From Linguistics to Psychoanalysis

fg;:sb;sm ste slaveblack-and A.Mf;@;ua,l%.g_nd nascissis-(selfap=
orandising sensations.obbeing-a :”n{a&z:%magususb}ee&)aMetz this
tncd tO answer a very 1mportant question: Why do spectators go to
the cinema if they are not forced? What pleasure-are they seeking?
And how do they become part of an institutional machine that both
delights and deludes them? Answering such questions about the
imbricated functions of the real, the imaginary, and the symbolic in
film reception might even have a feedback effect, yielding a new
contribution to psychoanalysis itself.

The psychoanalytic critics also dcploycd the notion of the Oedi-
nema. Eﬂmmnmcmpm

esy=Fhe cinema was clearly founded.
concewcd since its ongms as a place

deed the tltlcs of some of thc earhest films bear witness to this fasci-
; nation: As Seen Through a Telescope (1900), Ce gue Pon voit de mon

! sixieme (What one sees from my sixth floor, 1901), Through the Key-
? bole (1900), and Peeping Tom in the Dressing Room (1905). The

s o
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etzncombings disuakhyperpercoptiortuit,
hysicalzmrebilitys it virtually demands an 1mmoblie secret
wcwcr who absorbs everythmg through the eyes. Thepre

aism. of oratiflcatlon.. Crests Ol UL knowino. that.the
=4

The voyeur’s mvmbzhty produccs the visibility of the ob;ects of h:s
of her gaze. It is the breaking down of these processes, the shatter-
ing of an illusory voyeuristic distance, that is allegorically staged in
Hitchcock’s Rear Window, where the protagonist is caught in the
act through a Series of scopic inversions which turn him into the
object of the gaze. Psychoanalysis, as we shall see later, formed part
of many subsequent movements such as film feminism and post-
colonialism, and certainly inflects the work of later figures such as
Kaja Silverman, Joan Copjec, and Slavoj Zizek.

The Feminist Intervention

" At its height, the left wing of semiotic film theory hoped for a crea-
tive amalgam of the projects of the “Holy Trinity” (or Sinister Tri-
umviraitc cicpcnding on one’s point of view) of Althusscr Saussure

the theory of socmty and 1deo[oov, semiotics Would provldc thc theory r
of 51gmﬁcat10n ‘and psychoanalys1s would prov1 -
subject. But in fact it was not an easy task to synthesize Freudian
psychoanaly51s with Marxist sociology, or historical materialism with
a largely ahistorical structuralism. Indeed, the post-1968 period
witnessed an overall decline in the prestige of Marxism and the
emergence of the new politics of social movements such as femi-
nism, gay liberation, ecology, and minority empowerment, The de-
cline of Marxism had to do not only with the transparent crisis of
socialist societies (a point sometimes exploited to obscure the fact
that global capitalism was also in crisis}, but also with increasing
skepticism about all totahzmg theories. Gradually, the focuswomfwl.'ggh-
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im theory shifted a\ygl_x_fgpm~q.LLs;Snt_i_Q11Sﬂ.,.Qf._,Q,[:clS.S,,..a_ud.,ideology.m
ward other concerns. :
W he move away from Marxism did not necessarily mean the abap.
ent of oppositional politics; it meant, rather, that the Opposi-
ial impulse now animated a different set of practices and concerns,

wag:a single, essentially masculine, libido: thie ‘defined: all sexualicy, -
De Beauvoir saw both women and blacks as in the process of eman-
cipation from a paternalism that would keep them in their “place”

(the formulation overlooked the fact that some of the women were

black). Women;she argued, “are made not born™: patriarchal power
Won AL =P p

7). T class.and ideology had- dominated analysis in the 1960s, . deploys the brute fact of biological difference in order to manufac-
it sand 1980s it began to disappear in favor of the simultane. ture and hierarchize gender difference. There was no “women’s prob-
ts of his v diminished (bec asgle_si)alga cxpandc‘d"‘”ﬁiﬁ'ﬁ‘f‘i’?ij?‘:é?é&fcjw lem” but only a men’s problem, just as there was no “black problem”
shatte der,and sexuality. Much of the discussion iow revolvéd aroung = 7 but only a white one. (Three feminist classics from the Jate 1960s,
taged Tnist issues. The femini t goalawas.to.explore.the power arrange. Ti-Grace Atkinson’s Amazon Odyssey, Shulamith Firestone’s Dislec-
itin ¢ . psycho-sociakmechanisms undergirding. parrarchal sogi- sic of Sex, and Kate Millett’s Sexual Politics, were all dedicated to de
into the - ultim

