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<A>Introduction 

The concept of the human subject suffered some damaging blows to its authority toward the end of the twentieth century. Following on from structuralism, post-structuralism in a de-centring move discredited the subject as a limiting and nefarious product of the Enlightenment. The Western subject was characterised as insular, closed off from the other and encased in a prison of insoluble but unstable binaries and hierarchies. Among post-modern efforts to theorise against the restrictions of the subject have been to dissolve it into desire, relationality or connectivity. Images of hybrids and cyborgs have also been championed as transgressive of a range of binaries, including subject–object and control–lack of control. For some critical disability studies scholars in the new millennium sympathetic to post-modern perspectives, these ideas and images fit with the fact that disability often requires prostheses or other technological aids, as well as personal assistants. Thus, a social and/or technological relationality or connectivity is increasingly being theorised in terms of disability (Gibson 2006; Shildrick 2009, 2012; Fritsch 2010; Goodley and Lawthom 2012). Moving beyond the modernist binaries also fits with those efforts to reimagine the restrictive dualisms that have structured the various socio-political models of, for example, individual versus social, social versus medical, impairment versus disability. Then, too, for some of these scholars, disability has become something of a key figure of human identity or embodiment, with all its inherent vulnerability and fragility (Davis 2003; Turner 2006; Shildrick 2009). In this chapter, I do not wish to discredit this conceptual narrative, what Shildrick (2009, 2012) characterises as a “post-conventional” approach to disability. In many ways, post perspectives offer significant insight into the constitution of disability in the twenty-first century. However, in the final analysis I want to provide a vision of disability that retains what I believe is a critical space for an agentic subjectivity, one that can work in productive tandem with a diversity of differently embodied disabled people together to transform the negative understanding of disability that permeates Western societies.

In opting for what might appear on the surface to be a less radical approach to the ‘problem’ of disability, I draw from the conceptual framework of Cornelius Castoriadis, a social theorist of a decidedly more modernist bent but with a twist on the usual Enlightenment pre-eminence of reason. Castoriadis demoted reason beneath the imagination as the most distinguishing feature of human being, which had wide-ranging implications for his theorisation of psyche and society. He nevertheless clearly saw the closure and determinism that continually worked against this primary imagination. Castoriadis’s most trenchant criticisms on this front were aimed at the determinism inherent in the functionalist, Marxist and structuralist approaches within the human sciences during the first two-thirds of the twentieth century (Castoriadis 1987; Klooger 2009; Adams 2011), and he similarly saw the implications of post-modern and post-structural approaches in the latter part of the century as an abdication of responsibility and conceding critical imagination to conformism—a reflection of the conformism that he saw occurring within the West as a whole (Castoriadis 1997b). As he put it, “All this talk of the death of man and the end of the subject has never been anything other than a pseudo-theoretical cover for an evasion of responsibility—on the part of the psychoanalyst, the thinker, the citizen” (1989, 5).

Castoriadis’s promotion of the imagination as that which precedes any rationality or symbolism should in part be read against perspectives mentioned above that attempt to divest human subjectivity (read rational subject) of not simply executive function but also any operative value whatsoever; that is, those de-centring approaches which have been pressed into action recently within critical disability studies, as they have previously in feminism, race theory, queer theory and gender studies. While I cannot abide by Castoriadis’s wholesale dismissal of these ‘post’ perspectives in which he elaborates on their weaknesses and does not concede that they may have either elucidatory or strategic usefulness, I nevertheless ally myself with his belief that a critical space for the autonomous subject working in dynamic tension with the quest for political autonomy needs to be maintained in theories of psyche and society. Elucidation of this process can provide insight into how individual agents and collectivities work toward and often effect socio-cultural transformation. The subject matter for this exploration of individual and collective agency is the current carving out a space for sexual subjectivity by disabled people. Disabled people can harbour both ordinary and extraordinary sexual hopes and desires, and, depending on their corporeal differences, may express themselves in innovative ways. Claiming a sexual subjectivity derived from not only their ‘apparent’ differences, but also their similarities with ‘non-disabled’ people, disabled people are in the process of transforming understanding of their sexuality. I begin this elucidation by describing a recent event in the popular culture that some disabled people and their allies, myself included, initially felt as a ‘shock’.

