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EDITORIAL

Helen Chapman

This is the final volume of the Women's Philosophy Review for the year
2000. And perhaps appropdately as we now move forward propetly into
the 2%st century it marks a transitional point in the history and devel-
opment of the WPR. This change is cleatly evidenced by the fact that
this volume is jointly edited by the outgoing editor, Christine Battersby,
and one of the two incoming General Editors, Helen Chapman. From
Januaty 2001, the other General Editor will be Rachel Jones who is now
based at the University of Dundee. While personnel may change, I hope
readets will consider that the journal itself remains the same, containing,
as it always does, the nsual mixture of stimulating and informative inter-
views and reviews.

The first piece in this volume is an interview with the American
feminist philosopher Iris Mation Young conducted by Meena Dhanda. -
Tris Mation Young is Professor of Political Science in the Law School at
the University of Chicago. She has published widely in many arcas of
feminist philosophy and contemporary political theory and public pol-
icy. Durng the course of the interview the interrelationships between
the appatently disparate aspects of her wotk becomes clear. In this
interview what also comes across is a sense of two individuals who
clearly are engaged and committed to understanding and exploring each
othets’ positions and work. In fact 2 meeting of minds ensues which is
informative and enjoyable for both the participants and the reader alike.
What is particularly tefreshing is the commitment which both philoso-
phers demonstrate to exploting the ‘effects’ that philosophising can
have. As Ids Marion Young explains, behind her own particular
engagement with philosophy lies a belief that it must have ‘practical
intent”,

Meena Dhanda explores this notion by encouraging Iris Mation
Young to discuss two main strands of her wotk: the ‘politico-ethical’
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writings and the texts concerning the phenomenclogy of lived experi-
ence. This involves discussions of themes such as the asymmnetric
relation between self and other and the need to consider the ‘affective’
aspect of political communication. Throughout, the focus is on demon-
strating the practical consequences which these theoretical concepts can
engender. For example, the section on “The Family’ contains a discus-
sion of current debates around the nature of the family unit, while in
‘House and Home’ the issuc of women’s relation to domestic wotk is
teconsidered.

In reading this interview what struck me most forcibly was the
commitment which both patticipants demonstrate to understanding
philosophy as a practice which is relevant to all aspects of life. Increas-
ingly the ‘professionalisation’ of academic philosophy and philosophers
means that we have a tendency to become divorced from one of the
central undetlying tenets of feminist philosophy—namely the idea that it
is a practice which should have effects! Activities such as the RAF and
Teaching Quality Audit demand a certain conformity from the academic
community which tends to both institutionalise its practices and insulate
it from engapmg with the ‘practical’ consequences which it could and
should have, Iris Mation Young’s wotk reminds us that to philosophise
effectively is to think and act in ways which ought to have a practical
cffect. ‘

This theme is considered from a different perspective in
Catherine Constable’s review article on recent developments within
Film Theory. As the atticle argues, Film Studies is a discipline which
from its outset contzined a specific politcal agenda. Furthermore this
agenda was often established from a specifically feminist perspective.
However, as Cathetine Constable cleatly demonstrates, much recent
wortk within Film Studies precisely tries to retreat from an engagement
with the political, and instead advocates the development of ‘neutral’
and ‘pure’ forms of theory, This move denies the validity of ‘political’
theory, thereby negating the value of the feminist approaches which
were so influential at the outset of the discipline. Also, paradoxically, the
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move towards ‘pure theory’ occurs at the tme when philosophy itself—
through disciplines such as feminist philosophy—is starting to question
the veracity and efficacy of such an approach.

Cathetine Constable atgues that in otder to challenge some of the
new, consetvative orthodoxies which are curtently being promoted in
Film Theoty it is necessary to bring the insights of feminist philosophy
to bear on the meta-critical questions concerning the status of ‘theory’
within Film Studies. Drawing on the work of Michéle le Deeuff she ar-
gues that ir is necessaty to demonstrate that theoty does not occur in a
vacuum, but rather emerges from the complex interaction and relation
between the matedal, which is being theorsed, and the theory through
which the matetial is approached and conceptualised. Thus neither film
not theory can be understood independently of each other, there is
instead a need to understand the reciprocal relation between the two.

This idea of the need for feminist philosophy to ctitically engage
with both practical and theoretical questions is also amply demonstrated
in the variety and scope of the books reviewed. These range from the
latest feminist interventions into the history of philosophy—including
Genevieve Lloyd and Moita Gatens” work on Spinoza, and Susan James’
analysis of the emotions in the work of 17th-century philosophers—
through to Jean Grimshaw’s analysis of the collection of essays on
ageing edited by Margaret Urban Walker, In between, readers can find
discussion of wotks on topics as diverse as the women’s suffrage
movement and a psychoanalytical reading of the Marquis de Sade! This
variety demonstrates that despite the insttutional constraints mentoned
eatlier feminist philosophy is a discipline that remains both innovative
and flourishing,

It is, thetefore, with a mixture of great excitement and not a little
trepidatdon that T look forwatd to helping to continue the editorship of
this journal as it now passes from the hands of one generation to the
next. The legacy which we inherit, and the task we have now to live up
to, Is indicated in the final two pieces in the journal, the ‘Afterword’ by
the outgoing Book Reviews Editor, Marparet Whitford, and the
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‘Concluding Editorial Postscript’” by the outgoing General Editor,
Chdstine Battersby. It is, of course, entitely appropriate and fitting that
this issue of the joumal concludes with their voices. Without their

commitment, enthusiasm and dedication—and that of the many others

past and present members of the Society for Women in Philosophy who
are mentjoned in Margaret Whitford’s piece—the journal would not be
being passed on in such a healthy and flourishing state.

A special vote of thanks is also due to Kimberly Hutchings who
acted, with preat efficiency, as Secretary and Treasuter of SWIP for sev-
eral years. She stepped down from this role eatlier this year, and Meena
Dhanda has now taken over these functions. Alessandra Tanesini re-
mains a5 Administrative Editor of WPR, but from Januaty 2001 Stella
Sandford will step into Matgaret Whitford’s role as Book Reviews
Editor. As Christine Battetsby noted in Issue 24, Stella Sandford is
already commissioning book teviews, so all review offers and queries
should now be sent to her at the address pdnted on the inside front
cover.

In conclusion I and the other new Editors want to say a hearcfelt
‘thank-you’ for the work that outgoing team unselfishly undertock both
for the journal and for feminist philosophy in general. In wishing them
all every success for the future, my deeply held hope is that the new line-
up can sustain, and further develop, the work which they have under-
taken so successfully. For as Ids Maron Young vehemently and
persuasively argues in this volume, what is vital for philosophy to suc-
ceed is for it to show that it must be committed and of ‘practical intent’,

It is with this idea in mind that Rachel Jones, Stella Sandford and
Linvite anyone who wishes to join us in continuing this work to contact
us with ideas and sugpestions for ways in which the journal can both
continue to flourish and develop. Together we can demonstrate pre-
cisely why it is that feminist philosophy is, and should be, a force for
progtessive change and innovation.

Helen Chapran
Staffordshire University
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THEORISING WITH A PRACTICAL INTENT:
GENDER, POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY
AND COMMUNICATION
An Interview with Iris Marion Young
Meena Dhanda

Background

MD  Tell us about yourself and your background. What led you to
philosophy?

IMY 1 grew up in New York City. 'm a product of corporate educa-

tion at the higher level. I graduated from Queen’s College in the
City University of New York. At the time I went to college it
cost me $100 a semester. That scenario is long past in the City
Univessity system. I am a believer in public education that way.
I had a wonderful education in Queen’s College from 1966-70.
And I also went to public school in the New Yotk City public
schools. I think they did well by me.

What led me to do philosophy? I'm not sure T have an ac-
count of that. I went to college as an English major, I guess,
maybe, because my mother was an Enghish major, and that’s
what I knew best. And at certain high schools you don’t know
about philosophy. But I guess, oddly enough, the Presbyterian
Church had something to do with leading me to philosophy.
We had youth groups whete we discussed deep issues like “free-
dom and determinisin’ (lngh) and 1 really liked these
discussions. So the two things came together. 1 became
disenchanted with the scholatship that an English major
requited—vyou didn’t get to think for yourself—and got led into
philosophy by my high school background in ‘debating about
metaphysics’, That's what I learned to find in philosophy as an

undergraduate.
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T myself got drawn into philosophy because I read this article by
someone I now know to be an ultra nght-wing Hindu
nationalist (laxgh) about the essence of being, I did my
graduation in Fconomics and Mathematics and then changed to
do my Masters in Philosophy.

Well there’s something very tempting about any discourse that
seems to be telling you the meaning of lifel Rightl (fxgh) I think
T don’t believe in the meaning of life any more but once I did,
you know. When I was at-college from 1966-70, Existentialism
was very important among youngsters. For me it was very im-
pottant. I was a great fan of Kietkegaard and Nietzsche and
Sartre. But also, this was related to my life—Camus’s ‘the
meaninglessness of existence’ spoke to me and ‘self-creation’

spoke to me.

On Philosophy and Local Theory

MD

IMY

I want to ask you about the importance you attach to the
conception of philosophy as ‘theorising with a practical intent’,
At times you say you find yourself dissatisfied with some fermi-
nist wrtings that are overly theoretical because you find them
‘patalysing’. I wondered if that is your general conception of
philosophy, or is it something that you think is particularly rele-
vant for ferinist philosophers?

1 think I wouldn’t even restrict it to philosophy. Philosophy is 2
specific kind of theorising, which I think has its important dis-
ciplines. It is a specific kind of training that I undertook and I
think I provide sometimes to students. But I think this issue of
having a pracdcal intent is something that I would endorse for
all intellectual life—leaving aside empirical work, which, I also
think, should have practical inient. I think of it as a normative
principle that theoty, that is sell-enclosed and is not supposed
to be revealing in 2 way that could inform action, 1s only a game!
It is not as valuable, humanly speaking.
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With regards to the possibility of hoping for a single feminist
historical materialist theory, you have said that it is ‘arnbitious
and naive’ and you have advocated local theores instead. But
don’t you think that conceptual innovation allows a vatiety of
‘local expedences’ to be captured? Take, for exatnple, two
conceptual terms that you have introduced: ‘gender as seriality’
{Young 1994) and ‘asymmettic reciprocity’ (Young 1997). They
seem to me to capture something, which is, in a sense wider
than is suggested by a ‘local’ theoty. They are concepts, which
have political application in a wider context. So is it not under-
mining the role that theoty has in your own wotk to think of it
as more valuable if it helps to make sense of local’ expeience?
When 1 distinguish, in the passage that you tefer to, between a
kind of general, globalised, totalised theory and local theory, I
think F'm using local in the same sense that Foucault uses local.
That doesn’t mean local in the sense of a particular neighbour-
hood, or a cotnmunity. Instead, it means, bound to specific
contexts. These could be disciplinaty contexts, ot histotical
context, of even neighbouthood contexts. But what’s important
is that once generated, the question is a problem, which has a
location, and thete may be other problems in other locations
that have a similar structure.

Take the essay ‘Gender as Setiality’ (Young 1994). It high-
lights a particular problem, which is, I think more than a local
one. Say the problem is: particular feminists in particular
communities ate having trouble thinking about “What is this
categoty of womans” At a particular #are in the history of femni-
nist theoty it becomes a problem. That’s what I mean by local.
So it doesn’t become a problem only in New Yotk, but it
becomes a problem at a particular time and we generate a
theory that might then be helpful to another locality. But the

intent of the theory is not to have coveting laws.
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Gender as Seriality

MD

IMY

MD

IMY

MD

IMY

In ‘Gender as Sedality’ (Young 1994} you were locking for a
way out of a dilemma. Either we risk essentialism in naming
women as a group ot we lose the motvational force of the idea
of women as a group. You suggest that, from a pragmatic politi-
cal point of view, we need to have a notion of the identity of
womnien, which can solve this dilemma. Are you happy with your
solution?

I would disagree with your formulation in this sense: that pre-
cisely what I aimed to do there was to say that it’s not about the
identity of women. 1 would suggest that worrying about it in
those terms—where identity is about atmibutes, feelings or
senses of identification —was exactly the soutce of the problem.
I’m calling that ‘essentialism’.

The source of the problem lies in worrying about ‘what attrib-
utes the entity, this person, had?’ ot ‘what feelings of affinity
these petsons have with each other?’ I shifted away from this
perspective and instead began thinking in terms of positionings.
I thought it was also about the movement from the kind of
collectivities to which we find ourselves ascribed, to groups that
we actually form. In that sense, idendfication does come in,
even though it is not a permanent identification, but instead 1t is
an identification around projects that we might take up.

But there | distinguish between seties and groups as Sartre does.
{Young 1994, 723-8) And I think it is helpful and important to
notice that women, when they atre self-consciously identified
with one another, never identify with one another only as
women. There’s always some other organising principle to their

mutual identification

The Ideal of Gift and Asymmetric Reciprocity

MD

Let us look at another of your conceptual innovatons—the

term ‘asymmetric reciprocity’ (in Young 1997). You argue that
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the supposed symmetry in moral relations obscures difference
and in fact assumes a reversibility of perspectives that is not
possible. You are also saying that symmetrical reciprocity has
undesirable political consequences.

You've suggested an alternative, which is based on the
notion of ‘gift'—you say that ‘opening unto another person is
always a gift’ (Young 1997, 50). The other notion you use is that
of ‘being with’ another rather than being in the place of, or
imagining oneself in the place of, another. You use Detrida in
this context—Fort thete to be a gift there must be no reciproc-
ity, teturn, exchange, countergift or debt’ (Young 1997, 54). T
like the notion of asymmetric reciprocity very much, T myself
have written about the difficulty of knowing the other person
from their standpoint {Dhanda 1994). Acknowledgement, as 1
see it, fills the gap that is there of not being able to know the
other. However 1 do have a problem with part of your analysis
of the notion of ‘gift’. Gilts, too, are part of social practices.
Gift—understood as that openness in the presence of the other
petson-—seems to me to be a vision. When you examine real
gifts, as they are exchanged, and as parts of social practices, they
generate expectations. These are themselves commensurate
with the socially structured locations of gift-givers and receivers.

When you apply the same to relations between people, 1
feel that opening unto anothet person also becomes habituated.
1 wonder whether we can retain that sense of wonder, which
you are advocating and which seems to be at the back of this
notion of gift? It seems mote like an ideal rather than something
that happens in relationships between people.

But this is ttue of 2ll normative ideals. ‘Gender as Seriality’ is
about ideals. I'm taking gift-giving as a cestain ideal, and T tey to
invoke what is the concept in the ideal. An ideal is always
something invoked in real life, usually for the purpose of 2 criti-

cistn. In this sense I am Habermasian, our ideals atise from the
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realiies of interaction. But what we do with ideals is we
formulate them out of the possibilities of our interaction, and
our sense of lack in those interactions. So, 1 think, I am trying
to appeal to what 1s the normative ideal of gift-giving, which is
that it is asymetrical, ’

In his book on Marcel Mauss, Derrida is claiming that
Mauss got it wrong, because he understands gift-giving in terms
of an equal exchange {(Derrida 1992). And Derrida in his
analysis of Mauss’s The Giff is saying, well, if that’s so, then its
not gift-giving. And I'm accepting that. The ideal of gift-giving
{(even though it is always impetfectly realised and sometimes
mote petfectly realised than othets) is one where there has to be
a first move, which is 2 moment of coutage, graciousness and
generosity. Here there is not an expectadon of return in the
sense that one feels one has a right to be disappointed if there is
not a teturn. And Pm trying to generalise that and see what it
means to be open, in the sense that you've talked about, and
acknowledge that there is the first move.

I'm interested in Levinas in this respect, too—in the
response to vulnerability. Someone has to make the first move,
and that first move, is a gift. But it’s also a reception at the same
time. A gift itself is an acknowledgement in your sense, it is a
recognition of the other that is asking for nothing in return, as
an ideal. But of course, the exchange of things may or may not
be gift-giving and gift-giving may or may not involve an ex-
change of things. There are ways of being gracious or generous
which don’t involve any exchange of things, and those might be
the best gifts.

There’s another question I had about the same essay. In the
coutse of elaborating the notion of ‘asymmetric reciprocity’
you've taised a doubt about why we need to be able to imagine
ourselves in the sitvation of the other person. My comment
would be that one needs to be able to imagine oneself in the
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situation of other people because there are times when one
cannot actually listen to others, For example, when they are
dead, or very far back in an inaccessible past, or yet to be born,
or, likewise when they are out of reach because they ate spatially
inaccessible. So it seems that there still is some use for a notion
of reciprocity, which calls for those sorts of imaginings, which
are requited in situations of temportal or spatial asymmetry. It is
a monological imagining, in a way.
I really don’t think that we can do much with those not yet
born. ’'m in agreement with those philosophers who talk about
what the basic needs are of those not yet born and do some-
thing to ensure that the tesoutces in the futute will also be
available for those basic needs. I don’t think that we can put
ourselves in the cultural posidon of those not yet born, of
future generations. '
Now, the people of the past are quite different, but they
speak to us through texts that we retain. Thus, I would rather
think of it as an act of listening, rather than a repositioning of
myself. When I read those texts of the ancient Gteek philoso-
phers or about the medieval Beguines women I'm still here in
the present. It’s better for me to acknowledge that T have not
left my position in the late 20th century when I listen to those
histotical texts, and that I listen across time.
I think it is very helpful to make the distinction between the
supposed identification with future generations and the one
with the people of the past. I agtee with you that they are not
the same. [ also agree that there is still that need to really listen
to people from the past with care rather than just arbitrarily
thinking those people were like oneself, which would be wrong.
There are ways of not listening ...
It is a kind of fantasising. What I say in the pilece is thar,
frequently, the claim that I’'m putting myself in the position of

others is a projection of my own fantasies about what the others
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ate. And I think frequently when we relate to historical times,
that is what most of us are doing as well. Popular history books
are big sellers! Why is that? Because they are escapist fantasies
for many people! I don’t think that's necessarily a bad thing.
However, I'm not sute we'te treating the other, in this case, the
historical other, really as different. We're projecting ourselves:
‘this is what 1 would have been like in the 13th century’. And
that’s fine for play, but when you're thinking of understanding
the other by doing that, I think that’s not right.

‘The only purpose of this type of history is to reinforce your
own image of who you are. It doesn’t make you willing to
change yourself in the light of what you might leam from the
past.

And I think through serious listening to the histotical others, in
this case, ot even contemporaty othets, we can gain recognition

of the difference, the strangeness.

Communicative and Deliberative Democracy

MD

T'm going to move on now to the distinction hetween the con-
cepts of communicative and deliberative democracy. In
‘Communication and the Other’ (in Young 1997) you've
teminded us of the neglected aspects of communication,
including aspects like rhetotic and story-telling, especially in
political communication. You say that the ‘erotic dimension in
communication” has an important role to play. 1 find that a very
interesting way of putting it particularly when you say ‘Humot,
wotd-play, tmages and figutes of speech embody and color the
arguments, making the discussion pull on thought through
desite’ (Young 1997, 71).

My question here is that there are different kinds of
desires. Desire for love would be good, but if it is the desire for
admiration which is fuelling the person who engages in rhetoric,
isa’t that suspect? Isn't there a danger of thetoric displacing
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argument altogether? A valid critique might be to suggest that it
would be more productive to expand the notien of ‘simply
atgument’ to ‘argument plus ... ’, 50 as to include all the bodily
aspects of communication.

In ‘Communication and the Othet’ my concern is with democ-
racy. What makes deep democracy? And the work I'm doing
now expands on this interest in what ate the conditions of a
deeper democracy. And one of the things you want in a good
democracy is citizens who are able to criticise and hold one an-
other, and those who have official powerful positions,
accountable,

Now, in the approach to deliberative democracy that I'm
criticising there is a notion that what makés a critical thinker,
indeed what makes a pood deliberative speaker is one who
brackets the rhetorical to get to the purity of the argument. T
think what I'm advocating in the specific category of rhetoric is
that first of all, there is no unrhetorical speech or expression,; all
expression has an aspect that is affective and meant to move.
That’s the rhetorical ...

Even argument is meant to persuade.

Only the coldest numerical, mathematical forms of deductive
reasoning may have the affective purged from it. But in rea/
polkitics teason and affectivity functon together. The problem
that you are identifying is: “What if moving people can have
different effects and different motivations?’ One approach you
can take to that danger—let’s call it ‘the danger of
demagogrery—is to say: Tet’s make sure that people are
arguing’ and Let’s make sure that people know how to identify
whether people are arguing’. While I don’t deny that’s a good
thing to do, 1 think sotnething else needs to be done as well.
This is to develop critical skills in evaluating rhetoric, in its own
terms. That is a far better way of ensuring democratic

accountability. So that if it is possible to manipulate desires
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(which of course it is), then isn’t it better for those who might
be manipulated to identify the affective element of that
possibility instead of concentrating only on the discutsive
element?

And thereby also be able to deal with it.

That is the point. And sometimes you might not deal with it
only in arpumentative terms] There might be forms of playful
response that have a mote deflationaty effect on the powerful
than all the arguments you could produce.

That’s very helpful as well,

The Family

MD

IMY

MD
IMY

You've often written about the limitations of the distabutive
patadigm of justice, for example in ‘Reflections on the Family in
the Age of Murphy Brown® (in Young 1997). In particidar you
highlight how this paradigm fails to adequately address issues
such as sexual liberadon and the sexual division of labour.
Among other things, you blame the failure on the way in which
this approach deals with the institution of The Family. In par-
ticular you criticise the assumption that as an institution it is
there to stay. You're suggesting that The Family itself should be
deconstructed into a serdes of rights and obligations. How do
you think that can be accomplished? '
Let me say first that thete ate many who have said better than [
that theoties of justice have not artended to the issues of the
family ...

For example Susan Okin has (Okin 1989) ...

Yes ... So I don’t think that T have made a particular contribu-
tion in respect of that point. In the essay you ate referring to,
Tm interested in The Family in capitals, as 2 trope. And here
again, T think, [ haven’t been terribly original. Where 1 think I
might have made a conttibution is in saying that there’s a posi-
tive move to make. The ctitical move is in noticing how The
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Family functions as a teope in ideological tetns, without then
denying different forms of intimate relations. I suppose there
are some people who don’t have ties of that sort, but I think
they are very few, at least if you look at their entire life’s course.
Some people at certain points in their lives will say they don’t
particulasly want to have intimate ties. But most people, at somme
points in their lives, do.

