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Introduction

Beginning with this issue of The Journal of the Midwest Modern Language Associa-
tion, we shall experiment with publishing a few issues on specific topics, which
have been chosen and announced in advance by the Executive Committee and the
editor. We hope that these topics meet with your interest, and that the essays
form important contributions to the current critical debate.

The present topic, “Cultural Studies and New Historicism,” grew from the
current wide interest in “literature and culture” courses in English and foreign
literatures, the formation of separate cultural studies programs, and always ques-
tions: What do we mean by culture? What aspects of culture, whose culture do
we choose? How do we see the relationship between literature and culture?
What theoretical models do we find useful in analyzing cultural formations? The
following essays address some of these questions and attempt to clarify the
agendas of New Historicism and cultural studies, terms that have too often come
to mean almost anything.

New Historicism’s combining of the descriptive method of local knowledge
taken from cultural anthropology with Michel Foucault’s and Jacques Derrida’s
poststructuralist notions of circulation and exchange created an interdisciplinary,
intricate way of describing culture. Developed primarily by Renaissance scholars,
New Historicism has been rapidly appropriated by critics in other literary periods
and literatures. With its popularity has grown polemical critique, which involves
many aspects of the marxism-deconstruction debate. The new historicists inter-
est in rejecting any narrative and reducing everything to the anecdotal has at least
been regarded as suspect.

The sequence of the following essays suggests a trajectory from New Histor-
icism to the British version of cultural studies. Aram Veeser’s attempt to establish
a “new” New Historicism that overcomes the mere anecdotal and makes room for
political agency exemplifies the strengths and shortcomings of New Historicism.
Tom Lewis’s essay “The New Historicism and Marxism” analyzes and further
clarifies New Historicism’s own interest and politics.

If New Historicism embraces paralyzing politics, cultural studies, as defined in
Cary Nelson’s manifesto, challenges the critic to be politically committed to pro-
gressive projects. Paul Smith’s report of his teaching an introductory course in
cultural studies further clarifies the question “What is cultural studies? ” by empha-
sizing the reasons for cultural analysis. “Feminism and Cultural Studies,” the
topic of Anne Balsamo’s essay, provides an informative, detailed map of the grow-
ing field of feminist cultural studies. Commitment and radical critique of the Bir-
mingham cultural studies group are examined by Vincent Leitch in relation to the
members’ position on poststructuralism. Joseph Buttigieg’s essay entitled “After
Gramsci” reminds us of Gramsci’s exemplary role as theorist and practitioner of
cultural studies.




Feminism and Cultural Studies

Anne Balsamo

Multi-, Inter-, or Post-Disciplinary?

From the early feminist work by those associated with the Centre for Contem-
porary Cultural Studies in Birmingham in the 1970s and 1980s to more recent
work that explicitly names itself “feminist cultural studies,” a dense agenda for
critical feminist work has been elaborated and disseminated. From the onset
feminist cultural studies has been multi-disciplinary, multi-cultural, and inher-’
ently contradictory, so that simply to claim that feminist cultural studies is by
definition interdisciplinary doesn’t do justice to the specificity of the range of cul-
tural work going on in its name. By the late 1980s, feminist cultural studies
named an inherently diverse set of projects—situated in different national con-
texts: German, French, U.S., Canadian, Indian, Australian, British, Nicara-
guan, Brazilian; written from different political standpoints: women of color
womanist, marxist-feminist, women-in-exile, postcolonialist, lesbian studiesj
grounded in different intellectual traditions: poststructuralism, psychoanalysis,
sociology, philosophy, medical science, anthropology, film studies, literar}:
studies, and education. The density and multiplicity of sources and methodolo-
gies that have informed both feminist scholarship and cultural studies suggest
that feminist cultural studies might best be regarded not as interdisciplinary or
multidisciplinary but rather as postdisciplinary: no longer able, in other words
to fully recover its source disciplines and, indeed, no longer entirely interested in,
doing so. Given such a range of contexts, the task of “mapping the field” is
daunting at best. My intent in this essay is to identify divergent lines of analysis
and significant issues among the different projects of feminist cultural studies.?

The trajectory that describes the development of cultural studies itself is
neither smooth nor uni-directional. It belongs equally within a story about
A@erican post-modernity, in another about the institutionalization of literary
criticism in Britain and more recently in the United States, and in yet another of
the establishment of the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies in Birming-
ham, England.? Because the definition of cultural studies is itself historical —
there is no essential definition of cultural studies —it follows that the appropriate
definitional strategy for feminist cultural studies is also historical. In effect, the
work that [ cite bears the name of feminist cultural studies because the aut,hors
either situate themselves within a tradition of cultural studies or explicitly
address a line of questions coming out of cultural studies. My definitional strat-
egy requires the rereading of certain projects from within a particular frame-
work, one that is centrally concerned with the development of cultural theory.
At the risk of being superficial, I choose a survey model to structure this essay
which is intended to provide readers with a necessarily brief, but scopic, over-
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view of a growing field. Given the nature of feminist cultural studies it is impos-
sible to define the field in terms of a dominant paradigm, and to do so would cer-
tainly not be in keeping with the open and inclusive intent of the field itself. But
if by definition we mean a project of historical mapping, then this essay could be
understood to address the broad co-ordinates of a such a map. The three sections
of this essay roughly sketch out the shape of the historical evolution of feminist
cultural studies from the late 1970s to the 1990s. In each section I briefly describe
a specific work or text and then elaborate the contribution each offers to the
development of the broader framework; my intent is to suggest the diversity of
feminist cultural studies without opening on to an empty pluralism; I will try,
that is, to represent both the dissemination and the specificity of feminist cultural
studies. I begin with a characterization of a hypothetical founding moment
marked by the publication of the book, Women Take Issue, by the Women
Studies Group at the CCCS. The second section describes the evolution of femi-
nist cultural studies in the 1980s through its engagement with feminist literary
criticism and theory on the one hand, and with the ethnographic methods of sub-
culture research on the other. The final section reports on the status of feminist
cultural studies in the early 1990s as exemplified by two fronts of cultural poli-
tics: one that is defined by the issues articulated by women of color and postcolo-
nial theorists around questions of position, nationalist and ethnic identity, and
cultural theory, and a second that addresses the developments in feminist think-
ing about science, technology, and the body. By the end, I hope to suggest
what’s at stake in claiming the name of feminist cultural studies.

