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				Introduction

				Yorick Smaal and Graham Willett

				The fortieth anniversary of Australian lesbian and gay politics fell somewhere in the period 2009–2010, depending on what gets counted as the founding moment. It has been a period of remarkable achievement which is best understood as a moment in the broader process through which expression of same-sex desire has developed and changed in Australia over the last two centuries, from an initial antipodean version of eighteenth-century British sexual norms and desires, to a developed alternative culture in a modern multicultural Australia.

				The contemporary LGBTI culture became well established in Australia during the later decades of the twentieth century, with clearly defined lifestyles, substantial urban ghetto developments in large metropolitan centres, and major public celebrations such as the Sydney Gay and Lesbian Mardi Gras. As we go to print, genuine legal equality is one parliamentary vote away. Lesbians and gay men, along with bisexuals, transgender and intersex people, and queers of all kinds, have moved from the margins of society to places very much closer to the mainstream.

				Among those who have responded to these shifts have been historians. Mostly, but not always, queer themselves (though many would reject the term in favour of gay or lesbian), these historians have begun exploring and explaining the antecedents of contemporary behaviours, identities and subcultures, tracing the complex organisation of sexuality and gender back at least to the late nineteenth century. Some studies have shown how nascent subcultures and identities in the late colonial period blossomed throughout the early decades of the twentieth century to become an entrenched, although cloaked, part of Australia’s urban landscape by the beginning of World War II. Others have focused on the political movements which erupted from the late 1960s onwards. A few ambitious chronological histories have brought these developments together, attempting to map changing identities over longer periods of time. Together, this research has given Australia one of the best national accounts of same-sex identity and behaviour; one which embraces the national, regional and local.

				The current literature on the histories of (homo)sexuality is expansive. From its modest beginnings, continuing and evolving research over the last four decades has expanded to the point that it is difficult to keep abreast of the new work appearing in monographs, readers and journals, and almost impossible to peruse fully the research scattered across interdisciplinary books and periodicals. Since 1992, the Gay and Lesbian Perspectives series has formed an integral part of this literature and the current volume adds to, and consolidates, the claims of Australia’s place in this field. This current volume aims to provide an accessible collection of some of the latest scholarship on lesbian, gay and queer histories, privileging a same-sex desire which is often tucked away among discussions of sex and gender more generally. The chapters here began life as papers presented to the annual GLQ history conference, Australia’s Homosexual Histories, which has been organised or sponsored by the Australian Lesbian and Gay Archives since 2000. The conference offers the chance for academics, junior scholars and independent researchers to present their work, and that diversity is reflected in the offerings presented here.

				This volume covers many of the broad fields of research and is organised around politics, medicine, HIV/AIDS, lesbianism, and finally, the gay male world.

				The first section begins with a chapter by Graham Willett. He charts the very early origins of political agitation in Canberra 12 months before CAMP became recognised as the founder of the public gay rights movement in 1970. The next two chapters explore the origins of law reform in South Australia, the first Australian jurisdiction to decriminalise sex between men in 1972. Clare Parker and Paul Sendziuk examine the connections between police harassment, public discourse and law reform, while Dino Hodge explores the role of South Australian Premier, Don Dunstan, in the last stages of this process, which was completed in 1975. It is a sign of the growing maturity of Australian queer history that we are now at the point where competing and complementary studies of the same episodes are being developed. We are still very much involved in what we might think of as the ‘primitive accumulation’ of knowledge, but as these chapters show, such is the depth of our knowledge on some issues, that we are able, also, to present richer and differently nuanced analyses of the same events and episodes.

				Difficulties with source materials (there is no local comparison to the detailed case histories and psychiatric studies one finds in Europe and the US) has meant that local scholars have left medical histories of homosexuality largely untouched. Addressing this lacuna, two chapters explore the place of medicine in the construction of male homosexual identity: Lisa Featherstone locates the male homosexual among nineteenth century medical experts in Australia and Emily Wilson explores the connections between medical knowledge and the media one hundred years later, focusing in particular on the early HIV/AIDS years. Recently released figures showing that 1050 Australians were newly-diagnosed with HIV in 2009 – the highest number in almost two decades – highlight the need for sustained and continuing historical inquiry. A further three chapters on HIV/AIDS are included here: the first, an important study on the role of community print media in 1980s Australia by Shirleene Robinson; the second, an historiographical overview of HIV/AIDS in Australian biographies by Geoff Allshorn; and the third, a chapter on where we are at, and have been for the past 15 years, by leading social reseacher Michael Hurley.

				Among the important contributions to this volume are the chapters on lesbian identities which are often marginalised in the writing of LGBTI histories: Peter Di Sciascio explores the interesting and understudied world of lesbian artists in the early decades of the twentieth century while Roberta Foster examines the phenomenon of Melbourne drag kings and the theoretical performativity of gender.

				The final section brings together work on the social and cultural practices of male homosexuality. Yorick Smaal starts with a prosecution in Queensland in the 1940s which reveals a dense social network of friends and sexual partners. Peter Robinson and Scott McKinnon move us into the contemporary world and the realm of social research. Both draw on oral histories to explore, respectively, the ageing process in the gay world and the cultural practices of movie-going in Sydney.

				All of these chapters employ rigorous empirical research and/or theoretical sophistication and together they draw on a vast array of historical sources. The histories presented here are recovered from government records; policing and legal evidence; archives of political organisations; personal memoirs; media reports; and oral histories. This collection embraces the national approach for which Australian scholarship is lauded, encompassing histories from New South Wales, South Australia, Victoria, Queensland, and the Australian Capital Territory.

				We see this as an important collection, but it is one that will entertain and surprise as well, reminding us that history is both a way of knowing the past and enjoying it.

				Cite this chapter as: Smaal, Yorick; Willett, Graham. 2011. ‘Introduction’, in Out Here: Gay and Lesbian Perspectives VI, edited by Smaal, Yorick; Willett, Graham. Melbourne: Monash University Publishing. pp. xi–xiv.
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				Chapter 1

				  

				  ‘We Blew Our Trumpets and…’

		    The ACT Homosexual Law Reform Society

				Graham Willett

				The formation of the Campaign Against Moral Persecution (CAMP) in Sydney in 1970 has long been regarded as the founding moment of the Australian lesbian and gay movement. And not without reason. Within a year of its foundation, it was a national organisation, with some 1500 members and branches in all states. It put the issues of homosexual law reform and public attitudes on the public agenda to an extent never before seen in Australia and any serious historical analysis must see the following decades of social, political and cultural struggle for gay equality and gay liberation as having their origins in that moment.

				The Origins of the HLRS

				But CAMP was not the first organisation to raise these issues. It was not even the second. Two other groups which preceded CAMP deserve to be acknowledged. The Daughters of Bilitis (DOB), a lesbian group founded in Melbourne in late 1969 and recently discussed in an important new study by Liz Ross,1 was undeniably Australia’s first political organisation of homosexuals. But there was another group to consider. The Homosexual Law Reform Society of the Australian Capital Territory (HLRS) has not been much noticed in histories of gay politics in Australia, despite the fact that it was, when set up, the most public attempt by liberals to decriminalise male homosexual acts. This indifference is not, perhaps, all that surprising. The group was not a gay group as such – the sexuality of its members was never a matter of public discussion as was the case with CAMP and DOB; nor was it particularly interested in issues other than decriminalisation. Both of these factors mark it off from what was to become the gay and lesbian movement. It makes sense to think of the HLRS as being, in the words of one of its members, the end of a phase of reform politics – a phase located within the rise of modernising liberalism in Australia and of a politics centred on civil liberties and the activism of civil libertarians.2

				This is especially clear when we look at the group’s origins, which lay in a discussion between Dr Thomas Mautner and Mr Dennis Rose in Canberra in 1969 on the subject, not of homosexuality, but of abortion law reform.3 Mautner was a lecturer in philosophy at the Australian National University, and a long-standing supporter of liberal humanist issues, who had been urged by Beatrice Faust to involve himself in the establishment of an abortion law reform group in Canberra. In the course of a conversation with Rose, discussion turned to a recent newspaper article in the Canberra Times concerning two men who had been arrested in a car in the bush and charged with indecent assault. Rose indicated to Mautner that there might be more to the case than met the eye and referred him to one man’s solicitor.4 At a subsequent meeting, Mautner, Michael Landale (the solicitor) and a journalist, Peter Sekuless, discussed the idea of forming a homosexual law reform society. (Sekuless had been approached by Landale after his client had been convicted to get some publicity for the proposed appeal.5) The next day a front page newspaper article announced a plan to form a homosexual law reform society.6 A public meeting was held on 27 July, attended by about 30 people, at which the society was formally established. It adopted four aims and elected a committee of seven which was to be responsible for drafting an ordinance to repeal the anti-homosexual provisions of the Territory’s legal code.7

				The HLRS drew upon the well-established acceptance within liberal circles of an anti-criminalisation stance and it is this which is reflected in the work of the committee elected to prepare the ordinance. The committee (at least three of whom were lawyers) began with a study of the basic documents including the Wolfenden Report, a 1967 public opinion survey, as well as articles and editorials from the Medical Journal of Australia, the Australian Journal of Psychiatry and the Sydney Morning Herald.8 By the middle of October, under the leadership of Dr Des O’Connor of the ANU Law School, the draft ordinance and an accompanying submission had been prepared. The proposed law, guided by the British Sexual Offences Act of 1967, relied upon the notion of the consenting adult in private, but with two main differences from its British model: the age of consent was to be 18 rather than 21 and ‘private’ was not to be interpreted in the narrow sense of ‘in the presence of not more than two people’. Courts would be required to seek a medical opinion before passing any sentence of imprisonment upon a homosexual. The proposal was, then, considerably more liberal than its British model. Once drafted, the proposed ordinance was submitted for approval to a further public meeting, advertised as being open to both HLRS members and others who favoured liberalising the law, held on 15 October 1969.9

				The HLRS then set out to bring its demands and arguments for reform to the attention of legislators and opinion makers. To help them with this, the committee undertook some public opinion research. This was intended to address the concern that ‘the main obstacle [to law reform] is… the belief of politicians that they would become unpopular if they introduced law reform’.10 The ‘Report of a Survey on Homosexuality’ by the Faculty of Law at ANU gives the results of a survey of 100 Canberra men undertaken by students. Of the 24 questions, 13 related to homosexuality and found, among other things, that 68% of those interviewed favoured decriminalisation. The research team concluded that ‘one thing seems certain – the Canberra public in general is in favour of homosexual law reform’.11

				The Society also published three issues of a newsletter which had a national mailing list of about 130. The newsletter provided updates on progress, details of the draft ordinance, reports of lobbying activities and it encouraged supporters of law reform to write to the Attorney-General, Members of Parliament (MPs) and parliamentary candidates.12 Members of the committee also took up the debate in public. Mautner wrote one of three articles for a Canberra Times series on law reform, while the journalist Peter Sekuless (who, if not a member of the HLRS, was certainly an active supporter) prepared the other two.13 In the vigorous debate in the paper’s letters column, which began after the formation of the Society was announced, both Mautner and Grieve participated, responding to criticisms of the decriminalisation position.14 Mautner also addressed the Humanist Society in Sydney on 23 October 1969 and circulated his speech to the press.15

				Even before they had completed work on the ordinance, members of the committee were able to report on their lobbying efforts. The second issue of the Newsletter listed those with whom the committee had consulted: the ACT Law Society, clergymen, members of the medical profession, members of the bench and the general public.16 Finally, sometime after forwarding the draft ordinance and associated papers, members of the committee met with the federal Attorney-General, Tom Hughes. This was a less than satisfactory experience. Hughes had clearly not read the submission and his adviser produced a string of ludicrous objections to the proposal along the lines of the Territory’s responsibility in loco parentis to the students at Duntroon military college.17

				Aside from these activities by the HLRS, its committee and its members, the Society operated as a lightning rod for all those concerned with the issue of homosexual law reform. It was assisted in this by prominent articles by Don Aitkin in the Canberra Times, Henry Mayer in the Australian and Michael Richardson in the Age.18 All three writers spoke out strongly in favour of homosexual law reform, marshalling the by-then familiar range of liberal arguments. All reported the work of the HLRS and (except for Richardson) provided a contact address. The result was a wave of letters to the HLRS from people praising its efforts, offering support and proposing to set up branches or similar organisations in other cities. Although the committee’s view was that the state-based nature of anti-homosexual legislation made a national organisation impracticable,19 it offered considerable support to those interstate who expressed interest in organising similar groups locally. In Melbourne, Sydney and Adelaide, the committee provided a list of names and addresses to potential organisers.20 In Melbourne, people who had written to the HLRS met in October 1969. Carl Reinganum, a member of the Humanist Society who was present at this meeting, suggests that nothing came of it – that it petered out or was overtaken by events.21

				The Humanist societies in various states were important supporters. The formation of the HLRS was reported both at meetings and in print. Humanist Societies in Sydney and Melbourne attempted to set up local law reform groups. At the meeting of 23 October 1969 that Thomas Mautner addressed, some members of the New South Wales branch decided to work as part of a small committee to ‘press for reform in NSW’.22 The committee, which first met in February 1970, was initially encouraged by the favourable publicity received by the ACT HLRS. Hoping to find ‘ten really dedicated people’, it was disappointed in a number of ways: it found that that the numbers involved in the committee actually declined over the next few months; there were no ‘legal, political or sociological experts willing to be active’; and, not least, perhaps, that ‘the people to whom this particular social change is of interest – i.e., the homosexual community – [did] not come forward in great numbers’. This, and the result of Wilson and Chappell’s 1967 survey which showed a mere 22% support for homosexual law reform among the public, led the committee reluctantly to the conclusion that, ‘the climate of opinion is clearly not ripe for change’.23 The Humanists in Melbourne had somewhat more success. In late 1969 or early 1970, a six person committee set up to ‘study and recommend what action should be taken to reform the law on homosexuality’ produced a five page pamphlet, The Homosexual and the Law – A Humanist View.24 In Brisbane a committee was set up in 1970 by the Queensland Humanists.25

				There was little or no adverse reaction to the Society’s work. The Society’s papers contain no hostile correspondence and, overall, Dr Mautner was able to report to a correspondent in November 1969 that ‘it does appear as if there is virtually no opposition to the kind of law reform that we have in mind’.26 High levels of support were reflected in the debate in the letters column of the Canberra Times. Between 5 July (the day after the article announcing the intention to found the Society was published) and 13 August, some 20 letters on the subject of homosexuality and decriminalisation were published. Of these, 14 were in favour of decriminalisation, and six were opposed; and these six were written by only two different people.27 While this hardly represents a cross-section of the community, it must have struck readers that it was reasonable and common to have a pro-reform position.

				Early Responses

				In the medium term, significant public figures began to take up the question of law reform. In the churches, although no public statement from any authoritative body seems to have been issued, the Rev. R. W. Lawton, a minister of the Churches of Christ, called for decriminalisation in a radio broadcast, declaring forcefully that ‘[t]his churchman adds his cry of “shame” at the gaoling of consenting adults, and adds his cry for the repeal of legal prohibitions and penalties’.28 At the Anglican Synod on 12 August 1969, the Rev. K. Brewer of Canberra moved a motion condemning the law, only to have a motion to close the synod moved and passed. In response to radio reports of this episode, two other delegates dashed off letters to the Canberra Times to explain that the decision to close the synod related to a dwindling quorum and the lateness of the hour, rather than any opposition to the content of the motion.29

				Several months later, on 27 May 1970, the federal Attorney-General, Tom Hughes, in an address to the national conference of the Australian Council of Social Services in Canberra, suggested that homosexual acts ought not necessarily to be within the ambit of the criminal law.30 (James Grieve scribbled a jokey note to Mautner on a copy of this speech – ‘Mon cher Thomas: Salut! As you see, we blew our trumpets and the walls of Jericho came tumbling down’; reflecting the optimism that the speech evoked.) Better was to follow: the next day editorials in the Canberra Times and the Age supported Hughes’ position and called for law reform.31 A few months later again Gough Whitlam, leader of the federal parliamentary Labor Party, declared his agreement with Pierre Trudeau’s dictum that ‘the courts have no place in the bedrooms of the nation’ and pledged his support for a free (that is, non-party directed) vote in the Parliament.32

				Well into 1971, the group was actively seeking opportunities to make its case. Perhaps the most dramatic of these was the attempt to convene a meeting of interested members of the federal Parliament.33 In October 1971, Dr Mautner wrote to Bill Hayden, a prominent ALP frontbencher who had a long history of support for homosexual law reform. In his letter Mautner noted that the Melbourne Anglican Synod had recently voted for decriminalisation and suggested a briefing for interested MPs.34

				Hayden responded favourably and called a meeting for the evening of Tuesday 2 November 1971. On that morning, however, the caucus executive discussed the issue of the meeting and Frank Stewart and Charlie Jones, prominent members of the Catholic wing of the party, expressed bitter hostility to the proposal. Hayden’s initial reaction was to go ahead anyway – in the absence of any party policy to the contrary, he saw no reason not to at least discuss the matter. Stewart and Jones demanded a special caucus meeting to thrash the issue out, and although this demand was rejected by the executive, the bitterness aroused was by now so intense that Hayden decided to call the meeting off. Stewart was a powerful figure in the New South Wales right and had friends in Queensland (Hayden’s home state) and may well have been able to make things difficult for Hayden.35 Moss Cass, when advised of the cancellation of the meeting and of the reasons for this, organised 11 members of the caucus to reissue Hayden’s original circular, convening the meeting for a week later than originally scheduled. Among the signatures were those of senior parliamentary figures such as Lionel Murphy, Jim Cairns and Tom Uren (all members of the caucus executive) as well as, the Daily Telegraph noted, four backbench doctors.36

				Even then the controversy was not finished. On the evening originally scheduled for the meeting, Mautner and his fellow speakers, Moss Cass, Gough Whitlam and several other MPs were standing in King’s Hall when Frank Stewart (‘a bit under the weather’, as both Cass and Mautner recall) passed by. Approached by Cass to discuss the matter, and possibly invited to attend a meeting, he refused, red-faced with fury, any suggestion that he might sit in the same room as any ‘bum-fuckers’. In the subsequent exchange of views he threatened to punch Dr Mautner in the nose. Things were defused and a week later the meeting went ahead without incident.37 Indeed, James Grieve remembers it as a very productive meeting – attended by 18 ALP MPs, with a Liberal (Bob Solomon), who may have been defying a party decision not to attend, sitting away from the table at which the speakers and audience were seated. Mautner, Grieve and Elizabeth Reid presented the case for law reform, rehearsing, yet again, the nature of the draft ordinance and the state of public opinion.38

				The Limits of Liberalism

				In view of the overwhelmingly favourable immediate response to the demands of the HLRS and the apparent escalation of support over the following months, it comes as something of a shock to realise that homosexual law reform was not achieved in the ACT until 1976 – some seven years after the HLRS was established. By this stage, the Society itself had ceased to exist. Its activities had scaled down over the course of 1971 and the federal parliament furore had been something of a last gasp. In July of that year Dr Mautner described the group as ‘somewhat inactive’ but added that ‘individual members keep in touch with Members of Parliament to promote a reform of the law’.39 A few months later, James Grieve used the term ‘a rather dormant body’ to summarise its state.40

				It is not as if the timing was wrong. It was very right indeed. On the very day that the Canberra Times reported the case of the two men arrested while having sex in a car, the federal Attorney-General was tabling in Parliament a report prepared that the Law Council had presented to him in February. The report proposed a Draft Criminal Code (DCC) for the ACT.41 Until this time, the ACT’s legal system still rested primarily upon those New South Wales laws which had been in force when the Canberra was established as a separate territory. Amendment of the laws was within the purview of the federal Minister for the Interior who had the power to amend by ordinance the way in which such laws applied in the Territory. This was widely felt to be unsatisfactory and in 1969 the Law Council of Australia had submitted, after five years’ work, a draft criminal code for the territories. In its introduction to the draft, the Co-ordinating Committee noted that:

				We are aware that there are some areas of controversy with respect to the criminal law, particularly relating to homosexuality, abortion and suicide. We have not attempted to answer the problems raised by these controversies, the answer to which must depend upon a government’s appreciation of social conditions in the widest sense.42

				This approach was endorsed by the Attorney-General when he tabled the report and sometime later by F. C. P. Keane, Special Magistrate in the ACT, who acknowledged that the Law Council’s Co-ordinating Committee had evaded these hard issues but argued that for it to have taken a stand on such controversial matters would have been a waste of time, because ‘there is no consensus of modern-trend thinking acceptable to all sections of the community on these issues’.43

				The attempt to quarantine the DCC from political debate on these social questions failed entirely. If the immediate trigger for the formation of the HLRS was the prosecution of the man in the car, the DCC provided the focus for much of the public campaign. After all, if the ACT law was to be rewritten, this was the obvious time to decriminalise homosexuality. James Grieve makes the point that it was the co-incidence of the two events that was crucial:

				it had all happened before; there had been many more scandalous, cruel, unjust and stupid prosecutions than this one, yet they had never aroused public indignation nor precipitated the formation of a law-reform society. But this case happened about the time when the Government had published, and invited comment on, the new code of criminal legislation that it intends to introduce.44

				The opportunity took on a certain urgency once it was realised that, actually, the effect of the code was to broaden the scope of the acts that fell under the law’s sanction. The proposed offence of ‘sexual connection against the order of nature’ did not restrict itself to acts committed by men, thus opening the possibility that heterosexual couples could be prosecuted under its terms, and the vagueness of the formulation meant that behaviour that fell outside the established offences of buggery, attempted buggery and indecent assault on a male might be now offences.45 The DCC, then, was both trigger and target for much of the HLRS’ activism, pushing the general issue of the law and society onto the public agenda in a way that made the specific issue of homosexual law reform (and indeed a number of other issues that I have not addressed here) a relevant part of the debate.

				Of course, the opportunity presented by the DCC occurred within the broader context of the rise of modernising liberalism. It was a shift that the HLRS was well-placed to take advantage of. The HLRS was at the centre of a complex web of liberal and humanist activists, of which its own founding process is merely one example: from Faust (whom Mautner had met in Melbourne at the time of the Ronald Ryan hanging, and who had herself been involved in support for the homosexual cause through her role as spokesperson for the lesbian group, DOB), to Mautner to Rose to Landale, is an interesting reminder of the way in which small networks of people could mobilise each other around political activity. So, too, is the Landale to Sekuless link.46 Mautner himself was, as James Grieve says, someone who knew everybody, including prominent figures in the ALP and the media, which provided an invaluable means for lobbying and publicising the issue. Most of the committee members were actively involved in public affairs, with Thomas Mautner and James Grieve having been involved in abortion law reform47 and two of the other members of the committee being prominent figures in the two main political parties – Landale in the Liberal Party, Gordon Walsh in the ALP.48

				The Society also had very good contact with and support from the media. The Canberra Times had been ‘most generous in opening its columns for a detailed and penetrating discussion of the laws on homosexuality’49 with its six articles in July and August, as well as items on the formation of the Society and many letters. It also published a number of reviews by James Grieve of books regarding homosexuality.50 As Peter Sekuless notes, the editor of the Canberra Times, John Allen, was a Catholic who might have been expected to oppose aims of the HLRS. As a liberal, however, he was keen to have the Canberra Times operate as a paper of record and to have it reflect accurately what was happening in society.51 Michael Richardson, Canberra correspondent for the Age, was a keen supporter of editor Graham Perkins, who was pushing that paper into the liberal area of the market.52 Other newspapers, plus local and national radio and television coverage had also been important.53

				All of which makes the failure of the HLRS to achieve its goal that much more surprising. But a welcoming political climate and even friends in high places are not, on their own, any guarantee of success. It is often assumed that decriminalisation would be an easy task, compared to the broader goals of shifting public opinion and overthrowing religious and medical paradigms. James Grieve wrote to the founders of CAMP in this vein in September 1970, declaring that CAMP’s task of changing public opinion and professional attitudes and policies would be ‘a much harder job’ and that ‘no doubt we shall succeed long before you do’.54

				In fact, this was not the case at all. And the reason for this is that law reform rests on winning a particular group of people, who may or may not be susceptible to the efforts of the reformers. Public opinion is everywhere; and even the medical profession and the clergy are composed of large diverse groups of people in which pools of supporters and opponents could be identified and targeted. Activists could (and did) operate on many fronts, simultaneously and serially; moving around blockages towards opportunities. Legislators, on the other hand, are a relatively small, tightly-knit and somewhat cautious group. And legislation can only be enacted if a majority of them can be induced to support it. This places quite tight constraints on what a group of activists interested only in law reform can do.

				In relation to homosexual law reform in the ACT the main obstacle was not any great hostility to the demand; it was the fact that, despite the pool of support within party political circles, the issue was simply not a pressing one for politicians. The earliest sign of this came with Tom Hughes’ unceremonious dumping of the issue. From his cautious but outspoken defence of the idea in May 1970 that homosexual acts ought not necessarily be within the ambit of the criminal law, he retreated rapidly. By September he renounced the idea entirely, declaring that he had been ‘kite-flying’ to test public opinion and had found more opposition than support.55 (Michael Richardson, of the Age, while not denying that there may have been a flood of hostile letters, saw the chief source of opposition to law reform as being members of the Liberal and Country parties.56)

				The ALP, although having a better record of public support – in July, the Western Australian State Conference had passed a motion calling for law reform57 – turned out, in power, to be surprisingly dilatory; and, indeed, in the end, it actually failed to decriminalise at all. This despite early positive signs. On 18 October 1973, the House of Representatives voted in favour of a motion that read: ‘[t]hat in the opinion of this House homosexual acts between consenting adults in private should not be subject to the criminal law’. The motion was a private member’s bill moved by former Liberal Prime Minister John Gorton and seconded by ALP Minister for the Environment Moss Cass. A free vote (that is, one in which party discipline was not imposed) resulted in a 64–40 majority in favour of the motion.58

				Cass was a long-standing supporter of liberal causes, including homosexual law reform.59 At the suggestion of his staff member, Peter Blazey, he decided to act on the issue and Prime Minister Whitlam was prepared to allow a law reform motion as a private members’ bill if a Liberal front-bencher were to co-sponsor it. John Gorton agreed to do so. The motion did not create much interest – Cass remembers little in the way of lobbying, for example – perhaps because it was not expected to pass at all60 and one of the surprises was the cross-party support that it got. Approached afterwards by Blazey, who noted the number of conservatives who had voted for the motion, Doug Anthony, the leader of the Country Party, laughingly declared that, ‘[y]ou Labor boys think you’re so trendy. But what you don’t realise is that a lot of us have been to boarding school!’61 While this may be part of the explanation, it is more likely that it was the appeal of liberal ideas, as embodied in the key speeches, that carried the vote. Certainly a significant bloc of the opposition came from the right-wing faction of the ALP, reflecting the conservative Catholicism of this group.62

				This motion had been an expression of opinion only. Because the ACT was expecting self-government, Cass and Gorton agreed that they would not impose law reform, but merely state the Parliament’s view that such reform was desirable. The new ACT Legislative Assembly did not have its first sitting until October 1974, and so, in debating the issue on 2 December it was moving promptly on the matter.63 Unfortunately, it only had advisory powers at that stage and its debate resulted in a motion in favour of law reform, but no actual reform. The final bill for reform was only presented to the Assembly in May 1975 where it passed on 22 July.64 By the time the federal ALP government fell in November of that year the ordinance had still not been signed into law and in mid-1976 the whole process began all over again under a new Liberal Attorney-General, Bob Ellicott, who had not been happy with the earlier version.65 The final decriminalisation of male homosexual acts took place in November 1976.

				In the end, the reform of the law in the ACT owed much to agendas other than those raised by the HLRS and the liberal humanist imperative. We can see this in the way in which it was argued for during the December 1974 Legislative Assembly debate. Certainly, the well-established liberal arguments were made,66 but they are supplemented, even over-shadowed, by a more parochial concern with the right of the Assembly to make social legislation. Susan Ryan, the mover of the December 1974 motion, argued at some length along the lines that:

				There is no justification for elected members of Parliament from all over Australia formulating social legislation that affects the lives of the people living here [in Canberra]. We are a community. We are about to have self-government and this is the sort of area where I think we must, very speedily, move into legislation.67

				Fully three-quarters of the Ryan speech was to do with this aspect of law reform, rather than with the merits of the case itself.

				The HLRS had raised the issue of law reform, drafted an impressive proposal and lobbied successfully to elicit statements of support from significant numbers of influential people. It had put the issue of homosexual law reform on the public agenda; it had even undertaken the research to show that there was real public support for decriminalisation. But in the end, it lacked the capacity to overcome the relative insignificance of the issue to those who alone had the power to change the law. Its failure to carry through its task merely affirms that processes of social and political change are more complex – full of vagaries and chances – than a single organisation can necessarily deal with. It was the role of the social movement, which was emerging in the capillaries of society and which was to erupt in Sydney in July 1970, to show just what was required to carry through the reform of Australian laws and attitudes towards homosexuality.
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				  It’s Time:

		    The Duncan Case and the Decriminalisation of Homosexual Acts in South Australia, 1972

				Clare Parker and Paul Sendziuk

				On 10 May 1972, the body of Dr George Duncan was pulled from Adelaide’s River Torrens. Over the following months, the extensive media interest in the case, which appeared to revolve around the harassment of homosexual men by members of the police Vice Squad, prompted an open discussion of homosexuality never before seen in South Australia. Later that year, the State Government reformed the law regarding male homosexual acts between consenting adults in private, the first reform of its kind in Australia. In this chapter, we examine the circumstances surrounding the South Australian government’s reform in 1972. Although the legislation ultimately fell short of full decriminalisation, which would be achieved in 1975, this first reform marks an important turning-point. As well as tracing the key arguments in the debate about homosexuality that ensued following the media’s exposé of Duncan’s death, we consider the legacy of law reform in 1972 and contemplate why it happened first in South Australia.

				There have been a small number of studies of homosexual law reform in South Australia. John Lee has written about male homosexual identity and subculture in pre-World War II Adelaide, and his analysis has been drawn upon and expanded by Chiah Mayne in a recent Honours thesis at the University of Adelaide.1 Tim Reeves’s research into the 1972 decriminalisation debate, including the impact of the Duncan case and the role of the Campaign Against Moral Persecution (CAMP), forms the basis of his Honours thesis at the University of Adelaide, and an essay in the second volume of the Gay and Lesbian Perspectives series.2 Reeves argues that the 1972 decriminalisation Bill was a ‘knee-jerk, libertarian reaction’ to the controversy surrounding Dr Duncan’s death, and as such was unlikely to pass without amendments that would render it impotent.3 In Reeves’ mind, the whirlwind of discussion about the Duncan case and the brief time that elapsed between Duncan’s death and the introduction of the Bill did not leave enough time for gay activists to ensure that parliamentarians and the community were sufficiently informed about homosexuality to intelligently debate and pass the Bill in its initial form. He suggests that ‘there was no real attempt to examine… the danger of discrimination at work’ and that ‘the whole social and cultural construction of homosexuality was never considered’,4 but the second of these assertions is contrary to our findings presented here. In a later edition of the Gay and Lesbian Perspectives series, Reeves and Malcolm Cowan discuss the law reform debates that occurred between 1972 and 1975, and the events of 1975, which resulted in the complete decriminalisation of homosexual acts between consenting adults. Their analysis draws upon Cowan’s Honours thesis on a similar topic.5 In this and the authors’ other publications, it is asserted that Dr Duncan’s death and the 1972 law reform ‘achieved little’,6 which, we suggest, is an overly pessimistic reading of the evidence. These articles and theses are the only specific discussions of the topic that we have encountered, but the South Australian experience is mentioned in a number of other works with a broader focus, such as Graham Willett’s Living Out Loud.7

				Precursors to Reform

				Male homosexual acts had always been illegal in South Australia. The law can be traced to the British Buggery Act of 1533,8 and underwent various changes in Britain and the British colonies over the following centuries. In South Australia, the death penalty for buggery was removed in 1859 (it had never been used), but the range of offences was increased. By 1876, the penalty for buggery in South Australia was anything from 10 years to life imprisonment with hard labour, and allowed for flogging. In 1925, the Criminal Law Consolidation Act was amended to state explicitly that homosexual acts ‘in public or private’ amounted to gross indecency. A further amendment in 1935 reduced the penalty to a maximum of 10 years’ imprisonment, with hard labour no longer compulsory.9 So, while penalties became less severe, the range and exact details of offences became greater. Chiah Mayne argues that this indicates a growing awareness of homosexuality as an identity, and more than just isolated incidences of men having sex with men.10

				Life for homosexual men in Adelaide before World War II was generally similar to life in other Australian states. Beats were an important part of homosexual interactions, and included the Adelaide parklands, public toilets and, more discreetly, certain eating establishments around town. Police were aware of the major beats, and using them came with an ever-present threat of arrest. It also made homosexual men a target of violence from gangs of youths or vigilantes. The rate of prosecution was not high, and the most commonly reported crimes were sexual violence, indecent assault and rape, often – but not always – against children.11 Realistically, policing truly private and consensual homosexual acts was virtually impossible.

				Apart from certain individual cases before the courts, homosexuality received very little public attention, and remained this way until the mid-1960s. Graham Willett notes that before that time, there was little coverage of homosexual issues in the media, in Parliament, or in medical, legal and religious journals. When it was discussed, ‘it was reviled and vilified’12 as something ‘dangerous and repulsive’.13 Censorship was rife in the era, and any material concerning depictions or discussions of homosexuality was silenced before it could reach an audience.14 However, later in the 1960s, public discussions of homosexuality began to emerge and became more positive.15

				In 1954, the British Government commissioned a report into prostitution and male homosexual offences. Published in 1957 and generally known as the Wolfenden Report, it investigated thoroughly the current thinking on the nature, causes and effects of homosexuality, and recommended that the law be changed to decriminalise ‘homosexual behaviour between consenting adults in private’;16 a phrase later used in South Australia and elsewhere.17 This recommendation was adopted by Britain in 1967,18 and was to have a significant influence on Australian debates.

				A notable feature of the British discussions was the firm stance taken by the Archbishop of Canterbury, who spoke in favour of decriminalisation.19 From the late 1960s, Australian churches began considering their own attitudes towards homosexuality. In 1968, the South Australian Methodist Conference issued a Report on Homosexuality, which was hesitant about recommending law reform: ‘[t]he Commission does not recommend a change in the law, although some changes appeared to all members to be necessary’.20

				By 1972, however, the Conference had reached the opinion that the law should be changed, although the emphasis was on encouraging counselling for those with what it called ‘homosexual tendencies’.21 In 1971, the Anglican Diocese of Melbourne issued a report on homosexuality which recommended that the law be changed to make legal male homosexual acts committed in private.22 The Bishop of Adelaide initially disagreed with the recommendation,23 but less than six months later the Adelaide daily newspaper, the Advertiser, reported that he had changed his mind. The Catholic Archbishop and Executive Minister of the Congregational Union of South Australia agreed. All three made it plain that they regarded homosexuality as immoral and a sin, but that the law was not the best instrument to bring redemption.24

				Some of the earliest exposure of the experiences of homosexuals was in the student press. One article, ‘The Homosexual Villain’, by an anonymous homosexual man, appeared in Monash University’s student paper Lot’s Wife in August 1964 and was reprinted in the University of Adelaide’s On Dit the following month.25 Four articles about various aspects of homosexuality appeared in On Dit in August 1969, written anonymously by members of the University of Adelaide community.26 They hoped to dispel ‘false taboos and fears’ and lead to a ‘clearheaded debate on such social reforms’.27 The Advertiser also began to run stories in the early 1970s about homosexual men and women.28 Nationally, the initiation of groups such as CAMP saw the publication of magazines dedicated to information and activism, but their readership was probably confined largely to the homosexual community.29

				The social shift towards a willingness for the discussion of homosexuality was part of a wider phenomenon of what Willett terms a ‘new liberal current in Australian political culture and Australian political life’.30 This liberalness was particularly evident in South Australia, where a Labor government was elected to power in 1965 after 32 consecutive years of conservative rule. The ascension of Don Dunstan to Premier in 1967 began a period of ‘social democracy’ in South Australia which saw reforms on issues such as abortion, capital punishment, gambling, consumer protection, and equal opportunity laws. Given the extent of these social reforms, it is in some ways unsurprising that South Australia led the way on the decriminalisation of homosexuality. While Attorney-General in 1965, Dunstan had pushed to decriminalise homosexual acts between consenting adult males, but although it was supported by Cabinet, a Bill never reached Parliament due to the concern of several members of caucus. Dunstan recalls in his 1981 memoir that the Wolfenden Report had not received much coverage in South Australia, and that ‘the public “weren’t ready for it”’.31

				Slippery Slopes and Strange Bedfellows: The 1972 Debate

				Ready or not, the South Australian public quickly found themselves immersed in a vigorous debate on homosexuality in the winter of 1972. Reporting on the case of an initially unidentified man who had drowned in the River Torrens on the evening of 10 May began slowly, with small articles buried in the centre pages of the Advertiser.32 As more details emerged over the following weeks, the murder of University of Adelaide law lecturer Dr George Ian Ogilvy Duncan became front page headlines.33 It was alleged that members of the police Vice Squad had pushed Duncan into the river while indulging in ‘poofter-bashing’ – the area of riverbank where he died was a known beat.34 Despite this, four weeks passed before the word ‘homosexuality’ was first mentioned in the media in connection with the case.35

				Discussion of the matter increased gradually, aided significantly by the Advertiser, which dedicated its editorial of 13 June to the Duncan inquest, and asserted that the case had ‘touched upon the broader issue of homosexuality and attitudes towards it in our society’.36 It identified the ‘unfortunate’ reticence of witnesses in the case to come forward as a symptom of the illegality of homosexual behaviour. It is from this point that the discussion of the decriminalisation of homosexuality began in earnest.

				On 26 July 1972, the Liberal and Country League Member of the Legislative Council, Murray Hill, introduced a private member’s bill proposing the decriminalisation of homosexual acts between consenting adult males in private (hereafter referred to as the Bill), apparently prompted by a letter urging the relaxation of the law received by all South Australian politicians in late June from a group calling themselves the Moral Freedom Committee (MFC).37 This group had formed in response to the actions of the evangelical Moral Action Committee (MAC), of which psychologist Dr John Court and Rev. Lance Shilton were outspoken members. MAC railed against society’s ‘permissiveness’ and called for the censorship of ‘immoral’ material such as the theatrical release of Oh! Calcutta!, a production featuring full-frontal nudity and songs about masturbation.38 MAC ceased to function when members formed new groups such as the Community Standards Organisation and the Festival of Light, by which time the MFC had been provoked into action. The MFC was primarily composed of young, heterosexual, university-trained men and women, many of whom were active in the Humanist Society of South Australia (HSSA).39 It does not appear to have included homosexual members and was not a front for gay activists. The group was compelled to act by the controversy surrounding Dr Duncan’s murder, and the correspondence it issued specially mentioned the case and the unlikelihood of witnesses coming forward while the existing laws against homosexual acts remained in place. Murray Hill, Premier Dunstan, and at least five other Members of Parliament (MPs) directly pointed to the influence of the Duncan case in bringing the issue to light.40 The ensuing debate about Duncan’s murder and, as a consequence, the legitimacy of homosexuality and laws against homosexual acts, divided the community, and took place not only in Parliament, but also in the media and in key interest groups around the state.

				Both the pro- and anti-decriminalisation camps put forward a number of arguments, and included among their ranks concerned members of the public, as well as academics, medical professionals, religious leaders, lobby groups, and the parliamentarians who would have the ultimate say. In Parliament, the issue was not argued along party lines. The matter was to be decided by a ‘free vote’41 which allowed debate according to the individual member’s conscience, the wishes of their own constituents, or a combination of the two. In the 1970s, as is the case today, conscience votes were allowed on controversial or religious-based issues where party-political stances were not considered appropriate. The debate largely focused on the relevance of religious (moral) traditions on the criminal law,42 and the possible danger of allowing homosexuality to become regarded as acceptable.

				As proponent of the Bill, Hill spoke at length on the need for reform. His speech on 2 August included extensive reference to the Wolfenden Report and the subsequent British parliamentary debates. While he appeared to consider homosexuality as something of a pitiful ‘social problem’43 requiring treatment,44 he argued that the law was not the appropriate way to deal with the ‘psychological nature of homosexuality’,45 and that homosexuals were ‘law-abiding citizens in all other respects’ and ‘surely not criminals’.46 He was concerned that homosexuals were open to blackmail because of their reluctance to report matters to the police due to threat of their own prosecution.47

				Hill and other MPs also addressed a number of the concerns raised by opponents to the reforms. Hill observed that ‘the only real opposition comes from those who deal solely with the religious viewpoint, and it comes from the extreme literalist group who provide judgmental attitudes, based upon Biblical passages’.48

				These laws, he said, were made in Biblical times and did not reflect the current scientific understanding.49 Don Hopgood also refuted the extremist religious argument, pointing out that those who argued that the Bible condemned homosexual acts should also ‘require adultery, fornication and Lesbianism to be illegal in order to be consistent’.50 As these calls were not being made and would be ridiculed if they were, such Biblical arguments were not sound. Attorney-General Len King argued forcefully on a religious basis that he believed homosexual behaviour to be a ‘perverted activity’ and ‘intrinsically evil’,51 but went on to state: ‘what we are here concerned with as a Legislature is not precisely the moral question involved in homosexual conduct but what the state of the criminal law should be’.52 King’s attitude mirrored that of the religious leaders who believed that Biblical immorality could not necessarily be directly equated with modern law.

