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PARANOID RBADING AND REPARATIVE READING. 

OR. VOU RB SO PAR A NOID. YOU PROBABlY THINK 

TH IS ESSAY IS ABOUT YOU 

Sometime back in ,be middle of the ~'" dc<~de of the AIDS epidemic. I 
w",' picking the brains of. mend "f mine. the uti,'is, ..,ho!.or CIndy Po,· 

IOIl . • baul the probable n.", .. 1 hi""ry of H'V. TIlls was at • time when 

>pt< ula,;o n WJS ubiquitou • • bou, whether the virus had b.en deli!:>e" .. dy 

engineered or .p .... d. whether ,,, •. "'p",,,,nled a plO! or r;qoeri ment b)" the 

US military that h.d gonm oul uf COttlrol. or ""rhap. 'h>l w.$ behaving 

"",e,I)" .. it wa. mC ' nlto. Afler he.ring a lot from he,.bout the !,'<::ogr ... phy 
Jnd emnomiC$ "flhe global traffic in blood produCI<. llinany. wilh some 

eag""'css . asked Patton what she thought ofthe«: , inister rumors about 

lhe ,"iru" origin. 'An)' of the ea rly >lepl in il< <pread could hal" !:>een cith.r 

. « idenl.l ordeliberate: 'he ... id. "flut I just hal" ,rouble gelling intere<ted 

in th ... I m em. even '~ pj>O><' we w.re ,u"" of .'''ryelem.nt of. rorupirJCy: 

Ih., lhe Ii"" of Africon< and African Americ'''''''' ",orlhl.,.. in lhe o)"u of 
tl>.: United SlaIe" 'hat ga)' me" .nd drug u«:rs Ott held che.p whott they 

" 'en 't "'ively hated: that the militory delib.ra,c1y ",""."h .. way. 10 kill 
nnnwmb.""" whom i, sees as enemies: that people ill power look ,~Iml:>' 

0" the likelihood of """rophi" cm'ironmeltl.1 and l")pUlalion change,. 
S"pposing we we"" e"c, so ,~'" of.n 'ho,e lhing' _ wh .. would we \:now 
then lh" we don ', already kn",,"-

In tho yea", , i"ce th., co",,,,..,,;,,n, I',," b,ooded 3 101 "'''' ,hi> ""1"'''''' 

Chapter 4 

PARANOID READING AND REPARATIVE READING, 

OR, YOU RE SO PARANOID, YOU PROBABLY THINK 

THIS ESSAY IS ABOUT YOU 

=3 . 

Sometime back in the middle of the first decade of the Aips epidemic, | 

was picking the brains of a friend of mine, the activist scholar Cindy Pat- 
ton, about the probable natural history of Hiv. This was at a time when 
speculation was ubiquitous abour whether the virus had been deliberately 
engineered or spread, whether v represented a plot or experiment by the 
U.S. military that had gotten our of control, or perhaps that was behaving 

exactly as it was meant to. Afier hearing a lot from herabout the geography 
and economics of the global traffic in blood products, [ finally, with some 

eagerness, asked Patton what she thought of these sinister rumors about 

the virus’s origin. “Any of the early steps in its spread could have been either 
accidental or deliberate,” she said. “But I just have trouble getting interested 

in that. | mean, even suppose we were sure of every element of a conspiracy: 
that the lives of Africans and African Americans are worthless in the eyes of 
the United States; that gay men and drug users are held cheap where they 
aren’t actively hated; that the military deliberately researches ways to kill 
noncombarants whom it sees as enemies; that people in power look calmly 
on the likelihood of catastrophic environmental and population changes: 
Supposing we were ever so sure of all those things—what would we know 
then that we don'talready know?” 

In the years since that conversation, I've brooded a lot over this response 



of P.u",,· .. Aside from a «n~m COflg~ni:al. stony p<$Sim;"",. I think wh .. , 

I \-e fOund enabling about it iJ ,h., i, ... gge>lS ,he poosibili.)" of unl"'du,g. 

of diSt" .. ,,!;l i"g from thcir impacted and (>\ ... rd~t~"nincd histori"'l ... ~. 

,io" '0 urI> othtt some of the 5Cf"''''c ~lcnlCnt$ of the imollcnual bag
s-'~'" ,hat many of u. ",rry ........ nd under a ubd such as "tilt Mr!t1o<tltU'iQ 

"fsuspicion." Panon', comment Juggtst< tI'a! for 50~ ' 0 1> .... an "'" 

mys,ified. ang ry vicwoflarg< and genuinely Iyltcmic opprc"iol,.d~, noc 
tmrin~aUy or ""oo""rily enjoin that peoon to .ny ~fir ••• in of epist •. 
moIogical or "" .... i .... const<juen«s. To know ,Iu •• M origIn or opnad. of 
.. " ...... lilfkdlly .. I'h. Iu, .. ~hed from a .u,e·aj'ioled conoplr~-_h 

knowledge is, i •• urn. OUt. sepanblefrom .he quc .. ion of whe,hcflh. ener. 

Sic. of. gil"n At oJ :K.i'·"t in.dlcc.u.1 o. group might !Its. br .... d in .... 

,udng and e~JIO"u", of ourh. f""$ibI~ pIot. "l1w..")" migh •. but ,"'n again. 

, .... ")" might no •. Though edlieaUy ""y frau gh'. ,''' choice .. noo 5<'lf· .... idm.; 
whe,her <II" not to untkrul<e .hi, highl)' compel]'''g t,."cing·.nd·c"\X"Urt 

project reprc,",n .. a Ilr.tegic and lor.1 derui<m. nOt n=narily a ca!.gori· 

(allmperatWc. P."",,·, rtSp<><UC '0 mr 5ttmcd '0 open a loF" for """'ing 
from.he ratl"" ft..,ed quC$lion 1J a particulnpi«cofkn"',,~ .rue. and 

"""'can ,n know? ,o.he funhcrqoxs'ion<' What doc, kna...'k.-dS"J~ -,he 

pUII"i. of i,. 'he h"'ing and expo,Ing of it. 'he ... c';,·ing .g.in of knowl· 

edge of " 'hat one .I .... dy krK .... 1 fI ....... in short. is knov..~ ptrfor"",m ... 
and how~ .. docs one '''''''''' .mong it< ca...,.,. .nd elf"""" 

1 sul'f"'S'" .his ought .0 IICcn, 'I";t. an u" ... "",rubic epiphany: ,ha. 
knowl~dg. d .... ... ther .han ';mpt)· II it is by now ''''Y toulin .. to di$<Oove<_ 
Yet it 5c~m' that • lot of .h~ ",.t force ofsuch disca....,ri~. has b«n blun.ed 

th ....... gh ,he h.bnu. l p"'cti<el <>f ,he somr rorms of criti<~l theory thal 

luI'( gi"'n ouch b~ currtllC)' ,o.he fOrmubc the"""h ..... In putiru. 
lar. It Is I"-"'iblc th.t .he ''''Y produ"'i"", ,ntk.1 h.bit< cmbodi<d in " ..... , 
P.ut Ric""ur rncnl<)robly ra iled 'IH:: "herm<n~u.ks of ,u",,",ion" _ ",;de

'1"":0<1 cri,ical habiu indttd. pemaps by now ntarly ' Y"""1""'''' with 
critimm itself- may h .... Iud In unintm.ion..tly stultif)ing ,ide e/kcl: 

'ht:)' m.y h.,,, made it I~n r.,lH::r ,h.n mon: possibk:.o unpack ,he 1(lC.>1. 

con .lngent ",I.,i"n, be,ween .n)" si,..,n picce of kn""'ledgc ."d it< naml' 
,i,,,/cpi>lcmologic. l cn.ailmrnt. for'M ""eker. knov.·~r. 0< tcUer. 

Rironlr in.rudu«d the cate),""Y of ,he her .... ncu'ioo of,.,~ .0 
dcs<ribe 'hl" posi'i"" of M.n. Ni<t~hc . F.-cud. anJ ,he .. int~ll""tu..t 0/1". 
_pring in a conte .. ,h., .1", inrl"d" J ,uch aitcrnat;"c discip)""r)" hermc' 

<lC'''1o "-~ . he philological and theologi,.1 " herm~ncurics <>f "'~"':"Y of 
",c." ins.~ His ;ntc'" in ,,!fering ,he ti"mcr of .he,", fo.-mul •• i"", " "as de . 

","pti"" and t.",nomic r •• her.h.n im"" .... ';' ... In til< con,u, of "'CCn, US. 

"",ical .he ory. h<:N.~r .... ' ...... Mati. Ni<tZSCM .• nd F ... ud by .h.""",I, ... 

..... ,.k .... as «KIS';' uring a I"""Y ""ffit:icm gmc:.Logy for the m";n<lrt.m of 
N,'w H;"oridst. deco ... ,ru,,;, ... fom;niJ(. '1ueer . • nd psycho.n.ly,k oiti· 
(t>nt. to apply a hermeneutk. Or,u~piciO" is, 1 beli ....... ",;doly undc ... tood as 

• "",nd .. ory InjunClion ...... r ,b;t.n. poo>-ibility .mong otMr pC>SSibili.in;. 

The phrol.'" now Iu, somr,hing like ,he ..cmI SI~t'" of Frednc "'mrso.", 

".~I,,·aY' hiSlorictu" - and.lil:.c ,h •• 0"". i, ~"oddly into its lit ... pooilion in 
,he t,bk,s ofth~ L~w_ Alw4Jl hi s,ori,ize, Wha, could hal.., less lodo wi.h 

his,,,rici/:ing than , ... commanding. atcmpoul.d-...,rl> "alWay'", I. reminds 

me of .... bumfXr Slide ... th., inSIrtJCI people in ",her 011 ,0 "Question 

,Iu,hority." Excelkm adrice. fXrh~ps w . .. cd 00 .nyone ",t.o docs " .... ,. 

t'''' they're ord.",d In do by a "rip of pape r glued.o an .u,omobile! The 

tn'per.!i"e framing ""ill do funny ,hings '0 • herrrw::neutics of SI.1Spici<M1. 
NOT surprisingl)·. the mClhodological cemr;t\i,y oJ 5UspK;on to "' •. 

n:nt criliGll prwicc: b;t.. im·oh ... d a concomi,.n. pm.;lcgi"g of ,he ron· 
~p' " (par.noia, In .r.c 1m p.ragr.ph., of " ... .,d'. e,,,,,)" <)tl ,he paunoid 

Or, S,-h rd:>er. ,hen: i. di><usslon of what " ... ud considcl1 • "striking .imi· 

I.my" between So:hn-bcr. sptema,;" pcrwnltOf)' dcLu.ion and fn:ud', 

""'n 'hcory. Freud ","as indeed I~tcr.o g..:...,...liu. farnou..,. . • b;t., "'M ddu' 

.ions of p" .... noloc. h.,,, .n unp"l"~bIc ""ern. l simil.ri. y and .mer",,1 

ki"lhip'" 'he ,y"e",s of our philosophe r." _ .nlong whom he included 

hl"'''''1f (lZ:79. '7 : ~7J ). For an his slyn~ ... i. m.y be true tl\;o. ,he. puta",,,, 

congruence be' '''ern parmoia and.heory WU unp:al.ouble to F.-cud: if .... 
110",,,, .... it ;, nn longer v;.:.. ... d as u"P"b •• bic . n.c . rt;.;ul .. ton of SIKh a 

"'''gr uene. "")' ha", been Inc,·i,.blt .• t ' LI)' r.tc ; as Riroeur not ... "For 
M . ... N;",:zsch •.• nd Freud, ,h. fut>d.mcntala'rgory of CottKiou>ncss is 
,be ... L\t;"', hidden·sho"," 0.-. ,f you p ... fer. JimuL\ted·man,fntcd .. .. Thw 

' .... dh\inguishing charactens", of M~tI. Freud •• nd N;"tUChc is ,he gen. 
e",1 hypot .... ;, ronceming bOlh .he procc .. off.l", con.oau'ncss and 'he 

n""hcxl of deciphering. The , "'0 g<ltoge,her. ,ilK. 'he m,m of suspicion 
'ar,.;., Out in rt ....... ,he ..-o.-k off.l .. ficarion of, ... man of guile" O)-}4). 

The man of ""spicion double·blulfmg.he: man of guile: tn,he: b;t."'" oJ 
,hinke .... M .. Freud. pa ... noia h •• by now condidl)' bn:om< Ie .. a di.b'11O· 

." .h .... p« ... ription_ In 0 w"rld wh~n: nn ""~ n"ed l>t dol".i"".I to find 

of Patton’s. Aside from a certain congenial, stony pessimism, | think whag 

I've found enabling about it is that it suggests the possibility of unpackiug‘.- 

of disentangling from their impacted and overdetermined historical rel. 

tion to each other some of the separate elements of the intellectual ; 

gage that many of us carry around under a label such as “the hermeneutics 

of suspicion.” Patton’s comment suggests that for someone to have an un. 

mystified, angry view of large and genuinely systemic oppressions does nog 

intrinsically or necessarily enjoin that person to any specific train of episte- 

mological or narrative consequences. To know that the origin or spread v 

Hiv realistically might have resulted from a state-assisted conspiracy —such 

knowledge is, it turns our, separable from the question of whether the ener- 

gies of a given aips activist intellectual or group might best be used in thg 

tracing and exposure of such a possible plot. They might, but then again, 
they mightnot. Though ethically very fraught, the choice is not self-evident; 

whether or not o undertake this highly compelling tracing-and-exposure 
project represents a strategic and local decision, not necessarily a categori- 

cal imperative. Patton’s response to me seemed to open a space for moving 
from the rather fixated question Is a particular piece of knowledge true, and 

how can we know? to the further questions: What does knowledge do—the 

pursuit of it. the having and exposing of it, the receiving again of knowl- 

edge of what one already knows? How, in short, is knowledge performative, 

and how best does one move among its causes and effects? 

I suppose this ought to scem quite an unremarkable epiphany: that 

knowledge does rather than simply is it is by now very routine to discover. 

Yet it seems that a lot of the real force of such discoveries has been blunted 

through the habitual practices of the same forms of critical theory that 

have given such broad currency to the formulae themselves. In partict- 

lar, it is possible that the very productive critical habits embodied in what 
Paul Ricoeur memorably called the “hermeneutics of suspicion” —wide- 
spread critical habits indeed. perhaps by now nearly synonymous with 

criticism itself —may have had an unintentionally stultifying side effect: 

they may have made it less rather than more possible to unpack the local, 

contingent relations berween any given piece of knowledge and its narras 

tive /epistemological entailments for the seeker, knower, or teller. 

Ricoeur introduced the category of the hermeneutics of suspicion 10 

describe the position of Marx, Nietzsche, Freud, and their intellectual off: 

spring in a context that also included such alternative disciplinary herme: 

124 Touching Freling 

peutics as the philological and theological “hermencutics of recovery of 

meaning.” His intent in offering the former of these formulations was de- 

seriptive and taxonomic rather than imperative. In the context of recent US. 

critical theory, however, where Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud by themselves 

are taken as constituting a pretty sufficient genealogy for the mainstream of 

New Historicist, deconstructive, feminist, queer, and psychoanalytic criti- 

cism, to apply a hermeneutics of suspicion is, | believe, widely understood as 

4 mandatory injunction rather than a possibility among other possibilities, 
The phrase now has something like the sacred status of Fredric Jameson's 

“Always historicize” —and, like that one, it fits oddly into its new position in 

the tablets of the Law. Always historicize? What could have less to do with 

historicizing than the commanding, atemporal adverb “always™? It reminds 
me of the bumper stickers that instruct people in other cars 1o "Question 

Authoritv.” Excellent advice, perhaps wasted on anyone who does whar- 

ever they re ordered to do by a strip of paper glued to an automobile! The 

imperartive framing will do funny things to a hermeneutics of suspicion. 
Not sorprisingly, the methodological cemtrality of suspicion to cur- 

rent critical practice has involved a concomirant privileging of the con- 
cept of paranoia, In the last paragraphs of Freud's essay on the paranoid 

Dr. Schreber, there is discussion ol what Freud considers a “striking simi- 

larity” berween Schreber’s systematic persecutory delusion and Freud's 

own theory. Freud was indeed later 1o generalize, famously. that “the delu- 

sions of paranoiacs have an unpalatable external similarity and internal 

kinship to the systems of our philosophers” ~among whom he included 

himself (12:79, 17:271). For all his slyness, it may be true that the putative 

congruence between paranoia and theory was unpalatable to Freud: if so, 
huowever, it is no longer viewed as unpalatable. The articulation of such a 

congruence may have been inevitable, at any rate; as Ricoeur notes, “For 

Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud, the fundamental category of consciousness is 

the relation hidden-shown or, if you prefer, simulated-manifested. . . . Thus 
the distinguishing characteristic of Marx, Freud, and Nietzsche is the gen- 
¢tal hypothesis concerning both the process of false consciousness and the 

method of deciphering. The two go together, since the man of suspicion 

tarries out in reverse the work of falsification of the man of guile” (33-34). 
The man of suspicion double-bluffing the man of guile: in the hands of 

thinkers after Freud, paranoia has by now candidly become less a diagno- 

8% than g prescription. In a world where no one need be delusional to find 

Paranvid Reading, Reparative Reading 125 



~"idcnc~ of systemic oppreSSion. to theorize OUt of .nylhing bul ~ P"r:ot'loid 

crilicol ".nCe has come 10 '''''m n .... '..,. piOUS. orcompl.i",-nl . I my .. lfh..., 
no wi,h to re,urn to ,he u,e of "par'fl'Oid" .s a pathologizing di.gt)osjr, 
n.u, it .. emS to me. great loss wkn paranoid inquiry romes 'o"'em "'" 
tirely coexlensiv. wi,h cri,ical theore,ic.l inquiry ratbe. than being "ie~ 

as one kind of eo~"'i'i,-e/.lfec'i"" theore.ical proctice among otber .• It.r. 
na,i, ... kinds_ 

Evt:n aside from .he prestige tha, now anacbe, to a hermeneutics Qf 

suspicion in cri,ical 'hrory as a whole. queer >ludle, in partkular has hod 
• distinctive history of in,imacy wi,h Ihe I"'",noid imper.tive, F"ud. Qf 

rour.., . 'raced every inStance of paranoia 10 the repression ohpenfirally 

s;lme'$e' deSire, whe,her in women orin men. The ,raditional . homopho. 

bic p'y,ho. n,ly,i, use that has gen"olly been m.<k of Freud', assocta
tinn ha. been tn pathologiu homOS('xu.ls as paranoid OT 10 conside, parr 

noi • • di"in<li,,,ly homOS('xu.1 disc _"" In Ho'"""' .... ,,'i D<sirr. how.-." •. > 
1971 h"ok tr-an,I"ed imo English in 1978. Cuy Hocqucn~hem .. turned to 
Freud's formulations todraw from ,hem. rondU.>ion th., would nOl repro. 

duce Ihi, damaging non "qui,u,_ If paranoia .. flec," the rrprwiM of SOme

Sn de,i"" H'>cqu~ngbem .. asooed. 'hen paranoia is • uniquely priYi/egW 
, i l~ r,,, illuminating not homos<:xu~lity irsdf, as in IhI: F",od ian tradi'ion. 

bUI rather prt:<iscly ,he mechani'm, of homophobic and heterosnis, en

forcement .gail1$t i'- Wha, is illumin.t.d by an undersl.nding of par~noia 

is nol h"w hiJmos<.u.lity works. bUI how homophobia .nd he,erosniSIn 

work -in ,Imrl . if on. understands Ihe", oppre",;ons 10 be 'p'emk. how 
,h. world wt>rk'_ 

P:tranoia thus bec. me by ,he mid-'980, a pri"ikged obj«t "f antihomo

phobic theory, How did it .p .. ad so quickly from that sta,u, '" being ilS 

uni~udy s.nc,ioned "'''hoJology ' I have been looking bock inlO my own 
writing of,he I~", wdl OS ' hOI of some othereriti<;>. 'rying 10 re, .. ce 

that ' ransition _ one ,hat ""ems wurthy of ",mark nuw bu' .. cmed at ,M 

time, I think. !he mOlt n.,ural mOl'/: in 'he world. f"JrI of'he explana'ion 
lies ;n a property of par.noi. i,,,,lf Simply put. paranoia tends 10 be conlO' 

gious; mnre .pecifically. pa."'~noia is drawn toward and lends '0 coostrua 

' ymmetric.l rel.,iuns. in particular. symme'rical epistemologies . .... leo 
Be""'ni wri'es. "To inspire in 'e",,, is 10 "" guaranteed . paranoid ..... ding. 

ju" '" we mUSI inevitably be su'picious of thc interprelation. we in.pi .... , 
P,ranoi. is .n ille>c'p. blc in,erp""ill' doubling or pr,,,,,,,,,. - <,13-11). It ""," 

" hkf (,,,,d. if n~ce''''ry , becomcs onc) to ,"ch. thief: i, mobilize. guile 

,g.;"st ,u'pidon. suspicion against guile : "il takes one 10 know on., ' A 
""wid friend, wbo believes I ~m reading her mind. knows ,his from read_ 

;n~ ",il\e: also a suspicious writer, sh. i, alw.)" ,uming up 01 crime "'ene' 

of plaS i.ri>m , indifferen,'y ~$ pe'pe'ratoro, as victim: a li'igious colleague 
. ! ",<'il. she no, only im, gincs me '0 be as familiar wi,h ,he I.",·. of libel 

",he is. but eventu.lIy makes me become so_ (All thcs<: cx.>mple •. bi" ,he 

"-,,y, . n: fictitious.) 

