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INTRODUCTION 

PAUL SMITH 

The essays in this issue of Critical Exchange a r e  the papers given at  
SCE's two sessions at  the 1984 MLA convention. The titles of the 
sessions were "Men in Feminism-I" and "Men in Feminism-11." The first 
session consisted in papers by myself, Stephen Heath and Andrew 
Ross; the second in responses by Alice Jardine, Elizabeth Weed, 
Judith Mayne and Peggy Kamuf. 

The participants have not substantially edited their talks for CEY, 
so  the papers offered here must be considered a s  drafts. There is a 
number of references throughout the issue to  two published essays 
which it was not possible to reprint here: Stephen Heath's "Male 
Feminismw (The Dalhousie Review, vo1.64, no.2) and my nA Question of 
Feminine Identityn (Notebooks in Cultural Analysis, vol.1). Quotations 
a re  also made from a response to the latter text: Alice Jardine's and 
Rosi Braidotti's "Corps Re'spondantes," which is not published. 
There are  plans afoot to include these three texts, the essays in this 
issue, and some other work in a bok-length collection about the 
relation of men to feminism. 

The question of men's relation to feminism is  scarcely a simple one, 
involving a s  it does a whole range of political and ethical issues; and 
it would be ridiculous to imagine that such a question i s  at  all 
thoroughly dealt with through the present seven essays. tlowever, it 
seems important that the question be broached and a dialogue begun. 
It  was primarily in the hope of beginning a discussion that SCE 
sponsored these sessions and now publishes these inchoate papers. 
A s  always with SCE projects, the participants welcome commentary 
and response. 

Paul Sniith 
Miami University 



MEN IN FEMINISM: MEN 6 FEMINIST THEORY 

PAUL SMITH 

"Jesus as  liberator calls for a renunciation and dissolution of 
this whole web of s ta tus  relationships by which societies have 
defined privilege and unprivilege. He speaks especially to 
outcast women, not a s  representatives of the 'feminine,' but 
because they a r e  at the bottom of this network of oppression. 
His ability t o  be liberator does not reside in his maleness, but, on 
the contrary, in the fact that he has renounced this system of 
domination and seeks t o  embody in his person the new humanity 
of service and mutual empowerment." 

Rosemary Radford Ruether, To Change the World 

"Men in Feminism:" the title for  these two sessions, and for which 
I have to take some large part of responsibility, turns out to be at 
least provocative, perhaps offensive, at any rate troublesome for 
everyone involved. The provocation, the offense, the trouble that 
men a r e  for feminism i s  no longer-at least, in the academy where 
most of u s  here reside--simply a matter of men's being the object o r  
cause of feminism (men's fault, feminism's cause; men as  the agents 
of that which feminism seeks to change). Men, some men, now-and 
perhaps by way of repeating an age-old habit-are entering feminism, 
actively penetrating it (whatever *iti might be, either before o r  after 
this penetration) for  a variety of motives and in a variety of modes, 
fashions. That penetration is often looked upon with suspicion: it 
can be taken to be yet another interruption, a more or less  illegal act 
of breaking and entering, entering and breaking, for which those men 
must finally be held to account. Perhaps the question that rteeds to 
be aslced by those men, with them, for them, is, to what extent is their 
irruption (penetration and interruption) justified; is it of any political 
use to feminism; ant1 the related but I hope distinct question, to what 
extent is it wanted? 

Within the academy (a feminism outsitle the academy is sonietl~ing 
I wartt to talk about, but for now, speaking from wtlere we are ,  within 
t l ~ e  American academy) there seems now to be a material split, a 
breach brat ween wonlerl's studies (its programmes ant1 institutions) 
al~tl fentitlist theory ( i t s  perhaps nrorc n~arginal programnws and 
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2 PAUL SMITH 

institutions). If it can be assumed for  tltc ntoment-thorlgh people, 
I'm s u r e  will have disagreentents-that wowen's stutlies has by now 
been quite fully irttegratecl into the irtstitutional ancl tliscir~linary 
s t ruc tures  of the academy, then the area known a s  feminist theory 
becomes the vanguarcl of whatever political effect t l ~ a t  acatlemic 
feminism might aspire to. To say this i s  to reflect, I hope 
acc~irately,  the sentiment of many fentinist theorists. 