This raises political and legal issues for all of us. Part of
what I wanted to deconstruct was those legal relationships. My
argument is to say we don’t have to automatically accept what’s
still ‘the Law’ in United States and almost anywhere clse in
Europe. In other words we've got a whole seties of telatgon-
ships that may not be linked, and they should not be linked
except by the choices of the individuals.

One thing you say is that ‘Sex is neithet a necessary nor a suffi-
cient condition of families” (Young 1997, 109). I thought that’s a
vety tevolutionary thing to say! The idea that you should not
link the idea of sex with the idea of a family contains a lot of
potential

T've just started reading a book by Valetie Leht called Queer
Family Valwes (Lehr 1999). Thete are lots of people writing
about these things far better than T do.

I thought that your arguments de-linking sex from ‘The Family’
contained implications that were wider than simply a gay or
lesbian perspective.

Valerte Lehr is interested in the evolution of the demands for
the rght to marriage, by gay and lesbian movements. She’s
chticising this on normative grounds. The crticism, which is
quite well put, is that the demand continues to assume that the
privileged relationship is the sexual relationship. And T quite
agree with her. And she says that to the degree that there’s still
the assumption of the privileged sexual coupling, that is still
within the heterosexual paradigm.
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Exactly, T think that was your point. You want to declare mar-
riage 2s unjust, but you want to retain the value of the family.
And that’s why this de-linking...
of faméles. 1 want to pluralise it! (desgh).
Not “The Family’ ... I'm sotry...yes, but ‘families’, yes, because
you say that familes provide a rooted sense of self.
Well, you know, for lots of people I wouldn’t say that it has to
be normative. You do have to wotry about the way in which
access to respect and respectability arises from the privileging of
having families. I think that’s still 2 problem in the society I live
i
Many people would associate you with postmodernism. I am
wondering whether, because of your saying that a family pro-
vides a sense of self and of a concrete, mutuzl caring, they may
have been surprised to find you tatking about a rooted sense of
self. Likewise, in another article that I'll talk about later—
"House and Home’—you ate talking about identity in a different
way.
T've never found labels like ‘postmodetnist’ very heipful for
almost anybody. Jean-Frangois Lyotard uses the term “condition
of postmodernity’ (Lyotard 1979). Nearly all the other thinkers
that are called ‘postmodern’ have never used the label
themselves. This is true of most labels—those called
‘communitarians’ usvally don’t call themselves communitarians!

1 have found the critiques of ‘Enlightenment universalism’
that T associate with postmodernism useful. I find Foucaull’s
work very useful for thinking about normatvity and
disciplinarity and governmentality and so on. But it is mote
these particular ideas that I find useful rather than some school.
In fact 1 think that it’s against the whole spiit of these thinkers
to say that they’re a school called Postmodernism” (faxgh).

But one thing I have never endorsed is a notion that there
is no subject. T think there ate good reasons to be critical of
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substantive subjects. We don’t need postmodernism for that
critique; Hume did it, and then Existentialism does it.

Ir’s the same kind of attitude you have towards ‘expetience’ as
well. On the one hand, you reject experience as grounding our
knowledge claims of, or as taking you to, an ‘authentic’ self. On
the other hand, you want to retain experience as giving you
access to subjectivity.

Your first question was about philosophy with practical intent. 1
think in both these cases—of experience, the subject/the self or
personal life—{ want to cling to the practical By this I mean
what is important to me and to most other people when they
are not doing philosophy. And to connect conceptual issues and
problems to those things that are important to me and to most

other people, when we’re not in the theoretical mode.

‘House and Home’

MD

From that perspective T find yout essay ‘House and Home’
(Young 1997) really very inspiring. One grows up with so many
conflicting views about the meaning of home and housework.
After reading this essay I felt glad that I actually never rejected
my own liking for doing certain things in the house like sewing,
cooking and gardening ... I like making things with my hands.
In particulaxr I found the story about your mother extremely
moving. She was just rejecting certain aspects of housework,
like cleaning, removing cobwebs, or whatever. But there are
other aspects, such as cating for and being with your children,
and doing things, which they like to do and you like to do,
which are also home-making.

In that short story about your home, a clear distinction
came out. We could see that while you reject housework, you
don’t have to reject home-making. I would like you to say
something about why home-making is irhportant and do you
invest your time and energy in it?
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they can. Some people can’t, either because of their tempotaty
situation of, more drastically, because they are in war, they're
refugees of they’re in prison. This is a deprivation. I've tecently
wiritten something about my step-father who is in a nursing
home and can’t make a home for himself, even though he lived
alone for a long dme and made a home in the sense of arrang-
ing his things around him as he chose and living amongst them.
In the end T think his case is a tiny existential category.

That essay I think of as continuous with the essays that T
have done eatlier on the phenomenology of female body ex-
perience. There’s something phenomenological about the
concept of home and indeed I refer to the wotk of Edward
Casey, the phenomenologist, among others, in trying to develop
that coneept (Young 1997, 183). As in those earlier cssays, the
ptoject that I take up is twofold. I want to notice the reasons
that feminists have found homemaking and housewotk prob-
lematic and at the same time do the kind of recovery, which I've
always taken to be patt of Irgaray’s project, of thinking about
‘the feminine” in Western discourse.

In this case the problem with housework and homemaking
is the fact that women are expected to both do housework and
often make home for other people at theit own expense. The
fact of the matter is that working or caring, homemaking or
caring, are in themselves human wvalues. I'm trying to
disentanple what is humanly valuable in this mode of living, this
mode of being, and at the same time, notice and criticise what is
socially exploitative or dominative. I'm not sure T succeed, but
that’s the nature of the project.

1 think there are two aspects thete. Yout example of prepating 2
sauce according to ‘mothet’s recipe’ was very good, I think, be-

cause it captures the role of memory in everyday work. What

you do in preserving your house is very often preserving the
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memoty of your parents. That resonated very much with the
experience that I, and others like me, have who are living thou-
sands of miles away from their families, It is not the recipe, but
het memory that is important in the process of engagement in
housework.

The other aspect, which is a more political matter, was the
idea that instead of tejecting home, we have to think of democ-
ratising it. It is a privilege that some people have and others
ought to have. There arc four values of 2 home that you have
wtitten about: that people should have safety; they should have
a place where they can individuate themselves; they should have
privacy, and they should be able to presetve themselves. What
comes to mind is that this wotk actually narrows the gap
between you and the ‘humanist’ positions that you have
criticised in the past.

I think at the end of that essay, in that particular artdculation of
those values, I am talking about human rights, without
qualification. (Jaxgh)

Resistance and Empowerment

MD

There’s one final question T have which is a very difficult one.
It is linked to you desctibing your mother’s not doing house-
work as ‘passive resistance’. I want to link this description to
your essay on policy for pregnant addicts, “Punishment,
Treatment, Empowerment’ (in Young 1997). In this essay you
argue that the empowerment approach is better than the treat-
ment or punishment approach. 1 agree with your analysis. I
wondered though, i at another level—and I might be
completely wrong here—you were painting a picture of one
who takes drugs, ot one who is a drug addict, as a passive
resistor too. Ate they somebody who is sefusing to succumb to
normalisation in their psychic life? Am I wrong? Am I reading

too much in it?
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You employ the Foucauldian notion that treatment uses

confession as 2 way of changing the self to support your argu-
ments about why you think the treatment approach is bad. So it
could be supgested, if there is something wrong with changing
the self of the addict, then there must be something, which is
there to have, which you want o pteserve. That something
could be the element of resistance; that the addict is refusing to
become a part of society.
You are suggesting that one possible interpretation of the criti-
cisms T make of treatment approaches as individualising is that
pethaps addicts are resisting normalisatdon. And 1 think I want
to respond that I don’t know. I dor’t think I could speak for
addicts or their resistance and furthermore it’s probably ungen-
eralisable, T think T want to say that drug addiction should not
be something despised. But it’s not a happy state and only rarely
would I suspect that it’s a fotm of resistance. From my reading,
there’s far too litde support offered to people whose lives are
verty wound up with drugs. While they may resist the
despising—they can and do resist that—they are not necessarily
happy with their lives and would like themn to change.

But also embedded in your question was the notion that
underneath the confessional mode, there should be 4 cote self
that is resisting the confession, And I puess I'm Foucauldian
enough to think that in this kind of discourse, the self does con-
struct itself. So the confession is not the revelation of the ttue
self, it #s the construction. And any who participate in these
modes are quite, I think, aware of this,

When I recommend what I call ‘the empowerment ap-
proach’ the idea is that the experence is going to be more
politicised and not coercive. Recently, the political theorist,
Barbara Cruikshank—she’s vety Foucauldian and very
interested in processes of governmentality in everyday life—has

criticised the notion of empowerment as really an extension of
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the normalising discourse (Cruikshank 1999). I'm not sure she’s
wrong, so I might have to reject the essay.

Really!

Well probably! (fmgh) 1 think that in the light of that patticular
analysis, T stll want to make a distinction between an approach
that is individualising—that isolates the individual and puts the
sense of responsibility on her alone—and what I call the em-
powerment approach. This latter approach, as T think of it, is a
more collective, outward odented, and consciousness raising
process. I try to offer in the article a couple of examples that I
found in social wotk journals of how this practice is done. But I
think that Cruikshanl’s crtique leads me to think that one has
to look at it more carefully.

In one very obvious sense, this process of involving people who
ate addicts in forming groups between themselves, exchanging
stories and looking through their own analysis, &r empowerment,
because it is giving them the power, instead of telling them what
to do, instead of making them confess and ...

No. I think then there one might say, ‘what in this is giving
them any power?” First of all, the issue is that powet has to be
given within a sttuctute of governmentality where they are at
the recetving end. And power also remains in the institution-
alised settings that ate really quite controlled. Now, “what is the
alternative kind of practice?” is the question I always have with
this kind of citique. I guess the message is that one must always
be suspicious when we’re talking about vulnerable or stigma-
tised people. .

Yes, for this practice itself would deliver some of the
answers....You will find it empowets of it won't ...

I guess one of the issues is: Can it? As long as the practice is
taking place within certain institutionalised discursive contexts,
can it really escape the stigmatisation and asymmetries of

power? That’s what I mean by ‘suspicious’.
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Future Projects
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I think that many readers of PR will be more familiar with
your writings on bodily experiences in Throwdng Like a Gir! and
Other Essays whete you ate extending Merleau-Ponty’s notion of
the lived body to include sexnal difference which he seems not
to talk about. Your later essays—in particular ‘House and
Home'—seem to have extended that notion of lived body. Are
you planning any future wotks in the same style of writing as
‘Breasted Expetience’ and the absolutely wonderful ‘Pregnant
Embodiment’ (Young 1989)?

At the moment I haven’t done anything at all in this vein. P've
been working for some time on a book called Inclusion and
Democragy (Young 2000), which should come out next year. It’s
an extension of that article you referred to eatlier on com-
municative democracy. It plays out my critique of deliberative
democtacy and many other issues such as group-representation
that I have dealt with and includes some of my other worlk.

For the last several years, my work has been mote con-
cerned with policy and politics and polifical theory. 1 hope nor
in a disembodied way, but it is not the phenomenology of the
orentation of the female bodily expedence, which I've always
thought of as a kind of different track of my work. I've always
thought 1 had kind of two tracks: a polidcal theory track ot 2
political philosophy track, on the one hand, and this female
embodiment track, on the other hand. They really have hittle to
do with each other except that both books are in my study! So, I
haven’t done anything along those lines tecently.

I would like to return to some of those questions. There
are two connected things I think I would like to write: two
separate pieces about menstruation and ageing in females. They
are connected in so far as I think menstruaton, as an
experience, is about time, so both these pieces ate more about
time than spadality. Menopause needs to be thought more
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seriously as an experence, although there’s been a lot of weiting
about menopause. I would do one of the things I always do
before writing an essay—if I finally do it—which is to read
much of what’s been written about experiencing menopause, T
don’t care about the medical stuff (Zzugh). So that’s what T had in
mind.

Increasingly you have written more about questions of polidcal
philosophy. In your earlier essays, you have quite explicitly ex-
pressed your commitiment to the vision expressed in socialist
feminism, even though you rejected a totalising theory. While
you continue to write in the manner of a socialist critique about
radical transformation of pattiarchal institutions, the term
‘socialism’ itself seems to have completely dropped out. I
wondered if the suspicion of using the term ‘socialistn’® has
something to do with your being located in the USA? Orisita
general giving up of labels?

When I think about all my writings, I don’t think ’ve used the
wortd ‘socialistn’ very much in any of them. Even in Justice and
the Politics of Difference (Young 1990), I don’t think there’s much
discussion of socialism. I did talk about exploitaton, T talk
about the division of labour. I think it should be obvious that
there is no question but that things that have always mattered to
socialists, matter to me. But 1 find it much more approptate to
talk about issues such as: exploitation, inequality, division of
labour, distribution of resources, work relationships.

Right now, for example, I am thinking about ‘work’—the
category or the concept and an ideal of meaningful work. I'm
about to go to Frapkfurt and give a paper at the Institute of
Social Research which is the hirth place of Critical Theory. This
conference is supposed to be celebrating the birth of Critical
Theory 75 years ago in the Frankfurt School 1 am going to
claim that the ideal of meaningful work is something that leftists
in general are no longer talking about.
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To answer the question about socialism: this is a socialist
interest or it’s an intetest that’s derived from the socialist tradi-
tion. But, i’s much more specific than saying: “Well where are
we with the socialist ptinciples today’. And I think a notion of
meaningful work is something that can make sense to almost
anybody, even if they laugh at it. And, today, most people
would laugh at the idea of meaningful work; that’s how com-
pletely the employers have been able to regain coatrol over
wotk and what counts as work. So that's how T would answer
that.

I've always been, and never stopped being, concerned I
think with the issues that the socialist tradition in particular is
concerned with. However I'm concerned with them in their
particulatity, one thing at a time. I guess I am in the post-
socialist age, in the sense that, the label ‘socialist’ seems like an
empty Iabel today and I think we need to rethink what radical-
ism means. Many of the aspitations of socialism I'm stll
committed to, but in practical terms—in the world that I live in
with my fellows—to quote a famous phrase, “What is to be
done is not at all obvious.” To say that the first thing to do is to
separate the socialist from the rest of us seems to me a non-
starter.

I agree. I have a couple of other questions before we close. You
have contributed to a number of different areas. But are there
subjects that you would like to see researched, questons that
you wish somebody would work on? I'm sure there are going to
be a number of younger researchets who would find those to be
interesting leads to pussue.

The fitst thing I thought of—it’s a kind of association game—in
response to your question, may not be a subject for
philosophers! But it might be, I don’t know! We have to see.
For reasons that are obvious, in the last several months—this is
September 1999--I've recenty found myself needing to think
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an awful lot more about war and violence. It has been forced
upon my consciousness by, first, the NATQ war, which I found
the most ghastly event, pretty much of my lifetime! And acru-
ally, it carties for me greater shame, personally, than the war in
Vietnam, 1 won’t go into details,

But it has made me think about the feminist views of the
late *70s that linked masculinity and violence. Some of those ac-
counts by different wings of the feminist peace movement were
crass and ovessimplified, but when one looks at the events of
the wotld, one finds that they seem to have a core of truth. My
concerns lies not so much in the victimisation of women in
wat—this isn’t news and that in itself is tertble, but it doesn’t
carey for me all that much theoretical questioning. However, it
could be very important 1o take up again the question of the
glotification of viclence, the connection of violence with power
and the connection of violence and powet with men. It seems
to me that feminists really should have a lot to do, to make that
insight plausible, empitically supported and theoretically
sophisticated. And I’d like to see someone do that.

That’s helpful. I'm sure there will be philosophers as well who
will be interested in that area. Finally, is there anything that you
would have liked to be asked, which my questions have not
covered?

Oh, I should say it’s a pleasute and honout to be tatked to in
this way and also to learn about your work a little bit and the
work of the joutnal I've been introduced to through you. 1 find
encounters like this will help international feminism keep going
and also the connections of women philosophers—that’s pretty
tmportant—across oceans. I'm grateful for the opportunity.
Thank you Iris.

Iris Marion Young, Law School, University of Chicago
Meena Dbanda, University of Wolverbampton, UK
Bath, September 1999
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Beyond Theory in Crisis:
Feminist Futures for Film Theory

A Review Atticle by Cathetine Constable

It has now become commonplace to suggest that film theoty is in crisis.
Indeed, the cutrent ctisis can be seen to take many forms, ranging from
the apocalyptic vision of the end of all theoty to the precipitaton of
new ways of thinking about theory. Importantly, within Film Studies,
the debates about the future of theory and theorising have often been
explicitly political. Film Studies can be differentiated from Philosophy in
that its theoretical tradition has been shaped by the work of key feminist
theorists such as Laura Mulvey, Mary-Ann Doane, Kaja Silverman and
many others. Unlike Philosophy, where feminist debates had to be
‘added in’ to a long tradition that defined itself as “objective’ and ‘disin-
terested’, feminist film theoty has been central to Film Studies from the
beginning. While the status of feminist thought is different in both
subjects, institutional and social pressures are cuttently combining in
ways that force both subject areas to ask similat questions; namely what
is the future of theory? What should theory become? What ought theory
to be?’

The contexts in which these questions are raised are different. In
Film Studies, the future of theory per se is threatened by increasing
government pressures towatds vocationalism (Perkins 2000, 79-81).2
Within Philosophy, the future of feminist theory has been radically
affected by the Research Assessment Exercise whose definitions of
what is to constitute ‘true’ philosophical thought ate deeply conserva-
tive. Both subjects share a wider social context in which feminist
thought is increasingly belittled and dismissed as mere “political correct-
ness’” It is clear that these social pressures have had an impact on
current definitions of the forms that futute theotising should take. Thus,
some factions currently argue that all theory ought to be apolitical and
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‘purely’ logical. This article arises out of my conviction that it is abso-
lutely vital that feminist theotists contdbute to the debates that are
re/forming and shaping their subject areas. Otherwise, we will have no
space left from which to speak.

This article will address the very different versions of theory that
ate at stake in Film Studies today. I will bring out the ways in which the
diverse definitions both incorpotate and paratlel debates within philoso-
phy. The first section will define the key terms that have structured the
crisis in Film Studies, namely, the desighation of the wotk of Mulvey ez
al as ‘Grand Theory’. I will go on to focus on David Bordwell’s and
Noel Carroll’s questionable deployment of these terms in order to usher
in their apolitical models of ‘pure’ scientific theorising, This will involve
a close analysis of their book, PostTheery (1996), in section two. The
third section will take issue with the very concept of ‘Grand Theory’ by
using psychoanalytic feminist film theory as a case study. The final
section will demonstrate that future fotms of political, socio-historical
theorising within Film Studies can be seen to offer new contexts for
femimst philosophy, focusing on the work of Luce Irgaray and Michéle
le Deeuff, T will demonstrate the ways in which their frameworks pro-
vide a conception of theory as both metaphotical and social in order to
delineate a positive alternative to Bordwell’s and Carroll’s scientism.

Defining Grand Theory

The publication of Pes=Theory in 1996 both crystallised and precipitated
heated debates about the future of film theory. The book’s title became
more notorious than its content. The term ‘post-theory’ was co-opted to
indicate the death of all theory and theotising, sustaining the position
that Tessa Perkins characterises as ‘theotydde’ (2000, 83). The trajectory
of Pos#-Theory is much more specific and might be better desctibed as
post-Grand Theory. Both Bordwell and Carroll attack the theory that
has formed a dominant tradidon in Anglo-American Film Studies,
specifically ‘that appregate of doctrines derived from Lacanian
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psychoanalysis, structuralist semiotics, post-structuralist literary theory
and variants of Althusserian Marxism’ (1996, wiif). Grand Theory is said
to be encapsulated in key works from the 1970s and 1980s such as
Laura Mulvey’s influential article from 1975, “Visual Pleasure and
Narrative Cinema’ {(teprinted in Mulvey 1989), Chrstgan Metz’s
Psychoanalysis  and Cimema: An  Imaginary Signifier (1982) and Kaja
Silverman’s The Subject of Semiotics (1983).

Bordwell and Carroll capitalise the terms Grand Theory in order
to convey the monolithic and totalising natute of these theotetical
wotks. While the recent publication Resmeenting Fiim Sindies indicates the
ptovisional nature of the terms by using small case and inverted
commas, the classification ‘grand theoty’ is still used to designate an
‘abstract theoreticistn’ which is devoid of socio-histodcal detail (Petkins
2000, 83). The crtique of Grand Theoty can be paralleled with
Lyotard’s famous attack on master natratives” Gill Branston’s
charactetisation of theory as that which aspires to the status of objective
thought fuses the Grand Theory promulgated by Mulvey e 4/ with the
master narratives of tradiional psychoanalysis (2000, 28-9). Branston
links the grand and the grandiose in that the latter is defined as the fan-
tasy of creating a single totalising systemn (ibid. 29). '

It is clear that within the populist disciplines of Film Studies and
Cultural Studies the designation ‘grand’ carries a host of pejorative con-

notations, Within this context overt abstraction can be synonymous
with a lack of practical knowledge and/or academic elifism. Morcover,
the title GGrand Theoty is typically used to designate modes of theorising
that ate currently being supetseded {Gledhill 2000, 3). Thus the intro-
duction to the section entitled Really Useful Theory’ in Refnventing Film
Studies bepins ‘Most of the contributers to this section on theoty agree
that whatever film theoty is today it can no longer be the kind of over-
arching, ‘grand’ theory that floutished in the 1970s.” Henceforth, new
theories of cinema will be ‘concretely located’ and ‘historicised” ibid. 5).
The introduction to the millennium edition of Saven, the journal in

which 2 number of these Grand Theories were debated, contains a brief
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comment charting the demise of “film theoty per s¢ in favour of empiri-
cal work such as cinema history (Kuhn 2000, 2).

