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One day I decided that Barbie

would wear Ken's leisure suit.

My brother said “Cathy you
don’t know anything — Barbie
weard dresses.” Barbie, as far as
[ was concerned, could wear
whatever the hell she wanted.
My brother, along with my
mother and my friends, inststed
that I dion’t know what I was
talking about. Luckdy, I didn't
play with my mother and as far
ad the others, I was a tomboy
and could physically overpower
them. So I got my way, Barbie
could cut ber ridiculous batr,
wear a letsure sutl, go to work,

and leave Ken home to change

Kenny Jr.'

For(e)play

o no, don’t apologize. T
think that’s a fair question
— YOu just want to know

d i how I feel. There's noth-
ing wrong with that. So, how do T feel ...
1 know, give me your hands and T'll show
you. Okay, okay, I'll be serious. You want
w know what all this means to me, righe?
Well, I guess if I had to pin it down right
this second I'd say something like this:

It is not surprising thac the contriburoers
to theories of estrangement are often
those who have experienced the es-
trangement of academe, the canon, and
theory iself. Because I profess feminism
to undergraduate students, I'm inter-
ested in looking at the effects of the
ferninist professor as she plays down,
plays out, or plays up her estrangement
in the classroon:. In an institution that
centres theories of estrangement, yet
excludes estranging theories and es-
tranging praxis, which play — if any —
constinites an emancipatory strategy for
feminists?

But that’s just how I feel right now. The
other day I read that “it is better for
women to avoid stating things precisely,™
so don’t make me say it. Lets just do it
okay?
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All work & no play
makes Jane

", lay is nothing new to women.
7 And the recognition of wom-
en’s play is nothing new to

Bk, feminists. Ever since Simone
de Beauvoir articulated that woman is “a
product elaborated by civilization,” femi-
nists have exposed and revolted against
the gendered play dictated by patriarchy.
In Of Woman Born, for example, Adrienne
Rich describes her frustration with “acting
the part of the feminine creature” as girl,
as woman, and particalarly as mother.
Similarly, in “The Laugh of the Medusa,”
Helene Cixous insists that we stop playing
“the false woman who is preventing the
live one from breathing.” One of the most
impassioned denouncements of women’s
compulsory play comes from The Female
Eunuch where Germaine Greer rejects the
ideal of the Eternal Feminine:’

Maybe I couldn’t make it. Maybe I
don't have a pretty smile, good teeth,
nice tits, long legs, a checky arse, a sexy
voice. Maybe I don’t know how to han-
dle men and increase my market value,
so that the rewards due to the feminine
will accrue to me. Then again, maybe
I'm sick of the masquerade. Fm sick of
pretending eternal youth. I'm sick of
belying my own intelligence, my own
will, my own sex. I'm sick of peering at
the world through false eyelashes, so
everything I see is mixed with a shadow
of bought hairs; I'm sick of weighting
my head with a dead mane, unable to
move my neck freely, terrified of rain,
of wind, of dancing toe vigorously in
case 1 sweat inte my lacquered curls.
I'm sick of the Powder Room .... I'm
sick of being a transvestite. [ refuse o
be a female impersonator. I am a
WOM4n ROt a castrate.

With few exceptions, feminists from
the second wave don't want to play any-
more. Like Greer who wrote The Female
Eunuch back in 1970, we're sick of playing
at sormnething we're not and of playing ac-
cording to someone else’ rules. Instead,
we want to displa{y)ce the patriarchal
games devised for women.

In the feminist’s classtoom (as in her
texts), that displa(yjcement takes the form
of playing down play altogether and play-
ing up our resistance to play instead. In
“Taking Female Students Seriously,” Rich
advocates such a pedagogy of displa(y)ce-
ment. [dentifying the impact of feminine
conditioning on female scholars, she
claims that “[a]s women teachers, we can

either deny the importance of this context
in which women students think, write,
read, study, project their own futures; or
try to work with it. We can either teach
passively, accepting these conditions, or
actively, belping our students identify and
resist them.”

