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Preamble

The theorization of biphobia is sparse and often confined to accounts of everyday microaggressions: a guy asked me for a threesome, someone claimed bisexuality doesn’t exist, or a lesbian was mean to me. This lack of depth, in my view, stems from the fact that bi people who are passionate about theory don’t spend enough time together for their ideas to mutually enrich one another.

In activist circles, we often underestimate the time and labor required to develop the theoretical frameworks that help us understand oppression. We read books on these topics, we discuss them, and we overlook how much time, reflection, and collective dialogue was necessary for these concepts to be rendered clear. Theorization, including that of biphobia, relies on collective intellectual labor.

I conducted research in the experimental sciences for several years and witnessed how flashes of insight and fleeting inspirations emerge from exchange and dialogue among specialists. We talk constantly, read each other’s work, experiment on our own, excited to share results, and we debate. Long before a theory is proven, it must first be imagined and tested. Theory-building happens collectively, through real-life discussion or through reading and drawing inspiration from others’ work. Our ideas bounce off one another, growing richer in the process.

So, before proceeding any further, I would like to acknowledge the bi individuals whose ideas have resonated with mine, whether directly or through their writings, or who have enabled my own theorization by offering time and attentive listening. Within my circle of bi and pan friends, Eliot Astrée and Axiel Cazeneuve are my comrades-in-arms. We have written and spoken so much together that whatever the topic, if I become interested in an idea, they inevitably hear about it. Lou Lüeder, best friend and ex, has greatly influenced me both though her writings and our conversations. Préca is as passionate as I am about bisexuality, and we have had extensive debates on these subjects.

On the theoretical front, I must highlight the influence of Stéphanie Ouillon (Wohosheni), Julia Shaw, and Autumn Bermea. Stéphanie Ouillon is an engineer and independent researcher on the history of bisexuality as it relates to French gay activism. Julia Shaw, a German criminologist, has made accessible a significant body of research on bisexuality. Autumn Bermea is a clinical psychology researcher who coauthored one of the most important peer-reviewed articles on the violence experienced by bi women in their relationships. That article had a profound impact on my activism, as it gave me language to articulate the violence I had endured and opened my eyes to the effects of biphobia I had previously only witnessed.

My patrons and those who support my work on Instagram have also deeply motivated me to write and reflect. I am immensely grateful to them for the platform they have offered me.

I have an ambivalent relationship with the work of Shiri Eisner, whose writings I postponed reading until after most of my own had been completed. I came across fragments of her texts as bi activists shared her work. Yet I cannot deny the tremendous influence she has had on bi thought. As for Robyn Ochs and Julia Serano, they have deeply shaped my thinking, so embedded are their ideas in contemporary bi discourse. I simply did not know who they were or that they had authored so much of what is now considered mainstream. Robyn Ochs is a bi activist who has extensively theorized biphobia through the lens of invisibility. Julia Serano, a trans and bi activist, has written prolifically on binaries and bisexuality. Her influence on transfeminist thought often overshadows her contributions to bisexual theory, yet she remains a major theorist in that domain.

There are other names, now invisible, forgotten, that have also shaped bisexual thought.

It seemed essential to begin by recalling the collective nature of how bi thought has been built thus far, and the crucial role that the circulation of ideas has played. I have benefited from those who transmitted others’ ideas to me, and from those who shared my work. I would therefore like to end this preamble with a quote from a French lesbian speaker, Nathalie Sejan:

“We often feel powerless or useless in an age of virality and large-scale influence, but my experience is that consciously circulating the things we love and that matter to us is a powerful way to shape the tone of society and general trends. The world is a collective endeavor, circulation is an effective tool that all of us can use freely and continuously. So I circulate.”




Introduction

The term “homophobia” was not the one initially used when gay people began theorizing their oppression. Stéphanie Ouillon (Wohosheni), a specialist in the history of bisexuality in France who has worked extensively with 1970s archives from radical gay and lesbian activism explains: “At that time, the word ‘homophobia’ didn’t yet exist in France. The expression ‘anti-homosexual racism’ was widely used instead” (Wohosheni 2024-a). To convey their experiences to the general public, it was easier to draw on the concept of an already recognized oppression such as racism, unlike homophobia, which had not yet benefited from the same history of activist analysis. It took years of intellectual and political labor to theorize what homophobia was, how it manifested, and how it affected homosexual people. Just as the term “homophobia” took years to gain public recognition, biphobia today faces similar, if not more complex, challenges.