Feminism and the Development of Cultural Studies

Feminist cultural studies takes shape first in Britain as part of the evolvement
of British socialist-feminism. One of its beginning points is with the work asso-
ciated with the feminist historians who were part of the History Workshop
movement begun in the 1960s.> The influence of a historicist cultural material-
ism is marked by the commitment, in feminist cultural theory, to resist the temp-
tation of grand theorizing in favor of developing a model of study that produces
historically specific cultural analyses.* Another beginning can be traced back to
the influence of British socialist feminists who, though they rely on Marxist
theory, marked their critical difference from it because of its economic determin-
ism and inadequate treatment of the role of women in capitalism. Although the
encounters among members of these sometimes overlapping intellectual commu-
nities and their engagement with the central figures of cultural studies (Marx,
Althusser, Williams, among others) has its own interesting history, what was
shared and passed on was a commitment to the investigation of the material con-
ditions of women’s lives under capitalism.

One of the first books to explicitly address the intersections between feminist
studies and cultural studies is the edited collection, Women Take Issue: Aspects of
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Women's Subordination (1978) which includes essays and an introduction writt
by members of the Women’s Studies Group at the CCCS.6 In the introdwr;' o
the crditorial group “takes issue” with the “invisibility” c;f women not ;)lﬁllofl’
relation to the articles in the early volumes of Working Papers in Cultural St i],'m
but also in “much of the intellectual work done within the Centre.” Cg N
quently, the Women Take Issue collection illuminates two important ;15 e tnse%
the cultural formation that would later be called feminist cultural studies pOCnst}?
one han.d, the working group was self-consciously concerned to con.struct :
descnptlve statement about the process of “doing” feminist intellectual work
both in relation to the CCCS and within the broader context of the Briti };
women’s liberation movement.” As a result, early on, feminist cultural stud]‘s
was m{zrked by a reflexive mode of analysis that took seriously the res onsib'l'ltes
to elucidate its own conditions of possibility in an academic institutionpas 1111 .
its own political accountability to a broader social movement On,thevi)ethas
hand, a second equally important contribution was to address' the struct eci
absence of feminist work and “woman” from the theoretical framework ured
problematics which animated scholars at the Centre at that time.® This is tll) stan
thvat. the‘ early feminist engagement with cultural studies was alr.ead deﬁnezl aee
c'rxtlcal intervention into a field that was itself an emergent format}ilon In c;l;'a
tion to establishing a feminist presence in the work of the Centre 'the li lk_
represents a characteristic move or stance that will become more ror’loun ccl)o'
the %at.er development of feminist cultural studies, by including a rfn eof dC'e e
femlplst perspectives that explicitly take “culture” to be a focal poi : f hlverse
duction of feminist criticism. pomteTieprer
By way of a brief example of the more central feminist perspectives that invi
orate the production of critical cultural work in Britain, consider the r “Vlg;_
frameworks employed in the articles in the Women Takejlssue book: whange ¥
tartlcle by Lucy Bland and others theoretically interrogates the adequa.c OFI;:I .
1st concepts to account for the material subordination of women, a }s,econdarg(-
Angela McRobbie details the experience of working-class girls within apred 4
nantlx middle-class culture of femininity; yet another essay considers thfre O}I:“'
anfllytlc dynamics of the cultural acquisition of sexual subjectivit ]aniciS)\l;/'O-
ship er'nploys yet another feminist approach in her analysis of woilen’s 0 uin‘
magazines, one that is more informed by a literary framework Althoup hpt}ﬁr
collegwn invokes several different feminist perspectives, the arti.cles shar " pro.
duan{e locale in that each is developed within the spac’e between mar o Pmé
feminism —so that they at once draw on Marxist theory, but are al oneerne
to revise such theory in keepi i ini ni R
/ ] y eeping with a feminist commitment to engage the
material conditions of women’s lives. Where McRobbie describes her ref : hi
terms o.f fathnographic and sociological methodologies, Bland and other ear1C "
an égplxatly Marxist framework to describe the overdetermination of thS o OI;
division of labor.® These differences we discover — between paradigms or reesexuil
frameworks — permeated all aspects of the organization of the vgorking gsfc?:;)
)
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but in their introduction the collective foregrounds the importance of these
differences: “What finally made the CCCS let us do this book was not just that
we had ‘proved’ ourselves in relation to our theoretical work on the economic
level in our presentation; it also had to do with playing the tapes of women
speaking about their lives as housewives, a forceful demonstration of women’s
oppression, and of the political object of our intellectual work” (14-15). Here the
members of the working group explicitly discuss how a common political agenda
can produce differences that are themselves productive in terms of the formation
of cultural criticism. In this sense, although they agree on the importance of con-
structing feminist analyses of “how things are” which includes “critiques of
existing understandings, the discovery of new material and new questions, and
the development of a theoretical understanding of women’s subordination under
capitalism,” they disagree as to how to study such things, the theoretical frame-
work to employ, and often even the transformative possibilities of intellectual
work itself.

Two issues, however, are conspicuously missing from this collection: 1) a sus-
tained analysis of race and racism within those same feminist projects, and 2) an
account of the construction and bias of nationalist or imperialist feminist identi-
ties. These absences are telling in that they mark a characteristic blind spot of
femninism more broadly during the late 1970s. But even with these notable
absences, the Women Take Issue collection is an important event in the develop-
ment of feminist cultural studies for several reasons. In the first place, these essays
employ a more inclusive model of culture and subcultures that emphasizes the
importance of everyday life and domestic space in the reproduction of relations of
power. But the contribution was more than a shift of emphasis to what superfi-
cially might be recognized as the private sphere of collective life; the politics of
the personal redefined that private sphere as equally political as the more public
domain, and furthermore, as equally determined by structures of power. Sec-
ondly, these essays contribute to the development of an understanding of the arti-
culation of sex, gender, and class in the organization of social relations and the dis-
position of power at a specific historical moment. To summarize, the impact of
these essays is to focus on both women’s subordination and class subordination
and how the interconnections between them determine: 1) “women’s structural
position within the production and reproduction of material life,” 2) “how this is
understood and represented politically, and ideologically,” and 3) “how women
live their lives within and through these terms” (23). Like cultural studies more
generally, this feminist work takes up the issue of the social construction of sub-
jectivity and the role this plays in practices of everyday life. These three levels of
analysis are characteristic of the projects that emerge during the 1980s as feminist
cultural studies turns to psychoanalysis and poststructuralism to elucidate the
relations between gendered and class subjectivities and everyday life.

