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EDITORIAL
by Christine Battershy

The Ediwr is proud to present Women's Philosaphy Reziew no 24 which,
unusually, includes not one interview but three —exceptionally rich—
conversations with women working in the discipline of philosophy in
contemporary Fmance. It is to Penelope Deutscher that we are indebted
for this treat, as well as to the three French women interviewed below—
Monique David-Ménard, Barbara Cassin and Claude Imbert—who so
generously shared their time and their thoughts with their Australian
interlocutor. Thanks are also due 1o Chiméne Bateman who bravely
took on the task of transcription and to Margaret Whitford who, no less
courageously and no less generously, tackled the tragsladon of all three
conversations.

This trio of interviews has involved an immense amount of work
for all concerned, including the Editor. Not only have there been the
tasks of transcrdption, condensation and translation, but also the need
for supplemenrary questions and research to contextualize the inter-
views. And here we are indebted to Penelope Deutscher’s explanatory
essay, Philosophy’s Fortune, that precedes the three dialogues, as well as to
the Cumnuvlative Bibliography and the Contextualizations that she has
also provided.

The intricacies of the task go some way towards explaining the
late appearance of this issue—the first to appeat in the year 2000. T am,
however, convinced that it was worth the reader’s wait and also worthy
of the vadous contibutors’ efforts. What we are given is a fascinating
and informative series of glimpses at some traditions of philosophy that
are sutprisingly alien to us—-even to those working (as 1 do myself) in
the traditions of so-called ‘contnental’ philosophy. What comes out
cleatly is the “foreignness’ of philosophy as it has developed in France,
in the shadow of Kant, Hegel, phenomenology, stracturalism and a
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quite different set of assumptions about philosophy’s—and logic’s—
past.

Of the three French interviews it is the first, with Monique
David-Ménard, that will probably seem the least unfamiliar, since her
methodology includes the psychoanalysis of texts—and in ways that
ovetlap with the types of ‘French’ theory that have had such an impact
on feminist discourse in the anglophone world. This 15, however, by no
means to reduce the novelty and philosophical subtlety of David-
Meénard’s approach, or to fail to register the importance of her analyses
of the linkage between ‘madness’, “fantasy’ and ‘teason’ in Kant and his
heirs. Because David-Ménard is well-prounded in Kant's system (in-
cluding his pre-critical wtitings), her acute observations strike home.

Far less familiar to an anglophone audience will be the method-
ology of the second interviewee, Barbara Cassin, who looks to the
sophists—and hence to thetotic—for another tradidon of writing and
argumnent that has been treated as ‘other’ to logic and dialectic by both
Plato and the phildosophical mainstteam. By muming to this
marginalized—and derided—tradition, Cassin finds a way to think
philosophical histoty and methodology in terms of “a plutality, instead
of a single path’. Since the contributions of women have been written
out of the histedes of philosophy (along with the sophists), it is clear
that Cassin’s project has transformative potential in terms of allowing us
to find 2 plurality of othet histoties of thought. Cassin’s radicalization of
the tradiions of philosophy thus opens up potential for thinking abont
the modes of pendeting tradition—and about strategies and possibilities
for phulosophical change.

‘The approach of the third interviewee, Claude Imbert, will be, I
think, even less familiac to an anglophone audience, even though Imbert
writes extensively on logic, on Frege, on Witigenstein and also teaches
regularly in the US. But what is sutptising to those trained in the domi-
nant Anglo-American tradidons of logic is precisely the historical and
structural nature of Imbert's understanding of logic’s task(s) and the fact
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that she (like Cassin) is looking to traditions of argumentation that have
been marginalized and excluded. Imbert’s task involves a kind of eclec-
teism that might at first sight seem puzzling, but that has radical
poteatial in terms of rethinking the telationship between the self and the
structures of thought that bind it.

The more familiar ‘French feminisms® are not entirely neglected
in this issue. Becanse of the length of the three interviews, there is no
extended ‘review essay’ included this tme. Instead Hanneke Canters has
provided 2 informative overview of work on Luce Itgaray that has been
undertaken in Holland. Alongside this should be read Gill Rye’s double
teview: of 2 book by, and a book about, Héléne Cixous. Madeleine
Dobie’s teview of Enigmas, an anthology of cifical essays devoted to the
late Sarah Kofiman, provides the last of the French treats.

One of the themes of this issue is the notion of multiple tradi-
tions in the history of thought and the possibility of encountering
‘other'—historically sidelined—figures, themes and methodologies that
have the potential to reconfigure philosophy’s present and its future.
The way that women have been wtitten out of the history of early mod-
ern philosophy is the subject of an important essay by Eileen O"Neill,
‘Disappearing Ink: Eatly Modemn Women Philosophers and Their Fate
in History” in Janet A. Kourany’s Philosaphy in a Feminist Voice, reviewed
by Pamela Sue Anderson below. O'Neill shows how books by women,
even though well-known in therr time, seem to disappear from the
history of philosophy—even from those ‘pure’ hisrories that seem non-
evaluative and that seem simply to record ‘the facts’. In the end it seemns
simply ‘2 fact’ that women have been an absence in philosophy’s past.

However, as O'Neill’s essay also shows, there is no non-
evaluative ‘pute history’s women were not absences in eardy modern
philosophy, but marginalized presences who often addressed questions
of gender alongside what now seem more traditional ‘philosophical’
concerns. O'Neill’s essay can be usefully read alongside the interviews
with Cassin and Imbert published here, since together they allow us to
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see that in the margins of the history of philosophy we will be able to
find the voices of women who were developing aesthetic, ethical and
political insights from positions tangential to the (ontological) debates
that have been privileged in the telling and retelling of philosophy’s past.

Partly with this in mind I have decided to include in this issue 2

dream-poem by Rachel Speght (1621). Although not unknown to schol- |

ats of the Renaissance, it seems to have escaped the attention of those
investigating the role of women in the history of easly modern philoso-
phy. And yet in it we see an example of an early woman thinker seeking
to position hetself in 2 matrilineal tradition of argument that reaches
back to Hypatiz and Aspasia as the ‘mothers’ of female knowledge. See
also my ‘Contextualization’ that sefves s 2 preface to the poem.

The other reason for including the Speght poem in this issue is
that T will be standing down as General Editor of Women’s Philosophy
Review at the end of the year 2000, and this is the last issue that T-will edit
alone. There are two more issues to appear before then, of course, but
one of these is the Special Issue on Aesthetics which is being jointly ed-
ited by Penny Florence and Nicola Foster, and the other General Issue
is being co-edited hy myself and Helen Chapman. Since one of the
teasons that I took on the editing of WPR was to introduce readers to
unfamiliar figures both from philosophy’s present and its past, this
seemed a suitable occasion to inttoduce this poem by Speght which, like
the Gteek texts discussed by Cassin and the ‘disappearng ink’ of
O'Neill’s authots, does not belong to the traditions of philosophy, but
nevertheless helps defines those traditions through its exclusion ...

Margaret Whitford will also be stepping down as Book Reviews
Editor at the end of the year, and Stella Sandford (email address on
front cover) is already commissioning the new book reviews for 2001.
Alessandra Tanesini will remain as Administrative Editor of WPR, but
the job of General Editor is still vacant. Let us know if you would like to
be more involved in any way! Christine Bartersy

Usiversity of Warwick
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Philosophy’s Fortune
by Penelope Deutscher

In a recent issue of Women's Philosophy Resiew (no 19 1998)" Susan James
interviews Auseralian  feminist - philosophers Moira Gatens and
Genevieve Lloyd about their engagement with Spinoza. James asks why
Spinoza exercises such fascination over Gatens and Lloyd. Lloyd re-
sponds that Spinoza represents an alternative voice—alternatve, for
example, to the residue of Cartesianism in contempotary philosophy
(James 1998, 7). Lloyd is not interested in making nepative criticisms of
philosophers, she explains. Instead, she hopes to find new sources and
resources in the philosophical tradition.

There ate noticeable similarities in the motivation and approach
seen in the three contemporary French women philosophers, Monique
David-Meénard, Barbara Cassin and Claude Imbert, interviews with
whom are included in this issue. Barbara Cassin is interested in peopling
the history of philosophy with new figures, who have often been placed
in the background in narratives of major thinkers in the history of phi-
losophy. Where Lloyd and Gatens bring to the fore Spinoza in place of
Descartes, Cassin brings to the fore the concerns of Anaximander,
Hetaclims, Democritus and Gorgias among the pre-Socratics, rather
than Parmenides, for example.

