EPILOGUE: THE ABUSE DISCOURSE AND CONTEMPORARY SEXUALITY

Introduction

In conclusion, I would like to briefly review the possible connections between the emergent abuse discourse and contemporary sexual reality, above all in the area of sexual morality. The relationship between abuse and sexual morality is a dual one in that, on the one hand we must ask ourselves how the changes and characteristics of modern sexuality have been able to influence the abuse phenomenon described here [E127] and, inversely, how the child sexual abuse discourse might affect the configuration of the sexual universe in modernity. Throughout this work, I have already cited some ideas regarding both of these aspects. I will now expand upon some of them.

Analysts of modernity usually agree that we are living in confused times, an era of crisis as well as transformation towards a new model of society, albeit one whose outlines are still rather vague. As Lyon (2000) tells us in his analysis of (post) modernity, "After providence fell into disfavor as a way of interpreting history, progress -- its secular equivalent -- suffered the same fate. Modernity doesn't lead anywhere. And the consequence of it is our postmodern condition." (ibid. p. 137) Without entering into the debate as to whether we are in post-modernity or modernity -- or not even the latter -- it is clear that the era in which we find ourselves is characterized in large measure by mixture, stylistic confusion, the coexistence of contrary or dispersed lines, by the hybrid. On the planet of consumption, the spectacle, and the fictitious, morality sounds like tradition, and tradition, like that which is ancient and hidebound. A sense of crisis has become generalized in the face of the continuous appearance of new ways of doing things, new relational structures, new economic forms, new artistic expressions, etc. Modernity's benefits, which are legion, seem to have their dark side. One of them is the introduction of a disquieting relativism. It is contemporary nihilism which, according to Lyon, took the place of enlightened reason, of the notion of progress now in crisis. Practical action appears to be the sole end. Technique dominates, and in areas such as education, health, life and death, or in the social realm, everything remains limited to questions of efficacy. (Lyon, 2000 p. 138) The solutions proposed are varied and complex. From a return to pre-modernity and its wisdom, to a new take on post-modernity which would make its enjoyment viable, on to an insistence on the values of enlightenment that are part and parcel of modernity, which some would consider to be as yet insufficiently developed. As Latour would say, Lyon tells us, we were never truly modern.

In this modern context morality is in crisis, including questions [222] of sexual morality. Traditional sexual morality's fall coincides with the questioning or even the disappearance of many taboos, as well as the unprecedented emergence of the erotic into the social arena, leading to a pornographic society such as ours, with the omnipresence of erotic seduction in the world of consumption. The loosening, in short, of sexual norms to a degree that would have been unimaginable just decades earlier has led to a sense of "anything goes" in which moral, ethical, or even simply esthetic reflection have remained out of bounds. In this context the insistence on trauma, the victimization of innocents, and the consequent recourse to strong measures -- penal, law enforcement, and clinical -- appears to many to be the only valid arguments for reinstating a moral order which seems outdated. The idea of progress in the terrain of the sexual, that of the sexes and their involvements, is dying before our very eyes. I do not know if it will be possible to reintroduce the notion of progress in this arena; and yet, it is for that very reason that the task would seem to be an urgent one.

Abuse and Sexual Morality
Even in a world dominated by relativism, we can be certain of some things;

for example, that oppression is unjust, and that one can, and should, do something to put an end to it." (Lyon, 2000 p. 122)
One of the many problems with which we are confronted in modernity is the configuration of the moral treatment of erotic relations involving minors. [E128] It is a pressing matter whose solution, no matter how much the abuse discourse may have sought to present it as obvious, is not a simple one. And it is not so because, in the first place, it seems clear that the moral dilemmas have made themselves apparent. It is not where there are no doubts that moral divergences emerge, but rather, where the norms are problematized. The abuse discourse  that has triumphed here, as we have seen, sought to impose a radicalization of attitudes. And in part it has succeeded, characterizing an infinity of situations as having been cast from the same mold. In it, the concepts and referents utilized -- always vague -- have permitted an ever wider expansion of the number of relations cataloged as traumatic and, therefore, immoral, criminal, etc. This inflation of harm has been not only qualitative in terms of the types of experiences that are regarded as abuse, harassment, or sexual assault, with all that these concept imply, but has also been widened in relation to age criteria or victim characteristics. 