The numerocus articles which address Grand Theoty all offer dif-
ferent historical accounts of its tise and fall. In this way, the advent of
new modes of theorising or the advocation of different types of histori-
cal and cultural projects are all justified in terms of logical succession.
Bordwell’s account of the history of theory differs from many othets in
that he does not trace the specific strand of feminist psychoanalysis and
semiotics. Thus he argues that feminism constitutes an ‘inflection” which
informs both the old models of ‘subject position theory” and
‘culturalist’, as well as the new mode of middle-level research (1996, 4).
However, Bordwell offers a history of theory which critiques examples
taken from feminist semiotic and psychoanalytic work (ibid. 15, 23)
while denying their status as a specific radition. This manoeuvre is im-
portant because it covers over the central issue at stake in the rejection
of Grand Theory, namely the future of political theonsing,

Tessa Perkins atgues that the rejection of Grand Theory in Film
Smdies can be seen to combine a questioning of both the status of
theory and the place of politics in the subject She comments ‘some
wish ... to abandon both and others are determined that the former
should cleanse itself of all contamination by the latter, fantasising, per-
haps, that a pseudo-scientific objectivity will emerge from the funeral
pyre’ (2000, 76). It is this fantasy of ‘pure theory’ that encapsulates cur-
rent conservative trends within both Film 2nd Philosophy. While the
superseding of Grand Theory in Film appears to offer the possibility of
pluralistic modes of theorsing, I will demonstrate that Bordwell’s and
Carroll’s options of ‘middle-level’ and ‘piece-meal’ enquiry rest on a

fantasy of a pseudo-sdentific ‘pure’ theory.

“Physics Envy’ in Post-Theory ©

The inttoduction to Pest-Thesry presents Bordwell’s and Carroll's
arguments for future forms of theorising as fundamentally similar (1996,
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viti, 2). This view has been reflected in latet references to their approach
as a united ap_peal for the recognition of the historical situatedness of
theoretcal projects (Branston 2000, 28-9). I want to disentangle the two
theotists in order to examine the ways in which each approaches the
possibility of political theotising. Botdwell atgues that middle-level
research has already been conducted by a number of political theoxists
(1996, 34, fn. 64}, and provides a list that includes Vito Russo’s Celiuieid
Closer: Homosescnality in the Movies (1987) and Richard Dyet’s Now You See
It (1990). However, I will demonstrate that this pro-polidcal stance is
jeopardised by the scientific paradigm that underpins Bordwell’s critique
of Grand Theory. In contrast, Carroll is utterly consistent in his
deployment of scientism to tid theory of political ‘bias’. My reading of
Botdwell and Carroll will also make use of Bordwell’s eatlier work
Making Meaning (1989) which underpins a number of their central argu-
ments. This will bring out the issue of the relation between theory and
interpretation that I will go on to addtess in the last secton of this
article.

Botdwell’s article ‘Contemporaty Film Studies and the Vidssi-
tudes of Grand Theory 1s an attack on both subject position theoty and
culturalism. Bordwell argues that subject position theoty, which deploys
Barthes and Lacan as well as Derrida and Foucault, is organised around
the key question: “What are the social and psychic functions of cinema?’
{1996, 6). Thus Film Theoty can be seen to have dtawn on Continental
Philosophy to provide its basic frameworks for conceptualising both
society and subjectivity. Furthetmore, these two areas of concern mark
the continuity between subject position theory and Cultural Studies.
Bordwell contends that the diversity of ptojects within Cultural Studies
disguises a common premise in which social institudons and practices
are defined as cultural constructs {dbid. 13). Both schools are also said to
focus on subject formation in that accounts of Lacanian misrecognition
can be paralleled with those of Althusserian interpellation (ibid. 14).
Finally, both schools are said to ptivilege linguistic paradigms and to
have a common theoretical basis in structuralism (ibid. 18).
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These ‘doctrinal’ continuities are used to contend that both
schools borrow from Continental Philosophy in order to construct top-
down, totalising theoretical systems. While this charactedsaton of
Grand Theoty has become standard, I want to focus on Bordwell’s cri-
tique of the methodological practices deployed by these schools of
theotists because it is here that the scientific paradigm he is using
becomes most obvicus. It also means that Bordwell’s crinque of Grand
Theory diverges from many other versions. In effect, I will demonstrate
that Bordwell criticises Grand Theory for not being grand enough.

Botdwell’s crtique of the methodological practices of Grand
Theory is four-fold. He argues that the deployment of Continental
Philosophy results in “docttine-driven’ models of theory, crificism and
historical research in which film functions as examples (1996, 18-9).
Furthermote, he suggests that the appeal to French theorists is sympto-
matic of a desire for academic respectability in Film Studies (ibid. 19—
21).7 ‘This leads to the second objection, namely the eclectic accumula-
tion of diverse aspects of incompatible theoties which results in an
incoherent bricolage that passes for argument (ibid. 21-2). The means
of argument are the third feature of the critique. Bordwell contends that
Grand Theoty telies on 2 loose model of ‘associational reasoning’ which
deploys analogies and ‘interpretative leaps’ (ibid. 24). Finally the over-
emphasis on interpretation is said to result in a proliferation of film
readings which do not actually entail the Theory they purport to instan-
tiate. This point cleatly draws on the main argument from Making
Meaning in that textual interpretation is defined as ‘a set of craft-like rea-
soning routines which do not depend on any abstract theory’ (ibid. 26).°

Bordwell’s critique characterises French philosophy as ‘celebrity-
and fashion-driven’ (1996, 20). These connotatiens of superficiality gain
resonance when contrasted with the description of the new mode of
middle-level theorising as ‘in-depth research’ (ibid. 27). The take-up of
French philosophy is thus encoded as a mistake. Film theorists have
simply been star struck by French bowlvardiers. The assessment of

French philosophy as glamorous, frivolous and, above all, unphiloso-
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phical is a familiar caricature deriving from a particular strand of the
analytic philosophical tradition. These theotists, such as Jean Cutthoys
(1997 and Alain Sokal (1999), ate vehemently ant-Continental
Philosophy and Bordwell replicates the tactics and tonality of this
faction in his comments on the vagaties of associational reasoning dis-
played in the work of Guy Rosolato and Raymond Bellour. His crticism
of an exchange between them pgoes as follows: ‘the discussion is
unintelligible because the connections among ideas meet no canons of
reasonable inference” (ibid. 22-3). These canons are set up by analytic
models of ‘inductive, deductive and abductive reasoning’ (ibid, 23).
Importantly, the device of using selective and truncated quotation in
otder to tidicule the targeted theotist is a common tactic of the anti-
Continental faction.” The depiction of Rosolato’s and Bellour’s work as
unintelligible and unreasonable borrows from a setes of disputes in
which Continental Philosophy has been defined as jargon-ridden and
incoherent.

Bordwell’s teliance on analytic ctiteria explains the prevalence of
the sclentific paradipm in his cotique. It underpins his analysis of the
‘top-down’ nature of ‘docttine-drven’ theotising. As a result, Bordwell’s
argument against theory-dtiven textual interpretation should not be
mistaken for the very common argument that theory simply imposes on
the text and that the text should be allowed to ‘speak for itself.
Bordwell’s argument is that the application of theory to a mere handful
of films cannot serve to establish the said theory:

[wlhen theory projects downwards to the datum, the latter
becomes an illustrative example. The result may have rhetori-
cal force, as vivid examples often do, but because of the
underdetermination of theoties by data, a single instance is not
particulatly strong evidence (1996, 19).
The language of data clearly indicates the scientific paradigm at stake
here. Grand Theory fails to establish itself, because its use of limited
numbers of examples lacks sufficient scope. Importantly, the objection
is no¢ that Grand Theory is inherently top-down and totalising, but



Women’s Philosaphy Review 35

rather that it fails to establish itself in a sufficiently sciendfic and top-
down way. The introduction to Pest-Theory endorses the contributors’
use of films as data ‘to substantate or illuminate theoretical claims’
(1996, xvii).

Bordwell’s cotque of bricolage is also reliant on the concept of
‘pure’ theory. He argues that the deployment of parts of a theotist’s
work consttutes an illegitimate fragmentation of the system. Thus the
take-up of Lacan in psychoanalytic feminist film theoty is seen to be
suspect in that it focuses on the Trnaginary’/‘Symbolic’ dyad and leaves
out other aspects such as the ‘Real’ (1996, 22). Botdwell’s previous use
of the same example in Making Meaning clarifies the issue in that it is
clear that he regatds the ttio Imapinary/Symbolic/Real as the ‘true’
Lacanian systemn (1989, 122, 302 fn. 93). In addition to promulgating
incorrect models of philosophical systems, film theotists are accused of
being insufficiently theoretical. This 1s because they do not attempt to
prove the value of their chosen theoty over others: ‘no film theorist has
mounted an argument for why the comparatively informal theores of
Saussure, Emile Benveniste, ot Bakhtin ate supetiot to the Chomskyan
paradigm’ (Bordwell, 1996, 22). Not do they attempt logical exposition
of their chosen systems. This failure to conform to the scientific method
of proceeding via refutation and exposition means that Grand Theory
cannot be regarded as ‘pure theory’ (ibid. 25).

In the final part of his critique, Bordwell argues that the attempt
to ‘prove’ a theoty through the construction of textual interpretations is
not valid because interpretations do not constitute a proper test (ibid.
26)."° This is because Bordwell defines interpretation as a ‘craft-like’
skill. The absolute division between the practical and the theoretical is
set up in his Making Meaning (1989):

Like an artisan using strategies detived frot expedence, the
critic draws upon a repertory of options and adjusts them to
the particular task. And this skill no mote constitutes a theory
of cinema than a good bicyclist’s know-how amounts to a
physics of moving bodies or a sociology of recreation (7).
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The ctitic’s skills are said to be constituted through tacit obedience to
institutional conventions which, in turn, are largely derived from the
techniques and practices of New Criticism {ibid. 6-7, 23). Given that
intetpretation also fails to conform to the scientific model of nule-
governed reasoning, there is an implicit patalle] between the atheoretical
status of interpretation and the untheoretical status of Grand Theory in
Pose-Theory.

This patallelism can be better understood by looking at
Botdwell’s arpuments in Making Meaning concerning the status of
theorists such as Laura Mulvey and Peter Wollen. In this eaclier book,
he argues that they are better positioned as critics who create templates
for interpretation. Thus Mulvey’s “Visual Pleasure and Nagrative
Cinema’ 3s said to constitute an ‘interpretet’s exemplar’ insofar as her
work is seen to crystallise a way of approaching film texts (1989, 24-5).
Bordwell argues that Mulvey utilises a tradition of ‘symptomatic reading’
in which the text is viewed as fundamentally fissured {jbid. 9}. Her
article is also said to list “a host of interpretive cues—the look as beating
power and sexual difference, the equating of the camera with the viewer,
the notion of woman as fetishised spectacle, plot patterns such as
surveillance and punishment.’ (ibid. 92-3). Impottantly, these cues are
not said to form a totally original interpretive template.’ Instead,
Bordwell argues that a2 number of them conform to a traditional critical
schema for interpretation.

It is part of the critic’s mapping process to ascrdbe ... folk
psychological traits to aspects of the filmn, and this can be done
by following particular routines. The critic uses the schema to
build up mote or less ‘persomified’ agents in, around,
underneath, or behind the text (ibid. 152).
Mulvey’s analysis of the camera and the series of ‘Jooks’ across a text are
thus read as instanfiations of the ‘personification schema’ {ibid. 152,
164-5).
I have traced David Bordwell’s analysis of Laura Mulvey’s article

in some detail in order to demonstrate the way in which her creation of
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an interpretive exemplar is ultimately shown to conform to a pre-
existing crtical schema  This conformity means that the theotetical
elements of her work are judged to be subordinated to cdiical practice,
thus undermining their validity as theory (1989, 26-7). Bordwell argues
that most cotics simply use theory as a rhetotrical device to persuade
others of the value of thejr interpretations. He therefore sets up an ab-
solute distinction between interpretive writing in which theory is simply
thetoric and ‘theoretical writing, which proposes, analyses, and criticises
theoretical claims™ (ibid. 250). Importantly, this distinction informs a
numbet of the other essays in Bordwell and Caroll’s PostTheory.

What is striking about this is the utter incongruity of positioning
the major film theorists of the 1970s and 1980s as mere critics who do
not do theory at all and simultaneously labelling their work Grand
Theory. According to Bordwell, only Christian Metz actually qualifies as
a theotetician (1989, 250). Tt would seem that the term Grand Theory is
simply applied to any work that refers to a particular tradition in Conti-
nental Philosophy. Yet it is worth noting that the critera for dismissing
Grand Theory utilise an analytic model of ‘pute theory’ that is even
mote abstract, top-down and totalising, Moreover, the vision of ‘pure
theoty’ serves to fundamentally unsettle the new model of middle-level
research that Bordwell ostensibly endorses. It is hard to see how the
interpretative work of Vito Russo and Richard Dyer on the
tepresentation of homosexuality in mainstream cinema could possibly
be said to conform to this scientific paradigm. In the light of this analy-
sis, it becomes clear that the cognitive patadigm that Bordwell endorses
as one possible futire strategy actually constitutes the ‘true theory’ of
the future given its quasi-scientific status. (Nichols 2000, 42).

If Bordwell’s model of a plurality of paradigms for future research
is compromised by his vision of “pute theoty’, Carroll’s article makes the
analytic trajectory towards one true theory much more overt. Drawing
on Making Meaning, Carroll argues that the institutional prevalence of
‘Interpretation, Inc.’(Bordwell 1989, 21} has tesulted in the reduction of
film theoty to “theotetically’ detived jargon® (Carroll 1996, 42). This jat-
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gon can be understood as the remnants of a theoretical paradigm that
has been cut and stretched to fit different films."” Carroll then inverts
the story, arguing that the needs of ‘Interpretation, Inc.” have actually
determined which theoties get taken up. He comments, {t]heories with
the greatest “weasel factor’” are more attractive to scholars concerned
ptimarily with producing intetpretations, because such theories will be
applicable almost everywhere and in more ways than one’ (ibid. 44).
Carroll, like Bordwell can therefore be seen to follow an analytic tradi-
tion in which Continental Philosophy is caricatured for being inhetently
imptecise and ambiguous. This caticature is contrasted with the
scientific paradigm of neutral theoretical models which utilise the
cottect methodology of exposition and refutation.

Like Bordwell, Cattoll advocates debate between different theo-
fists in order to establish which of the proffered paradigms is superior
(1996, 49, 63). Carroll envisages that such debates will take the form of
dialectical argument in which the new theory will demonstrate that it has
superseded the previous models (ibid. 56-8). The account of the dialec-
tical process is couched in the language of pragmatism. Carroll
advocates ‘piece-meal’ research projects that acknowledge theit
historical specificity as well as their need for constant revision. How-
ever, the revisions that atise out of dialectical debate are also said to
constitute ‘the successive climination of error’ from the theoretical
paradigm (ibid. 58). Thus, Carroll can be seen to offer a teleological
model of debate which could ultimately lead to the creation of one true
theoty. He admits that this is a possible result: ‘[p]ethaps one day we will
be in a position [to] frame a unified or comprehensive theory of film.”
{ibid. 58). The admission should be regarded as a disingenuous
statement of the consequences of the teleological framework of his
mode} of dialectic.

Carroll explicily arpues that theory should not be political. He
criticises Mulvey and others for their ‘partisan’ deployment of theory to
serve the interests of radical film movements (1996, 44). Moreover, he
suggests that proponents of Grand Theory utilise a ‘cloak of political
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correctness’ in order to ptotect their paradigms from proper logical
analysis and refutation (ibid. 45). Ultimately, aesthetic theoties are said
to ‘underdetermine the political viewpoints with which they are com-
patible, there is generally no real point in diagnosing them for their
political allegiances.” (ibid. 46). Thus the politicisation of aesthetics is
due to the petsonal inclinadon of the theotist rather than being an in-
herent part of the process of theorising,

Carroll’s example of the neutrality of theory is informative in this
context. He offers a sketch of a cognitive analysis of the effects of hor-
ror films, focusing on the ‘startle response’, ‘an innate human tendency
to ump’ at loud noises and to recoil at fast movements.” (ibid. 50}. This
enables him to analyse audience response to horror films without
teference to politics or ideology. Carroll comments that a film critic
might want to relate this research to the political agendas of the chosen
films, arguing that such a political interpretation would be entirely com-
patible with the cognitive data. However, it is important to note that the
political critic is not positioned as a theotist: ‘this is a matter of film
interpretation, not film theory.” (ibid. 50) Thus, politics is relegated to
the status of personal inclination or critical interpretation and positioned
completely outside the realm of pure scientific theorising,

The adoption of dialectical atgument as the only mode of theoris-
ing can be scen to erase many of the fundamental presuppositions of
film theory. Carroll comments that his vision of ‘methodologically
robust pluralism’ might be regarded as aggtessively competitive and
‘macho’ (1996, 63). However, he contends that feminists who offer
paradigms that ate said to be better than patdarchal ones are equally
embroiled in the competitive process. Here Carroll reveals a total lack of
knowledge of feminist epistemology in which the process of theotising
is not simply defined as the annihilation of the other. Importantly,
Carroll envisages dialectical argument to be ‘a debate between existing
rvals ... before a court of fully rational participants, endowed with fill
information’ (ibid. 5%). This model erases differences between the

patticipants in favour of a spurious democratic abstract rationality.
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Thus, the considerable body of wotk in Film Studies which focuses on
the representational consequences of differential power relations and
matetial social positions is simply swept aside. The scientific model can
therefore be seen to be reliant on a top-down rotalising methodology
{Nichols 2000, 42).

Debunking the Myth of Grand Theory

I have examined the atguments in Pos#-Theory in detail in order to dem-
onstrate the ways in which one of the polemics against Gtand Theory
has taken the form of a call for the depoliticisation of all theorising, I
agree with Bill Nichols’ evaluation of Bordwell’s and Carroll’s
theoretical frameworks as the ‘most reptessive cutrent in contemporary
film study” (2000, 42). The range of ctitiques of Grand Theory can be
seen fo encompass the extreme positions of ‘theoryworship” and
‘theotyphobia’ as well as nuanced criticistns of the lack of social and
historical detail in the work of specific theorists (Perkins 2000, 83, 85).
It is important to note that all these positions result in the inconsistent
chatactenisation of Grand Theoty as simultaneously athcoretical,
untheoretical and overly theoretical. The only continuity in the use of
the term is the desigpation of that which is to be superseded or altered.
These considerable disparities suggest that Film Studies simply does not
have a Grand Theory. I will contrast the myth of the monolithic block
of abstract dogma with the wotk of specific film theotists in order to
demonstrate that Grand Theory is an empty term,

I have chosen to focus on feminist psychoanalytic film theory be-
cause it is often presented as one of the prime examples of Grand
Theory. Moreover, I wish to dtaw attention to its status as a tradition of
theossing within Film Studies and thus to combat Bordwell’s revisionist
history in which feminism is conspicuous by its absence. Critiques of
ferninist psychoanalytic film theory usually focus on the problematic
nature of Freudian and Lacanian psychoanalysis. The film theorists are
seen as commentators who fail to address the problematic features of
the framewotks that they take up (Carroll 1990, 353-5)."* The deploy-
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ment of psychoanalytic categoties of sexual difference is regarded as
particulardly contentious given that much feminist wotk is devoted to the
undermining of traditional definifions of sex-roles (Freeland 1996, 200).
Thus, the take-up of ‘castration’ {or “lack’) as a ‘sign” of sexual difference
is read as the promulgation of essentialist categories. In this way, the
work of these film theotists is elided with the patdarchal structures of
ttaditfonal psychoanalysis and often rejected out of hand. Alison
Butler's summary in Seeer is a typical reaction. ‘For feminist film
scholars studying a cultural form so méssively dominated by men, the
construction of a theoretical paradigm in which the absence of female
subjectivity is a first principle has been mote or less 4 disaster.” (Butler
2000, 74)

The argument that feminist psychoanalytic theory simply falls
back into the patrarchal structures of the Freudian/Lacanian main-
frames sustains the characterisation of Grand Theory as monolithic.
Feminist theoty is therefore said to constitute 4 master natrative because
it promulgates some of the more totalising gestures of traditional psy-
choanalysis. While I am sympathetic to the argument that the take-up of
psychoanalysis is problematic for feminism,” I am concerned to dtaw
attention to the caticatute of feminist psychoanalytic theory as mere
commentary which accedes to the status of master narrative. This de-
rogatory description is now commonplace in the crifique of Grand
Theory. However, I will demonstrate that is does not constitute an accu-
rate summary of the work of these theorists and will begin by looking at
Laura Mulvey’s famous article. “Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinerna’.

In this piece Mulvey argues that the psychoanalytic model of sexual
difference—that of ‘having the phallus’ or Jlacking the phallus™—
undetpins Hollywood cinema. Hollywood films are said to present a
gendered division between narrative and image. The former is propelled
by the active male protagonist who represents the male spectator’s ego
ideal, and the latter is fleshed out by the passive female character who is
the object of the gaze rather than consiituting a viable source of identi-
fication (in Mulvey 1989, 19-22). The spectaculatised presentation of
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the female character is said to have a fetishistic sttucture, in that it
provides the means by which the male spectator can disavow his
knowledge of castration. Narratives which investigate the wornan,
revealing het lack and subsequent punishment or redemption, are also
said to offer a way out of castration anxiety by replaying the ofiginal
trauma (ibid. 21), What is important is that Mulvey’s analysis is prefaced
by an indication of the aims and limits of her project:

1t is helpful to understand what cinema has been, how its

magic has worked in the past, while attempting a theory and a

practice that will challenge this cinema of the past. Psycho-

analytic theory is thus appropriated here as a political weapon,
demonstrating the way in which the unconscious of

pattiarchal soclety has stmictured film form. (ibid. 14).