				MPs also refuted other non-religious arguments. Referring to the experiences of Belgium and France where homosexuality was legal, Hill assured those concerned about an increase in the incidence of the practice that ‘the prevalence of homosexuality seems to be remarkably independent of the state of the law’,53 but did not cite any figures to support his claim. Dr Tonkin asserted that those who feared an increase failed to understand the true nature of homosexuality.54

				In outright favour of the Bill, a number of members emphasised the unacceptable (and indeed impractical) nature of laws which intruded into individuals’ private affairs,55 and several highlighted the contradiction whereby male homosexual acts were illegal but female acts were not.56 Finally, two members stated their belief that the law should not punish people who had no control over their sexuality, thereby acknowledging the then current advances in the psychological understanding of homosexuality as being a matter not of choice but of intrinsic nature.57

				A number of politicians mentioned in their speeches the quantity of correspondence from the public on the issue; several stated that they had received more on this Bill than on any other.58 Some claimed overwhelming support for the Bill, while one had received a more negative response.59 F.‌J.‌Potter explicitly stated the difficulty of determining true public opinion on the matter, 60 whereas Don Hopgood, despite believing that it was more important to be true to one’s own conscience than to bow to public pressure, cited several Australian media polls that pointed to a majority support for homosexual law reform.61 Hopgood also made an interesting observation about the support of the local media for the reforms: ‘generally speaking, the popular press is a little on the conservative side of what people in the community are thinking and, therefore, when we get a progressive statement from the press, we can usually assume there is a fair consensus in the community for it’.62

				Hopgood’s remark on the conservative nature of the local media echoes a commonly held view; both Adelaide daily newspapers, the Advertiser and the News, were owned by the Murdoch family’s News Corporation, a media organisation that is frequently considered to have a conservative outlook.63

				Support for the Bill was demonstrated in the pages of the print media, most notably in the Advertiser. Although there were numerous letters to the editor that spoke vehemently against the Bill (see discussion below), there were a number in support. The correspondents’ arguments followed a similar line to those covered in Parliament. Members of the South Australian branch of the Australian Psychological Society wrote of their belief that the legal status of homosexual acts was irrelevant to the successful treatment of such tendencies, and that many people were not coming forward to be treated because of concerns they would be prosecuted. Not only concerned with ‘cures’, they also wrote that ‘[p]unishment is likely to intensify the guilt and anxiety which are frequently experienced’ and that this caused ‘irreparable psychological damage’ – and made behaviour modification more difficult.64

				Dr G. R. Knight and Stan Harris both wrote to the Advertiser with their criticisms of the extremist religious views propounded by other correspondents. Like Don Hopgood, Knight argued that ‘[s]elective quotation from Leviticus is not… any justification for the continued legal persecution of homosexuals’,65 while Harris undermined the legitimacy of the text by noting that Leviticus forbade blind or handicapped clergy, and called for death to those who did not observe the Sabbath, in addition to admonishing homosexuality.66 Knight also iterated Attorney-General King’s argument that ‘Old Testament fundamentalists are certainly entitled to express their views’ but that there was ‘no reason for accepting their views as the basis for law-making in a secular society’.67 Several days later, Linda Brabham presaged the argument of MPs Potter and Evans by condemning punishment of people who could not help their ‘condition’.68 Correspondent P. S. Delin went further than many and argued that homosexuality was not a problem at all. Expressing a common joke of the time, Delin suggested that what those against reform wanted was for the homosexuals to admit that homosexuality should be made not just legal, but compulsory.69

				The Vice-President of the South Australian branch of homosexual group CAMP, and the respective Presidents of the HSSA and the South Australian Council for Civil Liberties also wrote in support of reform.70 This highlights the unusual alliance formed in support of the legislation. On the one hand, psychologists believed that decriminalisation would assist their ultimate aim: to cure homosexuality. On the other hand, activists and human rights groups argued that decriminalisation would be the first step in achieving equality for homosexuals to live their lives in peace. Although their ultimate aims were vastly divergent, decriminalisation was favoured by both groups.

				On a numerical basis, one cannot conclude that supporters of the Bill were in the majority; however, the quantity and sophistication of arguments in favour were considerably greater than those against, which tended to focus on limited religious beliefs and a fear of social degeneration. It is notable, however, that although these views were promoted by members of the public, they did not gain significant traction in Parliament. Had they done so in such numbers, the Bill would not have passed. It is also important to note that a meaningful quantitative analysis of newspaper correspondents is notoriously difficult, as editorial decisions are made over what is published, and we can only trust that the printed letters were representative of the quantity and arguments of those that were not.

				Similar (if less religious) arguments were raised in Parliament by a number of members who spoke against the Hill Bill. Their key fear was that decriminalisation would lead to an increase in the prevalence of homosexuality, and would be seen as condoning behaviour that was morally wrong. This view was espoused by A. M. Whyte, who said he feared ‘an acceptance of something I am not prepared to have publicly flaunted or publicly accepted’.71 R. C. DeGaris voiced concern about where such relaxation of the law might lead; would incest, for instance, become acceptable? And what of homosexual marriage?72 M. B. Dawkins and L. R. Hart also feared widespread acceptance, and believed decriminalisation could lead to young people becoming homosexual.73 Both compared homosexuality to the state’s recent debate on abortion, claiming that the legalisation of this practice had led to its increase and normalisation.74

				Opinion pieces published by the Advertiser aimed either to inform the public on the nature of homosexuality (such as a three-part feature by John Miles on various aspects of the ‘Homosexual Scene in Adelaide’),75 or explicitly campaigned in favour of law reform. The paper’s editorial on 1 July 1972 was headed ‘Legalise Homosexuality’ – an unequivocal stance, largely based on the argument that the law had no right to intervene in the bedrooms of private citizens.76 However, the paper did publish many letters to the editor that argued forcefully against potential reform. John Court, lecturer in psychology at Flinders University, and member of the Christian lobby group Festival of Light, wrote a response to the editorial, arguing that it would be ‘Impossible!’ to legalise homosexuality. He suspected that such reform was the ‘first step to seeking acceptance of totally unrestricted homosexual practices and recognition that they are essentially normal’.77 Court was one of a small number who wrote in opposition to reform without explicitly referring to religious reasoning. Others to do so included P. P. Kelly, who believed that, like alcoholism, homosexuality was able to be controlled, and therefore did not require relaxation of the law;78 and Mark J. Posa, who was concerned that legalisation would lead to a general degeneration of society which could result in the acceptance of euthanasia.79

				The remaining letters all advanced Christian viewpoints. Several quoted Biblical passages from Leviticus in which homosexual acts were described as ‘abomination’,80 and passages from the New Testament.81 Many more argued that God’s moral law should prevail. A typical example of this attitude was put forward by Anne E. Joyce, a mother fearing for her children’s future who wrote, ‘God, in his Holy Word, has set down moral rules for mankind, and if man deliberately and defiantly disobeys, then he will destroy himself’.82 Andrew McComb similarly advised that the Old Testament was relevant to the framing of modern laws, and warned that ‘civilisations which became permissive… frequently degenerated and disappeared from the historical scene’.83 Dorothy Storr could not bring herself to mention homosexuality, but referred to the ‘degrading laws set in our midst’, and implored readers to vote for leaders who could set a ‘clean Christian standard’.84 Reverend David L. White of the Seaton Park Baptist Church wrote twice, each time vociferously arguing that ‘Homosexuality is NOT normal!’,85 but a ‘perversion’ that should ‘NEVER!’ be legalised.86 He was concerned about a ‘moral landslide’,87 and urged the community to show compassion and provide assistance for ‘those homosexuals who earnestly want to be normal’.88 The religious arguments all relied on dramatic vocabulary, fear, and limited sections of Scripture to make their points. These opinions were advanced primarily by laity, and ministers of churches such as the Baptist Church. As mentioned, more liberal clergy voiced support for decriminalisation, even if their reasoning was aimed more towards healing the homosexual man than concern for his rights.

				As with the groups who supported the reforms, an unusual alliance also emerged between the groups who opposed the 1972 Bill. On one side, there were those who opposed homosexual law reform altogether, usually on religious grounds, and argued that homosexuality was immoral and unnatural. A number of people took a less overtly religious argument, seeing law reform as the first step on a ‘slippery slope’ to a ‘permissive society’. These groups who opposed any reform at all were joined in opposition to this particular Bill by some gay activists. Knowing that the Bill was highly unlikely to pass in its entirety, Dennis Altman and Lex Watson spoke strongly against certain aspects of the proposed reform at the inaugural South Australian meeting of Gay Liberation in August 1972. They argued that it did not achieve sufficient reform, and advocated full legal equality for homosexuals. Altman described the Bill as ‘totally inadequate and probably even dangerous’.89 Thus, opposition to the Bill came from both those worried it went too far, and those concerned it did not go far enough.

				Ultimately, opposition member Renfrey DeGaris moved an amendment to the Bill that undermined its original intent. The Bill passed with this amendment, which meant that being ‘consenting adults in private’ became nothing more than a defence for the charge of committing a homosexual act, only able to be pleaded before a court.90 In this case, should conditions of the law be met – namely that the two men be 21 years of age or over, alone, and the sex consensual – no conviction would be recorded. As we have demonstrated, this limited degree of law reform was supported largely because criminal sanctions seemed inappropriate; it did not indicate approval of homosexuality as a legitimate way of life. This was made quite plain by the major Christian denominations and those who echoed their arguments, and all who advocated treatment or cures for homosexuals. Thus, decriminalisation was far from complete in 1972 and did not afford homosexual men any increased privacy. It would take another three years to achieve full decriminalisation, which occurred in 1975 with a Bill introduced by Labor Attorney-General Peter Duncan.91

				Nonetheless, the 1972 reform was an important first step. In 1965, Don Dunstan, then Attorney-General in the Walsh Labor Government, drafted a homosexual law reform Bill that was blocked by his party’s caucus due to concerns that it was against the wishes of the public. Education of the community was required, and the 1972 debate surrounding the mysterious death of Dr Duncan, the reasons for witnesses failing to appear, and the need for law reform, provided homosexual activists and sections of the media with opportunities to enlighten the public and community leaders. These events put the legal status of homosexuality firmly on the public agenda in South Australia, and the rest of the country followed. Those who fought for full decriminalisation later, and for law reform in other states, would have found it much more difficult if they had to work without precedent and without a raised level of public and media understanding of the issues.

				The Legacy of Dr Duncan

				The murder of Dr Duncan was the catalyst for the decriminalisation debate in 1972. However, as with all catalysts, it alone was not enough to bring about change. There had been a much longer process at work. The gradual post-war liberalisation of societal attitudes formed a foundation for reform. But, in South Australia, it was the political climate of Don Dunstan’s progressive Labor Government that made such a reform palatable in many sectors of the community. A combined effort by Dunstan and his predecessor, conservative Premier Steele Hall, had seen the groundbreaking legalisation of abortion only three years earlier, and so the state had already been challenged to consider its views on contentious moral issues. This followed nearly four decades of conservative party governance, dominated by Tom Playford’s period as Premier between 1938 and 1965. Others have argued that it was Playford’s paternalistic style and inertia on social matters that led to pent up frustration and the rush towards social law reform in the Dunstan era.92 This situation was unique to South Australia. One might contend that the other states in Australia lagged behind their southern counterpart because conservative parties still held sway there; the Country Party remained in power in Queensland from 1957 until 1989 (the reign of Premier Joh Bjelke-Petersen extended from 1968 to 1987), the Liberal Party governed in New South Wales between 1965 and 1976, and in Victoria from 1955 until 1982.93 This is not to suggest that it was inevitable that Liberal or Coalition Governments would fail to champion or achieve homosexual law reform in the 1960s and 1970s; there were certainly members of those governments whose primary agenda was to relax government and legal controls on individual freedoms and uphold one’s right to privacy, rather than defend conservative values on social issues. (The decriminalisation of private homosexual acts occurred in Victoria under a Liberal Government in 1980, although nine Liberal MPs crossed the floor to vote against the proposal while Labor MPs voted as a block in favour.)94 But small ‘l’ liberals in Liberal and Coalition Governments were generally not willing to alienate the people who elected them or trade the potential gains they could make in other areas by furthering the rights of gays and lesbians. Instead, as Shane Ostenfeld has argued, the trade union movement (which provided the support base of the state-based Labor parties, as well as many of their candidates), proved most responsive to the needs of gays and lesbians, initially supporting their fight against discrimination in the workplace and then embracing other issues. White-collar and left-wing unions were most active in this respect, while opposition within the labour movement was mounted by Catholic unionists and ‘masculinist’ right-wing unions.95 In comparison to the situation in the other states, the South Australian Branch of the Labor Party was more disposed to championing the rights of homosexuals because white-collar and left-leaning public sector unions held sway and Catholic elements within the trade unions and the Labor Party were muted.96 Indeed, without convicts and lacking a mass migration of poor Irish Catholics in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, South Australia has always had a proportionally smaller working-class Catholic population than most of the other states, and this affected the number of Catholics and their influence in trade unions and the South Australian Branch of the Labor Party. Although the law reform vote in South Australia’s Parliament in 1972 and then in 1975 was supposed to be one based on ‘conscience’ rather than dictated by party policy, pressure was brought to bear on Labor MPs to make sure they voted for the decriminalisation bills. Gay activist Roger Knight recalls the final vote for Peter Duncan’s homosexual decriminalisation Bill in 1975 and watching Tom Casey, the Labor Minister for Agriculture and a staunch country Catholic who had previously voted against the proposal, be brought into line:

				A message came into the House and indicated to Casey that someone was wanting to talk to him… [Deputy Premier] Des Corcoran, out in the corridor… must have had a few words to say about sticking with Peter’s Bill and voting with the Party… Casey came back looking absolutely like thunder… When it came to the division, instead of crossing [the floor to vote against the Bill], he just continued to sit there, looking like thunder, but staying with the Labor Party… It was supposed to be a free vote, it was a conscience vote, a private member’s Bill, not a Government Bill, but it was quite obvious that the Labor Party voted for it.97

				In both 1972 and 1975, South Australian Labor MPs voted in favour of the decriminalisation of homosexual acts. It was members of Murray Hill’s party that insisted upon amendments and, having far superior numbers in the Legislative Council in 1972, were able to alter the Bill beyond recognition. Complete decriminalisation was achieved in 1975 once the effects of electoral reform were felt and the Labor Party secured greater numbers in the Upper House.

				A further case for South Australian exceptionalism can be made in that the push for homosexual law reform did not emerge from a prior campaign for the introduction of sexuality-based anti-discrimination legislation. Former members of CAMP (SA) and other gay activists at the time are certain about this. Discrimination in the workplace became a primary issue for gay and lesbian activists in other states and this saw their involvement with the labour movement and open engagement with parliamentarians; in states such as New South Wales the campaign against discrimination offered a pathway to homosexual law reform.98 While this issue was certainly a concern for homosexuals in the southern state, law reform in South Australia predated the push for the introduction of sexuality-based anti-discrimination legislation. It was the controversy surrounding the murder of Dr Duncan that really galvanised the alliance between activists, civil libertarians, select politicians and the labour movement, and which was the principal precursor to law reform. Over the next 25 years, the case would be evoked by gay activists throughout the country and Dr Duncan’s name would appear at the head of petitions, on protest banners and badges (‘HOW MANY MORE DUNCANS?’), and as graffiti on walls (‘DUNCAN IS DEAD – WHY?’),99 all testament to the importance and ramifications of a terrible event that took place by the banks of the River Torrens in Adelaide in 1972.
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				Chapter 3

				  

				  The Okayness of Gayness:

            Don Dunstan’s Record in Homosexual Law Reform

				Dino Hodge

				The first attempt at homosexual law reform to be introduced into an Australian Parliament was tabled as a private member’s bill in South Australia. It was prompted by the murder of Dr George Duncan. In the historical record, however, a sense of confusion and a silencing of details has emerged around the work and efforts of South Australia’s decriminalisation of homosexuality.

				Late in the evening of 10 May 1972, university law lecturer Dr Duncan and two others were attacked and thrown into Adelaide’s River Torrens. Duncan drowned.1 Don Dunstan, then South Australian Premier, reveals in his memoirs, ‘[t]‌he area, apparently, was known to be frequented by homosexuals, and also those who regarded “poofter bashing” as a sport’.2

				Although the Police Commissioner denied police involvement, reports implicating the force soon emerged. Two constables refused to answer questions at the inquest on 29 June on the grounds that they could be incriminated. The following day the two constables and a senior constable were suspended from the force. One officer resigned immediately, and the other two resigned soon after.3

				This brutal murder, reports journalist Stewart Cockburn, shocked the South Australian community ‘into an ashamed realisation of the extent to which homosexuals were being threatened and persecuted’.4 Unexpectedly an Upper House member of the conservative Liberal and Country League party, Murray Hill, announced his intention to introduce a private member’s bill. The intention was limited in scope ‘to protect the privacy only of those people who lived together’ and would not legalise homosexuality outside of the home or provide protection against discrimination or vilification.5

				Following intense debate both in Parliament and the media, the Hill Bill was enacted on 25 October 1972 with drastic amendments.6 The new law retained the illegality of homosexual acts, but allowed a defence if a person could show that the act was committed in private with only one other person and that both people were over 21 years of age.7 Don Dunstan opposed these limitations, and recalls that a ‘majority in both houses voted for that Bill though attempts by me and others to put in amendments to improve it were lost’.8 Dunstan considered the eventuating legislation as only a beginning of necessary reform.9

				The state election in March 1973 saw the inclusion to the Australian Labor Party (ALP) backbench of Peter Duncan. He had studied law in Adelaide during the late 1960s when academic legal circles discussed homosexual law reform as a civil rights issue.10 Duncan announced his intention to draft a private member’s bill and introduced his bill for the full decriminalisation of homosexuality into the House of Assembly in September that year.11

				Lobby groups quickly established contact with Duncan, including representatives of the Gay Activists’ Alliance (GAA) and the Campaign Against Moral Persecution (CAMP).12 The Council for Civil Liberties (CCL) was lobbying Duncan and providing him with legal opinion.13 Duncan’s bill established a more equitable code of sexual behaviour regardless of sexual orientation and a standard age of consent of 17 years, but it was rejected following the public debate over untimely suggestions by the more radical GAA who proposed talks on homosexuality to senior school students.14

				Further to another state election in 1975, Duncan re-introduced the bill, which was passed on 17 September 1975, making South Australia the first jurisdiction to decriminalise male homosexual acts.15 Both bills in 1973 and 1975 received only lukewarm support in the Caucus, explains political scientist Allan Patience. He concludes that the ‘Dunstan Cabinet’s support for these measures prevailed and their incorporation into the criminal law statutes was a triumph for progressive social reform’.16

				Difficulties Recalling Dunstan’s Achievements

				Justice of the High Court, the Hon. Michael Kirby, delivering the lecture Consensus and Dissent in Australia in 2007, declared that, ‘Don Dunstan began our national process to remove the criminal laws against homosexual men’, but gives no further details.17

				Dunstan died in 1999. His record in homosexual law reform was not cited either in the official memorial service commemorating and celebrating his life and work, or in a tribute special edition of the Labor Herald published for the occasion.18 There is an antecedent to this circumstance, as homosexual law reform was not discussed in the 1981 survey of the Dunstan governments’ record in law reform.19

				Dunstan is regarded as one of Australia’s great innovative and reformist premiers, and the memorial service was designed to acknowledge his achievements. Copies of the Labor Herald tribute were issued to mourners at the Festival Theatre, and contained testimonies by two former prime ministers and two former premiers, as well as by leading political, community and cultural figures.

				During the service Dunstan’s achievements were recounted. He reformed not only his own party – he played a central role in removing the federal ALP’s White Australia policy and was a long-standing member of the federal executive – but the state’s electoral system, too, ending decades of a severe gerrymander.

				Dunstan was an early advocate of multiculturalism, introduced the country’s first Aboriginal lands rights reforms, abolished capital punishment, established anti-discrimination and equal opportunity measures designed to eliminate racism and sexism, nurtured industrial democracy, initiated consumer rights protection in Australia, and reinvigorated the arts and hospitality industries. Much of his work was ground-breaking, providing models for other Australian jurisdictions, politicians and political parties, and garnering international recognition. The Labor Herald testimonies widely reflect upon Dunstan’s deep concerns about civil liberties. However, the one achievement not recognised is that of homosexual law reform.

				Following the service, journalist Samela Harris lamented this oversight, as well as the failure to welcome to the memorial service Dunstan’s male partner of more than a decade.20 Academic Barbara Baird has also observed that a welcome was extended to the many groups present but not to the gay, lesbian and HIV/AIDS communities. She notes that:

				Dunstan’s commitment to the gay and lesbian and HIV/AIDS community politics among the ‘causes’ to which he was dedicated was another erasure. But most cruelly, and finally in the order of proceedings, was the omission of the name of Dunstan’s partner Steven Cheng, in the list of names of those who had cared for him in his last days read out by [Dunstan’s elder son] Andrew Dunstan.21

				And while a journalist at the Australian included ‘homosexual reforms’ amongst Dunstan’s achievements while in office,22 historian Tim Reeves refuted this assertion in a letter to the editor:

				This is misleading.

				Three Private Members Bills were introduced in 1972, 1973 and 1975 to decriminalise homosexual male acts… the second and third from an enterprising new Labor member, Peter Duncan.

				While Attorney-General in the mid-1960s, Dunstan had advocated decriminalisation but was blocked by Caucus. In the Lower House Labor demonstrated its solidarity as a party in defiance of a conscience vote for each Bill. But Dunstan never took the lead on decriminalisation in parliamentary or community debate. And although in the House he accused police of engaging in entrapment to ensnare homosexuals, he also referred to homosexuals’ ‘vulgarity and unpleasantness of… behaviour’.

				It was Duncan who introduced pioneering legislation that created a code of sexual behaviour regardless of gender or sexual orientation, and a common age of consent, demonstrating the political courage and acumen on this issue.23

				Here, Reeves was continuing a theme that he wrote about in 1994,24 which he subsequently pursued with historian Malcolm Cowan in 1998 when they wrote on the gay rights movement and law reform between 1973 and 1975. In this later piece, Reeves and Cowan conclude that,

				[w]‌hile the Dunstan Governments have been hailed for their commitment to broad social reform, the introduction of Private Member’s bills in 1973 and 1975 seeking decriminalisation was the work of a young and enterprising Labor member… Peter Duncan’s pioneering legislation sought to create a code of sexual behaviour which established statutory equality regardless of gender or sexuality.25

				Writing about the murder of Dr George Duncan four years later, Reeves restated his opinion on the eventual enactment of law reform: ‘[t]‌he ignorance and prejudices of even those politicians in support was evident during debate; Premier Don Dunstan referred to homosexuals’ “vulgarity and unpleasantness” of behaviour’.26

				Thus by 2002, three years after Dunstan’s death and thirty years since the first legislative reform of 1972, Dunstan’s role and contributions had been overlooked and even denied.

				Homosexual Law Reform Efforts of the 1960s

				Innovative law reform was a strong feature of Dunstan’s career.27 A journalist interviewing Premier Dustan in 1968 learnt that ‘[t]‌he duties of State Labor Governments must be clear… to pioneer in the area of social reform’.28 Dunstan, writing in 1970 for The Australian Humanist, delineates two principles underpinning his civil rights position:

				The first is that the laws a community enforces should be designed solely to allow the members of that community to live together amicably, and the second is that no-one in the community has the right to lay down that a certain code of behaviour should be observed by everyone in the community, regardless of the effect such a code has on individuals in the community.

				Following from this, I believe that the criminal and civil Laws [sic] of the community are to protect citizens from having themselves or their property damaged by other citizens, and for no other reason.29

				So it is not surprising that one of Dunstan’s first initiatives upon his appointment in 1965 as Attorney-General was to secure Cabinet agreement to decriminalise homosexuality. Dunstan recalls obtaining the permission of Caucus to introduce the draft legislation into the Parliament. Before the Bill had been presented, however, several Caucus members expressed concern that the public was not ready. Dunstan understood their position and acknowledged that little had been heard in South Australia about the 1957 Wolfenden Committee report in England which had recommended a similar change in law there.30

				This early initiative is discussed subsequently during the 1972 parliamentary debate on Hill’s proposed law reform. Dunstan reflects on his motivations:

				I had a Bill drawn on this matter when I was Attorney-General but I did not proceed with it then because the climate of public opinion was not such that I believed we could obtain a sufficient consensus of opinion to support an amendment to the law – not that I did not believe it was right to make the change then as I believe it is right to make a change now, for my experience in the criminal law had been such that I had seen the misery, the harm, the hurt and the injustice that have occurred in this area of the law.31

				Support indeed was scarce. A 1967 nation-wide survey of 1045 adults by legal academics Chappell and Wilson revealed that less than one quarter of respondents favoured liberalisation of the laws relating to homosexuality. The researchers concluded:

				T‌hose brave (or foolish) enough to advocate reform must combat the fierce traditional antipathy of Australians towards homosexuals, antipathy based almost certainly on a widespread misunderstanding and lack of sympathy…

				However, there seems little doubt that few Australians are aware of the nature of the [Wolfenden report] reform effected in England, due largely to the lack of debate on the subject of homosexuality in or outside of the various parliaments of this country.32

				Dunstan was not deterred and pursued his agenda. Premier Frank Walsh, under the then ALP age rules, was not eligible to contest the coming elections and instead chose to retire while in office.33 Dunstan was sworn in as Premier on 1 June 1967. In July, Dunstan announced a three-member committee headed by Justice Hogarth to review the criminal law; homosexuality was noted within the committee’s terms of reference.34 But with scarcely nine months in office, this initiative faltered.

				Despite losing the 1968 elections,35 Dunstan persisted. As Leader of the Opposition, he secured the agreement of Caucus to pursue decriminalisation. However, this time Caucus did not want Dunstan to lead the initiative. Instead, it was arranged for Lindsay Riches, another ALP MP and a Methodist lay preacher, to present the matter to Parliament.36 Dunstan explains that,

				[i]‌n 1969, while in opposition, I arranged for a motion to be introduced by a senior Labor member to raise the matter publicly for debate, but the then Premier called an election before it was due to be moved.37

				Working for Reform in the 1970s

				Following a campaign during which he declared his support for criminal law reform, Dunstan’s second term as Premier commenced in May 1970. ‘People should be able to live the way they wish’ he announced. He went on to explain that,

				[t]he Labor Party will establish a commission for the revision of the criminal law and its administration, whose specific duty will be to consider the removal of attempts to invade areas of private morality and social welfare.38

				By now Dunstan had accrued an extensive body of experience as Attorney-General, Premier, and Leader of the Opposition to guide him on how best to inform, educate and persuade others that the intended reform deserved support. In power again, his approach for achieving law reform was more strategically addressed to the political niceties of process: he decided to set up a broad inquiry into South Australian criminal law. A couple of days after the election, Dunstan declared that homosexuality would be dealt with by the anticipated review.39

				In December 1971 Justice Roma Mitchell was commissioned to chair the enquiry.40 Specifically, the decriminalisation of homosexuality would be dealt with as one of a number of issues.41 The process allowed for community submissions, a range of professional input, informed debate and – perhaps most importantly – a set of independent recommendations to the government for its attention and legitimate action. The use of committees of enquiry and Royal Commissions to minimise public reaction to reforms, and to allow the government to argue that its policies were based on sound information, came to be recognised as a hallmark of the Dunstan government.42

				At this same time the gay liberation movement was becoming established in Australia. The first meeting in South Australia of CAMP had been held in August 1971, and a decision was taken to work on a submission to the Mitchell enquiry.43 CAMP SA reported in the national newsletter, Camp Ink, that ‘many observers believe, this committee will recommend the abolition of existing laws against male homosexual behaviour as part of its wider proposals for law reform’.44 However, following Dr Duncan’s murder in May 1972 and Hill’s consequent private member’s bill, Peter Ward, a senior member of Dunstan’s staff, requested a meeting with CAMP. Ward explained that the government would work for the passage of the private member’s bill even though the Mitchell enquiry had not completed or reported on its findings; Ward urged CAMP to lobby.45

				The government by its previous efforts, and with the Mitchell review underway, had nailed its colours to the mast and could not be seen to be influencing community debate. Ward’s behind-the-scenes meeting, though, suggests that the government was clearly determined to ensure that at least this time there would be a community debate. The meeting itself is an extraordinary step for a senior member of the Premier’s staff to take: it is most unlikely that any staffer from the Premier’s office, no matter how senior, would give an undertaking about the government’s intentions and provide encouragement to a lobby group without the prior knowledge and permission of the Premier himself. Here, the circumstance of Dr Duncan’s death had created a different climate which presented an opportunity, and the government intended to secure a successful outcome. But the conservative elements forced changes to Hill’s intended legislation and the result was less than desirable. Consequently, this meant a return to the process of the Mitchell enquiry, and the media reported Dunstan’s view that, ‘any further alteration to the law on homosexuality would depend on the report of the Criminal Law Revision Committee’.46

				Dunstan’s Support

				In the meantime, Dunstan worked to open up discussion within the Labor Party. At the annual state ALP convention in June 1972, the Young Labor Association listed a resolution for the decriminalisation of homosexuality. Social issues had not been discussed at previous conventions on the ground that members should be free to cast a conscience vote on such matters. Dunstan’s input facilitated a break with tradition, allowing open discussion at future conventions with the proviso that any decisions were not binding on party members. This step was regarded as one of the most significant moves for many years, and according to one delegate, ‘Don’s support has given the ALP a new dimension. It will give people searching for guidance something to look to’.47

				Dunstan’s support extended to Peter Duncan, when the latter took his seat on the backbenches following the ALP’s win in the state election of March 1973. Peter Duncan recalls his initiative to reform the law:

				Len King [the Attorney-General] wouldn’t have touched this with a barge pole. He was a good Catholic boy, and wasn’t at all interested in anything that ran across the morality of the Church. Well, that is why I raised it in Caucus before anything happened. And Len King was happy to have it happen as long as he didn’t have to be part of it… Len could have early on probably squashed my right to put a Bill up. And I suspect that Don made sure he didn’t.48

				Len King’s personal opinion expressed during the parliamentary debates over Hill’s 1972 private member’s bill was blunt:

				I do not accept a view that has been propounded outside the Parliament that we should repeal the existing law because homosexual practices are themselves no more morally reprehensible than are heterosexual practices… I take the view that the traditional attitude of Christendom, the traditional Judaeo-Christian ethic on this matter, is right and that homosexual practices are intrinsically evil.49

				Duncan’s first Bill unexpectedly was not passed.50 The difficulties were such that Duncan, ‘found it necessary, however, to confirm that the bill was in no way to be seen as condoning homosexual practices or behaviours in public, and made no mention of any homosexual reform groups’. Peter Ward, Dunstan’s senior adviser, had telephoned the GAA and advised that ‘the Government supported the legislation and GAA should tread carefully to ensure its safe passage’. But, following the furore over suggestions by GAA about educating senior school students on homosexuality, supportive politicians reversed their position and thus Duncan’s initiative failed.51

				The Mitchell Committee’s first of three reports was tabled in July 1973, just prior to the introduction of Duncan’s first Bill. In this report the difficult issues surrounding sexual offences, especially with minors, and recidivism received attention.52 The second report, tabled in November 1974, dealt with, ‘those street offences which may have political implications and which in our view warrant amendment’. The Committee considered the crime of loitering – the charge most frequently brought against homosexual men – and recommended the abolition of this offence, sounding, suggest Mitchell’s biographers Magarey and Round, ‘just like… Don Dunstan in the 1960s’.53

				A looming election, eventually held in July 1975, slowed government response to this second report. Once the election was over, however, Duncan moved quickly to re-introduce his Bill.54 There was a change this time in the role and method of homosexual activists. As Roger Knight, president of CAMP, recalls:

				it was decided really to avoid any direct gay lobbying of politicians by people who were gay activists, but to move the thing onto a kind of faintly ghostly level known as the Social Concern Committee. Now the Social Concern Committee was born… I think, in Peter Ward’s living room… one day in 1975 when a number of people sat around and said, ‘Well, okay, let’s… get together a group of people who would look to be or are concerned citizens in let us say the caring professions in which we’ll include religion’; and… finally I think it was probably Peter Ward who came up with the idea of a ‘Social Concern Committee’. He thought it sounded nice and that the Methodists would probably like it, and he was dead right. So this was then floated and we got together a committee, which never met of course, which then produced a document which was circulated around parliamentarians… Peter Ward did a wonderful editing job on [the document]… What it skirted around really carefully was this issue… the okayness of gayness. It really never got around to saying that at all. Whenever that issue emerged, the Social Concern Committee galloped away in the opposite direction.55

				This time Duncan succeeded in homosexual law reform. It must be noted, however, that Duncan’s efforts follow on from the initiatives commenced by Dunstan in 1965, and were supported directly through the behind-the-scenes liaison and collaboration with gay liberation groups by one of Dunstan’s trusted senior staff.

				Leadership and Guidance

				As well as this work with lobby groups, there is a suggestion that there was a collaborative effort at play within the ALP’s parliamentary wing led by Dunstan. Roger Knight recounts sitting next to Peter Duncan in the Parliament to observe the final vote, at which Tom Casey, the Minister of Agriculture and a staunch country Catholic who had previously voted against the Bill, was again voting.

				And Duncan said ‘Just watch this’. What he’d arranged for was [for Deputy Premier] Des Corcoran, who was also a decent old Catholic guy from the country, to go and have a little word with Casey… A messenger came into the House and indicated to Casey that someone was wanting to talk to him and the person who wanted to talk to him was in fact Des Corcoran out in the corridor, who must have had a few words to say about sticking with Peter’s bill and voting with the Party and so on, and Casey came back looking absolutely like thunder. And he just sat there, on the benches, and when it came to the division, instead of crossing [the floor to vote against the bill], he just continued to sit there. Looking like thunder, but staying with the Labor Party. It was instructive as to how parties work…

				Knight concludes with an observation on these political machinations:

				the lesson I got in the discipline of the Labor Party… It was supposed to be a free vote, it was a conscience vote, a private member’s bill, not a Government bill, but it was quite obvious that the Labor Party voted for it.56

				Knight mistakenly attributes the party discipline to Duncan; it is more likely due to Dunstan’s role as parliamentary leader. As noted above, Duncan suspected that Dunstan made certain that Attorney-General Len King did not stymie the incursion into his portfolio by a young backbencher. Duncan further declared:

				Don put a lot of political heavyweight lobbying into this. I mean, I don’t know the details of individual conversations, but Tom Casey – to put his hand up in the Upper House – he probably had to have his ministerial arm twisted…

				There were two people I knew of in the Parliament, or subsequently knew in the Parliament apart from Dunstan, who were gay or bi. And neither of them went anywhere near this issue, except for putting their hand up in a public sense, because they were obviously terrified of being blackmailed or outed or whatever… And you know, in the context of putting their right hand up at the right time was all I asked of them.57

				Interestingly, Dunstan confirms his role, but also explains that the Bill, ‘passed with strong support from the then Attorney-General, Len King, (now Chief Justice), and myself, and we used our influence to see that although it was a free vote, all members but one of the ALP in both Houses voted for it’.58

				The success of the 1975 vote on homosexual law reform was assured by the support of Dunstan, not just with his vote in the House, but also with his strategic lobbying and guidance within the ALP parliamentary wing.

				Vulgar and Unpleasant?

				The historical record surrounding the inference – raised at the time of Dunstan’s death and published again in 2002 – that Dunstan’s reference to homosexuals’ ‘vulgarity and unpleasantness’ of behaviour demonstrates his ‘ignorance and prejudice’,59 also deserves attention. The full context of these 1972 comments in the parliamentary record reveal that Dunstan was describing the attitudes of his own upbringing; he concludes, ‘I think most of us have been brought up with a kind of traditional prejudice about this matter’. Dunstan then explains how he came to confront his prejudices advising that, ‘I think everyone of us, in life and in politics, needs constantly to question his own assumptions’.60

				In an interview, also in 1972, Dunstan explained both his and the ALP’s position on homosexual law reform. ‘[T]‌hat’s a matter of individual conscience’, he said. ‘I should think that the majority of the members of the party would be in favour of it. I’ve always been in favour of it and I’ve always made that clear – it’s a personal opinion and I’m not expressing my Party’s opinion’.61

				Dunstan was not ignorant of homosexuals or homosexuality, given that he circulated in a sophisticated world of fine arts. His own artistic streak was evident in his teens, writing poetry and short stories as well as drama criticism. In 1945, aged 18, Dustan acted in Colin Ballantyne’s production of Shakespeare’s Twelfth Night. By 1946 Dunstan was on the board of the Adelaide University Theatre Guild, and when Ballantyne established the Company of Players in 1955, Dunstan was co-opted as legal adviser, and he ‘sat on the new Company’s board formally representing the authors and taking an active part in the enterprise’.62

				The Company’s first production was a set of three verse plays by Brian Medlin, John Bray and Charles Jury.63 Jury’s work, The Administrator, first presented by the Company of Players in its inaugural season, is a play about the love between two young men; it has a happy ending. In the same year, Jury published the outcome of more than a decade’s work, the play Icarius, another love story between two young men. Jury had asked fellow playwright and lawyer, John Bray, for advice on the Latin in the dedication for Icarius.64 Jury and Bray were steadfast friends from their university days.65

				John Bray was integral to an erudite network of friends, including Colin and Gwenneth Ballantyne and their neighbours, Dimitri Theodoratos and Peter Ward.66 Ward recalls that living with his male partner in the inner city suburb of North Adelaide was, ‘in those days, a defiant statement’.67 Ward’s talents led him to a diverse career in advertising, public relations, and radio and print journalism. When Ward was elected to the position of South Australian Branch President of the Fellowship of Australian Writers in 1960, it was Bray who was his Vice-President.68 The circles of friendships were cemented with literary ‘school’ gatherings each week at a hotel, and monthly poetry meetings.69

				These friendships complemented other working relationships: in the late 1960s both Ward and Dunstan were involved in the CCL.70 As an executive member of the Council, Ward had raised concerns about police records on homosexuals.71 Ward also had worked on Dunstan’s campaigns prior to joining Dunstan’s staff in 1969.72 It was at Ward’s kitchen table that John Bray sat as they worked together drafting the Bill to establish the South Australian Theatre Company.73 And for the 1973 opening of the new drama theatre at the Adelaide Festival Centre, records Dunstan, ‘John Bray the Chief Justice, composed a poem for me to recite from the stage, and Peter Ward added (having announced he was also the premieral bard) some excellent blank verse of his own as an introduction’.74 Dunstan recalls in his memoirs that, ‘Ward steadily became a friend and confidant’.75 By the time Dunstan had resumed the premiership in 1970, he and Ward frequently would dine at one another’s home.76

				While Dunstan could count homosexual people amongst his friends and colleagues, he also had direct exposure to difficulties that could arise from prejudice. During the 1972 parliamentary debate on Hill’s Bill, Dunstan – previously a member of the Actors Equity Guild – explicates:

				As Secretary of my union, since there is a larger proportion of people who are homosexually inclined in the acting profession than almost anywhere else, naturally enough I came in contact with cases… [T]‌here were people in the community who were apparently, from all observations and any other conceivable criterion, completely normal in their activities, attitudes, modes of living, and the like, but who nevertheless were homosexuals… [T]he problem for them was that, although they were socially useful (they related satisfactorily to other people in the community; they were able to carry out their jobs, and they were often charming, pleasant, intelligent and sensitive people), they lived subject to the constant threat that, since their motives were different from the norm and from the outlooks and tastes of the majority of the community, they were liable to prosecution, persecution and blackmail.77

				Prejudice was apparent, too, within Dunstan’s personal experience. As Attorney-General, Dunstan was inspired in 1967 to appoint Bray to the position of Chief Justice of South Australia, partly because of Bray’s worldly knowledge outside of the law and his historical perspective of humanity.78 Dunstan regarded positively Bray’s, ‘somewhat Bohemian existence’ and associations with ‘authors, artists and actors rather than the blue-rinse set’.79

				Bray’s nomination had been cleared by Dunstan with Premier Frank Walsh prior to being tabled in Cabinet. Police Commissioner McKinna, however, was determined to prevent the nomination proceeding and informed Walsh of allegations that Bray was homosexual. Walsh announced in Cabinet that the nomination could not proceed. Dunstan recalls consequently meeting Walsh with McKinna, ‘I flew into a temper and demanded to know how he dared to traduce a citizen and endeavour to interfere with Cabinet appointments on such a basis’.80

				When Bray learnt of the attempt to block his nomination, he misunderstood the detail of McKinna’s report. The charge of homosexuality was against Bray, but he mistakenly believed the concern was that he had been linked with a homosexual. Bray supposed this was Peter Ward, and discussed the issue with Ward – who thought that the homosexual could have been any of a number of others. Eventually, Dunstan threatened to resign if the appointment was blocked. Bray became Chief Justice, and his successful term in office came to be highly regarded internationally.81

				Dunstan’s commitment is further evident at the time of the dismissal by the board of the fledgling South Australian Theatre Company of its inaugural director, John Tasker, not quite three years into his appointment. Tasker had been living openly in a homosexual relationship and was convinced that this had been used against him. Ward records that Dunstan considered ‘Tasker to have been grievously treated, [and] he found employment for him in the Labor Party’s advertising agency writing radio and television scripts in the run-up to the State election, set for March 1968’.82

				The inference that Dunstan’s comments on homosexuals’ ‘vulgarity and unpleasantness’ reflected his ignorance and prejudice is contradicted not only by their context and by his other statements, but also by the personal familiarity and professional respect characteristic of Dunstan’s engagement with homosexuals.

				Achieving Radical Policies

				There is further inconsistency to be found in the statements not by Dunstan but by Duncan. When introducing his private member’s bill for the second time in 1975, Duncan declared,

				The first thing to which I want to refer is the question of homosexuals who are living together adopting children. I find that quite abhorrent, and I oppose it strongly… Further, suggestions have been made that homosexuals should go into schools to discuss their attitudes, and I do not support that in any way… This Bill in no way seeks to assist or approve of homosexual practices.83

				Duncan’s comments, too, seem ignorant and prejudiced. But this contradiction can be teased out. According to political scientist, Dennis Altman, Dunstan’s electoral success lay in his, ‘appreciation of the symbolic in politics, and the way in which even very radical policies can be achieved as long as the veneer of respectability is preserved’.84 This is remarked upon by one of the homosexual community members most closely involved in the lobbying process, David Hilliard, who recalls of Duncan’s negative introduction to the final debates in Parliament that, ‘[i]‌n his second reading speech, [Duncan] tried to mollify conservative critics’.85

				Duncan remembers that he had to negotiate his way around a number of pressure groups. For example, the General Conference of the Methodist Church in Australasia had previously had passed a resolution stating that, 
‘[i]‌n the light of the fact that Parliament, society and the church do not consider fornication, adultery and Lesbianism as criminal offences, we consider that homosexual acts between consenting male adults should not be proscribed by the criminal law’.86 Yet, Duncan recalls, he still had to clarify that decriminalisation would not entail recognition of same-sex relationships as marriages. ‘The Methodists… were particularly concerned that gay law reform applied to the Criminal Law and not to the laws of marriage. That may have been why I was so strident in saying that I didn’t accept – that I didn’t want to see change in that regard’.87

				Duncan confirms the explanation of these seemingly prejudiced comments in terms of the need to be circumspect, to acknowledge the views of others in the broader community even if they are not one’s own, and to minimise the risk of alienating voters in parliamentary debate.88 And, as discussed above, the conservatives to be mollified were found not only in the wider community and on the opposition benches in Parliament, but also within the government’s own members. So it seems that such adverse comments are more appropriately interpreted as statements reflecting in Altman’s words, ‘the way in which even very radical policies can be achieved as long as the veneer of respectability is preserved’.