It is something that has already been repeatedly argued throughout this entire work. The abuse discourse has sought to swiftly do away with all other possibilities, insisting -- in spite of consent, conscious passivity, or even indifference -- that the victim continues to be a victim, and that trauma always makes itself present. Therefore what is significant here is that an abuse victim is just like someone who has suffered a violent rape; once again, any shades of gray disappear, while the "victim"  is made ever-present. One would, then, have to ask oneself about the meaning of trauma in this whole phenomenon, as well as its place in modern sexual morality. .

Of interest with respect to this are Finkelhor's (1984 p. 198) commentaries on trauma research vis-à-vis the sexual abuse of minors. It is an endless source of [223] curiosity, this author points out, how researchers have been especially preoccupied with analyzing and showing the terrible long-term consequences of those abusive experiences, which does not happen, for example, in the case of rape which -- without talking as much about its future consequences -- no one would say is not traumatic. Finkelhor cites studies in which, although it is demonstrated that the sequelae of a rape tend to trail off after two years, that does not cause one to think that it is less traumatic, and above all -- I would add -- less condemnable. Nevertheless, an investigation in which it was shown that such terrible effects did not exist in the case of child abuse would incite all sorts of controversy. In fact in countries such as the United States, some authors note, to publish and disseminate studies along these lines is, at present, unthinkable -- see, e.g., Geraci, 1993. Some -- Finkelhor continues -would say that that proves that the anxiety over abuse has been exaggerated. It would appear, therefore, that there are different criteria for assessing rape versus abuse. With sexual abuse, one gets the impression that we are talking less about the experience of the moment and more about future reactions or consequences. Perhaps we should not look too closely at the reason for that difference.

Finke1hor's questions strike me as interesting because they make reference to the need to use trauma in order to configure the problem of abuse. I am in agreement with him in that, in this case, the reference to future trauma has been particularly intense, perhaps because immediate trauma is frequently absent or merely takes the form of being frightened, or having a certain degree of discomfort or transitory fear. If we are not talking about rape -- assault -- then there is no obvious and immediate physical or emotional harm. Meanwhile we see that on many occasions, in contrast to what happens in a rape, the children involved in situations which are characterized as abusive exhibit passive, tolerating, consenting, or even interest-evincing behavior vis-à-vis the other person as well as the interaction. If the trauma does not make itself evident at the time, or is very difficult to demonstrate due precisely to the inability of some minors to give an account of their experiences, it would appear that it has become necessary to look for it in the future.

The reason for this may lie, first and foremost, in the evident preeminence of a theory of childhood trauma that originated from within psychoanalysis, of which the trauma of abuse would be nothing but an extension. It may, in turn, be a question of a phenomenon implicating clear professional interests, given that even the potential existence of trauma provides opportunities not only for the detection of abuse but also its treatment. Therapy is imposed as a ritualized step following the abuse, generating large-scale entrepreneurial gains and benefits; we have only to recall the successful therapeutic phenomenon of recovered memory described in the opening chapters. But on the other hand, without denying the effect of these factors, I would like to propose'that the theory of trauma, the insistence on the harm that it incites, has come to be a necessary part of propping up a morality whose justification turns out to be rather weak, above all when it is a question of acts that push the limits of what is acceptable.

Let us examine some of Finkelhor' s reflections expressed in a brief 1979 article entitled,  "What's Wrong with Sex Between Adults and Children? Ethics and the Problem of Sexual Abuse." In it its author, then only beginning his research into abuse, questions whether the trauma argument is the most useful or valid one for assessing erotic encounters between minors and adults. In [224] fact he acknowledges -- a point which would later be practically relegated to a second tier or even rejected -- that that generalized traumatization had not been proven and would even be refuted, and that therefore the empirical argument for harm could be questioned. Because of that he suggests the need for an ethical argument, which Finkelhor will base on the impossibility of minors acceding to these relations in a free and informed way. I am not going to go into the problem of consent, as I have endeavored to do in other publications. I merely wish to point out that although I do agree with Finkelhor about the need to analyze these relations apart from -- or putting in its proper context -- the harm caused, it is also my understanding that, in reality, his proposal has not gotten very far, and that the question of trauma has been prioritized as much in the scientific discourse as in the social one.

