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The Editor hasrecommendeéh his introductionto this special
issuethat, while one readsthe response$o my history of the
Bailey book controversy,one oughtto Olookall ways before
crossingQhe street.Having readthe responses| donOfeel
quite like IOmcrossinga streethereasmuchastrying to cross
a 16-lanehighway completewith multiple entranceand exit
ramps.

I am honoredandglad thatso manypeoplehavechosento
respondto this work not only in the pagesof this journal but
alsoin many other public and private venues.| havelearned
much through theseresponsesNincludingsome things not
intendedby my newestteachershut worth knowing anyway. |
cannotpossiblyremarkupon everythingl might in the space
allotted, so | addresshere what | considerto be the most
important issues.

First, what | think igshe most important:

A numberof commentatoréelp, in their essaysto explain
why the outcry againstJ. Michael BaileyOsook, The Man
WhoWould Be Queen(TMWWBQ wasso loud, intense,and
unrelenting(see,e.g., Bettcher; Clarkson; Lane; Lawrence;
Nichols; SeranoWindsor; Wyndzen).l appreciatehe way in
which thesecommentatordlesh out the horrific oppression
trans people have faced. | also appreciatehow several
commentatorspell out further the very negativeway BaileyOs
book was read by sometrans readers(see, e.g, Bettcher;
Clarkson; Lawrence; Moser; Rind; Wyndzen).

Nevertheless| think what someof thesecritics simply
donOyetNor perhapsdonOwish to admitNis that, no matter
how reprehensibl@BaileyOd 00k was believedto be, it would
not justify the production, broadcasting, and filing of essent-

A. D. Dreger

Medical Humanitiesand Bioethics Program,Feinberg School of
Medicine,NorthwesterriUniversity, 750 N. Lake ShoreDrive, Suite
625, Chicago, IL 60611, USA

Email: a-dreger@northwestern.edu

ially false chargesagainstBailey by Lynn Conway, Deirdre
McCloskey,and AndreaJamesto multiple authorities.Some
havetried to arguethat| shouldhavetold this asmore of a
Ohe-said-she-saig@ry, whereinone allegedpersonalaffront

was answeredwith another(see,e.g.,Lane; Nichols). But to

do so would be to obscurethe critical fact that what three of

the sheOssaid in this case were essentially
falsehoodsNdamagingfalsehoodsreported to people in

positions of significant power.

Whenpeopleaskmewhy | focusedsomuchon the actions
of Conway, McCloskey, and James,| think the answeris
obvious.The historical evidenceindicatesthat it was chiefly
thesethreewomenwho actively workedto leadthe campaign
againstBailey. The historical evidenceindicatesit was the
essentially-groundlessharges put forth by Conway,
McCloskey, and Jamesthat attractedand energizedmany
allies and journalists. And, most importantly, the historical
evidenceindicatesthat Conway,McCloskey,and Jamestried
to destroyBaileyO®ook andhis reputationthroughthesetruly
extraordinarymeasuredecausedhey didnOtike what he had
to say. No one has offered any even-remotelypersuasive
evidence contrary to all this, nor do | believe they could.

| think how much that core history mattersto othersis
evidencedy the significantpublic interestin my revelationof
it (see,e.g.,Anonymous,2007; Carey,2007; Krasny, 2007).
What happenedn the Bailey book controversyis a scandalNa
scandafor transrights, for sexresearchfor the press,andfor
free discourse Whetherthe right of free speechijn alegalistic
sense, extends to falsehoodsaimed at eliminating an
ideologicalopponent] do not know. But | know that morally
it does not.

Let me add,beforeaddressingpecificcommentariesthat
when| speakon this matterto audiencesandto the press,|
reiterate,every chancel get, that many trans people who
spoke out againstBailey acted ethically and not without
reason(thoughthey may sometimeshave actedunderfalse
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assumptiondecausehey had beenmisled). | also reiterate,
every chancel get, that Conway,McCloskey,and Jamesare
absolutelynot representativef the transcommunity.l wish,
honestly thatmore peoplein the transcommunitywould also
makethat latter point. | think it could only help. That said, |

know why they wonOtlo it; becausehey know perfectlywell,

including from my work on this history, what thesethree
women are capable of.

As for the medicaland scientific professionalsmplicated
in this situation, | agreewith Ben BarresOsonclusionthat
Owellmeaningpsychologistsvho genuinelydo careaboutthe
welfare of transgenderedolks [E] appearto have been
intimidated into silenceby a powerful minority,Othough he
and| disagreeaboutwho that powerful minority is. | share
BarresOand others@ensethat psychologistavho careabout
the welfare of transgenderetblksNwhich happengo include
most psychologistghat | knowNshould do what they canto
actively promotethe rights of gendervariantpeople.l would
sayto themwhat one psychologistsaidto me recently,whenl
asked him how it could beNgiven what heOsbeen
throughNthat he was spendingthat very day testifying in a
courtin supportof governmentfunding for sexreassignment
surgery (SRS) for transgendempeople: donOtet the Lynn
Conways of the world make you forget that transgender
peopledeserveull rightsanddeservao haveus helpwith that
(Ray Blanchard, personal communication, July 23, 2007).