				But Dunstan’s direct position on his role as a legislator in 1970, as stated in the Australian Humanist, is consistent with his view given in the Parliament during the 1972 debate:

				one must face the fact that the majority of people who are homosexual do not regard homosexuality as a disease at all, nor do they regard it as a condition to be cured. They regard it as normal and natural… I do not believe that society has any right whatever to trespass in this area. The purpose of the criminal law is to protect persons from physical harm and from active affront, and their property from harm, also. Outside of that area, I believe the criminal law has no place at all… The law is not a means of enforcing morality.89

				The full context of Dunstan’s reference to homosexuals’ ‘vulgarity and unpleasantness’ of behaviour refutes rather than reflects ignorance and prejudice. In the Parliament, Dunstan speaks clearly about his knowledge of homosexuality and about his personal opinions. By his actions, Dunstan demonstrates his regard for those homosexuals known to him as colleagues and friends. And in leading his government, there is a political appreciation of conservative opinion and voters – both in the electorate and within the ALP – while securing the progressive and ground-breaking outcome desired.

				Acknowledging Dunstan

				Michael Kirby’s belief that, ‘Don Dunstan began our national process to remove the criminal laws against homosexual men’ has validity.90 Dunstan was the first Australian politician in government who actively championed the civil liberties of homosexual citizens.

				While the assertion that ‘Dunstan never took the lead on decriminalisation in parliamentary or community debate’ may appear superficially to have substance, the detail of Dunstan’s record establishes that he took the lead in other ways before informed parliamentary and community debate became readily possible. Similarly, the assertion that Dunstan merely ‘advocated decriminalisation’ is inaccurate by its incompleteness. Even though Dunstan’s draft bill in 1965 did not make it to as far as the Parliament, his preparation of draft legislation enabled a more complete amendment seven years later: although Duncan introduced pioneering legislation into the Parliament for debate and vote, Dunstan had initiated it a decade earlier, and its eventual passage was achieved with his guidance and leadership.

				Looking back, it is apparent that the professional life and work of Don Dunstan was infused with, and enriched by, the skills, contributions and commitment of homosexual men who understood his vision for South Australia, and who shared his political ideals. Later in life, Dunstan would embrace these ideals personally living as a homosexual man. At the time of Don Dunstan’s death in 1999, neither Dunstan’s solid record in homosexual law reform nor Duncan’s ground-breaking Bill were included in the formal recognition given to the many law reform achievements of Dunstan and his government.

				Amongst the ALP’s tribute to Dunstan’s reformist pioneering spirit was the testimony by senior political figure Clyde Cameron: ‘[w]‌hen Labor won government in 1965 and again in 1970, Premier Dunstan did more to civilise South Australians than any other Premier in the history of this state’.91 But erasing homosexual from law reform not only denies recognition due for Dunstan, it also diminishes our standing as a civil society.
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				  Even More Hidden from History?

		    Male Homosexuality and Medicine in Turn-of-the-Century Australia

				Lisa Featherstone

				In the final years of the nineteenth century, the surgeon Paul Ward Farmer was briefly institutionalised in the Kew Lunatic Asylum, Melbourne. Determined to expose the chronically miserable conditions of the asylum, Farmer wrote a gripping tale of institutional life, a warts-and-all exposé of life amongst the poor and the mad. He chronicled the treatments meted out to inmates, as well as the peculiar and often repulsive behaviour of the mentally ill men, with understanding, humanity and grace.1

				Where his general benevolence fell, however, was when Farmer witnessed male same-sex desire. Despite his medical training, Farmer was amazed to find homosexuality within the asylum. He recorded:

				One day I noticed a case here which struck me most forcibly, and that was the desire of one man to embrace another. I fear this is a crime not unknown outside from something I saw on visiting a patient in Bourke-street [sic] a little while ago. The idea of such a thing to a sane man is, of course, revolting, and I devoutly hope it is not common in our midst.2

				Farmer was a trained medical man, yet had no language to describe homosexuality, and no concrete idea of its existence, until a chance encounter with a patient. Homosexuality was almost entirely outside of his educational and moral framework, so much so that he was not quite sure of its very existence.

				It is clear that there were emerging, nascent beats and subcultures in urban Australia during this period.3 Yet it is less clear whether or not understandings of sodomy or homosexuality were widespread or integrated into broader colonial culture.4 Even amongst medical professionals, knowledge about homosexuality could be very limited. Certainly, in the late nineteenth century, the British sexologist Havelock Ellis claimed that even experienced medical men had no experience of inversion.5 When considering medical training at Sydney University, there appears to be no mention of homosexuality or sodomy, or indeed even any space where they might have been discussed. The lack of training might have led to unworldly doctors never conceiving of homosexuality. Dr Farmer felt not only a lack of knowledge, but a clear loathing towards what he discovered: for a man who took most of the aspects of living in Kew Asylum in his stride, and who had a resounding sympathy for his fellow inmates, he was notably repulsed by the very idea of same-sex desire.

				The memoir of Dr Farmer raises a broader question: was there a general blindness to sodomy and/or homosexuality amongst medical men? This chapter will explore male homosexuality in late nineteenth century medical discourse in Australia. It will suggest that the Australian experience is in stark contrast to the European frameworks we are familiar with, where medicine was key in defining, marginalising and pathologising the homosexual in the late nineteenth century. It was at this point the homosexual (as opposed to the sodomite) was to become a medicalised type, a ‘person with unique psychical and somatic characteristics’, rather than simply a person who engaged in the act of sodomy.6 In Foucault’s famous line, the homosexual was now a ‘species’.7 This has not been uncontested, of course, with some historians suggesting medicine was not necessarily central to the construction of the homosexual as a deviant.8 Yet this very contestation indicates a need for further investigation, of which this article is only one small contribution.

				That mid- to late nineteenth century Western medicine produced a plethora of texts examining the homosexual is undeniable. First, the homosexual could be conceived as a degenerative body, one that was pathological, primitive and deviant. Homosexuality was, then, linked to disease, in particular nervous disorders, and, embodied in Oscar Wilde, the term came to act as shorthand for all forms of degeneration, insanity and the decadence of modernity.9 Second (and alternatively, even oppositionally), sexologists read the homosexual as a kind of ‘third sex’. Initially the German Karl Ulrichs had constructed the sodomite as a female mind in a man’s body. Over time, Edward Carpenter, Magnus Hirschfeld and others developed the idea of a third, intermediate sex.10 This concept focused less on pathology, and more on difference, with some of the leading sexologists calling for rights for homosexual people. This idea of inversion (where the homosexual took on traits of the opposite sex) was common, and continued to dominate until Freud’s focus on the mind, rather than the body, shifted the emphasis to newer, more psychological explanations.11

				Yet in the Australian colonies, this medical and cultural preoccupation with male homosexuality – that has been seen as one of the defining points of European culture at the turn of the century – was largely absent. There was certainly an outpouring of information on male sexuality in this period. As I have argued elsewhere, the majority of this centred around male sexual excess, with a particular focus on masturbation.12 Within medical journals, text-books and medical self help guides, auto-eroticism was an ever-present concern, with most local doctors continuing to argue that masturbation was probably medically harmful. There was also frequent medical commentary on other aspects of male sexuality, including rape, sexual excess and nocturnal emissions. Yet in medical writings, there was little on either sodomy or homosexuality. There was plenty of evidence of homosexuality elsewhere – in biographies and memoirs, in low-end rags such as the Truth, and of course in legal sources, which have been well mined by a range of historians in Australia. Indeed, doctors were frequently involved in court cases against sodomites, indicating a theoretical and practical understanding amongst some doctors at least.13 But in sources written by medical men, homosexuality was almost but not quite absent.

				This is, in the main, the challenge of even writing on homosexuality and medicine in turn-of-the-century Australia – we are writing on the silences and absences, as much as on empirical evidence. This is probably why Australian historians have focused less on medicine, and more on the law. While scholars such as Denise Thompson have indicated the importance of the medical model in developing and constructing the homosexual in Australia, there has been little attempt to understand how the international literature interacted with the local scene, and how it was read, absorbed, ignored or rejected by Australian doctors. This work, then, feeds into a more general literature that suggests that medicine was not as important in the construction of homosexuality as might be expected. Nonetheless, it is a relationship worthy of further consideration, particularly in the Australian context. This chapter will therefore offer a more detailed examination of the formation (or lack thereof) of concepts of homosexuality in Antipodean medicine. It is, even so, built from a far from sturdy body of literature – glimpses of the homosexual man in Australian medicine were always brief, but nonetheless tantalising.

				The Case Studies

				More broadly, in Australian medical literature, heterosexuality was simply assumed, as if there were no options or alternatives. Doctors with a specific interest in sexology may have sought out reading on homosexuality in the international literature and a few grains of knowledge seeped into local publications. For instance, in the maverick George Beaney’s magnum opus, The Generative Organs (1883), there was a brief, oblique mention of male same-sex unions. In a large text devoted to sex, the brevity of the mention is surprising. It was rare of Beaney to shy away from controversy – he was a doctor most famous as a sex writer, and for his controversial involvement with illegal abortions.14 Yet, here, this sole mention of homosexuality (unnamed) was written only as an aside on lesbianism.15 In a chapter that details ideas and case studies about ‘unnatural feeling in women’ Beaney suggests men too could be guilty of same sex desire:

				‘Voltaire, Rabelais and other writers, like Juvenal and Martial under the Roman Empire, make several allusions to these practices [in men], showing that even monarchs – for instance Frederick the Great – were habitually guilty of them, and this proves they must exist to a considerable extent. Evils of such gravity point to a serious want of reverence for Nature, and demand a much more earnest treatment than either jesting allusions, or impotent avoidance of the subject.’

				This shows how much the unnatural vice has been, and still is, indulged in by man.16

				Like Farmer, Beaney appears to want to remain unaware of homosexuality for he cannot bear to think it through. The first part of his commentary is a quote from an unnamed source, and so only the last line is a Beaney’s own prose. From a man who wrote extensively on a range of sexual disorders, this is intriguing. Nor does he have the vocabulary to describe homosexuality, nor any kind of framework through which to examine it. Further, Beaney has no clinical cases to back up his thoughts (he does in his examination of lesbians), nor any local evidence. He simply knows it is unnatural, and hence assumes it to be perverse. Beaney really only knows enough to condemn it, even if he is not quite sure what ‘it’ is.

				This research into medical sources uncovered only one other commentary on homosexuality written by an Australian doctor. In 1884, the energetic Sydney doctor-about-town John Springthorpe published a rare article on sexuality in the prestigious local journal The Australasian Medical Gazette (the forerunner to the Medical Journal of Australia). Springthorpe was not a specialist sexologist, rather he had a wide range of socio-medical interests including various forms of preventative health and hygiene. This article was his attempt to grapple with the new Freudian concepts of sexuality.

				In this period, Freud was a marginal, controversial theorist, and few colonial doctors engaged seriously with his frameworks or psychological concepts. Most greeted Freud’s theories on sex and life with skepticism and fear, even derision. Yet Springthorpe, though hardly a radical in other ways, engaged rigorously with Freudian concepts, in particular the shocking idea that sex and propagation were central tenants of human existence. The foregrounding of sex was in itself controversial: for the Victorian medical profession, sex was generally something unseemly, unspeakable. In his article, however, Springthorpe found sex worthy of a proper, scientific examination. It was, he suggested, a key to understanding humanity. Yet if sex was central to human existence, this did not render it unproblematic. Rather, suggested Springthorpe, the problems of sex urgently needed both definition and deciphering. Sex, like any other scientific conundrum in the Victorian period, was something to be untangled and resolved, preferably by the appropriate medical authorities.

				Most important to Springthorpe and other medics was the idea that sexuality had to be controlled and regulated. If the male body and the male sex initiative was naturally strong and active, the social order required it to be tamed. The Victorian man had to be taught sexual restraint, much as he would learn social and fiscal restraint.17 Male sexuality, then, was constructed as urgent, impetuous, even volatile – and these functions would have to be curtailed.18 The challenge for most men was that the Victorian economy demanded late marriage, and hence a long period of (generally theoretical) chastity. If men could not control their urges, Springthorpe claimed that social and psychological disorder would follow. There would be a range of ‘terrors for the individual and the race, beginning with masturbation and prostitution, and ending with sodomy, wantonness, birth control and polygamy’.19

				In Springthorpe’s construction of social and sexual deviance, sodomy is but briefly mentioned as one of the possible outcomes of sexual excess. In his understanding, homosexuality is not considered as a form of desire, as a sexual choice, or a sexual identity. Rather sodomy was simply one option, one form of pathology that might overtake a man who allowed himself to indulge. Springthorpe suggested that sodomy was part of a continuum of sexual perversity: beginning with masturbation and prostitution, which would slip, if allowed, into the worst of sexual excesses, including contraception, sodomy and multiple wives. Springthorpe’s writing, then, could be read as less a comment about sodomy per se, than as a more general diatribe against uncontrollable sexuality. Male-to-male sex was constructed as but one of a number of pathologies, though perhaps at the more serious end.

				If Springthorpe’s analysis of sodomy was brief and unsatisfying, there was little else written in Australia in this period. Literate, wealthy doctors may have had some access to international books that mentioned homosexuality, including professional journals, guides and jurisprudence texts. Yet rarely were these texts readily available on the local market. One exception was an inexpensive self-help guide, written by an American doctor, M. Lafayette Byrn, from the University of Louisville. His small book was published in Sydney, and hence there is an assumption that he could have been more widely read in Australia. It is not necessarily evidence of a distinct Antipodean thought, but is rather a suggestion of what the colonists may have digested.

				Byrn skirted, very tentatively, around the issue of homosexuality:

				It is my belief that naturally – I mean in the state of pure and unperverted nature, but developed, cultivated and refined by education – every man loves womanhood itself, and all women so far as they approximate to his ideal; and that, in the same way, every woman loves manhood, and is attracted and charmed by all its gentle, noble and heroic manifestations.20

				Thus in this case, homosexuality (un-named of course!) is effectively written out. There is not more than a hint here that there might be other options, that heterosexuality may not be the only choice. While the canny or knowledgeable reader may have been able to interpret his text, for the more naïve, the concept of homosexuality would probably have remained elusive.

				Thus in this period, research has so far revealed little Antipodean analysis on homosexuality by the medical profession, in scholarly books, medical journals or self-help texts. If this was a period when concepts of homosexuality were, in Europe, medicalised, pathologised and institutionalised as deviant, the same cannot necessarily be said of Australia. Further there is scant evidence to suggest that wider medical concepts were absorbed (perhaps unconsciously) in the Antipodes, as part of the European intellectual legacy. The vast majority of publications did not write on sex or desire, nor on same-sex desire.

				Nonetheless, evidence of engagement with broader Western models of sexuality appeared in the most improbable of places. In 1900 the Bulletin, the masculinist institution of turn-of-the-century Australia, included a surprisingly pithy commentary on Krafft-Ebing’s mammoth work on sexual pathology, Psychopathia Sexualis (1886). It is possibly true that the Bulletin was an eclectic paper which published all manner of unexpected articles, some of which were contradictory. Even so, this article, deeply embedded with European sexology, is unexpected in a journal that was often homosocial, but far from homosexual.21 In this article, the issue of sex was constructed as ‘a subject of paramount importance not only to the English, but to humanity’.22 Further, the article drew closely on Krafft-Ebing’s work, suggesting a familiarity with the specific sexological text and the wider examples of scientific writing on sex. But it was not necessarily quite so pathologising as Krafft-Ebing’s chronicle of perversity. It commented most explicitly on homosexuality, and it is worth noting these comments in full:

				The best current hypothesis holds that at the time previous to birth when sex is decided, there is a strife between male and female germ-elements; and though the prepotent [sic] elements gain the victory, the elements of the vanquished sex are only subordinated, never destroyed. Every man has a latent woman in him; every woman has a latent man in her. Individuals are placed at varying points along the sliding-scale of sex. At one end the male victory is complete… at the other the female victory is complete… in the middle there has been a drawn battle, and you have the sex-invert, with the body of one sex, and the inner nature of another.23

				The newer, less critical, less pathologising concept of inversion had clearly won the day for this anonymous writer. Indeed, while purporting to discuss Krafft-Ebing’s work, the author actually relied more heavily on models of inversion and the third sex, developed initially by Karl Heinrich Ulrichs, and refined by sexologists and activists including Magnus Hirschfeld and Havelock Ellis. Within these theories of sexual inversion, homosexuality was constructed as innate and biological, and hence natural and acceptable. This was in direct contrast to Krafft-Ebing, who ultimately viewed homosexuality as degenerative, regressive and hence pathological.24

				One can only wonder at how the readers received this article, for the peculiarity of such a close reading of medicalised sexological writings in a bush nationalist newspaper cannot be underestimated. And it is difficult to say whether this sole article is representative of a wider understanding of sexological theory. It would seem too optimistic to suggest that The Bulletin article is indicative of a wide acceptance of more tolerant theories of homosexuality, or to read this as evidence as a wide cultural shift towards understandings of inversion, rather than pathology. This article, rather, seems to be an anomaly in a society which more generally refused a discursive engagement with homosexuality, even within medicine. For, as we have seen, more generally, doctors, medical writers and popular considerations of health and medicine seem to have knowingly chosen not to write about male-to-male sex. It is clear from medical evidence at trials that many doctors were aware of the possibilities of sodomy. It is clear also in texts on medical jurisprudence.25 But they were not recording it in general commentaries on sex. The rest of this article is an attempt to explore reasons why this might be so.

				Why So Hidden?

				As Shirleene Robinson’s recent collection on homophobia suggests, there is generally no simple or linear response to homosexuality: there may be multiple levels of fear, ignorance, avoidance, anxiety and (sometimes) tolerance co-existing.26 It is likely therefore that medicine’s avoidance of homosexuality was complex, and here we will examine a number of possible reasons. Perhaps it is all simply a matter of timing: it is possible the Australian doctors were simply running behind the most cutting edge European scholarship. This is likely, given the fact that the British medical profession largely ignored homosexuality in the 1880s.27 Thus even as other European nations fruitfully engaged with the development of sophisticated scientific theories of sex and gender, colonial doctors probably followed the British model. This is unsurprising, given that most local doctors in this period were still educated in England and Scotland, and were influenced by British journals and training bodies, such as the local branches of the British Medical Association.28

				Nonetheless, while British doctors became slowly more interested in alternative forms of sexuality, Australian doctors still lagged. There were, in the colonies, only a few doctors writing about sex – and many of these, like Beaney, were not always seen as quite respectable. The specific forms of medical expertise developed in the colonies can begin to explain the avoidance of sodomy in medical discourses. Doctors were still establishing themselves as scientific authorities, slowly but surely, and tended then to prefer areas of work that were respectable, safe and with tangible rewards. Further, there were substantial shortages of medical care in some areas, in particular in regional areas. In Queensland, even as late as 1897 there were only two hundred doctors covering half a million residents.29 This ensured that doctors were engaged with the most pragmatic work, with only the more elite urban professionals having the time or energy to explore more psychological or philosophical leanings.

				So too, even when doctors did write about sex, they focused on the one form of socially respectable sex: the monogamous, heterosexual, married relationship. One of the key anxieties of the late nineteenth century was the declining birth rate.30 The few local sex guides in this period largely focused on educating citizens to ensure proper propagation, with pleasure coming a very distinct second to obligation. That myriad social, economic, political and medical anxieties coalesced on the importance of reproduction ensured the continued exclusion of alternative sexualities from national and authoritative discourses such as medicine. This resolute focus on reproduction and on the determined continuation of White Australia meant there was little room for discussion of other forms of desire.

				It is not surprising then, that Australia produced no major sexologist until Norman Haire in the twentieth century. Nevertheless, there appears to be something rather more cultural in the continuing avoidance of homosexuality. If homosexuality was to some extent ‘unspeakable’ in England, it was much more so in Australia.31 The links between our colonial convict past and a fear of homosexuality have been well noted by historians: in the male dominated culture of the early colonies, sodomy appears to have been both common and anxiety producing.32 For those wanting to build an ‘Australia unlimited’ at the turn of the century, convictism (and its many evils) was best left far behind: any reminder of a convict heritage was silenced.

				Yet colonial society retained at least a partial convict heritage. In particular, it remained a male dominated society, numerically and socially. At the turn into the twentieth century, colonial culture remained ostensibly homosocial. As historians have noted, the key social institutions and symbols of ‘Australianness’ were united in a theory of mateship. Mateship was predicated, in art and in practice, on the desire for masculine company and on the specific exclusion of women.33 Unsurprisingly, mateship can be readily linked to the homosocial and the homoerotic: we cannot be sure when the (homoerotic) mateship turns to (homosexual) desire. Yet ironically, the former – homoerotic mateship – seems to have silenced same-sex desire. In a Derridean conjuring trick, where one effectively negates – yet inherently requires – the other, homosexuality is hidden and silenced behind the broader appeal of mateship. As Australia sought a new and unique national identity before and at Federation in 1901, the emphasis was on the rugged masculinity of white frontier society, and all it had ‘achieved’. Again, this stress on a certain kind of masculinity – the bushman, and later the Anzac – unofficially censored other forms of masculinity, including homosexuality. So sodomy was to become great taboo: practiced, yet silent and absent in so many of the sources. The forms of masculinity idealised by the emerging Australian nation did not, could not, celebrate the homoerotic, effectively erasing both sodomy and homosexuality as a potential. It is notable too, that such a taboo was reflected in medicine: science, as always, was culturally informed in deep and often unexamined ways.

				Conclusions

				Most Australian accounts of sodomy and homosexuality prioritise legal sources. This is not surprising, for it is in the law courts that sodomy is most visible. This article is an attempt to broaden this analysis, to consider the medical understandings of sodomy outside of the courts. This has not been altogether successful – there is so much silence in the texts themselves. The Australian evidence suggests that the concept of homosexuality was not a focus in turn-of-the-century medical knowledge or practice. It is clear that many doctors had some awareness of homosexuality, and some may have had sophisticated understandings. Yet the sources suggest that at least some doctors had only a hazy knowledge of same-sex practices. If in Europe, sexology was key to defining and discussing the homosexual, in Australia medicine was (in this period at least) generally far less voluble.
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				Chapter 5


                ‘Homosexual Health Hazards’:

                Public Discourse on Homosexuality and Medicine in Australia, 1973–1984

				Emily Wilson

				Between 1973 and 1984, there was a prominent public discourse on homosexuality and medicine in Australia. During the 1970s, medical attitudes towards homosexuality were widely debated, and fiercely contested, notably by gay and lesbian activists. In the late 1970s, largely in response to this activism, the medical profession began to withdraw its claims to expertise on the topic, but outside the profession the emphasis placed on medical authority did not necessarily diminish accordingly. The framing of homosexuality as a biomedical issue in the early 1980s is usually seen as a consequence of an increasing awareness of HIV/AIDS in Australia, and certainly the onset of the crisis complicated the relationship between medicine and homosexuality. In fact, though, a tendency to defer to medical expertise on homosexuality was continuously apparent from the late 1970s through to the 1980s. This period thus provides a fascinating insight into the (de-)construction of a biomedical model of homosexuality.1

				This chapter examines public discourse on homosexuality and medicine in Australia from 1973 to 1984. It utilises the Medical Journal of Australia (the dominant national medical periodical during this period) as well as mainstream newspaper sources, drawing comparisons between the two. Discourse in newspapers illuminates a period of unprecedented public debate on homosexuality. Officially, the medical community was abandoning its previous claims to authority on homosexuality, but prejudices about the nature of homosexuality continued to influence biomedical conceptualisations and interpretations of clinical data. At the same time, both journalists and correspondents to newspapers continued to rely on medical authority when discussing homosexuality. This was apparent among those who supported homosexual rights and law reform. It was also apparent among those who opposed these trends, and among this latter group there was a noticeable conflation of medicine and morality, as reflected in the title of this chapter. When a letter from Bishop J. R. Reid to the Sydney Morning Herald was given the heading ‘Homosexual Health Hazards’, there was a clear implication that it was homosexual people themselves who were the hazard, from both a health and a moral point of view. Reid, the chairman of the Social Issues Committee of the Sydney Anglican Diocese, blamed gay men for a rise in sexually transmitted infections (STIs) and argued that chastity was the only ‘healthy’ solution for this problem.2

				Background

				A number of Australian historians have explored the experiences of gay and lesbian people with the medical profession – particularly regarding treatments aimed at curing homosexuality – most notably Garry Wotherspoon, Graham Willett and Robert Reynolds. Willett and Reynolds in particular have examined how a medical model of homosexuality came to be dominant in Australia, providing invaluable evidence of the way in which medical expertise could be used to reinforce existing prejudices against homosexuality. Reynolds focuses on how these attitudes impacted on the development of a homosexual identity in Australia, while Willett is concerned with activist responses to these attitudes.3

				Reynolds argues that by the 1960s, Australian understandings of homosexuality were based on a medical model formed primarily in the United States.4 Medical opinion tended to agree on a number of basic factors: that homosexuality was a neurotic condition or personality disorder; that chances for a cure were far better than was generally believed; and that treatment rather than punishment alone was the most effective strategy for dealing with homosexuality. Articles in medical and psychological journals in Australia during the 1960s indicate a high degree of interest in homosexuality as a potentially curable, or at least treatable, condition5 and various therapies were practiced to this end.6 Among those who believed it was possible to cure or at least minimise homosexuality, two main forms of therapy were used.7 The first was hormone therapy, most commonly the administration of oestrogen to male patients, a treatment which has been described as a form of chemical castration.8 The second was aversion therapy, in which behavioural modification was sought by the substitution of desirable for undesirable responses. Aversion therapy caused distress to a great number of patients, and also had a dubious success rate; the highest estimate was 20%, but even this was based on studies taken immediately after a course of treatment. There was almost no evidence of long-term change in sexual orientation.9

				A number of American historians have argued that a medical, and particularly a psychiatric, model was the basis for many negative attitudes towards homosexuals, especially men.10 The emphasis on male homosexuality, reproduced in Australian sources, was caused by a number of factors, perhaps most importantly the fact that, unlike female homosexuality, it was illegal. A number of patients came to the attention of doctors as a result of criminal proceedings, as sex acts between males were outlawed in all states of Australia until South Australia initiated law reform in 1972. Treatments were therefore undertaken in a climate of legal and social repression. While sex between women was not legally prohibited, lesbians could come to the attention of the law in various ways, primarily through the breakdown of a marriage and in subsequent disputes over custody of children, particularly in the Family Law Court after 1975.11 The evidence suggests, though, that the majority of patients treated specifically for homosexuality were men: certainly, the medical literature focused on male homosexuality.12

				By the 1970s, criticism of both legal and medical oppression of homosexuals was greatly increasing. As the gay and lesbian liberation movement gained momentum, those who continued to practice aversion and other therapies were targeted by active and vocal campaigns.13 At the same time, partly in response to this agitation, mental health professionals began to seriously question the efficacy of treatments. In 1973, the Royal Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists (RANZCP) released a clinical memorandum which supported the idea that homosexuality was ‘a developmental anomaly not necessarily or commonly associated with neurotic symptoms’.14 This memorandum came almost a month before homosexuality was famously, and controversially, removed from the American Diagnostic and Statistical Manual. This was a significant step forward in the relationship between the medical and gay communities, although it did not represent a complete acceptance on the medical side that homosexuality was a normal variant of human behaviour. Commentary on the subject frequently drew attention to its controversial nature. In discussing the 1973 memorandum in the Medical Journal of Australia, R. F. Barr and M. S. Dalton noted that there was ‘no general agreement among psychiatrists on the nature of homosexuality. Professional opinion varies widely, but in recent times has moved away from the view that homosexuality is neurotic’.15 The authors also claimed that ‘the majority of psychiatrists are not prepared to recommend treatment aimed at change in sexual orientation while the patient is not a free agent’.16

				The emerging homosexual law reform debate was clearly informed by medical interpretations of homosexuality, and a number of medical organisations supported homosexual law reform from a relatively early period.17 In a 1974 editorial, the Medical Journal of Australia argued for law reform, although it acknowledged that homosexuality remained a controversial topic, likely to remain an issue on which the medical profession, and the wider public, would never reach universal agreement.18 In the same issue, Barr and Dalton recommended law reform as the official view of the RANZCP:

				The psychological adjustment of homosexuals and their psychiatric treatment are made unduly difficult by existing community attitudes. The acceptance of homosexuals by society is slowly increasing, but could and should be facilitated by reform of existing laws against homosexual acts between consenting adults in private.19

				This apparent support must be critically examined. First, some professionals who espoused tolerance and supported law reform continued to treat homosexual patients with the aim of changing their orientation or at least diminishing their sexual drive. In a 1984 article in Outrage, Graeme Brewer documented the history of psychiatric treatments of homosexuality, providing evidence that aversion therapy, in particular, was still being used at least until the late 1970s.20 Brewer singled out Professor Neil McConaghy as ‘Australia’s leading aversion therapist practising on homosexuals until the late 1970s’.21 In 1973, McConaghy had published an article in the Medical Journal of Australia in which he discussed what he considered his successful treatment of homosexuality; in the same article, he expressed his support for homosexual law reform.22 Second, despite the fairly rapid acceptance that homosexuality should no longer be classified as a neurotic disorder, some reluctance remained when it came to completely renouncing medical authority on the issue. Consideration must also be given to any medical support for law reform: it may not have been motivated solely by altruism and there is a sense, at least in part, that the issue concerned territorial claims to a particular area of expertise. Indeed, the rationale for the early support of many medical professionals for law reform was that homosexuality should be treated by doctors rather than punished by the judicial system.23

				Homosexuality as Health Hazard

				By the late 1970s, then, there was a growing belief within the medical community that there was no legitimate reason for medical professionals to be involved in the treatment of homosexuality as a condition in itself. Those doctors who continued to treat patients with the aim of changing their sexual orientation were increasingly a minority. There was, however, a continuing medical-clinical interest in some aspects of homosexual behaviour, particularly when it came to the sexual transmission of disease among homosexual men. During this period, a number of articles in the Medical Journal of Australia displayed a distinct emphasis on the promiscuity of gay men. One article on venereal disease suggested that it might be difficult to trace the transmission of the disease in the case of male ‘passive’ homosexuals, since they ‘tend to have bouts of extreme promiscuity and may not be able to give any clues concerning their contacts’.24 Such an assertion displays a number of assumptions about the nature of homosexuality: that homosexual men were generally promiscuous; that they could be divided into ‘active’ and ‘passive’ partners; and that it was the ‘passive’ partners who were particularly problematic.

				Most articles though, simply assumed that all homosexual men were promiscuous despite the active and passive role. The pervasiveness of this belief is apparent in a 1981 article, which attempted to dispel the myth:

				despite much being made of the reported proportions of homosexually acquired syphilis, it must be noted that the total incidence of homosexual syphilis in a major metropolis, such as Sydney or Melbourne, is usually only 100 to 200 cases per year, and that, in terms of the number of male homosexuals, this represents less than 1% of homosexuals.25

				The ‘at-risk’ group was therefore only a small sub-section of the gay male population. Nevertheless, in 1983, another article on a similar topic began by stating that: ‘[h]omosexual men are known to be at a high risk of contracting syphilis’.26 Later, this second study quoted the first, and pointed out that while it was ‘tempting to assume that the results could be applied to all Australian homosexual men, such an assumption may not necessarily be valid’.27 This qualified discussion sits uneasily with the assertive opening sentence.

				These examples are suggestive of the way prejudices, perhaps unconsciously, could affect interpretations of clinical data. Whether or not these examples reflect explicit homophobia, they demonstrate that the lens through which homosexuality was viewed influenced theories developed from clinical data. When the mainstream media reported on these findings, the misunderstandings and misrepresentations, some deliberate, some not, were intensified. For example, in July 1977, the Hobart Mercury reported that a rise in venereal disease was linked to homosexual activity, or rather, to homosexuals themselves: ‘VD Spread Tied to Homosexuals’.28 In 1981, Bishop J. R. Reid, blaming gay men for a rise in STIs, argued that promiscuity of homosexuals presented physicians with surgical as well as medical problems. Drawing on medical authority, he went on to explain that the medical literature showed that practising homosexuals were prepared to live with health risks.29 This supposed willingness to live with health risks was framed as a danger to the rest of the community.

				Medical Aspects of Homosexuality: HIV/AIDS in Australia

				By the 1980s, there was widespread acceptance that homosexuality per se was not a disease or a disorder. The conceptualisation of homosexuality as a disease had, at least within the medical profession, largely been discredited. However, there was some continuing opposition to this new position, and some of this opposition is significant. In 1984, there was widespread support for the decision of the World Health Organization to have homosexuality removed from its listing as a mental disorder.30 Two branches of the Australian Medical Association opposed its removal, though: the Queensland branch believed it should be kept as a classification for those who were unhappy with their orientation and suffered depression as a result, and the Tasmanian branch opposed it on the grounds of the incidence of disease among homosexuals.31 The significance of this opposition can perhaps be seen in the fact that these two states were the last in Australia to effect homosexual law reform (Queensland in 1990 and Tasmania in 1997). Such evidence suggests that opinion was far from uniform and that established beliefs – that homosexual behaviour was a legitimate medical concern – persisted to some degree. The linking of homosexual behaviour with disease was, in fact, apparent in both medical literature and wider public discourse in the early 1980s. This nexus was reinforced for many people by the onset of HIV/AIDS in Australia and the persisting mindset on homosexuality and health influenced public discourse on the crisis.

				An awareness of HIV/AIDS gathered pace in Australia, at least among gay communities, from 1982 onwards.32 The first case had been diagnosed in Australia late that year. However, it was not until 1983 that discussion of the disease began appearing in mainstream media sources. This discussion intensified in June that year, when the first Australian death as a result of AIDS occurred. Paul Sendziuk, in Learning to Trust: Australian Responses to AIDS, argues that reactions to HIV/AIDS have to be seen in a historically specific context.33 The response was shaped by the way sex between men had been viewed (from a medical standpoint) in the 1970s, and would not have been the same had the virus emerged at a different historical period.34 In particular, the main early epidemiological theories about the cause of AIDS linked it directly to homosexual acts.35 A 1981 study undertaken by the US Centers for Disease Control (US CDC) task force assumed a connection between homosexual behaviour and symptoms of AIDS in homosexual men.36

				In June 1983, the Medical Journal of Australia released an issue dedicated almost entirely to discussion of HIV/AIDS in Australia and the US. The majority of articles simply reported on the findings of the US CDC, although they also stressed the importance of finding a definitive causal agent, given that the virus had not yet been identified as such. Ian Gust and Kenneth Mutton repeated the official CDC definition of AIDS as ‘a disease, at least moderately predictive of a defect in cell-mediated immunity, occurring in a person with no known cause for diminished resistance to that disease’.37 This disease, they said, ‘might be associated with passive (receptive) anal intercourse’, and ‘repeated challenges to the immune system, both infectious… and non-infectious’; for example, drug and spermatozoal antigens ‘might progressively paralyse the cellular immune system, allowing latent neoplasms to escape immune control and leaving the host susceptible to opportunistic pathogens’.38 The authors went on to discuss the apparent epidemiological link between amyl nitrite use and AIDS, linking it to promiscuity: ‘[d]rug usage… is difficult to separate from total lifestyle. Thus, the use of nitrites correlates with promiscuity, which, in turn, can have associations with particular types of sexual activity, the risk of venereal diseases and the treatment of such infections’.39

				David Cooper, praising the role of epidemiology in discovering a causal agent, stated that US studies had clearly identified the ‘risk factors as the number of male sex partners per year; the passive role in anogential intercourse with ejaculation of semen by the partner; and a previous history of infections’.40 Cooper concluded that there was ‘an urgent need to identify the causal agent of AIDS… Unless, and until, we identify the cause, even the moral majority could become the victims of AIDS’.41 Cooper’s article was fairly representative of the ambiguity in a great deal of medical reports at this time. Generally, discussion and early theories about the causes and transmission of HIV/AIDS were limited by existing prejudices and beliefs about sex between men; but there was also a genuine desire for objectivity and compassion. The statement that ‘even the moral majority could become victims’ suggests a willingness to accept that the disease was not bounded by morality; but it also suggests (perhaps unintentionally) that if this happened, it would represent a greater crisis than when the victims were homosexual men and intravenous drug users.

				Beliefs about homosexual promiscuity continued to influence theories about the causation and transmission of HIV/AIDS. In 1984, the Sydney AIDS Study Group raised the spectre of the ‘overload theory’, stating: ‘[o]ne of the most striking early observations has been that a significant proportion of sufferers from AIDS lead a “fast-lane” lifestyle with multiple sexual partners and regular use of “recreational” drugs’.42 The immunological overload theory had been widely discredited by this time, as the discovery of a retrovirus as the causal agent was now generally accepted.43 The Sydney Group did acknowledge that most epidemiological research had been done in the US, and that the results could therefore reflect factors affecting a group following a particular lifestyle, rather than being representative of all gay men.44 In the same issue, John Armstrong, in a somewhat unfortunate phrase, noted that ‘its predilection for promiscuous homosexual men is beyond doubt’, although he added that the condition was ‘by no means limited’ to this group.45

				In the mainstream media, the medical identification of HIV/AIDS with homosexuality was exaggerated and shorn of its clinical context and qualifications. Seidman argues that, in the US, the media was fascinated with homosexual promiscuity (rather than homosexuality per se), so that ‘quantitative aspects of homosexual behavior’ were breathlessly and endlessly discussed. As he acknowledges, this fascination was partially a result of a medical-clinical preoccupation with the same issue:

				In a sense, the heterosexual media was simply following the pronouncements of the medical establishment. Yet, it is unfortunately not that simple. The medical scenarios, especially through 1983, were highly tentative, conjectural and often contradictory. The mass media didn’t merely report the facts but constructed the very reality of AIDS by drawing selectively on medical data and framing this information in a non-medical interpretive schema. By featuring the number of sex partners as the key causal link without further qualification or contextualization, the heterosexual media was, in fact, offering its own particular image of homosexuality.46

				Yet this does not give the full picture either; while the media undoubtedly offered its own view of homosexuality, it was not uniform. What was apparent at this time were contradictions and debate about the nature of HIV/AIDS, and the nature of homosexuality.

				There was certainly misrepresentation and sensationalising of medical data in Australian newspapers. In 1984, the Telegraph reported a ‘Shock Find on AIDS Symptoms’, claiming that researchers were startled by a new survey which showed that 47% of the subjects (gay men in Sydney) had symptoms of AIDS, while 60% felt at risk.47 This data, part of a survey conducted by the Sydney AIDS Study Group for the Medical Journal of Australia, only encompassed 289 homosexual and bisexual men.48 The article did eventually mention this small sample size, although essentially as an afterthought. Similarly, the Courier-Mail reported in November of the same year that 40% of Australian homosexuals could be carriers, a figure based on the estimate of Dr Peter Harden, the Red Cross Blood Transfusion Service director, rather than actual data.49

				The causes and consequences of HIV infection were related with hyperbole and described with prurient interest. Notably, there was a fondness for describing the condition as the ‘gay plague’ or the ‘killer sex disease’.50 An article in the Sunday Sun managed to combine both sensationalist titles: ‘The Killer Sex Disease Claims its First Life: The Gay Plague Strikes’.51 The ‘gay plague’ title was contested in a number of sources;52 the Sydney Morning Herald, for example, pointed out that it was neither gay nor a plague.53 Nevertheless, the sobriquet proved remarkably persistent, even in unlikely contexts, for example in a somewhat contradictory headline referring to ‘Heterosexual “Gay Plague” Victims’.54

				Contrasting and contested responses to HIV/AIDS could be found within a single source. An early article in the Bulletin on the subject began with the sensationalist headline ‘US Killer Disease Reaches Aust’, although the author, Glennys Bell, was largely balanced and restrained in examining the development and impact of the disease. This was somewhat undermined, though, by the contents of a sidebar, also written by Bell and titled ‘Disorders Peculiar to Homosexuals’. In this, she stated categorically that homosexuals were ‘prone to certain diseases and disorders which occur far less frequently in the general population’, due to their ‘sexual proclivities’.55 She then went on to detail these disorders, as well as the ‘proclivities’ which led to them, as described at a medical seminar in Sydney given by Dr Dennis M. Greenbaum, based on studies he had carried out at St Vincent’s Hospital and Medical Centre in New York. Certain diseases, such as hepatitis, were more common among homosexual men in New York, an observation which was supported by clinical data. Drug overdoses were said to be ‘probably more common among homosexuals, although data is lacking’, suggesting that assumptions were made about a homosexual ‘lifestyle’ even in the absence of compelling evidence. Bell also discussed rectal perforation due to fisting, with the aside: ‘“Fisting” is also practiced in some sections of the Sydney homosexual population in communal steam baths. As one doctor described it, they soap their arms before “fisting”’. This article can be seen as one of the most extreme examples of prurient interest. In addition to the details already mentioned, Bell added that ‘homosexual practices also include the insertion of other devices into the rectum’, including screws, light bulbs, eggs, torches, and vibrators.

				Possibly the most infamous example of sensationalism was the statement of one anonymous source, supposedly a homosexual doctor, who suggested that ‘[p]erhaps we’ve needed a situation like this to demonstrate what we’ve known all along – depravity kills’.56 This statement was controversially reproduced on the cover of the first issue of the Medical Journal of Australia to deal comprehensively with HIV/AIDS in Australia, together with a skull and crossbones and another media grab calling AIDS ‘The Black Plague of the Eighties’.