It is, of course, not altogether clear that feminist theory is  not 
itself being recuperated, institutionalised, tlisciplinised, in a similar 
manner. There a r e  discernible within that area of acadenlic activity 
networks of power, hierarchies and reputations, a whole politics 
amor~gst the women who a r e  feminist theorists; these networks 
already (perhaps, 'always-already') become formally consoilant with 
existing institutional apparatuses. *Indeed, the set  of relations 
involved there is  perhaps only quantitatively different from what's 
already in place: qualitatively, things a r e  ra ther  similar. 

This may, of course, be nothing more than an indication that 
feminist theory i s  just one strand, on block in the midst of many 
others which together embody the more general presence now of 
'theory' in academic institutions. Feminist theory, however 'feministi 
it may be, and howsoever 'feministi i s  construed, does not exist 
outside the academy and, more specifically, i s  historically not 
separable from the 'theory' that has muscled i t s  way into the 
humanities over the last ten o r  twenty years. 

Theory, a s  feminist theory has taught u s  to  know, is  itself 
implicated fully into the phallocracyr it helps invent, legitimate and 
reproduce the male order. This is a s  much t r u e  by etymological 
definition (the sight, the clarity and the objectifying character of 
theoria) a s  it i s  pragmatically t r u e  (we can currently celebrate the 
presence of theorists in the universities, and we know that they're 
settling themselves ever more snugly into their institutional homes 
and enjoying the f ru i t s  of a certain tenure). And for  overdetermined 
reasons, men still seem to be able to sing to that institutional tune a s  
well a s  any parvenues. 

But that's the point, according t o  the feminist theorist; that's 
why feminist theory i s  different from theory. It's exactly because 
theory is  phallocentric that feminist theory can be effective. If, a s  
theory tells us, women a r e  taken by the male order  to be the other, 
the very point of difference, women's theory i s  necessarily s u b  
versive of that order  and thus  of the very s t r u c t u r e s  it works 
within. So, it i s  said, the aim of fentinist theory's critique i s  to 'see' 
theory ('see,' a s  in a game of poker), and see theory change i ts  spots. 
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If this i s  indeed the intendment of fernirtibt theory, then men, 
biological men, a r e  necessarily a problem. Men a re  in a sense the 
bearers  o r  supports of the #allocratic tradition. 

Yet feminist theory wants to indict the very s t r u c t u r e s  which 
a r e  said to  erect  masculinity and femininity. Feminist theory- 
broadly speaking-sees (through phallocentric theory) that male- 
centered social and psychical s t r u c t u r e s  place biological men in such 
a way that they enforce those s t r u c t u r e s  almost irremediably. But 
equally, the s t r u c t u r e s  place women a s  the other, in a different 
relation. in a place which is  not really a place-women always fo r  
those s t r u c t u r e s  but never really in them. Feminist theory shows, 
then, that women a r e  thus oppressed/hiddenlrepressedlmarginalised 
by those s t r u c t u r e s  but a t  the same time privileged t o  escape them 
o r  to be displaced by them. 

I sketch out-crudely and in a way thatis probably arguable--this 
essential paradox in order  t o  ask a brace of questions. Can men 
understand this theoretical and academic position in feminist theory? 
And can they thence be of any political use t o  i t?  

In one sense, I think, they can certainly understand it. A s  the 

everyday practitioners of fetishism, they shouldn't be much put out 
of joint by this paradoxical view of women a s  being both there and not 
there, both f o r  the upholding of the s t r u c t u r e s  and also disavowed by 
them. Indeed, the position of men in relation to  feminism which is  
described and recommended by Luce Irigaray (and t o  which Stephen 
Heath has  attached himself in his  essay, "Male Feminism" j t h e  
positior~ of 'admirer-seems to  me to  be almost an endorsement of 
fetishism. But the difference for  the women who a r e  feminist 
theorists i s  that i t  i s  now they who a re  describing women in this 
Inanner. Perhaps, a f t e r  all, there's something which meti can't 
understand--feminists fet ishising women. 

But serious joking aside, there's another, more prosaic sense in 
which men can (and, I think, do) understand this double ascription of 
women: that's insofar a s  it i s  exactly theoretical. The intellectual 
task of understanding. comprehending feminist theory is  not a huge 
problem because feminist theory is  situated within the a r ray  of post- 
s t ructural is t  discourses with which we a r e  all now over-familiar. 
Feminist theory is  tllus understandable; it's understandable that it 
exists; one hopes to  tx: understanding when it advances i t s  claims. 
The protiletr~, so  f a r  a s  I'm aware, is not one of understanding per  se. 