In this article, Finkelhor stressed that at that time, in the United States, an ethical clarification of this issue was urgently needed. Let's remember that we are talking about the late 1970s, shortly before the huge explosion in the ritual abuse panic. Sexual morality was in crisis at the time, the author tells us. People were confused, taboos had fallen away, and there was a sense of being continually caught between two extremes; of being either totally in favor of, or totally against, erotic expression. The sexual revolution and the problems generated by it appeared to be explainable in terms of the simplistic notion that everything was permissible. In fact Finkelhor was obliged to distance himself from those who appeared to be attempting to replace a traditional morality that had already been overcome, something which he himself -- among others -- was being accused of. Anxiety over sexual abuse, Finkelhor insisted, far from being part of Victorian morality, was compatible with the most progressive attitudes towards sexuality, child sexuality included.

As I have already noted -- and I shall return to this further below -- in general terms I am in agreement with Finkelhor on this point, though I would make certain refinements. In any event, at the moment I should like to point out that, in the context of the moral crisis in matters of sexuality that Finkelhor is talking about, the harm argument, amplified in a surprising way by the abuse discourse itself, established itself as the only available moral argument for condemning such relations. In fact more and more experiences are interpreted not as ethical dilemmas concerning minors' free consent, but rather, as assaults. I have already noted this in the present work: For some decades now, erotic encounters between minors and adults have been analyzed solely from the perspective of abuse, maltreatment, and aggression. It is harm that has inevitably led to the minor being seen in terms of a victim. By the same token, the urgent need to combat, report, and adjudicate these acts in a penal context is, likewise, pointed out. Without the logic of trauma and victimization this whole discourse would not have been possible, notwithstanding the very necessary ethical reflections of Finkelhor and others who, for example in our own country, have subsequently chimed in with their own. [E129]

But the need to refer to the harm involved, to the existence of a perpetrator and a victim, in order to point to a sexual morality in crisis, is not exclusive to the question of the sexual abuse of minors; it also holds for other burning issues such as sexual harassment and assault among adults, prostitution, sexual addiction, date or acquaintance rape, sexual tourism, pornography, domestic violence, as well as [225] sexism, etc. In fact the phenomenon of victimization and trauma forms a part of practically all current moral debates surrounding human sexuality and relations between the sexes. [E130] 

In fact it is evident that the theme of the abuse of minors, with its own unique features, ends up being diluted in the magma of the modern problematization of relations between sexual beings. And in that tide there is an insistence, time and time again, on the miseries of sex, on its conflicts, which indeed are there; while leaving aside its value, which is also there, and even more so. Trauma, as we shall see, is placed at the center of the discourse, as the sole available moral referent. A trauma associated with repression, harm, aggression, abuse and, finally, crime. From there we have a proliferation of penal measures to deal with more and more of these acts. The air of modernity in these matters continually invites us to observe even the smallest things through the lens of victimism, and then place them in the laps of judges. A lens which, in this case, comes to us with the imprimatur of scientific knowledge.

Ideology, Trauma, and Science

Returning to that moral crisis that Finkelhor was talking about, which is characteristic of modernity, everything points to the fact. that some groups -- to which would be added others, such as certain feminist ones -- have imposed a strict rule of thumb that is meant to do away with an unbearable sexual relativity. According to Okami (1992), a significant portion' of those citizens and professionals who are preoccupied by the problem of sexual abuse might be characterized as moral entrepreneurs -- a concept based on Becker's book Outsiders -- who are preoccupied with establishing rigid rules for regulating the social order, especially out of a feeling that their movement and activism constitute part of a sacred mission, at least in a figurative sense. A good example of this is the language typical of authors like Bass, Podhoretz, Finkelhor, and McFarlane. Defilement, enslavement, the devil, and torment are some of the references utilized by these authors. In the case of the child perpetrator discourse -- examined by Okami in that article -- this same thing occurs, such that what they do is so terrible that any means of intervention becomes valid. The authors, who talk about child sexual perpetrators meet all of the criteria for moral entrepreneurs, embarked on a crusade against that which is considered inappropriate, not only in terms of the children who are marked as sexual offenders but also their families, which are almost always branded as deviant, and steered towards re-education and treatment.

