® These norms are made
more authoritative through their repetition, thus governing which gender performances
are and are not valid within a strict system of heterosexual hegemony.*' The components
of this theory that I want to highlight in my analysis of performativity in Jean Fucking
and Hello, Pool Boy! include: the relationship between performance and performativity;
the apparent “truth” in performativity; and the ritualization and governance of gender
identity that occur, especially in the qualification of viable, or legible, bodies. Because
pornography such as Jean Fucking and Hello Pool Boy! portrays subject matter that is
considered so socially significant, looking at performativity within it is an especially
important project. Pornography also invites its viewers to participate in embodied ways
such as masturbation, and displays bodies in their most uncovered states, therefore
demonstrating a sort of transparency and apparent truthfulness intertwined with
Foucault’s concept of the “confession” of sex.”> Because it claims to portray reality,

albeit with fantastical elements, pornography can easily conceal the gender

*% Judith Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution: An Essay in
Phenomenology and Feminist Theory,” Theatre Journal 40, no. 4 (December 1, 1988).
I Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution.”

*2 Foucault, The History of Sexuality: Volume 1.
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performativity that goes on at the individual level of the actors, therefore serving to
reinforce concepts of what it means for sexual bodies to be viable within the confines of

heterosexual hegemony.

IV.  Performance and Performativity

The language of gender performativity that Butler uses revolves around words
such as “act” and “script,” and while they are not interchangeable, there is certainly a
vital relationship between performance and performativity. Butler writes that “gender is
an act which has been rehearsed, much as a script survives the particular actors who make
use of it, but which requires individual actors in order to be actualized and reproduced as
reality once again.”* From here, making a connection between pornography and the
enactment of gender is not difficult. Actors in pornography participate, just as all people
do, in this actualization and reproduction of gender as reality. However, they are doing it
on screen for others to view and consume. In this way, pornography (and all cinema)
participates in a double level of theatricality—the theatricality that is understood to be
inherent in theatrical or cinematic work as well as the theatricality characteristic of
gender performativity. These two layers of theatricality work to obscure the social
construction of gender even further.

Pornography, of course, has its own gender script—beyond the actual script used
by the performers—to follow. Indicative of this is the fact that, almost thirty years later,

scholars are still using Linda Williams’ original analysis of hardcore films to describe the

3 Foucault, The History of Sexuality: Volume I, 425.
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tropes in contemporary pornography.** Of course, this not to say that pornography has
not changed with the society around it, but rather that there are certain motifs and stylistic
choices that are so well cemented as pornographic that they continue to be recycled, and
loosely disguised to fit in with modern times.

Not only is this pornographic script relevant across temporal contexts, but it is
also constantly being interpreted in different ways. Butler describes this interpretative
process for any gender script: “Just as a script may be enacted in various ways, and just
as the play requires both text and interpretation, so the gendered body acts its part in a
culturally restricted corporeal space and enacts interpretations within the confines of
already existing directives.”* The films Jean Fucking and Hello, Pool Boy! interpret the
cultural script provided by and for pornography in different ways on a cinematographic
level, just as the performers in both films are interpreting the gender scripts provided to
them as individuals in different ways on an interpersonal level. In the next chapter, I will
highlight some of these cinematographic differences as important to the ways in which
the two films are created for separate audiences and may be read differently by their
viewers. While these differences are necessary to understand, there is also an aspect of
continuity between the films that is vital to the connections between Butler’s theories and
the films I have chosen to analyze. However contrasting the films may seem on the
surface, all four performers and the many other people involved, from directors to

cinematographers, must enact their interpretations “within the confines of already

* For example: Murat Aydemir, “Part Three: Pornography,” Images of Bliss :
Ejaculation, Masculinity, Meaning, (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2007),
102; Lynn Comella and Shira Tarrant, New Views on Pornography : Sexuality, Politics,
and the Law, (Santa Barbara, California: Praeger, 2015).

2 Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution,” 425.
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existing directives.”*® Therefore, just as important as the points of divergence between
these two films are the points at which both films allow us to see the confinement to
which they are subjected.

For example, Hello, Pool Boy!—despite all of its attempts at narrative difference
from mainstream pornography—does not escape the impulse to cite other pornographic
narratives by placing the moment of male ejaculation and sexual climax in the
approximate place of narrative climax of the film. It occurs about eighty percent of the
way through the film, and the remaining narrative represents a denouement that involves
less explicitly sexual activity and more massaging and kissing, as well as no explicit
indication of female sexual pleasure.”” Male sexual climax is societally tied with strong,
virile masculinity, and in this case both films support and uphold that connection.
Additionally, as I will discuss in the following chapter, the sounds made by the male and
female performers in both films are restricted in their nature. Both male performers
remain relatively silent compared to their female counterparts, and the sexualized sounds
that they emit are most aptly described as low-pitched grunts in comparison to the many
higher pitched moans and sighs coming from their female partners.*® In Jean Fucking, the
male performer also makes commands throughout the film, which are often answered by
actions rather than verbal response from the female performer.” The normative

expectation that men be the “strong and silent” type or the commanding, demanding type

26 Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution,” 425.

*7 Erika Lust, Hello, Pool Boy!, XConfessions video, 15:50, last accessed March 17,
2016, http://xconfessions.com/body-water/, 12:47.

*® Hello, Pool Boy!, 11:11, 12:29-31 and Jean Fucking, Porn HD Video, 49:24, last
accessed March 16, 2016, http://pornhdhdporn.com/tattoo-girl-aidra-fox-in-jean-fucking/,
22:27-29.

¥ Jean Fucking, 8:34,22:00, 37:27.
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is clearly depicted in the use of sound and speech in these films. Additionally, the
expectation that women remain vocal—but wordless—and passive, or that they act in
servitude to their male partners is reified by the performers following their gender scripts
in these films.

These kinds of observations, resting on minute details such as the pitch and
frequency of sounds produced by the performers, represent the subtly stylized acts which
are repeated to form gender identities and which constantly act to conceal their
citationality.”® These citations are always referring back to regulatory norms which work

together to sediment a fictional notion of fixed and essential gender identity.

V. Layers of “Truth” and Fantasy
Most films are predicated on the assumption that the viewers will suspend their

disbelief and experience the narrative as real, even when the film itself explicitly
disavows that reality. Additionally, gender presents itself “in real life”” as innate and not
socially constructed. >' Therefore, the problem of separating reality and fiction is
compounded when considering gender in film. As a medium, pornography asks the
viewer to perceive in it some form of reality, even when specific pornographic films do
nothing to send that message.*® In fact, both Jean Fucking and Hello, Pool Boy! have
components that remind the viewers of their status as fantasy and nof reality. While
viewers may consciously realize that what they are watching has been constructed on the

level of it being performance and not spontaneous “real” sex between two people, what

30 Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution,” 422.
3! bid., 426
32 Williams, Hard Core, 49-50.
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they most likely do not recognize is the second layer of performance—the gender
performativity—that the actors are participating in and the constraints which affect
everyone involved in the creation of the films and only allow for certain forms of gender
identity expression.

In the last few minutes of Jean Fucking, the male performer motions to the
camera person, acknowledging his or her existence, after which the camera follows the
performers through a room clearly used for filming of other pornographic scenes, and

1.3> While this moment occurs near the end of the

down the stairs to a backyard with a poo
film so as not to disrupt the sexual acts or break the constructed fantasy depicted therein,
it disrupts any notion that the film was attempting to be “real” and thereby invites the
viewer to perceive the filmmakers as honest and transparent. This decision allows the
viewer to trust the filmmakers, which in turn conceals the (en)acting that happens on the
level of gender performativity by everyone involved.

