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  WHAT PEOPLE ARE SAYING ABOUT




  AFTER PORNIFIED




  Anne G. Sabo’s outstanding book challenges us to rethink presumptions about porn, and to see it as varied and potentially progressive. It will be valuable to anyone who cares about images of women in the media, gender equality, and the role of film and television in our lives.




  Andrew K. Nestingen, Ph.D., Associate Professor at the University of Washington and the author of Crime and Fantasy in Scandinavia: Fiction, Film and Social Change (University of Washington Press)


  





  Anne G. Sabo offers one of the freshest and most articulate voices on the controversial issue of porn since feminists began hotly debating its virtues and consequences back in the eighties. A much-needed contribution to what has become a tired and predictable discussion, Sabo courageously brings new insight to an emotionally charged issue in a voice that is eloquent, reasoned and accessible to all. Her work will surely be respected for the rare understanding she brings to a completely new cultural phenomenon, one that most are unable or unwilling to take on: that of women creating their own unique pornographic vision and its implications and potential benefits to all.




  Candida Royalle, iconic erotic film pioneer, entrepreneur, and the author of How to Tell a Naked Man What to Do: Sex Advice from a Woman Who Knows (Fireside)


  





  At last a book that appreciates female directed porn as the important cultural phenomenon that it is. For decades the media has represented porn as being for men only and that any women involved in the industry are mere dupes. Anne G. Sabo explains why this is not only untrue (and always has been) but also that it is women who are moving the genre forward, both as directors and consumers.




  Anna Span, Britain’s first female porn director and the author of Shoot Your Own Erotic Adult Home Movies (Carleton Books)


  





  Next to film professor Linda Williams, Anne G. Sabo is the most respected intellectual voice analyzing the new trend of feminist pornography. Actually Sabo’s book demonstrates that it is not only a trend. Sabo shows that we are in front of a revolution of the genre.




  Erika Lust, award-winning writer and erotic film director, and the author of Good Porn: A Woman’s Guide (Seal Press)


  





  One of the most remarked upon features of shifting production practices around porn and erotica is the growing participation of women. The presence of women was noted as a “significant trend in the industry” as long ago as 2000. However, there has been strikingly little attention paid in academic or more popular literature to women who make pornography. Books in both areas are very overdue so this book is very welcome. I think After Pornified will be of wide interest to women who already have an interest in the topic and those who know very little about it, and a good starting point for rethinking debates about women’s relationship to porn.




  Feona Attwood, Ph.D., Professor of Sex, Communication, and Culture at Sheffield Hallam University and the author of Mainstreaming Sex: The Sexualization of Western Culture (I. B. Tauris)


  





  After Pornified does not cover the well-worn ground of whether or not porn should exist; instead Anne G. Sabo takes a close look at the kinds of sexually explicit material which are marketed as “for women.” An analysis of these films which does not simply seek to criticize or dismiss porn for women by women is long overdue, bringing to the fore the political and personal intentions of a range of directors and producers, as well as the aesthetic and artistic considerations in making sexually arousing imagery. Written in an accessible style for an interested rather than an academic audience, After Pornified brings a much-needed dose of optimism to the debates about pornography, its content and effects.




  Dr. Clarissa Smith, Reader in Sexual Cultures at the University of Sunderland and the author of One for the Girls! The Pleasures and Practices of Reading Women’s Porn (Intellect)
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  Introduction




  How I Came to Porn




  I never wanted to watch porn. When a former boyfriend years ago showed me some of his “glossier” porn, as he put it, I was completely grossed out. The premise of his porn was that all these Barbie-looking women would seek out a stud residing in this huge mansion, where he would provide them with their ultimate satisfaction by spraying his come all over them, which they in turn would greedily lick and smear all over their bodies. The cliché portrayal of yearning women in need of a man was in itself offensive to me. But it was especially the prolonged scene featuring the guy hosing down a group of women with his ejaculate that turned me off.




  You’d think from our pornified culture that we all want porn. But we know that’s not the case. Sure, women represent a large and growing audience for porn, representing at least a third of all consumers, adding up to millions of women watching porn each month.1 But not everyone is crazy about what they see. Whether it’s “high gloss” or amateur porn, in either case featuring deep throating women who are pumped hard, legs spread wide, all the while moaning for more with come-hither eyes. The stacks of mass-produced porn at seedy superstores off the interstate. Trashy hotel room porn. Online smut catering to any imaginable (and unconceivable!) fetish. And even “softcore” and “couples porn” allegedly improved to appeal to women, but not really. Plastic looks, porny music, bad acting, faked satisfaction.




  But then I found something radically different.




