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GLOBAL IDENTITIES

Theorizing Transnational Studies of Sexuality

Inderpal Grewal and Caren Kaplan

ﬂn modernity, identities inevitably become global. Indeed, few things remain

local in the aftermath of the rise of capitalism. Just as goods and people come to
circulate in new ways, so too identities emerge and come into specific relations of
circulation and expansion. In this globalized framework of encounter and
exchange, sexual identities are similar to other kinds of identities in that they are
imbued with power relations. These power relations are connected to inequalities
that result from earlier forms of globalization, but they have also generated new
asymmetries. Our task is to examine both the specificities and the continuities
within the globalization of sexual identities at the present juncture.

For the most part, throughout the twentieth century, what we might call
politically “progressive” studies of sexuality emerged as a result of identity poli-
tics and social movements. Increasingly, with the rise of ethnic and postcolonial
studies and the growing emphasis on diaspora in American studies, the scholar-
ship on sexuality is globalized.! Yet thinking simply about global identities does
not begin to get at the complex terrain of sexual politics that is at once national,
regional, local, even “cross-cultural” and hybrid. In many works on globalization,
the “global” is seen either as a homogenizing influence or as a neocolonial move-
ment of ideas and capital from West to non-West.2 Debates on the nature of global
identities have suggested the inadequacy of understanding globalization simply
through political economy or through theories of “Western” cultural imperialism
and have pushed us to probe further the relationship between globalization and
culture.? Yet how do we understand these emerging identities, given the divergent

theories regarding the relationship between globalization and cultural forma-
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tions? Can these identities be called “global identities,” or is some other term
more useful?

In light of the problems that some scholars have pointed out with the
rhetoric of diversity and globality with respect to sexual identity, such that these
discourses produce a “monumentalist gay identity” and elide “radical sexual dif-
ference,” the term transnational seems to us more helpful in getting to the
specifics of sexualities in postmodernity.* As we have argued elsewhere, the term
transnational can address the asymmetries of the globalization process.> Yet it has
become so ubiquitous in cultural, literary, and critical studies that much of its
political valence seems to have become evacuated. Is this a function of globaliza-
tion in its cultural aspects, of the ways in which it has become a truism that every-
one and everything are always already displaced and hence “transnational”? Or is
it a function of the modernist search for novelty and innovation leading to the
adoption of a seemingly new term for a global world? Perhaps these two tendencies
are intertwined, and this term works at this point because it has become “real” or
“appropriate” in some way that it would do us good to examine. By thinking about
the many ways in which the term is being rearticulated, we can understand the
rhetorical imperative that underlies such uses. Since terms and critical practices
are neither authentic nor pure, we do not wish to argue that one use is more cor-
rect than another. Rather, we need to examine the circulation of this term and its
regulation through institutional sites, such as academic publishing, conference
panels and papers, and academic personnel matters. By doing so, we can begin to
understand how the study of sexuality remains bound by disciplinary constraints.
A more interdisciplinary and transnational approach that addresses inequalities
as well as new formations can begin more adequately to explore the nature of sex-
ual identities in the current phase of globalization.

We can identify several primary ways in which the term transnational does
a particular kind of work in the U.S. academy in general. First, it circulates widely
as a more useful term to describe migration at the present time. This is the appli-
cation that we find most often at work in anthropology, for example, in the work
that theorizes migration as a transnational process.® In emphasizing labor migra-
tion, this approach leaves out other factors in the globalization of labor. We can
also identify an application in the notion of “transnational flows,” a concept that
sometimes ignores inequities as well as those aspects of modernity that seem fixed
or immobile.” Some Marxist commentators prefer the term flexible over the term
Jflow, since it ties globalization to flexible accumulation in current capitalism.8