Imbert brings to the fore the writings associated with Port-Royal,
the work of Jean d’Alembert (1717-83), Jean Cavaillés (1903—44), and
the posthumous wotk of Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1908-61), suggesting
that attention o these philosophers is a means of restoring “forgotien
possibilifies of thought’? One means of finding new sources and re-
sources in the philosophical tradition involves breaking with convention
with regard to the canon of histerical philosophers deemed worthy of
crtical attention.
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Another means 1s to stve to intetrupt stereotyped and instita-
tionalized intetpretations of those schools and those philosophers we
read most often. James suggests that in addidon to finding crtical
alterpatives to Cartesianism, we can also turn our attention to the di-
verse thinkers of which Cartesianism is constituted. We can supplement
Descartes with a closer attention t© contemporaties such as
Malebranche, and also felax the tendency to read Descartes’s texts as
univocally sustaining mind/body dualism., We may choose also to read
his texts with a closet attention to those elements which undermine or
complicate that dualism:

The view, for example, that Descattes made an absolute

distinction between states of the body and states of the

soul and allowed nothing to cross it, has long been a

mainstay of philosophy of mind, but it 15 a mainstay

that will not stand up once the Cartesian account of the

passions is taken into account, {James 1997, 17)

James expresses concetn with the over-simplification of the his-
tory of philosophy, but over-simplification of a pacticular kind, This is
the conventionalization and consolidadon of a particular, often-repeated
narrative ai the expense of a reading-approach which attends more to
the aspects of a text, or body of texts, which resist or render complex
that natrative. It is, we can add, an appteciation of that complexity, re-
sistance, or multivocality which may be most useful to feminist readings
of historical texts.

Thus, James’ interpretznon of Descartes hardly denies that Carte-
sian texts constitute the dvalist tradition, and are correctly interpreted in
these terms. But, in the lipht of het comments about some feminist in-
terpretations of Descartes, we may see James as asking whether we are
best served by stereotypical narratives of philosophy which reiterate an
account of modern philosophy as beginning with Descattes, a philoso-
pher who depreciated the passions, and allowed nothing to cross
between body and mind (James 1997, 16-17). As a tesult of the
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repeated consohdation of such narratives, interpretation of the history
of philosophy tends to ‘skip over topics, such as the passions, that are
percerved as matginal or irtelevant to a particular interpretation of what
philosophy is’ {15).

Perhaps we ate better served—and, supgests James, perhaps
femninist may also be enriched—by new natratives of the seventeenth
century, peopled by more diverse figures, and more conflictual texts, by
an attention to what philosophers have said about the passions, the
emotions, and embodiment, and by an attention to the philosophers and
themes thaz are not always included in the histories of philosophy which
answer 10 the preconceptions philosophers have about it. Or, in the
words of Michele Le Deeuff

Feminism does not contribute to a limiting of the qual-

ity of debate (as some of our conservative colleagues

ate prone 1o say) except when it blindly follows previ-

ous misinterpretations. In any case, I believe that

younger women ... deserve 10 be given the best schol-

arship we can offer to them, the best food for thought.

(Le Deeuff 2000}

The traditions for and from which the three French women phi-
losophers interviewed hete would hope to dislodge alternatives and new
teadings are not those of Cartesianism, but those of Kaat and phe-
nomenology. Claude Tmbert speaks of how she sought to ‘leave behind
the dismal history of the fortunes and misfortunes of transcendental
egology’. And, according to Barbara Cassin, Tt is very difficult to rid
oneself of the idea that philosophets today do anything else besides re-
work Heidegger's pesture. ... In order to move out from this circum-
scribed territory, no less is requited, doubtless, than ... a redefinition of
philosophy throughout its history’ (Cassin 2000).

Monique David-Ménard’s major wotk on the history of philoso-
phy has been based on an interpretation of Immanuel Kant’s engage-

ment with the problem of madness, and in conjunction with this, on her
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argument that “The Critigne of Pure Reason 1s worked and traversed by un-
conscious themes and the work of repression’ (David-Menard 1992, 41),
The interpretation is a2 means for David-Ménard to question philoso-
phy’s pretensions to universality, and also to question the pretence that
‘tational thought is neutral with tepards its subjective conditions of
production’. All three women philosophets share their rejection of a di-
rectly critical approach to Kant, Heidegger and phenomenology, in
favour of a tangential strategy which tries to amplify philosophical tradi-
tons which might implicitly contest and provide alternatives to
institutionalized and dominant traditions in Kantiaa and Heidepgetian
philosophy.

While Cassin and Imbert share an interest in new figures which
may be brought to the foreground, and in obscured philosophers of
diffetent centuries, Imbert and David-Ménard share an interest in the
obscured aspects of well-known philosophers. Thus, for David-Ménard,
the interest of Kant is not ptimarily that he is the author of the three
Critigues, but that he is the author of a sedes of strange anthropological
texts, and above all, of a seres of writings on madaness. Her interpre-
tation of these writings occurs as part of David-Ménard’s project to
intetpret the Cratigar of Pure Reasor as a constant engagement with the
possibility of madness.

For Imbert the interest of Merleaw-Ponty is not primarily that he
is the author of the Phenomenoiogy of Perception {1943] (generally considered
his major work), but that he is the author of a sedes of unfinished and
posthumous writings which call into the question the phenomenological
ptoject, and, in particular, unravel and perform a kind of auto-critique of
his own earliest and appatently most fundamental text:

From ‘indirect language’ to the ‘chiasma,” phenomenol-

ogical positivism and immediacy were repudiated, and .

[Merleau-Ponty] provoked questions sufficient to pre-

occupy the generation of philosophets which separates
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him from us, and to preoccupy us, sdll. (Imbert 1998,

138y

The three philosophers differ in the extent to which they write
about issues of gender and sexual difference. Apart from an interest in
and writings on some French women philosophers of the first half of
the twentieth century, such as Simone Weil and Simone de Beauvoir'—
both of whom she considets to have lucidly ‘dismissed from the outset
the Kantian framework of the philosophy of the perod—Claude
Imbert does not ditectly address questions of women, or gender, in
philosophy. Even when discussing the work of Weil and Beauvoir,
Imbert does not discuss them as women philosophers per s, but as mat-
ginalized figures who contributed to the negotiation of philosophical
alternatives to the concept of the transcendental subject:

In place of the transcendental subject, they substiruzed

some kind of concteteness, which was for Weil “work’

and ‘suffering’ and for Beauvoir the concreteness of a

WOMAN's existence. '

By contrast, for David-Ménard, co-editor of an anthology of
writings on sexual difference (Fraisse et al, 1990), the question of a
sexed subject position is a central concern, one connected to her interest
in the conditions of possibility of philosophical thought in the wotk of
the passions, the drives, sexual ofientation and desire. As well as being
an object of knowledge, writes David-Ménard in an essay written with
Michel Tort and Geneviéve Fraisse, sexual diffetence ‘can be 2 mode of
knowledge, a sexual element of the workings of knowledge”:

Fomms of knowledge do not emerge unscathed, in theit

pretension to fasten themselves onto an object, once

one fully grasps how the sex of those who engage in

them intetvenes in their practice. Sexual difference

appears under a new light, once one grasps the fabric’s

bias in terms of which they take form as a knowledge-
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form addressed to an other. (David-Ménard, Fraisse

and Torx 1990, §).

The proposal is taken up Further in David-Ménard’s Lss
Constructions de ['universel (1997) in which she analyzes the interconnection
of concepts and phantasms in philosophical discourse. Sexuval dif-
ference, she argues, provokes the crisis of any notion of universality. It
allows universality to be seen as a dteam, a phantasm of denial of sexual
difference. Tt allows us to better see ‘the construction of concepts as
tributary to the constrmuction of those phantasms in termas of which a
subject defines itself as sexed” (1997, 2). David-Ménard’s interests centre
most around the demonstration that male philosophers who might have
ptetended to 2 rational, universal and objective philosophical discourse
which had nothing to do with their desire, ptoduced texts which can be
interpreted otherwise: in terms of their phantasmatic content The
dream of universality itself is taken as a manifestation of phantasm and
unconscious desite.

David-Ménard’s question echoes that of the French-Belgian
feminist and political philosopher Frangoise Collin, introducing an
anthology of women philosophers working in France published as a
special issue of the journal Les Cabéers dw GRIF {1992). Collin suggests
that the themne of the collecion-—Femmes/ Phitoraphie: Les Provenances de la
pensée (Women—Phelasqphy: The Provenances of Thought—might be the ques-
tion, ‘From whence do we speak when we speak?” (Collin 1992, 5).*Such
a theme unites contemporary French women philosophers who speak
directly on problems of gender in philosophy, and write overtly as femi-
nist philosophers, with others of whom this is less the case.