<A>Disabled People’s ‘Real Sex’ Lives? 

The key event was proclaimed in a news story that circulated disability listservs and which appeared in USA Today in late November 2012. The following is a brief excerpt:

The pursuit of sex is certainly not a new subject in Hollywood. But when the characters are disabled, as seen in a host of award-caliber movies this fall, then it denotes a remarkable shift. This natural drive looms large and unmistakable in the disabled subjects’ minds in movies ranging from The Sessions, Rust and Bone ... The Intouchables and even with the polio-survivor Franklin Delano Roosevelt in Hyde Park on Hudson. (Alexander 2012) 

Implicit in the news story is an apparent media turn to focusing on disabled people’s sexual lives. As Carter-Long put it later in the story, “we haven’t seen sexuality in terms of disability displayed like this before” (Alexander 2012). Previously, representation of disabled sex in the mainstream media was minimal and highly stereotyped, and even those depictions that glimpsed the occasional moment of convergence with disabled people’s actual concerns eventually succumbed to the well-worn images. Carter-Long also refers to the possibility that the audience may have grown tired of the same old representation of disability. Which begs the question, does the audience now crave the depiction of disabled people’s ‘real’ sex lives? And does the making of these mainstream films that deal with the issue of sexuality and disability in more ‘realistic’ and less stereotypical ways actually represent the beginnings of a shift in the Western social imaginary or just a Hollywood fad that will quickly fold?

As a longtime personal assistant and sexual advocate for disabled people, as well as a researcher on sexuality and disability, I have been close to their struggle for sexual rights during much of the past twenty years. There has been a steady growth during this time of disabled people’s resistance to hegemonic restrictions on their sexual lives and the claiming of their sexual subjectivity. In fact, several antecedent signs, albeit not causal, nevertheless assist in contextualising this ‘breakthrough’ in the mainstream media, which may signify the beginning of a cultural shift. For their part, the disability rights and the sexuality rights movements, along with academic writings in feminism, race theory and queer theory, have revealed the oppressions and silencing of a range of minority voices. Harlan Hahn’s work in the 1980s on sexuality and disability (1981, 1988), which culminated in his article, “Can Disability Be Beautiful?” (1988), must be acknowledged as seminal in the emergence of disability as inclusive of desirability. Disabled scholars and researchers and sundry programs and conferences that contributed to this effort during the late 1980s through the 1990s include Barbara Waxman, Anne Finger, Corbett O’Toole, Carol Gill, Tom Shakespeare, Kath Gillespie-Sells and Dominic Davies, the University of California, San Francisco’s short-lived Sexuality and Disability Program, Mitch Tepper’s SexualHealth.com and several sexuality and disability conferences in San Francisco at the turn of the millennium.

More recently, television shows such as Cast Offs in the UK on Channel 4 have provided a much more realistic vision of disabled people’s lives, including their sexuality. More specific to sexuality are showcases such as Sins Invalid, which presents a diversity of disabled artists who perform their sexuality on stage (via short drama pieces, skits, poetry, film, etc.) to an audience. The artists’ explicit intent in these performances is to transform the cultural understanding of what constitutes a desiring and desirable body. Of course, sporadic references to sexuality and disability themes have been part and parcel of disability performance art in general, but Sins Invalid revels in transgressive eroticism. Then again, the infamous performance artist Frank Moore has been performing erotically and nude for over thirty years, usually including the audience participating in and the filming of these performances (see his videos on Vimeo). If we look at the global context, the proliferation of local and transnational media representation of the sexual lives of disabled people and importantly less stereotypical sexual images certainly counters the long-standing cultural perception of their asexuality.