In slight contrast, Hello, Pool Boy! adopts its role as fully fantastical, its very
origins attempting to reproduce a specific fantasy narrative written by an anonymous
contributor to the website wherein a pool boy leaves his number on women’s cars and
then cleans their pools as a precursor to sexual activity with them.>* The artistic
cinematography of the film creates a setting that is aesthetically beautiful and the
soundtrack reminds the viewer that the film has been meticulously and artistically

constructed for their viewing pleasure. Again, the film is clearly admitting to its audience

its fictional nature and therefore proving reliability and transparency on the surface level.

33 Jean Fucking, 47:00.
* Lust, Hello, Pool Boy!
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However, the level of gender performativity remains hidden and undisturbed under layers
of fantasy and transparency.

Butler explains that pornography is a vehicle for demonstrating false notions of
gender, but cannot create gendered realities on its own. In refuting Catharine
MacKinnon’s critiques of pornography as creating a violent and degrading social reality
for women, Butler determines that “pornography is the text of gender’s unreality” and
cannot by itself create certain gendered realities.”> However, while it does not have the
discursive power to construct reality, Butler agrees that “pornography charts a domain of
unrealizable positions that hold sway over the social reality of gender positions.”*°
Therefore, despite both films’ recognition and acknowledgement of their nature as
fantasy and not reality, they still participate in the pornographic medium which holds
sway over the constraints of gender for real people. Additionally, the attempts to
demonstrate to their viewers that they are not real help those viewers to trust the
filmmakers and believe in a certain realness which conceals performativity’s role in the
films.

Butler also argues that the gender positions influenced by pornography are
“unrealizable” and “uninhabitable,” causing a rift between the norms produced and the
attainability of these norms in social reality.’’ This argument reflects many scholars’ and

activists’ concerns that the female orgasm as portrayed in pornography is unrealistic and

3> Judith Butler, Excitable Speech : A Politics of the Performative (New York: Routledge,
1997), 68.

3% Butler, Excitable Speech, 68.

7 Ibid.
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therefore negatively affects women’s perceptions of their own sexual realities.*®
Pornography participates in a larger project to constrain and regulate gender. However, it
does not merely affect the viewers in a one-sided and wholly negative intentional effort to
control, as MacKinnon argues, but rather it too is also conversely affected. The
performers in and producers of pornography are just as much influenced by these
regulatory norms as they are active in the continued production of such norms.

As Butler writes of gender, “it is made to comply with a model of truth and falsity
which not only contradicts its own performative fluidity, but serves a social policy of
gender regulation and control.”” The fluidity of gender is not apparent in either film,
perhaps because of the constant citation of pornographic tropes and the societal
constraints placed upon the actors, directors, cinematographers, producers and even

Viewers.

VI.  Ritualization, Citationality and Normative Governance
Two important components of gender performativity which I have yet to explore
and which are vital to the understanding of how gender is governed and regulated are
ritualization, or repetition, and citationality, concepts which are also closely linked to one
another. Performativity, as Butler reiterates in her book, Bodies that Matter, cannot be

understood as a single act, but rather must be understood as the repetition of norms or

3% Fahs, Performing Sex, 47-49; Gail Dines, Pornland : How Porn Has Hijacked Our
Sexuality, (Boston: Beacon Press, 2010); Karen Boyle, Everyday Pornography, (1st ed.
London ; New York: Routledge, 2010).

39 Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution,” 427.
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sets of norms.*” These norms constitute the regulatory regime of heterosexuality, which
constrains gender and punishes those who do not fit within it through the forces of
prohibition and taboo.*' The ritualization of performativity is part of what allows gender
to consistently be reconstituted and disguised as “natural”; even the individual “actors”
“become entranced by their own fictions whereby the construction compels one’s belief
in its necessity and naturalness.”**

A significant insight that Butler introduces in Bodies that Matter is that this
process of citational performativity also constructs the very materiality of sex.* In her
words, “there is no reference to a pure body which is not at the same time a further

formation of that body.”**

While Butler is writing mostly in linguistic terms, I would
argue, along with religion scholar Amy Hollywood, that the subject is not only formed
through discourse but also through embodied relations with other bodies.” As Hollywood
identifies, these bodily encounters share in the same “structural features of signification”
that Butler outlines linguistically.*® This materialization of bodies is also governed by the

same regulatory norms discussed earlier, all of which constitute the regime of

heterosexuality and therefore force bodies to subscribe to heterosexual hegemony.*’

VII. Embodied Viewers

*0 Judith Butler, Bodies That Matter : On the Discursive Limits of “Sex,” (New York:
Routledge, 1993), 12.

*! Butler, Bodies That Matter, 95.

42 Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution,” 422.

® Butler, Bodies That Matter, X.

“Ibid., 10-11.

* Amy Hollywood, “Performativity, Citationality, Ritualization,” History of Religions
42, no. 2 (2002), 95.

*® Hollywood, “Performativity, Citationality, Ritualization,” 96.

47 Butler, Bodies That Matter, 15-16.
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Within Butler’s understandings of materiality and other authors’
conceptualizations of sex and bodies, sex is not an act between abstract forms known as
bodies, but rather occurs between embodied social beings who function and interact
within social contexts.*® In their article “Embodying Orgasm,” Jackson and Scott argue
that sex itself is thus a social activity, in which contemporary ideas of sexuality are
embedded with social meanings and consequences.*’ This is the framework within which
arguments about the Marxist emphasis on labor and productivity in sexual relations can
best be understood.” Since these concepts are central to social understandings of
relationships and especially gendered relationships, it follows that they would affect
sexual relationships, which are inextricably tied with social meaning, in similar ways.
Ideas of sexual pleasure are equally affected by social influence and cultural changes.

Jackson and Scott describe the link from sexual embodiment to social
embodiment through an explanation of Gesa Lindemann’s distinction between
objectified, experiencing and experienced, and living bodies.”’ The objectified body
refers to the visible entity of the body which moves through physical and social space.”
The experiencing and experienced body refer to the sensory body and the perceived body
through which pleasure and pain are felt, and together they constitute the “living body.””?
While all three of these bodies have physical materiality, they are also reflexively linked

such that the ways in which the objectified body is perceived externally “affects how the

*® Jackson and Scott, “Embodying Orgasm,” 102.

* Ibid., 104.

*0 Jackson and Scott, “Embodying Orgasm,” 104.

> Ibid., 101 and Gesa Lindemann, “The body of gender difference,” in Embodied
Practices : Feminist Perspectives on the Body, edited by Kathy Davis, (Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage, 1997).
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»>% This reflexive interplay indicates that how a

living body is experienced and vice versa.
body is sexualized—for example, divided up into various erogenous and non-erotic
zones—will affect how it interacts with other sexual beings in the progress of a sexual
encounter, “which parts are brought into play, [and] which stimuli are interpreted as
pleasure.” Conversely, lived sexual experiences may then act upon the ways objectified
bodies are perceived.”®

At this point it should be clear that orgasm itself has no true signifiers that one
can identify visibly or audibly in order to “prove” that it is happening or has happened.
However, there continues to be a cultural tradition—influenced by Lacan’s 1958
theoretical concept of transcendent female jouissance—of attempting to deduce embodied
events or experience from evidence of bodily signs.”” This deduction is highly dependent
on the subjectivity of the viewer, although it may seem objective because it relies on
conventional ideas of orgasm that are continually being reproduced.’® These ideas have
been formulated on a subtler level of performative repetition as well as through popular
representations like Sally’s public fake orgasm in the 1989 film When Harry Met Sally.”
Representations such as this influence how people “learn to orgasm.”® People, as

embodied sexual and social beings, must learn how to signal internal embodied events to

others, how to make them readable to others (and possibly to themselves), how to

>4 Jackson and Scott, “Embodying Orgasm,” 101-102.
>3 1bid., 102.

%% 1bid.

" bid., 106.

¥ 1bid., 106-107.
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understand others’ responses to orgasms, and how to properly “do” their orgasms.®' One
avenue through which these concepts are learned is, of course, pornography.