Considered within the rhetoric of place, maps, and paradigms, the develop-
ment of feminist cultural studies is structured by a tension inherent in the act of
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narrating the identity of cultural studies itself. How does one account for the het-
erogeneity of an intellectual formation and still say anything specific without
overly simplifying things? In Stuart Hall’s elaboration of the two organizin

paradigms of cultural studies, structuralism and culturalism, the place of fem?—
nism is occluded for good reason: what paradigm would best describe it in its
multiform variety?10 Similarly, in those accounts that use the concept of
“c.iebate” as an organizing feature of the development of cultural studies, femi-
nism’s position is equally problematic, because it never consolidated into’a uni-
fied perspective, as did the position of Althusserian marxism or Lacanian psycho-
analysis, for example. Clearly, from the beginning, the feminist work of those
associated with the CCCS never exhibited a singular identity, but was instead
marked by contradictions, differences, and even disagreements about the political
possibilities of intellectual work. During the past decade, many feminist writers
have offered overviews of the domain of contemporary feminist scholarship; in
these overviews we can identify the variety of political and theoretical preoccu’pa-
tions of feminist cultural studies. The next two sections of this essay briefly iden-
tify two central projects of feminist cultural studies to emerge during the 1980s:
one that is explicitly influenced by developments in feminist literary criticism ami
explores the issue of reading as a cultural practice, and the second that builds on
the tradition of ethnographic subculture research and considers more specificall

the practices of writing culture. ’ ¢

Reading as a Cultural Practice and
The Politics of Literary Criticism

In her essay “Teaching Feminist Theory,” Paula Treichler addresses the scene
of contemporary feminist theory, not only to elucidate the specific concerns and
questions of particularly feminist theory, but also to articulate its contribution to
cultural theory and pedagogy more generally.!! Two important insights emerge
from her analysis. For one, she makes it clear that feminist theory is dee z‘1§
1nve§ted in the development of a “macroscopic view of women in culture” a};ﬁ
that it does so by examining “the interlocking oppressions based on sex, gender
race, class, sexual preference, national origin, and ethnicity” (59). Furt’hermoré
she argues that the horizon of feminist theory is to speculate about possible
futures and to offer a set of guidelines that would help feminists enact thf best of
those‘futures and avoid the worst. But Treichler’s analysis provides a second pro-
vocative suggestion about the politics of naming and the work of construclt)in
theo'r).r. Her project is explicitly interventionist in that her rereading (of Variou%
femlnlst texts) recontextualizes these texts as belonging within the domain of
intellectual work called “Theory.” The critical point here is not that she seeks to
establish the qualifications of feminist projects as properly “theoretical,” but
rather that she shows how feminist work tactically enacts the power to deﬂ,i nate
and name itself as “theory.” Her act of rereading, in effect, reconstructs thé gossi-
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bilities of what can and should “count” as properly theoretical work so that in
the end both the terms “feminist writing” and “theory” are reconstructed as

mutually informing rather than antithetical projects.
In this project, Treichler joins other feminists who theorize reading and

writing as fundamentally cultural practices; these will include those projects
explicitly designed to examine what it means to “read” and “write” culture as a
black feminist, a woman of color, a lesbian feminist, a working-class woman, or
sometimes as a white feminist. These projects include as well the feminist cultural
criticism produced in the context of literary and film studies. So in the very broad-
est sense, the development of feminist cultural studies in the 1980s is influenced by
a range of work by feminist scholars who, like Janice Radway, investigate
women’s situated reading practices,12 or, like Barbara Smith and Deborah
McDowell, are concerned to articulate the case for a specifically black feminist
criticism. 13 For some the distinction between feminist literary criticism and femi-
nist cultural studies may seem like a rather arbitrary demarcation, since many
ferninist literary critics not only engage a broader cultural context in their discus-
sion of literary works, but explicitly identify their work as making a contribution
to the development of feminist cultural theory.1* Indeed as Catherine Belsey and
Jane Moore describe in their introduction to The Feminist Reader, from the early
1970s whenever feminist writers discussed literature “they refused to isolate it
from the cultural of which it forms a part” and in this sense offered an extremely
radical critique of traditional literary criticism.13 Feminist cultural studies
expands this critique to address the broader questions about the social and cultural
determinations of reading practices and the organization of reading contexts.
Nevertheless, feminist literary criticism and feminist cultural studies share a set of
guiding commitments that could be specified in the following way: that writing
be denaturalized as a solitary (individualist) act, that literature be understood as
culturally and historically determined, and that art cannot be a retreat from poli-
tics. One of the consequences of the close connection between feminist literary
criticism and feminist cultural studies is that by the late 1980s feminist literary
critics are well advanced beyond their more androcentric colleagues in their appre-
hension of the expressly political aims of cultural studies more generally.

The affiliation between feminist literary criticism and feminist cultural studies
is especially suggestive in the work that addresses the relationship between liter-
ary theory and feminist politics.1 In her outline of a feminist appropriation of
poststructuralism, Chris Weedon argues that feminism needs a theory of the
relation between language and culture that would refuse the pull of a universalist
individualism and provide a model for understanding how the subject and subjec-
tivity are historically and culturally constructed. For Weedon, deconstruction,
psychoanalysis, and poststructuralism offer good models for the analysis of the
textual constructedness of gendered and class subjectivities, subject positions,
identity, and desire —key structuring principles of a dominant patriarchal order.
For most of her analysis, literature itself is displaced in favor of the notion of liter-
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ary criticism as a discursive field in which “literature” i ivi
place. In Weedon's poststructuralist feminism “literatzraec‘i::rg;i : lei‘gclefieti
among many where the ideological construction of gender takes place’ire(167) As
Weedon writes, “the task of the feminist criticism is to demonstrate how tc'exts
constitute gender for the reader in class- and race-specific ways and how these
modes of femininity and masculinity relate to the broader network of discourses
on gender —both in the present and the past” (168). Without a doubt, Weedon’s
directives for feminist criticism are centrally important for femin’ist cultural
studies. But Cora Kaplan claims a more historically determining role for litera-
ture as not simply one site of the construction of narratives of gender identity
but rather the central productive place of “naturalized,” and hence, ideologicai
representations of women; here Kaplan anticipates the claim that Belsey and
Moore assert that “for feminist critics, the literary is always/already political” (59)
Given that they share a critical focus on the relation between literature and thc;
culture within which it is produced or consumed, feminist literary studies and
feminist cultural studies are equally preoccupied with the discursive construction
of identity and subjectivity, and what might be called the politics of representa-
tion. The point where they diverge, however, concerns the attention given to
the. circuit of production, exchange, and consumption of cultural products.t?
Th1s‘leads to certain questions, not only about the cultural conditions of the r.o-
duction of given texts or other cultural forms, i.e., music, body practices 50 -
raphy, but also about the specific conditions of reading or consumption ,v%hifh
often requires the investigation of the everyday situations of lived cultu’res
In these ways, the critical agenda of feminist cultural studies extends be .ond
the by now familiar arguments for canon revision. It’s probably fair to sa ythat
feminist cultural studies subsumes the study of literature under the broader);tud
of culture, where textuality may be the medium of analysis, but the study o?
strufztures, institutions, and relations of power are the horizon of feminist schol-
a.rshlp. The struggle over the canon is understood to be a struggle about the poli-
tics of representation and the relations of power that organize knowledge'pthis
not f)nly concerns representation in books or films, but more broadly in the’ uni-
versity curriculum, social movements, and global economic relations (amon
other things). The point of course is to win the struggle for inclusion not onlg
with respect to the list of required reading, but more importantly in the socia}i
and ‘political struggles outside of academe. For this reason, feminist cultural
stufiws relies heavily on the analytical frameworks of cont;:mporary feminist
s9c1al and political theory. 18 The divergence then between feminist literary criti-
cism and feminist cultural studies can be identified by the notion of the 2]‘text”
that grounds feminist criticism, the degree to which literature remains th
privileged object of cultural criticism, and the extent to which each a roacﬁ
accounts for the network of relations within which any text makes senpsg 19
Meaghan Morris’s work provides one model of the productive m'er er
between literary criticism, social theory, and cultural politics and demonstragtes
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quite clearly how a feminist analysis should be defined by the questions it asks and
not solely by the objects it studies.?® In the introduction to her book The Pirate’s
Fiancée, Morris returns to the recontextualization [ identified above in Treichler’s
practice of rereading feminist theory — where rereading is understood to be an
interventionist practice of reinscribing a speaking-position for women within a
context in which they are denied one. For Morris, ferninist work must engage a
“history . . . in which the question of rewriting ‘discourses’ emerges from a poli-
tical critique of the social positioning of women.” Feminist textual strategies
must be grounded in “the political projects of the women’s movement” and femi-
nist theorists must be accountable to “say what kinds of discursive changes will

