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EDITORIAL

Welcome to Women's Philssophy Review, issve no 18, which offers a
variety of treats and useful resources for feminists interested in philo-
sophy and philosophers who engage with feminism. The two key
features of this issue are the fascinating interview with Judith Butler by
Alessandra Tanesini, and Diemut Bubeck’s invalmable critical review
of the extensive literature on the Ethic of Care and Feminist Ethics
that has emerped during the last fifteen years.

Here we have two faces of contemporary feminist philosophies
that lock in different ditections. Thus, Judith Butlet’s approach to issues
of ethics and justice is at odds with the emphasis on a “ferninine’ appt-
oach to ethics that has been at the heart of the ‘care’ debates. The Editor
does, however, regard this diversity of opinion within the field of fem-
inist philosophy as a strength, and not as a weakness.

Women’s sz'[o.mp@y Rosiew aims 1o be inclusive, rather than exclus-
ive, both in respect to the types of philosophies and also in terms of the
vatieties of feminisms that it considets. Indeed, the pluralisin of 2pps-
oaches is also emphasised by the three contdbutions this issue to The
Philosopher’s Bookshelf: Alex Klaushofer on Emmanuel Levinas,
Gill Jagger on Jacques Derrida and Miranda Fricker on John
McDawell In each case, our contribuor engages with those fearures of
a philosopher’s work that have provided stimulus for her own philos-
ophical development. What unites the three pieces is that the woman
philosopher has chosen to comment on a wotk by a wmsemporary male
philosopher. Thus, the eatliest of the chosen texts—Levinas’s Tozalty and
Infinity—wras first published in 1961.

Although it looks backs to earlier centuties as well, the cover of
this issue of Women’s Philosophy Review also features three sides or
faces—one might say, perhaps, three moods—of feminist philosophy.
On the front face of the cube there is feminism in its most familiar form:
Mary Wollstonecraft (1759-97) who was a ‘ferninist’ long before the
term was invented. Although Wollstonecraft recognised differences
between male and female ‘souls’ and ‘natures’, she argued for women to
be treated as the equals of men For many non-ferninists, feminism is
rather simplistically identified with such an ‘equal rights’ approach.
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Perhaps this is why the figure on the rght-hand side of the cube is
so unfamiliat. Puzzlingly omitted from many of the tecent books that
over-view the history of women in philosophy, Frances Power Cobbe
(Igsh, 1822-1904) was one of the most prolific and well-known authors
in Victorian England who addressed the question of ‘woman’. Although
a supporter of the suffrage movement, Cobbe’s work was ptimarily dist-
inguished by its philosophical approach to such questions as the ‘duties’
of women and the need to protect women against the violence of men.
As Barbara Caine puts it in her chapter on Cobbe (in Virorian Fenrintists,
QUP 1992), “Cobbe’s intetest in philosophical and religious questions,
and her quite substantial reputation in these fields, made her see herself
as the philosopher of the women’s movement’,

In modern-day terms, Frances Cobbe could be regarded as the
‘mothet’ of that form of feminism that focuses on an ‘ethic of cate’.
From het Theory of Imwitive Morals (1858) through such works as
Darwinism in Morals and Otper Essays (1872), The Duties of Women {(1881)
and her autobicgraphy (2 vols, 1894), Cobbe adopted what might now
be called “difference feminism’, Specifically, she focused on the ‘univ-
etsal’ characteristic that all women share—that of being a daughter—and
.a:gued for a morality (and religion) that was based on daughtexly
Intuition, and that respected such “feminine’ virtues as tenderness and
compassion. On the other hand, Cobbe argued vehemently against
female self-abnegation, and rejected various contemporaty theories of
‘woman a5 Adjective’, preferring instead to stress fernale autonomy—
and ‘woman as Nous’.

Interestingly, Cobbe’s own life combines conservatism (her back-
ground as Anglo-Insh gentry made her a lifelong Tory) with what we
would now call a “woman-centred” approach to sexuality and marriage.
Thus, after fulfilling her daughterly duties to her father (in Ireland),
pobbe found herself a female partnet with whom she lived (in England)
1 a thirty-four year relationship of ‘mutnal affection’. Cobbe’s coupling
of conservatism with a campaigning zeal—that linked the “feminine’ to
the need to oppose such vices’ as vivisection and wife-beating—might
also be thought to have sttiking resonances with the tontemporaty ‘ethic
of care’. As Bubeck shows, the latter is frequently linked with a ‘peace’
politics or with ‘leshian’ values. However, Cobbe’s work also has links
with those feminists who reject the ‘care’ perspective and who reptesent
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man’s relationship to woman as inherently violent. One feels that Cobbe
would have felt comfortable marching against pornography or seeking
‘reclaim the nmight’.

‘The strenpths and problems of a ‘care’ approach are the focus of
Diemut Bubeck’s critical essay on the ‘ethic of care’ in this issue. Read-
ing this review article against Bathara Caine’s fine chapter on Fx:a.nces
Cobbe in Victarian Fenminists certainly provides an intfguing extra dimen-
sion to cument debates. Although Cobbe’s morality places more stress
on the virtues of ‘daughters’ as opposed to the twentieth-century emph-
asis on the chatacterstics of ‘mothers’, the same conceptual and political
problems that Bubeck identifies in the ethic of care are also there in
Cobbe’s system. But does Cobbe’s work have the appeal of present-day
care theorists that Bubeck also identifies? Or does the framework of
Victorian values that bounds Cobbe’s writings tell us something about
how twentieth-century ‘care’ theorists might themselves be regarded 2
century from now? ‘

Cobbe re-visions autonomy as a positive value and as compatible
with dependence. Thus, on a political level Cobbe struggles for the re-
cognition of woman as a non-telative entity (womao as Noun’). How-
ever, the problems of the telationship between ‘feminine’ dut}.r and
political justice are evident in Cobbe’s faiture to extend the duties of

‘aurmirance’ to sons, as well as to daughters. The tensions in Cobbe’s
position are even more evident in the way this Victorian reformist—who
campaigned for education for women—nevertheless opposed women
entering those Universities and other educational institutions that requir-
ed (or even allowed) the non-feminine activity of vivisection as 2 part of
the scientific curricalum.

The third face on the cover of IFPR this issue—the one on the
top of the cube—is that of Judith Butler. It is probably not necessary
to say that the writings of this present-day feminist philosopher dor’t fit
with 2 Jesbian’ continuum that is ‘woman-centred’ in the manner of
Cabbe. Instead, this icon of so many feminist ‘postmodernists’ is assoc-
iated with ‘queer’ politics. Tndeed, Butler’s uses ‘woman’ not as the site
of 4 new ethics or 2 new model of a ‘female’ self, but as an opening for
‘queering’ the very structures of identty and as a prvileged site for
destabilising the structures of powet.
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To understand Butler's moves, it is probably necessary to think of
Simone de Beauvoir as the face concealed on the (hidden} fourth side of
the pictute-cube on the cover of WPR. Through the notion that one is
not born” a woman, but becomes a “woman’ by taking on the status of
man’s ‘other’, Beauvoir picked out the paradoxicality of growing into
womanhood. But the difficulties that women faced wete seen also as a
kind of privilege. She positioned women as potential rebels, with a
capacity for freedom which was linked with the power of consciousness
to negate ‘the given’ and hence also to transcend that which is ‘merely’
due to female biology.

Like Beauvoir, Butler uses the problematic category of ‘woman’ as
a source for negation and as 2 way of overturning certinties about what
it is to ‘be’” a woman. However, for Butler (ualike Beauvoir) what is also
put in question is the notion of a universal predicament that is linked to
female embodiment and that requites negation. Instead, Butler uses the
slipperiness of the category ‘Woman’ to trouble the structures of identity
(including sexual identity) as determined by language.

With her emphasis on mime and parodic speech acts as a
productive political strategy, Butler has sometimes been read as over-
emphasising a person’s freedom to ‘choose’ an identity. Furthermore, as
Burler herself also indicates in the interview in this issue, she has also
sometimes been accused of being a determinist. Here, the analogy with
Beauvoir is agnin striking, Both writers have been accused of having an
overly voluntarist position, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, of
allowing culrure {Beauvoir) or language (Butler) too great a sole in mark-

ing out what it is “to be 2 woman’.

Given the complex (but different) accounts of freedom that
Beauvoir and Butler develop, this double accusation is not as sutprising
as it might seem. Both feminist philosophers need to be read against a
Hegelian tradition of charting hurnan history and identity. In this resp-
ect, the interview with Alessandra Tanesini is once again interesting,
siice here Judith Butler acknowledges this double objection to her early
position, and talks about how her thought has developed since Gender
Troukle days.

Thys, in this conversation Butler also tells us about her own train-
ing as a philosopher; about significant philosophical influences; about
her links with a Hegelian and German Idealist teadition; and about her
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uneasy relationship with contemporary analytic philosophy. The discuss-
lon concludes with some comments on Judith Butler’s two most recent
books, Extitable Speech (1997) and The Prychic Life of Power (1997), both of
which are reviewed in the Book Review section of this issue. Interest-
ingly, Exutable Speech shows issues relating to justice figuring more
strongly in Butlee’s recent work.

I think it will be fruitful for the readers of this journal to read the
Butler interview and the Bubeck essay on the ‘ethic of care’ side by side.
In the field of feminist philosophy, the orthodox divisions between
‘contincntal’ and ‘analytical’ traditions of philosophy need to be broach-
ed, as Butler shows by her practice and Bubeck also suggests at the end
of her review article. What the Editor of this journal has soughr to add
in these opening comments is some insights into the way contemporaty
debates relate to those of the past. And this also is 2 theme of several of
the books reviewed in this issue. Indeed, the question of history itself js
taken up in Sigrid Weigel's Body— and Irmage—Space (reviewed by Nicola
Foster). But to wtte about the way that Weigel’s—and Walter
Benjamin’s—threefold ‘angel of history’ relates to the three faces on the
picture-cube on the front of this issue of Wamen's Pbiln:@bj Review
would be a task for another time ...

Christine Battersby
University of Warwick

WANTED

Sub-Editor for Wamen's Phitssaphy Review to work with General
Editor of WPR on 2 issues a year. Must have a good eye for detail;
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their CVs, and for those wanting to retain links with Philosophy or
Feminist Theoty duting a carcer break.

Contact Christine Battersby (address on inside cover of this issue).
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Women/Philosophy—In Conversation
0o 2 in a series of PR Conversations

TROUBLING PHILOSOPHY:
Interview with Judith Butler

By Alessandra Tanesini

Influences

AT  Can you tell me something about the main intellectual influences
on your wotk?
JB 1 was 2 graduate student in the early 1980 and the late 19707,
and mainly studied Hegel, Marx and the German Idealist tradition,
and phenomenology. 1 went to Heidelberg in 1979-80 as a
Fullbright Scholar, and studied with Gadamer and alse took
courses on Kant and Hegel with Dieter Heinrich. My dissertation
was on the French reception of Hegel and, in particular, on the
Phenomenalogy of Spirit. 1 worked with Maurice Natanson who was
Very open to my feminism and very encouraging as a dissertation
adviser. T also wotked briefly as a graduvate smdent with Seyla

Benhabib, who is now my interlocutor. She was an enomous
influence on my thinking.
AT You have had many debates with her on posttnodernism, on the
notion of the ground, and on whether feminist politics needs an

account of the subject How would you characterise your disagr-
eements with her on these issues?

JB 1 think whar’s Important o waderstand is that Seyla and T both
were very interested in Hegel, in German Idealism, and in Marx-
ism. We worked together, 1 think, mamnly on the topic of the
Frankfurt School of Critical Theory. So we started with a very
common ground. While I became more interested in French phil-
0sophy, she became more interested in the Habermasian project.
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AT

JB

We could both emerge out of Hepel, and find curselves at very
different ends of the spectrum. She became very wotred about
postmodernism, as a form of nihilism, which undeomines the cap-
acity for crdcal thinking and socia! ransformation; and T never
was able to understand what she meant by ‘postmodemism’.

You didn't mention Foucault in your list of influences.

Foucault came later, he wasn’t 4 formatve influence. I think that 1
started thinking very seriously about Foucault only after 1 finished
my dissertation; that would have been in the mid 1980's. I read
the History of Sexcaality, Vol 1, T think in 1981 or 1982, but it didn’t
come o form my thinking untl 1985,

Philosophy

AT

IB
AT

JB

AT

IB

You have been trained as a2 philosopher. Do you think of your
wotk as philosophy?

I don’t know.
Da you think it matters?

Not to me. I think it is philosophical Let’s pur it that way. I use
‘philosophical’ as an adjective. It is philosophically informed. T
don’t think anyone could have wrtten it who wasn’t trained in
philosophy; so 1 think that philosophy is essendal to it 1 don’t
think it stays within academically respectable bounds to some deg-
ree, although recently I am finding a disconcerting tolerance on
the part of philosophets towards my wotk. I feel I'm not able to
occupy the rebel stance in quite as clear a way as Tused ro be.

Is thete something politically at stake in claiming yourself to be
philosopher or in claiming yourself not to be a philosopher?

I think I don’t do either. I've been introduced as a philosopher.
People ask whether they may introduce me as a philosopher, and
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1B

I say ‘sure’. I mean it’s not as if 1 tefuse the name. I publish in
philosophical contexts very often, but I suppose that my popul-
arity is in literary studies and in cultural theory. I think that one
way to tell the story of my trajectory is to say that T was in femin-
ist philosophy and then I moved to something akin to cultural and
critical theory which is interdisciplinary. 1 continue to think of
myself as a feminist philosopher, probably also a queer theosist,
probably also a critical or cultural theorist. Because I don’t think
that identity categories captute you in any final way, I don’t mind
being described in that way. I also know that it’s not a final of ex-
haustive desctiption.

We'll go back to the quesdon of identities Jatet. T noticed that
sometimes you have referted to analytic philosophers in your
books. T would Jike to know if you can tell me something about
your relation to that tradition, since you studied at Yale whete the
relations between analytical and continental philosophers were
particularly difficuit.

That’s true, and in fact when I was thete 1 had a distinct sense
that one had to choose one side or the other. And T had a sense
that there was a war between the two. It was only aftet T left that I
met people who were wotking on Austin and Arendt. For inst-
ance, Bonnie Homig’s work on Arendt using Austin’s speech act
theory was teally a shock to me. I asked her how she could read
Austin, she replied: T love reading Austin’. I have always loved
seading Witigenstein; I took courses on him, but I would take
them in the Divinity School. I wouldn’t take them in the Philos-
ophy Depattment. I then realised that there were in fact all kinds
of ways 10 relate philosophy of language to the concerns I had in
gender theory.

When I developed the idea in Gender Tronble about gender
as performative, I was taking the word ‘performative’ from
Dertida’s work. But I thought that, since he was taking it from
Austin, T'd better go back a0d look. I ended up really enjoying
reading Austin, and finding it—in fact—both enormously amus-
ing and iluminating, Of course this was happening at the precise
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moment in which, at least in the United States, philosophers of
mind were repudiating most of the insights of the philosophy of
language. So T am now, of course, very interested in fgures who
have become, in many ways, 2nachronistic within the philosophy
of language and within the analytic tradition.

Performatives

AT

B

It 1s impossible to interview you without asking a question about
performativity. The notion of a performative plays a central role
in your work. I wonder whether you think that your under-
standing of that notion has undergone changes since you used it
in Gender Trouble. Certainly, in your recent work it has a2 broader
range of application. Do you think thar you have also changed
yout understanding of that notion or the way you deploy it?

Yes, I think that I'm alwags revising my understanding of that
notion and in fact it’s important. I think for many people it is
frustrating. They believe they will understand Butler's position, if
they read Gesder Trouble. They think Bodies that Matter then will
clarify it, and now Exzitable Speech will clasify the previous one; but
actually I do tevise my position as I go, 1 think it’s important for
me s 2 living intellectual to be able to revise, and I think revision
is proper to the work of performaiivity itself, It's part of what I'm
intetested in, and it's also part of what I do. In some sense L have
alwas reiterated the performative, you might say.

I think that in Gender Tronbie 1 had two problems. First, the
notion of the performative was construed as a voluntarist act that
a subject performed taking on a gender, taking off a gender. The
other problem is that pecple said: ‘Oh, look! Genders are discurs
ively consdtuted. If that’s true, as Butler says, then there is no
agency.” So, on one hand, 1 was accused of having 2 voluntarist
posttion, and, on the othet, I was accused of having a determinist
position. I then realised that this question of performativity taises
the problem of volunrarism and determinism. 1 thoughr as well
that this 15 2 false opposition. The real question is how subjects
who act, and who are conditioned by power and discourse, are—
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AT

AT

JB
AT

JB

AT

to some degree—constrained by the norms that enable that
action, and also—to some degree—unconstrained. How do we
grasp that process whereby a subject reiterates a2 norm—where
that reiteration is neither mechanical nor tadically unconditioned?
So, what I've been trying to do is grasp that ambivalent structute
of agency. What it means always in some sense to be conditioned
by social norms and also not to be fully constrained by them.

Which, I suppose, is to say that norms both constrain and enable
by vittue of their constraining,

Well, that I take to be a way of extending Foucault’s undetstand-
ing of the relationship between jutidical and productive power. I
believe his insight, which has been central to my own wotk, is that
power which appears to constrain also enables in ways that are
uot always anticipated.

Don’t you think that one of the soutces of the problems that you
have just outlined with Gender Trouble, is that your account of
gendet in that book was illocutionary?

Was illocutionary?
Rather than pedocutionary.
Yes, I think that’s 2 good point.

That has changed now, hasn’t it? In Excitable 5 pesch you have talk-
ed about the construction of homosesuals, say, in terms of speech
acts and their perlocutionaty effects. It seems to me that vou
would now use the same model for gender. But, I think, we
should not slot all these identities within the same formal struct-
ure. [ am wortded by those hotble lists—pender, race, sexual
otientation—which treat all identities as if they were all the same,
and could be undemtood along the same hines. How would you
understand the differences between these kinds of identity,
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B

granted that they are performatve in a way? How do these
differences come about?

T agree with you. I think it’s a big mistake to think that all of those
identities are subject to the exact same logic or structure. All we
would need to do is come up with a kind of abstract logic or str-
ucture of the subject, impose it on these various particular con-
texts, and we'd be fine. T think that's a mistake., On the othet
hand, I think it is also a mistake to believe that we can just give a
set of particularist analyses without asking about the ways in
which contemporary power is constituting the field of intelligib-
ility within which new social identities are formmulating themselves.
For instance, [ think that there are general schematic things one
can say, knowing thar that is not the whole story. I worty a little
bit about the kind of tesistance to abstraction that can emerge
from the perspective of particular social movements #is-4-vir one
another. Tt makes it impossible to have a dialogue or a translated
movement among these movements. So, I am trying to lay out 2
kind of schematic which will be filled in, and taken up, and done
differently in a variety of different contexis.

For instance, in Exoble Speech, 1 talk of racialisafion
which, T think, happens in many different ways. It seems really
clear 10 me, howevet, that in much of the sociological literature
which is written on racialisation, when people talk about the racial
constitution of 2 subject they do not stop and say whar they mean
by ‘constitution’. I think there are many notions of constitation.
There’s a theoretical and philosophical presupposition in those
very specific analyses that seem to have seeped back in and that
emerge in those same debates in race studies. By ‘consﬁtuﬁng’ do
I mean that I'm determined by this culmral signifier? Do I mean
that it’s a construction? How do I distinguish between forms of
construction? Where’s agency? Can there be agency within constr-
uction? It seems to me that these debates are reappeating in all
those particular analyses in a certain way. My effort is not to
legislate a single theory of the subject for all of those, but maybe
to offer a crtical analysis of some of the orpanising and theor-
etical claims that are very often embedded in those analyses.
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AT Right. I want to come back to the issue of constitution in 2 sec-

JB

AT

JB

ond, but first I want to ask you a different question that is linked
to this issue of the performative.

I like your idea that it was illocutionary in Gender Trouble. I'm
afraid that that might be true.

That is the impression that T had.

1 think that that’s 2 good point No one has said that to me
before,

The Body

AT

JB

You know that people who tead Gender Trouble got really wotried
2bout the body. That book generated a debate about the space left
for the materiality of the body. If I get you rght, for you the body
is conceived as a limit: it is a site of inscrption. Of course there
ate biological constraints, but the significance of those biological
constraints is something that is constructed within language. I
want to know whether you think that your introduction in
Excitable Speech of the notion of the habitus gives to the notion of
the body a diffeteat role from the one it had in your earlier work.

1 thiok that Gender Trowble did produce a number of questions
about the body at that time. I made a joke about it at the beginn-
ing of Bodies that Matter, 1 said ‘what about the body Judy?’ I think
that I didn’t actually give an account of the body in Gender Troubie.
What I did was try to expose the misnomer of a2 natural sex. T
didn’t even try to expose the misnomer of a natural body. I don’t
think I dealt with the body as such. T think there were bodily acts,
but I would say the body is not so much a site of inscrption in
Gender Tronbk as 3 kind of prndple of activity. It is in some sense,
what is constantly performing; there was a body that was resolved
into the notion of the act. Hence the questions: well, what about
the passive body? what about the yielding of the vulnerable body?
what about the biological body? what about death? what about
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AT

dying? T realised that 1 had an inconclusive conception of the
body in Gender Tronbée. 1 really didn’t make it clear, but it was also
an jdealised one. I think it was a conception of the body cenired
on the notion of potency, of the potent act of a certain kind,
which—1I"m sure~—is an idealisation and a fantasy.

In Bodies that Mag#er I think what I sought to do was suggest
at least two things. The first is that the norms, set to be imposed
on a body, come to form it they are also marerialised in and thr-
ough it. I wanted to separate a linguistic constructivism that sees
the body as the site on which a cultural construct is imposed or
built, from a different notion of materalisation, which is not the
same as matedalism or even the nodon of materal Matenal-
1sation concerns how a norm comes to form and be patt of the
formative soructure of the body. It's not as if there are these sexed
badies that are given. Rather, one assimes 4 sex, 2 sex is taken on,
appropriated, lived, incorporated, and what we called the matedal-
ity of sex, is in fact the plausible incofporation of 2 set of norms.
So I tned to, in sorne sense, overcome the problem of linguistic
constructivism in Bodies that Maiter. 1 did it also by making a
second point which is perhaps less notced than the first. The
second peint is that discourse does not fully constitute the body,
that it cannot fully or exhaustively constitute the body. There is an
excess, there is something that efudes the apparatus of construct-
ton. We can’t quite refer to the body, because it’s not there as a
referent, and yet it undermines any capacity for a full linguistic
capture of the body. I believe 1 said this in the chapter entitled
“The Lesbian Phallus’.

It is an 155ue of contingency, 1sn’t it? Reinscrptions might always
fail.

Yes, that’s right There’s something that the body might be said 1o
mark a certain excess, that eludes hnpuistic capture. That was my
way of talking about the limits of constructivism, and acknowl-
edging something about the unrepresentability and ineffability of
the body, and also its excessive function in the process of
insctiption.
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I think that in Exvitable Speech, there are a couple of other
points that I'm trying to make about the body. I don’t know if this
conflicts exactly with Bedées zhar Matzer, but I tend to think of it
more as 2 specification of those points. In the first instance, what
does it mean for a bodily sense of survival to depend upon modes
of recognition? If one needs to be called a name in otder to surv-
ive in a bodily form, a bodily sense of well being and survivability
depends on 4 certain kind of linguistic guarantee of existence.
Also we are, in some profound way, shatterable.

I think that a body, which is being shattered by language, is
not simply a biological given body. It's a body that gains a certain
appearance and integnty by virtue of the way in which it is addr-
essed, and unaddressed bodies can’t survive, Thinking through
this involves a certain notion, maybe implicitly, of the bodily
schetna in Metleau-Ponty or of the body image that Liz Grosz has
talked about in relation to Schilder's work. It's a slightly different
noton of the body.

