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GENDER AND DIFFERENCE
FRENCH THOUGHT IN AMERICAN FEMINIST CRITICISM

As is well known, American feminist criticism emerged out of the
politically committed feminists who were active during the civil rights
movement in the 1960s and the Women’s Liberation Movement which grew
out of it in the late 1960s. As a result, the impact of early feminist criticism in
the United States focused on an attempt to extend the political activism of
the decade onto the cultural domain and pursue the desired sociopolitical
changes through literary criticism by effecting a disruption in the established,
patriarchal modes of thinking which have customarily associated women
with stereotypes of inferiority and has relegated them to the realm of the
threatening Other that has to be subjugated and controlled.

The first critical works published within the perspective of this new feminist
literary activism were studies which concentrated on exploring and exposing
sexism in literature;' probed into that tedency in Western culture to
comprehend, judge and classify experience in terms of our sexual
differences, a tedency which Mary Ellman defined as “‘thought by sexual
analogy;”? exposed the “phallic criticism” traditionally practised by men;>
brought to the reader’s awareness the major stereotypical images of women
projected in literature by patriarchal ideology to the purpose of conditioning
and controlling women’s conduct;* explored the nature of power relations
between the sexes as enacted in works by male authors;® and pointed out
the exclusion of women from literary history.® This early phase of American
feminist criticism is ideological and male-centered: “It is concerned with the
feminist as reader, and offers feminist readings of texts which consider
images and stereotypes of women in literature, the omissions and
misconceptions about women in criticism, and woman-as-sign in semiotic
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systems,” as Elaine Showalter has pointed out in her article ‘‘Feminist
Criticism in the Wilderness.””

In the early 1970s, however, the focus of interest in American feminist
criticism gradually shifted to an interest in re-interpreting well-known women
writers and re-discovering “lost” women'’s texts. Feminist criticism, in other
words, became woman centered. And while in its earlier phase it emhasized
“woman as reader,” in this second phase, the emphasis fell on “‘woman as
writer,” that is, on woman as the producer of textual meaning; on the themes
that preoccupy women writers; the genres they chose to write in; and the
structures they produce. It is particularly interested in the psychodynamics of
female creativity; the issue of a distinctive, gender-conditioned female
language; the histories of both individual and collective female literary
careers; as well as an attempt to create a continuous female literary history
alongside with the male literary canon. Elaine Showalter is responsible for
labelling these two modes of feminist literary criticism “‘the feminist critique”
and ‘‘gynocritics” respectively. “The ‘feminist critique,” she says in
“Towards a Feminist Poetics,” *is essentially political and polemical, with
theoretical affiliations to Marxist sociology and aesthetics; ‘gynocritics’ is
more self-contained and experimental, with connections to other modes of
new feminist research."® The former position has been compared to the Old
Testament, “looking for the sins and errors of the past,” while the latter to
the New Testament, seeking ‘“‘the grace of imagination."®

In spite of the fact that this second phase has incorporated methodologies
from Marxist and structuralist criticism and utilized material from psychology,
linguistics, anthropology, social history and art history, “On the whole
feminist literary criticism and scholarship have been stubbornly empirical;
they have generated little theory and abstraction,” Elaine Showalter
observed in her 1975 review essay ‘“Literary Criticism,"'® and pointed out
the need for feminist criticism to “‘clarify [its] assumptions and preceedures.”
Although ‘“‘the theorical eclecticism, empiricism and individualism” that
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characterize American feminist criticism may present advantages “in terms
of flexibility, creativity, and openness to new ideas and sources,” they have,
Elaine Showalter continues, proved damaging in two respects: firstly by
delaying and/or obstructing the formulation of “a solid system of critical
theory,” they have rendered feminist criticism invisible in the eyes of the
academic world, which has not so far taken seriously the work produced by
women critics either on individual women'’s texts or on reinterpreting classic
texts; and secondly, by emphasizing the personal experience over theoreti-
cal assumptions, they have made some feminist criticism appear “more
personal and expressive than standard scholarly writing,” and the false
impression has been formed that feminist criticism is a facile enterprise.

