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 Chapter Four 

The Realm of Fantasy and Stalker/Slasher Films  

 

Fantasy involves, is characterized by, not the achievement of desired 

objects, but the arranging of, a setting out of, desire; a veritable mise en 

scene of desire.  [. . .] [T]he pleasure of fantasy lies in the setting out, 

not in the having of the objects. (Cowie 133) 

Mulvey’s arguments on spectatorship are based on the assumption that male 

audiences identify with the male characters, this deriving sadistic pleasures, while 

female audiences identify with the female characters, thus confirming female 

passivity and reinforcing patriarchy.  However, does audiences’ identification always 

happen along gender lines?  Do spectators only identify with characters with the 

same sex and, for that matter, class and race?  This rather reductive understanding of 

audience identification has been challenged in recent years by the new theory of 

fantasy, which stresses the fluid and mobile nature of desire.   

As Elizabeth Cowie argues, fantasy provides a subject with pleasure not by 

having him possess certain objects but by providing a scene in which his desire flows 

instead of being fixed to a specific object.  As a result, the first part of Chapter Four 

adopts the concept of fantasy as a supplement and an adjustment to Mulvey’s theory 

in order to search for a possible avenue through which not only male but also female 

spectators can acquire visual pleasures.  Most importantly, by adopting the concept 

of fantasy, the second part interprets spectators’ visual pleasure specifically in the 

stalker/slasher film genre from a new perspective, asserting that spectators obtain 

visual pleasure through a “cross-gender identification” instead of the gender specific 

identification that Mulvey contends toward Hollywood cinema. 
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 Freud, in the essay “A Child Is Being Beaten: A Contribution to the 

Study of the Origin of Sexual Perversions” in 1919, argues how a subject acquires 

pleasure through fantasy.  From the analysis he made separately upon male and 

female patients suffering from obsessional neurosis, Freud argues that a girl’s beating 

phantasy composes of three phases whereas the boy’s only contains two.  The boy’s 

beating phantasy, unlike the girl’s, composes of only two phases: my father is beating 

me and my mother is beating me.  As Freud explicates, the two phases of the boy’s 

phantasy signify the Oedipus complex.  Desiring to possess his mother, the boy must 

struggle with his father, whom the boy finds too powerful to challenge.  The boy, 

accepting his powerlessness, provides feminine attitudes toward his father (198).  

The boy’s two phases signify that he is being beaten both by my father and mother; 

most importantly, both of them love him.  In the boy’s beating phantasy, the two 

phases both indicate that the boy performs masochistic character, acquiring pleasure 

from being beaten by his parents.   

The importance of the boy’s fantasy in which he enjoys the pleasure of being 

beaten by his parents lies in that it reaffirms Freud’s previous assumption that it is 

possible for a male to exhibit passive masochistic traits by positioning himself in a 

feminine position.  Moreover, such a fantasy is pleasurable for a male in a passive 

position.  Consequently, when Mulvey adopts Freud’s psychoanalysis theory to 

interpret spectators’ identification with cinematic characters, it is problematic for her 

to arbitrarily conclude that male spectators will only identify themselves with male 

characters to take pleasure in exercising the sadistic gaze. 

On the other hand, a girl’s fantasy consists of three phases.  The first phase of 

a girl’s beating phantasy, my father is beating a child, whom I hate, relates a vision in 

which the girl perceives her father beating a child whose gender is unspecific.  In the 
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 second phase, my father is beating me, in which the child being beaten has 

changed into the one who is producing the phantasy.  As Freud indicates, the phase 

is accompanied with a high degree of pleasure because the girl, taking the place of the 

unknown child in the first phase, explicitly demonstrates that “My father does not 

love this other child, he loves only me” (187).  The girl’s attitude performed in the 

second phase, as a result, is of an unmistakably masochistic character.  In the third 

phase, which resembles the first, a man of a prodigious status replaces the girl’s 

father’s role and is also beating an unknown child.  Unlike the second phase in 

which the subject is represented as the protagonist, the female patient who relates the 

phantasy remembers that she is an onlooker witnessing the man beating the child 

(185-6).   