Filmic pornography functions to affect its viewers in certain ways through the
techniques used to make it, and this pornography then also attracts certain kinds of
viewers. As Franklin Melendez illuminates, techniques in pornography used to edit shots
and frame scenes “become as vital to the construction of pleasure as the sexual event
itself.”*? In other words, the camera and editing material become mediating agents in the
construction and circulation of sexual pleasure. Melendez highlights a specific technique
which he calls a “manic succession” of individual shots, which does the work to create a
“fiction of immediacy” in a pornographic scene and is clearly linked to Williams’ “frenzy
of the visible.”®® Additionally, many pornographic shots emphasize maximum visibility,
showing, for example, close-up shots of the vulva that would be impossible for sexual
partners to see in the same way that the camera can.®* These shots not only create
fictional scenes that are meant to be viewed as realistic, but they also invite a “particular
kind of looking” by a particular kind of audience.®

Melendez explains that “the act of viewing...vacillates between the active
pleasure of possessing (consuming) the image as object/commodity (the viewer as gazing
subject), and the passive pleasure of being moved by the image (the viewer as object).”

In either case, the viewer is acknowledged in pornography as an embodied being, which

%! Jackson and Scott, “Embodying Orgasm,” 107.

62 Franklin Melendez, “Video Pornography, Visual Pleasure, and the Return of the

Sublime,” in Porn Studies, edited by Linda Williams, (Durham: Duke University Press,
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represents one vital difference between the functions of pornography and films made for
cinematic or artistic use. The viewer is often invited to return to his or her (although
usually his) body by the thematization of masturbation in pornographic videos.®” This
represents a link to the ways in which pornography uniquely affects and edifies its
viewers on subjects of sexual nature. Viewers are invited to participate in watching
pornography with their own bodies, therefore becoming actively involved in ways that
viewers of other films usually are not.

Pornography welcomes an embodied viewership, and specifically expects these
viewers to be conscious of their sexual roles in the films, which are often tied
problematically to gender identity. For example, mainstream porn “for women”
interpellates women viewers such that there is a symbolic delimitation of women’s
sexuality, under a regime of compulsory heterosexuality, which is understood to
encompass all that is attractive and arousing to “women” as a category.®® Althusser
describes the reaction to the process of interpellation as the moment when ““a social
representation is accepted and absorbed by an individual as her (or his) own
representation, and so becomes, for that individual, real, even though it is in fact
imaginary.”® Teresa de Lauretis builds on this concept by explaining that the ways in
which individuals are addressed by films are “intimately and intentionally, if not usually
explicitly, connected to the spectators’ gender.”’’ De Lauretis claims that the cinematic

apparatus is a “technology of gender” because it works to represent and construct gender

67 Melendez, “Video Pornography, Visual Pleasure, and the Return of the Sublime,” 416.
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% Teresa De Lauretis, Technologies of Gender : Essays on Theory, Film, and Fiction,
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1987), 12.

" De Lauretis, Technologies of Gender, 13.

27



. . . . . 1
in “bodies, behaviors and social relations.””

Filmic pornography is a technology of
gender that interacts with its viewers and interpellates them in certain ways, interpellation

which then affects their gendered embodiments but often goes unnoticed by the viewers

themselves.

VIII. Conclusion

Learning to orgasm is a process that is both social and sexual, one that involves
materiality as well as sociality. This process is influenced and shaped in numerous,
complicated ways by historical understandings of orgasm, the oppressive heterosexual
regime in which society functions, and media such as pornography providing examples of
orgasm which often claim to be uncomplicated and “real.” Embodied viewers of
pornography are consuming much more than meets the eye. They are participating in a
nuanced and multilayered experience which affects their materiality and their relations to
the world as social and sexual beings. Pornography is one tool which can serve to hide
the complex layers of gender performativity and create images that show sexuality,

orgasm, sex and gender as fixed categories that exist in a social vacuum.

' De Lauretis, Technologies of Gender, 3, 15, 13.
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Chapter 2: Producing and Perceiving Pleasure in Jean Fucking
and Hello, Pool Boy!

L. Introduction

In her influential book, Hard Core: Power, Pleasure, and the “Frenzy of the
Visible,” Linda Williams concludes that the history of hardcore film centers around the
strategies devised to overcome the problem of invisibility." The invisibility she is
referencing is that of sexual pleasure, orgasm, and most specifically, female orgasm.
Pornography, she claims, attempts to reveal the visible “truth” of sexual pleasure, a task
which is most difficult for female bodies which do not necessarily “show” signs of sexual
climax, and certainly not in any universally legible ways.? Because of this challenge,
early hardcore film often demonstrated female pleasure through involuntary acts such as
rape or ravishment in order to “prove” its legitimacy as realistic representation.’ The
concept was that unwilling victims being raped would eventually manifest pleasure that
must be “natural,” because it was not faked for the satisfaction of a partner, such as often
happens in instances of consensual sex.” Pornography also participates in the discourse
Michel Foucault calls scientia sexualis that is obsessed with finding the “truth” of sex.” In
pornography that does not accept these involuntary confessions of female pleasure as
legitimate or alluring, how is that pleasure demonstrated convincingly for an audience

looking to be persuaded of truthfulness?

' Linda Williams, Hard Core: Power, Pleasure, and the “Frenzy of the Visible,”
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989), 49.
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The films Jean Fucking and Hello, Pool Boy! represent pleasure, male and
female, through complex and nuanced narrative and filmic techniques that suggest the
intended audiences of both films and create vastly different tones. They do not rely on
forced sex as a signifier of female pleasure, but rather emphasize audible indications of
pleasure as those which are most apparent and demonstrate “realness” in the female
performers’ pleasure. While visible indications of pleasure such as body movements and
facial expressions are present, they are not nearly as apparent as audible noises made by
the performers. This emphasis on the audible, rather than the visible, confession of
pleasure is what ties these films’ demonstrations of pleasure most clearly together. I will
call this emphasis on the audible confession of pleasure the “frenzy of the audible.”
However, the tones of the films are vastly different owing to cinematographic and
narrative variances that serve to influence how pleasure itself is conceived of in the films.
Pleasure, not always synonymous with orgasm in these films, is represented through the
use of auditory cues, symbolic and actual representation of semen, and inclusion of
mutual and sensual acts such as massage in the narrative. These representations
demonstrate the importance of essentialized gender difference in constructing and
upholding the two films, as well as the influence of many societal norms which inform

restrictions on gender and pleasure.

IL My Search for the Female Orgasm
When [ set out to start this project, I planned to address the portrayal of the
“female orgasm” specifically. However, when I analyzed the films more closely |

realized that my focus would have to be on pleasure, rather than on orgasm. The reasons
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for this are numerous and complex and I will do my best to illuminate them here. As I
have previously explained, I chose these films because the both won awards in their
respective categories of pornography, and because I could easily access them both, which
I figured also meant that they were accessible to a wide audience. However, I was first
exposed to Erika Lust’s XConfessions film collection by a friend who suggested the films
to me for personal erotic use, and not for the purpose of my thesis work. I therefore
viewed Hello, Pool Boy! for the first time without the intentionally critical lens that [ use
now when I treat the film as a subject of academic analysis. A month or so later, [ needed
to find a mainstream film to work with alongside Hello, Pool Boy! and found Jean
Fucking through the Adult Video News (AVN) awards listings from 2015. I then watched
the film for the first time with the purpose of deciding its worth as an analytical subject,
and not with any personal desires to appreciate the content for its erotic or sexually
stimulating nature.