A second use of transnational is to signal the demise or irrelevance of the

nation-state in the current phase of globalization.? A related “borderless world”
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argument suggests that cultures are more and more important or relevant than
nations and that identities are linked to cultures more than to nations or to the
institutions of the nation-state.!0 In this approach, the concept of transnational
does not have to concern itself with the postcolonial state; that is, it erases politi-
cal economy as well as new forms of governmentality. As Victoria Bernal has put it
so powerfully, “Embracing globalization and transnationalism as forces that ren-
der the nation inconsequential may appeal to anthropologists and humanities
scholars in part because it allows them to conveniently ignore the ambivalent and
troubling postcolonial state in favor of more sympathetic social forms.”!1 Thus, by
eliminating the postcolonial nation-state, flows of people and shifts in culture
appear to be almost inevitable and strangely ahistorical.

A third use of transnational that has become visible recently is as a syn-
onym for diasporic. In this increasingly common usage, which follows on the cur-
rent use of transnational as a term that describes cross-border migration, any ref-
erence to materials or evidence or texts from a region outside the United States is
coded as “diasporic.”12 And everyone in the United States is believed to be dias-
poric in some way. Often diasporics come to be figured as always in resistance to
the nation-state in which they are located.13 In this formulation, diasporic groups
can be best understood through the politics of cultural identity or cultural citizen-
ship. Thus subcultures of immigration and migration are always already diasporas.
Here we are not arguing that people are better understood simply through the pol-
itics of the local. Rather, we are pointing to the mystification and romanticization
of displacement that often accompany this formulation.14

A fourth use of transnational is to designate a form of neocolonialism. In
this approach, iransnational is a deeply problematic term, because it appears to
be completely imbricated in the movements of transnational capital.15 That is, the
argument goes, globalization involves rapid movements of finance capital and thus
facilitates a global economy in which transnational corporations have trampled on
and destroyed local formations. In our view, this approach may inadvertently mys-
tify what existed before the advent of late capitalism, whereas we would argue that
earlier phases of globalization produced their own inequalities. Certainly, transna-
tional capital is creating new forms of inequality and continuing older asymme-
tries. Consequently, a long historical viewpoint, indeed multiple views for many
sites, 1s necessary.

A fifth use of transnational signals what has been called the NGOization of
social movements.1¢ In the wake of several decades of U.N. conferences on women,
the emergence of global feminism as a policy and an activist arena, and the rise of

human rights initiatives that enact new forms of governmentality, the term transna-
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ttonal has been adopted to stand for all of the above. Thus we find more and more
references to “transnationalism from below” or to transnational women’s move-
ments (with iransnational supplanting global).!” Such a shift in usage is interest-
ing and significant, since it signals an alternative to the problematic of the
“clobal” and the “international” as it was articulated primarily by Western or
Euro-American second-wave feminists as well as by multinational corporations,
for which “becoming global” marks an expansion into new markets. Our response
to this specific development is that we need to trace the histories of such move-
ments through the modern period to understand how they have been tied to colo-
nial processes and to imperialism. Thus such usage relied on a universal subject
of feminism, while ¢ransnational could signal cultural and national difference.
However, it is important to remain alert to these national and international histo-
ries, which are embedded in every so-called transnational social movement,
regardless of the intention of committed individuals and organizations.

If we have pointed out some of the ways in which transnational is used so
ubiquitously at the present moment, it is not to suggest that we should abandon
the term on the grounds that it has been overused to the point of meaning nothing
in particular. Since ignoring transnational formations has left studies of sexualities
without the tools to address questions of globalization, race, political economy,
immigration, migration, and geopolitics, it is important to bring questions of
transnationalism into conversation with the feminist study of sexuality. The history
of the way in which sexuality has been studied and described needs to be better
understood. Many scholars working on sexuality have begun to identify how sepa-
rate spheres of study have arisen as a result of the disciplinary divides in the U.S.
academy. In this context, critical practices are at a bit of an impasse, relying heav-
ily on conventional disciplinary approaches that are unable to address some key
issues and problems.