Playing (with)
ourselves

%, aradoxically, however,
¥ through our efforts to dis-
pla(y)ce patriarchal ideals
and the very novon of an
ideal for women, we’ve (unintentionally)
constructed a new ideal for women to
play up to: the ideal of the Eternal Femi-
nist. Many women find this ideal about as
unnatural, almost as compulsory, and con-
sequently just as problematic as the ideal
of the Eternal Feminine. Janice William-
son explains that as feminists “[w]e ask
ourselves how we measure up to feminist
ethical standards, standards which are
often non-specific, unspoken, and cer-
tainly ideal. There are preconceived no-
tions about what feminists are supposed
to look like, how we are supposed to be-
have or dress, and what kind of language
we should speak.” It appears that the let-
ter “y” is central to theories and pedago-
gies of displa{y)cement. Rather than liber-
ating women from all play, such theories
cement women to displaying the Eternal
Feminist; racher than denounce play alto-
gether, they simply expect dis/play rather
than feminine play.

The Eternal Feminist ideal is particu-
larly problematic for the feminist profes-
sor. In the classroom, we find ourselves
{siruated as the) acting Eternal Feminist,
playing role model for dozens of aspiring
Eternal Ferninists. While, as Williamson
points out, the feminist professor is “sup-
posed to be preeminently a non-contra-
dictory subject,” at all levels, the feminist
professor can only be contradictory.

Ag the first and most obvious level — as
woman — she contradicts the gendered
notion of the professor. Recent studies of
the student ratings of university-level in-
struction reveal that to martch the ratings
of male instructors, female instructors
must display stereotypically feminine be-
haviour. When both sexes provide the
same level of professional instruction, sta-
dents of both sexes give their female in-
structors significanely lower ratings. Only
when female instructors begin to act femi-
nine (by smiling or making social contact
with their students) do their ratings in-
crease; interestingly, when male inseruc-
tors adopt the same feminine behaviour,
their ratings are not affected. Another
study reveals that besides displaying femi-
nine characteristics, female instructors
must work harder to convince their stu-
dents that they possess the masculine
qualities associated with the professorial
role. One study concludes that female
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Play

is nothing new

to women.

And the recognition

of women’s play
is nothing new

to feminists.

instructors must do more o convey
confidence and decisiveness than their
male colfleagues.

While reinforcing that our notion of
the professor is gendered, these studies
also point us to a second level of contra-
diction for the female professor. As we've
seen, to achieve as professor, a woman
must significantly play up both femininity
and masculinity. She must simulraneously
demonstrate qualities that are “posed in
opposition, in tension, in conflict,” playing
both sides of a “couple engaged in a kind
of war in which death is always ar work”
{Cixous, Castration). As Cixous’ definition
suggests, in logocentric society the either/
or exclusionary nature of the binary op-
position insists that one term can only
exist by silencing its opposite: the female
professor’s femininity can only exist to the
exclusion of her masculinity; her mascu-
linity can only exist to the exclusion of
her femininity. By embracing both sides of
this dichotomy, the female professor fur-
ther embraces contradiction.

When the female professor plays acting
Eternal Feminist, she is (ef)faced with
three more contradictions. In her attempt
10 achieve as female professor, the femi-
nist professor deviates from her peda-
gogy of displa(y)cement by playing out
the same feminine qualities that she de-
nounces. Similarly, the professorial mas-
culinity she must play out often directly
contradicts feminist values. Applying Bar-
bara Johnson'’s observation about female
writers to feminist professors, we can see
that it is not enough to be a feminist
teaching to resist the naturalness of female
and feminist effacement in the subtly
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1 don’F think

I'm a feminist, really. Maybe a

mild one. I certainly try to make

myself equal, but not anything that

I would have to do publicly.

male pseudo-genderlessness of pedagogy:?
Finally and perhaps most problematically,
despite her ferninist convictions, her idyl-
lic intentions, and her doctorate, the femi-
nist professor cannot leap out of her pacri-
archal context to become an a-contextual
ideal. Barthes notion of “the impossibility
of living outside the finite text” means
that, to some extent, woman is always al-
ready situated within the patriarchal con-
text. As woman, the feminist professor is
too female. As acting Eternal Feminist, she
is too feminine, too phallic, oo contextu-
alized, and, of course, too contradictory.

The ideal of the Eternal Feminist poses
similar problems for other feminists. In
their journals, many of my students ex-
press discomfort with the ideal and their
ability to play it. The following excerpts
convey a unanimous skepticism:

[ domt think I'm a feminist really. Maybe a
mild one. | certainly try to make myself equal
but wot anything thar I would bave to do
publicly. T think almost every woman has &
Jittle bt of feminism in thew, especially now
as womens roles ave beginning to change, and
wamen are less confined to traditional jobs.

