
The author of “Plain Sex” opens his artument with the idea that most of the time 
that sex is discussed, it is linked immedaitely to meeting the needs of someone’s ideas 
of perversion or morality; and, that if sex doesn’t link to these two ideas then it is 
incomplete.  What is implied is that sex, when usually discussed, is not an issue of just 
the body meeting a need for connection, but rather that it fulfills a different need.  He 
then submits his own argument to, quite literally, state that sex is simply the means to 
fulfll the desires a body has in relation to another person’s body.  To prove his point, he 
states, “The desire for another’s body is principally among other things, the desire for 
the pleasure that physical contact brings” (268).  He continues to explain that other acts, 
commonly referred to as foreplay, can’t meet the same goals that this idea of “plain 
sex,” or the need for physical contact of another person, can meet. 

On page 270, he continues to express that ideas bring individuals together in 
their desires for physical contact (like: personality, voyeurism, or masturbation).  He 
then moves into the arguments of what plain sex is not (i.e. the desire to reproduce, 
despite its attachment to our biological “roots”).   In the third section, he covers the 
connection between love and sex.  He explains that love does not always bring a desire 
for sex, but also other shared ideas; and, therefore sex is not always connected directly 
with sex and vice versa. 

One of the most interesting arguments is his connection of sex with morality.  He 
states that these two do not need to be talked about in relation with one another.  He 
compares sex ethics with business ethics and explains that the two can be discussed 
without being labled moral or immoral (280).   One of the last topics discussed is the 
idea that perversion can only exist if there is “plain” (or, here, he calls it normal) sex. 
The points are made that things can be abnormal but not perverted (having sex for 
three hours may be abnormal, but doesn’t have to be perverse).  He ends with a plea 
that all of these arguments can be made in an effort for philosophers to be able to agree 
what “plain sex” is, even if they can’t agree outside of their philosophical discussions.  


