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Introduction 

“If you don’t have the come shots, you don’t have a porno picture. Plan on at least 

ten separate come shots.”  

Stephen Ziplow, qtd in Williams Hard Core 93. 

Stephen Ziplow’s advice was given to pornographers in 1977, but it could just as 

easily apply today. The come shot or money shot is iconic, a staple of pornographic films 

since it first hit the big screen in 1972’s Deep Throat and continues as a significant part 

of today’s pornography. This trope finds its origin in mainstream heterosexual 

pornography, and the most common iteration of the money shot remains that of the active 

cisgender male penis ejaculating onto the passive cisgender female face or body. Given 

this, the money shot may seem irredeemably lost to the “blatant misogyny and 

enthusiastic embrace of degradation by many of those who make pornography” (Boyle 

Everyday 216). And yet, “pornography” refers to a sprawling, diverse body of work, one 

that is constantly in conversation with itself and with the contexts from which it emerges 

and into which it enters. Feminist pornographies are talking back to mainstream 

pornographies, queer pornographies are talking back to straight. These conversations are	  

“about problems that have urgency and currency in the present moment” (Williams Hard 

Core 129). The role of ejaculatory orgasm, and specifically the money shot, is one that I 

believe to have “urgency and currency in the present moment” (129), particularly as it 

relates to perceptions and performances of gender and sexuality, and the role of orgasm 

in pornographic sex. Pornographic sex is not necessarily the sex that viewers have in the 

privacy of their personal lives, but rather it is used as an educational tool (Bridges 48, 

McNair 119, Penley 195). What, then, are we teaching ourselves about orgasm, 
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ejaculation, and the goal of sexual interactions?	  The aim of my research is to analyze how 

queer feminist pornography is taking up and changing the trope of the money shot and 

how this shift has the power to affect our understandings of orgasm, ejaculation, and the 

goal of sexual interactions. 

In her 2009 pornographic film, Nostalgia, Courtney Trouble reimagines scenes 

from four classic porn films, each of which prominently features cisgender male 

ejaculatory orgasm. In order of appearance in Nostalgia, these films are: 1972’s Behind 

the Green Door and Deep Throat, 1979’s Babylon Pink and 1973’s The Devil in Miss 

Jones. The money shot is primary in each of these original scenes, to the extent that the 

scene in Babylon Pink does not include any visible female orgasm or attempt to reach 

orgasm and centres solely around two men ejaculating onto a passive woman’s face. It is 

Trouble’s subversion, redefinition and finally exclusion of the money shot in Nostalgia 

that lead me to an interest in the redefinition of the money shot. The film moves in a 

linear trajectory from prominent, embodied ejaculatory orgasm in the first scene through 

a progressive disembodiment of the ejaculatory orgasm and toward the absence of any 

ejaculatory imagery in the final scene. In addition to this displacement of ejaculatory 

orgasm as the end-goal of the pornographic sex scene, Trouble places herself in the film 

as an active spectator, cutting to transitional scenes of herself and her girlfriend watching 

and finally participating in the pornography. Trouble’s role within Nostalgia situates her 

films as both political and pornographic, a film that claims space within the pornographic 

scene for the active spectatorship and participation of women and female-bodied 

performers. 
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Courtney Trouble displaces ejaculatory orgasm as the end-goal of the 

pornographic scene and replaces it with on-going sexual participation and pleasure by all 

of the performers. This is a positive outcome because rather than attempting to address 

the “invisible female pleasure” (Williams Screening 141) that the principle of maximum 

visibility has obscured, Trouble simply accepts the invisibility and focuses on the 

representation of sex that is participatory and pleasure-focused, rather than orgasm-

focused. She undoes not only the trope of the money shot, but also the principle of 

maximum visibility that this trope represents. And in this undoing, she reopens the door 

for porn to “think about female pleasure more realistically… [finding] ways to show the 

many nuances of sex – friendly or hostile, playful or brute, fast or slow, nonorgasmic or 

multiorgasmic” (Williams Screening 129). Trouble’s film demonstrates a more realistic 

vision of pleasure, one that includes the nuance and variety that pornography has always 

had the potential to explore. 

 

Position Statement 

Encouraging us to account for our learning—for its parameters, its 

methods, its relationship to other contexts and places—is one of the ways 

in which the study of ‘pornography’ (however we define it) can enrich the 

media, film and television studies curricula. (Boyle Boundaries 14) 

Writing about feminist approaches to performance studies, Jill Dolan states that it 

seems “important to take a stand and to state it at the outset of one’s writing” (Feminist 

x). This seems particularly important when writing about a topic as contentious and 

divisive as pornography, a topic whose vocabulary is full of contested definitions. 
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Impartiality on the topic is, as Isabelle Barker notes, incredibly challenging, since debate 

has been framed as one in which feminists “would need to choose sides, … either for 

pornography or against it” (643). Rather than choosing sides on the topic of a monolithic 

“pornography,” my own position is to be strongly in favour of some pornographies, 

strongly opposed to other pornographies, and somewhere between those two positions 

regarding most pornographies, pornographies that both positive and negative elements.  

The intention of this research is to participate in the agenda laid out in The 

Feminist Porn Book, “to explore the emergence and significance of a thriving feminist 

porn movement” (9). Like Lynn Comella, I believe that “[s]ex-positive cultural 

production, including feminist pornography, has always engaged with, and responded to, 

the limits, exclusions, and biases of the mainstream adult industry” (91). I hope to see my 

work contribute to this body of feminist cultural production, and to explore how feminist 

pornography is responding to and engaging with “the limits, exclusions, and biases of the 

mainstream adult industry” (Comella 91).  

Many theorists have proposed that the study of pornography is now post-feminist. 

Linda Williams suggests that “[f]eminist debates about whether pornography should exist 

at all have paled before the simple fact that sill and moving-image pornographies have 

become fully recognizable fixtures of popular culture” (Porn 1). Karen Boyle critiques 

this attempt to move beyond “feminist debates” in Porn Studies and refers to it as 

“throwing the baby out with the bathwater” (Boundaries 5). Post-feminism is linked to 

the way that pornographies are “so embedded in culture as to be unremarkable” (McNair 

59). However, the resurgence of explicitly feminist writing about pornographies, both in 

academic writing and in community-emergent activist writing, suggests that feminist 
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thinkers are engaging with this topic. My research is situated within the body of feminist 

writing that is engaged with the issues embedded in and surrounding the production and 

consumption of pornographies. 

In order to “take a stand and to state it” (Dolan Feminist x), clarity about my own 

personal definitions of the contentious terms involved in this debate is necessary. I 

identify as a queer, pleasure-positive, intersectional feminist activist and academic, and 

each of these self-identifications influences my response to pornographies. In this section 

I will unpack some of the ways that these identity categories influence my research, and 

explain what I mean when I talk about pornographies. 

“Queer” is a word that can mean many different things, and defining the term here 

is relevant not only because it colours my lens but also because Courtney Trouble defines 

Nostalgia as queer, inviting viewers to “find ecstasy behind the queer door” (Nostalgia). I 

identify with Asher’s definition of queerness, that “[q]ueerness… is about far more than 

homosexual attraction. It’s about a willingness to see all other taboos broken down” 

(n.p.). When I use the word queer, I am referring to this expansive, transgressive 

definition, one that is further grounded in academic writing about queer theory. Dana R. 

Shugar says “queer theory often positions identities – sexual and otherwise – as a series 

of performances in which people choose to engage. … disconnected from other social 

identities, bodies, or any sort of physical marker” (14), and it is in this ability to 

disconnect identity from fixed physical markers that Asher’s “willingness to see all other 

taboos broken down” (n.p.) is realized. This definition has legitimately been read by 

some feminists as a threat to feminist work. Shugar notes that “[i]f we deny the social 

power that concepts of fixed identities still carry, the goals of our activism are too easily 
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boiled down to, by default, the agendas of white, well-to-do men whose only ‘difference’ 

resides in sexuality and whose ‘queer’ politics allow them to avoid any analysis of their 

privilege” (17). This is a relevant critique, one that can be addressed through intentional 

awareness of the ongoing social contexts of heteronormative patriarchy and racist, sexist, 

classist and cissexist structural oppressions. This sort of self-policing is always 

problematic, and I have tried as much as possible to interrogate the places in my 

argument where my definition of queer may create blind spots to oppressions that still 

exist as a result of identities that do not need to be fixed, but that are nonetheless 

commonly understood to be fixed.  