1 like to consider myself a liberated woman —
able to think for myself, make my own deci-
sions, and be vegarded as an eqnal to my
iale counterpart. Yer complications arise
when I find myself enjoying a door being held
open or & compliment being given. Does this
iake me a part-time feminist?

I wonldn’t say that I'm a feminiss. I don't
kuow envugh abont it 1o be one. I believe men
and women should be treated equally and
should be independent. Does the belief in
these rwo ideas make me a feminist? How
does someone become a feminist? Does it well
up within watil an individial can o longer
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contatn it? Does it come from betug forced to
be independent? Does it come from a bad
marriage or a good education? This is a
question I wonld like 1o have answered. If
Jfeminism comes from a good edncation can I
expect to be a feminist after four years of
HRITETSITY?

Am I a jeminist? ['ve never veally thought of
myself as an actual feminist byt now that
think abour it I guess I sort of am. I mean,
I'mt not really tnto womens liberation and
changing such siatements as “mankind” to
bumankind,” bur I strougly believe thar
womer should be treated with equal respect.

Those who aspire 1o the ideal of the
Eternal Feminist more fully discuss the
guilt associated with playing the feminist
One smdent guiluly confesses to hating
being a woman during a painful yeast in-
fection and pap test. Another apologizes
to me for her low body image and result-
ing bulimia. Another relentlessly criticizes
her “betrayal” of feminism for making the
assumption that her surgeon would be
male and for questioning the competence
of a female surgeon. To conclude a full
page of self-criticism, she writes: “] brag
about being open-minded only to turn
around and stab women-kind in the back.
I feel I have done a grear disservice to
women in general. ... it appears that [
have a lot of work ahead of me in order to
knock out all of society’s unjust attitudes
from my system.”

When confronted with the impossible
ideal of the Eternal Feminist, these wom-
en simply capnot measure up. Unlike the
Eternal Feminist, these feminists don’t
make scenes in public; they like having
doors opened for chem; they enjoy com-
pliments from men; they haven’t experi-
enced a bad marriage or a good education;
they don't love their cunts every minute
of every day; they see the image of the
Eternal Feminine as more natural and cer-
tainly more beautiful than the image they
see in the mirror; they punish not praise
the uniqueness of their bodies; they find
themselves operating according to the
same patriarchal attitudes that they de-
nounce. Consequently, they describe
themselves as mild, parr-time, nor actual, sort
of feminists. Like their professor, they
don’t merely resist or denounce play; in-
stead, they contradictorily and secretly
and guiltily find themselves playing ac-
cording to two antithetical ideals — the
patriarchal ideal of the Eternal Feminine
and the feminist ideal of cthe Eternal
Feminist.

It’s only fun
if someone loses an I

he above examples point us
to the way the recording of
Woman’s experience in THE
FEMINIST DISCOURSE
differs from women'’s experiences as re-
corded in dis/course. To demonstrate
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that difference, let me include one more
passage from a students journak

I've dectded to do my own lintle part for the
Jeminist movement. By using the wovd “ennt”
vegularly, you depower the word. Stnce it is
owe of the ngliest words used today, and it
makes & normal part of the female anatomy
seem dirty, stinky, votten, and offensive, I've
decided to include it in my vocabulary. T
started with my bayfriend, I turned to bim
and satd My cunt ir itcky.” Now my room-
wmates and I say it alf the time - “Would you
please move your cunt out of the way?” or
Hows your cunt?” or T banged my leg I'm

[ like

to consider myself

a liberated woman
— able to think for
myself, make my
own decisions, and
be regarded as an
equal to my male

counterpart.

Hlad I didu’t burt my cumt.” A good friend of
wmine at work bas adopted my new word and
we bave fun with onr cunt talk. Once at the
bar [we work ar] I sar wext to ber and said
‘Hi Kim, bow’s your cunt?” and she said
“Lervific, bows yours?” A male co-worker
[who iif one of the biggest flirts and women
users ar our vestanrant was behind the bay
and overbeard us. He looked at us and said
“What did you say?” We roared out langhing
and be replied "Holy fuck you guys ave ve-
sarded,” then he shook bis bead, glared ar us,
and stomped away. You see, Kim and I look
pretty much like “good givls,” we wear make-
wp and try 1o dress well. That puy obviously
didnt expect these feminine young givls to use
the word “cum,” only whoves use thar word.