The increasing social preoccupation with sexual abuse produced a sweeping transformation, on a professional level, in various arenas. Nevertheless these changes would be based on a stereotypical model of the sexual perpetrator, which would soon be expanded to include an endless series of new objects of concern such as abuse committed by women or other minors, or even abuse in which the victims were already of-age adolescent girls. The explanation for the widening of researchers' and. professionals sphere of uneasiness would not come, according to Okami, from scientific advances in terms of discovering things that had heretofore been unknown -- these sorts of cases were already familiar decades before their renewed emergence -- but rather from the [226] moral crusade's own logic which, in and of itself, formed a good portion of the sexual abuse discourse. In fact, a moral entrepreneur is one whose "preoccupation has been converted into his or her occupation. II (Okami, 1992 p. 121)

This means that the "unemployed morality" exists as the product of an already completed crusade. According to Okami something similar occurred in this sense, with many professionals and researchers being obliged to look for new crusades with which to justify their social role, or rather, to reactivate the original crusade, arguing that the problem continues to exist or has become even more widespread or grave.. Given that sexual abuse has not been eradicated, what has been achieved has been a change in the interpretation of the problem, in order to transform the way in which society perceives it. And so this is how the broadening of the phenomenon of abuse and the uneasiness of late over the problem of abuse committed by women or minors, and that in which the victims are already of-age adolescents, should be interpreted. And we must not forget the existence, in the '80s, of a copious amount of funds allotted to the investigation of sexual abuse and the development of prevention programs, not to mention the professional interests they conceal.

In any event, taking all of these variables into account, the possible answer is that the origin of this whole phenomenon that we have been examining lies simply in the need of some social groups -- due to certain interests of their own -- to produce victims.  It is here that expert knowledge came to assist the demands of ideological movements, as would have occurred with masturbation in its time, upon making the immoral coincide with the unhealthy (Neuman, 1975; Hare, 1962).
For Neuman, a good example of this alliance between the healthy and the moral, the unhealthy and the immoral, is the relationship that existed in past centuries between middle-class theories of mental illness, masturbation, and the social control of adolescents. In their theories regarding the organic etiology of mental illnesses, the physicians of the time frequently referred to an exhaustion of the nervous system produced, among other things, by the problem of masturbation. According to some authors, adolescence was a normally complicated period because the sexual equilibrium was in the process of alteration until one's entry into adult life. If we add to that hereditary problems, or the evil of self-abuse, the consequences could be disastrous for the minds of young people, who would become egotistical, insensitive to the needs of others, and progressively against their own families, which would insist on bringing them out of their indolence. In the work and academic worlds as well, one observed that the consequences of masturbation were laziness, disinterest, and rebellion.

What is interesting is that at that time, science came to the aid of a morality whose religious basis was in a process of transformation. Science established that the immoral was also unhealthy or abnormal, while the moral would coincide with the heal thy and normal. According to Neuman, in order to obscure the distinction between morality and science, alienists helped to reduce the range of conduct that might be regarded as unconventional yet still healthy. In the opinion of some authors, something similar would occur in the area of illnesses known as sexual addictions. (Levine & Troiden, 1988) It is my understanding that in the case of sexual abuse, as it [227] has been described in the expert discourse, we are frequently confronted with a similar situation, in which what is experienced as immoral is confounded with what is defined as harmful.

The trauma of sexual abuse in childhood or adolescence, by nature -- as the manuals interpret it -- hidden and inchoate, comes to reaffirm, via a sufficiently debatable scientific discourse, the traumatic nature of the immoral. In Guatemala it was something that was observable in such professionals' day-to-day activities, and in the way that they reflected upon or thought about sexual abuse. The harm caused by abuse, which was extensive, was of a particular order, in keeping with that cultural framework: the loss of feminine purity, or males being inoculated with homosexuality. And to them would be added many other extracts of modern scientific knowledge: low self-esteem, depression, and emotional problems of every sort. The trauma contributed by science would, therefore, only serve to shore up a pre-existing moral order which, in a certain way, would require said supports in order to reaffirm and maintain itself. The inflation of harm, as I have come to speak of it, is nothing more than the result of said strategy. A result because of which all that is defined as abuse is branded as potentially traumatic. 