The term “biphobia” is used by bisexual people to name their oppression. Today, while homophobia is widely recognized and understood as a real and systemic form of discrimination, biphobia is not. It remains poorly understood. Much like gay activists once struggled to articulate what has now become widely accepted knowledge, bisexual thinkers today are also working to define and theorize what biphobia actually is. What I have learned through bi activism is that speaking about biphobia often provokes highly defensive reactions within the LGBT community itself, as well as significant misunderstanding in the heterosexual majority. Why does biphobia remain so poorly understood and under-recognized, and how can we theorize this oppression in a way that is both specific and systemic?

This essay is structured in four parts in order to clarify the architecture of biphobia, its origins and its systemic manifestations. In the first part, I will summarize the current state of biphobia theorization and present the most prominent conceptual frameworks to date. In the second part, I will argue for what I believe to be the true origin of biphobia as a specific form of oppression and introduce a new theoretical framework that accounts for the social structures sustaining it. The third part will focus on distinguishing between lesbophobia and biphobia. Finally, in the fourth and last part, I will illustrate the most significant manifestations of systemic and institutional biphobia.




Part 1

Where Does the Conceptualization of Biphobia Stand Today?

Several activists and intellectuals have contributed to the development of a bisexual understanding of biphobic oppression. Julia Serano defines biphobia as follows: “Often literally read as a “fear of” or “aversion to” bisexual people. I typically use the term in a broader manner to describe the belief or assumption that bisexuality is inferior to, or less legitimate than, monosexuality (i.e., being exclusively attracted to members of a single gender/sex)” (Serano 2016).

In this section, I will focus only on those theorists who have had the most significant impact within the bisexual community and whose work on the origins of biphobia has been the most widely circulated. The first person I will mention is Robyn Ochs.

1. Definitions and Theoretical Contributions

Robyn Ochs: The Erasure of Bi People as an Accident of a Binary American Culture

Robyn Ochs is an American bisexual activist and author. She has written extensively on institutionalized biphobia, that is, biphobia that stems not from individuals, but from systemic structures. Ochs’s work has focused on biphobia as the erasure of bisexuality from both public and LGBT discourses (Ochs 1996). Her activism has centered on increasing bisexual visibility. She is the co-author of two major works on the subject: Getting Bi: Voices of Bisexuals Around the World (2005) and Recognize: The Voices of Bisexual Men (2014).

According to Ochs, bisexual erasure stems partly from monogamy and partly from a binary cultural framework. Bi people, often in monogamous relationships, are not immediately identifiable as bisexual, since they are seen with only one partner at a time. In an article published in the Huffington Post (Zane 2016), Ochs also argues that the United States' deeply ingrained culture of binarity, reflected in everything from racial segregation to the two-party political system, contributes to biphobia.

Ochs is one of the most prolific and well-known bisexual activists, particularly recognized for her conceptualization of bisexuality. Her definition is frequently cited: “I call myself bisexual because I acknowledge that I have in myself the potential to be attracted--romantically and/or sexually--to people of more than one gender, not necessarily at the same time, in the same way, or to the same degree.” (Ochs, date unknown).

While Ochs has identified biphobia as present both within LGBT communities and broader society, she appears to attribute it largely to chance or cultural bias. Unlike Ochs, who interprets biphobia as a byproduct of binary cultural norms, Kenji Yoshino analyzes it as an intentional social mechanism.

Kenji Yoshino: The Erasure of Bisexuality as a Tool for Maintaining Norms

Kenji Yoshino is an American legal scholar and a gay man. He explored the mechanisms behind bisexual erasure in a legal article addressing U.S. sexual harassment jurisprudence. His article The Epistemic Contract of Bisexual Erasure, published in 2000, has had a major impact and has been cited over 700 times.

According to Yoshino, bisexual erasure is the result of a social contract between heterosexual and homosexual communities, both of which have shared interests in suppressing mentions of bisexuality. He identifies three motivations for this erasure: the stabilization of exclusive sexual orientation categories, the maintenance of sex as a “diacritical” axis (i.e., one that creates an unsolvable contradiction and serves to categorize humans into two distinct sexes), and the preservation of monogamous norms (Yoshino 2000). In short, biphobia, for Yoshino, fulfills a social need to stabilize human classification along both sexual and gendered lines, while reinforcing monogamy as a normative ideal. In this reading, bisexuality is framed as a disruptive force, an agent of transgression, that both heterosexuals and homosexuals seek to eliminate.