The girl’s beating fantasy explicitly proves Freud’s assumption that sadism 

and masochism, which are the same instinct cathected toward different directions, are 

interchangeable within the same subject, and either sadistic or masochistic fantasy is 

able to grant the subject pleasure.  In the first phase in which the girl imagines that 

her father is beating a child whom she hates, the girl feels satisfied because she 

“makes” her father beat another child and thus erases the rival child from her father’s 

affections.  As Freud indicates, since the scenario is conjured up by the girl, the 

subject does not exactly “witness” her father beating another child; she “is” the father 

who beats the child she hates.  As a result, identifying with the father figure who 

enacts violence upon others, the girl obviously exhibits a sadistic attitude toward the 

child beaten by her father, and sadistically enjoys the pleasure through the violence.  

However, in the second phase, the sadistic pleasure has been completely transformed 

into a masochistic one.  The girl’s fantasy of her father’s beating her signifies not 

only her carves for a punishment for her incestuous wish toward her own father but 
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 also the “regressive substitute for that relation, and from this latter source it 

derives the libidinal excitation which is from this time forward attached to it” (185).  

Therefore, guiltiness and punishment are attached to the sexual desire; being punished 

is the only method to have the forbidden sexual relationship (Cowie 135).  Contrary 

to the masochistic intention in the second phase, the third phase of the beating fantasy 

once more appears sadistic.  In the third phase, in which the girl witnesses a man of a 

prodigious status is punishing an unknown child, it seems that the girl sadistically 

enjoys the violence the man, who represents the father figure, enacts.  However, 

Freud argues that under this seemingly sadistic pleasure lies a completely masochistic 

content:  

only the form of this phantasy is sadis tic; the satisfaction which is 

derived from it is masochistic.  Its significance lies in the fact that it has 

taken over the libidinal cathexis of the repressed portion and at the same 

time the sense of guilt which is attached to the content of that portion. 

All the many unspecified children who are being beaten by the teacher 

are, after all, nothing more than substitutes for the child itself. (191) 

As Freud indicates, while the girl is witnessing another child being beaten by 

the father- like man, what she desires is to replace the beaten child in order to be loved 

by the man, who represents her father.  As a result, in the third phase, the girl not 

merely carries a masochistic fantasy as she does in the second phase but also acquires 

pleasure through it.  However, what characterizes the third phase is the 

interchangeability between the subject and the third-person witness, the beaten child; 

such an interchangeability of positions can only exist in the realm of fantasy.   

Fantasy serves as a fundamental object of psychoanalysis and the major 

material for the “talking cure” for the unconscious.  As Jean Laplanche and 
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 Jean-Bertrand Pontalis argues, “the psychoanalyst must endeavour in the course 

of the treatment to unearth the phantasies which lie behind such products of the 

unconscious as dreams, symptoms, acting out, repetitive behaviour etc” (Language 

317).  Though fantasy is an imagined form conjured up by a subject, most of the 

time he or she is the protagonist, narrator, or the witness of the imagined scenario, 

which always represents the fulfillment of the subject’s desire.  Fantasy includes two 

kinds of form: the conscious fantasies such as daydreams, and the unconscious 

fantasies that, lying deeply in the subjects’ unconsciousness, the analyst has to 

discover and interpret in order to restructure the psychopathic background of the 

analysand (195).  However, the two fantasies are not mutually exclusive; a daydream 

may affect the unconscious wish behind its manifest form whereas the unconscious 

fantasy may influence the formation of a conscious  fantasy (Cowie 153).  As a result, 

in “Fantasy and the Origin of Fantasy,” Laplanche and Pontalis define fantasy as “the 

reverie, that form of novelette, both stereotyped and infinitely variable, which the 

subject composes and relates to himself in a waking state” (13).   