Given that paranoia seemS 10 have. peculi. rly intimate rel"ion '0 'he 

phobic d),n.mics around homosexu.lity, 'hen. i, may h"", been "roctur

.11)" incvi"ble that the ",.ding p",,,i«S ,hat became mOS' "'ailable and 

f,uilful in amihomophobic "'"rk would often in lurn h.,-e becn p ... noid 

""co' Th ~re muS! h,,'c been historical .s well oS Slru"urol ",aSOns for this 

de,·elopn""m. however. because it i, Ic» e~sy ,,, account on >lroouralt.rm. 

for the f"'quem privileging of para noid methodologies in recent ""nque~r 

criti" l projects such as feminiS! theory, I"}-.:hoan.lylic theory. deconstruc
tion, Mdrxist cri'icism. or ,he New HhlOrici,m, One ",cenl discu»ion of 

p'"n"ia itwoh, '"a popular m. xim or ,he latc 196<»: 'jo" because you're 
p"ranoid doe,,, 't m.an ,h.,y'", no! ou' 10 get )'ou· · (Adam. I~). In faa. i, 

"'~ Ins quite plausible th .. som. ' ... rlion of' hi.. oxiom (pcrh,f'" "E '" n • p> ra.. 
noid <an have e n~mie.:' uttered hy Henry Ki><illgetj is." inddibly in...,;bed 

in the brains ofooby boomers ,hat i, "ffcrs u.the ronlinuing illU.>ion of pus. 
"""ing' spedal inSight int" 'he cpistemol"!;ic' of ~nmily. My imp"'''iun. 
_g,in. i, tim we . re liable to produc/: ,hi.; ron" .. i,,,, formulalion as fierrdy 

.. if it h.d . ,,,,If' eviden' i"'pc,,"i'" force: Ihe nmation that e'-en paranoid 

f>t~ )ple havc ",,<mies is wielded as jf its absolutely nec .... ry coroll.ry " 'ere 

'he inj"nction "so yeo "a" "'w, It< I""",,oi,' '""0"8"' " 
~ UI 'he truth value ofthe original axiom. assuming il 10 "" 'ru~. do"s,,', 

.ctu.ily m,ke a paranoid imperative ,elf·C\·iden\. Lea rning that "jU<l be

come )'"u 're p.ranoid d"",n', mean rou don't hal" ~nemie.," somebody 
migh ' deduce that being pannoid is nm.n effect;", "'ay 10 ge, rid of ene· 

lil ies, Rather ,h." concluding "'50 you an nc,'C r be par:",oid enough: 'his 

PC''''n migh ' inSle.d be moved '0 r-eAoct "bul ,hen. jUst because )'Ou h.,.., 
enemic, doesll " mo.n )'OU h3"e to be par.noid: ThaI is '0 sa)". onCe again : 

f<" "'meone 10 have .n umn)·<tifi"d "i<w of s)"stem;c opp",,,i"n, doe, not 
ill trill.' ie" lIy m """ ..-arily ~n join t hat pcrson '0 .ny .peci fie,,,, in of cpist. mo, 
l"l\i,.IOf nacrativc <on",,~uence>. To be ",heT Ih ... p.lr."okl (.nd or COut>c. 

evidence of systemic oppression, to theorize out of anything buta pars 

eritical stance has come to seem naive, pious, or complaisant. I myse 
no wish to return to the use of “paranoid” as a pathologizing dia 

but it seems to me a great loss when paranoid inquiry comes to 

tirely coextensive with critical theoretical inquiry rather than being 
as one kind of cognitive /affective theoretical practice among other, E 
native kinds. 

Even aside from the prestige that now attaches to a hermeneutics g 
suspicion in critical theory as a whole, queer studies in particular has’ 
a distinctive history of intimacy with the paranoid imperative. Freud, 
course, traced every instance of paranoia to the repression of specif 
same-sex desire, whether in women or in men. The traditional, hom 

bic psychoanalytic use that has generally been made of Freud's as 
tion has been to pathologize homosexuals as paranoid or to consider 
noia a distinctively homosexual disease. In Homasexual Desire, how 

1972 book translated into English in 1978, Guy Hocquenghem retn 

Freud’s formulations to draw from them a conclusion that would not 
duce this damaging non sequitur. If paranoia reflects the repression of. 

sex desire, Hocquenghem reasoned, then paranoia is a uniguely priv 

site for illuminating not homosexuality itself, as in the Freudian trad 

but rather precisely the mechanisms of homophobic and heterosexist e 
forcement against it. What is illuminated by an understanding of par 
is not how homosexuality works, but how homophobia and heterosexism 
work —in short, if one understands these oppressions 1o be systemic, h OW 
the world works. 

Paranoia thus became by the mid-1980s a privileged object of antihomo- 
phobic theory. How did it spread so quickly from that status to being it 
uniquely sanctioned methodology? 1 have been looking back into my o 
writing of the 19805 as well as that of some other critics, trying to retrace 
that transition — one that seems worthy of remark now but seemed at the 
time, [ think, the most natural move in the world, Part of the explanation. 
lies in a property of paranoia itself. Simply put, paranoia tends to be conta-. 

gious; more specifically, paranoia is drawn toward and tends to construct 
symmetrical relations, in particular, symmetrical epistemologies. As Lefl 
Bersani writes, “To inspire interest is to be guaranteed a paranoid madu%. 
just as we must inevitably be suspicious of the interpretations we inspire. 
Paranoia is an inescapable interpretive doubling of presence” (188, Tt sets— 
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 thicf {and, if necessary, becomes one) to catch a thief: it mobilizes guilg 

against suspicion, suspicion against guile; "it takes one to know ane.” A 

Paranmd friend, who believes | am reading her mind, knows this from read- 

ng Mine; also a suspicious writer, she is always turning up ar erime scenes 

of plagiarism, indifferently as perpetrator or as victim; a litigious colleague 

45 well, she not only imagines me to be as familiar with the laws of libel 

45 she is, but eventually makes me become so. (All these examples, by the 

way, are Fctitious.) 

Given that paranoia seems to have a peculiarly intimate relation to the 

phob{c dynamics around homosexuality, then, it may have been structur- 

ally inevicable that the reading practices that became most available and 

fruitful in antihomophobic work would often in turn have been paranoid 

ones. There must have been historical as well as structural reasons for this 

development, however, because itis less easy to account on structural terms 

for the frequent privileging of paranoid methodologies in recent nonqueer 

¢ritical projects such as feminist theory, psychoanalytic theory, deconstruc- 

tiom, Marxist criticism, or the New Historicism. One recent discussion of 

paranoia invokes “a popular maxim of the late 1960s: ‘Just because you're 

paranoid doesn’t mean theyre not out to get you'” (Adams 15). In fact, it 

seems quite plausible thar some version of this axiom (perhaps “Evena para- 

noid can have enemies,” uttered by Henry Kissinger) is so indelibly inscribed 

in the brains of baby boomers that it offers us the continuing illusion of pos- 

sessing a special insight into the epistemologies of enmity. My impression, 

again, is that we are liable to produce this constative formulation as fiercely 
as if it had a self-evident imperative force: the notation that even paranoid 
people have enemies is wielded as if its absolutely necessary corollary were 
the injunetion “so you can never be paranoid enough.” 

But the truth value of the original axiom, assuming it to be true, doesn't 

actually make a paranoid imperative self-evident. Learning that "just be- 
cause you're paranoid doesn't mean you don't have enemies,” somebody 
might deduce that being paranoid is not an effective way to get rid of ene- 

migs, Rather than concluding “so you can never be paranoid enough,” this 

Person might instead be moved to reflect “but then, just because you have 
tnemies doesn't mean you have 1o be paranoid.” That is to say, once again: 
for someone to have an unmystified view of systemic oppressions does not 
itrinsically or necessarily enjoin that person to any specific train of epistemo- 

logical or narrative consequences. To be other than paranoid (and of course, 
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we' ll need '" define thiS term much mort> ,"refully), to practk~ mho< t~ 
paranoid form, of knuwing do<. noll , in it5Clf. entail. denial of the n:alry 

"r gr.vity "f . nmity or opp"''''i"n. 
How.re we to und.rstand I"'",-noi. in such a way as to situate it as 

one kind of epistemologic.1 pr.ctice . mons other .• ltem.ti,,,, one.l Bo_ 
.ide. Freud'" the mOst u .. ble r,,.mulation. r,,. this purpose "'1)uld "'ern 
to be those of Me!'ni. Klein and (to the ,,",ent that p ... noi. repreSi"" an 

./feCti,-e as well .s <Ob"';t"" mode) Sil •• n Tomkin._ In Klein. I find p:onku. 

l.rly congeni.l her uSC of the concept of !"'"hoM_ the ",hizoid/ p:oranoid 

po,ition, the depressive position -as opposed to. for ex,mple. n<>rmat ivt'ly 

ordered <tng", ,uble ""'<1"'''. or diasoO>tiC /"""o""li,)· '>1'<'- ;\, Hin.hel
wOO<l write' in hi, Vinio"a,y of Kltiniall Tho"gln. "The term 'position' de_ 

scribe, tho ch.,.cteristk postu", tha! !he ego t.kes up with re$pCct to ito 

objec" __ (Klein] .... ·.nt.d to con'"y, ",i,h the ide. of position . 3 much 

mnn: flexible lo·and ·fro process be,we.n one and the oth<r th.n is nor. 

mally meanl by reg",,,,ion to fixa,ion points in th. dC\'t:lopmentol pha",,' 

(J94)- The n.,ible 10·.nd-fro mO\"m~nt implicit in Klcini"n f"Jitio"-, will 

oc meful for m)' diS(ussion of pJranoid and reparati,,: critical p'<UI"''', nOl 

as theoretical ideologies (.nd c~nainl)" n", as st.ble pe,-"",alily Iypes of 
criliCl), but .. cbanging .nd h~ .. rogenrou. rdation~1 stan, ... 

The grc~tc" interest of Kl~in', concep< lies, it "'-"Cm' 'n me. in hersceing 

the paranoid po'i'ion .Iw.y. in Ihe o>cW.,ory context of a ''CT)' diffe",nt 
possible "It<:; th o <lepre.i,,, position . For Klein', infant ur adult. tnc p:or>' 
noid po,ition - unocr1tand. hly m.rked by h .. ..,d. en"y, and anxiot),-i. a 

position of «rriblc . lenne,. to Ihe dongers posed by the h .. eful and e""i· 

ous parI -objects that One dcfcnSi,·cly projects into, ,,,,,,, Out of, and in· 

gem from the world around Onc_ By contr .. t. the d'pr=i'''' position i. 
on .nxiet)·.mitigating .<hie,..,mcnt th.t the inf.nt or . dult only sometimes, 

and often only briefly. 5ucceeds in inhabiting: thi' i, the po.it;on from ,,·h;ch 

it is possibl" in lum to use one's own resources to assemble or ""'p:oir" ,n. 
munlerou. part -obje". into something like. ,,'hole-though , I .... ·ould .m· 

ph"ize. "ot ""''-'''rily Ii~r all)' p=xisting ","ole_ Once .. sembled to one'. 
own "",<ifications. the more sa'isfying obje" is a,'aiI3bh: boIh to ~ iden,i· 

fied with .nd to olferone nourishment .nd comfort in lum. Among Klein'S 
n'me. for the rep.rati,'C process is 10\..,. 

Gi>'fn the instahiliry.nd mutu.l in"'ription buil, into the Kleini.n n<>tion 
of positions. I am also. in 'he preS<'11l project. intere".d in doingjustiu to 

th< pow~rful "'par"i'" pr.ctiCes thot. r ~m ronvin"ed. infuse self-",'m"<:diy 
parano id crilkaJ PIOjCCl5, as well ., in the par.n<>id exigende. th" arc ohen 

",'cc""y for nonpar. noid knowing .nd utter.mcr. For "xample , Panon', 

,·Jltn re.ponse to m • • bo", the otigins of "". drew on • lot of research. 

her own .nd Other people' •. ",uch of which required being p:o",noi ... II)' 

; trucwred, 
f"rcOllvcnicnce ' ... ke, I bonow my critir.l enmplesas I proceed from 

tWO influ ential studies of th. p.st decade, one rough I)' ps)-cho.;mal)"lic and 

tht othe r roughly New Historicisl - but I do SO for more than Ihe s.ke of 

convenience, as both an: books (Judith Hutler', GrnJa Tro.b/, . nd D. A. 

,\l\lIer's Th, I\'ovd o"d '"' Pol;'~) who," Un"ali,y 10 tM d""lopment of my 
own 'ho ught, .nd that of th. criti,,1 m",-emenlS th .. mOSt intereSt me. a", 

",""'pic" of their remark.b!. f,,!"Ce .nd exempl.rit)'- Each. :os well. is inter· 

."ingly located in a tadt or o,ten,ibly marginal. but in hindsighl origina')' 

ond ;loth Ori7.ing rcl.tion to diAcrcnt .",ins of queer theory_ Finall)', I draw 

.;en ... of permi"i,,,, from the f. (\ thot ncitbce book iun)" lonsen-ery "'p' 

resen",i"" of Ih. most rcccnt work "f eithce ~uthor, "" th.t ob",,,·.tions 

about th~ re.ding practices of eilher ",H,k rna)'. I hope, e",ape being gl ued 

" if . Ilegorically to the name of the author_ 

r wou ld like to begin by ,,-,uing OUl5ide the >Cupe uf thi' disc"",ion 

any ovcrl.p be'ween par.muia per '" on the one hand . and on the other 

h. nd the ""e. ". rioml)' called dementia praecox (by Kraepelin) , schizo

phreni. (by Bicuicr). m. mo", b",nerally. ,Iclusionalily or psych""i" As La· 

pl'n"he ~nd PonlO1i. nott. th~ hi'tory of p,),chi .. ry has attempted ""iow 
m'pping' of thi> o,·erl.p: "Kraepelin differentiates dearly between p . ... -
noia on (he one hand and the p.,. noid form of dementia praecox on 'he 

,nher: Illculer Irt,." p ... noi. 0.' , ub ·catCh"'')· of d~mentia praecox. or 

the gruup of sch i,oph",nia" .. for Freud. he i. qui,e p"'p"red to se. ccr· 
"i" so - c~lIed paranoid forms of demen,ia praec", broughl under thc he.d 

of par.noi • .. . . [for example, Schreher',] co .. of ·p" .. noid demen';'" i5 

""' "nti.lly. p.r.noi. proper! and therefore nOI a form of schizophrenia] in 
F1"I;ud·. eyes" (>97)_ In Klein', I; .. r writing<, meanwhile, 'he occurrence of 

r,)'<hot idike ment.1 eve"" i, .. en., uni,,,,,.,1 in ","h children and .dult •. 
,,-, th., ",«hanism' such os p".noi. haw " dur ontological priorit)' ",,,r 

di'h'llO>tic calcgorics ,uch a, demen'i • . The ITason I want to in,ist in .d
"""ce On ,h i, m",,, i" once . ga in. to 'ry to h)'po,heticolly disem.ngk the 
9"""i(," of tru,h ,'alue from the question of perfoem.ti"" effec._ 

we'll need to define this term much more carefully), to practice other ths e 

paranoid forms of knowing does not, in itself, entail a denial of the reality 
or gravity of enmity or oppression. 

How are we to understand paranoia in such a way as to situate it ag 

one kind of epistemological practice among other, alternative ones? 
sides Freud's, the most usable formulations for this purpose would se 

to be those of Melanie Klein and (to the extent that paranoia represents an 
affective as well as cognitive mode) Silvan Tomkins. In Klein, 1 find parti e 

latly congenial her use of the concept of positions— the schizoid/paran i 

position, the depressive position—as opposed to, for example, normatively 

ordered stages, stable structures, or diagnostic personality types. As Hins'H__ - 

wood writes in his Dictionary of Kleinian Thought, “The term 'pusifiun'.' 

scribes the characteristic posture that the ego takes up with respect to its 

objects. . . . [Klein] wanted to convey, with the idea of position, a much 
more flexible to-and-fro process berween one and the other than isn 

mally meant by regression to fixation points in the developmental phases® 
(394). The flexible to-and-fro movement implicit in Kleinian positions v 

be useful for my discussion of paranoid and reparative critical practices, 

eritics), but as changing and heterogeneous relational stances. , 

The greatest interest of Klein's concept lies, it seems to me, in herseeing 

the paranoid position always in the oscillatory context of a very diffe it 

possible one: the depressive position, For Klein's infant or adulr, the para- 

noid position —understandably marked by hatred, envy, and anxiery —isa 

position of terrible alertness to the dangers posed by the hateful and mfl‘fi 

ous part-objects that one defensively projects into, carves out of, and in- 

gests from the world around one. By contrast, the depressive pnsrl:n:ltlii ' 

an anxiety-mitigating achievement that the infant or adult only SGmEfl-Dlt-Fr 

and often only briefly, succeeds in inhabiting: thisis the position from wh 

it is possible in turn to use one’s own resources to assemble or "repair’ tfin 
murderous part-objects into something like a whole—though, | would em 
phasize, not necessatily like any preexisting whole. Once assembled to one’s 
own specifications, the more satisfying object is available both to be identi= f 

fied with and to offer one nourishment and comfort in turn. Among Klein's 

names for the reparative process is love. 

