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Abstract 
Standing amid the ruins of the “gender equality mainstreaming” of the past 

twenty years, we are obliged to probe into our history, to contextualize the 

status quo and the past, and to examine current conditions from our current 

position. My premise in this article is that conflicts over “gender politics” and 

“gender/sexual politics” in Taiwan are not merely the result of ontology, but 

instead have an epistemological basis and political framework along two 

different “lines” that are radically different, giving rise to a situation filled 

with continuous struggle. This circumstance cannot be, as some simplistic 

claims following the logic of “(state) feminism” have it, summed up merely as 

“friction between factions”; neither as “women’s movement excludes 

(assumed as naturally born) lesbians/gays,” nor de-contextualized as 

“women’s movement accommodates lesbians/gays” and “liberation of women 

means liberation of lesbians/gays.” If this logic is assumed, discussions on 

gender/sexual politics can only take place on two clearly separated sides, 

“feminism” (gender diversity) and “lesbian/gay” (sexual liberation), which is 

itself problematic. 
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Xing/bie ershi 性／别二十 (Gender/Sexuality: The First Twenty Years), Center for the Study of 
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Introduction 
 

Standing amid the wreckage of “gender equality mainstreaming” over the past 

twenty years, we are obliged to probe into our history, to contextualize the status 

quo and the past, and to examine the current conditions from our current position. 

My premise in this article is that conflicts of “gender politics” and “gender/sexual 

politics” in Taiwan are not purely a matter of ontology, but instead have an 

epistemological basis and political framework along two “lines” that are radically 

different, thus giving rise to a situation filled with continuous struggle. This 

circumstance cannot be, as some simplistic claims following the logic of 

“(nationalist) feminism” have it, summed up merely as “friction between factions”; 

neither that the women’s movement excludes (assumed as naturally born) 

lesbian/gays, nor de-contextualized as the women’s movement accommodating 

lesbians/gays, and that the liberation of women also means the liberation of 

lesbians/gays. If this logic is followed, discussions on gender/sexual politics can 

only be based on two clearly separated sides—”feminism” (gender diversity) and 

“lesbian/gay” (sexual liberation)—which is itself problematic. 

 In order to propose a more critical and effective reading of contemporary 

gender politics in Taiwan, it is necessary to go back to premises contingent on and 

inherently assuming an order of principal and subordinate, and, from a view 

differing from that of “nation-gender,” to contemplate dialectically the many 

disasters that this order precipitates in terms of priority (gender and then sexuality) 

and political agenda (“minorities” rising up as rulers, and the governed of all kinds).  

I will lay out my case in this article in three sections. The first section focuses 

on the imaginary and inherently false plurality that same-sex marriage advocacy 

promises, and on the problematic nature of this political rhetoric. In the next section, 

I take the Sunflower Student Movement (太陽花學運 Taiyanghua xueyun) of 2014 

as an example to illustrate what methods and ideas the nationalist feminists 

appropriate, and how they try to lay foundations of a female-dominant political 

paradigm. The final section is based on the propaganda of Taiwan’s Social 

Democratic Party during a party election period, to highlight embedded discord 

pertaining to differences of age, sexuality, and class consciousness, that are actually 

made invisible under the cover of “pluralistic” gender discourse, and to analyze the 

nature of this conflict. 
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Querying Illusion: On the False Pluralism in  

Same-Sex Marriage Advocacy 
 

Enthusiasm for same-sex marriage policy ordinarily presumes a basis in 

“human rights,” leading almost unavoidably to an absurd formula: those who have 

the right to get married have more “human rights” than those who cannot or have no 

plan to marry.1 If this formula is true, it leads to recognition without scrutiny, for 

instance, as such: a middle-class lesbian/gay with a good financial condition, who 

enjoys a petit bourgeois urban lifestyle in Taiwan, has inevitably “less human 

rights” than those who have to “earn” these rights through a transnational marriage, 

such as people from mainland China or “brides” from Southeast Asia. After reading 

“Abolishing Home and Marriage? Preserving Home and Abolishing Marriage? Or 

Preserving Home and Marriage?” by Wu Shao-wen (吳紹文), Secretary General of 

Taiwan’s LGBT Family Rights Advocacy (TLFRA, 台灣同志家庭權益促進會 

Taiwan tongzhi jiating quanyi cujin hui), I assume some basic arguments should be 

presented here. 

Wu’s elaboration lacks dialectical depth but has inherent appeal; the particular 

examples given representing diversity (especially the existence of an indigenous 

lesbian “family” and transgender people) are enough to allow readers to skip the 

rest of the argument in support of the LGBT New Normal. Wu contends that there 

will be no other choice for LGBT people: Only by creating a “family” and 

“marriage” in this system, neither inferior nor superior to any other human kind, 

will the LGBT community have a chance to survive.  

With this assumption, Wu’s example of indigenous people is both (1) a 

disproportionate representation of all LGBT people, and (2) poses a great 

temporal-spatial paradox. More specifically, it is by rejecting the traditional 

marriage standard and structure that those lesbians, who make use of a ceremony 

and swear to a blood-sister bond, successfully challenge fixed concepts of 

gender/sexuality in their community and create a non-typical mode of love and 

co-living, not in the sense of conformity, such as creating a mode no different from 

the normal mainstream one, but in terms of biological sex. While 

homosexual/LGBT/queer lifestyles abound, much of what is written about these 

lifestyles is nothing more than an echo of the dominant family-marriage continuum. 

If LGBT (and queer) are seen as limited to only this rigid claim, for instance, “We 

                                                 
1 Some paragraphs of my writing here have been published on the Coolloud Website, such as 

“Querying Illusion: On Anti-Social Queer and Gay Marriage Appeal in Taiwan,” and “Tyranny of 
Order: On the Abjection and Sins of the Sunflower Movement and Bowel Blossom Forum.” 
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have no right to marry and make our own family just because we are LGBT 

people,” it not only diminishes various sexualities in the LGBT spectrum and their 

radical nature, revealed during the development of LGBT movement, but also 

ignores how this spectrum is itself exposing the narrowness of “family-marriage,” 

reducing non-normative sexual groups to losers who are unqualified to merit a 

partner and are just waiting to be incorporated into the system. This is a rejection of 

all those different kinds of people who have no intent to enter the family-marriage 

system, and ignores the complex, long-term reality of living patterns that have 

nothing to with family-marriage.  

Wu regards the series of articles on the Coolloud website criticizing the 

dominance of the family-marriage system as an attack on “marriage-desiring” 

LGBT people, and sides with others, such as new immigrants, foreign spouses, 

activists in housing- and land-redistribution advocacy, and so on. This 

misunderstanding indeed leaves me in a state of astonishment and shock. From 

Wu’s position in interpreting the political unconscious underlying the marriage 

proposal, we may understand to a large extent what the “sugar-coated poison” 

means in Wang Hao-Zhong’s (王顥中) article, “The Illusion of Equality.” In fact, 

rhetoric like “equality” and “rights” is mobilized ubiquitously and unthinkingly in 

almost all movements nowadays, to the point that the internal contradictions of this 

rhetoric are ignored. 

First of all, Wu is herself one of the activists in the land protection movement 

(the recent Dapu incident as an example). I think Wu, from her position, would at 

least understand that many queers who are unable to be taken seriously, specifically 

regarding criticism of the normative family model. The most obvious instance of 

that situation is my writings and articles from 2012 to this day on texts in the case 

of the Shilin Wang family (士林王家 Shilin Wang jia) and Protecting Dapu (保衛
大埔 baowei Dapu).2 These critiques of privatization of property definitely aim at 

both hetero-normative subjects and homo-normative LGBT subjects who desire to 

join the middle class. A Facebook post, “I Am Someone Who Will Not Have and 

Will Not Allow Anyone to Have Children” by Lovemonk Lin (情僧 Qingseng), is 

a scarce example of confession and vindication from the multitude of Penumbra in 

these movements. The difficulty of opposing the rhetoric of a normative family 

model is seen in the speech of Nien-yun Liu (劉念雲) of the Taiwan Association 

                                                 
2 Please refer to these two articles: “On Rights of Habitation, (Possibilities of) Inheriting the 

Penumbrae, and the Undesirability of Id(entity) Politics in Normal Social Movement,” 
“Whose/What Kind of Home is It?: On Rights of Habitation and New Intimate Relationship from 
‘Tearing Wen Lin Yuan’ Incidents.” 



 
 
 

Lucifer Hung  137 
 

for Victims of Occupational Injuries (工傷協會 gongshang xiehui) at the “Tear 

Down the Government” Land Rights Protest on August 8, 2013. All these examples 

indicate coercion from “normal” LGBT factions as well as institutional gender 

politics, but also that there exist shadow multitudes of queers who position 

themselves against reproductive futurism. 

Wu’s viewpoint is based on a rigid and static fiction of linear progress; that the 

ideal of human rights would be realized as long as everyone is endowed with the 

“right” of marriage and family. However, even though this kind of rhetoric is 

needed in some strategic cases, it is extremely problematic when it becomes a claim 

and appeal. Here are some of the contradictions in her discourse that remain 

unanswered: 

1. If any individual can only survive by getting (or being) married, whether 

that person is gay or not, it is barely sufficient to say that he/she has “human 

rights.” Wu is very insistent in her assertion that foreign migrant workers have the 

right to marry the opposite sex, but LGBT people in Taiwan could not have this 

right. However, Wu ignores the question of whether marriage is necessary as proof 

of anyone’s rights. She has no intention of regarding the plight these foreign 

spouses being in that he or she has no chance to survive unless getting married. 
Also, these foreign spouses (who marry the opposite sex) might not all be 

inherently heterosexual, and, by the same logic, those same-sex spouses who expect 

more resources and support are not all essentially “lesbians” or “gays,” as identity 

politics claims. Furthermore, even if the marriage right is available for new gay 

immigrants, it does not address the huge problems of class, nation-state oppression, 

and the uneven distribution of wealth. There are many inconvenient examples of 

heterosexual monogamous marriages that resulted in, and from, economic hardship 

and inadequate life choices. No: We are meant instead to infer that, for urban 

bourgeois same-sex partners who are “ready,” marriage is a glittering crown 

marking their elevation into the normative sexual hierarchy; the gender/sexual 

positions of those unable or unwilling to marry, that is, the “rest” of the New 

Normal, are no more than shady scribbles that will be wiped out from modern 

society and its normative family-marriage system.  