As Elizabeth Cowie argues, from what Freud defines as fantasy, it is irrelevant 

to consider whether an event is real or fantasied or whether a girl wishes her fantasy 

to be real or not because what fantasy refers to is the subject’s psychic reality instead 

of his or her physical reality.  The psychic reality does not simply mean the internal 

condition of a subject; as Freud clearly indicates, “If we look at unconscious wishes 

reduced to their most fundamental and truest shape, we shall have to conclude no 

doubt that psychical reality is a particular form of existence not to be confused with 

material reality” (Interpretation 620).  What Freud refuses in analyzing fantasy is 

any assumption emphasizing a weighty degree of material reality as a necessary 

foundation of the psychical reality.  As the case in Freud’s “Family Romance” 
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 reveals, a child often imagines his father as a king or a villain and his mother as 

a queen or a prostitute despite of the fact that both of his parents are ordinary workers 

in real life.   

Primal fantasy, which is originally instituted in the structure of psychical 

reality, represents a scene of “fantasized origins” such as the origins of sexual 

differences, the origins of witnessing parents’ lovemaking, the origins of replacing the 

father’s role and seducing the mother, and the origins of replacing the mother’s 

position and seducing the father (Cowie 156).  Primal fantasies, containing themes 

such as primal scenes, seduction, and castration, enable an analyst to retrospect the 

analysand’s past traumas and thus reconstruct his psychopathic background.  For 

example, in “A Case of Paranoia Running Counter to the Psychoanalytic Theory of 

the Disease,” indicating how primal fantasy functions and reveals itself through a 

patient’s report, Freud relates that one of his female patients claims that she has been 

peeped and photographed whenever she has had sexual intercourse with her lover 

because of her hearing a noise, the click of a camera.  Freud explains that the noise 

symbolizes both the sound of her parents’ lovemaking that wakes the child up at night 

and that the child avoids to make in order not to be spotted by her parents.  The 

patient’s fantasy of a noise serves as the manifestation of the primal scene, which, as 

Freud indicates, is the starting point of primal fantasy.  In other words, the origin of 

the fantasy is “integrated in the very structure of the original fantasy” (Laplanche and 

Pontalis 10). 

Moreover, primal fantasy, in addition to manifesting a scenario, represents a 

scene; the importance of the characteristic cannot be exaggerated too much because it 

enables subjects to position themselves interchangeably with the characters within the 

scene.  For the female patient who fantasizes hearing the noise after having sex, 
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 Laplanche and Pontalis argue that in the fantasy the woman may identify herself 

not only with the onlooker of the parents’ sexual intercourse but also with one of the 

parents having sex or even the one who will discover her voyeurism.  As a result, as 

Laplanche and Pontalis indicate, the interchangeability of the subject position is what 

characterizes the primal fantasy (8). 

However, though fantasies are wishful, subjects who carry the fantasies do not 

necessarily propose to fulfill it.  In other words, as Moustafa Safouan argues, before 

being projected unto an object, desire is first co-opted to fantasy (9). 

The pleasure acquired through carrying a fantasy lies in the setting out of 

desire instead of possessing the desired object.  As Laplanche and Pontalis indicate, 

in fantasy  

the subject does not pursue the object or its sign: he appears caught up 

himself in the sequence of images.  He forms no representation of the 

desired object, but is himself represented as participating in the scene 

although, in the earliest forms of fantasy, he cannot be assigned any 

fixed place in it. [. . .] As a result, the subject, although always present in 

the fantasy, may be so in a de-subjectivised form, that is to say, in the 

very syntax of the sequence in question. (17) 

Fantasy functions more like a scene in which different scenarios are acted out.  