  What first got me turned on to the feminist potential of porn was actually my research on the literature of prosecuted freethinkers. Picture the poet/writer Christian played by Ewan McGregor in Baz Luhrmann’s movie Moulin Rouge! (2001): fin-desiècle bohemians who believed in existential liberty and free love for all, women and men. Toulouse-Lautrec, whom Christian befriends in the film, has immortalized the sprit of the bohemian lifestyle through his artwork: posters and portraits of his friends at their many stomping grounds in Montmartre, the legendary artist neighborhood in Paris.




  Cut to the US where free-love supporters were persecuted by the social purity campaigner Anthony Comstock. The editor of the free thought journal Lucifer, for instance, went to jail several times for publishing articles by women defending women’s sexual freedom. A freedom that included the right to resist rape in marriage. These women free lovers were first wave feminists advocating sex education, the right to birth control, and the equal right for women to assert an active desire and make their own independent choices. Yet these women’s writings were judged “obscene.”




  At the turn of the century in my native Norway, the women and men of the Kristiania Bohème were faced with similar acts of prosecution. I grew up in a country that has become known for its relaxed attitudes to nudity and most would add towards sex too. In fact, today’s young women are described as a sexually liberated and empowered generation. Yet, a vocal group of young third wave feminists argue that a “horny” woman is still very much taboo. Obscene; too much. These women grabbed the media’s attention recently with Pink Prose: About Girls and Horniness.2 Writing from personal experiences, they reiterated a demand for women’s equal right to assert an active desire. Modern women’s so-called “sexual freedom” only goes so far, they argued. A woman is expected to be “sexual,” but only so much. And also not too little. Balancing the speed limits of desire, she risks the labels of either whore or prude.




  To this day, there are girls—and boys—who grow up in Norway feeling the pent-up weight of the Lutheran guilt about sex. I was one of them. I will never forget how my mom caught me red-handed one day, touching myself beneath the covers in my bedroom. The look of disapproval in her face. The humiliation I felt. I was maybe ten, and I was home sick from school. Later on my older sister gave me a book about sex and puberty. Still feeling the shame, I threw it to the back of my closet. I never looked at it again.




  So I have always empathized with the bohemian free love advocates’ desire to break free, existentially, socially, sexually. In the end, tracing their history led me to look into filmic porn again too.




  Henry Miller’s Tropic of Cancer has become legendary for its graphic depictions of sex. First printed in Paris in 1934 with financial backing from his lover Anaïs Nin, the novel was for years smuggled into the US where it was banned. Its publication in the US in 1961 led to a series of obscenity trials.




  Around this time, two famed Norwegian authors also underwent lengthy legal proceedings because of the sexually explicit content of their writing: Agnar Mykle (The Song about the Red Ruby) and Jens Bjørneboe (Without a Stitch).3 In the end, Miller was acquitted by the US Supreme Court, which declared his book a work of literature. Cut to Norway where Mykle was also exonerated by the Supreme Court of Norway, convinced of his novel’s artistic merits. But not so Bjørneboe. Why? Because, decided the courts in the case of his book, its “literary value cannot be placed high” and “its edifying value is rather below zero.”4




  I have serious objections to this dismissive interpretation of Bjørneboe’s text. As I have argued, it actually represents a clever take on the classic folktale, recognized for its socio-political anti-establishment undertones.5 But what’s even more troublesome about the courts’ verdicts here are their failure to recognize the feminist quality of Bjørneboe’s book as opposed to the misogynistic aspects of Mykle’s novel. The latter focuses on the sexual exploits of the wannabe-free man Ask who takes then ditches a series of women in a desperate attempt to free himself from conservative norms. Bjørneboe’s novel, on the other hand, portrays the empowered sexual journey of a young woman, Lilian. At first incapable of achieving orgasm due to a disabling sense of guilt, imagining what her mother and grandmother would think, she is helped by an orgasm specialist to overcome her feelings of shame and connect with her sexual self. Owning her sexuality, she then spends a summer backpacking through Europe where she celebrates a plurality of sexual encounters on consensual, mutual, social and gender democratic terms, including by participating in the making of a porn film. At the end of her journey, Lilian bemoans our culture’s hypocrisy, permitting men to acquire the kind of “worldly experience” she has attained before settling down, but not so for women. Women who are judged by the very same men who’ve had their sexual escapades and who now preach from the moral high horse.