Four years later in her essay “Towards a Feminist Poetics,” Elaine
Showalter picks up the issue of the theoretical base of feminist literary
criticism once more under the pressure of male attacks on feminist criticism
as lacking in “intellectual candor” and “precision.” “The absence of clearly
articulated theory,” she points out, “makes feminist criticism perpetually
vulnerable to such attacks, and not even feminist critics seem to agree what
it is they profess and defend.” She admitted, however, that to the radical
feminist any demand for theoretical positioning raises suspicions. Any
methodology is considered as an instrument of patriarchy that limits and
constricts. “From this perspective,” Showalter understandably remarks,
“the academic demand for theory can only be heard as a threat to the
feminist need for authenticity.”"

In the same year, Annette Kolodny made a similar statement. Reviewing
and assessing the variety and diversity of the work produced by feminist
literary critics, she pointed out the unwillingness of academia to recognize
the importance of this work and admitted: “Instead of being welcomed onto
the train, however, we have been forced to negotiate a minefield. The very
energy and diversity of our enterprise have rendered us vulneable to attack
on the grounds that we lack both definition and coherence.”’? Then she
goes on to formulate the three propositions which, she thinks, constitute the
core of current American feminist literary criticism and concludes that a
viable agenda for feminist literary criticism would be exactly “the variety and
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variability of women’s literary expression” (p. 159), a practice which places
feminist criticism securely ““with the other pluralities and pluralisms” (p. 159).
She gives up the idea of formulating ““any single reading method” and
proposes, instead,"‘a playful pluralism, responsive to the possibilities of
multiple critica’ schools and methods, but captive to none” (p. 161), as an
agenda for feminist literary criticism.

At this stage, when American feminist criticism was groping for the
formulation of a thoretical framework that would valorize its practice in the
eyes of the academy, the French theories of ecriture feminime, that is,
theories of a specifically female language that allows the eruption of the
“‘semiotic” — the pre-oedipal aspects of language associated with Mother
and the body rhythms — into the symbolic language of the Law of the Father,
that is, a socially imposed language, were gradually translated and
published into English. In spite of the scarcity of translations of French texts,
however, French thought began being echoed in the texts of a handful of
American critics who were immersed in it, like Shoshana Felman, for
instance, who as early as 1975, in her article “Women and Madness: The
Critical Fallacy,” urges women to do nothing less than to ‘“‘reinvent
language... to speak not only against, but outside of the specular
phallocentric structure, to establish a discourse, the status of which would no
longer be defined by the phallacy of masculin meaning."'* Felman’s position
is clearly reminiscent of Luce lIrigaray’'s notion of a specific woman’'s
language, whose style, she says, ‘‘resists and explodes all firmly established
forms, figures, ideas, concepts” and which she names *‘le parler femme” or
“woman-speak.” And although in a seminar, she declared that “le parler
femme"” cannot be metaspoken, that is, explained or defined, Irigaray still
gives a description of woman'’s discourse as one born by direct expression of
women'’s libidinal rhythms and characterized by simultaneity and fluidity that
allow no fixity or identification of any kind.'®

In 1979 Mary Jacobus in “‘The Difference of View" included in Women
Writing And Writing About Women, makes extensive reference to “‘recent
French writing about Women and Literature” which operates on the
Lacanian model that conceives femininity as the heterogenious Other and
relegates it to the space of the Imaginary (Lacan’s term for the pre-Oedipal
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stage of developent), thatis, the space of absence and silence and
incoherence. She also refers to Kristeva’s conception of the pre-Oedipal, or
semiotic, as she calls it, phase, in which the body rhythms of language, as
inscribed in avant quard literary practice, are challenging and subverting the
Symbolic language from within. Kristeva proposes a women’s writing that
works within male discourse but works “ceaselessly to deconstruct it: to
write what cannot be written.”"®