Important Insights from Commentators

Severalof the commentarieprovidewhat| considernew or
deeperinsights into the Bailey book controversyand my
history of it, and| would like to draw the readerOattentionto
those.

Brian Gladuemay well be correctin his suspicionthatthe
Bailey controversyhasresultedin yet more mission-creemn
the partof institutionalreview boards(IRBOs)If it is the case,
thatwould be ironic since,as| showedin my paper,the merit
of the chargeamadeagainstBailey wasin fact sovery low. As
Gladuehints, thereoughtto be a betterway to dealwith the
sortsof things that happenecherethanto makeresearchers
subjectto yet more regulatoryscrutiny. My papersuggests
sometimeseffort would better be spentsubjectingaccusers
(especially those not even involved with the supposed
OresearchO) to more scrutiny.

Riki Lanegivesus a tantalizingglimpseof a forthcoming
major study of Othepolitical and social implications of
researchinto a biological etiology for transsexuality,O
including by quoting from some interesting original
interviews.(Oneonly hopesthatin the ultimate publicationof
the work, Lane will be more accuratein attribution of
quotations and claimsNsee below for examples of
problemsNandwill not makethe mistakeof confusingwhat
sourcessayis true with whatis actually true.) Lane usefully

says explicitly, when | only say implicitly, that OBailey
appearsin his writing to assumethe naturalnessand
superiority of his heteronormativity,individualism, and
scientific objectivity.O

On thattopicNBaileyOsstanceN| think MartaMeananails
it when she suggests Othat Bailey was so convinced of his
unquestionablyprogressive positive, non-homophobicand
non-transphobicself that he madethe political/interpersonal
mistakeof over-familiarity.0Shegoeson that OBaileyOsther
possible failing was a certain degree of dismissiveness
regardingthe dilemmaof identity for sexualminority groups,O
andthis, too, accordswith my experienceof Bailey. In this
way, MeanaOsommentarypoints to somethingl perhaps
underestimatedn my paper,namelythe role that individual
personalitiegandnot just personsplayedon both sidesof this
Obattle.@bout BaileyOshief opponentsMeanawrites OTheir
attackwas not only devoid of intellectualweaponryNit was
anti-intellectuallt consistedf primitive tacticsthatbespokea
massivenarcissisticinjury with shockingly little emotional
regulation.O

Anne Lawrence independentlyarrives at the same
conclusionregardingthe role of narcissismand especially
narcissisticrageamongsomeof BaileyOsiggestcritics, but
goesbeyond,delvinginto the clinical literatureto proposethat
narcissisticdisordersmay be commonamongthe transsexuals
shecalls autogynephilicln a subtlecritique of BaileyO$o00k,
LawrenceOalssuggest[sthat cliniciansandscholardE] try
to avoid inflictingO narcissisticinjury, especiallysince it
resultsin harmto all involved. Although Lawrenceand Meana
differ on Oautogynephilia,®oth made me realize that, to
understanahe history of this controversy,one really must
understand the personalities of the major players.

| had the strangestreactionwhile reading LawrenceOs
essayl found myself cringing and noddingat the sametime.
Noddingin partbecauseby thetime | readLawrenceQgiece,
a numberof strangershad alreadywritten to me to say they
found BaileyOscriticsObehaviorsto be explicable only as
narcissisticrage. That said, LawrenceOis, by far, the most
scholarly exposition of this | have encountered.

Sowhy wasl cringing readingLawrenceOsssayMuch as
her papermay explain the often dishonestself-centeredand
obsessivepursuit of Bailey by a few, LawrenceOpaperwill
surelybe readby BaileyOgand LawrenceOsitics asyet one
moreinstanceof the pathologizingof transpeoplein general
And they will probablyoverlookthat Lawrenceis carefulto
suggestin her paperthat it is the unjust processof being
deniedvalidationof self againandagainwhich probablyputs
one at risk of developingnarcissismas a sort of coping
mechanismsuchthat clinicians themselveanay accidentally
becomean active part of the problemwhenthey deny sexual
minoritiestheir self-identities ReadingLawrenceOgaper,one
doeswonderhow often activists and advocatesunjustly get
accused of narcissism for their devotion to a cause.

Relatedly,CharlesMoserOpieceremembershe eraof the
medicalizationof homosexualityandthe response$o activists
who soughtto demedicalizehomosexuality (For more of this
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comparative history, see Nichols.) And in her unique
commentary,Madeline Wyndzen hints at how the medical
Otreatment®f gay men has moved on to where the
Otreatment®f transgendepeople might someday go. She
writes eloquently, OWhereagay menare [now] diagnosedor
howtheysuffer, transsexualare[still] diagnosedor whothey
are.0

Regardingthe theory of who transsexualare: | believel
showedthat, while BaileyO$0ok wasmuchmore complicated
than it has been portrayedas being, BaileyOsaccountof
BlanchardOtheory of male-to-femaleg(MTF) transsexualism
generally lacked nuance(compare,e.g., Lawrence,2007).
Regardless| think Wyndzenusefully elaborateson BaileyOs
problematiclack of nuance,including when she writes that
Othe backlash occurred only when transsexuality was
explained[by Bailey] as only causedthrough sexuality and
when this explanationtrivialized other causalmechanismsO
(italics added).