Tessa Perkins argues that Mulvey’s deployment of psychoanalysis
as a critique which sustains the impetus to create new theoretical and
filmic patadigims, as well as new forns of pleasure, is often forgotten
(2000, 78, 84). It is this forgetting which means that Mulvey’s wotk is
simply elided with traditional psychoanalysis even though the presenta-
tion of Freudian and Lacanian concepts as the means by which
patriarchal ideology is perpetuated is hardly a ‘traditional’ position.
Importantly, the distinction between the pattiarchal practices of
Hollywood cinema and the new practices of the avant-garde limits the
application of the psychoanalytic concepts. Mulvey really cannot be said
to promulgate a master narrative when she cleatly delineates the possi-
bility of other modes of psychic otganisation, other models of desire,
and therefote other truths. A master natrative can only function as fhe
truth by denying that there is anything outside its totalising forms of
explanation. While Mulvey’s experiments in film form have not had the
success that she hoped, this cutcome does not affect the logical status
of the argument that she pfescnts.

The contention that feminist psychoanalytic film theory is mono-
lithic can be seen to supgest that it forms a homogenous tradition. |
want (0 demonstrate that this is not the case by contrasting Laura
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Mulvey's (1989} and Kaja Silverman’s (1987) analyses of the function of
the figure of the castrated woman in Hollywood cinema. Mulvey’s con-
cepton of the female star as fetish object deploys the Freudian
defipition in which the fetish is said to cover over lack. She also
emphasises the visual nature of the object and its fragmentation in
different forms of framing (1989, 19-20). This can be contrasted with
Silverman’s Lacanian re/reading of the castration complex which draws
attention to language.

Silverman takes up the Lacanian account of individuation in
which the acquisition of language cuts the child away from the mother.
She then argues that Freud’s castration complex, in which woman is
positioned as the sole beater of lack, can be seen as a displacement and
denial of Symbolic castration (1987, 13, 14, 18). Classical Hollywood
cinema is said to replicate this displacement in its presentation of female
characters as lacking in order to secute the Symbolic potency of the
male protagonist. Silverman combines the visual and the linguistic in
that women’s positiom'ng as lack is demarcated through het exclusion
from looking, listening or speaking with authority (ibid. 24, 31). The two
different readings of the castration complex can therefore be seen to
result in different analyses of the image of woman in Hollywood
cinema. For Mulvey, the fetishised female object sonseals her status as
castrated, whereas Silverman argues that the incompetent female char-
acter displays Symbolic (cultural and linguistic) lack.

The differences between these two theorists display a little of the
trich variety within the feminist psychoanalytic tradition. Silverman can
be seen to follow Mulvey in providing a strategic critique of Hollywood
cinema which is set against the positive possibilities of the alternative
space of the avant-garde. Indeed, Silverman demonstrates some of these
possibilities by offering a close analysis of Mulvey’s film Réddies of he
Sphime (1987, 129-40). The avant-garde is said to offer a different con-
fipuration of the maternal voice and mother/daughter relations.
Silverman builds on her distinction between language acquisition and
the later configuration of woman as Jack in the castration complex t©
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arpue that women can therefore be seen to have equal access to
language. This involves taking issue with Kristeva’s concept of the
chara—which is located in the Pre-Symbolic—in that Silverman locates
the maternal voice within the Symbolic order {ibid. 102-6). The re-
configuration of mother/daughter relations arses through a re/reading
of Freud which focuses on his work on the negative Qedipus complex
{ibid. 1245, 151-6). What is important is that the positive image of the
‘maternal fantasmatc’ (ibid. 124) arises from focusing on the discrep-
ancies between psycheanalytic systems and drawing attention to
neglected areas of Freud’s work. Thus Silvetman can be seen to treat
psychoanalysis as a cluster of provisional structures which can be mobi-
lised and interpreted in different ways. Far from casting psychoanalysis
as 4 master narrative or a theoty that is set in stone (Bordwell 1996, 24—
5), the best work of psychoanalytic feminist film theotists can be seen to
return psychoanalysis to the status of a series of speculative paradigms.®

The arpument that feminist film theoty simply reiterates psycho-
analytic concepts often focuses on its accounts of spectatorship. Some
of the histoties of theoty define this traditton purely in terms of the
spectator (Nowell-Smith 2000, 8; Durant 2000, 9). Psychoanalysis is
therefore said to set out spectatorial pattetns of identification, such as
Mulvey’s analysis of the voyeuristc and fetishistic positioning of the
male spectator. These patterns are then equated with structures of inker-
pellation, given that identification with the images of Hollywood cinema
is also said to be the means by which the subject is constituted within
patdarchal ideology. While the atternpt to define spectator response in
terms of the stages of subject formation has been effectively called into
question by cultural theorists, the contenton that the feminist psycho-
analytic tradition is mainly concerned with spectatorship is problematic.
Mulvey addresses characterisation as well as mechanisms of identifica-
tion in “Visual Pleasure and Nartative Cinema’. Her bdef account of
narrative as sadism (in Mulvey 1989, 22) is expanded in her later article
‘Beyond the Riddles of the Sphinx’ (1989, 177-201). Tetesa de Lauretis
also focuses on the structures of desire in narrative in Akee Doesn’s
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(1984). One of the best critiques of psychoanalytic models of
spectatorship is Jackie Stacey’s Ster Gaging which focuses on the
neglected area of the relation between female spectators and female
stars, Stacey uses sociological material to develop a complex account of
the different patterns of identification (1994, 138-170). However, her
reading of the erotics of these identifications also draws on the
psychoanalytic wotk of Jessica Benjamin and Mandy Merck, specifically
theit use of narcissism {ibid. 172-75).

Feminist psychoanalytic film theory can therefore be scen as a
tradition which encompasses a number of different strands, including
spectatorship, nartative and genre analysis. It is worth addressing pat-
terns of continuity within the strands in order to make clear that the
attempt to bracket off a spedific decade of theotising by claiming that it
constitutes Grand Theory is not viable. While there ate clear differences
between Mulvey’s and Stacey’s wotk, the demarcation of the first as
untenable Grand Theory and the second as acceptable sociological cri-
tque, ignores their nterreladon. Stacey’s new paradigms atise out of 2
critical awareness of the limitations of Mulvey’s positdon, specifically the
masculinisadon of the female spectator (1994, 19-22). Moreover, both
theorists share a concept of Hollywood cinerna as an important site of
psychic investment. The attempt to designate and bracket off the ‘un-
acceptable’ results in some strange manceuvres. Cynthia Freeland argues
that Barbara Creed’s work on hotror is unacceptable because of its
deployment of psychosexual categories of difference (1996, 197-8). Yet
Carol Clover's work on the gente is deemed acceptable (202, 207) even
though be#h theorists offer readings of the figute of the “final gicfl'"’ in the
‘slasher’ Alm which make use of psycho-sexual categories (Creed 1993,
126-7, Clover 1992, 58-64). I will go on to discuss their readings in
detail at the end of the article.

T have traced continuities between the parallel projects of Mulvey
and Silverman, as well as the very different projects of Mulvey and
Stacey, in order to argue in favour of viewing feminist psychoanalytic
film theory as a series of interweaving strands that constitute theory in
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process. Within this model, the attempt to set up particular elements of
the tradition as Grand Theory in order to designate them defunct, is
clearly not viable. Moteover, I agree with Bill Nichols that ‘past theory is
far too vital and formative of present effort to desetve such a fate
2000, 34). The past can therefore be seen to offer a diversity of
conceptual frames which can be mobilised, re/wotked or rejected at
different times in the future (ibid. 35). What is impottant is that this
process of theorising cannot be said to conform to the antagonistic
model of dialectic that Cartoll favours. Instead, theorising is envisaged
as a gesture towards the future that acknowledges and affirms its re-
lation to the past.

Film Theory and Feminist Philosophy

Dispensing with the myth of Gtand Theory should not be seen as a
refusal to accept that changes occur in modes of theodsing. Indeed,
getting tid of the myth is a key move towatds enabling the appreciation
of divetse patterns of change. Bill Nichols argues that the conceptual
frameworks of film theory are already in the process of being mobilised,
re/worked and rejected through their deployment in the analysis of
‘specific forms, practices and effects’ (2000, 38). Thus, the psycho-
analytic definitions of sexual difference are alteady being re/positioned
as one form of differential category among many others including race
and sexuality. For Nichols, the future of film theoty revolves around
questions of representation and visibility:

Who gets to represent what to whom and why; what image,

icon or person shall stand for what to whom are questions in 2

form that allows issues of visibility and cinematic representa-

tion to tie into issues of social and political consequence (ibid.

45),
These questions place the methodologies, practices and politics of queer
theory and post-colonial theory firmly at the centre of future theotising
(ibid. 43-4).
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While the conception of theoty as political, perspectival and
particular cleatly bodes well for feminist film theory, T also want to draw
attention to the inadequate characterisation of traditional philosophy in
Nichols’ article. For Nichols, the study of visual culture involves an
analysis of sensory material as well as an appreciation of the links be-
tween images and affect (2000, 41). This focus on the sensual and the
affective is said to place cultural theoty outside traditional philosophical
definitions of knowledge, such as those of Plato and Descartes. Nichols
uses the term ‘thetoric” to desctibe the interpenetration of the theoreti-
cal and the material in the study of representation. ‘Rhetoric is
embodied, impassioned, situated and purposeful. Logic no longer stands
as an end in itself; it becomes placed in the service of speaking well and
moving others’ (ibid. 45). Thus rhetoric is defined in opposition to
traditional philosophy in which logic is said to be ‘rational, abstract,
universal and detached’ (ibid. 46). It 1s important to note that Nichols
does not subscribe to the myth of Grand Theoty in Film Studies, yet he
is happy to locate it elsewhere, in epistemology as traditionally con-
ceived. Thus, the move towatds particularity is presented as a move
away from a body of totally abstract ‘academic’ theory.

T want to arpue that this division between abstract theory and
theories of particulatity concedes far too much to traditional
philosophy. If theorising is to be viewed as a petspectival, political proc-
ess, it makes mote sense to be very wary of any tradition that attempts
to pass itself off as neutral and abstract. Nichols’ nomination of Plato
and Descartes as exemplary of this tradition ignores feminist critiques
which address the gendering that underpins these models of ‘abstract’
rationality. Moreover, Irigaray’s extensive analysis of Plato’s myth of the
cave in Specalum teads the space as a byswera (or womb) whose generative
capacities are co-opted to cteate and sustain a transcendental
metaphysics (1985, 243-64):

This cave intercepts the games of copula in a miming of

reproduction and in each figuration of the inner space the

image of the Sun engenders sham offspring, This mime sinu-
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lates offspring beyond appeal and recall, pretends to defer
them by/fot some kind of amnesia. Itretrievably. For has
teminiscence not always alteady engaged in rapturous con-
ternplation of the Idea? (ibid. 255)
Plato is said to usurp the position of the maternal/material otigin by
presenting the Ideas as always already there. Thus, the notion that
Plato’s system can be seen as ‘pure’ abstraction buys into its self-
conception, quite literally, and fails to take note of the repression of
materiality that is its inception and its point of destabilisation.

Irigaray’s reading of the myth of the cave constantly draws atten-
tion to its status as metaphor, She pays particular attention to the kinds
of rhetorical strategies that are deployed to make this figure compelling
and convincing, transforming it from one possible figure to #he stoty of
the discovery of truth (ibid. 243). What is important here is that tradi-
tional philosophy is not positioned beyond thetoric, but is seen to
deploy the devices of metaphor in the formaton of abstract systems.
Any theoretical system that attempts to position itself beyond thetoric
should therefore be regatded with suspicion.

Bordwell’s Making Meaning is a good example of the attempt to
accede to the space beyond rhetoric by presenting his system as neutral
and commonsensical in accordance with the analytic tradition. Bordwell
exphcitly uses the term thetoric to describe critical strategies deployed in
making interpretations seem plausible and convincing (1989, 30}. Im-
portantly, he concedes that he is using the term in its classical sense to
designate that which is concerned only with persuasion, not truth’ (ibid,
34). In the final chapter, Bordwell describes his project as a “poetics of
interpretation’ which lays bare the undetlying structures of the inter-
pretative process, thereby contrasting it with the thetoric deployed by
different critical approaches ot theoretical systems (ibid. 273). In this
way the conceptual framework developed in Making Meaning is given the
status of the truth.

The claims to neuttality are further enhanced by the adoption of
quasi-scientific modes of argument. Bordwell makes frequent use of lists
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as well as providing a series of flowchatts which designate the progress
of his working model. The image of the critic as a catefree cyclist who
knows nothing of the compiexities of Physics or Sociology (ibid. 7) also
serves to make Bordwell's model of interpretation less theoretical and
abstract. After all, to continve with the image, he is merely providing a
working description of the process of cycling. The ncutrality of the
commonsensical image can be called into question when it is seen to
function as a means of effacing Bordwell’s deployment of complex
theoretical concepts such as semantic fields and Kantdan schemata.

Within this context, Bordwell’s attempt to create an absolute dis-
tinction between crtical interpretation and true theory gains different
resonances. In addition to discrediting other film theorists, Bordwell
uses the distinction to deny his reliance on thetosical figures, thereby
presenting his work as ‘pure’ descrption. However, the use of quasi-
scientific forms such as lists and flowcharts should not be regarded as
any less fipurative than the image of the cyclist. Like Lacan’s
‘mathemes’, the flowcharts provide another configuration of the system.
Bordwell’s attempt to pass off his model of interpretation as transparent
is a refusal to recognise that his work will also be subject to
interpretation. The failure to acknowledge his use of rhetonical figures is
symptomatic of a deeper failure to acknowledge the metaphorical status
of his own system and the partial, polemical nature of the ‘description’
that he is offering,

T have drawn attention to Bordwell’'s deployment of the classical
definition of rthetoric in order to demonstrate the problematic conse-
quences of positioning any type of theory outside the realm of the
rthetorical. Nichols® distinction between perspectival forms of theorising
and traditional philosophy can therefore be seen to hold open a space
that could be used to undermine the very projects he wishes to facilitate.
His strategy can only be successful if he borrows from Irgaray and
Derrida to argue that all theosies are thetorical but some appreciate their
limitations mote clearly than others. Nichols uses the term ‘thetoric’ to

indicate the perspectival, affective qualities of theorising (2000, 46-7). 1
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want to focus on the figurative aspect of rhetoric in order to brefly ex-
plore another way of linking the theoretical and the materal.

The feminist philosopher Michéle le Deeuff uses the concept of
imagety to link philosophy to its social context. Like Derrida and
Irigatay, she argues that the definition of philosophy as abstract and
putely intellectual disguises its debt to the imaginaton. Philosophical
texts are said to employ myths, fables, poetty and other images to create
and sustain their arpuments (Le Dcuff 1989, 2). However, the
disavowal of this debt means that the imagery forms points of
productive destabilisation. 'The productive potentiality of the images lies
in their capacity to gesture beyond the philosophical text to the broader
social context in which they once resonated. Thus, specific figures from
literaty and cultural traditons are assimilated or te/worked in the
construction of philosophy, creating what le Deeuff terms ‘the
philosophical imaginary’.

It 1s this link between the philosophical imaginaty and the social
imaginary that I wish to explore here. For le Deeuff, the intersection of
the philosophical and the social means that there is no space outside
philosophy. ‘[Wlhether we like it or not, we are within philosophy,
surrourided by masculine--feminine divisions that philosophy has helped
to atticulate and refine’ (1989, 101). Thus, there is no upper level of ab-
sttact theory, all theories ate seen to impact on the social by
reifying/sedimenting/questioning patticular modes of sociality within
the images that they borrow or redefine. The crucial issue is to address
what the images facilitate and how they intersect with other modes of
social organisation.”

Creed’s work on horror traces the mythic and literary imagery
that informs Freud’s analysis of woman as fetish object. She takes issue
with Freud’s reading of the Medusa in which the Gorgon’s snake-hair is
said to both conceal and reveal her Gack’ (1993, 110-11). Creed argues
that Freud neglects a number of key features of the descriptions of the
Medusa. In particulat, he fails to comment on her ‘huge mouth, lolling
tongue and boaft’s tusks’ as well as the fanged nature of each sttand of




Women's sz'!m@bj Review 51

her snake-hair (ibid. 111). Following Erich Neumann, Creed concludes
that the Medusa can be read as an example of the waging dentara.
Importantly, Creed builds on this reading to aré;ue that Freud suppresses
those aspects of texts which present woman as castrating rather than
castrated. She demonstrates this point by looking at his teading of
Friedrich Hebbel’s play Judith and Helgfernes in which judith decapitates
het lover. While Freud acknowledges that the act of decapitation is a
form of castration, he maintains that Judith’s acton is symptomatic of
penis envy and thus re/constructs her as castrated {ibid. 120-21).

What is important here is not the typological status of the femme
castratrics, but rather the methodology that Creed deploys. She makes use
of the wider aspects of the mythic and literary imagery in order to chal-
lenge Freudian and Lacanian constructions of woman as lack. Following
le Deeuff’s model, Creed can be seen to mobilise the social imaginary in
order to destabilise key elements of the psychoanalytic frame. In linking
woman with the threat of castration, Creed undermines the traditional
characterisation of the father as threat which, in turn, serves to radically
affect the status of the father as law (1993, 158-63).

The focus on the figure of the femmre castratrice enables Creed to
further disrupt gender binaties in which femininity is defined in terms of
passivity and non-aggression. She argues against Clover’s analysis of the
masculinisation of the “final giel’ in slasher films because it is said to re-
inforce gender binaries. It must be said that this summary of Clover
does not really do justice to her analysis of the ‘theatrcalisation of
gender’ in the slasher film (1992, 57-9). However, Clover’s reading of
the ‘“final git]’ does masculinise the moments at which she actively fights
back:

she alternates between registers from the outset; before her
final struggle she undergoes the deepest throes of “femininity’;
and even during the final struggle she is now weak and now
sttong, now flees the killer and now charges him, now stabs
and is stabbed, now crdes out in fear and now shouts in anger.
{ibid. 63).
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It is clear that Clover reads the “final girl’s’ mutilatdon of the male slasher
as a phallic attack. In contrast, Creed argues that the Titany of horrific
deeds enacted on the male slashet’s body reads like a passage from an
ancient myth of legend about the fate of the wandering hero who was
foolish enough to arouse the anger of the female monster—the
Bacchae, Futies, Sirens, Gorgons ..." {1993, 126). Creed’s re/reading of
the Medusa enables her to re/gender the capacity for violence as
feminine.

The differences between Clover’s and Creed’s teadings also have
narratological implications. For Clover, the ‘final gitl’s’ efforts to save
herself construct her as an epic hero reinfotcing her status as masculine
at the level of narrative form (1992, 59). In contrast, Creed’s assessment
of the final gitl's acts of violence suggests that the slasher film can be
re/viewed as the tevenge of the female monster. Her comment can
therefore be seen to take issue with de Laurets’ structuralist analysis of
the female monster who is said to function as an obstacle for the male
protagonist to overcome {1984, 118-19). Both readings construct the
‘fnal gitl’ as narratologically problemarc. Clover explicitly addresses the
ways in which slasher films confound the traditional epic model (1992,
60-1). Importanty, the discussion of the social imaginaty, here encap-
sulated in a particular sub-gente, genetates material that substantially
affects previous theoretical models of narrative. This demonstrates that
the process of making theoty requires a constant movement between
different registers, a continual feedback loop between the social and the
theoretical. Furthermote, the issue of which examples will become cen-
tral theoretical pivot points is crucial.

I have chosen to focus on feminist work on the slasher film
because it highlights sore impottant features of feminist theoty. Both
Clover and Creed acknowledge the problematic natute of working on
this particular sub-genre, given its reliance on graphic depictions of
violence committed against female characters. However, their work can
be seen to attest to the possibility of making feminist theory out of cul-
tural resources that are always inevitably impure. As such, they convey
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the importance of interptetation to the process of theortising, as well as
the necessary precatiousness of such theoretical projects. It is this sense
of theory as a precatious process which relies on thetorical devices to
persuade its readers and uses metaphorical figures as its very foundation
that can challenge Botrdwell’s and Carroll’s pure scientism. I want to
conclude by suggesting that it is the vision of theory as Zmpars, petspecti-
val and imaginative that offers a future for feminist theory in both
Philosophy and Film Studies.
Catherine Constable
Sheffreld Hallam University

Notes
1 I must thank Richatd Dyer and Rachel Jones for all their helpful suggestions

and advice concerning this arficle.
2 This is also discussed in the millenniom tssue of Server 41 (1), 2-4.
Noel Catroll offers a diatribe against political correctness in Post-Theory (1996,
44-7). For a more nuanced discussion see the two articles by Branston and
Perkins in Reinventing Film Studies (2000, 18-19, 81-5).
4 Laura Mulvey’s article was ofiginally published in Sereer in 1975. Axticles
from Metz’s book also appear in the 1970s, However, the suggestion that
Grand Theory can be confined to the 19705 is misleading because so many
of the articles offering critiques of it use material from the 1980s and even
the 1990s.
This can be found in Eyotard’s 1979 text The Portrodern Condition.
I owe the term Physics Envy' to Victor Peckins.
Bordwell makes the same point in Making Meaning (1989, 97).

a =~ o W

There are two references to Making Meaning in this section (Bordwell 1996,

25-6, 34 fns 57,61).

9 For an example of the use of this tactic in philosophy see Jean Cutthoys’
(1997) attack on the work of Rosalyn Diprose.

10 See also Bordwell, Making Meaning (1989, 4-7).

1 1 therefore disagree with Durant’s mote optimistic assessment of interpretive

exemplats in Sereen (Durant 2000, 16).
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12 See Freeland's reading of Mulvey in Pos-Theory (1996, 199).

13 Carroll borrows this argument from Making Meaming (Bordwell 1989, 104),

i4 For an analysis of the invidious positioning of female philosophers as
commentatots see ‘Tmperfect Discretion: Interventions into the Histoty of
Philosophy by Twentieth-Century French Women Philosophers” (Deutscher
2000, 160-80).

15 1 agtee with Frecland’s criicisms of the problems caused by the
psychoanalytic blind spots of race and class (Freeland 1996, 200).

16 Wollen positions psychoanalysis as 2 form of speculation in his new edition
of Signs and Meaning in the Cinemra (1998, 170).

17 The term “final girl” is used generically to designate the last fernale sutviver of
the community of teenage victims in the “slasher’ movie genre. One of the
first examples of this would be the figure of Laurie in Haloween. (dir. John
Carpenter, 1978)

18 See also Branston’s comments ol the central posidoning of queer theoty in
the future of film theory (Branston 2000, 28-9).