				The cover of this issue sparked a fierce debate, both in the mainstream media and in letters to the journal. The cover was publicly criticised by the Health Minister, Neal Blewett, who identified it as an example of the media’s ‘prejudiced and sensationalist approach’ to HIV/AIDS.57 Dr Kathy King, the editor of the journal, argued that the cover had been an attempt at parodying sensationalist and irresponsible newspaper reports, but this did not prevent some severe criticism from readers. One correspondent congratulated them on the articles on AIDS, but ‘was disturbed by the cover’, which he found ‘judgmental and inflammatory’, even if he accepted that it had been an attempted parody.58 A New South Wales general practitioner, Peter Barker, felt that the cover ‘was in very poor taste’, lacking in the compassion usually ascribed to medical professionals.59 Barker continued, ‘I may be of very mature vintage and rather “square”, but I had felt that, as a profession, doctors had come to accept homosexuality as a simple preference’. This seems to indicate that for this writer, at least, the acceptance of homosexuality as ‘a simple preference’ was very well established.

				Another correspondent, C. J. Dingle, protested against what he saw as the sensationalising of the morality of AIDS displayed on the cover, arguing that other diseases had a ‘moral aspect’: he singled out cervical cancer and coronary disease.60 Echoing Barker’s sentiments, Dingle also felt that condemnation of homosexuality was contrary to the ‘traditional’ role of the medical profession: ‘[n]o doubt we shall one day better understand the moral issues involved in the aetiology of cancer; but the medical profession has traditionally followed the course of trying to help the sick – not throwing stones at them.’61

				Bob Fonseca, a medical student from the University of Western Australia, found the cover ‘offensive and irresponsible’, and objected to the final sentence of Cooper’s article that suggested the ‘moral majority’ could become victims of AIDS if a causal agent was not found.62 He argued that the cover and content, ‘[b]oth implied that homosexual victims of AIDS have deserved the disease as punishment for their “depraved” and “immoral” behaviour’.63

				These letters themselves provoked counter-arguments. And while fewer in number they demonstrate the link some still made between homosexual practices and disease. In December 1983, a correspondent complained about the ‘moral indignation’ expressed over the cover, arguing that there was a call ‘for comment, to restore some balance to the discussion about the apparent susceptibility of very promiscuous male homosexuals to contract this frightening and mysterious disease’.64 He continued:

				It is reasonable and quite compatible with the best principles of objective medical research to examine the practices of male homosexuals to learn whatever lessons we can from their behaviour. While it has long been established that male homosexuals are the principal reservoir of syphilis, and that they suffer repeated attacks of gonorrhoea, herpes genitalis, venereal warts and other common sexually transmitted diseases, it has only recently been recognised that their activities result in a variety of enteric-related diseases which have serious implications from the public health point of view. It is time that the medical aspects of homosexual activity were given more serious consideration by the medical profession.

				Another correspondent was even more blunt in his condemnation of the ‘unhealthy’ nature of homosexuality, and the supposed link between same-sex acts and disease. In February 1984, commenting on the ‘recent flurry of letters’ on AIDS, John Melov complained that ‘[v]ery little discussion occurs in the medical press in relation to the social mores of male homosexuals’.65 He blamed the emergence of AIDS on the promiscuous sexual practices of male homosexuals:

				Thus, with the anal canal being used as a surrogate vagina and trauma being inflicted as a result, it is not difficult to see how immunosuppression may occur in susceptible individuals, e.g., passive, receptor male homosexuals with ano-rectal trauma.66

				He added that it was well known that homosexual men were more at risk of STIs than heterosexual men. This debate thus reveals the contested nature of homosexuality within the medical community itself, and seemingly confirms statements made a decade earlier in the Medical Journal of Australia that any uniformity of medical opinion would not be achieved easily.

				Given the nature of HIV/AIDS and the debate which flourished around homosexuality from the early 1970s onwards (both within and outside the medical community), it is perhaps surprising that a number of newspapers were reasonably even-handed in their initial coverage of the disease, cautioning their readers against hysteria. In July 1983, the Telegraph told its readers that ‘[a]ll the work so far indicates that normal, healthy people have little to no chance of contracting the condition. This, of course, includes homosexuals who have a single-partner sex life.’67

				It satirised those who claimed it was a divine punishment on homosexuals, who had ‘so far been unable to explain what God has against haemophiliacs’. The Australian, one of the earliest mainstream media sources to report on HIV/AIDS, was also fairly balanced in its reports on the disease in 1983 and early 1984.68

				This changed dramatically in November 1984, when a gay man in Queensland inadvertently donated infected blood which was responsible for the death of three children. The result of this tragedy was, first, to suggest that this devastating mistake was actually a deliberate desire to infect the population: while most sources acknowledged that the individual involved in this particular case had no such desire, many could not resist suggesting that shadowy ‘other’ homosexuals had developed a resolution to do so.69 The second result was an alarming tendency to blame the entire gay community for this attributed vindictiveness and thus to (re)pathologise the homosexual population. Sendziuk traces the way that this idea – that gay men were intentionally donating contaminated blood ‘out of spite’ – was sensationalised and spread through the Australian media.70 He points out that the media response can partly be explained by the commercial imperative, but that there were two other crucial factors: ‘the belief that AIDS was caused by gays and was originally contained within their ranks, and the conviction that AIDS confirmed that homosexuals were indeed deviant and sick and lived lifestyles that should rightly be avoided’.71 This chapter does not attempt to replicate Sendziuk’s work but rather, it examines the way in which medical authority was conflated with moral condemnation and older prejudices in order to condemn the entire gay community as both unhealthy and immoral during this period.

				An editorial in the Daily Sun, ‘AIDS Kills Babies’, blamed the incident on the failure of the gay community to ‘regulate’ itself:

				A homosexual man has apparently passed on his affliction with the most horrible of results. Homosexuals have no grounds for complaint against the tough legislation introduced last night which will prevent them giving blood. The shame is that the gay community has not been able to educate and regulate its members more effectively [emphasis in original]… Three families have suffered deep tragedy because one man refused or neglected to examine the consequences of his lifestyle. It is impossible to believe that his attitude has not been shared by other homosexuals.72

				The Daily Sun’s conflation of HIV/AIDS with homosexuality itself is clear in the opening sentence: the affliction which the man has passed on with ‘horrible’ consequences appears to be his homosexuality; no mention is made of HIV/AIDS in this context. Furthermore, the infection is explicitly described as a direct consequence of his ‘lifestyle’.

				The Telegraph carried headlines referring to an ‘AIDS Blood “Time Bomb”’, while Angus Innes, at that time a prominent Queensland Liberal MP, said that homosexuals who gave blood which resulted in deaths should be charged with manslaughter.73 Another article announced in its headline that ‘Donors Give to Spite’, attributing this sentiment to a New South Wales Health Department official.74 In fact, Dr Tony Adams, the official quoted, pointed out that while some homosexals might donate blood out of spite, the majority did not, and that the man in question in Queensland certainly was not in the first category. Sendziuk also points out that Harden, the director of the Queensland Blood Transfusion Service, was actually quite sympathetic to the man, but that no newspapers printed his comments in full.75

				The Australian, previously one of the more restrained newspapers on the subject, argued that the selfless system of blood donation was in danger, and managed to suggest that homosexuals as a whole were threatening that most cherished of Australian myths, mateship.76 It called the system of blood donation ‘perhaps one of the few real examples of Aussie mateship still left’, and in doing so, placed homosexuals outside ‘true’ Australian society (seemingly ignoring the many non-Australians who donated blood, not to mention the existence of blood donation in numerous other countries). The article warned that it was in the interest of the entire gay community to ensure that no other incidents occurred, and labelled homosexuals who continued to donate blood after advice to the contrary as ‘vindictive’. Finally, it stated that the infringement of civil rights was acceptable in this case. It is striking that the article was titled ‘The New Plague’, given that the Australian had strongly disputed the ‘gay plague’ misnomer.

				In Queensland Parliament, during a debate on a proposed amendment to the Transplantation and Anatomy Act which would prevent homosexual men from donating blood, Innes united biblical and medical condemnation of homosexuality. He called buggery an ‘abominable crime’, but claimed to be ‘saddened by the thought that there are people with these compulsions’.77 He questioned the motives of those who might be AIDS carriers who gave blood, arguing that the homosexual community comprised more people with aberrant social patterns who were antisocial or perverse than the heterosexual community, and added that many homosexuals used blood donation as a free check up because donated blood was automatically screened for diseases. He continued:

				It is appalling that innocent people can be so afflicted by a disease with such untoward origins… In my view, in the end result, spreading AIDS is like putting in the boot in a fight or carrying firearms… If the spread of homosexuality is stemmed or even reversed, and the incidence of homosexuality returns to what it once was, the dangers of the spread of the disease will be reduced. If it is a toss-up between indulgence in some selfish lifestyle and protecting innocent people from death, I know which one should be chosen. It is a decision that normal people make a thousand times during their lives.

				Innes’s rhetoric directly equated the spread of disease with the ‘spread’ of homosexuality. Indeed, it seemed that a large part of his abhorrence for HIV/AIDS stemmed from its ‘untoward origins’. According to Innes, homosexuality was a selfish choice made by abnormal people, and one which had a direct impact on the health of the community. He concluded that, because ‘AIDS is a killer disease to which there is no known cure… transmitted by blood’, and because the ‘infection comes from people who practise homosexuality through anal intercourse’, it was clear that homosexuality was the ‘root cause’ of AIDS. Therefore, the only way to prevent AIDS was to prevent homosexuality itself.

				In 1984, Lex Watson, writing in the Medical Journal of Australia the month before these developments, pointed out that the mass media was the major source of information about HIV/AIDS for many people, including ‘nursing and paramedical personnel, home-care nursing services, work and social contacts of AIDS and LNS suffers, and a substantial section of the homosexual male population’.78 The consequence of the ‘unparalleled media coverage’ of the disease was that ‘the label “AIDS” is now deeply ingrained in the public mind, and, like no other disease for many years, it has allowed the stigmatisation of a minority group. It is, among other things, a highly political disease’. The attitudes expressed towards homosexuality after a homosexual man was found to have donated infected blood were not only highly political; they also drew on a language of combined medical and moral condemnation, arguing that homosexuality was both immoral and unhygienic. While this link was exacerbated by the outbreak of HIV/AIDS, it was in many ways a continuation of the way homosexuality was considered by some in the late 1970s; a view that was sustained by an appeal to medical authority, even though it was not a link which would have been endorsed by the majority of the medical community at this stage.

				Conclusion

				Stephen Seidman argues that while HIV/AIDS gave some in the US an excuse for virulent homophobia, it simultaneously allowed ‘a far-reaching, perhaps unprecedented, public discussion of homosexuality’.79 Or, as Watson noted in the Medical Journal of Australia in 1984:

				AIDS has also posed quite unusual non-clinical problems. It has provided an opportunity for medical and media enquiry into homosexual men’s lives and lifestyles which have not been researched since the 1950s, when medicine was extensively involved in seeking an aetiology of, and a ‘cure’ for, homosexuality itself… [However] the research has been conducted with that combination of fascination and disapproval that is so often a part of academic enquiry into sexual matters.80

				The HIV/AIDS crisis in Australia allowed a continuation of a discussion of homosexuality within a medical-scientific framework. In particular, links were made between homosexual behaviour and ill health.

				The period from 1973 to 1984 was one of intense debate and the first time that there was sustained public discourse on homosexuality and medicine. During the 1970s, medical views on homosexuality changed rapidly, shifting from disorder, to an accepted, if not precisely normal, variant of personality. There remained those who believed it could and should be treated; and medical interest in homosexuality continued by way of investigation into STIs and homosexual behaviour. In fact, the use of language and appeal to medical authority by those outside the profession continued into the 1980s, when the medical profession moved more definitively away from the idea that it was necessary or desirable to treat homosexuality. The onset of the HIV/AIDS crisis in Australia between 1983 and 1984 strengthened some in their belief that homosexuality was inherently unhealthy and immoral, supported by medical views that homosexual practices were directly linked to causation. From 1984 onwards, medical knowledge about the disease increased exponentially. However, the idea that there was a direct link between homosexuality and disease proved remarkably persistent throughout the period.
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				Chapter 6

				  

		      HIV/AIDS and Gay Community Print News Media in 1980s Australia

			  Shirleene Robinson

				This chapter analyses the way that Australian gay print news media dealt with HIV/AIDS in the 1980s. It finds that the commercial gay press in Australia was the most effective in the western world in informing a vulnerable community about a major public health epidemic, consistently providing medical information in a non-judgemental way.1 Australian gay journalists had keenly followed trends in the gay and lesbian liberation movement in America and became aware of HIV/AIDS comparatively early. State AIDS Councils – which featured a number of gay journalists in prominent roles – lobbied federal and state governments for funding and portions of this revenue were used to fund safe sex advertisements in the gay press. This advertising revenue meant that gay periodicals in this country, unlike a number of gay periodicals in America, were not indebted to Sex On Premises Venues (SOPVs) which had a vested interest in promoting casual sex and downplaying the risks of HIV transmission. Furthermore, in states such as Queensland, Western Australia and Tasmania, where the commercial gay press was not always readily available, AIDS Councils produced increasingly sophisticated newsletters which informed and educated the lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) community about the HIV/AIDS epidemic. Community print media – both commercial and non-commercial – was a central component of Australia’s successful response to HIV/AIDS.

				The successful Australian public policy response to HIV/AIDS has been adeptly explored by a number of authors. Paul Sendziuk’s excellent study, Learning to Trust is the most detailed exploration of the management of HIV/AIDS in an Australian context.2 A number of authors have also explored the way that the mainstream media constructed HIV/AIDS. Deborah Lupton’s Moral Threats and Dangerous Desire provides a particularly detailed analysis of HIV/AIDS reporting in the mainstream press,3 and while Graham Willett has pointed out that the gay and lesbian press played a vital role in providing the homosexual community with information about HIV/AIDS, it is a topic that has received scant consideration. The treatment of HIV/AIDS in the gay press has received even less attention, with one short article written from a personal perspective and published in the National AIDS Bulletin remaining the major piece of work in this field.4 This lacuna is not surprising as the role of the gay press in Australia more generally has also been an underexplored topic.5

				The Emergence of the Gay Press

				The earliest gay and lesbian newspapers in Australia were created in the southern states of New South Wales and Victoria. From 1971, the gay liberation group CAMP published a regular newsletter in Sydney under the banner of Camp Ink. This newsletter, with its focus on the developing gay rights movement and issues of interest to the LGBT community, marks an important turning point. Technically though, the first commercial gay magazine to be produced in Australia was William and John. This magazine was produced in Sydney from 1971 to 1972.6 In 1975, Campaign magazine was launched and continued publishing until 2000. In 1979, Melbourne’s first gay magazine, Gay Community News, began production. In 1983, Gay Community News was replaced by OutRage, which was published for seventeen years until 2000.

				The Sydney Star, which began life in 1979 as a free gay newspaper, and was later renamed the Sydney Star Observer, inspired the later release of similar free queer newspapers across Australia. The Sydney Star Observer remains one of the most successful LGBT periodicals to have been produced in Australia. Magazines targeted specifically at a lesbian audience were produced from the late 1980s onwards with varying degrees of success.7

				HIV/AIDS and the Gay Press

				The first newspaper article on HIV/AIDS in America was published in the gay newspaper, the New York Native, on 18 May 1981. This article, which measured just under 18 centimeters, was written by Dr Lawrence Mass, and reported that claims of a new ‘gay cancer’ were largely unfounded.8 This report preceded the first mainstream coverage on the new disease, which was published by the Los Angeles Times on 5 June 1981.9

				Throughout the 1980s, the New York Native continued to provide some of the most comprehensive coverage of HIV/AIDS in the United States. While the newspaper lost many readers in later years by embracing controversial conspiracy theories denying a link between HIV and AIDS, its early coverage was informative and important. The Washington Blade newspaper has also been commended by historians for its responsible reporting of HIV/AIDS in the 1980s.10 Roger Streitmatter has criticised other gay newspapers such as the San Francisco Sentinel and Bay Area Reporter for not providing better information about safe sexual practices and bathhouses because they feared the loss of advertising revenue from these venues.11 Randy Shilts, who reported for the mainstream newspaper, the San Francisco Chronicle, has stated that:

				San Francisco’s newspapers had what every journalistic institution prays for: the opportunity to save lives. It was the one time in history when the gay press could have proven its mettle once and for all. But it performed miserably. The newspapers in the most important gay city in the country sold out to the almighty buck. The men who made that decision will, unquestionably, burn in hell.12

				Streitmatter has also assessed as inadequate the Advocate’s reporting of the crisis.13

				The mainstream American press has also been criticised for its lack of coverage of HIV/AIDS in the epidemic’s early stages and its biased coverage as the 1980s progressed. Roger Myrick has adapted a framework first espoused by Jeffrey Weeks to understand mainstream media representations of HIV/AIDS in the United States during the 1980s. He argues that three main periods may be discerned. During the first period, from 1981–1982, representations focused on anxiety about the affected, the early medical definition and control of AIDS, and an indifferent governmental response. The second period, from 1982–1985, was characterised by a moral panic about the ‘gay plague’ and the marginalisation of People Living With AIDS (PLWA). From 1985 onwards (the third period), the American government began a preventative campaign which led to more professional educational campaigns.14 The death of actor Rock Hudson in October 1985 from AIDS-related causes has been credited with a 270% increase in AIDS stories in American newspapers in that year and motivating the new policy direction of the American government.15

				Although many of America’s gay periodicals were remiss in their coverage of the epidemic, Dennis Altman has argued that the gay press in a number of other countries played a particularly important role during the early years of the HIV/AIDS epidemic. He states that they provided ‘much of the available early information on the epidemic, as well as acting as a vital tool in mobilising the community’.16 Altman singles out the Australian publication, OutRage, the Canadian publication, Body Politic and the French publication, Le Gai Pied, as seeming ‘to provide the best explanations for non-specialists of what was painstakingly being reported in the medical press’.17

				On 3 July 1981, the Star newspaper in Sydney became the first newspaper in Australia to mention that gay men in America were suffering from a mysterious new condition.18 Under the heading ‘New Pneumonia Linked to Gay Lifestyle’, the newspaper wrote a brief article about five young men in Atlanta, Georgia, who had pneumonia ‘which may be linked to some aspect of homosexual lifestyle’.19 As 1981 continued, other gay publications such as Campaign and Klick! also included minor stories about HIV/AIDS-related conditions such as Karposi’s sarcoma.20

				Gay Community News was the first Australian gay periodical to devote significant space to HIV/AIDS. In February 1982, the magazine published an article with the headline ‘Will We all Die of “Gay Cancer”’? The reference to ‘gay cancer’ showed just how closely Australian gay journalists were following the language used in the United States. The Gay Community News article noted that ‘major journals throughout the west have begun reporting what could become known as “gay diseases”’ and that ‘physicians and gay activists are encouraging homosexuals to practice better hygiene, reduce their sexual contacts and get the names of those they do have sex with’.21 This information reflected the most up-to-date medical information on transmission that was available at the time. In April 1982, Gay Community News carried a further article, by Dr Simon Quest, which was ‘about the smattering of news reports about Karposi’s sarcoma [which were] appearing in large American and European cities where there [was] a strong gay population’.22 There were some minor mentions of a potential epidemic in subsequent journal issues and in November 1982, Gay Community News published the first major in-depth investigative report on HIV/AIDS in Australia. In a five-page article entitled ‘Putting Paid to the “Gay Plague”’, journalist Gary Jaynes outlined what was known about the new virus.23

				The informed early reportage of HIV/AIDS in the gay press in Australia contrasted with the lack of attention the syndrome received in the United States. This can be explained through the more independent nature of the Australian press. As the vast majority of the Australian gay press was not owned by SOPV proprietors, there were no conflicts on reporting on a medical condition many were starting to believe was sexually transmitted. In January 1983, Michael Glynn, the Managing Editor of the Sydney Star newspaper, wrote an editorial outlining the independence of that newspaper:

				When I started the Sydney Star more than three years ago I was trying to do my bit to make this city better for the gay community in terms of a developing awareness. The Star has remained an independent newspaper, not tied to any particular group or business, which enables it to pursue an editorial policy based on integrity and hopefully the good of the community.24

				A perusal of the advertising in the Star in 1982 reveals that the newspaper did manage to attract a diverse selection of business marketing. While SOPVs such as the 253 Club Baths were featured in the newspaper, other companies, such as the Town Hall Hotel, Antonio’s Pizza and Restaurant, Astill and Associates Insurance, the Belmore Park Hotel, Numbers Theatre, Stumps Restaurant, the Criterion Hotel, Universal Travel and the Honest Irishman Hotel also took out paid advertisements.25 Thus, the newspaper could accurately claim to not be indebted to any one type of industry or business.

				At the start of 1983, the collective which had published Gay Community News, launched its new publication, OutRage. Again, this publication was not indebted to larger business interests or any single type of advertiser. Adam Carr, who was appointed assistant editor of the new publication, rapidly became the journalist who wrote the most about HIV/AIDS for a gay audience in the 1980s. Carr remembers that he was galvanised into action by the ‘first authentic and undeniable case of AIDS in Australia’, involving a Melbourne gay man, who was known to some of the staff of OutRage.26 Carr recalls that this case saw OutRage commit to covering ‘this AIDS business’ and that he ‘trotted off to the Melbourne Uni medical library and photocopied everything they had on AIDS: a pile of journal articles about half an inch thick’.27 Carr’s first substantial article on HIV/AIDS was published in the June 1983 edition of OutRage. This edition of OutRage featured the cover heading ‘The AIDS Epidemic: What the Straight Press Won’t Tell You’.

				Carr, who was also one of the founding members of the Victorian AIDS Action Committee in 1983, continued to provide gay and lesbian readers with frank, open information about HIV/AIDS transmission. Carr’s substantial role in informing the homosexual community about the virus cannot be overstated. Bill Rutkin, the President of the Queensland AIDS Council (QuAC) in the 1980s, recalls that Carr appeared to know more about HIV/AIDS than most doctors in this era.28 Carr also spoke out against homophobic reporting about HIV/AIDS in the mainstream press. He wrote that:

				The Australian media’s treatment of AIDS’ arrival here has been predictable. Most of the press have been free with discredited phrases like ‘the gay plague’ and the Bulletin [has] excelled itself with a homophobic coverage and offensively irrelevant choice of photograph.29

				There were a number of homophobic reports about HIV/AIDS from the very start of the epidemic. In November 1982, in the first major piece written about HIV/AIDS in the gay press, Gary Jaynes admonished the mainstream press for ‘referring to the “gay plague” in their headlines, a term that is as mischievous as it is inaccurate’.30 When coverage was not overtly homophobic, it could also be sensationalist and unhelpful. In June 1983, the Medical Journal of Australia caused public panic when it printed a cover story on HIV/AIDS, calling it ‘The Black Plague of the Eighties’ and illustrating the title with grim press headlines and images of death.31

				By the middle of 1983, the gay press in its entirety was devoting considerable attention to HIV/AIDS. Just as Carr had done, many other journalists suggested readers exercise caution when obtaining information about HIV/AIDS from the mainstream press. On this note, in July 1983, the Sydney Star newspaper urged its readers to not ‘believe everything you read in the non-gay press. Since when have they had our interest, safety and care at heart’.32

				As it grew, the LGBT press in Australia also provided a forum to highlight problematic coverage of the AIDS crisis by the mainstream media. Lupton, who has studied the mainstream coverage of HIV/AIDS in detail, has found that there were some consistent themes. First, HIV/AIDS received limited coverage while it appeared to impact predominantly on the gay male community. Second, contradictory, confusing and panic-driven coverage was common. Third, prominent people were able to influence HIV/AIDS coverage. Fourth, HIV/AIDS coverage had been personalised.33 Lupton notes that the mainstream Australian press included homophobic and xenophobic themes in its coverage, along with imagery of invasion, fear and contamination.34

				Out of all of Australia’s gay periodicals, it was OutRage in particular that covered the growing epidemic in detail. Campaign magazine also devoted increased space to HIV/AIDS from 1983 onwards. Its coverage and reach did not match that provided by OutRage though. Campaign did provide direct information about safe sexual practices early though, telling its readers in a June 1983 article that ‘the message is clear: avoid the direct exchange of bodily fluids’.35

				Adam Carr has asserted that the AIDS epidemic prevented OutRage from becoming just another commercial advertising avenue selling sex and ‘commercial goodies’. He states:

				AIDS gave the magazine a serious agenda to replace the rather stodgy diet of gay liberationist politics it had lived on before 1984. It also created a new market, since many gay men suddenly wanted a forum in which they could read and write about this new and sinister development. The fight against AIDS was the gay male community’s great project of the 1980s, and helped forge a new community consciousness of which the gay press was both an agent and a beneficiary.36

				There were strong links between the Victorian AIDS Council and OutRage magazine. The first Committee of the Victorian AIDS Council, which was elected in 1985, included three prominent gay journalists who were involved with OutRage: Adam Carr, Jamie Gardiner and Danny Vadasz.37 Chris Carter, another member of the original Committee, went on to become the first editor of the Melbourne Voice and the Melbourne Star Observer.38

				The advertising for safe sex campaigns provided a significant amount of funding to Australia’s gay press in the 1980s. As Larry Galbraith, former editor of the Sydney Star Observer, remembers:

				In 1985, AIDS Councils began another relationship with the gay press: that of advertising client. As AIDS education became more sophisticated, campaigns were – and are – developed which had gay press advertising as an integral feature.39

				Carr has also stated that ‘more than incidentally, the creation of government-funded AIDS Councils and education campaigns greatly helped [OutRage] magazine’s finances’. This was also true for the New South Wales publication, the Sydney Star Observer, which was able to publish its first full colour glossy cover in May 1986 as part of a campaign with the AIDS Council of New South Wales.

				The Grim Reaper Campaign of 1987, which was coordinated by the federal government-funded National Advisory Committee on AIDS (NACAIDS), showed how ‘mainstream’ HIV/AIDS awareness campaigns had become by this year. This television commercial, which first screened on 5 April 1987, showed a Grim Reaper bowling and knocking over a diverse range of Australians. The camera then panned out to show many more Grim Reapers bowling down other Australians in other ghoulish bowling lanes. While many of individuals who worked at AIDS Councils debated the overall effectiveness of the Grim Reaper campaign, it did cause many Australians to seek out further information on HIV/AIDS from these Councils. The campaign also saw an escalation in the amount of news print that was devoted to HIV/AIDS. State AIDS Councils and gay publications were able to mediate the more homophobic comments and articles that appeared.

				Publications by AIDS Councils

				AIDS Councils in all Australian states and territories produced newsletters from their formation onwards. While the easy accessibility of a gay press meant that the Victorian AIDS Council newsletter never had to reach the audience that newsletters in states such as Queensland and Western Australia needed to, it still informed its readers that it would provide ‘the truth behind the headlines’ and an ‘in-depth review of the Australian and overseas gay and medical press news and opinions on AIDS’.40 The Victorian AIDS Council saw its newsletter as providing ‘a regular, credible and widely distributed source of accurate information on AIDS and the battles we face’. Phil Carswell, the editor of the newsletter wrote that ‘obviously in depth articles continue to be necessary and these will appear in the gay press’.41 Indeed, the Victorian AIDS Council contracted its media work to Gay Publications Cooperative, the collective responsible for producing OutRage since 1985.42

				In states where male-to-male sexual acts were not decriminalised and where it was not always possible to obtain copies of commercial gay publications, material produced by AIDS Councils played a vital role in mediating the homophobia of the mainstream press and informing the LGBT community about HIV/AIDS. There was often no professionally produced gay media available. The Western Australian AIDS Council, which formed in 1983 and the Queensland and Tasmanian AIDS Councils, which both formed in 1985, all produced their own printed media which informed a marginalised community about HIV/AIDS.

				The first edition of AIDS ACTION, the newsletter of the Western Australian AIDS Council, was produced by five individuals with the rest of the Council involved in the distribution of the newsletter. It was four pages in length and featured information about fundraising, a support group for people living with HIV/AIDS and medical research updates about HIV/AIDS.43 Subsequent editions provided open information about condom usage, antibody testing and the importance of safe sex.44 State and federal funding did assist the Western Australian AIDS Council with its publishing agenda and by May 1988, the newsletter included social photographs and improved production values.45 The Western Australian AIDS Council also maintained an extensive collection of clippings from national and international publications, both gay and non-gay. In 1990, AIDS ACTION affirmed that one of its major roles was in drawing attention to the homophobia of the mainstream media’s reporting of HIV/AIDS. Michael Christian wrote:

				when reading the various tabloids, one tends to feel it is a rare day indeed when a balanced view of the issues is presented. It is unlikely anyone would contradict a statement saying that anti-gay sentiments are given far more media space than pro-gay sentiments.46

				The Tasmanian AIDS Council’s newsletter, which was published from 1986 onwards, also reproduced articles from gay newspapers, including the Sydney Star Observer, as well as homophobic articles from the mainstream media. By doing so, the Council created a sense of community, while also drawing attention to the prejudices surrounding HIV/AIDS. The newsletter also included features on regional events, support for volunteers and information about medical and social developments pertaining to HIV/AIDS.

				The Queensland publication, Duck News, which was produced in a particularly difficult political climate, was one of the most professional of all publications and served as a substitute gay publication in a state governed by the conservative and reactionary Bjelke-Petersen government.47 Queensland had no homosexual press and the periodicals that provided a voice for gay people in southern states were banned from public sale in the state.48 These difficulties were compounded by the active use of homophobia as a political tool by conservative ministers. Historian Clive Moore points out that while Queensland’s gay and lesbian culture is ‘quintessentially Australian’, the ‘gerrymandered, rural/reactionary rule of the National/Liberal and National Party government’ during the Bjelke-Petersen era meant that mainstream Queensland was slower to embrace homosexual reform than other states.49

				Duck News, which was published from 1985 to 1991, was produced in an A4 format with its initial length only two pages. By the next year, it was averaging at least 10 pages per edition. It was distributed freely in bars and gay venues and via the offices of QuAC. It was also possible to subscribe to the publication. Duck News assumed particular importance in Queensland, not only as a result of Bjelke-Petersen’s government neglecting to inform gay men about safe sexual practices, but also because other homosexual media was not freely available to members of the broader gay community in the state.50

				The volunteers involved in producing Duck News subscribed to international gay publications and reproduced relevant medical information for Queensland readers. In 1988, committee member Dr Malcolm McCamish noted that during the early 1980s, the gay magazine, the New York Native, had been ‘the major source of medical information on AIDS and physicians treating patients would subscribe to it rather than to the more established journals for the most up-to-date information’. McCamish recognised the role that gay community printed media could play in informing this community about safer sex practices in a way they would understand. McCamish himself was an academic chemist, employed at the University of Queensland, and served as a scientific consultant for Duck News.51

				Although some Queenslanders would have also subscribed to national periodicals such as OutRage, QuAC’s publication, Duck News, probably reached more gay and lesbian individuals in that state. Until 1987, Duck News was produced by volunteer Cory Prickett, who was aged around 16 years at the time and had access to a printing press through a family connection. Prickett, along with his team of other young volunteers ‘initiated’ the magazine and ‘devoted countless hours to its production’, as well as assisting in welfare-related activities. Duck News informed both QuAC workers and the broader community about safe sex, community events and many other pieces of important information. By March 1986, due to its popularity, members of the organisation increased the numbers of copies of Duck News being produced from 500 to 680 per month.52 It is also likely that many more copies than the number produced were read, as Duck News was distributed in venues such as gay bars, where issues would have been read by multiple people. QuAC also agreed to lodge copies of the publication in the National Library, as they believed this would help QuAC to receive more recognition.53 In October 1987, the national gay periodical OutRage referred to Duck News as ‘the most interesting and informative AIDS Council newsletter in the country’.54 Certainly, until the decriminalisation of male-to-male homosexuality in Queensland in 1990, Duck News played a unique and crucial role in HIV/AIDS education and prevention.

				The arrival of HIV/AIDS significantly exacerbated the homophobic rhetoric that was espoused by members of the Bjelke-Petersen government.55 In July 1984, the media reported that 30 recipients had received blood contaminated with the HIV virus. This was modified the next day to 26. The reporting of this event was not handled with any degree of sensitivity. Fears of an AIDS epidemic, however, increased significantly in November. In this month, Brian Austin, the Minister for Health, announced that three babies had died after they received transfusions of blood contaminated with HIV/AIDS. The blood had been donated by a 27-year-old homosexual Brisbane man. The Courier-Mail and Daily Sun both devoted their front page to comments from the father of one of the dead babies. The father of the baby not only referred to homosexuality as ‘this degenerate trend’ but also urged the donor of the contaminated blood to commit suicide.56

				In August 1984, when concern over contaminated blood was mounting, Bjelke-Petersen described homosexual people as ‘insulting evil animals who should go back to New South Wales and Victoria where they came from in the first place’.57 Bjelke-Petersen also took the opportunity to declare that the New South Wales Labor Premier, Neville Wran, ‘should hang his head in shame for legalising homosexuality in New South Wales’.58

				The arrival of HIV/AIDS in Queensland caused considerable public fear. The legislative response of the Bjelke-Petersen government appears highly reactionary. It quickly introduced amendments to the Transplantation and Anatomy Act, allowing for a $10,000 penalty or two years’ imprisonment for those who knowingly gave false information in respect of body tissue used for transplant or transfusion. The introduction of this legislation helped to convey the impression that homosexual blood donors might have knowingly donated infected blood.

				When introducing the amendments, Austin continued with the rhetoric that had been expressed by Bjelke-Petersen, associating the Labor Party with homosexuality and HIV/AIDS with both. Austin stated that the children who had died as a result of receiving contaminated blood:

				appear to be the innocent victims of the permissive society Australia is becoming. It distresses the Queensland government to see how some other states and Canberra support legalised homosexuality.59

				The conflation between HIV/AIDS and homosexuality was part of conservative political discourse in the 1980s but it was particularly marked in Queensland.

				As the HIV/AIDS crisis continued, the Bjelke-Petersen government steadfastly refused to open discussions with the activists involved in promoting safe-sex campaigns. Bjelke-Petersen also refused to allow condom machines to be installed in public facilities and did not allow for non-judgemental discussions of safe sex or indeed any sexual education in Queensland schools. While other states set up testing and treatment facilities and funded AIDS Action Councils, the Queensland state government refused to fund such facilities.60

				Despite a lack of support from the Queensland government, QuAC pushed ahead with its educational aims from the outset. This was particularly important because, as Roger Myrick has pointed out, gay community organisations have a proven track record of effectively being able to convey safe sex messages within their community.61 Carr has also argued that campaigns within the gay community were a major factor in Australia managing to successfully contain the epidemic.62 By mid-December 1984, QuAC had designed cards explaining safe and unsafe sex practices and these were being distributed in beats and bars. In July 1985, the Council rented a house and had a telephone connected so that concerned individuals would easily be able to access support. Later, in 1987, during the Grim Reaper advertising campaign era, this phone-line operated 24 hours a day, responding to increasing mainstream community concerns about the epidemic.63 The first advertising campaign that was mounted by QuAC in August 1985 saw 30 Brisbane City Council buses carrying large side-panel advertisements with the contact telephone number for the AIDS Council.64

				This contrasts heavily with the educational stance adopted by the Bjelke-Petersen government during this era. As Paul Sendziuk points out, throughout 1985 the Queensland Department of Health provided two pieces of material about HIV/AIDS. One had been compiled by David Pennington’s Task Force and was entitled AIDS: The Facts. The other was a booklet entitled AIDS: Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome: Information for Physicians.65 No material had been designed to target the male homosexual community, nor were condoms suggested as a preventative measure. Furthermore, material about HIV/AIDS was not promoted or highly visible, leading Bill Rutkin to note that you ‘have to know about it before you ask about it’.66

				Conclusion

				By the 1990s, new combination therapies greatly extended the life expectancies of many people living with HIV/AIDS. While AIDS Councils still exist in all Australian states and territories, their role has shifted slightly to encompass broader LGBT health. In tandem with this, as Adam Carr has pointed out with some irony, the publicity surrounding HIV/AIDS in the 1980s and the growth of AIDS Councils, Mardi Gras and commercial elements and the expense of activist organisations actually served to hasten the ‘mainstreaming’ of gay life. He states:

				The gay commercial sector throve and prospered. Gay men and lesbians became increasingly prominent and increasingly open in the arts and public life generally. What used to be called the ‘gay ghetto’ was disappearing, and the role of what had begun as a ‘ghetto press’ was in question.67

				The rapid growth of the internet also significantly altered the way members of the LGBT community communicated and shared information. In 2000, as a reaction to these changes and a depleted readership, both of Australia’s main gay magazines, Campaign and OutRage, ceased publication. Free and regional LGBT newspapers are still published across the country.

				Australia’s response to HIV/AIDS is widely regarded as one of the most effective in the western world. The Australian Federal Government has rightfully received acknowledgement for empowering and working in conjunction with marginalised communities to contain the epidemic. The role of the LGBT community in promoting safe sex strategies, devising educational campaigns and developing a strong and active press that allowed for the provision of vital information, support and a platform to refute homophobia was also crucial to the management of this epidemic. Printed gay news media was central to Australia’s successful management of HIV/AIDS.
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				Chapter 7

				  

		      Australian HIV/AIDS Life Writing:

		      The Human and the Historic

Geoff Allshorn

				There is a point, somewhere, usually in the future of a piece of writing, in its rediscovery as something other than what it first was, where memoir, recollection or diary turns into history…

				– Stephen J. Williams.1

				In 1988, US journalist Randy Shilts stunned the world with his seminal study, And The Band Played On, a monograph which documented the rise during the late 1970s and early 1980s of a deadly new world pandemic, and included biographical material on several afflicted individuals, particularly gay men in the USA. His writing marked the rise of a new genre: AIDS life writing. Australian authors would soon contribute to this emerging genre, which would later evolve into HIV life writings. This study will explore how these narratives document the lives and culture of Australians affected by AIDS during earlier times, and the social and medical transformation for those with HIV in more recent years. US academic Marita Sturken suggests the importance of cultural memories: ‘[t]he collective remembering of a specific culture… both defines a culture and is the means by which its divisions and conflicting agendas are revealed’.2 Such material constitutes part of our collective memory, which contributes to both the individual and national identities we construct in the present.

				In recent decades, according to US academic Thomas R. Smith, ‘traditional’ biographies have been defined as novel-length linear narratives written by white males – with all other authors or forms of life writing slotting into a second biographical category (‘other’). Smith suggests that such categories are not ‘satisfactory’ because life writings do not often fit rigidly within established structures.3 Sociologist Ken Plummer expands the concept of ‘life writing’ to include a variety of human ‘documents of life’,4 such as auto/biographies, letters, pictures, web sites, films and tombstones.

				In Australia, AIDS life documents encompass a variety of forms and narrative styles, including quilt panels, interviews, articles by people living with HIV and AIDS, diaries, photographs and documentary films – as well as art, music and fiction. This study will only document and analyse a fraction of these materials, focusing on public life writings. The texts examined here are mainly ‘traditional’ book-length life narratives, supplemented by one documentary film and two diaries. Other materials, including collections of interviews and shorter biographical works on people with HIV/AIDS, have not been included except when they directly contribute to the discourse as part of an emerging pattern during the last decade.

				Literary Context

				Life writings show how the universal is exemplified in individual stories. For example, Australian politician Rodney Cavalier proposes that diaries (such as those by Eric Michaels and Charles Roberts, discussed below) reduce the unfathomably big-picture to an individual reality which we can grasp: ‘[d]iaries serve history by providing a narrative of the day. Diaries are the record of an individual life. They record a life as lived’5 (and in this context, we could add: ‘and as died’). By extension, we can study such writings as narratives which are not only the product of their time, but also a time capsule. Cavalier was referring specifically to political narratives, but his principles apply equally to other life texts; in implicit connection, Australian academic John Wiltshire suggests that AIDS writings are ‘political and social statements’,6 while Dennis Altman explains AIDS as ‘a very political epidemic’.7

				Life writings also show how individual stories reveal wider human experiences. AIDS life narratives can comprise what US academic Joseph Cady describes as ‘immersive’ texts, in that they immerse the reader into the full-blown horror of AIDS and thereby challenge public denial or avoidance of the ordeal.8 Similarly, Ken Plummer suggests that life narratives present the individual as part of a larger grouping of ‘collective stories’9 which portray a community of ‘auto/ethnographies’.10 Australian AIDS ‘auto/ethnographies’ are soon likely to be the only evidence of early AIDS experiences available in the public domain, because most of the protagonists within the early narratives are dead and the memories of surviving friends and families are growing dim. These texts deserve recognition because they allow the general public immediate, personal access to the lives and losses – and to the humanity and courage – of people belonging to this marginalised group. Reviewer Stephen J. Williams, whose quote prefaced this study, suggested that one such writing (Take Me to Paris, Johnny by John Foster) was history as much as memoir.

				Historical Context

				In Australia, AIDS arrived in the early 1980s as a largely feared and misunderstood phenomenon. It was contextualised as a doubly-stigmatised problem: a debilitating medical affliction which caused people to suffer from a range of dreadful and usually fatal diseases; and it was linked to homosexuality, which still faced stigma and some legal sanctions across Australia. (One early biographical account, published in the gay magazine OutRage, reveals that stigma prevented one young man from disclosing his homosexuality to his doctors, contributing to a delay in his diagnosis and probably hastening his death.)11 AIDS was later recognised as endangering other people as well as gay men, including haemophiliacs and other blood transfusion recipients; this led to transmission of AIDS being commonly perceived in terms of the social dichotomy of ‘guilty’ versus ‘innocent’.