In what may be a final irony, in avoiding any shades of gray, and treating this wide variety of acts with similar levels of seriousness and traumatic power -- a good portion of which do not go beyond touching, kissing, or caresses in non-violent encounters -- what we end up with is indifference or insensitivity towards those cases which are truly grave (Nathan & Snedeker, 2001) It is the same thing that happened with feminist thinking in the United States, intensely associated with the problem of the abuse of minors, which ended up defining every sexual act as a rape. As Brucker (1996) suggests, in insisting on the dangers of sexuality and the patriarchal violence implicit in all of them, one ends up trivializing truly significant sexual aggression.
Criminalizing the smallest approach, the slightest insinuation, means minimizing or even canceling out altogether actual rape, drowning it in an indignation so general that it ends up being well-nigh impossible to localize it when it does occur." (Brucker, 1996 p, 171).
In the face of the moral crisis of modernity, only harm appears to be powerful enough to sustain ethical judgments. The morality of consent, which came to substitute for references to sin or honor, hasn't completely gelled yet, particularly when it involves persons -- such as minors of a certain age -- whose ability to consent is more debatable. Trauma, the search for it, and the labeling of victims -- sometimes without taking their own views into account, as can occur with many prostitutes -- comes to situate itself at the center of the debate. It is in that context that we see the increasing presence of clinical, law enforcement, and penal means for managing the conflicts between the parties involved.

Moreover, we see how the abuse discourse originating from disciplines like psychology and sociology has fostered a more expansive concept of abuse than even morality or the penal law might possess. S1,lch a diffuse term has allowed its use as a wild card for responding to the variety of situations still affecting our society's morality which, in the face of the disappearance of traditional referents, must be evaluated through the [228] perspective of abuse. Abuse and its trauma, as we shall see, have come to establish a sexual morality where, it would seem, there either hadn't been one at all, or, what did exist was unsatisfactory to many.

This fact is equally observable in manuals on abuse, which evaluate as such -- with the gravity that this implies -- acts which could be understood as involving different types of problems. Thus, for example, Echeburúa & Guerricaechevarría (2000) illustrate their theories concerning the clinical treatment of abuse with one case, among others, which was referred to them for psychological treatment as a condition for the suspension of a sentence for an ongoing offense of rape. That would have occurred in October of 1998. Subsequently, as the authors explain, these sorts of offenses would be eliminated from the penal code, remaining partially incorporated into the category of sexual abuse, whereby they would be regarded as abuse, involving minors between 13 and 16 years of age only if deceit were involved. In this particular case, the defendant was a 58-year-old man who had been accused by a 16-year-old young woman of having abused her. The suspect asserted that the relationship had, at all times, been a consensual one, and that the minor's denunciation emerged following the latter's violent rejection of the fact that he had terminated the relationship. It was a sort of retaliation. The authors give no indication as to whether this was true or not. Rather, they write it up as if there were a correct version of what occurred; and in any case, they do not attempt to justify the psychological intervention in any other terms.

Despite this, at all times they characterize what occurred as 'sexual abuse, 'accept the need for therapy, and explain. how they carried it out. They assert that the psychologist convinced the client that there was a problem, which the latter had not been able to see at all. This was probably a necessary first step in therapy, although it is possible that the subject did nothing more than go with the flow in order to avoid the prison sentence that was hanging over his head.
With the patient coming in for court-mandated therapy, the motivation for treatment was limited. Nevertheless, once he was made aware of the problem an had establishe~ a proper relationship of empathy with the therapist) a clinical psycholog1st, the degree of collaboration increased. ... The technical principles utilized were as follows: Cognitive Restructuring. The objective was for the patient to accept his Own responsibility for what occurred, and to let go of ongoing justifications to the effect that it had been the minor who had sought out and benefited from the relationship. It was a matter of the subject becoming aware of and taking responsibility for the fact that, independently of whether she had looked for it or not, he should have been the one to set limits on any relationship involving an adolescent. The reasons why a minor might seek out sexual relations with adults were revealed to him: a search for affection, obtaining a privileged status relative to one's peers, the attainment of money or gifts, etc. Also, he was shown the medium and long term effects that these kinds of events could generate in the victim, and there was an insistence on the impropriety of sustaining a sexual relationship with any minor. Stimulus Control. The goal was to prevent any situation where there was a risk of fostering abuse. Thus the subject was obliged to promise ... that, in the event that she was the one who took the initiative to establish contact with him, he was the one who could establish the boundaries. General Strategies for Relapse Prevention.  These focused on analyzing the potentiality for manifesting new abusive conduct in the future. In more precise terms, given that the patient was the proprietor of a bar that was close to a school, and would therefore have frequent contact with children and adolescents, he was drilled in the skills required to handle certain situations in terms of his interactions with minor-age clients, and in order to establish some clear limits with them." (Echeburúa & Guerricaechevarría, 2000 p. 140-141) [229]
The language of sexual abuse and the moral logic that gives rise to it, interwoven into an expert therapeutic discourse, serves here to condemn a behavior which, morally, would not pose too many problems now, due to it being regarded as innocuous or at least generative of serious dilemmas and doubts as to its harmfulness or moral approbation. This point is particularly key in the area of what we might characterize as the limits of consent. I am referring to those minors who are at an age at which, depending on the cultural context, consent could be accepted by society. This is what would occur in Echeburúa's just-cited example. It is what would occur in Guatemala with what was denounced by victims' families as rape or abuse, but which in reality was a consensual relationship between similar-age youth. It is what occurs in the United States with so-called statutory rape,"" where boys who are typically around twenty years of age are condemned to many years in prison for having consensual relations with 13-, 16-, or even 18-year-old girls. (Levine, 2003)