These provenances, Collin suggests, might be exhibited, or at
least overt, or they might be silenced, sometimes repressed. It might be
a directly feminist issue to make the material conditions of intellectual
production more apparent, or, even when it occurs within a project
which is ot overtly feminist, it might be one in which feminism might
have 2 patticular interest. Whether overtly femintst or not, she groups
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the work of 2 series of contemporary French women philosophers in
terms of theit interest in staging a confrontation of philosophy with its
provenances, which might be undetstood in 2 multitude of ways.

The work of historical philosophers can be undetstood in these
terms, as when David-Ménard argues for an interpretation of Kant's

texts in terms of his unconscious phantasms. The sexuation of contem-

- porary philosophical production is addressed in an fmpottant contribu-

tion by Barbata Cassin (1992) which suggests that women’s philosophi-
cal production can be matked by the fact that it is produced by
womer—as can that of male philosophers. This would enable a kind of
typology of sexuation in philosophy.

While it is one of the few occasions on which Cassin has written
direcdy on the question, Cassin’s ‘Le Désordre philosophique’ (1992)
suggests affiliations between herself, Collin and David-Ménard in tetms
of questions such as: From where do we speak? How might the fact of
being a woman in philosophy importantly inflect one’s philosophical
production, when one does not write directly on issues of gender and
sezual difference? But rather than locating sexual difference as an expia-
nation of the ‘provenances de la pensée’, Cassin’s approach appears to be
more typological. She analyzes the issue of sexuation in philosophy less
in terms of origin and explanation, and more stylistically, in terms of 2
queston of genre. The feminine in philosophy s, she claims, a kind of
discordant mixme of genres which 15 often greeted with some degtee of
discomfort, whether avowed or disavowed:

Whatever there is of women {or women) amongst the

philosophers (of women who are recognized as phi-

losophers, of the presence of feminine in the
philosophers) is, in my view, the unstoppable mélange

of registers ... of discordance, of an intimate multiplic-

1ty of voices, a petpetual moulting of one’s skin (mze)
(1992, 14)
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All three women share an interest in interdisciplinary modes of
philosophy, although for different reasons. For Claude Imbert, discipli-
nary boundaries ate simply those which should never have been
accepted in the first place, they are 2 sign of intellectual passivity and
failure on our part: ‘I have never really accepted that division which has
been impesed upon us berween literary thought and scientific thought.
That division seems to me an unforgivable philosophical defeat.” Just as
much a theorist of the condidons of possibility of philosophy, Imbert
theotizes the way in which each discursive regime has its own ‘con-
straints and possibilities’. Often, discutsive regimes play against the
limits of their own possibilities, and we can choose to read the history
of philosophy attentively for these particularly generative, often ob-
scured moments. It allows us to tender richer and more diverse our
sense of the ‘inventory of possible rationalities’.

For David-Ménard, staging a conftontation between psycho-
amalysis and philosophy is a means of provoking in philosophy 2
stronger engagement with desite and phaatasm as the condition of the
possibility of rational thought. Cassin analyzes the way in which an
interdisciplinarity represents that which is associated with the feminine
in philosophy: the ragout, the improper, tacitly considered to be in
slightly bad taste:

1 think all of us (feufes) philosophize through mixing

and rtemixing and mizing up the sensibilites, the

apperceptions, the contact with phenomena, the ends

of existence and the bracketings ... . We intermix,

enliven, and raze genres and styles. We don’t know how

to, and we don’t want to, respect the appropsate

tegime of styles. (1992, 14)

Acknowledging the confusion of gentes which constantly occurs
in philosophy is also o acknowledge the plurality—the sexual plurality,
bur presnmably others kinds of plurlity as well—of those wheo practise
philosophy. In this exemplary piece which incorporates a component of
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autobiographical content, Cassin describes the benevolent advice she
has often received, to exchange creative wiiting for her philosophical
career—as she does also in a forthcoming essay in Hypatia (Cassin
2000). Much of het philosophical production may be thought of as a
sedes of strategic and resistant responses to this advice, a practice of
interconnecting literary modes of addressing what she considers to be
similar problems.

Addressing this queston directly, ‘Le Désordre philosophique’
{1992) juxtaposes two picces of Cassin’s writing, one a short story pub-
lished in a literaty journal, Nowwelle resme framgasse and the other 2
philosophical essay published in Rewus de philosophie ancienne. The former
depicts the teaching of philosophy by the narrator in a hospital clinic for
psychotic adolescents, where the latter offers an analysis of Plato’s
Cratylus. These are the kinds of writing that Cassin’s colleagues, and the
philesophical instimition mote broadly; believe are approprately quar-
antined from each other. But Cassin responds that the two pieces are
different genres for the addressing of closely related problems: ‘1 know
they are saying the same thing,” she declates,

It concerns silence, and the manner in which the words

of the world, ineffable by failure and by excess are re-

stricted to the inventivity of a refusal to use words like

spare change inflated with the sense of the world. Be-

cause there is nothing of the real, and too much of the

teal, because one does not know what one may

attempt, and what one may do without. It’s the shock

of the limit, in the day-to-day, and in philosophy. {1992,

19)

Fot both Cassin and David-Ménasgd, although for entirely different rea-
sons, interdisciplinarity in thew philosophical practices enables their
fadlitation of an engagement of philosophy with the desite and femi-
ninity at its heart.
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Finally, it is interesting to note the reflecdons of each philosopher
on the conditions of possibility of theit own philosophical production.
Evidently, this is not to say that one is always the best authorty on the
conditions which allow one to attempt innovation in philosophical
writing. But it is significant the extent to which each has reflected on the
question. None takes for granted the need to carefully negotiate a posi-
ton within the institutions of philosophy which will encourage creative
and innovative expression.

Monique David-Ménard considers that her choice not to putsue 2
university teaching cateer, but to take up a position within the
‘hypokigne’ programme’ was crucizl. In her view, because she was both
a practising psychoanalyst as wel as an academic, and was not seeking a
university post, she was “absclutely free’. According to Cassin, the pos-
sibility of her philosophical production atose from good fortane or
‘charce’ a full-time research post opened up at France’s Centte National
de la Recherche Sdentifique. This was good fortune because che had
not followed a conventional academic training in France. As she re-
counts, after two years as 2 mother with a new child she ceased to
attempt the ‘ggrigation’, the competitive examination which grants
university posts and some final year high school posts to academics.
Cassin’s research position allows het, as she writes, not to have to be
constantly accountable for her career,

Describing her cxperiences in a variety of divetse appointments prior
to her appointment to the CNRS, Cassin depicts an #mportant mood
and affect not so far from that evoked by Monique David-Ménard, ‘All
this meant that 1 could wotk according to my own thythm, and in my
own way . Claude Tmbert may have occupied a more conventional aca-
demic career (now chait of Philosophy at France’s élite Ecole Nommale
Supérieur), but the position is again the result, as she depicts this, of a
decision to take up a position within an academic institudon which
would leave her with a high degree of scholatly freedom, T only wanted
to obtain a post and temain in it. I fele that if T was not too concerned
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about my career, I would be freer 1o be moge audacious in my philoso-
phical interests and mote open to other philosophical traditions and
practices.’

In very different ways, all three women are particularly interested
in the conditions of philosophical production. According to Monique
David-Ménard, the potennal for such an analysis is philosophy’s fortune
or chance. She finds that ‘the edifice of pure reason’ is much bettet
understood when one grasps, in its abstract formulatons, the role of
desire. This is, she says, the shanse of philosophy: it is its luck and its
fortune—in French cbance has this double meaning (see the translator’s
note to the David-Ménard Interview)—it is not at all the end of phi-
losophy’. Instead, 1t is a way of understanding its necessity ‘in a new
way’.

This series of interviews allows us to think about how the range
of philosophy’s chances and fortunes might be expanded by readings
which locate conceptual possibilines lost or obscured in the history of
philosophy. In different ways, each philosopher interviewed offers a
particular conception of philosophy’s necessity. Either philosophy nec-
essarily catties as its constant underbelly the forgerting of alternative
possibilities of thought which we can choose to resuscitate; or it is per-
petually worked by the philosopher’s desires; or philosophy is diffused
with its own undeclared provenances. It is that which repeatedly exceeds
the hmits of its own declared conceptual apparatuses; or pethaps that
which constantly calls for new conceptual personae and its own renewal.

Penelope Denticher
Australian National University, Canbsrra

Notes

Mauy thanks to Batbara Cassin, Monigque David-Ménard and Clande Imbert for pac-
ticipating in these interviews and subsequent assistance with their preparation, to
Chiméne Baternan who undertook the transcription 2nd to Margaret Whitford for

translation of the interviews, and to Christine Battersby for editorial and translation
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assistance. Although the interviews fitst took place in 1998, there have been

subsequent additions and modifications.