				A wave of AIDS hysteria swept Australia during the 1980s. A national scandal, involving Queensland babies being fatally exposed to HIV through blood transfusions, led to a call for the gay blood donor to face execution or suicide.12 The Grim Reaper infamously appeared on television community service announcements, as a cowled personification of death, to warn that AIDS was a personal threat to every Australian.13 People feared contagion through mosquito bites and swimming pools, from sitting on toilets or kissing, and from sharing food or water or communion cups.14 A child with HIV was banned from her kindergarten, and her family migrated to New Zealand to escape the prejudice.15 Gay men faced harassment or dismissal from their jobs regardless of their HIV status;16 others, including those presumed to be gay, faced the threat of ‘poofter bashers’.17 It is this context which shaped the HIV stigma that still persists, albeit covertly, in Australia to this day.

				By the late 1990s, new medical treatments challenged the inevitability of illness and death. The death rate from AIDS began a steep decline and people with HIV generally began to live much longer, healthier lives. Subsequently, domestic HIV/AIDS largely disappeared from public discourse, even though new HIV infections remained a concern to public health.

				The Evolution of HIV/AIDS Life Writings

				Early AIDS life writings take the form of ‘pathographies’ – stories of lives contextualised by disease. John Wiltshire described AIDS pathographies in 1994 as ‘the (literally) dying protest of individualism… taking courage to speak of its experience only within the narrative of illness and death’.18 This study will show that pathographies form only the first two stages of a four-stage evolution of HIV/AIDS life writings, beginning during the times of horror and evolving into the calmer writings of modern-day long-term survival with HIV in Australia.19 The first AIDS pathographies, predominantly featuring gay men, were followed by a second wave of pathographies featuring those with medically-acquired AIDS. A third, transitional phase, featured people with HIV/AIDS whose stories were reflective of improving medical treatments and an emerging political activism. The final stage is the current era of ‘living with HIV’ in which long-term survivors reflect a new reality. Taken chronologically, these writings tend to fall neatly within these categories, demonstrating both their contemporary social context and their contribution to that narrative. In presenting this progression, these texts conform to the ‘generational’ nature of life writings20 – although they have evolved through a number of distinct ‘generations’ within a single lifetime, reflecting the frenetic development of HIV/AIDS within those few short years.

				The people within these writings have not always disclosed the full details of their private lives. However, of those who have disclosed this information, gay men form the majority of writers or subjects. Following them, HIV-positive heterosexual women constitute the other early grouping of people within these narratives, possibly implying some underlying connection of disadvantage between these two traditionally-disempowered groups. Haemophiliacs and blood recipients appear later in this chronology. Conversely, although many lesbians worked to help their gay brothers during the crisis years,21 there appears to be no comprehensive history documenting their contribution. Further cohorts of people, including those deemed to be potentially at high risk, are either poorly represented in these texts or do not appear at all. This may reflect the relatively low infection rates in Australia outside of the gay male community, and the fact that such writing is not always the preferred option of some people who may prefer more orally nuanced shorter forms of writing. It is also possible that people from other backgrounds may remain reluctant to publicly disclose their HIV status.

				In the Beginning

				No significant AIDS life writing narratives were publicly available in Australia until the end of the 1980s. This silence during almost the entire first decade of AIDS in Australia was reflective of the homophobia and AIDSphobia which were endemic throughout society, as well as a societal reluctance to mention sexual matters.

				During much of this decade, the Australian gay community shared information about their friends who were suffering and dying, but this material remained largely hidden from the general public. Ken Plummer observes that ‘[m]emories may be more than just the properties of individuals. There is also social memory’,22 and one of the very first public instances was the collaboration of Maria Pallotta-Chiarolli with members of the Adelaide gay community in the early 1990s to write an AIDS biography of a deceased gay friend; her gay advisers encouraged her, as a ‘safe’ heterosexual person, to disseminate this information into wider society.23 AIDS life writing thus became an extension of a gay tradition: a ‘coming out’ story, not just for individuals, but for a whole community.24

				The first known public AIDS life narrative was exceptional in this chronology: it was not a book but a TV documentary,25 telecast a few weeks after the infamous Grim Reaper TV campaign, with the potential to reduce (or possibly heighten) community fears. This documentary did not feature a gay man nor express the common societal disapproval of such people; it featured a heterosexual woman.

				The remainder of this paper presents a typology of narratives from each era, including an annotated listing of writings and a thematic summary of their pertinent themes.

				Pathographies – Predominantly Gay Men (Late 1980s to Late 1990s)

				The initial years were times of fear and confusion as gay men were struck down by this unknown agent, seemingly at random; and other people were also afflicted – though often more covertly. Even after confirmation of the causative virus, HIV, and the development of an HIV-antibody blood test, the medical community struggled to develop effective medical treatments.

				
						Suzi’s Story (Ian Gillespie), Sydney: Suzi Lovegrove Family Trust with Pro-Image Studios Limited and United Telecasters Sydney Limited, CEL Home Video, 1987. 

				

				US-born Suzi Lovegrove was a young wife and mother who had been exposed to HIV during a previous heterosexual relationship; both she and her infant son, Troy, developed AIDS. The film documented her last weeks of life.

				
						Unbecoming: An AIDS Diary (Eric Michaels), Sydney: Empress Publishing, 1990 [reissued by Duke University Press, 1997].

				

				Eric Michaels was a gay US academic who arrived in Australia in 1982 before being diagnosed with AIDS. He kept a diary during the last year of his life, and it was published posthumously.26

				
						Someone You Know: A Friend’s Farewell (Maria Pallotta-Chiarolli), Adelaide: Wakefield Press, 1991, 2002.

				

				Jon was a young school teacher working in Adelaide during the 1980s until he was struck down with AIDS. He asked his friend, Maria, to speak out about AIDS after he died, and she subsequently wrote this tribute.

				
						Take Me to Paris, Johnny (John Foster), Port Melbourne, Vic.: Minerva, 1993 [reissued by Black Inc., 2002].

				

				John Foster’s memoir focuses on the life and death of his lover, Juan Céspedes, a Cuban refugee and US émigré.

				
						Infected Queer: Notes of an Activist (Charles Roberts), Melbourne: Nosukumo, 1994 [limited edition].

				

				US-born long-term survivor, Charles Roberts, wrote a set of unstructured diary entries which presented his life and thoughts as an AIDS activist. Although not a traditionally-structured autobiography, it incorporated many contemporaneous responses to the AIDS pandemic.

				
						Holding the Man (Timothy Conigrave), Melbourne: McPhee Gribble, 1995; Ringwood, Vic.: Penguin, 2007, 2009; also adapted into a successful stage play by Tommy Murphy.27

				

				Melbourne schoolboy Timothy Conigrave fell in love with his school’s football captain, John Caleo, and they lived together for fifteen years until they succumbed to AIDS.

				
						How Far is it to London Bridge? A Journey through AIDS with My Daughter (Joan Hurley), Alexandria, NSW: Millennium Books, 1996.

				

				Joan Hurley recalled the life and death of her young adult daughter, Caroline.

				Summary of this Period

				All of these pathographies focus upon the suffering and death of their protagonists and/or others around them, and these people face their fate with the same courage and dignity that are evident in their willingness to challenge social stigma simply by going public.

				Suzi Lovegrove’s status as a heterosexual woman begs the question of why Australia’s first public AIDS life discourse does not feature our nation’s most-afflicted AIDS grouping: gay men. (Similarly, the last narrative during this period concerns Caroline Hurley, another heterosexual woman.) Furthermore, Maria Pallotta-Chiarolli – whose book is the first Australian AIDS life text to be accepted by a major publishing company – also wonders, ‘if I was a gay/bisexual man, would my book have been published?’ Nevertheless, the appearance of such material encourages others to follow – and it challenges prejudice: Maria receives hate mail from some Christians, and letters of appreciation from some parents who, having been estranged from their gay sons with AIDS, are led to effect reconciliation. While some schools invite Maria to be a guest speaker, a small number of parents ring her own school to complain that their sons may have been exposed to AIDS through their classroom contact with Jon.

				In detailing the pain and frustration for people with AIDS, these life writings serve as a call for compassion: Suzi Lovegrove’s ‘life advice’ to her husband, Vincent, is to ‘forgive’; John Foster describes the loss of grace, strength and dignity for ballet dancer Juan Céspedes while Timothy Conigrave does the same for footballer John Caleo; Maria Pallotta-Chiarolli is unable to use Jon’s surname in her narrative.

				These texts also evoke great intimacy, tenderness and inspiration in the midst of their tragedy. In John Foster’s narrative, Juan’s deathbed scene transforms a life of decline and despair into a story that Robert Dessaix describes as ‘something of unutterable beauty’28 and inspires Peter Craven to call Foster’s book ‘unparalleled in Australian letters’.29 The book testifies to the redemptive power of love, a conviction shared by Timothy Conigrave and Maria-Pallotta-Chiarolli, but a concept which many Australians would consider anathema to their views about gay relationships during the 1980s and 1990s.

				The texts also contain open expressions of anger.30 Charles Roberts’ writing testifies to the motivational power behind strong emotion: ‘I am a rebel; I am antinomian. Antinomy keeps me among the living, keeps me living, alone with anger, rage and a few other “good” things in my life’.31 John Foster is outraged at the Grim Reaper, who has attacked the dignity and humanity of his dying partner. Eric Michaels’ anger inspires a partial parallel which arises from his knowledge of some indigenous Australian customs: ‘[u]pon death, an individual’s property, image, even name, must be obliterated’,32 implying that, although such silence may occur within some traditions, social obliteration is abhorrent to other cultures, including his own. His book, like all writings in this collection, is an attempt to oppose such erasure; ironically, it is now long out of print in his adopted home of Australia.

				Pathographies – Medically-Acquired AIDS (Mid- to Late 1990s)

				Although many haemophiliacs and others with medically-acquired AIDS became infected in the early 1980s, their life narratives were not published until the 1990s.

				
						A Kid Called Troy (Vincent Lovegrove), Sydney: ABC Books, 1993.

				

				Infected through paediatric transmission from his mother (see Suzi’s Story), young Troy Lovegrove was immortalised by his father, Vincent, in both a written and film narrative.

				
						April Fools’ Day (Bryce Courtenay), Melbourne: William Heinemann, 1993 [various reprints].33

				

				A memoir written by prominent writer Bryce Courtenay about his adult son, Damon, who died after receiving an HIV-contaminated blood transfusion.

				
						Beyond Heartbreak: The True Story of Lorraine Cibilic (Christopher Smith), Kenthurst, NSW: Kangaroo Press, 1995.

				

				Lorraine Cibilic was a housewife infected with HIV following a blood transfusion, and she campaigned to secure compensation for hundreds of people in NSW with medically-acquired AIDS.

				
						Pink Balloons: The Story of a Young AIDS Sufferer (Beverley McGregor), Sydney: Ashton Scholastic, 1995.

				

				A biography of Skye Bussenschutt, exposed to HIV through a blood transfusion, who died as a young girl.

				Summary of this Period

				People infected through medical accident evidently feel more isolated and stigmatised than some gay men, and this might explain why testimonies about their lives do not start to appear until later in the pandemic. Bryce Courtenay’s text remains the only major Australian life writing to publicly acknowledge that AIDS has spread to heterosexual and haemophiliac men, and he acknowledges its related stigma: ‘[f]or the first time haemophilia has become something to hide’.34

				The two adult stories in this category express overt or implicit rage, while the narratives about children express no such anger – for example, young Skye Bussenschutt hopes that her blood donor will receive medicine to help him get better. Lorraine Cibilic’s efforts to establish ‘innocence’ and compensation for those with medically-acquired AIDS, but not for others, demonstrates the complexities posed by HIV/AIDS for some people from CALD backgounds.

				The Transitional Phase (late 1990s)

				In his second (1996) study of these texts, John Wiltshire redefined AIDS pathographies as ‘critical patient narratives’, that is, texts which allowed patients to present viewpoints and critical analysis beyond their medical compartmentalisation.35 His redefinition reflected the progression of AIDS life writings in Australia, particularly during this transitional stage.

				These writings represent a reversal of perspective: while early autobiographers had presented their lives within the context of AIDS, autobiographers of the late 1990s presented AIDS within the context of their lives. This decade included the rise of the activist protest group, ACTUP, and the arrival of new drug treatments which began to prolong lives. Many people defiantly adopted an attitudinal change from ‘dying with AIDS’ to ‘living with HIV’, even though the protagonists of these texts would still ultimately succumb to the condition.

				
						The Boy from Oz: The Peter Allen Story (Stephen Maclean), Milsons Point, NSW: Random House Australia, 1996.

				

				Australian entertainer Peter Allen was the subject of a 1995 ABC TV documentary. Later, this biography was adapted into the successful stage musical of the same name by Nick Enright.36

				
						Screw Loose: Uncalled-for Memoirs (Peter Blazey), Sydney: Picador, 1997.

				

				The life and experiences of political activist and journalist Peter Blazey were typical of the way Australian society moved from the straight-laced 1950s to the bohemian experimentation of the 1970s, which included Gay Liberation and Mardi Gras.

				
						Desire Lines: An Unusual Family Memoir (Peter and Richard Wherrett), Sydney: Hodder Headline/Sceptre, 1997.

						The Floor of Heaven: My Life in Theatre (Richard Wherrett), Sydney: Hodder Headline/Sceptre, 2000.

				

				Richard Wherrett discussed his life and career in the Australian theatre, and AIDS comprise merely one portion of his life in these accounts.

				
						John Hargreaves, A Celebration: An Actor’s Life as He Saw It (Tony Watts and Genevieve Picot, comp.), Newport, Vic.: Parrot Books, 2000.

				

				AIDS brought the final curtain call to the life of actor John Hargreaves. However, it was not the main focus of this book, which celebrated his life and works.

				Summary of this Period

				Although these narratives still feature illness and imminent death, they also show defiant self-empowerment and cautious optimism. Richard Wherrett reports little serious medical difficulty except for a bout of cryptococcal meningitis.37 John Hargreaves does not see his HIV diagnosis as an omen of immediate physical decline: ‘[i]n fact, when I found out that I had it I stopped smoking and drinking, and ate well, and I was probably healthier than I’d ever been in my adult life’.38 A slogan from the AIDS activist group ACTUP during the 1990s was ‘Silence = Death’, and these texts are evidence of this change of outlook.

				Living with HIV (early 2000s onwards)

				By the end of the 1990s, new medical treatments had transformed HIV into a more manageable medical condition enabling many ‘People Living With HIV’ to live longer. This enhanced the feeling of relative optimism which had developed during the earlier transition period, and this optimism was also reflected in the life narratives: formerly literary obituaries, AIDS autobiographies became testimonies to life written by long-term survivors with HIV. The small number of professional publications in this category suggests either that the Australian public now considers HIV/AIDS to be of little concern, or that continuing stigma perpetuates social invisibility.39 This stigma is being challenged by community groups such as those from Victoria which are listed below.

				
						Legends: Positive and Proud, a Victorian Perspective (PLWHA Vic.), 2001.40

				

				A booklet compilation of photographs and biographies of gay men, a positive woman and an Indigenous Australian who were lost to AIDS, many of whom were community leaders and activists.

				
						Blood Ties: The Stories of Five Positive Women (Sally Trathen, ed.), Lane Cove, NSW: Finch Publishing, 2001.

				

				The autobiographical stories of five HIV-positive women confront the fact that heterosexual women (and their male partners) are also at risk of HIV.

				
						Positive (David Menadue), Crows Nest, NSW: Allen and Unwin, 2002; soon to be reprinted and available as print on demand.

				

				Activist and teacher David Menadue became one of Australia’s longest-term survivors after being diagnosed with HIV in 1984. His book presents AIDS and activism within the context of his overall life.

				
						Lessons Learnt (Robert Newey), self published, 2005.

				

				Another long-term survivor, Robert Newey, produced a life writing which spanned some decades and included the early days of AIDS. His text is raw, and evocative of the savage impact of AIDS upon the lives of ordinary people in earlier decades. He recalls the illness and deaths of friends – but he also suggests that his experiences taught him many significant ‘lessons learnt’.

				
						Speaker Biographies (PLWHA Victoria Inc.), c. 2006, Available at http://www.plwhavictoria.org.au/downloads/Speaker_Bios_Tes
timonials.pdf, date accessed 20 February 2010.

				

				A small, autobiographical list of positive speakers who are available for community speeches, including men and one woman. This is evidence of the dissemination of such material in new forms, such as the internet.

				
						The Gay Hello: Stories from www.stayingnegative.com.au (Max McLean, ed.), Victorian AIDS Council/Gay Men’s Health Centre, n. d. [possibly 2009] with accompanying 2009 calendar.

				

				A booklet collection of life narratives featuring HIV-negative gay men discussing how to avoid HIV.

				
						Closer (Max Niggl, Project Supervisor), PLWHA Victoria Inc., launched 31 March 2010; along with

						Changing Voices: Stories of Living with HIV (Jo Pearson, Prod.), PLWHA Victoria, 2010.

				

				This booklet and accompanying DVD feature autobiographical narratives of speakers from the PLWHA Victoria Speakers’ Bureau.

				Summary of this Period

				David Menadue exemplifies the optimism characterising this new period: ‘[w]hile I don’t subscribe to the view that you can defeat something like AIDS with affirmative thought alone, taking an optimistic view about your prognosis is an important ingredient in your survival’.41

				David Menadue has wondered whether his autobiography would be relevant in a new era of AIDS invisibility. ‘Is it too late?’, he asks. The public response to his writing confirms that survival stories are important. Newly-infected HIV-positive readers tell him that they have learnt from both his good and bad experiences, and David considers this kind of public disclosure by people with HIV/AIDS to be an important step in fighting social invisibility: ‘[p]eople need to tell their stories’.42 Although Robert Newey’s text is grittier than David Menadue’s writing, he also offers a reversal from earlier perceptions of AIDS. While revisiting the tragedies of earlier times, his writing suggests both community and individual resilience.

				The shorter texts from this era also serve an educational role. Sally Trathen’s collection includes stories of HIV and disclosure in heterosexual families, fighting stigma by helping to ‘normalise’ AIDS in the public context. The speakers’ biographies from PLWHA Victoria serve a similar function, particularly by presenting HIV among people from diverse backgrounds; Max McLean’s material extends this educative role by overturning the traditional context of HIV/AIDS life writings and using narratives of HIV-negative gay men as a tool to promote safe sex harm reduction.

				Conclusions

				The life writings explored here chart the evolution of HIV/AIDS in Australian society and enable readers to share the journeys of people, past and present, who have been affected by this epidemic. Such material evokes the question of whether or not those affected by HIV/AIDS, who were once openly marginalised, may now have been more readily assimilated within society. By reigniting diverse recollections, emotions and responses to HIV/AIDS, a process Marita Sturken calls the ‘technology of memory’;43 these texts allow readers to construct a collective cognisance which provides a basis for our continuing cultural development.

				Over the short life of this genre, these narratives have swung radically from suffering and death, towards empowerment and life – and they offer a call for acceptance and equality. Maria Pallotta-Chiarolli spoke optimistically at her 1991 book launch: ‘[o]ut of the AIDS pandemic may come greater social justice and understanding of human diversity’. Decades later, the latest HIV life writings offer the same challenge.

				Sadly, our departed AIDS heroes suffer a new form of stigma: their removal from our folklore. Related life tributes – AIDS quilts, newspaper stories, arts and music, and candlelight vigils – have largely faded from public discourse. Fortunately, their life writings remain a valuable resource for our ‘social and collective’44 or ‘cultural memory’.45 Other people – those who live with HIV today – also deserve recognition as heroes in the ongoing struggle. Early AIDS autobiographer Eric Michaels challenged the Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, and Transgender community to claim their place in history – at a time that would turn out to be the very dawn of the epidemic: ‘[w]e need to take some responsibility for our own history, for conveying it to our young. It is not nostalgia. If one is going to go to all the trouble to be gay, one ought to do a more interesting and useful job of it. [Role] models exist in our very recent past. They should be recalled’.46 By the time his words were published, Michaels and many others had succumbed to AIDS. His call to gay people had symbolically become a wider rallying cry for those with HIV/AIDS, one which still resonates today.
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				Chapter 8


                When HIV is Endemic amongst Gay Men

				Michael Hurley

				New and dramatic medical events like AIDS take decades or longer to run their historical course to prevention and cure.

				– Cindy Patton1

				While we might wish we could reach a point when no new infections occur among gay men in a single year, we know that once a disease becomes endemic to a population – as HIV has become endemic to American gay men – it requires radical interventions, such as vaccines or new technologies, to eliminate.

				– Eric Rofes2

				The biomedical and social relations between HIV and AIDS in Australia have been changing for the last 15 years. In this essay, I describe and analyse these changes and discuss some of their implications for HIV education and prevention amongst gay men.3

				It took about four years for the distinction between HIV and AIDS to be firmly established after the initial reports of an outbreak of rare opportunistic infections and cancers amongst American gay men in 1981. In the year following, the same diseases were documented amongst injecting drug users and Haitians. The diseases resulted in rapid bodily deterioration and a rapidly increasing number of deaths. The cause of the diseases was at first unclear. Some scientists attributed them to ‘GRID’ – Gay Related Immune Deficiency. At this point, gay activists began to invent safe sex. They thought it likely that whatever was causing the diseases was sexually transmitted, and recommended the use of condoms. In 1983 Gay Men’s Health Crisis in New York City published Berkowitz and Callen’s How to Have Sex in an Epidemic. About a year later it was confirmed that the diseases were caused by the Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV). HIV attacked the immune system, and was spread through body fluids such as blood and semen, mostly through anal intercourse.4 The diseases associated with this viral infection became known collectively as Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS). However, the scientific distinction between HIV infection and AIDS was blurred initially because, in terms of illness and the effects of epidemic, HIV and AIDS were synonymous. AIDS was largely untreatable – gay men, Haitians, intravenous drug users and soon people with haemophilia were dying at an alarming rate and though affected communities were responding to the epidemic in an extraordinary fashion, they were also reeling under its effects.5 Even so, over time, people with HIV and AIDS began to speak of living with the virus and its effects, rather than dying of AIDS. They resisted the notion that they were ‘victims’.

				The distinction between HIV and AIDS is still frequently confused in Australia and other western countries. One of the reasons for this is that media coverage of local HIV epidemics has fallen substantially, and has been replaced by coverage of HIV/AIDS epidemics in countries where there are generally much higher levels of HIV prevalence, substantial continuing AIDS epidemics and limited rollout of successful antiviral treatments.6 In those countries HIV and AIDS are often still synonymous. A second reason is that much Australian population health based HIV research and associated prevention recommendations still proceed implicitly on the assumption that both HIV infection and an AIDS diagnosis are fatal. As a result, ‘prevention’ is officially configured through a no-risk lens (‘a condom every time’) that to a degree sidelines both the social contexts of sexual behaviour and desires for intimacy and pleasure, and those who practice risk reduction, especially sero-sorting. The theoretical efficacy of biomedical technologies, procedures and practices (for example, condom use under every circumstance, circumcision) is prioritised over consideration of the likely ongoing social effectiveness of prevention techniques and strategies.7

				Historically, community-driven HIV education around safe sex was never only about condom use and behaviour change. It was a social apparatus organised around what would work.8 It included respect for the sexual and social practices of the affected populations: sex positivity,9 community mobilisation, the likelihood of particular kinds of behaviour change,10 harm reduction – needle and syringe programmes – and a concept of communal education that involved information provision, but was not reduced to it. This was highly effective amongst gay men. We now know that HIV infection rates fell dramatically in Australia after 1986. It is very likely that the changes which produced the lower infection rate can be attributed to a fear of death, reinforced by mass exposure to some of the bodily effects of AIDS. For many gay men now, neither of these is often the case, and has not been for some time.

				The change in circumstances has produced considerable disquiet and a variety of responses in Australia and elsewhere. Much has stayed the same, especially sexual moralism. However, as Douglas Crimp put it in 2004,

				[s]ometimes the déjà vu seems more like a nightmare from which we cannot awake… however there has been a drastic change, but it is a psychic change, a change in the way we think about AIDS, or rather a change that consists in our inability to continue thinking about AIDS.11

				Crimp’s remark was made in the context of ongoing conservative hostility to funding safe sex education for gay men in the USA. In that context, it was perhaps difficult for Crimp to see the implications of a diminishing AIDS epidemic. Eric Rofes had a somewhat different take on the varieties of political moralism involved. Shortly before he died in 2006, Rofes wrote about how gay men in the USA were being demonised and pathologised by aspects of the ongoing response to increased HIV infection. He saw this as coming from Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender (LGBT) organisations, and more liberal commentators, as well as from the political right. From his point of view they were denying the evidence of gay men’s commitment to safe sex, their resilience and creativity in the face of HIV, and the reality that HIV infection was endemic amongst gay men.12 This chapter is a reflection on some of the implications of Rofes’ argument in the Australian situation.

				In what follows, I first discuss HIV and AIDS epidemics, and some of the differences between them. I then suggest some implications of these differences. I am aware that for many of us some of what I have to say touches on deeply painful matters. The years between 1983 and 1996 were those of increasing horror, and many of us were and are still deeply affected by what occurred. The number of deaths amongst men roseannuallyfrom 200 in 1988 to a peak of almost 700 in 1994 alone. The figures do not describe the individual pain and trauma, the multiple hospitalisations, the despair, the courage, the bedside care by volunteers, the funerals or the endurance required of those involved.I have not forgotten those who died, or those still living whose lives and health have been deeply affected by HIV and AIDS, or their partners, friends, families and sexual networks. I am also very aware that the situation is different in many other countries where AIDS is still rampant, treatment options are limited and discrimination is rife. The Australian context is a reminder that there are many HIV epidemics, not just one.

				HIV and AIDS

				The discussion here is framed by the following figure from the 2009 annual surveillance data reported by the National Centre in HIV Epidemiology and Clinical Research (NCHECR) at the University of New South Wales.

				[image: Diagnoses of HIV infection and AIDS in Australia 1981 to 2007]


				In this figure the lower line tracks the number of new AIDS diagnoses annually in Australia between 1981 and 2007. The upper line tracks new HIV diagnoses in the same period. AIDS diagnoses are not the same as HIV diagnoses. When AIDS occurs, it does so subsequent to an HIV infection. As the AIDS epidemic progressed, the period between an HIV infection and the onset of AIDS began to increase. Also, an HIV infection can occur well before it is diagnosed, and as a result the number of new HIV diagnoses in a given year is always larger than the number of new infections in any given year. This figure charts historical trends in new diagnoses of HIV and AIDS. It does not specifically chart newly acquired HIV infections according to the year in which the infection occurred, as distinct from when the diagnosis occurred.

				The two lines in the figure meet coincidentally in 1994, and subsequently diverge. As it happens, 1994 was also the peak year for both the number of new AIDS diagnoses and of deaths from AIDS. Historically, over 90% of the people who made up the numbers represented by these two lines were gay men and included gay community connected Indigenous Australians and men from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds.13

				While graphs such as this are important, to non-researchers they often seem dry and too detached from the stories embodied within them. That is their strength. They enable analysis. We use them to track epidemics. But the analysis requires that we know what occurred to the individuals, to the communities in which they lived and died, and what has changed. If we do not know these histories then we misinterpret what the data mean, especially if we assume they provide statistical norms against which we can assess what is occurring in the present.

				After new treatments options became widely available from 1996 on, some of us spoke cautiously of improvised optimism, of a breathing space. There is a risk in hope. It can disappoint. In this case it paid off. In hindsight we now know how dramatically social relations and individual lives changed. Between 1994 and 2008 both AIDS diagnoses and AIDS deaths fell by about 90%. These were momentous, extraordinary changes. Further, since 2001, amongst people living with HIV, ‘estimated deaths from causes other than AIDS have exceeded AIDS deaths in Australia’.14

				Even so, though the number of deaths annually is much lower, there are still people being diagnosed with AIDS. Many of the current AIDS diagnoses appear to occur as a result of late HIV diagnosis, are often from culturally and linguistically diverse populations and are usually somewhat less likely to be amongst gay men. Lower numbers do not mean these diagnoses do not matter. They matter to the individuals involved and their social networks – partners, friends, families. They also affect how medical and hospital care and other support resources are distributed and rearranged. People are still hospitalised and some do still die. While AIDS as an epidemic has largely faded, compared with the period between 1984 and 1994, we need to take into account what it means now to live with and manage an HIV infection, as we do for those with AIDS.

				The HIV Futures Study conducted by the Australian Research Centre in Sex, Health and Society at La Trobe University and other research continues to indicate that people with HIV are generally living much longer, healthier lives than they were before highly active retroviral therapy became available.15 The average age for new HIV infections is 38, and though people who contracted HIV more recently are unlikely to have an HIV-related illness until they have lived with the virus for much longer, nearly 30% of people with HIV in Australia are now aged over 50. This proportion will keep rising, consequently over time there will be more and more older people living with HIV. Living longer with HIV makes you prone to earlier onset of age related conditions.16 It also contributes to an increase in the prevalence of HIV in Australia.

				Even given all that, however, Elizabeth Pisani was pretty well right when she said in the Guardian in 2009 that treatments have meant that AIDS as distinct from HIV infection is largely a thing of the past in most western countries.17 At a population level in Australia, it is possible to suggest that socially we no longer have an AIDS epidemic. I am coming at this from a somewhat different angle to that taken by Gary Dowsett and David McInnes when they conceptualised ‘post-AIDS’ in 1995–1996, but it sits well with their analysis and its subsequent elaboration in the work of people like Eric Rofes, and myself.18 The post-AIDS discussion concerned the constantly changing social contexts of prevention education, and the multiple ways gay men, irrespective of serostatus, were responding to HIV in their sexual practices.

				The research evidence base says that most gay men still practice safe sex most of the time, and about half do so all of the time. Analysis of survey data and interviews from the recent Pleasure and Sexual Health (PASH) study in which I am involved indicates continuing support for safe sex, but again makes it clear that many gay men now use condoms under sufferance.19 They do not like them. They use them because they have to, but if HIV were not a factor they would not. This is the case irrespective of both HIV status and their preferences in relation to condom use and risk reduction. A considerable proportion of unprotected anal sex in casual contexts is occasional and not the result of an intention present before the event. What is also clear, however, is that many men also use strategies to avoid condoms where they can, whether by negotiating ‘safety’ within relationships, or by choosing casual sex partners whom they know or believe have the same HIV status as themselves (sero-sorting). The PASH study indicates that,

				those men who consciously seek opportunities to forego condom use are almost entirely those men who are fairly unconcerned about HIV, or even those who are ‘over’ HIV and think that it is no longer sufficiently serious to warrant sacrifices of their sexual pleasure.20

				Many of the men also appear to engage sometimes or more frequently in various forms of risk reduction while also seeking to maximise sexual pleasure and intimacy. That is, the unprotected anal sex in casual contexts is accompanied by sero-sorting, withdrawal and less often, strategic positioning (only ‘topping’ or ‘bottoming’). The men universally value not transmitting HIV or becoming infected. In that sense, a general ethical and attitudinal consensus around safe sex is accompanied by a circumstantial practical ethics. The difficulties here include that in many circumstances the men cannot or do not properly know the status of their partners, that risk reduction is precisely what it says – reduced risk not risk elimination – and they often do not adhere to their own risk reduction practices. These result in new infection.

				Not surprisingly, if we return to the upper line in the figure, what we see in Australia is an epidemic of HIV. The National Center in HIV Epidemiology and Clinical Research reports that ‘[t]he annual number of diagnoses of newly acquired HIV infection increased from 171 in 1999 to 308 in 2006 and declined to 281 in 2008.’21 Eighty-two per cent of those new HIV infections occurred amongst gay men. What the upper line indicates is that HIV is endemic amongst gay men, and that it has been since 1984. No news there, you may think, and in one way that is true, but the situation has changed. Since 1995, the HIV epidemic has been decreasingly accompanied by deaths from AIDS. That is, HIV incidence has risen, while diagnoses of AIDS have fallen. For the past 10 years, it has been very difficult to get the implications of this onto the table for discussion, much less keep them there in full view. It simply was not politically possible during a period of sustained rises in new HIV infections.

				Put bluntly, gay men are not now living on ground zero and have not been for the past 15 years. However, it took several years for some of the implications to become apparent. Mostly, because any deviation from safe sex was represented in various ways as ‘dancing with death’.22 That is not true, and it is a very unhelpful metaphor through which to understand effective HIV education. Once new treatments came into the picture the meaning of an HIV infection changed. (There is no longer an almost automatic progression to AIDS following an infection.) Not surprisingly, so did the social relations between gay men, condom use, anal sex and risk taking. The rate of new HIV infections rose. We cannot proceed any longer by assuming that a continuously falling rate of new HIV infection is either the norm or sustainable. As important as the achievements of the first 15 years of the epidemic were in the establishment of a safe sex culture, the 1984 to 1999 section of the upper line in the figure presented earlier now has limited relevance for HIV prevention – unless your primary purpose is to maintain fear of disease and AIDS.

				If the purpose of HIV prevention is fear then it has already succeeded. Many gay men, especially those who are HIV negative, are still highly fearful of HIV, yet, as the PASH study reports,

				the main feature that characterises the men who retain this deeply-felt fear of HIV is that they are often men who claim to have never engaged in sexual risk behaviour such as UAIC [unprotected anal sex in casual contexts]. For many who remain so deeply fearful of HIV, their fears are both abstracted from knowledge and veer toward phobia. They often have relatively limited gay friendship and sexual networks, and limited contact with HIV-positive gay men.23

				For these men anal sex itself is often problematic, and condom use is accompanied by fear (reliability, fear of breakage). This undermines the confidence required for ongoing ease in condom use.

				We have not been able to face the implications of an HIV epidemic largely separated from AIDS, and responses based in fear of HIV and AIDS with any ease in a decade of rising HIV infection. Between 2000 and 2006, rises in new HIV infection produced a public health panic that foreclosed much discussion of how to do risk reduction in prevention education, and was not helped by political conservatism, and increasing criminalisation of HIV. Yet Australia still has one of the lowest HIV prevalence levels in the world. I am not complacent about that, but we do need a sense of proportion about these matters, even as we pay attention to how risk reduction is being done.

				We do and will remember what came before, but as I have suggested, if we do not take into account that in this country we are no longer in an AIDS epidemic, we remember badly. The conditions that produced a constant decrease in new infections no longer hold. I am glad those conditions characteristic of an AIDS epidemic (high rates of morbidity and mortality, community crisis) no longer apply, even though I recognise that this shift creates challenges for prevention education. It is a situation further complicated by health funding streams that often, but not always, require gay men be represented in terms of deficit.

				Deficit accounts of gay men primarily speak of them, in Rofes’ terms, as variously ‘damaged and dangerous’. Their ‘sexual practices, patterns of socializing, and cultural norms’ are represented as ‘troubling’.24 This is not to deny there are sometimes uneven health outcomes for gay men or other sexual minorities. Rather it is a refusal to construct the cultures involved only in reference to health disparities and disease. As Pitts et al. showed in the national Private Lives study: ‘despite health inequalities, it is also clear that most gays, lesbians, bisexuals, transgender and intersex people live happy and fulfilled lives’.25

				This sense of fulfillment clearly matters to the people involved. However we refer to it – as social resilience, resistance, creative problem solving, social agency, community, the development of personal repertoires – we are describing an active capacity to live meaningfully. One part of the explanation is to be found in social connection: ‘[t]he strength and stability of relationships and friendships within GLBTI communities and the value placed on these things indicates a real capacity in our participants to live optimistically and well’.26 Deficit accounts reproduce queers as socially and politically marginal and sick in ways that do not recognise political achievement, social capacity or the strengths of their sexual cultures.27 While there are aspects of those cultures that can be challenged, any challenges need to be based on social respect and consideration of what will enable sustained change. There are mental health issues for some gay men, but as Dowsett has recently argued, unprotected sex is not primarily about relapse or low self esteem.28 Not only is much unprotected sex safe – negotiated safety, successful sero-sorting amongst HIV negative men and between HIV positive men – much depends also on the contextual prevalence of HIV.

				The most recent seroconversion study indicates that while the men in that study are those who took risks and did seroconvert and have taken responsibility for that, they are also in many ways similar to the men who have not seroconverted, but have also occasionally or more frequently practiced unprotected anal sex in casual contexts. They have similar educational backgrounds, are knowledgeable about safe sex, are older, are strongly community connected, are sexually adventurous and play in similar contexts.29 Social research tells us that seroconversion is circumstantial and contextual. It is not caused by moral failure or complacency. This is not a discussion about good and bad gay men. It is about what it means to be sexually active in a situation of endemic HIV.

				Implications for HIV Education and Prevention

				Short of a vaccine or a cure, it appears we are highly unlikely to see a sustained fall in the number of new HIV infections. HIV is endemic because there are no preventative vaccines and it is quite possible there will not be for a long time, if ever. I first heard an imminent vaccine trumpeted in 1987. We now know that it is very hard scientifically to create a vaccine.30 In terms of both managing living with HIV and doing HIV prevention, the closest thing to a cure appears to be undetectable viral load amongst people living with HIV.

				I anticipate that what we will see over time is a series of rises, hopefully small, and falls in the annual number of new infections. New HIV infections have remained stable in New South Wales and Victoria for the past two years. The plateau, however, is at a higher level than it was in 1999. For many this is a politically unpalatable scenario. For other people it is shocking. From my perspective as a researcher, it is to be expected, irrespective of what I might feel about it personally.

				Like it or not, what we see on the upper line in the figure post-1999 is a much more realistic representation of what is statistically normal now than what occurred before. If condom use between 1984 and 1996 marked a community-based response fed by the fear of an almost untreatable virus, constantly rising AIDS deaths and considerable social hostility, it now only partly does so. While the general commitment to infection prevention remains, the context has changed. Even in the earlier context, however, the Sustaining Safe Sex survey in the early 1990s indicated that men were practicing negotiated safety well before it was named or officially promoted in the mid-1990s.31 We see a similar time lag between 1996 and 1999. Organisations responded somewhat cautiously to the relatively rapid changes in gay men’s sexual behaviour and sexual cultures. When rates of sexually transmitted infections rose and then new HIV infections increased in the 2000s, behaviour changed again. That appears to be what happens, at least in the medium term, when you no longer have an AIDS epidemic. Education and information provision still work, and in the case of Sexually Transmitted Infections (STIs) the curative effects of treatments are well known amongst the more experienced.

				Endemic HIV epidemics in the absence of AIDS appear to be characterised by increasing HIV prevalence, marked variations in HIV incidence, increasing sexual adventurousness and risk taking including unprotected anal intercourse in casual sex contexts and substantially diluted knowledge amongst non-HIV positive gay men of what it is like now to live with and manage an HIV infection. While the majority of men in PASH agreed that HIV is no longer a death sentence and nearly a third believed it is a less serious threat than it was in the past, only about half believed that rates of HIV infection were increasing in the area where they lived.

				Safe sex was invented by gay men under extraordinary circumstances. In the space of about 12 years somewhere between a third to a half of my generation of gay identifying men and a smaller number of lesbians died. I am still enormously relieved that subsequent generations of gay men, and many gay men in general, now know less and less of what it means to live in an AIDS epidemic, even though this makes HIV prevention more difficult. I wish more knew the history, but I am glad they did not experience it. There is more to life than fear of disease and death. In the PASH study, ‘over half knew no one who had died of AIDS, almost a half spent no time with PLHIV [People Living with HIV] and only a small minority knew anyone diagnosed with HIV in the previous year’.32 I also wish, however, they knew more about what is involved now in managing HIV infection over a lifetime, and how best to respond to a friend disclosing their HIV positive status. Those involved in the response to an endemic HIV epidemic will live with the associated frustrations and sorrows until the HIV epidemic is also over, but the operative word here is live.

				 Our task is to contain new infection as best we can, until something happens to radically affect the picture. There are three things we can do in relation to keeping HIV contained. The first is to sustain current HIV and STI testing rates amongst gay men, in particular by advocating for the introduction of easily accessible rapid HIV testing. There was substantial support for this amongst the men in the PASH study. Second, not all gay men relate to sexual risk taking in the same way. We can support those gay men who use risk reduction to sustain those risk reduction practices, rather than simply position them as problematic. Those doing risk reduction, whether episodically or frequently, need to be included in a long term conversation, spoken with, not just spoken to, or spoken about.33 That is beginning to happen, but the process is slow.

				Third, we need to rethink what we are doing when we speak about risk, accept that we are working in a new situation and advocate around this with policy makers and politicians. This is a moment to be brave. State and federal elections will affect what community organisations and health departments can do. Yes the politics are difficult, but if community leaderships are driven only by caution in their relations with funders, and their reputations, the more benign, sanitised and ultimately irrelevant the health promotion resources produced will be. Official responses driven only by caution may well involve the men most able to have an effect on new HIV and STI infections increasingly detaching from what the organisations are saying. They need to be supported with practical, relevant information on how to stick with risk reduction, particularly at those moments when pleasure undercuts care of the self. HIV policy infrastructures have a major role here in brokering this at state and Commonwealth levels. The zero tolerance approach to sexual risk taking that characterises some STI and HIV research and much of the prevention in Australia has the potential to increase resistance to testing. Goodwill and professionalism require that testing occur without sexual moralism.

				Endemic HIV in these circumstances involves, to use that quaint 1990s term, a paradigm shift. We still need medium to long term thinking separate from National AIDS Strategies, changes of government, funding arrangements and moral panics. Think tank style activities can play a major role here.

				I recall the economist Ernest Mandel counselling a young revolutionary in the 1970s to remember that it took 600 years to overthrow feudalism. As you see, I also tend to the longer view. What is remarkable, from my point of view, is the creativity involved in how gay men respond to reducing the risk of infections, after 25 years, and the relative smallness of the numbers involved in the increases in new infections. Most gay men are not living with an HIV infection. Nor will they.
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				Chapter 9


            Australian Lesbian Artists of the Early Twentieth Century

				Peter Di Sciascio

				Women were virtually invisible in Australian art in the nineteenth century, but went on to become leaders in the Australian Modern Art movement between the wars. Here, we shall look at some of the changing social conditions and events that enabled women, who were mostly from the upper classes and unmarried, to forge successful artistic careers. These women had the ability or inclination to avoid the traditional female role in society and this chapter proposes one method of examination which reveals that lesbians were disproportionately represented in this cohort of successful artists.