What are these separate spheres? The first divide is the separation of
sexuality from the study of race, class, nation, religion, and so on. If Western,
Judeo-Christian culture has viewed sexuality as the other within each individual,
the study of sexuality in the U.S. academy has been limited by the inability of
the human sciences to address this feared aspect of human life. In general, in the
social sciences sexuality has been discussed at length only as an attribute of
“primitive” cultures—exerting a strong fascination and producing an enormous
literature that continues to this day. As anthropologists begin to study their “own”
cultures, we have begun to see some shifts in this dynamic. But the legacies of the
rise of the human sciences remain. And the Western body stands as the normative

body in scholarly discourse and in public policy.
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We have to turn to the rise of biomedicine and the emergence of eugenics,
gynecology, endocrinology, genetics, and psychology to understand fully the social
and political stakes in viewing sexuality as distinct from race, class, nation, and
other factors in modernity. Gender and sexual difference have become understood
as attributes of bodies unmarked in any other way, despite copious evidence that
all of these modern identities are interconnected. The binary gender model is so
pervasive and universalized that it has become naturalized. In most queer studies
in the United States, destabilization of gender binarism seems to remain in the
zone of gender permutation or diversity rather than including considerations of
histories of political economies and forms of governmentality.18 For instance, if we
can argue that historical analysis shows us that concepts of gender difference in
medieval China were quite different from those in medieval Islamic cultures, we
will begin to understand that the legacies of these traditions with attendant identi-
ties and practices produce new kinds of subjects in the present moment. Here we
have to pause to note that we are not arguing that cultural specificity leads to com-
plete difference. Rather, we want to add to this model of cultural difference a con-
sideration of power, history, and analyses of contact and change.

In the study of sexuality in a transnational frame, we need a mapping of
different medical traditions, conceptions of the body, scientific discourses, and,
last but not least, political economies of the family. Such a mapping requires us
to rethink the reliance on the family as a primary locus of difference and inequal-
ity. The family has been primarily treated as an entity that emerges in the context
of a public-private split and as a result of divisions of labor. Internationalizing the
public-private split and patriarchal divisions of labor has not changed the content
of the scholarship much. Many of these approaches to the family produce repre-
sentations of a heteronormative unit, a universal patriarchy, and, very often, a vic-
timized and unified subject of feminism. If class comes to the fore in these analy-
ses, sexuality remains in the realm of the exploitation and control of women via
reproduction or trafficking. This emphasis on the family as a universal category of
analysis also enables an allied mode of universalizing, that is, psychoanalytic
criticism.

Psychoanalysis is a powerful mode of interpretation that has struggled with
its universalizing tendencies.1® That is, many psychoanalytic critiques admit to
cultural limitations in the model but find it impossible to depart from it. If sexual
desire is always already understood as produced in and through the family, then it
would be difficult to detach it from a psychoanalytic approach. The family is an
important figure in modernity, but it is not the only site of subject production. We

want to argue that the study of sexuality in a transnational frame must be detached
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from psychoanalysis as a primary method in order to resist the universalization of
the Western body as sexual difference. Psychoanalysis is a powerful interpretive
tool, but it has become a form of biomedicine and cannot be utilized in ignorance
of its own power structures.

Recently, new versions of psychoanalysis have sought to lift the cultural
blinders from earlier work. These new works focus on the nation or the community
as the family to provide new examples from diverse places. Although in recent
years there has emerged an interest in expanding and rearticulating the notion of
family and kinship, for the most part psychoanalytic cultural criticism may be of
limited usefulness. Its Eurocentric biases can often be marshaled to reproduce
nationalist formations.20 Even Lacanian psychoanalysis cannot shake off its
reliance on the modern European family as a central structuring metaphor. As we
have said, this type of family may not make sense to people in other cultures and
nation-states, nor can desire be understood solely in Western psychoanalytic
terms. At the very least, the psychoanalytic framework may have to be different
where relations between family and state are not the same as in the wealthier wel-
fare states or where psychoanalysis is not medicalized or professionalized, as it is
in Europe and North America.