What was previously called rape or an offense against a girl's honor is now called abuse. [E131] In the Guatemalan context, an alleged rape would be confounded with abuse. What earlier was a rapist is now called an abuser, but at bottom it is a repeat of the same. The consenting girl who previously was called wayward or fallen is now pointed out and protected as a victim. The man who previously was a seducer or a Don Juan, or simply a young man in love, is now a perpetrator and an abuser. According to Levin (2003), who analyzes this theme in the United States, the majority of these adolescent girls' erotic relations involve boys who are two or three years older than .they are. Moreover, a good portion of statutory rape proceedings are initiated due to the girl having become pregnant. This would also occur in many of the Guatemalan cases that I could recount. The remainder are typically accusations against men who have consensual relations with other boys, who would be considered feminized in the eyes of our culture. But the common denominator in all of these accusations is that they always include the consent of the victims, who are robbed of their right to desire and accede to those relations. 
A new example of what I am trying to hint at. The abuse discourse newly places the emphasis on the wickedness of the one who desires, seduces, and loves, even when he or she does so with the explicit consent of a minor who has, in fact, reached the age of consent. But in modernity, said moral referent has necessitated a theory of trauma which stresses not only the abuser's villainy but the minor's victimization. It is there where sex as source of harm comes to take its place. It is there where the science of abuse has contributed its own powerful collaboration.
A New Sexual Criminalization?

I began this work by asserting that the rising presence of the danger of abuse was the handiwork of that other, more general phenomenon whereby the most threatening aspect of the sexual was reinforced. In that sense the eighties and nineties in the United States, following the sexual liberation of the sixties and seventies, ended up [230] looking, in many respects, like the Puritan societies of the Victorian era as well as the alienist thinking of the 19th century. This does not -- in my opinion -- mean that the entire sexual abuse discourse is explicable simply in terms of an intention to newly criminalize the sexual, or to convert it once more into a source of danger as opposed to a worthy human value. That is not, at least, the apparent end of all of those who have denounced the danger.

We saw how Finkelhor (1979, 1984) criticized these arguments which, in order to justify the fight against the problem of abuse, were based on there being something intrinsically bad about these acts or that children were asexual beings. None of these arguments are valid, Finkelhor points out. In sum, he would acknowledge that there was more and more evidence for the existence of a child sexuality, of an interest in and curiosity about these matters among children which can be positive and healthy for them and their development. [E132] With these and other commentaries, Finke1hor would defend those who criticized the fight against abuse by accusing it of merely being a scheme to condemn human sexuality and return to previous eras in which it was associated with sin and sickness. Not at all, Finkelhor would say: The problem of abuse is of a different order, having nothing to do with that.

There is no doubt that his comments are sincere, and that converting all things sexual into a new source of danger is not among his intentions. I have already noted above that, as Foucault pointed out vis-à-vis masturbation, we cannot regard this phenomenon as simply an attempt to attack the sexual wherever it manifests itself. It is true that beneath all of these phenomena, we find a powerful Puritan and conservative undercurrent in which the sexual is a particular object of fear and condemnation. But that does not, in any event, appear to be the primary goal; at least, not of a large portion of those who have written about and combated abuse.