What exactly the problems a r e  for  men in feminism, and what 
protlems feminist tlreorists have with mien in feminisrri i s  not going to 
I:e easy to  actually ut ter ,  here  o r  anywl~t~re  else. But one factor 
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that needs t o  be considered, I think, i s  the question of the norn~ative, 
even legalistic aspect of femirtist t11eory ilseff and the cortcomitar~t 
culpability of the male breaker  and errterer. The question-in arty 
context--of who fs allowed to  say o r  clo what, to whom and a lau t  whom 
is  patently a legal question: it can conbe up only when any given 
discourse i s  formirrg o r  has formed a mode of pragmatic legislation, 
wheri it i s  legalising itself, and defining i t s  outside, naming potential 
transgressors. Any discourse desires  to be i t s  own space, in a way; 
it needs t o  think itself a s  sui generis: i t  must exclude. I a t  me 
s t r e s s  that I think this i s  the case with any discourse: it's not a 
question here  of impugning feminist theory any more o r  less than 
Marxism, Reaganism, o r  any other discourse. Feminist theory has i t s  
exclusive mechanisms-it excludes particular people, establishes 
ways of checking credentials, controls a vocabulary, even excludes 
other feminist discourses. Here, a s  everywhere, the important thing 
for the t ransgressor  to know is, not just the sentence, but the 
reason for  the law's existence. For the gr,eater good, o r  to advance 
and consolidate particular interests? 

So f a r  as men a r e  concerned, then; s o  f a r  a s  they, a s  supposed 
homomorphs to  the systems which feminism challenges, i r rupt  into 
that discourse a s  it incipiently formallses itself; a s  they learn to  
understand it and follow i t s  guidelines; what a r e  they required t o  
do?lfve already suggested that men can understand feminist theory 
and that the problems a r e  elsewhere. This was the message I myself 
received just  recently. In response to  art article I wrote, @A 
Question of Feminine Identity," Alice Jardine, who will speak in the 
second session, asked this in relation to  men in feminist theory: 

What i s  it that keeps them from speaking and writing of 
tl>emsefves, of their own positionality in the cor~temporary 
tliscursive field? I am not, of course, talking here  about 
becoming "personal," just  of knowing what they already know- 
that no one speaks o r  writes suspended bet,ween heaven and 
earth. 

And she continues: 

Most difficult of all i s  that these few men, o u r  allies, have 
learned their lessons well. The actual content of their writing i s  
rarely incorrect per  se. I t  i s  almost a s  if they have learned a 
new vocabulary perfectly, but have not paid enough attention to 
syntax o r  intonation. 

These con~ments-addressed to  a certain context, to  be sure ,  but of 
wider concern, nevertheless--these comments detained me for  a long 
time in ttre writing of this paper; they still detain me. So, without 
necessarily becoming 'personal.' I'd like to talk a little about my own 
response t o  them. 

It  would be disingenuous of me to claim that my primary 
response i s  not ra ther  defensive, a defensiveness which runs  a s  a 
strand through any number of other moments of response-annoyed, 
resigned, argumentative. submissive, and so on-some of them more 
markedly typical 'masculine' t ra i ts  than others. Generally, Alice's 
statements appeared to me a s  a familiar, albeit kindly example of the 
suspicions which women feminists will have of men feminists; thus 
they produce in me the overdetermined repetition of a fear-exactly, 
the fea r  of being excluded-and a desire t o  vindicate myself in 
relation to  the demands of the other. Although these comments speak 
of me and other men a s  allies, we're clearly not quite the  right allies, 
o r  not able to do  quite the right thing. Even the fact that I'm 
perceived a s  understanding feminist theory (I've learned my lessons 
well) i s  "difficultn f o r  this female feminist because, finally, I do not 
have the right intonation and syntax, I don't have the native accent; 
I'm an alien. I can, of course, he an alien only in a system that 
perceives itself a s  having some definitional integrity which can be 
legally enforced o r  embodied a s  a correctness of activity o r  speech. 

It  may well be that I'm mistaking Alice's contments: I'm perhaps 
too quickly assuming that they arise from a sense of the integrity of 
feminist discourse which i s  similar to a kind of nationalism. This 
strictly political analogy might constitute the  'incorrect' reading. 
Perhaps, rather, these comments a r e  making a more theoretical 
reference--more t o  my inability to speak authentically the mother 
torlgue, the specificity of which is theoretically more available to 
women than to  men. Perhaps it's being suggested that males who 
w o ~ ~ l d  be feminist need to undertake to write and speak a s  if they 
were women, to explore their relationship to the imaginary, t o  mimic 
tlic feminist theoretical effort  of undermining the male economy by 
deploying the very excess which that economy has neglected. 