2. Wu seems to presume a priori that no one would wholeheartedly choose to 

live alone. But the thing is, there are quite a lot of people living charming lives as 

individuals in this kaleidoscopic universe, without any urge to get married. And 

even if there are people who practice neither marriage nor monogamy (being 

instead polygamous or mateless, or engaging only in one-night stands, etc.), in Wu’s 

concept of human rights they are nevertheless being “deprived” of the “ideal” life 
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mode and are thus to be considered as “lacking basic rights”; in fact, they might 

even benefit from being pressured into marrying, to “secure” these rights. 

3. So-called “human rights” are actually a series of struggles, negotiations, 

correlations and transfigurations. It is impossible to simply lose something or get 

something (a relationship, assets, job position, legal position, etc.) and thereby 

achieve “human rights.” “Ownership” or “loss of” human rights implies a 

teleological conception of history. Wu Jun enthusiastically cites examples of 

indigenous queers who love their family and clans. I do agree that some queers are 

passionate for family, while there are also those (not limited to indigenous people) 

who actually do not care so much about their hometown, and might even hate it. 

But Wu’s mobilization of these examples runs the risk of producing the myths of 

cultural pluralism that Homi Bhabha discusses in The Location of Culture (1994), in 

which things regarded as belonging to traditional or indigenous peoples or areas are 

appropriated in some discourse positions almost as fetishes, and deployed in the 

bio-politics of postcolonial modernity. There are indeed indigenous LGBT people 

who love their families with great passion, but such cases should not be considered 

the primary model; nor is it appropriate to borrow these without regard for their 

specific cultural conditions.  

In sum, in regard to the legalization of same-sex marriage as the indication of 

pluralism, universality, and human rights based on contemporary political ideals, we 

do acknowledge that this “model” offers new social opportunities. Meanwhile, 

however, we must also reckon with the fact that the structure of marriage in general 

is cover for a few inconvenient facts. To wit: (1) marriage-family is the smallest 

unit of control for a nation, used to discipline and govern obstinate sexual 

minorities (including “children and youths” with no rights to marry); (2) now that 

people (normal subjects) have various marriage modes to choose from, those sexual 

subjects rejecting marriage or otherwise behaving in an unruly fashion, such as 

acting promiscuously or engaging in polygamy, will become targets of the supposed 

new pluralism, and these filthy others can be excluded with the full force of nation 

policing; and (3) in terms of the sexual hierarchy that Gayle Rubin illustrates in her 

famous article “Thinking Sex: Notes for a Radical Theory of the Politics of 

Sexuality”(1984), on bourgeois homosexuals in the 1980s mimicking the 

monogamous lifestyle ideal of the straight middle-class population, taking 

bourgeois middle-class values as their goal. In contemporary Taiwan, elite 

homosexual people who have high incomes and favor monogamy and vanilla sex, 

contrary to many in heterosexual family-marriages trapped in miserable conditions,3 

                                                 
3 Many stories of heterosexual marriage appear frequently these years in media coverage 
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are rising up and gaining power by lobbying the government, “cleaning up” its own 

community, excluding those who use drugs or are considered promiscuous or 

involved in the sex trade in their communities, while uniting with the national 

feminists as mentioned above. Thus the clean and orderly gentrification of the 

LGBT is under way. 

All these factors remind me of certain contemporary Christian communities 

that express contempt toward homosexuals. However, if we have some basic 

understanding of Christianity in terms of ideology, we would see that in its early 

founding period (the age of the Roman Empire, for instance), “original and primal” 

Christianity is different to a large extent in ideology and structure from the 

contemporary form, which is infamous for its banishment and oppression of 

alternative lifestyles. What interests me most is the way early Christians assembled 

and acted in the Roman Imperial period, which seems quite like the behavior of 

marginalized people picking away at the imperial order of the time, and rebelling 

against the marriage-family structure (though different from the modern nuclear one) 

promoted by the dominant social system. 4  But contemporary anti-sex and 

anti-homosexual Christians are obsessed with a mirage founded on a single version 

of reality, and the power of the historical discourse, with unconditional support for 

the correlation of capitalism and dominant social norms. Some LGBT people are 

willing to become “good citizens” in exchange for access to the family-marriage 

structure and the promise of upward mobility. But is this ideological conversion still 

only a strategy, or does it actually abandon the fruitful energy of marginality and the 

symbolic assets accumulated by queers for generations?  

If there is anything comparable between anti-social queers and primal forms of 

Christianity, it is not in the clerical hierarchy that supports elements in the modern 

nuclear family-marriage contract; instead, it is in the radicality, already lost, that 

rejects accumulation of private property and utilitarian commercialism, opposes the 

pyramid structure of rule, and flies from the heterosexual formula of (re)production. 

                                                                                                                                  
(often narrated in a normalized creepy way) are about a lack of economic and cultural capital. The 
two links below are the examples. One is about a stressed young mother killing her own son and 
committing suicide, leaving her husband and other family members behind (See 
<www.appledaily.com.tw/realtimenews/article/new/20160505/853494/>.). Another is a rather 
bloody one, in which an abjectly poor family of only elders and children “got themselves all 
killed” (See <www.appledaily.com.tw/realtimenews/article/new/20160525/869777/>.). Reports of 
this kind are actually not rare, revealing the status quo of expanding problem of normal 
heterosexual reproductive system and also people who fail to survive under it. 

4 About this, Quo Vadis: A Narrative of the Time of Nero by the Polish novelist Henryk 
Sienkiewicz (1895-96) with a film version (1951), is helpful for learning about early Christian 
communities in the Roman era. 
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Early Christians (already extinct and definitely not the contemporary ones) and 

(now still lively) queers who oppose family-marriage stand in contrast to Wu’s 

example of happy indigenous queers, and a linear version of history that marches 

toward marriage as the goal. The stark contrast of these two lines of thinking 

reminds me of the wretched historic recurrence that Karl Marx elaborated on in The 

Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte (1852) with the famous quotation, 

“History repeats itself, first as tragedy and then as farce” (n. pag.). In other words, 

as a kind of theater of prophecy (also an allegory itself) appearing the second time, 

the bourgeois “progressive” policy of same-sex marriage rights conspires with 

moral conservatism, if only in terms of collective unconscious or as an intentional 

maneuver of local politics, to implicitly set monogamy between LGBTQ couples as 

the priority and proof of a new order of gender “diversity,” without in fact 

overthrowing reproductivism and sexual hierarchies.  

 

Nationalist Gender Paradigm in the Sunflower Movement 
 

The anti-CSSTA (Cross-Strait Service Trade Agreement, 反服貿協議 fan 

fumao xieyi) events in 2013, and the Sunflower Student Movement in 2014 could be 

seen as the climax in the identity politics dramas embodying both the order of the 

nation/state as well as forms of xenophobia. For those who followed the 

mobilization of anti-CSSTA to the occupation of Legislative Yuan (立法院 lifa yuan, 

parliament), as long as they paid some attention to the context and underlying 

ideology, it was hard to ignore that the movement was based on an anti-China drive, 

a kind of “Red Scare” and xenophobia, styled as the politically righteous rejection 

of a superpower. The storming and occupation of parliament (a state apparatus) was 

spectacular and thrilling, even for me. Participants in that action also included many 

gender/sexual queers and radical movement members that I had met before. My 

partner (a liberal bourgeois Hong Kong citizen, who has felt uneasy about the 

recent anti-China xenophobic mobilizations in Hong Kong) asked me whether I 

supported this occupation that was in fact full of disagreements and tension. My 

answer was: “Maybe I am not fully aligned with the ideology behind this battle, but 

I am glad to see more debates and dissent coming up with this chaotic drive to 

interrupt the existing regime.” 

However, as the movement developed, what I had called this “chaotic drive 

interrupting the existing regime” was quickly taken under control by several strong 

forces. Among the approximately 200 disorderly and heterogeneous people who 

stormed the parliament on March 18 (the “318 Event”), only one tenth of them 
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eventually assumed power in the movement. This minority included NGO workers, 

academics, lawyers, and medical teams. Those outside this circle were excluded 

from participation, with some mockingly calling themselves “Pariahs of Gate X (of 

the parliament)” and making an angry outcry, however, they were all but ignored. 

From the early stage of the movement to after it had ended, the abuse of “outsiders” 

was never addressed by anyone in the corridors of power, and the violent divide and 

horror which this whole “honeycomb oligarchical power system” had caused was 

also certainly never admitted.5 

Days before storming the parliament, various unaligned groups temporarily 

co-operated to challenge the huge state apparatus. At this moment, there was still 

the possibility of bringing about more thorough challenges and closer cooperation 

among different groups. However, in an extremely short period of time, crowds in 

and around the parliament (sections within Qingdao East Road, Jinan Road, 

Zhongshan South Road and so on) were organized into a “civilian militia,” which 

was divided up into different power strata that were strictly maintained. The 

so-called “civilian militia” actually consisted of “volunteers,” disciplinary patrol 

teams, and the EMT Tough group (a heavy-motorcycle male group mainly focused 

on helping stray animals) 6 joining in the middle of the movement. There was a 

very clear gap in how supporters were treated, with the best treatment reserved for 

only some sorts of people, such as elite students, well-behaved citizens, and 

“subalterns” donating supplies and labor. Other less humble and more disobedient 

“subalterns” were not welcomed. 