1 For the Bibliography to this essay see the Cumnulative Bibliography at the end

‘ of the three Interviews.

2 Citations are from interviews included 1in this issue of Women’s Phibsaply
Rewew unless otherwise stated.

3 Imbert presented a keynote address on Beauvoir at the Legacies of Simone
de Beauvoir’ Conference, Pennsytvania State University (November, 1999).
For her short piece on Weil see Imbert (1993}

4 This Special [ssue inchaded the work of Eliane Escoubas, Batbata Cassin,
Jeanne-Marie Gagnebin, Catherine Chalier, Monique David-Ménard,
Momque Schneider, Sarah Kofman, Geneviéve Fraisse, Rada Teekovic,
Myriam Revault d’Allonnes, Frangoise Duroux, Francoise Collin, Frangaise
Proust and Elisabeth de Fontenay.

5 The hypokigne” year is a highly competitive and selective one year program
which constitutes an intermediary stage between the final year of high school
and tettaty training. The hypokigne year ptepares a stoall group of students

for competitive entrance examinations to France’s élite ‘grandes écoles’
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‘Three French Philosophers

interviewed by Penelope Deutscher

Transiated by Margaret Whitford @ Transiribed by Chintine Beaternan
with Editorial Assistance from Christine Battershy

Interview 1: Monique David-Ménard
Critique of Pure Madness

Contextualization

Monique Diavid-Ménzrd is a Director of Research at the Univessité of Panis VII
(Denis-Didetot), in addition to her post as a teacher of philosophy at khégne’ level
and her work as a psychoanalyst. Her books include Hysteriz from Freud to Laan
(1989); La Fodie dans la raison paure (1990) and Les Constructions de Puniversei (1997) and
Tout fo piaisir et powr mot (2000). See the Cumulative Bibliography for more details.

Beginnings

PD  You started by publishing 2 book on hysteria ‘between Freud
and Lacan’ {1983) translated into English as Hysteria from Freud
ta Lacan: Body and Lawguags in Psychoanalysis (1989), followed by a
major project in which you confronted Kant and psychoanaly-
sis, and then a project reading Kant, Sade and Lacan together,
analyzing the relations between fantasies and conceptual
constructs.

MD-M In praciice, historically, 1 starred looking at the relation be-
tween philosophy and psychoanalysis first, before T was able to
transforrn what I do into a systematic and explicit methad. 1
would say that, duting the period 1 was studying philosophy,
read the major texts of the history of philosophy, but at the
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same time, there was 2 closute in philosophical thought that T
could not describe except by saying ‘fortunately there is psy-
choanalysis’, because, thanks to psychoanalysts, everything
which is extemal to the pare comcept seems interesting all the
same.

And as it was the time when Lacan was fashionable in
France, Lacan’s continual reference to philosophical texts al-
lowed me to say ‘I am a philosopher but I have the nght to
suffer.” Suffering, ot desire, is something with which one has
the right to concetn oneself, even when one is a philosopher.
The proof is that Lacan defines transference in psychoanalysis
through a reading of Plato’s Symposiurr; defines the question of
alterity in psychoamalysis through 2 reading of Hegel's
Phenomenolagy of Spirit, defines the splitting of the subject
through a reading of Descartes etc. He also defines identifica-
tion in the field of psychoanalysis through a reading of Frege,
because that brings in the issue of what the uniry of the subject
is, and Lacan thinks the question of the unity of the subject,
therefore, in telation to Frege’s mathematical theory of number
and unity.

So all that allowed me to give a status to what is not pure
thought, at the time when I was becoming a philosophet.
That's bistorically how it happened. One had the right to spend
one’s life reading Hegel’s Lagic and to say at the same time that
thete’s something wrong in my life.

How did that posiion you in the institutional context of the
academy?

For a very long time I was in analysis on the one hand, and 2
philosophy teacher on the other. And I had no difficulty 1n

being accepted by the French academy as a philosophy teacher

(because I had passed the ggrégasion [competitive exams]}, but

the rest was my own affair. I knew that I wanted to work on
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the relation between the two, but it took me a long time to find
a way of doing it. IU’s true that I was also vety ambitiouns; I
knew that it would take time.

First [ worked on questions to do with the epistemology of
psychoanalysis, since [ had also srudied the history of science.
What interested me in psychoanalysis was to try out the meth-
ods of the history of scence in a domain where it looked as
though they might not work. 1 mean that the field of the un-
conscious is resistant to the methodology of the history of
science, but that is what interested me. So in my first book,
Hysteria from Frewd o Lacan, 1 was an epistemologist in an
unlikely area for epistemology. That first period of teseatch
was basically more concerned with psychoanalysis than phi-
losophy. And in any case it was in psychoanalysis that I made
my first interventon.

I was clear that what I wanted to do was not the philoso-
phy of the philosophers. But 1 was teaching philosophy year
after year. I was rereading Plato, I was rereading Kant, I was
rereading Hepel, T was rereading Descartes. But I didn’t vse in
my teaching the new angle of vision that I desdved from listen-
mg t© the unconsclous. I was waiting untl I could work out the
best way w0 approach it.

And basically the best way was writing La Folie dans la raison
pure [The Madness in Pure Reasor] which came out in 1990; that
was when [ felt things came together for me; so I applied for a
post at the CINRS [National Centre for Scientific Research] in
order to write that book which came to be called The Madwers in
Pure Reason, and in which I really addressed myself to philoso-
phers, in which I said to them, look, when I read philosophical
texts, I see things that philosophers don’t usually see, but
which are there, and 1 see them because 1 have another angle
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to think from, but if I can show it to you, it’s there. You just
need not to shut your eyes to it.

And T must say that I've always encountered both resis-
tance from the French academy and also a lot of
encouragement and recognition. A mixture of the two. Since I
was good at preparing students for entry to the grandes drofes [the
élite Universities], I've never had probletns with the institution,

PD What about the reception of The Madrness in Prre Reason?

MD-M It was the same with the teception of the book.

PD 1 suppose that some people working in the history of philoso-
phy thought it was too psychoanalytic.

MD-M Yes of course. Simultaneously, the psychoanalysts told me the
book was too philosophical, and the philosophers told me that
it was too psychoanalytic. That is not a problem. What's im-
portant is that the book should make its way.

PD Wasn’t it difficult o position yourself vis-4-vis the academy in
Francer?

MD-M Yes, it was difficult, but I said to myself that T was not applying
for a university post. So I was absolutely free. I was a good
teacher in &A4gne. [These are classes which prepare students for
the entrance exams for the élite universities or grander éroler)

PD And you were also 2 psychoanalyst.

MD-M 1 was, in addition, a psychoanalyst, and basically I'm quite opti-
mistic about the futute in general—and I said to myself, if in
what I write, I am demonstrating something new, that double
position will eventually be accepted, even if it shocks. Quite a
few people, though, have told me that I was basically the only
psychoanalyst of any interest to the field of philosophy. There
are many people who hate what I write.

PD But in fact, not being obliged to look for a universify post was
quite #nportant?

MD-M Oh yes, it was very important for me.

FD I can’s help thinking of Sarah Kofman who also wanted to take
2 psychoanalytic approach to philosophy.

MD-M Aond who had to fight for her university post:

rPD Yes exactly. And that affects the work, it affects how one works
if one feels strongly that there is a struggle—in contrast, I get
the impression that in your work, there isn’t such a feeling of
struggle.

MD-M No, no. I need to be at rest when 1 write—I need to feel

relaxed.

Philosophy’s Madness

PD  Why is it that philosophy, and above all, readings of the history
of philosophy, are entiched by psychoanalytic readings? I'm
thinking particulardy about what you say in Les Co'mtmcz‘z'am 2
Puriversel [Constructions of the Universal]: that to require philoso-
phy to be more attentive to the tegister of desire, of fantasy, is
not the ruin of philosophy, but rather its ‘chanee’’ Why its
chanse? Could you say something about philesophy’s chanser

MD-M Yes, I could give Kant as an example. I find that the edifice of
pute reason, as a work of thought, is much more intelligible
when ome prasps the respect in which desire is at work in
elaborations which are nevertheless abstract. One can’t under-
stand why Kant would have written all that if one doesn’t see
at the same time what his anxieties ate about. So it’s a chame for
philosophy because one can understand much better why phi-
losephers spend so much time elaborating a system, when one
understands the respect in which for them elaborating a system
15 absolutely essential.