The notion of the habitus, for me, is 2 way of wying to spec-
ify what it means that bodies incorporate and materialise norms.
Norms ate taken in and incorpotated over time, and they come to
a similar form of the given, the stylisation of the body. That seem-
ed to me to be consistent with the work I was doing on Simone
de Beauvoir very early on, where I talked about gender as a style
of the flesh, So there’s at least a temporaty resonance with
Bourdieu and with Metlcau-Ponty on that quesdon, but the place
where 1 would depart from them is that they actually make the
bady too fully formed by this febitus. There is stll something of
the body which is excessive, that cannot be captured by its disc-
utsive and cultural constitution. That’s where I re-import a certain
psychoanalytic notion of the body as an wnconscious field to
show that the reiterated construction of the body is also subject to
failure.

For them it’s too mastetful

Yes, the culture is too masterful.
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AT Inyour recent talk at the Institute of Contemporary Arts, London

B

[13 May 1997], and also in Exatabl Spezch, you have complained
about the recent linguistification of the political field. Couldn’t
somebody argue that your insistence on the notion of the perf-
ormative in fact is part of this phenomenon? Or even that Gender
Trouble initiated this wend? The performarive, after all, could be
seen a8 2 notion that invests language with the sott of powers that

once people attributed to institutions and to other non-linguistic
entities.

Yes absolutely, I'm guilty. I think that what I'm referring to is not
8o much a set of theoretical efforts to recast political questions as
linguistic questions, but more a set of political controversies,
which have emerged, mostly in the US but elsewhere as well, on
questions of representation Tn the US there are these hate speech
conttoversies. Can speech be approved that not only offends peo-
ple but which appeats to constitute discriminatory conduct against
them? How do we decide that? Vety often the question of racism,
which I think twenty years ago was addressed as a profound
institutional question, and indeed 2 problem that the government
was in some ways both condemning and insututionalising, now
becomes a question of who said which word, and should that
individual be punished. My question is: why is it that we are foc-
uging on the words that emblematise the institutional problems
that are, in fact, much more pervasive than the words themselves?
More than that, how is it that we understand the individual’s
utterance to be in some way a recitation of institutional life?

I think we can’t go back 10 the Marxist idea that an individ-
ual witerance is simply an epiphenomenal reflection of a social
structure. 1 think that social structures are in fact teiterated the-
ough utterances, and that we need to recast the notion of the
verbal act as an insttutional act. We need to understand how
institutions, in their temporal reproduction, require individual
speakers to do the work of reconsolidating those institutional
powets through speech. In many ways 2ll I'm really saying is that
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we need to understand the cause of, say, racism, homophobia or
misogyny not as this individual who spoke those words. We need
to understand, instead, how individuals whe speak are also in this
reiterative practice, and try to relocate the speech act, as it were, in
terms of its historiaty and instituional power.

Agency

AT

JB

In Exutiable Speech you provide a discussion of agency, and of the
way in which it emerges through nosms that enable agencies
whilst constraining them. In that book, you point out that it is
possible to speak with authority without being authorised by
previous conventions, which-—I suppose—is one way of exerds-
ing agency. Normally, one can trace the soutce of authority to
previous conventions, which are what enables the success of perf-
otmative speech acts. But, what you talk about in your book is a
petformative that succeeds in virtue of breaking previous conv-
entions. I'd like to know a bit more about how and why this is
possible.

When you say that it’s possible to trace the authority that author-
ises an act to previous coaventions, that’s I think different from
being directly authotised by those previous conveations. For inst-
ance, one makes a claim for the human rights of lesbians, and
there is 2 convention governing the claiming of human rghts.
Many people claimed them under all different kinds of circumst-
ances, but most people have not thought that lesbians had to be
included. In fact, some, like the Vatican, would even say that les-
bian human rdghis ate 2 contradiction in terms, that the lesbian is
anti-human, that what it is to be human is not to be leshian. But
that’s a4 kind of an exclusionaty condition of the human. So, if one
clhims human tights for lesbians, suddenly a discourse has bheen
invoked whete it was never intended to be invoked, and where it
was not previously authorised, but it’s a certain appropration. I
think Paul Gilroy writes in The Biack Attantic about how revolut-
ionary forces in Haiti, for instance, deployed Enlightenment
thetoric as a way of overcoming tyrannical government authority;
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at the same time they were in no way reinstating themselves into a
kind of European history. At those moments there is an apptopt-
iation of a conventon which is very clearly not intended to be
used in that context, and sometimes explicidy prohibited from
being used in a given context, but it’s used anyway. The effect of
thar use is to extend its authority in ways that could not have been
predicted.

This interests e because it’s actually sinular to some arg-
uments in Gender Troxhle. Bourdien would say that an act—a
speech act—which is not already authorised in a direct, legible
and explicit way is going to be foolish, ir’s going to be fictional,
it’s going to be a comedy, it’s going to be impotent. T would say
that sometimes those wild, unanticipated and uncompromised

‘acts have the petformative effect of producing the very authoris-

aton that they lack. They retroactively produce an authorisation
for themselves as a consequence of the act, and in that sense they
don’t rely on that as a precondition. That’s where 1 would argue
that the functonalism of Bourdiew’s analysis of the speech act
works in the service of the status quo, and can’t actually give us an
account of the temporal ruptures by which modes of authoris-
ation get re-established and disestablished. I told him this, and he
appeared to agree with me; so it’s not a pressing disagreement.

Writing and Authorship

AT

B

AT

We usually conceive of theory as belongiag to the language of the
constative. Instead, you ate a theotist who speaks the languape of
the performative. What reconception of theory does this involve?

A great question! I have no idea. It’s what I do, but I'm not sure L.

know what I do.

Could you put it in terms of trying to bring about change? But I
presume you would then have to acknowledge that you are not
fully in comtrol of your bocks, which I suppose is something you
would he happy with.
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I truly acknowledge that. That’s the one thing I know about my
books—that I do not own them, and that in some profound way,
I do not even author them. I think that what I'm intetested in
doing is producing many possibilities of moving the boundaries of
the thinkable and the imaginable. What my books do is try to
open up a different field for the thinking of gender, a different
field for the thinking of the body, a different field for the thinking
of language. 1 try performatively to produce a possibility that
might work agaiust certain naturalised conceptions of these fund-
amental categoties,

Many people ask me about drag in Gender Trouble; they can’t
believe that drag has any profoundly subversive effect on society.
They believe that it’s just entertainment, something people do on
the side, and that certainly drag queens aren’t our ideal political
activists. For me the question was always not what drag can do,
but tather what we think is real. Why is it that we say that a drag
queen is not real, but is trying to approximate 4 reality that a drag
queen doesn’t own or have? It seems to me that if we accept the
idea that reality is instituted through myriad kinds of approxim-
ations, then approximation and performativity—this reiterative
and re-enactive process—are the vety means by which our notion
of reality is constituted and altered. What I'm really interested in is
not remaining restricted to given notions of reality, buc trying to
encourage and incite those limits in which our othet sense of
reality is constituted.

Queer Theory and Feminism

AT

JB

As you mentioned in your talk at the Institute of Conteropotary
Arts, feminist politcs and queer politics are very fast moving
apart from each other. I think that’s true also for feminist theory
and gueer theory to some extent. 1 agree with you that this is a
trend that must be resisted, but don’t you think that in the cureent
situation it is inevitable?

1 thiak tension is good—1I'm in favour of tension. What I worry
zbout is a polatisation that takes these theoretical movements,
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B

these political movements so far apart from one another that the
tension is oot really thought about. I think that thete ate some of
us who will always remain interstivial; that is to say, I will never be
able to align myself with one camp ot another. There have to be
people who are trying to think of a relationship. It doesn’t have to
be a relationship of identity or unity, but it has to be a productive
mode of conflict maybe, or 2 productive contestation that keeps
those bodies of literature in contact with one another. I think that
it’s Jamentable when feminists develop anxiety toward queer theo-
ty as that which is taking over, or is more exciting, or threatening
their territory. I think it is equally lamentable when queer theory
thinks that its own integrity and future depends on a break with
ferninism. T don’t believe that for 2 moment. T think it would be
tragic, in a non-productive sense, for these parties to fall out of
dialogue.

I wonder whether you think that Wittig’s work might be of use
here. T am thinking in particular about what she says abourt sex.

In general, I think that the more we rethink Wirmig the better. I
think she’s teally splendid and that her view hasn’t been taken up
radically enough. 1 do think that 2 major problem for queer stud-
ies is the extent to which it has thought that the domain of
sexuality might be treared ag an autonomous domain distinct from
the problem of gender, the problem of kinship, and the problem
of the natuzalisation of sex. At the same time, obviously there was
a collapse of sexuality into gender in some of the Lévi-Straussian
models and in some of the MacKinnon models that dominarted in
feminist theory, which was a real problem. The real quesion is
how to pry aparc gender and sexuality from one another without
sending them off in radically diffetent ditectons.

Witdg is crucial because she thinks that the constitution. of
the category of sex is in the service of a kind of compulsory heter-
osexuality, but she also is not so polideally unwise that she thinks
you can operate without it altogether. Even Foucault understood
that the notion of sex compounded the idea of biological sex and
sexual practce. We would be really mistaken if we failed to
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understand that, at least in terms of dominant forms of social
power, those terms are constituted together, they are linked tog-
ether. We might say that conceptually they should be sepatated,
and I would agree, but for us to pretend that they are always

already separated is to miss the opportunity to make the political
intervention,

Projects

AT 1 know that you have a new collection of essays forthcoming

JB

called The Psychic Life of Powsr. Can you tell me a bit about that, and
the future direction of your work?

Well, The Pgwhic Life of Power is an effort to think about the
Foucauldian notion of subject constitution—which insists that
power coostitutes the subject tn some way—-using 2 vardety of
theoretical points of departure, incliding psychoanalysis, to think
about the psychic constitution of the subject. It’s always worried
me that Foucault was so allergic to psychoanalysis, and that so
many psychoanalysts are so allergic to Foucault. It seems to me
that one can’t actually understand how power constitutes the
subject without understanding how certain modes of reflexivity,
consdence, melancholia, are actually telated to the sodial regulat-
ion of the subject. So I'm interested in looking at those kind of
psychic states, not as independent realities, but as the dissimul-
ation of social power. In some ways it’s 2 philosophical effort in
social psychology.

Judith Butler, Usiversity of California, Berkeley (US)
Alessandra Tanesini, Unsversity of Weades, College of Cardsff (UK)
London, May 1997
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ETHIC OF CARE AND FEMINIST ETHICS

A Review Essay by Diemut Bubeck

Since Carol Gilligan’s publication of her seminal Ir & Different Vvice in
1982, what might be called cate theoty has developed into a major
intellectual project. In its conceptualisation of a particular domain ot
discipline, care theory refers to the attitade, practice or work of care and
derives central theoretical insights from this focus. As such, it has
branched out into vatious disciplines, but it has also dominated, at least
in Anglo-Amefican analytical philosophy, the discussion of a ferninist
approach to ethics and the development of feminist thought in moral
and pohincal philosophy.

Whilst not all feminist ethics is identified with what has come to
be called the ethic of care, the latter has inserted itself as a point of refer-
ence for most feminist moral philosophers in the analytical traditon,
whether positive, cxitical or both. This indicates just how central care
theory has become. In this essay, I shall review the ‘career’ of care theory
over the last fifteen years and discuss some of the important and inter-
esting issues and problems it has thtown up.

I) Publications Over The Last Fifteen Years

The publicadons over this perod reflect the various strands of the disc-
ussion in both care theory and feminist ethics, the various positions that
have been taken within it, as well a3 the development of the discussion
over time.

Apart from Gilligan’s Different 1/ vice, the 1980s saw the publication.

of two very influential book-length versions of the ethic of care, Nel

Noddings® Caring in 1984—t0 be followed by the much less noticed

Women and Epif in 1989-—and Sara Ruddick’s Matsrnal Thinking in 1989,
Whilst the two authots develop matkedly different positions, both have
been taken in later discussion as representing the ethic of care project
and thus have gained the status of ‘classics’ in this field.

The main differences berween Noddings and Ruddick are the
following, Noddings develops an ethic of care which she describes as
‘characteristically and essendally feminine’, arising from women’s
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experience ‘as women’ (Noddings 1984, p. 8). Her notion of care is quite
broad, ranging from motheting and friendship to teaching, and her appr-
oach is critical of the ‘principled” type of ethics that has dominated
Anglo-Ametican analytical philosophy. Her ethic is influenced by
Gilligan’s work and can be seen as a philosophical elaboration of the
ethic that Gilligan artributed to those speaking with a ‘different voice’.

Ruddick’s work, by contrast, is more focused and specific. She
starts with the description of the practice of ‘mothering’ (which can be
engaged in by both men and women, but has historically been the
domain of women), and discusses the values and virtues inherent in that
practice. She then uses this perspective to develop an alternative appt-
oach to peace politics, Thus Ruddick’s aim is the development of a
feminist approach ot “standpoint’ in moral and political philosophy and
an intervention in contemporary politics from this standpoint.

By contrast, Noddings’ 2im in Caring is the development of a care-
based approach within contempotary moral philosophy. The relational
ontology which forms an important part of this approach is further elab-
orated in her Women 2nd Evil where she develops a secular conception of
evil as a failure to care (Noddings 1989).

Apart from Gilligan’s, Noddings’ 2nd Ruddick’s worlk, three imp-
ortant and influential collections of papers wete published in the 1980s
which provided the first round of ‘mategial’ from the emerging discuss-
1on of care. Joyce Trebilcot’s Mothering (1983) is more specific than both
Eva Kittay and Diana Meyer's Women and Moral Theory (1987) and
Marsha Hanen and Kai Nielsen's Saence, Morality and Feminist Theory
(1987), but all three contained papers which wete referred to widely and
which influenced further discussion considerably.

The two later anthologies focus mostly on the question of the
selation between the ethic of care and the ethic of justice, and often
consist of catical discussions of justice combined with some form of
endorsement of the ethic of care, although early critical voices are
included as well (e.g. Houston 1987, Harding 1987 and Sher 1987). Main
participants in the care/justice discussion such as Annette Baicr, Marilyn
Friedman and Virginia Held, as well as Sara Ruddick, all contributed to
these collections.

Further anthologies appeared in the  1990s, with more vatying
purposes, contributors and themes, Claudia Card’s Feminist Eshics (1991)
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distances itself from the ethic of care project. Alongside several critical
papers, we find other papers on feminist ethics and method and on mor-
al character, the latter indicative of the attempt to resist the domination
of care theory in feminist ethics by widening the scope of the discussion.

In Explorations in Feminist Ethics (1992), Bve Cole and Susan
McQuin do give their due to care theory with a number of papers on it
but similardy cast their net more widely by introducing new atreas and
theories as part of feminist ethics (although there arte a latge number of
papers which may be seen to be part of the project of theorising care
more broadly and in new ateas). Elizabeth Frazer, Jennifer Homsby and
Sabina Lovibond’s anthology, Ebics: /4 Fensinist Reader (1992), runs coun-
ter to the trend of domination by contemporary cate theoty by structus-
ing the papers around substantive feminist themes (women’s condition,
gender difference, ferninist ethics), as well as by bringing together histor-
ical and contemporaty feminist authors,

As the care discussion reached the curdculum, it produced coll-
ections of “classical’ papers in the debate and an introductory book.
Rosemary Tong’s Feninine and Feminist Ethics (1993) is written for under-
graduate teaching purposes: it provides a general and very basic introd-
uction w0 moral theoty and feminist thought, as well as to Gilligan,
Noddings, maternal ethics, and feminist and lesbian approaches to
ethics.

Mary Larxabee’s collection An Ebéc of Cars (1993) contains classic-
al papers from the broader care discussion, covering a number of disc-
iplines and diverse developments of care theoty. It wsefully includes
critical discussions of the empirical and methodological validity of
Gilligan’s original claims about gender differences in moral voice. The
philosophical papers in this collecdon are key contributons to the
care/justice debate.

Virginia Held’s Justice and Care (1995) is a collection of philosoph-
ical contrdbutions. The papers consist of classic endotsements, develop-
ments and critiques of aspects of the ethic of cate project. For teaching
and introductory purposes in philosophy, Held’s collection will be more
useful than Larrabee’s, providing the reader who is new to the field with
a broad range of positions and possible approaches and themes,
although some of the papers in the Larrabee anthology offer a useful
corrective to those inclined to take Gilligan’s dam as final
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Sarah Hoagland’s Leshian Ethics (1988) marks the first monograph
in a ‘second wave’ of discussion ahout the ethic of cate and ferninist eth-
ics. Already a response to the first ‘wave’ of enthusiastic argument for
the ethic of care as a new approach in ferminist ethics, she rejects the
‘feminine’ virtues of self-sacrifice and vulnerability, whilst endorsing
‘attending’ as the basis for a lesbian ethics and discussing questions of
wornen'’s and lesbians’ moral agency under conditions of Oppression

Grace Clement’s Care, Autonamy, and Justice (1996) responds simil-
atly to the problem of self-sacrifice in the ethic of care. However, unlike
Hoagland, Clement does not reject either pole of a gendered morality
(justice vs. care), but argues for the integration of the two perspectives.
By contrast, in her Womer and Mora! Identity (1991), Elisabeth Porter def-
ends the need for a more dynamic ‘synthesis” of gendered categories and
perspectives more generally, rather than their integration of converg-
ence. Focusing on conceptions of the moral self, she endorses 2 ‘selfin-
relations’ over an additive ‘self-and-relations’ or a too predominantly
‘relational-self” (p. 169).

Of the “second wave’ of monographs on the ethic of care,
Visginia Held’s Feminist Morality (1993), Joan Tronto’s Moera/ Boundaries
(1993), and Peta Bowden’s Cating (1997) are the most sanguine in devel-
oping versions of the ethic of care as valid ferninist approaches. Held
discusses catdng, but most creatively and distinctively the mothering par-
adigm as it pertains to moral and social philosophy, while Tronto
extends her discussion of a vety broadly defined notion of care to an
elaboration and defence of a care petspective in politcal theory. Peta
Bowden uses a Wittgensteinian family resemnblance argument against any
general definition and discussion of cate as such, discussing mstead four
instances of cating in detail: mothering, friendship, nutsing and citizen-
ship,

Lastly, Susan Hekman’s Mora/ Vaices, Moral Selves (1995) shares
with Bowden an inspiration by Wittgenstein, interpreting different moral
voices as different language pames which are Intimately telated to moral
sclf-definitions and strategies of subject formation, thus merging a Wiit-
gensteinian, pluralized reading of Gillipan's different voices with a
Foucauldian stress on discursive practices and- subjectivization.

In additon to these book-length publications, articles continue
appeaing in various philosophical and ferninist journals, notably Hypasa,
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which has published a number of important contributions over the last
ten years, and has carried symposia on Noddings’ Caring (Fypa#ia 1990,
vol 5 no. 1), Hoagland’s Leshian Ethics (Hypatia 1990, vol. 5 no. 3), and
the state of the care/justce debate (Hypasiz 1995, vol 10 no. 2). Lastly,
useful collectons of their work over the years on the ethic of care and
related questions have been published by two of the main participants in
the discussion, Annette Baier (Mora!/ Pryudices, 1994) and Marlyn
Friedman (Whar Are Friends For? 1993),

IT) Social Context and Theoretical Avenues

The discussion over the last fifteen years has highlighted the complex
nexus and intricate relations between the sodal context of care, ethics
and feminist theory within which feminists can take up a whole host of
different positions and lines of argument. As Alison Jagear has noted,
the discussion is much o variegated for a feminist “party line” to be
discernible—instead cettain minimum conditions thar any feminist eth-
ics must meet may be the only specifiable charactedstcs to be had
(Jaggar 1991). This is not surpssing if we consider the above mentioned
nexus, particularly the social context.

As feminist writers on care have invarably pointed out, care has
so far takea place under oppressive conditions. Care is probably the
most significant and important category of work that is accorded to
women via the sexual division of labour, and 2 lot of it continues to be
done unpaid of badly paid—if the larter then often by women from less
privileged class and ethnic backgrounds. Care is thus inextricably inter-
twined with oppressive gender divisions: care is done by women, it is
assodated with women, and it expresses and symbolises femininity (for a
critical assessment of this association see Harding 1987).

In parallel to earlier ferninist responses to femininity ot traits ass-
ociated with femininity, feminists can respond in two basic ways: they
can reject what is femninine as too tainted and oppressive, or they can 1e-
claim it and celebrate it as “women’s own’. Both responses are under-
standable and inevirable. In fact, any oppressed social group which has
become associated with certzin qualities faces this choice as it attempts
to struggle out of its oppressive conditions. Thus black people reclaimed
their blackness, ethnic proups their ethnicity, lesbians their ‘dykehood”
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and later, with gays, their ‘queemess’, as each group struggled to feel
proud of being what and who they were. However, these groups also
had aspirations to modes of being, status and qualities that were assoc-
iated with their oppressors. Hence in the course of pursuing those
aspirations, some members of these groups rejected particular values and
qualities because they were seen as produced by oppressive conditions
and therefore not worth hanging on to.

The choice between these two respoases, celebration or rejection,
is deeply dilemmatic, however. The celebration of difference risks rein-
forcing oppression (which works at least in part through an assertion
and continued reproduction of this difference), whilst the rejection of
difference tisks alienating group members from theit own expefience,
background and solidarity with other members of their group. ‘This
‘dilemma of difference’ is faced by feminists with regard to care and the
ptospect of the ethic of care.

To begin with the fitst hom of the dilemma, that of rejection:
those femninists who are critical of care as a practice usually do not spend
much time discussing it, concentrating instead on other types of appt-
oaches or other concems. Since this essay focuses on the ethic of care
Yterature, their work will not be teviewed here. A small number of crit-
ical papess in the anthologies do, however, voice concems with the ethic
of care project as such (e.g: Spelman 1991 and Card 1991}, notably about
its tendency to reinforce conservative gender divisions or a ‘conservative
gyoocenttsm’ (Card 1991, p. 17, ¢f. Moody-Adams 1991, Gartens 1995)
and about its complacency and silence regarding women’s failure to care
for other women (Spelman 1991).

The first hotn of the dilemma is thus not well represented in this
review. Howevet, some of the possible arguments against endotsing care
can be found in the ethic of care literature in the form of arguments
against Noddings (1984), whose inifial failure to take the oppressive
social context of cate into account rendets her an obvious target for
feminist criticism, especially by those who want to develop 2 version of
the ethic of cate that meets feminist concems.

Choosing the first horn of the dilemnma has irs drawbacks—nota-
bly the loss of a possible source of theoretical reflection and ctiticistn
that is available to feminists in virtue of their own gendered positioning:
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However disenchanted I became with Reason, it did not

occur to me that there was an inteflectnal life that had any-

thing to do with mothering, I “thought” only when 1 had

time to myself, put my children out of my mind, and did

philosophy... For years I had engaged in spirited reflection

about children’s lives with other mothers.. Could this

‘chattering,” so unlike the philosophy in which I was train-

ed, be ‘thinking’? Did I, did we, through endless telephone

calls and late night coffees, create themes of a ‘discourse’

Could what we thought and the way we thought be put to

use? (Ruddick 1989, p. 11)

Whilst Ruddick’s questions are fat from new ot orginal, what they rem-
ind us of is the kind of questons feminists will lose both as explicit
questions and as critcal and creative resources if they reject the theons-
ation and discussion of care altogether. This loss, it seems to me, is
significant, especially if it is considered just how productive many femin-
ists have found the cate perspective to be.

The second horn of the dilemma, the theoretical endorsement or
even celebration of care, has attracted many protagonists, as the enorm-
ous explosion of care literature illnstrates. It also has its problems,
however, detiving, from the fact that care, as we know it, is engaged in
under oppressive social conditions. I shall discuss the three main probl-
ems, and a related problem, atsing from this social context in the
theorisation of care.

