
 
  

Formative feedback 

 

Student name  Sarah-Jane Field Student number  

  

512666 

Course/Unit Creative Arts Today Assignment 

number              

  

 4 

 

Overall comments 

Your research is impressive given the elusive nature of the subject as well 

as the sophistication of some of the sources. Communication is clearer 

each time as  the discussion becomes more rigorous. Interestingly your 

critical perspective is getting sharper as you become more fluent with 

opposing sides of the argument.  

 

Feedback on assignment 
This was a very timely assignment question in that it gave you the opportunity to tackle a topic 

in academic fashion both in form and content. The net result is very positive, and for a number 

of reasons. First you chose something that was evidently difficult to access and therefore 

something for which there was a very limited literature. That being so, you clearly had to think 

through arguments of your own. In this, I am bound to say, you demonstrated fluency with a 

wide range of opinions and judgements.  

 

The structure of your essay was especially well conceived as a kind of sleight of hand. To begin 

with, you staked a claim on the oppositional arguments that directly challenge patriarchy and  in 

this case the ‘author-god’. But you then recognise that such a stance may inadvertently oppose 

itself. Thus you move to a more ambivalent position which nonetheless has a critical 



perspective. That ambivalence is arguably the result of a closer scrutiny of the varied claims 

about Mege’s work – close enough at any rate for doubt to appear. To be precise in this 

instance  – always commendable – it is worth unpicking that seemingly self-evident claim about 

the way men see women, or indeed any claim that evokes a ‘way of seeing’.  

 

It doesn’t take much reflection to recognise two senses of ‘seeing’, that, as long as they are 

treated as one, will lead us into logical and consequently ideological confusion. When we say 

we see things a certain way ‘seeing’ stands for thinking about, conceiving or understanding. But 

when we say an artist sees things a certain way we mean ‘depicts’ things that way. By being 

less than vigilant about the possible  meanings of ‘seeing’ a spectator might well make the 

mistake of confusing the two and misreading the potentially rich significance of a complex 

picture. Ingres depicted women with long backs, but that is rather different to saying he saw 

them that way. Thus, Mege’s wish ‘I would like to see myself from your point of view’ is really 

quite complex. To your credit you recognise this.  

 

The other persistent puzzle in this context is the death of the author-god. It seems so simple at 

first glance. The time of the author as the source of  meaning is over. But a closer look at the 

difference between author and God makes all the difference. To say there is no God is surely to 

say there never was one (notwithstanding  Nietzsche’s way of putting it). But what does it mean 

to say this of an author – that there never was an author, or that there was an author but there is 

no longer, or does it mean let’s be shut of authors. A number of times in your essay you draw 

attention to the way patriarchy is sustained by the very effort to do away with it. Unlike God, who 

one might say was only ever an illusion, the author is reaffirmed by  the challenge to ‘his’ 

existence.  

 

Your account demonstrates a good grasp of such puzzles which are key to the  latter part of 

your discussion.   

 

 

 

Feedback on reflective commentary 

Your skill in writing reflectively has improved significantly. You now make specific reference to 

problems and topics that you have encountered in the material. Interestingly you continue to 

oppose academic writing  with personal writing. The latter being an assertion of authorship and 

the opposition as such being of a kind with those discussed in the essay. One of the strategies 

of deconstruction is the reversal and undoing of oppositions. The way to overcome  the 



opposition is to begin to think one’s identity is more apparent when overlooked in favour of 

something other – as in Montaigne’s essays: 

http://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2009/09/07/me-myself-and-i  

 

Learning Logs/blogs 
I have to admit I am overwhelmed at the breadth of your research and the diligence with which 

you pursue knowledge in the blog and throughout the assignments.  

Suggested reading [where appropriate] 

David Hume on the ‘is-ought problem’. 

Pointers for the next assignment 
● Reflect on this feedback in your learning log. 
● Look into  constructivism and the  simulacrum 
● Think of the difference between the construction of social reality and the social 

construction  of  reality (see John Searle on the former) 
● Watch the Matrix and compare with Plato’s Allegory of the Cave. 
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