Thete is something external to pure conceptuality which
constantly underpins the conceptual work, and from one point
of view, it’s a dhamee to be able to show it, a ¢bance for philoso-
phy itself, because it shows what philosophy is made from. So
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it is not at all the end of philosophy. It is 2 means of under-
standing the necessity of philosophy, in 4 new way.

To emphasize the cdamee of philosophy is quite different from
making a ctitique?

MD-M Oh yes. Basically what I want to show is that there is, certainly,

an exclusion at work in philosophical thought, the negation of
a certain conflict, a creative negation which is transformed into
conceprual wotk. It’s paradoxical that it should be the necessity
of excluding certain expetiences, while going on thinking them,
that underpins a work of thought, but that is how itis. And, as
you say, it’s not quite what one calls the work of catique to
show that. I’s a bit ltke what Nietzsche called active thinking.
That is, it is a caricature of affirmation, which is still 2 mode of
affirmation. I think philosophy is related to that, so when I try
to show it at wotk, very ptecisely, in the development of a
philosophical thought, and in its systematicity, it’s not destruc-
tive, what I do. I read otherwise what philosophy produces.

In the introduction to your translation of Kant’s ‘An Essay on
the Maladies of the Mind’ [1764] (and see David-Ménard
2000b), you ask whether Kant’s reflection on the ambiguity of
human character, forever on the verge of degenerating into
madness, is merely a side issue for him—of pragmatic and
anthropological interest, but nat central—or whether it is one
of the decisive sources of Kant’s theoretical philosophy as it is
formulated in the Crisigne of Pure Reason. In fact the latter has
become one of the major theses atgued by your work up ll

now.

MDM Yes. Kant himself said that the Critigue of Pure Reasor oniginated

in the critique of the idea of the world. Concerning the ques-
tion whether the wouxld has a beginning in space and time, the
question whether there are simple elements in the analysis of
matter etc., he rapidly tealized that something was wrong with

what reason was attempting and yet it involved a requirement
of reason that one couldn’t easily give up.

So there is 4 proximity between what he calls in the Tran-
scendental Dialectic “the illusion of reason’ and ‘madness’. The
termn “Wahn' refers to both at ance. And the theme of madness
1s something which ran alongside the wndng of the Crisigue of
Pure Reason, and which is still present in the very architecture of
the book, in particular, m the distinction between the
Transcendental Analytic and the Transcendental Dialectic.

The idea that there is 2 madness of pure reason, but that it
Is not quite the same as madness propet—i.e. the sort that gets
people locked up—is really, I think, the centte of his thought.
But then I realized that historically, duting the whole pre-
‘critical period, he’d been working at the same time explicitly on
madness, not the madness of pure reason, but just madness: in
the “Essay on the Maladies of the Mind’, and also in Dreams of a
Spirit-Seer Bluczdated by the Dreams of Metaphysics [1766).

So on the one hand, Kant had been working on madness,
and on the other, he’d been doing the works on logic: it was
dunng those same years that he wrote 2 new theoty of negation
after 1762 in the essay ‘Awtempt to introduce the Concept of
Negative Magnitudes into Philosophy’ [1763], or again in the
text entided “The False Subdety of the Four Syllogistic Figures
Demonsttated by M. Immanuel Kant [1762], where he
crtiques the Anstotelian notion of formal lopic. So the
problem became: why, at the same perod, is he working on the
logic of negation and on the question of madness? Does that
conjunction have aay connection with the problematic of the
proximity bhetween madness and the llusions internal to
feason? '

And the more I read, both the pre-cdncal texts and the
Critigue of Pure Reason, which 1 was reading again, the more I
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tealized that basically, the Transcendental Analytic is the theory
of the way in which the understanding avoids the illusions
which he describes at length in the Transcendental Dialectc.
So for Kant, thete is a profound ambiguity in the nature of
thought; without the proximity of madness, 1t could nevet con-
stitate itself as reason. Analytic reason manages to avoid the
illusions that dialectical reason falls into. And scientific thought
itself is thought which manages to restrict itself to the its ob-
ject. It defines itself through its difference from the thought of
the world which falls shott of the real.

So for Kant, really, what is central is the problematic of the
relations between reason and madness: how reason, when it
becomes philasophical, manages to avoid madness. And it is
central not only from an anthropological point of view, tLe.
when he reflected on the hypochondria of Rousseau, of the re-
former and motalist, but it’s also central vis-4-vis questions of
theoty. So in his thought those anthropological remarks are not
just a detail. T think that Kant bhimself knew very well —mmuch
better than his teaders—that the most theoretical questions of
his philosophy have to be achieved through differentiating
themselves from the risk of mad thought.

Although this reading is not a crifique of Kant, it does point to
a certain Imaginary in his philosophy. In your wntngs, you
crticize the commentators who have systematically refused to
see any relation between essays such as Dreams of @ Spirit-Seer
and the Critigue of Pure Reason.

Yet you only have to read Drearns of @ Spinit-Ster to realize how
fascinated Kant was by Swedenborg. It’s not just a political
matter external to philosophy.

Its absolutely true that most of Kant’s commentafors
accord no importance to the problematic of negation as a real

conflict, as though logic were able to grant itself absolute
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autonomy. With reference to the eailier texts, I have of course
come across commentators who minimize the significance in
Kant’s thought of the proximity of reason and madness; who
see the texts on madness as minos, anthropological texts and
not philosophical rexts.

It's quite true thar there is a tendency in philosophy not to
mention some of the conditions of the elaboration of the
thought one is presenting. So commentators do that quite
routinely. But philosophical thought does not completely
eliminate what it is made from. You can see the process of
elimination at work in the major texts. Frend would call it re-
pression; you can see it at wotk in the major philosophical texts
and it is practised by coromentators. So the resistance that 1
meet is what I’'m looking for, in a way; the difference in my
reading relative to other readings of Kant is my focus, it’s #y
issue, the point whexe [ think have something to say, It’s quite
true that if’s the limit and the success of philosophy to be able
to produce objects of thought in which what those objects of
thought are in fact linked to, for the thinker, is not mentioned.

Are you saying that without the fantasy there would be no
philosophy, or are you saying that without suppressing the re-
lation to the fantasy there would be no philosophy?

Without the struggle against fantasy there would be no con-
ceptual thought. I think it’s important to show the fantasies at
work in the text, and one understands much bettet what phi-

losophical thought is, when one shows that, than when one
conceals it.

Philosophy and Sexuate Thought

PD  According to Constructions of the Universal, you don’t accept the idea

that thoughr is sexuate. In the formulation of a thought, there
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are fantasies and a relaton to one’s sexuate position, but the
thought itself is not sexuate. Have I got that right?

MD-M 1 don’t know if T would insist on the expression ‘thought itself,

since | don’t treat what is purely conceptual, the logical kernel
of metaphysics, as autonomous. T don’t treat it as completely
autonomous from that other type of thought which T call after
Freud, afrer Lacan, fantasy. I look in philosophical texts for the
points of articulation between these two heterogeneous orders
of thought, Tt is in the order of the fantasy that the sexuate
identity of the male or female thinket—male or female
philosopher—plays a part.

Perhaps I'll give you an example. When Kant writes in the
Critigue of Practical Reason as though it was an evidence of
teason: ‘No one can know 4 préer? which representatdon will be
accompanted by pleasure and which representation will be ac-
companied by pain’, the statement can be read in several ways.
Either one analyzes that faculty of separating pleasure from
pain, and one shows that in fact pleasute and pain are linked to
the reality of a state experjenced by the subject, and that can-
not be anticipated. So that any attempt to anticipate it, in
particular, the idea of happiness, is necessarily an illusion of
practical reason, since it won’t ever be possible fo anticipate
the content of a feeling produced by a situaton. Or else, on the
contrary, one feads the staternent quite differently: one reads it
as a melancholic fantasy, that is, as a way of affirming that in
the ordet of the sensible, nothing ts constant. Everything is
transitory. So nothing can truly be anticipated by reason. And
at that point, it's perhaps quite coherent with what Kant says
elsewhere, but nonetheless it’s a fantasy transformed into co-
herence. Because there’s no guatantee. It is stated, but not
justified,

And if one takes the statement in that way, and then reads
for example Kant’s precdtical 1764 text, Observations on the
Feeltng of the Beautiful and the Sublime, one realizes that what is
given as a raticnal principle in 1788 in the Critigwe of Practical
Reason is just a repetition of the analysis of the melancholic,
who lives only by prnciples. The melancholic is the man who
feels very strongly that life is transitory, and Kant states thar
the only thing which isn’t transient is the order of psnciples.