The first problem has been touched on above: given these oppr-
essive circumstances, the celebration of care as 2 woman’s moral voice
can reinforce the oppressive identification of women with care.
Noddings, for example, has no compunction about referrng to the ethic
of care as 2 women’s monality and as ‘characteristically and essentially
femining’ (Noddings 1984, p. 8 and pastm, Noddings 1989). Other
theorsts have similarly used the idea of women’s moral voice or
experience, or of women's interests in motality, thus at least implicidy
asserting a connection between women and cate {(e.g. Baier 1991, (see
also Baier 1994) Fox 1992, Calhoun 1992),

This first problem suikes me as relatively minor, however, since it
can easily be met by stessing that the identification of women with care
is not necessary. Many feminists have pointed this out, and some have
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added that caring fernininity is also predominantly a middle-class nom
which is often used to criticise less privileged women. Pointing out the
historicity, social construction or opptessiveness of the assodation of
women with care, however, cannot by itself provide a valid argument
against theotising care. Care is an important human practice and as such
worth theotising, repardless of who cares.

The second problem might be called the problem of exploitation:
under conditions of gender oppression, the ethic of care—intetwoven as
it is with the practice of care-—will serve as an opptessive ideology that
leads to women’s exploitation as carers. Thus if only women enderse a
cate perspective, they will care (emotionally, morally, as well 25 in theit
actions), whilst men, insisting on their liberty and rghts, will not care, or
will cate much less and thus be free to pursue othet, often materially
more profitable, coutses of action.

Apart from the matedal inequality that such 2 gendered ethic of
care helps generate, its function as a reinforcing element in the sexual
division of labour must make it, at the vety least, highly suspicious to
feminists. Hence those feminists who want to defend jt must be able 1o
give a plausible response to this problem. Noddings again falls crucially
foul of a convincing answer and has been taken to task for this by many
commentators (e.g. Card 1990, Hoagland 1990, Houston 1990, Bubeck
1995).

The problem of exploitation, located as it is primagly at the social
level, thus points the feminist discussion of the ethic of care beyond the
boundaries of motal philosophy towards social and political demands for
nog-exploitative gender and care arrangements. It also aises theoretical
and conceptual questions, howevet. Since the exploitation of women gua
carers clearly is an issue of distdbutive justice, can an ethic of care which
is defined in cowfradistingon to an ethic of justice do justice to the pro-
blemr If it cannot—and Noddings’ version dearly fails this test
(Noddings 1984, Bubeck 1995)—how is justice to be discussed within
the ethic of cate?

Different authots give different answers. Held sees justice as a
skeletal moral minimum that has to be fleshed cut by the values of care
(Held 1993). Tronto, Friedman and Clement call for justice as a necess-
aty cotrective to care (Tronto 1993, Fredman 1987 and 1993, Clement
1996). More specifically, Clement atgues for autonomy as the value that
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will counteract women’s uneritical acceptance of their caring roles and
enable feminists to reject exploitative versions of the erhic of care
{(Clement 1996). By contrast, I have arpued that only some consider-
2fions of justice can be integrated inro the ethic of care, whilst others,
notably the concern with exploitation, jar with the basic commitments of
a care perspective (Bubeck 1995).

The problem of exploitation is, thus, an important ‘litmus test’ for
those feminists who want to defend the ethic of care whilst rejecting un-
acceptable versions of it (such as Noddinps’). ‘Acceptable’ versions may,
more weakly, steer clear of the exploitation problem (for example
Clement 1996}, or, more strongly, deal with it explicily and construct-
ively and 2s part of a wider normative theory covering both moral and
political questions {e.g. Tronto 1993, Bubeck 1995).

The third problem deving from the oppressive condition under
which care takes place might be called the problem of distortion. Both
Card and Hoagland have argued that care under oppressive condidons
must be cormpted by them in that the practice, values and virmues of
care will reflect the constraints imposed by such conditions. Hence any
theonsation of care which does not explicitly take this context into
account will paint a distorted picture of care and the ethic of care as well.

Three examples of actual or at least possible distortion may ilus-
trate the point. The first and most obvious example is the stereotype of
women as selfless, self-sacdficing caters: self-demial is cleardly a dispos-
ition that serves others and keeps women in their subordinate place.
Since it 1s 5o obviously distorted and oppressive, none of the contemp-
orary care theorists have endorsed the “virtue’ of self-denial as parr of
theit theodies.

A second example is Noddings” overemphasis on the value of
maintaining relationships in the theosisation of care: according o her,
the leaving of any telationship, even if abusive, is evidence of an ‘ethi-
cally diminished ideal’ (Noddings 1984, pp. 113£f.). As Catd points out,
however, given their materdal dependence on men, women’s evaluation
of their relationships with and care for men will be distorted such that
they find it hard to leave abusive relationships (Card 1995, f. Hoagland
1991},

A third example may be Ruddick’s endorsement of the virtues of
cheerfulness and humility as part of matemal practice (Ruddick 1989):
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Bowden has argned that this endorsement is a reflection not so much of
the practice of mothering per se, but of the isclated conditions under
which women have to mother (Bowden 1997, ch. 1).

Given this problem of a practice distoried by oppression, the rey-
ection of its theorsation can be based on two different arguments. First,
one might argue that the theorisation of a distorted practce is simply not
desirable. This atpument, however, has no turther comeback to the resp-
onse that what ought to be theorised is the practice itself, without is
distortions. The second, more sophisticated atgument, then, is based on
the doubt that the distortions can be distinguished fram the ‘real’ or
ideal, undistorted practice. Hence feminists wanting to defend the poss-
ibility of an ethic of care have to address this second argument by
defending the possibility of the distinction between distorted and vndist-
orted care. As part of their defence, they may seck to answer two
questions: first, what are the distortions that oppressive conditions
introduce and, second, are there examples of care under non-oppressive
conditions that can be used 23 models for theorising?

Both enquides ate problematic. Suppose, regarding the first
enquiry, that we discount those virtues or values that can clearly be seen
to derive from oppressive conditions, such as the humility and cheerful-
ness of Ruddick’s ‘mothering persons’ (Ruddick 1989). However, are
humility and cheerfulness in the face of uncontrollable circumstances
not examples of mote general virrues which will remain important even
under non-oppressive circumstances, since there will atways be circum-
stances beyond our control?

Against Bowden’s cdtique of these virtues, it might be atgued that
oppressive circumstances merely exacetbate their importance, but do not
give them the status of virtues which they would not have had uader
non-opptessive circumstances. Similarly, most feminists would waat to
assert the value of developing and maintaining caring relationships, but
probably not to the extrerne degree that Noddings does. Hence the
attempt to point to distortions is itself open to dispute.

The second enquity does not fare much better, since there is at
least a question whether there ate any instances of cate that escape dist-
ortion. It might be thought that friendships, or lesbian relationships,
cannot be distorted, since they are both obvious candidates for egalitar-
ian relationships and are, moreover, entered into voluntarily. However,
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as becomes clear in Hoagland’s Lesbian Ehics (1988), even lesbian relat-
ionships may be distorted, since they are invariably entered into by
women whose moral character is shaped by their social circumstance, In
fact, a fait amount of Hoagland’s argument is devoted to identifying
such distorted characteristics so rhat geauine moral agency can develop
between lesbians. Lesbian motal agency, according to Hoapland, cannot
be taken for granted, but has to be achieved (Hoagland 1988}, and a
parallel atgument might be made about triendship. Even in these relat-
ionships, then, there can be no insulation from the distorted baggage
women bring with them, hence they cannot be used by the care theordist
as examples of undistorted care,

The problem of distortion, in other words, implies that there are
no pockets of non-distorted cating to be found, and hence that the
theodsation of undistorted care can only ever be guesswork. However,
apart from Card and Hoagland, and to some extent Bowden, care theor-
ists have not been very aware of this problem, preferring instead to get
on with theotising care in various ways in the first place. This is not
surprising, since the problem of distortion will be difficult to notice for
somebody whose project is to recover care and to develop 2 new care-
based approach in mogal theory. Of coutse, the care theorist will admit
that not all care is s good as it should be-—and this admission is relat-
ively easy to make—but she will not necessarly have thought about the
ways in which the very care that she wants to celehrate may be
systematically distorted by gender distinctions and oppression: the enth-
usiasm of theorsing care works very much against such reflecrion.

A problem related to the above three problems, but deriving from
the fact that other forms of oppression charactetise the social context of
care, 15 the problem of the potential multplicity of caring practices
amongst different groups of wormnen, s well as the problems created for
caring by structures of oppression between groups of women. The re-
cognition of wvadgus ‘diffetences’-based on race /ethnicity, class,
sexuality—and the resulting challenge to any general theodsation of care
is something about which care theosists have not been very forthcoming,
Apart from the occasional acknowledgement of such differences, care
theodsts have not taken the matter much further, since their interest
usually lies in a general theory of care. Indeed, the focus away from a di-
stoting social context towards ideal forms of care (as discussed above),
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suggests that such diffetences and failures to care ate part of the distort-
lons of care which need 10 be discounted in the search for ‘care as such’,
in abstraction from accidental variations and distordons.

Not surprisingly, only Hekman seems to have the theoretical
instruments for dealing with the challenge of difference by devising a
much mote fragmented theory that owes more to postmodern thought
than (o care theoty (Hekman 1995, but see Tronto 1993 for a care-based
attempt to endotse difference). However, the price of such an approach,
it seems, is the complete lack of substantive theorsation of care. In post-
ulating multple moral voices and selves constituted by multiple mozal
discourses, Hekman does not focus on care at all, but instead on the
relation between moral voice and the self, and thus ultimately, in
Foucauldian terminology, on the constmction of the subject rather than
ethics. The questions raised by the last two problems of distortion and
difference, therefore, revolve ultimately around the same issue, that is,
whether the care theotist should take actual or ideal care as the paradigm
for her theory. Whilst the problem of distortion points towatds a theot-
isation of ideal care, the ptoblem of difference, much as the problems of
exploitation and oppressive association, highlights the importance of
taking actual care into account as well.

In sum, of the three problems detiving from the gendered social
context of care, the first two are relatively easy to deal with. It is the
explicit questioning of the link between women’s gendered identity and
care that allows feminists to argue against the naturalised and oppressive
identification of women with cate, whilst the problem of exploitation
can be met by acknowledging the need for some considetations of
justice in 2 feminist ethic of care and by calling for social justice for
women in the social disttibution and otganisation of care.

The problem of the distortion of care is much more difficulr 1o
take account of, and has mostly been neglected by care theotists. It is
here that, it seems to me, a lot mote critical and reconstructive worl will
have to be done by cate theorists in order 10 meet the challenge that
their theodies are cortupted by the oppressive conditions under which
care takes place.

It is only the most obvious kinds of distortion of care that have
been discussed, such as self-sacrificing or self-denying forms of care, and
the subservience and misplaced pgratitude of cafing women towards
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cared-for men, but the strongest and most astute critics have either
chosen to reject care theory as an approach (Card), or have developed a
moral theory that applies explicidy only to a small group of women who
appear 10 be best placed to escape gendered distortions, ic. lesbians
(Hoagland), Bowden’s criticism of Ruddick remains non-consequéntial
because she fails to discuss this cfiticism as a more general problem for
care theory. Lasdy, the related problem of differences between women
poses a futther challenge reversely related to the problem of distortion.
There is, therefore, a crucial issue in, and considerable further work to
be done on, the question of what kind of care to theordse in the first
place.

Despite these difficulties, the appeal of choosing the second hom
of the dilemma is considerable. As the vast care literature indicates, care
has turned out to have an enormous thecretical potential as well as
resonance with many women, whether cate theorists or not. Thus
Ruddick’s question about whether there was thought in mothering—and
by extension, in care—was answered positively by the numerous theot-
i5ts who embarked upon the exploration and formulation of spedific
conceptions of care and versions of the ethic of care, as well as by those
who could see their own practice captured in those conceptions.

Of course, the enthusiasm penerated by care theory can be dis-
counted by those critical of it as a form of ‘false consdousness’. It seems
to tne, however, that this would be too easy and superficial a response to
what has been a theoretical development hitherto uaprecedented in
second-wave feminism, and one that is rivalled only by the advent of
postmodernist theory. That very fact must surely mean something about
the validity of the project of theorising cate, even if it has its problems.
In the next section, I tum to the ‘care-versus-justice’ debate that has
been central to care theory.

IIT) Care Versus Justice

Gilligan’s introduction of the ‘different voice’ of care marked the devel-
opment of the subsequent discussion by setting up a categorical
distinction between the ethic of cate and the ethic of justice and rights
(Gilligan 1982). Gilligan interpreted this distinction as pertaining both to
formal and substantive characteristics: formally, the ethic of care was
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contextualised, partial, and particular where the ethic of justice was
ptincipled, mmpartial and universal; with respect to theit content, the
ethic of care focused on care, responsibility and relationships, where the
ethic of justice was about justice, rights and autonomy.

Most of the initial philosophical discussion focused on the formal
characteristics, interpreting the two ethics as two moral approaches, per-
spectives or frameworks with murually exclusive chatacterisics. Some
contributors to this discussion played down its novelty by redudng it to
problems that had been discussed befote in moral philosophy (e.g. Sher
1987), whilst othets wete keener on exploting the differences, points of
contention, and the question of the possible compatibility between the
two perspectives (see Kittay and Mevers 1987, Hanen and Nielsen 1987,
Larrabee 1993, Held 1995).

Aristotle, Hume or the Scottish Enlightenment were refetred to,
although not uncntically, as possible theotetcal models for the new alt-
emnative care perspective (Tronto 1993 and Bubeck 1995, Baier 1987b
and 1994, and Tronto 1993, respeciively). In its focus on formal
contrasts, the care/justice discussion converged with the crtique of the
impartial and universalist neo-Kantian and uiilitarian approaches that
had held sway in contemporary moral and politcal philosophy.

Care theorists took on some of the above criticisms (Friedman
1993, Tronto 1993, Baier 1994), and contributed to the revival of vittve
theoty and a focus on moral character as an alternative approach (Card
1991 and 1995, Tronto 1993). They also explored new avenues, how-
ever, such as new moral episternologies that relied less on abstract
reason, incorporated moral emotions and provided a way of making
sense of women’s different moral experiences (e.g. Ruddick 1989, Held
1993, Walker 1995). :

An important part of feminist arpument consisted in the
development of points of cdtique of the ethic of justice. What was under
cfitique was its focus on principles; its insistence on universalizability as
the cdtedon of the motal; its preoccupation with impartiality and its
related inability to make sense of the morality of personal, close relation-
ships; its failure to give an account of obligations and responsibilities
which are not chosen but are nevertheless a source of moral value and
motivation, and last, but not least, its silence about care and the moral
experience of women (e.g. Baier 1987a, Held 1987, Blum 1993). Most
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critics, however, were careful not to conclude that care as an alternative
framework could, as it were, cover the whole of morality: they usually
stressed that justice in some form is also needed (e.g Friedman 1987,
also Friedman 1993).

There is, in this early discussion, some confusion over the level at
which care and justice are discussed. The opposition between care and
justice is usually represented as formal, ie. as relating to the way moral
1ssues are thought ahout and moral value is derived. However, the insist-
ence on the need for justice within an ethic of care calls for justice not as
2 petspeciive, but as a moral value that retains importance. Thus, calls
for the integration of some element of justice move to the content level:
justice is now discussed not as 2n approach, but s 2 valid moral value
which has to be retained in 2 care perspeciive.

As mentioned above, this confusion goes back to Gilligan, who
hetself discusses the ethic of care in termns of both formal and substantial
contrasts with the ethic of justice (Gilligan 1982). Gilligan’s latet introd-
uction of the concept of a ‘Gesta’ from the psychology of perception to
characterise care and justice as two different petspectives or frameworks
continues this conflation, although it cleady stresses differences in
substantive interpretation of justice and care from the two different
perspectives (Gilligan 1987).

Thus there are two very different types of argument At the
formal level, the two perspectives, frameworks or approaches to moral-
ity are pitted against each other and are often argued to be incompatible,
fundamentally opposed and murually exclusive. At the substantive or
content level, however, it is much less clear why care and justice as two
different values or moral considerations would be thus incompatible,
rather than just being two aspects that people take inwo consideration
when evaluating moral questions,

The fermnist cotique of §ustice’, then, is two-fold: first, at the
fortnal level, it is a critique mainly of Kantian and utilitarian impartialisro
and, secondly, at the content level, it is a cdtique of the relegation of
personalised relationships and their morality, and thus of the relegation
of care a5 2 moral value and of women's moral expedence, to the
margins of moral theory,

The typical impartialist response to these criticisms is to argue
that care (as a substantive value or moral motivation) can easily be
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integrated into the justice frameworl, whilst criticising care as a frame-
work for being parochial and not universalist enough (e.g. Barry 1995,
for a critique of Barry sce Bubeck 1998a). Thus, as Jaggar has pointed
out, impartialist attempts at integration treat care in the same way that
domestic work was treated in political economy: “despite its indispens-
ability, its contdbution to the larger economy is disregarded or
marginalized’ (Jaggar 1995, p. 87).

If the question of “cate versus justice’ is thus ‘disaggregated’, the
discussion at the formal level has argmably run its course and also
displayed certain weaknesses. Thus there are undeniably differences
between care and justice as moral perspectives, but the differences have
tended to be overemphasised through oppositional contrasts and impl-
ausible stereotypes of the perspective that is cdticised. Such tendencies
can be found in both the care and the justice camps. The effect of such
oppositional discussion in ferninist cate theorists is that justice continues
to be thought of in oppositional terms not only at the formal level, from
which it derives, but also at the substantive level. Unformnately, this
makes for an implavsible theorisaton of care,

At the formal level, principles are often rejected, although it is not
clear whether principles are rejected as such, or only insofar as they ate
used inflexibly 2nd without regatd to context in moral decision making.
Only strong particularists would reject the possibility of generalisation
and thus the possibility of principles altogether, All other theotists may
still endorse principles as part of an ethic of care, as Aristotelian-type
generalisations, for example, or as rules of thumb. The relevant question
in this latter position, howevet, is not whether an ethic should be princ-
ipled, but what rufe prnciples should play in an ethic, ,

Similacly, at the substantive level, many care theotists have piven
justice an antagonistic role in relation to care whilst calling for its integr-
ation into the care perspective. Thus, for example, both Held and
Tronto call for justice as a necessary corrective to what they think are
dangers of parochiality and capriciousness in care (Tronto 1993, pp.
170f; Held 1993, pp. 75£f respectvely). However, justice might be seen
as much more otganically integrated into a care perspective, in so far a5
considerations of justice form part of the kind of thinking thar arises
from the practice of care. For example, the idea that those in need are
entitled to the care they need, or that equal needs should be responded
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to equally, would seem to belong quite obviously and non-
antagonistically i a care ethic, even though these are clearly consider-
ations of justice (cf Bubeck 1995, ch. 5; sce also Held's much less
oppasitional discussion of the ‘moral law’ as a “moral minimum’”: Held
1993, p. 38). Again, what s at issue is not so much whether justice can be
integrated into a care petspective, but Jow it is to be integrated.

In answers to this latter question, the ‘oppositional model’ has
unfortunarely had too strong a hold on theorists’ minds. This is not to
s2y, of course, that justice and care may not conflict—as other values
may conflict under certain circumstances, T am suggesting, however, that
it should not be assumed that these values necessarily do conflict, and
that we need to investigate in more detail whete and how they may be in
conflict. The most fmitful avenues for discussing care in relation to jus-
tice, therefore, seem to me to lie at the substantive level, especially once
the assumption of an antagonistic relation between care and justice is
forsaken.

More generally, the project of the ethic of care, especially if ir is
thought of as a new motral perspective and competitor amongst other
perspectives in the field of morality, forces its theorsts to think not just
about the relation between care and justice, but about the place of care
in relation to other values snch as autonomy, liberty, equality, privacy
and the like, Similarly, at the mote formal level, care theodsts need to
discuss the ethic of cate in relation to other non-principled types of
moral framework, such as virtue ethics or moral particularism, as well as
with respect to meta-ethical approaches such as naturalism.

Future work in these areas would contdbute significantly to furth-
et progiess in the specification of the various theoretical possibilities and
moves within, the ethic of care discussion. Such work would free us from
the both narrow and confused focus on care veraus justice.

IV) Moral Dangers

The problems associated with care as an ethic can be divided into those
dedving from the social context in which care takes place—specifically
the sexual division of labour—and inherent ones, that is problems which
dertve from the charactedstics of care as an activity or practice. I have
addressed the former kind of problems in section TI. In this section, T
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want o focus on the latter type of problems, which T shall call the moral
dangets in care (cf. Tronto 1993, p. 170). The two types of problems ate
not necessarily unrelated, nor even easily divided inte these two categ-
oties, as the following example will make clear.

It might be thought that it is the oppressive ideal of selflessness
and self-denial that underlies wotnen's exploitation as carers, and there is
no doubt that this ideal conttibutes to their exploitation. Care, however,
is an inherenty ‘other’-ditected activity and a response 1o perceived need
in othets. Hence thete is 2 danger of caress exhausting themselves, even
‘losing’ themszelves, by responding too much to others. This danger be-
comes a certainty undet opptessive, exploitative circumstances, but argu-
ably exists at least as a danger even without them,

The danper of self-loss, in other words, is inherent in the practice
of care. Now it might be objected that this danger onaly afises in persons
whose self is somehow damaged already, since they would otherwise not
let themselves get to the point of complete exhaustion, burn-out, or self-
loss. After all, carers are able, at least in principle, to choose freely when
to stop cating for others and to take care of their own needs instead.
However, there is reason to think that self-loss is an existential danger
for any person living with and telating to others, witness Kierkegaard:

The biggest danget, that of losing oneself, can pass off

in the world as quietly as if it were nothing; evety other

loss, an arm, a leg, five dollars, a wife {si), etc. is bound

to be noticed (quoted in Hampton 1993, p. 135).

Because cate is essentially other-directed and responsive to others,
care exposes people to just this danger of losing themselves in relation to
others and of not even noticing. (Love does, too: some things we do just
are risky in cestain ways.) By contrast, self-interested actions or practices
expose people to the converse danger, that is, 10 the loss of the other
and of meaningful relations to others. An ethic of care, therefore, has to
address the danger built into the practice it is based on. One way it can
do 50 is by integrating considerations or values which will allow carets to
strike the right balance between caring for others and for themselves.

It is not immediately obvious what the value counteracting the
danger of self-loss might be. Is it 2 healthy selfishness, as Nietzsche th-
ought? Ts it equality, which implies the equal validity of one’s own. needs,
as Gilligan suggests in her conception of the mature stage of the ethic of
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care (Gilligan 1982)? Is it autonomy, as Clement argues (Clement 1995)?
Or self-authorship (Hampton 1993)? Or is it even the ideal of caring its-
elf, which implies the need to maintin our own spirits as caters
(Noddings 1984)? The last suggestion, although entirely possible in an
ethic of care, is relatively unattractive because it reduces the moral realm
to cate and care alone {which is what Noddings tends 1 do in her
version of the ethic of care). More importantly, the suggestion is impl-
ausible because it suggests that the self is only worth looking after in so
far as it serves the ideal of care,

T also take it that most ethic of cate theorists would not want to
side with Nietzschean selfishness, but it is not clear which of the other
suggestions is most attractive. Fquality-—a value usually assumed o be
part of the justice’ rather than the ‘care’ family of values—might be an
interesting choice in so far as it forces care theorists to think about how
equality could be integrated into the ethic of care. Autonomy and self-
authorship (which, in Hampton’s discussion, is a kind of autonomy), do,
however, seem equally plausible candidates, though they may not be
quite as theoretically challenging as equality.

What all of these suggestions, except Noddings’, have in comm-
on, is that they force care theorsts to look beyond the theorsation of
cate itself, and to reach back into a much wider moral realm populated
by values extraneous to, or at any rate not directly detiving from, care
irself. Other moral dangers in care point in a similar direction. They also
taise a question about whether and to what extent a danger dezving
from care can be responded to theoretically by a particular conception of
care, and how much the tesponsc takes one outside care itself.

Take the much more often discussed question of parochialism,
that is the question of whether cate is too restricted in its scope because
it s mostly given on the basis of already existing relationships. Whether
this is a rnoral danger of care, rather than a deformation of the practice
of care, depends on one’s conception of the livk between particular
relationships and care.