Starting from March 20, some identified in their public posts that a few 

“non-citizens” (people not recognized as ROC citizens despite having national 

identification cards) were driven out, and even beaten. Some obvious instances 

included (1) the homeless and their cats, who were “persuaded to leave”; 7 (2) a 

                                                 
5 What I refer to here as the “honeycomb power structure” is the hierarchical disposition 

within “the inner circle of the parliament,” consisting of a “queen bee,” “field bee,” and “drone.” 
“Queen bee” does not refer to a specific person. It refers to a group of people often with 
“decision-making” power. It is said that it consisted of four scholars and five students, or perhaps 
29 of those who occupied the parliament. 

6  The fanpage of EMT Tough: <www.facebook.com/EMTtough?fref=ts>. This group 
“strangled with bare hands” the neck of a visitor bringing drinks to the crowd; see this link: 
<www.ettoday.net/news/20140411/345413.htm>. 

Ironically, this visitor was one of the activists who “protected students from riot police” all 
by himself: <www.appledaily.com.tw/realtimenews/article/politics/20140411/377573/%E9%81% 
AD%E8%A3%B8%E7%B5%9E%E9%A3%B2%E6%96%99%E4%BC%AF%E3%80%801%E4
%BA%BA%E7%8D%A8%E6%88%B0%E9%8E%AE%E6%9A%B4%E6%B0%B4%E6%9F%
B1>. 

7 See <www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=742342795798754&set=a.515021531864216.1172 
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“seemingly mentally disordered” man accused by a “volunteer” of sexually 

harassing women, in other words a vulnerable citizen demonized;8 (3) unruly 

people denounced as “drunken and brawling,” including “brawling” bikers, and 

vocational students tagged by upright citizens as “rogues”;9 and (4) elderly women 

and men who also wanted some of the food donated to students, but were rejected 

by “volunteers.” 10  Those mentioned above were not regarded as qualified 

“humans” by the “militia” and supporters within this geographical section: they did 

not have the least right not to be interfered with or to act according to their will, and 

they had to be removed from the geographical (and symbolic) boundary of the 

“occupying area.” More intriguing is that acts of expulsion or physical violence 

were often co-executed by the “militia” and police forces (against occupiers and 

standing firmly on their position in a state apparatus as executioner in the old sense), 

namely, the Special Police First, Fifth, and Sixth Headquarters under the National 

Police Agency (保一、保五、保六總隊 baoyi, baowu, baoliu zongdui). Their 

smooth cooperation in ejecting “undesirables” indicates complicity on the 

unconscious level, with a sense of achievement simulating nation/state violence. 

On April 6, President of the Legislative Yuan Wang Jin-ping (王金平) entered 

the parliament and made some statements. The next day, to many people’s 

astonishment, those in the corridors of power overrode all objections and made an 

announcement of withdrawal from the parliament. After the shock I felt hearing 

about those events, I felt it necessary to trace the emergence of a formidable 

hierarchy, with the so-called “student movement” or “student demonstration” 

forming a “para-state,” mobilizing colossal and self-righteous dominance from the 

layers within the parliament to the hierarchy outside. For me, theories such as the 

“cleansing drive of modern citizens” cannot fairly explain the phenomena of those 

24 days. Chao Kang (趙剛) and Hu Mu-Qing (胡慕情) have already discussed the 

anti-China and “Red Fear” elements in the movement, and analyzed the division of 

“we/other” that was witnessed.11 But in terms of the hyper-discrimination that even 

                                                                                                                                  
17.100000691218881&type=1>. 

8 See <www.appledaily.com.tw/appledaily/article/headline/20140407/35750114/%E5%AD%B 
8%E9%81%8B%E7%B3%BE%E5%AF%9F%E6%89%93%E9%81%8A%E6%B0%91%E4%B
8%8A%E8%AD%A6%E5%B1%80%E8%87%AA%E9%A6%96>. 

9 See <www.facebook.com/lin.ming.che/posts/611520978936962>. 
10  On the related descriptions and intervention (but disregarded by “volunteers”): See 

<www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=10202332699536046&id=1148692786>. 
11 See Chao Kang’s two articles: “Thought and Student Activism (Unabridged Version)”: 

<www.facebook.com/notes/%E8%B6%99%E5%89%9B/%E6%80%9D%E6%83%B3%E8%88%
87%E5%AD%B8%E9%81%8B%E5%AE%8C%E6%95%B4%E7%89%88/303961959757319>, 
and “Impoverishment of Thought: On Lung Ying-tai’s Comments on the Sunflower Student 
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“Taiwanese” faced within those 24 days, it is definitely not just a matter of hatred 

toward and exclusion of “Outsiders-cum-Chinese/Chinas (外部支那  waibu 

Zhina).” What it can be seen as, in fact, is a “short victorious war.” 

The term “short victorious war” originated during the Russo-Japanese War in 

1904-05, when Vyacheslav von Phleve, the director of Imperial Russia’s police and 

later Minister of the Interior, asserted that “What this country needs is a short 

victorious war to stem the tide of revolution.” 12  With this concept of a 

“diversionary war” in mind, we would be able to read the whole movement in a 

deeper sense: “this country” can be analogized not only to Ma Ying-jeou’s (馬英九) 

presidency and regime, but also to the honeycomb power structure in the parliament 

during the 24 days as a “para-regime.” Who those “individuals” are in that structure 

is not our concern here. The result is that the goal of “withdrawing the CSSTA” (退
回服貿 tueihuei fumao) was not even reached after this “short victorious war.” 

Instead, the Sunflower Movement indeed blocked other more urgent, left-leaning 

issues such as opposition to neoliberalism and free trade, and the benefits and 

effects on the working class, from serious consideration. Moreover, the Sunflower 

cluster distracted attention from forms of (persistent, ongoing) violence toward 

minorities (in terms of class, gender/sexuality, rights of habitation etc.) that are 

perpetrated by the state apparatus over time. Thus, the term “victorious” is a double 

entendre and absolutely symptomatic—to the extent that the two sides may not be 

aware of it – of a shared community of interests between the honeycomb structure 

in the parliament and Ma’s regime (including Wang). 

Instances of exclusion and discrimination in the so-called progressive 2014 

movement were even more numerous than those in neat and tidy citizen movements 

of 2013. For example, the parade of White Shirt Army in 2013 would not have 

rejected older people this way.13 The EMT Tough group was accorded respect, 

unlike some kindred but more “abominable” “rogue bikers,” and granted access to 

the corridors of power. Nevertheless, these phenomena are actually reasonable since 

the movement is itself a simulacrum of war. Those to be eradicated from the 

                                                                                                                                  
Movement”: <www.facebook.com/notes/%E8%B6%99%E5%89%9B/%E6%80%9D%E6%83% 
B3%E7%9A%84%E8%B2%A7%E5%9B%B0%E8%A9%95%E9%BE%8D%E6%87%89%E5%
8F%B0%E8%A9%95%E5%A4%AA%E9%99%BD%E8%8A%B1/308044062682442>. See also 
Hu Mu-Qing’s article “Those Grotesque Ones on This Isle”: <opinion.cw.com.tw/blog/profile/37/ 
article/1233>. 

12 Please see <russiapedia.rt.com/prominent-russians/politics-and-society/vyacheslav-plehve/>. 
However, my quotation here is derived from the famous military science fiction The Short and 
Victorious War by David Weber. 

13 The White Shirt Army parade in 2013 was estimated at 250,000. If any elders had wanted to 
join them, I reckon no one would have rejected them. 
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“battling” nucleus and national bloodline are clearly not only the faraway “China 

pigs” or “Communist bandits”; instead, the target is the “expired” “semi-humans” 

whose value expired in the martial law era. (How dare those backward old codgers 

demand the same benefits and treats as the sacred students, those paragons of moral 

progressivism and civic pride!). Thus, many forms of discrimination during the 

movement were actually helpful in strengthening the bond between the members in 

this miniature state, and a tool for the authorities to reassure the docile citizens. 

Order was maintained by exclusion, contrary to the “discordant,” “irrational” 

scenario in common sense. 

In this hyper-real simulacraic theatre, paradoxes were embodied in almost 

every incident. Shy girls showed their appreciation for their rough-appearing 

“escorts,” who repelled the “rogue bikers” (also students, however) and protected 

the pure bodies of the maidens who camped overnight at the protest. The volunteers 

changed their faces for every group they met, warmly greeting the students, but in 

the next breath turning nasty toward senior members of the ART (Alliance of 

Referendum for Taiwan, 公投盟 gongtou meng), not even allowing them a cup of 

hot soup. The logic is actually simple and goes like this: the senior activists were 

now deemed useless, and should hand their own supplies over to others and fend for 

themselves. Top priority for protection by the tough escorts, volunteers, disciplinary 

patrol team, and field medical team were the precious leaders (professors, lawyers, 

leaders of NGOs, student leaders) and the significant “vessels” in this reproductive 

political plan: young students, upright citizens, and parents and children camping 

together cozily (in a “co-learning area”). People who did not submit to the hierarchy 

in the parliament (such as those on the second floor not agreeing to withdraw), and 

the extraterritorial “Subaltern’s Liberation Area”(賤民解放區 jianmin jiefang qu) 

set up outside, were regarded as outlaws. Other factions appeared mainly for giving 

vent to feelings, like the “Bowel Blossom Forum” (大腸花論壇 dachanghua 

luntan), which appealed to regular citizens, soldiers, and generals in the civilian 

militia alike, giving comical crosstalk performances in which they nagged each 

other and then recovered their homosocial bond. In stark contrast, those who did not 

obey the unspoken rules could not even re-enter the parliament building. The 

climax in the forum was a callout by Professor Fan Yun (范雲): “Only women can 

say ‘幹拎娘!’ (kàn lín-niâ, literally translated as ‘fuck your mom’); men (should) 

use ‘幹拎北!’ (kàn lín-pē, ‘fuck your dad’),” which seems quite consistent with 

gender politics. But in fact, criticism of this kind strengthens the logic of nationalist 

feminism on gender divisions (premises like “Between the sexes there should be a 

prudent reserve,” 男女有別 nan nu you bie; also “No interspecies sexuality, so just 
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fuck your own gender peers,” 不同物種屬性不通姦，自己的生理性別自己幹 

butong wuzhong shuxing bu tongjian, ziji de shengli xingbie ziji gan). In the 

reproductive disposition of the state apparatus, almost all forms of life are regarded 

as dispensable; the only one worth being celebrated is the militarism-driven 

completion of a monogamous romance between normal straight men and women, 

and the progressivist rhetoric of “fuck” based on gender divisions. For other 

gender/sexual queers outside this borderline, either they ought to fall in line with 

decrees that there are respective “fuck” rules for the two genders, or be expelled for 

“sullying the student movement.” 