In fantasy, the subject is “de-subjectivised” because the subject does not even exist; 

the person’s desire can be represented in any kind of form instead of located in a 

specific body.  As a result, since the process of the subject’s visualization is fluid 

and varying, the subject is able to take up more than one position and constantly 

shifting among these positions. As Laplanche and Pontalis argues, in the beating 

fantasy “nothing shows whether the subject will be immediately located as daughter; 



Lin 62 

 it can as well be fixed as father, or even in the term seduces” (14).  Neither the 

process of identification is limited to single-route one nor the object of identification 

restricted to a gender-specific one.  Moreover, since fantasy emphasizes the 

mise-en-scene of desire, a scene in which desire is simply acted out instead of being 

fixed unto a specific object, desire is able to shift between various objects, a concept, 

or even a specific word.   

With shifting identification of the subject toward his fantasy, the 

gender-specific identification that Mulvey asserts fails to account for the active and 

pleasurable aspect of the female spectatorship. Mulvey’s theory emphasizes a cinema 

that not only endows all the pleasure to males but also denies any chance for females 

to acquire visual pleasure.  To remedy this, Mulvey concludes that only within the 

feminist film that denies any male desire can female spectators acquire visual pleasure.  

However, her conclusion excludes females from obtaining pleasure in the mainstream 

cinema which should be the battlefield for females to challenge patriarchal hegemony.  

Criticizing Mulvey’s masculinization of the female spectatorship, Gaylyn Studlar 

argues that Mulvey’s conclusion constitutes “a problem for the female spectator rather 

than as a potential pleasure available to both sexes” (789).  Furthermore, as E. Ann 

Kaplan indicates, the mistake of Mulvey’s conclusion lies in that feminist films 

function to  

focus more on denying men their cathexis with women as erotic objects 

than in connecting women with each other.  In addition, these films, by 

destroying the narrative and the possibility for viewer identification with 

the characters, destroy both the male viewer’s pleasure and our pleasure. 

(123) 

What Kaplan indicates as male and female viewers’ pleasure of identification 
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 is the fluidity of identification.  Mulvey, who is likewise informed by the 

notion of a fluid and multiple spectator identification, argues that a traditional 

cinematic identification involves “socially constructed males identifying with male 

heroes, and socially constructed females identifying with women heroines” (43).  

However,   

[t]he situation is more complex than this, as identification involves both 

the recognition of self in the image on the screen, a narcissistic 

identification, and the identification of self with the various positions 

that are involved in the fictional narration: those of hero and heroine, 

villain, bit-part player, active and passive character.  Identification is 

therefore multiple and fractured, a sense of seeing the constituent parts 

of the spectator's own psyche paraded before her or him. (43) 

As Ellis argues, spectators’ identification with cinematic characters in films is 

multiple and fluid; they are provided with various positions.  Since the spectators’ 

identification shall not be restricted to any form of definite mould such as a 

gender-specific pattern, spectators’ identification shall not be restricted to a 

gender-specific sadistic or masochistic pattern either.  Since one of the fundamental 

characteristic of films is to represent humans’ daydreams and fantasies, a free and 

fluid identification should be valid in all kinds of films, including stalker films in 

which male and female characters are treated with dramatic difference.  The fluid 

identification represented in horror films, according to Carol Clover, is called a 

“cross-gender identification” because of its emphasis on the possibility of a spectorial 

identification not only with characters of the same sex but also with characters of the 

opposite sex. 

No one who has read "Red Riding Hood" to a small boy or attended a 
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 viewing of, say, Deliverance (an all-male story that women find as gripping as 

men do) —  or, more recently, Alien and Aliens, with whose space-age 

female Rambo, herself a Final Girl, male viewers seem to engage with 

ease —  can doubt the phenomenon of cross-gender identification.  This 

fluidity of engaged perspective is in keeping with the universal claims of 

the psychoanalytic model: the threat function and the victim function 

coexist in the same unconscious, regardless of anatomical sex. (Clover 

46-7) 

As Clover indicates, if an individual can only identify himself or herself with 

the characters of the same sex, a male reader can never appreciate the story “Red 

Riding Hood” in which the protagonist is a little girl whereas a female spectator 

would never like the story Deliverance in which all the characters are male.  