WyndzenOsesponseis especiallyinterestingwhen read
alongsidethat of JonathanAdler. Where Wyndzen hints,
Adler actually spells out the fundamentalepistemological
divide that separate®lanchardand Bailey from many of their
critics. Indeed, AdlerOspoint about this insurmountable
epistemologicatiivide seemgo beillustratedby severalof the
othercommentariegsee,e.g., Bettcher;Blanchard;Clarkson;
Lane; Lawrence;Mathy; Nichols; Rind). While Blanchard,
Bailey, Lawrence,and many other sex researcheremploy a
OparadigmatienodeOthat treats humansas categorizable
subjectsand seesscienceas the ultimate arbiter of those
categories,many of the critics of BlanchardOsheory, of
BaileyO®00k, andnow of my history of the controversyfavor
a OnarrativenodeOin which their autobiographicaktories
stand as the ultimate truth.

In his elegantessay following his mentorDan McAdams,
Adler points out how operatingin the narrative mode (by
forming andtelling a coherentlife story) canprovidea sense
of Ounityand purposeQo oneQdife. Adler illuminatesboth
why somepeoplefought Bailey so hardandwhy any scientific
accountof transsexualitymay ultimately deny many trans
people psychological relief that their own coherent
autobiographiesan provideNhoweverfactually problematic
theseautobiographiedjke all autobiographiesare.Adler thus
hints that, from a clinical psychological standpoint,
BlanchardOtheory could sometimesresultin a caseof Othe
surgery was successful but the patient died.O

Adler alsopointsout the irony that my work has,through
its essentiallynarrativeform, likely providedBailey and his
allies with some psychologicalcomfort while not doing
anything to convince Bailey et al. that transsexuals@elf-
narrativesmeanmuch at the end of the day. As | notedat the
endof my article, Bailey hassaidhewill nolongerOhesitatén
say true things out of concernthat the truth would cause
someonepain. [E]Conway et al. took away any remaining
inhibitions | had against telling the truth.O

| was pleasedthat John Bancroft points out in his
commentarythat he was OparticularlydisturbedCby this

remark from Bailey. (A numberof readersseemto think |
endedmy article this way as a way of championingBailey
rather than, as | intended, illustrating the terribly ironic
outcomeof ConwayQattemptat what one might call BaileyOs
Oreeducationiere one operatingin Maoist China.) Without
elaborating,Bancroft notesthat he himself Ointhe past[E]
used words or concepts that | would not use today because
they areinsensitiveor potentially hurtful. OThus, in his essay,
Bancroft recognizesthe importanceof choosingsensitive
languagewhenevermpossible(on this, seealso Moser; DevorOs
commentsn Lane;andLawrence)while alsoproviding some
detailedpersonalhistory of what he observedn practicethat
(notably) occasionallyaccordswith some of BlanchardO:s
theory. Most importantly, Bancrofthereessentiallyspellsout
what he meantby his Onotscience@emarkaboutTMWWBQ
at the InternationalAcademyof SexResearch{IASR) meeting
in 2003,andall thosewho continueto tell me what Bancroft
OreallyGneantare advisedto stop interpretingfor Bancroft
and read his commentary.

Justas Bancrofthelpsto clarify his opinions,history, and
theoretical stance, Ray Blanchard provides, in his
commentarysomeelaborationof his theoryaswell asa novel
point-by-pointcritique of the feminine essencenarrativethat
makesme hope for more productive,open scientific debate
about the various theoriesof transsexuality.Severalother
authorsalso usefully (though necessarilybriefly) explore
problemswith BaileyOsversion of BlanchardOtheory (see
Bettcher;Clarkson;Lane; Lawrence;Meana;Mathy; Moser;
Nichols; Serano;Wyndzen).Amir Rosenmanrand Marilyn
Safir considerhow culture may affect and effect how gender
variant people act and live.

In her critique of my history, Antonia Carettopoints to
epistemologicaproblemsthat shearguesare sharedby both
Bailey and Conway,problemsshefeels| would havenoticed
had | not gone Odownthe rabbit hole.OMeanwhile, without
elaboration,McCloskey saysin her commentaryOl think
[BaileyOstheorieswill resultin more deadqueersand IOve
saidso.0Odbe interestedn seeingthe actualcausallink on
that one. McCloskey is obviously sureit exists, since she
assureher opponentSethRoberts,a new supporterof Bailey,
heOsow partof thatdeadlychain: OThenexttime you hearof
a queerbeing murdered think what youOveloneQquotedin
RobertsOs commentary).