the ultimate aim of transforming not _OE,IX ”f:ll_r_r‘}“_thcoryandﬂ
but also hicrarchically gendered social relations in general
id post- sm was in this sense linked to the activism of conscious-

~ith Beauvoir.) Femjnists also built on Betty Friedan’s The Fg@i@éye
r Mystigue-(Y963)-and the work of later feminists like Nancy
Chodorow, Sandra Gilbert, Susan Gubar, Adrienne Rich, Audre
Lorde, Kate Millett, Héléne Cixous, and Luce Irigaray. The found-
ing in the United States of the National Organization of Women in
1966 and of Ms magazine in 1972 were also key events.

The feminist wave in film studies was first heralded by the emer:
gence of women’s film festivals (in- New- York and Edinburgh)-ins-
1972 as well as by popular early 1970s books like Molly Haskell’s

From Revevence to Rape, Marjorie Rosen’s Popeorn Vemis, and Joan
et re o SR Sl vy T etedsutnl vt

-Feminist theory, as has often been pointed out, is not single but
ural. Feminism has millennial roots going back to mythical figures

racrea sistrata. But during the century of cinema there have beenatleast M@Br_{s Women and Sexuality in the New Film. Molly Haskell’s
ter Tri- ~waves of feminist activism (in the West);"the first linked to the* cautiously feminist book, for example, rejected melioristic assump-
ssure,

ggle for universal suffrage; and the second’emerging from: the tions about women’s progress in the cinema, tracing instead a

provide iberationist political movements of the 1960s. The Women’s Lib- ' zigzagging trajectory from chivaliic “reverence” in the silent erd, to
= : afion v ment was numed in the 1960s on the model of the the “rape” of 1970s Hollywood, with the zenith formed by the
Black Liberation movement, just as the coinage “sexism” was spunky heroines of screwball comedies in the 1930s. Haskell criti-

modeled on “racism.” (Black liberationist and anti-colonialist women
of color also did feminist work, but not necessarily in the contcxt_c?f
film theory.} Many feminists built their analysis of sexism on previ-
ous understandings of racism, a move that recalled the eatlier paral-
elism between the first-wave feminist critique of paternalism and
the abolitionist critique of slavery. Film feminism, like feminism gen-
rally, built on “early fem-inist®-texts-like Virginia Woolf’s 1.*1,Ra'om
of-One’s Own-and de Beauvoir’s The.Second Sex. De Beauvoir’s u'clg,_w

mplied a rejection of Freud’s sexual monism, the idea that there.

cized both Hollywood anti-feminist backlash films and phaliocentric
European art films, while crediting the “woman’s picture” with giv-
ing some voice to women suffering under patriarchy. These books
gencrally stressed questions of representations of women, especially
frough negative stereotypes — madonnas, whores, vamps, scatter-
.. brains, bimbos, gold diggers, schoolma’ams, nags, sex kittens — which
infant ized Women, or demonized them, or turned them into ram-

[he de-.
crisis of
the fact
reasing

st

pant sex objects. They showed that filmic sexism, like sexisii i £He ™
.- T thrée-dimensional world, was protean: it could involve idealizing
S 3 P 5

i
newerremtemr “
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women as morally superior beings, inferiorizing them as castrateq

and asexual, hyperbolizing them as horrifically powerful femme,
farales, envying them for their reproductive capacitics, or fearing
them as the incarnations of nature, age, and death. The cinema con-
fronted women with a kind of Catch-22. As novelist Angela Carter
put it, “In the celluloid brothel of the cinema, where the merchan-
dise may be eyed endlessly but never purchased, the tension be-
tween the beauty of women, which is admirable, and the denial of
the sexuality which is the source of that beauty but is also immoral,
reaches a perfect impasse” (Carter, 1978, p. 60).