matter, why, and for whom.”

the notion of a “textual strategy” cannot become a sort of free-floating

aesthetic ideal, interchangeable with any other general concept of action or a vague
thematics of “doing something.” On the contrary: “strategy” here is a value that
not only refers to and derives from the political discourse of feminism, but remains

open to revision by them. (5)

In this way,

she articulates one of the aims of feminist cultural studies—to
actively transform discursive material and to open up a position of power in dis-
course so that women have a place from which to speak. This loosely defined
political aim will lead Morris to different questions and different theories, but she
will return time and time again to the issues of women’s writing and the articula-
tion of textual politics all in the attempt to produce a speaking position (as a femi-
nist, but not necessarily for feminism itself) within different political, critical,

and material contexts.

In this passage,

Ethnography and Autobiography:
The Practice of Writing Culture

The relationship between culture and the subject has been a preoccupation of
much feminist cultural criticism during the 1980s, either implicitly as in the
work I described above, or more explicitly as part of the work that theorizes the
practices of ethnography and autobiography. These practices all concern the
s of “doing research on women” and consider at great length the politics of
ho are usually denied self-representation. Although these
n a tradition of British subculture research, each
offers a significant re-vision of the cultural theory that develops out of that tradi-
tion. For instance, Angela McRobbie takes issue with the masculine focus of the
tradition of ethnographic study of British youth, arguing not only that girls’ sub-
cultures have a specificity of their own, but also that methods of the subculture
research need to be scrutinized for the relations of power and exploitation they
enact. One of the major contributions from this line of feminist cultural studies is
the attention to the politics and practices of writing cultural criticism.

proces
representing those w
studies logically belong withi
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In her article on “The Politics of Feminist Research,” Angela McRobbie
argues that the ethnographic accounts produced in the process of doing subcul-
tural research necessarily provokes a tension between the “anarchy of talk and the
order and formality of written work” (50).2! In reflecting on her own research on
women’s or girls” subcultures, McRobbie points out that the research situation
includes social relations and practices which, left unexamined, threaten to under-
mine crucial feminist political commitments. It is clear that feminist ethnog-
raphers rely upon the proliferation of women’s talk and their willingness to share
personal stories. The ethnographer, for her part, interviews, listens in, asks ques-
tions, all in the attempt to generate more talk. From there she orders the talk,
summarizes it, selects from it, rephrases it, surrounds it with theory, and finally,
but never simply, represents it; in constructing a representation of women’s talk,
the ethnographer offers an interpretation of that talk that is unavoidably partial
and political because of the talk that was left out, ignored, and transformed
through the process of transcription and transcoding itself. In this sense, the best
ethnographies can only produce partial truths that are always politically
inflected. Far from closing off ethnography for feminist cultural studies, these
insights reinforce the understanding that all knowledge, both the kind that is
fiercely personal as well as the kind that is contoured according to more public
sensibilities, is discursively constructed and culturally determined.

I would like to describe two projects of feminist cultural studies that contrib-
ute to a broader theoretical understanding of how everyday life is constructed
mutually from the stuff of biography as well as of history. Both projects rely on
psychoanalysis and poststructuralism to provide models by which to understand
the cultural determination of subjectivity and biography, but where Carolyn
Steedman evokes and eventually revises the genre of autobiography, Frigga Haug
and the Frauenformen Collective invent a new method of feminist ethnography.22
Both projects will pay close attention to the writing practices involved in their
cultural investigations.

Carolyn Steedman’s book Landscape for a Good Woman is partly autobiographi-
cal, telling a story about her mother and herself, their working-class childhoods,
and their place —or invisibility —in a history of postwar Britain; and partly theo-
retical, telling the official myths about the mechanisms of patriarchy and the psy-
choanalytic enterprise. The beginning points for Steedman’s account are the
different theoretical questions cultural critics engage —about the construction of
subjectivity, about the production of desire, about the discipline of patriarchal
law. In this engagement she will not only make sense of the act of constructing a
biography, but will also revise her guiding theoretical questions as well:

Personal interpretations of past time—the stories that people tell themselves in
order to explain how they got to the place they currently inhabit —are often in
deep and ambiguous conflict with the official interpretive devices of a culture. This
book is organized around a conflict like this, taking as a starting point the struc-
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tures of class analysis and schools of cultural criticism that cannot deal with every-
thing there is to say about my mother’s life. (6)

The auto/biographies she offers recount a life in excess of the very thec.)ries avail-
able to make sense of them. In reflecting on the inadequacy .Of theoretical frame-
works to make sense of her working-class childhood, for mst.anc«':, she.argues
that “we need a reading of history that reveals fatl?e'rs mattering in a (.il’f’ferent
way from the way they matter in the corpus of traditional psychoanalysls . (19).f
The question she asks is how do children learn about the gefleral or e.nngho
social power when the father is relatively powerless and unimportant; who,
then, is the proper agent of the law?? . -
It is not simply Steedman’s working-class revision of .psychoanalysm that
marks her important contribution to feminist cult.ural studies, but”also the Wi)i
in which she reflects on and resists the “compulsions of narrative ,Ehat wou
have her transform her story into an historical trope. I must make, she writes

at the end,

the final gesture of defiance, and refuse to let this be absorbed by Fhe central story;
must ask for a structure of political thought that will take all of this, all the§e s'ecrect1
and impossible stories, recognize what has beer‘l ‘made out on the mar%;m, alr]x-

then, recognizing it, refuse to celebrate it; a politics that will take, watching this
past say “‘so what?”"; and consign it to the dark. (144)