Yet, the work that seemed to be an attempt to bridge what Domna C.
Stanton has called “The Franco-American Disconnection”!” was the edition
by Elaine Marks and Isabelle de Courtivron of New French Feminisms in
1980, which presented a substantial introduction to French feminist
thought as well as Hester Eisenstein and Alice Jardine’s collection of essays
in The Future of Difference, that appeared in the same year and included
essays that offered a good discussion of current French trends in feminist
thought.'® The two books generated an avalance of publications of special
journal issues on French feminist thought in the next two or three years: the
Feminist Issues (1,2) and the Yale French Studies (62) preceded these
publications early in 1981; the Feminist Studies (7,2) followed in the Summer
of 1981; Signs (7,1) in the Autumn of 1981; Critical Inquiry and Diacritics in
1982; Feminist Issues came back with another issue (2,2) in the Fall of 1982
and yet another one (3,2) in the Spring of 1983. Carolyn Allen is quoted by
the editors of the Yale French Studies (62, 1981) as saying: “The American
critical tradition, until very recently, or until it has been influenced by the
French, has been a discourse entirely different from what it is beginning to
be” (Intr. p. 7).

In view of this publishing enthusiasm shown to the possibilities of the
developing connection between French and American feminists, one would
expect a warm opening up of American feminist critics to a line of thought
that had been kept from them because of the scarcity of translations.
However, the reception of French feminist thought was far from enthusia-
stic. In their first contact with French thought, American feminist critics
responded with suspicion. In a conversation for the Yale French Studies
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issue on “‘Feminist Readings” (62, 1981), American suspicions were based
on different grounds.

Sandra Gilbert admited how “troubled” and “‘excluded” she feels by the
“otherness” of French thought and, in spite of being aware that what the
French feminists are doing is “fascinating” and ‘“‘certainly essential,” her
sense of otherness “has something to do with a way in which their theory is
detouched from what we have to struggle with.” Irigaray and Cixous seem
particularly “‘anti-empirical” to her (p. 10). Susan Gubar wondered whether
the nervousness she senses in the French attempts to validate the
“‘feminine” is not a *‘conservative move” that would eventually lead to “an
entrapment in a stereotype” or whether this is really ‘“‘some genuinely new
step” (p. 8). At another point she made her supsicion about the French
theorizing more explicit: | really do wonder,” she said, ‘‘whether buying into
theoretical discourse doesn’t mean buying into just the kind of abstract
language that so much of feminism has been opposed to” (p. 10). Elizabeth
Abel expressed a strong distrust towards the ‘‘word play” that characterizes
so much of French women’s writing because she considers it a “male
priviledge.” As a feminist, she said, she is more concerned, naively perhaps,
“‘about female identity” and all she wants so do with texts is “‘to figure out
what the forms of female experience are” (p. 10). Carolyn Allen felt that
American feminist critics have to really re-educate themselves if they are to
follow the French models. “You don't find the playfulness of French
criticism,” she said, ‘‘in the American tradition. It is a whole other notion of
how you deal with texts or how you write about texts,” and admited that she
prefers the American way ‘‘because it feels less parasitic” (p. 10).

Mary Jacobus, one of the earliest exponents of French thought in the
United States, considers the French feminists’ reconsideration of psychoa-
nalysis a very important contribution to feminist literary criticism (p. 7).
Equally important she considers the contribution of French feminist thought
towards making ‘‘critical the relationsphip between gender and writing” (p.
8). She also points out the common denominator in both American and
French criticism which is that of close reading. Deconstruction, one of the
critical tools used in France, she reminds American critics, *'is exactly close
reading” (p. 11), a technique deeply entrenched in American feminist
criticism. Yet, in spite of her belief that an integration of the French feminist
theoretical criticism with the American tradition is possible, she also has
reservations regarding the emphasis Cixous and lrigaray place on the
female body, as a source for female writing, and on the “Dark Continent.”
She suspects that this stance brings us very close to a kind of essentialism
and wonders whether ‘“‘such essentialism does have a conservative
implication” (p. 8). What emerges from this exhange reveals both a genuine
interest but also a great distrust in French theoretical writing on the part of
American feminist critics.
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These two initial responses have marked the American feminist stance
since the early 1980s when, under the impact of French lignuistic
philosophical and psychoanalytic inquiry, a shift in literary critical history
became obvious. Soon after the discussion for the Yale French Studies, Ann
Rosalind Jones, in her essay “Writing the Body: Towards an Understanding
of I'ecriture feminine,” writes that the French feminists’ “assertion of a
bedrock female nature” which is used to challenge male centered thinking
“has stired up curiosity and set off resonances among American feminists
who are increasingly open to theory, to philosophical, psychoanalytic and
Marxist critiques of masculinist ways of seeing the world.”2% This rather
optimistic view, however, is only part of the story. It is true that, in the early
1980s, only some American feminist critics, already unconfortable with
traditional American critical methodologies, turned to the new sources of
feminist inquiry which the newly imported French Thought was promising.
Among the first to seek these new sources was Jane Gallop who, in 1982,
published a book with the telling title The Daughter’s Seduction: Feminism
and Psychoanalysis®® which was a follow up to her earlier essay
“Psychoanalysis and Feminism in France,” co-authored with Carolyn G.
Burke, a contribution to Eisenstein and Jardine’s collection of essays The
Future of Difference.