Feminism provides a large-scale methodological and theoretical
grid which has implications for every facet of thinking about film. In
terms=of authorship, feminist film theory crlnqued ahcmboysK-clab
masculinism of auteurism. whlle also agilitating- Ihe f_areheolo ical?

recovery of female auteurs such as ‘Alice Guy-BI Blache (arguably thcv

Loobs in. the Umted States; Azrza Am1r m Egypt _Mana.Landeta m |

Me)nco and Gllda de Abreu and Carmen Sant?os in Brazﬂ «Theonsts

“q nesnon of

of “sewi ing,” and “sCr rptgnl a kuiid of nuyrng, Upjs arrc:‘ ,gr ,,é&le
ries of spectatorship (the female gaze, masochism, masqnerade) -

Early film feminism focused on practical goals of consciousness-
raising, on denunciation of negative media imagery of women, as
well as on more theoretical concerns. As the “Womanifesto™ of the
1975 New York Conference of Feminists in the Media put it: “We
do not accept the existing power structure and we are committed to
changing it by the content and structure of our images and by the

. - H 7%
ways we related to each other in our work and with our audience

{Rich, 1998, p. 73). Partly reworking and. reinvoicing. the pre--

existing amalgam of Marxism, semiotics, and psychoanalysis deploycd
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by-eather (largely male) critics, theorists such as Laura Mulvey, Pam,
| Gook, Rosalind Coward, Iacquelme Rose, Kaja Sllverman Mary Ay
EDoanc, Judith Mayne, Sandy Flitterman-Lewis, Elizabeth Cowre

Gertrud Koch, Parveen Adams, Teresa de Lauretis; and many Othets

criticized the naive essentialism of early: femimsm,_m_olmgms_fogm\f
‘from_'brologlcal sexual 1c1er1t1tyJ seén-as.tied to-*nature;?-to: “gey,
¥ al and-historical con |
thel Sty ble.-Rather than. focus
on  the “1mage of women femm1st r_heonsts transferred their atten o b
' to th SHALSEIE AR therole-ofve eur '
IAFCISSISIY N the, constmcnon-oﬁ;-‘-' :
jew of Women TJns discussion took the debates beyond the s1mp!¢
corrective task of pointing out mistepresentations and stereotypes,
in order tosexamine-the"way-dominant. cinema engenders 1ts. spec.
tator. In: “Women s Cmerna_ as O Counter Cmema” ~.an essay first
written for the Women s Event at the Ed.rnburgh Frlm Festival in
ohnston called for an analytic. focus not.only_on
Mrm age but also on the textual Lic onographlc and narrative operations.
that maneuvered women into subordinate e positions. Male charac.
ters.in film, Jolnston ‘pointed "out, tend to be active, highly in-
d1v1duahzed figures, while female ﬁgures seem like abstract entities
\from a timeless world of myth. At the same time, Johnston called for
a feminist filmmaking that would mmgle both reflexive distancing_

-jand the play of female desire.!
1

s

i,

»-.T!ﬂ.eoe:ists,sn-c-b as, fohoston, and juarnals

GAlle@RSTavadicald construetron of patriarci, 0¢
and "tk fhe elaborauon of an avant—gaf ¢ ferninist c1nemrnghﬁgd
by the work of Marguerr ¢.Duras, Yvoni - Rainer, Nelly Kaplan, and
Chantal Akcrrnan F1Irn fcrmmsm was gpecrally strong in Britain,

the mted States and Northern Europe (Despite the importance

of women theorists in France — “Cixous, Irigaray, Wittig — and de-
ispite the importance of French women filmmakers, feminist film
+theory was not a strong presence there.)