To take up that question for  a moment: if feminist theory is  
really clain~ing that a man speaking o r  writing on feminism cannot o r  
simply does not include his body, I'cl want to a s k  what a r e  tlie signs 
tliat a r e  missing? VJlrat would a male writing his imaginary actually 
protlucc? I an,, I must confess, stumpt:cl by that questiolt. The only 
arIs\hel.s at  nhich I cot~ld guess  seem ur~likely to  be 'correct.' 
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On the one hand, we men might think that the writing of ou r  
imaginary would be exactly a pornography, the manifesta tiori of our  
imaginary relation to  the maternal body and riothing so  mucfi a s  a trwe 
antbivalence, o r  a more resilient fetishisn*. If the s t ructures  in 
which we a r e  caught, in which our  egos a re  co~~s t ruc t ed ,  a r e  
accurately described by theory and by feminist tl~eory, what is our  
imaginary but a pornographic defense agai~ist the nrother's body? 
Granted that it's certainly the case, a s  Irigaray and many others have 
told us, that we still have everything to say about our  own sexuality, 
the fight against our  own fetishism cannot be conducted by simply 
exhibiting it, putting it out a s  an exhibit for  the court. If we a r e  
even t o  tell feminism and the world, in answer to Ruby Rich's 
question, why it is that we like pornography so much, we're not going 
to do that just by producing it. 

On the other hand, there's another answer, mooted from time to 
time in French feminist work (though not often by American 
feminists). That is: men could write like a,Genet, a Klossowski, a 
JabL.s, a Joyce, a Blanchot, o r  like any other of the male authors 
whom feminist theory has a t  different moments authorised. Yet we 
know into what theoretical impasses the champions of those , 

supposedly 'perverse1 writers have been led: an ahistorical and often 
irresponsible advancing of the claims of the avant-garde; the positing 
of some unspecified o r  inexplicable agency of sexual-revolu t ionary 
genius in such writers; great pseudo-biological schemas of innate bi- 
sexuality, and so on. 

Or, similarly, a s  men we could be writing like a Roland Barthes, 
consistently undermining ourselves, marginalising ourselves, de- 
privileging ourselves--only t o  land up like Barthes with an express 
loathing for  sexual politics, o r  even for politics itself. 

These a r e  some of the impossible, incorrect, incriminating 
answers to some of the questions which emerge for a man (this man, 
at any rate) in trying to  think through a relation to  feminist theory- 
to think through, however crudely, the problems which seem to be the 
material effects of feminist theory for a man. In that thinking, I in 
fact always feel exactly the impossibility of saying anything properly 
correct. There 1s always the looming probability of being in- 
criminated, the continual likelihood of appearing provocative, of- 
fensive, troublesome. All these feelings, fears, a r e  in one sense the . 
result of engaging with a discourse whose laws I can never quite 
obey. I understand that such a discourse has every reason not to 
take me seriously, not to take me in: but a s  yet it has not actually 
passed the proper legislation. Men still constitute a shadowy, 

unfegislatable area for feminist theory. 
So long a s  this i s  still the case, so  long a s  the edict has rtot been 

passed, i t  seems to  me that it could be considered useful to  have men 
in feminism, men who a r e  still, o r  a s  yet, neither outlaws or in-laws. 
Not those white, academic "authoritative men" who Gayatri Spivak 
guesses might subject feminist work to correction as  a result  of 
their essentially male o r  phallocratic urges. Nor men who might 
simply learn the skills and techniques, the conlpetence, of feminist 
approaches in a kind of benevolent mimicry. Nor, certainly those who 
would rival women in obeying the t rue word of feminism, o r  even 
translating what Elaine Showalter calls feminism's "findings ... into the 
warp of their obscure critical languages." 

Rather, within the context of feminist theory, men might do 
something like the same thing a s  women doldid within theory itself: 
they can be there (already a r e  there sometimes) to help: to  subvert, 
unsettle and undermine the (seemingly rather fast t o  settle) laws of 
that discourse. To undermine not, of course, feminism itself, but 
only a process of settling, solidifying. This they might do purely by 
virtue of existing in it as  a difference. They might ac t  a s  a reminder 
to  feminist theory of the material fact of difference, the real 
consequences of which is feminism's material. 