On April 10, the student leaders were cheered by the citizenry, and this short 

“victorious war” ended. Let us resort to figures and statistics to make a narrative: 

500,000 citizens in black shirts were mobilized to hit the streets in exchange for a 

“(seemingly) short victorious war,” which came down to some political nonsense 

from Wang and a big outdoor festival for college students. The real outrage in this 

transaction is the lack of respect accorded the members of the ART. During those 

24 days, they supported this para-nationalist theater in low profile. They regarded 

those in the corridors of power as their peers and were faithful to them, but in the 

end were thoroughly renounced by them. There would not have been the least 

foundation for any mass mobilization of citizens were it not for the grizzled 

advocates of Taiwan independence, who have for years been holding activities and 

gaining followers at social events. Also, phenomena that posed no threat to the 

power of those 500,000 people include the 100,000 likes of a fan page on a social 

network supporting Fang Yang-ning (方仰寧), the head of the Zhongzheng First 

Police Precinct, who made the decision to drive out activists by rather violent 

means. The point here is those who supported either activists or the police were 

mesmerized by numbers or figures, or moralizing and thus refracting their common 

imagined idea of a dignified normal citizen: a subject focusing solely on literal 

“democracy,” proud of avoiding class struggle, and having blind faith in 

“maintaining order and discipline,” which in fact makes no contribution to peace 

and even refuses critical scrutiny. Both sides crafted their own signature tunes with 

the same skill, and both looked down on the radical faction that has been struggling 

with institutions and the state apparatus for decades. 

Although the dominant consciousness was satisfied with the assemblage of 

500,000 people and 100,000 likes, it tended to ignore two facts that really had an 

impact on the state apparatus and the bullying police force. First, on March 18, it 

was the 200 disorderly people and the old guard Taiwan independence 

revolutionists helping them—and they shall not be sentimentalized as kind, 
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affectionate elders—that actually broke into the Legislative Yuan and upended the 

whole legal system. Then, from the evening to midnight on April 11, another 

unorganized group forced police chief Fang to concede and apologize, thus even 

(possibly) restoring the rights the ART members deserved. The group consisted of 

indignant people not subordinate to one another. Their numbers were not great (less 

than a thousand), but the 500,000 people on the street plus the police-loving 

100,000 cannot rival the smaller group for their wanton libidinal force and the 

damage they caused. However, that does not mean there is no power in loving 

Order. On the contrary, after this incident we should realize how easily a rage for 

order gives rise to rotten fruit. Embracing order indiscriminately and absorbing the 

habits of oligarchy, making key leaders supreme in the movement leads to division 

of formerly equal participants into a “core” group and subordinate groups, which 

becomes extremely difficult to contest. It also allows the “core professors” to regard 

others as worthless, not permitting them into the parliament building, treating them 

as “non-human.” Included in this group was (also a) Professor Tsay Ting-kuei (蔡
丁貴, a founding member of ART). More horrifying, maintenance of order as a goal 

inspired groups like EMT Tough to become executioners, beating and laying hands 

on those that seemed unworthy of participation, the (non-)citizens and the homeless, 

blocking the members of Taiwan Radical Wings (基進側翼 jijin ceyi, another 

group focusing on Taiwan independence) from going into the assembly hall for “not 

obeying leaders,” though they had the same access rights as others inside. As a 

result, EMT Tough became semi-royal guards with whom “good citizens,” those 

among the 500,000 who likewise sought to push out the unwanted, strove to 

ingratiate themselves. 

In an article “From Sunflower to Chrysanthemum: Homosexual Action and 

Erotic Consumption after the ‘Sunflower Student Movement,’” the authors Huang 

Hsuan-chang (黃璿璋) and Ciou Pei-yuan (邱珮瑗) apply Donna Haraway’s cyborg 

theory of “(anti-) paternal cleansing immune system” as their starting point to 

connect incompatible and even intensely antagonistic arguments. Their attempt 

should be appreciated. Yet for me, if “antagonism” is not acknowledged as a 

mandatory element in sustaining the immune system, it is to ignore and even to 

negate the socialist critique on which Haraway’s theory is founded, and her 

assumption that there is no innate gender/sexual identity. See paragraphs such as 

this one: 

 

Just because homosexuals and other partial, marginal groups have a 

“certain affinity and interchangeability,” we can imagine “foreign 
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matter” like them to be independent variable X, while X can be 

substituted with anything marginal such as X1, X2, X3, etc. When 

“foreign matter” intervenes in a social movement and becomes 

intimate allies with other parts, “foreign matter” can be “substituted” 

with any other “parts” rejected by the mainstream. . . . Lucifer Hung 

argues that what Fan Yun spoke of in the Bowel Blossom Forum is 

compulsory de-sexualized sisterhood, falsely intergenerationally 

appropriating lesbians’ statements and speaking for them. What I 

want to point out, however, is that her talk occurred in the context of 

“sexuality,” but was obscured by other nationalist discourses. (10, 

10n14)14 

 

Indeed, I do not deny that her talk was in the context of “sexuality” (actually my 

focus there is not on whether her talk was “de-sexualizing”). For example, any 

“sexual assault/exploitation,” depreciated by anti-sex and anti-prostitute feminism 

as practicing dominance-submission relationship, certainly would not totally fit into 

the rigid formula fabricated by Catharine A. MacKinnon, which disregards complex 

bodily desire. But I want to map out Fan’s ideal of gender governance in her own 

words, as follows:  

 

Fan Yun called out: “Only women can say ‘kàn lín-niâ!’ (‘fuck your 

mom’). First, it is paying tribute to homosexuals. Second, 

intergenerational relationships are worth encouraging. So, only 

women can say ‘kàn lín-niâ!’, you men just use ‘kàn lín-pē’ (‘fuck 

your dad’)!” (n. pag.) 

 

At the Gender/Sexual Rights Forum in 2014, I analyzed the effects of these words: 

 

. . . here are three examples of gender/sexuality governance related to 

the 318 Event. The first one is Fan Yun’s talk on gender norms: 

“women (can) say ‘kàn lín-niâ,’ men (should) use ‘kàn lín-pē.’” She 

re-assembles and maps out a national vision of gender in Taiwan, 

returning to “sex separation” in that “Between the sexes there should 

                                                 
14 See <www.academia.edu/24949042/%E5%BE%9E%E5%A4%AA%E9%99%BD%E8%8A 

%B1%E5%88%B0%E8%8F%8A%E8%8A%B1_%E5%BE%8C_%E5%A4%AA%E9%99%BD
%E8%8A%B1%E9%81%8B%E5%8B%95_%E4%B8%AD%E7%9A%84%E5%90%8C%E5%B
F%97%E8%A1%8C%E5%8B%95%E8%88%87%E6%83%85%E8%89%B2%E6%B6%88%E8
%B2%BB>. 
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be a prudent reserve.” Fan’s vision can be traced back to a sci-fi 

novel, Herland, in 1915, an American white feminist utopia of 

de-sexualization (and anti-sex). Another one is the appearance of 

some key figures during the event, such as Miss Lu in black chiffon, 

and a man-woman engaged couple. Standing with mainstream 

feminist groups, such as The Awakening Foundation, they made 

“Taiwanese good (wo)men” as a new identity. Finally, politicians 

from the pan-Green coalition (localist parties) such as Shih Ming-te 

(施明德) and Chen Chia-chun (陳嘉君) as two-handed puppets 

collaborating with nationalism to “govern the bare-life.” Others as 

“white gloves” conspiring with those people include some 

transsexual people, such as the cooperation of a group called Beyond 

Gender (性別不明關懷協會 xingbie buming guanhuai xiehui); they 

exploitatively apply regulations from the First World, such as the two 

covenants (International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights) 

and CEDAW (The Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of 

Discrimination Against Women), and then intricately integrate them 

into the discourse of “local Taiwanese civil rights.” These instances 

all contribute to the latest version of “governance of the Taiwan 

Nationalist Matron.” (n. pag.)15 

 

Since the end of the twentieth century, the moment when “Mainstreaming Gender” 

(性別主流化 xingbie zhuliu hua) started to become the dominant theory of gender 

and demographic governance in Taiwan, “diversity” has always been a sign of 

obedience and submission to First World regulations, and thus can also be regarded 

as a drive to “catch up” with the state feminism of the West. Laws and regulations 

made out of this drive can be depicted as “clear and severe” ones,16 originating 

                                                 
15 See <intermargins.net/Activity/2015/0123/pdf/%E5%BE%9E%E5%A4%AA%E9%99%BD 

%E8%8A%B1%E7%AF%84%E5%BC%8F%E8%AB%87%E5%8F%B0%E7%81%A3%E6%80
%A7%EF%BC%8F%E5%88%A5%E7%9A%84%E6%96%B0%E8%88%88%E9%9A%8E%E5
%BA%8F.pdf>. 

16 This depiction is from an American series Wayward Pine, which is set in a town where 
selection for good human for reproduction is undergoing. The conductors do this demographic 
experiment in a very intricate twofold way. On the one hand, the dwellers seem to be the 
embodiments in plural and individualist life style, the conductors do the life(-caring) governance 
while concerning their lives, on the other, any disobedient dwellers who challenge the 
“borderline” (excluding those genetic mutants “unqualified” to be a human template) will be 
executed under the public “Reckoning” by the sheriff. We can then regard those monstrosity “out 
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from the logic of appealing to the legal system and “herding” (exclusion and 

punishment of the innocent) during the period 1995 to 1996. The horror of a 

monster that transcends human boundaries (e.g., serial killer Chen Chin-hsing 陳進
興, and the taxi driver who brutally killed Peng Wan-ru 彭婉如, an outspoken 

feminist activist), the last and only option of protecting (wo)men (i.e., to keep 

reproduction and multiplication continuing) is to formulate an intricate, systematic, 

sex-negative legal dominance, punishing those (un/women and un/men) who in fact 

are following the rules of safe, sane consent. Why is the sacrifice and severe 

punishment of these victims not a big deal for state feminists? For those advocates 

of the domestication of desire by state establishments, these “humans” are 

dispensable, and it would be the best if they never existed, for they are not 

necessary tools for reproductive futurism. 

