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Sexual Foundations of Our Society
“Jane Sexes It Up” by Merri Lisa Johnson is an excellent book for a reader who is new to the ideas of feminism and what it means to be a feminist and liberated from social norms and socially constructed ideas about love, sex, marriage, sexual orientation and gender.  The entire book is full of excellent texts of different authors who each have their own idea or experience to share.  One passage truly peaked my interest while reading the text; “Vulvodynia” by Katinka Hooijer.
 In short, Katinka has a condition known as Vulvodynia which is (page 264) “A syndrome of unexplained vulvar pain, psychological disability, and sexual dysfunction.  The intensity of pain varies according to subtype but is commonly described as burning, stinging, irritation, or rawness.  The pain can be mild to disabling, which can prevent most daily activities like sitting, wearing pants or hosiery, or using toilet paper.  Sexual intercourse is not an option for most women with this condition.”  When it comes down to the science of the condition, her nerves within the vulva are constantly inflamed causing pain and distress therefore restricting daily activities normally taken for granted.
In order to try and control the condition, she decides to have a surgery performed which entails removing part of her clitoris.  Everything goes as planned and yet after the surgery, the paint is still there!  It is soon discovered that the reason for this malfunction is because the Walgreens pharmacist gave her the wrong prescription and therefore caused the surgery to not work up to par.  

Her response and retaliation to this error is important and (page 265) states, “I tried to sue Walgreens, but pussy pain and suffering are subjective, and not being able to have sexual intercourse for those ten months, well, the lawyers made sex look life a form of recreation or luxury, not a normal human need.”
All I could think about when reading this text was; would there have been a different outcome if the victim had been a man?  In my heart, I believe the answer is yes.  If a man had pleaded to the jury that he had to remove a part of his penis so that he could feel comfortable, relieve daily pain and be able to have sexual intercourse again, the jury would more than likely be sympathetic to the man.  Unlike the male’s situation, no one has sympathy for a women’s loss of sexual rights.
I asked myself why this could be and I feel strongly that the rationale comes down to how society views a man and woman’s sexuality.  If a man has sex, it is considered normal behavior, whereas a woman is usually viewed as a slut, whore, etc…  What words do we have in the English language to describe men in these offensive manners?  I cannot think of any.
The mentality of this jury may have been something like this, “Well, she is a woman and women can become whores if they are allowed to have sex freely.  In fact, by restricting her ability to have sexual intercourse, we are helping our society.  Therefore, her sexuality is not a human right, but rather a privilege.  Consequently, there is no reason to compensate this woman for her trouble.  After all, it was only a mistake.”  The problem with this thinking is the fact that sexual intercourse is a God given human right and taking that away from an individual, man or woman, is a violation within itself.
In all, this is an issue which would have been handled differently had the victim been a man.  Women are not viewed as being allowed to have sexual intercourse freely within our society; otherwise they are called whores or sluts.  Men in this situation are encouraged and praised for doing the exact same thing and are not condemned.  This passage made me think deeply about the foundations of our society.