Difference cannot be continually deferred; nor can it he dealt 
with purely at a textual and theoretical level. Rather, difference is 
constitutive of social life; i t  i s  real and has real effects; it i s  not 
purely academic; i t  i s  not going t o  be altered by the estabiishing of a 
watertight se t  of discursive parameters. In other words, men can 
perhaps help to  forestall the merely academic institutionalisation of 
feminism. They may be able to take an interrogative but sympathetic 
role. From the point of their impossible-provocative, offenstve, 
t r o u b l e s o m e ~ s i t i o n  in feminism, they might help to  keep in view the 
referent which most of ou r  current  theory i s  all too eager to  defer. 

That referent is quite simply a political struggle of which 
feminism, llowever understood, can be only one part. I t  may well be 
that the limit of men's being In feminist theory is also the limit of 

. feminist theory itself. It seems to me that when feminist theory 
, turns to  confront o r  to construct i ts  public sphere, o r  when it has 

had dolre wit11 codifying itself in the contested but liniited spllere of 
tlrc academic, tlrat is the point where we can really talk almut 
allia~rcc-s 1,cttveerl ferr~inists and men, between people engaged in a 
~wlitical struggle which is carried out on marly fronts. I'm fa r  front 
syutl~atl~isirtg with t l ~ c  kirul of sentimettt that Terry Eagleton 
c x l w e s s ~ l  very recel~tly: that theory and the oppressed a r e  natural 



allies (since n the  t r u t h  i s  that ... theory has  always hrrw more 
acceptable t o  the ru led  than the ru lers1) .  In Anicricnzt acaden~ia, 
theory--fen~inist o r  not--is by and large ingrown, witli no public 
sphere t o  which t o  a t tach  itself o r  through which t o  be effective. 
The heat generated in the kitchen around the questjvrr of men in 
fcti1111isn1 does seem t o  me an  irldication of (rvcn a comprlsation for )  a 
ra ther  narrowly efficacious political project. 

Paul Smith 
Miami University 

MEN IN FEMINISM: MEN AND FEMINIST THEORY 

STEPHEN HEATH 

Thinking about th is  MLA session 1 wrote an  essay  entitled 'Male 
~eminism.'l Once writ ten and sent ou t  to  the  o ther  participants, 
however, i t  became c l ea r  tha t  it was not going t o  be possible for  me 
t o  speak that  e s say  here; i t s  length alone would be prohibitive. The 
difficulty I had t h u s  made f o r  myself was only eased a few days  ago 
when I received the  paper tha t  Paul Smith h a s  just  delivered, under 
the title, 'Men in Feminism: Men in Feminist Theory1. I t  seemed t o  me 
a t  once that  that  paper valuably raised a number of ques t ions  and 
that  s ta r t ing  from it and them the re  was son~etljing I coulcl t r y  t o  
say.2 

One o r  two things s t r u c k  me immediately in what Paul said, 
concerning feminist theory: Feminist theory, however "fenlinisttl it 
may be, and however "feminist" i s  construed,  does not exist  outside 
the  academy. And then: the  intellectual t a s k  of understanding, 
comprehending feminist theory i s  not a huge problem because  feminist 
theory i s  si tuated within the a r r a y  of pos t -s t ruc tura l i s t  d iscourses  
with which we a r e  now over-familiar. Reading those  remarks ,  I 
remembered, apparently very  different, Derrida a couple of yea r s  
back beginning what I suppose i s  h i s  most d i r ec t  writ ten engagement 
with feminism a s  follows: 

We will therefore  not leave time t o  come back t o  what i s  behind 
us,  no r  to  look attentively. W e  will only take  a glimpse. (In 
French t o  t a k e  a glimpse i s  t o  look in to  the spaces  between 
things, e n t r w o i r ,  that  is ,  interview.)3 