But of course, such words cannot slip from the mouth of a public figure, or 

any agent of the legal system. Thus, disregard for and coercion of some sexual 

subjects should be based on compassion for “real sexual victims.” As long as there 

are “real” victims who “say no,” those who “say yes” will then be monitored, 

imprisoned, and even punished as criminals; governors or agents who recognize this 

logic would not hesitate to act on it. Another thing in similar logic is that even if the 

concept of “gender” expands from two to “multiple,” the life expectation of LGBT 

people can only be of two kinds: one is to participate in reproductive futurism, 

making a new, healthy, normal same-sex family. The other is to declare the origin 

of oppression as a result of “patriarchy” alone, without scrutiny. In short, “other” 

LGBT people (“othered” indeed) are not “protected” or “treated as substantively 

equal” by this severe gender governance with a humanitarian coating. 

Fan’s talk indicates the liberal feminists’ method of “governance” on 

gender/sexuality, from which we can also infer from it a paradigm as “regulating 

families, governing states, and then making the world peaceful” realized by a 

twofold subject of Taiwan(-nese)—one of nation, and another of feminism. Of 

course, Fan’s is based on a “gender-only” presumption; in other words, she was not 

satisfied with the “humiliation” of women among “nation-only” Sunflower activist 

groups, and tried to make the axis of “gender” take priority over that of “nation.” 

Yet, another interpretation that should be acknowledged is that Fan as a 

                                                                                                                                  
of the borderline” as incorrigibly corrupted (hu)man mutants, and the demographic governance 
mode of two genders (men and women) co-operating maintains the stability of inner (the town) 
order. The action of endowing the “outer” and “inner” with differences is out of the rage for 
nationalism (the outer ones are all like pestilent bodies with aliens’ bad blood, the inner are 
well-behaved civilians and obedient gender-ized subjects), and also a gender-breeding (-pastoring) 
program implemented in the paternal structure on all kinds of subjects.  



 
 
 

150  Concentric  45.2  September 2019 
 

representative of Taiwanese gender-only feminist nationalism in the next generation, 

so the ideal nation/state must solely be along the track of “gender equality” and 

“multiple genders” under her/their governance. Thus, state feminism also has a 

twofold significance: a form of feminism among state establishments, and a 

“nationalism mainly consisting of women.”17 

It is also worth noting that, according to the theory of the hegemonic Oedipal 

Triangle, love and lust for “father” or “mother,” be they in genealogical or symbolic 

sense, are hardly unconnected to “sex/death”; it does not matter on which gender 

position one is in this triangle. Fan’s talk certainly includes sexuality. But what I 

want to elaborate is that her performance not only confirms the Freudian Pleasure 

Principle, which is rather easy to understand, but also reveals a formula: 

intergenerational relationship (the juniors fuck the older mother or father) is out of 

the drive of love, and also death drive, a compulsory and repetitive death drive of 

“fucking/killing” the other to create a traumatic core in a subject. Also, there was 

another unequal formula assumed in her talk: she rejected and banned men from 

saying “kàn lín-niâ,” and claimed that “Only women can say ‘kàn lín-niâ.’” 

However, she did not reject and ban women from using “kàn lín-pē.” In other words, 

the political unconscious in this difference indicates that “diversity” does not 

equally encourage “all possible expressions”; instead, it encourages some subjects 

on particular gender positions to “take some more.” Apart from unequal distribution, 

it strictly prohibits gender/sexual transgressing, and punishes the disobedient ones 

who don’t fall in line with the orderly gender norms promoted by Taiwan nationalist 

feminism.18 This order and hierarchy is the political unconscious and cultural 

hegemony underlying Taiwanese “mainstreaming gender” policy nowadays.  

                                                 
17 On the manifold ambiguity of “feminism of the nation/state,” see Wang Hao-zhong’s 

analysis: “We have to note in reviewing the development of local gender/sexuality politics that, 
although ‘state feminists’ are often regarded as the ‘gender-only’ ones from the rhetoric they 
deploy, they are usually the first to abandon ‘gender’ as a discourse on the scale of a whole 
society, to query the gender and nature of nation/state (movement), and consequently become a 
flank of nationalism to different extents. In this case, state feminists are actually also ‘female 
nationalists.’” See <www.facebook.com/WangHaoZhong/videos/10153206027513211/>. 

18 From Chen Iting’s article “‘Sexual Labor: Selling Desire’ Series 4: Married to Taiwan, I 
Started My Business in a Tearoom,” we can see clearly the legal formulation of the 
Mainstreaming Gender policy and its underlying political unconscious produces an ideal single 
family and a pure female sexuality. Meanwhile, this “maternal” system also intimidates and 
punishes all “bad” gender/sexual people who are not willing to or capable of being 
accommodated into the democratic/demographic norms. She elaborates the problem of focusing 
solely on prostitution from the beginning of human trafficking legislation, thus other extremely 
exploitative forms of labor trafficking are ignored as a result. Even though many forms of 
exploitation are included in legal texts, human tracking are still in effect identified as prostitution 
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Gender Governance Surplus:  

Teleological and Historical End-Point of Gender “Diversity” 
 

This section focuses on exploring and extrapolating agendas and presences of 

rhetorics and policies of gender-equity and gender-diversity. My arguments focus 

on those fields of power struggle in Taiwan cultural politics and the academic 

landscape in the past 20 years, and how these forces implicitly and explicitly help 

build up the central political issues and problematics of “Taiwan Girl Nation-State” 

(少女台灣國 shaonu Taiwan guo), combining seemingly separate forces. I also aim 

to show how the “parasite theory” from women’s rights camp (婦權派 fuchiuan pai) 

and “sisters infighting” have contributed to the trinity of “nation-feminism-gender 

(plurality)” in the last years of the twentieth century; how this success was actually 

founded on borrowing and consuming queer theories that it then has to undermine 

and later reincorporate by excluding those deemed as scum. Another topic is how 

and why state feminism produces adversaries within the logic of political party 

construction, such as the undesirable “leftist uncle” (左派大叔 zuopai dashu) 

embedded in the language of the pan-gender-political community.19  

My writing strategy in this section is based on the symptomatic reading of the 

“equality, collective rule, gender mainstreaming” trilogy starting from the 1990s. I 

refuse to reduce the struggles and battles of different feminist factions to simplified 

explanations, such as ahistorical inventions by charismatic leaders, regressive 

                                                                                                                                  
(either voluntary or not). Other presumptions go like: trafficked people are always women or 
underaged girls; all the dangers and harms are caused by “sex”; crimes of this kind violate norms 
and morality or women’s equality, and so on. Mainstream feminist groups in Taiwan follow this 
Euro-American template, and devotedly formulate various kinds of local “prevention acts” and 
severe regulations. Some groups even extend their advocacies to other developing countries, such 
as “Pleroma Home for Girls” in Cambodia (founded in 2010 by The Garden of Hope Foundation 
for fighting human trafficking). However, mobilizations of anti-trafficking as such usually pose 
more severe punishment and restrictions from nation/state on the limited livelihood of subaltern 
women. Other issues, such as the status of female labor in marriage and employment, are 
relatively ignored.  

19 In this section, jargon or nicknames such as “Girl” or “Uncle” were gradually developed and 
promoted by Social Democratic Party’s masterminds. They are not in any sense my inventions or 
those of any other involved debaters. The origin stories are derived from these “Girl” candidates’ 
political campaign and slogans. See <plus.google.com/+%E7%8E%8B%E9%A1%A5%E4%B8% 
ADwanghaozhong/posts/A1ckg4jiZT6>. 

In my opinion, the nicknaming and sneering (targeting those under-appreciated socialist 
Uncles) assign opponents as hateful Others. About this point, please refer to these two links: 
<www.coolloud.org.tw/node/81917>, and <www.facebook.com/sdparty.tw/posts/8051408795751 
68>. 
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feudal wars, antipathy toward personal lifestyles and collective strategies, and the 

clean divide between “gender” versus “sexual desire,” as if these two lines are the 

products of a fictional vacuum. If we want to examine critically and expose the 

ambivalent accomplishments of gender mainstreaming and reveal the political 

unconscious of these agendas, it is impossible to avoid issues like antagonistic 

discourses by pro-unity and pro-independence factions since around the 1980s, the 

democratic “end of history” claim since the fall of communist states around 

1989-1990, and those barely visible contests between Taiwan leftist collectives. 

There is no feasible way to deliberate Taiwan gender mainstreaming and its 

conceit-karma without including the constantly changing world views, the 

inter-Asia continuum, the Cold War and its competing powers, national war 

between the KMT and CCP, multiple meanings of “China” and “Chinese” after 

1949, and the deeply rooted, carefully inscribed “progressive diversity” engineering 

by first-world modernity and its (post-) colonial soft power. In short, there is no 

such thing as an apolitical feminist essence in Taiwan (or anywhere). 

The fierce “third political power” born since the 2014 election is now in full 

swing. Although the main core of these small and “innovative” parties is 

engendered by “three clusters of masters” (scholars, lawyers, and medical doctors), 

there are vague and ambiguous differences in their primary concerns. Thus, these 

third-power elite members form two major “independent small parties”: the Social 

Democratic Party (社會民主黨 shehui minzhu dang) and the New Power Party (時
代力量 shidai liliang). 20 From my observation, the campaign language of the 

Social Democratic Party connects two quintessential kernels of the women’s rights 

faction that have been apparent since the 1990s. The first kernel is gender-sexual 

autonomy and diversity, while the other, grounded on subtler operations, aims to 

build a feminist state by promoting upward mobility and culling unruly and 

non-normative (i.e., “shameless” and polygamous) sexual others. 