When I initially recorded this quote, I
ended it here. Undoubtedly, this conclu-
sion 1s a “good” one: it demonstrates that
my student recognizes society’s Eternal
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Feminine/Whore dichotomy; she under-
stands the relationship between that di-
chotomy and our discussion about women
reclaiming their cunts; and she knows that
her play (or “cunt talk” as she calls it) is
subversive. With this conclusion, her an-
ecdote would deserve full marks, and for
bringing it to your attention, so would 1.

More importantly, however, the un-
edited conclusion to this journal entry
reads “[t was pretty funny at the time, but
maybe we got carried away. Maybe things
gat out of hand.” By cutting out these two
lines to carefully remove any indication of
insecurity, uncertainty, or contradiction in
accordance to my role as acting Eternal
Feminist, I rendered her cuntclusion a
conclusion. My own act of castration —
my attempt to render her messy and po-
tent(ially problematic) recuntstruceion a
squeaky clean reconstruction — typifies
the castration subjected to feminist dis-
course as it is prepared for THE FEMI-
NIST DISCOURSE. Similarly, it typifies
the necessary castration of the aspiring
Eternal Feminist.

Analogous to its impact on woman in
her entirety and on women generally,
the impact of THE FEMINIST DiS-
COURSE on the cunt js, in many ways,
extremely positive. In the hands of femi-
nists, the cunt has finally begun to come
alive. Feminists have personified the cunt;
they've rendered the passive object an
active subject; they’ve remembered what
phallocentric society has dismembered;
they've made the hole whole.’ While such
efforts have been invaluable in enticing
women to reclaim their cunts, this recon-
struction is oo static to reflect women’s
cuntflicting experiences. THE FEMIN-
IST DISCOURSE, like the patriarchal
discourse of fermininity, presents and pre-
motes only a systemic sanirization of
women’s messy experiences. While patri-
archs created women’ alleged need for
feminine deodorant spray, we feminists
are still (iguratively) spraying it through
our squeaky clean approach to denounc-
ing it. Like the ideal of the Eternal Femi-
nist, our “fresh and natural” scented DIS-
COURSE serves to de-naturalize women
from themselves and from feminism.

As we profess feminism, I propose that
we stop cleaning up our acts. To do so, we
need to admit to our estrangement by
telling our students that as women and as
feminists we find ourselves always already
playing. It is time that feminists cuntami-
nate THE FEMINIST DISCOURSE with
contradictory experiences such as those
described by my students in dis/course. In
1991, The Eemale Eunnch invites a sequel
called The Feminist Eunuch. Twenty-one
years after Greers impassioned denounce-
ment of the Eternal Feminine, we need an
equally impassioned denouncement of the
Eternal Feminist:

Maybe I couldn’t make it. Maybe 1 do
have a precry smile, good teeth, nice
tits, long legs, a cheeky arse, a sexy
voice. Maybe [ do know how to handle
men and increase my marker value, so
that the rewards due to the feminine
will accrue to me. Then again, maybe
Pm sick of masquerading the masquer-
ade. I'm sick of pretending eternal sis-
terhood. I’m sick of belying my own
context, my own contradictions, my
own complicity. I'm sick of peering at
the world through false dichotomy, so
everything I see is either politically
correct or phatlocentric; F'm sick of
weighting my head with a dead cer-
tainty, unable to implicate myself, terri-
fied of implicatng the others, afraid of
thinking too vigorously in case I impli-
cate us all. I'm sick of the Guilt. I can
only be a transvestite. I refuse 1o be a
feminist impersonator. | am a woman
and a castrate.

Although my pla(y)giarism advocates
the Death of the Eternal Feminist, it does
not advocate the death of feminisms. I am
simply calling the static and jdyllic femi-
nist identity into question. As Jane Gallop
explains in The Danghters Seduction:

... any identity will necessarily be alien
and constraining. I do not believe in
some “new identity” which would be
adequate and authentic. But I do not
seek some sort of liberation from iden-
tity. That would only lead to another

I wouldn’t vay

that I’'m a feminist.
I don’t know enough

about it to be one.