It is not only queer feminisms and their postmodern focus on performative 

identity that can lead to blindness towards other oppressions. My intersectional feminism 

means that I believe sex, gender, race, class, ability, orientation or other intersections of 

marginalization and oppression must be addressed, or at least acknowledged, in any 

meaningful critical analysis. To speak about groups as homogenous wholes is not 

possible, because each member of each group stands at a specific intersection of privilege 

and oppression. Accounting for these intersections makes the task of analysis difficult, 

but keeping these intersections in mind, and acknowledging the points that cannot be 

addressed is preferable to ignoring them altogether. The theorists whose work I rely on in 

this research highlight that these points do get ignored in some feminist analyses. Bell 

hooks writes that “[m]ainstream feminist film criticism in no way acknowledges black 

female spectatorship” (102). Similarly, other marginalized identity categories can be easy 

to ignore, or even to simply not see. It is my goal to be a feminist critic who does not take 
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for granted the multiplicity of identity categories that must be accounted for in an 

inclusive, intersectional analysis. 

However, one problem with attempting an “inclusive, intersectional analysis” is 

the lack of consensus over what constitutes an identity group or even an area of study. 

This research project examines a specific instance of queer feminist pornography, but as 

Jiz Lee points out “[o]ne [concern] with the phrasing of ‘queer porn’ or ‘feminist porn’ is 

that … studios who self-identify begin to hold ownership of the phrase and soon set the 

definition of what that kind of porn looks like, which can create exclusion and stagnancy” 

and “that binary logistic [of feminist and not feminist porn] is problematic for porn 

companies as it's too simplistic” (You n.p.). There is the risk that in analyzing one 

instance of queer feminist pornography, other queer feminist pornographies or other 

feminist pornographies are erased or relegated to a status as “not-queer” or “not-

feminist.” Similarly, conflating queer pornographies with feminist pornographies risks 

continuing the erasure of heterosexual feminisms from analyses of feminist 

pornographies. Ingrid Ryberg states that “[f]ocusing too much on the dividing line… one 

misses important overlaps, intertexts, notions and features within… film culture” (Every 

142). An understanding of feminist pornographies must be flexible enough to embrace 

those spaces of overlap, and to avoid “focusing too much on the dividing line” (Ryberg 

Every 142). 

This encompassing and inclusive definition of pornographies can lead to 

problems, as Karen Boyle points out. Speaking about Linda Williams’ Porn Studies, she 

writes that “one of the consequences of… [focusing] on the blurred edges of the 

pornographic is that it actually offers few analyses of … ‘mainstream’ pornography” 
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(Boundaries 9). We cannot drift so far from “mainstream” pornographies that we ignore 

their existence. One of the reasons Nostalgia is so interesting is that it pulls the 

mainstream into the realm of the queer and feminist, performing a reversal of the 

problematic focus on the fringes and “blurred edges” of Porn Studies. Although Linda 

Williams and other porn scholars like her make a relevant point that “a wide variety of 

media have become the venue for the public representation of sex acts” (Porn 3), and 

these are relevant areas of study, there is also value in turning a scholarly (or activist, in 

Trouble’s case) eye on mainstream pornographies, and then recognizing and engaging 

with them. I would define mainstream pornographies as ones that operate within 

hegemonic norms of gender, sexuality and capitalism. There is room for great variety 

even within these mainstream pornographies, and blurring between categories, but I think 

there is a mainstream, and it is recognizable by its conformity to hegemonic ideals. This 

definition of mainstream pornographies allows for an easier understanding of non-

mainstream pornographies, such as Courtney Trouble’s queer feminist pornography. 

I do not believe that there is a single cohesive definition of “pornography,” but, 

like Brian McNair, I believe that “pornography is always about sex. Sex is always its 

content, the diversity of that content being a reflection of the variety of human 

sexualities” (18, his emphasis). These representations of sex can support and reinforce 

patriarchal power structures, or undermine them. And they are always tied, in some way, 

to the cultural context of the power structures around them, since, “[pornography] is an 

historical category, culturally specific, always defined in the context of and in opposition 

to what is socially and morally acceptable within a given society at a given time” (20, his 

emphasis).  
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In this research I have both accepted Courtney Trouble’s self-identification of her 

pornography as queer and feminist and also feel that it fits my own definition of the 

feminisms in feminist pornographies because of the work that the film does to undermine 

patriarchal power structures and to create space for marginalized communities to identify 

with sexual agency and active spectatorship. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

In order to understand Courtney Trouble’s queer feminist pornography as part of 

an on-going history of feminisms responding to pornographies and to other feminisms, it 

is necessary to articulate a theoretical framework that is both respectful and critical of the 

various feminisms involved. Karen Boyle states that on the topic of pornography, 

“[m]eaningful dialogue has long since broken down, to the extent that it is rare to find 

opposing views represented side-by-side in an academic context, with each ‘side’ 

blaming the other for this” (Boundaries 3). This research attempts to represent multiple 

views on pornographies side by side, though I do not believe that all views are 

necessarily opposing. Additionally, there are multiple negotiations at play in this research 

project. Not only are the multiple sides of the feminist debates about pornography 

relevant to this research, the film itself is a complex negotiation between Trouble’s 

reimaginings and the original scenes that she takes as source material as well as the 

negotiation that the film undertakes to find a space in both the alternative context of the 

feminist sex-positive movement and the hegemonic space. Finding a way to present 

multiple layers of this discussion in a way that is respectful and nuanced is critical. In 
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order to accomplish this, my theoretical framework has three interconnected components; 

karate and aikido-style feminisms, oppositional and participatory gaze, and context.  

  

Responding to the Attack: Karate and Aikido Feminisms 

Jill Nagle’s metaphor of karate and aikido-style feminisms is simple and elegant, 

applying both to the feminist pornography debates and to the work of feminist 

pornographers. The metaphor offers a charitable understanding of karate-style feminism, 

which “aims to meet, destroy, and overpower oncoming energy with greater, more 

effective energy, for the safety of all” (Nagle 6). Many anti-pornography feminist 

arguments are karate-style, demanding a stop to pornography for the safety of all. This 

describes the Dworkin and MacKinnon style of anti-pornography feminism, where 

pornography is seen as a force that “crushes a whole class of people through violence and 

subjugation; and sex is the vehicle that does the crushing” (Dworkin Against 25). 

Catherine MacKinnon writes that, as long as pornography continues to be produced and 

legally protected, “women continue to be ground down” (Pornography 125). One 

response to this harm is to call for the removal of pornography, often through legal 

sanctions. Nagle notes that this approach “reflects an awareness of the minefield of 

sexual oppression within which the struggle to define our sexuality takes place. Without 

any clues, room to explore, or signs of imminent safety, a defensive posture is… a 

rational response” (7).  

This ‘rational response’ made sense in the first wave of anti-pornography 

feminisms because no space had yet been opened up for feminist pornographies. Even 

then, it was not the only response, but it was a rational response. Today it is more 
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challenging to find the value in karate-style feminisms, but this is because of what Karen 

Boyle calls the tendency in the current field of pornographic studies to “exclude violence 

in a way that is intellectually inconsistent with the simultaneous destabilising of the 

category” (Boundaries 8). This non-consensual violence is both difficult to view as an 

audience and challenging to address as an academic. Karen Boyle writes that “the 

emotional impact of research can be… difficult to untangle” (Everyday 216), but this 

violence does exist within some pornographies, and is a legitimate target of karate-style 

feminisms. The work of these feminists, and the existence of this non-consensual 

violence in some pornographies needs to be acknowledged in an ‘intellectually 

consistent’ engagement with the studies of pornographies. 

Nagle’s metaphor also acknowledges the value in pro-pornography and feminist 

pornographers’ aikido-style feminism, which “involves first going with, rather than 

against the energy of the attack, and then using the attack’s own energy to deflect the 

attack” (7). Trouble joins a cohort of aikido-style feminists who have been making 

counter-hegemonic pornography since the early 1980s with the feminist pornographic 

interventions of women like Annie Sprinkle and Candida Royalle and the sex-radical 

lesbian porn movement (Ryberg Maximum 73). This tradition continues with feminists 

like Tristan Taormino whose decision to make hardcore pornography was “fueled by my 

belief that gonzo was corrupt, female viewers continued to be mostly ignored or thrown 

the same formulaic bone, and porn hadn’t reached its full potential” (257) and Jiz Lee, 

who writes that “I want to share my sexual expression with others…. I want to show 

more representations of people like me” (Uncategorized 274). Like anti-pornography 

feminists, these aikido-style feminists are also responding to the problematic elements 
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and exclusions of mainstream pornography, but are instead using the momentum of the 

initial attack of hegemonic pornography to create space for new representations. 