The relationsphip between psychoanalysis and American feminism has
not been a happy one. As early as 1974 Juliet Mitchell published her
Psychoanalysis and Feminism?? in which, focussing on Freudean psychoa-
nalysis, she pointed out that American feminists had received their Freud
though the distorted and reductionist interpretations of Wilhelm Reich, R. D.
Laing and Karen Horney, and were unwilling to accept Freudean psychoa-
nalysis as a critical tool in their inquiry. Mitchell, speaking from within the
anti-Freudean English-speaking feminism, made a plea for “a serious
reading of Freud,” for a reconsideration of his original contribution to human
psychology and warned against the very serious consequences that such a
neglect might have upon “the feminist analysis of woman’s psychology and
woman’s situation: in short, [the] grave consequences for feminism’s
effectiveness” (p. 2).

Freud, however, was gradually recovered for American feminists through
the Lacanian re-reading. Whereas Mitchell focused her discussion on Freud,
Jane Gallop focused hers on Lacan. Her intention in The Daughter's
Seduction (1982) is clearly to study “the relation between contemporary
feminist theory and the psychoanalysis of Jacques Lacan” (xi). “A

36?05 7F7eminist‘ Studies, 7, 2, (Summer 1981): 247-63; rpt. in The New Feminist Criticism, p.
21. London: Macmillan/lthaca, N. Y.: Cornell University Press, 1982.
22. Harmondsworth, England: Penguine, 1974.
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re-reading of Freud and Lacan, together with the commentaries of Cixous,
Irigaray, and Kristeva, seemed a proper step,” Janet Todd remarks in
Feminist Literary History, “‘towards the goal of dismantling the theoretical
structures in which the feminine was created as a negative term.”?®

The introduction of Lacanian psychoanalysis, which is closely wed with
post-structural linguistics, as well as the introduction of theories of ecriture
feminine which were developed as a response to current French intellectual
debates by the main women theorists in France, Héléne Cixous, Luce
Irigaray and Julia Kristeva, into the American literary scene generated an
interest in the issue of sexual difference as represented in language. As
early as 1978, Stephen Heath, in his essay ‘“Sexual Difference and
Representation,” defines a masculine discourse as one ‘“‘which fails to take
into account the problem of sexual difference in its enunciation and
address.”®* The stance of early American feminists regarding sexual
tion. Although they attacked male misrepresentations of women, the
biological difference was not considered as constituting an opposition but
rather a polarization.?®> Men and women, they claimed, were of equal
intellectual value and thus they aimed at an equal status in social relations. A
good example of this kind of criticism, which aimed at invalidating
essentialist notions of femininity resulting in social and literary stereotypes,
is the collection of essays Women in a Sexist Society,?® in which Orick calls
the notion of a gendered language ““The Testicular Theory of Literature” and
claims she would rather master male language that would allow her share
men’s power than create a new language for women.