In an analysis of research I conducted in the mid-to-late 1990s, in which I had extensively interviewed fourteen men on their search for sexual intimacy, I argued that the majority of disabled men I interviewed moved back and forth from incorporation of hegemonic notions of desire and desirability to resistance to these ideas (and sometimes both occurring within the same situation), which became manifest in both their understanding and their practices. However, several men had developed an ethical aesthetics of the self, forged in their resistance to hegemonic notions of desire and desirability, in line with Foucault’s rendering of this notion late in his career (Shuttleworth 2000, 2002). That is, employing both old and new Western practices of self-management and care, they were able to carve out an ethical relation to the adverse contexts of disability and desirability that they traversed. The three men who managed to carve out these practices of the self were highly successful lovers. At the time, since I was theorising these latter men’s sense of sexual self through a Foucauldian lens, I implicitly restricted my view of resistance within the circle of power of his account of the subject.

Yet, as Tovar-Restrepo (2012) argues more recently, Foucault did not possess the conceptual tools to adequately theorise the process of the generation of different subjectivities adequately:

Foucault through his lifetime work, had theorized the subject as entirely constructed through social practices without developing a solid theory of individual subjectification, which made him unable to conceive emancipation coherently.... In his later development Foucault worked with a notion of the subject that implied dimensions and aspects for which he had no ultimate explanation.... To talk about a process that would free the individual from social constraints to become more autonomous, required theoretical tools that Foucault never elaborated. (107)

Therefore, as useful as Foucault’s thinking is for his understanding of the implicit restrictions of normativity, to adequately theorise a more nuanced understanding of the formation of diverse subjectivities, individual and collective resistance and the larger goal of social transformation, other conceptual frameworks are necessary.

<A>Theorising the Sexual Lives of Disabled People

The landscape in sexuality and disability theorising has moved well beyond the mid-1990s when The Sexual Politics of Disability was released (Shakespeare, Gillespie-Sells and Davies 1996). Shakespeare et al.’s research in the United Kingdom was conceived and implemented primarily within the parameters of the British social model and provided disabled people with a much needed voice to talk about the many barriers they face to their sexual participation but nevertheless also about their resistance to sexual oppression and taking up the banner of sexual rights. In my radicalisation of the notion of access beyond its traditional meaning in disability studies (Shuttleworth 2000, 2007; Grossman, Shuttleworth and Prinz  2003), I attempted to incorporate an understanding of how the structural, symbolic, social and inter-relational all worked in conjunction to construct barriers for disabled people in their sexual lives, which ostensibly constructed them as asexual. I perceived that the connections between the myriad socio-political structures and cultural meanings interwove to create the myth of disabled peoples’ asexuality and with which they existentially contended with on an everyday level in trying to access sexual well-being. I also believed it socially responsible and necessary to show how some disabled people, despite the adverse context of disability and desirability they faced, managed to create for themselves through the employment of various conventional and unconventional strategies, significant sexual lives, while others simply resigned themselves to a life with less sexual intimacy. Hence my employment of the notion of resistance and Foucault’s practices of the self (Shuttleworth 2000, 2002).

Recent theorisation has taken the intersection of sexuality and disability into uncharted terrain. Tremain (2000) and Sherry (2004) were early pioneers in the effort to introduce queer theory into the conceptual mix. Also notable is Wilkerson’s (2002) work, which employs the concept of cultural erotophobia, an irrational reaction to eroticism which suggests a shamefulness associated with sex, to highlight some of the sexual harms that are perpetrated on disabled people, as well as other marginalised others. McRuer and Wilkerson’s (2003) important group of essays, “Desiring Disability: Queer Theory Meets Disability Studies”, is also noteworthy in setting the scene for the introduction of queer approaches in sexuality and disability.

The most ambitious and conceptually rich understanding of sexuality and disability presented recently has been that of Margrit Shildrick (2009), who also employs queer theory to good effect in her work. In a theoretical tour de force, Shildrick develops her understanding by employing a range of theories, including those of Foucault, Butler, Derrida and Lacan, which she characterises as a “post-conventional” approach. Shildrick argues against modernist binaries and their constitution of what counts as an embodied subject; she perceives the autonomous subject as threatened by the corporeal instability that, albeit universally present, is most exemplified by disabled people’s functional differences. This anxiety becomes most acute in the vulnerability of sexual encounters and thus is crucial in the aversion non-disabled people have toward disabled people as sexual partners. More specifically, Shildrick theorises that the child’s suppression of a fragmented self in order to achieve “a normatively embodied subject”, which occurs in Lacan’s mirror stage, can re-emerge as a corporeal anxiety toward and repudiation of bodily difference, and “always recalls the self’s incompletely repressed experience of infantile disorganisation” (2009, 90). Continuing along these lines, Shildrick finally abandons her previous employment of Lacan because his conception of subjectivity and desire is constituted by lack. She instead turns to Deleuze’s understanding of productive desire:

In place of prohibition, repression and disavowal, Deleuzian desire is expansive, fluid, connective, grounding sexuality itself as highly plastic and as no longer reliant on the terms of any binary oppositions such as those of male/female, active/passive or human/animal. And because the emphasis shifts from the integrity of the whole organism to focus instead on the material and momentary event of the coming together and disparate parts, bodies need no longer be thought of as either whole or broken, able-bodied or disabled, but simply in a process of becoming through the unmapped circulation of desire. (2009, 134–135)

Shildrick conceptualises socio-sexual transformation via Deleuze’s vision of productive desire and his radicalisation of connectivity. She perceives Deleuze’s understanding as fitting more with the explicit interconnections that disabled embodiment often requires, most visibly via the use of prostheses and the assistance from others in, for example, personal care routines. Again, it is not that disabled people are unique in their experience of interconnectivity, but that it is usually obscured for ‘normative’ others because of its threat to their ‘sovereignty’ as autonomous subjects. Thus, despite interrogating the dynamics involved in disabled people’s sexual stigmatisation, in part Shildrick’s larger Deleuzian inspired project is to show how the modernist sexual subject is a major stumbling block toward perceiving a “subjectivity [that] only emerges through the erotics of connection” (2009, 14).

Other post-conventional scholars who focus on sexuality and disability while perhaps not drawing as explicit a boundary as Shildrick does between post theories and modernist theories of the subject nevertheless tend to dismiss the latter (Gibson 2006; Shildrick 2009, 2012; Fritsch 2010; Goodley and Lawthom 2012). Thus, it is understandable given this blanket eschewing of the modernist subject that post approaches ignore Castoriadis’s innovative elucidation of the mutually affecting projects of autonomous subjectivity and political autonomy (see below). Tellingly, Shildrick herself cannot wholly do without the notion of the subject in her work, as she talks about “subject effects” as still being involved in the fluid relationality and connectivity she posits. But the question should nevertheless be asked, what would the function of these subject effects be? And additionally, mightn’t it be possible that there are understandings of sexuality and disability, no less innovative than the positing of productive desire, that have yet to be fully drawn out which are not strictly post-conventional?
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Implicit in my last question is a point of divergence that is occurring between two different approaches taking form in CDS. One strand dichotomises approaches between ‘modernist’ and ‘post-conventional’ approaches and implicitly perceives the latter as the only theories that matter. This strand of theorising appears to take the socially relevant notion of post-modernity at face value without critically reflecting on its divisive function as a convenient fiction to obscure a complex socio-cultural continuum and advocates an either-or position (you are with us post-conventionalist theorists who are on the cutting edge of theorisation of disability or against us in your simplistic theorising with outmoded concepts of modernity). The other ‘seemingly’ less radical strand cannot adhere to this dichotomisation of theories that the former implies is necessary (Meekosha and Shuttleworth 2009; Shuttleworth and Meekosha 2012; Meekosha, Shuttleworth and Soldatic 2013; Soldatic, forthcoming). Rather than view the processes that form “‘the illusory’ subject” as those that must be abandoned for those that promote relationality and a fluid connectivity, the second strand doesn’t necessarily perceive them as in opposition. As a proponent of this second strand, I myself follow Castoriadis in believing that the maintenance of a critical space for autonomous subjectivity and the striving for political autonomy is crucial to assist both individuals and social movements in transforming social relations and in this case disabled people’s socio-sexual relations.