Thus, when I went back to the films a few months later to begin my in-depth
analysis and observation, I already had a picture in my mind of both films that was
affected by my positionality in viewing both initially. [ was also affected by my own
notions of orgasmic imperative, from which I expected both films to prioritize orgasm in
certain ways based on their different contexts. I assumed, from my vague memories of
watching it, that there was a clear moment of “female orgasm” in the feminist porn film,
Hello, Pool Boy! However, when I revisited the film I had a shocking realization: there is
no clearly defined moment in the film that I can point to as “the female orgasm.”
Conversely, I did not expect a female orgasm, or at least not a “believable” one from my

perspective, to be present in Jean Fucking. While the perceived realness of the orgasm
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can be contested, I noticed upon my second viewing that Jean Fucking does, in fact, have
a more defined moment of female orgasm than Hello, Pool Boy! This realization both
shocked me and taught me a lot about my own prejudices coming into this project, as
well as opened my eyes to some of the preconceived notions I have about pleasure and its
relation to orgasm.

For me, the perceived experience of pleasure for the female performer in Hello,
Pool Boy! read as female orgasm, even though there was no definite moment that I could
later point to as “the orgasm.” Conversely, the moment of “orgasm” present in Jean
Fucking was less legible to me as orgasm because of its placement within the larger
context of dramatized sounds of pleasure from the female performer and the prevalence
of acts that seemed unpleasant, painful or generally degrading for her. Overall, the tone
accomplished in Hello, Pool Boy! seemed to me to be more conducive to female orgasm
than that of Jean Fucking, which led to my confusion and misremembering of the two
films. These observations indicate to me that the viewing of pornography is constantly
saturated with the subjectivity of the viewer. My personal sexual experiences as well as
academic research in pornography studies led me to perceive orgasm when it was not
actually directly represented, and to miss it when it was presented.

For these reasons, I decided to present the observations that I made about female
pleasure in general in the two films instead of discussing the orgasms or lack thereof in
detail. I realized that, in pornography, the concept of female orgasm might not always be
directly tied to a definable moment in the film when an orgasm happens, but rather may
encompass a broader category that includes varied representations of pleasure, climax,

equality, mutuality and narrative structure. In addition, the embodied subjectivities of the
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viewers are integral to my analysis, to which my own subjectivity is most central. As an
embodied viewer of these pornographic films myself, I have had to recognize my own
participation in these very processes on which I focus my analysis. [ am certain that
throughout the process of doing this work, I have overlooked certain tropes, moments or
cinematographic techniques that might have changed the way I viewed each film.
However, in attempting to analyze these films on a deeper level that recognizes each
performer as an embodied subject and object of heterosexual hegemony, I have tried to

keep my perspective as open and unbiased as possible.

II.  The Significance of Sound

One method used in filmic pornography to achieve visibility of female pleasure is
the replacement of visual expressions of pleasure with verbal or auditory cues that can
demonstrate sexual pleasure. In my observations of the films Jean Fucking and Hello,
Pool Boy!, I found sound to be the principal vehicle aiding in representations of female
pleasure. To begin with, both films have musical scores which influence the differing
tones of the films, and which play different roles in allowing for sounds from the
performers.

Jean Fucking begins with a sort of “profile” of the heroine, Aidra Fox, which is
accompanied by an upbeat track reminiscent of electronic dance club music.® This
introduction continues for about one minute and eleven seconds, when the shot suddenly

switches to the indoor setting of the bathroom, which is the setting for the majority of the

® Jean Fucking, Porn HD Video, 49:24, last accessed March 16, 2016,
http://pornhdhdporn.com/tattoo-girl-aidra-fox-in-jean-fucking/, 1:00-1:51.
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film.” The male performer enters at 1:37, at which time the performers begin to kiss and
he pulls down the female performer’s top.® The music then stops as abruptly as it began,
yielding almost immediately to sounds from the performers.” Heavy breathing and
kissing sounds give way to audible moans and gasps of pleasure from the female
performer, which start at about two minutes in and continue for almost the entire film."
She makes noises throughout the film, the moans only muted when she has his penis in
her mouth, during which times she makes gagging noises or pulls away for moments,
gasping and moaning. One of the key observations I made about the function of sound in
this film is that the female’s noises signifying pleasure become the background track,
replacing the need for any kind of musical soundtrack. When her face is not visible, her
constant noises indicate that she is still enjoying the experience.'' She makes sounds of
extreme pleasure even when stimulating him with her hand and not experiencing any
kind of stimulation or touch in return.'* These moments indicate to me that the intended
audience is supposed to identify with the male performer and his pleasure achieved
through the indications that his female counterpart is enjoying herself while pleasing him.
The consistency of noises coming from the female performer throughout the film
functions as a consistent reminder of her presence and of her enjoyment—and as an
example of her emotion work—perhaps done more for the benefit of the male viewer

than as an accurate representation of female pleasure.
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In addition, the female performer’s constant noises function as a foil to the
commands and statements that the male performer utters throughout the film. While she
states very few intelligible words, especially in the beginning of the film, he often
commands her to do specific acts or talks to her about how dirty she is or how he wants
to ejaculate on her face, often using the words “fuck” and “fucking” to punctuate his
exclamations.'® He also makes sounds of pleasure, mostly in the form of grunts, but they
are less frequent and interspersed with specific comments about how he is feeling and
what his desires are.

Erika Lust’s film, Hello, Pool Boy! also uses a musical soundtrack to set the
overall tone. This music is a slow, melodious instrumental track which starts
simultaneously with the film’s first image of the female performer lying on her back, and
then continues underneath the phone conversation which sets up the scenario of the
film—a woman calling the “pool boy” who left his card on her car.'* The music then cuts
out two minutes into the film and is replaced with faint sounds of the male performer’s
hands massaging the female’s back, a slight breeze, and birds chirping in the distance.'’
The music begins again at 2:53, slightly more quietly and slowly than before, and then
increases in volume and intensity with the addition of new string instruments into the
track.'® The music doesn’t stop again until nine minutes in, and consequently mutes most

sounds from either performer until that moment, which is more than halfway through the
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in pornography, since it helps to exceed the potential limits of actors who can only
physically climax once or maybe twice in the time period of the film. In this way, an
experience of pleasure that is typically understood as unique to female bodies—the
ability to orgasm multiple times in a short period of time—is represented by the male
performer through his female partner’s actions and effort. Thus, representations of male
pleasure are central and often provided by the female performer. Additionally, female
pleasure is demonstrated, mostly through sound, and functions as a consistent soundtrack
to remind viewers that she is enjoying her actions, which consequently assists in the
increased pleasure of the male performer, and subsequently the intended male-identified

audience.

V. Equality and Mutuality in Hello, Pool Boy!

Perhaps the most substantial theme that stands out to me concerning the portrayal
of pleasure in Hello, Pool Boy! is the subtle but clearly purposeful attempt at
demonstrating a desired equality between the two parties involved. Narratively, this film
differs from Jean Fucking in that the nature of the sexual acts occurring shifts frequently
and the film demonstrates the pleasure of both the male and female performers through
camerawork and the focal points of the different scenes. The point of view is never that
of one actor, but is rather always that of an onlooker, which differs from the frequent use
of male point-of-view in Jean Fucking.

The film is framed by two scenes that act as parallels through the similarities in
camera angle, lighting, and positioning of the actors. The sexual portion of the film

begins with the male performer massaging the female performer while she is on her
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stomach, after which she flips over onto her back and he continues to massage her.*® This
scene lasts for about four minutes until the male performer begins to stimulate his
partner’s genitalia with his ﬁngers.31 About thirteen minutes into the film, after the male
performer has ejaculated—a narrative climax that does not stray from tropes of
mainstream pornography—he lies on his stomach and the female performer begins to
massage him.** After about a minute, he turns over onto his back just as she did in the
first scene and she massages him like that until the film ends with a cut to blackout.”
Aside from the obvious narrative parallels here, the lighting and the positioning of the
camera in relation to the actors also correspond directly in the first scene and the last
scene. While this form of framing can be interpreted merely as an artistic device, its place
in the larger genre of pornography gives the artistic decisions certain symbolic meaning
that would not necessarily pertain to a film without erotic content. This meaning
interpellates a specific type of viewer who is interested in “feminist,” or at least
egalitarian, representations of sex, and therefore understands this type of equality in
sexual activity to be representative of that desired egalitarian perspective. The purposeful
bookending of the film with these two parallel moments of pleasure, one female and one
male, defines a narrative structure not often portrayed in mainstream pornography that
emphasizes equal weight given to both performers’ pleasure.