Given the instability and mutual inscription built into the Kleinian notion 

of positions, 1 am also, in the present project, interested in doing justice 10 1 
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the powerful reparative practices that, | am convinced, infuse self-avowedly 

p:l.rarmid critical projects, as well as in the paranoid exigencies thatare often 

necessary for nonparanoid knowing and utterance. For example, Patton’s 
calm response to me about the origins of Hiv drew on a lot of research, 

her own and other people’s, much of which required being paranoiacally 

spructured, 

For convenience s sake, | borrow my critical examples as | proceed from 

rwo influential studies of the past decade, one roughly psychoanalytic and 

the other roughly New Historicist—but 1 do so for more than the sake of 

convenience, as both are books ( Judith Butler's Gender Trouble and DL A, 

Miller’s The Novel and the Police) whose centrality to the development of my 

own thought, and that of the critical movements that most interest me, are 

examples of their remarkable force and exemplarity. Each, as well, is inter- 

estingly located in a tacit or ostensibly marginal, but in hindsight originary 

and authorizing relation to different strains of queer theory, Finally, | draw 

asense of permission from the fact that neither book is any longer very rep- 

resentative of the most recent work of either author, so that observations 

about the reading practices of either book may, | hope, escape being glued 

as if allegorically to the name of the author. 

I would like to begin by setting outside the scope of this discussion 
any overlap berween paranoia per se on the one hand, and on the other 

hand the states variously called dementia praecox (by Kraepelinj, schizo- 
phrenia (by Bleuler), or, more generally, delusionality or psychesis. As La- 

planche and Pontalis note, the history of psychiatry has atempted various 

mappings of this overlap: "Kraepelin differentiates clearly berween para- 

noia on the one hand and the paranoid form of dementia praecox on the 

other; Bleuler treats paranoia as a sub-category of dementia praecox; or 

the group of schizophrenias; as for Freud, he is quite prepared to see cer- 

Lain so-called paranoid forms of dementia praecox brought under the head 

of paranoia. . . . [For example, Schreber’s] case of ‘paranoid dementia’ is 

essentially a paranoia proper [and therefore not a form of schizophrenia] in 

Freud’s eyes” (207). In Klein's later writings, meanwhile, the occurrence of 

Psychoticlike mental events is seen as universal in both children and adults, 

S0 that mechanisms such as paranoia have a clear ontological priority over 
diagnostic categories such as dementia. The reason 1 want to insist in ad- 

vance on this move is, once again, to try to hypothetically disentangle the 
Question of rruth value from the question of performative effect. 
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I ~'" ... y;ng ,h~, 'he m.i .. "'-.ns for q~ionlng p;l"'f\OId pr=i, ,, .. ,,, 
O,~ <han 'M ~bili'y ,h'11OOrsuspicions can be: dclu.:ioru.l or MmpIy 
w"'''8- Conco.mt.n.ly. JOme of the ..... in "Cason. for pr=icing p>nl . 

S">tegic:< m.y be: "'Mr thln.he ro-ibility ,''', '~' off~r uniq~ ace':: 
• o.rur knowLedge, n., "'prtsm. d " "j', .mong <.>Iher w.y .. of ""di 
finding, and oqrani.ing kno .... ledge, P .... noi. knov,'. some .hings "'-"U :~ 
othen poorly, 

I'd like to undw.k. now ~m.,hing like. composi •• sk.,eh of "nat 1 
"IC.n by p;l",noia in thil COO""ctiOO_IlO('$ • tool of difftf'en,;'l ol;.,g..o,u. 
but'$ a tool forbe:,tcrs«ing dltrtf'entiaJ. of poetic • . Mynuin IM:~ingsarr: 

PoInnoia i< dnriril"'''?' 
P .... noi.a iJ 7rjIaiw .nd .. ,.....n.-. 
I> .... noi. iu """'.t .Itt,")'. 
PoIr.,,"'" " a theory of n'J"">~ afficu. 
P"o"oi. piocci in f.lth in '"'1'"J."'. 

.AUNO'A .. A""(:"ATO~' 

Th .. p"ranoi> is .n,icip;l10ty i< <:k.r from "'''')" a('C()Un' ,nd Iheory of the 
plltnommon_ The- fit$( im""",ri\l: of p<IT.noQ is TIom- ...... lor "" NJ JIll'-

ptUtJ. and inde«l. 1he an:Dion .0 surprise ... erru '0 be: .... h .. (erum .. "'" 

in"mag bc:,w"en pannoi. and know 1«18" p." ... , indudi ng bot h epist"""". 

phili •• nd skep'i<:i,n" D. II . Miller nOle. in Thr tII<>W/ dlUl rhr "'-~ia. "Sur' 

pri .... _ . is precisely wh .. tho p"tonoid se.::b '" elimi"ate. bu, i. is .I..,wh •• , 

in .he CYCnt. he 'u,,';.'" by ",.ding •• a frigh,ening inc<:nt",,: he un n.,,,, 
bc: par>noid ."""gh" ( ,~), 

Th. unidi"""ion.Uy futu"C·on.n'ed vig~an« of pan ...... gcn,,,.,o. 

p"ra<iOJli<a[ly,' romplc~ ",L>,ion 10 'cmporab'y 'hll bulTO'oO"S both 1wJ;.

" .. n! .nd fOrwood: btt~u'" ,he", must be: no hod surprixs..nd bee • ...., 
le.ming of ,he J>Ol>ibili,yof a bad su~ would i,,,,lf roru,i,u'e • bad sur

prise. paranoia "'qui",.,h.t bad ne",S bc: .lw')"1 al",ad)' knov,·n. n. Miller', 

a" ol)'" •• !so .ugge'l$. the '(",ponl progress .nd "'1:"'" of paranoia ."', 
in principle, infini ,. . Hen.::c ""rh.ps. 1 suggc>I. 8u,l.r·, ,eptoled .nd KOU'-' 

Ing!)" lh"'"ugh d.moomr.,ion. in G<t<olrr r",.!oIr th ... he", ",n h",,, been 

'10 momen, prior .0 ,he in,l""mon of th" luulizing I ...... of I:<'nJcr di~ 

"nee; he""c hcr IIn"'$<'ng vigil.o.",c roo- t"'<elI in othc •• hwri>u' ""riling of 

,,(>St.lgla fOf_SUm an impossible prior momrnl. No time could be: '00 nrly 

Ii>< "",,'s h,,,,ng .• I,,,.dy·knoo;...lI. for its having·.h:ady·bo;.,n ·i~",bIc .• hat 

w n1elhing Nd would happc:n . And no \o$lI could be: .00 f~. in the fUN", 10 

"...,d \0 be !"""mpl;'''1y ofucountr:d . 

In ,,,,ling, .s I h,vr .I",.dy, .h. con.agious 'rupilm of p.raflOi, ,oward 

.yn,mettic.l.pis,ernologic., I ha,,, ",Ii.d on Ih. double sen"", of I"'ranoi. 

., ",nui"" and mlme'ie. J>.",noi, .... rru 10 "",ui", being imitat«l 10 be: 

undcr«ood, and iI. in lurn,""'ms 10 undersnnd only by omit.tion, Pol",. 

noia proP""" bolt. iI~Jlh,,,,Y"" r4n do (10 ..... ) I ("u.l.!....,..... and ilKJlhi", 
."'. ran ol" (I" mt) I ru do first - 10 my.df. In n.t N""tl,,..j I'" Polio:.-. ~1ilLer 
;, much mo", ".plicit th.n F",ud in embracing lhe ,,,in p"'I""'irion.,"', 

011" und",rs,."ds p.raflO;~ on ly by on.",,1 f praC! iei ng p.ranoid knowing, .nd 

th .. 'h" way pawlOi. has ofu,rdersland ing .n)"lhlng il by imitoting .nd 

embodying i •. Th.t p"""lOia ",fu"", \0 be: 01'1)' tornrr" "'''Y of knowing "'" 

• thing Im",,'n, but iJ ch.ra<loriud by.n ioui..-cn' tropi,m 10wArd O<CU. 

p~'ing both posi11on1. is \\inily dra ..... 'izr;d from Ihe opcni"B pal:<' of ,his 

definitive <Iud)" of p.nncri.1: , ron,..-.mI ritl«l "8u. Offi«r ..• " be:girtS wi.h 

.. , a1w.yo-olrudy«eond·gunsing ""monc •• bou, how "['ow ,1M: blonde>! 

(or bluJb.r) ·",hoL>.rly ",ork' fe.n gctting into trouble: inctuding ,rouble 
"with th~ adv" .... riu whose p.rlicul.r "'lOrks i1 k.eps bwy.ntic;p"ting" 

("ii), As ,h. book'$ fl,,.1 p.ragraph nOl.S .bo~t 0.»;,1 C0l'l',>jirW, Mille"O<) 

"",,,,)·wh.,,, imin"'~1 •... pm ..... in which Ihe suhj~"'. """,,liIU'.S hin,

... If ·.g. i nst' discipli"" by .s:ruming th., discipline ;n his ""'n nan,." (no) 

,,,- e>"n h i. ""'n body ( '9' ). 

It >ttTtl$ nO wondc., 1Mn, 1h.:i,l"r:moia, once ,he topic .. broached in • 

nondiagnos'ir (""'U1. s«mslogrow like. cry .... 1 ina h)-pt ..... 'u~.'.d$(l/". 

1ion, blOIling OIl' .ny ",nse of the poo.s;bility of ,Item. In" ..:.y. of undo,.. 

".nd;ng or things .0 ulldot$(.nd. r wiU s.>y '""'" bter.bout """'" impli.,.. 

lKltlS ofth" ,mus of par.noia .s, in rhis sense, in" ';"bly • " .. .-ong th.ory." 

W hat may bt "",n mm. Imporl.nt is how """,ely .h< ",;"""idsm of p .... 

"<,Ii , dl"Cu m "'ribe:J its po. cnl iat as • mcdi~ m of pol i'ie,l or (~hun t <tnlgs Ie . 

,\ . I poin'ed nUl in • '!1116 .... y (in ,,·hio;h my implicit ",f.",nce w .... as 

it happell$. .0 On<: of' 'ht ~)"S I"e' coIl..,,«I on n.t N",n .>0;1 <lor /Wi«). 

"The problem .... '" b nne "mply 1110' 1"" ...... ;..10,,,, of ..... ". fOr _ in 

1 am saying that the main reasons for questioning paranoid practices ape 
other than the possibility that their suspicions can be delusional or simply 
wrong. Concomitantly, some of the main reasons for practicing paranoig 
strategics may be other than the possibility that they offer unique ace 
to true knowledge. They represent a way, among other ways, of seeking 
finding, and organizing knowledge. Paranoia knows some things well and 
others poorly. 

I'd like to undertake now something like a composite sketch of whag 
mean by paranoia in this connection—not as a tool of differential diagnosis, 
but as a tool for better seeing differentials of practice. My main headings are: 

Parancea is aktici 

Paranoia is reflexive and mimetic. 

Paranoia is a strong theory. 

Paranoia is a theory of negative affects. 

Paranoia places its faith in exposure. 

PARANOIA IS ANTICIPATORY 

That paranoia is anticipatory is clear from every account and theory of the 
phenomenon. The first imperative of paranoia is There must be no bad su 
prises, and indeed, the aversion to surprise seems to be what cements the 
humaqhetmnpnnnohmdhflwhdg:puu.hmhflngbmhe' “' J 

prise. .. is precisely wh:t the paranoid seeks to eliminate, but it is almwhfl "f, 
in the event, he survives by reading as a frightening incentive: he can never 
be paranoid enough” (164). 

The unidirectionally future-oriented vigilance of paranoia gener: 
paradoxically. a complex relation to temporality that burrows both back- 
ward and forward: because there must be no bad surprises, and because 
learning of the possibility of a bad surprise would itself constitute a bad sur- 
prise, paranoia requires that bad news be always already known, As Miller’s. 
analysis also suggests, the temporal progress and regress of paranoia are, 
in principle, infinite, Hence perhaps, | suggest, Butler's repeated and scour- 
ingly thorough demonstrations in Gender Trouble that there can have been 
no moment prior to the impaosition of the totalizing Law of gender differ- 
ence; hence her unresting vigilance for traces in other theorists' writing of 
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postalgia for such an impossible prior moment. No time could be wo early 
for one’s having-already-known, for its having-already-been-inevitable, that 

something bad would happen. And no loss could be too far in the future to 
need to be preemptively discounted. 

PARANDIA 1§ REFLEXIVE AND MIMETIC 

In noting, as | have already, the contagious tropism of paranoia toward 
symmetrical epistemologies, | have relied on the double senses of paranoia 
as reflexive and mimetic. Paranoia seems 1o require being imitated to be 
understood, and it, in turn, seems to understand only by imitation. Para- 

noia proposes both Anything you can do (to me) I can do worse, and Anything 
vou can do (1o me) | can do first—to myself. In The Novel and the Police, Miller 
is much more explicit than Freud in embracing the twin propositians that 
one understands paranoia only by oneself practicing paranoid knowing, and 
that the way paranoia has of understanding anything is by imitating and 
embodying it. That paranoia refuses to be only cither a way of knowing or 
a thing known, but is characterized by an insistent tropism toward occu- 
pying both positions, is wittily dramarized from the opening page of this 
definitive study of paranoia: a foreword titled "But Officer . . .” begins with 
an alway s-already-second-guessing sentence about how “Even the blandest 

(or biuffest) ‘scholarly work' fears getting into trouble,” including trouble 
“with the adversaries whose particular attacks it keeps busy anticipating” 

(vii). As the book’s final paragraph notes about David Copperfield, Miller too 
“everywhere intimates a . . . pattern in which the subject constitutes him- 

self “against’ discipline by assuming that discipline in his own name” (220) 

or even his own body (191). 

It scerns no wonder, then, that paranoia, once the topic is broached in a 

nondiagnostic context, seems to grow like a crystal in a hypersaturated solu- 
tion, blotting out any sense of the possibility of alternative ways of under- 
standing or things to understand. 1 will say more later about some implica- 
tions of the status of paranoia as, in this sense, inevitably a “strong theory.” 

What may be even more important is how severely the mimeticism of para- 
noia circumscribesits potential asa medium of political or cultural struggle. 
As | pointed out in a 1986 essay (in which my implicit reference was, as 
it happens, to one of the essays later collected in The Novel and the Police}, 

“The problem here is not simply that paranoia is a form of love, for—in 

Paranoid Reading, Reparative Reading 131 



• """ain I.ns,,'gc what is not' n.. probkm;, n.\K,r ''':11. of :011 fonn. 
of I""c. I"nnoi. is ."" mos. asn:. ic. l~< J.,w d,," ik,n,,,.,,, /au, foP'" Its ob
]«I . . .. lb: gorgrous n .... I ..... wuri< done by Ihc Fouc:&uIdW> p.>raooid. 

... n.r.".rning''''' .irn"hneous ch~ of i",.i.Ullort< 'n.o a COflKCUl"-.e 

dItlp.dt.ad.tltG"n. diagram of spinning "Kal'" ;and ,c'''p'urn. is.1so "'" 
pa, .. noid Jubjtct·. proffer of h'mstlf.nd his rogniti'" •• It",. now '.,.dy 
for .nylh.ng i. can I>"'""n. in .br ..... y of bl.nd,.h..,.,n. or viokncc. '0 an 
ord .... of·' hings mo""" rIu. had unln .Mn bcktd only n .... tibility .• body. 
c~."ilion· (Coh ........ rt"; ~ 

Al.he ,;"K ofb.::ing .wfully reduct;"". J ~u~"'~I.h ••• hi< .n.;op.,ory. mi. 

me,;c mcch . n;In' may .Iso shed lighl on ... riking f,,.,ure of recen' femi"", 

• nd qutc, Uk. of p")"Cho.n.lysi .. La"n •• id.. few ",.u.1 P")"Choan.>lySlS 

WOIJld dre.m ofh.<ing as rigorously in.;'ltnl .,.re m.ny <>J>!>O'ilional th • .,. 

rills _ of " 'hom Bu.kr is '"Cry far fJom Ihe ""'" ~inSle·mindcd- ill '=n. 
ing I he i""oo,.bl •. irtt<!utiblc. uncil"l"llmN,is.bk. omnil"""'"1 <"CIltnli.y. 

• , .....,. f")'Chi<; juncturc. of 11K facts ( ...... "' .. , fOctitiou.) 0( -... .zual differ· 

ence- and ".he phallus.' From such oIitn •• u.oIogkal ... "Ork. it ... "OUld b.< 

hard", learn !h., _ IT"m Freud """ .. rd. i""luding. for t:c.mpIoo. II .. ~.er 
wrilings of MeLoni<: K!cin - lhe hlst"')' of psydlO.1n.1ytic Ihoughr oIFcrs 
richly di",,'l.'t:II •. hClcrogo:~ tools lOr lhinking .boul .:speru of penon· 

... ~><I . "",,,,,ioo,,,,,,, .• ffo". filialion. soci.1 dyn.mieJ, .nd stmalily ma •. 
Ihough ,eltv.n •• u.he ""perience of g<'n<kr and queerness. ~n: often nOf 

("n,r. Uy o'g.niltd around "se,ual diffcn:n<e- .. . 11. NO! lh. llh""'rt: n<'C' 

essarily prior '0 -..,.u. 1 dilfert:n<"~" , Ihey m.y 'imply II< conccp<ualized .. 

wlllCwhrn- 10 Ihe sid~ of i •.•• ngenlially or contin~..,nrly ... l>led 0, ~"n 

ra,he, un""blcd to il . 

Seemingly. lhe rest,voirof ,ueh .hough, .nd ~ul",ion could make an 

impo".nll'r1(JUl"(c fOr ,"'oris .. ronuniutd '0 .hinking .bou, hu .... n lh,.,. 

OI ... , .... i'" .han Ihrough lhe I>"'judidoWl gtnde. rei6c.!1ons It..! an: com· 
I1"\l)fl in l"Y"ho.onal)"~ as in 01 ..... proj«ts of rno<km pIliIo5opIt}·.nd sO· 

ence. Whiollw h.ppened iru!e.ad. I think . .. oorn.tlhing like Ihc fol ..... ing. 
Firs! . • hrough ",h.l rnigh, bt calltd a proem ofyjgibnl ",onning. femi· 
n ..... ,><1 qUttrs ...... c righlly undc .... oo'hh •• no.<>pic ora",. of 1">,1>0.0"'
Iylic .houghl an II< d«l>red a priori immu"", 10 Ih. inAue""" of such gtn· 

<Itt ,dfialion .. Second. hu"·",,,,- .nd. II ...,enlS .0 ""'. unnccc ... rily and 

ofl.n dam.glngly _ the I.ck of ,uch. priori i,"",ul1I<)·. lhe .b>cnco of an)' 

g" ••• n,,·~d nonp"'judi<i.l point of heginnillg f01" fel11inl~1 .hough. wi.hin 

I",)",ho.on.lys;. h .. led to lhe wide"P"'.d 'doJ,,1on b)' $0<1", think,.. of an 

o,,,id~tory mimet;" st ...... egy w"'reby. ccn.in. "yliltd viole""" of st.lu:ol 

, !lffe"'''';''ion mllS! .tw.Y' be rrtn'",td 'II" stlf4l.l_-.l_C\"n. " 'he", """ . 
c>$olry. impostd _ simplyun .... ground Ih •• i. an "",,,.be ~n:olty..w ""'

I r <Ioo'! "",n! .0 sugges< . in ...mg lhe word "mimt\;,,: !h., lhost ..... o f 

~)rl>o;I ... lyllC gcndt,calegorie> "",td b.< eilhe, uncm;"al of or idmlicallO 

. he onSi""b. BUller •• mong ",hen. has •• ughl un much leud .. dening...., 

of"mim.'ic.-) BUI. fortnmplc. in .hi< po$I ·lacani.n lradillon. ps)"Choaru. 