<A>The Psyche and Society in Castoriadis

In Castoriadis’s theory the individual psyche as radical imagination and society as social imaginary are two poles that are mutually inherent and generative, and not totally derived from or determinant of each other. As Castoriadis puts it, they “lean on” each other and remain in creative tension. Castoriadis anchors an understanding of the psyche, what is originally the “psychical monad,” in his notion of the “radical imagination” as imaginative flux, that is, as the continual creation of forms. Castoriadis conceives the living being or body to have a corporeal imagination that responds to the “shocks” it receives from the external world. In human beings, however, this bodily imagination has been appended by an “incessant flux that is at once representational, intentional, and affective”, an imagination that in short is now defunctionalised (Castoriadis 1997a, 178). This imaginative flux in fact cannot be distinguished from the psyche, which undercuts both Freudian and Lacanian forms of psychoanalysis. McNay (2000) makes this point succinctly, “Understood as a process of originary phantasmatization, the radical imagination pre-exists and presides over every organization of the drives, even the most primitive ones” (136). In terms of Lacanian psychoanalysis, his assumption of a specular structure to the imaginary, which is reduced to a misrecognition of a fragmented self as autonomous, cannot provide any explanation why the child is “first impelled to identify, invest, and recognize itself in the mirror or from the gaze of the other” (McNay 2000, 137).

Although Castoriadis discusses weaker senses of the subject within psychical reality throughout his writings, he also employed a stronger sense of subjectivity. In this account, the subject cannot be naively considered natural by any stretch of the imagination. For Castoriadis, subjectivity in this stronger sense can never be assumed: it “is virtual in every human being, but it is certainly not a fated process” (1989, 37). Here, Castoriadis conceives of subjectivity as a project that strives for critical distance between the processes that shape and form the psychical being and the social individual; that is, a project that aims for an autonomy in which the conditions of its closure and thus determination are continually put into question. “It is a matter of not being slave to the Unconscious, that is to say, it is a matter of being capable of stopping oneself from speaking out or acting out, while being conscious of the drives and of the desires that push one in that direction. It is this sort of subjectivity that can be autonomous and it is this kind of relation that is autonomy” (Castoriadis 1997a, 190). While the radical imagination assures that the individual can never fully close themselves off from the process of creative change—the strict iterability of thought or deed is in fact an impossibility—it is the autonomous subject, aware of its socially derived and psychic impulses and that it can affect its relations to them, that is best able to not only transform itself, but in whom lies the best possibility for socio-cultural critique and transformation.

For Castoriadis, the psyche becomes individual when it undergoes a process of socialisation. The psychical monad cannot survive without relinquishing its omnipotence and becoming socialised into the world of others. Far from responding to a lack, this process provides the psyche and radical imagination, with access to the social imaginary significations of its society:

whose instauration and incredible coherence (the differentiated and articulated homology of its parts as well as their synergy) goes unimaginably beyond everything that “one or many individuals” could ever produce. These significations owe their actual (social-historical) existence to the fact that they are instituted. They are not reducible to transubstantiation of psychical drives: sublimation is the psychical side of the process whose social side is the fabrication of the individual. (Castoriadis 1991a, 62)

The social imaginary thus encompasses the symbolic, the ideological and the mythical with these codes “interwoven, and … characterized by an oscillation between the tendencies to impose order and to self-alteration” (McNay 2000, 144). Castoriadis’s understanding of society, of what he terms the social-historical, is that social action always contains an instituting and creative moment but that there is always a strong pull toward perceiving what has already previously been instituted as autonomous, determined and beyond the ability to change. However, some change no matter how gradual occurs in all societies due to this oscillation.

Similar to his reserving a space for the autonomous subject, Castoriadis also perceives a political space where a society’s laws and determinisms in general can be continually challenged and open to critique. Castoriadis’s political project has the aim of creating an autonomous society. He argues that traditionally societies have had a heteronomous relation with their institutions; that is, they attribute final authority to an aspect external to that society, e.g. God, science. Thus, the deterministic imposition of order is fully externalised. However, the political aim should be an awareness of that fact that only society can posit its institutions, and thus can revoke and change them through direct democratic process. Further, Castoriadis perceives the primary aim of these institutions to be “the creation of autonomous individuals” (1997a, 190). On the political level, autonomy is an ethically normative goal that does not posit how or what a society should do, just that a critical reflectiveness remain open and can feed into manifesting autonomous subjects.