The second instance of separated spheres that we wish to examine concerns
the demarcation in the United States of international area studies from American
studies. As Tani E. Barlow has argued, international area studies was implicated in
the production of Cold War cultural and political knowledges about other cultures
and nations.2! American studies comes from a 1930s Marxist, popular-front effort
to critique and oppose capitalism. During the conservative backlash of the Cold
War, it was co-opted and became articulated as American exceptionalism. At that
point, the whiteness of “American” studies became distinguishable from what was
later called “ethnic studies.” The emergence of ethnic studies has to be understood
as a response lo this conservative retrenching of an otherwise limited but more rad-
ical initial vision. So both international area studies and American studies as we
know them today are Cold War productions generated to manage and negotiate the
tensions that arose after the Second World War and during decolonization world-
wide, that is, in distinction to the emergence of other nationalisms.

One consequence of these divisions has been that comparative work in
international area studies and American studies remains bound by the nation-
state. Although an analytic position of the comparison studies mode has given us
some useful insights, it naturalizes and reproduces the nationalist basis of modern
scholarship.22 By questioning the distinctness of areas presupposed by the com-

parative framework and by respecting the specificities of historical and cultural
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conjectures, we might enable new insights into the workings of gender and patri-
archy across various borders rather than simply within the parameters of the state
or the nation. The changing nature of migrations, global flows of media, and capi-
tal demands a different notion of transdisciplinary scholarship.

How does the institutional divide between international area studies and
American studies affect contemporary studies of sexuality? The academic study of
sexuality that can be linked to the emergence of gay and lesbian politics of iden-
tity and new queer formations has focused on U.S. and European examples, with
the primary emphasis on white, middle-class life.23 Thus the disciplinary divides
that emerge out of other political arenas are played out on campus and off, that is,
in academic as well as in “community-based” or activist locations. As a result,
much of the experience-based literature rearticulates the divide between a sexual-
ity-based lesbian or gay or queer culture or identity and one that is based on race
or class or ethnicity.?* In recent years, both “articulation” theory and “intersec-
tionality” approaches have attempted to resolve this problem by arguing for com-
plex or hybrid subjects.2> That is, the nationalist basis of these academic discipli-
nary formations has participated in producing sexual subjects as nationalist
subjects or as cultural-nationalist subjects. A related issue that we are not going to
dwell on here but that we have discussed elsewhere is the nature of the cos-
mopolitan subject as a mystified national subject in the guise of a “world” or
global citizen.20

A third divide that we would like to bring up can be characterized as the
tradition-modernity split. Following postcolonial studies, much has been said
about this primary binary of Western culture. What is noteworthy, however, is the
reemergence of this split in the international study of sexuality. As we noted
above, nationalist biases and geopolitics contribute to this binary formulation, in
which the United States and Europe are figured as modern and thus as the sites of
progressive social movements, while other parts of the world are presumed to be
traditional, especially in regard to sexuality. If any countries or nations depart
from this model, it is because they are interpellated by “primitivism.” In general,
the United States and Europe come to be seen as unified sites of “freedom” and
“democratic choice” over and against locations characterized by oppression.

In our work on female sexual surgeries and the global and cultural femi-
nist discourse of “female genital mutilation” (FGM), we have argued that the tra-
dition-modernity binary is foundational and even modern in that sexual subjects
are produced as traditional in order to create feminist modern subjects.2” Thus the
global feminist is one who has free choice over her body and a complete and intact

rather than a fragmented or surgically altered body, while the traditional female
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subject of patriarchy is forcibly altered, fragmented, alienated from her innate sex-
uality, and deprived of choices or agency. As we have discussed in relation to the
film text by Alice Walker and Pratibha Parmar, Warrior Marks, freedom of choice
in this nexus of modernity is marked by “coming out” as a lesbian. This is a com-
plicated example, but suffice it to say at this juncture that a feminist and lesbian
cosmopolitanism emerges over and against rural, African and Islamic “barbarism”
in the name of saving “traditional women” from their own families. Although we
see plenty of events and instances in the United States, for example, in which vio-
lence is enacted against gays and lesbians, against transgendered people, and
against women, the displacement of the victims of sexualized violence to the Third
World needs more discussion.