Moser saysthat my Oarticlefails to placethe attack on
Bailey in its historical perspective,@hich mademe wish he
had taken this opportunity to specifically comparehis own
experiencesHe saysl imply Othatad hominemattacksare a
newtacticin the attempitto discreditsexresearch,@ndif that
is the case,| regretthat. Bruce Rind doeshelpfully compare
his own experienceto BaileyOsn his commentaryWyndzen
also helps by providing her own experiencewith debates,
inside the trans community, over the nature of transsexualit

KendraBlewitt did not submita commentarybut wrote to
me that:
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the controversialchapterof BaileyOook, i.e., the

chapter about autogynephilic transsexualsand
BlanchardOsheory, was available on-line for

almostthreeyearsprior to the bookOpublication.
Anne Lawrencehad postedit on her Transsexual
WomenO®Resourcessite for this duration. Thus,

when you said of [Joan] Roughgardernthat she
condemnedhe book when [all] she saw was the

cover[E] and that she couldnOhaveread[some
of] the book at this time becausét hadnot yet been
published, you were probably in error. (p.e.c.,
January 4, 2008)

Blewitt is quite right that this is a notableoversightand| am
gratefulto herfor this correction.While it is still the casethat
Roughgardertould not haveknown whatthe book asa whole
said,shemay haveknown what the part shecaredmostabout
said.

Errors by Commentators

Moving on now to misrepresentationsnd inaccuracies
contained in some commentaries:

RichardGreentakesexceptionto Omy@haracterizatiorof
researctwhenin fact whatheOsaking exceptionto is the U.S.
federal definition for researchthat requiresIRB oversight.
MargaretNichols chastisesne for supposedlynot noting the
criticisms of BaileyOsbook by membersof the WPATH
(World ProfessionalAssociationfor TransgenderHealth,
formerly the Harry BenjamininternationalGenderDysphoria
Association).Shethengoeson to specificallynamethreesuch
critics, all of whosecriticisms| in fact do notein my article.In
fact, Nichols refers to the very same documentsas me.
Perhapsher point is that | didnOnote that thosethreecritics
(Eli Coleman,Walter Bockting, and JamisonGreen) are
membersof WPATH? But if thatis her pointNi.e., to invoke
specifically the prestigeof WPATHRNhow is it she doesnOt
notice that Anne Lawrence,Ray Blanchard,and Richard
Green(all of whom praisedTMWWBQand defendedBailey)
were also at that time membersof the organization? ater in
her work, Nichols says reger practically ridicules the
SouthernPovertyLaw Centerreporton Bailey andHBI,Oi.e.,
the HumanBiodiversity Institute. This is accurate gxceptfor
the word Opractically.O

Rind generally praisesmy work while bemoaningthe
actionsof Odiversity-embracingrogressivesn academiaand
their counterpartsin the liberal media,Qwithout apparently
realizing | easily countas a memberof both those camps,
includingin this work. He similarly seemgo imply thatmany
or evenall transsexuaéctivistsusethreateninganguageabout
perceivedenemies,which is absolutelynot the case.(My
article was carefulto specifywho saidanddid what.) He also
says | identify myself Oasa longstanding advocate of

transsexualcausesQuhen | certainly donOt.MoserNwho

knows the difference betweenintersexand transsexNpoints
out thatthat differencematters.(I havecertainlywritten [e.g.,
Dreger,2006a]and madedonationsin supportof transrights,
but nothing of the magnitudeof what IOvedonein supportof

intersex rights.)

Moser says Northwestern UniversityOsinvestigation
Obasicallyconcluded that Bailey had not violated any
professional ethical, legal, or moral standardsno penalties
were levied.OThatOsot what | found. 1tOspossibleMoser
knowssomething donOknow, but | doubtit. In fact, asl note
in my article, Northwesternand Bailey havenot releasedhe
resultsof the investigation,and, following the investigation,
BaileyOs status at the university did not change.

Robin Mathy saysthat BaileyOsOresearch@ethodsfor
testing BlanchardOtheory were exceptionallypoor, which
would be true had Bailey beentesting BlanchardOtheory.
McCloskey commits the samelogical flaw. Moser makesa
similar mistakewhen he calls what Bailey was doing Ofield
research@sif he weretestingBlanchardOtheory.As | notein
my paper,Bailey was convincedof BlanchardOtheory; he
wasnOtestingit, andhe certainlywasnOtestingit with trips to
bars as some continue to claim (see, e.g., McCloskey).

Moser thinks | should have been critical of BaileyOs
Oignoring the transsexual activistsO perspective and
complaints,(ut | think | madeclear why Bailey saw their
perspectiveandcomplaintsasconsistentlylesspersuasivehan
BlanchardOtheory. Moser notescorrectly that | haveargued
that Otheexperiencesind adviceof adultintersexualsnustbe
solicitedandtakeninto consideration,But thatdoesnQneanl
haveeverbelievedtheir versionof eventsmustbe considered
the true one. (For the record, althoughl think studyingself-
narrativesis critical to understandingdentities,| donOthink
seekingand repeatingof self-narrativesis the sameas a
scientific inquiry, whetherthe self-narrativescome from sex
variant people, gendervariant people, sex researchersor
anyone else.) Moser says| OmalignMildred Brown by
mentioningher settling of a lawsuitwith a former patient,but
it is obvious| usethe caseof Brown (which is public record)
to showhow the airing of dirty laundryon siteslike ConwayOs
and JamesOis limited to the laundry of thosewho dare to
disagreewith them, which Bailey doesand Brown doesnOt
How Moser could concludethe allegationsmade against
Bailey were ObasicallytrueOis beyondme, and apparently
beyondthe scopeof his article to explainin any evidence-
based fashion.