Both the autonomous subject and political autonomy, however, do not mean a project of autonomy aimed at the creation of sovereign individuals, closed in upon themselves, with strict self-interests and opposed to relations with the other. In fact, Castoriadis’s notion of autonomy is inherently relational, which is in line with those feminists who have argued against the extremism of some critiques of this concept (Mackenzie and Stoljar 2000). As Castoriadis (1987) emphasises, “if autonomy is the relation in which others are always present as the otherness and as the self-ness of the subject, then autonomy can be conceived of, even in philosophical terms, only as a social problem and as a social relation” (108). As McNay observes, for Castoriadis:

Autonomy involves … the establishment of another relation between the discourse of the Other and the subject’s discourse, a relation of activity-passivity where the subject critically reflects upon the relation between the self and the imaginary relations in which she is situated. The content of the self neither belongs to the self nor the other; rather there is a ‘produced and productive union’ of the self and other.... As a relation in which the other is always present, autonomy cannot be conceptualised as a moment of pure subjectivity; rather it leads to a broader notion of sociality and politics. (2000, 152–153)

In maintaining a relational aspect to the autonomous subject and as an essential feature in the project of political autonomy, Castoriadis effectively issues a challenge to post-conventional critiques of autonomy. That these perspectives have conveniently ignored feminist conceptualisations of relational autonomy (Mackenzie and Stoljar 2000), as well as Castoriadis’s elucidation, appears to point toward the setting up of a static, closed-off, autonomous straw man who cannot stand up to the seductive vision of an orgy of fluid connectivities. Contrary to post-conventional critiques, Castoriadis’s theoretical frame makes it possible to work with the notion of the subject instead of abandoning it as bereft and not relevant for ‘late modernity’. A critical but relational subject can move between moments of critical reflection and decision making and interpersonal and embodied connections and relations of self–other. Castoriadis’s understanding enables us to theorise social transformation as autonomous individuals and social movements striving towards and carving out an autonomous society together.

<A>Disabled Sexual Subjectivity

In the psyche’s embryonic ego development, there may well be dynamics that initially incline it to imagine the other as threatening to its ‘illusory’ cohesion (not only in Western societies but perhaps in some form across cultures), but there is no justification for the point of view that the subject cannot subsequently imagine a positive relationality and critically counter an original imagining of the repudiation of difference. The strong relations, interconnections and bonds of friendship that I have witnessed between disabled and non-disabled people within the disability rights movement in the past thirty years, as well as many sexual relationships between disabled and non-disabled people of diverse sexualities, including several of my own relationships with disabled women, would seem proof of the possibility of the recuperation of difference in sexual intimacy. That these relationships are often atypical in their appearances and can include personal assistants, wheelchairs, leg-bags and prostheses may indeed make visible an inherent corporeal instability and point to the significance of interdependence, relationality and connectivity as less hierarchical ways of imagining embodied process. However, any initial connections made between persons either in fleeting or full-blown sexual relationships nevertheless necessitate bringing into play distinctions and agentic choices around such interpersonal aspects as familiarity, compatibility and attraction. Intimate and sexual relations are especially forged in the hit and miss of the current search for a “pure relationship” (Giddens 1992). That ‘impairments’ and ‘functioning’ did not figure much into partner choices may indicate that they were critically re-imagined by autonomous subjects as markers of desirability for those involved.