19 Genevieve Lloyd uses le Deeutf to ptovide an analysis of tacist implications
of the imagery of ‘#erra nullins’ in Australian philosophy and politics (Lloyd
2000, 26-39).
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BOOK REVIEWS

Passion and Action: The Emotions in Seventeenth-Century
Philosophy

Susan James, Clarendon Press 1997

h/b £35019 823674 3, p/b £14.99 0 1982 50134

Passion and Action sets out to retrieve the ways in which the passions
were linked to scientific enquity in the 17th century. Susan James has
thus undertaken a topic of ditect relevance to thinkers in the fields of
epistemology, virme ethics, literaty criticism and the history of philoso-
phical ideas. The book is an excellent history of ideas, if we define the
latter as the attempt to inhabit a cognitive culture no longer readily
available to 21st-century readers and thinkers.

The nub of her project is this: ‘seventeenth-century conceptions
of knowledge are pulled between two conflicing ideals—a vision of
knowledge as separadon and a conception of understanding as
unification—which have vet to be teconciled’ (161), These ideals, it is
cleatly suggested, remain in conflict today. In the 20th century, philoso-
phy, fully seculardsed, has been split off from psychology. Modern
philosophy allows itself to skip over the passions, emotions and senti-
ment, marginalising them as irrelevant We tty to draw lines today
between degrees of affective imtenmity. The study of passions is now
called ‘psychopathology’ and we use what we observe to monitor and
tanage suffering. Emotions we sometimes Jabel ‘neuroses’, and they are
manipulaied to keep economies, domestic and commercial, ticking over.
They are binding forces that enable offices to run (on resentment},
wormen to be cooped vp with young children (through guilt), and men
to continue to justify themselves more or less indiscriminately (to excuse
aggression).

James argues that we do not ‘take account of the role of the af-
fections in the acquisition of knowledge’ (160), and that this failure has a
long and intricate history. Underpinning a highly scholarly project is a
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forceful insistence that the soutces of future thought on subjectivity,
feminism and ethics lie in understanding the apparently remote phi-
losophical past, rather than having been seeded in the more recent
splintering of forms of thought.

Passion and_Action is an exploration, not an argument. It is broken
into four parts, with a superb introduction, The introduction and first
part of the book set out how the passions were viewed with suspicion
and curiosity by 17th-century thinkers. Passions in Furopean thought
wete basically understood to be ‘thoughts or states of the soul which
represent things as pood or evil for us, and are therefore seen as objects
of inclination or aversion” (4). 17th-century thinkers had inherited a
‘long and palimpsestic tradition of attemnpts to provide a comprehensive
classification of key emotions’ (4). It is these two terms, ‘states’ and
‘classification’, which seem coded to show the distortion in 17th-century
thought. How can a passion be described as a ‘state’ when a passion is
in constant mutation? How can a necessarily static classificadon of such
mutually reinforcing, dependent and entangled motions as passions ever
be viable? James” book has to fight hard to avoid being tarred by some
of the absurdities that any attempt to classify passions immediately
provokes.

The traditional classificatory systems inherited and inflected by
17th-century philosophers are biefly sketched. James reminds us that
discussion about the passions stemmed from philosophers such as
Aristotle with his loose grouping of pairs of opposing passions. This
was then refined in the 4th century by Augustine’s four basic passions,
seen as modifications of a single overatching prototype (love). In the
13th century, Thomas Aquinas’ flamboyant compartmentalised typology
gained considerable influence. This neatened passion-picture avoids all
the glutinous diachronic intricacy which obtained in the 17th century,
which James will investigate.

Anstotelianism did not collapse with the dawn of eatly moder-
nity, and the search for a systematic replacement often looked

backwards to classical altetnatives such as Epicurean atomism, even as
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metaphysics was becoming susceptible to accounts of the passions freed
of plain typological frameworks. Aquinas’s account of the states of the
tripartite soul remained influental, and blocked any easy pathway to a
‘post-Scholastic philosophical psychology’ (22). Augustine’s vigorous
control of the passions had always been at risk of simply becoming use-
ful software for several of the Chtistian docttines. Christianised Stoicism
rumbled along in the background, threatening to take over forms of
discourse about the passions, and cuting off their comnection to
epistemology.

James’ methodology throughout focuses on individual thinkers.
Without writing biography, she makes it clear that thought emerges
from intensive individual endeavour rather than being spontaneously
generated in some kind of collective imaginary. This makes her work
one of unapologetic close reading. She shows how Hobbes, Descattes,
Locke, Pascal, Malebranche and Spinoza were all profoundly interested
in the ambivalent functionality and destructiveness of the passions, and
how this intetest shaped ‘both the philosophical problems they address
and the solutions they propose’ (14).

James gives three reasons why it is important to grasp the cen-
teality of the passions to 17th-century conceptions of mind and polity.
Fitst of all, she wants to trace the intellectual route by which we now
claim that actions result from beliefs and desires. Enlightenment think-
ers represented the 17th century as an era dominated by dogmatic
religious values. The early-modern petiod was conventently dubbed that
time in which a significant binarsm gained curtency: man’s self-
appointed superiotity over natute. These chatacterisations of the early
modern period served to create 4 justificatory backdrop for purported
modern otiginality or insight. Clearly this demonising has to be recog-
nised as an unavoidable dialectical movement of contention and
recovety, but James atgues that we need to be far more careful and self-
conscious about the workings of that dialectic, and what it may be

manipulated to repress.
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This caticature, she argues, withered away an understanding that
the passions were an integral part of eatly-modem cartographies of
being. Passions were seen as states that straddled body and mind—
philosophers grappling with them were far from being dualist
sepatatists, and did not think of mental phenomena as transparently
available to the mind. James revises the received idea that Cartesian
dualism introduced an absolute distinction between body and soul that
splits reason off from emotion, and banishes emotion to the body.
Descartes, she points out, in fact distinguished between passions and
‘intellectual emotions’. Passions were understood to be both ‘obstacles
to and prerequisites of knowledge’ (16), and thus essential compenents
of epistemological study.

Secondly, James makes an important claim that ‘some feminist
writers have ... argued, or assumed, that the patrarchal character of
philosophy was clinched and consolidated in the seventeenth century:
the emergence of a clear division between body and mind served to
2ttach women more firmly to the physical wotld, and & comparable split
between reason and passion condemned them to the realm of affect’
(18). She is thinking here of writers such as Elizabeth Grosz and Seyla
Benhabib. James is a firm advocate of ‘“finer grained studies of the cross-
cutting conceptions of masculinity and femininity’ (20), although she
herself has tried to take a step back behind gender debates. James is
acutely alert to the self-reflexive irony that condemning one’s forebears
condemns one to repeating their own strategy of vilification: ‘Our crav-
ing for esteem, and the enviousness and anxiety that this breeds, shapes
our intellectual life and takes us prone to the demonising strategy” (19).
If anything, however, some vilification is positively needed here. With-
out it, her project can seem tantalising and crystalline,

Thirdly, Passion and Action is ‘intended as a contrbution to the
reinstatement of the emotions within philosophy, to the gathering tide
of opinion that we need to take account of out emotional life if we are
to understand ... moral motivation and growth, the spngs of action
{rational and otherwise), and the nature of teasoning’ (22). James’
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thinker-led approach can produce confusion for the lay reader. It takes
hard work to move back and forth between individual and general
patterns and histoties of thought. This may be oifset, however, by
recognising that hard wotk does pay dividends. Her style is underpinned
thetorically by a profound suspicion of metaphor, but this does not in-
hibit her attempts to negotiate ways of modelling mental phenomena
tadically unavailable to language. But, because her investment lies in ac-
counting for many selves evenly (rather than many selves tyrannously),
some signposting has been too modestly removed, and some argﬁmen—
tation too honourably avoided.

The debates on action and passion on-going four hundred years
ago have undergone major scientific, medical, political, philosophical
and litetary re-otganisations. They are practically extinguished for a
current readership. James’ book is all about the pain of resurrecting
continuities, and confusing parallelisms, when clean, artful breaks are so
much more seductve. In shott, this is a2 book that sets out to retreve
how we have shifted from wortying about comtnunities, when commu-
nities wete quite small, to worrying about ourselves ot a handful of
others when communities have become monstrously distended. Seen in
that ight, this 1s a truly astonishing undertaking.

Ingrid W assenaar
Christ’s College, University of Cambridge

Collective Imaginings: Spinoza, Past and Present

Moira Gatens & Genevieve Iloyd, Routledge 1999

h/b £42.50 0 415165709, p/b £12.99 ¢ 415 165717

The novice who petuses a copy of Spinoza’s Febier is immediately con-
fronted with a daunting atray of axioms, propositions and the intricate
rigours of the geometric method. Should she persevere she will be
plunged into a cateful sedes of demonstrations of the existence and
essence of God. Such archaie notions would appear to fit the remit of
the mediaevalist, the theologian or the historian of philosophy, being at
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odds with the concerns of the contemporaty world with afl its
disparities, conflicts and accelerated processes of globalisation.

What is in the writings of this odd, anomalous, even heretical
thinker that has captivated people of diverse, indeed opposing, philoso-
phical perspectives? What could a solitary lens grinder of Jewish
Martano extraction, based in the Holland of the 1600s, say that might
have any relevance to the reader interested in considering different
forms of political organisation in society ot different conceptions of the
individual and her relations with others, with the world and with God?

Collective Imaginings: Spinoza Past and Present is the result of a joint
collaboration and dialogue. It is divided into two parts, the first dealing
with ‘imagination, freedom and responsibility’, and the second dwelling
on ‘communities, difference and the present past’. The two sections are
wtitten by Genevieve Lloyd and Moira Gatens, respectively. In spite of
this, the book is coherent, and there is a continuity of argument
throughout. This is, in part, due to the decision to focus on the role of
the imagination in this careful re-thinking of the relations of the individ-
ual and collective. Questions of responsibility consequently take on new
parameters and guises.

They are keen to figure the imagination as a form of knowledge,
one that is not simply to be superseded by reason (the common notions)
and the intellectual love of God. The imagination is admittedly flawed,
but is a necessary aspect of our being and individuality as bodies in the
wotld. As they contend, sometimes fictidous inventions are not false
and the line between reason and the imagination cannot be so easily
demarcated. The imaginadon reveals (o us our status as a part of nature
and shows how our individuality can only be understood relatively and
relationally.

The imagination might, at first glance, appear to be the source of
all delusion, all passivity, all confusion, a good deal of struggle, mis-
understanding, superstition and mutdet; in short an obstacle to be
surmounted and annihilated. But to some extent, to negate the imagi-
nation, to focus simply on the negative and obstructive chatracter of its
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natuare, is to deny also the role of the body and the entire ethical process
of becoming active. Lloyd and Gatens underline the role of the
imagination as a binding force. They affirm the positive manner in
which the body experiences its embeddedness amongst other bodies as
those bodies impinge on it, leaving their traces, with the correlative
experiences of passive joyous affections. Moreover they perceive the
political implication of the social ficdons fabricated by the imagination
which setve to ‘stabilise social institutions which in turn confer identity
on the individuals whom they ostensibly serve’. In this way they can re-
negotiate questions of tesponsibility because the individual is no longer
seen as a bordered territory, distinct and apart from others. Responsi-
bility thus becomes mote pro-active, as individuals might zake
responsihility for that which they have not done, by virtue of being bom
into a community.

Associations of individuals create social fictions which bind each
individual to the collective, but though these are often formed from fear
and supetsddon, they can prepare the path for the common notons.
This is the form of reason that we learn through experimentation,
through discoveting the commonalities with bodies that agree with our
own. If political power is not imposed from on high but operates as a
democtatic form of communication, where an equilibsium of power is
reached, understanding different polities and collectivities then becomes
possible without tecourse to transcendent universal notms. Evaluations
are then based on immanent norms. Thete is a genealogrzal aspect to this
process (understanding of the past) as well an ethologica/ one (under-
standing the powers and capacides pertaining to the present). These
webs of interdependence of individuals reveal to us an understanding of
power which is relational and non-substantal.

What becomes stunningly clear from their bock is the vaporisa-
tion of any atomistic notion of the individual as isolated and solitary,
and the way in which the imagination shows us the jrreducibly relatonal,
material and sociable nature of our being. A rational understanding of |

what is non-rational, in other words the passions and appetites, rests on
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discovering the commonalities that exist between bodies. These asso-
clations ate to be found through practices, on the level of the affects,
rather than as a set of pre-existing classifications and categoties into
which things fit.

Whete there is power thete will always be resistance, proclaims
Gatens, echoing Foucault. ‘The laws of nature mean that everything is
constrained or limited in its capacities, Even tyrannical governments do
not have complete power to annihilate the desire to persevere in being,
the comamms, of the individuals in such a territorality. Gatens remarks:
‘Nothing in nature prohibits political powet from taking the form of
domination ot oppression”. However these kinds of government which
divide human powers, which do not encourage a flourishing of human
potentials, ate weaker than those which encourage, in aimost musical
terms, the composition of human powets, and enhance the possibilities
of buman reason.

What we learn {from this is that ideas, beliefs and desires cannot
be easily separated. And the same is true of knowledge and experience.
Ideas cannot be simply abstracted from social life. Groups that were in
the past disctiminated against, stigmatised and excluded from a body
politic may feel that the past is damaging to them, that their social
imaginary is fractured, and that institutional recognition is not adequate.
This book does not ignore practical and pressing issues of politics and
ethics, but strives to address themn in a systematc and thoughtful way.
Far from residing on the philosophical plane of abstraction, Gatens and
Lloyd demonstrate the co-implication of thought and action to try to
transform the norms, values and imaginades of communities. They
force a recognition and affirmation of marginalised groups through their
acknowledgement of the specificity of the efbos and imaginaries of
different groups, Each singular life creates the possibility of resistance.
The potental for change can sutpe forth from within the system, trans-
forming, rejuvenating, rejotcing.

Collective Inmaginings is a lucid exposition of the key tnovements and
themes of Spinoza’s works. That, in itself, is an impressive achievement.
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However, rathet than contenting themselves with a clear textual com-
mentaty, Gatens and Floyd seek to reactivate Spinoza’s concepts in a
new setting. Spinoza is an exceptional thinker, they argue, because his
system is one which positively affirms difference and which does not
seek to coerce difference into 2 model of sameness, or to categorise it
hierarchically. This is by no means to suggest that he is not ntetested in
questions of identty, relationality and commonality. He is concermed
with concrete practices of living, encouraging us to reconfigure ques-
tions about individuality, and suggesting a much richet idea of context
as an embedded network of relations.
Aislinn O'Donnel]
University of Warvick

Writing the Orgy: Power and Parody in Sade

Lucienne Frappier-Mazut, trans. Gillian C. Gill, University of
Pennsylvania Press 1996

h/b £37.95 0 812 232518, p/b £17.95 0 812 21590 7

From Apollinaire’s ground-breaking study L'Ossvre du Marguis de Sade
(1909) to the current day, Sade has been being explained. He has been
seen as an arch-exponent of black humour by the surrealists; a symptom
of the brutalising effects of the so-called Eanlightenment by Adorno and
Horkheimer; a figure of heroic and resistant liberty of mind by
Klossowski and Annie Le Brun; an innovator of language by the Te/ One/
group and Roland Barthes; an ambiguous empowerer of the female sex
by Angela Carter; Marcel Hénaf’s Marxist reading reveals the atistocrat
nostalgic for feudalism, whilst Jean Deprun and—more recently—
Michel Delon look at his literary and philosophical contexts. Yet, in all
this wotk, there has been no thorough psychoanalytical study of Sade’s
work, perhaps because the task seemed at once too big and too obvious.
Nonetheless, of all the explanations required to understand Sade, this 1s
surely one of the first. We want to know the meaning of the obscene
cruelty, bright detail and ebullient taboo-smashing scenarios: we want to
know what was the matter with Sade.
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Lucienne Prappier-Mazur fills this gap with a psychoanalyticat
reading of great maturity and satisfying subtlety. She explains in tern the
attack on women and the mother, the primacy of sodomy, the incest,
patricide, filicide and taboo-smashing, She looks at the conirol the orgy
re-imposes on the chaos of unrestrained libido. She shows us an adsto-
crat caught in a time of social meltdown; a man who needs to re-assert
the power of the male and deny that of the reproducing wornan. Anal
control is thetefore paramount and the otgy a way of facing, and facing
down, the feat of losing control. Killing mothers (and some fathers)
gives us the ‘angry, rebellious Sade, imprisoned and let down by his par-
ent generaton. But Sade—released, ruined, and then re-imprisoned by
the Revolution—kills children too. Sade, for FrappierMazur, is about
‘the suppression of any filiation’ (173).

She carries this reading over to the philosophical context and
produces a similar conclusion: Sade’s thinking is thus a ‘thinking against’
(129) which parodies and distorts his models. Here, however, Frappier-
Mazut is skating on thin ice. Writing that Sade reproduces ‘in hir selective
manner .., the matedalist theordes of his century’ (98), she opens herself
to the charge of being insufficiently informed about that materalistm
and Sade’s very complex relationship with it. In fact, Sade sees himself
as having developed 18th-century Freach materialism to its logical con-
clusions, thereby correcting its course rather than perverting it. The
difference is crucial, as Sade is not seeking to overturn his marertalist
forebears (with whom he could identify, as they were also disestablished:
Frappiet-Mazur’s reading of Sade’s tussles with power is therefore not
threatened), but on the contrary to take on the mantle of their legacy.

Frappier-Mazut is also unconvincing when she claims that Histwre
dg Julietts i3 a reflective and heterogeneous fction in the image of Doxn
(uixcote. With Sade, there is only one ‘reality’ provided by the text, and
the alternating formats of pornographic scene and philosophical
‘dissertation’ (Sade’s term) are designed to reinforce one another, not
pull in different directions. Moreover, thete is only one real point of
view—that of the [ibertine—and this is despite the fact that, as
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Frappier-Mazut points out, Sade’s text is a fabric of allusions and
borrowings from other authors. To assume that because it is a “very
obvious’ ‘bricolage’ it is ‘thus of a parodic nature’ (109) is to
misunderstand techniques of wiiting current in the 18th century.
Quoting and misquoting, adapting and tephrasing were all acceptable
and recognisable ways of carrying on intertextual conversations which
the relatively small, essendally male and educated readership would
understand.

Frappier-Mazur assumes that her sophisticated psychoanalytical
reading of Sade’s texts can, in conjunction with his life, be unproblem-
atically transferred to his literary “family’, and that the enraged parricidal
and filicidal aggression of the potnography has an exact parallel in the
way he treats his literary and philosophical forebears. The ingenuous-
ness of this approach pives a vety lop-sided shape to Writing the Ongy.
Disappointing as this is, it should not detract from the very real
achievements of this densely-argued work. As a psychoanalytical reading
of Sade’s violence and obscenity, it is thoroughly convincing. Beautifully
translated by Gillian (ill, it also, more than many studies, gives a rich
sense of the vatiety of Sade’s flavours and of his stinks.

Caroline Warman

De Montfort University, Leicester

The Forgetting of Air

Luce Irigaray, trans. Mary Beth Madet, Athlone 1999

h/b £35.00 0485114917, p/b £12.99 0485 12119

The Forgetting of Asr forms part of Luce Irigaray’s tetralogy on the cle-
ments, fite, water, earth and air. Tt offers an exploration of relations
between man and woman in which woman is not completely subsumed
by man. Only three texts of the tetralogy have so far been written.
Forgetting of Afr orginally appeated in 1983 as the third in the series. It 1s
also the third to be translated, sixteen years after it was first published.
The other two texts, Marine Lover of Friedrich Nietzeche and Elemenital
Passions, appeared in English in 1991 and 1992 respectively. Fach of the
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twelve chapters in The Forgetting of Air is quite short and provides a
‘commentary’ on one or mote of Heidegger’s works.

The first things I noticed when I opened Forgetfing of Air wete its
endnotes and index, both courtesy of the translator, Mary Beth Mader.
The endnotes give information about the French and also show what
Heideppetian texis Irigaray was engaging with. They are particulatly use-
ful for readets who want to make cross-references and for those who do
not have access to the French otiginal. The index, which is not present
in the French edition, also saves the reader considerable time and effort.

Irigaray’s texts are generally divided into three phases: firstly, a
cridque and deconstuction of the omne, male, self-same subject of
psychoanalysis and philosophy; secondly, the construction of a female
subject and 2 female lanpuage; and, thirdly, the exploration of two sexu-
ally different subjects. As such, Forgesting of Asr falls into the second
category. For me, Trigaray’s texts on the elements have a profoundly
unsettling effect. On reading Forgetting of Aér I felt as though I was being
taken on a journey. Immersed in Itigaray’s seatrch for a different notion
of subjectivity, you go somewhere unknown; when you return you know
you have been there, but you do not have the words to describe it. So
you pick uvp the book again and start from the beginning, this time
reading so that you may tell of your travels. Yet the same thing happens
again. I would like to suggest that this effect is intendonal. The style of
the texts on the elements is poetic, questioning and associative, preciscly
so that its topic cannot be recounted in analytic lanpuage.

I picked out three main themes. The first is iﬂgaray’s well-known
ctitique of the philosophet’s unacknowledged debt to ‘woman’/to the
mother. In Forgeting of Aér Irigatay points out that Heidegger’s quest for
Being misses out the very first instance of being in the mother’s womb.
Before man can think about Being he has to comne into being. This does
not (yet) take place without a woman, In the mother’s womb, a foetus
teceives oxygen, air, through the woman's blood. Yet in Heidegger's
thought on air as man’s container, this first dwelling is left out. Man’s
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debt to woman is ‘fotpotten’, and in his thinking man apptopriates
woman so that she becomes immerged into the self-same.

The second topic is language. In Forgefiing of Air Irigaray suggests
that man has created language as his element to live in. However, so
long as he does not respect the {female) other in this language, it will be
destructive. In order for philosophy and philesophy’s language to be-
come froitful, a return to the pre-Socratic elements and a tecognition of
sexual difference are needed. This argument can be found in Irgaray’s
other elemental texts, too. The need for recognition and incorporation
of sexual difference is the third thread that runs through Forgesting of Air.
It connects to the need for tespect for air and breath, and the critique of
a male language that constitutes self-same subject(s).