This karate- and aikido-style feminisms metaphor does not inherently value some 

feminisms over others, and allows for an analysis that recognizes differences without 

imposing a hierarchy. There is value in recognizing the unconscionable and acting to stop 

it, and there is value in recognizing where our energy can be spent using the momentum 

of the pornographies that are problematic to create better alternatives. Additionally, this 

metaphor applies not only in the abstract as a way to understand to the various feminisms 

relevant to this project, but also specifically to Trouble’s film itself. As a feminist 

pornographer, Trouble is an aikido-style feminist herself and uses “the attack’s own 

energy to deflect the attack” (Nagle 7). The energy that Trouble draws on is the cultural 

fixation on the money shot and its position within pornographic sex scenes, which she 

employs in the first scene of Nostalgia but which she then displaces. While this metaphor 

applies to the feminist scholars, myself included, who study feminist pornography and its 

role in challenging “the limits, exclusions, and biases of the mainstream adult industry” 

(Comella 91), it applies even more immediately to Trouble’s response to the classic porn 

that she uses as source material. 

 

Doing/Watching Feminist Pornography: Trouble’s Oppositional and Participatory Gaze 

Bell hooks writes that some looks are “gestures of resistance, challenges to 

authority” (107). The pornography that Trouble takes as source material is authoritative – 

being the pornography that defined the developing genre in the 1970s (McNair 40-3). 

This development towards a more legitimized and publicly accessible genre meant that 
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pornography was, for the first time, “fashionable [and] tolerated in mainstream culture” 

(McNair 41). The public expressed a desire, and an ability, to look. Pornography became 

accessible. And in this moment of cultural change iconic films such as Deep Throat and 

Behind the Green Door became authoritative; the tropes established in these films, 

particularly the money shot, defined the way pornographic sex was, and often is even 

today, filmed.  

Hooks describes an “overwhelming longing to look, a rebellious desire, an 

oppositional gaze” (107), and this seems to describe Trouble’s desire to view the 

pornography that reinforced heteronormative patriarchy and reinforced power structures 

that oppressed her as a queer woman. Jane Ward also talks about a similar sentiment 

when she writes that “I don’t have only an intellectual interest in these scenarios [of 

mainstream college reality pornography]: I think they’re hot” (136). Like hooks and the 

black female spectators she is writing about, Ward expresses a desire to look at 

pornography that she finds “hot” but that is, in her own view, both mainstream and 

potentially problematic. Trouble also expresses this desire in her gaze at the straight 

mainstream porn scenes that she reimagines in Nostalgia. And, like hooks, Trouble 

recognizes that “the ability to manipulate one’s gaze in the face of structures of 

domination that would contain it, opens up the possibility of agency” (hooks 107). 

Trouble gazes at the original scenes, but when she represents this act of looking in the 

final project of Nostalgia, it is the reimagined scenes that she and her girlfriend are 

watching. She strips the original scenes of their authority by imposing her own authority 

as a porn director onto the act of looking. She looks at herself looking at the scenes, but 
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her gaze is manipulated through her production of the new scenes, and the original scenes 

are over-written. 

Bell hooks’ concept of the “oppositional gaze” (107) is a useful lens through 

which to examine Trouble’s viewing of the original pornographic scenes and her 

reinterpretation of those scenes as queer feminist pornography. Although hooks is writing 

specifically about black female spectatorship, and the use of this theoretical work by a 

white academic to examine queer pornography is potentially problematic, I argue that her 

theory of the oppositional gaze applies in this situation. Hooks writes that, for black 

spectators, “to stare at the television… was to engage in its negation of black 

representation” (108). Similarly, to gaze at mainstream heterosexual pornography, 

particularly in the four films that Trouble has chosen, is to engage in their negation of 

active female sexuality and non-heteronormative sex.  

And yet, I am wary of contributing to the body of critical work by white feminist 

film theorists who, hooks says, “continue to structure their discourse as being about 

“women” when in actuality it speaks only about white women” (112). This risk seems 

particularly relevant given the fact that the racial tension in Behind the Green Door is 

only obliquely referenced in Trouble’s remake, despite the fact that the racialized male 

performer is a key element of the original. To ignore race completely and talk only about 

sex and gender would be to grossly misuse hooks’ work. Although race is not a primary 

focus of this research, I will examine the racial representations in Nostalgia, and 

particularly in the remake of the Behind the Green Door scene. This brief examination of 

race is included, in part, as acknowledgment of the debt this research owes to feminist 

theorists who study race. As Constance Penley notes, there is “a paucity of work on race 
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in porn” (191), and this will not be corrected unless feminist scholars intentionally look at 

this all-too-easy-to-ignore issue. 

Although the context of Trouble’s oppositional gaze is different than the 

oppositional black spectatorship outlined by hooks, the theoretical lens that hooks offers 

is invaluable in a discussion of how the queer feminist gaze in Nostalgia performs the 

work of “contestation and confrontation” (hooks 108). It is the erasure of the viewers’ 

identity that must be contested and confronted. The black female spectators in hooks’ 

essay find cinematic representation only where “[their] bodies and beings were there to 

serve” (109). Their bodies are made passive and servile, their agency and autonomy 

erased. Similarly, the female bodies in the four original films are also passive and lacking 

agency or autonomy, as are the queer bodies in Behind the Green Door, Babylon Pink 

and The Devil in Miss Jones. Linda Williams refers to Deep Throat’s “physical elision of 

the woman’s pleasure” (Screening 141), and this is a pervasive pattern in the original 

films. The money shot, ejaculatory orgasm by the cisgender male penis onto the female 

face or body, is the primary method that this passivity is enforced, and contributes to the 

erasure of the “woman’s pleasure” that Williams notes.  

Like the black spectators that hooks references, Trouble and other feminist 

pornographers “chart the progress of political movements… via the construction of 

images” (hooks 108, her emphasis). Trouble contributes to this progress through her own 

“construction of images” (hooks 108). The ability to construct the images that will 

contest the erasure of her agency allows her to take on a participatory gaze, such as the 

gaze that Priscilla Netto articulates in her article “Reclaiming the Body of the 

‘Hottentot’.” Again drawing on theoretical work that is specific to racial representations, 
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we can see parallels between the “contemporary exploration and reclamation of Black 

identity” (Netto 151) in the Venus Hottentot 2000 project and the exploration and 

reclamation of ejaculatory imagery in Nostalgia. It is particularly in the effort to “rethink 

the image of the Black body by opening up a dialogue between the present and the 

colonial past” (Netto 151) that the Venus Hottentot 2000 project and Netto’s examination 

of it provide a valuable insight into how Trouble uses her participatory gaze to open up a 

similar dialogue between the present and the past. 

Hooks writes that “[s]paces of agency exist for black people, wherein we can both 

interrogate the gaze of the Other but also look back, and at one another, naming what we 

see” (108). Both Cox and Harris, the artists involved in the Venus Hottentot 2000 project, 

and Courtney Trouble take up the agency that hooks articulates. There is a clear “looking 

back” at the original scenes of display for Cox and Harris, and the original pornographic 

scenes for Trouble. Additionally, Trouble and the viewer, who are part of the queer 

counter-public space created by “specific contexts of production, distribution, and 

consumption” (Ryberg Every 146) of the film, are invited to look “at one another.” 

Trouble inserts herself physically into the film and invites the viewer to look at her while 

she is looking at the queer reimagining of the patriarchal pornography that makes up her 

source material.  

Tim Stuettgen writes that “no practice of sex can be disciplined totally by the gaze 

pointed at it” (576). Trouble’s participatory gaze releases the ejaculatory imagery and the 

penetrative sex that precedes it from the straight male gaze that is assumed by the original 

scenes. She mimics these scenes, and her mimicry destabilizes the authority of the 

original gaze. It is the disciplining straight male gaze that directs pornographic scenes to 
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follow the “linear narrative drive” (Dyer 105) ending in ejaculation, the “cumshot [that] 

functions as the number one referent of the authenticity that sex happens” (Stuettgen 575, 

his emphasis). But this “narrative drive” can be destabilized, and contains within it the 

beginnings of its own unraveling. What Courtney Trouble tugs at, when she turns her 

participatory gaze onto the scene and disrupts the linear trajectory towards ejaculatory 

orgasm as the end-goal of pornographic sex is the “inconsistency in its logics and…. the 

lines of flight in the center of straight sexist ideology” (Stuettgen 575). Where Cox and 

Harris “revel in the authored and affirmative display of the Black body in all its sexual, 

racial and gender particularities” (Netto 157), Trouble similarly revels in scenes that are 

ejaculatory, penetrative, with elements of dominance and submission. In both cases, the 

participatory gaze allows for a reclaiming of a full range of sexual expression from within 

the restrictive tropes that have previously disciplined and limited the subjugated body. 