				Women Artists in the Nineteenth Century

				The social conditions for women in nineteenth century Australia led inexorably to their entrapment into the roles of wives, mothers and homemakers. This locked most women into the domestic sphere and prevented the pursuit of any career, let alone one in art. However, for those with a creative bent, and time and money, craft in the domestic environment1 and art, were available as genteel pursuits for young ladies.2 Unlike other areas of public endeavour (politics, university, professions, and trades) there were no institutional or legal barriers to women’s involvement in art.

				To demonstrate that women were actively involved in formal art education, Graph 1 shows the male and female enrolments in the National Gallery School’s (NGS) Painting Class between the years 1886 and 1914. The NGS in Melbourne was Australia’s premier art school. The graph shows that women far outnumbered men during this period.
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				Graph 1: National Gallery School Enrolments in the Painting Class3

				Further, during Frederick McCubbin’s years as drawing master at the NGS (1886 to 1917) three quarters of his 2000 students were women.4 This pattern was repeated in the Art Schools, Mechanics Institutes and Schools of Mines in towns and regional centres around Australia where art and craft were taught.5

				If women were actively engaging in art training did this translate into artistic output and professional careers? In 1906 the Royal Art Society of New South Wales exhibited ‘The Hundred Best Pictures of the Royal Art Society’, 83 were by males, and only 17 were by females.6 Anyone with a basic knowledge of nineteenth century Australian art will have male artists in mind when thinking of the period. While recent research has uncovered the depth and breadth women’s artistic pursuits in the nineteenth century,7 very few women achieved the success and notability of male artists of the time. This was apparent when I visited the Ian Potter Centre at the National Gallery of Victoria (NGV) and surveyed the hang in the nineteenth century Australian art galleries and noted the gender of the artist for each work of art on display. The results of my findings appear in Graph 2. The category of ‘paintings’ includes oils, watercolours and drawings. The category of ‘objects’ includes sculpture, silverware and furniture.

				[image: Early 19th century paintings and objects by women and men]

				[image: Late 19th century paintings and objects by women and men]

			  Graph 2 (A and B): Current Hang at the NGV, Nineteenth Century Australian Art 8

	      The data reveal that no women are represented in the early nineteenth century gallery,9 and only a small number (six works by Emma Boyd, Jane Sutherland and Clara Southern) appear in the late nineteenth century gallery. What the research suggests is that the training that women were receiving in premier art schools was not translating into artistic output worthy of collection and display in one of Australia’s foremost art galleries.

				Events at the Turn of the Century

				Events at the turn of the century resulted in some social changes in Australia that benefited women in both the private (reduced marriage and birth rates, for example) and public spheres (Federation prosperity and white women achieved the vote, for example).10

				The next major part of the story of Australian women’s art is the Arts and Crafts Movement. This was a decorative arts movement that emanated from Britain in the 1860s, inspired by the teachings of William Morris and John Ruskin. Its hallmarks were the hand-crafting of items, the use of plant and animal motifs and the merging of art, craft, design and architecture. The movement hit Australia in the 1890s and really took off in the first decade of the twentieth century with the formation of a number of Arts and Crafts Societies; Tasmania in 1903, New South Wales in 1906, and Victoria in 1908, to name just three.11 While interest in the Arts and Crafts Movement came from both men and women, a closer look at the histories of these societies shows that women were particularly prominent.12 Arguably this interest stems from the movement’s connection with craft and its applications to the domestic environment, a point that has been made by Anthea Callen.13 Women’s creativity, for years locked away in domestic craft, now had an open, public and legitimate artistic forum. The flood gates had been opened. The Arts and Crafts movement successfully gave women an entré into the art world via craft where they were already well established.

				While women continued to participate in mixed Arts Societies with mixed success, specific women’s arts societies formed which provided opportunities for mutual support: Sydney’s Society of Women Painters was formed in 1910, and the Melbourne Society of Women Painters and Sculptors in 1902.14

				Then there was the Women’s Work Exhibition of 1907. Held at the Exhibition Buildings in Melbourne, it was the brainchild of the Governor General’s wife Lady Northcote. A quarter of a million people attended the exhibition. The exhibition contained 16,000 works spread across a broad range of categories, both competitive and non-competitive. The largest section was needlework, with 7000 entries. The second largest section was fine and applied arts, with 5000 entries.15

				In the same year, William Moore wrote an article for a women’s magazine specifically describing the potential for art as a career for women.16 He provided advice on training, the genres of art where money could be made, and included many examples of successful role models. Moore’s article was the last of a series on ‘Careers for Australasian Girls’ published in The New Idea.17 While a subsequent comprehensive publication about women’s work opportunities in Victoria excluded art or artistic pursuits, with the exception of Black and White Art for fashion and advertisement drawing,18 artist George Taylor, in 1919, called for men to ‘give women equal opportunities and acknowledgement in Art’.19

				New art magazines of the period featured women artists and craftswomen. First, Art and Architecture (published from 1905 to 1912), which later became The Salon (1912 to 1916), and then Art in Australia magazine (published from 1916 to 1942) were especially influential. The editor of Art in Australia, Sydney Ure Smith, was a key figure in the art world at the time.20 He somehow managed to straddle the demands of the conservatives and the modernists, both male and female. This journal, as well as another he edited, The Home: The Australian Journal of Quality (published from 1920 to 1942), were great vehicles for exposing the public to women’s art. Margaret Preston was the most featured artist in Art in Australia.21

				Women to the Fore between the Wars

				By World War I women had started to establish themselves amongst (male) career artists. The tide had turned for women in art. But who was in this wave and what distinguished them? Upper class women were prominent and most of the successful women artists never married. Lesbians were disproportionately represented.22 What these women shared was an ability or inclination to avoid the traditional female role in society; they could devote the time and money needed for a successful career in art.23 For those who could afford it, travel to major capitals such as London and Paris, and elsewhere in Europe and Japan, provided wider exposure to art, culture and worldly experience.24

				Women, much more than men embraced modernism and introduced it to Australia.25 Grace Cossington Smith’s 1915 work The Sock Knitter is believed to be the first fully post-impressionist painting to be exhibited in Australia.26 Dorrit Black, Grace Crowley and Anne Dangar were notable amongst the few Australian artists to dabble in cubism. With a small number of exceptions, male art at the time remained vehemently conservative, stuck in the impressionist style typified by the Heidelberg School, or, as Jeanette Hoorn describes it ‘Pastoral Painting’.27 This was reflected in the acquisition patterns of many of the state galleries which did not collect Australian women’s art until well after the 1940s.28

				Consumerism exploded with the rise of the middle classes. Art, design and decorative arts were in demand and the buyers were mostly women.29 Approximately three women for every one man frequented art exhibitions.30 Sydney Ure Smith commented in 1937 that women were the principal supporters of the visual arts and ‘if artists had to depend on the men folk, there would not be much art’.31 Mass media burgeoned in the early twentieth century, with women artists producing images and covers for art and women’s magazines,32 which appealed to the stylish, consumer woman who was interested in art and design. Women were also prominent in the resurgence of printmaking that occurred in Australia in the 1920s.33 They pioneered coloured woodblock prints (Violet Teague) and revolutionised coloured linocut printing (Eveline Syme, Ethel Spowers and Dorrit Black). They were not afraid of new techniques and styles.

				The 1920s also saw the emergence of the ‘new woman’. This international western phenomenon was characterised by working, independent females; they smoked, were less inclined to marriage and children, were better educated and more likely to use contraception.34 One argument often put to explain women’s artistic success between the wars was the absence or death of a generation of young male artists due to World War I.35 I refer to this as the ‘void theory’, that is, the idea that women filled the artistic void. I do not subscribe to this argument. Not only is this premise too convenient for a later, very patriarchal art world to use, suggesting that second-rate female artists only got up due to the lack of men, but if it was the case then a similar trend should be observable in the years after World War II, which it is not. Also, if women were just filling the void then they could have done it by continuing the traditional impressionist/landscape territory set out by the men. But they did not. Women became innovators and expanded the boundaries of art more than men.

				A more feasible argument is that there was a general absence of a generation of men after World War I, which reduced the pressure to marry and that the necessity for women to live and work independently that occurred during the War carried over in part, to the following decades.36 Indeed, Caroline Ambrus suggests that these women were still empowered by the first wave of feminism that occurred at the turn of the century, although it became less resonate with later generations of women at and beyond World War II.37

				The answer, I believe, can be found in the presence of the constellation of factors that I have described thus far (some international, some unique to Australia). Together, they provided the right conditions for women’s success, and for once, male action (or inaction) had nothing to do with it.

				The Emergence of the Lesbian Artist

				Having described the conditions that allowed the emergence of the woman artist, it is now appropriate to examine lesbian artists more specifically and attempt to explain why the time was also ripe for female artists who desired the physical and social company of other women. Travel, especially travel to Paris, forms a significant part of that explanation.

				Paris is now regarded as having been a lesbian Mecca during the belle époque (1900–1930s). It was certainly a key destination for artists for several centuries38 and the twentieth century saw the development of a significant lesbian community in Paris.39 Some maintain that the ‘simple’ Australian artists visiting at the time did not engage with such things: ‘few… demonstrated even a mild interest in overstepping the conventional cultural prescriptions of their time’.40 However, I believe that the prevalence of lesbians and their influence in artistic and literary Parisian life would make this assumption naïve. Certainly, more recent writings acknowledge the interaction between Australian artists and the diverse society presented in Paris.41

				Bertha Harris provides a colourful description of lesbian society in Paris:

				They were American and English and French but mostly American, but with the father’s nationality in effect wiped out by the more profound nationality of their lesbianism. From the turn of the century and into the twenties, they escaped the American Gothic with huge hunks of papa’s fortune stuffed in their pockets.42

				Harris saw that community as being vehemently upper class. Shari Benstock challenges this view to some degree, reminding us that female homosexual practice was evident in all levels of society but that women would have experienced it differently according to class.43 She does confirm that by 1900 Paris had an international reputation as the capital of same-sex love among women and was designated ‘Paris-Lesbos’: ‘Same-sex love was part of the “mad gaiety” of belle époque life, where men and women alike sought new and exotic pleasures.’44 In regard to a lesbian community, Benstock goes on to say that ‘it would seem that the commitment to art represented a common bond of experience at least as strong as sexual orientation’.45

				Australian women artists were entering a Paris not just full of art, but coincidentally, full of sexual freedom. I believe it is reasonable to suggest that many woman artists in Paris at the time would have encountered the lesbian community, and if they were so inclined or interested, engaged with it.

				This chapter is about Australian lesbian artists and so far I have stuck to the word ‘lesbian’, but some space should be devoted to the term itself. Here, Adrienne Rich’s discussion of ‘compulsory heterosexuality’ is useful.46 The assumption is always that a woman is heterosexual unless there is significant evidence otherwise. In investigating various women artists’ lives, I often encountered the response ‘it’s important not to over-interpret or read too much into these relationships’ and even suggestions that these female artists forwent intimate or sexual relationships for their art; asexuality is clearly the next safest thing to heterosexuality. Given the circumstances of these women’s lives and the systematic silencing of homosexual history, this chapter casts a wide net and errs on ‘our side’ for a change. I believe that relationships with other women, that is, lesbian relationships, were a real possibility for these women. If they had not worked that out in the back blocks of the Western District or the suburbs of Melbourne then the possibilities would have become apparent once they visited Paris. Marriage and childbirth were definitely considered as barriers to an artistic career and these women were young, wealthy and intelligent, with the world at their feet. There is evidence that they experimented with sexuality and ‘unconventional lives’.

				Rich also discusses the idea of the ‘lesbian continuum’. She argues that lesbianism can include a range of woman-identified experience, ‘not simply the fact that a woman has had or consciously desired genital sexual experience with another woman’.47 It can be expanded ‘to embrace many more forms of primary intensity between and among women’, she explains, ‘including the sharing of a rich inner life, the bonding against male tyranny, the giving and receiving of practical and political support’.48 It is in this sense that I have used the term ‘lesbian’ in this chapter, not to try and define the term, or draw more women into the term, but to remove or blur the line already drawn by compulsory heterosexuality. It is a question of creating a framework to allow visibility in an art history that has made women (let alone lesbians) invisible. Erica Rand provides interesting discussion on this and, in fact, disagrees with Rich’s view, but she acknowledges that hers is just a different strategy for the examination of art history.49 Late twentieth century feminism has done much to recover and celebrate women’s art history. However, as Elizabeth Ashburn points out ‘[l]esbian artists are not only absent from standard surveys of art history, they are also missing from many accounts of feminist art’.50

				Having set such a playing field, I will present six examples of Australian women artists that might be considered in this framework.

				Agnes Goodsir (1864–1939)

				Agnes Goodsir was born into a wealthy family in Portland, western Victoria. Soon after her birth the family moved to Melbourne, eventually settling in Brunswick at ‘Lyndhurst Hall’ in Albert Street. The Goodsirs had connections with Bendigo and in 1898–1899, Agnes studied art at the Bendigo School of Mines under Arthur T. Woodward. Woodward’s reputation attracted students to the school and the curriculum was based on that of the Parisian art schools. In 1899, with her father’s support and Woodward’s encouragement, Agnes departed for Paris to pursue studies in art. She stayed there until 1905 and then returned to Australia for six months. Agnes then returned to Europe, this time settling in London.51

				While in London during the war, Agnes was close friends with Bernard Roelvink and his American wife Rachel. Rachel subsequently divorced Roelvink and her name reverted to Mrs Rachel Dunn, with the nickname ‘Cherry’ used among friends and close associates. Cherry became Agnes’ artist’s model, close companion and the dominant subject of later works.52 Agnes and Cherry settled in Paris. Agnes’ career developed, especially in portraiture. In 1926 she was the third Australian to be elected to the Salon Nationale des Beaux Arts (after Rupert Bunny and Bessie Davidson), an important accolade. In 1927 Agnes returned to Australia for nine months to much fanfare and at the peak of her career.53 She then went back to Paris where she remained for the rest of her life with her beloved Cherry. Agnes died in 1939, Rachel in 1950. They are buried in the same grave outside Paris.

				The bulk of Agnes’ work was commissioned portraits, for which she was in demand. Otherwise, she produced still life, and Portraits Intérieur, a style popular at the time where women (often Cherry) were depicted in soft and elegant interiors with gentle poses and beautiful fabrics and furnishings. Agnes also captured the ‘new woman’ or ‘Latin type’54 of the mid-1920s as evident in her 1924 painting, The Parisienne.55 The sitter is dressed in masculine attire with a cigarette in her elongated fingers. The hair is short. The effect, while masculine, is elegant.

				Janet Cumbrae Stuart (1883–1960)

				Janet Cumbrae Stewart was born in middle-class Brighton, Melbourne, in 1883. As early as the age of 15 she is known to have attended drawing classes. Between 1902 and 1907 Janet studied drawing and painting at the National Gallery School. She was awarded a number of prizes in her time at the School.

				Janet established a successful career as a pastellist and figure painter in Melbourne during the years 1909 to 1922 which included being a full member of the Australian Artists Association, something usually conferred on elite male artists. She was the subject of a handsome monograph in 1921.56

				In 1922 Janet moved to London where her success continued with exhibitions in London and Paris. Periodically, she sent works to commercial galleries in Australia. After extensive travel throughout Europe between 1923 and 1931, she settled in Alassio, Italy with her companion Miss Argemore Farrington Bellairs (Billy Bellairs). Billy also acted as Janet’s publicist and business manager. She was a distinctive and enterprising woman of independent means who dressed in masculine attire. Janet and Billy travelled to Melbourne to visit family in 1939. The outbreak of war turned the visit into a permanent move. Janet continued her successful art career well into the 1950s. She and Billy divided their time between their homes in Hurstbridge and South Yarra. Janet died in 1960, survived by her partner Billy.57

				While Janet’s oeuvre includes some still life, townscapes and ‘straight’ portraits, she is mostly known for her sensitive and evocative female nudes. Drawing the female nude in an intimate and feminine domain was a new and controversial subject for a woman artist.58 In 1921 John Shirlow (artist and soon-to-be NGV trustee) said of Janet: ‘[t]hough telling the secrets of the boudoir, she never descended to the indelicate or vulgar’.59

				Margaret Preston (1875–1963)

				Margaret Rose McPherson was born in Adelaide in 1875. By 1888 she had decided to study art and had won a prize for china painting at a local show.60 From this point on, her desire to make a career of her art would be untamed. Margaret became one of Australia’s leading artists with her innovative modernism and her use of Aboriginal motifs as inspiration for a distinctly Australian modern art.

				Until her marriage in 1919, she was known variously as Margaret or Rose, McPherson, MacPherson or Macpherson.61 Once married in 1919 to Bill Preston, she took the unusual step for a woman artist and changed her name to Margaret Preston. She set up married life in Sydney and appeared to turn her back on her earlier life. This extended to re-signing some of her earlier works.62

				What lurked in those earlier years were two significant relationships with women that have been largely ignored in official and conservative biographies. The first relationship was with Bessie Davidson, another artist, and a pupil four years her junior. They travelled and studied extensively together, largely on Davidson’s allowance, between 1904 and 1910. Margaret gave Bessie a late nineteenth century book of poetry.63 The book is scattered with hand drawn images of roses, lovers, butterflies, and other figures – and inscribed ‘[i]t was roses, roses all the way… Love the book and me together’ (Margaret Preston’s middle name was Rose and in her early years that was her preferred first name).64 After their relationship ended, Margaret returned home and set up a studio with Gladys Reynell, who became Margaret’s intimate companion until about 1919 when Margaret married. Bill Preston later recalled that he ‘broke up the twosome’.65

				At the time of her marriage Margaret was 44, but recorded her age on the marriage certificate as 36,66 a lie that many believed until her death. The motivation for this is unknown. Was it vanity? Did she want to appear closer to her husband’s age? (He was six years younger than her.) Or was she hiding from her husband the fact that she was probably past child-bearing age? Bill Preston was described by arts writer Leon Gellert as ‘[t]he all-time dream husband of women artists… the handsome and worshipful Bill seemed to regard it as his national duty to keep his beloved Margaret happy and artistically productive’.67 In a discussion of the two relationships with women, Butel puts them on equal footing with the marriage,68 although it was not until 2005 that they were considered as lesbian relationships, albeit confined to footnotes.69 The Age picked up on this and effectively ‘outed’ Margaret in the same year.70

				If you are wondering what happened to Bessie Davidson, she returned to France and lived the rest of her life as an artist with her ‘patron’ and ‘beloved companion’ Marguerite Le Roy, also known as Dauphine. They were buried in the same grave. In her book of Davidson’s life, Penelope Little concluded that the friendship was platonic,71 a statement which led to some criticism by reviewers.72 Gladys Reynell married George Osborne, a returned solider and gardener 12 years her junior in 1922. Much of their creative years were spent developing their pottery until George contracted lead poisoning.73

				It is useful to reflect upon Preston’s three relationships. Butel says that ‘Preston does seem to have thrived on an intimate, supportive relationship, firstly with her two close women friends and later with her husband’.74 In all three, Margaret was older and relied on the partner for professional, financial as well as personal support. We should not underestimate the value of financial support to single women at the time. Most successful single women came from wealthy families and had allowances (Davidson and Reynell, for example). Margaret relied on those allowances and on the wealth of Bill Preston. Arguably, it is no coincidence that Preston’s marriage came after child-bearing age.

				Mary Cockburn Mercer (1882–1963)

				Another artist with a fascinating life story is Mary Cockburn Mercer. She came from a wealthy family of pioneer settlers in the Western District of Victoria. In her early teens her mother took her to Florence and London to ‘finish’ her education. At the age of 17 she ran away to join the bohemian life of artists in the Montparnasse district of Paris.75

				In the early 1920s she lived in France with her male partner, American artist Alexander Robinson, and together they built an idyllic home on the Mediterranean coast at Cassis near Marseilles. Mary then spent time on the island of Capri, amongst the fashionable lesbian set epitomised in Compton Mackenzie’s 1928 satire Extraordinary Women.76 She then fell in love with a male German photographer and they settled in Spain until the Spanish Civil War and German conscription separated them.

				Mary returned to Australia in 1938, with a couple of years in Tahiti along the way. Upon her return to Melbourne, she enrolled for several months at George Bell’s Art School to take advantage of the available life models. Fellow student, Jack Courier, remembered her as ‘an exciting and forceful woman who wore “mannish” tweed suits and talked of Europe’.77 During the war years she exhibited with the Contemporary Art Society in Melbourne, her ‘decadent’ female nudes often hung behind the gallery doors.78 In Melbourne, Mercer had a second affair with Janet Cumbrae Stewart (the first in Paris)79 and cultivated a circle of artist friends including Ian Fairwether, William Frater, Arnold Shore, Lina Bryons (who was a beneficiary of her will) and Colin McCahon. In 1952 Mary returned to her house at Cassis in France. There she remained until severe arthritis forced an end to her art and a move to a nearby apartment. For stimulation she learnt Russian, already being fluent in French and Italian. Mary died in 1963 aged 81.

				The NGV holds a beautiful example of her work from c.1940, which depicts two women in relaxed intimacy on a bed.80 It has broad luminous washes of watercolour that reveal a lightness of touch resulting in a suggestive rather than explicit image. The untitled work is referred to as Two Women but the alternate title of this work used by the gallery staff is The Lesbians.81

				Grace Crowley (1890–1979)

				Grace Crowley, also known as ‘Smudge’, is believed to have been in a relationship with Anne Dangar between about 1915 and 1929. Anne Dangar studied and then taught at Julian Ashton’s Sydney Art School, at the same time as Grace Crowley. The two went to France together in 1926 where they studied painting for several years, including at the influential cubist school Académie Lhote. Dangar returned to Australia in 1928, Crowley in 1930. Dangar travelled back to France in 1930 and settled at Albert Gleize’s Art Colony, Moly-Sabata, in southern France where she immersed herself in pottery, for which she became most famous. She remained there for the rest of her life.

				In his review of Dangar’s life, Bruce Adams describes Crowley and Dangar as physically and temperamentally complementing each other. Dangar’s niece, Norah Singleton, recalled their parodies of conventional gender roles both in private conversation and their public appearances. Her observations about their coded behaviour never became an open issue, certainly not in the family circle.82 Dangar’s dependency on Crowley did not diminish after their separation, and a remarkable collection of letters express deep affection and physical longing for her friend’s feminine presence.83

				Grace appears to have had short-lived artistic and/or personal relationships in Sydney with Dorrit Black and Rah Fizelle, eventually settling into a lasting relationship with Ralph Balson.84 All of Grace’s relationships were with artists, and the professional aspect was clearly important. Grace had her own income and had no real need for a husband or anyone to support her financially.

				Grace’s artistic career is extraordinary. While she is known to have destroyed her works at various times, approximately 50 extant works show a remarkable development from post-impressionist to cubist and then to abstract art. Grace and Balson were leaders in the colour-abstract field in the 1940s. They were then very much ‘on their own’ in Australian art. Her painting, Les Baigneuses of 1928 depicts two naked female bathers, unusually and notably with pubic hair, in the geometricised cubist style she learned from André Lhote.85

				Kathleen O’Connor (1876–1968)

				Kathleen O’Connor was born in New Zealand in 1876 but grew up largely in Western Australia. She showed early talent as an artist. This, combined with her independent and determined personality, and her upper-class background, set the foundation for a life-long career as an artist, unmarried and childless. Kathleen’s forte was portraiture and still life. She disliked Western Australia and spent a large part of her life, almost 50 years, overseas. She was most at home in Paris.

				Reading through Julie Lewis’ biography, what is noticeable is the stark absence of any significant relationships despite a vibrant and eventful life. Life was either very lonely or there are gaps in the biography. Kathleen decided by the age of 24 to never marry despite her popularity and a number of male suitors. She was never tempted to marry for convenience or material security. She was a hoarder of the ephemera of life, so there is a substantial archive of her activities, but nothing to illuminate the inner Kathleen. She kept her inner thoughts to herself. Throughout her long life she seldom gave away any personal information.86

				While there were friendships with other female artists such as Frances Hodgkins, and a patron Harriet Stewart Dawson (later Princess Radziwill), and hints at relationships with male artists such as painter Isaac Israels and sculptor José Clara, Kathleen was always very evasive about personal relationships, deflecting questions with responses such as ‘that would be telling’ or ‘wouldn’t you like to know!’87 Janda Gooding concludes that there is little evidence to support relationships with men or women and that either is possible (a refreshing rejection of the compulsory heterosexuality discussed earlier). For Kathleen, lifestyle, and by implication her sexual orientation, was not important to an understanding of her art.88 Again, confined to a footnote we find the most direct comment: ‘O’Connor’s social background and the mores of Australian culture at the time may well have induced her to conceal any sexual relationships she might have had with women’.89 Kathleen is one woman artist that we will never totally understand. Lewis begins her biography with a telling statement: ‘In many ways she remains an enigma. She would have liked that. She enjoyed keeping people guessing’.90

				Conclusion

				A woman’s art does not always give an insight into her sexuality. Often, femininity can be read in the art but a sense of sexuality is not necessarily apparent. Arguable exceptions to this would be Janet Cumbrae Stewart and Mary Cockburn Mercer whose female nudes crossed into what was conventionally male artists’ territory.91 There was no specific backlash against lesbians during the period under examination here. Rather, there is a pervasive historical ‘silence’ about any actual or possible lesbian presence in society, perhaps helped by the lack of criminal sanctions to lesbianism and a belief that if it was ignored, it will go away.92 In artistic and upper-class circles, female relationships were discretely pursued and largely ignored by others.

				A very conservative white male art hierarchy in Australia was very much against Modernism and women in art, rather than lesbians per se. Notable amongst these were Lionel Lindsay (artist, writer, critic), J. S. MacDonald (Director of the NGV) and Robert Menzies (politician). In 1934 in the Bulletin, J. S. MacDonald wrote and argued against modernism and largely blamed it on women. He abandoned any restraint in voicing his prejudice against women artists and while overlooking lesbians as a group, he got stuck into male homosexuals:

				This development [modern art] has led to the emergence in numbers of what the Americans call ‘pansies’; and fine allies they make. These beings can trim a hat or tie a bow with any girl. Both can talk Art… though neither think nor express themselves… in anything but insignificant form. They rule the world of art today, and unless real painters speak up for themselves and right art, the women and their near men abettors will ruin both.93

				Unfortunately, the tide turned against women artists after World War II. Australian male artists regained their prominence at the cutting edge of art; women seemed to be banished back into their homes and kitchens with the conservatism of the post-war era.94 Lesbian artists of the period remained overseas, married, or settled into quiet lives as couples or spinsters, their sexuality now morbidified by the sexologists and medicine.95

				In 1993, Jo Derbyshire noted that ‘many Australian women artists had primary relationships with each other that are now only being taken seriously’.96 Research conducted for this chapter leads me to be more pessimistic. The grand silence and denial still exists and it comes mostly from women and their sense of compulsory heterosexuality. There is a perceived reluctance or danger of reading biography from an image: ‘I’m just interested in The Art’, one (male) Gallery Director told me, complaining about the feminist takeover of Australian women artists; needless to say I did not mention the ‘L’ word. But as Jo Darbyshire explains, ‘[s]ometimes… this becomes a positive strategy, opening possibilities beyond hegemonic heterosexual readings that dominate art history.’97 In 2010, polite art history considers these women as heterosexual at the slightest whiff of a man, or ascribes them an asexual identity; women who (safely) sacrificed their innermost self for their art. At best, more direct conjecture is still relegated to obscure endnotes. Embracing the speculative nature of the material, it is time to accept the often scant evidence when it is there, acknowledge the circumstances where they existed, and where there is no clear answer (as for Kathleen O’Connor), at least acknowledge the possibilities. After all, if women wanted to hide their relationships or sexual liaisons, common sense would tell us that lesbian relationships would be hidden before heterosexual ones, even if they were extra-marital. Hopefully, this chapter is the first of many, that will move this information out of the endnotes and into the text!

				It took the women’s movement and the gay liberation movement to allow women and lesbians back into the artistic world, although this time the liberation was not confined to a particular class. We saw the emergence of openly lesbian artists as well as women artists who happened to be lesbian.98 Unfortunately, gender stills plays a part in the success of artists, and the art world is still male dominated.99 To this extent, the development of niche lesbian art or a more general lesbian presence in the art world is hindered. For historians of homosexuality, those with a ‘cultivated sensitivity to a “hidden Agenda”’,100 the early part of the twentieth century provides a rich period for the discovery of the unique individuals who were the Australian lesbian artists of the time.
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				Chapter 10

                The Bois of King Vic

				Roberta Foster

				In The Drag King Book, Del LaGrace Volcano investigates female-to-male (FTM) drag king scenes – which concern the gender performance of female-bodied people assuming masculine attire1 – outside American and English centres. That Australia does not bear mention on his list reveals the understated position of local drag king culture within the international context. The following chapter pays critical attention to this imbalance and focuses upon the thriving drag king scene of Melbourne where it largely plays out at King Victoria (King Vic) drag nights.2 This paper begins by considering some historical perspectives: it explores some Australian cases of gender play in order to locate a queer lineage from which contemporary drag kinging may draw influence. Informed by a series of oral interviews and king performances, the central thrust of the argument provides a theoretical investigation of the contemporary setting of drag king performance as a central component of Melbourne’s lesbian community. The exchange of desire from audience to performer is situated as a powerful relationship that spurs important considerations of bodies, space and identity,3 and international frameworks on gender performativity are applied to the Melbourne drag king scene in order to facilitate a critical awareness of these local subversive acts. The Melbourne drag king scene is a place where queer performances consolidate translesbian4 subjectivity and where translesbian communities, in turn, develop and strengthen the queer agenda – a scene, certainly, that warrants exploration.

				A Place in History

				Surveying the existence of gender play and lesbian forums in local histories reveals not only a historical foundation for current drag king expression, but also the importance of such scenes in the development of community. While the documentation of FTM drag in the early to mid-twentieth century is scant, it can be uncovered. Male impersonators such as Ella Shields visually epitomise early twentieth century gender play and her presence at the Tivoli (along with other impersonators such as Nellie Cole) reveals a history of parodic gender performativity in Australia.5 Certainly, for some, the conception of drag through the fifties, sixties and seventies took on an intimate form less concerned with conscious gender play than identity. For Jan Hillier (organiser in the 1970s of Pokey’s gay bar), dressing in men’s clothing was a ‘fashion trend’6 integrated into her self-identification as butch. For others, like Noel Tovey, dragging up was ‘the ultimate gesture of defiance against the police’.7 For these people, the drag act existed as a challenging gesture disconnected from identity politics. While motivating factors may be diverse, these expressions provide a structure of gender play from which contemporary drag kings might draw influence and with which they can construct a history.

				Before going any further, it is important to acknowledge one problem with this kind of construction: that there is a danger of surveying history from a contemporary vantage point which harbours its own values and motivations. Certainly, the historicising of events and biographies from the past has resulted in certain perspectives or meanings being exalted, and others lost. However, in talking about gender play in Australia and its relationship to contemporary drag expression, I do not aim to introduce these stories or moments into a drag lineage and make them static within this constructed history. Nor do I not wish to reinscribe contemporary meanings upon these histories. Rather, I simply draw them into focus to illustrate how the contemporary drag king world may identify with earlier models and draw strength from their existence. Surveying moments of gender play in Australia within such a framework functions to create a space for biographies and events that are excluded from dominant modes of Australia’s history telling. 

				Continuing the historical exploration, it is also important to acknowledge the colonial ties of Australia and Australia’s permeability as a colonial nation. The historical documentations of gender play, as expressed by Shields, Cole and Hillier are, of course, indebted to the canonical English images of the Dandy and the ‘mannish lesbian’ or New Woman of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.8 In contemporary Australia, the organiser of King Vic, Bumpy, has stated that the motivations for setting up this forum came from being exposed to a London drag king performance. This capacity for influence has been, and is, characteristic of Australian culture9 and, in terms of gender fucking, evidently a useful one. Furthermore, Australia’s colonial status may provide a key strength behind the dynamic gender play exhibited at King Vic. As Rachel Cook argues ‘pioneering women tended to see femininity as a luxury’10 and the devalued status of hyperfemininity has potentially trickled down through the generations. While this may not be as definitive as Cook contends, the convict element of colonialism can be irrevocably connected to gender play and lesbian history. Writing in the nineteenth century, Dr W. J. Irvine described the sexual relationships between ‘normal’ looking convict women and the ‘pseudo-male’ or ‘man-woman’ at Tasmania’s Ross Female Depot.11 It is thus the young status of Australia’s nationhood, and colonial ties, that has perhaps fostered the richness of Melbourne’s drag king community.12

				The importance of the king community to Melbourne translesbian identification, which will be the focus of the next element of this chapter, bears one more connection to Australia’s lesbian history. Through the 1950s Val’s Coffee Lounge was a locus of Melbourne camp activity and its contribution to lesbian subjectivity and belonging is forcefully communicated through the words of its patrons. Val, the shop owner, recalls one customer telling her ‘you absolutely saved my life… [Val’s lounge meant] I would have somewhere that I could go where I felt I was somebody’.13 How Val’s coffee lounge aided the negotiation of personhood and a sense of being is certainly accentuated by Billie who states: ‘I didn’t know the word “lesbian” until I went to Val’s Coffee Lounge. But if anyone asked me from there on if I was a lesbian, I’d say yes’.14 Billie’s self concept as a lesbian is integrally tied to her contact with Val’s Coffee Lounge. Val’s was evidently a place for identifying with other lesbians, and through this relationship, personal lesbian subjectivity was consolidated.

				Dragging Up

				These identity-forming processes are paralleled in the contemporary Melbourne drag scene. The following section will consider this scene as vital to the Melbourne translesbian community, and by analysing what we might consider the ‘desiring audience’, King Vic can be located as forming translesbian subjectivity and challenging hegemonic organisations of space and spectatorship. 

				King Vic was set up in June of 2000 by Bumpy and Tom Urge. Speaking of the response to their first drag king night Bumpy remarks, ‘a lot of butch lesbians or whatever, or boy-identifying in some way lesbians, loved it… they were so hungry for something that… reflected themselves a bit’.15 For drag king, Aussie Boy, the King Vic scene is a thriving point of union for the community, for ‘underneath the glued on moustaches… there is a sense of togetherness’.16 Chic Magnet, another performer, confirms the radical impact King Vic made on the lesbian scene when she argues that drag ‘has really opened the community’.17 Indeed, from its beginnings in the new millennium, this kinging has provided, and continues to provide, an antithetical celebration to mainstream lesbian sexualities. Inside King Vic, gender-queer trans and butch-femme sexualities are a pulse to the performances.18 This type of representation challenges a long history of exclusion by lesbian feminism in Australia – a type of political lesbianism lingering since the sixties and seventies19 – which championed a singular sexuality separated from any practice imitating, or referencing, heterosexual sexual/social organisation.20 Lucy, a patron of the king scene, argues that the performance element is important as she sees it as ‘a recognition of types of lesbian desire – of butch/femme lesbian desire and butch/butch desire’.21 King Vic, then, provided an important disjuncture to this trajectory of lesbian identification and still offers a space where trans and butch-femme gender play may find expression in Melbourne.

				Performing Identity

				Literary critic Debra Moddelmog writes that ‘desire… is formed within all sorts of identity structurings’.22 The reverse can also be true; through desire, subjectivity may take form. This premise can be applied to the drag king himself. Performing king, Justin Sider, discloses that dragging up can ‘let out everything that had always remained buried’.23 By staging masculinity, Sider was able to explore parts of his consciousness that would evolve into his concept of self. Sider’s adoption of facial hair and male clothing, the binding down of his breasts and the process of packing are, in the words of Julie Hanson, ‘the “signs” engaged with and employed by a body in order to literalise and enact its subjectivity’.24 Hanson’s claim that ‘performing becomes synonymous with a certain lived and felt subjectivity and corporeality’25 can certainly be transcribed on the experience of kinging for Sider, and perhaps other gender queer identifying kings. Through the manipulation of the ‘signs’ of the body Sider has, according to theorist Emily Apter, ‘corpor/realised’ his subjectivity.26 

				While excursions into masculinity are championed as a definitive element of king performances, King Vic is also a forum where the femme subject, often dissolved in butch-femme relations, is vocalised. As Sue-Ellen Case explains ‘the butch-femme couple inhabit the subject position together’.27 According to Judith Halberstam, this coupling can frequently render the femme invisible, her lesbianism ‘disidentified’, because of the prolific assumptions about lesbian masculinity.28 Some acts, such as those by Justin Sider, do replicate this type of coupling – in which femme queerness is rendered butch-dependent through the absence of speaking femme subjects in his performances. In a show in August 2007, ‘Take a Look at my Girlfriend’ (by Gym Class Heroes), Sider performed against the backdrop of three ‘girlfriends’, who each had a number 1, 2, 3 printed onto their tops. At moments in the performance one of the three ‘girlfriends’ turned around and Sider sang, to the audience ‘take a look at my girlfriend, she’s the only one I got, not much of a girlfriend, I never seem to get a lot’, and following this, the ‘girlfriend’ walked off stage, without the opportunity to assume any interactive speaking role. In this organisation of stage and play, it was the queerness of Sider’s masculinity which lent sexuality and subjectivity to the ‘femme’ girlfriends – a precise rendition of Halberstam critique of butch/femme coupling and its unequal deployment of lesbian identification.

				The performances of Gwendolyne, however, are quite different. Her shows provide an antithesis to Sider’s type of performance and decentralise the masculine-based queerness they propose. In some acts, Gwendolyne (coupled with another drag king), performs such songs as the Black Eyed Peas’ ‘Pump It’, where she dresses in high femme attire (including a wig) and assumes the female singing part. In these roles Gwendolyne does not actualise her lesbian subjectivity through the adoption of masculinity but is one of the most popular ‘femmes’ to perform at King Vic. In another act, Gwendolyne does a duet with a drag queen, in which both perform to a Britney Spears song and where the femme position is doubly assumed in a femme and queen extravaganza. Gwendolyne also explores her off-stage femme subjectivity on stage when she performs as a king in the outfit ‘Dykes to Men’. Not only does Gwendolyne, then, succeed in making space for femme identities on stage she also reveals, and consolidates, a flexibility within her presumed monolithic femininity, a dimensionality that is often not accorded the femme position in lesbian cultures. These King Vic performances acknowledge feminine versions of same-sex desire and decouple Halberstam’s femme/butch dyad by exploring independent femme desire. In this way, Gwendolyne’s acts help to secure a public position for femme subjectivity in the Australian queerlesbian community.

				The Desiring Audience

				These self-concept forming processes of the desired drag king/femme performer are extended to the audience who observe such performances. Writing on discourses of desire, Tara Pauliny states that ‘the relationship between the king, her act, and the audience mimics that of the writer, text and reader’;29 it is the audience which helps to ‘create meaning’ in the drag king setting.30 For those who watch, the drag king becomes a site of desire – they constitute the ‘desiring audience’. This desire is multi-faceted and needs careful deconstruction. First, in desiring the body of the king in a sexual sense, the audience member corporeally experiences her lesbian/queer subjectivity. This type of exchange can be no truer than the desire accorded Melbourne heart-throb, Rocco D’Amore, whose sex-imbued performances have transformed him into a icon of the antipodean drag king world. Furthermore, in the drag king scene it is the gender ambiguity of kinging that can be seen as a key factor for the desiring audience. For the audience, the ‘double body’ of the female king, that is being simultaneously masculine and feminine in exterior and interior, works, in the words of Alexandra Warwick and Deni Cavallaro, at arresting the ‘flow of the gaze whilst simultaneously stimulating it, by provoking and increasing the desire for discovery and possession, hence effecting a magnification of the erotic’.31 Saturated in the visceral experience of lesbian (and/or queer) desire, King Vic works like Val’s Coffee Lounge, offering a space where lesbian subjectivity is corporeally sanctified in a way which constructs and sustains the Australian translesbian community.

				The second element of the desiring audience considers a subjectivity which transcends, and complicates, the traditional exchange of sexual desire between performer and patron. Recalling her experience as a drag show audience member, Alan Kumbier writes that she simultaneously wanted ‘to be them and fuck them’.32 She goes on to explain that ‘female fans are empowered with the knowledge that we, too, can posses that dick, can become the performing subjects of our desire’.33 This is transference of subjectivity: the audience member inhabits, through consumption of the show, the body of the drag king and sometimes become kings themselves. Jess, also known as Bust Herr, says that, since seeing a drag performance in Sydney many years ago, he ‘wanted to be up there, to be that’.34 It is important to note that this adoption of roles does not often go ‘full circle’; for some, such as for audience member Rachel Valentine, the mere fantasy landscape of what Torr and Czyzselska call becoming ‘more than [what] a conventional gender role permits’,35 is for her, ‘simply enough’.36 In the words of Judith Butler, by ‘taking the body as a point of departure for an articulation that is not always constrained by the body’,37 the audience inhabits the stage, a realm in which, through disembodiment, they may embody different gender subjectivities.

				Before turning to a consideration of how queer is developed in the drag king scene, one more idea surrounding the relationship between performer and audience begs attention. The King Vic space exists as a potent arena where hegemonic arrangements of gaze and spectatorship are challenged. According to film theorist Laura Mulvey, ‘pleasure in looking’38 is historically constructed along the dualisms of active/male and passive/female. This organisation of ‘looking’ dispossesses and dislocates; beneath the male gaze ‘she’, to quote Mary Anne Caws, ‘can neither speak nor think… she may be lit or framed, but she is not whole’.39 Modes of seeing in lesbian/queer communities constitute an opposition to this power divide. The theatre of drag king acts, especially their performance at Opium Den King Vic nights, creates for Australian lesbian communities, in the words of Jan Goulden, a ‘public arena where an ideological transaction’40 between audience and performer might take place. This exchange, especially in how closely it relates to the layered passions already explored, excludes the sexist [male] gaze41 and authors a subjectivity birthed, from what Jill Dolan describes as, ‘a new economy of desire’.42 By partaking of this economy the audience members of King Vic transcend the traditional subject-object division of spectatorship. In King Vic, Mulvey’s analysis of the female spectator as the transvestite viewer is rid of its pejorative connotations; for it is the transvestite, the butch and the femme, the trans, the poofter fags and sissy dykes who constitute a radical spectatorial community.43

				Theory in the Physical

				Following on from considerations of community, audience, desire and spectatorship, King Vic can also be framed as a space where queer is formulated. The politics of queer, especially in its deconstruction of gender, finds a suitable platform at King Vic, because of its centralisation around lesbian and trans experience and its performative ‘fucking’ with gender on stage. The lesbian subject is in a position, to quote Dolan again, ‘to denaturalise dominant codes by signifying an existence that belies the structure of heterosexual culture and its representations’.44 Lesbian and trans people are what gender theorist Jason Cromwell terms ‘fearful Others’45 as they challenge traditional concepts of fe/maleness. King Vic, then, provides a space for those already on the sexual and gender borderlands to be involved in a performance-based ethic which subverts the social order by presenting people who approximate other genders, but never fully become them. Current King Vic drag king, Koko Ma$$, presents this intermediate place between genders in one performance where she assumes masculine attire and body language for the duration of the song (passing considerably) but concludes her show by undoing her shirt to reveal her bound breasts beneath. 