The parallels between portrayals of the male and female performers’ pleasure
extend beyond these two scenes. When the male performer lies on his back and receives a

massage from the female performer about halfway into the film, the lighting on his face
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directly imitates the lighting that earlier framed the woman’s face as she lay on her back
and received a massage.* In these two scenes, the camera is positioned slightly above the
performer and angled downward, and there is a strip of natural sunlight which covers the
performer’s head and the top of his or her torso, leaving the rest of his or her body in
shadow.’® In these moments, the performers lying on their backs are depicted as
experiencing pleasure through the actions of their respective partners. These concepts of
mutuality and equality, expressed through narrative and filmic parallels, are central to the
implications of this film for its viewers.

By presenting a somewhat alternative sequence of events which prioritizes a
perceived equality in pleasure, this film breaks free of conventional pornographic norms
and emphasizes the value of mutuality in sexual activity, thereby attempting to challenge
norms of inequality between men and women in sex. Additionally, the filmic strategies
used to demonstrate the sameness of the two performers imply an effort on the part of the
director and cinematographers to create the impression that, ideally, sexual pleasure is an
equal and shared experience that is not necessarily biased based on the gender identities
of the participants. However, even these attempts at demonstrating equality in pleasure
cannot exist apart from the other components of the film which do not challenge
pornographic norms, such as the centering of ejaculation as narrative climax. Even while
demonstrating gendered pleasure in ways that differ from the norms of mainstream
pornography, Hello, Pool Boy! continues to reify gender as a fixed and stable category
wherein slight changes, such as more screen time given to female pleasure, can be made

without disrupting larger gendered boundaries and expectations.

3* Lust, “Hello, Pool Boy!,” 7:23.
3 Ibid., 3:45, 7:23.
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VI.  Conclusion

To return briefly to my first theme, the concept that sound is a valid, if not the
most valid, signifier of female pleasure is not unique to pornography. In the course of my
research, I found several websites that offered “Female Orgasm Ringtones” available for
download and many videos offering compilations of the best female orgasms portrayed in
pornography, all of which were replete with moans and screams.*® These attempts to
make the female orgasm audible define an important element in the performativity of the
orgasm, and more broadly, of pleasure.

Furthermore, pleasure is depicted in both films as being actively gendered,
although Erika Lust attempts to balance representations such that the performers seem to
achieve some sort of sexual equality. In Jean Fucking, symbols of male pleasure are re-
created by the female performer, which serves to amplify their importance in the plotline
and to validate the masculinities of the viewers. The gendering of pleasure represents a
significant component in the relationship between pornography and gender identity, a
relationship that clearly differs in these two films. Another component of this relationship
is the visual representation of gendered and sexualized bodies and the acts that they

perform; it is to that aspect that I turn next.

36 «Orgasm Screamer Ringtone,” YouTube Video, 00:30, last accessed February 20,
2016, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8Pj5d7Dq24E; “female orgasm,”
mobile9.com, last accessed February 20, 2016, http://gallery.mobile9.com/f/904653/;
“Compilation of the Final 10 Favorite Female Orgasm Contest,” PornHub Video, 9:00,
last accessed February 20, 2016,
http://www.pornhub.com/view_video.php?viewkey=1605238656.
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Chapter 3: Representing Gender, Enacting Gender

L Introduction

The bodies in Hello, Pool Boy! and Jean Fucking enact gender in certain ways
through their materiality, or how the actual bodies themselves look and move, and the
ways they interact with each other. These enactments all fit within a regime of
heterosexual hegemony, although it is clear that the films are constructed for different
audiences. The films are catering to mostly heterosexual audiences who have sought out
this type of pornography, and these audiences are consequently expected to consider
certain bodies normative and legible. The bodies in the films are legible within a
dominant culture that defines sexual bodies on the basis of youth, able-bodiedness,
heteronormativity, and normative, cisgender masculinity or femininity. Consequently, the
actions that occur in the films are interactions between normative bodies and can be
understood as further perpetuating this restrictive regime. There are points at which the
films vary in their understanding of what makes sex legible, but both adhere to specific
norms of legibility such as the hardness and softness of gendered bodies and various
methods of control of women by men, which then, given how citational performativity

functions, have substantial implications for the viewers’ own gender enactments.
9

IL Gendered Bodies
One important component of legibility for the bodies in these two films is their
explicitly gendered nature, in their physical appearance and in their relative “hardness”

and “softness.” These components are prescribed through the regulatory heterosexuality
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that Butler describes.' For one, all bodies in these films are explicitly sexed as either male
or female. There is no room given for transsexuality, intersexuality or ambiguously sexed
bodies. These bodies that are sexed are therefore also implicitly gendered, due to the
societal notion of an intrinsic connection between biological sex, a category that some
argue is also socially constructed,” and gender identity. This initial binary and normative
understanding of bodies is the framework in which other gendered notions, like those of
hardness and softness, are legible.

Within this heteronormative, regulatory system of control, masculine bodies are
expected to always be hard and are venerated in society as such.” The bodies of male
celebrities are exalted for their muscularity, and any soft parts of those bodies are
ridiculed by the media as “flab” or “beer bellies” in comparison to “six packs” or other
celebrated descriptions of visible musculature.* This hardness also relates to the
connection between masculinity and work, a link which reappears in constructions of
sexual activity as labor. Both male performers in Hello, Pool Boy! and Jean Fucking have
“hard” bodies with visibly defined muscles in their arms, torsos and legs.

In conjunction with this expectation of overall hardness is the expectation of

penises to be hard and erect, especially in pornography or other representations of sex.

! Judith Butler, “Performative Acts and Gender Constitution: An Essay in
Phenomenology and Feminist Theory,” Theatre Journal 40, no. 4 (December 1, 1988).

? Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Tenth Anniversary Edition, (New York: Routledge,
1999).

3 “Fucking Trans Women: 80 Page Giant,” fuckingtranswomen.tumblr.com, (October
2010), last accessed February 19, 2016,
http://fuckingtranswomen.tumblr.com/post/130159427532, 31.

* Carly Sitzer, “Fab to Flab: 6 Hollywood Guys Who Went from a Six Pack to a Beer
Belly,” on intouchweekly.com, published June 11, 2014, last accessed February 19, 2016,
http://www.intouchweekly.com/posts/6-hollywood-guys-who-went-from-a-six-pack-to-a-
beer-belly-39244.
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Soft penises, as an author in the zine “Fucking Trans Women” points out, are one of the
most underrepresented topics of discussion in studies of sexuality.” Whenever they are
mentioned, it is in relation to how to make them harder, because hard penises are
assumed to be necessary for sexual activity.

In Jean Fucking, the male performer’s erection is visible before his actual naked
penis is visible.” About four minutes into the film, the female performer begins to rub her
partner’s apparently already hard penis through his pants, which sets up an expectation of
hardness and eliminates any possibility of pre-sexual flaccidity.® After he has
ejaculated—seemingly more than once—his soft penis is visible for a moment.” This
portrayal of a nonerect penis happens only after he has performed sexually, at which
point he pulls the female performer’s arms together behind her back and leads her
forcefully downstairs, demonstrating his physical strength and “hard” masculinity that
offsets his lack of erection at that moment. '’

Hello, Pool Boy! does depict the male performer’s flaccid penis before sexual
activity and while he is pleasing his partner orally and manually, a component of the film
which stands out for its irregularity in porn.'' This section of the film seems to focus
entirely on female pleasure, and demonstrates that male arousal is not a necessary

precursor to sexual activity. However, the moment the female performer touches her

> “Fucking Trans Women,” 27.