Trouble, like Cox, “makes use of the conventional codes of feminine display to disturb 

the conventional dialec- tics of the gaze inherent in the relationship between supposed 

male activity and female passivity” (Netto 158). 

 

Contexts and Contexts: The Present Interacting With the Past  

Lynn Comella writes that “[a] great deal of research on pornography focuses on 

the pornographic text as the primary site of analysis. Far less attention has been paid by 

researchers to the broader cultural matrix in which porn texts circulate” (80). Because 

Nostalgia intentionally references both the mainstream pornographic context of the 

original films and the queer feminist pornographic context that Trouble is situated in, a 

contextual analysis is almost unavoidable. Although it is beyond the scope of this 
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research to fully explore the “broader cultural matrix” (Comella 80), some attention to the 

production, distribution and consumption contexts referenced by the film is necessary. 

Karen Boyle writes that pornography is “produced in a variety of contexts and 

conditions, many of which [are] explicitly abusive” (Everyday 218). If it is true that some 

of the contexts from which pornographies emerge are abusive, and we must acknowledge 

this fact when looking at the original scenes that Trouble takes as source material, then 

there is also the potential for contexts and conditions that are not abusive. These contexts 

may exist at quite a distance from each other, but as Ingrid Ryberg points out, there is 

always overlap between the counter cultural public space and the hegemonic public 

space. She writes that “while queer, feminist and lesbian porn films… often thematize a 

reclaiming of public space, this does not happen without negotiation” (Every 149). An 

examination of this negotiation, which happens on multiple levels in Nostalgia, makes up 

the third component of my theoretical framework. 

Nostalgia references multiple contexts. Both the “overt imaging of sexuality in an 

economic context constructed for and controlled by men” (Dolan Feminist 59) and the 

“new modes of marketing and distribution that could reach previously marginalized 

groups… the feminist sex-toy store” (Comella 80) are referenced by Trouble’s film, 

which gestures back to the masculine-dominated early porn context but emerges from the 

“new modes” (Comella 80) of the sex-positive feminist movement. Karen Boyle notes 

that “where and how pornography is distributed and consumed… is essential to its 

meaning” (Boundaries 10), and an examination the “where and how” of Nostalgia must 

take into account the “where and how” of the pornography that it references.  
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Linda Williams writes that “Deep Throat and the phenomenon of ‘porno chic’ … 

represented the convergence of a number of technological, cultural, and economic 

factors” (Screening 127). Nostalgia, in contrast, emerges many years into the feminist 

porn movement and utilizes technology that has been accessible to pornographers for 

decades. The films that Trouble reimagines were part of what was called a “’New Genre’ 

of pornography” (Williams Screening 128). Williams says that “[t]o read the critics of the 

era is to be aware of a great sense of excitement, as well as of a certain apprehension and 

dread about the possible merger of hard-core sexual action with regular movies” 

(Screening 128). Although this merger did not occur, I agree with Williams that “the fact 

of this failure should not keep us from examining some of the aspirations of the porno 

chic era” (Screening 128). In addition to addressing the problematic elements of the films 

that she reimagines, I argue that Trouble is attempting to recreate the 1970s porno chic 

moment of potential and aspiration, and produce a film that could meet the challenge that 

Williams says the original movement could not meet.  

Part of the failure of pornography to merge with mainstream cinema (and with the 

emotional depth of mainstream films) was pornography’s focus on “the sheer quantity 

and maximum visibility of sex and, especially… for a visible climax in male ejaculation” 

(Williams Screening 129). Trouble goes back to this emphasis on the visible and on the 

ejaculatory moment in the first scene of Nostalgia, but moves away from it in the 

following scenes. Nostalgia refuses to be limited by the restrictive representation of 

sexuality in the original films and chooses instead to think, as Williams argues the 

original films did not, “about female pleasure more realistically… [finding] ways to show 
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the many nuances of sex – friendly or hostile, playful or brute, fast or slow, nonorgasmic 

or multiorgasmic, and so on” (Screening 129).  

In Nostalgia, Trouble rewinds time, to go back to the moment of failed promise 

that Williams references above and to imagine what could have emerged if that 1970s 

context had taken the alternative approach that Williams imagines. The inclusion of 

nonorgasmic and multiorgasmic sex acts, which are missing from pornography that 

follows the “linear narrative drive” (Dyer 105) of penetrative sex ending in ejaculation, 

allows for the opening up of new possibilities for pornographic sex. This “rewind” 

creates a layering of contexts, referencing both the historical context of the source 

material and the contemporary context of the reimagining. 

The historical mainstream and the contemporary feminist pornographic contexts 

appear to have very little in common. Their production, distribution and consumption 

practices, as well as the public spaces they inhabit are vastly different. Nostalgia is firmly 

planted in the feminist porn context that Lynn Comella describes, being produced by Reel 

Queer Productions and Good Releasing, both companies affiliated with feminist sex-store 

giant Good Vibrations (Comella 90); but the mainstream porn context of the four iconic 

source scenes cannot be ignored. It seems appropriate that Courtney Trouble, a queer 

feminist pornographer who “has increased the visibility and social legitimacy of sexual 

and gender minorities who, until very recently, were treated as mere fetishes for straight 

male porn consumers” (Vasquez 32), takes on the complex project of over-writing her 

vision of what porno-chic could have been onto the reality of what it was.  
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(Not Yet) Finding Common Ground: The State of the Feminist Pornography Debates 

This research emerges onto a battlefield whose ground is, as Karen Boyle 

describes it, “well-worn and increasingly muddy” (Boundaries 2). The karate-style 

feminists and the aikido-style feminists have been distracted from their mutual enemy of 

pornography that supports and reasserts the patriarchy, and have instead turned their 

sights on each other. This misdirection of focus is due in large part to a lack of 

engagement with multiple contexts and multiple pornographies. Acknowledging that 

patriarchal pornography exists is not to say that all pornography is patriarchal. Rather, it 

is to acknowledge that some pornographies are, and that these pornographies need to be 

countered. This counterattack may occur either through karate-style feminisms that attack 

them at their source, or through aikido-style feminisms that subvert and displace them by 

making feminist pornographies out of the tropes produced by patriarchal pornographies, 

as Trouble does in Nostalgia. These two approaches, karate and aikido, are not inherently 

oppositional, and as Isabelle Barker states, “[c]hoosing sides lends itself to a politics of 

resentment and frustration, and leads to stagnant political practice” (645). This stagnation 

frustrates feminists on all sides, and gives the impression that feminisms are no longer 

offering meaningful critiques or contributions to the issues. Angela McRobbie states that, 

“feminists need to be more present again in current public debate on these topics [of 

pornography], since a good deal is at stake” (225). And she is correct; a good deal is at 

stake. Constance Penley outlines some of the reasons why pornography should be taught 

in the classroom, and a few points from this list point to what is at stake. Porn, she writes, 

“is racist… is a business… is labor… is sex education… [and] [p]orn is good pedagogy” 

(191-7). Of her students, Penley says, “[t]hey constantly have to explain the class, why 



	   25	  

it’s important to study pornography, why it’s crucial to have informed opinions” (198). 

There is a “good deal at stake” (McRobbie 225), and feminists are involved in this 

debate.  

The resurgence of feminist writing on multiple sides of the issue is impossible to 

ignore, and the 2013 Feminist Porn Conference, the first of its kind, indicates a 

significant investment of energy and thought into issues of pornographies and feminisms. 

However, on each of these multiple sides, feminists argue that their colleagues have lost 

their ability to be objective. Angela McRobbie says, of feminist work by authors who 

claim to be fans of their studied genre, that “fandom on occasion leads to a seeming loss 

of critical voice” (228). Karen Boyle, writing about pro-porn feminists who study 

pornography, states that “[i]ncreasingly, we study what we like and we like what we 

study. We interrogate ourselves and each other about these pleasures, losing sight of 

some of the bigger questions and issues which have long defined feminism as a 

movement” (217). About anti-pornography feminisms, Clarissa Smith and Feona 

Attwood state that “although they claim to be based in theory and evidence, anti-porn 

feminism has generally become increasingly and more openly hostile to scholarly work 

than in the past” (49). Brian McNair sums up the result of this on-going debate:  

A key aspect of current anxieties around sexualisation is that they have 

split the feminist movement as much as they unite it against the patriarchy. 