Feminism was also impacted.by diverse-curients:from. within psy-
Choanaly31s In Psychoanalysis and: Feminism. (1974) Juliet-Mitchell

argued that-although Fred cerfainly reflected the patriarchial atd--
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al Pleasure.and Narrative Cinema.” The essay enlisted (the nop- s

: %.St:) can-and-(the equally non-fcmmmt) Algi}oﬁger mto the

i ot

horeographs thremﬁams of_jigaze » thatof the camera, that of .
haracters looking at one another, ¢ and_that-of the Spectat()r
uged to voyeunsucally 1dcr1t1fy w1th a mascuhmst gazeat womap,
minant cinema reinscribes pamarchal conventions by prmlcgmg
¢ male in terms of both narrative and spectacle. “Interpellation,”
\ Mulvey, is gendered. The- male is made the active sub}ect of thc

choamlytlc incarnation, was-Laura Mulvey’s seminal 1975 essay. i

project by srgiing for the gendered nature of narrative and -
view in-classical HoHywoocl cinema. Tor Ney the dine

rative and the female the passive object of a spectatona[ gaze

|efiied as male, The man is the driver of the narrative Vehicle, while

fhe woman is the passenger. Visual pieasure in the cinema thus re-
produced a structure of male looking and female. to-be-looked-at-
&ss, a binary structure which mirrored the -asymmetrical power
elations operative in he real social world. “Women spectators had
he Hobson’s Choice of identifying either with the active male pro- ..
agonist or with the passive, victimized female antagonist. The cin-
'ma could be voyeuristic_4. /a. “Hitchcock - where the spcctator

th&thc male gaze atan ob1ccuﬁed femalc — fcusmsuC .

otic Eowcr

" Christmc Gledhill questioned the cxciuswcly textual nature of ﬁlm
femxmsm “under the insistence of the semiotic production of mean- .
mg, the effecnmty of social,; economic and political practice. thx:;:at-
“ens to disappear -altogether” (Glcdhﬂl in Doane ct al., 1984).

" Elizabeth Cowie, in “Fantasia” (1984), called for muldple and Cross=
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gender identfications. David Rodowick (1991 ) argued that Mulvey’s
theory failed to allow for historical var1ab111ty :A special issue of Cam-..
pra Obscara (1989) featured:some fifty responses to Mulvey’s essay.
Mulvey’s model was now regarded as overly deterministic, blind to
hie diverse ways in which women could
“mine the male gaze _~ i
Many feminists pointed to the ideological limitations of Freud-
janism, with its privileging of the phallus, of male voyeurism, and of
an oedipal scenario which left little place for female subjectivity, quite .
apart from such subtly gendered concepts as “analytic neutrality.”
Freud, it was pointed out, was concerned with the oedipal trajectory
only of the male child. Mary Ann Doane argued that the overwhelm-
ing presence to itseif of the female body made it 1m90551blc for womena
--to Establishthe distance from. the image necessary for voyeuristic
pleasure and control: The wholgﬂ_g: neeptof oane pointed |,
“out;-had little to do with a female spectator “for whot castration
“€annot | pose a-threat” (sce Doane, in Doane et al,, 1984, p. 79).
E‘:‘H@EEEQEE , there were other options avajlable. The female specta-
-tor, Doane argued, could identify, transvestite- -like, with the male
T BAZE, “thus' paradoxically empowering. herselfwhile dxsempowermg

“her gender; or identify in a masochistic way with her own stigmat-

ubvert, redirect, or under- ;;'

-ization as lack { (ibid.). In her study of the woman’s film, Doane (1987)
dlstmguxshcd three subgenres — maternal, medical, and. parano1d - .
emplottcd by scenarios of masochism.and hysteria., .-,

» Inher stuc‘y of the woman’s films, The Desire to Dmrfa (1987),
' DanC argues that these: Blms; although they. foreground women

“characters ;ultimately circunscribe and frustrate their desire, lcavmg
“them with nothing to do but “desire to desire.” The various subgenres

“within this larger field work in parallel but different ways to achieve .

this effect. In-those films revolving around illness; female desire is
coopted by the institutional relation between doctor and patient. In
family melodramas, it is sublimated into motherhood. In romantic .

comedy, it is channeled into narcissism. And in- gothic horror-films;.

dcs1re is undone by anxiety.
' ~Gaylyn Studlar, meanwhile, countered Mulvey (along with Baudry .

and-Metz) by suggesting. thanmﬁmmﬁ&pgcxa orship.might lie less... .
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in.voyeurism-arid fetishism than in a-masochism  rooted'in the
chaic memory of a powerful mother. THe male reacuon to the Specs
———

tacle of sexual difference, for example m1ght be more masochistic
than sadistic: “The cinematic apparatus and the masochistic aesthete

‘ offer 1dent1f'Eatory posmons for male and female spectators that re.