1f the particularity of care is stressed through a definition of care
which links it to particular relationships, there clearly is a danger that
carers will not feel called to respond to those to whom they do not have
some kind of relationship (see Noddings 1984). By contrast, if care is
defined as the meeting of needs, cate is not necessagly confined to
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existing relationships and can, at least in principle, be extended to
anybody (see Bubeck 1995). In this case, parochiality is not a danger
inherent in care, but a failure of moral sensitivity which causes a failure
to care whete one should care. However, if cate were defined as
particular—hence if parochialism were indeed a danger inherent in care,
thus conceived—care theotsts would need to integrate notions of equal-
ity, impartiality or democracy into their version of the ethic of care (e.g,
Tronto 1993, pp. 170-72).

Other moral dangers have been discussed telatively little, but
deserve a lot more attention. There are problems with the boundaties
between carer and cared-for, in that the very nature of cate as a response
to need in others harbours the danger that carers rush in and take over
for the other, attempting to solve the cared-for's problems for them
where it might be mote appropriate to let the cared-for find solutions in
their own time and at their own cost. Again it is not clear whether this is
a question of good care itself, or whether it is a question of respect for
the cared-for, of prvacy or of liberty. A similar danger is the carer's
possible inattention to the cared-for’s own conception of her needs if
this conception conflicts with that of the caret. Is this 2 danger inherent
in care, and how is such ‘matemalism’ best avoided?

Some care theosdsts would claim that attentiveness as 4 virtue
implies attention not only to the needs of those cared for, but also to
their views about these needs, bence would argue that this danger can be
'taken care of with the resources of care theory itself. Other theorists ate
more suspicious and want to insist on the ‘democratisation’ of care
(Tronte 1993, p. 171), or on the rights of those cared-for, be it a right to
their own voice or simply a liberty-right to be respected in their beliefs,
choices and decisions. (Democratic and fghts conceptions, however,
run into problems if those taken care of fail to be fully able to express
their wishes and act on their choices, as is the case, for example, with
frail or confused eldetly people ot children, These problems of unexpr-
essed needs and wishes are ones that care theoty can deal with much
more easily because it focuses on the response to petceived need, wheth-
er this is expressed ot not)

The list of moral dangers inherent in the practice of cate could,
no doubt, be extended—ithe abuse of power by the carer is an obviouns
further example—and clearly much more discussion is needed of any of
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these dangers as well as of the best theoretical response to them. I have,
however, suggested the following thtee points in this section. First, there
are dangers inherent in the practice of care, and these need to be taken
sedously by cate theotists. Second, care theorists might disagree over
whether these dangers derive from care itself, and such disagreement is
based on different conceptions of care. Third, care theorists will conse-
quently disagree over whether the dangers can be appropriately respond-
ed to with the tesources of care theory itself, or whether other values
have to be integrated into the ethic of care to do so. In addressing these
dangers, however, most care theotists will be led to a much richer
discussion of care in relation to other moral values.

V) The Ethic of Care, Politics and The Public Sphere

One of the interesting questions thrown up by the ethic of care discuss-
ion is the possibility of using the care perspective to rethink politics and
the values that should govern the public sphere, institutions and politics.
Ruddick’s work on maternal thinking was groundbreaking in this resp-
ect: she uses her conception of mothering and maternal thinking to
imagine how women would participate in, and think differentdy about,
politics and political issues (Ruddick 1989, Part III). Specifically, her
interest lies in peace politics and the development of an approach to
conflict solution that is different to both the legitmation of defensive
wars In just war theory, on one hand, and the “tealist’ acceptance of any
form of conflict, incleding war, on the other (cf. also Noddings 1989, ch.
7 and Held 1993, ch. 7).

Cominpg from a civic republican tradition, Dietz has questioned
the validity of Ruddick’s theoretical move from mothering and maternal
thinking to politics 2nd political theory on the grounds that mothers do
very different things than citizens, and operate according o corresp-
ondingly different values and standards (Dietz 1985), What motivates
her argument ultimately is a categorical distinction between the public
and private sphere —a distinction which civic republican thinkers have
defended in the past (see Arendt 1958), and which, if valid, would render
any translation between the two spheres inconceivable. Feminists have,
of course, criticised just that distincton (see Okin 1991), but, in this
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instance, it seemns to me, the emus prabandi does lie on those who want to
make the translation to show that it is possible and fruitful to make it

There are at least four ways in which such 2 translation from the
pfivate practice of care into the public sphere of politics can be made.
Fitst, and least controversially, private concerns can be translated into
public and/or political ones. Thus, concerns ahout the meeting of needs,
which any carer typically has, can be transformed into more general
concems with the social distribution of cate and the meeting of needs by
the welfare state which may be voiced in public and political discussion
{Fredman 1987, Bubeck 1995).

Second, privately held values can become public ones, such as 2
commitment to peace (Ruddick 1989), ot a stress on the importance of
meeting needs (Tronto 1993, p. 168; Clement 1996, ch. 5). Third, the
ptivate vittues of carers may be argued to be important also i citizens’
interactons with each other. Thus, for example, Tronto has pointed out
that attentiveness to others, espedially to their difference or diversity, has
an important role in political discussion and decision-making, and a
similat argument might be made for the ability to negotiate conflicting
needs or the ability to respond creatively to seemingly irresolvable probl-
erms.

Fourth, private perspectives, derived from private practices, may
be translated into public and political ones—a claim most prominently
(and now rather unpopularly) made by feminist standpoint theorsts (e.g.
Ruddick 1989, pp. 127ff). Hence whether and what kind of translation
from private care to public action is valid surely must be argued case by
case rather than categorically. Ruddick’s and Tronto’s very divergent
work provides a good llustration of, and also a good case for making,
such creative moves, even if the details of their translations ate arguable.

The more specific discussion of dtizenship provides an inter-
esting point of convergence for a vardety of developments in moral and
political theoty {cf Kymlicka and Nerman 1994; Bowden 1997, ch. 4;
and Bubeck 1998h). Thus the tecent interest in notions of citizenship in
political theory has allowed concems with citizens’ virtues to entec the
fray. Where politcal theory after Rawls’ Theary of Justice (1972) was pre-
occupied with the justice of the state in its institutions and
(ze)distributive role, attention has now shifted onto citizens as political
subjects and agents. This new focus has penetated new questions about
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ciiizens, such as what virtues citizens should have in interaction with
each other as well as in their role as participants in public deliberation
and action.

The answer to this question has mostly been discussed 1a the avic
republican tradition, but liberal political theorists have made their entry
into this debate (Galston 1991, Macedo 1992), and there is, in prindple,
no reason why care theorsts should not contribute translations of the
virtues required in care, provided these virmes can be given a meaningful
intespretation in a sphere for which they were not otiginally developed.
As I pointed out above, “attentiveness’ may be an important virtue that
care theotists can contribute. Altematively formulated and extended, the
ability to histen and engage in constructive discussion with others may be
an important virme that can inftially be learnt in caring relationships with
others, but can then be extended to the more impersonal relationships
of the public sphete. The recent revival of interest in virtue ethics in
moral philosophy more generally is similarly pertinent in the discussion
of citizenship. It can provide a more systematic and general account of
virtue and a virtue-based approach and thus inform the discussion of
citizens” virtues.

A last meeting point around cirzenship, more tentative and un-
likely perbaps, but possibly the most intetesting, might be seen to
emerge between these recent developments in the analytical Anglo-
American political and moral philosophy, on the one hand, and the disc-
ussion of agomnistic forms of democracy by postinodern political theos-
ists, inspired by both Nietzsche and the late Foucanlt, on the other (e.g.
Connolly 1991 and Owen 1995). What these otherwise very divergent
and seemingly incompatible sttands of philosophy share in common in
this instance is their interest in the citizen as primaxily an ethical subject
and agent and, more generally, the use of an ethical, virtue-based
approach to think about politics. Thus, both strands ate interested in the
interactions between citizens, including their role in keeping democratic
political institutions alive. Agonistc conceptions of demaocracy, however,
usually stress the need in citizens to compete with and contest each
other in their assertion of themselves, their identities and theit concept-
ions of the good (Owen 1995, ch. 6; Connolly 1991, ch. 6). They also
base their discussion on a conception of ethics as the cate of the self,
suggesied by the late Foucault who was, in his turn, influenced by the
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Nietzschean idea of self-creation and self-overcoming as the basic
concern of ethics (e.g. Foucault 1996).

The ethics which is to inform citizens” actions and interactions is,
therefore, conceived very differently by the two different strands of
theory, and the contrast is particulady acute between cthic of care
theorists” stress on caring for others in need and agonistic theorists’
stress on strfe and competition in citizens’ efforts to interact primasily
as self-creators. Hence despite their shared ethical interest, it is hard to
see what meeting ground, or even common language, thete may be
between agonistic and care theorists. Both, however, lay claim to the
same terrain, particulatly the theodsation of politics 25 informed by
differences between citizens (esp. Connolly 1991 and Tronto 1993).

It is tempting to call for a synthesis of these two approaches to
difference, and for a politics informed by both the ‘pathos of distance’
(Connolly 1991) and the sympathetic ‘engrossment’ into the lives of
others (Noddings 1984), I shall, however, resist the temptation, and
instead simply suggest that such a theoretical encounter might produce
fascinating results.

The extension of care theory into political theory and philosophy
thus promises to be both interesting and creative. Whilst I can only ind-
icate possible areas of discussion here, it seems to me that this is one of
the areas where further engagement could be truly innovative.

VI) Conclusion

Throughout my review of the ethic of care, its discussion and issues
arising from it, T have emphasised new perspectives and questions and
suggested new avenues for futther work and discussion. It is 2 mark of
maturity in a discussion if the initial seemingly straightforward argum-
ents and positions come to appear obviously simplistic. The ethic of care
discussion has clearly reached this point of maturity. Whilst some motal
theorists might feel inclined 10 move on to new ateas, it is to be hoped
that others will stay on 2 bit longer and tackle some of the more difficult
and challenging questions I have tried to ask in this review.

Last, but not least, it might be approprate to revisit the question
whether the ethic of care project is a feminist one. The answet, it seems
to me, is cleatly thar it is, as lonog as the sodal contest of care is
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sufficieatly taken into account Care theory is feminist in so far as it
teclaims and revalues a practice that has been, and continues to be,
womern’s practice. It should also be obvious from my discussion of the
difference dilemma in Section II, however, that many feminists will
disagree about its desirability, and that some will be critical enough to
search for a feminist approach to ethics in other directions and areas.
Even so, the sheer volume of the ethic of care discussion agd the
enthusiasm it generated among philosophers and feminist theorists—
and women in general—should give pause to any feminist thus inclined.

It is certzinly worth reflecting further on the possible merts of such an
ethic.

Diermiuz Bubeck
" London School of Economics
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BOOK REVIEWS

Excitable Speech: A Politics of the Performative

Judith Butler, Routledge 1997

h/b £40.00 0 415 91587 2, p/b £12.99 0 415 91588 0

Words can be dangerous; they can be used as a sword that wounds. The
current political climate in the US exhibits an increased sensitivity to the
power of words and other forms of expression—witness the recent att-
empts to curb funds for homoerotic att, femninist campaigns against
pornography, and the “don’t ask, don’t telf policy of the US military.

American battles over wotds, including the (in)famous PC wars,
ate in part motivated by the particulatities of the US legal system and Bill
of Rights, The first amendment of the American Constitution protects
free speech, which includes wotds that may cause offence. The Supreme
Court has been turmed into a panel of judges who legislate’ by engaging
in hermeneudcal exercises. It is not surptising that the intetpretation of
words is a sensitive topic in the US.

In hert recent book, Exwitable Speech, Tudith Butler provides a lucid
analysis of the curtent linguistic wars, She discusses several ways in
which language is said to wound. These include hate speech, pornogr-
aphy, and the recent changes of policy towards homosexuals in the milit-
ary. Buder argues that legislation against injurious speech acts cannot
help those minorities that are vilified by these acts. This conclusion, as
Butler acknowledges, is not otiginal, Her reasons for teaching it, how-
ever, depend on 2 powerful aad innovative account of language and
agency. Although the topics she specifically addresses might seem mainly
relevant to the American situation, her account of language is not limited
to these patochial boundaties.

Butler holds that we are, in 2 fundamental sense, vulnerable to
words, Our very existence depends on being the kind of being that can
be addtessed in language. Linguistic violence, therefore, can thwart sutv-
ival. Buder atgues, however, that the current tarn to language betrays
deep-seated misunderstandings of how linguistic violence works.

Ironically for Butlet, the turn to language she warns us against s
sustained by performative accounts of language. For instance, as Butler
herself points out, Catharine MacKinnon’s campaign against pornogt-
aphy relies on taking pornographic material as a performative speech act.
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In this instance the performative is taken as a ‘doing’; it is treated as an
example of discriminatory conduci. Pornography would not merely enc-
ourage the vilification of women, it would enact it. Sirnilat arguments
have been provided for the claim that racial slurs and other mstances of
‘hate speech’ ate themselves injurdous conduct rather than simply an
inciterment to commit injurious acts.

These accounts, as Butler points out, seem to assume that speech
acts of this sort ate incapable of failure. The utterance itself is the realis-
ation of the intended effect. These speech acts cannot be null and void.
They must be banned. In this mannet, performative accounts such as
those described above tend 1o lose sight of the institutional contexts that
enable hateful speech. First, such explanations invest speakers with
complete responsibility for their speech acts. Since nothing besides the
utterance would be needed for discrimination to occur, the responsibility
for the injustice lies eatitely with the speaker. What remains hidden from
sight is that hate speech is efficacious only in given contexts. It thus be-
comes impossible to investigate the responsibility of the State in keeping
hate specch alive. By the same token, it thus becomes possible to
consider the State a5 a neutral adjudicator between individuals who hurt,
and who are hurt, with words. Second, Butler argues, these performative
accounts encourage a reduction of all injudes to injuries produced 1n
language. Once our attention has been diverted from those instimtional
structures that sustain discriminatory practices, it is easy to fall prey t©
the view that the cause of discrimination lies squarely with discrmin-
atoty speech and those who utrer it.

Those petformative accounts that Butler rejects invest langnage
with magical powets to bring about what it names. Paradoxically, they
achieve this aim by conceiving language as action, by denying its ling-
uistic narare. In their place, Butler proposes a different account of how
performative language works. She uses Austin’s distincion between
illocutionary and perlocutionary aspects of performatives to illustrate her
position. For Butlet, the magical view of language relies on an illocution-
ary reading of performatives. According to this reading, words perform
the very act they enunciate. ‘T promise’ would be an example of such a
speech act. Instead, Butler sugpests we provide a perlocutionary account
of hate speech. Speech acts bring about effects; they do not necessanly
cnact them.
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Unfortunately, on this point the use of Austinian terminology is
not helpful. It is nearly impaossible within that framework to reject the
view thar meaning is a marter of the speaker’s intentions. Furthermore,
Butler’s reading of the petlocutionary dimension of speech acts suggests
a causal view of language as a tool that brings about further effects. In
other words, the framewotk she adopts from Austin forces Buder to
oscillate between a voluntaristic 'and a determinist account of how lang-
uage functions as an intervention. This is the same oscillation which was
in evidence in her account of gender in her book, Gender Trowbe, in
which, I believe, Buder adopted what she would now call an
illocutionary’ reading of performatives.

However, in Exdtable Speech, Butler gives a powerful account of
the links between language, agency, and freedom. In my opinion, the
fulcrum of her views is the Hegelian view that freedom requires constr-
aint by norms. Freedom is incompatible with total lack of constraint;
hence, voluntaristc views are mistken, However, the sost of constrainr
that makes freedom possible is not causal; it is normative. Thus, determ-
inism is avoided. Of course, Butler does not use the words “freedom’ or
‘positive liberty’. Nevertheless, when one subsdtutes these words with
the term ‘agency’, what one gets is roughly Butler’s account. For her,
agency 1s enabled by notms that make some options possible in virtue of
eliminating others. Language is the embodiment of this normative dim-
ension of our lives. Finally, petformatives are the way in which nomms
are re-enforced and changed or subverted through and in language. This
is indeed 2 powerful picture of the cenmrality of language to human life
and politics.

Alessandra Tanesini
Unrversify of Wales, Cardiffl

The Psychic Life of Power: Theories in Subjection

Judith Butler, Stanford University Press, Stanford, California, 1997,
h/b £27.95 08047 28119, p/b £9.95 0 8047 28127

The Psychic Life of Power is Judith Butler’s ffth and most recent book. It
contains a serdes of essays, some previously published, others new, that
engage with debates in philosophy and psychoanalysis over the status of
the subject. In this respect, although not focusing explicitly on questions
of gender, The Pyychic Iife of Power continues to amplify some of the key
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themes of both Gender Tronble (1990) and Bodies Thar Matter (1993). In
contrast to these earlier works, however, this recent book focuses motre
explicidy on the possible intersecdons between, on the one hand, psych-
oanalysis (of a muminly Freudian kind) and, on the other, power and
politcs. It sets itself the task of both exploting the creative possibilities
of this encounter for our understanding of subjectivity while atteading
to its tensions.

One of the main concems of the book is the so-called ‘paradox of
power’ bequeathed by the likes of Foucauldian theory. (See ch. 3.) As
Buter puts it in her opening pages:

To be dominated by a power external to oneself is a

familiar and agonizing form power takes. To find, however,

that what “one’ is, one’s very formation as a subject, is in

some sense dependent upon that very power is quite

another (1-2).

How, Butler wanis to know, can we make sense of this process of
subjection? And, if subjection tequires out subordinadon or submission,
then, what does this say about out psychic state? How is it that we form

‘passionate attachments’ to out continued and repeated subjection to
power? In tesponding to these questions, Butler investigates the ‘tropol-
ogical’ status of subjection. Tropological is used in two senses: first, to
highlight the kind of ‘“turn’ necessary to subject-formation; second, to
refer to the use of tropes in discussions of the subject.

Examining various aspects of the work of Hegel, Foucault,
Nietzsche, Freud and Althusser, Butler discerns a common thread-—a
sort of circularity in their individnal accounts of subject formation-—thar
requites elucidation. Each account relies, according to Butler's interpret-
ation, upon the figure of ‘the turn” as a device for exposing the ways in
which subjects become wedded to pariicular self-identities. There 15 no
subject who actually makes the turn, since ‘the turn’ is itself in some
sense constitive of that very subject. Indeed ‘the tirn’ is merzphorical,
It stands, however, as the crudal moment in the generation of the
subject. A pood example of this is given in Buter's discussion of
Althusser in chapter 4.

Althusser’s account of interpellation relies upon a figural ‘tum’:
the moment at which the individual, responding to the call of the police,
turns to face the voice of the law. At that instant, the individual is sub-
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jected: she or he becomes a subject. The “turn’, in Butlex’s sense, is,
howevet, more than this moment of recogmitdon. It refers both to the
way in which power produces the subject (here through the process of
interpellation), and to the way in which the subject absorbs the power by
which it is inaugurated. [T]he subject’, she asserts, s the effect of power
in recoil’ (6). What does this mean? Butler's response is to atgue that
interpellation requires a pror theory of consdence. Something else is
needed to explain why any particular individual should tecognise herself
or himself as the addressee of the voice of the law. A account must be
given of the subject’s assumption of ‘guilt’.

Through a discussion of the role of unhappy consciousness in
Hegel (ch. 1), conscience in Nietzsche and Freud {(ch. 2), guilt in
Althusser (ch. 4) and melancholia in Freud (chs 5 and 6), Butler develops
an account of the formation of the ‘passionate attachments’ that subjects
develop to their subjection, Although having different qualities and
forms, in each instance a drive or 2 desire is turned back upon itself.
This has the effect of producing a psychic habit of sclf-crificism or
beratement that comes to be reinforced 23 conscience (ot guilt etcetera).
In the case of Nietzsche, it is this process that generates the capacity for
reflexivity in the subject Reflexivity, in turn, becomes the mode in
which desire is brought to the attention of the conscience. What Bufler
calls the ‘doubling back’ of desite produces, in itself, an attachment to
subjection through the production of thar very desire for reflexiviry that
subordinates the subject.

One of the difficulties with such a cirenlar account of subjection
is that it is difficult, if not impossible, to narrate. Grammar assumes al-
ready the very thing (the subject) whose ongins it is there w explain. As
such, subjection operates on a second level as a tropology: as a figure of
speech.

Importantly, one of Buder's achievements is to undermine any
necessary separation between the psychic and the social The ‘turn’,
fundamental o subjection, is itself regarded as producing the difference
between the intemal sphere (the psyche) and the external world of the
social. There is no ontological distinction between them. The social is
implicated in the formarion of psychic space, just as the psychic reinf-
orces the social This is exemplified very neatly in Butler’s final chaptes.
Here Butler considers the psychic states of ‘melancholy’, ‘ambivalence’
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and ‘rage’, and contests Freud’s claim that melancholy is a purely
psychogenic phenomenon. Butler argues, instead, that the social itself
demarcates the kinds of losses that can be grieved. It is thus instrurnental
in determining the parameters of melancholia in which certain express-
ions of grief ate foredosed.

It is in the more explicit discussions of the connections between
the psychic and the social that we get a glimpse of the political implicat-
ions of Butler’s analysis. While she drops the occasional hint about post-
Iiberation politics and post-liberation subjectvity, little is offered in the
way of a sketch of what either of these might look like, Indeed, with the
exception of chapter 5, where she flags the issue of how to grieve publ-
icly for those who die from AIDS—particulady when many of those
who die are precisely those for whom a particular kind of love is both
sodally, even psychologically, ‘impossible’—contemporary political
questions rarely figure. This is a pity. It would have been interesting to
see the ways in which actual passionate attachments help to configure,
not only the political itself, but also the kinds of political activity engaged
in by those passionately attached to specific identities.

This is an insightful and important book. It is well worth the
effort of reading,

Moaya Llpyd

QOrneer’s University, Belfast

Body- and Image-Space: Re-reading Walter Benjamin
Sigrid Weigel, (trans.) Geotgina Paul with Rachel McNicholl &
Jeremy Gaines, Routledge 1996

h/b £40.00 0 41510955 8, p/b £12.99 0 415 10956 6

Series: Warwick Studies in Furopean Philosophy, (ed.) Andrew
Benjamin

Relatively linde is known—in the English speaking wotld—of the work
of feminist wiiters in Gerrnany and the Getman speaking world. The
above publication is certainly a step towards making such work access-
ible o readers of English. Sigrid Weigel is ‘one of Germany’s leading
feminist theotsts and a renowned commentator on the work of
Benjamin’ (blurh on the back). The publication however, is not a trans-
lation of an already published book in German, but a compilation of

—“
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essays published separately and on different occasions over a pedod of
time. The essays appear here in 2 bock format for the first time.

Weigel's focus in Body- and Image-Space is on Benjamin’s concept of
Akiualitiy, which as the translators point out, is not easily translatable
nto English. ‘Aémalitir’ means more than ‘actuality’, more than ‘real’
and ‘existing at the present moment’. It generally also implies topicality
.and contemporary relevance, even fashionable starus, Weigel sceks to
interpret Benjamin through his concept of Akumakitiz, as she seeks to
demonstrate an affinity between Benjamia’s thought and contemporary
thoughr, espedally Prench post-structuralist and feminist theory. Thus,
the book includes short sections on Foucault and Kristeva, and shorter
comments on Lacan, Irigaray and others. The book’s mediated form of
publication—in English translation —adds another dimension to
Aksmabitir. the dimension of the Anglo-Ametican mediator of ‘the
Franco-Gemman relationship in philosophical discourse’. Weigel may
well see this as part of Akmalitir,

Partly because Body asd Image-Space wnas orginally conceived as
scpatate focused essays, it is not am introductoty text It does not
function to intoduce the work of Walter Benjamin, feminist philos-
ophical issues, nor the work of Getman femninist writers. Weigel assumes
her readers to be familiar not only with Benjamin’s work and the work
of the Frankfurt school, but also with a considerable range of French
poststructuralist and ferninist theory. The book is no doubt—as
Andreas Huyssen points out—2 major contrbution to historical
scholarship and contemporary critical debates’, and a ‘must-read for any-
one interested in Benjamin’s . 4k&mwaliris today’. However, it is 2 densely
wiitten beok which would ptobably prove too difficult for most under-
graduates. And yet, precisely because it is an edited collection of essays,
individual chapters could be used to support undergraduate teaching,

‘ Moreover, Weigel opens up a potentially interesting avenue for
_fermnism’s interest in Benjamin through het Interpretation of ‘body- and
mage-space’. In contrast to Christine Buci-Glucksmmanm’s femninist inter-
pretation of Benjarmin in Barague Reason: The Aesthetics of Modernity (trans
Sage, 1994), Weigel does not suggest that Benjamin proposed 2 theory of
femaleness. Neither does she interpret as utopian his dialectical images
and those crtical of progress. Her interest is not in Benjamin’s images of
the feminine, but in his textual practice. She explores the way in which




58 1B men’s sz‘la:qbﬁy Review

he transforms these and other images into what she calls ‘dialecrical’ or
‘thought-images’.