Moreover, in stalker/slasher films, male spectators do identify themselves with this 

protagonist who not only survives but also kills the murderer in the end, despite the 

fact that the protagonist is a “heroine.”  If males only identify themselves with male 

characters, who always die early in stalker/slasher films, male spectators can never 

appreciate the genre, which, will contradict the fact that males comprise the majority 

of horror films audiences (Twitchwell 68).  As Clover articulates, what interestingly 

makes male spectators identify with the Final Girl is that  

[t]he gender of the Final Girl is likewise compromised from the outset by 

her masculine interests, her inevitable sexual reluctance, her apartness 

from other girls, sometimes her name.  At the level of the cinematic 

apparatus, her unfemininity is signaled clearly by her exercise of the 

“active investigating gaze” normally reserved for males and punished in 

females when they assume it themselves. (48) 
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 Clover indicates that the Final Girl differs from other girls in that she 

carries masculine traits rather than feminine ones; she has a name like boys’, she 

fights like boys, and she owns the “gaze” like boys which makes her able to directly 

look at the killer and to bravely kill him.  Her boyishness and unfemininity, on the 

other hand, contributes to the reason why male spectators may identify themselves 

with her; they see their images on her.  Moreover, unlike the traditional female 

characters with whom female spectators can only “passively” identify, now female 

spectators can “happily” identify themselves with the Final Girl because of her active 

attitude and incredible braveness, which is seen as lacking not only in the female 

characters in the past films but also in the spectators themselves, toward the male 

killers.  Therefore, for Clover, the Final Girl serves as an example that overthrows 

any gender-specific identification theory. 

Clover’s contribution lies in her use of cross-gender identification in a genre 

on which few have done research.  However, though Clover’s theory of cross-gender 

identification is undoubtedly more comprehensive than Mulvey’s, there are still 

limitations in her choice of the Final Girl as evidence of cross-gender identification.  

Firstly, Clover argues that males may identify themselves with a female character, the 

Final Girl, because she resembles them in may aspects; as a result, males do not have 

much difficulty in recognizing the Final Girl as an image of their own.  However, the 

cross-gender identification is actually closely related to the realm of fantasy, in which 

desire is fluid among various positions instead of being fixed into biological sex roles.  

A male spectator who identifies himself with the Final Girl does perform a 

cross-gender identification; however, will he identify himself with an ordinary girl 

who neither carries masculine traits nor resembles his image?  Moreover, is it 

possible for a female spectator to identify herself with a normal female character like 
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 her who does not have enough strength and courage to fight against the powerful 

and merciless male killer?  Secondly, an identification theory should be valid to be 

applied to all kinds of films.  On the contrary, Clover’s use of the Final Girl as 

evidence of the cross-gender identification traps the theory in a contradictory situation; 

it excludes the cross-gender identification from other type of films in which the Final 

Girl is absent.  In other words, Clover’s choice of the Final Girl as an example of 

cross-gender identification is valid only in stalker/slasher films.   

In summary, Clover points out a right direction, but it is still not sufficiently 

comprehensive.  What she provides as an example is not exactly a female but a male 

in disguise.  As a result, male spectators still identify themselves with a male 

character whereas female spectators continue to internalize the way a male treats 

females by identifying themselves with the “male” protagonist.  Obviously, though 

Clover also discusses Freud’s essay “A Child Is Being Beaten: A Contribution to the 

Study of the Origin of Sexual Perversions” and the shifting identification between the 

position of sadism and masochism, she provides no justification for how a male 

character may masochistically identify himself with a “ordinary” female character 

when she is brutally slashed whereas a female may also masochistically identify 

herself with a girl whose ability completely matches hers.  Clover’s fault lies in 

where she still categorizes sadistic and masochistic behaviors as masculine and 

feminine performances.  For her, male and female characters in stalker/slasher films 

are categorized as male killers, who also represent the archaic mother in addition to 

the bad father and become feminine-male, and the Final Girl, who carries masculine 

traits and becomes masculine-male (Williams, Hard 207).  Consequently, for Clover, 

since the male killers are feminine-male and the Final Girl is masculine-female, 

cross-gender identification is undoubtedly established.   
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 However, as has been indicated in the previous paragraphs, sadistic and 

masochistic activities are not equivalent to male/female or masculine/feminine.  As a 

result, a cross-gender identification should be that spectators may identify themselves 

with sadistic characters or masochistic ones, no matter what their sexes are.  