Border/Lines 22

Am [

a feminist? I've never
really thought of myself
as an actual feminist but

now that I think about it

I guess I sort of am.

form of paralysis — the oceanic passivity
of undifferentiation. Identity must be
continually assumed and immediately
called into question,

To Gallop’s assertion that “any identity
will necessarily be alien and constrain-
ing,” I would also add that it will neces-
sarily be insightful. While the feminist
identity has been both alien and con-
straining (indeed, cuntstraining), it has
also offered insights into curselves and
our contexts that other identities could
not. T believe it is crucial that we as femi-
nists be the ones to call our identities into
question; otherwise, we risk losing our
insights, our political voice, and our
power (however marginalized our power
might be) to statements hike this one:

Feminism is nothing but the operation
of 2 woman who aspires to be like a
man. And in order to resemble the
masculine dogmatic philosopher this
woman lays claim — just as much claim
as he — to truth, science and objectivicy
in all their castrated delusions of viril-
ity. Feminism too seeks to castrate. It
wants a castrated woman.

Speaking of “masculine dogmatic phi-
losophers,” it was Jacques Derrida who
brought us that four-sentence fuck, After
encounters like that one, feminists may
never walk again. For it to be good for us
too, we need to be the ones to play up our
contra/diction, to de-sanitize THE FEM-
INIST BISCOURSE, and to decuntstract
the ideal of the Eternal Feminist.

Certainly, postmedernism appears to
offer feminists an identity that allows for
such a playing up, de-sanitization, and
decuntstruction. Because it “riotously
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[ ostarted

embraces indeterminacy, fragmentation,
decanonization, selflessness, irony, [2nd)
hybridization,” as Thab Hassan put it, and
the postmodern perspective allows us to
centre contradictory play and de-sanitize
THE FEMINIST DISCOURSE. And
because the postmodern perspective is as
Linda Hurcheon says “paradoxical in its
conservative installing and then radical
contesting of conventions,” it allows us to
play up our paradoxical assaciation and
dissociation with the patriarchal ideal of
the Eternal Feminine and the feminist
ideal of the Eternal Feminist. However, as
Gallop would insist, the postmodern iden-
tity, like any identity, must be “immedi-
ately called into question.” As we do so,
it appears that a feminist identity that

with my boyfriend.
I turned to him and said,

“My cunt is itchy.”

doesn’t down-play our play does not
equate with the compla(y)cent parodic{k)
postmodern identity.

Daddy says I can play

ostmodernism in academe
reminds me of PlayDay in
public school. It was more fun
than the work days and there
were pretty good prizes and we got to see
the reachers in their play clothes, but they
were still the ones in charge and we still
had to be there and be nice all day long
and some of the games were just plain
stupid. I remember doing three-legged
races tied to some nerd hopping across
the playground towards Mr. Copeland
worrying that I might let the blue team
down and hoping that the hunk Robin
Sayner and the cute John Thompson
couldn’t see me and wondering whether
this was really any more fun than math
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class. Like the institutionalized play I
knew in grade school, the institutionalized
play of postmodernism regulates and con-
tains our play. In the same way that Play-
Day sucked the fun out of three-legged
races, the institution of postmodernism
sicks the playfulness out of play.

Reminiscent of the systemic sanitiza-
tion of THE FEMINIST DISCOURSE,
the systemic sucking of the THE POST-
MODERN DISCOURSE allows us to com-
fortably advocate discomfort, to profess
dis/ease with ease, to offer one (gendered)
perspective on diversity, to dismiss the
anthor with authority, and to confidently
assert incredulity. Borrowing Barthes’
ideas in Mythologies about metalangiape,
we can see that THE POSTMODERN
DISCOURSE is “depoliticized by a general
metalanguage which is trained to cele-
brate things, and no longer to ‘act them’,”
such language “does not deny things, on
the contrary, its function is to talk about
them.” Barthes explains that, by talking
about it, metalanguage “constitutes a kind
of preserve for myth.” THE POSTMOD-
ERN DISCOURSE preserves myths of con-
tradiction, multiplicity, subversion, and
incredulity.