However, since the mid-1970s, when feminist inquiry shifted its focus on
woman centered texts, when it moved away from the ‘“‘feminist critique” to
“‘gynocritics,” to use Elaine Showalter's terms, American feminist critics
developed an interest in the essentially “feminine” which presupposes a
unitary subject, the female. Patricia Spacks, in The Female Imagination
(1975), Ellen Moers, in Literary Women: The Great Writers (1976), and Nina
Auerbach, in Community of Women (1978), all are seeking to point out the
essentially feminine. The first American to enunciate “difference” and
promote a woman's language was the poetess Adrienne Rich. In Of Woman
Born (1977) Rich, like Kristeva, rethinks the maternal and creates a new
language for feminist criticism. In On Lies, Secrets, and Silence (1980)%7,

23. New York: Routledge, 1988, p. 63
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25. See Grace Stewart, A New Mythos (Vermont: Eden Press, 1979).
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Norton 1976); On Lies, Secrets and Silence: Selected Prose 1966-1978, (New York: W. W
Norton, 1979).



GENDER AND DIFFERENCE 229

she argues that women’s rituals are a kind of linguistic response to a
patriarchal social and cultural world. The most successful rejection of male
discourse, however, has been effected by Mary Daly whose prose has often
been likened to Helene Cixous’s. Her publications, Gyn/Ecology and Pure
Lust?® are the earliest examples of ecriture feminine within an American
context. Like Cixous, Daly claims that we should re-connect our language
and our bodies in order “to re-member the dis-membered body of our
heritage” (1978, p. 23).

An interesting side-effect of this tendency is, that, after the initial
downgrading of sexual difference during the early stages of American
feminist thought, when “‘feminist theorists bolstered claims for equality with
claims of similarity,”2° the work of some American feminist critics seemed to
give rise to a re-emergence of a rather essentialist view of sexual difference
which, paradoxically enough, echoed very closely the partriarchal notion of
womanhood and femininity. Susan Griffin, for instance, emphasized the
Victorian notion of motherhood, female virtue and the traditional association
of women with nature; Betty Friedman reasserted the special female
qualities and the role of woman in the family; Jean Betty Elshtain revalorized
the given patriarchal order and woman’s sphere in the home; and Carol
Mcmillan celebrated woman’s relation to nature and life processes through
her reproductive role.*°

After the impact of French theories of the ecriture feminine in the late
1970s, the native American feminist critical tradition to locate the essentially
“feninine” features in female texts and thus establish a continuous and
autonomous female tradition shifted its focus, as Elizabeth Abel put it, in
Writing and Sexual Difference, “from recovering a lost tradition to
discovering the terms of confrontation with the dominant tradition. Aware
that women writers inevitabldy engage in a literary history and system of
conventions shaped primarily by men, feminist critics now often strive to
elucidate the acts of revision, aprropriation and subversion that constitute
the female text. The analysis of female talent grappling with a male tradition
translates sexual difference into literary differences of genre, structure, voice
and plot” (p. 2). The earliest, perhaps publication towards that direction is

28. Mary Daly, Gyn/Ecology, (Boston: Beacon Press, 1978); Pure Lust, (London: The
Women’s Press, 1984).

29. Elizabeth Abel, Writing and Sexual Difference, (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1982), p. 1.

30. Susan Criffin, Woman and Nature: The Roaring Inside Her, (New York: Harper & Row,
1978); Betty Friedman, The Second Stage, (1981); revised edition: (New York: Summit Books,
1968); Betty Jean Elshtain, Public Man, Private Woman: Women in Social and Political
Thought, (Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University Press, 1981); Carol McMillan, Women, Reason,
Nature: Some Philosophical Problems with Feminism, (Princeton, N. J.: Princeton University
Press, 1982).
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the already mentioned collection of essays, Women Writing and Writing
About Women in 1979 edited by Mary Jacobus,®' an attempt, as Maggie
Humm observes “'to assess syntactical patterns of slippage or dislocation as
representative of women’s shared refusal of aspects of language itself.”?