% Ibid.

7 Jean Fucking, Porn HD Video, 49:24, last accessed March 16, 2016,
http://pornhdhdporn.com/tattoo-girl-aidra-fox-in-jean-fucking/, 4:12.

® Ibid.

? Ibid., 46:14.

" Ibid., 47:04.

"' Erika Lust, Hello, Pool Boy!, XConfessions video, 15:50, last accessed March 17,
2016, http://xconfessions.com/body-water/, 2:59-7:19.
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partner’s soft penis, it is clear that her intention is to make it hard, which then initiates the
oral sex she performs and their subsequent penetrative intercourse.

True to the polarizing societal gender dichotomy, the expected hardness of male
bodies is paired with an equally regulatory norm of softness expected of female bodies.
In pornography, this softness refers not only to the less hardened or visibly muscular
bodies of female performers, but also their general lack of any significant body hair. The
female bodies in Hello, Pool Boy! and Jean Fucking appear smooth and polished, with no
visible hairs on their bodies to blemish that appearance, except for a small and neatly-
trimmed strip of pubic hair on the female performer in Hello, Pool Boy!" This
smoothness corresponds to softness and thus represents a distinct difference from the
hardness of male bodies. Additionally, the “soft” parts of the female performers’ bodies
in these two films, specifically their breasts and buttocks, are often emphasized—in direct
contrast to the muscular and hard-working male bodies—by the camera focus or lighting.
The depictions of these bodies as soft and hard subsequently pushes them even further
into the “opposite” gender categories created for and by them. The aforementioned author
in Fucking Trans Women asks us as readers to consider enjoying “both the hard and the
soft parts” of our bodies, a task which neither film can lay real claim to."*

Along with the hard/soft dichotomy between bodies, other types of bodies are
considered uniquely desirable in mainstream pornography, including those of adolescent

girls, and sometimes adolescent boys. On PornHD.com, the three tags associated with the

12 Lust, Hello, Pool Boy!, 7:19.
13 Hello, Pool Boy! and Jean Fucking.
' «“Fucking Trans Women,” 32.
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film Jean Fucking are “Deep Throat,” “CFNM,” and “Teen.”"” These tags are intended to
attract viewers who are seeking out material focused on one or more of these subjects.
The category of “Teen” refers to the fact that the female character in the film is eighteen
years old. The male performer brings this up multiple times as he talks to her, and it is
clearly an aspect of her role that the script intends to emphasize. The fetishization of
young female bodies is common in mainstream media and even more common in
pornography. The perceived age dynamic in the film implies a relationship of superiority
and inferiority, and the youth of the female performer contributes to a conception of
young women as naive, sexually available, sexually promiscuous and sexy. Additionally,
it reinforces the notion that youthful, or seemingly youthful, bodies are the most desirable
female bodies. In Hello, Pool Boy!, the actors appear to be approximately the same age,
reinforcing the emphasis on equality and distancing from mainstream tropes throughout
the film.

“CFNM” is a term used exclusively in pornography which means “Clothed
Female, Naked Male.”'® Specifying that one party is naked and one is not indicates an
interest that viewers have in some kind of visible difference between the bodies beyond
their body parts. This difference also translates to a power differential between the male
and female performer, where the male has complete power to decide when and in what
matter he will take off or alter the female’s clothing. While this lack of clothing on the
male performer could be interpreted as vulnerability and thus a certain lack of power, that

argument is less convincing given the dynamic between the two characters that [ have

' Jean Fucking.
16 «“What does CFNM mean?,” internetslang.com, last accessed February 20, 2016,
http://www.internetslang.com/CFNM-meaning-definition.asp.
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previously discussed and the violent manner in which the female performer’s clothing is
removed and manipulated. The male performer removes his clothes early in the film, and
pulls down his partner’s shirt to expose her breasts.'” Later on, he is also responsible for
cutting a hole in her jeans, literally rendering them penetrable.'® The power to manipulate
the female performer’s clothing is yet another aspect of control that the male performer
has over her. Additionally, the relative clothedness of the female performer combined
with the continual sexualization of her body by the male performer and the camera allows
for viewers to fantasize about any woman they may see, clothed or not, as a sexual object
available to them.

The title of the film, Jean Fucking, also refers to the fact that the female
performer is wearing her jeans until the very end of the film, when they leave the
bathroom and go down the stairs and outside."” During the introduction sequence, the
female performer entices the viewer by touching various sexualized parts of her body like
her butt and her crotch, but while she is outside and fully dressed.?” The camera focuses
on these parts of her body, covered by her tight jeans and left to the viewer’s imagination
or their further viewing of the full film.*' The male performer is in control of the means
to make those parts of her accessible, which he does by cutting a hole in her jeans at her
crotch and then ripping her pants open along the seam to expose just her vulva.”? He has
the power to uncover, quite literally, the secrets of her body and therefore participates in

a sort of discovery of elusive female sexuality, taking control over something which

'7 Jean Fucking, 1:47.

'8 Ibid., 9:04.

¥ 1bid., 46:28-46:30.

2 1bid., 00:00-1:35.

21 Ibid., 00:08-00:10, 00:25-00:32.
2 1bid., 9:04.
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seems mythical and unable to be captured.”® Along with these noticeably gendered
aspects of the performers’ bodies, all of the performers participate in acts throughout both
films that are similarly gendered and adhere to certain tropes and stereotypes, which I

discuss in the following section.

III.  Gendered Acts

In Hello, Pool Boy!, the male performer enacts a masculinity which reflects the
concepts of a heterosexual economy as described in chapter one. As he penetrates his
partner from behind, the male performer’s face harbors an expression of concern and
droplets of sweat drip down his face.** His face and upper body redden as the film
progresses, and his eyebrows furrow in a look of concentration and effort.” In contrast,
the female performer is reclined fully in a relaxed position with her eyes closed and her
mouth open as she emits high-pitched moans.*® This juxtaposition in roles that the
performers play is made even clearer when the male performer is depicted in the same
position as his partner was earlier in the film, but he has his eyes wide open and is
straining his neck upwards, whereas she was reclined fully with all of her muscles
seemingly relaxed.”” These performances of pleasure fit neatly within the roles set for the
performers in a system of heterosexual commerce.

The narrative setup of Hello, Pool Boy! also tells the audience something about

the way in which gender is supposed to operate in the film. The premise of the film

> See Linda Williams, “Prehistory: The ‘Frenzy of the Visible,”” in Hard Core, 50.
2 Lust, Hello, Pool Boy!, 9:30.

> Ibid., 11:15-11:22.

> Tbid.

7 1bid., 11:44-46, 3:45.
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Hello, Pool Boy! is a fantasy written by an anonymous contributor to Erika Lust’s
XConfessions website. The fantasy is written from the point of view of the pool boy and
reads:

“I’m the pool boy.

I leave my card in the windshields of the vehicles parked outside the

supermarket.

I’ve just checked that it works for me.

Specially at a certain time of the day.

“I clean your pool. Easy going, good hearted, always horny. English

spoken.”

They do understand.

They do call me.

They open the door and play. They are clever.

I clean their pool.
Until they tell me to stop.

2,28
The man in this scenario plays the archetypal role of a pool boy who is sexually available
to the person, usually a lonely housewife, who owns the pool he will be cleaning. While
the author of this scenario does not specify that he fantasizes about women, the choice of
the director was to make this a heterosexual scene. In this scene, the pool boy creates the
conditions under which the sexual activity will take place, and espouses his confidence
that many people will be interested because he has “just checked that it works for
[him].”** In the enactment of this fantasy through the film Hello, Pool Boy!, the woman
starts the scene standing inside the sliding glass door, looking out at the “pool boy”
cleaning her pool. This set-up reifies the typical housewife/pool boy relationship seen in
popular media, which conjures up notions of upper-middle class women who are bored

and lonely and spend their days alone at home lounging in bathrobes or naked, waiting

for someone to come along and sexually pleasure them. The class dynamic is also

28 Lust, Hello, Pool Boy!
* bid.
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prevalent in this narrative, which places the woman in a higher socioeconomic status and
therefore gives her the relative power to “play” with her working class servant. Concepts
of working-class masculinity are also perpetuated through the muscular physique of the
male performer and his visible exertion and perspiration throughout the film. These
specific gendered and classed archetypes frame the sex scene, and therefore inform the
viewer as to how gender should function within sex and romance.