Whatever the case may be, what does seem clear is that the danger of abuse and the impassioned search for it would not have had success in a cultural context in which the sexual \vas not already a particularly fear and threat laden terrain. In Guatemala, just like in the United States, sexuality was already a thorny issue in and of itself, regardless of whether or not it was associated with abuse, aggression, etc. It is in cultural contexts such as these -- where the emphasis is placed on the dark side of human sexuality (above all, male) -- where abuse is suspected of being most present, and where, moreover, the reactions to these acts, though understandable, can be more dramatic. In our country and other European countries moderation, without necessarily being the norm, has become more prevalent, particularly compared to what has happened in other places.

Another, quite different matter is that with all of these discourses one ends up adding more fuel to the fire of anti-sexualism, particularly those having to do with children's or women's sexuality. The problem is that with these messages one ends up attacking -- directly or indirectly -- the erotic and its potentialities, seen more and more as a source of new dangers and anxieties. Above all in relation to male eroticism, situated in opposition to that of the female or the child. It is, in short, a discourse which, as would occur in Guatemala, reinforces the notion of women as passive subjects who [231] would suffer masculine desires, and where the expression of child eroticism was problematized -- among other things -- by its being recognized as an indicator of past abuse.

In the United States, according to Nathan & Snedeker (2001), something similar occurred regarding child sexuality. Behaviors, games, or relations with sexual connotations among children of the same or different ages were acquiring ever more problematic overtones, with conduct that had been considered abnormal -- possibly being due to its being seen as rather rare -- now being regarded as abusive. Some researchers were interested in defining what did constitute normal sexual behavior in childhood, publishing studies which ended up saying that it was very rare to find, in children, conduct such as mutual masturbation, oral sex games, or the introduction of objects into the vagina or the anus. The questionable observations of mothers were utilized for this. Based upon that, it was, in fact, stated that sexual behavior during childhood was a sign either of a past abuse or of some sort of psychological disturbance.

We also saw how Okami (1992) analyzed the rise of a new professional category which refers to children who commit some sort of sexual assault, which is nothing but another branch of the abuse discourse that sprouted in the United States beginning in the 1970s and 1980s. [E133] According to this author, the promoters of this new object of social and professional attention denounced, first and foremost, society's and the family's indifference towards sexual assaults committed among minors, which, in turn, is typically associated with an absence of judicial or therapeutic intervention. Their proposal was, then, to emphasize the seriousness of these events and promote law enforcement, judicial, educational, and therapeutic action geared towards intervention. He analyzed the criteria established by these authors in order to define the child perpetrator and the problem of the definition of coercion, especially because they included conduct that was not necessarily coercive in and of itself, such as seduction, "daring" someone to do such-and-such, or enticement. He even points out how these studies also include cases where coercion was not found to exist, and where the sole basis is the excessively sexualized conduct of the supposed child perpetrators with other children. Okami concludes that the examples used by authors such as Johnson are ambiguous, and include only a small percentage in which physical coercion would appear to be present. 

Thus Okarni (1992) denounces the debatable confusion that has been introduced by the use of references to what would be abnormal child sexuality and abusive behavior. In fact, they frequently include as abusive what would, at most, be rather rare behaviors. Thus for example an interaction between two children involving genital contact is regarded as not only infrequent but also abusive. For this Johnson created a list –- the "Child Sexual Behavior Checklist" -- for detecting, in children aged 13 or under, sexual conduct that may be of concern and require professional attention. The surprising thing about these authors is that they include as suspicious conduct what to them seems rare or unusual, while at the same time acknowledging that we do not understand the erotic lives of children and what is or is not normal. They hasten to add that they are only condemning sexual abuse, not children's normal sexual behavior, when in reality they are facilitating many children being accused and even intervened with by the [232] authorities because they have done things that, without there being any real basis for it, are regarded as abnormal and therefore abusive. What is curious is that, in the end, the range of normal and acceptable conduct is extremely limited, with virtually any sexual behavior on a child's part being regarded as abnormal and abusive under these researchers' ambiguous definitions. The author concludes this article by outlining what, in his opinion, is one of the principal consequences of these types of discourses; the problematization of both child and adult sexuality, to which would be added an increasing tendency to over-react to the discovery of these sorts of games and interactions among minors, viewing as worrisome conduct which is essentially innocuous, or perhaps even positive.  [E134]