Articulating this maneuver historically, these two positions inherently follow 

the founding steps of the first-world democratic welfare state. Within this founding 

narrative, there are multiple citizen subjects and representatives of specific interests 

of different political groups. The bourgeois citizens and their representatives 

co-operate in state affairs and envision a gentrified democratic future, reinforce the 

sovereignty and boundaries of the modern nationalist state, and carefully 

                                                 
20 About this argument, I suggest readers view this article: <udn.com/news/story/1/768338-% 

E7%A4%BE%E6%B0%91%E9%BB%A8%E8%8C%83%E9%9B%B2%E5%8F%83%E9%81%
B8-%E8%88%87%E6%99%82%E4%BB%A3%E5%8A%9B%E9%87%8F%E5%BC%B7%E7
%A2%B0>. 
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administrate a bio-power state apparatus in the name of civilization and “making (a 

good) life.” In this benevolent control-society panorama, there is no place for 

intervention by or a political position for “outdated people,” including sexually 

“toxic” subjects and the traditional proletariat. Even if there is significant dissidence, 

the modern citizen society would turn the intimidating potentiality into a beneficial 

turning point, making representatives of gender diversity the embodiment of 

unflinching heroes. From my close monitoring of the field, the ferocious battles 

between the “girls” of the SDP and the “leftist uncles” showcase a progressive 

democratic methodology of cleansing unwanted others. Firstly, there must be a 

fundamental dichotomy between “girls” and “uncles,” and the essential process is 

“nourish, trap, terminate” (養套殺 yang tao sha): Whenever the old-guard leftist 

discourse occurs, the invocation of progressive gender-equity governance will set in 

motion the procedures of conversion and rejection simultaneously. 

In this intergenerational gender-sexual confrontation, I want to concentrate on 

two important contexts. The first is an expanded readings of the imperative 

command, “daughters fucking mothers, sons fucking fathers,” by Fan Yun. For 

details of this formula’s contextualization and analysis, please refer to the second 

section of this article. The other framework is the SDP’s viewpoint of capital-assets, 

enterprise, nation, familial politics, all of these characteristics summing up an 

ideological core curiously not incompatible with the essential agenda of right-wing 

entrepreneurs-cum-philanthropists since the 1980s, who regard Taiwan as a 

“beautiful isle-as-nation” to explore and exploit. Those controversial events 

surrounding the daughter of a famous capitalist, Lee Yen-jong (李晏榕), serve as 

vociferous examples. In these scenarios, the term “Uncle” obviously exceeds 

normative definition and confine of bio-sex and age. An “outdated leftist uncle” is 

NOT determined by age, bio-sex, or gender-identification. The logic of casting a 

member of the antagonistic camp as an infamous enemy of gender discipline and 

Taiwan as a progressive democratic state, by calling him/her an “Uncle,” is the 

logic of the state of exception in Giorgio Agamben’s theorization: by excluding 

those deemed “Uncles,” these “Uncles” are included in the realm of “the clan that is 

not worthy.” In other words, anyone who questions the ideology of the SDP is 

automatically labeled an “Uncle.” 

The reassignment and re-segregation of gender and sexual resources help 

encourage state feminist subjects to live in a comfort zone in the name of gender 

diversity, and this strengthens the bonds and mutual assurance of progressive 

citizens and their representatives. Within this rearrangement, it is very unlikely to 

allow the positions defined by class to interfere, even as a minority voice. In this 
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paradigm of diversity written exclusively by gender positionality, the rising political 

stars or “girl representatives” eventually kill off the unpopular leftists—the “senile 

uncles.”21 

 

The Five-Petal Orchid: Five Versions of “It Gets Better” 
 

In two articles written by Wu Shao-wen, “On the Fact That ‘Social 

Democratic Party Candidate Lee Yen-jong’s Father is Lee Kun-yao’ Part 1” and 

“Why Elites from Mainstream Feminist Movements Can Never Please Elites 

Advocating Struggle of the Working Class?,” she not only recognizes but also 

recommends that the “girls” should wage an Armageddon and then forever destroy 

the traditional leftists (again, those low-value uncles). In the realm of gender and 

sexual politics, Wu makes a tautological claim of the victory of the women’s rights 

faction, explaining away the infighting between the pro-sex-worker faction and the 

anti-sex-worker faction in the feminist NGO The Awakening Foundation 

(abbreviated as AF in the following passage) by brutally reversing the cause and 

result of this end-of-century Sex War on Taiwan. In the calculation of these articles, 

the true history of feminism should follow predestined steps, that is, the matriarchy 

should be treated as imperative. In this formula, lesbian subjects must subordinate 

themselves to a submissive and inferior place willingly, “not desiring more than 

they are given.” The core of this design always already has hetero-normative and 

reproductive-futuristic feminists claiming a much larger piece of cake than 

homosexual, non-reproductive ones. In a self-satisfied apology inscribed in “Why 

Elite Members of the Mainstream Feminist Movement Never Please Elite Members 

of the Class Struggle Faction,” Wu argues fiercely that the elimination of the class 

factors from the feminist movement is, from a self-righteous perspective, the 

justification and evidence of mainstream feminism’s loving protection and 

generosity: 

 

                                                 
21 In her two articles, “Having Fathers against Whom You Could Rebel and Resist” and “Those 

Grotesque Ones on This Isle,” the unrelenting criticism toward the pro-independence young 
generation offered by Hu Mu-Ching might offer useful insight into the double helix of “desire and 
vendetta” of the inter-generational Oedipal complex between old patriarchal figures and the 
youthful Sunflower generation. What is hilarious is that even though self-identified as a female 
and quite young, Hu herself was treated as an “old Uncle,” since her political position leans on 
old guard socialism. To access these two pieces, please refer to the following links: 
<opinion.cw.com.tw/blog/profile/37/article/1158> and <opinion.cw.com.tw/blog/profile/37/article 
/1233>. 
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From two events regarding the general secretaries (one being fired, 

the other resigning), leading their fellow-workers to build their 

organizations elsewhere, such as the “sister vs sister battle” in Wang 

Ping’s era with orchestrating by Chien Chih-Chieh (簡至潔), I 

sincerely disagree with the opinion that the Awakening Foundation 

doesn’t support the lesbian movement.’ If this NGO is a homophobic 

institute, how could they accept so many lesbians working in their 

territory, not to mention that some of these lesbians take high 

positions as general secretary? The actual reason for this situation is 

that the committee board of Awakening Foundation could not allow 

the administrative division to invest too many resources in a sexual 

movement exclusively concerned with lesbian subjects. (n. pag.; 

emphasis added) 

 

Concerning both the misleading information and discursive errors of this claim, the 

author Wally Y. H. Liu (劉瓦礫), in his responding article “Docile Families, 

Nations in Governance, and Then the Unequal Universe,” painstakingly wrote a 

long and vigorous inquiry. I would like to quote some important passages: 

 

In Taiwan, abundant in its minuscule domain of critics, it’s a surprise that we 

only see one activist camp still use this type of discursive maneuver: not the 

left, not the (bio-sex) separatists, but mainstream feminism. From this 

perspective, I’d have to agree that the movement is indeed “singular.” The 

SDP propaganda machine, which the author claims is not in the hands of males, 

is promoting the slogan “Girls vs. Uncles.” The adult candidates, who would 

not be considered respected in any other circumstance when called “girls” 

(maybe not so if called uncles), still embrace this label happily as political 

metaphor to enforce their own political power. The two groups indicated in the 

slogan are not even representing any other political/economic/social strata. 

This slogan has no more meaning than those posters in which candidates 

embrace children only to emphasize some pro-family, positive image. (n. pag.) 

  

In responding to the third footnote of the second article (the quotation above), 

in my opinion, this is definitely a sparkling demonstration of conservative 

rhetoric in an ordinary partisan state. “There are black people in the GOP.” 

“Islamic politicians are in our Conservative party.” “The KMT supports the 

LGBT movement.” Can these things be possible? Of course they can. Identity 
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politics is actually quite submissive in regard to its interaction with traditional 

moral reasoning. Is it not enough that the monogamous and “divine” structure 

of gay marriage legislation serves as solid evidence? (n. pag.) 

 

From Wu’s diverse positions, we might see an assortment which fits gender 

diversity as Ideal: a self-assuming intellectual, an “alternative homeland” farmer, a 

leader of a NGO dedicated to promoting same-sex marriage that regards 

(homo-)normative familial structure as the ultimate end of LGBTQ politics, and, a 

strong proponent of “Uncle’s Class Consciousness” (that Wu hopes passionately to 

destroy). Wu has mapped out the investment of resources for two decades dedicated 

to the subject of today’s “gender diversity” and the “bio-politics” of 

homo-normative subjectivity. Finally, Wu and her ideology successfully claimed 

what form of life the gender-diverse subjects should be heading toward. The lesbian 

position defined by Wu in her writing is closely intertwined with many relevant 

conditions. In Wu’s imagination, only those who fulfill these qualifications are 

qualified as an authentic ontological lesbians. These conditions have almost nothing 

to do with the corporeal dimension (same-sex sexual behaviors or activities), or 

ideologically dissident acts, such as battling conservative patriarchal values, 

compulsive monogamy, “happy” reproductive futurism, criticizing the 

nation-state’s civilized policies including those that are anti-porn, anti-sex-workers, 

and banishing noncompliant sexual subjects. Actually, from Wu’s imperative 

guideline, any WSW who isn’t subordinate to the directive of state feminism, such 

as a queer who creates a political manifesto and refuses a hierarchical pecking order 

and command chain, is NOT a lesbian in the gaze of state feminism. Those who feel 

antipathy toward the New Normal (such as imagining a compulsive gay marriage 

future in tandem with the State) and extrapolate a lesbian life-form embedded in 

leftist class struggle are not Feminist Lesbians (or Lesbian Feminists). Thus, in both 

gloomy and comic administrations, since these subject-positions are not what state 

feminism approves in an exemplary lesbian, those who were expelled from AF are 

not genuine lesbians, and AF never wronged any of their lesbian comrades.  