				Similar segues into gender ambivalence are perpetuated by the stunning acts of Maniacal Hutchence. In a 2008 performance, Maniacal sang a male cover of ‘I am Woman’, the deep drawl of the vocals enhanced by his suave swagger and costume. The performance’s seemingly analogous arrangement of gender markers was radically undermined by one detail – Maniacal’s shirt was unbuttoned to reveal a lacy bra encasing voluptuous fake breasts. Any lateral organisations of sex and gender continued to be unravelled throughout the show. At one point Maniacal pulls from his pants his drag king bulge, a long red balloon, twisting it into a U shape and reuniting it with his crutch – this time as his vulva. The shows’ enigmatic gender fucking reached a climax at the song’s last line ‘I am Woman’. Maniacal throws his fake breasts into the audience, removes his sunglasses to reveal painted eyelids beneath and then proceeds to wipe away the glittering make-up and facial hair. In this act, Maniacal waltzes without any definite gender identity – stepping towards the audience with a female marker, only to immediately withdraw it. As this playful to and fro heightens, its radical possibilities are magnified, until in a final flourish, Maniacal abandons all significations. Phallus is deserted, breasts are discarded, make-up and moustache are removed and Maniacal completes the miming of his lyrics; standing for one brief moment outside of the song, inside a body released from the gender markers which had, three minutes ago, defined it. These non-passing ‘dangerous actors’ of King Vic present a lived experience of queer, revealing the arbitrary relationship between the signifier and the signified in gendered organisations of dress and demeanor. 

				In the masquerade of both femininity and masculinity, King Vic engages with the queer agenda. Here, gender is revealed to Judith Butler’s words, as a ‘persistent impersonation’46 socially constructed as real. Elviro, a performer at King Vic, can be seen as corporeally investigating theories such as Luce Irigaray’s notion of mimesis, where the effects of phallocentric discourse on womanhood are undone through their overdoing.47 Elviro frequents the King Vic stage with the markers of femininity pushed to the extreme; adorned in wigs, flamboyant makeup and stilettos. Her femininity, however, is not played out in the same celebratory manner as Gwendolyne’s. On the contrary, Elviro often performs to heavy raw songs and presents characters that synchronise with their guttural qualities as she draws both her protagonists, and the attentive audience, through pain, grief, sorrow… even murderous rage. Elviro’s hyperfeminine aesthetic, which she sometimes assumes while on stage, aligns her performances with Irigaray’s notion of mimicry – that conscious display, the repeated ‘doing’ of gender. 

				The emotional potency of Elviro’s acts means, however, that her mimicry is not lost to the trappings of gender binaries, with the disturbing atmosphere evoked further rendering her deconstruction efficacious. Masculinity is played out in a similar way during one of Bumpy’s early performances at King Vic. A duet between himself and another masculine drag king concluded with Bumpy eating his partner’s penis – a vegan sausage. King Vic’s ‘kinged up’ drag acts show that, in the words of Judith Halberstam, ‘masculinity does not belong to men’48 and certainly, in the eating of the penis, Bumpy reduces this ultimate sign of dominant masculinity and power to the consumable – inside the King Vic community the phallus becomes a fallacy.

				Finally, King Vic’s adaptation of queer provides local Australian access to this intellectualised political framework, and carves a distinct place for translesbian communities in what is a traditionally gay-male dominated definition of ‘homosexuality’. According to Tasmin Wilton, ‘the contemporary queer/lesbian and gay subcultural infrastructure is dominated by economically privileged gay men’,49 and this is certainly true in an Australian context, where white gay men receive the social benefits not accorded female/trans and/or Indigenous counterparts. The translesbian community is strengthened through the vehicle of queer, and according to audience member Alicia, queer politics are ‘sustained within the pulsing environment of drag king performativity’.50 Drag Kings’ subversive dealings with gender testifies that camp and queer narratives are no longer part of a cultural sensibility only available to male homosexuality and, also, that these themes do not only exist within the postmodern framework of Western academia, but as an integral lived experience of Australia’s translesbian community.

				In Conclusion…

				Gender performativity in Australia can be historically documented, extending back to settlement and, as this chapter proposes, related to colonisation and convict histories. In this rich history, female adaptations of gender are, for some, a self-conscious radical play; for others they are an integrated expression of identity. Whatever the motivations, these types of gender excursions provide a historical framework with which to view the contemporary Melbourne drag king scene at King Vic. Drag kinging in Melbourne is an integral component of the sustainability of the local translesbian community. Through performance, it is the performers and the audience, both teetering on the edge of sexual and gender limits, which construct subjectivity, and community, through an exchange of a multifaceted desire. This community is a place where new concepts of spectatorship are negotiated and in which queer becomes a lived experience in Melbourne. King Vic is a site where subjectivity, bodies, space and spectatorship are radically reinscribed: challenges which are integral to the Melbourne translesbian community, and indeed, vital to the diversification of Australian culture.51
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				Chapter 11


                Friends and Lovers:

				Social Networks and Homosexual Life in War-time Queensland, 1938–1948

				Yorick Smaal

				In early July 1945, Walter,1 a 40-year-old piano-playing cook of medium build was tried in Brisbane’s Supreme Court on one count of sodomy. He was charged with having carnal knowledge against the order of nature with Marvin, a clerk of 13. After four hours of deliberation, the jury was unable to agree on a verdict and the matter was adjourned. Walter was released on bail and required to appear for retrial at the next criminal sittings in August that year. He never showed. A warrant was issued for his arrest, but Walter managed to avoid the authorities, remaining at large for the next three years. His capture in 1948 signalled an end to his run of luck, and when he finally appeared before a second jury, Walter, now 43, was found guilty as charged. In that trial, the Crown Prosecutor alluded to Walter’s ‘association with criminals and undesirables’ including a number of ‘convicted sexual perverts’.2 This claim was refuted by the Defence Counsel. The judge requested further evidence on the matter and the Criminal Investigation Branch hurriedly put together a report on the defendant and his known friends and acquaintances.

				The relationship between Walter and Marvin lies at the centre of this particular coterie. The two met at Marvin’s place of employment in early 1942 and began a haphazard sexual relationship, consummated on and off at movie theatres and various locations throughout the Central Business District. In mid-1944, the two lost contact for some time before they renewed their acquaintance later that year. Around August or September at his South Brisbane flat, Walter introduced his young friend to another associate, Henry, a 40-something violin-playing piano-tuner who had six convictions between 1941 and 1944 for the sexual assault of pre-pubescent boys. He and Walter had been associates since meeting in Toowoomba on the Darling Downs, many years earlier. The records are unclear on whether Walter and Marvin picked up their sexual relationship immediately where they left off, although we can be sure that on or about the first Tuesday in November 1944, the older man and the youth went for a drink before retiring to Walter’s flat in South Brisbane, ostensibly for tea and cards. At about 9 pm that evening, Walter put his arms around Marvin’s waist and pulled him onto the bed. He rolled the lad onto his back and switched out the light.

				Later that month, Walter and Marvin each found themselves separately involved with another young man, a brown-haired, blue-eyed, 17-year-old named Donald. Walter became sexually involved with Donald after meeting him on Stanley Street, South Brisbane. Marvin and Donald became friends after Marvin (either unintentionally or deliberately – it is unclear whether he had knowledge of Walter and Donald’s involvement) introduced himself to Donald at Lennon’s Hotel where his new-found companion worked as a drinks’ waiter. In his statement to police, made in January 1945, Donald wrote:

				About three months ago I was working as a drink waiter [sic], and I met a boy there named [Marvin], and he used to drink in the lounge at dinner time, and one night he asked me to meet him at the Eternal Flame opposite central station, I went there that night and met [Marvin] who introduced me to a lot of other boys, and I relised [sic] by their talk that they were queens. From that night I started to go to the Flame pretty often and some nights I would go up to Wicam terrace… [sic]3

				The drinks’ waiter began soliciting Australian and American soldiers by the Flame before taking the servicemen for a tram-ride to a haunt in the bushes behind the Rainworth tram terminus, where he obligingly performed oral and anal sex.

				In December 1944, about one month after they had first met, Marvin and Donald ran into each other on Wickham Terrace (either by chance or assignation), most likely at Wickham Park which was a well-known beat, and the two headed off to the Canberra Hotel on the corner of Ann and Edward streets. Here, Marvin introduced Donald to another friend of his, Joseph, a broadly-built, 49-year-old auditor with a fresh complexion, dark grey hair and blue eyes. That afternoon, the three planned a camping holiday to Palm Beach on the Gold Coast. Away on vacation about one month later, Donald and Joseph took off their shorts one evening and became intimate: Donald fucked Joseph on the top bunk as Marvin listened in, the phrase ‘[n]‌aughty, naughty’ echoing from the bed below.4 On returning to Brisbane from their Gold Coast getaway, Joseph secured employment for his younger friend at McWhirter’s Department store. He also provided his telephone number and gave Donald a gold cygnet ring.

				Joseph also wrote to Donald. This startling piece of evidence, filed among the depositions, and hidden for the last 60 years, gives us a rarely glimpsed insight into the homosexual opportunities available in war-time Brisbane. It reads:

				Things have been happening since I left you at ferry, that young Air Force chap was up at corner of house afterwards, I happened to go out again to the local shop, but did not speak to him. [H]e was all smiles. Next morning got off ferry at town side, I was later than usual, and behold[,] he was standing there on the town side of the ferry: all smiles again[.] I was with some other chaps so never stopped. [H]e sure has been so attentive, and last night I went to town with the intention of going to News Reel, and damn me if he isn’t at corner Edward St and Queen St, with 2 other Air Force lads, so more smiles, well can you guess what a botheration I felt[.] [I]t was embarrassing. [H]e is so attentive and my being not interested, as I told you before when I saw him. If only we could all be shuffled up and really sorted out properly, there would be a lot more happier people [sic].

				On top of this at lunch yesterday, at my usual café, another Air Force chap came in, really stunning too, sat opposite me and he just wasted no time being really nice, he is just back from completing his course on Canada, he was at Coolangatta on Sunday, but expects to be going down to Sydney, guess I was hard, I didn’t raise his hopes, in spite of the hints. Perhaps you really may know how I feel, but it was some day. [W]‌hether I looked extremely ‘it’ yesterday I really don’t know, but it was certainly an unusual bright day for being in the boom. [W]hat would you do [?] Loyalty to something is much you know [sic].5

				The letter is undated, unaddressed and unsigned, but the supporting evidence clearly identifies the author and recipient even if it is difficult to know whether Joseph and Donald were friends or lovers at the time it was written. The second last sentence reads like a friend seeking advice rather than a question one lover would ask another, although the last sentence is telling of Joseph’s affection and devotion to someone, possibly Donald, especially given the obvious and tantalising availability of other encounters.

				There are two final nodes in our network. Both involve Walter, the piano-playing cook. In early February 1945, Walter invited an old associate Ernest along with an Indonesian man, Harold, to share his bed at his South Brisbane flat, presumably for a ménage à trois. When they awoke the next morning, Harold discovered that £70 had been stolen from the pocket of the pants he had slung over the back of a chair the evening before. Exactly what happened next is unclear, although we do know that the police later recovered Harold’s money from none other than his fellow bed mate, Ernest, a known ‘sexual pervert’ who apparently produced the tightly-packed notes from his anus after being confronted by the authorities. The final thread in the web involves Walter’s attempts to solicit a 13-year-old boy behind a butcher’s shop in suburban Brisbane, where he enticed the youth with a ‘nude photograph’ of Ginger Rogers and Fred Astaire.

				This remarkable urban network allows us a window into a broader, multiplex male-centred world; one encompassing adults and adolescents, civilians and servicemen, and Australians and Americans. Taken with other extant evidence – namely, contemporary criminal depositions (both part of, and separate to, the central cohort described here), police and government files, newspaper reports, and a limited number of oral histories – this particular Brisbane case study elucidates some of the processes that informed, enabled and sustained a sense of common identity. This group of friends and lovers met in public bars and on Brisbane streets; they enacted social scripts in public space; used indecent images to solicit others; made mutual friends; went on holidays together; wrote letters, gave gifts and found others employment. And while there are a number of congruent processes at play here, it is those influenced most acutely by home-front realities that reveal the characteristics of Queensland’s contemporary subculture. The overwhelming presence of American servicemen (and local military personnel), male uses of public space, the prominence of intergenerational relationships, and, the exchange of visual imagery, came together to produce a sense of self that would continue in the post-war era. Drawing comparisons to other contemporary Australian urban centres, particularly Melbourne, allows us to extrapolate beyond state boundaries, gesturing to wider national patterns.

				The following analysis attempts to recover some of the social and cultural processes that helped define male homosexual life in Queensland in the World War II years and beyond. In particular, it focuses on those who understood themselves to be part of an exclusive social world; those camp men who extracted a sense of self from their communion with others of the same sex. In doing so, this chapter argues that the pre-liberation era did not forge a cohort of powerless and miserable actors blighted by inequality; rather, it reveals a group of individuals who developed coping strategies to operate successfully within the confines which cast them as outlaws and deviants.

				Australian and American Servicemen

				When American servicemen began arriving in Queensland in late 1941, many women, and, for that matter, adolescent girls, found the exotic allure of these well-mannered, smartly-dressed and affluent foreign men in uniform hard to resist. Joseph’s letter to Donald provides a fascinating insight into the potential parallels of homosexual encounters. Reliable estimates suggest that somewhere around 2 million American servicemen passed through Queensland between late 1941 and 1945, and it is possible that at least 80,000 and as many as 200,000 American servicemen in Queensland were homosexual, or at least inclined towards male-to-male sex.6 A small, but persuasive body of work on homosexuality and the Australian armed forces indicates that ostensibly heterosexual service personnel also participated in male-to-male situational sex, alongside those who preferred the exclusive sexual and social company of men. As Garry Wotherspoon explains, ‘homosexually-inclined men who wished to fight did in fact get into the forces’.7 They did so by keeping ‘that aspect of their life hidden; in the terminology of the time, they acted “square”’.8 His observations are supported by Clive Moore, who argues that men from the camp subculture willingly enlisted in the services.9

				There are 21 incidents from the Queensland court records between 1939 and 1948 involving combinations of civilians, soldiers, sailors and airman. One of the best examples involves Vernon, a 25-year-old Australian soldier, with a medium build, fair complexion, brown hair and grey eyes. He had an affair with Jack, an American soldier whose details remain unknown. In his statement to police, Vernon wrote:

				About the middle of December, 1943, I met an American soldier named [Jack]… in the bar of the Grand Central Hotel, Queen Street, Brisbane. We had a few drinks and got into conversation. We had dinner together that night at the Belle Vue Hotel, and we became friends. About a week later I met him again at the Grand Central Hotel. We had some drinks, and had tea at the Marie Theresa Café. We then went down… into a side laneway. I cannot remember just where the laneway was. As we walked along the street we were holding hands, and we both seemed to know what was what. I knew that [Jack] was a queen. After we went into the laneway, we put our arms around each other and hugged each other.10

				They dated frequently after this, often enjoying drinks together, or taking in a show. Nothing of a sexual nature transpired again until mid-May 1944. By then, young Vernon had left the army and taken residence in Astor Terrace, where the men became intimate once more. Soon after, Vernon moved again, and it was here that Jack came to live with his Australian lover, staying five nights a week for almost two months, before both men were finally arrested by police.

				Arguably, the war changed the nature of the Australian camp scene. Interactions between the soldiers who took their pleasures where they could find them, and those men happy to meet their comrades’ requirements, must have exposed an uninitiated, although unquantifiable group of men, to new sexual pleasures and cultural experiences. For some, this exposure informed and confirmed their sense of sexual self. And while the war did not impact upon the development of a homosexual subculture in Queensland in the same way it did in major cities in the United States, the arrival of US servicemen edified local experiences.

				Moore argues that some of the American troops would have been camp when they arrived in Queensland, and as Wotherspoon explains, these men would have fitted into the subculture here, passing on information about bar life in large American cities such as San Francisco, New York and Chicago.11 The adoption of an American vernacular by some Queensland men is one clue which suggests that the American influence lingered long after the troops had departed. The term ‘fruit’, for example, which was part of the terminology circulating in Los Angeles hotels during the late 1930s, was adopted from the ‘cultural baggage’ imported by US troops.12 The American phrase ‘blow-job’ also appears in the records in 1944; picked up by our Australian soldier Vernon:

				we have done ‘Blow-jobs’ for each other on a fifty-fifty basis. I mean by this that sometimes he sucks me off and sometimes I suck him off. When he comes in my mouth I spit it out and I have seen him doing the same thing.13

				‘Cock-sucker’ also appears to have entered the Australian lexicon during the war, and the words ‘fairy’ and ‘queer’, self-imposed labels by American homosexual men, were also used here by visiting servicemen.14

				Public Space and Camp Infrastructure

				It is well recognised that public space has been a defining feature of modern homosexual subcultures.15 Donald’s testimony indicates that the Eternal Flame was important landmark for like-minded men in war-time Brisbane and this is borne out by other court material. The oral evidence of Errol, another contemporary Brisbane teenager, also supports Donald’s claims. It was on the steps of the Shrine that Errol first met his friend, ‘Diana’, and while he was unaware at the time that it was a beat, he remarks with hindsight that it was aptly named ‘because it was “like moths gathering around a flame”’, a reference to its popularity among homosexual men.16 It is tantalising to speculate whether Errol might potentially have been part of the network detailed here: was he in fact one of the ‘young queens’ Marvin introduced in late 1944? We do know that Errol was part of another contemporary (effeminate) network involving men known as ‘Gladys’, ‘Diana’ and ‘Christine de Winter’. This group shared literature, such Noel Langley’s English novel, There’s a Porpoise Close Behind Us, and participated in more complex rituals on the streets of Brisbane.17 Errol calls these practices ‘carrying on’, an attitude that was ‘all fluttery, and high pitched and sending up’.18 He remembers that his friends used to delight in ‘send ups’, often in front of family and friends. They’d clap their hands and say, ‘up you go Mary… up you go Mary, up to the chandelier, dear’.19

				Other public spaces were also an integral part of male-only networks. Donald’s forays to ‘Wicam terrace’ were most likely to Wickham Park, one of Brisbane’s oldest beats. Nearby Albert Park also operated during and beyond the 1940s; the Botanical Gardens next to the Parliament House were a favourite haunt for heterosexual and homosexual liaisons alike, and the North Quay precinct, including the William Street bus-shed and Victoria Bridge, appear repeatedly in the records.20

				Added to this were a number of commercial venues. Like other establishments in Sydney, Melbourne, and Adelaide, they were not homosexually-exclusive, but nonetheless provided a range of raffish and demi-monde settings for camp men to gather with other unconventional folk; to exchange ideas, to gossip, and to generally find fellowship with other men and women who pursued alternative lifestyles. Moore has detailed a number of Brisbane establishments including the infamous Pink Elephant café along with other less prominent venues such as Littleboys café, the Colony Club, Christies, and Casa Mara.21 We can add to these the Dingle Dell tearooms, ‘situated in the City Buildings, Edward Street’, where the proprietor, Paul, took young air-force men for tea,22 and the Marie Theresa café, where Vernon and his American lover had a romantic outing in late December 1943.

				Public bars were also part of camp infrastructure on the home-front, but unlike the gay-specific venues of large American cities during the period, Australian establishments were mixed venues which brought together a patchy, but male-only clientele.23 Even so, the camp community recognised their utility for social gatherings and sexual pick-ups even if, as one contemporary observed, you had to watch your ‘Ps and Qs’ around other patrons.24 There were reputed bars in both Sydney and Melbourne, and a host of establishments in Brisbane, located in and around Queen and George streets. The most popular of these was the Grand Central Hotel, where Vernon and Jack met. Others included Lennon’s, where Donald was employed, the Long Bar at the Criterion, the Circular Bar at Her Majesty’s, the Grisham, and perhaps the Windsor Hotel.25

				On entering these bars, a clear division between the crowds was evident to the astute observer. The camp men would meet in one spot and squares would congregate in another. The two spheres remained separate until closing time when, as Errol recalled, you could ‘always [find] a bit of trade from the straight section that you could drag up to your net’.26 Clearly, trade was more likely to sidle up to the camp end of the bar after imbibing their fill of drink, less concerned than they otherwise would have been about the implications. A close reading of the sources discloses that alcohol was a factor in about one-third of the cases examined here. It could be used to mitigate any potential resistance from the object of one’s desires, especially where adolescents were concerned, but it also acted as a social lubricant for others, allowing some men to act on feelings they usually kept repressed or hidden. In these circumstances, drinking was used by defendants to excuse, or at least explain, their activities if they were caught. ‘I have managed through the use of a bit of will power to control myself’, one Brisbane man recorded in a typical statement from 1942, but ‘when I have a few drinks that sort of thing always comes over me’.27

				Intergenerational Relationships

				The relationships between Joseph and Donald and Walter and Marvin suggest that meaningful interaction between older and younger men was not uncommon on the Queensland home-front. Detailed analysis of the criminal depositions shows that at least seven youths under the age of 17 were indicted on charges of male-to-male sexual activity. Information from the ‘Report of the Commissioner of Police’ indicates that in the four years between 1945–1946 and 1948–1949, juveniles under the age of 21 committed around one-fifth of sex offences.28 And if we examine the age of all complainants (where they exist) for offences of sodomy, attempted sodomy, and gross indecency between 1939 and 1948, we find that more than one quarter were boys aged between 14 and 16, with a further nine young men aged between 17 and 19. These figures exclude the indecent treatment of boys under 14 and as Walter himself noted, age was an important factor in finding an apposite same-sex partner. Before introducing his piano-tuner friend, he told Marvin: ‘H[enry] has got himself into trouble. It’s his own fault. If he wants to play around with boys who can’t blow, he deserves what he got’.29

				This is not to suggest that boys could who ‘blow’, to borrow Walter’s phraseology, were complicit in homosexual activity, nor to belie the very real trauma suffered by those who experienced sexual violence or predatory advances. But what the numbers do show is that a significant number of adolescents and young men were caught up in homosexual behaviours prosecuted in the courts. And although none of these younger complainants was charged, a critical reading of the evidence suggests that some may not have been the powerless recipients of unwanted advances the authorities often considered them to be.30 Justice Mansfield, for example, recognised Marvin’s complicity in Walter’s actions, even though he placed responsibility for the offence with the older man:

				this is a very very [sic] serious offence, the debauching of a boy of 13 [h]‌owever willing or perverted the boy, himself, may have been, the blame must rest with you because if it were not for people of your description this boy would not have had an opportunity of following his inclination in the way he did.31

				Commenting on the lax moral standards on the Queensland home-front, one Reverend in 1947 lamented, that ‘many [city] children and adolescents’ had ‘illicit sexual knowledge’ during the war;32 an awareness arguably compounded by shortages of war-time accommodation and the overwhelming influx of Americans. In his assessment of the war, Moore has noted that ‘[w]illing youths joined the more seasoned camp men in competing with their sisters for American largesse in short and long term sexual relations’.33 He cites the case of one 14-year-old Townsville youth who performed sexual services for willing American troops while his mother thought he was cycling to the shops on other errands.34

				Supporting oral testimony from war-time Melbourne bears out this pattern. One man, Philip, thinks that these age-disparate relationships would have been about ‘fifty-fifty’.35 Bob, born in 1918, recalled that that ‘in my day we always went with men… at least ten to fifteen years older, twenty years older than ourselves’.36 One reason he gives for this phenomenon was the economic freedom older men provided during the Depression.37 For Michael and Reginald, born a decade after Bob, older men represented social freedom. They suggest that for many people still living at home, it was less suspicious to go out at night with someone older. Older men were also more likely to drive a car, which proved another avenue of liberty.38 Other men note that the presence of a father figure was important, and this may have been accentuated during the forties with many fathers absent serving in the war. It is important to note that these relationships were not financially motivated. As Reginald recalls, ‘I think we sought somebody who was experienced in the homosexual world and we felt a little bit more relaxed and comfortable and protected by them’.39 In his landmark study of New York, George Chauncey also acknowledges the prominence of intergenerational relationships, noting that older men could be mentors, introducing their lovers to the hidden world before them: ‘[t]hey… taught newcomers slang, folklore and how to survive in a hostile world’.40 Most importantly, they introduced their young lovers to their circle of friends.41 Was Walter expanding Marvin’s world when he introduced Henry at his South Brisbane flat (although Henry’s identity was geared towards pre-pubescent boys rather camp sensibilities, and our young clerk was already very familiar with camp life)? Perhaps Walter was also at Lennon’s the night that Marvin and Donald met? The speculative possibilities are enticing.

				Indecent Images and Health Magazines

				In an era when homosexual pornographic material was difficult to obtain, visual material – ranging from sexually explicit photographs, to bodybuilding pictorials, to innocuous and artistic images of the male nude – was a secret source of erotic contentment for openly camp men and those unwilling or unable to acknowledge their desire for others of the same sex. During the 1930s and 1940s, Queensland police received numerous public complaints about the circulation of indecent material, usually publications such as Sydney-based magazines, Man and Man Junior, which contained ‘numerous photographs and drawings of nude or near-nude females’.42 Tijuana Bibles, pornographic comic books produced in the United States between the 1920s and the 1960s, were popular with American servicemen visiting here and immoral photographs, it was alleged, were in wide circulation in hotels in Brisbane city and suburbs.43 There are three cases between 1939 and 1948 where adult men attempted seduce youths using these kinds of images: one example is Walter’s use of a 9 inch x 6 inch photograph of nude movie stars.

				There is an additional Brisbane case from 1943 which focused on representations of the male form. It involved 33-year-old Watson and three youths who spent an afternoon developing photographs following a nude romp and anal sex. And while there is no reference in the 1943 file as to what these photos actually were, the details from an earlier case in 1938 clearly indicate that Watson had a history of keeping pictorial mementos of sexual exploits and a penchant for collecting other sexual imagery.44 In that matter, the police discovered a ‘very comprehensive photographic record’ in Watson’s possession: an astonishing 700 images.45 The collection contained pictures of the complainants and defendant, along with ‘indecencies of every description’.46 So shocking was the material that the judge ordered that all images be ‘sealed and lodged in the safe of the Registrar of the Supreme Court, and burnt after the expiration of twenty-one days’.47 The 1943 evidence suggests that Watson was not deterred by his earlier conviction nor did he seem concerned with the corroborative potential of photographs; indeed, he appears to be repeating older patterns, possibly beginning a new collection of provocative images to replace those destroyed by the authorities five years earlier.

				Unlike Watson’s pictorial record of offences, bodybuilding images were one source of erotica that were unlikely to arouse the suspicions of the authorities. As Alasdair Foster explains, ‘the man’s body could be looked at, admired, venerated and even desired, safe in the knowledge that one was only interested in abstracted aesthetics, a concept which was reinforced by the use of “physical culture”’.48 In short, they were legitimised partial nudity. These images of sculpted and athletic male bodies could be found in the pages of magazines such as Physical Culture, a New York publication roughly spanning the first half of the twentieth century. And although these kinds of publications were not designed exclusively for homosexual consumption, a commercialised industry of physique magazines increasingly catered to a camp audience by the end of the 1950s. These later magazines varied in style, ranging from those promoting health and fitness to artistic periodicals and poorly disguised homosexual erotica.49

				But how widespread was the use of photography and magazines by camp men during the 1940s and did they contribute to the development of identity and subculture? They were certainly recognised as a source of personal satisfaction by the men of the era. One young Melbourne youth, who attended high school in the late 1930s, remembers being aroused by photographs of attractive men and collecting these images.50 Michael and Reginald remember the ‘health and strength’ magazines of the late 1940s and early 1950s well: ‘in those days you could buy a particular brand of physique pictorial or something – it was Dutch or Danish, and the bodies were clad only in an inked g-string that covered the loins’.51 They went on to explain that if you were lucky enough to find one of those, you could wet your finger, erase the ink, and ‘see cock for the first time’.52 While Foster acknowledges that these magazines were a ‘potent if limited source of sexual fantasy’, he argues that they ‘kept the individual in isolation’ and did little to indicate the existence of a coterie, or promote a sense of community.53 There is, however, evidence from the 1940s which suggests otherwise.

				An article published in the Adelaide Truth (also syndicated in Melbourne) illustrates how these magazines operated outside the individual sphere, not only to provide images for private viewing, but also it seems, contact with other like-minded individuals.54 The story, which ran in 1941, concerned Sydney, a ‘star window dresser’, who was charged with sending an indecent photograph through the post after he wrongly addressed a letter bound for Melbourne. The correspondence contained three photographs and the proof of a photograph, all of an ‘indecent character’. When the police subsequently searched the floor walker’s home, they found hundreds of similar images along with notebooks containing the names and addresses of ‘scores of men in other states’.

				According to the police investigations [Sydney] was first inspired to this strange choice of ‘careers’ as one of a number of exchanges for international smut by gazing on pictures in certain magazines that tell how measly weaklings become supermen by submitting to a course of treatment.55

				It turns out that Sydney had actually collected a global network of pen-friends with whom contact had been initiated through health magazines. The article also articulated the connections between nudism and perversion, reporting that the purveyor of the images was a confessed nudist.

				In Queensland, health magazines were also the medium of choice for one mysterious man named ‘Henry’, whose request for youths interested in nudist adventures, was detailed in a Brisbane Truth exposé in late 1940.56 For other men, these publications may have also provided clues on how they might present an image of sexual availability to like-minded others as the conversation between one defendant and a police officer reveals:

				I [the police-officer] said… you then caught the bottom portion of your coat with your hands and pulled it open and at the same time pulled your trousers tight and said… ‘Look at mine. Isn’t it nice [?] Is yours like mine?’…

				I [the police-officer] said ‘What did you mean when you pulled your coat and trousers tight and passed that remark [?]’

				Defdt [sic] said ‘There is nothing in that. I dress on the right side and was wondering if he did. A lot of men in France dress like that.’

				I said ‘How do you know [?]’

				Defdt said ‘I have read about it in health books.’57

				Together, these cases suggest that indecent images, photography and physique magazines, not only provided pictures of semi-clad or naked male bodies for individual erotic consumption, but that the collection and exchange of these images fostered a postal network of men interested in the male form, which, depending on the nature of the images, provided a legitimate social avenue for men seeking contact with men.58

				Friends and Lovers

				The negative construction of male homosexuality so prominent in the justice records belies the diverse nature of these relationships and the wide range of feelings and emotions experienced by men who desired the social and sexual company of other men. And while elements of situational circumstance are recognisable in a good portion of the criminal cases, there is deliberate and intentional motivation in others. At least 11 men had a prior history of homosexual offending or were repeatedly charged in the period under review. A further 15 had a suspicious criminal past, and either acknowledged their penchant for other men during police questioning, or were dogged by persistent rumours. When confronted by the police in 1943, one 46-year-old, for example, admitted: ‘I have been doing these things since I was a kid and I can’t help myself when anyone lets me have them on’.59 Our central actor, Walter, was confident in his conception of self. For him, the female form held no sexual allure: ‘[l]ook, if a nude woman stood in front of me I wouldn’t get a kick out of it’, he said, ‘but if I’m out with a boy, or in a room with a lot of boys I just can’t hold myself’.60 Donald’s identity also appears self-generated; he bluntly rejected any negative construction of his sexuality when he was questioned by the police:

				I [Detective-Constable] said ‘Do you mean you had sexual intercourse with him against the order of nature [?]’

				He [Donald] said ‘Yes, if that’s what you call it.’ [my emphasis]61

				Wotherspoon has observed that ‘many men who had plenty of previous homosexual experience, and thought of themselves as camp, continued to have homoerotic experiences and even love affairs during the war’.62 Sparing the feelings of his long-term companion, Alfred, Dingle Dell tearoom proprietor, Paul, explained to one Detective-Constable why he had asked an undercover agent (who he had solicited) to lie about how the two of them had met.

				Defdt [sic] said ‘I didn’t want to hurt Alfred’s feelings.’

				I said ‘How could you hurt Alfred’s feelings by introducing him to a friend of yours [?]’

				Defdt said ‘You don’t understand. Alfred and I have been mates for a long while.’63

				Alfred later clarified that he and Paul had been involved:

				for about the past seven (7) years and [I] have visited his home practically two or three times a month for the Sunday evening meal. On occasions I have stayed at [Paul’s] home, and on such occasions I have occupied the same bed as he.64

				Two other men, Alvin, a 33-year-old nurse, and Howard, a 19-year-old apprentice electrician, also maintained an intimate relationship, residing together for over 12 months in a two bedroom house in Scott Road, Herston, between 1946 and 1947.65 Sharing the residence with Howard’s sister, Betty, the two men slept in a three-quarter bed in the main room. During the first three months of 1947, young Howard was confined to bed with rheumatic fever and during this time he was nursed by Alvin.

				While many men got practical and emotional support from other men, Chauncey argues that ‘they were also likely to be enmeshed in similar relations of independence with their natal families, work mates and other non-gay associates’.66 He calls this ‘the double-life’. The process of ‘coming out’ was not the rite of passage which is now synonymous with contemporary gay identity. By keeping a strict division between their private and public life – between their square work world,67 family life, and their private world – men were afforded some measure of protection in a community generally hostile to love between men.68 Errol did not reveal his life to anyone outside his camp circle of friends, and certainly not his family. He made excuses to get into city when he needed to, especially on weekends.69 One Melbourne man who was in his early forties during the war kept his sexuality a secret despite suspecting his mother ‘sensed his position’.70 For many relatives of camp men, the idea that their sons, brothers, or nephews might have been attracted to other men was never countenanced. Despite never finding a girlfriend or wife, Milton another Melbourne man, was simply considered by his kin to be ‘a heterosexual man that never married’.71

				However, with social expectations of marriage and children, many men were pressured to find a companion of the opposite sex and suppressed their desire for other men. The court records show that more than 8% of the defendants charged with homosexual activity were married. Vernon (who maintained a love affair with American soldier Jack) had been living apart from his wife, while another man in this study, Roger (whose story appears below), was certainly leading the ‘double-life’. Of course, not all men appeared to keep this side of their lives hidden from their families. Betty, who lived with her brother, Howard, and his partner, Alvin, must have had some suspicions about the nature of their relationship and despite his protestations that any court case would ‘kill mother’, Paul was quite open about his sexuality in company with his family, much to the shock of the undercover operative lunching with them.72

				Conclusions

				Along with the central network explored here, and the cohort described by young Errol, another police report alludes to one other potential plexus by way of introductory services provided by Andrew, a fifty-something bald shop walker and window dresser at Finney Isles department store.73 The information on this particular network came about after police were tipped off by a suspicious wife whose mistrust was aroused after her husband, Roger, began arriving home late with no explanation. His acquittal on a charge of gross indecency 18 months earlier would not have eased her fears. During that trial, she had discovered a letter in her husband’s pocket which read: ‘[l]ad, It was nice seeing you on the ---- of December, Hoping to hear from you soon. If you ring B4290, and don’t ask for anyone, as I will answer the [t]elephone myself. [Andrew]’74

				After some amateur sleuthing, Roger’s wife traced the phone number listed in the letter to a man (Andrew) whom she believed to be a known ‘pansy… the leader of a group of perverts… [who] makes the meeting place of different men’.75 Suspecting her husband’s predilection for other men, and assuming that her husband was again meeting ‘men for the purpose of committing [i]ndecent [a]cts’, Roger’s wife contacted the police in late January 1943 and provided the evidence she had earlier discovered. Four months later, her husband was arrested in company with another soldier on a charge of gross indecency. This time he was convicted. Although other correspondence filed with this case indicates that Andrew was in fact ‘a reputed sexual pervert’, no information was found linking him to Roger.76

				That we can find evidence for two or possibly three distinct homosexual networks operating in Brisbane during the 1940s speaks to the relatively complex urban infrastructure of commercial coffee shops, tea houses, bars and hotels, and certain public spaces that enabled communion between camp men. These men aligned themselves with like-minded groups of social misfits in the bohemian world, generated social networks through nudism and physique magazines, and read novels, which ostensibly cast them as deviant, for pleasure. It is difficult to assess accurately the impact of the US servicemen on the Queensland home-front and this is an area which warrants further research in order to tease out fully the interactions between the local subculture and foreign homosexual visitors. But despite the limited information, it is clear that US servicemen passed on ideas about subcultures in large American centres, which may have served as a model for the development of an Australian identity in later decades.

				Taking an uncritical reading of the justice records, it would be easy to assess generally these groups as sexually mechanical, devoid of any richer emotional tapestry. And while some relationships were quick and furtive, satisfying little more than a physical need, these must be set among others involving deeper, passionate connections and enduring companionship. The ways these actors met, socialised, leisured, and fucked, brought together different strands of interest, experience, and friendship informing a camp sensibility in war-time Queensland; one which echoed into the decades beyond. Men like Walter, Marvin, Donald and Joseph formed complex webs of emotional support, companionship, and sexual outlet; a world of friends and lovers.
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				Chapter 12


                The Influence of Ageism on Relations between Old and Young Gay Men

				Peter Robinson

				For at least the last quarter of a century, the body has been a focus of considerable interest and study in sociology, history, and allied fields. As Deborah Lupton and others have observed, the strong emphasis on youth culture, physical prowess and ‘beauty’ in contemporary culture has meant that age has become a ‘negative cultural value’.1 Youth is now the most valued stage in the life cycle and, according to Michael Mittenauer, the young have now become society’s role models.2 If this is the case, and there seems little doubt that it is – notwithstanding the fact that the first of the baby-boomer generation are entering retirement – it would help explain why old age is rejected and why, according to Simone de Beauvoir, ‘[s]ociety looks upon old age as a kind of shameful secret that is unseemly to mention’.3

				In The Changing World of Gay Men, I developed the argument that nowhere in contemporary Western society is this emphasis on youthfulness more pronounced than in the gay world. I examined the gay ‘scene’ – that site of physical display where young men are valorised for their youth and beauty – and then suggested that one might reasonably assume that old gay men would be rejected in the gay world for what they lacked in youthfulness or beauty. What my Australian interviewees told me was that indeed they felt marginalised in the gay world but that they were sanguine about their outcast status and in some cases pitied the young gay men for their superficial preoccupations.4

				In Sex and Sensibility, Arlene Stein argues that as the lesbians she studied grew into middle age, their attachment to the non-heterosexual subculture changed: ‘as certainty about their lesbian identity grew, they… feel “at home” in the community with which they mainly identify, but also in numerous other contexts in which they participate and with which they feel some sense of identification’.5 Although I did not reach the same conclusion in The Changing World of Gay Men about the lives of the men in middle age and old age, I find this persuasive. It helps explain why gay men in their mid-40s and older become less concerned with the values and practices of the gay world and tend to lead what Stein calls more ‘decentred’ lives.6

				This chapter considers how gay men aged 40 and over understand the ageism that operates in the gay world. It draws on data collected from interviews with 21 Australian and North American men aged between 40 and 79. The Australian men were recruited from Sydney and Hobart and the North American men from New York and Los Angeles – as part of a larger study on ageing in the gay world.7

				The two primary narratives the men used were first, that gay men were ageist because the gay world was youth obsessed – a public narrative that is common to both homosexuals and heterosexuals – and second, that the young gay men they personally knew were not ageist and respected them. The four secondary narratives comprise stories about (a) respecting old gay men; (b) hustling as a conduit for beneficial relations between different generations of gay men; (c) teenage gays being oblivious to anyone older than 20; (d) old gay men as predatory or sexually undesirable. Both primary and secondary narratives are revealing for what they suggest about the varying influence that public and private narratives can have on gay men’s self identity and how they live their lives.

				Method and Sample

				My understanding of narrative identity theory follows the work of Alistair Macintyre who, along with scholars such as Edward Bruner, David Carr, and Ken Plummer, argues that personal and public narratives are constitutive, that is, the stories people tell about themselves and their place in the social world makes them who they are.8 With this in mind, I examined the two primary narratives and four secondary narratives that the interviewees drew on when asked how old gay men were regarded in the gay milieu.

				The non-representative sample on which this chapter is based comprises 21 gay men, aged 40 and older, 10 of whom were from Australia and 11 of whom were from the United States. Of these men, two men were in their 70s (one from Hobart and one from New York); three men were in their 60s (two from Hobart, one from New York); 10 men were in their 50s (four from Hobart, three from New York, two from Sydney, one from Los Angeles); six men were in their 40s (four from New York, one from Hobart, one from Los Angeles).

				The four cities from which the interviewees were drawn are similar in that they are situated in two western, advanced democracies, both of which were established as colonies of Great Britain and at some point in their history developed as white settler societies. New York and Los Angeles are arguably the two most important cities in the USA from the standpoint of culture, fashion, advertising, and public relations. New York is now the pre-eminent international city and is one of the most important international financial centres. Sydney is an international city and possibly the most well-known, influential Australian city but is dwarfed in size by New York and Los Angeles. Hobart, meanwhile, is the small capital city of a large island state. The four cities comprise therefore one megalopolis (New York), one metropolis (Los Angeles), one very large international city (Sydney) and one relatively small provincial capital city (Hobart).9 As mentioned, all four cities are situated in English-speaking countries that are affluent, advanced democracies.