For Paul, and f o r  u s  in this session, his  responsibility, 'Men in 
Feminism' h a s  a subti t le ,  'Men in Feminist Theory', and the problem is  
the  'nlen and', not the 'fenlinist theory' which i s  known, u n d e r  
sta~iclable, ranged 'within the  a r r ay  of post-structuralist  d iscourse  
with which we a r e  now over-familiar1, a s  such 'not a huge  problem'. 
For Derrirla, feminism seems not s o  clear--oddly enough given that  he 
a f t e r  all i s  the a r c h  post-structuralist-tnlt more a mat ter  of spaces 
k t  ween things; and he is not going t o  look attentively, no a r r ay ,  'only 
take  a glimpse', ' e n t r w o i r ' .  That, of course ,  i s  the vocab\~lary  of 
fctisl~isn,: the glimpse, the inter-entre view, t l ~ e  see11 l,ut not 
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attentively, on the margin of tlisturhcttice. Freud's accouctttts of 
fetishism give us  all the terms for this glirnl)sir~g-glancing scrir~g that 
does 18ot stop to look, ttiat turns  away from the realjty ancl leaves 
behind, off somewhere else. And, of cnursc., fetisl~isn; upas a major 
reference for Paul, but in a ~iumLer of ways: from rnt.11 a s  thc 
'everyday practitiorlers of fetishism' to 'fen~inists fetisl~isirrg won~ecttr' 
(but the question there i s  what i s  it that makes u s  need to see  
women, feminists liking women. talking about ancl finding terms for 
that, a s  fetishism?): and then also a fetishism of feminist theory 
which is seen so  a s  to be not seen, perfectly framed in the academy 
outside of which it has no existence, perfectly understandable, no 
problem 'of understanding p e r  set. W e  go from the glimpse to the 
clearly seen, from lack of attention to s u r e  understanding, but it i s  
the same strategy of not seeing: Derrida glances off the reality, Paul 
constructs i ts  replacement image, his 'feminist theory', and then 
naturally enough fetishism becomes the necessary theoretical term, 
the mode of seeing and understanding. y o ,  a f t e r  all, understands 
more than the fetishist? He understands perfectly, which is  the 
problen~ o r  the normal s ta te  of .-unctioning, depending on how you look 
a t  it: Freud s t resses  that the penis is  'the normal prototype of 
fetishes' and the norm of sexual identity, 'the primacy of the 
phallus'!4, the way we are, men and women, s o  that there i s  no escape 
for and from 'feminists fetishisirtg women'. 

None of this i s  meant t o  be glibly 'holier than thou', certainly not 
than Faul. I t  i s  simply that I think there is  a problem, one of place 
(the fetishist must keep everything in his 'its placet), that i s  quickly 
apparent a s  men, a s  we, approach feminism. I do not want to  say that 
'where am I?' i s  a male question but I do think that men want very 
much to know where they are vis-A-vis feminism, that ft*n~it~ism cart 
quickly be produced by them a s  a matter of their place (and so  of its), 
and a s  a theoretical matter, especially in a context like this, this MLA ' 

session, where we can too easily make feminism an approach, which 
then gives us an approach, a handy object, some thing we can place 
ourselves in relation to, 'feminist theory' a s  topic (exactly, o u r  
tops)--where can I stand? 

The title of this session i s  f i rs t  of all 'Men in Feminism'. To be in 
o r  out, that is the question we readily get ourselves into: gaining, 
obtaining, maintaining, sustaining, r i n g  a place, a ps i t ion,  ours. 
Derrida, though, speaks, writes a discourse of non-place, o r  ra ther  
challenges 'a certain idea of the locus [lieu] ant1 the place [place] and 
I said earlier that he seemed to  warit not to be too clear about 
feminism. But then he turns  out to be very clear, even a s  he refuses  

t o  look attentively, only the fetish glimpse (which i s  why h e  is  s o  
clear): he writes reactively, agairist what he calls "'reactive" 
feminism' which h e  grarits may have a certain historical necessity but 
which must not, obviously, be allowed to occupy the whole terrain, 
back with a vengeance to locus and place-where is  mine going to be? 
Can one not say, In Nietzsche's language, that there i s  a "reactiveu 
feminism, and that a certain historical necessity often pu t s  this form 
of feminism in power in today's organised struggles? Perhaps one 
should not s o  much combat it head on-other interests woulcl be a t  
s take in such a move--as prevent i t s  occupying the entire terrain.' 
"Reactivett feminisn~' sounds like women's movement and struggle, in 
reaction-precisely-against oppression, against the sexual tern's of 
existing social reality. Identifying it a s  such, as  l''reactive" fem- 
inism', i s  the male vision; and from that identification it i s  then seen 
a s  'occupying the entire terrain', o r  about t o  ... dangerously, a threat. 
Perhaps in the realm.of theory I can counter the  danger, a t  least  hang 
on to a place, one a t  least of displacement. hisplacement. hang on in 
my writing over and above and slidingly under the identities, the 
realities 'theyt analyse and seek t o  change on the basis of that 
analysis, their "'reactive" fen~inism'. Thus Derrida. dreaming of, 
feeling the necessity f o r  a 'choreographic text with polysexual 
signatures' (not that this seems to s top him publishing h i s  books with 
the one male name on their covers). 