Spectators do not identify themselves with the male killers who sadistically slash 

female victims or the female characters who masochistically receive the axe.  What 

they identify with is the “position” of sadism and masochism; male and female 

characters are simply the agencies slotted in these positions.  Moreover, according to 

Freud, both sadistic and masochistic activities provide subjects with pleasure.  

Though Clover aims to show that spectators can acquire masochistic pleasure through 

identification with the Final Girl, the heroine’s characteristics of wielding power as 

males do only makes her more like an agency of sadism rather than masochism.  On 

the other hand, as Linda Williams indicates, to exp lore sadomasochistic fantasy in 

films is not to spot the increased domination of the sadists but to identify more the 

pleasure acquired through both sadism and masochism (Hard Core 217). 

Through fantasy, as Elizabeth Cowie indicates, “the viewer can identify with a 

variety of viewpoints, including different-gender characters and positions that exceed 

the identity the viewer holds consciously” (134).  As a result, in stalker/slasher films, 

far from being a definite sadistic experience for males and a masochistic one for 

females, the stalker/slasher film viewing experience should be one that shifts between 

sadistic and masochistic positions, or, more specifically, between the killer and the 

victims (Jones 117).  Take, for example, the response of a female spectator toward 

the stereotypical bimbos after seeing a stalker/slasher film: “I tend to find that I don't 

mind these women being victims – they deserve to be killed off!” 9  The statement 

                                                 
9 The statement is excerpted from Brigid Cherry ’s article “Refusing to Refuse to Look” collected in 
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 explicitly demonstrates that the female spectator is identifying herself with the 

killer, agreeing with and celebrating what the killer has sadistically done to those 

female victims.  From the female audience’s celebration of the killer’s sadistic 

behaviors, it can be drawn that the female spectator acquires sadistic pleasure by 

identifying herself with a killer who performs violence unto subjects of her like.  

Moreover, such pleasure could be masochistic because her statement also implies that 

“if I were as stupid as those bimbos, I would be glad to be killed”.  Apparently, the 

stalker/slasher film viewing experience exemplifies the shifting identification not only 

between male and female spectators but also between sadists and masochists. 

Another female spectator articulates her feelings after seeing John 

McNaughton’s stalker/slasher film Henry: Portrait of a Serial Killer released in 1986:  

My reaction to the scene was really uncomfortable because it is a very 

scary scene, really brutal.  But for some reason while they're basically 

torturing this woman before killing her, I felt sexually aroused.  I am 

not usually turned on by depictions of rape or men abusing women, but 

for some reason I had this very weird physical response, which I still 

can't account for. 10 

Obviously, the female spectator is oscillating between the sadistic and 

masochistic position, acquiring both kinds of pleasure.  On the one hand, she 

identifies herself with the killer, enjoying the sadistic pleasure when she sees the killer 

raping and abusing the female victim.  On the other hand, she introjects the violence, 

positioning herself in the female victim’s place, enjoying a masochistic pleasure when 

she sees the girl being raped and abused by the killer.  Moreover, she may not even 

                                                                                                                                            
Horror, the Film Reader edited by Mark Jancovich, p. 171. 
10 The experience is excerpted from Isabel Christina Pinedo’s work Recreational Terror: Women and 
the Pleasures of Horror Film Viewing, p. 103, in which Pinedo indicates that the anonymous female 
spectator announced the statement in August, 1995. 
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 identify with either of the characters.  The spectator articulates that she is “not 

usually turned on by depictions of rape or men abusing women,” which makes her 

sexually aroused.  As Laplanche and Pontalis argue, in the realm of fantasy, a 

subject may identify with various forms of objects or even with a word or a concept.  