So in 1764, this idea of the # priori of moral prinaples is
cleady put forward as an antidote, a retnedy for an empirical
state of affairs, not something given by reason, and i’s pre-
sented by Kant as an observation, namely that for the
melancholic, nothing is constant in the life of the feelings.
Fverything is transitory.

And in 1764, the meaning of that is defined with reference
to the image of the woman for whom everything shifts all the
time. Women do not understand principles, and what gives life
its value, for them, is its beauty. When women are virtuous it is
because they find virtue beauniful. It is never because they re-
spect vittue ot because they respect the moral law. Men say
that women are fickle for this reason-—above all melancholic
men who love the constancy of principles, because otherwise
they suffer the insecurity of what does not last. So one realizes
that the idea that in the life of fecling there is no fixed point 2
prort, while the principles of practical reason, in conrtrast, in-
troduce the only possible constancy in the order of feeling and
of action, one realizes that this idea remains ted, in the Crifiqaue
of Practiral Reason, to anthropological observations.

1 mysclf call the observations fantasies, in the sense that
their kernel is the way in which the man’s identity is defined

with reference to the supposed identity of the woman.
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So the relation to the masculine and to the feminine can be
found in the idea of the universal without the latter being in it-
self a masculine thought?

Yes, yes. Fantasies arc unstable thoughts which are always in
relation 1o mote stable thoughts which are concepmal. But 1
want to show that there are always points of articulation be-
rween that search for self which is a fantasy, which leaves
traces in the organization of conceptal thought, and the logi-
cal organizatdon of conceprual thought,

So, in any case, the conceptual, in philosophy, moves in the
direction of autonemy from the phantasmatic, nd at the same
tirne, to understand what differentiates one philosophical sys-
tem from another, as pure concept, it is interesting to look at
which fantasy 2 conceptual thought is built on. So T recognize
at one and the same time the relative capacity to become
autonomous, and at the same time 1 say that what allows us to
understand that one philosophical system is different from an-
other, is the fact that its relation to its constitutive fantasies is
not the same,

In Constrantions af the Universa, vou raise the question of femi-
nism. You say that you will be asked if you are a feminist, and
that of course you believe in sexuval difference, in a psychoana-
Iytic sense. For example, women and men have a different
telation to guilt, ot the substtution of objects of desire is not
catried out in the same way. Pethaps the construction of a
concept of the universal reinforces an anthropelogy of desite
which is masculine rather than feminine. And then it’s more
than a coincidence if it is 2 woman who wants to shed light on
the blind spots of a philosophical text, because the blind spots
appear more cleatly to those who are not included in that text.

Yes, it is obvious that male philosophets prefer not to ask
themselves what des their philosophical thoughts to their
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sexuate condition. Because tradition, at least recent tradition—
perhaps in Greece it was different, perhaps in Plato’s Symposiam
it was different—but contemporaty philosophy since the eight-
eenth century doesn’t ask this question. It's a philosopby which
has been ninety-nine per cent the work of men. S0 when one
asks the question about the sexuation of philosophy, there
must be reasons for raising it.

But such a question supposes that one feels oneself a bit
external to the way in which a certain relation between fantasy
and concept is called into practice-—which does not have 1o be
made explicit in order ro be called into practice. It is in that
sense that I say it’s not surprising that it should be women who
raise the question. And not only women. I alvways say: ‘women
ot men who are perverse but creative’. And iPs true that since
T've been attempting to show sexuation at work in the process
that tuns 2 thought into philosophy, there has always been a
recognition that I've experienced from male scientific philoso-
phers whorn I call in inverted commas ‘perverse but creative’,
Because they are not comfortable either, for different reasons,
with the customary articulation between fantasy and concept,
that articulation which doesn’t have to be explicit to be en-
acted, or which is enacted all the more successfully for not
being explicit,

So in a sense, yes, my feminism would consist in saying
that it’s vital that the question I'm raising should be heard de-
spite the kinds of thought that want to smother it. And they
are, in genetal, denved from a certain ardculation between
fantasy and concept, very linked to masculine power in phi-
losophy. But linked to masculine power in philosophy because
itis linked to a phantasmatic scenario in philosophy.

How do you situate your work with respect to other directions
in contemporary French philosophy? Including those taken by




32

Famens P tilosophy Review

Wimen’s Philssophy Review 33

women?

MD-M Yes, there are many thinkets who have taken routes that are dif-

PD

ferent but comparable in their implications.

I'm thinking of Barbara Cassin, who rereads the relation
between the thought of the Sophists and the constitution of
reason in such a way that she, too, comes at constituted reason
from another angle.

I'm thinking also of Claude Imbert who works inside a
logical system in order to consider the dependence of this
logical system relative to anthropological conditions. And, at

the same time, she goes from highly elaborated systems of .

logic to an anthropology of art, to systems of aesthetics which
show that an aesthetics is a logic of the sensible which is com-
parable with an axiomatic logic. So T am pasticularly interested
in these rwo examples, but thete are also many other fields of
thought that interest me.

What about your relation to other philosophers who use
psychoanalysis?

MD-M T¢'s quite cleat that what I do has links with Desrida, since basi-

cally he problematizes the relationship between the nature of
sexuate identity and the work of thought. My theoretical sce-
nario is 1 bit different, in that I say that on the one hand I am a
philosopher, T respect the coherence proper to philosophical
thought, and on the other hand I have a footin another camp,
in the artention 1 pay to fantasies, but I locate the articulation
of these two fields in philosophical texts. And this is very dif-
ferent from deconstruction, for example.

Derrida may know his Freud very well, but his critique of
reason is not carrded out in the name of psychoanalytic prac-
tce. To the exrent that I also work on all the things that go
wrong in the relation berween teason and the real, there ate

points where our paths cross, concerning the relation between
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self and other, or conceming the telation berween thought and
the real.

1 can’t help but meet up with the work of Lyotard on the
differend, for example. My thought crosses with his, but that’s
not the point where I started.

What are you working on at the moment?

1 think I’m going to work on Schelling, Hegel and Kaat, and
their readings of the principle of identity, because I'm struck by
the extent of the difference between these three philosophers
in their reflections on the pinciple of identity and what it is.
And T think that one can grasp quite well, when one thioks
about it, what I call the articulation between the fantasy and the
concept.

T’'m also working on a book entitied Clinigne de la déndgatian,
philosophie de la négation |Denial in the Clinis, Negation in Philosoply).
Lastly, I have just completed 2 non-technical bock on psycho-
analysis, called Tost k pizisir est pour moi [The pleasure is all

mine].

Morigwe David-Ménard, Unseersité of Paris VII (Denis-Dridervs)
Penclope Destscher, Austrafian National University, Canberra
Paris July 1998

Translator’s Note

1 Chance, in French, can mean: fortune, chance, opportunity, luck (good oz bad

deperding on the context), possibility of successful cutcome. Several duffer-

ent meaniags are at play in the exchange between PD and MD-M here.
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Interview 2: Barbara Cassin
Philosophical Displacements

Contextualization

Barbara Cassin, philologist, philosopher, and specialist in Greek Antiquity, is 2
Director of Research at Contre Nationa! ds iz Recherche Scientifigne, Pans. In addition to
her translations and many edited anthaologies, her books include LEfer sophistigue
(1995) and Arictore et ke Zogos (1997). See the Cumulative Bibliography for mote details.
At the time of the mterview she was working on a dicionary of ‘untranslanable’

terms in philosophy.

Towards a New Topology of Philosophy

PD In your wotk, and most particulatly in LEffer sophistigne [The
Sophistic Effecs] (1995), you have put forward a sophistic history
of philosophy. Would you describe this?

BC The sophistc history of philosophy is a history of neglected
tradidons, a history of altemnative paths and a histoty of te-
pressed traditions. What is essenial is to have a plurality,
instead of a single path. That single path of ontology, and the
dominant path of ontology, for me, goes from Parmenides to
Plato, via a certain reading of Aristotle up to Heidegger. I'm
interested in showing how it goes even up to Habermas, who
might seem to be different, but for me is just the same. The
history of philosophy, the toyal road, as history of ontology
and phenomenology, or as history of communication, takes 2
path that one can’t manage to trace, that one can’t identify as 2
path, unless ane looks at what it was not, what was, even mate-
rally, left to one side.

The sophistic texts are part of those texts that were con-
cretely left to one side, concretely worked over. Imagine thac
you were trying to teconstruct a dinosawr from a few small
bones—not only that, but that the bones had been chewed up
by the dinosaur’s foes. If's really a palacontology of petversion.
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To be able to modify the perception that we have of the great
conceptual history of philosophy and of the royal road of
ontology and phenomenology, we have to look elsewhere.

