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INTRODUCTION 

PAUL SMITH 

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

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

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

Paul Sniith 
Miami University 



MEN IN FEMINISM: MEN 6 FEMINIST THEORY 

PAUL SMITH 

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

Rosemary Radford Ruether, To Change the World 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

PAUL SMITH 3 

If this i s  indeed the intendment of fernirtibt theory, then men, 
biological men, a r e  necessarily a problem. Men a re  in a sense the 
bearers  o r  supports of the #allocratic tradition. 

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

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

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

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

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

What exactly the problems a r e  for  men in feminism, and what 
protlems feminist tlreorists have with mien in feminisrri i s  not going to 
I:e easy to  actually ut ter ,  here  o r  anywl~t~re  else. But one factor 




















