In herremarksto Roberts reproducedn his commentary,
McCloskey claims Bailey was Ofired [E] from the
chairmanship®f his departmentfollowing NorthwesternO
investigation. Not true; see my article. In her own
commentary McCloskeyalso saysthat, after Bancroft made
his Onotscience@emarkat the 2003 IASR meeting,OBailey
resigned that afternoon from the secretaryshipof the
Academy.ONot true; written recordsdemonstratethat he
decidedto step down a month before his book was even
publishedNi.e., four months before BancroftOs

50¢€



Arch Sex Behav (2008) 37:503-510

remarkNbecausehe hadtakenon the addedresponsibilityof
chairing his department (see, e.g., Bailey to IASR
membershipp.e.c.,March 21, 2003, subjectOVeryimportant
IASR issuesO).McCloskey says Bailey failed to ask
permissionto write aboutthe womenin the book. Not true;
see my article.

McCloskey says reger then describesat great length
KieltykaOsOremarkablsex lifeOOwithout noting that the
phrasequotedis actually from Bailey, not me assheimplies.
(And is it not remarkable?snOtthat part of McCloskeyOs
ongoing point about how Kieltyka is not representative?)
McCloskey notes she is Ointroducedas Oenjoyingan
internationalreputationditerally on the nextto last pageCof
my article. True that | acknowledgeher that way, but thatOs
not wherel Ointroduce®er, sinceliterally on the first pageof
my article, | identify McCloskeyas OaDistinguishedProfessor
of Economics,History, English, and Communicationat the
University of lllinois at Chicago.O

McCloskeymisleadinglyimplies | think her campaignto
the LambdalLiterary Foundation(LLF) was Otantamounto
censorship,@ut wherel usethat phrasein my article, | am
clearly describingone side of the debatethat happenedvithin
the LLF. McCloskeysaysOeithefBailey] was doing rigorous
scienceandthereforeviolatedthe normsof sciencepr hewas
doing casualournalismGEvena freshmanogic studentwould
recognizethis as a false dichotomy, and IOmsurprisedshe
doesnOtgiven the contentsand style of many of her own
books. How could McCloskey make such an obvious
argumentativeerror like a false dichotomy,given that sheis
known specifically for her important studies of rhetoric?
Reading her remarks to Roberts (reproducedin his
commentary)as well as her commentaryon my article, and
knowing what shetried to do to Bailey andhis book, one has
to wonderwhethershehasbeenusingthis entire affair asan
experimentto determinethe limits of rhetoric.In any case,|
believe sheOs found them.

Mathy seemsto think my articleOstitle purposely
suppressed MWWB @ssubtitle (OTheScienceof Gender-
Bending and TranssexualismO)hen, in fact, | simply
decidedthatusingtwo colonsin my articleOstle would be too
confusingfor readers.Mathy might have noticed that the
abstractandfirst pageof my article both give the subtitle of
BaileyO$ook. (I sometimeswish | could be asfull of intrigue
and power as my public image would have me be.)

Riki Lanetakesme to taskfor claimingin my blog that
AndreaJamesOhadno right to speakon campusGafter her
behaviorin the Bailey controversy,whenin fact | explicitly
said Jamesgdid havetheright. (Olwantto makeclear| am not
sayingMs. Jamesdoesnot havethe right to speak What| am
saying is that I donOtthink we should be putting our
universityOgood namenearher. | would feel the sameway
were someondo be interestedn, say, inviting a neo-Nazito
speakon campus. would defendthat personOsght to speak
but | certainly wouldnOtenable or support their speechO
[Dreger, 2006b].) Lane also mistakenly claims Bailey calls
women who have transitionedOmen.Qane even italicizes

mento accentuatehe offensivenesf this imagined-Bailey.
(Incidentally, as othersdo, | always find Imagined-Bailey
astonishingly offensive.)

Gladue presumesincorrectly that OConwayet al.Oare
social scientistsand that thereforethey would give a whit
aboutthe effectsof their actionson Oother@ocialscientists |
think it is safeto assumethat Conway and Jamesare not
consideredsocial scientistshy anyone.l am not surewhether
McCloskey would consider herself a social scientist
specifically and whether,if shedoes,she careswhat effects
heractionshavehadon othersocialscientists Onedoubtsit. |
think Meanasaysit best: Oltis crystal clear that had Bailey
promotedthe feminine essenceheoryof transsexualisrmone
of the antagonistsvould havecaredonebit aboutethics.Their
allegationswere completelyoff-topic andsimply an attemptto
inflict asmuchdamageas possible.f OConwayet al.Ohave
had an effect on institutional ethics,good or bad, it hasnot
been because that is what they wanted to achieve.

Meanacalls me OstrangelypasveGn my original belief that
my history might Ocalmand evenquell someof the tensions
that persist,Gand | think sheOsight that | was nasvein that.
But | think sheis wrong on two other points.First, | am sure
she is in error when she says that | should not have
investigatedhe chargesagainstBailey Obecausivestigating
them legitimizesthem [and] becausehe misconductcharges
arenotwhatthis storywasabout,in the slightest. ThatOsvhat
BaileyOspponentsmadethis story about,and thusthat was
what the story was about,though| think | have changedthe
story now by carefully looking at the facts of the matter.