Another example of the tradition-modernity divide at work in the study of
sexuality can be found in the literature on migration and refugee asylum. In such
work, the process of migration to the United States, Europe, and other metropoli-
tan locations is figured as the movement from repression to freedom.28 That is,
“backward,” often rural subjects flee their homes and/or patriarchal families or
violent, abusive situations to come to the modern metropolis, where they can
express their true nature as sexual identity in a state of freedom. This narrative is
a hallowed one in domestic “coming-out” discourses as well as in a burgeoning
international human rights arena. Refugee asylum in the United States, for
instance, produces gay and lesbian subjects through a political and legal articula-
tion of such narratives. Some recent research suggests that it is virtually impossi-
ble to stay in the country without deploying such a narrative, thereby questioning
its “natural” origins.2 Further inquiry into this international context of immigra-
tion and asylum would need to focus on the ways in which the state becomes
involved in producing sexual identities in an era of globalization. This is why we
are arguing that a cultural or psychoanalytic understanding of so-called global les-
bian and gay movements is inadequate. Nation-states, economic formations, con-
sumer cultures, and forms of governmentality all work together to produce and
uphold subjectivities and communities.

It is these kinds of examples and considerations that lead us to believe that
we cannot think of sexual subjects as purely oppositional or resistant to dominant
institutions that produce heteronormativity. In other words, as many have pointed
out, queer subjects are not always already avant-garde for all time and in all places.
For example, lesbian sexuality and practices in many sites have to struggle against
patriarchal formations, while gay male sexualities may not. Our point is that, again,
universalized models of resistance with idealized tropes or politics of identity

obscure rather than elucidate the terrain of subjectivity in postmodernity.
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A fourth link in this chain of examples of separate spheres is the global-
local divide. In the context of globalization and some kinds of transnational stud-
ies, the local is seen as working against or in resistance to the global. That is, local
and global constitute two separate spheres that never contaminate each other. The
global-local divide is a tempting device for many cultural critics, but, like all the
other binaries we are discussing, this one obscures important aspects of post-
modernity, not the least of which is that the local is often constituted through the
global, and vice versa.?0 It is also a model that hails critics because of its libera-
tory and resistance qualities. In this formulation, the local serves as the space of
oppositional consciousness and generates practices of resistance, and the global
serves as an oppressive network of dominant power structures. In various critical
engagements with this global-local binary, lesbian, gay, and queer theorists have
argued that the site of the local destabilizes the homogenizing tendencies of global
gay formations.3! There is another formulation that advocates the globalizing of
Euro-American identity politics of sexuality along the lines that we have discussed
above, that is, to advance human rights and freedom of choice.

We think that there is another way to look at the tension between these
heavily mediated practices that appear to signal “local” or “global.” We would
advocate a mode of study that adopts a more complicated model of transnational
relations in which power structures, asymmetries, and inequalities become the
conditions of possibility of new subjects. For example, we could look at the way
social and political movements are cosmopolitan and class-based, generating new
sites of power rather than simply forms of resistance.?2 We could also investigate
the empowering practices of consumption and engagements with media and new
technologies that create new subjects that trouble the model of rights and citizen-
ship. Above all, there should be much more attention to the power relations of
travel — contacts and transactions of all kinds—that are part of the knowledge
production through which subjects are constituted. The social aspects of sexuality
are always embedded in the material histories of these encounters and must be
addressed in nuanced ways.