  Caught up with the question of what constitutes art, the legal establishment failed to recognize any of this. Technically, it is still illegal to sell Without a Stitch in Norway, sentenced for not raising above the level of lowbrow culture to join the ranks of highbrow art. This prejudice against popular culture has meant that sexually explicit art house films featuring extreme sexual violence and rape, such as the French films Baise-moi (2000; by Virginie Despentes and Coralie Trinh Thi) and Romance (1999; by Catherine Breillat), have been allowed distribution and public screenings in Norway, but not so mainstream porn; not even new re-visioned feminist porn.6




  The concept of re-visioned feminist porn was introduced to me by film scholar Linda Williams. Towards the end of her historical analysis of porn, Hard Core: Power, Pleasure, and the “Frenzy of the Visible” (1989), Williams discusses the potential of a “re-vision of hard core by women” as opposed to the “general revision” featured by the new lines of “cleaned up” “couples” porn. Williams borrows the term “re-vision” from recently deceased famous feminist poet Adrienne Rich. “The added hyphen,” notes Williams, “suggests the revolutionary potential of ‘the act of looking back, of seeing again with fresh eyes, of entering an old text from a new critical direction.’”7




  Porn has traditionally been a “male genre,” by men for men. In fact, as Williams points out, sex has historically been defined and discussed from men’s point of view. Men are the ones who have speculated about women’s sexuality; women have never had the opportunity to define it for themselves. If re-vision is for women within a male dominated economy “a necessary ‘act of survival,’ in order to be able to create at all,” it is within porn, argues Williams, “that the idea of re-vision is most compelling: ‘survival’ here means transforming oneself from sexual object to sexual subject of representation.”8




  Candida Royalle’s erotic Femme Productions films were a fresh concept at the time Williams wrote her book. And it is here Williams finds proof that re-vision and not just revision is possible; that women can seize the means of production to approach and portray sex on their terms and from their perspective, and not “from the viewpoint of the phallus.”9 Williams’ careful close readings of some of Candida’s early films made them come real to me. I was moved and inspired by what I saw. I wanted to see more.




  What I have found are films that have empowered and inspired me. Films that feature women I can identify with. Mothers and daughters, single or partnered, younger and older, thinner or plumper. Women who confront culturally imposed sanctions regulating their behavior, and deeply felt issues shaping their lives. Women who reject the speed limits of desire enforced upon women. Women who refuse to be labeled.




  Behind these films are educated women with high ideals and intriguing visions. Women who object to the discriminating portrayal of their sex in porn and popular media, and who speak up for women sexually and politically. Some of them stay clear of the “porn” word lest they turn their targeted audience away from their work. Instead they market their films as “adult,” “explicit,” “sensual,” or “erotic.” But others refuse to allow men free rein in defining porn, and therefore claim the “porn” word as a way to subversively change its meaning.




  This position appeals the most to me. Because words can hold a lot of power.




  Whore. Prude. Slut.




  Women and men are cursed by words. And women and men have been cruelly labeled by words. In turn, some women and men have claimed words to deny their derogatory undertones.




  “Porn” is a loaded word that brings up a lot of negative imageries in our pornified culture. “That’s so ‘porn’” has today become an expression to describe excessive or trashy taste. But imagine if the content and connotations, and even the effects of porn were different: positive and empowering rather than negative and degrading. That’s what I’ve discovered to be the potential of re-visioned and transformed porn by women.




  I have found that porn is not inherently bad; there has just been a lot of badly made porn. Postmodern sex-positive performance artist (and former “golden age” porn star) Annie Sprinkle is known for having said that “the answer to bad porn isn’t no porn, it’s more porn.” I would second that but also insist that it strive to be better. And by that I am not referring to big production “high gloss,” or “softcore,” or “couples” porn. Or the mainstream porn industry’s so-called lines of “women friendly” porn that do nothing more than gloss up the picture and soften the plot.




  I am interested in the authentic porn made by women who show a sincere commitment to radically change porn, featuring female and male sexuality with respect and realism. Where porn becomes a vehicle for women to explore their own sexuality and define it for themselves. A new language, in fact not found elsewhere, to talk about sex. A radically progressive and liberating gender democratic discourse with which to think and approach heterosexuality. Presenting us with intriguing openings of more room for women, as well as men, to explore and expand our sexual play-field. In fact, new porn by women shines the light on how we can all break free from confining gender roles and erotic conventions, attaining fluidity, democracy, and abundant space and possibilities in the ways we encounter our sexual partners.





  * * *





  Over the years, I’ve come to spend a lot of time looking at women’s re-visioned porn. On research leave at the Centre for Gender Research at the University of Oslo, I had the opportunity to devote an entire year to just looking. When I first arrived in the early fall of 2005, pornography was still censored, judged “offensive” by Norwegian law. When Candida had some of her porn sent to me from the US, it was confiscated by Norwegian Customs and not released to me until I could prove I had ordered the films for scholarly research.