Even with the important challenge her working-class cbildhood offers to Rsycho-
analysis, she refuses to celebrate it in any way; in so fi(?lng, she makes'an impor-
tant contribution to feminist cultural studies. By writing a story that is not cen-
tral to the dominant culture, she illuminates the process whereby all stories are
itten by a dominant culture. .
erlf'E tz(:utolz]iography reveals the process .Whereby culture. writes the 2s“ubjeﬁt, e.th'
nography demonstrates the ways in which subject(s) writes cultur{e. 1;0 owmg-
this, ethnography is understood to involve the construction of cu turda 1nter§rte
tations by all participants, so that the ethnographic encounter is un erstoo1 o1
evoke stories inherited culturally and constructed personally, as well as the' oca
retelling of these stories.?s Thus ethnography involves (at least) two set; o}f1 mteé-
pretations that are constantly in play against and off each“other; onehc.) the sub-
jects as they make sense of their everyday lives and of the “ethnographic encouln-
ter,” and another of the ethnographer as she makes sense of cultural symbo}i,
myths, wisdom, personal stories, biographical texts, and the aclzt of' im}l}g et -_
nography itself. One way that feminist. ethnographers hav.e dealt thd this tf:nf
sion is by using a self-conscious narrative device to organize Fhe pr<})l | ucltlon 0_
knowledge and cultural criticism. These personal and autobiographical narra
tives from both the subject(s) and the ethnographer herself are then written in as
thnographic account.2 '
pagric:c:r,fgt;l ;—szg aid II:)he Frauenformen Co‘llec.tive describe .in detail the Izractlges
and findings of their ethnographic investigation of the social processes of gender
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socialization.?” The Collective began with a broad empirical question: “what are
tbe processes whereby individuals construct themselves into existing.social rela-
t¥ons..” The term “memory work” identifies their method of ethnographic inves-
tigation whereby each member of the Collective contributes a written I;ccount of
a memory that focused on the body in some way. Of particular interest were
body.stories that recounted a memory or an event that represented a moment of
learning a sexualized interpretation of the female body. Memory work, as a form

h grap C ln\/estlgatlon fO € t t \%Y n mnvestl 1wve
0{ ethno hl 3 Cuses on he ac Of TitL as an
g gat

Writing is a transgression of boundaries, an exploration of new territory. It
involves making public the events of our lives, wriggling free of the constrai;};'s of
purely private and individual experiences. . . . Writing also transports us acros

another botfndary; it begins to break down the division of labour between 1itf:raf
ture as creative writing and everyday language as a means of communication (37-8).

Every woman read every essay; every essay was reworked and rewritten through
the act of collective criticism and interrogation. Through this laborious procgss
of remembering, writing, reading, and rewriting, the Collective began to iden-
Flfy ways in which women as individuals construct themselves into already exist-
1r.1g/ determined social structures, cultural narratives, and power rel};tions
Simultaneously, they were uncovering the production of individual conscious:
ness out of the stuff of culture and everyday life. Through the process of col-
laborative writing and self-interrogation, the Collective works to uncover the
status of truth and authenticity that operate in women’s subjectivity by focusin
on how cultural narratives get “taken up” in the construction of }t]hey“self o
' Both of these projects, by Steedman and by the Frauenformen Collective ir;ves-
tigate the role of writing practices in the production of feminist cultur;;l criti-
cism. In so doing, they illuminate a model for feminist textual politics that is not
just vaguély determined by the general political aims of the women’s movement
but more importantly, concerned to show specifically how discursive changes are’
produced? i.e., through writing, through close reading, how they (in be
empowering, i.e, through the construction of a speaking position, and, finall
how they can revise dominant narratives of gender, race, and cla’ss id,entit }zlg
This emphasis on theoretically elaborating the practices of reading and Writ}ill.l
cultural criticism will continue to distinguish much of the work of femini lg
tural studies in the 1990s. e

Cultural Politics, Take 1:
Race, Postcolonialism and Nationalism

‘bl}? their echtoria} on “Challenging Imperial Feminism,” Valerie Amos and Pra-
tibha Parmgr remind their readers that “it is the autonomous activities of Black
women which have forced the white women’s movement away from a celebra-
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tion of universality and sameness, to be concerned with the implications of differ-
ences among women’s experiences and understanding the political factors at
work in those differences” (7).29 The critique initiated and most fully developed
by black feminist critics and postcolonial scholars establishes two broad objec-
tives for feminist cultural studies: one is to challenge the often implicit assump-
tion that there is general consensus among feminists regarding the appropriate
political aims of critical feminist work. A second challenge requires the develop-
ment of more complex criticism of the oppression inherent in the gendered and
class relations within a racist society. The issue, according to Hazel Carby, will
not be one of simply making visible the invisible “black woman,” but rather of
redefining the “central categories and assumptions of mainstream feminist
thought” to take account of the interconnection of class, gender, and race and of
the “existence of racism . . . as a structuring feature of our relations with white
women” (213-14).30
In general, there have been at least two types of responses to challenges like
Carby’s.3! The first redefines the notion of “identity politics” and uses it as a way
out of the impasse of recent cultural theory. Where essentialist notions of iden-
tity are theoretically untenable from a poststructuralist perspective, and the con-
cept of indeterminacy proves equally impossible as a foundation for feminist poli-
tics, some feminist theorists have tried to reconceptualize the relation between
material identity and subject position to avoid the twin problems of essentialism
and anti-essentialism. Linda Alcoff, for one, develops a notion of the subject as
positionality, where she describes the positional definition of the subject (in con-
trast to an essentialist definition of the subject) as one that constructs “identity
relative to a constantly shifting context” and where “the position that women
find themselves in can be actively utilized (rather than transcended) as a location
for the construction of meaning, a place from where meaning is constructed,
rather than the place where a meaning can be discovered (the meaning of female-
ness)” (324).3 To broaden her model of positionality, Alcoff borrows the
description of “identity politics” offered in the Combahee River Collective state-
ment as a model for the construction of a politics that takes account of the mater-
ial identities of women. And yet, this appropriation of black identity as a priv-
ileged sign of material identity troubles other feminists. By way of an implicit
response to Alcoff’s formulations, Valerie Smith examines the way that black
women often serve as the emblem of otherness in recent feminist theory.* She
takes issue with how black women are often constructed as the cultural sign of a
materialist, or alternatively, “multiplicitous,” or “corporeal” subject. Such a
reification of the “black women’s identity” as determined not only by gender,
but also by race and class markers establishes a functional identity for black
women as the repository of all that is “other” to feminist theory; consequently
ferninist is understood as the positive pole of identity that is not-raced and not-
classed, a problematic construction that suggests, for example, that white
feminists have no race.
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In contrast, a second type of response to Carby’s challenge — that mainstream
feminist thought must redefine its central categories and assumptions—recog-
nizes that the problem of multiple (race, class as well as gender) positionality
must be theorized on the basis of white women’s experience as well as black
women’s. This second response requires a different conceptualization of the
notion of “positionality,” one that doesn’t fetishize black women as more “posi-
tioned” or “marked” than others. In a subtle revision of Alcoff’s formulation of
positionality as where “women find themselves,” Cheryl Wall redefines posi-
tionality to mean not the place that women are assigned, but the place women
put themselves. In her introduction to the book, Changing Our Own Words, Wall
argues that the notion of positionality offers a different way to think about the
relationship between identity, the body, place, speaking site, and subject site; it
understands identity to be an articulation among these notions. Wall asserts tl’lat
white women need to reflect on how they have been marked by race and posi-
tioned in a system of racial privilege. In some recent autobiographical writings
white women have begun to develop such accounts of their own multiple posij
tionalities and responsibilities to acknowledge their position vis-a-vis other
womerl.