For me, Irgaray’s second phase is her most exciting and most
creative period: that of the amorous interactions with her male philoso-
phical partners. The poetic style of Forgesting the Air is enticing and
beautiful. It is not recotnmended for those who want a clear and
accessible account of female subjectivity. But for those who value
Irigatay’s engagements, this translation will be a welcome alternative to
her later, rather mote unidimensional wozrk.

Hanneke Canters
The Open Unisersity in the North

Writing the Self: Philosophby Becomes Autobiograpby
Jo-Ann Pilardi, Westport CT': Praeger;

London: Greenwood Press 1999

h/b £47.95 0313302537, p/b £11.95 027596334 9

This is 2 welcome, if over-ambitious, contribution to studies of Simone
de Beauvoir which aims to analyse ‘Beauvoir’s notion of the self and its
use within her autobiographical writing’. This brief study 1s divided into
six chapters: the first two chapters usefully explore Beauvoir’s notions
of selfhood, drawing on her moral essays of the 1940s, Pyrrhus ot Cinéas
and The Ethics of Ambignity, as well as analysing what Pilardi terms ‘the
gendered self in The Second Sex. The following four chapters examine,
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somewhat schematically, the ways in which Beauvoir represents various
existential themes and notions of selfhood (the child, the woman in love
and the writer) in her four volumes of formal autobiography. The book
secks to Interrelate two substantial areas of Beauvoir's corpus and
invites us to see how she developed her philosophical thinking through
the representation of her singular life.

The introduction and first two chapters are paridculatly
interesting, for they attempt to tackle—in 4 regrettably brief
discussion—a sedes of intetconnected themes. The nature of the self in
the existential-phenomenclogical tradidon is examined along with the
different conceptualisations of the self in the Anglo-American and Con-
tinental Philosophical traditions. Beauvoit’s own conttibution to these
debates is then traced. Pilardi also touches on the distinct grammatical
conventions which govern the linguistic representation of selfhood in
French and English. However she disregards the crucial issue of the
interrelation of gender and language in French which, some socio-
linguists would argue, petpetuates the sedimentation of traditonal gen-
dered identities.

In subsequent chaptets, Pilardi is often over-reliant on quotation
from the primaty autobiogtaphical texts to make points about selfhood.
This is despite het acknowledgement that autobiography is a literary
construct which, in Beauvoir’s case, uses a tange of thetorical devices to
engage and, at times, outwit, her readers. Hence, the tensions between
an analysis of the situated self in Beauvoir’s philosophical essays and the
tetrospective representation of her ‘own’ self and life in literary auto-
biography ate not sufficiently explored. Given Pilatdi’s recognition of
the importance of the ‘Other’ in Beauvoit’s notions of selfhood and
literature, it is also perhaps sutprsing that there is no discussion of the
author—reader relation in the production of the autobiographical self,
and how significant Others and readers themselves constrain what is
possible for Beauvoir—in her situation as 2 woman writer—to represent

in autobiography.
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References to Beauvoit’s key statements on literature are absent
hete—such as her 1966 lecture ‘Mon expérence d’écrivain’ (My experi-
ence as a writer) or her contrbuticn to the ‘Que peut la littérature?
(What can literature do?) debate which was published in 1965. This is
unfortunate given the centrality of the notion of ‘writing the gendered
self in this discussion. Moreover, the major impact of history on the
development of Beauvoir’s noton of self~Other relations, specifically
her experience of the Getman Occupation of France during Wotld War
IT, is only mentioned briefly in the last few pages of chapter 6. Yet this
‘discovery’ of history is highly significant in terms of the central im-
portance of testimony in Beauvoir’s autobiography and her notion of
the self’s ethical obligation to the Other. On the whole, however, this
study raises some useful issues about Beauvoir’s notions of selthood in
the context of her formal autobiographical self-representations.

Urinla Tidd
European Studies Research Instiute
University of Salford

The Women’s Suffrage Movement: New Feminist
Perspectives

Maroula Joannou & June Purvis (eds), Manchester University
Press 1998

h/b £45 0 7190 4860 5

The Women’s Suffrage Movementi: A Reference Guide
1866-1928

Elizabeth Crawford, London, UCL Press 1999

h/b £110 18414 2031 X

The introduction to Matoula Joannou and June Putvis’s edited volume,
The Wamen’s Suffrage Movement, situates the discussions in these collected
essays by reminding us that ‘the impottance to women of the sixty-year
struggle for the vote resonated far beyond its formal significance’. Yet
women who agreed on the issue of women’s suffrage did not agree on
all poiats of political philosophy and those disagreements are indicated
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in the representations of the catliest chroniclers. Ray Strachey’s The
Cause (1928) tepresents the liberal-feminist rational constitutional
approach as the one which delivered the partial enfranchisement of
women in 1918 and full enfranchisement in 1928. The effectiveness of
militant tactics adopted by the Wornen’s Social and Political Union after
1912, on the other hand, has long been a subject of controversy among
historians.

What is cettain is that there never existed the straightforwatd bi-
nary opposition often characterised as peaceful constitutional suffragists
versus the militant suffragettes. Nor was the definition of militant action
an uncontested one, as a number of different positions evolved. For ex-
ample, the Women’s Tax Resistance League, formed in 1909, discussed
in this collection by Hilary Frances, offered a strategy for civil disobedi-
ence which fell short of damaging petsons or property. This political
position, as well as having Iegitimating’ histotical precedents, was
simple: if a woman could not be considered a person for the purpose of
the Franchise Acts, then how could she be considered a person within
the meaning of the Finance Acts? Most of the wornen tax resisters were
single or widowed and—despite the successive Marred Women’s Prop-
erty Acts (1870, 1874 and 1882) which established the separate incomes
of husband and wife—income tax for both was nevertheless agpregated
and treated as the responsibility of the husband. Official policy towards
tax tresisters was inconsistent. Some women wete ignored, presumably in
order to deny them the oxygen of publicity; some had goods distrained;
some were imprisoned; at least one was banknupted,

As well as presenting new information about previously undet-
researched aspects of the women’s suffrage movement, this book is
perhaps espectally compelling in its accounts of the art, literature and
rmusic of the movement. Since Lisa Tickner’s study of suffragette im-
agery, The Spectack of Women (1989), and Glenda Norquay’s literary
anthology, Votes and Veires (1995), brought material previously only
accessible to users of the Fawcett Libraty and other specialist libraties
into the public domain, there has been incressed attention to the
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innovative cultural mechanisms by which the women’s movement
sought to orchestrate support for the Cause. Here, essays by Kathetine
Cockin, Deborah Tyler Bennet, Maroula Joannou and Claire Tylee offer
valuable analyses in this area.

Elizabeth Crawford, the author of The Women'’s Sufirage Movement:
A Reference Guids, has long setved feminist historians via her business,
“Woman and Her Sphere’, that specialises in finding and selling books,
posteards, pamphlets and ephemera by and about women. An historian
in her own right, Crawfotd has fruitfully exploited a lifetime of collect-
ing and finding good homes for her books to build up an unparalleled
knowledge about the women’s movement. Although we are all used to
publishers making grandiose claims, this book is genuinely unique in
bringing together a wealth of information never previously collated on
individuals and organisations involved in the suffrage movement. What
is especially valuable is that although there have been book-length biog-
raphies of some of the leaders—for exarnple, Barbara Leigh Smith
Bodichon and the Pankhurst family—there are numetous lesser known
workers and activists whose lives have been ignored in the conventional
biographical source, the Dictionsry of Nationa! Biography. Interestingly,
even the accounts of male supporters who have been included in this
dicdonary for other reasons, have tended to ignore or gloss over their
involvement with the women’s suffrage campaign.

Elizabeth Crawford wtites in her introduction ‘how strong a mo-
tivation was the feeling that the vote was a symbolic proof of self-
worth’. Starting with the 1866 petition to patliament of 1,499 women’s
signatures, Elizabeth Crawford analysed the names and addresses to
identdfy both the disdnct and the overlapping spheres of influence. Not
surptisingly, she found that the wives and daughters of politically ar-
ticulate families, especially those from Unitadan and Quaker families,
predominate in those who signed this petition. In-depth atchival work
and meticulous cross-referencing enables the reader/researcher who has
the good fortune to gain access to this guide o trace the political net-
works. The sensible authorial decision to include known addresses (with
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dates) helps to recapture the political geographies in which feminist
networks operated.

The scrupulous attention to political alliances shows that al-
though there wete sometimes ideological feuds, there wete also strategic
alliances (as well as strategic avoidances) between proliferating women’s
suffrage groups. The atray of societies and their acronyms are here
cleatly dated and explained in terms of the individual society’s ethics.
For many of the women too, women’s suffrage was not their only cause.
Reading the individual biographies one finds women’s commitment to a
wide range of causes including animal tights and children’s rights, and to
educational efforts in a wide vatiety of contexts. Their patty political
comtnitments wete widely varying and sometimes conflicted with com-
mitment to the women’s cause.

Elizabeth Crawford’s guide is especially strong in its inclusion of
cultural representations of suffrage campaigns—its pressure group
journals, fts lterature, its banners, and its jewellery. As T tead of all the
women—of their pedtions, their comrmittees, their demonstratons, their
commitment to their fiends, to their families, and to the Cause itself—
they become vivid in my mind. Elizabeth Crawford, who excels in
ptimary tesearch, has trawled registries, museums and libraries and they

have yielded up theit treasures in this exttaordinasily valuable piece of
scholarship.

Pam Hirsch

Homerton College, Cambridge

Mother Time: Women, Aging and Ethics

Margaret Utban Walker {ed.), Rowman & Littlefield 1999

h/b £24.44 08476 92604, p/b £14.95, 0 B476 92612

Issues concerning ageing and dying have not generally had a high profile
in feminist writing during the last twenty years or so, but this collection
itself, and the bibliographies it includes, indicate that this is changing,
This is pethaps not surprising; the generadon of writers and activists
who were at the forefront of second-wave feminism ate getting older,
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and issues concerning ageing and mortality have 2 new petsonal imme-
diacy which informs much of this book.

The feminist concerns addressed have two central themes. First,
it is suggested that, in vadous ways, women disproportionately suffer or
are disadvantaged when they are old. Some authors, however, also
suggest that despite this, women’s lives may also provide resources for
coping with old age which can make this process less devastating than it
is for some men.

The book is divided into four sections. The first focuses on issues
concerning appearance and ageing; the second deals with the kinds of
narratives and issues concerning self and identity that inform our
conceptions of old age. The final sections deal with questions of health
care and living arrangements. They offer some timely and thoughtful
reflections on, for instance, the problems raised by age-segregated
housing, and the devastating effects of much cate, however well
intenttoned, in institutions euphemistcally often called ‘homes’ for the
aged. In this review, however, I want to focus on the first two sections,
since they raise issues which are of particular philosophical interest.

Frida Kerner Furman discusses the ways in which women’s failure
to meet body ideals of youth, slenderness and sexual attractiveness
becomes even more marked in old age. Disciplinary practices of
‘physical notmality’, which concern not metely appearance but physical
and mental health, energy and mobility, induce in older women feelings
of shame, and subject them to the disciplinary gaze, not just of men, but
of youth. The old, Ketner Furman sugpests, represent a disruption of
the visual field; women in particulat are constantly pressured not to
reveal their age or to try to look younger than they are.

‘These themes have been discussed in other feminist writing, But is
not just a queston of women suffering from the internalisation of
damaging body or beauty ideals; there are complex issues concerning
self and identity here.

Diana Tietjens Meyer discusses the ways in which, as women age,

they may feel that they encounter a ‘stranger in the mirror’; a face that is
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disconnected from their sense of themselves, and their continued zest
for life; a ‘death mask wizans’ that speaks of decline and mortality amid
theit ongoing projects. But what philosophical assumptions lie behind
the thought that ‘that face in the mirror is not me’? The idea of a “fit” (or
a discrepancy) between my face and my ‘inner self may assume two
highly problematic things. Meyer calls these the ‘identity constancy
postalate’ (the idea that I have a stable authentic identity which my face
may or may not teveal), and the ‘facial legibility postulate’, which
supposes that it should be possible to decipher people’s inner nature
from their outwatd appearance. (She points out that the facial legibility
postulate is not only dubjous, but has been deployed in vicious racial
sterectypes.)

How should we intetpret the idea of ‘reclaiming the face in the
mirror’, of salvaging ‘face-esteem’ To think ‘this face is me’ may as-
sume both a constancy of identity and an over-simple relation between
physiognomy and the inner self. To say that ‘this face is not me’ seems
to itnply an almost Castesian disconnection of the self from the body; an
‘identity’ which can somehow be lived apatt from its bodily manifesta-
tions. Bodies are always problematic in some way; so too are faces, and
there is, as Meyer notes, something ‘Pollyanna-ish’ about supposing that
we can simply live in harmony with our bodies ot our faces in ways
which fly in the face of the human expettence of change, decline and
mottality.

Disquiet and disequilibrivm resulting from processes of physical
change is not something we can simply evade ot ignote. ‘Reclaiming the
face in the mirror’ is a task of philosophical complexity, and simply cri-
tquing ageist and exclusionaty ideals of beauty will not suffice. There is
an equal necd to rethink our notions of ‘self’, and the ways in which we
think about the reladon between the face and the body and what we
may think of as ‘the inner self.

A concept which is central to a number of the articles in the
second section of the book is that of the ‘career self. Margaret Urban
Walker, for instance, suggests that the dominant cultural ideal today is
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that of an energetic, self-disciplined and orderly life based on individual
effort and achievement. This is philosophically undetpinned by glean-
ings from views of the self which, whilst differing in many ways from
each other, nevertheless in some way see life as a quest involving central
commitments and goals which are constitutive of identity. Here we find
the common themes of control, a coherent life plan, and the ability to
tell a narrative about one’s life which orders its events and episodes in
relation to this central plan. The concept of ‘retirement’ seems to iden-
tify these central commitments with ‘productive’ or paid employment,
and to indicate that, when this ceases, life is in some way almost over.

Central to the idea of the “career self’ is the concept of autonomy;
independence, self-reliance and self-intetested agency. Walker argues,
however, that there is a bad fit between these norms and the situation of
old people and their carers. Walket also suggests that women have an
ambiguous relaton to the idea of the ‘career self’. It has been primanly a
masculine ideal; furthermore, as both she and Hilda Lindemann Nelson
point out, it is an ideal that remains at best aspirational, and the kinds of
linear narrative and goal directedness assumed are not a realistic option
for most people.

In addition, such 2 model ignores the ways in which our identities
ate formed by relations with others, and the natratives that others tell
about us. But in so far as women themselves have adopted this model
for their lives, they put themselves increasingly at tisk of the feeling that
life is over when they end paid employment. Walker and Ruddick also
suggest that models of ageing which stress the importance of keeping
busy, healthy and active ate derivative from the idea of 2 ‘productive’
life, and can themselves be intimidating,

Walker suggests that we seek alternatives to ‘life as a career’, and
to ‘the impending obsolescence of aging career selves’. Women might
find alternative meanings in things such as spitituality and religion, “folk
wisdom’, occult or holistic health practices. She and other writers in the
collection stress the importance, too, of relationships. James Lindemann
Nelson argues that systematic differences in what people value are




78 Women’s P/Jila.rop/y Retiew

relevant to the kind of harm that death constitutes; death takes away the
goods of experence and action, hence their loss might be heavier for
those who have aspited to be ‘career selves’. But lives can also be lived
“seriating’, in a series of fits and starts, none of which are necessarily life-
defining. Nelson suggests that ‘wrafim’ selves may place a greater im-
portance on the goods of relatonship rather than on the poods of
agency and expetience.

1 find all of this quite problematic, for three main reasons, Fitst, I
am suspicious of an undue stress on the importance of relationships to
women. Second, it seems to me highly problematic to draw any sharp
contrast between ‘the goods of relationship’ and ‘the goods of experi-
ence and action’. Relationships themselves involve experience and
action. T am reminded of a close friend, paralysed and dying of cancer of
the spine. She was devoted to her grandchildren. “Who cares about a
wheelchair’, she said to me, T just want five more years of those kids’.

Third, to live a life ‘seréafins’, in which no one goal or set of goals is
totally dominant or life-defining, does not mean that goals and purposes
ate not important. ‘Ageing career selves’ may sometimes suffer from
feelings of obsolescence, but quite a lot of them also relish the ability to
engage with projects which were always tmportant to them, but for
which they previously had no time.

Finally, consider the reladonship between autonomy and ageing.
A great deal of feminist writing has noted the masculine individualism of
certain ways of thinking about autonomy, and argued that autonomy is
always condifioned by varying forms of limitation and dependency.
These fortns may change as one gets older. But except in the problem-
atic ]Jm.ltlng case of such severe mental disability that there is no
remaining possibility of action that could be seen as self-directed,
autonomy remains at the root of personal identity, One of the most de-
pressing aspects of the institutionalised cate of old people is the removal
of nearly all possibilities of choice or self-direction, and the failure to
consider ways in which these could be encouraged. Autonomy needs
redefining and supporting, not rejecting.
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Mother Time raises both practical and philosophical issues of great
importance, and my doubts about the directions of some of the analyses
it offers suggest to me that thete is 4 need for a great deal more work
here. The book also brought home to me how problematic the concept
of ‘old age’ itself is. More than one writer simply defined it as beginning
at 70. The idea of ‘cld age’ as a stage in life, whilst partly anchored in
certain material realities, is also a cultural construction, just as much as
the idea of ‘youth® ot ‘the teenager’. Kerner Furman notes a conversa-
tion with Tucy who contested the idea that ‘old age’ is radically
different from youth or middle age, and the pioject of the dominant
culture to separate life into stages. She tried to destabilise the notion that
old people are ‘Other’ by virtue of ill health, or that old age is a decline
from something more important. At times, I thought that the book itself
tended to recapitulate the theme of the elderly as ‘Other’ by its own fail-
ure to problematise the very category of ‘old age’. The problem here is
how to contest the cultural construction of ideas of ages and stages of
life, whilst at the same time not lapsing into the kinds of denial ot
cheery complacency which play down the real and material significance

of ageing and mortality and evade facing up to the problems they pose.
Jean Grimshaw
Bristol

Diagnosis: Difference: The Moral Authority of Medicine
Abby L. Wilkerson, Cornell University Press 1998

h/b £29.95 08014 3448 3, p/b £11.95 0 8014 8459 6

The arena of bioethics and the social philosophy of health care have, in
the last few yeats, attracted a growing number of ferninist theotists
impatient with the notion that all that s at stake is the delivery of 2 more
egalitarian service. Following on from the insights of feminist episte-
mology in particulat, the take-up of biomedical issues has broadened its
scope to include a thoroughgoing critique of the normative assumptions
that structure western ideals of health. It is no longer simply a matter of
eliminating those assumptions, however, but of reconfiguring the theo-
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retical basis on which they are made. The critique of rationality as an
integtal element of human worth, for example, is one widely familiar
move, as is the citing of gender, sexual, racial, and class differences as
features that must radically disrupt universalist pretensions. Abby
Wilkerson’s book treads a well-worn path here, and, indeed, as her dtle
indicates, she makes the biomedical erasure of difference a central as-
pect of her account.

What is at issue for Wilkerson, and what makes the delivery of
health care of crucial ethical importance, revolves around the question

-of justice. Whete mainstream hioethics has characteristically focused on
the question of distributive justice—on equality of access or on a fair
allocation of goods—Wilkerson is concerned to open up the concept of
justice to take account not only of differential and incommensurable
need, but of the way in which biomedical and social oppressions are
mutually reinforcing,

Far from arising from the supposed ideal of an abstract impattial-
ity, medical judgments ate all too often thinly disguised moral judgments
which not only reflect existing disctiminatory social relations, but act to
constitute and authosse inequality. More explicitly, Wilkerson claims
that by pathologising social and cultural differences, biomedicine and
health care promote homophobia, erotophobia, and ableism within the
wider context of unequal race, class and gender relations. In implicitly
and often explicitly asserting the ‘natural’ status of cultural norms such
as heterosexuality, motherliood, oz the selflessness of women, the dis-
course and practice of medicine constitute forms of social control that
affect us all. Somewhat surprisingly, although she mentions the medical
gaze in passing, Wilkerson devotes no time to an analysis of the opera-
tion of power, still less disciplinary powet, in either individual or group
terms. Rather than raising questions of how it wotks, her concern is
with the implications of biomedical control for justice.

There is nothing unfamiliar here, although it is good to find an
author who is prepared to pay more than passing attention to issues of
disability as the site of a2 deep-seated opptession based on notions of
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what it is to be a ‘real’ person. Indeed there is little to disagree with in
any of this, but neither alas is it very exciting or innovative. By adopting
what she calls a materal-semiotic view of the self, rather than a dis-
embodied abstract analysis, Wilketson means to stress both the
interconnectedness of selves rather than their individualism, and to
commend situated forms of knowledge as opposed to the view from
nowhere.

As a relatively newly-established field of enquiry, bioethics, as 1
understand it, has already taken on board many of the insights advanced
by feminists, and although Wilketson has no difficulty in citing, to their
disadvantage, some philosopbers working within mote traditional
paradigms—and her analysis here is very clear—she is hardly the first to
do so. The view that ‘personhood’ is not an abstract concept not
‘agency’ pomarily a matter of rationality, but rather that subjective
experience, physicality, and emotion interact with socially-embedded
practices, is now well-established, within progressive bioethics at least.

Where perhaps Wilkerson’s analysis is more likely to continue to
meet incomprehension or resistance is within the clinical sphere; but any
influence that she might hope to have there is surely undermined by her
unfortunate tendency to seemingly castigate all medical practice as
though it were uniformly opptessive. I suppose my objection is that the
term ‘oppression’ is simply too blunt 2 tool to adequately capture the
intricacies of how power is mobilised. Whilst Wilkerson clearly has
some understanding of how power is invested in the self, she never-
theless falls back on a notion of jusdce that speaks only to equity in the
social. Her final call that ‘[m]edicine must become an arena for social
change rather than social control’ (145) seems both naively rhetorical,
and rooted in a reformist paradigm at odds with her own earlier analysis.
In the end it’s both inconsistent and theoretically timid.