  The censorship of porn had, however, been the subject of critique for years, despite the efforts of a small but vocal group of anti-porn feminists. Then finally, in December 2005, the Norwegian High Court ruled in favour of a porn magazine editor accused of illegally distributing an uncensored issue of his magazine. Essentially, the High Court concurred with the defendant that the definition of “offensive” changes over time, and in today’s Norway, portraying “common” or “normal sexual activity between consenting adults” can no longer be considered “offensive.”




  The following spring, the Norwegian Media Authority (much like the Motion Picture Association of America’s Rating Board) booked me as a consultant in the review of their guidelines for handling porn. After a half-day workshop where I presented them with the criteria I have developed to qualify quality in porn, the Media Authority changed their policy for regulating porn to allow the distribution of previously censored porn. This means that it is now finally legal to distribute progressive feminist revisioned porn by women, as well as other porn that portrays sex between consenting adults, including consensual BDSM.10 Porn that depicts illegal acts of sex and violence, such as grave sexual coercion often featured in extreme bound and gagged porn, or sex with minors, animals, and dead bodies, remains illegal.




  At the tail end of my research leave in Norway, I also led a highly attended and widely covered by the media event called “Good Porn” at a theater in downtown Oslo.11 At the event, I talked about and showed clips from new progressive re-visioned porn. Joining me at the event’s concluding panel were Barcelona-based feminist porn filmmaker Erika Lust and Britain’s first female porn director Anna Span. Candida wished to join us but had a conflicting commitment. Williams, the Berkeley-based author of Hard Core, was one of the scholars attending the event.




  This book is written as a continuation of the debate we sought to initiate with that event: about the potential of a new radically re-visioned and transformed form of porn and why it matters.




  Whether you’re into porn or turned off by it, I want to show you its potential. How it can empower, inspire, inform, and reform. How rather than leaving men in charge of the production of grossly discriminating porn that is leaking into the pornified representation of ourselves in advertisements and popular media, re-visioned porn by women is transforming porn as we know it. In fact becoming a real counterweight to the negative sexualization of women (and men!) perpetuated by the entertainment industry and all other porn.





  * * *




  High-profiled journalist Pamela Paul has devoted an entire book to the subject of the pornification of our culture, with porn now seemingly everywhere in our lives. In Pornified: How Pornography Is Damaging Our Lives, Our Relationships, and Our Families (2005), Paul belabors the many negative effects of porn beyond the pornification of popular culture:





  Men who prefer the fantasy of porn to the reality of family life. Men who desensitized by what they see turn to ever more extreme porn. Men who feel their self-esteem crumble under the weight of shame.




  Hurt and jealous women who feel pressured to pony up. Women who feel expected to be ready for sex at any moment of the day and reach howling ecstasies within two minutes. Women who remark on the lack of foreplay from their porn-watching partners — men who instead push for oral sex, even when she doesn’t feel like giving it.




  Sexualized children who grow up with warped ideas about sex. Children who emulate porn and pop stars by posting sexual pictures of themselves on the Internet. Children who act out porn scenarios with even younger kids.




  Intimacy disorders and relationships that crumble as trust is replaced by distrust and emotional isolation.12


  





  I do not question that porn has an effect on us: quite the opposite. But the porn that Paul refers to has nothing to do with the porn that interests me. Concludes Paul:





  The sexual acts depicted in pornography are more about shame, humiliation, solitude, coldness, and degradation than they are about pleasure, intimacy, and love.13





  None of this holds true for re-visioned and transformed porn by women.




  Re-visioned porn by women shows us sex that is pleasurable, intimate, and caring between women and men we can relate to. They meet their sexual partners on equal terms, and their sexual encounters—giving and receiving—are characterized by warmth and respect, and a mutual sense of adoration and affirmation. In contrast to the depressing porn Paul talks about, this kind of porn offers us heartening stories about real people as they enjoy and explore their sexualities; providing us and our partners with helpful ideas and inspiration for our sexual lives.




  As a matter of fact, re-visioned porn by women presents the kind of positive thinking about sexuality and instructive role modeling of healthy sexual behavior that I would want my daughter to be exposed to as a part of her sex education when she grows up.




  The great thing about porn affecting us is that it can actually have a positive effect on us. Re-visioned porn proves my point. Re-visioned and transformed porn can change the way we think about and practice sex in positive ways, just as porn up until now has affected the way we picture and practice sex in negative ways.




  I want to show you this. And because too many porn debates are based on assumptions about what porn is all about; and because porn critics and anti-porn activists tend to hijack the media with shocking tales of the porn industry’s abuse of women and the revolting things they are made to do for the camera, I am going to visualize the films for you so you can see for yourself.