For Benjamin, Weigel points out, the ‘thought-image’ or ‘dial-
ectical-image’ is ‘dialectic at a standstill’, since according to Benjamin: ‘an
image is that in which the has-been comes together in a flash with the
Now to form 2 constellation’. The ‘dialectical image’ is “a snapshot
wrested from the continuum of time which, as the “Now of cognizab-
{lity” bears its previous and subsequent history within itself’.

To illustrate the above with an example of how Weigel uses it
towards a ferninist interpretation: she interprets Benjamin’s famous im-
age of the ‘angel of history’ in his “Theses on the Philosophy of History’
as presenting us with ‘not one, but three angels who are very different
indeed’ (56). The fiest image of an angel of history is the Iyrical voice in a
poem by Gershom Scholem called ‘Graus wn Angelus’ (‘Angel’s
Greeting):

My wing is teady for flight

T would like to turn back.

I£ I stayed titneless time,

1 would have little lnck
Weigel’s comments on this poem in ‘Towatds 2 Female Dialectic of
Enlightenment: Julia Kristeva and Walter Benjamin’ suggest that it can
be used to offer “a timeless perspective in which a morally superior “T”
turns its back on the world of todag—which can be read as the “male”
or “patriarchal” world’ (78). For a feminist to identify with this angel
would involve ‘stepping out of history” and adopting, for example, the
myth of a matriarchal prehistory.

Benjamin’s second angel of history is taken from a painting by
Klee, the .Angeles Novus. This angel ‘has Medusa-like features: an open
mouth, staring eyes, a frozen gaze’ (56). Weigel claims that in the frozen
horror of Klee’s image, the viewer becomes ‘caught under the spell of
the myth, entranced into fascinated identification with the position of
victim® (78). For a feminist to identify with this angel would be to see
women as victims, as survivors of oppression.

Benjamin’s third angel of history has a face that ‘is turned toward
the past. Where s perceive a chain of events, 4 sees ome single
catastrophe which keeps piling wreckage upon wreckage and huding it in
front of his feet’ (57). From behind the angel a storm is blowing. The
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storm comes from Paradise” and ‘drives him irresistibly into the futare.
What e call progress, this is the storm.’

St»ﬂl comparing Kristeva and Benjamin, Weigel notes that the
petspective of this third angel is explicitly distinguished from that of the
‘we’ or the ‘us’. By presenting us with an image of histoty that cannot be
reconciled with ‘ours’, Benjamin’s structure allows us to recognise two
alternative temporalities, and points to a third, Weigel is atguing that
women are also survivors, women also patticipate in the concept of
progress qua emancipation. She uses Benjamin’s third angel to break
opeti ‘the imaginary siructure based on the moment of identfication
which fails to tecognize what is hetetogeneous’ (78).

_ Weigel’s argument is developed more fully in “Der sebicknde Blick’
[hter.ally: a squinting or a cross-eyed look], a translated, shortened
version of which appears in Gisela Ecker (ed.) Faminiss Aesthetics (trans.
Women’s Press, 1986), under the title ‘Double Focus: On the History of
Women’s Wiiting’. Women can see beyond, or as VWeigel presents this
irmage ia Der schicknds BEE, women can see ‘cross-cyed’. At least, they
can see glimpses, albeit with one eye: an eye which strays, and a look
which is essentially defective. But, 25 she says in the essay on Kristeva
and Benjamin, women ‘are not to be compared with the angel of history;
for in l'hﬂ‘t they are suzvivors, participants in this history and this culture,
they are forced to turn their eyes away from those of the angel’ (79).

Though the book is essentially a collection of essays, these have
been edited and, on the whole, fit together remarkably well, Thete is a
sense of continuity and of development of arguments, though the feel of
a collection of essays remains present. Moreover, the translation is very
readable and clear, not an easy task considering the density of Weigel’s
anng and the complex sentence structure of the German original On a
crnica..l note, I feel that the book would have greatly benefited from a
shott introduction to Weigel’s work as a whole, and some explanation of
the editing wotk which took place. It is unclear when and where the
essays were whtten and first published, nor is it clear what role Weigel
T.DOk in the editing which turned the essays into 2 book, The existing
introduction and extensive bibliography are very helpful, but da not fully
answer the above. ¢
Nicola Foster
University College Suffalk
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Ferninist Intetpretations of G. W. F, Hegel

Patricia Jagentowicz Mills (ed.), Pennsylvania State University
Press 1996, h/b £39.50 027101490 3, p/b £16.50 0271014911
Series: Re-Reading the Canon, (ed.) Nancy Tuana

This collection, edited by Patricia Jagentowicz Mills, aims to provide a
representative sample of feminist crtical analyses of Hegel’s philosophy.
Mills makes a concerted effort to amass a diverse collection of papers:
including authors from a range of theoretical backgrounds, and papers
on various aspects of Hegel’s philosophy. She includes a chapter from
Irigaray’s Speaum of the Other Woman (1974), ‘The Eternal Irony of the
Commumity’, Carla Lonzi’s famous eatly papet, Tet’s Spit on Hegel’, and
papers by Mary O'Btien, Carole Pateman, Seyla Benhabib, Naomi Schor,
and David Farrell Krell (amongst others). This makes for an interesting
collection, which gives a good idea of the state of current feminist
reflection on Hegel

In her introduction, Mills helpfully contextualises this literature in
relation to Simome de Beauveir's original appropriation of Hegel’s
master/slave relationship in The Second Sexz wheteas Beauvoir constr-
ucted a theory of sexual oppression using Hegelian categories, recent
work has engaped with Hegel in a mote comprchensive and analytical
mannet, Mills divides the book into three sectioms: critical papers on
Hegel’s conceptions of women and the family (in his Philsophy of Right
and Phenomenology of Spirid); papers on Hegel's aesthetics; and relatively
constructive accounts of Hepel's views on state, family and communic-
ation. As this reveals, then, most feminist work on Hegel focuses on his
philosophy of spirit. There is no sustined discussion here of Hegel’s
Lagic, Philosophy of Nature, ox philosophy of religion.

The crucial debate that emerges hete is ovet the extent to which
Hegelian categories can be retrieved by feminists. Heidi Ravven, for
example, argues that Hegel's conception of political subjectivity can
apply to women as much as men, and is not intrinsically connected with
his project of confining women to domesticity. This approach contrasts
with a more critical perspective which connects Hegel’s misogyny to his
‘logic of identity’ (Benhabib, Itigaray, Mills, and Krell).

Writers of the latter persuasion are concerned to subvert the
Hegelian process of achieving reconciliation between subject and object,
universal and particular. For Hegel, this process involves the discovery,
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by thfz subject or universal, that the object or particular, which it had
exp‘enenced as 4 conttadictory and alien force, is 2 necessary condition
of its own existence, and s does not contradict it at all. The subject is
T.hereby ‘teconciled’ with the object. For many authors, this reconcliat-
ion happens only because the particular has already been defined in
relation to the universal’s own requirements. Recondhlation thus dep-
ends upon the prior loss of independence or alterity by the particular.
_Benh‘a.bib, for instance, writes: “The subject posits its opposite and loses
ttself in its other, but is always restared to selfhood via the argument that
ﬂ-Je_ “other” is but an estension or an externalisation of oneself ... The
vision of Iegelian reconciliadon has long ceased to convince: the
thﬂmess of the other is that moment of itony, reversal, and inversion
with which we must live’ (41). In defence of the independent other,
Benhabib argues that Hegel's (domestic) definition of woman depend;
upon the suppression of a genuinely independent and particular woman
(T_he independent woman of Hegel’s Germany), while Mills unearths a
similar suppression of aspects of Antigone, the champion of the parti-
cular against the State.
The difficulty in making such critiques of Hegel, however, is that
Hegel could reply that he does think that the particular othet fs indep-
éndent of the subject: it is indeed posited by the subject, but as an
indgpendent teality. The moment of reconciliation 13, then, the subject’s
acceptanes that this reality is irreducibly independent, and is required by
thf:- subject precisely # & divergent and irreducible. To sustain the
catique of Hegel, an analysis of Hegel’s metaphysics and his philos-
ophical system s # whok is tequired. While the themes of Hegel’s
co’nnections of women with particularity and matetiality, and of men
Wlth universality and conceptuality, are repeatedly broached in this coll-
ection (by Schor, Eric O. Clarke, Mills, and Benhabib), no such holistic
analysis is provided. Ta giving such a balanced and interesting overview
o‘f feminist thought on Hegel, then, Mills’ collection also indicates some
directions that ferninist reflection here could fruitfully take.
Alison Stone
University of Sussex
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Feminism and Aacfent Philosophy

Julie K. Ward (ed.), Routledge 1996

h/b £40.00 0415 916011, p/b £12.99 0415 91602 X

If the basic impulse of liberal feminism is to extend an alteady constit-
uted framework of rights to include wotnea as well as men, many essays
in this collection may be thought of as liberal feminist philosophy, aim-
ing to extend an already constinated philosophical framewortk to include
women as well as men. In so far as this is tme, the reader is presented
with an interesting slice of philosophical life: women working on ancieat
philosophy in US philosophy departments.

Unfortunately, the result is often less local ot perspectival than
patochial. The presentation of putative feminist positions is sometimes
simplistic or even naive. Both Debotah Achtenbetg and Marcia Homiak,
fot example, argue against a vetsion of feminist ethics in which
Chodotow and Gilligan are taken to advocate either a complete lack of
separation in personal relationships, or an ethic of care that completely
eschews reason. When, then, Aristotle is showm to argne for both
separateness and connection as conditions for human flousishing
{Achteaberg, 115), the superiotity of his ethical theory over feminist
ethics is supposedly demonstrated. However, it is doubtful whether
anyone working in feminist ethics would actually deny these conditions.

As outlined in Julie K. Ward's introduction (xiv), the aim of many
of these papets is to use careful analysis and elucidation of primary texts
to defend a particular classical thinker ot school against unfair, or even
muddleheaded, feminist criticism. On this point the scholarship of these
authors—ancient Greek readers to a woman—is not in question, even if
in one case (Elizabeth Asmis on the Stoics) the concern to rebut the
charge of sexism smacks of sophistry.

Behind every complete or partial defence, however, lies the
petvasive assumption that the hard core of a philosophical theory can be
extracted from the unimportant dettitus of the cultural assumptions
which are bound to be found along with it. This is most evident in 2
footnote to Ward’s essay on friendship in Adstotle: in the same way that
[Asistotle’s] political theory may be considered in abstraction from his
claims about slavery, so too, his theoty of virtue and friendship may be
separated from his claims about gender equality’ (249). Ward thus begs

Wamen's Phitosophy Review 63

'l;he qucs‘tion with which a whole body of feminist philosophy began, and
in 50 doing maybe even catapults the debate back several decades, ,

As Fhe preceding example perhaps shows, many of this reviewer’s
quarrels with the collection could also be cast as quarrels between differ-
ent traditions of philosophy, since much that is taken for granted is
ﬂlsewh‘e're precisely that which is the focus of the most intense and rigor-
ous crmf:a.l scrutiny. Homiak, for example, argues thar “the fact that the
rational ideal fin Aristotle] has been, or can be used 1o exclude particular
groups from thar ideal does not show that the ratiogal ideal is defective’
(120). And one would have to agree. But to then assume that the rational
ideal is thetefore umproblematiz is quite another thing.

_Snnﬂar objections could be raised against another author, Susan
B. Levin, when she defends Plato’s Republic against chasges of sexism
Her defence works by making a distinction between ‘talk of women a;
they ate presently and talk of them as they might be if assessed and
e(ilucated based on the calibre of their souls’ (26). The justificaiion for
this depends explicitly on the assumption that the nature of ‘the soul’ in
Plato is essentially sexless (27). Here, agatn, what is taken for granted is
precisely that which is questioned or contested in much feminist philos-
ophy: the sexlessness of souls or selves.

.{\ccording to another author in this volume, Daryl McGowan
Tress, it is only the inappropriate application of modern feminist dern-
ax':4ds to classical metaphysics that gives tise to the ‘perception’ of gendet
bias. She writes: ‘Because feminism is centrally concerned with power
arfd Eo]itics, it tends to have linle use for metaphysics and litfle patience
with it’ (32). The implication that ferninism and metaphysics are incomp-
atible is one from which not a few ferninist metaphysicians would, no
doul?t, beg to differ. Furthermore, the further aspersion that fem;nist
?:ead.m-gs of ancient metaphysics ate bound in some way €0 be philosoph-
ically inadequate is, as Kathleen C. Cook says in a critical response to
Ttess, ‘antiferninist rhetoric’ (232). In fact, Cook’s contribution to the
thlume—-a scholarly, sophisticated fomznis teading of Adstotle on gener-
ation—is, simply by virtue of its existence, an eloguent refutadon of
Tress.

; These critical remarks do nor preclude a recognition of the form-
idable philosophical accomplishments of the authots collected here.

, :I‘here are Interesting and informative expositions in all of the above-

.—M
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mentioned essays. This i3 also true of other essays: the repf:?nt ofa wﬁelﬂl«
known essay by Julia Annas on ‘Plato’s Repwblic and Feminism’; Patricia
Cutd’s attempt to relate Adstotelian ethics to Virginia Woolf; J‘Xmle-
Mare Bowery’s analysis of the narrative structure of Plato’s jj/mj.‘mnum:
The final essay, by Martha Nussbaum, is a joy. Concefn.rattgg
mostly on Epicurus, Nussbaum reflects, via Foucault, on the sogal ong-
ins of desire. Without sounding at all preachy, she makes her ph.tlcw?‘oph»
ical and socio-political point. It is difficult not to conclude that %t is the
more ecumenical sweep of Nussbautn’s terms of reference that gives het
essay the depth and fichness that some of the others lack. As a final
note, a comparison of my commenis with Amber Jacobs’ review of
Nancy Tuana (ed.), Feminist Interpresations of Plate (in HV-PR 15)’ Wou‘ld
teveal muny similarities. Obviously the reviewers’ own philosophical bia-
ses must be admitted. Howevet, in both cases it is—contra Tress——tfle
absence of any sedous engagement with contemporary {‘continental’?)

feminisms that makes some of these essays philosophically uasatisfying.
S#ella Sandford

Middlesexe University

Tu che mi guardi, tu che mi raccont: Filosofia della
narrazione

Adriana Cavarero, Milan: Feltrinelli Editore 1997

p/b Lire 22,000 88 07 47011 X ‘

In this book Adriana Cavarero provides 2 new feminist approach to the
debates about identity and the self. She tejects both modern accouats of
the subject and postmodem endorsements of a fragmented self, Tnstead,
she views the self as constituted by tales natrated by others, These axc
tales which tell the story of our own lives. They constitute the self and its
identity because they construct a pattern out of the succession of events
that make up 2 life. These life stories show the uniqueness of each indiv-
idual. They show how each one of us differs from any other. ‘

At the same time these tales, because they present each life as
unique, confer unity on it What brings the events constituting a life tog-
ether, what gives unity to them, is the sense of unigueness conveyed by
life narratives. Thus, this unity, which is necessaty for identity, possesses
1o substantive reality. It is brought about by tales. Hence, our desire: to
heat the story of our own life, which makes us ask: “who am I?, is a

R EE————
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desire for an identity that can only be conferred by others, The reality of
the self, therefore, is essentially dependent on relations 1o other individ-
uals; it is dependent on how we appear to them,

Cavartero develops her account of the self through an investg-
ation of storytelling from Homer to Scheherazade in The Thousand and
Onz Nights and Katen Blixen (Isak Dinesen). Her detailed commentaries
of stories of storytelling build upon het eadier work. For example,
Cavarero atgued in In § pite of Plato that the philosopher’s obsession with
death amounts to a symbolic matridde: to an attempt to fotget birth as
constitutive of our existence. In her latest book Cavarero Tetutns to this
theme. She holds that we can understand the self only if we think about
itin terms of its beginning, At birth we are exposed to others who will
tell us our story. At this moment, 1t is most apparent that our ideatity
(whe we ate) is not a matter of the qualities we possess. Tt does not
depend on whet we are.

This latter point distinguishes Cavarero’s position about the self
a5 narrative from views endorsed by Anglo-American postmodernist
philosophess. The life stories which Cavarero discusses need not be con-
ceived as texts. More strongly, they cannot be caprured entirely by
words. They stand outside the discursive order. Instead, Cavarero arg-
ues, they are best exptessed in the intimacy of love and friendship.

This book presents a challenge to Anglo-American debates about
the question of identity. Tt shows how it is possible to think differently
on these issues. And whilst Cavarero discusses the positions held by
feminist thinkers in the English speaking world, one hopes that this
world will give her challenge the attention it deserves.

Albessandra Tanesini
University of Wales, College of Cardify

Feminist Genealogies, Colanial Legacies, Democratic
Futures

M. Jacqui Alexander & Chandra Talpade Mohanty (eds),
Routledge 1997, h/b £40.00 0 415 91211 3,p/b £12.99 0415912121
Alexander and Mohanty’s collection brings together fourteen new
articles by feminists from Asia, Africa, the Caribbean, and African
Ametican, Native American, Chicana/o and diasporic communities in
the US, In their introduction, Alexander and Mohanty argue for greater
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recognition within feminist scholarship of the theotetcal importance of
wotk by women of colour. They suggest that while the wotk of women
of colour may be included in US Women’s Stmdies curticula, sufficent
consideration has not been given to the ways in which this work calls for
a reconceptualization of a stll largely whire, middle-class gendered
knowledge base. The theoties elabotated by women of colour may be
acknowledged as carrying explanatory weight in relation to their specific
experiences, but they are still seen as having ‘no use value for the rest of
the word” (xvii).

What is needed, according to the editors, is not a Third World
feminism that ‘flls the gaps’ for white Western feminist projects, but
rather a ‘comparative relational feminist praxis that is transnational in its
sesponse t0 and engagement with global processes of colonisation’ (zx).
Feminist theory’s most basic analytic tools and categores need to be
interrogated and complicated by recognising that we all operate in spaces
whete the dynamics of gendeted, raced, national and international relat-
ions of power intersect and inform each other.

The best of the articles explore specific instances of these compl-
ex, multi-layered spaces and snggest some of the ways in which feminist
theoty needs to be productively complicated in order to negotate these
spaces. Matia Anna Jaimes Guerrero looks at Native American women’s
positioning in conflicts between the TS state and indigenous communit-
ies” demands for self-determination. Conflicts over who gets to be de-
fined as a member of those communites ate often played out on, and
through, the bodies of Native American women. Conventionally, these
are conceptualised as conflicts between the civil rights of individual citiz-
ens and the sovereipnty rights of native communities. But by tracking
the ways in which citizenship has been defined as a category that ex-
cludes the idendties and nights of spedfic communities, and in which
native community identities are being increasingly defined along mascul-
inist lines, Jaimes Guerrero goes 2 step further. Her work suggests that a
ferninism that looks simultaneously at issues of sexism and indigenous
peoples’ rights to self-determination will need to tethink both notons of
sovereignty and of citdzenship.

Ella Shohat looks at how white Western feminist flm theory is
complicated by what she calls ‘post-third Wortldist’ feminist film By
wotking through the complexities of spaces in which gendet, tace and
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nation intersect, Shohat argues that Third World and diasporic feminist
flm a:nd video productions can challenge the masculinist contours of
narratives of natioral and racial identities, and also the Eurocentric leg-
actes of colonialism that still mark white Wes tetn feminist theory,

An_axmya Bhattacharjee’s work on violence against women in

South Asian immigrant communifies in the US suggests ways in which
one of feminist theory’s most basic conceptual tools—-the public/private
binaty-—needs to be tethought if racial, ethnic, national and class diffes-
emx:es between women are taken i0ro account. Thus, ‘home’—-that most
“pnvaFe’ of categoties—‘takes on mulfiple meanings that are not easily
coz?tmned within the public/private divide, when viewed from the persp-
ective of the non-white noo-citizen, the immigrant or the domestic
worker. Anal?gously, ‘citizenship™—that most ‘public’ of statuses—-
EJCCD]’IJ.ES 2 private domain within the context of immigration policy, a
bounded space into which only some of the people can walk some ’of
the fime’ (317),

H9noz Ford Smith provides a fascinating analysis of the
comp_lemtins of power relations between women in her examination of
the hist(?ry of the Jamaican ferninist collective Sistren, of which she was
a founding member. Ford-Smith raises 2 number of crucial theoretical
issues that emerge from her expedences of feminist tesistance in a
postcn')loniz] setting: the class and race dynamics at play within fernindst
otgarfl_sau'ons; the impact of international donors on ofganisational self-
dejﬁm-uon and activity; and the need w move beyond a simple feminist
faith in ‘collective decision-making’ and liberatory goals to produce new
fcinr’ls of organisational culture that can address the power inequalities
’w1thm groups. Against the still-common assumption that feminist theory
Is only relevant for an educated elite, or gets in the way of femninist polit-
les, Ford-Smith explores how, in Sistren, thete was a failure to theorise
e:_rpedencc and to systematise the insights and shalls developed through
different activiries. These failures ultimately prvileged middle-class
women and kept power imbalances in place.

_ ‘In other respects, however, the collection is less successful in
providing more complex altematives to prevailing models of power,
agency and identity in feminist theory.-In both the editors’ introduction’
a.n'd a number of articles, 2 vaguely defined ‘postmodemism’ is evoked as
being hostile to any form of matetialism of situatedness, incapable of
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according any value to experience in the name of its struggle againgt
‘essentialism’. A reductive opposition seems to be set up between a
white Western feminist theory plagued by this dis-located post-
modenism, and a decolonizing feminism of women of colour,
committed to realism, locatedness and collective agency. This decolon-
izing feminism is Mnked to an assertion of the need for ‘socialist
Pprinciples” (xxix). There is, however, no serious discussion of the probl-
ems socialist theoretical models or historical experience might pose for
feminism. Nor is there, indeed, any detailed explanation of what the
authors mean by socialism.

In Alexander and Mohanty’s introduction there is a tendency, as
also in a number of their contributors’ articles, to treduce women’s
complex social and discursive positioning to a framework of eithet/or
oppositions. We find oppositions between agency (which is always good
and resisting of oppression) and victimhood, between collective, femin-
ist consciousness, and the Tiberal pluralist individual self (xxviii);
between oppressive constructions of women and their manipulation by
capitalist, patriarchal, colonialist or nationalist forces, on the one hand,
and women's independent assertion of their identitics and interests, on
the other hand. In contrast, the most challenging material presented in
the collection points to the need for feminist theory to move beyond
these too-simple oppositions, especially if it is to sustain 2 simultaneous
focus on gender, race, nation and other differences.

Irene Gedalof
Usigersity of Warmick

The Rejected Body: Feminist Philosophical Reflections
on Disability

Susan Wendell, Routledge 1997

h/b £40.00 041591046 3, p/b £12.99 ¢ 415 91047 1

Feminist Approaches to Bioethics: Theoretical Reflections
and Practical Applications

Rosemarie Tong, Westview 1997

h/b £48.50 08133 1954 4, p/b £14.00 0 8133 19552

As feminists become increasingly aware of the power of biomedical
discourse, there is a growing market for books which both critique the
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construction of the biomedical body and strive to challenge the adequacy
of existing systems of bioethics.