In many ways we are addressing the problem of writing history, a problem
foregrounded by many theorists and critics working in gay and lesbian and queer
studies.?? That is, subjects are produced by the writing of history itself and thus
may always be marked by a belated recognition or identification that is always
already in the terms of the present. While we can see this problem at work in the
representation of the past, we are not always as aware of the limits of representa-
tion in the present. This problem of the present is especially egregious when we

look at other cultures near or far. That is, identity politics have structured our view
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so profoundly that we literally cannot see the link between representation and sub-
ject formation in the ways that we are calling for vis-a-vis a transnational frame-
work. Actually, what we are really grappling with here is not just representation; it
is also the emergence of new forms of governmentality with an entire repertoire of
strategies, regulatory practices, and instrumentalities linking the state to bodies.
Thus representation is always linked to production, consumption, and regulation.3*

Most of the identities we can recognize have emerged during the era of
modernity encompassing the rise of capitalism and the nation-state in the context
of imperialism. Our point is that sexual subjects are produced not just by the pol-
itics of identity or social movements but by the links between various institutions
that accompany these social movements. Furthermore, we need to probe these
connections and circuits to see how identities are upheld or made possible by
institutions linked to the state. We find it problematic that in much work on sexual
identities the state seldom has a hand in enabling these identities.?> Most discus-
sions of the state focus on queer or gay resistance to state-sanctioned heterosex-
ism. While most states seem to oppose all forms of sexuality that are not related to
reproduction or marriage, there have been cases where states (or institutions
within states) have not been so uniformly in opposition. Although there is increas-
ing discussion of the ways in which communities might be affected by institutions
such as schools or the military, other state-linked or related institutions, such as
universities and census boards, or institutions of the market, such as advertising,
financial flows, and banks, are not often discussed in work on sexualities or sexual
identities. Instead, communities seem to be simply produced by culture or by a
culturalist notion of history, and by culture we mean in both the Arnoldian and the
anthropological sense. This idea of culture signals a means of distinguishing
between and ranking groups or seeing cultural formations as aesthetic categories.

What, then, is a transnational practice of the study of sexuality? There is a
great deal of very exciting and useful work coming out of both interdisciplinary
and disciplinary sites. Journals such as GLQ and positions have taken the lead in
publishing new approaches, and there have been a plethora of conferences, work-
shops, and panels where these intersections have been increasingly evident.30
Other institutional sites—such as centers for the study of sexuality or for gay, les-
bian, and transgender studies; women’s studies; gender studies; ethnic studies;
and other interdisciplinary initiatives—are encouraging new scholarship and fos-
tering various dialogues. Sexuality studies, like feminist and gender studies, is an
increasingly important area of work in all kinds of disciplinary formations as well.

In our work on the film text of Warrior Marks, we began the project of cre-

ating a transnational framework for the study of sexual surgeries. We started by
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examining the ways in which colonial and postcolonial discourses of modernity
and tradition have structured feminist and lesbian-feminist cultural production
and identity politics as well as policy and activism in the Clinton era. Other parts
of this long-term project include examinations of refugee asylum and other human
rights practices and legal-juridical discourses that produce sexed subjects and
identities. Another valence concerns the deployment of FGM discourse in social
activism around infant sex assignment practices. Here the complicated issues
involve the emergence of an intersex movement in the United States and the com-
plexities of resisting recent biomedical practices by relying on notions of a natural
body, conventions of sexual and gender difference, and colonial notions of tradi-
tion, barbarism, and mutilation. There is more that we can say about this project,
but for now we would argue that the study of biomedicine must incorporate the
kind of transnational frame that we are calling for in this essay.