Second,| think Meanais wrong in sayingmy Oultimate
allegiance@ OtoonesideNBaileyOs.®ly ultimateallegiance
is to the truth. Incidentally,| donOthink my allegianceto truth
makes me any different than the vast majority of other
scholarsand otheractivistsout there.And if my allegianceto
truth makesme look like I comedown on BaileyOside, well,
points for Bailey.

Barresclaims my article is neitherObalancegh]or factual
on a greatmanypoints.C8uchas?Well, he doesnGiay, except
to tell us| shouldhaveOpoint[edput[E] thatBailey choseto
present the information in his book in the most
sensationalisticinsensitive,misleading,and humiliating way
possible.@s anyonecansee,my article did showhow Bailey
was sometimessensationalisticinsensitive,misleading,and
humiliatingin his book, but| guessi is truethat! didnOargue
that his approachwas the mostpossibleof all these.Barres
briefly reiterates defaming andNas | show in my
articleNpatently inaccurateclaims about Bailey, including
that he practicedclinical psychologywithout a license,slept
with his Osubjects@now plural!), and did researchthat
requiredinformed consentbut lackedit. In whatonecanonly
guessis anironic attemptto usehis own essayto buttresshis
claim aboutthe low standard@mongscholarlyjournalswhere
matters of transsexualismare concerned,Barres does not
botherto supportany of his claims. | guessBarresdoesn®
haveto give any evidencewhatsoevefor his Osensationalistic
misleading,and humiliatingOclaims becauseit would seem,
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Barresapplieshis standardsaccordingto a subjectOkvel of
oppressionrather than any universal moral or intellectual
principle.

Severalcommentariesontainedfactual errorsthat made
methink | shouldhaveincludeda timeline of eventswith my
original article, to help readerswade through the rather
complexchainof events NicholasClarksonsayscorrectlythat
Othetrans community should not be expectedto gratefully
submitto a medical gazesimply for the sakeof receiving
letters authorizing surgery,Cbut in doing so he incorrectly
implies (asdoesMathy) thatthe transwomerfor whom Bailey
wrote letters of recommendationwere by that point his
subjectsin any way. As | show, early in their relationship,
Anjelica Kieltyka talked Bailey into helping with her
advocacyby providing theselettersfree of chargeandwithout
the standarchoopsaboutwhich someondike Clarksonwould
rightly complain,andit was only after theselettersNindeed,
after thesewomenOSRShad already happenedlithat Bailey
decidedto write aboutthe woman (the only woman) who
would ultimately complain,i.e., the womanknown as Juanita.
Recallalsofrom my article that Juanitahasadmittedshehad
given Bailey permissionto write aboutherin the book when
he asked her, months after her surgery, if he could.

| agreewith ClarksonOsuspicionthat Kieltyka Osougha
relationshipwith Bailey to obtain his validation, particularly
as an authority figure and scientist,Gbut | hardly think (as
Clarkson seemsto) that that would have beenreasonfor
Bailey to have said to her Ono,you may not speakto my
classespr you mustrepresentyourselfin the way | require
and not the way you want.Ol get a little tired of
peopleNNichols mostprominentlyNarguingthat transpeople
shouldencountermbsolutelyno OpaternalisticRarrierswhenit
comesto major medical interventions,but that Oauthority
figuresOshould not trust the poor dearsto decidehow and
whentheywill representthemselveso classer to authors
certainly donOthink, as Clarksonsuggestd do, Othathaving
sex researcherstudy [trans people]is unequivocallygood,O
but neitherdo | thinkNas apparentlyNichols doesNthatadult
trans people are too Ounsophisticated® decide how they
want to work with (or not work with) researchersteachers,
and clinicians.

| would take philosopherJacobHaleOxcellentargument
for treatingtranspeoplein the clinic asfully capabledecision-
makersunlessprovenotherwise(Hale, 2007) and extendit to
their encounterswith researchers professors,authors,
filmmakers, reporters,courts,and, for that matter, everyone
else. Pro-choicersrightly ask aboutabortion, Olf you canOt
trust me with a choice,how canyou trust me with a child?0
IOdsimilarly ask,for this scenarioOlfyou canOtrust me with
aclassof undergraduatesiow canyou trustme with a teamof
surgeons?0

Elroi Windsorthinks it Oremarkablethat every sexologist
| askedwaswilling to speakto me,andsomehowtakesthatas
evidencethat my perspectivavas Ouneven.Othink | wrongly
gave the impressionno sexologistswere reluctantto talk
(Wyndzen also assumesthis), and that many transgender

peoplewerereluctantto talk. As | recall, approximatelythree
sexologistswere hesitant, and, besidesMcCloskey and
Conway,therewere only two transgendepeopleunwilling to
talk to me (andboth of themhadalreadyhadugly public run-
ins with Andrea James,which | got the sensewas not a
coincidence)l think the reasonConwayand McCloskeywere
very reluctantto talk to me was becausethey knew what |

would find.