Biddy Martin and Chandra Talpade Mohanty take Minnie Bruce Pratt’s auto-
biographical essay as a model of the critical response required of white
feminists.3# Pratt offers a sustained self-critique that “sets out to explore the
exclusions and repressions which support the seeming homogeneity, stability
and self-evidence of ‘white identity,” which is derived from and dependent on th(;
marginalization of differences within as well as ‘without’” (193). Martin and
Mohanty argue that Pratt not only critiques a universalizing notion of feminism
but also the notion that racial difference is an external division between whitei
fmd black feminists rather than a difference that is internal to white feminist sub-
jectivity. It is precisely the maintenance of fixed racial categories within feminism
that Smith argues reproduces the fetishizing of black women. In contrast, Pratt
understands herself as simultaneously privileged by race and marginaliz,ed by
gender and sexuality in a contradictory way. Martin and Mohanty draw atten-
tion to how Pratt uses the figure of “home” to represent this contradictory posi-
tionality.3s Pratt narrates her recognition that the southern community where
she grew up constitutes itself through the repression of struggles against racism,
and the history of its gay and lesbian community. Pratt conceptualizes her own
subjectivity as constructed by similar repressions and exclusions and thereby as
internally structured by differences of race and sexuality as well as gender. Martin
and Mohanty pay close attention to the form of writing in Pratt’s autobiography
to show how her “narrative [and] personal history acquires a materiality in the
constant re-writing of herself in relation to shifting interpersonal and political
contexts. This rewriting,” they argue, “is an interpretive act which is itself
embedded in social and political practice” (210). Their reading is offered as a simi-
lar act of political practice in which they use the Pratt essay not as a source of
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answers, but rather as the occasion for posing important questions about “how
political community might be reconceptualized within feminist practice” (210).
The importance of this work for the development of feminist cultural studies
rests with its attention to the articulation of a politics of location that means, in
Mohanty’s words, attention to “the historical, geographical, cultural, psychic
and imaginative boundaries which provide the ground for political definition and
self-definition for U.S feminists” (31).3¢

Cultural Politics, Take 2:
Science, Technology, and the Body

One of the more compelling issues for many U.S. feminists concerns the
power/knowledge relationships codified in scientific and medical discourse and
enacted through technological networks and applications—in the discourse of
AIDS, for example, or as part of the exploitation of women’s labor in the global
factory.3” An earlier feminist criticism that condemned science and technology as
masculinist cults of rationality has given way to a serious engagement with a
cluster of related questions that concern not only the development of new
sciences and the deployment of new technologies (genetic engineering, for
example), but also the philosophical frameworks that structure the social
organization of the production of truth and knowledge. Here I am referring to
the range of feminist work that addresses such issues as the methodological
frameworks of the social sciences, epistemological questions that interrogate the
truth value of scientific discourse, and the close-reading of the scientific “find-
ings” that support culturally determined and ideological theories of sexual differ-
ence. By the end of the decade of the eighties, the central issues of the feminist
engagement with science and technology can be briefly described in the follow-
ing axioms: 1) science is a culturally determined discourse that organizes (or nar-
rates) a particular worldview; 2) scientific knowledge is socially constructed and
the practice, production, and organization of science is likewise structured by
social relations; and 3) the manifestations of contemporary science, technology,
and other institutionalized systems of rationality (medicine, for example) are
multi-faceted, multi-national, and radically dispersed and decentered, and there-
fore require the development of numerous femninist projects that will engage,
critique, and struggle over such sites of the organization of power and knowl-
edge.?8 These projects of critical scholarship will, for the most part, each consider
the relation of women to the discourses of science and technology, in terms of
their participation in its production as well as their subjugation to its “truth.” As
a result, even though the techno-phobia of eatlier feminist criticism has been dis-
placed, not all feminist work on science and technology will find those discourses
and power/knowledge relations compatible with their feminist values.