These two books, both from established American authors, take
as their task the need to set out new paradigms of understanding that
utilise the insights of feminism. Neither is concered with women as
such, but rather with the project of both taking gender into account, and
of outlining a specifically ferinist perspective that will enlighten the field
of study as a whole. As the titles suggest, the aim is not to establish the
successor epistemological and ethical models, but to reflect on the probl-
ematic. That said, they are very different in style and apptoach, and to
some extent the text of the first may be irnplicitly critical of the second.

Susan Wendell’s book, The Rejected Bedy, makes no claims for det-
ached scholarship, but makes plain from the beginning that the author is
wiiting out of her own long-term experience of Chronic Fatigue
Syndrome, or ME as it is better known in the UK. She is, then, passion-
ately involved with her text and has a determined mission to clarify, both
for herself and others, just what undetlies the unequal status of disabled
people, and how that might be changed. She is particularly scathing
about the feminist movement in its reluctance or inability 0 address the
multiple issues surrounding disability, because, as she puts it, “feminist
theory of the body [is] both incomplete and skewed towards healthy,
non-disabled experience’ (5). Moreover, feminist ethics, which we might
€Xpect to sce malking a central conttibution, has to date very little inter-
face with disabikity studies.

Writing in the American context, Wendell seems unawate of some
of the feminist disability works coming out of the UK, in the last decade:
Jenny Morsis, Nasa Begum and Janet Price immediately come to mind.
However, I would agtee that, for the most patt, the involvement of these
authors afises from their own vatying disabilities tather than from ferin-
ism per se. In tesponse to what she sces as a general idealisation of the
body, practised by feminists as much as by anyone else, Wendell is ug-
equivocal: Undl feminists crticise our own body ideals and confiont the
wealk, suffering and uncontrollable body in our theosising and practice,
womnen with disabilides and illnesses are likely to feel that we are
embarrassments to feminism’ (93).

Among the explanations that Wendell offers for the disregard of
disability mattets 35 the noton that western society is caught up in the
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tmyth—largely fostered by the sdentific project of the Enlightenment,
and strongly evident in today's biomedical discourse—that the body can
be controlled. And whenever that control faltets ot collapses, as indeed
it must, it is the body that is tejected rather than the myth.

One of Wendell’s strategies, then, for revaluing the out-of-control
body, is to appeal to the notion that none of us have more than
temporarily-abled bodies. If nothing else, the fact that we all age and lose
physical function means that at some point each of us will become a
member of a group that is characteristically cast as the ‘other’. The str-
ength of this appeal to overturn the boundaries of sameness and differ-
ence is, however, somewhat weakened by Wendell’s own allegiance to a
form of identity politics.

In her first allusion to what is effectively a disabled standpoint,
Wendell acknowledges that amy category can only be temporaty, but con-
tends, nonetheless, that it can make a difference. As she puts it, being
female and disabled creates ‘the possibility of different perspectives
which have epistemic advantages with respect to certain issues’ (73).
Such caution however is forgotien when, later in the book, Wendell
discusses the ethical issues arising from euthanasia. By now, standpoint
is assumed in her assertion that: “There is considerable agreernent among
disability activists that people who de not have the same disabilites as
the new-botns ate in no moral position to judge whether their lives will
be worth living’ (157).

The Rejected Body is not, as Wendell makes clear, intended for
professional philosophers, and T would see it as having a stronger place
pethaps in both sodology and cultural studies. The directly philosophical
content comes latgely in the final three chapters on the cognitive auth-
oty of medicine, on feminist ethics, 2and on Wendell’s notion of transc-
endence. Thete is sadly no real discussion of 2 phenomenoclogy of
disability, although, unlike many cutrent activists, Wendell does not
discount discussion of the body by making 2 firm distinction between a
figed biological impairment—to be endured without comment—and 2
socially constructed disability—to be challenged and changed. But when
she bdeily considers the Foucauldian notion of disciplinaty practices as
constinative of physical notmality, the move is not extended to disabled
embodiment. Pethaps after all she sees it as given.
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For all that I am cautious about the limits of Wendell’s analysis,
however, the points she makes about feminism ate telling ones which
deserve wider exposure. It is interesting, then, in tutning o Feminist
Appraaches to Bioeshics, to find that disability figures not at all in the index.
To be scrupulously fair, Rosemarie Tong does make mention of the
discriminatoty nature of ableism in her chapter on genetic screening and
pte-natal diagnosis, but even there it is swiftly passed over. In any case,
Tong might reasonably argue that she is metely reporting on the analyses
of others, but that only throws the silencing back one stage.

I suppose that what is really at issue here is that the body iself is
very little problematised in Tong’s account, as though there were in
effect a universalised model. It's not that Tong, or those she teports on,
are unaware of corporeal differences like sex, mace, or disability status,
but that these are not allowed to make much difference to what is taken
1o be a propery feminist ethical analysis. As with so many bioethical
accounts, the body tends to get somewhat obscured,

Peshaps at heart what I am saying is that Toeng offers a very con-
ventional philosophical account of her material, Heg purpose is not to
present a thesis of her own, but to explicate in some detail the, by now
complex, range of bioethical theories on offer, and to conttast non-
feminist and feminist modes. Although the tone is strctly non-
judgmennal throughout, we understand that Tong prefers the latter and
finds them more adequate to deal with the practical issues that she raises
in the second part of her book.

All these issues are focused around procreadon—ifrom
contraception and abortion, through the new teproduciive technologies,
to the concerns of genetic engineering. Given that all such matters ate at
present of greater concern to women, it seems a shame that Tong has
chosen not to test the various theoties she outlines on problems whete
the effect of gender cannot be taken for granted. It is sutely the mark of
a successful feminist bioethics that its range of applicability is no less
than its traditional forebears, Nonetheless, Tong is a model of darity in
her explication of how the application of widely divergent models yields
different ethical considerations. She is particulatly good in her account
of surrogacy and genetic screening, although deatly the UK reader has
work to do in glossing the North Ammerican social and legal context
Terms such as ‘equal protection clause’, ‘due process’ and ‘dght to
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privacy are uot immediately transparent, and some explanation might
e héﬁe Wendell, Tong is very deliberately writing for a Ehﬂosop}}
ical audience. At one point, she appeals directly to ’nf)n—fgmlm‘st. remflers
to “thtow caution to the winds and join with fmst bl.fjethlclsts n Z
collaborative effort to create a moral envitonment in which truly goo
medicine can be practised’” (74). And what she understands by fennrf.lst
bioethics is not 2 model united by common politics, ontology, or epist-
emology, but a diversity of ethical analyses which nonetheless share 2
medlo’;‘:;’ g'iong, that methodology must entail cczmmitmer.xt to the
gender question, raising, consclousness about wom:?n s subordinate stat-
us, and closing the gaps between theory and practice. She sees t_he ;:cz
m;j.n branches of feminist ethics being those of care—as exemplified by
Noddings, Baier, Ruddick, for example—and what she calls PO\;/:I-
focused ethics, which she associates with Jaggar and Hoaglmé. :];
matters to all, however, whether they be concerned primarily \m
choice, consent or connection, is that they should be consenslus see]u;lg.
As a postmodern ethicist myself, T felt left out of all of this, a.j:id rr;
always deeply suspicious of what gets silcnced'by apPea]s toa Z_
Habermasian ideal dialogue. Tong does prormse tO include postmo
erpism in her run-through of models, but having made that mark, she
out 1t .
forgetsli::m Approaches to Bivethics is not an exciti_ng book, but [ \Z]l
undoubtedly find it extremely useful. It painstakmgl?f so.:ts _01;;]] be
distinctions that sometimes need to be made, and I can imagine 1t e
widely used in teaching. i Sk
University of Liverpool

Caring

Peta Bowden, Routledge 1997

h/b £40.00 0415133831, p/b £12.99 0 415' 13384 X ' -
Caringis 2 useful addition 1o the literature in this field. Bowden integra

i ical b ith ‘cate’ d in the post-
the concept of care in practical life, with “cate” as understoo P

Gilligan acadernic discussion.
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Bowden’s wotk is clearly planned and purposefully executed. She
states in her Introduction: ‘my motivating claim is that current analyses
of the ethical imports of cating frequenty forget the epistemological in-
sights of the practices of care from which they emerge’ (2). In the
subsequent chapters she carefully constructs teminders from the
practices of Mothering’, ‘Friendship’, ‘Nurtsing” and ‘Citizenship’. This
makes her approach Witigensteinian; she also seeks the ‘perspicuity
produced by discerning juxtaposiion” of diffetent examples (122).
Bowden highlights the gender-sensitivity, or lack of such, i the wrtets
she discusses.

In the section on ‘Motherdng’ Bowden notes at the outset that the
selationship between mothers and children is ‘sadly missing’ from ethical
debate. She both introduces epistemological insights relating to mother-
ing and selfhood, and considers the disanctve values that emerge with
mothering, Fler account and crtique of Ruddick’s work is contrasted
with thar of Rossiter, who is commended for her attention to the mater-
tal arrangements of mothers’ lives. Bowden insists here, and indeed this
becomes a theme of her book, that we should keep in mind the social
and cultaral determinants of practice.

Bowden’s chapter on ‘Friendship’ is, to my mind, the best in the
book She provides a thoughtful and comptehensive explanation of
Amstode’s views. These ate contrasted with Blumn who emphasises the
‘partiality” of frdendship, and with Rubin who stresses reflected self-
knowledge gained through intimacy. Bowden’s account of Friedman’s
work reintroduces a more political tone, noting the ‘systematic deform-
ation of social possibilities’ for women, and requiting a ‘restructuring of
social instituions’ © encoutage friendship. Bowden also registers the
ant-women implication of Miller's ‘Men and Friendship’, and counters it

with Raymond’s suggestions on the empowerment of gyn-affection. The
empowering theme bdngs the chapter back to Asistotle and his recogn-
ition of the contribution of private friendship to active public citizen-
ship. In each case, Bowden presents her chosen author with lucidity. The
chapter is, as it were, a kaleidoscopic pattern of thinking on friendship.

The ‘Nursing’ chapter is less strtking, maybe because Bowden’s
sources are less dch. She examines the role of the nurse ‘in-between’ the

public institution and the private relationship, but the chapter veers away

from the ethical debate towards the sociological and the historical.
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The final chapter on ‘Citizenship’ has ﬂ'.le tnost ?:;1‘-; prz;;:rﬁr;rzz
In it, Bowden is concerned to explote the ethical possi ;s of s
ship and care, in ways that challenge ‘the 'bounda’nej' o e epmhm
sphere’ and ‘acknowledge the public implicauon‘s of its unpt’:r,z(tl g
ionship with the personal and informal p.racuc:e.s of t?a;eits : ,OSitc-
advocates a reconceptualisadon of CiﬁZEnSh:lP which avoids ii e
i intimacy and particularity. Her epistemological argum
P iy “; Gil]jZan in attacking the idea of people as autonomous, rather
?hﬂalzr;nformed by social relationships. Her eﬂﬁcal p)osm,on confj;rzsenatjsl
this, developing, courtesy of Minow, 2 ‘socml{rtf.lall:ti)ns appro

: individualisti eo 3.

hnpmmz.no’j iifﬁldgﬁsiﬁnf;zgwid:fmge of ethics coutses.

ice i ents 2 variety
The consistent emphasis on practice 1 welcome. She ptes

i rovide
of writets in a comprehensible way, and brings them together to pto

petsuasive arguments and fresh insights
In this stimulating book, Bowden ha :
women as necessarily carng, whilst maldng clear the si

caring relationships.

s avoided the construction of
ificance of

Tig Mitekell
Canterbury Christ Church College.

Reconstructing Political Theory: Feminist Pet:spcl;ca:eiWT
Mary Lyndon Shanley & Uma Narayan (eds.), Polity Pres .
h/b £45 07456179 4,p/b £13.95 0 745§ 1797 Zﬂl e and dymn
This disciplined collection of essays bears witness to the wl e
ic state of feminist political theory. It is a compamon Volme

. . iical
i Z is5:al Theory which subjected politic
eatlier Feminist Interpretations and Polifical 1 beory e B

theomsts of the canon to feminist t_e—:eadi.ng_s. In tbliml | collecnon
cleven essays offer, vatiously, ferninist analysis d(:f i;n ;r)e N
i me of feminist theory’s MmO
cepts; fresh perspeciives on 80 : . b
periblems and some much-needed atrention to neglected issues, suc
mpassion and dependency. . . ) -
- What marks this volume out in particulat, howev‘er, is td: wazicgl
hich several of the contdbutions tread between established e.oze v
o itions, delicately constructing new, more nuanced con;jl;:\ons :
s ’ i i ° emy O
l\:vhat a good society for women would involve. '.I'hus: in e Zts .
Fool's Gold? Assessing Feminist Doubts about Rights’, Kiss p
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qualified defence of rights, arguing that they protect the vulnerable and
enshdne familial and sodal ebligations, and so play a very real role in
empowering women. At the same time, tights need to be conceived sa
as to acknowledge their situation in a relational rather thag individualistic
context.

Mindful of the difficulties of immigrant women, Narayan argues
that, if it is not to be exclusionary, a ferninist conception of citizenship
should be founded on a sense of the individuals dignity and vulnet-
ability, and expressed in the holding of negative rights and positive
entitlernents to the goods necessary for full participation in the political
community. In ‘Revisioning the Family’, Minow and Lyndon Shanley
claim that neither a contractarian nor a communitarian model All the
space left by the demise of the liberal understanding of the family as a
natural and private entity. They propose instead a ‘theory of telational
tights and responsibilities’ (95), an enriched rdghts-based position that
recogaises both the interdependence of individuals as family members
and the formative influence of the wider political otder.

As the arguments of the above €38ays suggest, 1 common theme is
discernible in the particular attention given to the relation between the
public and the prvate. The authors do not jettison the distinction. bur
argue that the boundaries between the public and the private are more
fhiid than traditionally ackaowledged. They also recommend-—and this
Is the normative move—a focus on elements that can act to furthesr
women’s needs and interests. This kind of reconceptualisation does
some real work in addressing changing and complex sealities, attempiing
to come up with flexible responses that accotnmodate the concrete
problems which confront women now,

A similar point could be made about Ackelsberg’s essay on
anarchism and Crenshaw’s piece on the ‘intersectionality’ of race and
gender. Both authors treat the long-standing difficulty of making
common cause out of a diverse half of the word's population, An excell-
ent essay by Spelman, based 0a a comparaove analysis of Arendt and the
slave gitl narrative of Linda Brent, signals what is at stake in generating
political capital out of compassion. As such, it is one of several forcible
reminders in the volume of how far ideas commonly undesstood as
neutral are gendered, and how they ate politically chatged and deployed.
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att of me feels that this volume might have been more

i Ini >, No
1 i ves from the United States™. .
accurately subtiled Feminist Perspec L e e b 0

is 1 due to the eagermess O i«
:ﬁt:‘;:zg ;r;};don; the good ferninist soc?iety that sc;e?s I:o ‘l;;f:vtiie
ioned speaks of a highly individualistic soc.lt:’ty. In addition, e
m}?ﬂosopflical positions dtawn are both intelligible a.nd relevant to i
Ir)eaderspmany of the subjects of analysis and illustrative ei‘mmples.ar; :E
Americ;n tovenance. For 2 non-American readet, these just don't aCh
the same rlzsonance, although calls for teWg popltilax t::?_;:lzpt; 2;11 "
as dependency do chime with recent political debate 1:1; e
theless, this is a useful and stimularing anthology, to be Ee:,n e
not le;st for the dextrous argument and tzut analysis o 3

contributions.

Yet p

Alexe Klanishofer
Regent's College, Londor

Feminism as Radical Humanism s
Pauline Johnson, Westview Press, Allen & Unwin
36557 . '
gg;tf::ag: a;iﬁ;: his collection Myzholagies, Barthes pointed to T.:lz dJ:;
emma of the critical theorist. After delineating some ?f :;hc myzlils ]I:?:g :
f our times—those snapshots of the post war (petzf) ourgeots i
e hich Batthes presented so petsuasively in Mytholsgies l
?ﬂﬁley regretted bis alienation from his fellows. But the demythol-

. . od
ogist can no longer participate in the unreflective community of shar

i i his own sodety. In Feminizm as
belief. He finds himself marginal to ow o

Radieal Humanism, this kind of disc_‘luief tesmf’a_ces asshe P
analyses the potential for self-alienation in ferninism.

iastl inist too will
postmodern route 15 embraced too enthusiastically, the feminis

. o F
find herself marginal, unable to engage any longer with the society‘out o
hich feminism emerged. ’ o

. The most interesting pat of Johnson’s book is 115 d_e
universal. Johnson makes it clear that we have to have a radic
account of the universal, . . U
our values in ordet to engage in constructive crit
other members of it. She defines her defence o

i fsmn’ (ix).
interpretation of modern humanism (ix)

fence of the
ally historical

but that we still need a universalistc account _of
que of our society with
f the universal as ‘an
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Humanjsm itself is seen as the product of a long historical
PTOCess—not an essence, but an ideal which is still open to discussion.
As an example, she cites the anti-nuclear movement which raise issues of
global survival: “a voice raised on behalf of the future of life itself® (128).
The values of life, and of freedom (by which she means the respect for
each person’s uniqueness and individuality) are by no means supet-
annuated. If feminism sees its future in a kind of movement of
purification, shedding phallocentric logic in its wtality, she argues, it may
shed along with it any residual commirments to the rest of society and
condemn itself o stenlity. This ‘posture of radical alienation’ (xi) is not
in any case an option for the majority.

Johnson concludes with 2 defence of femninism as social cdtique,
and argues that to defend the justice of our claims we have to appeal to
criteria which ate more than metely local (131). This means that femin-
ism needs to ‘reflect upon the character of its own universalising ideals’
(p-109). This does not means a search for an ultimate ground, but
indicates that we should be able to engage in discussion about the
rationality and legitimacy of social practices and arrangements, If we
relinquish all normative claims, feminism divests itself of the task of soc-
tal crrique. Johnson emphatically rejects the Foucauldian “aesthetics of
existence’ and Lyorard’s ‘incommensurable social language games’,
pointing out that we cannot simply ignore the relations of lazge historical
natratives to our present (131). Admitting this is not equivalent to teinst-
ating an ultimate foundation,

Having a critical point of view on our society does not imply that
we have no links at all with that saciety. Most of us ate in fact embedded
in commuaities and work situations, and engaged in activities with
others; we are not rootless, floating, uncommitted selves. Yet, Johnson
suggests (ch. 3), there has been a strange attraction to 2 Romantic con-
ception of feminism which is a persistently negative stance, an antagon-

istic conception of the (feninist) self and society. In the refusal of
totalising constructions of the feminine, there is a refusal of a/ available
images. Ferninism’s adoption of the attitude of infinite tefusal leads to its
demise as a social movement.

It is a pity that this book is not available in the UK since its
arguments would certainly resonate with some current thirking that is
ctitical of the hyperbolization of the postmodernist position. I am
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thinking, for example, of Gillian Rose’s ciitique of the demonizing of
reason in Moxrning Becomes the Law (Cambrdge UP 1996). Johnsan mob-
ilises a similar argument along the following lines: the fact that history
shows the flaws in the ideal seems to lead to a kind of impotence. Thus,
the pessimism engendered by the petception that our inevitable failures
in the past imply our inevitable failures in the future renders us incapable
of acting in the present. The desire to be completely innocent leads to
disengagement with the historical present.

I felt that Johnson’s position was sometimes overstated. There is
always the danger that a warmning about theoretical trends will turn into 2
counter-purification in which attempts are made to rescue one’s
preferred version of feminism from contamination by other vessions,
and whete the desite fot innocence, identified here as a problem in other
feminisms, retarns in a disguised form (‘my version of feminism has
nothing to do with yours’). However, Johnson’s defence of the need to
engage with one’s society and situation, and the consequent need for
appeal to nomms, is pessuasively argued. I am in agreement with her con-
cern about the potential for radical isolation in the chtical position, since
the latter seems to me a moment only, needing to be held in tension
with a more constructive stance.

Margaret Whitford
Oueen Mary and Westfield Caltsge,
University of London

Only Patadoxes to Offer: French Feminists and the Rights
of Man
Joan Wallach Scott, Harvard University Press 1996
h/b £18.50 067463930 B, p/b £10.95 0674 639316
Only Paradoxes to Offer examines the writings and careers of four French
feminists: Olympe de Gouges, Jeanne Deroin, Hubertine Auclert and
Madeleine Pelletier in the light of contemporaty historical and feminist
theory. Scott focuses on the fundamental paradox, noted by many noted
ferninists and historians, namely the French Republic’s initial commit-
ment (from 1789) to univetsal tights whilst restricting those rights to
men alone,

Tn a useful discussion of vareties of theordes of individualism,
Scott distinguishes between two opposed Enlightenment concepts of the
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individual. On the one hand, there is the idea of the abstract individual
(the political persona) who for the purposes of rights is identical to all
others. On the other hand, there is the unique individual as conceived,
for example, by Rousseau, and understood as valosised by wirtue of
difference. Scott argues that where individuality was constructed as masc-
uline and yet universal, feminists who called for inclusion in the polity
were speaking for women whilst paradoxically attempting to inscribe
wotnen in the masculine sphere.

Scott unmavels the differences in meaning of ‘woman’ and
‘ferninist” at different historical moments. Arguing against the idea that
agency is the expression ‘of autopomous individual will’, she adopts
Foucault’s strategy of examining the formation of subjects through hist-
otically defined ptocesses (16). In the excellent and scholatly discussions
of individual feminists, Scott de-emphasises biographical narrative.
However, the female fipures emerge as sumewhat passive receptacles for
the Zeitgeist—even if what the women reflect is the Zeaggeist of the
contradictions of the Zeifgeist of a given moment. This is reflected in the
writing which has considerable recourse o the passive voice

"The analyses of the four feminists in queston also offer valuable
contextual material. In relaton to Olympe de Gouges, there is an {llum-
inating discussion of Enlightenment theotes of imagination. Jeanne
Deroin is figured in the context of Saint-Simonizn theories of sexual
difference, as part of a socialist critique of individualism and as articulat-
ing the demand for political rights in relation to the tight to work (the
soctal question). This figuration of the social as part of the political
emerges in Hubertine Auclerr's struggles in the Third Republic for
women’s suffrage. Madeleine Pelletier is read principally in the context
of individualism contrasted with the concept of the mob or the crowd,
in relation o Bergsonian ideas of the will and to Lacanian and post-
Lacanian theories of sexuality.

Reacting against what Scott describes as a tendency to write
teleological evolutionary history, Oniy Paradoxes 1o Ofer studies de
Gouges, Deroin, Auclert and Pelletier as ‘sites of contradiction’, both as
contradictory in their demands and as lumioating the contradictions of
their cultures. Nevertheless, one feels that the so called *failures’ of
French feminism (largely understood as the ingbility to gain women’s
suffrage before 1944 and the sense that the ferninist battle had already
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been lost in the course of the French Revolution) imposes a teleology of
its own. '

Thus, 2s Gary Kates has shown in his Monsiear d'Eon s fz Woman
(Basic Books, 1995, chs 30 and 36), the perception from the mmid to late
eighteenth century was that the guerelle des femmes was there tc? be won.
Any feminist from Olympe de Gouges to Madeleine Pel}enex would
hax;e presumed the possibility of effective action. It is only in retrospect
that the full weight of instirutional and social convlentlons stacked
against them can be fully understood and make fem.ims?t defeats seem
predetenmined. However, what Scott does demonstrate is the extent to
which such women were disruptive of the dominant discou:se_.