Windsor suggestsConwayOsand McCloskeyOsgjeneral
refusal to engagemeant! had to relay Otheirideassolely
through static, secondary and datedsources.®ad Windsor
looked at my documentation\Windsor would have seenthat
Conwayand McCloskeyOproductionsare not static or dated
but ongoing(one might evensay relentlessjandthatthey are
primaryNfrom the very handsof thesetwo. Windsoralsosays
| fail to noteall sortsof things! do in fact note, like OBaileyO:
admitted sexual attractionto some transwomen@nd how
Bailey usedthe trappingsof scienceto makehis claimsappear
authoritative.

Atfter readingJohnGagnonOsommentary) was left with
the thoughtthat anyonewho believesin social constructivism
as much as Gagnondoes neverthelessshould be able to
understandthe difference between written regulations
(however social) and his own opinion of what those
regulationsshouldsay. GagnontakesIRBOdo taskfor Ooften
(perhapsmore often than not) [being] excessivelyintrusive,
legalistic,andignorant,®ut | would saythatthey at leasttend
to know the regulationswhich they claim to be examining.
Thosewho might shareGagnonOsonfusionare advisedto
startby readingmy article. As for GagnonOslaim that Olittle
that hashappenedo Bailey [E] hasnot happenedn fights
about priority, tenure,grants,d would say that, if Gagnon
seriously is aware of the filing of false chargesin such
instances, | would hope he has been a whistle-blower.

As for GagnonOsuestioningof my OmotivationGand
Oobjectivity,Ol would ask Gagnon how exactly that
questioningspeaksto what | found. Gagnonamusinglysays
Bailey played, in his book, a Osortof SergeantFriday of
sexology.QVell, let me play the good sergeanfor a minute,
and ask Gagnon, OGotany actual critique of my factual
findings, maOam?Bvenif | hadbeen,asMcCloskeytold the
New York Times(McCloskey,2007),paid by Bailey to do my
workNwhich | wasnotNhow exactlywould that speakto the
incontrovertiblefacts | exposed?GagnonOsNshalive sayN
idiosyncratic constructionof this matter is unlikely to
withstand, | think, even the first level of actual social
constructionwherein groupsof humanscomparea claim to
what they see before their own eyes.

Perhapsny lastremarkanswerd aneOguestionaboutme:
OHow does a social constructivistend up writing [this]
history?QOrhe answeris that IOmnot a social constructivistof
the nasvesort, asLane shouldknow from havingreadmy first
book, which is referencedand quotedin LaneOsommentary.
(SeealsoDreger,2006c¢.)Lane seemgo think, in the caseof
Bailey asin my own case thatonemustbelieveonly in social
constructsor only in materiality. | find that idea silly.
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Obviously one can believethat the categoryof Opathology@®
socially constructedvhile still believingHIV (andnot magical
spells)causesAIDS. Incidentally, | find evenmoresilly the
idea that social constructivistsare Good Peopleand their
supposeappositesareBad People As we seeagainandagain
in the history of sex, ideology does not determine behavior.

Mathy finds Oita bit too convenienthatanotherprominent
sexologistat NorthwesternUniversity hasrisen to BaileyOs
defense.®guessl couldfind it a bit too convenienthat most
of BaileyOgritics were transsexualsif 1 didnOtthink that
claims should be judged for their merit and not eliminated
simply becauseyou worry the sourceis lacking critical
distance Mathy alsonotesthat, in an email shesentme while
she was writing her commentary(after the deadline),she
objectedto my Opublishindmy] work in a prominentpeer-
reviewed journal edited by a close colleagueof Blanchard
(i.e., KennethZucker).Mathy doesnOmnentionwhat | wrote
back to her:

Why did | chooseto submitmy paperto Archives
of SexualBehaviof | consideredtherjournalsas
well. |1 was interestedin reachingprimarily an
audience interested in sex research,so that
narrowed down the possibilities. | was also
interestedin publishing this major work in a
prestigious, peer-reviewedjournal with a high
impactfactor;Archivedfits the bill there.| also
wanteda journal that would allow response$o my
article by the main players, becausel felt that
would model scholarly dialogue (an alternativeto
what happenedin the Bailey controversy).Dr.
Zucker not only waswilling to publishresponses,
he insisted there be an open call for responses.
Henceyour ability to write a commentary The fact
thatDr. Zuckeris apparentlyextendingthe deadline
for commentariesfor people such as yourself
suggestgo me that he is fully committedto open,
scholarly dialogue on thesematters.Obviously |
made a good choice. (p.e.c., November 18, 2007)

Mathy wrote back, OYouansweredny questionquite nicely. |
agreethat you madea good choicein selectingArchives of
SexualBehavioO(p.e.c.,Novemberl8, 2007),a judgmentnot
reflectedin her essaywhich continuesto questionmy choice
as if she was aware of no good reasons behind it.

Mathy makesthe argumentthat Bailey has violated the
American PsychologicalAssociationO®EthicalPrinciplesof
Psychologyand Codeof Conduct.GEvenif Mathy is right that

the APAOs Code applies to Bailey, who is not a member of the

! As this article was going to pressMathy sent a letter to my dean
complainingthat I am unethical because.among other things, |
decidedto publishmy article in Archives Apparentlyshehasalso
filed an ethicscomplaintaboutme with the AmericanPsychological
Association,in spite of the fact that I'm an historian (see Gsovski
2008).