From Wu’s point of view and logic, what counts as a legitimate lesbian is one 

who is part of a collective hive-mind which never questions its matriarch-leader 

class, that is, the ruling committee board formed by authoritarian heterosexual 

feminist “Mothers” who pledge themselves to a Taiwan nationalistic vision. Those 

who are kindly allowed to survive in a Mother-Sister Familial-National realm 

should be excruciatingly grateful and contribute maximal labor-force to the 

achievement of a nation sculpted by the dominant state feminism, a nation with 
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cleansed racial-gender bloodline-heritage, both biologically and ideologically. This 

state feminism ambition could not be fulfilled without those worker-bee-like 

lesbians guarding the boundaries and the Baudrillardian vanishing point.  

The problematic is the interpretation of the rejected internal Others who are 

both feared and created by the women’s rights faction in the course of Taiwan 

nation-building, with help from modernity and its post-cold-war colonialism. If we 

want to analyze these internal phobia-drives, we should not simply invest in 

explaining the nominal meaning of lesbian (女同志 nu tongzhi). Let’s review the 

contemptible claims by the figurehead of the women’s rights faction, Lin Fang-Mei 

(林芳玫):  

 

Advocates of “libido politics” rarely independently create events to 

promote their ideas, but exploit ready-made organizational activities 

and events as their field of action. . . . Sexual liberation groups are 

reluctant to start their own organization, but instead look forward to 

the gender line of women’s movement organizations. This sexual 

liberation faction in libido politics closely clings to women’s 

movement organizations, regarding these women movements as the 

host (of the parasitic libido politics). (58-59; emphases added) 

 

Lin Fang-Mei emphasizes a course of extreme separatism. The degree of parting 

ways is laid out in a political faction that occupies and steals resources that do not 

belong to it. Therefore, this faction must be regarded as pathetically “parasitic.” 

Even with democracy closest to the bourgeois mind-set, we have at least one 

consensus, which is what I term “Sun Wen’s decree,” that is, “politics is the affair 

of everyone.” After 30 years or so since the termination of martial law in Taiwan, 

even if contemporary political leaders are unscrupulous and sinister, it is impossible 

for them to conclude that political initiatives and practitioners who are not in line 

with the “mainstream” are not eligible to participate in politics (in the broadest 

definition of “politics”), and must be deprived of their basic rights and resources. 

Lin’s justification of the AF firing nonconforming workers is founded on her 

incredulous assertion that this act is eradicating the despicable Thing’s “parasitism” 

done to the “host.”22 

                                                 
22 When I began to write this journal article in April 2015, the five candidates of Social 

Democratic Party were 范雲 (Fan Yun, Associate Professor in the Sociology Department of 
NTU, committee member of the AF, and a leader of the Wild Lily movement in 1989), 呂欣潔 
(Jennifer Lu, Project Manager of Taiwan Tongzhi (LGBT) Hotline Association), 苗博雅 (Miao 
Po-ya, Director of the Alliance to Abolish the Death Penalty, and a very masculine butch), 李晏
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If Lin’s awkward discourse makes the current sexual autonomy trend seem 

embarrassing, it fully highlights the domination of the women’s rights faction in 

1997-98, meaning that it cares little about the normal operation of “democracy,” 

aiming at the ownership of its territory and kingdom, the present tense of the Social 

Democratic Party might be described as a version of this route. If the accumulation 

of family private capital is used as a metaphor, today’s situation is the first 

generation of the dynasty to pass on the great trophy (spoils of war) to the second 

generation successors as gentlewomen. The Social Democratic Party’s electoral 

strategy focuses on the most exquisite gender equality and autonomy. The five main 

candidates are highlighting the most advantageous “gender diversity” script on the 

table. 23 The turmoil of the two “third forces” in the election process of 2016 is the 

“potential” created by the most advanced state machine in East Asia, and these two 

political parties that are derived from the third force are nothing but gender politics. 

The fundamental shape of these two parties’ agenda as an ideology machine on 

Taiwan nationalism and gay marriage rights as the pride of Asia is seemingly 

similar. So, what are the most crucial differences between the two parties? 

Undoubtedly, their ultimate object of competition is the most advanced modern 

assets in capitalistic democracy, that is, the apex of the sky-upward ladder. For both 

parties, their political initiatives are indeed analogous. The most subtle and 

indispensable difference is that the New Power Party’s gender strategy reflects the 

normality of heterosexual reproduction in the management of bio-power, yet the 

Social Democratic Party claims a “diverse” LGBT nationalism. The New Power 

Party’s basic line is dominated by liberal males, and the Social Democratic Party is 

a visualized “five palms,” five petals of a blooming orchid: five kinds of 

gender-difference flourishing, five types of candidate representing desirable gender 

                                                                                                                                  
榕 (Lee Yen-jong, a lawyer dedicated to the cause of gender equity who self-jokingly claimed 
herself to be winner of this world dominated by neo-liberalism, as the heiress of a wealthy 
capitalist father), and the chief secretary of SDP, 嚴婉玲 (Urda Yen). These five candidates 
showcase political progressiveness and gender diversity. For readers’ reference, the links below 
are to their official profiles and a detailed news report: (1) <sdparty.tw/candidate00.html> and (2) 
<pnn.pts.org.tw/main/2015/03/29/%E7%A4%BE%E6%B0%91%E9%BB%A8%E6%88%90%E7
%AB%8B%E5%A4%A7%E6%9C%83-%E6%8E%A8%E3%80%8C%E4%BA%BA%E7%94%
9F%E5%8B%9D%E5%88%A9%E7%B5%84%E3%80%8D%E9%81%B8%E7%AB%8B%E5%
A7%94/>. 

23 It is worth noticing that these five candidates express neither “pre-modern” toughness by 
female politicians nor the authoritarian intimidation of 1990s women’s rights faction’s leadership. 
They form a benign and pro-citizen magnetic field noticeable by typical liberal politicians. This 
five-fold mode of social-democratic stance (pro-youth, pro-diversity, pro-neo-liberal way of 
building a future of beautification) roughly reciprocates what Wu claims a style of the feminist 
elite. 
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identifications, and five versions of upward mobility imagined by middle-class 

LGBT supporters. 

Therefore, reading from the historical context, I must agree, in a reverse sense, 

that Wu’s defense in the articles curiously matches the key consensus of state 

feminism: at the end of the twentieth century, the feminist camp headed by the FA 

didn’t cultivate a naturalized rejection of lesbian. Instead, its main decree asks its 

lesbian comrades to form a united front with leading matriarchs. It does not allow 

entities that differ from their own political schemas (whether or not these people 

conform to any defined “lesbian” position) to share public resources, those that 

even the capitalist democratic system must endorse as open assets shared by “all 

people.” However, since it is a politics in which, supposedly, everyone is permitted 

to share and intervene, Wu’s line of thought echoes the “feminist lesbian 

continuum” of the 1990s: as the second generation of the inheritance dynasty of 

state feminism, the women’s rights camp would not share resources with all 

feminist subjects or practitioners, but elaborately interweave their “collective” 

merits from the axis of inheritance. Their “collective” merits recount the leadership 

of the SDP, which, in the symbolic network, perform the kindred handover (from 

first generation to the second generation). Today’s “diversity” inherits all the 

“autonomy” of the former generation, the female Philosopher-Queen (女性聖王 

niushing shengwang). These two generations jointly safeguard the privatized 

property and capital of Taiwan’s dominant gender canons and treasury. According 

to this logic, it is not only made clear why the elites of state feminism pursue a 

vendetta against these “uncles of socialism” (of multiple gender-standings), but also 

confirms the “Mother to Daughter” line of legacy as the indisputable core value 

from the perspective of state feminism.  

 

From Delusional Obsession with Equality  

to Rage for Order:  

The Israel-esque Syndrome in Gender Governance of Taiwan 

(Nation) 
 

At the end of this article, I want to trace the fascination of order and gender 

governance created by the Sunflower Movement, and analyze the heated debates 

about Social Democracy on Facebook, trying to figure out that how unrepentant 

socialist “uncles” are possibly allies of sexual queers, via readings associated with 

the politics of refusal proposed by Heather Love (2007). If “politics” and 

“resistance” may return to the proto-utopian situation in which Love imagines, so 
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even the bottommost losers could still conceivably find some ways to struggle free, 

the dominant gender politics in Taiwan over the past 20 years has made this 

potentiality more and more difficult. 

 

 

Fig. 1                Fig. 2 

 

My Facebook friend Yu-te Huang (黃育德) saw this picture (Fig. 1) and wrote two 

comments. At first, he expressed his surprise. I asked him why he was 

dumbfounded. Here, I must admit that my seemingly innocent inquiry at that time 

had a hidden schema. I would like to identify if the vicious and brutalizing attacks 

on his post that happened immediately would confirm what I regard as a 

contingency of outrage. Huang’s unpopular socialist stance would definitely arouse 

aggressive attacks on his writing. As I expected, he was subjected to many vengeful 

counter-comments made under the banner of gender equity and diversity.24 

 

When I read the interview of the Social Democratic Party candidate 

Lee Yen-Jong in the World Magazine Biweekly (Issue 571, pp. 72-74), 

I first noticed the photo of the interviewee (Fig. 1). I have always 

been very concerned about this gesture. This is from the World War I, 

a well-known British and American imperialist conscription poster. 

Simply put, this is a symbol of the unjustness of the capitalist empire, 

which is the poster on the right side of this photo (Fig. 2).25 In the 

imperialist First World War, the social democratic parties of various 

                                                 
24 If readers want to access Yu-te Huang’s full text and discussion thread, please read the link 

below: <www.facebook.com/photo.php?fbid=10203312447725530&set=a.1113170643050.16614. 
1640439619&type=1 >. 