Paul i s  nowhere near saying any of this bu t  then again in a way 
what he does say can find itself in the end not so distant a f te r  all, 
contcs t a c k  to  ntatters of place and legality and exclusion o r  
inclusion, fittishes in a se r ies  of ironic reversals in which men now 
occupy the dark continent, a r e  the excluded other  (Inten constitute a 
shadowy, unlegislata't,le area  fo r  feminist theory'), the rernair~der a s  
'reminder', the 'irreducible difference' ('they can act a s  reminder to  
feminist theory of the material fact of difference'). Margin to 
r e a c t i o ~ ~ ,  reminder to  feniirlist theory's law...'nieri can lrelp to subvert, 
~ ~ n s e t t l e  and undermine the (seemingly rather fas t  to sett le) laws of 
that discot~rse'...the entire terrain, the fast settlement.... 

All r epresen ta t io~~ ,  we lcnow, i s  transferential. Representativn 
is  at  once arb image given, a11 argument made and a del>ittation 
es ta t l is l~ed,  a cons<ruciion of ohject, me and other. Representation, 
to put it arbother way, includes my position, my desire  awl i ts  
vicissititdes. The problem for  meri, 'men ill  femircttisn~', has  little in my 
opirrioir t o  tlo wit11 fenii~iist theory bu t  much to do  with the 
r t .pre~rr~t :~t iui l  of fen~ictt~isnt for  men. What does woman want? What 
tlorh f e ~ i ~ i r ~ i s n ~  want? Pr r l~aps  I still cannot help asking such 
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questions, the s e c o ~ d  a s  o u r  liew version of the first ,  but i~t-rliaps I 
can also nevertheless t ry  to  break out of their represrntatiotrs, learzl 
to take them back to where feniinisnt tu rns  them, t o  me, fentirtisrn a s  
everyday theory for  me--quite different to nly A1L.A-projec trtl, 
academy-enclosed 'fentittist theory1. So the question then is  not wltat 
does feminism-wonia~i-she want? Or, why am I excluded, losing 
ground, remaindered? Rather, it i s  what is feminism for n ~ e ?  Or, how 
do I change, who am I if I listen and respond to fenlinism, if I 
understand with i t s  understanding? 

This i s  not a theoretical question, nor can it be answered 
theoretically: it i s  a practical-theoretical-political-ethical one (fem- 
inist i ssues  a r e  surely by definition always that). Which is what the 
construction 'fenlinist theory' can quickly mask, easily beconling a 
male representation, a male topic (again in every sense of the word). 
The understanding of feminist theory, quite simply of feminism, is a 
huge problem for  men, fo r  us, because it involves grasping the fact 
that it i s  not another discourse (let alone in a post-structuralist 
array), nor another voice to  be added, an approach to be remembered 
and catered for, but that i t  radically affects and shifts eveqthing 
and that that radical shift i s  not negotiable-the old understanding-in 
such panic terms a s  'occupying the entire terrain1, is  not translatable 
into a problem of 'inclusion~l'exclusion'. It  i s  easy fo r  me to say 
that--an image of self-righteousness is  quick . to form, I know-but 
the point i s  to  live it, including in theory, in writing, teaching and s o  
on. 

This i s  where Paul's imagination of positions seems to me 
difficult, what he envisages men might do ('what a r e  they required to  
do?'). Part of the difficulty i s  to  do  with 'correctness', the problem 
men, we, can have, again of protecting-of self-protecting--position. 
I want to be somewhere securely. Thinking through feminist theory. 
Paul says he feels 'the impossibility of saying anything properly 
correct'. Which i s  in a way odd because he also quotes Alice Jardine 
on the writing of men, his included, a s  'rarely incorrect per  set. But 
then her p i n t  is that correctness i s  not the point: being properly 
correct is  purely theoretical, pure theory; the reality is  different, i s  
unceasing, contradictory, difficult, heterogeneous, impossible, every- 
day. hly problem a s  a man i s  not being properly correct-as Jardine 
suggests, men can be extremely good a t  that, staking out their right 
place--but acktiowledging that my relation to feminism is  not going to 
be some simple recognition (I recognize feminism and ask that it 
niirroringly recognize me), that it must chanee me beyond any ps i t ion  
to fall back on, beyond any forgone security. 

In the passage front which the 'rarely incorrect per  set  came, 
Jardine continued:It i s  almost a s  if they ['these few men, o u r  allies'] 
have learned a new vocabulary perfectly. but have not paid enough 
attention to syntax o r  intonation. 