As a result, the female spectator may identify herself with neither the male killer nor 

the female victim but with the concept rape and abuse, or, as Laplanche and Pontalis 

argue, with the semantic term of the word “beating”.  The mixture of sadistic and 

masochistic impulses can further be exemplified in the following statement, in which 

the female spectator expresses her feeling toward the same scene of Henry: Portrait 

of a Serial Killer.  “Before I realized it, I was feeling a mixture of horror and sexual 

arousal during this scene.  This was disturbing as I realized I was experiencing what 

the killers were experiencing.” 11  In addition to revealing the female spectator’s 

masochistic pleasure with her feeling sexually aroused, the statement further 

demonstrates the spectator’s identification with the male killer by her acknowledment 

that she is experiencing what the killer is experiencing when she was seeing the scene.   

On the other hand, though male spectators rarely admits that they have 

identified themselves with the poor female victims chased and slashed by male killers, 

the fluid identification is also valid for them.  Answering a question “What would 

you do if Michael Myers (the serial killer in John Carpenter’s Halloween) was after 

you?” a male spectator says:  

Me, well I would scream like a girl, throw my dolls at him, pick up the 

smallest thing in my house to protect myself with, slap him like a little 

                                                 
11 The experience is excerpted from Isabel Christina Pinedo’s work Recreational Terror: Women and 
the Pleasures of Horror Film Viewing, p. 104, in which Pinedo indicates that the anonymous female 
spectator announced the statement in May, 1995. 
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 bitch, bite his knee caps, and kick him in da nuts. 12 

The statement strongly suggests both a sadistic and a masochistic intension; 

moreover, like the three female spectators revealing a cross-gender identification in 

the previous paragraphs, the male spectator also performs the same cross-gender 

identification.  Firstly, he acquires masochistic pleasure by identifying himself with a 

powerless female victim fighting against the killer with harmless weapons such as 

dolls or small things.  Secondly, the male spectator enjoys the sadistic pleasure by 

still identifying himself with the female agency who severely fights against the killer.  

Moreover, the spectator must identify himself with the male killer who receives the 

struggles from the victim, acquiring masochistic pleasure again.  Therefore, the 

experience further exemplifies that what spectators identify themselves with is not the 

biological roles such as male and female characters but the positions of sadism or 

masochism.  A spectator does not have to identify himself with the killer in order to 

wield sadistic power; a victim can both perform a sadistic and masochistic intention, 

and so can a killer. 

In conclusion, spectators’ identification is never restricted to a definite mould; 

identification is always fluid and shifting among various positions.  A male spectator 

would not necessarily identify himself with a male character while a female spectator 

a female character.  What spectators identify themselves with is simply the 

“positions” of desire.  From the perspective of sadomasochism and fantasy, it can be 

concluded that even in the genres such as stalker/slasher films in which male and 

female characters are treated differently, spectators’ identification does not depend on 

the sex of the characters but depend on whether the position is sadistic or masochistic.  
                                                 
12 The statement stated by the male author “poopontheshoes7” is excerpted from the bulletin board 
titled “What would you do if Michael Myers (the serial killer in John Carpenter’s Halloween) was after 
you?” at the website Arrow in the Head < http://www.joblo.com/arrow/> on April 4, 2004.  The 
author’s sex is implied in another forum in which he says he is the only brother of his drug-addicted 
brother in his family. 
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 Moreover, spectators may identify with neither of the positions; he or she may 

just identify with a certain word or a concept in the film.  As a result, only by 

adopting the concept of sadomasochism and fantasy can an analysis attain the most 

complete and explicit coverage of spectators’ cinematic identification. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