As a result, the 1980s has witnessed a proliferation of publications
exploring the ways in which gender is inscribed in literary texts and has
initiated a new direction in feminist literary criticism known as ‘‘gender
studies,” a field of research which includes gender as a category of analysis.
This development is a shift which Elaine Showalter in Speaking of Gender,
which she edited in 1989, considers as ‘‘one of the most striking changes in
the humanities in the 1980s."%* Gender, as she explains, has been used,
within Anglo-American feminist discourse, to denote “‘social, cultural and
psychological meaning imposed upon biological sexual identity” (pp. 1-2).
Gender theories, she points out, is not a phenomenon unique to literary
studies. Homologous theories have developed in contiguous human
disciplines such as philosophy, psychology, anthropology and history.
Although gender denotes the socially constructed identity and *‘sex” the
biological identity as male or female, the terms “‘gender” and ‘‘sexual
difference” are often used interchangeably in feminist criticism. However,
Elaine Showalter insists that “The term ‘sexual difference’ comes out of
discourses of poststructuralism and psychoanalysis, and originates with the
question of difference in language, subjectivity, and identity” (p. 3), while the
term ‘“‘gender” is used by materialist critics who emphasize history and
social process in the construction of human identity as male or female.

Making a Difference: Feminist Literary Criticism,** edited by Gayle Green
and Coppelia Kahn in 1985 deals with the issues of the social construction of
woman (G. Green and C. Kahn essay); the gender principle and the politics
of language (Nelly Futcmanessay essay); as well as the inscription of
femininity in literary discourse (Ann Rosalind Jones essay). A year later, in
1986, Nancy K. Miller edited The Poetics of Gender,®®> whose individual
essays brought into full awareness the fact that sexual difference is socially
constructed, and attempted to show the constitutive role of this constructed
difference in the production and reception of literature as well as in the canon
fromation. Reading Woman: Essays in Feminist Criticism,>® edited by Mary

31. see above note 8.

32. ““Feminist Literary Criticism in America and England," in Women's Writing: A Challenge to
Theory, Moira Monteith, ed., (G. Britain: The Harvester Press Ltd., 1986), p. 105.

33. New York/London: Routhledge, 1989, p. 1

34. London/New York: Methuen, 1985.

35. New York: Columbia University Press, 1986.

36. New York: Columbia University Press, 1986
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Jacobus in the same year, addresses “‘both ‘reading’ and ‘woman’ —
whether as reader, as writer, or as read;and especially as represented in and
by Freudean and Lacanian psychoanalysis... both the question of feminist
reading and the related (for me inseparable) question of reading ‘womarf as
a figure for sexual difference” (ix). Gender and Theory, edited by Linda
Kaufman in 1989, further explores the issue of gender.®”

The fact that Elaine Showalter, who has been accused of a rather
stubborn insistence on the socio-cultural method and content in both her
essays and books,®® has been opening up to the sublter and more delicate
connections of literature and consciousness, gender and language, is an
example of the impact French feminist thought has had on American
feminist criticism in the past decade.

Gender studies and the emphasis they place on the exploration of sexual
difference in literary discourse has led to taking issue with other differences
that may influence the use of language in writing, differences such as race
and sexual preference. As a result, since the early 1980s there have been
attempts to formulate a Black as well as a Lesbian feminist criticism.
Adrienne Rich’s crucial essay “‘Compulsory Heterosexuality and Lesbian
Existence”®® enlarged the categories of lesbianism and black culture and
provided American feminist criticism with a new dimension.*® Lacanian and
Derridean concepts, on the other hand, have also helped cultural feminists
like Gayatri Spivak and Judith Kegan Gardiner to develop their own
concepts of feminist culture.*!

Yet, in spite of the impact that French Feminist Thought seems to have
had on American literary discourse, as outlined above, and in spite of the
appearance of books like Alice Jardine’s Gynesis: Configurations of Woman
and Modernity*> which demonstrates the valorization of the feminine
principle in French philosophical, psychological and literary discourse, the
majority of American feminist critics are still skeptical about the theorization
of feminist critical discourse. An instance of this stance is evinced in Janet
Todd’s Feminist Literary Theory, which, as late as 1988, comes as “‘a
defense of the early socio-historical enterprise.”® “My concern,” says Todd

37. Linda Kaufman, ed., (Oxford/New York: Basil Blackwell, 1989).

38. Janet Todd, Feminist Literary History, (New York: Routledge, 1988),pp. 39-44.

39. in On Lies, Secrets and Silence; see note 27.

40. A. Snitow's essay in Desire: The Politics of Sexuality, A. Snitow et al., eds (London:
Virago, 1984) is a good introduction to the major shifts in American feminist criticism that
occurred in the early 1980s as a result of debates about sexuality and culture.