To be a feminist today is not necessarily to be either anti- or pro-porn, pro- 

or anti-cultural sexualisation…. Rather, we see a spectrum of views and 

readings which reflect differences within feminism as to the nature of 

female sexuality and the appropriate limits of feminine sexual agency. (55) 



	   26	  

A primary reason for this split is the lack of engagement with the multiplicity of 

pornographies and a resulting inability to respond to these pornographies as 

separate entities, even separate genres. Laura Kipnis writes that “[t]he more 

pornography I look at,… the less feminist certainty I have about what exactly it 

is and what, if anything, defines it” (204). This is because there is no “it;” there 

is no single pornography with a single cohesive definition.  

Returning to the work of Lynn Comella, Ingrid Ryberg, and Karen 

Boyle, all of whom call for an understanding of pornographies within the 

contexts of their production and consumption, may allow for this split to be 

bridged without any side compromising their core beliefs. Anti-pornography 

feminism, after all, concerns itself explicitly and often exclusively with 

heteronormative, mainstream, commercial pornography, as Karen Boyle 

expresses in Everyday Pornography (18). Pro-pornography feminisms are not in 

favour of all pornographies, and as the introduction to The Feminist Porn Book 

states, “[f]eminist porn vigorously challenges the hegemonic depictions of 

gender, sex roles, and the pleasure and power of mainstream porn” (15). Both 

groups have defined a common enemy, yet common ground seems elusive. 

Yet it is possible for feminists, representing multiple feminisms, to work 

together against the common enemy of the patriarchy. Karate-style feminisms 

have a place, and a purpose: misogynist, patriarchal porn still exists, and should 

be stopped. But aikido-style feminisms also have a place, and as Courtney 

Trouble demonstrates in Nostalgia, it is possible to use the momentum of even 

the most blatantly patriarchal pornography and redirect it towards feminist ends. 
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The Seen of Oppression: Ejaculation & Power 

Instead of thinking hard about the qualities and kinds of sex that might 

grow out of dramatic, or even comic, situations, pornography’s main 

concern was for the sheer quantity and maximum visibility of sex and, 

especially… for a visible climax in male orgasm. (Williams Screening 

129) 

The original scenes taken as source material for Courtney Trouble’s Nostalgia 

perfectly demonstrate the principle of maximum visibility that Linda Williams references 

above, with male ejaculation positioned as the climax of each scene, and most scenes 

containing extended penetrative shots in addition to the money shot. The money shot is 

particularly problematic because “focusing excessively on the moment of external 

ejaculation” (Williams Screening 141) is part of a movement, with origins in Deep 

Throat and Behind the Green Door, towards “an escalation of the rule of maximum 

visibility in the face of an apparently invisible female pleasure” (Screening 141). It is this 

invisibility of female pleasure that Williams cites as problematic. Karen Boyle concurs 

and extends the argument to include the lack of pleasure for all performers, stating that 

“[p]ornography is produced according to a principle of maximum visibility, not 

maximum sensation: the goal is to make sure the viewer gets a good look, not to enhance 

the performers’ experience” (Everyday 218). Although feminist pornographers such as 

Nina Hartley challenge the privileging of “sensation,”1 it remains true that the principle 

of maximum visibility is restrictive for performers and viewers who may be interested in 

a much more varied representation of sexuality. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Hartley writes that she values the experience of “express[ing] myself as both artist and 
scientist” (231) 
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The emphasis on the money shot as the end-goal of the pornographic scene is one 

expression of the principle of maximum visibility. Understanding the existing body of 

scholarship about the money shot is important for a discussion of how Trouble subverts 

and displaces this iconic pornographic trope in her film. Richard Dyer writes that external 

ejaculation “brings the linear narrative drive that structures porn to a clear climax and 

end” (105). This “linear narrative” is challenged in Trouble’s film, which moves from 

external ejaculation in the first and second scenes, to no ejaculation (or even visible 

orgasm) in the third and final scenes. There is, rather than an “escalation of the rule of 

maximum visibility” (Williams Screening 141), a de-escalation. This de-escalation is part 

of what Brian McNair identifies as “the emergence of female (and gay and non-

heteronormative) sexualities, which have, in their deviation from both patriarchal and 

radical feminist stereotypes of femininity, been made possible by sex-political progress” 

(77). How Trouble interacts with the money shot is critical to understanding the feminism 

and the sex-politics of her film. Her film represents a negotiation with this trope, and 

presents multiple moments of ejaculatory imagery that challenge the “linear narrative 

drive” (Dyer 105) and the privileging of ejaculatory orgasm as the end-goal of the 

pornographic scene, without denying the place of ejaculatory orgasm in pornography. 

This is a move towards a principle of maximum variability, rather than maximum 

visibility. 

Nearly all of the writing about the money shot assumes a phallocentric focus, and 

this assumption is so embedded that language about ejaculation rarely specifies whether it 

is male or female ejaculate. One significant moment of Trouble employing the 
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participatory gaze in Nostalgia is the use of a female body to perform ejaculatory orgasm. 

Female ejaculation is, according to Ingrid Ryberg, “by now something of a  

lesbian pornographic trope” (Maximum 74). Male ejaculation is considered an indicator 

of “the authenticity that sex happens and pleasure too, constructing an idyllic happy 

end… for the successfully male performer” (Stuettgen 575). Ryberg sees a similar 

ideological attachment between female ejaculation and “proof both of a real orgasm 

actually taking place, but also proof that the characters are lesbians in real life” 

(Maximum 74). While female ejaculation “challenges the assumed invisibility of and 

impossibility to visually represent female sexual pleasure in heterosexual hardcore 

pornography and appropriates the cum shot for its own sake,” this appropriation “is not 

simply an evident or uncontroversial feminist strategy” (Ryberg Maximum 74). One of 

the subversive elements in Nostalgia is that Trouble does first inhabit this space of 

appropriation, claiming the embodied ejaculatory orgasm for her own queer feminist 

pornography. She does not, however, stay in this space. Like Ingrid Ryberg, she believes 

that “[t]he solution is not simply to exchange the penis with the vulva” (Maximum 76). 

There must be a complication of the pornographic formula, not simply a substitution. 

There must be a queering. 

 

Complex Intersections: Queering Pornography  

The intersection of queerness and feminism is a complex and contentious one, and 

there are multiple feminisms and multiple queernesses that must be recognized. The 

alliances between radical feminism and lesbianism that emerged in the 1960s and 70s 

(Shugar 14) have not translated into easy alliances with queerness. The liberation of 
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female sexual pleasure and agency has sometimes been presented as a liberation from 

heterosexuality and into lesbianism. Jill Dolan writes that “replacing male desire with 

lesbian desire… offers radical new readings of the meanings produced by representation” 

(Feminist 63). This way into “new readings” does not easily make room for heterosexual 

feminisms, or even for queer feminisms. Dana Shugar writes that “[the] ‘queer’ sexuality 

in general within queer theory is not only about the expansion of sexual practice, it is also 

about the usurpation of lesbian identity as many women have lived it” (15). The tensions 

between lesbianism and queerness echo tensions between some feminisms and queerness, 

and although there is a lack of a “cohesive [feminist] party line” (Dolan Feminist 3), 

particularly on the topic of queerness or pornography, they are relevant to this discussion 

that Trouble’s pornography is queer.  

Jane Ward notes that there is “a persistent gulf between feminist and queer 

approaches to sexuality” (134). This gulf is important to recognize in a discussion of 

queer feminist pornography, a category that contains within it certain inconsistencies and 

instabilities. Ward says that “feminist approaches to sexuality privilege women’s genuine 

desires and experiences, but … without much critical reflection on who we think women 

are, and how they come to desire what they do” (135). This critique seems leveled at 

feminisms that espouse a theory of natural femininity from which “genuine desire” would 

follow. Ward’s statement that these feminisms do not give “much critical reflection to 

who we think women are” (135) gestures to the biological and gender essentialism that 

has contributed to transphobic behaviour and attitudes in some feminist communities. 