Margrit Sheldrick
University of S taffordshire
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Julia Kristeva: Speaking the Unspeakable
Anne-Marie Smith, London & Sterling, VA: Pluto Press 1998
h/b £350 74531058 3; p/b £10.99 0 7453 1057 5

Afier the Revolution: On Kristeva

John Lechte & Mary Zourmnazi (eds), Woolloomooloo, NSW:
Artspace 1998, p/b 1876017 37 ¢

Hete are two books on the work of Julia Kiisteva, arguably one of the
most important thinkers in France in the latter third of the 20th century:
Anne-Marie Smith’s monograph is part of Pluto’s useful ‘Modern
Furopean Thinkers® seties; John Lechte and Maty Zournazi's collection
of essays is based on an interdisciplinary conference on Kristeva's work
held in Sydney, Australia in 1996, a joint collaboration between a Uni-
vetsity and a local Arts Centre. Both volumes attest to the importance
and onpoing relevance of Kiisteva’s thinking to contemporary issues in
philosophy, politics, psychoanalysis and culture, and both volumes
engape with the revolutionary nature of her cultural critique.

Smith’s concise account functions admirably, both as an intro-
duction to Knsteva’s work and as a synthesis of the Kristevan corpus. It
btings clatity to, and identifies cohesion in, what is not only a rich and
complex body of wotk, but also an ongoing project—in Smith’s terms,
Kdsteva’s ‘revolt in practice’ (68). By this Smith means not only a “wotk-
in-progress of cultural ctitique’ (back cover), but also the specifically
interdisciplinary nature of Kristeva’s practice. Kristeva’s posidoning as a
speaking subject is always fluid and, as such, calls into question not only
the boundasdes of traditional disciplines, but even the very structures of
establishment which are at their foundation. Throughout the discussion,
full attention is paid ro the evolution of different understandings of
revolution and revolt in Kristeva’s work—from the challenge of the
avant-garde, through revolt against notions of a fixed identty, through
abjection and transgression, to the most recent notion of a4 temporal
return and rememoration. In all these undetstandings, Smith idenrifies
Kristeva’s concern with speaking the unspeakable—with the expression
of what has been repressed.
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Smith’s study is divided into four chapters, each gathering ro-
gether and illuminating some of the strongest themes in Kristeva’s work:
“The Semiotic and the Symbolic’, ‘The Abject, the Maternal and Melan-
choly’, ‘Transference, Time, Literary Expetience’ and ‘Foreignness,
Femininity, Sacrifice’. Kristeva, as a Bulgarian-born intellectual in
France, describes herself as being ‘in a good position to know what
“foreignness” is all about’, yet in other countries she is considered to be
‘the quintessence of Frenchness’ (82). This paradox 1s at the heart of
Smith’s approach, which focuses on issues of translation and the cross-
ing of cultures. Indeed, Smith treads a careful path between anglophone
interpretations of Kristeva’s wotk and the orginal French content,
paying particular attention to language, and providing her own
interpretations and translations of the original French texts. Her much-
needed cladfication of ‘femininity’ in Kristeva’s thought is excellent.

Although focussing primarily on Kristeva’s recent work, Smith

does not neglect the earlier texts. One of the strengths of her approach
is the way she traces concepts through a range of different texts and pe-
tiods of Kristeva’s careet, highlighting connections as well as providing
useful explanatory commentary. Thus in chapter 1, she follows
Kristeva’s concept of the semiotic and symbolic through a trajectory which
takes in Kristeva’s doctoral thesis, the seminal Revelusion in Poetic Language
(1974}, her study of Proust, Le feomps sensble (19943 and the mote tecent
published volumes of Kristeva’s lectuce seties, Sens of non-sens de la révolte
(1996) and Lz révelte intime (1997).

Unusually, despite its intellectual fgour, this is a personal book,
which embraces the subjective natute of Kristeva’s work. It shows that
she thinks and writes as a woman and as a foreigner; that loss, exile and
mourning are at the heart of her creativity. It also explicitly incorporates
Smith's own subjective position: her attendance at Kristeva’s seminars;
the fact that, like Kristeva, she works across languages and cultures.

Some of the contributions that are included in Lechte and
Zournazi’s volume, Afier the Revolution, are also personal Mary

Zournazi’s own essay is notable. In order to raise issues about the dif-
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ferent concepts of home and law which exist in relation to the
Australian nation, it moves from a discussion of Kristeva’s notion of
foreignness in identity to Zournazi’s own personal expetiences of mi-
gration and belonging

After the Revolution is designed to explotre Kristeva’s influence in
Australian cultural and academic life across a range of disciplines, in-
cluding philosophy, literature, feminism, art, culture and politics.
However, it is by no means restricted to local issues. In a similar way to
Smith’s book, this collection rests on the idea that, in Kristeva’s work,
the concept of revolution is essental to social and cultural life. As such,
it includes analyses of both Kristeva’s theory and fiction. Unlike Smith,
howevet, many of the contributors rely on wanslations of Kristeva’s
works, although some—like Lechte himself who is a specialist on
Kristeva—obviously work from the French originals.

Apart from a brief survey of the theme of revolution in Ktisteva’s
work to date and a preseniation of the contributions to come, the
editors’ introduction identifies one or two specific gaps in Ktisteva’s
pessimistic analysis of our image-driven culture. However, neither the
inttoduction nor the essays included in the volume go as far as engaging
with these any further, which is a pity considering the frequency with
which Kristeva is criticised for her élitist perspective on culture.
Nonetheless, thete is plenty of interesting material in this collection,
which is divided into three sections: “‘Society in the Present: Kristeva’s
Work Today’; ‘Meaning and the Self’; ‘Literary and Feminist Practice’.

After the Revolution begins with a scene-setting piece from Kristeva
hetself. ‘Logics of the Sacted and Revolt, translated by John Lechte, is
an extract from Sens ef non-sens de fa révolte, which presents the notion of
psychic revolt and the immportance of literature to the social bond.
Lechte’s own contribution, which follows, is a philosophical
engagement with the problematic presented in this extract: the breaking
down of the imaginary sphere In modemn society. Lechte does not omit
to a critique of Ktisteva’s contdbution to the debate but, overall, his
essay values her work for asking the questions that make us all think.
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Kelly Oliver, anothet well-known Kuisteva scholar, similarly
values Kristeva’s work for the way it raises important philosophical
issues, especially the bringing together of questions abourt the meaning
of language and the meaning of life. Here, Oliver engages with what she
sees as the shortcomings of Knsteva’s concept of the Imaginary Father,
identifying in turn an abject father, which she suggests is an even greater
threat to the psychic self than the abject mother. Oliver's argument is
that we need not only to create but also to tepresent embodied fathers
to accompany Kristeva’s already theorised social mother. In contrast,
Angela Tidmarsh, in a reading later in the collection, posits Kristeva’s
Tmaginary Father as an ideal model for the literary wtiter. Robyn
Ferrell’s essay continues the philosophical approach to Kristeva's work,
engaging with the conundrum of time Ferrell focuses on the
intetsections between fetninism and psychoanalysis. This is not from the
perspective of feminist philosophy but, instead, 15 an attempt to
negotiate a philosophical analysis of ferninism, given feminism’s
challenge to the binary logic on which philosophy itself is based

Literature is both a constant and important factor in Kristeva’s
work, and many of the essays in this volume consider this aspect of her
writing. Juliana de Nooy and Joan Kitkby analyse Kristeva’s own fiction:
Possessions (1996) and The Ol Man and the Woives (trans. 1994),
respectively. Anna Smith and Anna Gibbs each look at Kristeva’s work
on Proust Smith focussing on subjectivity; Gibbs exploring the
sensations of Kristeva’s nodon of literary experience. Kitsten
Campbell’s essay on feminist epistemology closes the volume.

The essays in Afler the Revolution offer an Australian-based
perspective on Krstevan studies in the 1990s. Although individual
contributions provide some interesting insights, sometimes the result is
a muddying, rather than an illumination, of Kristeva’s thinking, Thus,
for me, it is Anne Marie-Smith’s little book that is the most valuable of
the two. Apart from the itritating use of abbreviations throughout the
main body of the text (when a short title would be much more

immediately meaningful), I highly recommend Smith’s clear and
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accessible introduction to Kristeva’s thought. T shall certainly point
students in the ditection of Juka Kristeva: Speaking the Unspeakabl, but 1
shall also keep it on my bookshelf for continual reference. The fresh
and clear approach helps sort the wood from the trees in the sometimes

confusing and ever-growing body of ctitical work on this difficult but
impottant thinker,

Gill Rye

University of Surrey, Roehamprton

Adorno, Culture and Feminism

Maggie O’Neill (ed.), Sage 1999

h/b £55.00 07619 5216 0, p/b £15.99 0 7619 5217 9.

The writings of the first generation of critical theodsts do not immedi-
ately look like very promising territory for feminist scholars. It is true
that unlike more orthodox Marxists, critical theory’s three main expo-
nents—Horkheimer, Adorno and Marcuse—had tecognised by the
1930s that the working class was no longer the pvileged agency of
change. Their seatch for alternative forces of social transformation and
critical intervention, coupled with a methodology which accorded as
mmch importance to psychological and cultural as to economic factors,
might have yielded znalyses of women’s oppression and political poten-
tial within late modern societes. But they gave no such analyses. Even
the psychological studies of authotitatian personalities, which cast a
critical eye over the family, focused prmarily on the modern patriarch
whose loss of power was associated with a demise of strong, crifical
egos.

Given this backgtound, the contributors to Adorne, Calture and
Feminism wisely decided, for the most part, to avoid what is femninism’s
most obvious textual strategy: eliciting explicit references to gender.
Two of the more interesting essays in the collection do, nevertheless,
skirt around this issue, and their differing conclusions are in many ways

| symptomatic of the volume’s dominant themes.
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Thus, on the one hand, Juliet Flower MacCannell’s essay is typical
of a desire to inflect Adomo’s wotk through the prism of post-
structuralism. She suggests that when he ignored women, Adormo was in
fact being ‘correcdy’ ‘virtually genderblind’, and that when his
aphorisms did mentdon the ferninine, they were ‘almost always proto-
feminist’. She muses, nevertheless, on her own antipathy towards his
work finding 4 lack of any emancipatory vision particular to women
there. Yet MacCannell does find in the utopian image of subject—object
reconciliation ‘something exceptionally maternal’. It is this linkage
between -something beyond identity—an ‘other’, corresponding to 2
once-enchanted world now stifled by modem (masculinist)
tationalism—and the feminine/tnaternal that imposes a gendered
dimension on Adorno’s work. This is a theme that haunts several of
these contributions, but it is one that needs exceptionally careful finess-
ing if its exponents are to avoid the sort of undialectical oppositions,
reification or nostalgia that Adorno rejected, and I am not convinced
that such care is always sustained here.

Gudrun Axeli Knapp’s discussion of critical theory in German-
speaking feministm, on the other hand, is more redolent of the theme
which the editor seems to ptivilege in her introduction when she
invokes Adorno as an aid to understanding women’s situatedness and
political practice within a contemporary social context. In other words,
it is the methodological resources developed by the Frankfurt School
which remain compelling, Too few of the contributors, however,
accepted this wager, perhaps because their fascination with a
poststructuralist theme of subjectivity/identity, together with the focus
on aesthetics, deflected them from any real acknowledgement of
Adorno’s Marxist roots and his commitment to a historical matetialism
that was resolutely dialectical.

Knapp is exceptional hete. She notes obstacles to feminists’
receptiveness to the theory, citing an insufficient analysis of the gender
system which neglected the contradictions of women’s integration into

the fully-administered society; the emphasis on social rather than
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individual conditions; the sense that since reproductive relations were
complicit in overall domination, there was little scope for sociat conflict
here. But she insists on the enduting importance of Adorno’s
commiiment to mediation, whereby subjectivity is always historically
constituted and the object retains its (dialectical) ptimacy. It was from
this positdon that the ctitical theorists offered a general critique of the
commodification and rationalisation of late modetnity, and it 1s here
that Knapp locates the eatly Frankfurt School’s most important legacy
for feminism. She wotsies that it has been subdued by the more recent
linguistic turn, and one only has to look at second-generation critical
theoty, exemplified by Habermas, to see why.

My main hesitation in commending this volume stems from the
fact that most of its contributors pay insufficient attention to the ‘and’
in the collecton’s title, with the tesult that the relation between Adomo,
cultute and feminism remains latgely unmediated. Instead, authors have
tended merely to idemiify sotne interesting parallels, although in some
essays eithet Adorno ot feminism is vittually absent. The volume’s first
section, headed ‘Adorno’s Cridcal Theory: Aesthetics and Politics’,
fails—almost inevitably—to deliver its promise of offeting a convincing
overview of Adomno’s aesthetics and politics. There is also a tendency
here to focus on Walter Benjamin, although Shierry Weber Nicholson’s
fine contribution on photography stands in its own right as a fascinating
essay. The second section of the book, headed ‘Feminism, Culture
Society: The Relevance of Critical Theory for Contemporary
Feminisms’, includes the essays by MacCannell and Knapp, but is
sometimmes quite poor. Overall the task Mapgie O'Neill sets for Aderne,
Culfure and Feminism 1s an evocaiive one, but in most cases it is
approached here only in a rather rudimentary way. A book to order for
the libtary and a project to mark for the future, pethaps.

Diana Coole
Lricen Mary & Westfield College
University of London
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The Body’s Perilous Pleasures: Dangerous Desires and
Contemporary Culture

Michele Aaron (ed.), Edinburgh University Press 1999

p/b £16.95 07486 0961 X

This collecdon of essays, edited by Michele Aaron, aims to explore
some meanings, implications and contexts of contemporary tepresenta-
tions of the body’s relationship to pleasure and danger. The
introduction states that the essays will challenge and re-evaluate
subjective positions of readership and spectatorship in the light of
recent extieme representadons. They will also analyse the extent to
which we, as producers and consumers of culture, are implicated in
these risky pleasures. The essays treat pleasurable dangers or dangerous
pleasures as diverse as murder, piercing and necrophilia. The corpus of
works discussed includes films such as Cronenberg’s The Broed and
Crash, and literary texts such as Richard Calder’s Deed tdlogy and Poppy
Z. Brite’s vampite novels.

The focus on the body as a source of signification is of central
import to modern critical thought. Moreover, the link between sexuality
and death in art and culture has been the subject of much crticism over
the last few decades. Notably, Elisabeth Bronfen’s Ower Her Dead Body
{1992) and Jonathan Dollimote’s Death, Desire and Loss in Western Culture
(1998) are interesting discussions of this theme. Such wotks form the
{unacknowledged) genealogy to which Michele Aaron’s volume belongs.

To my mind, one of the most intetesting and difficult questions
raised by this topic is the extent to which pleasure as bodily danger may
be an adequate model for the formulation of new desitous identities
(particularly feminist ones). The promotion of pleasure in pain tisks
falling into the trap of reinforcing and reifying negative masochistic
images of the {particularly female) body. It is not easy to see how one
would move outside of a patdarchal relation of desiring subject and
objectified victim/other.

Of all the essays, Michele Aaron’s discussion of recent cinematic

representations of murderous lesbian couples addresses this queston
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most seriously. She highlights subtly the tension between, on the one
hand, presenting lesbian killers as autonomous desiting beings (whose
‘untepresentable’ desire is embodied in their liminal homicidal act) and,
on the other, teinfotcing homophobic and fetishising sterectypes of the
lesbian as the exotic fimme fazale. She highlights the shift in focus from
the (implicitly heterosexual?) relationship of killer and victim, common
to “slasher’ movies, to the relationship between the two lesbian killers
who celebrate their unity in killing an other. These positions remain un-
resolved and implicit. Aaron suggests that this ambiguity and tension is
itself productive and thought-provoking, Her discussion is as close as
the collection gets, I feel, to cutting-edge critique of the paradigm of
desite in representation, and her reading convinces me that New Queer

Cinema is a space worth watching,

I am {much) less enthusiastic about other essays in the volume.
Fran Mason’s Loving the Technological Undead’ failed completely to
convince me that the nectophiliac cybotg is a figure for the history of
human interaction as a whole. Her argument is fatally flawed by the fact
that she does nothing to explore the theoretical and histotical contexts
of the concept of necrophilia, but uses it without comment as a con-
venient catch-all term to connote everything from cannibalistic impulses
to the mechanisms of fetishistic consumedsm.

What is equally annoying in many of the essays is the misuse of
technical terminology, mainly from psychoanalysis, and the over-use of
apparently meaningless jargon. Anna Powell is one of the wotst culprits,
Her ‘Blood is the Drug: Narcophiliac Vampires in Recent Women’s
Fiction’ employs the word ‘cathexis’ three times and, as far as T can see,
she wants it to mean something different in each context, as well as
something very different from what it means when used by Freud. She
also badly over-simplifies Lacan’s concept of josdsiane, defining it in
terns of ‘extreme pleasure’ (143). This tendency to over-literalise is a
less than appealing characteristic of many of the essays.

As may be expected of 2 volume like this, the quality vaties from
the thorough and thought-provoking—such as Aaron’s essay, and Julian
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Petley’s history of the monstrous child in literature and fim—to the
lamentably unclear, confused and confusing. Lacking a unified critical
and theoretical agenda, the volume reads as a postmodern mish-mash of
psychoanalysis, feminist-based criticism and queer theoty, often very
sketchily and badly applied.

I would recommend this volume on the strength of about half of
its contributions. It is valuable in so far as it engages in a lively way with
relevant and important theoretical questions and adds an ultra-modern
petspective to existing debate. However, sadly, it offers very litile in the
way of theoretical rigour and fails completely to deliver anything so
challenging or transgressive as the hoped-for textual josissanse on which
its contrbutors so often dwell.

Lisa Michelle Downing
Lueen Mary and Westfield College
Uridversity of London

The Play of Reason: From the Modern to the Postmodern
Linda Nicholson, Open University Press 1999; Comell University
Press 1998

p/b £14.99 0335 20328 0; h/b $45.00 0 8014 3517 X, p/b $17.95

0 8014 8516 9

In this anthology of her essays, Linda Nicholson’s twin preoccupations
with history and cultural diversity engender a series of keen insights into
the feminist condition. Her analyses point up a centtal problem for the
feminist theodst of the late 20th century: how to stay true to the vadety
of fernale identites and expedences, and to contest the inevitability of
the status quo, while retaining the common ground necessary for a
feminist theory and practice?

As Nicholson’s introductory self-description makes clear, the
nine essays in the collection bear witness to the evolution of her thought
on these questions, beginning with work written prior to her post-
modern tutn. The distinctiveness of the approach she develops becomes
clear in the essay, co-written with Nancy Fraser, on feminism and post-
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modernism, Here the two writers take postmodernism—represented by
Lyotard—to task for its rejection of social criticism as a form of an
vntenable foundationalism, a stance which deptives it of the crtical
force with which to challenge injustice. Equally, they argue, much con-
temporary feminist theory replicates the essentialist assumptions of the
positions it seeks to challenge. Instead they advocate a postmodern—
feminist theory attentive to the historical and cultural specifics of gender
and power, Such an approach, they clamm, both avoids the theoretical
fallacy of a single identity of ‘woman’, and provides a useful, adaptable
tool for political practice.

Two subsequent essays take the issues this raises further. In
‘Bringing it All Back Home: Reason in the Twilight of Foundadonalism’,
Nicholson confronts ‘the specter of relativism’ raised by the rejection of
the universalist model of reason. She argues that acknowledging that
radonality is a human construction which takes diverse forms need not
undercut belief in the rghtness of a position or the possibility of
resolving disputes between conflicting views. It means, less dramatically,
that one simyply lacks the ability to prase a position, through an appeal to
an overarching sct of principles. And the worst cases, where any
cominon ground is absent, reveal a true-life rather than a theotetical
predicament born of relativism, since the possibility of creating a
resolution remains.

These concerns are shared by Charles Taylor, whose influential
work on the politics of recognition Nicholson examines in a critical and
not entirely cohesive essay. She finds that Taylor’s account of the mod-
ern quest for identity neglects key differences in the strugples of
different groups, and she contests the tesidual assumption of objectivity
in his account of judgment and cultural difference.

Nicholson’s thoroughgoing histoticism is both exciting and
alarming, since it extends to a future in which it is for us to develop the
solutions to our historically created problems. But, in practice, her tone
is far from grandiose. In wtiting of the past and present, she traces in a
measured, documentaty style the fluidity of the categories and
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conceptions that shape our lives. This coolness makes for an unusual
degree of even-handedness, as she finds both positive and negative
features in developments where others might only have seen one side.
For instance, she obsetves that a new family type which emerged among
poor black communities in the 1960s provided levels of secutity and
support that would otherwise have been absent, but exacted a ptice in
terms of the individual’s fulfilment. In similar vein, she suggests that the
‘culture of feeling’ in contempotaty Ametica has the negative effect of
fostering a narcissistic individualism, but in providing legitimisation for
those outside the mainstream, it also helps to make society mote inclu-
sive and democratc.

This objectivity makes her a good critical friend for a feminist
theory which, like all of us, can fall prey to moods of self-delusion. And
her insistence on its connections with current debates in ethics and po-
litical philosophy pushes feminist thought forward and keeps
‘matnstreamn’ philosophy on its toes.

Alexc Klanshofer
Birkbeck College
University of London

Rational Woman: A Feminist Critigue of Dichotomy
Raia Prokhovnik, Routledge 1999
h/b £50 0415 14618 6

Prokhovoik’s tide, Rawomal Woman, sugpests a paradox—a
paradox based on the Western philosophical tradidon’s adherence to
dichotomies. In the tradition, rationality is associated with the masculine
and irrationality with the feminine. Prokhovaik’s book sets out to give a
feminist criique of such dichotomies. The critique includes a recon-
ceptualisation of the terms ‘rational’ and ‘woman’ but also aims to give
wider meanings to the tezms ‘emotion’ and ‘male’, The author puts for-
ward a relational theory rather than a dichotomnous theory for rethinking
these terms. Prokhovnik is interested in the relationship of emotions
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with zespect to the mind. Indeed, what she attempts is the constniction
of a connection between body and mind which is relational.