Whilst interesting and perhaps useful to enable individual disabled men and women to apprehend the range of ways and ethical positions by which other disabled people contend with their sexual stigmatisation and the strategies they employ to access sexual well-being, Foucault’s notions of practices of the self and also his understanding of resistance are nevertheless inadequate to fully apprehend the dynamics at play in the constitution of a non-negatively perceived sexual subjectivity. To be sure, resistance can never stand exterior to power in that it is initially a response to power and both derive from the same context. However, this does not mean there can be no creative emergence stemming from a particular resistant act and that new socio-cultural forms are prohibited. Foucault’s later problematic about how there could be a “transformation of power regimes through the promotion of new forms of subjectivity” (Tovar-Restrepo 2012, 121), which, it is generally accepted, he failed to adequately theorise, is productively opened up by Castoriadis’s innovative approach. It is thus the inability to imagine an agentic subject, either individual or social, during the process of resistance that actually limits our creative vision. In Castoriadis’s terms, the social-historical as instituted-instituting, determinism and creation, form a non-synthetic dynamic. Thus, there is always a moment of creation and undetermined remainder within any social activity, including resistance. Therefore, any act of resistance by either an individual or a social movement can potentially alter the already instituted terms, and across time invariably does so. In this regard Castoriadis especially highlights the transformative power of new social movements such as the women’s movement and the environmental movement (e.g. Castoriadis 1981, 1991b).

Perceived through a Castoriadian lens, the resisting and challenging of hegemonic norms of desire and desirability that is occurring amongst disabled people shows autonomous individuals (performers, writers, researchers, filmmakers) and social collectivities such as Sins Invalid in San Francisco, and the Sexuality and Disability Alliance in Melbourne, a group whose members include young disabled people, critically working in tandem for a positive change in the perception of their sexuality. Commitment to an imaginative vision for socio-sexual change is a requisite and demands working against the determinism inherent within instituted society by continually siding with the instituting and creative moment. For example, the latter group above is engaged in drafting policy guidelines for sexual facilitation in Victoria, which entails research with a range of disabled people, much discussion with all constituents and countering normative resistance encountered along the way (Shuttleworth, forthcoming). Indeed, while the media move towards less stereotypical representation of disabled people’s sexual lives likely bodes well for a positive change in perception, disabled sexuality will no doubt continue to threaten a naïve normative sexuality (including both heteronormativity and bodily normativity) and encounter resistance in multiple ways for some time yet. Nevertheless, it will be disabled people, their lovers and allies whose positive presentation of disabled sexuality, dedication to their imaginative and collective vision and on-the-ground work that will offer the most trenchant critique of that norm and which may eventually effect changes to sexual subjectivity and sociosexual relations in general.1

<A>Conclusion

For those critical disability studies scholars who follow a strictly post-conventional approach and view the modernist subject as that illusory structure which presents a barrier to recognition of disabled people’s difference as other than ‘other’, to facilitate disabled people’s sexual subjectivity would seem a ludicrous aim. The innovative understanding of sexuality and disability that these scholars are developing is a testament to imaginative thinking. Yet, their positing of an all-or-nothing approach to socio-sexual transformation (e.g. modernist versus post-modernist, stable identities versus fluid identities, egocentric subject versus relationality and connectivity) is narrowly construed. Attempts to be more varied in one’s conceptual approach, providing multiple perspectives, which may not immediately fit within a strictly non-binary or hierarchically transcendent schema are not considered or summarily dismissed. However, markers between temporal periods, whether they be historical markers or implicitly meant to indicate the self-referential ‘progress’ of a certain theoretical approach are convenient, although not entirely without evidence, fictions and cannot convey the complexity of experiences and interpretations that are occurring on the ground. In fact, the employment of hybrid theoretical frameworks incorporating various perspectives both ‘conventional’ and ‘post-conventional’ may provide a more experiential understanding (how many of our participants still employ modernist binaries in their understanding?) and orientative map toward a gradual but nevertheless creative socio-sexual transformation than the idealism of strict ‘post-conventional’ approaches. Indeed, a world in which the subject and its divisive defences to difference are dissolved and in which the differences of disabled people, unencumbered by negative attributions, are viewed as positive exemplars fits neatly with the transcendence of binaries, the transgressive image of hybrids and Deleuze’s theorisation of desire as expansive, fluid and connective. But the critical and autonomous subject as Castoriadis renders her is a necessary prerequisite to posit this future panacea.

1. The conceptualisation of disabled sexual subjectively in this chapter has unfortunately not engaged with the issue of intellectual disability. Future work might explore the difficult issue of how to nurture a sense of sexual critique and relational autonomy with this population both individually and collectively.
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