One of the most influential critical feminist cultural analyses to emerge in the
past decade is outlined in Donna Haraway’s essay “A Manifesto for Cyborgs:
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Science, Technology and Socialist Feminism in the 1980s.”2° First published in
1985, and reprinted more recently in several collections of feminist criticism, the
essay develops a broad-ranging analysis of the contemporary scene of m,ulti-
national science and technology in the interest of developing a framework for a
socialist, materialist feminism that would be equipped to critically engage that
scene.*® The dense language and wide-ranging scope makes the essay a rich vein
for the feminist reader, and the ironic use of cyborg imagery as its logic of organ-
ization and explication evokes the rapid firing of neural synapses; nonetheless
the critical point of the essay is sharply honed, and it is a criticism directed as’
much to other feminists as it is to the technologically seduced proletariat: social
responsibility will not be well served by either a “anti-science metaphysics [or] a
demonology of technology” nor by an equally problematic intoxicated belief in
technological progress or the benign deployment of scientific knowledge. Quite
forcefully Haraway argues that science and technology, as discourses, as social
relations, as cultural productions, cannot be ceded to a hegemonic rulin,g bloc. It
is simply not tenable, therefore, for feminists to write off those productic;ns
becat.lse they institutionalize masculinist values—of rationality, of conquest, of
domination. Yet Haraway argues equally forcefully that the fictions of “wom;n”
that inform many feminist “standpoint” arguments are not any more the inno-
cent foundation upon which to construct the necessary critiques and revisions of
the production of science and technology. Rather, in Haraway’s cyborg cosmol-
ogy, identity (feminist or otherwise) is always partial, recombinant, implicated
and in process. The agenda for feminist cultural studies then, calls for the produc:
Fion of cultural criticism that can take account of fragmented, fluid identities, as
it targets specific sites for feminist intervention, infiltration, and re‘constructi(’)n
The issue of the body shadows a range of discussions among feminist thinkers-
for example, in discussions on the position of the female body in medical dis:
course, or on the heterosexist assumptions in debates about pornography. In
many ways feminism (in all its varieties) is about taking the body seriously in
terms of its gender, race, ethnicity, physical abilities, class position, and enacted
c'orporeality. In this sense, feminism is about the body not silenced, not discip-
h.ned, not content to mind its place. The best work on the body does more than
simply reverse the mind/body dualism where the body, not the mind, is now the
valorized term of the polarity; this work rethinks the relationship b’etween the
bc?dy and knowledge to address their interconnectedness. As such this work con-
‘t‘nbutes to our understanding of how the body is culturally constructed and not
naturally” given. During the past decade, several feminists have directl
addressed the issue of the cultural construction of the gendered body ]uditi
Allen and Elizabeth Grosz refer to the recent interest in body scholarship 'as “cor-
poreal- feminism”; Michele Barrett, in turn, interprets this interest as one of the
more interesting developments in feminist thinking in the past decade. The femi-
nist work I describe here investigates the way that social and cultural practices
gender the material body.#
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The development of feminist readings of the cultural body take diverse forms,
but all contribute to what Michel Feher calls “a thick perception of the body” in
contemporary culture. One of the more interesting topics of the new feminist
body work investigates body fransgressions to elucidate the practices of resistance
that are played out on and through the body. Judith Butler, for example, in her
recent book Gender Trouble, reconceptualizes the body in terms of boundaries,
connections, and discourses. She shows how gay culture mobilizes or rewrites
the heterosexual matrix that defines gendered bodies as either male/masculine or
female/feminist; gay identity, in this sense, is an articulation of behaviors, gen-
der markers, and bodies.*?

Other studies of female bodybuilding, sporting women, male drag, transvest-
ism, the lesbian body, and butch-femme aesthetics will take up the related issues
of the cultural construction of identity and desire.** Two volumes of feminist
scholarship are central to these discussions: Carol Vance’s edited collection Pleas-
ure and Danger, and Ann Snitow, Christine Stansell, and Sharon Thompson’s col-
lection Powers of Desire: The Politics of Sexuality.** The Pleasure and Danger collec-
tion includes the papers, images, and poetry that were originally presented at the
Barnard Conference on Sexuality in 1984. These essays challenge the sometimes
moralist tendency in some feminist work to dismiss or overlook the importance
of women’s pleasure. In her introduction, Vance reminds readers that “although
sexuality, like all human cultural activity, is grounded in the body, the body’s
structures, physiology, and function do not directly determine the configuration
of sexuality.” Following this, we are asked to reconsider the possibility that
women, even feminists, might enjoy such forbidden pleasures as pornography,
s&m, and “watching.”

Although the body serves as a foundation for this feminist work, it is not to be
interpreted as an essentialized object. In this sense, these studies ask inhe more
interesting question, not what is the female body?, but how is the body
female? —1i.¢., that how is the body gendered through social, technological, and
cultural relations. This conception of the body avoids a too static definition of the
body that would freeze it in time and space, as if it were not always in process and
in history. More importantly perhaps, it promotes the construction of alternative
narratives of body-based gender identity that would play with, rather than repro-
duce, binary models of male/ female identity; all in the attempt to understand
how bodies are only one element in the articulation of identity.

What’s in a Name, or Playing the Name Game

What's at stake in claiming a territory for feminist cultural studies? Should
feminist cultural studies be defined as an internally homogeneous space within
feminism or should the different positions within feminist cultural studies be
understood as a productive feature of this critical movement? The names and
projects I cite and describe should not be understood as establishing the borders
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of some mythical territory that must henceforth be defended against other
accounts of feminist cultural studies. Nor should the separate sections of this
essay be understood to represent mutually exclusive projects within feminist cul-
tural studies. Important constructions of the body emerge from black and post-
fzolonial feminist critiques; attention to the cultural practices of reading and Svrit-
ing are important for the critique of science and technology as well within racial
critiques. On the other hand these two critiques also make it impossible to read
and write culture without taking them into account. With reference to this
essay, we have to ask what purchase does the name of feminist cultural studies
offer as a critical intervention in the on-going reproduction of cultural value?

.Gayatri Spivak offers a critical analysis of the naming of “woman” in femi-
nism, an issue whose role in the development of feminist cultural studies I have
addressed above.*S Spivak argues that the name of “woman” should be under-
stood as a catachresis, a figure that marks the absence of a single proper name
attached to a referent that can be empirically determined. Recognizing “the
perils of transforming a ‘name’ to a referent —making a catechism, in other
words, of catachresis,” Spivak nevertheless proposes that we “name (as,) ‘woman’
that disenfranchised woman whom we strictly, historically, geo-politically can-
not imagine as literal referent. Let us divide the name of woman so that we see
ourselves as naming, not merely named” (220). In the name of feminist cultural
studies, I would like to offer a similar warning about the use of that name while
at the same time I acknowledge my appropriation of it as a way of naming a criti-
cal project rather than allowing that project to be named for us in ways that
would ignore feminist perspectives within cultural studies and feminist cultural
studies as a perspective within feminism.

Illinois State University

Notes

1. Mi?hael. Greer an.d'Thomas Foster read earlier drafts of this essay. I am grateful for their helpful
suggestions in the revision and expansion of this paper. I am indebted to Paula Treichler for the man
opportunities she provided for thinking through these issues. ’

2. I discuss these different accounts of the development of cultural studies in an essay on “Cultural
Stud‘les and tbe Undergraduate Literary Curriculum,” in James Berlin and Michael Vivion, Cultural
Studies and Literary Studies: Collapsing the Boundaries (Boyton/Cook, forthcoming).