Scott engages convincingly with the ideological split between
egalitarians (those who advacate abstract individualism) and the apostles
of difference: from eighteenth-century complementarians to present-day
Lacarian feminists. Contrasting Beauvoir and Irigatay, she comments
that these disputes do not constitute a defect in femifﬁsm, but reflect the

difficulty that sexual difference poses in constituting thef c?ncept of
individuality (173). There is no peed, Scott suggests, to msist on .the
reconciliation of opposites. The existence of patadox of coutyfa.dlcuon,
as Marx demonsirated in the dialectic, is what makes a criique of

esent reali ssible. ‘
a Onky ;’ya'rp;’om to Offer is a valuable and sﬁmTllzdng bCfOk v:rh_lch
synthesises a number of theoretical issues and applies them in original
ways to specific historical contexts. Tt will be of great value to scholats

. e ) . history.
ferminist critical theory, women’s studies and Freach
copesdin® Felicia Gordon

Anglia Polyrechnic University

Rousseau and the Politics of Ambiguity: Self, Culture and
Society

Mira Mosgenstern, Penn State Press 1996

h/b £35.95 0271015721, p/b £15.95 0271 0157.3 X N
Jean-Jacques Roussean’s writings on the relationship of man to sodety
were tremendously influentdal and provoked futious debate Wl,le‘n they
first came out Some found his speculations on t}le otigins l?f
mankind—in monkeys—frankly absurd, and even Voltzire indulged in
cheap jokes at Rousseau’s expense.
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Roussean was both loved and reviled for the ingenuous persona
he cultivated both in his life and his writing, and was respongible for an
eiphteenth-century back-to-nature surge. His portrayal of the individual
as someone alienated from, and misunderstood by, society crystallised
feeling about the irrecondlability of private and pubhc intetests, and infl-
venced thinkers across the board, from the Marquis de Sade, w
Robespietre, to the Romantics. His attempis w0 elaborate the blueprint
for a sodety which would be able to satisfy its citizens’ needs and desires
resulted in his Sogal Cantrast The importance of this work for the
movers and shakers of the French Revolution has made it into a canon-
ical text for all those who study revolutionary France.

Roussean’s work is not, however, often brought into an analysis
of the tensions of late twendeth-century life, which is what Mira
Motgenstern’s Rowsseaw and the Polinics of Ambignity promises to do. But by
leaving this promising aspect undl the last few pages, she unfortunately
restricts its capacity to engage with the thought of Rousseau on any but
the most superficial level After 230 pages spent uncritically paraphrasing
all of Rousseau’s major works, including The Origins of Inequality (The
Second Discourse), The Socal Coptract, and his epistolary novel The New
Héinise, her leap into discussing the pitfalls of modern life for women,
childcate included, comes almost as a wor sequitur:

The flaws in this book are not merely structural,. One wonders
why Rousseaw’s theoties float so freely above their histotical context.
One suspects that this is because of inadequate research. Not only is this
book divorced from the eighteenth century, it is also largely divorced
from its own source text. Morgenstern quotes very litde, preferdng
formulations of the genre: ‘Rousseau attempts to’, ‘Rousseau descbes’,
“Rousseau notes’. The quotations she does give are mostly translated by
herself, with the French given below. A compatison reveals them to be
generally wooden and occasionally wrong. Furthermote, interpretations
of The New Fléloise aimed at showing how false and manipulative Julie’s
father and husband are, tutn out to be contestable, at the very least.

But these are just miggles. The question is to discover what the
title Rowsseaw and the Politics of Ambiguity actually refers to. Afier reading
the chapter specifically entitled “The Polidcs of Ambiguity’, where the
word ‘ambiguity’ and vadations of it appear only twice, I am still mystif-
ied. What Morgenstern does do is restructure Rousseau’s thought
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atound the twin poles of “authenticity’ and its opposite, ‘inauthenticity’.
But she does not theotise her own vetsion of these two concepts suffic-
iently. 1 take them to refer to the ‘inauthentc’ and the ‘authentic’ life: the
former lived in uncritical ignorance of the moral and social frameworks
that mould us, while the second secks to understand them, thereby
coming to a new and critical position. Morgenstern writes in justification
of the term ‘authentidty’ that she believes it comes closest to
Rousseau’s moral imperative to actualise individual and communal
humanity to the greatest extent possible’ (xti), while acknowledging that
it neves appears in his text. What she is really aiming at, both in her
treading of Rousseau and in her attempt to apply his thinking to modemn-
day dilemmas, is to find a route to the sincere ‘wansparent’ person,
whose self will not be divided by the diverse claims of work, family and
so on. That she fals to show either that Rousseau supplies the key, or
that his views shed light on our own situation, does not diminish her
book’s own transpatent sincerty. It’s just that it is not very good.
Carobine Warman
Orueen Mary and Westfield Colloge,
University of London

Ecopolitics: The Enpvironment in Poststructuralist
Thought

Verena Andermatt Conley, Routledge 1997

h/b £40.00 041510284 7, p/b £12.99 0415 10306 1

In her conclusion, Conley tells us that het inspiration in writing this
book was “to put ecofeminism to the test of struggling, resisting, becom-
ing, and mapping out future lings of flight” (152}, a vision in respect of
which the text is ulimately somewhat disappointing. A less ambitious,
but more feasible—and latrgely realised-—aim dewelops in relation to, and
derives much of its force from, Conley’s crtical readings of discourses
on the environment that unwittingly play out the age-old game of ‘man’s
mastery of natare’. Conley argues that tight-wing, libetal and postmod-
em writing of this ilk is not only retrograde on its own count, but tends
to obscure ot condemn (as ‘polifically correct’) the crucial theoretical
work for ecopolitics (and ultimately ecofeminism) that was carried out
by francophile intellectuals of May 1968 notodery.
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The real objective of Conley’s writing is thus to show how post-
structuralist theoty and “ls pensée 68 open “a space vita! for the continued
recognition and development of ecological consciousness and ¢sen the
broad lines of ecoferinisms’ (148, my emphasis). However, despite the
fact that the feminist component of this work seems to take second
place to the task of recovering strucruralist and poststructuralist (non-
feminist orented) theory, the effect of the text is one of opening up rich
and interesting possibilities for feminisms unaware of, or underest-
Imating the importance of, their shared poststmcturalist theoretical
resources.

_ Coaley’s book falls into three fairly distinct parts, opening with a
crtique of two very different contemporaty disparagements of environ-
mentalism. In the first chapter, Luc Ferty’s political rant against post-
structuralism and ecology, Le Nowze! Onidre écologigne: {'arbre, Janinml,
Z'homms, is shown to rely upon a retrograde view of subjectivity (Sartrian
humanist existentialism). Here nature is classically defined in opposition
to humnan freedom and culture, as that from which man dislocates and
distances himself as measure of his transcendental and sovereign
humanity.

Then, in the next and final chapter of this first part (ch. 2),
Baudtillatd is convincingly shown to be guilty of creating his own brand
of first-world eco-blind ideology. No longer recalling the Western
metaphysics of old, Baudrillard nevertheless exaggerates the collapse of
the subject—object (culture-nature) opposition to the extent of dissolv-
ing the real (and any valuation of nanire therewith), onto the stage of
techno-consumetist simulacra. :

In the second part of the book (chs 3-7), Couley looks at a
number of 68" thinkers whose work she sees as interconnected, and as
developments out of Lévi-Strauss's opposition to the SUpremacist treat-
ment of nature in Cartesianism. This ethos is traced in its various
manifestations: through Bateson, Sertes, and Prgogine and Stengers.
The cumulative force of these ideas is drawn together in a neo-
Heideggerian approach to technology, informed by Vidlio's dystopian
vista of our time. There are potential dangets in Conley's project. How-
ever, the rsks are obviated by the use of Guattasi's (anti-humanist)
theodes of deterritodalization and reterritodalization where, for the

|
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human, ecology is defined in terms of the art of dwelling {in and by
means of World rather than Being).

The thitd part of the book involves a politicisaton of the
ecological stakes, as Conley moves on to consider de Certeau’s account
of the economic teality of diverse rural and nomadic communities in
their attempts to preserve their ways of dwelling, The importance of
writing and language that does not play into the hands of mainstream
(masculinist) political ideology and sham democracy is crucial here, and
thus is introduced the long-awaited link with ferinism. Conley uses the
work of Héléne Cixous and Tuce Irigaray to exemplify the reactive and
cteative powet of écmiture fémrinine. This is seen as offering the possibility
not merely of resistance, but of 2 new economy of language and thought
for the entwined agendas of ecology and feminism.

In conclusion, Conley’s book pesents the reader with a diverse
and interesting overview of what she calls structural 2nd poststructural
wiitings ‘with specific attention to the ecological consciousness .. [in
order] to reassess them and open them out to some pragmatic issues
combining feminism and ecology today’ (147).

On the whole, the book is not a difficult read, although much of
the philosophical and scientific vocabulary is left unexplzined (a fact left
unremedied in the overlong and frequently irrelevant footnotes).
Indeed, demils of the poststructuralist and ecofeminist connections are
often left to the reader to figure out. My main difficulty with the book,
howevet, conceras Conley's teluctance to deal with the seeming contrad-
iction between het open embrace of the eco-souad products of post-
humanist {post subject-object) theory (in chs 4-6) and her hostility
towards a poststructuralist abandonment of fully constituted subjectivity
necessary to attain these ends. “Yet as a feminist [ am not yet ready to let

the political force of an ecological and feminist subjectivity be denied
(55). Kath Renark Jones

University Coilege, Cork

Disseminating Lacan

David Pettigrew & Frangois Raffoul (eds), State Univessity of New
York 1996, h/b £46.50 07914 2785 4, p/b £15.50 07914 2786 2

This is & disparate collection of essays on Lacan, but perhaps this is its
objective. Pettigrew and Raffoul aptly claim that Lacan speaks in ‘several
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voices’ (3) and the multiplicity of themes and subject matter in the vol-
ume: are cettainly testimony to the fluidity of Lacanian discourse. The
sections of the book cover philosophy; science; aesthetics and literature;
sexuality and gender; psychoanalytic theory and practice. The diversi ;
the collection is its central merit. e
In .the first section of the book, James Phallips traces the encount-
ers and dialogues between Lacaniag psychoanalysis and Medeau-Ponty’s
pl-fenomenology, as he draws out some of the tensions between the two
thinkers. Such a compadson is welcome, since Metleau-Ponty often just-
a]?!osed his position with that of Lacan, and since it is Lacan’s posgtion
m—ziizzzlf Hegel and Heidepger that is more often used as an entty into the
relationship between phenomenology and psychoanalysis.
The points of confrontation developed by Phillips concem the
101? of embodiment and the perceptual unconscious in Meftleau-Ponty
jag@st the centnality of linguistics and autonomous modes of signiﬁmt:
lon in Lacan. This juxtaposition is interesting, not least because the
category of the imaginaty and the tole of perception were central to the
pOSﬂlOI:lS both of Lacan and (the later) Merleau-Ponty. Phillips draws
out their different understandings of perception: for Lacan, the gaze is
shot through with the subject's angety and desire; for Me’tleau—Ponty
the sc?pic field is split into visible and invisible. Ultirnately, Phillips Scesj
no poiat of recondliation between the two. Thaus, Lacan, ,for the most
part, cox.lﬁnes his analysis to language and the materality of the subject’s
speech in symptoms, whilst Merleau-Ponty’s focus on embodiment is
transformed, in his later wotks, into an ontology of the flesh with 2 more
wotldly embodiment in nature.

‘ Babette Babich’s essay links Lacan’s elusive concept of the ‘real’
with, @d against, the Nietzschean themes of the body and 2 pamordial
organic chaos. Babich’s speculations claim a place for Nietzscheaz;
reverberations in Lacan’s ‘real’. Of particular interest is her discussion of
the two thinkers’ critiques of classical causality. However, this drawing
o€ pa.talle!s between the two is endless. Lacan’s ‘real’ is equated not only
with a critique of science (in ways that some readers of Lacan might
question), but also linked to Dionysian tragedy, the artist and o the
etcm?l return. Nietzsche’s understanding of consciousness is also best
expl@ned, for Babich, with reference to the registers of Symbolic and
Imaginary (60). This essay certainly illuminates Nietzsche via Lacan and
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uce versd. However, although the concept of the real is exploted in many
theoretical guises, I am left wondering whether ihe explanatory role that
the ‘real’ had in Lacan’s later work has been lost.

In the secton entitled Tacan and Scence’, analyst Jo&l Dor con-
tests the epistemological status of Lacan’s mathematical paradigms. He
argues that the structures of Moebius Stdp, Totus and Borromean Knot
are not scientific concepts, but metaphorical illustrations and ehcidat-
ions which do not allow us to reach scientific conclusions. The other
tweG essays in this section ate sociological rather than scientific and their
connection to the section heading is, at best, ambiguous. In one,
Stephen Michelman argues that the symbolic insctibes signification
alorays within a discourse of social exchange and collective sociological
relations. In the other, Judith Feher Gurewich claims that Lacan’s theoty
of desite can contrbute to an understanding of the =2/ roots of human
subjectivity.

Deborah Bergoffen’s essay ‘Queeting the Phallus’ (in the section
on gender and sexuality) also questions the implications of teading
Lacan’s symbolic as a universal structure, Drawing largely on Irigatay’s

criique of Lacanian psychoanalysis, Betgoffen maintains that TLacan’s
comments on the historical specificity and contingency of the ego’s evol-
ution are not extended to the role of Oedipus. The cultural critique of
the Oedipus Complex is thus closed off by Lacan. Betpoffen points to
the ethical and political failings of the symbolic order from 4 feminine
point of view and concludes that ‘so long as we speak of castration, both
men and women will be lured to evade their subjectivity” (p 285).

This volume includes eight other essays by well-known Lacanians.
I would certainly recommend the volume for its insightful and stimul-
ating individual contributions. I am less convinced by the introduction to
the volume. This does nothing to hint at the theotetical ditection(s)
within Lacanian studics, nor does it attempt to cross-reference or
synthesise at a general level these many Interdisciplinaty concetns.

Caroline Willams
Orneen Mary and Westfield College,
University of London
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Returns of the French Freud: Freud, Lacan and Beyond
Todd Dufresne (ed.), Routledge 1997

h/b £40 041591525 2, p/b £12.99 0415 91526 0

In some ways, I think we have been spoilt over the last twenty-five years.
Ove}' and over again, we have been able to read works of temarkeable
pfasslon and originality, which have changed our lives, transformned our
view of the wozld, and inspired s in our own enterprises. These works
have sometimes been femninist, sometimes philosophical, sometimes
psychoanalytic or literary—the boundades have often been fluid. But
they have given us charged and extraordinary reading experiences, It is
hard for the next generation to live up to this. Now we are seeing a lot
of tather ordinary—clever, yes, but dull—work following in the wake of
an exceptional perod. To the realm of the ordinary clever-but-dull
belongs this uninspiring collection of essays roughly (sery roughly) con-
ct:menll with the reception of Lacan and psychoanalysis in North
America, and edited by a graduate student who will probably flousish in
the groves of ordinary academe.

Although the line-up of conttibutors includes some impressive
names and well-known scholars (] acques Derrida, John Forrester
Rodalphe Gasché), and Derrida is brilliant as always, the end result i;
unconvincing, It is not enough to include an essay by Derrida 1o ensure
the success of a collection, and in facr it only setves to throw into relief
the inadequacy of some of the other contributors, The uneven quality of
the contributions is only one of the drawbacks.

The guiding idea of the collection is probably the editor's remark
that ‘the spirit of both Freud and Lacan lives on. precisely to the extent
that their work resists any final systemnatisation or institationalisation’ @
which is unexceptional. Bur I thought it was 2 pity that the teassessmcn;
of Freud or Lacan should be left in the banal and slightly rambling hands
of Paul Roazen or the idiosyncratic ones of Mikkel Borch-Jacobsen. The
latter (in conversation with Chris Qakley) has the tone of a trumphant
schoolboy who thinks he has caught his master in an error: there is 2
typical petulant second-generation feel about it
- Fot specialists who might want to consult individual papers, the
?me.-up is as follows: Paul Roazen on Nietzsche and Freud and the sanit-
tzation of Freud by Notth American Kumanist psychology; Francois
Roustang on sublimation, attacking the concept as untemable and
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defending (all too brefly) an alternative theoty of imaginagon; Kelly
Oliver on Freud’s fear of birth; Tina Chanter on the relationship betw-
een the penis/phallus distinction and the sex/gender distinction; John
Forrester on the case of the Ratman; Daniel Bougooux on the problems
with Lacan's linguistic paradigm; Gary Genosko on the reccption of
Marshall Mcluhan in France; Todd Dufresne on the radical self-
deconstructive Freud; Derrida on Freud in Foucaults Magdness and
Civilisation; Rodolphe Gasché on metapsychology (the translation of a
paper witten in the seventies); Mikkel Borch-Jacobsen defending
shamanism against psychoanalytic theory (roughly). What a curious and
disparate collection. T wish I could be more positive about it.

In his paper, Derrida comments that ‘all pathbreaking opens the
way only at a cerfain ptice, that is, by boliing shut other passages, by
ligaturing, stitching up, or compressing—indeed repressing—at least
provisionally, other veins’ (135). If one sees Freud and Lacan as the
pathbreakers, one might reasonably hope, then, that a crtical collection
such as this—with its appeal to the spirt of those great meta-

. psychologists—might start to think about these other veins or pathways.
Ifonly...

Margarer Whitford

Dreen Mary and Westfeld College,

Unsversity of London

The following information was omitted from the
Books Reviews section in Women's Philosophy Review no 17:

Totil Moi & Janice Radway (eds), Maseriakst Fepsinismn is published
by Duke University Press, and is distributed in the UK by
the Assodated Universities Publishing Group
1, Gower St,, London WC1E GHA.

Associared Universities Publishing Group also distnbutes
Feminism and Postmodernisn
(eds Margaret Fergnson & Jeanifer Wicke,
also Duke University Press)
which was also reviewed in IPPR 17.
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THE PHILOSOPHER’S BOOKSHELF
LEVINAS

Emmanuel Levinas, Totality and Infinity, trans. A. Lingis,
iversi 87

Duquesne University Press, 19 by Ao Kl
Totalizy and Infindty is a strange book, very much a philosophical work ?et
one which amply demonstrates the limits of philosophy. Although wrirt-
en in late middle age (it was first published in 1961}, it represents the
first of the two major works which comprise Levinas’s now well-known
ethics. Tn one sense it could be said to play the most traditional Ojf oles:
a treatise in moral philosophy that categorically rejects the dzums.of
egoism and relativism. Yet this project takes off from a thoroghgol.qg
critique of the philosophical tradition out of which emerges a mngh’: big
idea: the paramount important of the ethical issuing in an unconditional
responsibility for the Other. _

Levinas makes this claim by giving an altermative account of
consciousness as constituted heteronomously rather than autonomously.
The book takes the form of a quasi-phenomenclogical story of the
subject, who starts out as a pre-reflective being that ha:rs a relationship {)f
unproblematic dependence on the elements. The significant monllent in
the development of the self comes only with the encounter with the
Other, which distupts its at-homeness in the word and rna.rks the
beginnings of its full constitution as a being determined byj exterionty. .

From this point on, existence becomes undeniably moml‘ in
character but also ambiguous: the face of the other both bestOW'{ng
meaning and issuing an oppressive demand. But despite its narrative
form, and its indebtedness to the phenomenological methods of Husserl
and Heidegger, Torabzy and Infinity cracks and creaks all over the plact.a.
Most of the action is over two thirds of the way through; the book is
often repetitive in style and unruly in struciure. . '

Philosophically, it may well fail to convince; its claims for ethical
obligation and transcendence are arguably asserted rather tha.n dffm—
onstrated, so much so that it seems they tutn on something akin to blind
faith, a kind of blithe naiveté about the existence and endurability of
goodness. In part this impression is due to the evocation of aspects of

~~
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everyday existence which are taken to be fundamental and a cause of joy,
‘the happiness of living—of breathing, of secing, of feeling’ (149), but
these are counter-balanced by oblique references to the evil of the holo-
caust, to racism, history and survivors. Both kinds of allysion seem to
power the text with a force that is entiching and, in a traditional sense,
non-philosophical.

These apparent failings are predisely what for me make up the
appeal and success of Totalty and Infinity. 1 like the way in which its
claims work performatively through the experience of reading, and the
way in which, cnira the mannered reflexivity of Derdida, it shows its
wotkings on the outside. Like a good friend known for a long time I
don't know another Jike it), T appreciate its quirks of character and find
there ate still things about it withheld from my understanding.

Ragent’s Collegs, Tondon

DERRIDA

Jacques Derrida, Spurs: Nicrzsche’s Styles/ Eperons: Les Stydes de
Nietzsche, trans. Barbata Harlow, University of Chicago Press
1979

by Gill [agger
The ‘feminine’, and sexual difference, ate among philosophy’s ‘others”.
Their exclusion provides the conditions of possibility for philosophy
itself and, at the same time, this exclusion of sexual difference from
philosophical significance serves to deny cultural significance to the
feminine and women in their own nght. But what could this ‘own right’
be? How can we develop a view of sexual difference in non-essental,
non-oppositional  terms, avoiding what Dertrida terms ‘the logic of
castration’? What attracted me 1o S paers was Derida’s—albeit controv-
exsial—way of dealing with these issues.

Here, as indeed elsewhere, Derrida re-sexualizes the apparently
neutral language of philosophy by both speaking ‘like 2 woman’, and by
employing metaphors representing the female body. In Spurs he adopts a
pusportedly feminine” style, using patody and also self-parody. Taking
issue with Jacques Lacan for whom the “feminine’ is the symbol of
castration, Derrida replaces the so-called Togic of castration’ with the
logic of the hymen’. Derrida suggests that the feminine and woman
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matk the limits of a logic that wotks in oppositional terms. Thus,
Derrida says, for example, “With a knowledge that would out-measure
the most self-respecting dogmatic ot credulous philosophet, womaa
knows that castravion dees not fake place’ (Spurs, 61, original emphasis).
Although Sprrs is basically a discussion of Nietzsche’s texts and
Heidegper’s intetpretation of them, Derrida announces in the opening
lines that his subject is woman. What he means, of course, is that his
subject is undecidability, since “woman’ is posed as the figure for undec-
idability. Derrida wants to show that thete is no such ‘thing’ as woman
and focuses on the multitude of meanings of ‘woman’ in Nietzsche’s
writings to do so. He adds to this a discussion of the undecidability of
the meaning of these texts themselves, indeed of any texts, to show that
not only is the meaning of ‘woman’ undecidable, indeterminate, non-
essential, 50 too is the meaning of ‘man’ and of ‘sexual difference’ itself.
But, as Derrida puts it ‘all of ontology nonetbeless, with its inspection,
approptiation, identification and verfication of identity, has resulted in
concealing, even as it presupposes it, this undeddability” (5purs,103-4).

One of the main themes in Sparris that of this relation between
ontology and propnation. Indeed this is one of the tain themes in
Derrida’s wotk, generally. Here, as indeed elsewhere, the question of
what is ‘proper’ 10 an entity is tied to the question of sexual difference,
and the relation of sexual difference to ontological difference. Thus,
Derrida takes issue with Heidegger’s notion of Being—Dasein—as neutr-
al and pror to sexual difference, as well as taking issue with the latter’s
distinction between ontological difference and sexual difference. Derrida
argues that Heidegget’s view of sexual difference is based on a process
of propration, because the very possibility of sexual difference, and
indeed ontological difference, involves the question of “the prdper’. The
question of ‘the proper’ is, therefore, prior to both. Futthermore, in each
case it s undecidable.