  A Note to the Reader




  My film presentations trace the history of women’s re-visioned and transformed porn, which begins with erotic filmmaker Candida Royalle. A pioneer within the re-visioned porn by women movement, she has produced eighteen films since the launch in 1984 of her company Femme Productions. In 2006, she was presented with a Lifetime Achievement Award at the inaugural Feminist Porn Awards. Candida is still an active voice within the women’s progressive porn movement, creating her own films and now also mentoring a new generation of female filmmakers, including for her new subdivision of films Femme Chocolat, which promises to deliver films featuring a more ethnically diverse cast of actors and actresses, directed by women of color.




  I devote all of Chapter 1 to Candida’s films. In fact, I spend more time discussing her work than I do on any other single filmmaker featured in this book. There are two reasons for this. Firstly, Candida has gained an iconic stature within the revisioned porn by women movement; among audiences, the adult industry, academics, and sex educators and therapists who commend her films’ positive sexual role modeling. Second, I use her films to establish the criteria with which I qualify the quality of all the films I look at in this book. As you will see, Candida’s films—most of which follow a feature film format—stand out for their progressive content, communicating a genuine concern to empower women (and men!) to overcome personal and cultural sexual issues and to explore their sexuality; and with their high cinematic quality, featuring stunning soundtracks. I round off Chapter 1 by summarizing my set of criteria, broken down according to content and style.




  It took nearly two decades before Candida was joined by another woman establishing her own independent film company with the intent of radically re-visioning porn from a female perspective. However, in the late 90s, the mainstream motion picture company of famous Danish film director Lars von Trier launched a line of feature film porn aimed at women, Puzzy Power, with von Trier’s international producer Lene Børglum at the helm. Chapter 2 is about these films, which represent a positive mainstreaming of porn where mainstream goes porn out of a recognized need for a new progressive, gender democratic kind of porn.




  All the Puzzy Power films feature the kind of production values you would expect from a well-established film production company and reflect a sincere intention to feature women as agents of their sexuality. Nevertheless, a couple of the films suggest the power of patriarchal conventions; a tradition from whose grip it can be a challenge to liberate our sexual fantasies. Instead of dismissing these films, I spend some time on them because they actually teach us a few powerful lessons to keep in mind as we proceed with re-visioned porn. And when progressive content in line with Scandinavia’s long tradition in promoting gender equality and women’s rights is complemented with high cinematic quality, the result can be excellent, as I also show. As a whole, with its reassuring ties to an established motion picture company, Puzzy Power has helped a growing audience of women approach re-visioned porn to see its potential, and it has done a tremendous job in removing some of the stigmas around porn for women that in the past have prevented it from flourishing.




  The movement of new re-visioned porn by women saw a growth spurt after the turn of the millennium and has really only gained momentum in the last few years. The remaining chapters are about these re-visioned porn films made by a growing number of women. I devote a separate Chapter 3 to one of them: Anna Span who brands herself as Great Britain’s first female porn director. Anna has since 2003 released twenty DVDs under her Easy on the Eye label; most form part of her “Anna Span’s Diary” series. She is the first to measure up to Candida in terms of sheer production volume. However, whereas Candida and the Puzzy Power directors pay careful attention to esthetics, Anna makes serial based porn that focuses less on making it artistic and more on capturing steamy sex. Some of her porn is shot gonzo style: a documentary approach to shooting where the cameraperson—here Anna—is present in the action, visibly and audibly engaging with the characters. In fact, in terms of format and sexual content, Anna’s porn resembles mainstream porn more so than any of the other films I look at in my book.




  That said; there is much that sets Anna’s porn apart. For one, her porn features a new generation of confident women who will not let the sex be over until they are satisfied. And their actual orgasms are convincingly captured: the hectic flushing spreading around the neck as they approach, the shivering quivers over face and body when they come. Anna’s porn also stands out with its charming incorporation of humor, both to capture chemistry between the characters, and also in a hilarious Benny Hill sort of way that charges the scenes while at the same time being highly entertaining.




  In Chapter 4, I present the new porn Candida has collaborated on with a new generation of young women concerned with sexual politics and empowerment. I also look at the re-visioned porn made by a couple of gender bending hip sex-positive New Yorkers. And I look briefly at the Libido Films made by a couple of Chicago-based academics.




  I devote more time to the films of German-born Great Britain-based Petra Joy whose “art-core” porn stands out with its creative commitment to a fluid feel of intimacy and sensuality. Candida recently made available under her Femme Productions label one of Petra’s films. Of her own accord, Petra arranged a competition for which she solicited entries from up-and-coming women from around the world, encouraging them to create their own alternative porn. She then collected and produced the top entries. I look more closely as the woman who won the first prize; the Australian Louise Lush, also known as Ms. Naughty. Louise began making her own “vanilla sex” erotic films only recently, but as the Webmistress behind the largest domain network of porn aimed at women, Ms. Naughty has produced online porn for more than a decade. A former librarian and freelance journalist, she has built a reputation for herself as an educated feminist sex- and porn blogger who objects to double standards and cultural hypocrisy.