The book is weitten in four chapters. In chapter 1, the author
sums up what is wrong with dichotomous thinking, referring to its ze-
pressive nature and the resultant fact that woman has been excluded
from the philosophical enterprise. The author draws on the work of
Flizabeth Grosz, Moira Gatens and Genevieve Lloyd in developing
ideas fot an alternative to traditional dichotomous thinking. In the next
chapter relationships between reason and emotion are delineated. Given
Ardistotle’s idea of practical wisdom comptsing practical wisdom ac-
companied by emotion, this is not something new.

The same criticism might be levelled at chapter 3 where sex and
gender are discussed. Prokhovnik wants to move beyond that dichot-
omy towatds an idea of corporeal subjectivity. Prokhovnik beheves that
although Grosz, Gatens and Judith Buder have theories of corporeal
subjectvity, they fetain the sex/gender disdncton; the difference in
what they propose is ‘the chain of significance that runs through the
meanings of gender, through being read in terms of a socially-under-
stood significance’ (151).

Prokhovik wishes to stress, along with Grosz and Butler, that
the corporeal body is not the materal body. A materialist tends to
ptivilege the body, thus suppressing emotion. Corporeal subjectivity, on
the other hand, recognises a relationship between body and emotion
where the terms are interdependent. As well as 2 relationship between
body and emotions, and again building on the wortk of Gatens, Butler
and Grosz, corpoteal subjectivity holds out for relationships between
theorty and practice. Such a theoty of corporeal subjectivity, with its re-
latdonal elements, allows for a ‘context of sexualities’ (151), eg.
homosexuality, lesbianism, transsexuality, and so on. This would mean
that although heterosexuality would be likely to be practised by the ma-
jotity of the population, these other sexualifies would be understood,
recognised and included rather than excluded within social and political
culture.
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Chapter 4, the conclusion, deals with the futute of feminism in its
third wave. According to Prokhovnik, second-wave feminists operated
within the body/mind dichotomy. Third-wave feminism proceeds in
two steps: first, increasing pender visibility and, second, thinking in
terms of corporeal subjectivity. Gender visibility is increased by pointing
out and recognising gender inequalities, and showing how these have led
to discriminatory practices. Cotporeal subjectivity is achieved when
differences between male/female and reason/emotion are expressed in
relational rather than dichotomous terms.

The book is one of many recently published which attempt to
show ways forward for feminist thinking. Many of these books explore
relational forms of thinking, and the author has borrowed from these.
For example, she cites Carol Gilligan who stresses relationality in her
alternative ethics. However, Gilligan’s ‘self’ is a unity, not a “self’ that is
becoming, 2 conception which is different from the way in which other
cited authors, such as Gatens and Grosz, view the self.

One of the problems with Rational Woman is that too many au-
thors are cited; the bits of theory extracted are not all compatible with
each other. For readers new to feminist philosophy, this could make it
difficult to get a clear picture of Prokhovnik’s own position. Experi-
enced readers would also have this problem since thete are three or four
refetences to other wdters on each page. Also, from a stylistic point of
view, Prokhovnik uses too many numetical statements: ‘six of the ways
... three main featutes ... four important aspects’ (93—4, my emphasis). It
makes for rather tedious reading, and it is difficult to keep track of all
the numbers. As such, this new book is to be welcomed, but with
reservations.

Lily Forrester
University of Dundee
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AFTERWORD: A BRIEF HISTORY

Margaret Whitford

As my connection with the Women's Philorophy Review comes to an end, 1
look back with astonishment at how much has been domne in only two
decades. The origins of SWII* and the Women's Philosophy Review po back
to the early *80s. In November 1983, there was a histotic meeting in
Oxford (teported in the Times Higher Bducational Supploment on 10.2.84)
which brought together fifteen women—most, but not all, working in
philosophy. (Does anyone still have a record of the names?) The most
senior of us was Mary Midgley, one of the generation of women who
started their careet around the time of the Second Wotld Waz; (she had
already published Beast and Man, which launched her on her second ca-
reer as a writer,) Onora O’Neill (subsequently Principal of Newnham
College) was also there. Others were mid-career or just starting out. And
crucially, all the women who wete to be active in the formation of SWIP
were there, On the agenda was the possibility of linking feminist
thought and academic philosophy. Morwenna Griffiths taped the pro-
ceedings, but the discussions couldn’ be transcribed; the voices kept
getting swamped in gales of laughter.

How I found myself in a group of women philosophers is a long
story. In those days, the network didn’t really exist, and I wasn’t on any
philosophy networks anyway. It was really chance that I happened to be
there too. I won't go into the citcuitous route by which I found myself
at that meeting—it was one of those moments when yout life is changed
almost by accident, and certainly because you happen to find the tight
group of people at the fight time.

It was, on the face of it, a most disparate and unlikely group.
Despite the major philosophical disagreements and divetgences between
us, however, we decided to go ahead and organise seminars and meet-
ings. There were so few of us that we couldn’t allow the disagreements
to stand in ocur way. Remember that in 1983 there were scarcely any
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publications. Most of the key wotks, such as Genevieve Lloyd’s ‘The Man
of Reasom, had not yet appeared. And what we definitely didn’t want to
do was simply attack the sexism and misogyny of male philosophers. We
wanted to do something much more constructive.

Reading groups and seminars followed for a year or two. It is

difficult to convey now the exhilarating sense of exciternent and

challenge that we felt. It was as though we were venturing into
unthought territory, almost the unthinkable. It turned out that quite a
few of us had been pursuing our work with the uncertain feeling: “But I
am not really doing philosophy’, so we refused to allow the question
‘but is it philosophy?” to put a brake on our discussions. It was essential
at that dme to stay small. We knew that if sceptical colleagues had been
thete, we would not have felt the same sense of freedom and willinguess
to take risks. I remember publishing an article in 1992 entitled The
Feminist Philosopher: A Contradiction in Terms?” We had to fight quite
hard against an internalised professional interdiction; if we were
threatened by the cardinal sin of philosophy—the contradiction in
terms—we had to protect our space until our ideas were sufficiently
convincing to stand on their own feet.

Out of this excitement and playfulness (for of course this wasn’t
yet ‘teal’ philosophy, we were only ‘playing’), came the Society for
Women in Philosophy (founded around 1987—nobody seems to be
able to remember the exact date) and the Women in Philosophy Newsktter.
Issue no. 1 of the Newsksfer came out in May 1989. It was intended as an
information leaflet. The editotial stated: “The newsletter will be a success
if it diminishes the number of tmes that we say: “I wish I'd known
about that” ... We have created this newsletter and society precisely
because so many of us ate isolated and don’t know.” Conferences and
publications followed and our numbers grew. They were never
enormous, but they were enough.

Very quickly, there was 2 second generation, who thought we
were the establishment. This was another new and disconcerting experi-

ence. Whatever else we were, we were still terribly marginal. But we
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were that bit older, we had done something, we had founded a society
and published, and we were perceived as “seniors’. We now experienced
for ourselves the conflict of generations that men are so familiar with.
This too was positive, 1 think; there were suddenly ‘generations’ in
ferninist philosophy. It was possible to think of continuity, to turn the
Newsietier into a journal, Morwenna Griffiths and 1 had been editing it
since 1991. With Issue no. 10 (November 1993), we retitled it the
Women's Philpsaphy Review. It temained a desktop publication untl Issue
no. 17 (summet/autumn 1997) when Christine Battersby took ovet as
General Editor and launched the new format.

In the eatly *80s, we had leapt on the tiny number of bocks and
atticles about/in feminist philosophy like collectors finding a rare
species. Now, quite quickly, there were enough books to keep a review
journal furnished. We went from reading everything that was published
in the field to becoming specialists again. Instinnional recognition Gnally
came, first in the form of appointments, now with the RAE; in the next
round feminist philosophy has a voice on the panel, (¢rp0) we exist.

We had no idea where our explorations would take us. In the
early 80s, it was impossible to predict such a scenatio. The picture now
is quite different, and it is equally impossible to imagine what the next
two decades will bring. Huge changes are taking place in the higher
education system as a whole, and feminist philoscphy will have to make
its way afresh in 2 world in which real research (of the kind 1 have been
describing) is under threat from new pressures. Although I am with-
drawing from an active part in SWIP and the Women's Philosophy Review,
and finding a new set of challenges to respond to, I will follow with
great interest the fortunes of a discipline where I was pdvileged encugh
to be in at the beginning. I wish my successors the satisfaction and sense
of achievement, and above all the excitement, of making a difference to
philosophy.

Margaret Whitford
Qrueen Mary and Westfield College
University of London
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CONCLUDING EDITORIAL POSTSCRIPT

Christine Battersby

So, my editorial involvement with Women's Philosophy Review comes to a
stop with this issue. I greet this fact with mixed feelings. On the one
hand, 1 feel very telieved since the administrative tasks wished on me by
my Department have grown enormously since 1997 when I took over as
Editor, and I feel that I can no longet cope with the many duties de-
manded of the Editor of WPR. As must have been clear to all
subscribets (who have been wondetfully uncomplaining about the

frequent lateness of the issues), I have simply been defeated by the pres-
sures of trying to juggle the skills of being a writer/academic/editor/
publisher—and even the ‘post-lady’ who mails out most of the issues.

Of course, it has not helped that T also helped organise a big con-
ference on feminist philosophy duting that period, and that I also
helped with the subsequent volume: now published as Going Austrabian
in Hypatia 2000, vol. 15 (2). It also did not help that I decided—rather
unexpectedly—to move house. What I am looking forward to in giving
up the Editorship is not only more opportunity to wrte, but also more
time to spend building up the netwotks of friends and activities that
make an new area seem not just a place to sleep and recover from work-
ovetload, but home ...

On the other hand, I feel genuinely sad in giving up the Editor-
ship in that T have found it not only enjoyable, but also instructive in a
variety of ways. There was a sharp leatning-cutve in finding out about
copy-editing and text design, the processes of printing and cover-design.
More importantly, 1 have relished the contact with other philosophers
and women working in adjacent fields; and have also delighted in
researching and preparing the matenal for the covers, keeping up-to-
date via the book reviews, the review essays and interviews.

I can’t take the credit for the initial idea of including an intet-
view-—for that I owe a ‘thank-you’ to Penny Florence who approached
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me, not long after I took over as Editor, about a possible interview with
Drucilla Cornell for WPR 17. As I belped edit the results, I could clearly
see how valuable the interview format would be in tertns of allowing
readers the prvilege of ecavesdropping on women theorists exploting
points of overlap, of dissension, and recording histories of engagement
with philosophy that might otherwise be forgotten. Tn the interview
format the ‘personal’ can collide with the “political’ in ways that seem
uttetly approptate to a journal that has developed its interest in women
in philosophy through feminist concetns.

Building on the base of this initiai interview, I feel proud of the
interviews that have since -appeared. Thus, after Cornell came
Alessandra Tanesini interviewing Judith Butler (IWPR 18); Susan James
interviewing Genevieve Lloyd and Moita Gatens (WPR 19); Diemut
Bubeck interviewing Martha Nussbaum {(#PR. 20); Janice Richardson
interviewing Adriang Cavarero (PR 21); Miranda Fricket interviewing
Naomi Scheman (WPB. 23); Penny Deutscher interviewing Monique
David-Ménard, Barbara Cassin and Claude Imbert (WPR 24). All of
these were fascinating and informative, as is also the conversation that
appears in this issue between Meena Dhanda and Tris Marion Young.

The conversations seem quite ‘natural’, but have all involved a lot
of wotk, not only by the interviewers (and sometimes also the tran-
scribers and translators), but also the editor(s) concerned. But this work
has clearly been worthwhile. Indeed, I hope to intetest 2 major publisher
in bringing these conversations together into an anthology. I am also
pleased that there are plans for the tradition of the interview to carry on.
Thus, T am delighted to announce Anne Seller has already interviewed
Mary Midgley (to appear in WPR 27). This will be the first convetsation
with an important woman philosopher working in the UK. T would also
expect there to be more dialogues with women working in continental
Europe. Tt is ironic that it often seems much easier to find out about
those working in femninist philosophy in North America or Australia

than those who ate located just 4 shott hop away actoss The Channel.
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Of the tasks that I saw as lying before the WPR team when I took
over in 1997, several have been successfully started, but several sdll re-
main as possible goals for the new editorial team. I had wanted to put
the publication of the joumnal on a more professional footing; this has
been done, but I had thought that we might interest a commercial pub-
lisher in taking over its publication, matketing and advertising, As it is,
we were all too busy with the day-to-day running of the journal to have
time to thoroughly explore this latter option. This remains something
for the futute editors to explore—together with WPR Editorial Board
{on which, of course, I will continue to serve).

In fact, my ‘postscipt’ should include a ‘thank-you’ to all past
members of this Board: in particular to those who so willingly gave up
theit Saturdays to meet at odd venues: arriving from Wales, from
Scotland, or sometimes from the furthest reaches of London to spend
their time in some room in an empty University Building, or in the
upstairs room of a London pub—or (on one famous occasion when we
were ‘locked out’ of the, tather grand, London meeting room that had
been pre-arranged) in the pub itself. All that has been fun—even if, at
titnes, it seemed utterly exhausting and not-at-all amusing (when, for
example, I left for London at the crack of dawn only to find that the
keys to the above-mentioned meeting room did not work and that we
would nged to rush round begging space from the nearby ‘Mother’s
Union’ Building and other, equally unlikely, venues).

1 also owe thanks to the Editors of the Special Issues: Diemut
Bubeck and Alex Klaushofer (no. 20); Stella Sandford and Alison Stone
(no. 22); Penny Florence and Nicola Foster (no. 25) and to all those
who have contributed book reviews, articles and other matedal over the
last three years. Above all, however, I would like to thank Margaret
Whitford who has put aside so much of her time and energy into the
founding of, and then remaining as Book Reviews Editor of, WPR. 1
really don’t think that T would have been rash enough to take on the role
of General Editor if I had not known that Margaret would be there, ever
ready with advice and expetience—and providing the necessary
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continuity back to the time when PR was the Newséster, co-edited with
great efficiency and enthusiasm by Margaret and Morwenna Griffiths.

1 am also extremely grateful to Alessandra Tanesini who agreed to
become Administrative Editor as the first institutional and non-SWIP
subscrbers started to come through, and as I started to realise how little
I could cope ... The other absolute bulwark during my time as General
Editor has been Kimbetly Hutchings, as SWIP Membership Secretary
and Treasurer {but who stepped down eatlier this year). She was always
at the end of an email, with detailed advice and support as T wrestled
with the price-structures, postage rates and other issues, We now also
owe a debt to Meena Dhanda for taking over these tasks,

Kimberly was also extremely impottant in one of the other big
successes that has come duting my time as Editor: that of getting WPR
and SWIP taken sericusly in terms of the institutional structures of the
discipline of Philosophy in the UK. Although this might seem to be, in
some ways, at odds with the spirit of ‘play’ out of which the Society fot
Women in Philosophy emerged—and which Margaret Whitford rtalks
about in her ‘Aftetword’—these institutional changes have significantly
changed the prospects for feminist philosophers in Beitain.

Of course, there ate only a few jobs in Philosophy in Britain ad-
vertised each year. However, whereas in 1997 Philosophy Departments
had every excuse to turn theit backs on feminist philosophers {since this
was a specialistn that was not being recognised or rewarded via the all-
important Research Assessment Fxercise), in the case of the current
RAE Panel, this is no longer the case. Thus, there are now three femi-
nist philosophers on the panel who will be able to assess feminist work
in ‘continental’, ‘analytic’ and ‘applied’ philosophy. And this is, at least in
patt, as a result of the meeting on the RAE that SWIP otganised in
London on 25.10.97 whete we decided on a set of campaign strategies
which were cartied through, with the tesult that both SWIP and IR
were consulted about the RAE and other matters.

After the last RAE, we received reports that Heads of Depatt-
ments had discouraged staff from submitting pieces in feminist
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philosophy (or had persuaded them to put their work in to some entirely
inappropriate Panel ‘outside’ Philosophy). But this should not happen
this time. Nor should Departments tefuse to appoint newly qualified
PhDs working in feminist philosophy as they seck to ‘predict’ RAE
scorings. And T like to think that the rash of recent appointments of
young feminist philosophers is not unconnected to this fact. For it is,
after all, good to think that small groupings of wornen working collec-
tively in a bottom-up kind of way csn make a differencel

That othets feel that SWIP and PR are important is testified to
by the fact that some of our readers have been very generous in pro-
viding financial donations—sometimes very large anonymous
donations—so that WFPR can remain afloat and also keep its prices
down (at least to students and other non-waged members of SWIP).
Thank you—whoever you are! To know how much PR is appreciated
has been, for me, the motivation to catry on untl the peint at which a
new set of editors would identify themselves ... as now has happened.

Helen Chapman had asked if she might in some way help on
WPR and I had replied that it would be teally useful if she could help
edit this issue, given the need to get three issues of the journal ‘to bed’
before the RAE deadline of 31.12.00. She has nobly done most of the
copy-editing of this issue—and discovered (in a way this is most
pleasing!} that she enjoys the job ... and that it is a welcome relief from
Teaching Quality Assessment and other such joys. It isl And maybe
having sws new Editors means that they will somehow manage to com-
bine WPR with other such tasks. Her future co-editor, Rachf:l_]c;nes, has
also wotked with me befote, on the Hypaiiz Special Issue mentioned
above. So I am very confident that the Editorship is being passed into
two safe pairs of hands.

I wish them well (and the others in the Editorial team also), and
lock forward to secing how the journal will grow and evolve in theit

care ...
Christine Battersby

University of Warnick
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CALLS FOR PAPERS
&
ERENCE
AN%%NU%CEMENTS WPR SPECIAL ISSUE
PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION
WPR No 32 2002
| SWIP DAY CONFERENCE .
| Guest Editors:
1 Feminism & Philosophy Pamela Sue Anderson
Sunderland
: Looking Towards New Horizons &(H attiet ;_Iﬂ ax?ris
21 April 2001 (Wadham, Oxford)
Worcester College, Oxford Papers of 5-6,000 words on any
Speakers include aspect of philosophy of religion ate
Jean Grimshaw on ‘Ageing welcome. 1f interested, please send an
Embodiment and Identity’; abstract of 200 words by 30/6/01.
Pamela Sue Anderson, ‘Feminism in The deadline for submission of papers
Philosophy of Religion’. will be 30/11/01. For preliminary

Offers of short papers for a special
session devoted to feminist
philosophy of religion are welcome.
Contact
pamela.anderson@sundetland.ac.uk
or Meena Dhanda
M.Dhanda@wlv.ac.uk

discussion on & possible paper topic &
a style-sheet contact Dr Pamela Sue
Anderson, Reader in Philosophy,
University of Sunderland, Priestman
Building, Sunderland, SR1 3PZ
pamela.anderson@sunderland.ac.uk

NEW ON-LINE JOURNAL
CONTRETEMPS
The 1st issue now availahle at
hep:/ /www.nsyd eduan/contretemps
Supported by the School of
Philosophy at the University of
Sydney, Contretemsps publishes original
research in modern Furopean
philosophy in a varety of formats.
Submissions requested. See website.

CLASSICAL FRENCH
PHILOSOPHY
2-5 May 2001
Papers invited on all aspects of
philosophy in France duting the long
17th century (c. 1595-1715) for 2
sesstons scheduled at the annual
conference of the North American
Society for 17th-C French
Literatuare, to be held at Tempe,
Atizona, Send proposals to:
Ziad Elmatsafy, French Dept, New
York University, New York, NY
10003. Tel: 212-998-8700.
ziad.elmatsafy@nyu.edn
{B-mail proposals preferred.)
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HYPATIA
Three Calls Fot Papets are posted:
*Feminist Philosophy & the Problem
of Evil*
*Feminist Science Studies*
*Feminist Aesthetics*
More details on their new website:
www.csupommona.edu/~hypatia/

CULTURAL STUDIES:
BETWEEN POLITICS &
ETHICS

An International Interdisciplinary
Conference
6-8 July 2001
20 minute papers are invited for
parallel sessions from = vatiety of
disciplines & approaches on a range
of themes, including:
Respect for the ‘other”: a postcolonial
perspectve; The ethics of everyday
life; Gender, cthics and difference;
Bioethics and genethics.
Proposals by 28/2/01 to Dz Joanna
Zylinska & Dr Mark Devenney, Bath
Spa University College, Bath BA2
9BN; j.zylinska@bathspa.acuk

APANEWSLETTER ON
FEMINISM AND
PHILCSOPHY.

Papers on any relevant topic are
mvited. Deadline for Fall Issue is
1/2/01.

FEor further details contact:
Joan C. Callahan, Editor,
APA Newsletter on Feminism &
Philosophy, 114 Breckinridge Hall
University of Kentucky
Lexington, KY 40506-0056
www.uky.edu/ArtsSciences/
WomenStudies/

The European Kiinstlet(in)roman:
Two Centuries of the Artist Novel
28-30 June 2001
Please send a proposal of no more
than 200 words outlining the paper
you would like to deliver at the
conference by 2/3/01 to:

Dt Evy Varsamopoulou,
Department of Philosophy,
School of Languages & Social
Sciences, Anglia Polytechnic
University, East Road,
Cambridge, CB1 1PT.
E.Vassamopoulou@anglia.ac.uk or
artistnovel{@excite.com

6TH INTERNATIONAL
CONFERENCE ON PERSONS
GamJ.r[g, Austria
August 7-12, 2001
The confetence invites participation
from scholars and thinkers in all
disciplines and traditions concerning
personhood and personal identity
Completed papers (of up to 20 mins)
& abstracts (500 words) & 1-page
proposals by 15/3/01 to
Patti Sayre, Program Chair
Depattment of Philosophy
Saint Mary's College
Notre Dame, IN 46556
E-mail submissions are preferred and
should be sent to:
psayre(@samtmarys.edu
Morte information at: www .canisius.
edu/~gallaght/forum/ifop.html

WOMEN ON THE
THRESHOLD OF THE 21ST
CENTURY
HAVANA, CUBA,

12-16 November 2001

Abstracts of 200 words by 24/7 2001.
Morte info: eventos@rect.uh.cu