In contrast to the hard work and exertion of the male performer in Hello, Pool
Boy!, Jean Fucking portrays mainly the female performer as doing “work,” work that is
always under the direction of her male partner. She is often panting from exhaustion or
trying to gulp air after being gagged with his penis, and her face becomes increasingly
red as she has hot water sprayed on her face.”® Significantly, the work that she performs
is almost always due to commands made by her male partner. At one point after she
chokes on his penis while performing fellatio, the male performer grabs the female
performer and somewhat violently pulls her up from the ground, saying “get up,” at
which point he turns on the faucet and forces her head under it, splashing water into her
mouth with his hand.”’

The male performer commands his partner at many points throughout the film to
perform different acts, and the shifts in action all occur due to agentic decision-making
by the man. There is never a positional change between the performers that is prompted
by the female performer or something she says to the male performer, much less
commands of him. This difference in agency conveys a power dynamic between the two

performers, and also works to solidify the portrayals of gender in the film. At the very

30 Jean Fucking, 32:10.
*! bid., 6:03-6:20.
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end of the film, the male performer delivers the last line, saying “get the fuck out of here’
as he pushes the female performer away.*” The finality of this action, coupled with his
use of swearing and a commanding tone, emphasizes that he is the one who controls the
scene, the pleasure, and even the woman. In this case of gender role representation, the
role of the man is to command and to direct the action, and the role of the woman is to
follow his commands and work to bring him to ejaculatory climax.

Another component of the film which contributes to a concept of heterosexual
economy is the allocation of punishment and reward which appears during the shower
scene. The male performer penetrates the female performer while they are standing up,
and simultaneously directs the spraying water from the shower head that he is holding
onto her vulva/clitoris area.” While he is doing this, she says “yes” over and over again
and also says “oh, my clit!,” portraying ecstatic pleasure.’* Suddenly and without
warning, the male performer sprays water directly into her face.” Then he says “I’'m
sorry, baby” and kisses her.”® During this scene, the male performer’s body is barely
visible in the shot, and the focus of the camera is on the female performer and her body.
His buttocks, legs and part of his torso are in the shot, but the most active and visible part
of him is his arm which controls the shower head. This scene is narratively confusing,
because it shows the male performer giving his partner pleasure and then suddenly doing
something which makes her uncomfortable, after which he apologizes. However, when

viewed with a framework of gender roles and regulatory heteronormativity, it becomes a

32 Jean Fucking, 49:00.
33 1bid., 30:20.

3 Ibid.

33 1bid., 30:40.

3 1bid., 30:45.
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direct demonstration of the control that the male performer has over the pleasure and pain
of his female partner. Their relationship involves transaction, but this transaction is also
necessarily controlled by the male performer and has material effects on what kinds of
experiences the female performer has.

One aspect of Jean Fucking that I mentioned briefly earlier is that it includes
more spoken communication between the two performers, while Hello, Pool Boy! is
largely silent, and includes no talking except at the beginning before any of the sexual
activity takes place. Linguistically, Jean Fucking displays certain patterns that are also
indicative of the performers’ enactment of gender. One such linguistic pattern is that of
the male performer asking questions of the female performer. These questions are all
closed-ended, allowing only for a yes-or-no answer, and are more accurately described as
statements in the guise of questions. For example, the male performer asks his partner
early on to confirm that she is eighteen years old, a point which emphasizes the
fetishization of her supposedly teenage body and reminds viewers that the sexual activity
is legal.’” Then, near the narrative and ejaculatory climax, he asks her “You’ll swallow
my cum t00?”® She then smiles and nods, and then he asks: “You want me to come all
over your face? On your pretty little freckles?”” These questions are clearly meant to be
answered with a yes, or some kind of similar gesture, such as a nod. Their phrasing does
not allow for any real debate, and it seems as if the male performer already plans to do
these actions, and merely asks her in order to sexually arouse himself (and consequently,

the viewer) even more. It also constructs consent as affirmative and mostly non-verbal

37 Jean Fucking, 3:45.
3% 1bid., 37:43.
39 1bid.

54



answering, by women, of commanding and closed-ended questions asked by their male
partners.

Another trope in this film is one that depicts the female performer
zoomorphically, such that she seems like the property of the male performer. At the
beginning of the film, the male performer uses scissors to cut along the seam of the
female performer’s jeans at her crotch.*® Shortly before this, after he gets the scissors out
of the drawer, the male performer opens his partner’s mouth with his hand, saying “Let
me see your teeth,” and then proceeds to tap her teeth with his scissors as if checking
them.*' This moment does not fit within any normative conception of a sexual
experience, and is not a traditional trope in pornography. In fact, it seems out of place in
many ways. However, as he is doing that, the female performer laughs and makes a
pleasurable moaning sound, as she often does throughout the film.** This indicates to the
audience that this action is acceptable, and even pleasurable, for her and that it fits within
the narrative fabric of the film. The action of checking her teeth constructs the male
performer as owner of the female performer, who is treated in this moment in a way
suggestive of the treatment of farm animals or of slaves. Later in the film, the male
performer puts his hand into his partner’s mouth as he stands behind her, forcing his
fingers to the back of her throat and causing her to gag.*> He pulls her head back,
indicating that he is in control of her body and her movements. This control is not merely
indicative of power dynamics, however, but rather indicates a relationship of ownership

and the reduction of the female performer to animal.

Y Jean Fucking, 9:15.
' bid., 8:34.

* Ibid., 8:39.

® bid., 26:00.
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IV.  Affecting Gender in the Viewer

As I have discussed in previous chapters, these two films are clearly framed for
different audiences, which has implications for the ways in which they affect the gender
identities of those audiences. Hello, Pool Boy! contributes to a postfeminist discourse
wherein men are expected to “do work” in exchange for the female orgasm, which the
woman must also perform in a specific and legible way to prove to him that he has
succeeded. Alternatively, Jean Fucking is part of a more traditional pornographic
discourse of gender which promotes a power dynamic between the man and woman such
that the woman is depicted as lesser and even non-human in contrast to the man, who
controls the scene. However, these discourses are not as separate as they seem to be.

Both films are controlled overwhelmingly by the actions and efforts of the male
characters. While Hello, Pool Boy! frames the scene to be focused on female pleasure, it
is the male “pool boy” who reaches out and offers his services, contributing
simultaneously to a problematic depiction of working class masculinity that serves an
upper-class housewife femininity. In Jean Fucking, the male performer commands his
female partner to perform actions that will please him in some way, decides when and
how she will be dressed, and treats her as if she is his property. While these properties
may seem more insidious than those of the feminist-minded Hello, Pool Boy!, they are all
contributing to gender ideals which are restrictive and problematic. Additionally, because
Hello, Pool Boy! exists within a market that is explicitly “feminist,” viewers may be less
likely to interpret the depiction of gender as performative and may understand it to

simply be “real.”
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V. Conclusion