1,·lK lhough •• h .. is no! in Ih. Ii". plact nnl ... Uy organi,.d. .round pilaU;" 

:,.,ou.l difference - muM seemingly be , ... ",I"ed. wilh how", .. , dislOning 

"',u lti. Intn th .. Idngu.ge hefo'" j. can bf: pullO any mher .h~or".kal usc . 

TI>< con lingen. poosib;li'ie, of .hinking ",he<wise Ih ~n Ihmugh """xu.1 dif. 

rcrt:nc~- on: . ubordin"td 10 the para...,;d imp'" .,i" Ih.l. iftht violcn<~ of 
.u, h g~",kt rcific,'ion ",nnol be dtfinili,,,ly h~lltd in a<lvana:. i. muSI a. 

lu" n....,r arri,,. on any ron<cp.".1 SC'C"" IIJ Q ."..,.,ut. in a pa..anoid vie\o.· • 

ic i< rnO", dongtmm forsu"" reilic •• jon ",,,'.0 II< uNnriOpaltd .han ofi~n 

." II< unchaJlcngrd. 

II l! for ""5U!lS like Ih"" Iha •. in .he WOI'~ "fSilva" Tomkins. p.> .. noi." 
"ffrf~d 01 • ht exampl. p'" nccnenu of "'hal "]"omk ins ",fu.'>!o as '" rang'f. 

fCr! Ihoo'y' - in thi' c.sc. a >lmng h"mi!i.tiOl1 or humilialion·fcar 1h<."O,y. 

I\~ Chapter J "'pl. ;n,. T<>n,kin" ll .. oflhc .~r'" "",,,ng theory " - ind."d. 

hi, u"" "r lhe lerm "" Ihwry - .1 .11 _ h.$ S<lnle.hing of . double ,·.Ien"". H. 

t;a<. beyond Fn:ud', n:OITtiOll on pos.<ib!c Iillt,lori'i" 1«"1""",. say. paranoia 

"nd • heQt"y, by T omk ins's .emurll. " 'h ich is ... rongl)' m.rhd by c .. I)· cy~r
""lies' in."r1:$! in ftt<!bad processes. aU pcopI<:'. cogni.j,,,j .lre<1;",. ~, .... 

' n:: ~.n;ud according 10 al.ern .. "". ch.nginS- ..... "gic •• nd hypo!MI;' 

cal .rre<1 lheorin. As. re .... lI. ,"'re .. "Otdd. be fJom II ..... on no on,oIogkal 

d;ffcn::nce bel .... ..,n.he .hororizingoosof a Fn::ud..nd I ........ of.say. one elhis 

.".1)"$ .... 11. Tomkin. docs nO! suggtot .ha, 1M"" is no "", •• 1t>"C1 of ",Ike· 
'>on in F",ud·slheOTJ·. bu •• ha, .ffro ilstlf. ordinary .ffe<1 ..... hile i....,.ruribly 

<"'po",.1. i .. 1so ccn, ... lIy sh'p<d. 'hrough Ih. ~tdbaock proc ..... by its ac· 

re ... 10 ju" mch .h~on::.ical m<I.Ic,.,I .. In Tomkins.IM« is no distance a< 

, II hoc.wccn alfect .heory in .hc .. ''',~ or Iht i"'puI"I.nl cxpli<i. !hcori2<inS 

''''"c ,<,ien,i" •• nd philosophers do arownd . ffeet>. "nd . lft<l.htory in .he 

a certain language — what is not? The problem is rather that, of all formg 
of love, paranoia is the most ascetic, the love that demands least from its b 
ject. . . . The gorgeous narrative work done by the Foucauldian paranoid, 
wansforming the simultaneous chaoses of institutions into a consecutive. 
drop-dead-elegant diagram of spiralling escapes and recaptures, is also 3 
paranoid subject’s proffer of himself and his cognitive talent, now 
for anything it can present in the way of blandishment or violence, to an 
order-of-things morcelé that had until then lacked only narratibility, a body, 
cognition” (Coherence xi), i 

At the risk of being awfully reductive, I suggest that this anticipatory, mi- 
metic mechanism may also shed light on a striking feature of recent feminist 
and queer uses of psychoanalysis. Lacan aside, few actual psychoanalysts 
would dream of being as rigorously insistent as are many oppositional th 
rists —of whom Butler is very far from the most single-minded —in asse 
ing the inexorable, irreducible, uncircumnavigable, omnipresent cenn 
at every psychic juncture, of the facts (however factitious) of “sexual dif 
ence” and “the phallus.” From such often tautological work, it would 
hard to learn that — from Freud onward, including, for example, the Ia 
writings of Melanie Klcin—the history of psychoanalytic thought 
richly divergent, heterogeneous tools for thinking about aspects of pe 
hood, consciousness, affect, filiation, social dynamics, and sexuality 
though relevant to the experience of gender and queerness, are often t 
centrally organized around “sexual difference” at all. Not thar they are 
essarily prior to "sexual difference”; they may simply be conceptualized 
somewhere to the side of it, tangentially or contingently related or even 
rather unrelated to it iy 

Seemingly, the reservoir of such thought and speculation could make 2 
important resource for theorists committed to thinking about human li ',; 
otherwise than through the prejudicious gender reifications that are com- 
mon in psychoanalysis as in other projects of modern plikfiuphf:ndm* 
ence. What has happened instead, | think, is something like the follos =-:-i 
irst, through what might be called a process of vigilant s:amhg = 
mmdquemh:ungh:ly md:moudihumwpknrmnfpndmfl" 
lytic thought can be declared a priori immune to the influence of such gen- 
der reifications. Second, however—and, it seems to me, unnecessarily and 
often damagingly — the lack of such a priori immunity, the absence of any 
guaranteed nonprejudicial point of beginning for feminist thought within 
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P-Fhmmlyrlshuledmtluwidq:mdadopfion by some thinkers of an 

anticipatory mimetic strategy whereby a certain, stylized violence of sexual 
differentiation must always be presumed or self-assumed — even. where nec- 
essary, imposed — simply on the ground that it can never be finally ruled out. 

(1 don't want to suggest, in using the word “mimetic,” that these uses of 
psychoanalytic gender categories need be either uncritical of or identical to 

' the originals. Butler, among others, has taught us a much less deadening use 

of “mimetic.”) But, for example, in this post-Lacanian tradition, psychoana- 
Iytic thought that is not in the first place centrally organized around phallic 

“sexual difference” must seemingly be translated, with however distorting 

results, into that language before it can be put to any other theoretical use. 

The contingent possibilities of thinking otherwise than through “sexual dif- 

ference” ave subordinated to the paranoid imperative that, if the violence of 

such gender reification cannot be definitively halted in advance, it must at 

least never arrive on any conceptual scene as a surprise, In a paranoid view, 

it is more dangerous for such reification ever 1o be unanticipated than often 

to be unchallenged. 

PARANOIA IS A STRONG THEORY 

It is for reasons like these that, in the work of Silvan Tomkins, paranoia is 

offered as the example parexcellence of what Tomkins refers toas “strongaf- 
fect theory " —in this case, a strong humiliation or humiliation-fear theory. 
As Chapter 3 explains, Tomkins's use of the term “strong theory” —indeed, 
his use of the term “theory™ at all — has something of a double valence. He 
goes beyond Freud's reflection on possible similarities between, say, paranoia 
and theory; by Tomkins's account, which is strongly marked by carly cyber- 
netics’ interest in feedback processes, all people’s cognitive /affective lives 
are organized according to alternative, changing, strategic, and hypotheti- 
cal affect theories. As a result, there would be from the start no ontological 

difference between the theorizing acts of a Freud and those of, say, one of his 
analysands. Tomkins does not suggest that there is no metalevel of reflec- 
tion in Freud's theory, but thataffect itself, ordinary affect, while irreducibly 

corporeal, is also centrally shaped, through the feedback process, by its ac- 
Cesy to just such theoretical metalevels. In Tomkins, there is no distance at 
all between affect theory in the sense of the important explicit theorizing 

some scientists and philosophers do around affects, and affect theory in the 
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sense of the largely tacit theorizing all people do in experiencing and try 
to deal with their own and others’ affects. | 

To call paranoia a strong theory is, then, at the same time to cor ;,-.--: 
late it as a big achievement (it's a strong theory rather as, for Harold Blg 
Milton is a strong poet) but also to classify it. It is one kind of affect th, 

among other possible kinds, and by Tomkins's account, a number of 
related affect theories of different kinds and strengths are likely to cc 
tute the mental life of any individual. Most pointedly, the contrast of strong: 
theory in Tomkins is with weak theory, and thccontrast‘unntlntm-y 
spect to the advantage of the strong kind. The reach and redu 

strong theory — that is, its conceptual economy or elegance — involve 
amuanddcfim\?huhmm;dwmymhmkhukmt_ 
all, how well it avoids negative affect or finds positive affect, but the size 
topology of the domain that it organizes, "Any theory of wide ge: 
he writes, 

is capable of accounting for a wide spectrum of phenomena which ap 
to be very remote, one from the other, and from a common source. 
commonly accepted eriterion by which the explanatory power of an 
tific theory can be evaluated. To the extent ta which the theory can aco 
only for “near” phenomena, it is a weak theory, litde better than a desc 

tion of the phenomena which it purports to explain. As it orders more 

more remote phenomena to a single formulation, its power grows. . . 

humiliation theory is strong to the extent to which it enables more and m 
experiences to be accounted for as instances of humiliating experiences 
the one hand, or to the extent to which it enables more and more anticipatic 
of such contingencies before they actually happen. (Affect 2: 433-34) 

As this account suggests, far from becoming stronger through obviating or 

alleviating humiliation, a humiliation theory becomes stronger exactly s 
sofar as it fails to do so. Tomkins's conclusion is nm:m:fllmdm 3 

ineffective —indeed, it may grow to be only too effective—but that “affet 
theory must be effective to be weak™: “We can now see more clearly that ak= 
though a restricted and weak theory may not always successfully protect the. 
individual against negative affect, it is difficult for it to remain weak un! 

it does so, Conversely, a negative affect theory gains in strength, paradoxis’ 
cally, by virtue of the continuing failures of its strategies to afford protec: 
tion through successful avoidance of the experience of negative affect. - -+ 

m 
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i is the repeated and apparently uncontrollable spread of the experience of 
negative affect which prompts the increasing strength of the ideo-affective 
organization which we have called a strong affect theory” (2:323-24). 

An affect theory is, among other things, a mode of selective scanning and 

amplification; for this reason, any affect theory risks being somewhat tau- 

wlogical, but because of its wide reach and rigorous exclusiveness, a strong 
theory risks being strongly tautological: 

We have said that there is over-organization in monopolistic humiliation 

theory. By this we mean not only that there is excessive integration berween 

system is over-specialized in the interests of minimizing the experience of 

humiliation. . . . The entire cognitive apparatus is in a constant state of alert 

for possibilities, imminent or remote, ambiguous or clear. 

Like any highly organized effort at detection, as little as possible is left 1o 

chance. The radarantennae are placed wherever it seems passible the enemy 

may attack. Intelligence officers may monitor even unlikely conversations if 

there s an outside chance something relevant may be detected or if there is 

a chance that rwo independent bits of information taken together may give 

indicaticon of the enemy's intentions. , . . But above all there is a highly orga- 

nized way of interpreting information so that what is possibly relevant can 

be quickly abstracted and magnified, and the rest discarded. (Affect 2:433) 

This is how it happens that an explanatory structure that a reader may see as 

tautological, in that it can’t help or can't stop or can’t do anything other than 

prove the very same assumptions with which it began, may be experienced 

by the practitioner as a triumphant advance toward truth and vindication. 

More usually, however, the roles in this drama are more mixed or more 

widely distributed, 1 don’t suppose that too many readers—nor, for that 
matter, perhaps the author—would be too surprised to hear it noted that 
the main argument or strong theory of The Novel and the Police is entirely cir- 
cular; everything can be understood as an aspect of the carceral, therefore 

the carceral is everywhere. But who reads The Novel and the Police to find 
out whether its main argument is true? In this case, as also frequently in the 
case of the tautologies of “sexual difference,” the very breadth of reach that 
makes the theory strong also offers the space — of which Miller's book takes 

every advantage— for a wealth of tonal nuance, attitude, worldly observa- 

tion, performative paradox, aggression, tenderness, wit, inventive reading, 
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obiter dicta, and writerly panache. These rewards are so local and frec 
that one might want to say that a plethora of only loosely related 

theories has been invited to shelter in the hypertrophied embrace of 
book’s overarching strong theory. In many ways, such an arrangement is aff 
to the good —suggestive, pleasurable, and highly productive; an insist 

that everything means one thing somehow permits a sharpened sense 
the ways there are of meaning it. But one need not read an infinite nun 
of students” and other critics’ derivative rephrasings of the book's gri 
strong theory to see, as well, some limitations of this unarticulared 

tion berween strong and weak theories. As strong theory, and as a locus. 
reflexive mimeticism, paranoia is nothing if not teachable. The powe: 
ranging and reductive force of strong theory can make tautological thin! 
hard ro identify even as it makes it compelling and near inevitable; the o 
is that both writers and readers can damagingly misrecognize whether a d 

where real conceptual work is getting done, and precisely what that work 
might be. 

PARANOIA IS A THEORY OF NEGATIVE AFFECTS 

WHkTnmfisdiflhguhhmm:g:munhflufqmflufivclyfi&mr 
fects, he also for some purposes groups affects together loosely as either 
positive or negative. In these terms, paranoia is characterized not only 

beinga strong theory as opposed to a weak one, but by being a strong the 
of a negative affect. This proves important in terms of the overarching 
fective goals Tomkins sees as potentially conflicting with each otherin ¢ 
individual: he distinguishes in the first place between the general goal 
secking to minimize negative affect and that of seeking to maximize posi- 
tive affect. (The other, respectively more sophisticaved goals he identifies are 
that affect inhibition be minimized and that the power to achicve the pre- 
ceding three goals be maximized.) In most practices— in most lives—there 
are small and subile (though cumulatively powerful) negotiations berween 
and among these goals, but the mushrooming, self-confirming strength of 
a monopalistic strategy of anticipating negative affect can have, according 
to Tomkins, the effect of entirely blocking the potentially operative goal of 
secking positive affect. “The only sense in which [the paranoid] may strive: 
for positive affect at all is for the shield which it promises against humilia- 
tion,” he writes. “To take seriously the strategy of maximiging posirive affect, . 
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cacher than simply enjoying it when the occasion arises, is entirely out of 

che question” (Affect 2:458-59). 

Sin'lihfl]r.inlfleh':wfilinp&umthnmmd 19508, it again represents 

an actual achievement —a distinct, often risky positional shift—for an in- 

fant or adult to move toward a sustained secking of pleasure (through the 

reparative strategies of the depressive position), rather than continue to pur- 

sue the self-reinforcing because self-defeating strategies for forestalling pain 

offered by the paranoid/schizoid position. It's probably more usual for dis- 

cussions of the depressive position in Klein to emphasize that that position 

inaugurates ethical possibility —in the form of a guilty, empathetic view of 

the other as at once good, damaged, integral, and requiring and eliciting 

Jove and care. Such ethical possibility, however, is founded on and coexten- 

sive with the subject’s movement toward what Foucault calls “care of the 

self” the often very fragile concern to provide the self with pleasure and 

nourishment in an environment that is perceived as not particularly offer- 

ing them. 
Klein's and ‘Tomkins's conceptual moves here are more sophisticated 

and, in an important way, less tendentious than the corresponding assump- 

tions in Freud. To begin with, Freud subsumes pleasure secking and pain 

avoidance together under the rubric of the supposedly primordial “pleasure 

principle.” as though the two motives could not themselves radically differ.’ 

Second, it is the pain-forestalling strategy alone in Freud that (as anxiety) 

gets extended forward into the developmental achievement of the “reality 

principle.” This leaves pleasure secking asan always presumable, unexamin- 

able, inexhaustible underground welispring of supposedly “natural” mo- 

tive, one that presents only the question of how to keep its irrepressible 

¢bullitions under control. Perhaps even more problematically, this Freud- 

ian schema silently installs the anxious paranoid imperative, the impossi- 

bility but also the supposed necessity of forestalling pain and surprise, as 

“reality " —as the only and inevitable mode, motive, content, and proof of 

true knowledge. 

In Freud, then, there would be no room —except as an example of self- 

delusion — for the Proustian epistemology whereby the narrator of A la re- 

cherche, who feels in the last volume “jostling each other within me a whole 

host of truths concerning human passions and character and conduct,” rec- 

ognizes them as truths insofar as “the perception of [them ] caused me joy” 

(6:303; emphasis added). In the paranoid Freudian epistemology, it is im- 
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'"(fb""'" proccdu .... of .... my .. lfir-:,tlon" (J.41and I""""''''''' a Sttming bilh. 

,""'plicable in their ""'Tl l<rrm. In ,he drccts of llKh • pnx:o:Wing. In ,he 

".tluen';;'] final p"ge> of Gnodn- T"",bk ror enmpit'. Buder ollCn a pro. 
~umm",ic argumenl In favor " r dtn'ystlfia,ion OS -Ihe .-rna'"", fixus 
for say .nd lobi.n practicc" (n 4). ,..ilh such d.lrm •• llut "drag Implicitly 

"mli •• he In,imi>"C "ruelu'" of g<nde. ;I5f:If" ('Jl); .""C "'~ St" and g<'" 

Po.', ,1"",'~m li~J by me' ns of a perfortmncc" ( • .lII); "g<nde, p"rody "'W«/< 

,hJ lthc ol'is inal idenlit y , i. an 1",llOllon" (.,}Ill; "g.ndcrpcrfonnance will 

OWl ", .. I ", ..... 1 In. p<rform .. lvi'l' of gender '15f:lf" ( '}II); "parodic "'pe,i· 

,iun , • . 'rr">M> 1M ph.masma,;c ~ff~1 "r . !>;dlng idenlily" ('4 ' ); ",,,,, paro

dic rcpel;'ion of ger>der <XfW<' •. • he illusion of geoder identity" ('$): .nd 

"h)'perbolic uhlbiliomor',he ru'u ... )" , . . ......... 1 in (undamcn .. lly pIwt

.""".tlc .".,,,," ('-47) as "..,U as -'-'l""i"3 ,u fund.!.mem.1 unrutu ... lnM:s
( ,~, all ctnphasM added). 

Wh" ",.no the p" .. noid impu,"" in I~ pages is. 1"'"DUId$i.Y. less ~ .. n 

, .... """.. ,m ,.dlu;,.., mimc>is ,han , .... Ittm,ng f~tth in OPOW"" The arch · 

""'picious au,hor of TIt. N<nri • ..J I~' M ia al..-, !-peaks. in 'his .-. fO!" lhe 

l''''lorol. of m;my Irs. In,eno"ting ",«nt crilics ,,·hcn he off"", 10 pro>"idc 
",he 'fl,,,h' of inc", .. " d "isjbillty ... cc~ry '" rcnde, mud.m w...lplin". 