  I move on in Chapter 5 to look at the stunning erotic music video porn films made today by women who are highly skilled in design. Candida actually introduced the “erotic rock video” format with her first two Femme Productions collections. Today, it is revitalized and modernized by women with a fresh perspective and a new artistic edge. They are situated in Europe where they benefit from a greater openness to sex and progressive porn, as well as more support for the arts. With backgrounds ranging from fashion, design and media art, they collaborate with upscale design companies and see their work featured at reputable film festivals and even prestigious art institutes.




  Finally, in Chapter 6, I look at select re-visioned porn films that stand out especially for their compelling cinematic qualities. Additional testimony to the positive mainstreaming of progressive porn as first represented by Puzzy Power, and today also evidenced by those involved in creating artistic music video porn, re-visioned and transformed cinematic porn is fronted by famous filmmakers and artists. Their films—often bracketed with art house sex films—are shown at coveted film festivals, including Cannes. In particularly inspiring is the government sponsorship a group of women in Sweden recently received for the production of their feminist porn. When the news reached the ears of Conan O’Brien, he made a sketch about how “only in Sweden” does the state give away tax money to support new porn. For now, O’Brien might be right. But this may very well change as more eyes are opened to the potential of feminist porn.




  As you proceed with your reading, you will see that I have my close reading-viewing of each film marked off to highlight the visual experience. I hope this will make it easier for you to return to specific films and that it can help open up a space for the film viewing experiences within my overall discussion of the films and the women behind them.




  As a quick and easy reference, I include below a list of all the films featured in the following. In the Appendix, you will also find a list of all the featured porn producers’ websites. I also include a list of female-run and women-oriented sex shops that sell new porn by women in the Appendix, and a list of progressive film festivals that feature new re-visioned porn by women.




  The Films




  Listed in the Order Discussed




  Chapter 1: From Candida Royalle’s Femme Productions




  “TV Idol” (on Femme, 1985), “Kamikaze” and “Freight Elevator” (both on Urban Heat, 1985), “The Tunnel” and “Fortune Smiles” (both on Sensual Escape, 1988), “The Pick-up (on A Taste of Ambrosia, 1987), “Shady Madonna” and “In Search of the Ultimate Sexual Experience” (both on Rites of Passion, 1988), My Surrender (1996), The Bridal Shower (1997), Three Daughters (1987), Eyes of Desire (1998), Revelations (1992)


  





  Chapter 2: From Zentropa’s Puzzy Power




  Constance (1998), Pink Prison (1999), All About Anna (2005)


  





  Chapter 3: From Anna Span’s Easy on the Eye Productions




  “Supply Nurse,” “Sperm Sample” (both on A & O Department, 2004), Be My Toy Boy (2009), “Head to Toe Service” (on Good Service, 2003), “Holloway Rd. Market,” “Columbia Road Market, London, E2,” “The Cut, Waterloo, London SE1” (all on Pound a Punnet, 2003), “Shoot the Slut” (on Play the Slut, 2004), “China Chelsea,” “Neil Down for Joy” (both on Anna’s Mates, 2004), Women Love Porn (2009)


  





  Chapter 4:




  From Jamye Waxman
 Under the Covers (2006; in collaboration with Candida Royalle and her Femme Productions), Personal Touch (2007; three-part series), 101 Positions for Lovers (2009)


  





  From Abiola Abrams for Candida Royalle’s Femme Chocolat




  AfroDite Superstar (2007; in collaboration with Candida Royalle)


  





  From Tristan Taormino’s Smart Ass Productions




  The Ultimate Guide to Anal Sex for Women I and II (1999, 2001), House of Ass (2006), Chemistry (4 vols. released since 2006), Expert Guide to Sex (15 vols. since 2007), Rough Sex (4 vols. since 2009), Expert Guide to Pegging: Strap-on Anal Sex for Couples (2012)


  





  From Marianna Beck and Jack Hafferkamp’s Libido Films




  Ecstatic Moments (1999), Urban Friction (2002), Trial Run: Adventures in Romance (2007)


  





  From Audacia Ray




  The Bi Apple (2007)


  





  From Petra Joy (formerly of Strawberry Seductress)




  Feeling It! Not Faking It… (2008), Her Porn (3 vols. since 2009), Female Fantasies (2006), Sexual Sushi (2004), The Female Voyeur (2011),


  





  From Louise Lush’s Indigo Lush




  That’s What I Like (2009), Paddling the Pink Canoe (2009), Fucking Is The Only Prayer (2011), The Thought Of Her (2011, short film), I.M. In Love (2012), The Thought Of Her (2012, long length)