Representations of gender are complicated and nuanced in these two films, but it
is important to analyze those nuances in order to understand their implications. In Hello,
Pool Boy!, the role of the man is to create the scenario in which sex will occur and then to
work hard to please his female partner, while also achieving sexual climax. The feminine
role is softer and more passive, and entails allowing the male partner to please her, while
also making sure to please him in return. In Jean Fucking, the masculine role involves
direct command and control of the action as well as abusive treatment of the female
partner. The woman is victimized and placed in the role of servitude to the male partner,
aiding in his pleasure in whatever demeaning and violent ways he demands. Viewers
watching these films may take characteristics that the films naturalize for gender roles to
be “true,” and even if they do not, could absorb certain aspects of the films into their own
understandings and enactments of gender without necessarily noticing that they have
done so. Therefore, detailed inquiries into how gender functions in pornographic films,
whether mainstream or feminist, are productive and can disclose information about the

functions of gender roles in broader society.
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Conclusion: Possibilities for Feminist Porn Futures

I started this work by asking how Hello, Pool Boy! serves as a contrasting
example to mainstream pornography such as Jean Fucking, a question to which I now
return. As I have explored through the preceding analysis, both films serve to reiterate
certain gender norms. They also necessarily affect the gender enactments of their
viewers. Hello, Pool Boy! does not differ from Jean Fucking in its adherence to certain
gender norms, although the norms may be more in accordance with a postfeminist
emphasis on female sexual subjectivity rather than with an assumption that men have the
right to abusive and violent treatment of their female partners. Both films engage in
performative citationality in ways that are uncritical and unacknowledged, and therefore
leave very little room for alternative notions of gender, especially those which understand
gender as fluid, dynamic and socially constructed, rather than rigid and essential.

Many studies have demonstrated that adolescents in particular turn to
pornography as a form of sexual education.' This research, along with the knowledge that
adolescence is a crucial time for gender consolidation,” suggests that understanding the
subtle impacts of pornography on gender identity is an important goal to pursue in

academic studies. Viewing porn educates adolescents, as well as adults, about more than

' See, for example: Tjaden 1988; Allen 2006, McKee 2007 from Kath Albury, “Porn and
Sex Education, Porn as Sex Education,” Porn Studies 1, no. 1-2 (January 2, 2014): 172—
81.

? See, for example: Campbell Leaper and Carly Kay Friedman, “The Socialization of
Gender,” in Handbook of Socialization: Theory and Research, ed. Joan E. Grusec and
Paul D. Hastings, (Guilford Press: 2014), 561-581, Carol Lynn Martin and Diane Ruble,
“Children’s Search for Gender Cues Cognitive Perspectives on Gender Development.”
Current Directions in Psychological Science (Wiley-Blackwell) 13, no. 2 (April 2004):
67-70.
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is even clear on a surface level: viewing porn teaches people how to be sexual and social
beings, how to orgasm and understand orgasm, and how to exist as gendered individuals
in a world of compulsory heterosexuality and hegemonic gender roles.

The representations and enactment of pleasure and gender in Hello, Pool Boy! and
Jean Fucking function within a system of normative gender roles. The performers in
these two films enact their genders in ways that can seem on the surface to be
problematic and violent, simply “normal,” or sometimes radical and resistant to norms.
While there are moments at which these films challenge expectations of pornography,
especially concerning pleasure and control in Hello, Pool Boy!, these moments can only
be legible because they also participate in the restrictive heterosexual hegemony that is
often invisible to viewers. Thus, even when feminist pornographic films such as this one
seem to be resistant, they are often subtly citing gender norms. Because gender
performativity functions by continually citing norms and sedimenting concepts of
essentialized gender identity, the performers’ enactments of their own gender identities
both cite preexisting tropes and cement those tropes for those watching the films.
However, as Butler emphasizes in her work, subversion of these citational norms is
possible and vitally important.” My concern with the example of feminist pornography
offered by Hello, Pool Boy! is that it claims to be subversive, but in fact it ends up
perpetuating tropes and leaving gender performativity unchallenged.

What are the possible material effects of watching these films on individual
viewers? Jean Fucking teaches those who watch it that to be a man in a heterosexual

encounter involves commanding one’s partner and controlling all of the actions in an

3Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Tenth Anniversary Edition, (New York: Routledge,
1999): see especially Chapter 3, “Subversive Bodily Acts.”
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often violent and abusive manner. It teaches that the woman’s role is to appreciate all of
these commands and to answer them affirmatively, as well as to consistently express
pleasure audibly and work to increase the man’s sexual pleasure in any way possible.
One can imagine a teenager, whatever their gender, watching Jean Fucking and coming
to understand consent and abuse in extremely problematic ways. This teenager may then
enter a relationship that is abusive or become an abuser and not understand the violence
as such, because eroticism is painted in this film as being naturally violent, controlling,
and degrading to women. Additionally, this teenager may believe that asking questions
with only one possible affirmative answer is equivalent to asking for consent in a healthy
way. In contrast, Hello, Pool Boy! teaches that men have the responsibility of pleasing
their female partners, while also reaching orgasmic climax themselves. Women are
expected to relax and enjoy their experience as well in an audibly and visually legible
way and to expect male ejaculation, while not necessarily expecting their own orgasm. A
viewer of this film may understand sexual activity to be necessarily centered on male
ejaculation and feel as though female orgasm is too difficult to achieve and not really
worth seeking. This viewer may deprivilege any verbal communication in their sexual
activity in favor of performative moans and grunts used to signify pleasure. These are just
a few possible ways that viewers could internalize gender performativity in the films and
continue to cite and cement the norms presented to them.

Since I began this project, my conceptions of feminist porn and how it does and
does not diverge from mainstream pornography have changed drastically. I have realized
that as much as [ would love to think that feminist pornography is a utopia of sex

positivity and fluid representations of gender and sexuality, it is not perfect. Feminist
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porn, and in this case Erika Lust’s popular film Hello, Pool Boy!, exists within a system
of strict regulation and does not always strive to resist that system, but rather thrives
within it. This film is cinematically beautiful and may achieve Lust’s goals of portraying
a feminine viewpoint and pleasing the senses of viewers, but it does not go beyond those
goals to be truly subversive or challenging of norms. I have hope for the genre of feminist
pornography to continue to break down stereotypes and “create waves in adult cinema,”
but only if it can recognize and challenge the subtlest and most fundamentally
problematic aspects of citational gender performativity.

By observing each film closely and without expectations of “good” or “bad”
representations of sex, I have been able to be critical, complimentary, and simply
attentive to everything that makes up these films, without prioritizing my preconceived
notions of these differing forms of pornography. I recognize, of course, that most viewers
of pornography are not attempting to be critical of it in the same ways [ am. Pornography
1s unique in that it often seeks to elicit a specific bodily response from individuals—a
response which most viewers are explicitly seeking—rather than teach lessons or inspire
audiences to think in new ways. However, I believe that if viewers of pornography can
both use the content for their own erotic purposes and also stay attentive to the ways in
which gender functions in these films, they may be able to better discern the effects it has
on their own lived experiences. In offering this analysis, I wish to encourage people to
interact differently with the material they consume such that their awareness of its
impacts can be heightened. I also hope that the feminist porn industry itself can do better

to challenge norms and resist citing traditional tropes of mainstream pornography.

* Erika Lust, Let’s Make a Porno: A practical guide to filming sex, (Barcelona: 2015),
last accessed March 4, 2016, http://erikalust.com/books/lets-make-a-porno/, 123.
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This thesis suggests that it is time to make some vital changes to sex education
and to pornography. Firstly, sex educators must recognize the role that pornography plays
in the sexual education of adolescents. They must seek to intentionally and critically
engage with the problematic structures of mainstream pornography and to incorporate
critical readings of pornography into both formal and informal methods of sex education.
Secondly, feminist pornography must improve in order to better fulfill its promises. It
needs to more truthfully represent the wide spectrum of individuals, communities, bodies
and identities that exist in the world, as well as to resist perpetuating stereotypes in
pornography based on race, age, body type, sexuality and gender. As long as people
continue to use pornography as sex education, pornography needs to provide space for
those people to enact their genders in myriad ways and subvert the restrictive, violent and

regulatory boxes that continually threaten to confine them.
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