»Iook:m in its own right " (D. A. I>lille •. ix) - as though tu make something 

" i' iblc a, ~ probl~m w~n: . if not , mer. h"" .• kip. and jump .w~y from ge. · 

' illg i, rol,,,d , at Ie ... ~If-."Idemly a '1"P In ,h., direction. In thl, ""'peCI 
at I.·, ... lhough not in ",,,,ry 0"". Milledn Thr ,\ '.",I.nd ,It, Polio, wri,,,sa, 

on e.emplary New Historicist, FOr. '0 a ,tanling .. lent. Ihe .nicu1nions 

' If Ne ... ' HilItoriC'ist ..-hnlar>hlp ",I)' on ' M p"",lg< "r a .ingle. ,,· ... ,"''''hing 

n. r .. , I"" ". posing and probierno.izing hiddm violcncu in ' M genealogy 

of ,t.., mod .. n Ilbe",,1 oubj=:. 
With .ht p"$SO&" of t ime Ii"". I .... N" .. · ~. ",nrici>m ".-os nt\O'. if. be · 

<""Hng .,.,>itr 100tt the " ·.Y' <lu, such. p" .... noid pro:j«t of ,,~.-c may 

be: 'no.-. hl$'oric.Uy specific Ihan I. scems. -rht' modern Ilbe •• 1 ,ubject": 

h)" n",,· II sc~ml. or ought to .... m . any.hlng bu!.n oi:wiou,el>oice .. Ihe 

"niqu. lerminus .d quem of hl'lOricol n ..... 'I' .. . WII.", Or<" :ill Ihese sup

I"",-"d mooe rn llocnl , ubjects?1 d>tly cncO"nt"r gr.d" ... "udents "'ho~re 

Ih h h ~1\ .I, at unveili" g .he hidden hl,l"rio.1 ,'I"lcn«:> ,h .. unJerlle . ",cu-

plausible enough to suppose that truth could be even an accidental oc 

of joy, inconceivable to imagine joy as a guarantor of truth, Indmd. 

any point of view it is circular, or something, to suppose that one’s pleas 
athuwhgmdflngmnldbcukmnwflmuofdruuflmfihe o 
edge. But a strong theory of positive affect, such as Proust’s narrator se 

to move toward in Time Regained, is no more tautological than the st 
theory of negative affect represented by, for example, his paranoia in Th, 
Captive. (Indeed, to the extent that the pursuit of positive affect is far 

likely to result in the formarion of very strong theory, it may tend - 
less toward tautology.) Allow each theory its own, different prime m 
at any rate — the anticipation of pain in one case, the provision of pl 
in the other—and neither can be called more realistic than the other. It 
even necessarily true that the rwo make different judgments of * 
it isn't that one is pessimistic and sees the glass as half empty, while 
other is optimistic and sees it as half full. In a world full of loss, pain, and 
oppression, both epistemologies are likely to be based on deep pessimism: 
the reparative motive of secking pleasure, after all, arrives, by Klein's ac- 
count, only with the achievement of a depressive position. But whar each 
looks for — which is again 1o say, the motive cach has for looking —is bound 
to differ widely. Of the two, however, 'Itl!ml]rpll‘nnoidhmwkflgc : 
has so thorough a practice of disavowing its affective motive and force an ' 

masquerading as the very stuff of ruth. ' 

PARLANOIA PLACES ITS FAITH IN EXPOSURE 

Whatever account it may give of its own motivation, paranoia is char 
terized by placing, in practice, an extraordinary stress on the efficacy 
knowledge per se—knowledge in the form of exposure. Maybe that’ 
paranoid knowing is so inescapably narrative. Like the deinstitution: 
person on the street who, betrayed and plotted against by everyone ¢ 
the city, still urges on you the finger-worn dossier bristling with his pre= 
cious correspondence, paranoia for all its vaunted suspicion acts as though 
its work would be accomplished if only it could finally, this time, someh 
get its story truly known. That a fully initiated listener could still remain: 
indifferent or inimical, or might have no help to offer. is hardly treated as @ 

possibility, 
It's strange that a hermeneutics of suspicion would appear so trusting = 
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about the effects of exposure, but Nietzsche (through the genealogy of 
morals), Marx (through the theory of ideology), and Freud (through the 
theory of ideals and illusions) already represent. in Ricoeur’s phrase, “con- 

yergent procedures of demystification” (34) and therefore a sceming faith, 

inexplicable in their own terms, in the effects of such a proceeding. In the 
influential final pages of Gender Trouble, for example, Butler offers a pro- 
grammatic argument in favor of demystification as "the normative focus 

for gay and lesbian practice” (124), with such claims as that “drag implicitly 

reveals the imirative structure of gender itself” (137); "we see sex and gen- 

der denatwraliged by means of a performance” (138), “gender parody reveals 

that the ariginal identity . .. isan imitation” (138); "gender performance will 

enact and reveal the performativity of gender itself” (139); "parodic reperi- 

tion . . . exposes the phantasmatic effect of abiding identity” (141); “the paro- 

dic repetition of gender exposes ... . the illusion of gender identity” (146); and 
“hyperbolic exhibitions of ‘the natural’ . . . reveal its fundamentally phan- 

asmatic status” (147) as well as n]mlng its fundamental unnaturalness” 

(149: all emphases added). 
What marks the paranoid impulse in these pages is, | would say, less even 

the stress on reflexive mimesis than the seeming faith in exposure. The arch- 

suspicious author of The Novel and the Police also speaks, in this case, for the 
protocols of many less interesting recent critics when he offers to provide 
“the *flash’ of increased visibility necessary to render modern discipline a 
problem in its own right” (D. A. Miller, ix) — as though to make something 
visible as a problem were, if not a mere hop, skip, and jump away from get- 
tng it solved, at least self-evidently a step in that direction. In this respect 
at least, though not in every one, Miller in The Novel and the Police writes as 
an exemplary New Historicist. For, to a startling extent, the articulations 

of New Historicist scholarship rely on the prestige of a single, overarching 
narrative: exposing and problematizing hidden violences in the genealogy 
of the modern liberal subject. 

With the passage of time since the New Historicism was new, it’s be- 

coming easier to see the ways that such a paranoid project of exposure may 

be more historically specific than it seems. “The modern liberal subject”: 

by now it seems, or ought to seem, anything but an obvious choice as the 

tnfque terminus ad quem of historical narrative, Where are all these sup- 

Posed modern liberal subjects? | daily encounter graduate students who are 
dab hands at unveiling the hidden historical violences that underlie a secu- 
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tnerc •• ingly .• n ethos when: form, of ,;nlcnce th .. "", hypcrvisihl. from 
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unveiled as • (IC.Ild.Io", sec",l. Hum:rn righ .. <ontr'O'l"trsy .round. r.... ... 

ample. tortuK .nd dwppc.nn<es in A'l,'.,nrina or the u!ill: 0/'"""" .. pe .. 
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n .. mbe.., of • p.nkul.r (ommunity i. <omb>led by eKon~ to dup14n- D,.;' 

""i;",,! (I' ", .. 11 "" ' imply ~.p."d) its aperture of visibility. 

A fu rther problem wilh Ih.sc crilical pr.>ctke" Wh., dQe, I humw~u. 
tin of 'U'pKiOl1and ""posu'" have ,o .. y 10 soriol form.,ioru in which ,u;. 
bility itst If «>mI ilu,,, mIlCh of lhe viok""" lllw: poonl of ,he reLrts ... ,crn(11' 

of chain gan&< in ..".., .. 1 Soulh~,n ...... ;, Ins ,ha, convjcu M ""I"""d (0 
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'~ .Ll o behind ....,-m ... i' ... n ....... nce< .• he hidden ,nen 0/' opprnsion and .,1""'· r~- rT· . , 
p<t'S<'-"110011. . • • • • 

The paranrnd ,,,,.1 in elposu'" ... mmgl)· depends. ,n ><!di.oon. 011 .n 
, " rcoervoir of n,\vCI~ in Ihose who make up the oudien<;e fort he .. un-

1<1[1'" 
rt 'i lir\g'. Whal is the b.sis for . .. uming ,hal il wiU .. "p"sc or di"u",. n"'-cr 

roil.J mOl;,·. te . • nyonc to I.arn ,h. ,. given wei.1 m.nif.$Iation is ."ili· 

0'1. ..,If-con' .-..dictory. Imimh ... ph.nt .. m"ic . or ..... n "iDlen,! As Peter 

$loIerd~k po;n" OUI. '1'niciJm or "enlightened f.1se cor>!Ciowness· - fme 
('OIUriou,.-.e •• , lha, knows iuclf lo be false. °i" filicncsl .1Kody Kf\eD>"1y 

t..tlfcrcd" _ alrtady "'p",scnts "tbe uni>"CrSilly wKksprtad " .. ). in ... -hich 

,."Iighlened penple Ie<:!0;' Ih>l lhey are not ,aken for Jude,," (s). How 

tekd,ion-,u",""d would someone II"", to ~ 10 find i, ,hocking ,h., ide· 

DIOSit', contradict Ih.mltl", •. ,bal $; m"lacu don't h"," origin'ls. or that 

b'C!'H.h-r "'pr.",nlot;ons . reo . "ilid".!' My own gue" is Ih .. ,u<h populoe 

""nicism. tbough undoubledly wid.'f"'C"d. ;s only OM .mong ,h. M,en> ' 

;ncou •. compe' ing 'Mono:. 1m' constitute the men,.I.:co1ogy of mo,O< 

P.W •. So .... upoXs. some dcmp.ific;olions, some bearings of wju>e."do 

ha\" SKat cffi:Clual I'otu (th ..... gh often of an u"" ... icipatcd kind), M.ny 

Ih.I • .., j"" >-< """ ond (anvincing ha,,, IKIne al an. ho.-.. ..-.:r . • nd as long 

.. 'hat iss", we must admil \h .. tM rffi<:aey and diJ'KIK>na)iIY of such KI5 

[,(".Ie 'omewh.", elK th . n in Iheir relation to knowlcd),'C pcr.., . 

Writin!; in 19118 _ th .. il. ~ft.r IWO fun lerm. of ne.g.nl.", in the Uniled 

St .... - D. A Miller P"'PUItS '0 fun"w Fouc.ult in dc"'pI;fying "the in· 

It"",..,.nd contin"ous 'paSlonl' care ,h.tliberal oocirlY P"'P"""'IO tA" 

of ... h alld ,""C.-yOM ofiu ch.rga" (oiii). As if! I'm. lot Ie," worried about 

hcmgl"',hologittd by my .MI'pi'! ,han .boo. my , .. n .... ing mornt.al health 

n..""S" -and Ih.l·, gi,,,n ,he g..,at good luck of Iw.~ng he.lth ..,.., .. """ 

., ,IL Sine~ Ihc beginnIng of lhe I" ",,'01,. II>< g<l'"rnmen' of lhe UnitW 

S"'c. _ and, in" ... ";ngl),. thO><." of other ..,.e.ned Jibe .. 1 dcnl()(TUie!;

h •• be,'" po,;,;,,,ly rushing t" dl,,,,, ;"elf of ."swc",b;j;,y for co'" to ilS 

rh>rgc •. wit h "" OIhe r instit,,,i ,,,,, p'Of">Sing to HlI the g.p. 
TI,;, d",..,lopnlCnt. how'"".r. is 'ht I • ., ,hing '''yune could h., ... 'pee",J 

r""" ",.ding New H\$loriris. pm...-. which curuli,u'e< • full ",n,,.log)· of 

lhe ..... ul., wdf .... slalC Ih .. peaked in ,he '96O:J.1ld (9)'OS. along ",;,h a 

""'I=igh' proof 0/' " '11)' 'hong> mu", beconx: n~ and """" ~"" lha, rm-

lar, universalist liberal humanism. Yet these students’ sentient years, upjg 
the formative years of their teachers, have been spent entirely in a yen 

phobic Reagan-Bush-Clinton-Bush America where “liberal” is, if anythi 
a taboo category and where “secular humanism™ is routinely treated a5 
marginal religious sect, while a vast majority of the population claim, 
engage in direct intercourse with multiple invisible entities such as angel 
Satan, and God. - 

Furthermore, the force of any interpretive project of wnveiling hidden vi 
lence would seem to depend on a cultural context, like the one assur 
Foucault’s early works, in which violence would be deprecated and 
hidden in the first place. Why bother exposing the ruses of powerina 
try where, at any given moment, 40 percent of young black men 
meshed in the penal system? In the United States and internationally, 
there is plenty of hidden violence that requires exposure there is als 
increasingly, an ethos where forms of violence that are hypervisible f 
the start may be offered as an exemplary spectacle rather than remain to 
unveiled as a scandalous secret. Human rights controversy around, 

ample, torrure and disappearances in Argentina or the use of mass rape as 
part of ethnic cleansing in Bosnia marks, not an unveiling of practices t 
had been hidden or naturalized, but a wrestle of different frameworks of 
visibility. That is, violence that was from the beginning exemplary and spec 
tacular, pointedly addressed, meant to serve as a public warning or terror 1o 
members of a particular community is combated by efforts to displace and 
redirect (as well as simply expand) its aperture of visibility. . 

A further problem with these critical practices: What does a hermencu- 
tis of suspicion and exposure have to say 1o social formations in which visi- 
bility itself constitutes much of the violence? The point of the reinstatement. 
of chain gangs in several Southern states is less that convicts be required €0’ 
perform hard labor than that they be required to do so under the gaze of the: 
public, and the enthusiasm for Singapore-style justice that was popularly 
expressed in the United States around the caning of Michael Fay revealeda. 
growing feeling that well-publicized shaming stigma fs just what the doctor 
ordered for recalcitrant youth. Here is one remarkable index of hmorui 
change: it used to be opponents of capital punishment who argued that. if 
practiced ar all, executions should be done in public so as to shame state 
and spectators by the airing of previously hidden judicial violence. Today 
it is no longer opponents but death penalty cheerleaders, flushed with o 
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mphal ambitions, who consider that the proper place firmk‘m 

uwfiinn. What price now the cultural eritics” hard-won skill at making 

::lflhl'-‘ behind permissive appearances, the hidden traces of oppression and 

Pcngcurinn? | : 

fiuparanddmtmcxpmmmmlngiydepufl&inifi
mman 

infinite reservoir of naiveté in those who make u_pthc audience !"urthmnw 

seilings. What is the basis for assuming thatit mll.mrprim or dm-urh. neves 

mind motivate, anyone to learn that a given social manifestation is artifi- 

cal, self-contradictory, imitative, phantasmatic, or even violent? J}s Peter 

sloterdijk points out, cynicism or “enlightened false consciousness -falsc' 

consciousness that knows itself to be false, its &hcnnnlrudymflmvl.:l} 

pufiered” —already represents “the universally widespread wey in which 

enlightened people see to it that they are not taken iurmckm! (5). Hmr 

elevision-starved would someone have to be to find it sl'mclr.‘mg that ide- 

ologies contradict themselves, that simulacra don't have originals, or fl‘-mt 

gender representations are artificial? My own guess is that such popular 

cynicism, though undoubtedly widespread, is only one among the hetero- 

gencous, mmwmagmenflulhflmitumlh:mmulmlo
g}'nfnm 

people. Snmn?més,mmdum]rnifiufimmmh:ufln
pufwmm 

have great effectual force (though often of an unanticipated kind). Many 

that are just as true and convincing have none at all, however, and as long 

as that is s0, we must admit that the efficacy and directionality of such acts 

reside somewhere else than in their relation to knowledge per se. : 

Writing in 1988 —that is, after two full terms of Reaganism in. the Ufll‘lfld 

States—D. A. Miller proposes to follow Foucault in demystifying “the in- 

tensive and continuous ‘pastoral’ care that liberal society proposes to take 

of each and every one of its charges” (viii). Asif! I'm a lot less worried about 

being pathologized by my therapist than about my vanishing mcntil health 

coverage —and that’s given the grear good luck of having health uw:::d 

at all. Since the beginning of the tax revols, the government of the Ufl 

States—and, increasingly, those of other so-called liberal democracies— 

has been positively rushing to divest itself of answerability for care to its 

charges, with no other institutions proposing to fill the gap. 

This development, however, isthe last thing anyone could hwcerpnrf:ir 

from reading New Historicist prose, which constitutes a full gm:alng) 

the secular welfare state that peaked in the 1960s and 19705, along with a 

watertight proof of why things must become more and more like that for- 
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lhe <"em of. p""..,rful discu""" change. Ilof .... dtd. essay is a prime Q . 

pn'uion of ,be ,ompbcenl. wtrcn-e libe • ..! con •• """"h'l procriaUy beg1 
fonhc kind of pa!";lnoid Ikmy,,;ficalion in which. fOTu.ompie. D. A. Miller 
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I'".anoi. un boIh letland right: .n>OT1g abolilion",,- .nli ·M. """, and an';' 

C.,holic •• nd .nti·Mormons. n>1;,.· .. IS.nd popul;' ••• nd .hose who beHet .. 

in c'm'Pirac~. ofb.lnkers '" munitions mak.n: in .nyone who doubu th .. 

l¥K w ... l; iIled by • lone !,'unm.n. "'in Ihe popul" lotl.wing prns. in ,he 

wmempor.ry Americ.n righl wing. and On IXllh .id". of the !";Ice (onlfo, 

v.~y ,,>d~y" (9). Althougl1lh~ .. c"eS0ries .. em 1o c",,,ra lot of pcople, 
lhe", ren,ai,,! nonNhtiess ~ presumptive "we - _ 'pp .. "n,ly Still pnctkaUy 
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to • di .. orled Judgmenl, jllSt as in an an ugly .. yle 1$. cue 10 fund.omcnrol 
<lor..". 0(1 •• 1.- (6): 

A few SImple .nd ",L,,;...,1y _ .""",,,,,,,,ni.>I <Iampl .. "'"l' nWte {[he d& 

,inct'" 1Jo."."en "." .. ,'" .nd "lie) wholly d .... Shortly aIR. the..,..s;. 
no,"", of Pr.:sldont Klcnncdy .• '''' •• do.1 of publicit)· ..... gi\~ to. bill. 

to '1g11l<n foderal (0",1"01. <l\'e' Ihe ..,1. off,,,,. rm.lhroug11 the tn.i1. Wh<1, 

he.rings we .. being h.ld on ,he me.,u ... th,... men d""", '.SO<> miles '0 

w .. rungton from Ihgd.d. Ariz"" • . to te .. ify .gain>< il. Nov.' there . ,., ... 

gumen ... g.inst lhe DOOd bi!l which. """"""r unpt ... u ....... 00< m.,. finJ 
Ihtnt, ... "" the enlorof ("""""tional pohtical ",."""ng. 6", 00< of lbe Arl· 

.onano oppos<d it with "m' might be cotUidercd ~nI.rit~ p: .... noid 

'.-gum""lS. insisting lho. it ..... "a further '''''''1'' br' oubtn1il-" 1"""'" " • 
"",kc us port of one .. orld sodalitric go<"t1"flmcn,-.nd thot iI th ... l1rncd to 

-, ...... duos-lhot _1<1 help "ourencmin" 10sci<c p".,u. OI 

I """,'1 docny lhat • person could gn noMalgk lOr. l inK: .. n.,n poranoid 

gun lobby rhetoric: soun<lod JUSt pbin nuny - . -';mpIc ond ",b';""!y non· 

ronlrow:rsial" cnmple of"distoned judgment" - • .,he. ,han ICp'cxnting 

lhe ,]n1(l$' unconlnled plalform of a domilunl po!iricaJ party. 6U1 the,;pee· 

l.cul .. dal~dnas of HofsuJter'l u~mplc: isn'l only.n int!r:x ofhow f .. 1M 
Amrrican poIilical c~nltr has shlftc.l ,,,,,.,.td lhe right >in(~ ,9'6J. If, a~. 

lign of """. norm",;~~ such par:lnoid 'hinlling ha. bt:<;nnw: at ...."ry point 

in lh~ poiillcal '{"'CIfUm. In a funny w.y. I fcd closcrtoday.o .h:1I paranoid 

.. \rizon." ,ha" I do 10 Ilofslad,~r- e,..,n ,hough. or dn I "",an becau..,. I 

.d", ~U"'e ,hOI lhe "tUon~"". homuphobic w!lite·<up",maru, Chri.· 

Ii,,, Idenlily mililia mcmbu ",ho would as SOOn blow me a""r " look 

'1 me. PcICf Sloterdijk does not m.Ke • • pHd!!h .. 'he wisN'up populo< 

'ynici,m or -enlightened false conllCiousncss" ,h .. he con,ide ... now It> be 

nra. uhigui It>uS is, ~pedfi'" lty. p ... noid in 1{'uetUn:. But Ihal (on<lusion 

"'Cm' i"""'pablc. MS'ubly, .uch norrow-g'u~"" " ,,,.yd.y. , .. her incohcr· 

' nl cy"id, n, 1$ ",h.1 pannoialoul;s like when il function •• $ weak thC1>r)" 

r .. h<r ,ho" "ro"g ,hcory. To kcp ocriving on Ihi. hypcrd<my .. ififil, pac" 

",,>d ,",ene with ,he -news- of a hermeneulics of ""pic"", ... 3ny rote. is • 

for diffe",nt act from what such uposu",' would h".., been in ,he 1!)60s. 