These observations concerning the problematization of erotic experiences in childhood are nothing but an example of this whole, larger phenomenon of sexual dangerousness that has ravaged the West since its inception in the United States some decades ago. On the one hand we have the process by which pleasure was socially praised and accepted since the 1970s as a desirable value and the right of all individuals -- men and women, boys and girls. On the other hand is this modern discourse of abuse, assault, harassment, or violence that insists on the problems that this pleasure generates, but which sometimes invents or exaggerates and fosters greater mistrust between the sexes. Carried to its extremes, victimistic excess can end in absurdity. Thus a logical consequence of this discourse are the ridiculous situations that erotic relations can find themselves in when one seeks to normalize them via a contract between the two parties. Contract, negotiation, and mutual agreement before even the most tentative of erotic gestures was the only permissible way out from under the threat posed by masculine abuse (Brucker,1996; Lipovetsky, 2000c).
Another significant aspect of all of this is that, as I have already suggested, we find that the modern discourse of sexual abuse simply ends up re-establishing a traditional moral order, in which women and children are once again sent -- in the name of protection -- to the private or home realms. (Nathan & Snedeker, 2001) Nevertheless, this phenomenon is not the exclusive product of the problem of the abuse of minors. I have already explained how the insistence on combating abuse emerged within a broader social discourse in which desire -- more specifically, masculine desire -- was the source of a large portion of the ills that were plaguing women and children. From pornography to rape, from abuse to sexual harassment, the number of categories that were problematizing eroticism between the sexes continued to increase and broaden their reach. In this discourse the woman once again became a passive subject, a victim, and the children along with her.  [E135] One thereby reaffirms the image of the woman as sexually inert and without an erotic dimension of the same caliber as that of the man, added to the notion that every sexual interaction ends up being an act of violence in which a man dominates and degrades a woman or child. (Money, 1985 p. 289)

As Levine (2003) explains in detail in her book about the United States, through the discourse of sexual danger towards childhood and adolescents, there has been successfully established in that country a negative and problematized vision of the erotic. From the pedophilic danger to unwanted pregnancy, from child pornography on the Internet to abuse among [233] children themselves or statutory rape, a powerful discourse of sexual dangerousness has facilitated, in terms of sex education, programs which promote abstinence and chastity while banishing any discussion of pleasure, masturbation, contraception, or desire. As parents are encouraged to remain on constant alert against the sexual dangers which threaten their children, something as basic as tranquilly and joyfully caressing them is made more difficult. In that country the exposed breast of a singer at a popular sporting event appears to be capable of shaking the moral edifice to its very foundations, and damaging for life the innocent children who gazed in amazement at that awful nipple. They're Puritans, it will be said, and that's all there is to it. And this is true, but only in part. If the erotic continues to be a subject that is pushed aside and under suspicion, if it continues to be a threatening terrain, it is also because of that insistence on its dangers and their exaggeration. (Levine, 2003)

In Europe -- and specifically in our own country -- we are entering into, more subtly if you like, a similar logic. We are heirs to the antisexual and victimistic culture of the United States. The insistence on the dangers of the sexual, with child-victims at the head of the line, is not going to bring us solutions to our problems, and will probably end up generating or exacerbating other ones. And this is so because the danger places any other discourse -- any other line of thinking -- out of bounds. [E136] I go back, in this vein, to Mary Douglas, to that which I also cited at the beginning of the present work. Dangers, this anthropologist taught us, tell us a lot about societies. The danger of the sexual abuse of minors, so part and parcel of our own, tell us a great deal about our weaknesses, about our problems. But in order to overcome or adequately confront them, it does not seem that the logic of combat and fear would be the most appropriate option.

The discourse of abuse, as with that of harassment or sexual assault, is a phenomenon which is steeped anew in erotic miseries; miseries which undoubtedly exist, but which, perhaps, are not so numerous, nor so terrible. It is a question of a phenomenon that reimposes the sexual, again making it omnipresent, because in order to escape abuse one can only decry it, over and over again, and "end up being captive to that which one would have liked to get free of." (Bruckner, 1996 p. 173) Sexuality and abuse were converted into an urgent priority for certain social movements, state organs, or research groups, but at the cost of re-establishing the erotic as danger. And at the cost of forgetting its value.