25 See <event.stormmediagroup.com/wwi-100/art/20140727-320>. 
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countries betrayed the internationalism of the working class and 

supported the imperialist government in waging war. Many people 

criticize people for using Nazi gestures and signs, regarding them as 

politically insensitive. However, the gesture in this poster is quite 

popular in Taiwan. Thus, if the candidate assumes this pose is all 

right, then I will be very disappointed.  

A more serious matter is the message conveyed by the 

interview article: It turns out that the candidate believes that her 

personality traits and her concern for citizens is derived from the 

family. It turns out that a capitalist and a good parent can cultivate 

genuine care for people. The warm family story of father and 

daughter cover up the outside world’s doubts (it’s an illogical, 

unconvincing, and far-fetched story). In fact, the reader has many 

questions about the identity of the “daughter of a prestigious 

capitalist.” (n. pag.) 

 

From the advocates of gender-diverse capitalists, fathers are regarded as “the 

daughter’s assets.” We have seen the most powerful and rudimentary desire of 

mainstream gender politics in Taiwan so far, that is, to reorganize the revised 

hierarchical order of identity politics and gradually implement reform efforts: the 

indisputable role of governance. Returning to the main topic of this article, I would 

like to demonstrate why from around 1996 to now, gender politics in Taiwan in the 

past 20 plus years has moved to something parallel to the Zionism that Judith Butler 

criticizes severely, mainly in Parting Ways: Jewishness and the Critique of Zionism 

(2012). The primary argument should be called narratology of “the forever 

prosecuted” and “the permanent self-defense technique.” 

In this book, Butler reads and refutes a large amount of Zionist literature, for 

its embedded racial hatred (Israel’s systematic persecution of Palestine) and the 

unconditional self-worship of “my family and my blood,” that is, the real Jews. 

Butler offers abundant analysis and speculation on self-pleasing martyrdom in 

Zionism. In a similar way, mainstream feminism in Taiwan has its own set of 

reference and inferences about the persecution of gender subjects. In later years of 

the 1990s, two major criminal cases such as Peng Wan-ru and Bai Xiao-yan (白曉
燕) have provoked a powerful thesis, channeling the wanton fear and self-protection 

rhetoric that serves as the leitmotif of the women’s movement. Unfortunately, the 

trajectory of these interpretations and the resistance politics promoted by this trend 

of feminism does not aim at dismantling the patriarchal system and the triumvirate 
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of family-marriage-state which serves as the helpmate of capitalism. Instead, 

mainstream feminists look down from their vantage point, projecting their spite on 

the “multitude” of sexual minorities and others at the bottom of the class 

hierarchy, 26  projecting their anxiety and impotence onto these less-privileged 

subjects.27 

                                                 
26 From the following quotation of Judith Butler’s critique of Emmanuel Levinas, I would like 

to make a trans-geographical analogy. Within the past twenty years, dominated by State 
Feminism’s gender equity policy and gender mainstreaming, the nationalistic gender paradigm 
has produced abundant gender and sexual outlaws persecuted by criminal law and collective 
witch hunting. We might translate the Zionist mindset into a Taiwan-nation building project of 
State Feminism. Thus, perhaps we could have grasped the crucial point that by immersing in the 
mindset of “forever and exclusively persecuted,” those who assert the perpetual victimhood have 
created a Radical Evil which is fundamentally ahistorical. 
 

. . . [Levinas] does, however, establish persecution as a certain kind of ethical 
scene or, at least, a dimension of ethics that cannot be superseded. He situates the 
particular nexus of persecution and responsibility at the core of Judaism, even as 
the essence of Israel. By “Israel” he refers ambiguously and consequentially to 
both senses of the word, the Jewish people and the land of Palestine. He offers 
the following controversial formulation: 
 

The ultimate essence of Israel derives from its innate [innée] 
predisposition to involuntary sacrifice, its exposure to 
persecution. Not that we need think of the mystical expiation 
that it would fulfill like a host. To be persecuted, to be guilty 
without having committed any crime, is not an original sin, but 
the obverse of a universal responsibility; a responsibility for the 
Other [l’Autre] that is more ancient than any sin. It is an 
invisible universality! It is the reverse of a choosing that puts 
forward the self [moi] before it is even free to accept being 
chosen. It is for the others to see if they wish to take advantage 
of it [abuser]. It is for the free self [moi libre] to fix the limits of 
this responsibility or to claim entire responsibility. But it can do 
so only in the name of that original responsibility, in the name of 
this Judaism. (DF, 225) 

 
The preceding paragraph is complex and problematic for many reasons, not least 
of which is the direct analogy he draws between the suffering of the Jews under 
Nazism and the suffering of Israel, understood both as land and as people, from 
1948 to 1971, the time of his writing. . . . 

. . . Levinas claims that Judaism and Christianity are the cultural and 
religious preconditions of ethical relationality itself, and, with blatant racism, 
warns that the “rise of the countless masses of Asiatic peoples [des masses 
innombrables de peuples asiatiques] and underdeveloped peoples threaten the 
new-found authenticity” (DF, 165) of Jewish universalism. This, in turn, 
resonates with his warning that ethics cannot be based on “exotic cultures.” He 
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Conclusion 
 

In the past 20 years, the move from gender equality to gender diversity with 

all its exquisite and delicate technology anadigm, in short, those who are 

flamboyant, disobedient, and rebellious against this state-techno-gender-poiesis. In 

addition to not allowing these people to live in a card paraphernalia has indeed 

played a significant role in Taiwan, containing or promoting different modes of life 

and body. Worthy of further investigation is the reality of obscuration and disguise 

under the multi-form technology of control: what is obscured and whitewashed are 

many sexual and gender subjects that are barely visible, surviving outside the 

                                                                                                                                  
maintains that, ethically, one may not denounce the hunger of others, but then 
proceeds to say, “under the greedy eyes of these countless hordes who wish to 
hope and live, we, the Jews and Christians are pushed to the margins of history, 
and soon no one will bother any more to differentiate between a Catholic and a 
Protestant or a Jew and a Christian.” Even Marxism, he writes, whose 
universalism might once have bound these religions in a new unity, “will . . . be 
lost in the vastness of these foreign civilizations and impenetrable pasts” (DF, 
165). He calls for a new kinship between Christians and Jews to combat this rise 
“in what can only be called barbarism” (Butler 44-47; emphases in original). 

27 About twenty years ago, mainstream feminism discarded discourses on sexuality (or more 
aptly put, discourses on non-normative sexual practices). From that moment on, they have 
gradually transformed themselves into the helpmate of phobia of radical others, even becoming 
the determining force in deciding what sexual normativity is. The propaganda of anti-sex-work by 
state prosecutor Liu (劉承武) has demonstrated clearly that these state feminists or law enforcers 
only acknowledge sexual acts between hetero-normative, reproductive-oriented, married 
monogamous couples. Those sexual practices between sex workers and their clients are perceived 
as wholly exploitative and life-threatening, thus, these acts (and these people) should be 
annihilated. It is worth emphasizing that these narratives are told in an excessively vivid and 
excited tone, explicitly demonstrating the glee of the narrator when s/he addresses the libidinal 
enjoyment of scenarios of mostly fantasized sexual exploitation and deprivation. Also, these 
lectures often arbitrarily stop by concluding that “your bodies and lives belong to the state and the 
society.” For the details of Liu’s anti-sex-work address, please refer to the link here: 
<www.coolloud.org.tw/node/85947>. 

The logic of these narratives suggests that mainstream feminism embedded with moral 
progressivism always already produces the naturalistic morality and its punishment and harsh 
disciplines to contain sexual dissidents. These forces desire to push the power-energy of sexual 
radicals back so as to conform to reproductive futurism, and to discipline these untamed bodies 
and their desires by forcing them to retreat to the realm of self-righteous reproduction and 
domestic norms. Those feminists against sex work have developed a culling process, from 
imagining these acts are extremely dangerous to the conclusion that “these works/workers shall be 
cleansed and killed off.” They have become policy makers and bio-power holders, with the 
prerogative to execute “useless” (ways of) life/lives. If the rhetoric of anti-sex-work is theory, the 
abolition of state-sanctioned prostitution and the severe lawful punishment of sex workers are 
practices. 
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“multiple ways of status quo” and gender-mainstreaming parefree mode, the 

mainstream gender paradigm does not want these magnificent and bold sexual 

practices to be celebrated, or indeed even to exist. 

In the first section, I demonstrated the illusory and affirmative language of 

same-sex marriage politics and related initiatives, which have tried to obscure the 

queer body that always has existed in a vibrant and untamable manner. These erotic 

positions and politics, which do not live in conformity with the middle-class family, 

are not really taken as the subject of equality. They are located in today’s pluralistic 

politics, but are largely left out, and considered as better not to exist.  

At the foreground of the New Normal, the dominating pattern is administrated 

by converting or cleansing “detrimental” sexual practices in the name of pluralism. 

In the second section, I argue that from the beginning of the Sunflower Movement 

in March 2014, we have again suffered what is meant by the “state feminism,” that 

is, the complex and multi-layered identity of the “female nationalist.” Under the 

leadership of the Mother-as-Law, Taiwan seems to be increasingly civilized, as 

advocated by the First World, nourishing a new and better citizenship; the subject of 

this sort is willing to allow the pastoral power to guide, maintain, and destroy; 

meanwhile, it willingly obeys orders, and actively controls and punishes unruly 

Others. In this way, just like the antagonism between the newly rising Girls and the 

old, disgraced socialist Uncles in the third section, the battles that the queers are 

confronting are becoming more intensified. In the current situation where there are 

heavy constraints in the name of “diversity,” we are not only exposing the 

problematic nature of the status quo, but also rejecting classification of different 

groups into different categories. To refuse and counter this bleak sexual-gender 

castigation resolutely, the most effective method is to continue to write with and for 

the voices of the almost forgotten history emblazoned in the flesh of outcast sexual 

outlaws. 
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