• .,.. Sub...,rsh..,.nd IkmystifyinS porody. N>pKiout arth:oeologK< oflk 

~nl. 'he <IoI(ctlon of hid<len pallerllS of violence .nd their e"l""""': 

., I ha~ bt...,n .rguing. IhcK InRnitcly doabI •• nd .cxt.ablc protoroh of 

Un'"ciling ha-" become the CO .. "mon curn:ncy of cuhu •• l and historit:iol 

>lud,c>. Iflhc,.., is an oIwiow d.nge-rin lhe tri"mph;llism of. paranoid her· 

"'en<u,ia;, it 1$ ,h .. Ihe bro.Jd """"' ...... I ... 'CCp ofl\JCh """thodoLogie,1 

ever, No one can blame a writer in the 1980s for not having forese 

effects of the Republicans’ 1994 Contract with America. Bur if, as M; 
says, "Surpfl.fl e lsprcduiy what the purmnid secks to eliminate.” it 

be admitted that, as a form of paranoia, the New Historicism fails 
tacularly. While its general tenor of “things are bad and getting wo 
immune to refutation, any more specific predictive value—and asa. 
arguably, any value for making oppositional strategy — has been nil. 
accelerating failure to anticipate change is, moreover, as I've discusse 
tirely in the nature of the paranoid process, whose sphere of influence (ike 
thar of the New Historicism itself ) only expands as each unanticipated diszs. 

be paranoid enough. 
To look from a present day vantage at Richard Hofstadter’s imm 

influential 1963 essay “The Paranoid Style in American Politics™ is 
the extent of a powerful discursive change. Hofstadter’s essay is a prin 
pr:sfionufflwcompll:cm,mmfiwlflnnlmmdutprtdflflf 

for the kind of paranoid demystification in which, for example, D. A. 
educates his readers, Its style is mechanically even-handed: Hofstadter 
paranoia on both left and right: among abolitionists, anti-Masons and 
Catholics and anti-Mormons, nativists and populists and those who b 
in conspiracies of bankers or munitions makers; in anyone who dnuhts 
JEK was killed by a lone gunman, “in the popular lefe-wing press, i 
contemporary American right wing, and on both sides of the race cont 
versy today” (9). Although these categories seem to cover a lot of pe 
there remains nonetheless a presumptive “we” —apparently still prac 
everyone —who can agree to view such extremes from a calm, unders 
ing, and encompassing middle ground, where “we” can all agree tha 
example, though "innumerable decisions of . . . the cold war can be fau 
they represent “simply the mistakes of well-meaning men” (36). Hofs 
has no trouble admitting that paranoid people or movements can pe 
true things, though “a distorted style is . . . a possible signal that may ales 
to a distorted judgment, just as in art an ugly style isa cuc to 
defects of taste™ (6): 

A few simple and relatively non-controversial examples may make [the dis- 
tinction between content and style] wholly clear. Shortly after the assasst 
nation of President Kennedy. a great deal of publicity was given roabill .- 

noameniat 

42 Towching Fecling 

1o tighten federal controls over the sale of fircarms through the mail. When 

hearings were being held on the measure, three men drove 2,500 miles 1o 

wiashington from Bagdad, Arizona, to testify against it. Now there are ar- 

guments against the Dodd bill which, however unpersuasive one may find 

them, have the color of conventional political reasoning. But one of the Ari- 

zonans opposed it with what might be considered representative paranoid 

arguments, insisting that it was "a further atempt by a subversive power to 

make us part of one world socialistic government” and that it threatened to 

“create chaos™ that would help “our enemies™ to seize power. (5) 

| won't deny that a person could get nostalgic for a time when paranoid 

gun lobby rhetoric sounded just plain nutty —a “simple and relatively non- 

controversial” example of “distorted judgment” —rather than representing 

the almost uncontested platform ofa dominant political party. But the spec- 

tacular datedness of Hofstadter’s example isn't only an index of how far the 

American political center has shifted toward the right since 1063. It'salso a 

sign of how normative such paranoid thinking has become at cm-ypum 

in the political spectrum. Ina funny way, I feel closer 1oday to that paranoid 

Arizonan than 1 do to Hofstadter — even though, or do | mean because, | 

also assume that the Arizonan is a homophobic white-supremacist Chris- 

tian Identity militia member who would as soon blow me away as look 

at me, Peter Sloterdijk does not make explicit that the wised-up popular 

cynicism or “enlightened false consciousness” that he considers now to be 

near ubiquitous is, specifically, paranoid in structure. But that conclusion 

seems inescapable, Arguably, such narrow-gauge, everyday, rather incoher- 

ent cynicism is what paranoia looks like when it functions as weak theory 

rather than strong theory, To keep arriving on this hyperdemystified, para- 

noid scene with the “news” of a hermeneutics of suspicion, at any rate, isa 

far different act from what such exposures would have been in the 1960s. 

e Subversive and demystifying parody, suspicious archaeologies of the 

present, the detection of hidden patterns of violence and their exposure: 

as | have been arguing, these infinitely doable and teachable protocols of 

unveiling have become the common currency of cultural and historicist 

studies, If there is an obvious danger in the triumphalism of a paranoid her- 

Mencurics, it is that the broad consensual sweep of such methodological 
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aswrnl"ions.,ht cu,.,..,n, ... ~. pro{ession ... 'ide .g"'c ...... , ~bou, ... 'ha, < 

>liM" ~;U'f~'h~~o~pl~n .. ioorI.<>r:adtq~.'O hislOriciz.>,ion =y. ,fi, ~ 
unque.noned, un!ntonnOlUlIy 'mf'O'"nsh 'M ~"'I""" ofli,ulry_criti 
1"'<>1"'<1;"'" and , kill., The ''''uble wi,h •• h.Uow gene pool. of <!Xl", ~ 
ttl diminished ability to ""pond 10 o"vironrnrntaJ (e .g .. political ) Ch"';'e.," 

Ano.the •. po::m.ps rna", ... ~.Iy xcurot. WI)' of drscribing .M!""sent 

I"'ronotd conscnsus. ho.,., .... IS ,hOI ""her thon nttirdy displ..:ing. it 

oimply ho"" requirtd a emain di","icuLo,ion. dt.:r. ...... I. and m~ 
tion of other waY' of knowing. way, ItS> "';"n,cd .round nupicion. tho, 
. '" .cru.lly being pro"ic.d. oficn by 'he $;1rnr ,heorill$ and a. pm of ,he 
•• me projcm. The monopolist" prog.am of p.1",noid knowing 'p,e"' •• i. 
<.l1y disallow •• n)' e.plidt "'cou.so. 10 "'I"''''th .. moti"" .. no _. '0 he 
."icuJ .. cd ,han sul!;eo 10 ..... thodinl uprooting_ R.:p""';"" moth .... ""« 

,My b«omo • .<pIiO •. a .... in:Idmissibk in I"'ranoid 'heo<yboth beause dq 
..... about plOHU", ("""' .... Iy amhe,i<;") .nd beause ,My ..... frankly."",_ 

lionn"" ("m.",'y ",fo.mis,").' What ",akrs plusu", .nd 'nl<'lto",,,oo SO 

-m ..... "1 0 nl y lMC c'cI u.i\".n<1$ 0 r p.ranoi~ ·s f.i, h in dem)·., ifying UPOSU"" 

only iu cru<lond conlempmous a~un>l"ion ,h .. the "n. thing Locking fot 

global """,,ulion. uptosion of b"'ntkr role •. or ",h~t~,. it pcopk's (!hat 

is. olll<'r rwr"''') h2\ing 'M p"inful.lI"«ts oftll<'i'''I'P' O"lotl. p"" .... y. or 
dcludrdntss SU fficinttly .ua.-b>tcd 10 make the p.;>in <<mSCiOIU (;15 if othu. 
wise i, wouJdn', h ...... beon) :ond inlolc",bl. (H ifinwkublc Jj'uuions "',,'" 
fOnlOU' for g<:ncroling .. «U.n, .. ,Iulioru). 

Such ugly p",,,,,riptions .'" nO! ""riou.ly olfcrrd by 1nO$' po",noid 
.hcory. bul a 10. of contempoury .heory .. ~.""k<s "'gul~rly J1"",,,d 

4S if by .hem. The kind of aporia ,,~ t....., ahad)' diKU<.5Cd in Tv ,'W>ot/ ~"J 
.M Micr. ,,·M .... "'Mrs a", impellc:d .hrough 0 grimly monolithic stnJ(

'u'" of '''-ong p"r'noid theory by success;", tng;>gt'me.n .... j'h ~ujlC ,-"d. 
olt.n 'PI"''''nlly tr...nly pl.a"' ... ·orient.d .• =lIt'-JC:~Ic: "'ri,.,h- .nd intd· 
I<ctu.1 oolieimion •. '1'1""" in 0 lot of other good cri,icum a. 'wd. I ar

uinly .«ogn~e i. a. charac.erizing a fairamoun, of my ""'n " 'ming_ Dots 
I, ="., ,,·h.n luch proj«l$ misd"('tibc IM"""I,..,. or.rc misrc«>gnized 

by ",.ders) I ,,'OUIdn't ... ~ tho, 1M fore. of any p""'erful ... Tiling can 

.... r .u.'n compk •• '''''''I'''-n""y '0 i,so.J( or is ~kly 1o XC(>O,!nt lOt itself 
""ry od"'lu .. ely a. ,h •• ""' ... ;'" ""..,1 of. he wtiting. Bu, $Uppo:>Se one .. kc< 

..,ri<>u,ly ,m, "",ion, lik. 'he one .rticulated by Tomk ins bu. ~OO lik. oth .. 

.v.H.hl. On<'" .h.t ",,,.yd.y .heo,}' ~u.H .. ti"tly .lfe", ""'tj·d.y knQ\\-I · 

t<lt,"" .nd elpcn.ncc; and suppose Ihat O!M' doc..,', ..... Il! .0 drno,. much 

""tolo;; .... 1 disunction bet",,,,,n :IOdem;" theory ond.....yday .heory; and 
"""'" lho, one h ... lot of concern for ,he qu.ali,y of DlMr poopIc'nnd 

"" ., <>wn pnctic'" of knowing ond "",·ri."<ing. In ,h • .., n~ •. i, "'QuId "',c ,.-
n,..k" sense _ if one h.d 'he choict _ n!l"o cultivate the n«cl$i,)· of a sy.
,~",",'ic ... If_a=I . .. ,ing splil be:,,,,,,,,n ",h.t one is doing and the ",asoru 

...... docs lt. 
Whik p.1ronoid .htorrtical pnxtcdings both depend OIl and rctnk>rtt 

the ",rUCtIlr.l1 dominontt of monopolistic "$lrong 'heory.- ,''''''' m>y also 

be: bcnefi' in .. ploring tM .w-.mely v~n.d. dyn.mic. and hisloricolly con

'i"sem ""p Ih., I.mng ,heo""icol <on,I'uCI. inle.OC. Wilh w.ak om. in 

,"" crok>gy ufknowing-an •• plonl ion .hat ob"iously Cln 'I proc«d with · 

ou' a ""pc"ful in'eR'S! in ""eak as .... eh .... rong lMon:.ical oct •. Tomkins 
offers for more models for approaching ouch a pro;ca 'han r,.. bo:tn abl • 

to .,umm;l.rize . Bu •• he history of liler~ry criticism 'an abo be ,-;n.'td H 

• n:p<rtrure of .Ilornal;, .. modt-ls for alJov,'ing .. rong .nd ",o.k theory '0 

interdigi13le . WhO! ."uld belle. "'I""so.nl -weak .heory.lillie be:tttr .han 

• ~ .. rip.ion of Ihe phenomena which i. purpons to uplain:' .hon 'he de· 

valued and ncar Om" ..... nl New Cri.ical;lill of im.gin .. "~ el .... read· 
ing" Bu, ....... , wn al",ady tntO in Emp"-'" and ButU is lrotc in a dilkr

ent ..... y .0<1.,.: .h .... a", irnponanl pncnom.:no1ogi<aland lheon:t.ical raslu 
lh.lt Cln be: xcomplisbed only ,h,,,ugl> local Ihcurits and!'l(ll1a tam<><>

mi." the potentIally innum~rablt mechanisms of their ",I"ion to s'ronger 

Ih eorie, frn>~ill mme .. of art .nd lopecul,ti"" thougl>l. 
P.",,,,,, •. as I h.", poin.ed OU'. "'prtOl:nlS no' only a s.rong affect theory 

bul • «Tong ntgdli\'t afli;a theory. Thr q~;on of tl>< $lrtnglh of a gh"H 

"'cory (or t~1 ofth. ",blions bc:l ... ..,.n .. rung and ... '.ak 'heorr) may be 

onhogon.llO.he question of ilS affen;,.., """It. and Nch moy be: capable 
of .<plon'ioo by dilf.",m """M, A Slrong thoory (i.e .. I wide ·ronging .nd 

.-.du<tive one) ,h.t w., IlOl m.inly orS.nizcd around an'lcipa.ing. iru,mify' 

ing. and "'~rdi"g olfth. neg.ti,.. ~ff«1 of hum ilia. ion would rt.lembl. p.ra· 
llOio in 501"tle 1'01pe<:" bUI differ from it in oth .... J think . (orenmpk. ,n.t 

'ho, mighl be I f.i,cho,octeriz •• ,on of.M ptt«ding 5e(lion of.M 1'"""'" 
chapte •. BecaU.IC ..... n • he .pttilkauon of p"ranoi.;r.;15 a ,heOt)' of nega.u... af· 

feClle ..... open the dislino:tions be:' .... ""n or .mong ntg.a."" .fkas. tMrc is 
th<- . ddilio.,,1 Of'1'"nuni'y of •• po::rimtnling wi,h • vocabuLot)" th., will do 
JUSlice '" ~ "' id •• lfeer;,,, r,ns" . "s,in . not ()nly with the n~lI.t"" affects: i. 

assumptions, the current near professionwide agreement about whay o 
stitutes narrative or explanation oradequate historicization may, if it pe; 
unquestioned, unintentionally impoverish the gene pool of | 
perspectives and skills. The trouble with a shallow gene pool, of c 
its diminished ability to respond to environmental (e.g., political) cha; 

Another, perhaps more nearly accurate way of describing the 
paranoid consensus, however, is that rather than entirely displacing, 
simply have required a certain disarticulation, disavowal, and mis 
fimnrm!urmpnfmmhsflnmdmndm 
are actually being practiced, often by the same theorists and as part ofith 
same projects. The monopolistic program of paranoid knowing syst 
cally disallows any explicit recourse to reparative motives, no sooner 
articulated than subject to methodical uprooting, Reparative motives, 
they become explicit, are inadmissible in paranoid theory both because 
are about pleasure (“merely aesthetic”) and because they are frankly 2 
liorative (“merely reformist™).2 What makes pleasure and amelio 
“mete”? Only the exclusiveness of paranoia’s faith indemystifying exp 
only its cruel and contemptuous assumption that the one thing lack 
global revolution, explosion of gender roles, or whatever, is people’s: 
is, other people’s) having the painful effects of their oppression, poverty, or 
delndndn:nmfficimflyumfiumdm make the pain conscious (as if ot 
wise it wouldn't have been) and intolerable (as if intolerable situations were. 
famous for generating excellent solutions). 

Such ugly prescriptions are not seriously offered by most pa 
theory, but a lot of contemporary theory is nonetheless regularly struct: 
as if by them. The kind of aporia we have already discussed in The Novel : 
the Police, where readers are impelled through a grimly monolithic struc- 
ture of strong paranoid theory by successive engagement with quite varied 
often apparently keenly pleasure-oriented, smaller-scale writerly and intel 
lectual solicitations, appears in a lot of other good criticism as well. I cer 
tainly recognize it as characterizing a fair amount of my own writing, Does 
it matter when such projects misdescribe themselves or are misrecognized 
byrfldus?lumfl:himmmflmdnhunfmypouflfidwfihgfl% 
mmmflflcmmkfiwkfihfiywmhfl 
very adequately at the constative level of the writing. Bur suppose one rakes 
seriously the notion, like the one articulated by Tomkins but also like other .- 
available ones, that everyday theory qualitatively affects everyday knowl- 

and experience; and suppose that one doesn’t want to draw much 

fflwmmm theory and cveryday theory; and 

suppose that one has a lot of concern for the quality uful!urpm?lc'safl 

one's own practices of knowing and experiencing. In these cases, it would 

make sense—if one had the choice —not to cultivate the necessity of a sys- 

rematic, self-accelerating split between what one is doing and the reasons 

does it. 1 

mi\’lfilc pummflflmnalpucudhtg!buhdcpmd::nudmfiru 

flwnmurlldmflmmafnmpolbfi:'mgw. there may also 

be benefit in exploring the extremely varied, dynamic, and historically con- 

tingent ways that strong theoretical constructs h1_tmcr wi{h weak un::r:: 

the ecology of knowing—an exploration that obviously can't proceed th- 

mtamtfuliMhMflMflmWdd l:cB.Tuml.m 

offers far more models for approaching such a project than l‘ll:b:l!'maHI: 

w0 summarize. But the history of literary criticism can also be viewed as 

a repertoire of alternative models for allowing srong and weak theory 1o 

interdigitate. What could better represent “weak theory, |ittl:.' better than 

adescription of the phenomena which it purports to explain,” than the de- 

valued and near obsolescent New Critical skill of imaginative clum fi 

ing?* But what was already true in Empson and Burke is true in 2 - 

tngl:vl.'l}r today: there are important phenomenological and theoretical tasks 

that can be accomplished only through local theories and nonce taxono- 

mies; the potentially innumerable mechanisms of their relation to stronger 

theories remain matters of art and speculative thought. 