  





  Chapter 5:




  From Erika Lust’s Lust Films & Publications
 The Good Girl (2006), Five Hot Stories for Her (2007), Life, Love, Lust (2010), “Handcuffs” and “Love Me Like You Hate Me” (both on Life, Love, Lust), Barcelona Sex Project (2008), Cabaret Desire (2011), “Room 33” (on Cabaret Desire)


  





  From Murielle Scherre’s La Fille d’O




  J’fais du porno et j’aime ça (2009; I make porn and I love it)


  





  From Eva Midgley for Coco de Mer




  Honey and Bunny (2004), Erotic Moments Collection (2008), Peep Show (2009)


  





  Chapter 6:




  From Anna Brownfield’s Poison Apple Productions and Hungry Films


  The Money Shot (2002), The Band (2009)


  





  From Jennifer Lyon Bell’s Blue Artichoke Films




  Headshot (2006), Matinée (2009), Skin. Like. Sun. (2009; in collaboration with Murielle Scherre)


  





  From Ovidie




  Orgie en noir (2000; Orgy in black; in collaboration with Marc Dorcel), Lilith (2001; produced by Marc Dorcel), Histoires de sexe(s) (2009; in collaboration with Jack Tyler for French Lover TV)


  





  From Sophie Bramly’s SoFilles Productions




  From X-femmes (2008) and X-femmes 2 (2009):




  “Pour Elle” (2009; For Her), “Samedi Soir“ (2009; Saturday Night), “Peep Show Heroes” (2008), “A Ses Pieds“ (2008; At Her Feet), “Vous Désirez?” (2008; You Wanted Something?), “Le Beau Sexe” (2009; The Good Sex)


  





  From Mia Engberg




  Come Together (2006), Dirty Diaries (2009)




  Chapter 1




  Femme: A Woman’s Perspective in the United States




  When Candida Royalle (b. 1950) entered the realm of porn, it was just about to come into itself, having evolved from the late 1890s stag films. Alfred Kinsey’s reports on sexuality in the 1940s and 50s had begun to scratch away on the cultural seal silencing a diversity of sexual behavior in women and men. In the 60s, select movie theaters showed films that purported to “document” sex in faraway liberal places, like Scandinavia where Denmark became the first country in the world to legalize porn in 1969.1 The softcore film Without a Stitch, based on Jens Bjørneboe’s book, was among these popular Scandinavian sex films.2 The uncensored version of the film opened in January 1970 in New York at Loew’s flagship theatre on Broadway, and crowds streamed in to see it. Later, hardcore films allegedly reporting on Denmark’s pornography industry paved the way for actual hard core to be made and screened in the US too.




  The term “porno chic” came out of this era in the early seventies when ambitious directors like Gerard Damiano (Deep Throat, 1972) and Radley Metzger (The Opening of Misty Beethoven, 1975) set out to merge pornography with mainstream feature film. San Francisco—home to the summer of love when almost one hundred thousand aspiring hippies flocked to the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood in 1967, with neighboring Castro becoming the sanctuary for homosexuals across the world—became their haven.




  It was also where Candida, a native New Yorker, sought refuge in the early seventies. While a student at Parsons School of Design and City University of New York in the late sixties and early seventies, she became actively engaged in what was then a growing feminist movement, attending consciousness-raising workshops in the Bronx and organizing clinics where local women could come for free PAP smears and pelvic exams. But as the movement became increasingly radical, the intoxicated feeling of sisterhood waned and she felt herself less at home:





  I remember feeling that I was becoming a minority; that I was not sticking to the party line because I did have a boyfriend, and it was kind of like I was sleeping with the enemy. There was a real move to rejecting heterosexual relationships and embracing lesbianism, or embracing separatism.3




  The sisterhood unraveled with activist and writer Robin Morgan (b. 1941)—famous for the statement that “pornography is the theory, and rape the practice”4—taking the lead of the radical anti-men, anti-sex feminists in New York. In 1972, Candida left for San Francisco.




  The daughter of a professional jazz drummer, Candida had also studied music and dance. In San Francisco, she performed in jazz clubs and with avant-garde theater troupes. Having been schooled in the art of figure drawing from nude models at Parsons School of Design, and coming of age during the sexual revolution, posing and performing in the nude didn’t seem farfetched.