Yet, it is critical to recognize that this critique can also be leveled at queer and feminist 

porn communities, where Tobi Hill-Meyer writes that “[t]his overall lack of 
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representation [of transwomen] is not entirely unexpected given that feminist and queer 

porn has its roots in the queer women’s community, where trans men are very visible 

while trans women are not” (158). Queerness, feminisms and pornographies represent a 

complex intersection, where many factors converge and different queernesses can be 

privileged over others. Ward argues that “queer approaches to sexuality… are not likely 

to take the gender binary or the pursuit of genuineness so seriously” (135) and while this 

may have some elements of truth, it is not the full story, as Hill-Meyer demonstrates.  

Ingrid Ryberg conversely discusses “queer, feminist, and lesbian porn film 

culture” (Every 147) as an affiliative, if not cohesive, community. Her analysis brings 

these sometimes oppositional communities onto common ground, recognizing that within 

the porn film culture there is at least a shared aikido-style feminist approach to creating 

new potentials within pornography. She articulates a negotiation between “the queer, 

feminist, and lesbian film culture and the wider sexualized public sphere” (147). 

Nostalgia is part of this film culture, participating in a “counter public… where 

marginalized groups formulate and circulate counter discourses, where new 

understanding and ideas of their experiences, identities, and interests are encouraged and 

mobilized to challenge the wider public” (148). Recognizing that this counter public 

space is itself a space of negotiation, where “new understanding” about identities and 

interests can be explored, the tension within this community can be seen as productive 

and collaborative rather than simply combative. Trouble situates her film within this 

productive but contentious space. 
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Making the Visible Invisible: Nostalgia’s Reversal of The Money Shot 

Pornographers are the enemies of women only because our contemporary 

ideology of pornography does not encompass the possibility of change, as 

if we were the slaves of history and not its makers, as if sexual relations 

were not necessarily an expression of social relations, as if sex itself were 

an external fact, one as immutable as the weather, creating human practice 

but never a part of it. (Carter 527) 

Courtney Trouble enthusiastically takes on Angela Carter’s challenge, rejecting 

the historical construction of pornographic sexuality and making her own queer feminist 

construction. Nostalgia is framed by transitional shots of Trouble and her girlfriend, 

Pepper Sox, watching porn together. This inserts Trouble and Pepper into the 

pornographic scenes as active spectators and eventually participants. By invoking an 

active, participatory spectatorial practice, Nostalgia engages with Jane Ward’s question: 

“Can we watch mainstream porn and still have feminist orgasms?” (132). This question 

has as much or more to do with the act of watching as it does with the presumed end-goal 

of orgasm. Nostalgia similarly privileges watching over orgasming, and moves in a fairly 

linear, aikido-style trajectory. Biological ejaculatory orgasm is the climax of the first 

pornographic scene, moving with the momentum of the original scenes, and Trouble uses 

that momentum to move the film towards a decentering of ejaculation and orgasm in the 

final scene.  

There is a complex interaction between Trouble watching the porn and Trouble 

creating the porn, one that relies on her oppositional and participatory gaze. By turning 

her attention from the original scenes and using them as source material for her own 
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queer feminist reimagining, she takes up Angela Carter’s optimistic challenge that 

pornography is only an enemy when women are the slaves to its historical construction of 

sexuality, rather than the makers of their own constructions (527). This offers one 

potential answer to Jane Ward’s question: we can watch mainstream pornography and 

have feminist orgasms when our viewing is active and participatory, when we reclaim, 

reimagine, and rewrite the harmful patriarchal tropes that we are watching. However, this 

answer may be too utopian and too idealistic. There are a variety of reasons why a viewer 

of mainstream pornography could not or would not turn around and remake the porn in 

ways that construct more inclusive sexualities. So, while Trouble’s film offers one 

potential answer to Ward’s question, a question that is vitally important to contemporary 

feminisms given the prevalence of pornographies in our public spheres (Boyle Everyday 

218, McNair 25-9, Penley 188-190), it cannot be the only answer. There must also be 

space for the oppositional gaze that is not participatory. 

The gaze that Trouble defines for herself as a viewer, and for viewers of her 

pornography, is not the same gaze as the oppositional and participatory gaze that she 

brings to her viewing of the original scenes or her role as director. The pornography that 

Trouble and Pepper are watching within Nostalgia is not the mainstream, iconic 

pornography of the original scenes. It is, rather, the queer feminist reimagining of those 

scenes. Trouble does not go to great lengths to inform the viewer that they are watching 

‘covers’ of the original scenes. The name of her film – Nostalgia – points to the past, as 

do the scene titles, and the scenes each contain elements that make the original films 

identifiable, but there is no credit given to the original films on the cover or in the main 
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menu of the DVD, or anywhere in the film itself. Trouble claims the subject matter 

entirely, making it her own and barely even acknowledging the original films. 

 

The Abduction & The Queer Door  

The first scenes in Nostalgia are “The Abduction” and “The Queer Door,” both 

with their inspiration in Behind the Green Door. In “The Abduction,” scenes of Trouble 

and her girlfriend are cut into the scene, highlighting the active role of their viewership.  

In the original film, the main character is abducted and “ravished” (Behind the 

Green Door) for the enjoyment of an audience that is commanded to be silent and still 

while they watch. She is restrained through much of the scene, passively but without any 

indication of active consent, and in the context of having been abducted. The scene 

climaxes with 7 minutes of “optically printed, psychedelically coloured doublings of the 

ejaculating penis” (Williams Screening 141). Nostalgia’s reimagining of this scene, more 

than any of the following scenes, mirrors the format and structure of the original. This 

scene centres on ejaculation, echoing the original. Female ejaculation, yes, but still fully 

embodied with a body ejaculating bodily fluid onto another body. And still the climax of 

the sexual scene. Almost all of the scholarship about the money shot can be applied to 

this moment of ejaculation. As an example of the principle of maximum visibility, the 

fact that the masks worn by dominant performers in “The Queer Door” are taken off, and 

that one must remove their strap-on and the other expose their vulva before ejaculating 

points to an escalation from even the visibility of the original scene.  

In addition, this scene does present this ejaculatory moment as being about power, 

although the fact that this is consensual power exchange rather than non-consensual 
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subjugation is important. Although the scene is titled “The Abduction,” perhaps referring 

to Trouble’s “abduction” of the original scenes, there is no abduction of the main 

character from her hotel, and the main character is submissive, but she is not passive. 

Unlike the original scene, where the main character was silent and passive throughout the 

process of being prepped for her display, here she is interactive – making eye contact, 

smiling, and responding sexually to her partner. “The Abduction” is a short scene, 

intercut with shots of Trouble and her girlfriend watching the scene, kissing and 

undressing each other. 

In “The Queer Door,” which is the extended sex scene, Trouble alludes to decades 

of feminist pornographies, particularly lesbian pornographies, that represent BDSM as 

consistent with counter-hegemonic activist practice (Dolan Dynamics 156), because there 

are strong elements of dominance and submission. The submissive performer is actively 

engaged with the sex acts throughout the scene, indicated by her sustained eye contact 

with her partners, and her participation in her own pleasure and orgasm. When two 

female characters ejaculate onto her torso, closely mirroring the “psychedelic” (Williams 

Screening 141) money shot scene of the original, she makes eye contact with them, she is 

not restrained, and the non-consensual passivity of the original scene is replaced by 

consensual submissiveness. 

In addition to the changes in the sex acts themselves, the framing of the scene as a 

performance is also altered. The performance is still presented for an audience within the 

scene, in addition to the audience of Trouble and her girlfriend watching the scene, and 

the viewer watching the film. However, unlike the original scene, the audience claps and 

participates rather than being commanded to be silent. This is an important piece of 
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Trouble’s construction of a theory of feminist spectatorship and removes the possibility, 

present in the original, for the audience to maintain a sense of powerlessness. This is a 

second iteration of the participatory gaze, and a reminder to the viewers of the film that 

the audience is not powerless and that the very act of viewing is an act of participation.  

As Mary Ann Doane writes “[f]ilm plays out scenarios of looking in order to 

outline the terms of their own understanding” (Film 240). Nostalgia articulates five 

“scenarios of looking” – the four pornographic scenes and the framing scenes of Trouble 

and Pepper Sox watching the porn together. Each of these scenarios presents a piece of 

the film’s theory of female spectatorship. In “The Queer Door,” the gaze of Trouble and 

Pepper Sox, along with the external viewer, is aligned with the male gaze of the original 

film. Structurally, the scene is shot in ways that closely mirror the original film, such as 

the panoramic shots of the audience watching and masturbating to the performance, the 

extended focus on penetrative scenes, the emphasis on the main character’s femininity 

through her hair styling and make-up, and the “linear narrative drive” (Dyer 105) towards 

ejaculatory orgasm. These visual and narrative elements present the viewer with an 

expected pornographic viewing experience, Dyer’s “linear narrative drive” (105), and 

appear to offer a “scenario of looking” (Doane 240) that does not significantly challenge 

patriarchal pornographic norms.  