Paranoia, as | have pointed out, representsnot only a s;mngafi':cuht?nry 

but a strong negative affect theory. The question of the mtnglhnfagw: 

theory (or that of the relations between strong and weak theory) may 

orthogonal to the question of its affective quale, and each rmyhn:-apnhk 

of exploration by different means. A strong theory (i.c..a wflt:rmgmga‘nd 

reductive one) that was not mainly organized around anticipating, identify- 

ing, and warding off the negative affect of humiliation would resemble para- 

noia in some respects but differ from it in others. I think, for example, that 

that might be a fair characterization dflwmmdhpfl 

chapter. Because even the specification of paranoiaasatheory of negative al- 

fect leaves open the distinctions between or among negative :fimfitd: 

the additional opportunity of experimenting with a vocabulary that u 

justice to a wide affective range. Again, not only with the negative affects: it 
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.. In abo b<- n:iryillg ~nd, ir>dtt<l. cot"''''' to h.", ooIyo<><. tot;tlizillg "'<>do 
of rositivc "ff(ct .Iw.y< in th~ .. m~ f • .,ure<! p<»itiOll. A diJturbingly la I 

• ., ..... m. oftheol)' ""em< explicitly to unden.ke the proIifeution of ~ 
on~ alf~ct. 'Jir "",y.be, t .... o. of ~·~t"''<T_k~-...n...hcr cUUIY. sublimity. 
sclf.sh.nenng . .l""W/"'U, ruspooon. abJKflOn. knowingncss. horror. grin, 

$Otisfaaion. or righteous indigrmion. It's like the old joke: "Comts the ......... 

IUlion. Comrade .• ""'Yone gl't$lOUt roaSt bo-.( "'''I)' day." "But Comrado 

I don't like roast beef." "Comes the ",,-oIu.ion. Com.--ade. you·Ulike ~ 
betf'- COIt"ItS the ~U1ion. Com..w. you'O to. ,idled pink by <ho.c <Ie. 
construct;'" joku; you·1I f.int (rom ennui ~ry minute you'", flOt ,","",. 

ins Ih ..... e 'pp.ntu,; )"ou 'II defini,ciy wanl hOi ><:x '''''''''y to 'hiny titntJ 

• doy. You 'U to. mournful~.J miliunL You'U tlC\Tr "'-w. tOlell Ocleuu and 
GlUttari. "Not tonight. durl. I h.rt a headache.-

To rttagnize in p.>r:tnQi •• d"'ino:ti>"ly rigid ",Iation !O temporality. at 

once " ntidp.>'ol)' .nd ,-etro;octi,<. ",,:r~ . b<l'It all to 5urpri$c. i, :':1$0 to 

glimpse ,he line .men ... of <>ther pos5ibili.ics. H 0"'. """"J". Klein i. of mort 

htlp than Tomkons: lO n:ad from. "'P .... t;.., p<nilion is 10 $U.n:ndcr W 

knowing. 'rWous p.>r.>noid determination ,hat no honor. ho\o'C'o'<T appar

emly unthinkable. sh. 1l 10\1'" come to the ... dcr ... 'leW; to I "p;o ... m,,1y 

p ... i'ioo"l<d n:atkr. il can SCem ",.Ii!ric and n«c$U'Y to ~rien,e sur
priM:. Ikcous< ,hen: can be terrible surpnsa. hoIo~"r .• ht", can oIso be 

good ones. H~. ofte" I fractoring. ~ • tno"",ric 'hing to c.:rpcri<n<'e. 
il.mong ,lie <nergic. by whkh the repar:>t;""ly p<»itioned ",.de, trits to 

organize the frasmen ... and pan ·objttL< she ~ncoun'ers or '"'at ••. • Bea u>c 

Iht ... der h"" room to ",;tlize that the futun: may be diffi:n:nl from rn. 
P"'Rn'. ;t is 0100 possible for her 10 ......... ~in IU(h profoundly p.>inful. pr0-

foundly relieving. c. hkally cruci.1 poosibilit its as I~t Iht past. in t urn. could 

h."" h.ppe ned differently from 'he way it .Clu.lIy did .' 

Whc", docs ,hi, argument Ie."" f""l:i<:<u of'luUT reading. in p;orticu' 
La.! With the ",I.,;,.." dtt",pftW of Ihc '1un1lOn of ~.uu.l1 d,f!"rrr>«" 

.nd $ox .... I-.. m.""ss. - .nd wi,h ,hc po<&ibiJityof fTI<I'I'ing frorn I F",udiar>. 

homophobi.·ccntcrt:d unde ..... nding of paranol. to OIh.r understandings 

ofit. Ioke Klein', or Tomkins',. ,h.t .'" not p;ortirol.rly Ocdip.land.", less 

d""".u';"'nted '~n .IfCCl-oritn'td. l.m.1oo $Oggaring m....he ",,,0>.1 

lrucriptlon of'lu«r thought " 'ilh tM topic of p.>r.""'" may be Ins nte<!" 
sary. 1 ... definitional. Ie .. compl.tdyconsti.ut;,,, than e.rlirr wnting on it. 

''''1 much in,\udin!: my Own. h:.. ... umccl_ A ",.,.... ecological ,·i.-wof pJ-"" 

",,,. ,,'ooldn'[ offer the sa".. .... nsh.uuriral. 01""", .u.armtir ~pt .... 1 

r ,,,.,lcging of g'J /k.bi.n i.>OCJ ,h .. ;, offered by a F",udi.n v;Cw . 

On the other hond, I think i, willi,"". ulln I va.<tl~· bener pusi.ion to 

do ju>';"" 10. weal, h of cha .. cteristic, rultu ... lIy ",ntraJ pr.a(tlcc. many 

,,f ,,·hich ca" ""U to. ,aUed .--ep.>nt,i,,,. that eme,"&" from,!""", Hf"'riencc 
bu' ~,,,me invisible or illegible under. p.> .. noid optic. A. Joo<1>h Litvak 

,,'ri.eo. for exa"'pk (in. !",r<O".1 communication, '996). 

1< ....,ms.o mt .hat tht imf""<W"CC of"m;m,kts" in q....,r ",.o.ding and ,,"riI. 

ing _ .. ha.1ot to do ,,; ,11 Ioof<,ning 1M t •• Um.oflc. incvit.bIc· .... ming 

, 'Hmectioo bel"'ee" mi>t. kc, and humil;',ion. Wh;o, I m •• n il th.t. if a 101 

nr quccrcncrgy. !.ly amun<! adoI.orcnce, go.,. into what Banhcs ,.11 •• - I • 

,"" Ioir-k ... ·i",chigcn'" (a in " If I "",,, '0 he m~. a, 1e.1t let me be 

br.,nicr than ~rybody elK"). accounting In 1>'1;"' p.a .... ro. "' .......... cnGI' 

mom f'I"'~'ig ... Ih. "''1 ';8""u .. of <m.nMSO ( ...... " ....... 11" """rt$). 

.10. o( qo .~, energy. l>tor 01'. goc. in.o ... I"...:ti« •• imcd .. laking the 

tmor 0 ... ol error ... making the making of miol.k"" ><:xy. au';"". ,-,,"n 

mgrut....,ly ptI"'...nul. Doc ... ', ",.ding q ...... mtan Ie.rning. among oth<r 

.hin~ .. , tha, mht.kts con 1>< good ntlxr ,h.n bad $Or!''; ... ? 

11 ' • • ppt'Of'riotc, I think. ,h., [hese insight> w,"uld bo- «>n';ng~nt tk:wlop · 

me"" rat hen han clcfinition;tl Ort ranshistorior.1 ones: ,hey a"",' t ,hings ,hot 

....oold in .... i t.hly Inhe", in ,he ~c of "'''I')' ,,-ornan.Joo,;ng "'"OffWI 

I)f "'.n. k"';n~ man. 5a)'. For if .•• r,,, .hown. ~ p.>ranuid ",adin!: pracricc is 

do. d), ' ied 10. notion ofth. inc,lIable. ,h.",.", Olher f •• tu",. of ~u""r 

"'ading tha, can .ttune i, rxqui.ildy to a heartbe •• of contint;cncy. 

Th. Ikg,>td. dcf"".;, ......... 'i'" Itiffnts.s of. paranoid tcmporalioy .• fier 

.n. '" whkll )"It<nby c,m't be Illowtd [0 h .. " dilfertd from ,oday and 

tl>morr"w muSt hi: e""n "'0,., w. tok .. ill ,h.pc from. gen ... ,lonal n.rr~· 

,i W 'hot ', "harJc'triud by • d;,t inttly Ocdip;ol "'gul.ri,y .nd .... p"';t;,. "CntSlI: 

It h.oppc""d to my rathe". f.,h ... it haPl""cd to "'y ra.her. it is happen'ng 

to me. it will h'pp"n.o my oon. and it will Mppcn 10 my $011', son. But isH', 

" . (c.t" .... or queer posSibility_only •• ontingent f.a,u",. but a real one, 

~"<l "rt" ,hat in 'urn .. ."ng,hens the forre of ron.ingenc)· it&Clf_ til .. our 

"·n .... 'i"""l ",I .. ions don't 01" .. ) .. proo:cd in th;, 1"'''''''1'1 

Think of 'h" (piph.:nic. "x' ..... garnly ...,... ... 'i'" final ,-oIume ofProu ... 
'1\ "hieh ,I>< naT1"~t"' , .f«r a long wi.hd"", .. l from onciety, gon to • party 

,·,11",. I,,' a ' fin. think. ",,,,yone;, 'I'0rti"g d.bor.t. ,o<[urn •• pn!tend · 

can also be reifying and, indeed, coercive to have only one, totalizing - 
of positive affect always in the same featured position. A disturbingly 
amount of theory seems explicitly to undertake the proliferation of 
one affect, or maybe two, of whatever kind — whether ecstasy, sub 
self-shattering, jouissance, suspicion, abjection, knowingness, horror, 
satisfaction, or righteous indignation. It’s like the old joke: "Comes thy 
lution, Comrade, everyone gets to eat roast beefevery day.” “But Com 
I don't like roast beef.” “"Comes the revolution, Comrade, you'll like 
beef.” Comes the revolution, Comrade, you'll be tickled pink by those 
constructive jokes; you'll faint from ennui every minute you're not smas 
ing the state apparatus; you'll definitely want hot sex twenty to thirty 
a day. You'llbe mournful and militant. You'll never want to tell Deleuze ang 
Guartari, “Not tonight, dears, | have a headache.” F 

To recognize in paranoia a distinctively rigid relation to tempa 
once anticipatory and retroactive, averse above all to surprise, is a 
glimpse the lineaments of other possibilities. Here, perhaps, Klein isof: 
help than Tomkins: to read from a reparative position is to surrender the 
knowing, anxious paranoid determination that no horror, howevera 
ently unthinkable, shall ever come to the reader as new; to a rep: 
positioned reader, it can seem realistic and necessary to a:pefim& 
prise. Because there can be terrible surprises, however. there can ak: 
good ones. Hope, often a fracturing, even a traumatic thing to expe: 
is among the energies by which the reparatively positioned reader tri 
organize the fragments and part-objects she encounters or creates.* Becanse 
themd:thummnlumdm:mufltfimnuybcdflfcmntfimfl 
present, uuahnpmficforhcrlumuflmmchpmfuuflyplhful. 
foundly relieving, ethically crucial possibilities as that the past, in turn, co 
have happened differently from the way it actually did.* 

Where does this argument leave projects of queer reading, in particu: 
lar? With the relative deemphasis of the question of “sexual difference’ 
and sexual “sameness,” and with the possibility of moving from a Freu '-"-;r' 
homophobia-centered understanding of paranoa to other understandin 
of it, like Klein's or Tomkins's, that are not particularly Oedipal and are less 
drive-oriented than affect-oriented, | am also suggesting that the m 
inscription of queer thought with the topic of paranoia may be less n **"' 
sary, less definitional, less completely constitutive than earier wflth'.lgml 
very muchincluding my own, hasassumed. A more ecological view of pa 
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poia wouldn't offer the same transhistorical, almost automatic conceptual 

rvileging of gay /lesbian issues that is offered by a Freudian view. 

On the other hand, I think it will leave us in a vastly better position to 

@Juniccmnuflldlddurm.mhuuflymflpncflm{mny 
of which can well be called reparative, that emerge from queer experience 

put become invisible or illegible under a paranoid optic. As Joseph Litvak 

writes, for example (in a personal communication, 1996), 

It seers to me that the importance of “mistakes™ in queer reading and wrir- 

ing . - - has a lot 1o do with loosening the traumatic, inevitable-seeming 

connection between mistakes and humiliation. What I mean is that, ifa lot 

of queer energy, say around adolescence, goes into what Barthes calles “le 

vouloir-écre-intelligent” (as in “If 1 have to be miserable, at least let me be 

brainier than everybody else”), accounting in large part for paranoia’s enor- 

maus prestige as the very signature of smartness (a smartness that smarts), 

a lot of queer energy, later on, goes into . . . practices aimed at taking the 

terror out of error, at making the making of mistakes scxy, creative, even 

cognitively powerful. Doesn't reading queer mean leaming, among other 

things, that mistakes can be good rather than bad surprises? 

It'y appropriate, | think, that these insights would be contingent develop- 

ments rather than definitional or transhistorical ones: they aren't things that 

would inevitably inhere in the experience of every woman-loving woman 

or man-loving man, say. For if, as I've shown, a paranoid reading practice is 

closely tied to a notion of the inevitable, there are other features of queer 

reading that can attune it exquisitely to a heartbeat of contingency. 

The dogged, defensive narrative stiffness of a paranoid temporality, after 
all, in which yesterday can't be allowed to have differed from today and 

tomorrow must be even more 5o, takes its shape from a generational narra- 

tive that's characterized by a distinctly Oedipal regularity and repetitiveness: 

it happened to my father’s father, it happened to my father, it is happening 

to me, it will happen to my son, and it will happen to my son’s son. But isn't 

it feature of queer possibility —only a contingent feature, but a real one, 

ind one that in turn strengthens the force of contingency itself — that our 

generational relations don't always proceed in this lockstep? 
Think of the epiphanic, extravagantly reparative final volume of Proust, 

in which the narrator, after a long withdrawal from society, goes to a party 
where he at first thinks everyone s sporting claborate costumes pretend- 
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ing'" l>< ..... ien!. ,hen ",ali,,,,, ,kn 'hey Uf\' old . • nd..., il he-.nd ;s tht" 

a.""Hed. in half • .Iou" du.lrn:1 m""monic shock>. by • dim. ctk "'ric:" 0( 

j<,¥.indn';ng -,ry,k." .bou, ,he rtl .. ion of ",,;rin8 '0 lime. Th~ """"to, 
'~':r "YI $G. bul i.n·, il wonh pointing 0 ... ,h., ,h. mmplc'e 't"'Polll 
diso"''''' 'io!, ,h., In i,i"o:< him in,o ,hi> ~1 .. 0'1' spac. ""ould ~ been 
impoaibk in a h~'.rosex".1 phrJ(fo",;lk. in on<: wlto had "",."",'hik ~ 

embodying. in ,he form of ,....."..bly -~- id .. "ilio:s and,.,..... 
,he "'gul.r Irrh.1 of child",n and griindrhild"'''l 

And now I beg'" '0 uncknoand ",'ha, oId.S" ,,-.. - old ago. "hid\ ~ 
of all ,he ",.Ii,;o, ;, ,Il00 OM of "itich .. .., p~" lOr loop in OUr ~. 

pu""y ~frac, ~ion. looking., e.dondo .... <11,ing OUr "'tIerS. S«ing 
our mrlMb m.rry.nd ,hen In their tllm thr dulJrm ofour fnrntk. and Y"l. 

ei,her (rom fe.ror from ..... ". IlOl wtdcr'''nd,ng ,.eh.at all thio memo, l1ntiI 
rhe d>y .. 'hen " 'e bd,old an 11,,1,,'0· ... " oilhouene , .. "ttidJ t.acho:s us that 

"''C a", living in ........ · world: u"r~ ,It< d.Jy ,,-hen. grandson oIa "''''''''' ... 

once ~. a youn~ man "itom ~Iy "'" ,,,,.t .. a con<emptl<2ryol 

00 .... smiltl a' ,huugh " " ~rt maing fun of him bee • ...., it ..,..",. that 

we art old enough to be hi! gr. ndfatltu _ .nd I beg ... to unde<stand tOO 

"-II,, ck"h n, •• nt .nd I",,, . "d ,h. j<'Y' of tit< >piri'u.! lif., II-.. lUOlUlness 

of 'UH'Mg, • 1'0<>11<>" •• tc. (6'JJ4- " ) 

A mo ... I'('cel\\ conlingency. in 'he brutol IQre.hort~ni"g of SO nuny 

queer li fo 'f'''" ' has dcroUlini.o:N 'he 'cmpo .. 'i,y of n .. n)· of .... in w'1' 
,h., only inl"",i fy 'hil dfe,' . I'm ' hinking. "' I .. y thi .. of tit"," very qunr 

friendlhip$ I "»'t. One of my frie"ds i1.ix,y; 'he ",heT lwo are bOLh th irty. 

."d I, a, f"rty·fi,· •.• m exactly i" .he middlr . All foor of us . n:' acadenri<>. 

and we h:t,., In common .1", or in'''''''II, enorgi« . • nd ambition.; we~" 
.aeh had. OS "",U. "ariously inu'n'" aCli"ist in''t''n",n ... In • "normal - go ... 
or.,io". 1 n.rrOl;,.,. o ur ;dc"'ifinlion. wi,,, e..,h other ... -ouId be .!ignrd 

wi,h an expect., ion ,h .. in . nod,e:rfif,un )-e. rs. I'd be sitU.,N comparably 

'0 ",·he .... my luty.ye.r·uIJ friend is, "itll~ my thi"n-e""oId friend< ,,-ouk! 
be , Itualtd com". .. bly '0 "he", I . m. 

Ru, "-e.", ;til ''',lre ,h.a, tlte: gfOundo of such fncn<bhipl todoy.'" ~kdJ' 

fO differ from ,hal model. They do 10 in in ... r cilic .. and for I"""f"e sobjt<'t 
to r0ci5t violel>« .• nd for people ¥lr<I .... "".I.h u n: . • nd lOr 1""'1"" in 
d.n~;erotl. indu>lr>o:s. .nd for n,a"y Olhers: ,n.,- do 50 for my friends.nd 

me. Spectfi •• lly. ''''lng " 'ilh ;ad, ... nn-d bn:.osI ('1>«1'. I h.a,.., ~tlle e~ of 

<,,'r bdng ,he age my older friend is now. My frie,1Mb who.n: th,iny an: 
""".lIl' unlikely .,.,r 10 experienc. my pre",n, . m,ddle age : one '" I .... ",g 

• " . d,anced ,.nccHau>t:d '"' • ",asoil't environmen'al I ... uma (basi, 
~." ". V} 

0 111 . he g"'w up on lop of. ,wic w»le si,e); the o.her is living wi,h H1\'. 

11<~ friend .... Ito il • very h .. lthy sixty i> much the bkelicst of u. to be lim,s 

fitiren ye.rs from nOw. 
I,', hml,o .. y. hard ..""n to knov,'. """. tIteK relationship' are dlff"",,,, 

11"'" ,hose .tu",d by people of d,ff~"",' ago on' land>CJpe"tto.e per· 
¥",i, •• lli~ con""'l'= on • common disapp"aring-poinl. I . m sun: ~rs, Itt 
mOl't in,e",dy ~i~aled: wh"..,,'Crelsc we Juto,.' ... -e 1uto<o- tl", .. ,." '''''''' 

'0 bullshi' . Uu. wh.1 ;. meo", 10 idenlify ,.i ,h each other m .... also b¢ ,-ery 

cliff,"","'. On .his Kt .... an oldt:rpenon dotsn', ""..,. } ..... nger .. ..,""""'" 

,,'110 ,.',11 !IOrne<by be whe", she now is. or via ''Cr$!._ No ortt is..., ~ spe~. 
p.»tng on rhe family nam~; the .. ·• a sen><: in "itich our ';f~ .... ,","tll-O< ... ~I 
borely """,lap. Tlttre ' unoUter ~ in ,,-hlch they $lidt: "I' more 'n\lm .. ~1y 
.Ioo,.;sidt: 0' ''' .lIOIher ,h.n an .ny ~veJ ,h ••• ", ........ ing r"",ord :>«otding 

to ,h .... gubr Kkcdule of the gc: ... ntion>, It i> ortt :mother immedia.ely. 