It appears that while theories of es-
trangement can exist in a context that eli-
minates estrangement, estranging theories
and estranging praxis cannot. By subrnis-
sively pla(y)cing her play next to the
{parojdick play of the posunodern play-
boy, the post-feminist professor pla(y)ces
herself within a context that plays down
the very play that it professes o play up.
As playmate to the compla(y)cent play-
boy, the feminist's necessary power play is
reduced to mere powder play; as she plays
the postmodern player, she finds herself
back in the Powder Room that Greer en-
couraged us 1o escape from 21 years ago.

For example, discussing her PlayBook,
Reading Lacan, one post-feminist explains
that the publisher found

the text was not worthy of publication be-
catise it dermonstrated inadequate command of
the subject mayter; adding thar I even admit-
ved as much. Returning to this issue at the
reports end, the reader stggesied that I did
not sufficiently grasp the Lacanian theory of
sexyal identification and that I should wait
to write about Lacans theory wntil I was no
longer confused.

Of course, Jane later found a publisher
1o accept Reading Lacan. In its preface, she
discusses the text’s initial rejection, ex-
plaining that “rather than present my
mastery | am interested in getting at those
places where someone who generally
knows the text well stili finds herself in a
position of difficulty.” While she may
refuse to play up her mastery over Lacan,
however, Jane does play up Lacan’s mas-
tery over her by telling us that her ap-
proach is “in the spirit of Lacanian read-
ing” and “in the keeping with the French
revolution in discourse.” In other words,
Jane pla{y)ces her play to demonstrate
that her play is fair play and consequently
worthy of publication. She makes a meta-
play which, like the play it describes, is
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the kind of play that the professional dis-
course can (and in this case, should have)
legitimize{d).

Both the initial rejection of Jane's text
and her prefarory remarks about it remind
me of a game I used to play called Simon
Says. As you may recall, everyone lines up
facing the person appointed Simon who
stands at the other end of the yard. In that
game, you can only move if Simon says
Stmon sayr. For example, if Simon says
Simon says take three giant steps forward,
everyone should take three giant steps
forward. If Simon just says Take three giant
steps forward, everyone should stay put.
And, as eight-vear old Rachel MacArthur
confirms, “if you don’, you're out.” Jane
makes the point that her moves have been
legitimized in the professional play-
ground; that Lacan sayr she should write
and publish her text; thar Lacan says she
should foreground difficulty rather than
mastery; that the entire French revolution
in discourse says so. They all said she
could play! While Cornell University
Press knows thar {or perhaps knew chat
after Jane reminded them in the revised
preface), the first publisher she approach-
ed apparently didn’t hear the Simon says.
Perhaps that publisher had appointed
some other Simon. Whatever the case, in
that game there was no Simoen says, 5o as
any eight-year old could tell you, Jane was
out, fair and square.

Suspecting that Simon didn’t say that
this Jane’s pedagogical play is fair, my stu-
dents consult their own Simons. For the
most part, their Simons — like the other
Jane’s initial reader — dismiss my play as
foul play. In her journal, one student
writes “I tried to explain it to my boy-
friend and he seems to think its a Joad of
shit” Now, each Tuesday night, he wants
to see my notes to see what we talked
about.” Another writes “Wow! Hilarious
pieces! | showed them to my boyfriend.
‘What a reaction! His mouth just dropped
open: ‘More fucking feminist articles,’ was
what he said. Pm just very glad that he’s
open-minded. T don’t think thar this is
good stuff for men to read.” Appointing
grandpa as Simon, another says “The arti-
cle was vulgar and 1 would absolutely die
if my grandfather ever read it .... It was an
interesting article, but not written for the
general public to learn from and enjoy.”

Others want me to bring Simon into
the classtoom. For example, when asked
what she would like to hear more about
this term, one student requests thar I ded-
icate a class to “men’s views on feminism.”
Another requests that we hear more from
the Simons in the class: “I am also curious
w0 know how the guys (the entire four or
five in the class) are relating to this.
think its cool that they'd want to be in a
Women in Literature class — regardless of
the fact that I think they think it is a great
pick-up place — the ratio of guys to girls is
greatt” Deespite this student’s use of the
word “regardless” (she wants to hear more
from the men “regardless of the fact” that
they are here to pick up women), it’s more
likely that she wants to hear from them
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She said,

“Angela, you are

a Goddess!” Then she
took my fancy calli-
graphy pen and on a

piece of paper she wrote

GODDESS, folded it up, and gave it to me.

becayse of the fact thar she believes they
are here to pick up women. If they are
here to pick up women, they are Simons
rather than students. As she witnesses my
pedagogy and listens for the Simon says,
this student will know how to distinguish
between fair play and foul play; she will
know what play she can indulge in with-
out abandoning her compla(y)cency and
what play she must be sure to avoid.