3. Th'e relationship that British social historians — namely E. P. Thompson — had to cultural studies
has an interesting history in itself. Cultaral studies certainly shows the Thompson influence in its
on-going interest in historical research and practices of historiography. At one point this influence
p}'({voked great controversy; Graeme Turner describes how the culturalism-structuralism debat

d1v1de'd historians from the structuralists in his book, British Cultural Studies: An Introduction (Boston?
Upwm Hy'man, 1990). Catherine Hall and Lenore Davidoff are two feminist historians associateé
with the History Workshop group whose work contributed to the formulation of feminist cultural

studies. Lenore Davidoff and Catherine Hall, Family For i
R : M 1 7
Cle 178001550 (Lo Catberine e ly Fortunes: Men and Women in the English Middle
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4. In her description of the relationship between feminist theory, social history, and “new histori-
cism,” Judith Newton points out at least three ways that feminist literary critics have been interested
in questions of history; in so doing, she articulates a perspective similar to the one I am offering in this
essay: namely that feminist literary critics have engaged the issue of history both as context for liter-
ary questions and as the site of questions about the politics of representation. See her “History as
Usual? Feminism and the ‘New Historicism,’” Cultural Critique 9 (1988): 87-121.

5. A more detailed account of the British influences on feminist cultural studies would include
other important feminist projects of cultural criticism, including the work by Juliet Mitchell, Ann
Oakley, Sheila Rowbotham, Catherine Hall, and Veronica Beechy; books by Annette Kuhn and
AnnMarie Wolpe, eds., Feminism and Materialism (London: Routledge, 1978); Michele Barrett,
Women'’s Oppression Today: The Marxist/Feminist Encounter (London: Verso, 1980); Rosalind Brunt
and Caroline Rowan, eds., Feminism, Culture and Politics (London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1982);
Michele Barrett and Mary Mclntosh, The Anti-Social Family (London: Verso, 1982); and Rosalind
Coward, Patriarchal Precedents: Sexuality and Social Relations (London: Routledge, 1983). In addition,
a fuller account of the discursive context of the development of feminist cultural studies would most
certainly include the essays and articles in the ten volumes of Working Papers in Culiural Studies, as
well as those books and articles produced by members of the other working groups at the Centre:
Resistance Through Rituals (London: Hutchinson, 1975); Policing the Crisis: Mugging, the State and Law
and Order (London: Macmillan, 1978); Culture, Media, Language (London: Hutchinson, 1980); The
Empire Strikes Back: Race and Racism in 70s Britain (London: Hutchinson, 1982).

6. The editorial group included Lucy Bland, Charlotte Brunsdon, Martin Culverwell, Rachel
Harrison, Dorothy Hobson, Trisha McCabe, Frank Mort, Rebecca O’Rourke, Olivia Smith,
Christine Weedon, and Janice Winship. An additional essay was contributed by Angela McRobbie.
Women Take Issue: Aspects of Women's Subordination (London: Hutchinson, 1978).

7. The work by those feminists associated with Birmingham must also be seen as a political and
intellectual engagement with the broader projects and concerns of British feminism. A recent book
edited by Terry Lovell provides an excellent introduction to feminist cultural studies as it is situated
in the context of the second wave of British feminism: British Feminist Thought: A Reader, ed., Terry

Lovell (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1990).

8. From the other side, in his account of the early neglect of feminism at the CCCS, Stuart Hall
describes how, in the mid-1970s, feminists came “crashing through the windows” to demand progcr
attention to the issues of gender as well as of class. “Cultural Studies and its Theoretical Legacies,”
paper delivered at the conference Cultural Studies: Now and in the Future, sponsored by the Unit for
Criticism and Interpretive Theory, University of Illinois, Urbana, April, 1990.

9. The Bland, et al. article is written within a socialist-feminist framework in which the authors
analyze women’s subordination in terms of women’s waged and unwaged work and the role of the
state in enforcing that subordination. The article is characterized by a theoretical commitment to
analyze domination and subordination in terms of the contradiction between forces and relations of
production, even as it works at another level to articulate the specificity of women’s socio-economic
oppression. Specificity here comes through their analysis of “three significant historical moments in
the development of the British welfare legislation™ (48). Angela McRobbie’s contribution to the vol-
ume, in contrast, reports her ethnographic research with working-class girls, and is written as an
example of and as a response to the subculture research going on at that time; McRobbie’s concern is
to “redress” the absence of attention to girls in youth subculture studies. Although she acknowl-
edges that the girls’ culture she studies is partly determined by their “material position,” “social
class,” and “future role in production,” her broader intention is to “map out the ways in which they
experienced and made sense of the social institutions which they inhabited and to consider in some
detail their inter-personal relationships” (96). To this end, McRobbie’s analysis of class contradic-
tions is supported by reference to the girls’ statements that work out their difference from middle-
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class girls: ‘they all think they’re brainy but they’re not. . . . They always wear the uniform proper-
like. . . . They suck up to the teachers, never do a thing wrong” (103). McRobbie interprets these
experiences as they are produced by and in turn reproduce a culture of femininity. This shows only
two of the different ways in which “the material conditions of women’s lives” was theorized in the
articles in this collection.

10. Stuart Hall, “Cultural Studies: Two Paradigms,” in Culture, Ideology and Social Process: A R eader,
Tony Bennett, Graham Martin, Colin Mercer, and Janet Woollacott, eds. (London: Open UP,
1981). See also Stuart Hall, “Cultural Studies and the Centre: Some Problematics and Problems,” in
Culture, Media, Language, Stuart Hall, Dorothy Hobson, Andrew Lowe, and Paul Willis, eds. (Lon-
don: Hutchinson, 1980).

11. Paula A. Treichler, “Teaching Feminist Theory,” in Theory ir the Classroom, ed. Cary R.. Nelson
(Urbana: U of Nlinois P, 1986).

12. In her book Reading the Romance, Janice Radway is already working at the intersections of
American Studies, literary theory, and feminist criticism, so that she anticipates, and in some ways,
inaugurates the development of feminist cultural studies in the U.S. Janice Radway, Reading the
Romance: Women, Patriarchy and Popular Literature (Chapel Hill: U of North Carolina P, 1984) 204.
Cathy Schwichtenberg defines feminist cultural studies in an article in which she focuses exclusively
on Radway’s book and Angela McRobbie's research to “identify the productive collusion between
British and American feminist cultural studies.” Cathy Schwichtenberg, “Feminist Cultural
Studies,” Critical Studies in Mass Communication 6 (1989): 202-08. Flynn and Schweickart include an
annotated bibliography in their book on gender and reading: Elizabeth A. Flynn and Patrocino P.
Schweickart, eds., Gender and Reading: Essays on Readers, Texts, and Contexts (Baltimore: Johns Hop-
kins UP, 1986). Annette Kolodny's article is by now required reading for feminist cultural studies:
“Dancing Through the Minefield: Some Observations on the Theory, Practices, and Politics of
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