41. see G. Spinak’s “‘Unmaking and Making in To the Lighthouse”in Women and Language
in Literature and Society, S. McConnell-Ginet et al., eds., (New York: Praeger, 1980); and J. K.
?7a7rd1ir;er’s ““On Female Identity and Writing by Women” in Writing and Sexual Difference, pp.

-191.
42. Ithaca, N. Y. and London: Cornell University Press, 1985.
43. see above note 38.
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in her Introduction, “‘remains primarily with the socio-historical criticism
which with all its limitations, has held resolutely to its rooted convinction that
the subject is women, not the human or the humanist condition in general,
not “woman,” not a part of women like the vagina or the uterus, not an
expression of women like sexuality or ‘feminine writing” (p. 4). Yet, she
realizes that the confrontation of the two modes of feminist thinking, the
socio-historical American and the psychoanalytical French, is inevitable but
believes that “we should remain in contest and not rush towards some
limiting and limited synthesis” (p. 6).

In spite of stances, beliefs and hopes, however, the process of intellectual
history is irreversible. French thought has permeated American feminist
criticism and the inevitable compromises have already been taking place,
specially among the younger generation of scholars, to successfully render
the “Franco-American disconnection” into a Franco-American alliance.

NEPIAHWH

Mapia ©. AvactaconouUAou, Mévog kat dtapopd: MaAAIkn okEyn
Kkat Auepikavikn @evioTikn Kpitikn

To apBpo autd eEetdlel TV LOTOPIKN €EEAIEN TNG AHEPLKAVIKIG
(PEUIVIOTIKNG KPITIKNAG, ONwg avantuxdnke kat eEeAixBnke HETA TOUG
AywVEeG Yla TA MOAITIKA dikaiwpata kat Tnv avalwnipworn Tou QEULVL-
OTIKOU Klvijpatog katd tn dekaetia tou 1960.

MapouotdZel toug Adyoug Mou €kavav avaykaia tnv yévvnon Kat tnv
AvAanTugn Qg QEUIVIOTIKNG AOYOTEXVIKNG KPITIKAG OTN GUYKEKPIUEVN
QuTA OTLYHR, TIG TPWTEG HAXNTIKEG BETEIQ TTOU MPav Ol PEULVIOTPLES
KPITIKO{ HE OKOTIO va ekBEoouv Tov AavBaopévo, “katd oeEouaAlkn
avaloyia’’, Tpéro okéYng Tou AuTtikoU Eupwmnaikou MoAwtiopou, Ty
“@aAAIKT) AOYOTEXVIKA) KPITIKN", Mou Katd napddoon efackouv ot
AvdPEQ KPITIKOI, Ta OTEPEOTUMIKA MPOTUNA Yuvalkeiwv POAwv, TOU
Avdpeg OUYYPaPeiq £xouv Mpowbnoel pEow TNG Aoyorexviag, He
okomd va dlaiwvioouv Tnv natplapxikn Wdeoloyia, TNV guon Kat ™my
SUVAUIKA TV OXE£oewv HETaEU Twv QUAwY, Onwg npoe)\ﬁenKe ano
AvdPEG OUYYPAPE(G, Kal TEAOG TOV AMOKAEIOUO TWV YUVAIKWV ouyypa-
Qéwv amd TIG LoTopieg Tng Aoyotexviag kat tn ddaktéa UAn ota
OXOAEiQ Kal T MAVETIOTNHIA. '