Of course, while feminist play pleases
{her sugar) Daddy, it must also dis/ease
Daddy. As we compla(y}cently play in his
context of the postmodern playground,
feminists must cuntaminate that play-
ground by pla{y)cing it in a cuntext. Un-
less we suck the “dick” our of parodic(k),
with all the complicity and subversion
that that sucking suggests, that playground
will render our potent(ially foul) play fair

play.

Play for all

n our efforts to achieve free play
or at least a freer play, I suggest
that we indulge ourselves and our
students in a play for all. As we
profess feminism, we need to continue to
play down compulsery play for women,
but we also need to play up our play —
not only as the carefree playmates of the
compla(y)cent playboys of postmodern-
ism, but also as dirty players dedicared to
messing up the playground that is so
quick to render our foul play fair play. In
cuntclusion, let me return to where [
began, to the play thart is already taking
pla(y)ce. I leave you with a journal ex-
cerpt from a student who may well be the
most down-to-earth Goddess in Warerloo:

My friend Kaven (who is in this class) and
[ desided we would get together on the full
moon, whick bappened ro fall on the day after
the class on Goddess Religion and celebrate
our womanhaod and the fact that we are
goddesses. We gor together and talked about
bow CUNT i beanriful and bow we are
unafraid and prond of beantiful CUNT! I
drew up her bivth chart aud we looked ar
that, and then I spilled my guts about the -
problems I have been having with my boy-
[riend and how I don veally feel like I have
been treated much like a Goddess lately. To

71y surprise, tears came as I told ber the story
(it is very havd for me to cry), and she bug-
ged we and gave me a back massage. We
tabked abont what T conld do to patch things
up with Steve awnd she said, "Angela, you ave
a Goddess!” Then she rok my fancy calligra-
phy pen and on a piece of paper she wrote
GODDESS, folded i up, and gave it 1o we,
sqying, "Go talk to him." I did, and I told
bim everything that has been bothering me
... Since then be has treated me like the
Goddess T am. 4 Goddess appreciates herself
enough to not need amyone worship ber, but
loves herself enongh o ask for what she
needs, and 1f she is regjected, she loves herself
enongh to leave. Well, Steve and I are stif]
rogerher and he has dubbed me the Hononrary
Goddess of "Black and Tan" beer at the
Lign’s Brew Pub. I have never bad a more
bonding experience with a female than I did
yesterday with Kaven under the far full
noon, ¢

NOTES

1. Many thanks w0 the students of the Winter
1991 Women in Literature class at the Univer-
sity of Waterloo for generously allowing me to
quote their journals here and thronghout,

2. Jane Gallop states in The Daughters Seduction
that “[p]recision must be avoided, if the econ-
omy of the One is to be unsettled. Equivoca-
tions, allusions, etc. are all flirtatious; they in-
duce the interlocuror to listen, to encounter, to
interpret, but defer the moment of assimilation
back into a familiar model. Even if someone
asks for precisions, even if that someone is one-
self, it is better for women to avoid stating
things precisely.”

3. In 1970, Greer defined the Ecernal Femi-
nine as “the dominant image of femininity
which rufes our culture and to which all
women aspire.”, While the physical characteris-
tics of the ideal feminine image have changed
since then, the construct is sall with us. You
know her as the good girl, the nice girl, daddy’s
little girl, the Ivory girl, the Breck girl, the
Covergirl, the girl-nexr-door; she’s the girl of
his dreams, the kind of girl he can take home
to mom, the kind of girl who makes him wait.

4. In “Gender Theory and the Yale School,”
Johnson states “it is not enough to be a woman
writing in order to resist the naturalness of
female effacement in the subtly male pseudo-
genderlessness of language.”

5. Feminists have transformed the patriarchal
cunt — dirty, smelly, ugly, a construce that is
surely fucked — into the feminist cunt — beaud-
ful, magical, natural, a construct that Greer
insists tastes like “expensive gourmet food.”
Consider, for example, Monique Wittig’s intox-
icating descriptions in The Leshian Body.
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