				New York, Los Angeles, and Sydney share in common well developed gay business and social communities, each with its own local idiosyncrasies.10 As Dennis Altman argued in 1989, the most resilient response to HIV/AIDS occurred in cities where established gay communities existed, for through these, gay men and their friends were able to organise and work together communally in face of the epidemic.11 These three cities no longer face the same threat to their existence that HIV/AIDS posed in the 1980s and 1990s but as some scholars have noted, many of the gay communities that responded communally and vigorously to the epidemic emerged stronger and more diverse after the epidemic passed. Hobart, on the other hand, is quite unlike the other three cities. It has only loosely developed gay social networks, which is not surprising given that it is a city of only 200,525 people and therefore the smallest of the four cities from which interviewees were drawn for this study. It also has the least developed gay culture and most gay socialising is done in the home of friends.12

				The 10 Australian men interviewed for this study were all white and with the exception of two upper-class men (one a descendant of rich pastoralists, the other a retired public service head of department), were mostly upper-middle class or middle class. The Australian interviewees were recruited for this study in 2003, by word of mouth or on the recommendation of friends and colleagues. The 11 interviewees from the United States mostly came from upper-middle class or middle-class backgrounds and included two African-American men, two men who were HIV positive, and two upper-class men, both of whom were professors. The US interviewees were recruited for this study in 2009. The class background of the majority of US interviewees was shaped by the manner of recruiting them, which was via the gay and lesbian alumni network of an east coast university. The social network website Craigslist was my initial means of recruiting interviewees in the USA.

				The question that each man answered was ‘How does the general community regard old gay men, and how do other gay men see them?’ For the purpose of this chapter, I am looking at the men’s answer to the second part of the question, that is, what views they believed other gay men to hold of old gay men.

				Middle-aged and upper-middle class gay men are strongly represented in this sample and old men are only thinly represented. I am not sure that this is a serious weakness on the grounds that, as Christopher Lasch observed in the 1970s, ageism is most acutely felt in early to late middle age.13 By the time one has reached old age, other concerns take over, and the views of younger people are of less concern.

				Primary Narratives

				In answer to the question ‘How do other gay men see old gay men?’, the men interviewed for this study drew on two primary narratives and four secondary narratives. The two primary narratives the men used were first, that gay men were ageist because the gay world is youth obsessed and second, that the young gay men they personally knew were not ageist and respected them.

				Youthful Obsession

				Fourteen interviewees (or two thirds of the sample) cited the youth culture that prevails in the gay world as the reason for the ageist attitudes or practices also found there. Eight of these men were from Australia and six from the USA; two were in their 70s; three were in their 60s; six were in their 50s; and three were in their 40s. The narrative stream connecting the stories of the interviewees who told of youthful obsession runs as follows. Parry (aged 63), who is African-American and lives in New York City, said ageism was symptomatic of the values of US society in general. Such a view corresponds to what Michel Foucault said about ageism in the gay world in the 1980s, which is that, ‘[a]s to the worship of youthful bodies, I’m not convinced that it is peculiar at all to gays or in any way to be regarded as a pathology’.14

				Unlike other interviewees who raised the matter, Parry was neither dejected nor felt worthless because of ageist practices or beliefs. On the contrary, he said that it was understandable that there were sites on the internet where people under 40 were not welcome but he regarded this as the expression of a ‘preference’, not evidence of prejudice. Interestingly, Parry understood ageism differently from almost all the other men interviewed for this study, that is, as a preference for men over 40. ‘When I was younger’, he said, ‘I liked older men and the older men now are younger men but they’re still the same age, in their 40s and 50s… I’ve always said I’ll always have somebody to have sex with and I carry that in my life now’.

				By contrast, and speaking for the majority of interviewees, Noel, a 58-year-old man from Hobart, saw ageism in the gay world as a valorising of the young and beautiful, a consequence of the gay lifestyle. ‘The image of being gay’, he said, ‘was a young man in his late teens or early 20s or an older man being able to look young’, which corresponded to what another interviewee, Ross, aged 54, said. Also based in Hobart, Ross explained gay interest in youthfulness as follows:

				There is certainly a culture in the gay community of appreciating beauty and youth and muscular development and athleticism. And because those tend to be more and better developed in young people, the focus is more on beauty of… young people.

				Five men from this group spoke of the negative consequences of the youthful obsession in the gay world. First, a group of three men said it meant that old men were seen as ‘not sexy’, in the words of Leslie, aged 74. Second, two men from the United States, both of whom were in their 40s, described a negative consequence that Australian gay men know as ‘mutton dressed as lamb’, that is, where middle-aged men try to appear younger than they are.

				Positive Personal Relations or Experiences

				Seven interviewees or one third of the men interviewed for this study reported positive relations or experiences with gay men who were younger than they. Four of these men were from Australia and three from the USA; one was in his 70s; two were in their 60s; three were in their 50s; and one was in his 40s. Chief among the reasons the men gave for positive relations or experiences with younger gay men were (a) respect for the longevity of their relationships and (b) regard for their lived experience. The views of these men are represented by the accounts of Des, aged 50, who lives in Sydney, Parry, aged 63 who lives in the East Village, Manhattan, and Earl, aged 51, who also lives in Manhattan.

				According to Des, who works as a health manager and has been in a relationship with his partner (aged 59) for more than 30 years, the young gay men in his friendship circle admire what he, his partner, and their friends in long-term relationships have achieved:

				They did not know that it was possible. They think that we are lucky to have experienced it and wonder if they will too. They ask what it was that we did to make our lives possible. We find ourselves being lovely mentors to young gay people.

				Parry’s experience of good relations with young gay men occurred in the setting of his HIV counselling as a volunteer. Young gay men are, he said, ‘attracted to my age, my stories about what it was like in the 1960s and 1980s… or the piano bars’. Earl’s views on positive relations between old gay men and young men were based on the regard that he as a 51-year-old has for old gay men. Earl’s previous partner was an older man who supported him in many ways and from what he observed of his previous partner’s friends, life is tough for old, gay men if they are not in his words, ‘big men’. It is also possible that his memory of his father, another of his ‘big men’, coloured his understandings of older gay men. ‘There is a mystique’, he said, ‘if you are a powerful fellow, a successful one. God forbid that you’re not powerful because then you are definitely marginalised and you fade in the background’. More discussion of respect for successful men follows in the section on secondary narratives, below.

				One thing that struck me about gay life in certain districts of Manhattan was the greater ease with which relations were conducted between old gay men and young gay men. Sometimes money lubricated the social/sexual relations, sometimes not. But quite a sophisticated understanding seemed to exist of the give-and-take between young and old and a great deal less angst was associated with it than exists between gay men in Australia. Attitudes in Los Angeles were more like those in Australia – possibly because the beach culture and the cult of the body beautiful accentuate the divide between young and old.

				In each city we might say there in one body type, the Platonic type for that locality… In L.A. the body is slender, the buttocks pneumatic with youth, the trail of gold dust shading the hollow just above the coccyx and between the pecs. Something fragile about the clavicle and tender about the nape causes the figure to oscillate between boyhood and maturity. The eyes are blue.15

				In support of the observations that Edmund White made of Los Angeles in 1980, a 46-year-old man from Los Angeles I interviewed in 2009 said that in West Hollywood, ‘there is a strong youth culture that they don’t even befriend older people’.16

				One other possible explanation for the greater acceptance of age difference in Manhattan might be the very high price of real estate and related high cost of rent. For example, one interviewee said the rent for his bed-sitter in Manhattan was approximately $3000 per month, admittedly it was situated around the corner from Fifth Avenue and within five minutes walk of Grand Central railway station. Even so, a number of the men who I interviewed in New York who had secure, middle-class jobs as a social worker or an accountant, could not afford to live in Manhattan and lived instead in one of the neighbouring boroughs such as Brooklyn or Queens.

				Secondary Narratives

				As mentioned, the four secondary narratives that the men interviewed for this study drew on comprised stories about first, respecting old gay men; second, hustling as a conduit for meaningful relations between different generations of gay men; third, teenage gay men being oblivious to anyone over the age of 20; and fourth, old gay men as predatory or sexually undesirable. The narratives represent only a small number of men interviewed for this study. Two men spoke about ‘respect’ and another two men spoke about ‘predatoriness’; then a different man spoke about each of ‘hustling’ and ‘teenagers’ ageism’.17 The stories are included nonetheless because of what they say about obstacles that can exist to better relations between gay men from different generations and because they have been observed by other scholars.18

				Respect

				Two men spoke of the respect with which they had seen young gay men treat older counterparts. Both men live in New York, are university educated and in their 50s. Hilton is 53 and works as a drug and alcohol counsellor with men who are HIV positive. As one of the HIV-positive men in the sample, his account of the respect with which young gay men regard the survivors of the HIV/AIDS epidemic has an autobiographical reference point:

				There’s a sense that a lot of them… got through because they were lucky or they were… the most resourceful and adaptable people in general because they had so many challenges and barriers to survive. Gay men can be respected either because they lived through the HIV/AIDS epidemic or only if they have been successful.

				Coincidentally, Hilton shares the other interviewee’s view that success is the other reason young gay men might respect older gay men. Earl’s view of success was made clear in an earlier section on ‘positive personal relations or experiences’ where he declared that unless an older gay man is powerful, he is ‘marginalised and… [fades] in the background’. In Earl’s view, the respect an old gay man receives depends on the success he has achieved in his working life, which is a particularly North American view of life course and the world of work. If a person has not been successful, in the eyes of this upper-middle-class man, he can seem comical: ‘they’re generally… fuzzy wig types and you watch them, especially the older, heavier ones that are like Buddhas, mob kingpins or something’. Successful men, however, can live a blessed life in New York.

				I know an 85-year-old fellow. He’s my father’s age [and he] served in the War. He’s been married, has a great grandchild now… He is now in a second marriage essentially, to a man. He’s had… a major career as… a corporate attorney… and he was… way up there… [but] not out until the end of a 30-year marriage. He had sex during the war with a guy. He writes about the whole thing in his book. It is quite a story and I have a great deal of respect for him. He lives with his lover in a penthouse apartment on Christopher Street… beautiful fireplace, massive terrace, gorgeous. He is very comfortably well off, very well regarded. His kids come back for his birthday parties…

				From Earl’s description, this successful man would seem to have all that anyone could ask for: love, affection, and respect from his children, grandchildren, and male partner. How his ex-wife feels about his success would be for another chapter. The man’s life also exemplifies studies of the dual life that many men were forced to lead who were born in the decades between the 1920s and 1940s and even sometimes later depending on their circumstances and birthplace.19

				Hustling

				The idea that young gay men can develop rewarding, affective relationships with older counterparts through the means of prostitution was raised in the account of one man only. Colin is in his early 70s and lives in New York. Still actively involved in the local S&M scene, he is a well respected, upper-class artist who is also a reformed alcoholic. His initial response when asked how he understood young gay men’s view of old gay men was to say that they would hold negative views because old gay men are seen as sexually uninteresting or undesirable. He then added that when money changed hands, it was possible for something different to develop.

				If you’re a young, beautiful man and an older man pays you, you can like them because the money makes it okay. I have a friend who does a lot of hustlers and has really developed a lot of connections, even relationships, with them which go well beyond the money. But the money makes it possible. They can relax, it takes it out of the bed. I’m only with him for the money but it isn’t that at all.

				Colin believes that the money that changes hands between a male prostitute or hustler and his client allows for an emotional sleight of hand whereby the young man may allow himself to develop a closer relationship with the older man in a way that would be impossible if they met under any other situation. Similar accounts of such ‘situational logic’ were more common in published research on pre-liberation homosexual sexual practices.20 The sleight of hand in Colin’s view is that the hustler may justify his emotional closeness simply as a consequence of the money he receives for the sex he has with his client, whereas in Colin’s mind it is something other than this, something more resembling a quasi-relationship.

				Teenagers’ Ageism

				This narrative appeared in the account of one man, a secondary school teacher who discovered when on a summer vacation camp that the gay teenagers in his care displayed a startling lack of interest in the past. Timothy who is 46 said that the views that gay men in general held about anyone older than them were ‘also very complicated’ but that when he worked with young, gay teenagers in an upper-middle-class suburb of New York, he and his fellow volunteer workers were ‘a little stunned… that the kids didn’t really appreciate how far things had come and how much had been done for them’. Timothy was surprised that the teenagers he met on the camp were unaware of the work previous generations of gay men had done so that they could enjoy their relatively easy lives. In his view, the teenagers were simply mirroring the views of the broader gay community where he sensed that older gay men were seen as ‘pioneers in some way, but then there is another sense that people do not want to pay attention to that because it was yesterday’ and that young gay men see old gay men as distantly as they would their grandparents but possibly with less affection. Cultural ignorance is not something peculiar to gay teenagers; their unwillingness, however, to engage with or take up the unfinished social agendas of their parents’ generation of gay people might be a feature of their identity, as Ritch Savin-Williams explains in the North American context: ‘[y]oung [gay] people have little interest in subverting American civilisation… Besides… [they] never joined up to be members of a marginalised gay group in the first place’.21

				Old Gay Men as Predatory or Sexually Undesirable

				These two narratives that at first appear mutually exclusive are linked here because of an argument I developed in The Changing World of Gay Men, which was that an important reason young men spurned older men was that they resented their presence in social spaces where sexual exchange was available and expected.22 Depending on their age, a young gay man can regard any approach from someone he regards as ‘beyond the pale’ as un-cool, insulting, predatory, depending on the age of the man approaching them. One man spoke of old gay men’s predatoriness and one spoke of their sexual undesirability. Both topics have been previously explored by other scholars.23

				Ross is 54 and as mentioned is from Hobart. Like a number of other men interviewed for this study, he admitted that there existed a variety of views toward older gay men. In his eyes they were spurned because of the regard for ‘beauty, youth, muscular development, and athleticism’ in the gay world. Linked to this in his mind, however, was the suspicion of old men ‘hanging around young men and being a nuisance and… unattractive and a threat. And the possibility of their preying on vulnerable, young men’. The last fear he described is of the ‘stranger danger’ that conservative governments publicised in Australia in the mid- to late 1980s.

				Colin, whose views on hustling appeared in the subsection above, lives in New York and is still sexually active and involved in the club scene. As discussed, with the exception of hustling as a conduit for the development of rewarding, affective relations between old and young gay men, Colin suspected that young gay men did not view their older counterparts positively. And that this was so because they were regarded as not sexually desirable, because young men were, in Colin’s words, ‘not wanting to be sexual with [them]’.

				Conclusion

				The narrative stream connecting the interviewees’ stories linked the following points. First, that mainstream society has a history of ageism, which the gay world simply mirrors; second, that gay identity is associated with youthfulness; third, that consequences for gay men of the ageism that exists in the gay world are (a) old men being regarded as sexless; and (b) middle-aged gay men trying to act as though they are 20; and (c) that the youthful obsession of gay men made growing older harder.

				Stories of older gay men’s experience of positive personal relations with young gay men point to evidence of their decentred lives, to use Arlene Stein’s phrase. That is, their lives are now less focused than they used to be on the social networks and institutions of the gay world and they can call on a wider variety of experiences and relationships to fill out their lives and identities.

				The collection of secondary narratives that interviewees drew on strongly suggest the absence of a universalising view of old gay men. As the discussion showed, in the eyes of a subset of the sample of men interviewed for this chapter, old gay men can be seen as respected figures either because they lived through the HIV/AIDS epidemic or only if they have been successful; young gay men can develop affective relationships with them through the means of prostitution while very young gay men can regard them as distantly but with less affection as they would their grandparents.

				Finally, despite the different cultural milieux from which the interviewees were drawn, a sense of commonality pervaded the stories they told of how old gay men were regarded and treated in the gay world, that is, by other, younger gay men. One explanation for the common strand running through their stories might be the internationalising effect of gay culture that has come about for a certain class of western gay men with the advent of relatively cheap air travel since the late 1970s and then more significantly, the advent of the internet since 1989.
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				Chapter 13


                ‘… And the Theatre was Full of Poofs and I Thought it was Fantastic’:

				Researching the History of Gay Men and the Movies

				Scott McKinnon

				The history of gay men and the movies has often been discussed as a matter of representation and in terms of images on screens. Those boys in the band and their eventful party; Al Pacino’s nights in the leather bars of New York; a bus called Priscilla; two cowboys in love. Also the focus of inquiry has been the gay men on and behind the camera. Rock Hudson, Rupert Everett, George Cukor, Gus van Sant. More recently, a growing number of researchers have begun to contemplate and investigate the gay men in the cinema audience. This chapter discusses the use of oral history interviews as a methodology for investigating the history of that audience. It is a valuable tool for exploring gay men’s use of the movies in the development of personal narratives around gay identity and subjectivity. The memory stories of gay men also reveal the use of cinema as an access point to gay culture and community. Providing a space for the voice of gay men as cinema audiences adds to our understanding of the role of the movies in the history of that culture and that community.

				This paper draws on research conducted for a larger project which investigates the history of cinema and cinema-going within the gay male communities of Sydney from 1950 to 2009. That project uses oral history interviews, the close reading of a range of films and the study of inter-textual sources as the three primary ways to explore the place of the movies within the development of gay culture, community and identity in Sydney. To date, 15 interviews with gay men have been conducted to discuss their life stories and their memories of the movies, both gay and otherwise, and it is these interviews that inform the analysis here. Ranging in age from their 80s to their 20s, these men’s experiences of sexuality differ greatly according to the changing attitudes of the society around them. Their movie memories reflect both the changes and also the consistencies in gay experience across that time.

				These memory stories suggest the value of thinking about the movies as more than a set of images on a screen or as an industry that can also be an art-form. They reveal cinemas as social venues which have provided access to gay community; they reveal the place of the movies in gay men’s sense of their own developing sexual identity; and they reveal the diverse and complex relationships gay men have with the way they are represented on screen.

				The ways in which gay men and lesbians have been represented has, until relatively recently, been the major preoccupation of gay cinema history. A sign of the growing visibility and political activism of gay communities in the 1970s and 1980s was the development of a critical voice with which to challenge cinematic depictions of homosexual characters. Vito Russo’s The Celluloid Closet is the best known example of an engagement by openly gay researchers with the formerly closeted screen-homosexual. Overtly political and unashamedly angry, Russo’s work finds homophobia in a broad range of Hollywood films. He states:

				As expressed on screen, America was a dream that had no room for the existence of homosexuals. Laws were made against depicting such things onscreen. And when the fact of our existence became unavoidable, we were reflected on screen and off, as dirty secrets.1

				The question of the representation of gay and lesbian characters on screen continues to be a focus of research, updated and readdressed to take into account changing notions of sexual identity. In recent years, however, there has been a growing level of interest in the gay male cinema audience. Various researchers have used a range of critical perspectives and methodologies in investigating questions of gay male spectatorship and cinematic reception practices.

				Brett Farmer’s Spectacular Passions, for example, takes a psychoanalytical approach in investigating the ways in which gay men have mobilised ‘film as a significant site for the investment and production of their own queer desires, fantasies and meanings’.2 Farmer argues that research which focuses on the homophobic representation of gay men on screen sits in contrast to gay men’s enjoyment of the cinema, and that an interest in gay male spectatorships is more inclusive of those for whom cinema is an ‘integral, even foundational’ part of their lives.3 Farmer’s work sits within the theoretical frameworks of spectatorship and film theory, and is a specific attempt to offer a non-heterosexual perspective within these fields.

				The history of cinematic reception within gay culture, addressed less in terms of psychoanalytic theory and more as historically and spatially-constituted practices, has been investigated by a number of researchers, including Richard Dyer and Janet Staiger. Sitting within significant bodies of work investigating film and film audiences, Dyer and Staiger have, for example, each separately explored gay male readings of the films and the star persona of Judy Garland.4 Such research encourages a contemplation of movies as not only a set of images projected onto screens, but as objects of social and cultural enquiry whose true importance often lies outside the walls of the cinema.

				Movies and Memory

				While Dyer and Farmer both quote, to varying extents, from letters sent to them by gay men about the movies, frequently missing from contemplations of the gay male audience is a significant place for the voice of that audience. Memory work obtained through oral history interviews is a valuable approach allowing for inclusion of that voice. By exploring the memories of gay male cinema-goers, it is possible to complicate any notion of a homogenous gay male audience; to locate examples of cinema-going events and practices which are unlikely to have left a written record; to develop a sense of the experience of participating in those events; and to explore the place of the movies within the construction of narratives around gay male identity and community.

				Important to this is an understanding of the history of the cinema as more than the story of the production of films; or of the purportedly representative characters seen on screens; or of the experiences of a theoretical spectator. It is a history which acknowledges and addresses the place of the movies in everyday life and which examines the event of watching a movie as being one in which ‘the audience is paying to be part of a larger social experience consisting substantially of non-filmic elements’.5 The history of the movies is as much about these non-filmic elements (the cinema buildings, the reviews, the others in the audience, the talk before and after) as it is about the images that were projected on the screen.

				While arguing for the value of oral history as a methodology in researching cinema history, I acknowledge that memory is frequently an unreliable source of information about those images. The moment of reception of a film is fleeting and lost to time. The memories recounted to me in interviews are reconstructed and influenced by a range of factors, including the experiences of the interviewee since that time, the process of the interview itself and the media framing of films. These memories are not simply a record of times past. As noted by Nancy Huggett, ‘an analysis of the way in which aspects of cinema-going are narrated can shed light on how practices of cinema-going are situated within wider cultural discourse of the past and present’.6

				A memory of a movie is rarely a discrete recollection of a particular text but is often one element of more detailed narratives. Several interviewees struggled to remember any specific films, recounting instead cinematic venues or other more general experiences of watching films. Bowles and Huggett have described this as ‘the modest role allocated to the movies themselves in… narratives of cinema-going’.7 So while some interviewees did offer insightful interpretations of particular film texts, more often the outcome of these interviews is a broader understanding of the place of the movies in gay community and of the location of the movies in personal narratives.

				The use of cinema memories in such narratives has led in some cases to more difficult topics than I first expected to encounter when asking about going to the movies. As noted by Huggett, ‘[f]inding out about cinema-going over a cup of tea… is more challenging than it may at first appear’.8 To ask who you went to the movies with as a child is perhaps to ask about a loved relative that has passed on. To ask what your classmates thought of your schoolboy movie interests is perhaps to remind you of schoolyard cruelty. To ask about movies in which a character died of AIDS is to call up memories of lost lovers and friends. Equally, movie memories are often recounted with a great deal of humour, often at the expense of the interviewee’s younger self. Childhood naivety is located, for example, in memories of sexuality on screen, a naïveté which has been lost in the development of an adult subjectivity and identity.

				In this respect the movies become less a set of texts that are responded to than threads of discourse which are woven into life narratives. Annette Kuhn, who has used oral history research to investigate memories of cinema-going in 1930s Britain, provides a useful framework for such investigations. She states that the accounts provided in interviews should be ‘treated not only as data but also as discourse, as material for interpretation. Concern is as much with how people talk about their youthful picture going – with memory discourse – as with what they say about it – memory content’.9 Thus memories are treated as both data which is analysed for insights into the place of cinema in people’s lives and as material which is read discursively for what it tells us of cinema memory.

				Kuhn takes a particular interest in her interviewees’ memories of childhood cinema-going, and it is the memories of going to the movies in childhood and adolescence recounted in my research to which I will first turn. I am interested in the ways in which an engagement with particular kinds of movies and particular stars is identified by some gay men as an early sign of their developing identity. These memories speak to the interviewees’ current understandings of that identity and often take the form of a humorously recounted narrative of childhood difference in which movies play a strong role.

				Childhood Movie Memories: In Love with the Movies

				For some particularly avid movie-goers, a childhood interest in the movies that went beyond what was considered to be acceptable masculine behaviour was remembered as giving rise to feelings of difference and isolation. For example Kerry, a 57-year-old man who grew up in rural New South Wales, described himself as ‘a movie fanatic from a very early age’ who was aware that ‘the things I was interested in were quite unusual’.10 When asked how the other people in his life responded to his particularly strong devotion to the movies, Kerry recounted difficulties with several family members, particularly his father and older brother. Kerry remembered that his father ‘was bemused, and let’s just say he was extremely negative about my interest in films’. Kerry stated that his brother ‘would lay shit on the whole movie thing and I’m sure, well I know, because I’ve spoken to him, we’re much closer now, um, he just thought it was a poofter thing to be interested in’.

				Kerry was especially fascinated by Hollywood actor Deborah Kerr and he would carefully create a list each year of his top 20 female actors, of which Ms Kerr was always number one. This love of female stars, for their glamour and beauty, is included in the narratives of several interviewees with a sense of fond nostalgia, yet also an acknowledgement that this love led to feelings of difference and isolation. The love of these stars is placed within a narrative of burgeoning gay identity, with this non-sexual interest identified as an early sign of homosexuality.

				John B., a 43-year-old man who grew up on Sydney’s North Shore, was also a dedicated fan of the movies from a very early age, and clearly elided his current sexual identity with his childhood cinema-going. He remembered:

				Oh, this is bizarre this is, I mean, this is the most bizarre thing for a nine-year-old boy to be doing, but I went to a double bill, a best actress – I mean what a poof – a best actress double bill of Katherine Hepburn and Glenda Jackson. Katherine Hepburn won the Oscar for The Lion in Winter and Glenda Jackson won for A Touch of Class. And at nine years of age (laughs) I trotted off to see it with a mate of mine.11

				John identifies this behaviour as unusual for a child and particularly for a male, and sees this as early evidence of his homosexual identity. This was done with humour and affection for his younger self, an affection that carried through into another story in which his childhood cinematic tastes led to rejection and cruelty from his school-mates. John remembered:

				And guys used to laugh about me, the fact that I was so heavily into movies. You know, 1979, at school we had a Master-Mind quiz competition, and everyone was able to choose their topic, and I chose Barbra Streisand. And I got attacked, literally attacked. And I used to say – like, I was incredulous, I was like, ‘What’s the difference between choosing Barbra Streisand and choosing, you know, Ian Chappell or Dennis Lillee’, you know? ‘What’s the difference between – sorry, I don’t understand, why am I being attacked? You’ve chosen Dennis Lillee, I’ve chosen Barbra Streisand’. Some of the teachers thought it was hysterical. You know (laughs) in retrospect, I’d be laughing too.

				Both particularly avid movie-goers, in their youth and adulthood, Kerry and John look back to their childhood cinema interests as signposts or clues with which to develop a lifelong narrative around their sexuality. This locates film, as opposed to say, sport, as an uncommon interest for Australian boys and sees certain aspects of film, particularly the glamour of certain female Hollywood actors, as an element of gay culture.

				These memories suggest the value of the interplay between the past and present as an inherent element in oral history interviews. They do not reveal the why of the attraction many gay men feel to certain female stars in a way that is attempted by the psychoanalytical interpretations of spectatorship theory, but instead suggest the location of that attraction as a significant point of both adult gay identification and memories of childhood experience. Childhood questions about feeling different and isolated because of movie fandom are remembered, reconstructed and answered from the point of view of a current model of adult sexual identity.

				Feelings of difference are central to these memories. In considering the use of oral history as a methodology for researching histories of homosexuality, Elizabeth Lapovsky Kennedy has noted that, ‘Not being born and raised in a public lesbian and gay culture, each gay and lesbian person has to construct his or her own life in oppressive contexts, a process that oral history is uniquely suited to reveal’.12 The memories of Kerry and John reveal this construction as having begun in childhood and as being revealed in these cases by memories of the movies.

				Childhood Movie Memories: Gazing at Men on Screen

				Another element of childhood movie memories noted by interviewees in relation to their burgeoning sexuality is the sight of handsome men, in various states of undress, appearing on cinema or television screens. These sightings are often remembered with a mixture of affection and an acknowledgement of the confusion that such sightings could cause.

				One such memory was recounted by Daniel, who is 35 years old and grew up on a farm in northern New South Wales. I asked Daniel about memories of Australian films, thinking that this may elicit memories of Australian films containing gay characters. Instead, Daniel’s movie memory was tied to his own sexuality, not that of the characters on screen. He answered:

				An Australian war movie, it might’ve been The Lighthorsemen or Gallipoli or something like that, but there was a specific scene where the soldiers were, you know, having a nude romp on the beach and ah, that was just the movie of the week on TV, ah, one week, and I remember watching that and, you know, I remember that quite specifically, just for the naked men that were in it.13

				A little later in the interview, I asked Daniel if he remembered having any sense that his interest in naked male actors on screen was wrong, and he answered:

				I certainly didn’t feel that it was wrong. I knew that it was different and I knew that it wasn’t something that I could talk about or say, um, although I remember talking about that, ah, sort of group nude scene in the war movie… ah, with one of my male friends at high-school, and I think I probably spoke about that a little bit too much and the conversation went a little way and I caught myself thinking, ‘Oh, I probably shouldn’t continue thinking about this’… But, yeah, I didn’t feel that it was wrong but I did know that it was, it was unusual and different, and the other boys weren’t focusing on that.

				That Daniel could not remember exactly which film this scene had appeared in is largely irrelevant. This movie memory tells us much less about a particular movie than it does about the place of movies in the construction of a narrative around a developing sexual identity. Daniel remembers the scene both for a sexual interest in seeing naked men and for his awareness that this interest needed to be kept hidden. The experience becomes associated with an adolescent feeling of difference, and reveals the need for self-regulation experienced by many gay men from an early age. The memory was located as part of a longer narrative about an eventual acceptance of identity and location of community.

				Forming Community at the Movies

				This location of community is a significant element of many narratives around sexual identity. The use of oral history interviews in investigating the history of gay men and the movies reveals the cinema as a point of access to that world. Several interviewees described experiences, particularly at gay film festivals, of a feeling of solidarity and community gained through watching a film in a theatre full of other gay people. This is at times contrasted with narratives of isolation and loneliness prior to ‘coming out’ and/or as an alternative means of finding gay community beyond bar and club culture.

				Memory stories of encounters with gay community via cinematic space reveal the particular benefit of oral history to such an investigation as they encompass both the empirical and the subjective. As Elizabeth Lapovsky Kennedy has argued, gay and lesbian oral histories operate to their fullest when the empirical and subjective are seen as complementary. By embracing the subjective nature of memory work, oral history’s ‘“empirical” goals are not compromised but expanded’.14 Memories of access to gay community through the movies reveal both empirical data about the cinematic venues at which such events occurred and more subjective discourses on the emotional aspects of these experiences.

				Janet Staiger has described the underground cinema movement of 1960s America as having contributed to a sense of community which would eventually play a role in the gay liberation movement. She argues that underground cinemas provided the ‘potential of finding others like oneself not only for identity but for community building’ and that, ‘the experience of going to the underground cinema contradicted impressions of isolation as it also elevated images of perverts and subjects gone awry’.15 My interviews with Australian gay men have revealed examples of 1960s and 1970s cinema-going in Australia which used Hollywood films in ‘mainstream’ cinema settings but which similarly provided access to community.

				One such example was provided by David W., who was born in 1935 and who was an active participant in the gay (or, more correctly, camp) social scenes of Sydney and Melbourne in the 1950s and 1960s. Describing the movies during his time in Melbourne, David recounted a memory from the 1950s of film screenings at a Hoyts cinema organised by the gay cinema manager:

				[He] instituted this revolutionary idea of having a special session at 11.30 or something. Absolutely outrageous. 11.30 pm on a Friday night or a Saturday night, I forget which it was, at which he would show, um, a movie. And so that would be a very gay, a very camp audience that would go… and so he would show, sort of, you know, The Pride and The Passion, or um, one of those films about Roman life or the early life of Jesus or something, and we’d all sit there giggling and going through it. And so he developed, also, um – there was an Australian actor called Frank Thring from Melbourne, who had appeared in one of those historical dramas as Pontius Pilate or something like that, and so, no matter what film we were watching, at some point, it would be interrupted while this scene with Pontius Pilate condemning Jesus was played (laughs). And so we’d all wait for that. It’s a little bit like sort of going to, you know, Rocky Horror and singing along. We were all waiting for that bit of Frank Thring to say, ‘I condemn you to death’, you know, so silly. And so it would be a romantic comedy and suddenly this would come in.16

				When asked how people were likely to find out about such screenings, David said:

				How did we know? I think it was advertised in the press, but I think it was only outrageous people like us who would actually be going out at 11 o’clock at night. You know, real people were at home in bed, weren’t they? You know, looking after their families and their children and all that sort of thing. It was the sort of loose-moralled ones who were out and about late at night.

				David’s memory encapsulates many of the issues involved in the use of oral history to investigate the social and cultural history of the cinema. First, he guides us towards the empirical, suggesting the time and place of a particular example of the cinema as social event. However, David’s uncertainty about the particular films involved and the exact time of the screening also encourage caution in the use of this evidence. Frank Thring appeared as Pontius Pilate in Ben Hur in 1959, suggesting that these screenings may well have occurred in the early 1960s, rather than the 1950s as David remembers. Yet the uncertainties do not discount the place of the story within a narrative of the camp scene of that time, in which David highlighted, with a degree of nostalgic fondness, the existence of a camp community. The story was a specific attempt to disrupt any notions of the pre-gay liberation era as a uniformly dark time of oppression and isolation.

				David’s memory reveals a great deal about a sense of community developed through a series of regular cinema screenings. It reveals a degree of enjoyment in being ‘other’, of not being one of the ‘real people’ but instead of being ‘outrageous’ and ‘loose-moralled’. The time of night, the other members of the audience and the film content fostered in David a sense of himself taking part in a specific, temporary public which was part of a wider community and which felt pleasure, rather than shame, in being different.

				The use of mainstream Hollywood films, reimagined by an appearance from gay actor Frank Thring in each of them, also suggests the importance of looking beyond film texts when investigating the history of gay men and the movies. The inherently camp nature of such films was made explicit by the cinema manager and his audience, in a sense inserting a gay element into films which, due to strict censorship, could not be made with any overtly homosexual content. Taken simply as texts, these films would have less to say to us about their initial reception than they do when taken in the context of David’s memories of viewing them at a Melbourne cinema.

				Another interviewee, Larry, had similar memories of a gay audience gathering to view Hollywood films. Larry was a young man in the early 1970s, newly out of school and working for Greater Union cinemas in Sydney. He remembered Sunday night double bills at the Randwick Ritz cinema, to which he was first taken by an openly gay colleague and which, for him, became a weekly event.

				And they would do things like (laughs) Space Odyssey and Ben Hur (laughs) and my God and we’d do it. You’d get there at 6 [pm] and come out at 2 [am] in the morning and you could do that when you were young. But, um, I had not seen either Auntie Mame or Gypsy, knew nothing about them, and they were on – it didn’t matter what was on, we were gonna go, cause it was sort of – yeah – and a lot of gay people went… and as soon as it sort of started, I don’t know which one was on first, but I got it. You know? I got the camp humour and all that sort of thing and I was really rapt that, you know? (laughs) ‘Oh! I know, I get it’. I was laughing at the stuff so I thought, ‘Oh, how sophisticated is that?’ You know?17

				Again the camp nature of these films is made explicit through the choices of a cinema operator and the actions of a gay audience. The weekly nature of these screenings may have further encouraged a sense of community; of joint participation in the creation of a gay space. Thus the cinema becomes a social space, not merely for the quiet and isolated consumption of moving images, but for a social event which provides access to and encourages participation in a community.

				Larry’s memory also evokes the emotional experience of participating in this event. He provides us with the empirical data of the time and place of the screenings and some suggestion of what was watched. He also reveals the more subjective nature of the experience itself and what he remembers it meaning to him. The story was told as part of a narrative of what Larry described as an ‘escape’ from a working-class background in western Sydney into a world in which he felt more at home. It is the story of a naïve young man finding a ‘sophisticated’ world, told both with pride and a degree of self-deprecation. His recounting of his experiences at the Randwick Ritz expresses a feeling of happiness at having found, in part through the movies, a community of his own.

				Narratives of finding community through participation in gay cinema audiences were part of the movie memories of several of the men interviewed for this project. John B., whose school experiences were quoted earlier and who remains an avid moviegoer, narrated his difficult experiences coming to terms with his sexuality through a series of stories about his relationship with a range of films. He remembered a particular cinema-going experience as part of his growing acceptance of a gay identity:

				I remember we went to see Beyond the Valley of the Dolls, like, another retro movie at the old Mandolin cinema, which is now the Australia Hall. And we just sat there and laughed and the theatre was full of poofs and I thought it was fantastic. I couldn’t have done that two or three years before that, but I thought at that stage it was fantastic. And it was interesting, I realised at that point, ‘oh, I’m becoming part of a subculture’.18

				John remembers the experience of the film as being improved by the fact that the audience was made up largely of gay men and places the experience as a signpost in his narrative of ‘coming out’. Being able to enjoy the film in that setting and feeling comfortable as part of that crowd is directly elided with the location of community and the acceptance of identity.

				For some men who were disinclined to venture into the, perhaps, more threatening spaces of gay bars and nightclubs, the cinema has played a particularly important role in providing access to community and the removal of feelings of difference and isolation. One interviewee, John P., was born in the 1920s and spent much of his life hiding his homosexuality for fear of losing his career as an academic and scientist. He was very keen to stress the importance of both cinema and theatre to him as a counterpoint to the isolating world of the closet. He stated:

				And also to be in a gay audience, so, to me going to a gay film or going to a gay film festival, and just being part of an audience which is gay, has a very important psychological boosting effect. Because it gets rid of the idea that you’re doing everything in isolation. When you’ve spent a lifetime trying to conceal your sexuality, it’s very liberating to, um, to be somewhere where you don’t have to conceal your sexuality.19

				These movie memories encourage both a contemplation of the audience when researching the history of gay cinema and also a contemplation of the cinema as gay space when researching gay urban histories. Cinemas are rarely considered in histories of gay city life and yet they have played a role in the development of gay culture, community and identity. George Chauncey, describing 1920s New York, has noted that, ‘[s]ince movie going was a perfectly legitimate way to spend the afternoon, theatres were places where young men could go to search out other gay men and begin to learn about the gay world’20 and that these visits served both as opportunities for sexual encounters as well as ‘valued social (and socialising) functions’.21 Cinemas can often sit, along with bars, clubs, beats, restaurants and cafés, as important sites for the development of urban gay life.

				Unwelcoming or Threatening Cinema Spaces

				It is not my intention to romanticise the role of cinema in encouraging community or to suggest a uniform response from gay men to this, or any, aspect of the social history of the cinema. It is important to note that some interviewees recounted memories of the cinema as a threatening space and/or as a space which held different meanings at different times in their lives. Some described the fear of being ‘outed’ which came with seeing a gay film. Another described the space created by a gay audience as judgemental and threateningly sexualised.

				Knowing that John P. had experienced great fear at times that revelations about his sexuality would end his career, I asked if it had been ‘a big deal’ to go and see a gay movie. He replied:

				J.: Initially, but not later. So, now I wouldn’t have any hesitation. But then it was a – it would have been an effort to actually go, and, ah, and see a gay movie, because of all the inhibition I was carrying in my youth.

				S.: And if you’re concerned that people might see you going to this movie?

				J.: That was it exactly, yes. They might see you going in… and so on. Especially when I was still a university lecturer. But you gradually get over that, so of course now it doesn’t matter at all. But then it was quite different.22

				Thus while having eventually found a sense of community and freedom in the experience of seeing a gay film, that experience had been a threatening one at an earlier stage of his life.

				John B. recounted a similar memory. The Hollywood film Making Love (1981), which told the story of a married man who leaves his wife for a male lover, was in cinemas when John was still in high school and experiencing homophobic cruelty from his classmates. About the film, John stated:

				And I can still remember when the movie Making Love came out. That it was on at Pitt Street. I could not bring myself to go and see it. I was terrified, what would I do if someone saw me go and see it? But I was fascinated. I wanted to know about it. And I read everything I could about it.23

				This memory story acknowledges the potential significance of a film beyond the projected images which comprise it. Making Love plays a role in the teenage memories of a man who did not see it until adulthood. For some, the all too rare opportunity of watching a gay character in a movie finding love and happiness may have been a pleasurable and even liberating experience. For one teenager, the very existence of the film was a source of both fascination and confusion. Thus, in considering the impact of the film we must look at it as more than a sum of its parts. A purely textual consideration of this film would exclude the experience of a young man too frightened to approach the cinema doors.

				John B.’s memory also expresses the sense of threat that could lie around the cinematic experience, a threat which was again expressed in terms of eventual acceptance of identity and rejection of homophobia. David C., a 25 year old who came out as gay to his parents and classmates at the age of 16, has grown up with homosexuality as a part of public discourse and has never experienced the fear of having his adult sexuality ‘discovered’. However, he did describe ambivalent feelings towards watching a film with a gay audience, noting both the positive aspect of ‘shared experience’ in a screening in which you know ‘that everyone around you is relating to this in a similar way, at least, to what you are’, but also feelings of intimidation in the ‘sexual energy’ of the space. Comparing the experience to a well-known gay Sydney nightclub called Arq, he stated:

				It’s like, we’re going to watch a film, you know? We’re not at Arq, like, at all. Like, the opposite of Arq. And yet, the same behaviour… goes on just in like a more… longer haired, blacker-rimmed glasses kind of way… I don’t get sexual energy going to Hoyts, you know?… But like, you go to a gay festival and it’s just like, fuckin’ gay eyes everywhere, you’re just like – it’s just incredibly intimidating. I just want to go and watch a film yet instead I feel like I’m being cruised. Not me, personally, usually who I’m with (laughs).24

				This direct correlation of a festival movie with a gay club further suggests the importance of considering cinemas as social spaces within gay culture. David’s memory also suggests the ways in which oral history can complicate notions of a homogenous ‘gay audience’, with his description of intimidation sitting in contrast to the feelings of community and solidarity expressed by other interviewees. David’s thoughts on the movies lead to a discussion on the at times threatening, sexualised nature of gay space.

				The memories of those I have interviewed are not meant to be read as representative of all gay men. The intention is to complicate, rather than assert, the notion of a homogenous gay male audience. What these memories do speak to are some of the ways in which the cinema plays a role in the personal narratives and in the understandings of identity and community of some gay men.

				Providing a voice for members of the audience enhances our understanding of the cinema as a focus of social and cultural enquiry and, most importantly, encourages us to look beyond the screen when writing the history of gay men and the movies. Movie memories reveal the place of cinema within narratives around the development of gay identity and the location of gay community. They also reveal cinemas as important spaces within gay history. These memories both complicate and illuminate the history of gay men as a movie audience and suggest the significant role of the movies within the history of gay male culture, community and identity.
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