APA butis amemberof an APA-accreditecorogramNand,as
| write, | havebeenwaiting for severalmonthsfor the APA to
answeran inquiry aboutwhetherthis is trueNit doesnQteally
matter,becauseBailey hasnot committedthe violationsof the
APA Codethat Mathy claims. Mathy muddlesthe timeline of
events(seeabove)and reiteratesOfacts@hat | think we have
everyreasorto believearefalse.For example Mathy assumes
Bailey violatedthe Codebecauséie supposedlyhad sexwith
Juanitawhen shewas his researchsubject.But, as| showed,
Juanitawasnot, by any stretchof the imagination his research
subject in March 1998, when she claims the sex happened.

Moreover,what on earthgives Mathy theright to continue
to claim the sex happenedBailey saysit didnOtand has
shownwritten evidencehe was not where Juanitasaid he was
whenit supposedlyhappenedSurely at this point the burden
of proof is on Mathy (and on Barres,and McCloskey, and
Roughgardeijin Krasny,2007],andE) to supporttheir claim
thatwe should,againstdocumentecktvidence pelieve Juanita,
a womanwhosechargewas, accordingto Kieltyka, designed
by Andrea Jamesand [Lynn] Conway [E] as a way of
getting Bailey,0a woman who has insisted on remaining
unavailableand anonymouswhile making this damaging
claim, anda womanwho hasNby contrastwith her hesitancy
to stepup to the platewhile makingthis claim aboutsupposed
consensuasexNbeenhappyto boaston a publishedvideo,
with her real nameand unobscuredface of making over a
hundred thousand dollars a year illegally as a sex worker.

Finally, Rind wishes| had Ooffer[ed]suggestionson
sanctionsagainsthe aggressoré the Bailey affair asa matter
of fairnessand balance,®ut | hardly think that would have
beenappropriatel do like LaneOsuggestiorthat Bailey now
Oapologizeor his insensitive portrayal of trans people.O
Bailey may claim he wasnot insensitive but giventhe number
of people he offended with his prose, he is obviously,
objectively wrongNbeing perceivedas insensitive by this
many people surely meansyou have been insensitive.
(Especially if you donOtget that.) Indeed, | like LaneOs
suggestiorthat Bailey apologizefor his insensitivityasmuch
asl like LaneOsuggestiorthat OhisopponentdE] agreethat
someof their tacticswereoverthetop.O wonObe holding my
breath.

Conclusions

So, what major lessonamight we take from this setof rather
extraordinarypapers,other than that there appearsto be no
correlation between academic rank and likelihood of
producinga commentarythat is accurate original, and well
composed?Kudosto manyof the graduatestudentsandnon-
academics who commented.)

| think mostimportantlythesepapersshowthattherearea
lot more subtlethinkersout therethanthe on-the-streestory
of the Bailey book controversywould have peoplebelieve.
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The level of nuanceand the depth of original thinking in a
number of these paperssuggestreal hope for a more
complicatedunderstandingnot only of this controversy,but
also of transsexualism, of science, and of advocacy.

A numberof thesepapersNmostlynotably Julia SeranoOs
and Elroi WindsorOsNalschelp in arguing vigorously for
responsibility, especiallyto those about whom we make
claimsthat may harm.l would adda call to be responsibleo
facts,for it is in thatresponsibilitythatwe enactresponsibility
to others.

It seemsespeciallyimportant, as there will likely be a
reconsiderationof the classification of Ogenderidentity
disorderOin the DSM, for clinicians, scientists, and
transgendeadvocatedo considernot only what we think is
true aboutthe natureof transsexualismbut what we really
know (anddonOknow) aboutwhat canhelp andwhat canhurt
transgendepeople,including in terms of languagechoice.
Thosewho work onthe DSM, the WPATH Standard®f Care,
and similarly authoritativedocumentsmust recognizethat
what mattersmostin the clinical settingis the well-being of
gendervariantindividualsNnot the well-being of careersand
causespf theoriesandlegaciesNandso clinical caremustbe
consistentlyevidence-basednd be focusedon endpointsthat
matter for gender variant people themselves.

If medicalprofessionalgake seriouslytheir commitment
to gendervariantpatientsandclients,thentheywill recognize
that part of their responsibilityis to help changesocietyto be
more tolerant of those who suffer from unjust social
oppressionThey shouldconsiderthat they may occasionally
help patientsor clients mosteffectively by getting out of the
clinic to help changeinstitutionsthat interfere with healthy
lives.

As an activist, | admire many of the activist-writershere
who were ableto distinguishbetweenwhat they believeto be
truein anontologicalsensdrom whattheyknowto beright in
a moral sensel think, aswe activistsseeka morejust world,
it is critical that we be intolerant not only of foolishness
masqueradingas authority, but that we be intolerant of
foolishnessmasqueradingas progressivism.Let us hold
ourselvesto the samestandardsve hold thosewe seekto
change.Thinking you are right is neveran excusefor acting
wrong.
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