So although one theme of Spars might seem to be Nietzsche’s
famous positioning of woman as ‘the untruth of truth’, Derrida’s stylistic
ruminations are not so much about revealing the truth of woman—and
revealing what woman 9s"—as examinming the undecidability of the categ-
oty and the impropsiety of any such question. Furthermore, in his
examination of the ways in which ‘woman’ and the “feminine’ ate repres-
ented and repressed, they become a disruptive force in what he here
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characten'seﬂs 45 “affitative deconstruction’. It is affirmative in that the
deconsFrucuon of the man/woman opposition in Nietzsche’s texts
oper{s ‘1‘t up to the undecidability of what is ‘proper’ to either, and the
p0551b@ﬂes this brings for understanding sexual difference,in non-
oppositional termns,

Derfida provides za allegosical reading of the ‘femninine’, then, to
open the possibility of moving beyond a binary understanding 7of se:éu:al
dlffervence, which, he argues, structutes western thought and pracrice
This involves gestuding towards the possibility of thinking sexual d:iffer—.
:ance 'otherwisa Fot Detrida it has to be a matter of ‘gesturing’, an
opening cnto’ new possibilities, because the aim is not simply to rep’lace
one concept with another. Nor is his aim to reverse existing hierarchies
Wﬂhlfl the existing conceptual structure, characterised here as ‘logo-
centtism’ and elsewhere as ‘phallogocentrism’. Instead he wants to
actually distupt the conceptual structure itself. For Derrida, it is not

possible to simply step outside logocentrism and adopt a ;1eutm1, a-
sexual, ‘gender-free’ position, since such a position always beats the
@SMe hallmark even while it effaces it Thus, Derrida’s aim is to
mime the feminine strategically, in order to reveal the limits of logo-
centasm and phallogocentric categories, and in so doing provide the
space for future possibilities, as yet unknown and unknowal;le.

Leeds Metropolszan University

McDOWELL

John McDowell, Mind and World, Harvard University Press 1994
Az s
In the summer of 1991, just before embarking on m?/doc‘:::: I;ngri:
to one of the John Locke lectutes given that year in Oxford l;y John
McDowell. P’d missed the ficst two, but it didn’t matter, as the vision of
the lectures as a whole was present in each cne. This one-off lecture
r‘nade 2 deep impression on me, and that summer 1 worked {with no
litde difficulty) through the transcript of all six. They were to be
published three years later, with appendices added, as Mind and Warld
. McDowell’s overall view is, I thinlg, like this. If sensory experence
15 a source of knowledge, then the content of experience must be cap-
able of standing in rational relations. Only something conceptual could
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do that. Therefore the content of expetience cannot be a brute Given,
and the idea of the Given as a soutce of perceptual knowledge is 2 myth.
So Kant was dght. Experience must be conceptual through and through:
‘intuitions without concepts ate blind’. The relaton between mind and
wotld that is enacted in sensory expetience should be understood as a
receptivity to the ‘thinkable facts’ that constitute the world, and this
teceptivity is made possible by the operation of concepts. Concepts, of
coutse, ate the tools of ative thought—rtheir exetcise is the exercise of
our faculty of spontaneity. In critical thought, in discussion, in debate,
we use them actively, deliberately, even manipulatively. So an awareness
of the active role of concepts, combined with the commitment to
experience 18 being conceptual through and through, can seem to threat-
en the independence of the world, can seem to entail idealism,

Here we are confronted by a traditional impasse. But McDowell
finds 2 way out with the help of a brilliant guiding insight: in sensory
expetience concepts ate gperative passively. Without any active deliberation
on our part, concepts open our minds to the intelligible world. Before
reading McDowell, T had thought that the most promising way forward
for feminist epistemology was to wotk through the sodal implications of
the underdetermination thesis and the theoty-dependence of data. Some-
where along the line, empiticism had evidently installed itself in my
philosophical consciousness. But now it had been made stunningly
evident to me that empiticism couldn’t possibly be right. For somewhere
on Quine’s periphety—no matter how supetficial the imdtaton—there
was a mythical beast called the Given.

Empifidsm’s epistemology was as ill-grounded as its metaphysics
was wrong-headed. Furthermore, the Quinean empiricism which had
once seemed 80 promising to me 2s 2 means of placing feminist values in
the wotld now appeated brutishly scientistic. By contrast it was suddenly
crystal clear that McDowell’s neo-Kantianistn presented the right basis
from which to ask epistemological questions, including those which arise
from ferminist consciousness. I'm still convinced that this is so.

Birkbeck College, London
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CONFERENCE REPORTS

Repozt on Seciety for Women in Philosaphy Conference
Laton, May 1997

The SWIP Conference held in the University of Luton on 24th May
1997 was, in the first instance, somewhat overshadowed by separate
problems within the University. ‘The day before the conference was held,
fifty University staff were given compulsory redundancy, and in the
aftesmath of this blow it was difficult for the conference organisets o
arrange publicity and finalise the asrangements in time. As a result the
conference was a somewhat smaller affair than usual and suffered a few
initial technical hitches, but otherwise should be considered a success,
both as a forum for the exchange of ideas and as an opportunity to meet
for informal discussion after the conference.

The speakers offered three excellent papers on feminist perspect-
ives on metaphysics in both critical and constructive versions. The
quality of papers and the discussion which followed can be taken as clear
proof, if proof was needed, that feminist research in philosophy contin-
ues to thtive and develop.

Christine Bartersby opened proceedings with a paper which set up
a series of conasting dialogues between Irigaray and Judith Butler,
Hegel and Lacan and Kierkegaard, on the basis of the different
‘Antigones’ who appear in each thinker’s work. This was a defence of an
enquity into the possibility of using the ‘female position’ in philosophy,
whete ‘female’ is understocd as both embodied and as socially/
histodcally constructed. As such, it argued against the mote disruptive,
volatile and parodic stance which Butler tends to take,

The paper examined the appearance of Antigone in Hegel and in
Lacan. It was then suggested that Irigaray counters both Hegel’s and
Lacan’s Antigones by dramatising both their ‘others’, and offering
another possibility for philosophy that involves ‘body to body’ contact
and birth, rather than ‘formal combat ot verbal wrestling’. By re-thinking
difference, Christine Battersby argued that new potentials for feminst
philosophy can emerge, some of which may be developed wvia
Kierkegaard's equivocal ‘either/or stance.
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Stella Sandford’s paper returned to “first questions’ by reflecting
on what we actually mean by metaphysics. Thinking about the way
philosophy legiimates certain questions and modes of asking such
questions, it emphasised the political dimension of the enquity into
‘what 1s". The paper considered descriptive and speculative metaphysics
as different frameworks for charactetising not only enquiries into ‘what
is”, but also as accounts of what philosophy itself can and ought to do.
Thus, Stella Sandford defended Trigaray's meta-deseriptive apptoach to
metaphysics as the possibility of raising historical (and also ethical and
political) issues in the context of philosophy.

In a close reading of Hegel's Philasaphy of Nature, Alison Stone
opened up this Hegelian text for possible feminist approaches to differ-
ence. She linked Hegel’s discussion of nature as sensual and conceptual,
universal and particular, and matter and form, to questions of sexual
difference, teproduction and the specificity of sexual identity, and sugg-
ested ways in which this might be useful for feminist enquiry into
corporeal space, genre and self-other relations.

I found all of the papers stimulating and scholarly (I just hope 1
haven’t misrepresented any of them here), and the day a very enjoyable
occasion as well as offering plenty of scope fot further reflection.

Albison Ainiey
Angla Polytechuic University
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Review of Sodiety for Women in Philosaphy Special Meeting
London, October 1997

A special open meeting of SWIP was atranged for 25th October at
which members could discuss the problems facing women philosophers
in the current context of a higher education system dominated by the
requirements of the Research Assesoment Exerdise (RAE),

At the start of the meeting the audience was reminded that two
years ago SWIP conducted a survey of the position of its membets in the
profession of academic philosophy, What was found was that women
continued to feel themselves to be disadvantaged within the profession.
One of the key reasons identified for this was the greater likelihood of
women philosophers wotking in areas of philosophical enquiry which
are not regarded as ‘mainstream’ by the majority of philosophy depast-
ments in UK universities. Such areas include ethical and political philos-
ophy, as well as contineatal philosophy and feminist philosophy. The
experience of the 1996 RAE appears to have teinforced these concerns.

The discussion in the afternoon covered three broad areas:

1) The actnal expetence of the RAE evercise by women
philosophers within and outside Univessity Philosophy Departments.

2) Ways in which the accountability, transparency and expertise of
the of RAE Panels could be improved.

3) Positive ways in which SWIP members could work within the
current RAFE system,

In relation to (1) several points emerged from different people’s
experience. Perhaps the most significant point was that it wasn’ clear at
what stage of the process the exclusion or devaluing of certain kinds of
philosophical work occurred. Women philosophers wotking ourside
Philosophy Departrnents (for instance in Politics or Cultural Studies) re-
ported that they had not experenced prejudice against, for instance,
work in feminist philosophy at the departmental level. Instead, most had
found their status and employment prospects enhanced by their philos-
ophical publications. But women within Philosophy Depariments often
told a different story.

Did the devaluation of certain kinds of philosophical wotk ocour
at the stage of departmental selection processes that decided what work
was to be submitted to the RAE Panel? Or was the problem the RAE
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Panel’s actual consideration of wotk submitted? It was noted that some
Heads of Department in Philosophy and some Universities seem to have
cperated 2 conservative strategy, because of assumptions about RAE
Panel preferences. If this was the case, it clearly has strong implications
for the likelthood of certain kinds of philosophers being employed in
current circumstances.

The situaton was felt to have been exacerbated by reports that
the RAE Panel operated with 2 hierarchy of forms of publication, as
opposed to substance: preferring articles in refereed journals and single-
authored books to other forms of publication, even ones which bad
been specially commissioned for special-issue journals or edited collect-
ions. There are, howevet, many mote philosophy jouwmals that reflect the
concerns of the mainstreamn analytc tradidon than for other aspects of
philosophy. This has led to a greater presence of published work in
continental and feminist philosophy in the form of edited collections. If
referced journals articles are given 2 higher status than chapters in edited
books by RAFE Panels then this is necessarily discrminatory against work
in phtlosophy which does not have a wide range of journal outlets.

Another factor which also served to heighten the concems of
women working in Philosophy Departments was the lack of any repres-
entation of feminist philosophy among the expertise of RAE Panel
members and the lack of an assessor for interdisciplinary work.

Overall the feeling of the meeting was that the effects of the RAE
on women philosophers had been more negative than positive. Positive
effects tended to be located in non Philosophy Departments. Within
Philosophy, in some cases individuals had come under great ptessure
from their own insttution after negatve RAE outcomes, and some
Philosophy Departments had also suffered significant drops in res-
ources. For those women still seatching for employment within the
academy it was felt that having specialised in what are pefceived as non-
mainstream areas of philosophy could be a significant disadvantage in
the philosophy job-market and, moreover, that the pressure to acquire
both teaching expetience and publications before gaining a full-time job
was becoming intolerable.

In relation to (2) the discussion centred around the issue of how
women philosophers could ensure that neither intended nor non-
intended discrimination against any atea of philosophy crept into the
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RAE procedure. It was agreed that the best way to ensure this was by
making sute both that those submitting wotk for the RAE were as well
informed as possible about the procedures and criteria being used in the
assessment, and that the RAE Panel was as well informed as possible
about the range of academic philosophical work and the specific require-
ments for understanding and judging it. It was suggested that the RAE
Panel be approached on an informal basis, to be asked how their
procedures could be improved so a5 to prevent Departmental Chairs and
University Appointments Panels acting as a force for conservatism, in
the belief that this would reap RAFE rewaids.

In pursuing these goals it was agreed that SWIP would be
working jointly with all those who felt thar their branch of philosophy
had been inadequately recognised by the last round of the Researh
Agssessment Excercise,

In relation to (3) the most positive way forward was felt to be
the development of tefereed journals in which non-mainstream philos-
opglical work could be published: one example of this was cleatly the
Women's Philosophy Review. In addition, it was suggested that members
should take up any oppormunities which occurred to be involved in edit-
oral processes as it was only by pardcipating in existing academic
networks that dismissive attitudes 1o certain kinds of work could be
changed. The Society needed to be as supportive as possible in making
information about grants and butsaties or publishing oppormunities
available to members,

Kemberhy Hutchings
Universiy of Edinburgh




Stella Sandford and Alison Stone

Papers of 56,000 words on any
aspect of Hegel's philosophy are
welcome.

The final deadline for receipt of
papers is 31/10/98, Please first
submit an abstract of around 200
words by 01/07/98.

All submissions will be anony-
mized & assessed by readers, as
well as by the Editors. Please
request stylesheet from Guest
Editors to conform to house style.

If you have an idea for a paper
that you would like to discuss,
then please contact either Alison
Stone or Stella Sandiord.

Please send papers and
abstracts to either Alison Stone
Flat 7, 4 Cambridge Road, Hove
East Sussex, tel (0)1273 329354
alison.|.stone@btinternet.com

or Stella Sandford

Middiesex University, White Hart
Lane, London N17 8HR
S.Sandford@mdx.ac.uk.
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| CALLS FOR PAPERS |
WPFR Special Issue on
WPR Special issue on FEMINIST AESTHETICS
HEGEL WPR no 26 (2000)
WPR no 23 (1399) .
Guest Editors;
Guest Editors: Fenny Fiorence & Nicola Foster

The editors invite papers on such
topics as Aesthetics & Difference;
Aesthelic Categories; Assthetics
& History; Modemism; Art &
Crait; European Debates about
Art; Art Practice.

Also welcome are papers relat-
ing to parficular Arts, including
Literature, Film, Dance, Theatre,
Architecture & the Visual Aris.

Abstracts (@ 600 words) or
complete arlicles (@ 4000 words)
by Jan. 1999. Shorter or longer
articles will be considered.

Contact Guest Editors for pre-
timinary discussion or advice and
stylesheet. All submissions will be
anonymized and assessed by
readers, as well as by the Guest
Editors.

Contact either Penny Florence
Falmouth College of Art
Woodlane, Falmouth

Comwall, TR11 4RA
Penny@Falmouth.ac.uk

or Nicola Foster

Dept of Philoscphy, University of
Essex, Wivenhoe Park,
Calchester, CO4 35Q.
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13-15 Juiy, 1998 Call for Abstracts
Macquarie Universify, Sydney. DISCIPLINE AND
Australian DEVIANCE:
Women in Philosophy GENDERS,
Progggn?::gg:rﬁser TECHNOLOGIES,
Robyn Ferrell 0 Mi;Cl;l_l;lﬁggs
rferreli@laurel.ocs.mq.edu.au ctober 2-4,
http:/iwww.mq.edu.au/~phildept/ ‘gﬁ:’:&nﬁ':::i:;
300 word abstracts by 30/5/98
Conference website
European Joumnal for htp:/iwww.duke.edu/~athain/
Women's Studies discipline.html

Calls for Papers
on Simone de Beauvoir, ms due
30/8/98 for publication 1899;

on Constructing Ethnicity, ms
due 30/8/98 for publication 2000
Send ideas for possible article
first to EJWS, Zzan Matti, Margit
van der Sieen, University of
Utrecht, Heidelberglaan 2, NL-
3584 CS Utrecht, Netherlands.
M.vanderSteen@fsw.ruu.ni

The Philosophers*

Magazine
This new online & paper quarterly
is interested in the work of SWIP
& solicits offers of papers by
women philosophers. It aims at
both academic & non-specialist
readers.

For the Debate Section of the
magazine, the editor has sugg-
ested the questions ‘s philos-
ophy gender neutral? & ‘Does
philosophy involve essentially
feminine qualities which a philos-
ophy done only by men wauld
lack?’ He is fooking for 2 SWIP
members to take opposing sides.

Sample the magazine at:
http:/fwww.philosopher.
demon.co.uk
Contact Dr Julian Baggini, the

Editor, direct if interested.

PRELIMINARY CONFERENCE
ANNOUNCEMENT—
CALL FOR PAPERS TO
FOLLOW

end Jan, 1999
Paris, The Board of
Cinquantenaire du Deuxiéme
sexe

International Conference; 50th
anniversary of the publication
of ‘The Second Sex’

Precise venue in Paris & date yet
to be fixed. The focus of the
conference will be the book itself;
its reception & effects; Beauvoir
& '2nd wave’ feminism; the
commentaries; political & theoret-
ical heritage & developments,
The organisers are aiso requ-
esting overseas organisations
and Centres as partners in
disseminating the call for pap-
ers, etc. No financial commit-
ment is entailed.

Contact; Christine Delphy

ChDelphy@aol.com
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~ CONFERENCE
 ANNOUNCEMENTS

15-16 May, 19938
Dundee, co-organised by
Philosophy Dept, Univ of
Dundee & Jordanstone College
of Art
Theoros Conference:
Aesthetics, History & Practice
Speakers include Paul Davies,
Christine Battersby, Caralyn
Wilde, plus Panels on Art &
Gender
Tel (0)1382 344538
Fax (0)1382 224140
c¢.a.hippisley@dundee.ac.uk

23 May 1988 (10am—-8pm)
ICA, 12 Cariton House Tefrace,
The Mall, London:
Post-Conventional Religion:
Feminism, Ethics &
Spirituality
With Philippa Berry, Daphne
Hampson, Luce Irigaray,
Danah Zohar
Tickets @ £20/£15
Tet: (0)171 930 36847

28 May 1998, 6—7.30
with drinks afterwards
University of London
The Beveridge Hall, Senate

House, Cassal Lecture
titte tba, Luce Ingaray,
in French, with transiator
Admission Free

5-6 June 1998
Liverpool John Moore's
Universily: Surveillance
Contact: Mary Corcoran

School of Media, Critical &
Creative Arts, Liverpool John
Moore's Univ., L1 7BY

Te! (0)151 231 5054
M.Corcoran@livim.ac.uk

|

19-21 June 1998
Keele University
Gender, Sexuality & Law
Conference
Contact: GSL98, Keele Univ.,
ST5 5BG
Tel (0)1782 583218
GSL98@keele.ac.uk
http:fAwww kKeele.ac.uk.depts/
1a/GSL.88.htm

20--26 June 19989
Tromsg, Norway
WwW1999
The 7th Interdisciplinary

Congress on Women
Tel +47 77 64 58 98
Fax +47 77 64 64 20
Womens . worlds. 99@skk.uit.no
http://www.skk.uit. no/
wwindex.him|

22 - 25 June 1998
University of Manchester
After The Body: Conference on
Religion, Culture & Gender
Contact: Dept of Religions &
Theaology, University of
Manchester, M13 9PL
Tel (0)161 275 3615
creg@man.ac.uk

14-16 July 1998
Univ. of HulWomen's Studies
Netwark Conferencs,
Gendered Space: Women's
Choices & Constraints
Contact; Rachel Alsop
Gender Studies, University of
Huli, HU6 7RX
Tel: (0)1482 465728
R.Alsop@cas.hull.ac.uk

31 July 1998
South Bank University, London
Disrupting the Discourses:
Women Writers 15001700
Tel (0)171-815 8062
kidniem@sbu.ac.uk

August 6-10, 1998,
Boston/international
Association of Women
Philosophers (JAPh})
Lessons From The
Gynaeceum—Women
Philosophizing: Past,
Present, Future
Details & registration form
on the World Congress of
Philosophy website
http:/iweb bu.eduwWCP/
IAPH/iapheng!.htmi
Registration free to members of
|1APh. Membership
$35.00/$20.00
Please let WPR know if you
are a SWIP (UK) member
and intend going.
We need more SWIP
representatives.

9-15 August 1993
Society for Philosophy in the
Contemporary World
YMCA of the Rockies
Intersubjectivity:
Self, Other & Lifeworld
Contact: James B. Sauer
St Mary's Univ., Antonio
Texas, 78228-836
philim@stmarytx.edu

10-23 August, 1998
Abao, Finfand
Noise Summer School
Epistemology,
Citizenship & Arts
Advanced Introductory Course

for u/g & p/g students.
Tel +358 2 2154869

Fax +358 2 2154668

monica.nyland@abo.fi

22 August-26 August 1998
International Information &
Archives Centre for the Women's
Movement, Amsterdam
Know How-Conference on
the World of Women's

Information
Tel +31 20 66 50 820
Fax + 312066 55 812
knowhow@iiav.nl

11-13 September 1998
University of Dundee
Gendering the Millennium:
international Conference

gsiann@dundee.ac.uk

16-18 September 1998
University of Lancaster,
The Society for European
Philosophy
1st Annual Conference,
including Adriana Cavarero,
Eckhart Forster, Alexander
Dutiman, Christine Battersby,
Simon Critchley
Tel (0)1524-592497
fax (0)1524-594273
ICR@lancaster.ac.uk
hitp:/fwww_lancs.ac.uk/
users/culires

24-26 September 1958
Chicago
Social Justice: Past
Experiences & Future
Prospects
Latin American Studies
International Conference
with a special ‘track’ on ‘Gender
& Sexuality’
lasa98@gunet.gecrgetown.edu
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RECENT JOURNAL PUBLICATIONS

Monist 80: 3 (July 1897) ‘Gender and Postmedem Communication’, Fiona
Steinkamp.

Philosophy and Phenomenofogical Research 57: 3 (September 1997)
Review of Moral Prejudices, Annette Baier.

Radical Philosophy 85 (Sept/Oct 1997) Reviews of Passion in Theory,
Robyn Ferrell; Real Knowing, Linda Aicoff.

Radical Philosophy 86 (NoviDec 1997) 'Birth, Love, Politics’, Adriana
Cavarero; review of Sex and Existence: Simone de Beauvoirs The
Second Ses, Eva Lundgren-Gothiin. ‘

Bulietin of the Hegel Saciety of Great Britain 36 (Autumn/Winter 1997)
Review of Feminist Interpretations of G.W.F. Hegel, (ed.) Pairicia J Mills.

Journal of Applied Philosophy 14. 1 (April 1997) ‘The Situated but
Directionless Self: The Postmetaphysical World of Benhabib’s Discourse
Ethics’, Elizabeth Hepbum; reviews of Ecological Feminism, (ed.) Karen
Warren;, The Liberation Debate, (eds) Michae! Leahy and Dan Cohn-
Sherbok.

Journal of Political Philosophy 4. 4 (Dec 1996) ‘Survey Article:
Operative Difference in Recent Feminist, Queer and Post-Colonial
Theory', Penclope Dautscher.

NEW JOURNAL

African Philosophy (Carfax, Oxford), {eds) VY. Mudimbe, Emmanuel C.
Eze & John Pitiman. Contact Bruce Janz, Dept of Philosophy, Augustana
Univ. Coliege, 4901-46 Avenue, Camrose, Alberta, Canada, T4V 2R3

NEW WEB SITE
A useful new website on feminist theory has been set up by Kristin
Switala, at: hitp:/iwww.utc.edu/~kswitala/Feminism/

data compiled by Alison Stone, University of Sussex

Annual Subscription Rates for Women's Pbilosophy Review (3 issues)

UK £20 (ndividuals)
£48 (institutions)

Europe £24 or US$45 (individuals)
%48 or US$90 (institutions)

Rest of World £24 or US$45 (surface, individuals)
£36 or US$70 (air; individuals)

£48 or US$90 (institutions, surface)
£60 or US$115 (institutions, ait)

Single Issue Price
UK £6.95 (individuals)
£17.50 (institations)
Europe £10 or US$18 (individuals)
£17.50 or US$30 (institutions)
Rest of Wodd £10 or US$18.00 (individuals, surface)

£12 or US$24 (individuals, air)
£20 or US$40 (institutions, surface)
£24 or US$45 (institutions, ait)

If paying in overseas currency, please calculate at US$ rate. Cheques should be made payable to
the Society for Women in Philosophy (UK).

If not applying for SWIP membership, please send your payment to Dr Christine Battersby, WPR
General Editor, Dept of Philosophy, University of Warwick, Coventry, CV4 7AL, UK.

Membership of the Society for Women in Philosophy (UK)
SWIP is open to individual women who work in and with philesophy, both inside and outside
Philosophy Departments, mainly in the UK, although it is also open to women working with
philosophy overseas. It welcomes student members, those using philosophy in, allied disciplines, as
well as those in schools and those not formally attached to an educational institution. Institutions
ate not eligible to join.

Current UK membership rates are £20 waged, £10 p/t waged and uaw
made payable to the ‘Society for Women in Philosophy (UK)Y .To apply fox.
details of yourself and any institutional affiliation to Dr Kimberly H
front cover). Overseas applicants should contact Dr Hutchings for thigr
only those paying UK full rate are entitled to the anmual Special .
be offered the Special Issue at a discount rate.

Information for Contributors

Women's Pbilosophy Review asks for copyright on published articles;
but adopts a generous policy towards subsequent re-publicatinn.