Pres
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arguing that the concept of ideology remained an “indispensa
tool not only for Marxist, but for feminist and gay, studies.” P
choanalytic feminist theory argued for an understanding of feminm
iy and Tasculinity a5 cultural constructs, the result of procésses o

discursive and cultural productnon and dlfferept1auonw

1988 p. 192) Books hke Carolélover $ Men, Wamm pmd Chmn B

Saws shifted the ground of debate by suggesting that spectatorial «

~positions can oscillate berween thie"dctive-and the passive, thessadiss
_tic:and the masochistic. Gontemporary horror films, she suggested

anw Ay i L T

“do not position the male spectator toward sadism; rather, they prod .

rhale spectators to. 1dent' w;th,‘;heafemale victim {Clove r,,mm
"Rhona J. Berenstein (1995) rther comphcated the analysis of

sg_gtatorshlp in the horror film by advancing a performative view. of‘

a genre markqd by role playing and disguise;and where spectator
R fixed gender.and sexual rojes. Teresa de Lauretis
for-her-part, argued that-the- spectatpr was® positioned. bisexually;

_ ﬁlmmaklng by women. In an attempt at schematizing this vafiegateq
\productxon Ruby Rich (1998) proposed an experimental taxonomy

since the daughterne d_letﬁ.lllywreﬁa ngutshesher-desireforthe mother.:

Calhng for an “QOedipus Interruptus” which opted out of masculinist

models, de Lauretis suggested that the cinema should move beyond

in the discourses and d practices of sexuahty

e gt

"In the wake of all the criticism, Mulvey made a kind of auto-

dlfferenually by these technologies, and have conﬂictmg mvestments

cr1t1que in her “Afterthoughts on Visual Pleasure where she ac-

s,

‘ knowledged that she had neglected two 1mportant 1ssue melodrama,

8 et AT T

and the “Woman 1h the audience.”.Tn:herlater work, “Bakhtin

e e Hann

hybndlsm offered a way out-of:the binaries of Lacanianism: Ka]a
Silverman (1992), meanwhile, turned her attenuon_to “perverse,” .
non-phallic; para-oedipal masculinities that say “no” to power, while
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of the “productive hetero
to think about i issues of enunciation and address: “who is ‘making
films for whom, who is looking and speaking, how, where, and to,
whom?™? '

The period of _femmist film theory has also been the heyday of.i

of descriptive categories:

1 Validative (legitimating films about women’s struggles, e.g. Union
- Maids).

2 Correspondence (avant-garde films such as Film About a Woman
Who . . . , which inscribe their author into the text).

3 Reconstructive (formally experimental films such as Sally Pot-
ter’s Thrilley that reinvoice conventional genres).

4 Medusan (films like Nelly Kaplan’s A Very Curious Girl which
celebrate the potential of feminist texts to “blow up the law)”.

5 Corrective realism (feminist features aimed at a wide audience,
such as von Trott’s The Second Awakening of Christa Klages).

Many of the films by women had a feminist-theoretical thrust, as in
the films of Laura Mulvey and Peter Wollen, Yvonne Rainer, Marleen
Gooris, Su Friedrich, Sally Potter, Julie Dash, Chantal Akerman,
Jane Campion, Mira Nair, Lizzie Borden, and many others.