However, Trouble produces her work within the context of queer feminism, and 

like Jane Ward’s theorized queer viewer, the viewer that is invoked by Trouble’s 

pornographic gaze is “unpredictable, potentially unhinged from biological sex or even 

gender” (Ward 135). Although this first scene presents the viewer with visual tropes that 

point to an expected male viewer, or at least a viewer who takes on a masculine 
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subjectivity, within the queer context “[a] given viewer may have a vagina, but while 

watching porn, who knows what kind of subjectivities emerge?” (Ward 135) There is the 

potential for the queer viewer to inhabit this masculine subjectivity and to find agency 

within it. Because Trouble’s film clearly emerges from a queer feminist context, 

produced as it is by Reel Queer Productions and Good Releasing, the invitation to 

identify with the patriarchal male subjectivity is also an invitation to “active 

disidentification” (Stuettgen 576), and to the negotiation that this implies. Active 

disidentification, a term Stuettgen borrows from Josè Esteban Muñoz, refers to a “mode 

of dealing with dominant ideology, one that neither opts to assimilate within such a 

structure nor simply oppose it” (Muñoz qtd. in Stuettgen 576). The opportunity to inhabit 

a patriarchal male subjectivity is open, but it is not enforced. Multiple subjectivities 

remain open, and the viewer, along with Trouble herself, is able to incorporate elements 

of the original film’s ideology without fully assimilating within it. 

This concept of the viewer with multiple subjectivities is not a new development 

in film studies, nor is it restricted to queer feminisms. Steve Neale writes that “[c]inema 

draws on and involves many desires, many forms of desire. And desire itself is mobile, 

fluid, constantly transgressing identities, positions and roles. Identifications are multiple, 

fluid, at points even contradictory” (278). The queer viewer of this first scene is invited to 

“transgress,” to identify both with the submissive female performer and with the active 

performers who inhabit what may be a masculine space when they perform penetrative 

sex with their strap-ons but who inhabit their female bodies when they ejaculate onto the 

submissive female. 
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The Blakovich Spot  

The second scene in Nostalgia is “The Blakovich Spot,” Trouble’s reimagining of 

Deep Throat. Deep Throat is the infamous “clitoris in the back of her throat” film. It was 

and is a controversial film and has generated a wealth of critical writing. Nearly every 

book referenced in this research includes at least some reference to Deep Throat, a 

testament to its enduring status. Linda Williams cites Deep Throat as the film that 

brought fellatio into the public consciousness, and calls it an “excellent example” of a 

Foucauldian “implantation of perversions” (Screening 136). In Deep Throat, we first see 

the “highly visible spectacle of the money shot that would become the sine qua non of all 

hard-core pornography for decades to come” (Screening 133). And yet this “highly 

visible spectacle” is not actually seen (Williams Screening 136). The montage of bombs 

and bells, representing Linda Lovelace’s orgasm, interferes with the viewers’ ability to 

see the actual money shot. Despite this, Deep Throat is credited as the film that brought 

the money shot into the public consciousness. Although Deep Throat is a “badly acted 

film with a silly excuse for a plot” (Williams Screening 130), it was the largest grossing 

independent film of its time (Williams Screening 141). In an effort to rewind to the 

moment of porno chic and remake the iconic scenes, Deep Throat seems impossible to 

ignore. But the issue of the behind-the-scenes context of the original film makes it a 

challenging inclusion, since this original context is layered into the reimagining. Trouble 

and her viewers may be looking through a queer feminist lens at the new production, but 

the spectre of the original production still looms at the edges of the scene. 

Diana E. H. Russell writes about the original production, “although many people 

would classify Deep Throat as nonviolent pornography because it does not portray rape 
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or other violence, we now know from Linda (Lovelace) Marchiano’s books… that this 

film is in fact a documentary of rape from beginning to end” (55). Further to Russell’s 

point, the inclusion of rape fantasy scenarios in the conclusion to Deep Throat brings the 

behind-the-scenes violence into the on-screen representation and continues the tradition 

of sexualizing and even fetishizing coercive sex that Andrea Dworkin, Catherine 

MacKinnon and other anti-pornography feminists were arguing against. This is the 

violence Karen Boyle and the new wave of anti-pornography feminists are still critiquing 

in mainstream pornographies. In the original film, Linda ends up falling in love with a 

man whose fantasy is to be a rapist, and who complains that she’s not afraid enough. Her 

response is to claim that she is turned on by his manliness and that she can’t fake the fear. 

Although, as Brian McNair notes, rape fantasies are not uncommon in women (83), the 

scene is presented as one in which the fantasy is held by the male partner and is 

expressed as a desire for non-consensual violent sex with his female partner, or at least a 

believable simulation of such violence. Presented uncritically and with no framework of 

negotiating a consensual non-consent scene or offering Linda any agency within the 

fantasy, this scene dovetails all too well with rape culture and the normalization of 

heterosexual male violence towards women. 

In Trouble’s reimagining of the scene, casting is important. Madison Young, who 

not only performs in but also directs her own feminist pornography, plays the role of 

Linda Lovelace. Young is vocal about enjoying her work not only as a performer in this 

scene but also in her off-screen life where she gives workshops and presents talks on 

various sex-related topics (Young n.p.). Jiz Lee and Syd Blakovich, the two other 

performers in this scene, are also known for their work as performance artists and 
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activists, as well as porn performers (Lee Bio n.p.). The casting of three highly 

recognizable performers known for their work on-screen and their activism off-screen 

mitigates the potential implication that Trouble is mirroring not only the film but also 

Deep Throat’s production practices. The identities of these performers contribute to the 

unspoken assertion of the film and its feminist context that this is a fully consensual 

performance. As with the Venus Hottentot 2000 project, the performers present a 

“counter-gaze” through their “simultaneous identification and dis-identification with 

[bodies] that [have] become a space and a territory in which battles have been raged” 

(Netto 157). Their identification is evident in the mimicking of the original scene’s visual 

and narrative tropes but the over-laid context of their work outside the film evokes an 

element of dis-identification. 

Structurally, this scene begins to depart from the tight mirroring of narrative and 

visual elements present the first scene. The doctor finds Young’s clitoris in her throat, as 

in the original and, as in the original, this causes her to orgasm. However, rather than 

rockets launching, this orgasm involves glitter. A lot of glitter. Earlier in the scene Young 

says that she wants to squirt glitter, mimicking Linda Lovelace’s statement that she wants 

to hear bells ring and rockets launch in the original film. The moment of orgasm features 

glitter fireworks on the screen, and ends with glitter covering the doctor’s condom-

covered, silicon cock and Young’s face. This is a clear mirroring of the original scene 

with one critical difference. That difference involves the source of the ejaculate, and is 

Nostalgia’s first step away from embodied ejaculatory imagery. It is unclear where the 

glitter ejaculate comes from. Young is the character to ask for “squirting glitter,” and the 

scene indicates that she got her wish. However, throats do not ejaculate. Neither do 
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silicon cocks, certainly not when they are visibly wrapped in a condom. This ejaculatory 

scene, then, shifts the focus away from the fully embodied and supposedly “natural” 

ejaculatory orgasm, and onto an ambiguous, winking, sort-of embodied ejaculatory 

orgasm. 

Trouble then takes the scene in a direction that does not mirror the original in any 

way. Both the doctor and the nurse are wearing strap-ons and, critically, Madison Young 

is active in asking for what she wants and directing the action to achieve her own orgasm. 

This orgasm, entirely glitter-free, is the result of penetration and clitoral stimulation, an 

important insertion of the biologically female body into a scene that fantasizes about the 

misplaced clitoris. As Linda Williams notes, the misplaced clitoris fantasy allowed the 

original Deep Throat to assuage “the film’s guilty conscience toward what is actual its 

physical elision of the woman’s pleasure” (Williams Screening 141), and to place male 

ejaculation as the primary focus of the scene. By framing the first orgasm as an over-the-

top homage to the silliness of the original scene, with ambiguously originating glitter 

ejaculate and dramatically acted porn-orgasm screams, and immediately following it with 

an orgasm involving no ejaculate and a much more seemingly authentic orgasm, Deep 

Throat’s original act of placing ejaculation as the focus and the point of the pornographic 

scene is undone. By contrasting these two orgasms Trouble pulls the rug out from under 

the money shot trope, highlighting the ridiculousness of the money shot particularly when 

the sex acts leading up to it do not include any effort at mutual pleasure and active 

participation by all sexual players.  