  Candida recounts making about five or six features a year for about five years, working “with directors who took pride in what they were doing,” and avoiding “the sleazebags who were contemptuous of their casts.” However, she adds, she did not like “the often crude depiction of sex in most mainstream porn.” Experiencing a “gnawing ambivalence” about her work, she returned to New York in 1979 and quit making films after about a year.5




  Back home in New York, Candida would meet on a regular basis with other women who were also former golden age porn actresses—Annie Sprinkle, Veronica Hart, Gloria Leonard, Veronica Vera, Kelly Nichols, and Sue Nero—serving as a support group for each other. They called themselves “Club 90” after the address of Sprinkle’s Manhattan apartment on 90 Lexington Ave where they’d meet. In January 1984, the women performed a consciousness-raising theater piece modeled after their meetings titled Deep Inside Porn Stars. Gathered on a stage made to look like Sprinkle’s living room, they chat over tea and cookies, revealing themselves as quite ordinary women.6 Hart was a new mom at the time and brought a baby doll onto the stage to represent her son Christopher. The audience overhears childhood memories and stories about the women’s first sexual encounters—all typical.




  But most importantly, the “porn stars” talk about how working in porn has affected them. And they discuss the business of porn; how it stereotypes and discriminates against women. Introducing a new sex-positive feminist viewpoint, they refuse, however, to be labeled victims or dismissed as stupid. Instead they call for a revolutionary feminization of the industry and a porn that would not discriminate against women or represent their sexuality in misleading ways.




  That same year, Candida, with the financial support of her Swedish in-laws,7 founded Femme Productions with just this in mind. Explains Candida on her decision to produce her own films:





  I began to wonder what it would be like to create explicit movies that give us good information about sex while entertaining and inspiring us. Could I create movies that accurately reflected female desire, movies that women and men could enjoy together? I didn’t like a lot of what I saw in contemporary porn, but rather than march around waving banners of protest, I decided to put my money where my mouth is and try to produce adult movies that make us feel good about ourselves. After all, people are not going to stop looking at sex, and if women don’t take control of the means of production, men will continue to do it for us, continuing to erroneously define female sexuality.8




  The advent of VCR in the late seventies signaled the demise of porno chic and the arrival of cheaply mass-produced porn. However, the more affordable means of production also allowed someone with a more modest budget like Candida the opportunity to create her own alternative explicit films defining female sexuality on her terms. Comments Candida:





  I created the Femme line to give adult movies a woman’s voice and explore what we women desire and want from sex. Adult entertainment up until now has been the sole domain of male desire and inclination. Now that women are seeking out equally fulfilling experiences in the bedroom, we’re eager to explore erotic entertainment and to create a sexual language of our own.9




  Today, Candida’s films are often marketed as feminist pornography. But personally, Candida maintains a preference for “erotic” because, as she explains on her web pages, porn has come to mean a certain kind of depiction of sex, conjuring up “images for many women that are distasteful” and which do not agree with how she portrays it in her films. As Candida points out:





  Having been the first filmmaker to try and appeal to women viewers, calling my work porn was likely to turn them off before they even gave it a chance and took a peak! Calling my work erotica or adult entertainment seemed more accurate and more productive in terms of marketing.10




  Among the negative images many women associate with porn is the so-called “money shot,” capturing the man’s external ejaculation, usually on a woman’s face, chest, belly or butt, and always to her great satisfaction; often she’ll lick it greedily. Originally mainstream filmmakers’ slang for the image that cost the most money to produce, the phrase was subsequently appropriated by the pornography industry where producers pay the actors extra for this shot, the idea being that the “money shot” is what sells; what the audience wants to see. Also known as the “cum” or “come shot,” the “money shot” has, as Williams points out, become a leitmotif of the porn genre since the seventies.11 It is described by British-born college professor Gail Dines—who is among today’s most outspoken porn critics—as “one of the most degrading acts in porn,” marking the woman as “used goods.”12 It was definitely an image that turned me off and against porn when I first saw it.




  But more than refraining from the “money shot” to turn down the gross factor and appeal to more women the way it’s done by softcore and so-called “couples” porn makers today, Candida has, from the making of her first film, been radically re-visioning what porn is all about, including as a workplace. Anti-porn critics often assume that women who’re led to porn are sexual abuse victims and drug addicts. That they are poor and uneducated and see no better alternative than sex work. That they are sexually violated and discriminated against on a daily basis. Shelly Lubben, the former American porn star turned Christian anti-porn activist, feeds into this kind of thinking. Writes Lubben in her memoir:





  I put on a good show but I never liked performing tricks in the sex circus and preferred spending time with Jack Daniels rather than the male performers I was paid to fake it with. That’s right, none of us hot blondes enjoy making porn. In fact, we hate it. We hate spreading our legs for sexually diseased men. We hate being degraded with their foul smells and sweaty bodies. Some women hate it so much that I would hear them vomiting in the bathroom between scenes. I would find others outside, smoking endless chains of Marlboro Lights.13
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