What I like there is  'intonation'; it reminds me of an essay by 
Dorothy Richardson, 'About Punctuation', in which she remarks that 
'in the slow, attentive reading demanded by unpunctuated texts the 
faculty of hearing has i ts  chance until the text speaks itself's (it 
might be noted, the appropriate coincidence, that both Jardine and 
Richardson value attention, replying to Derridals immediate decision 
'not to leave time...to look attentively'). Intonation and hearing can 
serve a s  terms fo r  the kind of recognition feminism involves: women's 
voices, women's experience, women's facts; not just  an object 
'feminist theory'; not just that representation but,  on the contrary, an 
acuteness of identity-reading, hearing, seeing, learning beyond the 
given, including the feminism men think they know. 

We have to give up the worry of place and non-place to  which we 
a r e  prone, with the fear and the anger and the defensive projections 
and constructions that result. Intonation and hearing, a way of 
saying a different attention; not the deconstructive inattention of 
fixing on the spaces between, not the reaction of such theory. 
Richardson again: 'In telling things, technical terms must be used; 
which never quite appIy'.6 It i s  not that we, men, do not fit fentinist 
theory, a r e  not fitting for it, have to  torment ourselves about that; it 
i s  simply that we have to  give u p  the fit of theory, however 
'chore$raphic', that the technical terms we might find never quite 
apply, however perfectly we can get off a new vocabulary, that our  
relation to  feminism i s  not to  be eased, however much we may cast  it 
into the terms of academy and institution. The hardest thing is that 
feminism is  ordinary, everyday, ancl 'a change of world1. 

But where does that leave us? What should we do? There i s  no 
ready answer (that would be an easing), we just  have to  learn. All I 
can say here and now in the MLA, in this context, is that we should 
probably s ta r t  by trying to  grasp who we a r e  a s  men, asking that 
from feminism ra ther  than wondering what 'they' want from an 
assun~ecl male us. We ncetl to drop the acatlentic masks, to pose at 
every nrontent the sexual determinations of the discourse we develop 
a s  w e  tthach and write, to s top kltowing as  we do, as  we want, a s  we 
inlpose--ant1 could 'nteri in feminism' today be anything but another 
strategy of tlrat, o u r  imposition? 

Stepl~ett Ileatli, J e s u s  College, Cambriclge 
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liMale Feminism' i s  to  be found i r ~  The Dalhousie Review, vo1.64, 
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G d  didn't make mistakes, the newspapers did." (Sutcliffe, the 
Yorksliire Ripper) 

"It i s  not my fault that I cannot eat o r  rest,Ia he replied. ''1 
assure  you it is through no settled design." (Heathcliff, 
Wuthering Heights) 

My paper is  intended to demonstrate the political significance and 
use  of the concept of sexual difference, a term which has  a certain 
currency in recent debates about feminism. My examples a r e  drawn 
from the case of Peter Sutcliffe, the Yorkshire Ripper, who, between 
1975 and 1981, in what i s  called "Bronte countryn in Northern England, 
was the killer and mutilator of a t  least thirteen women (some 
' Iprost i t~tes ,~ '  o thers  not), and the a t tacker  of a t  least seven others 
who survived; who, during this time, was the object of the costliest, 
most extensive and most obsessive man-hunt in police histoiy; and 
whose intentions and nloral culpability were the subject of one of the 
most revealing court tr ials in modern British social history.1 

Sutcliffe would never have been exposed to  the public milieu of a 
juried trial  if the judge at the initial hearings had not expressed his 
clissatisfaction over what he called a econflicts between certain 
statements made ear l ier  by Sutcliffe to  the police, and others  made 
la ter  in the course  of psychiatric investigation. Up to this point, it 
was generally assumed that the defense plea for diminished re- 
sponsibility on Sutcliffeas behalf would be accepted, a plea which drew 
upon the testimony of four  psychiatrists that the defendant was a 
paranoid schizophrenic: that he had mar~ifested four of the eight 
classic sy~nptoms of paranoid schizophrenia; in short, that he was not 
bad, but merely mad. Wiat was this Mconflictn which made the judge 
change his mind? Was it a simple rhetorical tliscrepancy bet ween two 
statenlcnts that occasioned the need for an Old Bailey trial  which 
called into question so many institutional practices: the cavalier 
ethics of the-police n~cthods employed during the investigation; the 
~inbritllcd checkbook journalism of the tabloid press; the prejudicial 
ant1 persecutory imperatives of the legal system; the forensic validity 
of psycliiatric opi~iior~; the more gel~cral validity of a male working- 
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