Yoshino’s vision of biphobia has had a profound influence on bisexual thought. Similar ideas appear in Michael Amherst’s 2018 work, where biphobia is described as a cultural fear of ambiguity and nonconformity, highlighting bisexuality’s inherent fluidity (Amherst 2018). Yoshino’s impact is particularly evident in the work of Shiri Eisner, an Israeli bisexual activist and writer. Eisner cites Yoshino’s arguments extensively in her book Bi: Notes for a Bisexual Revolution (2013), and builds on them by framing biphobia as driven by the need to maintain binary systems and normative structures around monogamy and family.

Over a third of Eisner’s chapter Monosexism and Biphobia is devoted to summarizing Yoshino’s 2000 article, underscoring the central influence his analysis had on her thinking. Inspired by Yoshino’s work, Eisner goes a step further by proposing a broader structural framework that she terms monosexism.

Shiri Eisner: Monosexism as a Social Structure that Oppresses Bi People and Privileges Heterosexuals, Gays, and Lesbians

Shiri Eisner is one of the most well-known activist figures in bisexual movements, particularly due to her book Bi: Notes for a Bisexual Revolution (2013). In it, she introduces the term monosexism to describe a patriarchal and colonial structure of oppression that, in her view, lies at the root of biphobia. Eisner popularized the use of the word monosexism, modeled on heterosexism, which has long been used to theorize the oppression of women and of gay and lesbian individuals.

In her book, Eisner strongly criticizes prevailing discourse within bisexual spaces, which she accuses of being overly liberal and focused on isolated, individual acts of oppression, rather than on systemic and structural dimensions. Through this critique, she highlights the lack of biphobia theorization in the early 2010s. While Yoshino’s work forms a major foundation of her thinking, she also cites several other key sources that help her articulate a more comprehensive analysis of biphobic oppression. Chief among these are Robyn Ochs’s work on prejudice and stereotypes about bisexuals, and the writings of Miguel Obradors-Campos, who applied Iris Marion Young’s theories of oppression to bisexuality.

Iris Marion Young, an American political theorist, characterized the oppressions experienced by minorities according to five axes: exploitation, marginalization, powerlessness, cultural imperialism, and violence. Obradors-Campos adapted these categories to the context of biphobia in a scholarly article (Obradors-Campos 2011), which Eisner then popularized in her book. As with Yoshino’s theory, Eisner devotes over a third of the chapter Monosexism and Biphobia to summarizing Obradors-Campos’s work, demonstrating its strong influence on her own theorization.

However, Eisner does not merely popularize existing theories, she also expands the field with her own original contribution: the concept of monosexual privilege. She proposes a list of privileges granted to people she terms monosexuals, that is, heterosexuals, gays, and lesbians. Among her list of 29 monosexual privileges are examples such as:


	“Society assures me that my sexual identity is real and that people like me exist.”

	“I feel welcomed at appropriate services or events that are segregated by sexual identity (for example, straight singles nights, gay community centers, or lesbian-only events).”

	“I do not need to worry about potential partners shifting instantly from amorous relations to disdain, humiliating treatment, or verbal or sexual violence because of my sexual identity.” (Eisner 2013)


In sum, Eisner has theorized the concept of monosexual privilege, coined and popularized the term monosexism, and helped disseminate and make accessible two major theoretical contributions to the understanding of biphobia: Yoshino’s epistemic contract and Obradors-Campos’s structural application of Young’s framework.

2. Quantifying the Effects and Establishing Scientific Consensus

Researching Biphobia: A Scientific Endeavor

The general public often minimizes the scientific legitimacy of the humanities. Yet the humanities are sciences, it is important to reiterate this. Theories about biphobia must be tested to be validated. While all theories on biphobia are grounded in argumentation, only some have been empirically verified.

For instance, certain theories proposed by Robyn Ochs have undergone scientific testing and validation. This includes her theory of double discrimination, wherein bisexual individuals experience stigma from both heterosexual and gay/lesbian communities. Empirical studies have confirmed the existence of such stigma coming from heterosexuals, as well as from gays and lesbians (Welzer-Lang 2008; Mulick & Wright 2002; Friedman et al., 2014; Hertlein et al., 2016).

It is easier to measure individual attitudes and quantifiable effects on bisexual people than to verify theories regarding the causes of biphobia. For example, researchers can conduct surveys to evaluate perceptions of








	Exclusion (1960-1980): Research on sexual minorities does not mention bisexual people, focusing solely on gay men and lesbians.

	Token Inclusion (1980-2000): Bisexual individuals are included in studies, but not analyzed as a distinct group.

	Inclusion and Autonomy (2000-present): Bisexual people are both included and studied as a group separate from gays and lesbians.
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