Another area that engages not only our work but the work of many other
scholars is travel and tourism.37 As feminists in colonial and postcolonial dis-
course studies have argued, the emergence of travel in the modern period has been
constitutive of many forms of orientalism and other ethnocentrisms.38 Power dif-
ferentials are always implicated in the activity of travel. Imperialism enabled forms
of travel and exploration that produced circuits and flows of power and desire
through which new forms of otherness and exoticism arose. From the “sotadic”
zone in Richard Burton’s travel narratives to Roland Barthes’s “empire of signs”
(not to forget Isabelle Eberhardt’s peregrinations in male attire in North Africa),
sexuality has been a primary subject of travel writing.39 While over the last fifteen
years both feminist and postcolonial critics have written extensively about travel in
the era of imperialism, the field has been plagued by many of the critical limits
that we have delineated here. In gay and lesbian and queer studies, the discussion
of travel follows the parameters that we have critiqued thus far, for instance, the
positioning of gay and lesbian travelers as transcending colonial power relations or
functioning as agents of resistance.

Tourism is linked both to the colonial history of travel and to new forms of
globalization in late capitalism. From global trafficking of women to sex tourism,
the topic of tourism provides a window onto specific connections among national-
ism, political economy, and cultural formations. The debate about global traffick-
ing and sex tourism in certain locales, such as Thailand, Sri Lanka, and the
Caribbean, for example, tends to portray sex workers as downtrodden victims of
their patriarchies and “underdeveloped” economies. The figure of the “Third
World prostitute,” male or female, adult or child, is structured by the fantasy of

rescue.0 As Spivak’s formulation argues, it is the old colonial project of saving the

673



674

GLO: A JOURNAL OF LESBIAN AND GAY STUDIES

brown woman from her own kind—in these instances, we can expand this formu-
lation to various subjects of capitalism and patriarchy, although there are impor-
tant differences among these linked subjects.*! There has been a lot of new work
on these circuits of labor and desire, but much more needs to be done, especially
in terms of media and visual culture.

We are also interested in new kinds of studies of migration and immigra-
tion that trouble the narratives of movement from oppression to freedom that we
have already mentioned. Migration within nations as well as across different kinds
of national boundaries has been studied in different disciplines; however, we need
to pay attention to the different kinds of boundaries that are crossed or that cannot
be crossed, and by whom. For instance, the family-based categories for immigra-
tion into the United States are profoundly antigay and -lesbian, but they also
assume models of the family based on a hierarchy of nations and cultures. Other
nation-states have enacted laws requiring HIV testing for entry as well as other
invasive and homophobic practices. Here nationalism, gender, sexuality, and
geopolitics must be considered, along with the political economy that underlies
the regulation of immigration at the current moment.

One of the best examples of the issues we are raising here is the production
of HIV/AIDS discourses over the last two decades. In this field we can discern a
massive shift from the separate spheres to which we have been referring to the new
forms of global and transnational policy discussions that have been created in
response to this emergency. We see also the interconnections among state policies,
nationalist agendas, pharmaceutical corporate practices, biomedical institutions,
and the varied sexual subjects, cultures, and practices that become visible and
targeted in new ways. The discourse of the modern nation-state’s heteronormative
family and of sexuality as the purview of males has been disrupted by the circula-
tion of discourses of viruses, consumer actions, treatment strategies, theories of
origins, and new sexual subjects. This example enables us to see the limits of the
separate spheres approach as well as the interconnections that transnational sub-
jects engender.

In conclusion, we would like to return to the five points with which we
began our discussion of the circulation of the term transnational. We pointed out
the limits of current uses of the term and linked these uses to articulations of
knowledge formations. These limits include the production of various kinds of sep-
arate spheres or binaries, which prevent an approach to the study of sexuality that
would usefully enable us to examine some of the areas of study that we have men-
tioned. Although other such topics can be considered, we have raised a few here as

a contribution to a discussion that can build a bridge between the fields of global
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and transnational studies and those of sexuality, gender, women’s, ethnic, and cul-
tural studies in the U.S. academy. Such interdisciplinary work will enable us to
understand global identities at the present time and to examine complicities as

well as resistances in order to create the possibility of critique and change.
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