And to go and look clsewhere, we even have 10 go and
look outside philosophy, because philosophy has organized
things so that everything which appears to be a ctitique of the
toyal r0ad is rejected as not being philosophy. For the Greeks
that is quite characteristic. Alongside sophistics, you have to
look at atomism, for example. You have to keep working on
things—like Anaximandet—which are poarly identified and
interpreted in radically opposing ways.

What all these others have in common is that they have an-
other way of speaking, even another conception of the ygos, I
found a very simple model and counter-model, perhaps also
vety caricaturish, in Parmenides’ Poem: the model of
Parmenidean and Platonico-Aristotelian ontelogy in this case,
and the sophistic counter-model. Parmenidean ontology is the
connection or the collusion, or the co-belonging between heing
and speaking [dire] of being, It is committed to that. To be, to
think, and to say [dirz] ate the same thing.

That, very precisely, is wonderfully analyzed by Heidegper
and leads directly to Unterwege gur Sprache [On the Way 1
Language] and to the way in which man is entrusted with the
‘being there’ [Dasein] which will speak [dire] being, In the face
of this entrustment, there is what has been cast back into
thetoric and literature, with the accusation of ‘pseudos’,
meaning both “false’, “lie” and “fiction’. And as 2 model of that
second type of lgos, that 1 no longer call oatologic but
logologic—to take up the term Novalis used to refer to
discourse insofar as it is primarlly concetned with itself—I
found sophistics. But one would certainly have to think about
the place of atomism,
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So, sophisdcs, for me, is a discourse which is primardly and
above all performative. It is not to do with speaking being, but
making what one speaks be. When one makes to be what one
speaks, one is in a completely different model from that of the
physico-ontological model, say, where the concem is with
speaking phyis, or being, whatever name it calls ttself by. No,
what counts in the first model is the way in which discourse is
a ‘great tyrant—to use Gorgias’ phrase—and creates as it
speaks. Now, the fitst performance is the pafs. So one finds the
opposition between physics and politics reworked.

With sophistics, one passes from physics to polides, from
philosophy to literaure. All that against the background of a
basic discordance, which is the discordance between ontology
and logology. I say all this to explain to you that in tny view,
one can’t wotk the straight seam without at the same time
working on the countet-models, and without working on phi-
losophy’s “others’.

So obviously, I need numerous traditions, a new geogra-
phy. I need equally the long-term perspective, to see what
resurgences of antiguity appear in modernity, for example, to
see how the regime of discoutse forbidden by Adstotle in
Book Gamma of the Metaphysics teappears via Freud and Lacan

... via sophistics, that is, via the possibility of homonymy and
the signifier.
Whar were the moves in terms of career and intellectual develop-
ment which led you to the work you have done on the Sophists?
I think the decisive encounter was my encounter with
Heidegget, whose work [ was introduced to by René Char, and
my encounter with French Heideggetianism. That made me
want to learn Greek, and I realized that Greek philosophy was
very entangled and twisted. And not only Greek philosophy,
but Greece, the Greek language, everything that was Hellenic,
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was twisted in a certain way: 2 grandiose way, but which was
apptopdiate for only a part of Greece. That really made me
want {0 study the texts again, to understand how the traditions
were arficulated.

I learnt philology and I realized that viable alternatives
existed. They were not always solid enough for my taste, from
a philosophical point of view—in other words, I find that
Heidegger is, in a certain way, irtefutable. In France, anyway,
he has been irrefutable, much more than in Gemany, obvi-
ously, for a large number of philosophers of the generation
preceding mine, but also for my generation and for the one
after, even now. ’

Tt was Pietre Aubenque who gave me the Treatise on Noa-
Being by Gorgias for my research subject. And from then on,
many things ctystallized, including the relation between philol-
ogy and philosophy, between Gorgias and Patmenides.
Gorgias put himself forward as a challenger to Parmenides,
using other means, and a genuine violence, and above all, a tet-
rifying intelligence which saw right through ontology. That's
how I perceived him, undetstood him, and that is what set in
train a reflection on the articulation between ontology and its
crdtique. Can one be pre-Socratic differently? How is there 2
Greece other than ultra-Heideggerian?

And with those questions, entire sections of Greek culwre,
not only of philosophy, but also of thetotic and literature, were
opened up to being potentially reworked and perceived
otherwise. The relation between philosophy and literature itself
needs to be worked on—for example, when one begins to
juxrapose and understand together the First and Second
Sophistic Movements.

My intellectual cateet was really determined by that
encounter with Heidegger, but subject to René Char. I mean
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that it was determined in that way solely becanse of what the
presence of René Char opened up simultaneously—he was
sufficiently great and even grandiose, sufficiently celestial and
terrestrial at the same fime, to allow me to question and to put
into perspective, let us say, the extraotdinacy Hetdeggerian
intelligibility.

Do you thirk that philosophers need to rethink the relation to
Heidepger ... ?

Nowadays?

Yes. Ls it still a problem for contemporary French philosophy?
I think it is, yes, to a great extent. The only antidote—well
there have been several antidotes. First, there has been mote
work done on Heidegger, by Dertida, for example, extensive
wotk. But in my view, the teal antidote is Deleuze, along with
Jean-Frangois Lyotard, who accupied a very comphcated posi-
tion. And Foucault, who certainly died a bit too soon, at least
as far as bis felation to Greek philosophy is concerned. (His
last books, which look directly at Greece, are absolutely con-
ventional; I doa’t think they come off)

Many of your projects provide an occasion for encounters be-
tween different domains of philosophy, and the introduction to
Nor Grees ef lewrs modernes [Our Greeks amd Their Moderns] (1991}
explains your interest in getting Anglo-American philosophy
and European hermeneutic philosophy to engage in dialogue.
For me, the analytic-hermenentic diffetence is very important
in Greek philosophy, hecause we are looking at two
perceptions of the same texts, which are often difficulr to
reconctle. But it is not fundamental in philosophy. It gets
things out of proportion, 20d leads to conflicts that are some-
times more irritating than really beneficial 1 mean that I could
get on as well ot as badly with someone from the hermeneutic

traditton, as with someone from the analytic tradition, when it
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comes to Gotpias’ Treafise on Now-Being. As it happens, T've
been involved in scraps as much with one side as the other.
You have managed to establish quite an mnovative, or
independent, philosophical approach. How do you get on with
insttutional Classics scholarship?

Just at the level of anecdote, if you like, when I wrote Ji
Parmnénide [If Parmenides], a review came out, one of the most
vicious I've ever read, extremely violent, explaining that horses
from Bollack’s stable {Bollack was on my thesis committee)
were well-trained, but unfortunately they had never crossed the
starting line. That was a discovery for me, to realize that whart I
was wrting could be so violently perceived as wrong, as dis-
concerting, yes, but also genuinely as wiong, methodologically
wrong, And then when I met the author of that review,
Jonathan Barnes, and when I realised what 2 wonderful man he
was, and how 1ntelligent and warm our discussion could be ...
that made me think. '

Your work displaces the history of philosophy, in a way, de-
spite depending so much on philology. Cne would have
thought that the capacity of philologist would have heen
enough to give you legidmacy.

No, because it is precisely when one appears the closest that
one is likely to be the most itreducibly different. Philology is
not an exact science. Two philologists may not share the same
petception of language. Nor the same perception of the fights
of an interpreter, That is the very point where it becomes
interesting to delve, and which led me to wotk next on what
remains of the spinit of languages.

The Spirit of Languages

PD

Could you say something about the question of the spitit of
lanpuages [& giniz der langnes]? It is connected ta your work on

untranslatables.
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BC The big project that I have on the go is a dictionary of

untranslatable terms in philesophy. Obviously it's a put-up job
to call it that, because it’s not 2 dicdonary: it won't cover all the
terms; secondly, because obviously the untranslatables ate
translated, and it is their translation that the debates are all
about. This is a way of tesolving finally, but certainly not once
and for all, my differences with Heldegger. It's a way of giving
another version of the great conceptual wadition which takes
us from Greek to German, as though there were only one
philosophical language worthy of the name, that of the Greeks
and of those who are more Greek than the Greeks, namely the
Gemmans, via, oceasionally, 2 momentaty and semi-accidental
incursion into a language that one may considet, in a certain
period, as intetesting; for example, Italian during the Renais-
sance, or Spanish at the moment of mysticism.

What I'm trying to do in contrast 18 to understand how
each language constitutes an autonomous geography, 2 net for
understanding the world in its own way, a net to carch 2 world,
create its world (something like ontology again). The only real
help in thioking a conception of language which is not mag-
netized by the dges is probably Kar Wilhem von Humboldt
(1767-1835): a model other than the universality of the Zsgos
has to be found.