3TN ouvéxela To ApBpo KAavel oapr) TNV aAdayr rou MapouCLaoTNKe
ané Tic apxég tng dekastiag Tou 1970, OMOTE N PEULVIOTIKN KPLTIKN
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Apx1oe va acxoAeital meploooTEPO HE KEIUEVA YUVALKDV ouYYPaAPEWY,
va Eavcupspval oTNV eMKaPOTNTA KElPEVA yuvalkdy, Ta omoia eixav
“xabel” 1 “Eexaotel”’, va emavepunvelel Keipeva YUVAIK®OV ouyypa-
PEWY, vc1 eEepeuvd Ta Bépata Tou TG amacxoAolv, To €idog mou
SIAAEYOUV VA EKGPACOUV TOV MPOBANUATIONO TOUG, TIG Souég Tou
napdyouv Kab@g Kal TNV YuxodUVAHIKY TNG YUValke{ag dNULoUpYLIKO-
Tag. 2’ auth TN ¢Acn, Mou N GNUICHEVN KPLTIKOG Kal Kanyntpla oto
mavenoTAuLo Tou MpivoTtov xapakIiploe oav «YUVALKOKPLTIKN" (“gy-
nogritics”), éupaon d566nke 0To BEUa Hag AoyoTeXVIKNG YALOoag Kat
ékppaong mou va kabopiletat amd to UA0 TNG dNUOUPYOU.

S’ autd To onueio T™g €EENENG TNG AHEPIKAVIKNAG QPEUIVIOTIKIG
AOYOTEXVKIG KPLTIKNG, TIOU TTAVTA UTINPEE EUMELPLKT] KAL TPAKTLKT, SNA.
TMAVTa 0e OTEVT OXEOT e TO (510 TO AOYOTEXVIKO Keipevo, ot FaANKEG
Bewpieg yla wa “yuvaikeia ypapn’” (“écriture feminine”), 6mwg avarti-
x8nkav aré tig FaAAideg Bewpntikoug Helen, Cixous, Luce Irigaray kat
v BouAyapoyahAida Julia Kristeva, dpxioav va petagpafovral ota
ayyAikd. To apBpo autd eEetdlel v umodoxn TwV BewPLDY AUTOV
and TG ApEPIKAVIdEG KPITIKOUG Kal TNV eMidpact) Toug Mavw oTnv
€EENEN TNG AUEPLKAVIKAG KPLTIKAG OKEWNG. Mapd tnv emupUAagn Kat
TOV OKETTTIKIOUO TOU EKONADBNKE oTNV apxr, 0 SIAAoyog ToU akoAoU-
Bnoe Vv enagn Twv dU0 SLaPOPETIKWOV andPewV Kal MPOoeYYioEWV
£dwae TNV wBnon yla t yévvnon, otn dekaetia tou 1980, HEAETWV TTOU
egepeuvolv Tov TPOTIO PE TOV OTOI0 TO GUAO TOU/TNG Cuyypagéa
Kataypagpetar oto Aoyotexvikd keipevo, mou mapdyel. H véa autn)
TAoM OTN AOYOTEXVIKN PEULVIOTIKN KPLTIKY) EXEL ovopaaTel “FeveTikég
>moudéq” (“Gender Studies”) kat eival éva medio €pguvag, oTo onoio To
Yévog/@UAo Tou ouyypapéa auvumoloyiletal wg mapdywv avaiuong
TWV AOYOTEXVIKOV KEWPEVWY. Ze avTiBeon Pe TIG apXIKEG BEOELG TwV
PEULVIOTPLOV KPLTIKOV, BECEIG OL oToiEG avTavakAoUoav To G680 TwV
YUVakaov 6t n dtapoporoinor Toug and to dAho ¢pUAo mapousiale Tov
Kivduvo va ‘“yketomomnBoUv” ol yuvaikeg ouyypageig, o 6An Tn
dldpkela g dekaestiag Tou 1980, umootnpiletal, 6Tl n dlaPopd éxi
po6vo eival Bepitr), alG anoTeAel kal To oToleio mou dlapopormolei Ta
Keipeva avdpiv Kat Yuvalkgv ouyypagémyv. Ot “YeveTIKEG OTIOUBEG”
€dwoav d8nom, dote mépa amd TO YEVOG/PUAO WG MAPAyovTag
avaAuong va cuvumoloyiZeTal 0 QUAETIKGG TIapdyovTag Kaddg Kal o
napayovtag g 0eEoUaALKng mpoTiunong. ‘ETol £Xoupe Sel Ta TEAEU-
Taia xpdvia v avanTuEn NG appo-apepIKAVIKNG Bewpiag AoyoTexvi-
KNG KPLTIKAG KaB™G Kat TNg AeoBiag 1) oHOQUAOPUAIKAG AOYOTEXVIKNG
KPLTIKNG.
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