In addition, Trouble plays with and destabilizes the trope of deep throating in 

pornographic scenes. Stuettgen calls deep throating “an obvious staging of male power in 
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sex performance” (578). In Nostalgia, the use of strap-on dildos, “can be called both a 

joke and a threat to phallocratic power: it is… a campy exaggeration of the penis, gaining 

a size and volume that almost no biopenis has been given by nature” (Stuettgen 579). The 

strap-on is part of a “new sex-technology… a total denaturalization of what was once 

called a phallistic signifier” (579, his emphasis). This process of “denaturalization” 

continues into the money shot itself, where glitter replaces biological ejaculate. This 

insertion of “sex-technology” is important in Trouble’s film because she first inserts the 

technological penis, the dildo, and displaces the cisgender male penis as the source of 

biological ejaculate in “The Queer Door,” and further displaces the cisgender male penis 

as the primary penetrator and site of sexual power in “The Blakovich Spot.” 

 

Queer Babylon  

Babylon Pink, the inspiration for Nostalgia’s “Queer Babylon,” originally 

featured a short scene of a woman fantasizing about being placed on a table at a dinner 

party and having two men ejaculate onto her face while two women are also present. In 

the re-imagining of this scene there is no mimicking of the woman’s passive positioning 

on the table. Rather, the woman having the fantasy is an active participant in the sex acts 

with her two female companions. The sex acts are widely varied, with each character 

performing both dominant and submissive roles. The scene ends with the woman whose 

fantasy we are watching smearing cake onto the faces of her companions, a complete 

reversal of the original scene’s location of ejaculatory power. This is fully disembodied 

ejaculatory imagery, moving further and further from the focus of the original porn films. 
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Most interestingly in this scene, there is no visible orgasm in this scene. Rather, the focus 

is on the power exchanges and interactions between the three women. 

This shift in focus from orgasm as an end-goal to sexual pleasure as an on-going 

process allows Trouble to interrogate the purpose of pornographic sex. The ejaculatory 

moment in this scene, with cake being smeared across two women’s faces but nobody 

experiencing or performing orgasm, challenges the idea of ejaculation as proof of 

pleasure. The cake-ejaculate is constructed, manufactured, and fully disembodied. In fact, 

it is vegan cake (Nostalgia), which takes it entirely out of the realm of bodies and their 

products. It is the moments of sexual interaction – the active participation of all 

performers in the sexual act – that are given the weight of authenticity and focus. 

 

April Flores’ Suicide & Queer Lust  

Finally, Nostalgia ends with a very loose reimagining of The Devil in Miss Jones, 

a film that Roger Ebert called “the best hard-core porno film I’ve ever seen” (Devil). 

Both the original and the reimagining begin with Miss Jones’ suicide and her arrival in 

limbo. This is the only element that they have in common, and it is relevant because 

unlike the abduction that is removed from the reimagining of Behind the Green Door, 

Miss Jones’ suicide is an act of personal agency. In the original, she is given the 

opportunity to experience lust before going to Hell for her sin of suicide. In Nostalgia, 

she is also given the opportunity to experience lust. She and the being that meets her in 

limbo are transported into the room with Trouble and her girlfriend. This highlights the 

theme, first seen in “The Queer Door” with the participatory audience, that the viewer is 

an active part of the pornographic process. Trouble and her girlfriend are viewers who 
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become participants and they shape the porn that they are watching. This again points to 

Trouble’s answer to Jane Ward’s question about whether we can watch mainstream porn 

and have feminist orgasms (132). In this scene, which does not include any ejaculation or 

focus on orgasm, Trouble seems to be expanding her original answer, which is that we 

can watch mainstream porn and have feminist orgasms if we are reclaiming that porn. 

Here, Trouble seems to answer that the goal of watching porn is the engagement with on-

going, active sexual pleasure and that orgasm is, if not irrelevant, then certainly no longer 

the focus. Not only can we watch mainstream porn, we can enjoy it without tying our 

enjoyment to an orgasm-focused end-goal. 

There are no similarities between the pornographic scene in Trouble’s bedroom 

and any scene in the original film. There is no sadistic teacher, no ejaculation of any kind, 

and there is no punishment for Flores’ choice to commit suicide or for her desire to 

experience queer lust. The four women engage in a variety of sex acts, using a variety of 

sex toys, and experience or perform orgasms that do not appear to be the focus of the 

camera or the scene. They end the scene and the film tangled together asleep on the bed.  

Angela Carter writes that “[w]hen pornography abandons its quality of existential 

solitude and moves… into the real world… [i]t begins to comment on real relations in the 

real world” (539). Trouble brings the pornographic scene into the “real world” of her 

bedroom, and her commentary on the possibilities of sexual interactions seems to open 

the door that 1970s porno chic refused to unlock. Here are Linda Williams’ “many 

nuances of sex – friendly or hostile, playful or brute, fast or slow, nonorgasmic or 

multiorgasmic” (Screening 129). This is the goal of Trouble’s aikido-style queer feminist 

pornography, to open up spaces for new and nuanced sexual representation. 
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Exclusions 

As expansive and full of potential as Nostalgia may be, it cannot provide the 

answer to every question. As queer pornography that features an entire cast of female-

bodied performers, Trouble’s film does not represent the heterosexual feminist, or answer 

the question of where the cisgender male penis (and body) fits within feminist 

pornography. These are important questions regarding the role of ejaculation and 

ejaculatory imagery, but they are not addressed in Nostalgia. The role of the heterosexual 

feminist and the csigender male performer within feminist pornography are chronically 

under-theorized. Laura Kipnis theorizes that “one of the reasons there’s been an under-

theorization of pornography of male bodies is that it might throw… certainty about what 

pornography as a category is, and does, into question” (204). The certainty that Kipnis 

refers to, and that she says has found a “general feminist consensus” is that “pornography 

both portrays and endeavours to perpetuate… the deployment of male power over female 

bodies” (204). A discussion of the pornography of cisgender male bodies, and of feminist 

heterosexuality in pornography, would challenge this certainty. Kipnis asks, “[i]n seeing 

pornographic images of women as so transparently about male erections and female 

disempowerment, what remains hidden?” (214) Although this research does not address 

the question of what “remains hidden” (Kipnis 214), and does not contribute to an 

academic engagement with feminist heterosexuality or the role of the cisgender male 

body in pornography, we must recognize that this gap exists. 

Similarly, this research does not address the “paucity of work on race in porn” 

(Penley 191), and Nostalgia itself avoids the issue. Behind the Green Door is, according 

to Linda Williams, “the first American feature-length hard-core film to include a major 
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interracial sex scene” (Skin 299). The scene features a Black performer in “African 

trappings [that] seem designed to assert the animal power of the black man against the 

more servile iconography of the slave” (Williams Skin 300) with the “slave” in this scene 

being the abducted woman he is ravishing. While Trouble gestures to the animalistic 

imagery by having the dominant characters in feathered masks, she does not engage as 

thoroughly with this visual trope as she does with the trope of the money shot.  

Like the exclusion of the heterosexual feminist and the cisgender male body, this 

lack of engagement with issues of race may be a result of simply not being able to do 

everything in the limited context of one film. However, it is important to recognize these 

exclusions, rather than allowing them to remain unseen and unacknowledged. 

 

Conclusion 

“The repetitive forms of each [genre] seem to insist on the possibility of solutions, 

as long as the problems persist” (Williams Hard Core 129). Nostalgia begins by 

repeating the form of the money shot, and continues to repeat and reimagine the trope 

through the first three scenes of the film. Trouble uses the momentum of the money shot, 

an iconic trope that according to Stephen Ziplow in 1977 was the defining element of a 

pornographic film (qtd in Williams Hard Core 93). Nostalgia progressively disembodies 

and decenters the ejaculatory moment, presenting a “solution” to the “problem” of 

pornography’s lack of varied sexual representations. By pushing orgasm to the outskirts 

of the pornographic sexual scene and positioning the ongoing and technologically 

mediated sexual act as the focus of the action, Trouble offers a vision of varied, nuanced 

pornographic sex that is no longer tied to the money shot.  
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