At the same time, in the 1980s and 1990s, feminists began to be
more respectful of the pleasures of mainstream cinema. In The Women

“Who Knew Too Much Tania Modleski pomted to the_remarkable
ambwalence of Hitchcock’s regard on/for women, arguing t that male

P H B
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pens ters in his work project their own sufferjng,onto the women
et e S . ”» 1 H
es.” D seters in a “dialectic of identification a_nhd“qrea .m__.I:_Cgl_lillgt_s__a_bp

their attention to popular genres, a ‘Kafﬁian’s (1998) an-

s

ificatio drama..Some feminists lauded the carnivalesque incarnations
: i ¢ “unruly woman,” who proudly makes a spectacle of he'rself as
iffere, y of negotiating invisibility in the public sphere. Drawing on
tin and Mary Douglas, Kathleen Rowe (1995) lamenFe_d the
femini s.on-melodrama and female victimization, and lauded instead
omedic transgressions of excessive women — “t00 fz‘tt, tgo funny,
- ﬁoisy, too old, too rebellious” — who unsettle social hmf’arc-hy,
' olly Haskell had partly anticipated this move by her valorization
e feisty heroines of screwball comedies.)

hite” and for marginalizing lesbians and women of color. f}ﬁcc
alker found the term “feminism” unattractive for blacks and cogcd
: term “womanist” to designate black women’s writing and criti-
m. Black feminists complained that the “Woman as Nigger” for-
Jlation failed to acknowledge that “niggers” could also be women.
Barbara Christian put it, “If defined as black, her woman nature
s often denied; if defined as woman, her blackness was often ig-
red; if defined as working class, her gender and race were muted”
uoted in Young-Bruehl, 1996, p. 514}.

w7l whic Poet Adrienne Rich (1979) acknowled‘gf:d the critique by ex-
€ law)” oriating “white solipsism,” the “tunnecl-vision which simply does . ;
wdience ot see nonwhite experience or existence as precious or significant,

Cages). nless in spasmodic, impotent guilt-reflexes, w!ai.ch have little o:
o long-term, continuing momentum or pol_mcal u.scfulness.

lla Shohat in “Gender and the Culture of Empire” pom;cd to the
olonial undertext of some of Freud’s writings* and lamented the
mitations of mainstream feminist analysis when dealing with Euro-

olonialist films like Black Narcissus, which provisionally grant the

ust, as in®
, Marleen
Akerman,
'S,

zan to be ‘power of the gaze to white female characters but only as part oé' a
e Women “colonial civilizing mission (Shohat, in Bernstein and Studlar,19? )t
markable Jane Gaines also pointed to the ethnocentrism of some feminis

theory. bell hooks argued that black female spectators were almost
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ogy on hlm noir and Christine Gledhill’s’ '(1987)“€vorkhppthe_‘

F'éminist film theory was also criticized for being normatively .

The Poststructuralist Mutation

necessarily oppositional in ways that went beyond the critical gaze
of black male spectators (see hooks, 1992, pp. 115-31).

The achievements of feminist flm theory retroactively exposed
the .masculinist underpinnings of theory itself: the eroticized mis-
ogyny of the Surrealists; the heroic (oedipal) masculinism of auteur
theory, the supposedly genderless “objectivity” of semiotics. Femi-
nists discerned sexism in the subliminal tropes that undergirded such
theories. Tania Modleski pointed out the ways that Frankfurt School

- theory, for example, feminized mass culture by linking it to qualities

stereotypically associated with women — passivity and sentimental-
ity. Through a gendered division of symbolic labor, women are held
accountable for the pernicious effects of consuming mass-culture,
while men shoulder the responsibility for generating a socially ¢riti-

- cal high culture : %

The Poststructuralist Mutation
In the late 1960s the Saussurean model and the structuralist semio-
tics derived from it came under attack — most notably from Derridean

deconstruction - and thus led to poststructuralism. The poststruc-
turalist movement shares the structuralist premise of the defermin-

~ Ing, constitutive role of language, and shares the assumption that
~ signification is based on difference, but it rejects. structuralisim’s

“dream of scientificity,” its hopes of stabilizing the play of differ-
ence within an all-encompassing master-system. '
Drawing on the work of Friedrich Nietzsche and the phenom-
enology of Husserl and Heidegger, poststructuralism saw that the
drive toward systematicity typical of structuralism should be con-
fronted by everything that it excluded and repressed. Indeed, many
of the seminal texts of poststructuralism (for example, Derrida’s Of
Grammatology, Writing and Difference, and Speech Phenomenon, all
published originally in 1967) comprised explicit critiques of the cen-
tral figures and cardinal concepts of structuralism. Derrida’s paper at
the 1966 “Languages of Criticism and the Sciences of Man” Con-
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