""" .nothe r a •• he prtsent full ..... ofa """oming whose arc m.y .... ~nd 
nOJ funhe" whom we earh mU", Ie • ." best.o "1'I""1t<00. fuUill. and hear 

wn,p'ny, 
AI> tc. \w,IIt""I. II stems 10 nH: ,h.t ... I.,cd p,"ctire' of rep" " ;'" know

ing rn a)' lie, b .... ly ",rogni,.od .nd lillle .. plortd .•• ,he he ... of many hi>lO

ric, "f gay, lesbian .• ltd queer in'crtenuali'y. The qyeer--idcmificd p"d",e 
"I' c.mp. for ".ampl~, moy 'Do seriou.ly mi,""'''!,'1li"d wh.n i, is .iowcd, 

"' BUlltr . tld others view II .• hrough par.noid lcnsts_ A. """"1: ... n. camp 
, ~ - - f ro<h-i. Ill"" oftcn undcrot""d as uniquely appropnate to "'" prOJec .. 0 po> , • 

.le""unli~"i"". demYSl iflCalion, ond mocking eo:pos"'" of ,he demen .. 

. nd , _ m('lions of . domin.n1 rol."",. Aoo,he degn:. to which camprng 

I> nlOli"".d by 1<lV\: s«ntt oflen to b¢ underslood m.inl)· •• ,he degT« of 
It , ,df.h."ng compl idty " 'ilh .n 0W","';ve " •• u. quo_ Sy Ihi> """,,n'. ,h. 

.... y gUr of ,h" p.a .. noid iml"'lso: in camp s«.,i'ln:MJgh to an un!k.h~ 

.... lrton of ,he cultu re; ,he p.ann<Md ;ttS,lt<tic on vie'" here ;, ortt of m",,' 

m.I, .. clog.nee.nd COf'O«p,ual «OnOmy. 
The d""i", of. rcp.a,,'i'" impulse. on ,I-.. othtr hand, i> add,,;" ... nd 

"'cn.~I'-'I: , It. fear. a ... liIlie OM. is tIt" lhe cultun: .urrounding i, is in:odt:. 
qll',e or illimlcal,,,;u nunll"': it w:anu 10 :wormbic.oo ~onrer pleni<udt: 

on.n obJ~"CI ,ha, " 'ilI 'hen h . .... ",,,,,,,rca '0 oIkr ,o:an inc"""t. self. To 

ing to be ancient, then realizes that they are old, and so is he—and i5. the 

assailed, in half a dozen distinct mnemonic shocks, by a dimactic serje 

joy-inducing “truths” about the relation of writing to time. The na 
never says so, but isn't it worth pointing out that the complete temy 
disorientation that initiates him into this revelatory space would have 
i.fl‘l.POflflib]!‘ in a heterosexual Fékdffiflfflt, in one who had meanwh . 

embodying, in the form of inexorably “progressing” identities and mje 
the regular arrival of children and grandchildren? 3 

And now | began to understand what old age was—old age, which perha 
of all the realities is the one of which we preserve for longest in our 
purely abstract conception, looking at calendars, dating our letters, 
our friends marry and then in their turn the children of our friends, 
either from fear or from sloth, not understanding what all this means, o 
the day when we behold an unknown silhouette . . . which teaches ust 
we are living in a new world; until the day when a grandson of a we 
once knew, a young man whom instinctively we treat as a contemyg 

ours, smiles as though we were making fun of him because it scem 
we are old enough to be his grandfather —and 1 began to undersea; 
what death meant and love and the joys of the spiritual life, the us 
of suffering, a vocation, etc. (6:354-355) 

A more recent contingency, in the brutal foreshortening of so many 
queer life spans, has deroutinized the temporality of many of us in 
that only intensify this effect, I'm thinking, as | say this, of three very queer 
friendships I have. One of my friends is sixty; the other two are both thir 
and 1, ac forty-five, am exactly in the middle. All four of us are acade 
and we have in common a lot of interests, energies, and ambitions; we 
each had, as well, variously intense activist investments. Ina “normal 
erational narrative, our identifications with each other would be als 
with an expectation that in another fifteen years, I'd be situated comps 
to where my sixty-year-old friend is, while my thirty-year-old friends » 
be situated comparably to where I am, 

But we are all aware that the grounds of such friendships today are 
to differ from that model. They do so in inner cities, and for people subj 
to racist violence, and for people deprived of health care, and for people Bt 
dangerous industries, and for many others; they do so for my friends and 
me. Specifically, living with advanced breast cancer, | have little chance of - 
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ever being the age my older friend is now. My fiimds who are duny are 

equally unlikely ever to experience my present, middle age: one is living 

with an advanced cancer caused by a massive cnflmnmu.ml —— (basi- 

cally, he grew up on top of a toxic waste site); T.I'n'oflh.:ns Ilvmgwuh.ufiw_ 

he friend who is a very healthy sixty is much the likeliest of us to be living 

rears. from now, 

fifi::':l]:rmfltuny.hud even to know, how these relationships are different 

jrom those MflwmddMWMIWMPm 

spcuivalhmcmwm:mmrrmdiuppflflng-pmml PaRITE OUES S 

more intensely motivated: whatever else we know, we know there isn't time 

- bullshit. But what it means to identify with each other must also be very 

different. On this scene, an older person doesn’tlovea j‘fllflgl.!rlim 

whowill someday be where she now is, or vice versa. No one is. 50 l?spflk. 

passing on the family name; there's a sense in v.hich.mxr life mmmwill 

barcly overlap, There’s another sense in which they slide uprrminumu.d}' 

alongside one another than can any lives that are moving l‘nmn.rd ac::{rdmg 

to the regular schedule of the generations. It is one another immediately, 

one another as the present fullness of a becoming whose arc may extend 

no further, whom we each must learn best to apprehend, fulfill, and bear 

(] Any. 

C n;fa t:xtuallwel. it seemns to me that related practices of reparative kmw 

ingmay lie, barely recognized and little explored, at the h:.irt of many hlsfl’.‘l- 

ries of gay, lesbian, and queer intertextuality. The quumdcmil.fic.d PI.."ICZE 

of camp, for example, may be seriously misrecognized when it is viewed, 

as Butler and others view it, through paranoid lenses. As we've seen, camp 

is most often understood as uniquely appropriate to the projects of parody, 

denaruralization, demystification, and mocking exposure of the elements 

and assumptions of a dominant culture. And the d:gn:‘e to which camping 

is motivated by love seems often to be understood mainly as the degree of 

its self-hating complicity with an oppressive status quo. By this account, the 

xray gaze of the paunoklimpuminmnwmthmgh to an I.lflflc.fl'.ll:d 

skeleton of the culture; the paranoid aesthetic on view here is one of mini- 

malisg and conceptual economy. 

Thc:g:uh reparative rrnpu.'be.tinhenth:rhnd.iinddi_m.tmfl 

accretive. Its fear, a realistic one, is that the culture surrounding it is inade- 

quate or inimical to its nurture; it wants to assemble and confer plenitude 

on an object that will :Mnhmmmofi'ermmimhmcnlfifi 
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vic,.. ... mp as. ~moo 8 Olbe, I hinll". 'N, commu~. historicaUy ~ apia. 
.... ion of. nric.yof "'~w;., .. praruc.:. is .odo bt.ta jwli<c.o nunyof tho 
d~~ning ~Jnnenll of dlssic clmp penormo"",,; tile >lUlling. juicy display. 

,of ~u~ .. crudirion. lOr ~umplc:; .he p ... ;o.we. olicn hil.""", antiquon

an"m . 'he prodigal produa,an of ah.....,.ti,,, historlogr'ph~; ,he """"f" • 

• It..,h",en, to frogmcn1~ry. ma"Sin.1, "' .... OT Icli", .. , prodUet.; the 'kh. 
h;gllly ;n,errup';"<' .. tTe,,"" vnicly ; Ihe im::p"'ss iblc r. s<:;,u.ion wi.h ~. 

• riloq u;"i< UI'" rimenu, ion; • he d~mingju ... posi. ions of plnl:n. w;!h 
pas[. and popular ",ilh high cultu",.· As in tile writing of D. A. Mille •.• 

glu~ of surplus be:.uly. surplus stylisti< iMnt ..... n'. unupbiMd upwelling. 

of ,h"" ... con'~mpt. Ind longing comtn« '08"'lIerand IlIinwn .be amal
gam of """,..nul ~n·ob;«ts in such wod as ,ha, ofRoNId Fi!banlt, Djuna 
Barn~ Jo-ph Cornell. Ktllll,,, h Ang<", o.ar\n l udlam.Jack Smit.h.JoIm 
W.,e .... and Holly HugMs. 

The \'try men.ion oflhesc names. SOme of .hem ..... hing.o almost 

Irgendtrily "par. noid" pe,sonali,; ... ron ~Tm,. 100. Klein', ilUi".n,. that 
it i, no< people hu t mutable 1"";'ioM-o.-. I would ,,·.nllo :<ay. ~ic<:s_ 
,h .. con be: diridcd be:.wecII dl<' ~ranoid and tt.. ... ""r.I;",,; it isf<)m(1irncs 

,t.. most p' ... noid·.tnding ~ ,,·ho an: able '0. and nttd '0. deYdop 
and dissrnt;na", . M richc", rtpa ... ,r." practices. And if the ""r.anoid o.-!he 

dtp!ft'i"" p<l$itions opent" on • ,mallL..- Klle Uw! lhe LcvtJ of indMduol 

typology. ohcy ol"'rale II ... on. larger: ,hat of sh. ",d h;'tories. emc:'K"'" 
rommun;,;e ... nd the ""e.vins oflmene .. ual discoul1C. 

Like P"'Ust. ' he rep".,ive n:.dr, "helps hin\se lfai:~in and . gain"; i, is 

no! only impomnl bUl p<>JJibl, to find way. of .!tendinS tu such "'1" ..... 
I;ve mofi"<,, and pos;lion~litics. The voc:abuLory for.n i<ul •• ing. ny ....adds 

n:"" ... tive motive 10 ..... rd. 'eot 0.-. cultu", .... Iong b«n '" <>ppy. 'O$' 
lhe,i<it.ing. dcf(nsi,.., • • nli.intellect",,!. or "'Klionary II ... it'. no ... '(K><kr 

few oi' ;es...., " 'i!ting 10 d.,.cribc: ,hci,ar'lu.;m:ulC( "ith such mocr.TS. TIle 
prohibi, ;,,, problem. howcvc •. h .. bc: .... in the limimions of prc$Cn< the<>' 

re,ic. 1 ''OCabul.riu "lther lh.n in the "'p'"';''' mofh" itself. No Ie .. aoJIC 
.h,", p ... noid posi,i"n. no Ie ...... Iisti<. no Ie ... ,urh.d 10 . proje(f rJ 
. u,vi" , I ... nd ne;,her leu nor more delu.ional or f.m . , ntat;c. 'he "'p> .... 

ti", ", .ding position un\kn.ke •• ditT.",nl .. nge of .Ir", .... ambitions. and 

';,ks. Who, we ['In bc: .. le.m from wch ptactic"" ...... pt' ...... p<. ,he many 

""Y' ",I..." .nd cornmun"if. sue.""d In en ... <ting 5<I0Il.",,"':. from II>< ott· 

f"" of .. (\l lture _ (""n of . culture whooc: ._"td dc:JI ... h ;os oft~1I bttn 

"''' 10 5<IOII.in ,hem. 

,-,pbn<br . 0.:1 1\1>,,,1;,, ;n ,I><" '""Y "nd<." .... .,., no v..""pi.: .oo..' ,." F",ud .. -.. 

""'g ,,,,',,,, ef !hi ' ~<"'. ''h<1I'''''ph'''''' "Mu ....... 1><"fuoT bt ron"n! ,,"h , 
p<Jt<fJ <,<onomo< <l<1irI!t.,., .rod ;W:<'P' ,ho, rk""''' . od ""rl< ""'" "" no!h", "'0« 
, ...... ,I>< ......... ,.,., .,r'l"""i,,';'" ,""'go> inro 'l"'b",,,,, .. "",1 And """" .bon _ 

.....r- """,Utioo bt>......,_"'''~ ""~""' .. ,,~ .oddw'l""""_· 
... ,,1< bf iii II<. F.....d c ..... 10 .. , C<Wdid«obI< <rnpIwo> '"' , .... s .... dtl5t.t1ty """""" 
,.-..,I on ,h .. ",,,,,p' Ie p"""i.It ..... 1"< ....... ,... ,,,\lao'l""'_" ' J!'~ , .. Ch>por< J.. 

... lIm Fr...k ,od I _ Toonl.," .. """ '"' .!I«t in ........ , .... "Y to mpon.J 10 

,lit> ,,· .. -olf"""ltil ,ho probI< ... 
•. ,-".. b:"I~' ''''pliOl ....... nh .. rn<h l«> Ik""'; .... Id< ,h ... "" "",dt","" 

'h~"gro", H, CWI" "'.fItrJ,",I"""' migh' b< on< good r .. ",pIt of,ho \.0" ... ~;,,~.,r 

""".:0 ,r'<f< '''' ' I\<,.,.ni·, .. ," __ ... "" '" ",,,h. "'" q"'" '0 ,ho .. ".,n .... , 
,1\'0\);' '00 I~ ".. ."" Ii<. ".d, bit, roolw. '" oIw p;ou' .... ilk ... '" of A .... "'" "PJ"'iRr<d 

"11'''' ,,1>, .... ,h. "V_ 
J- ·rh.nk;", T,-.... C ......... ""I"*' .. ,.hoJ_ "'me_ 

I .m ,hink ... S t.. ... ofT""""'" Gout..!. ;.~ .. ( .... p<roon.ol <OftI"'I.''"''''''''' 
,_I uf Emily DKUuor!'. poem ,Iut h<v'> "'IIop<' io .... ""'" _"" ,,-.d.r.,,_/ 
Thot pord>t, in ,ho "",1 _ " (,'" I""'" no. "S'). Gould ... """" '''''' tIr " "'I"""" 
,,(11,,,.«;"11 hop< .'" ,.,lw, ,..., ,boo< of 1'0'"''0''''''' ""'" do~..,J.'. " ';,I, rho tIif
, ..... ",,,",, , ... 1'I""ntlp"'"''' t< .... .,r p""UoN'''''' I"" in ,he fo,",. , •• ,I><.-oh.n 

in tI .. p-
I d.),,', , ... .., !o "yp<»,.,\u , ... "'. "tho -"''Y ;\ .. ,u,Uy <!od " hoW" '" 'o.lm. bow 

""'~ "",e~ , '''"'S ,Iw ""'"""y <Iiol" .".,. bt-_ .. "hilt «""" «>o~ • ...,.~ Tho ",.1m 
,of ~.,.,., ... po ""'" ~ ... , JiJ.·, it. _ ...... t>nlonMlly "''''' ,,01« .n.J"... """ 

., • .un«l..r.Jrt ....... ~..,.;",poturn ..... ""._ .... "..~ ............ · 
tht ..... ,'" ~1uf.lwIg· .."..."'~ c .. bt """ 

~ M",tu.1 Moun·, A ~ ..,. .... or ............ ".",.. ..... """,,," ohoo -. ...". of 

q"«.<U~\M. 

view camp as, among other things, the communal, historically dense expje 
ration of a variety of reparative practicesisto do better justice to many o 
defining clements of dlassic camp performance: the startling, juicy d 
of excess erudition, for example; the passionate, often hilarious an 
anism, the prodigal production of alternative historiographies: the ° 
attachment to fragmentary, marginal, waste or leftover products; 
highly interruptive affective variety; the irrepressible fascination with 
triloquistic experimentation; the disorienting juxtapositions of prese 

past, and popular with high culture* As in the writing of D. A. M 
glue of surplus beauty, surplus stylistic investment, unexplained uf 
of threat, contempt, and longing cements together and animates the 
gam of powerful part-objects in such work as that of Ronald Firbank, 
Barnes, Joseph Cornell, Kenneth Anger, Charles Ludlam, Jack Smith 

Waters, and Holly Hughes. : 
The very mention of these names, some of them attaching to- 

legendarily “paranoid” personalities, confirms, too, Klein's insistence 
itis not people but mutable positions—or, I would want to say, pr: 
that can be divided between the paranoid and the reparative; it is som 
the most paranoid-tending people who are able to, and need to, ¢ 

depressive positions operate on a smaller scale than the level of ind: 
typology. they operate also on a larger: that of shared histories, ¢ 
communitics, and the weaving of intertextual discourse. . 

Like Proust, the reparative reader “helps himself again and again; it 
not only important but possible to find ways of attending to such rep 
tive motives and positionalities. The vocabulary forarticulating any 
reparative motive toward a text or a culture has long been so sappy. 
theticizing, defensive, anti-intellectual, or reactionary that it’s no we 
few critics are willing to describe their acquaintance with such motives. 
prohibitive problem, however, has been in the limitations of present th 
retical vocabularies rather than in the reparative motive itself. No less acute 
than a paranoid position, no less realistic. no less attached to a project.ob 
survival, and neither less nor more delusional or fantasmatic, the repara 
tive reading position undertakes a different range of affects, ambitions, and 
risks. What we can best learn from such practices are, perhaps, the many 
ways sclves and communities succeed in extracting sustenance from the ob= 

150 Touching Feeling 

jests of a culture — even of a culture whose avowed desire has often been 

m.gwulst-linll‘lfln. 

Nflffifi 

i Laplanche and Ponalis, in theirentry under “ Pleasure Principle,” show that Freud was 

lomg aware of this problem. They paraphrase: “Must we therefore be content with a 

pu:dymnmdefinluumrfluuptdmm:ndwkmmmhh;m 

than the translation of quantitative changes into qualitative terms? And what then is 

the precise correlation between these rwo aspects. the qualitative and the quantitative? 

Little by ittle, Freud came to lay considerable emphasis on the great difficulry encoun- 

sered in the attempt to provide a simple answer 1o this question” (3231, In Chaprer 3, 

Adam Frack and 1 describe Tomkins's work on affect in terms that try to respond 1o 

this way off posing the prablem. 

3. The barely implicit sneer with which Leo Bersani wields the term “redemprion” 

throughout The Clture of Redemption might be one good example of the later kind of 

usage —except that Bersani's revulsion seems to artach, not quite to the notion that 

things could be ameliorated, but rather to the pious reification of Art as the appointed 

agent of such change, 

1. Thanks 1o Tyler Curtain for pointing this out to me. 

4 1am thinking here of Timothy Gould's interpretation (in a personal communication, 

1903) of Emily Dickinson's pocm that begins * ‘Hope' is the thing with feathers—/ 

That perches in the soul — (118, poem no. 154}, Gould suggests that the symproms 

of flurtering hope are rather like those of posttraumatic stress disorder, with the dif- 

ference that the apparently absent cause of perturbation Hes in the future, rather than 

in thie past., 

5 1 don't mean to hypostatize, here, “the way it actually did” happen, or to deny how 

comstructed a thing this “sctually did” may be— within certain constraints. The realm 

of what might have happened but didut is, however, ondinanly even wider and less con- 

m;mnmmwmdummhmwm, 

& Michacl Moon's A Small Bey and Others is one book that conveys this richer sense of 

queer culture, 
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