The dictionaty of untranslatables tres, for example, to re-
flect on the difference between the English word ‘mind’, Geisr
and esprit. And at the same tme, between lgs, rafe, oratio.
How, when one says ‘mind’, one enters a diffetent universe
from the one entered when one says ‘Geis?, and how one uni-
verse can’t necessarily be subordinated to the other, is not
necessatily inferior, but what allows it to coexdst? Then one has
1o go into enormous detail. One has 1o see ar what point the
terms wete translated, at what point the bifurcanons took
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place, at what point the supetimpositions began to exist. And
each time, what sort of genealogical arbotescence, but also
what sort of thizomatic spreading out, is at stake.

At the same time as one is interested in discordances be-
tween the networks, one is also interested in discontinuities,
For example, the tetm kggiedria, at a certain point during the
Italian Renaissance, was invented fot the Mona Lisa’s smile, a
woman’s dee-like beauty, that beauty of a wild thing tamed.
The term is not well translated by ‘grace’, because ‘prace’ also
has a religious meaning that is not truly part of the meaning of
kggiadria. So each dimension of language has to be perceived in
its singulatity. So that examples can only be symptoms ... fot
example, what’s going on when Istirs and Pravda both lay claim
to be translated by ‘truth’, since you absolutely have to refer
Pravda at least to the domain of justice as well?

Philosophy teads to deny the spitit of linguages?

1 think that philosophy tends to tum the spirit of languages
into something horrible. T think that the spidt of languages is
an absolutely terrifying concept, which leads in a straight line to
the worst kind of Heideggeranism, that is Hellenico-Nazism,
quite easily identified; although I don’t want to caricature too
quickly, the caticatures are there,

We have to rethink, set about reconsidering, the possibility
that the spirit of languages need not be horrfying, To reflect,
tor ¢xample, what, at 2 certain point in Russian history,
diglossia can impose as the diffetence between the world above
and the wortld below, and wondex how it opens on to spiritual-
ism. That sort of phenomenon is on the frontier berween
linguistcs and philosophy.

One gets too quickly into horfor when one thinks a
language [angue] qun language [langse], just as when one thinks

a nation g#z naton. Is there a way of doing it without arousing
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anxiety [angoisse]? The problem has to be rethought, but we
have very few instruments at our disposal, because, as it
happens, the most powerful instruments were or are Graeco-
German. So, to find a way of thinking the problem differently,
and to find counter-models, real counter-models, that gets very
difficult. And those are the difficulties I fry to confront.

Why did you usc the word ‘anxiety’?

It creates anxiety to think about the superiodty of one
language, gua language, in its relation to philosophy. Tt creates
anxiety to think that Greek, then German, are the languages of
being,

To resolve that anxiety requites, on the one hand, rethink-
ing the relation between philosophy as ontology, and what is
not philosophy as ontology, that’s the reason for the sophistic
lever, if you like.

That means having to tethink the relation—but all in one
go—the relafion between literature and philosophy, and poetry
1 little differently, in order to desacralize all that.

This leads us to ask: what remains of the spirit of lan-
guapes? That means having to rethink plurality through other
means. For example, one often says that philosophical Enplish
is linked to ordinary language (following the arguments of
Wittgenstein and Stanley Cavell). This is an example of the sin-
gularity of language. And when I begin to interpret the
analytic/hermeneutic antagonism against that background, it

becomes an interesting question for me.

Philosophy and Its Others

PD

There ate also, in your work, reflections on the relation be-
tween women and philosophy. In one issue of the Cabiers du
GRIF, “Women-Philosophy’, Frangoise Collin asks: From
where does one think when one thinks? What are the sources
of thought?” (Collin 1992). T think ¥ know that you are wary of

BC

the idea that 2 thought can be masculine or feminine. Having
said that, in your article in the “Women—Philosophy’ issue of
the Cabiers, you say that 2 woman ‘makes do with the lefrovers,
she knows how 1o make a ragout’. Apparently for you there is a
relation between the fact of being 2 man or 2 woman in con-
temporary philosophy, and the question of how one works as a
philosopher, what methodology one chooses, what one’s phi-
losophical gestures are. How do you think this relation, if one
does not accept the idea of a masculine or feminine thought?
Perhaps T can begin with the gelation i:etwcen, let us say, the
great ontological or phenomenological tradition and its “oth-
ers’. The great antological or phenomenological tradidon is at
one and the same time a tradinon of submission and a tradition
of mastery. It is certainly a submission to being, to the wotld,
to the real But it is also an absolute mastety, in several senses.
Furstly because it defines a straight line, an orthodoxy. And
everything which is not within this orthodoxy—either for it or
even against it, but in a relation which is acceptable because it
contirms the rules of the game—is expelled, and in a certain
way reduced to silence.

All the same, up il now, philosophy has essentially been
carded out by men. It is quite natural to assimilate, or to be
tempted to assimilate, this philosophical power to power of a
masculine kind. 8o I would say {perhaps one can speak like that
without being too simplisdc), that the first women I came
across in philosophy wete the Sophists. They constitute for the
Platonico-Aristotelian orthodoxy an unassimilable hetercdoxy.

That does not prevent them in other respects, returning in
force, just as women come back to overthrow the power of
men. The Sophists remmed in force, to the point where Hegel
called them ‘the masters of Greece’. They returned in force
with thetoric and the Second Sophistic Movement, and they
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were already there in force in the linguistic constitution of the
pols. But philosophy as such marginalized them completely.

The philosopher who was mostly responsible for margin-
alizing them, m rhis instance, was not so much Plato as
Aristotle. Plato fought the Sophists every inch of the way—
using, whether he liked it or not, his resemblance to them, or
the resemblance of Socrates to a Sophist It was Anstode who
truly classified them as ‘other’, put them in the index as ‘other’
(in the sense, too, of puring them sn the Index), when he
demonstrated that their discursive regime, their way of speak-
ing, was not human. They fell outside the principle of non-
contradiction, and that made them immediately ‘bomasos phuior’,
‘like plants’.

Women did not speak much either, did they? Nor children,
nor animals, nor slaves. All of them, they were all a bit on the
plant side. In short, I think that philosophy has never been able
to prevent iiself from being Aristotelian on that level. So—I'm
going very quickly—but thete is a persistent position of the
‘othet’” which could be thought of as being somewhat feminine.
And w0 hold that position is, shall we say, all of a sudden ‘to
philosophize’—Novalis used to say, even, ‘philosophistize’—
that feminine. To go on holding the positon, and, not claiming
it, I don’t mean that, but showing its eifects, showing how it is
produced, its genealogy and its effects—that is what is some-
what new, relative to the grear orthodoxy.

There is a grand tradition and there is a great orthodoxy,
and then there are all the ‘others’. There is philosophical lan-
puage, and then there are the rest—that is, precisely, rhetoric,
literature, a certain type of poetry which is not the great onto-
logical poetty or which is not considered as such, etc. Ali these
different registers, for me, are analogous, assimilable, adoptable
and adaptable.

PD

That’s what I mean by making 2 ragout.

These registers are not accepted as such, and in any case,
the passage from one to apother is impossible to accept
today—at least, impossible to accept in the grand tradition of
editonal mastery which succeeds philosophical mastery.

When I wanted to publish at the same time The Sophirtic
Effect and a collection of short stoties, On the Chnamen, it
proved impossible. 1 was told that if I wanted to keep my
scholatly reputadon, I should not publish the collection of
short stories. As far as I was concerned, 1 thought my reputa-
fion would benefit from it In the event, 1 published the stories
in literary journals. 1 consider that the stores came out of the
same type of work on language, and the same type of wotk on
the dominant, orthodox, or again ontological, phenomenoclogi-
cal uadition. Tt is exactly the same type of philosophical
work—and I would have been teally excited if they could have
been accepted at the same time. But as it turned out, they
couldn’t. :

It makes me feel absolutely speechless, and T don™ feel I
can swim against the current, it is too much for me. It is tao
difficult to swallow. And besides—one final point to explain
my relation to, let us say, ‘masculine’ philosophy—of course I
have always encountered 2 lot of good will towards my stores
or my poems from male philosophets who thought that what I
wrote in philosophy was worthless. They have always said to
me: ‘Well, of course, yes, it’s brilliant, your writing, when you
write stories or poerms, it’s fantastic.” But you see, for me, there
15 2 kind of social zesistance there. Ir is much easier for a
woman to be a novelist than a philosopher. And as soon as she
is recognized as a philosopher, she must not be a novelist.

How would you describe your relation to the academy, to

nstitutionalized philosophy? You've already touched on that
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issue quite a few times when you mentioned the reception of
both your philological and your philosophical wosk, and the
reception of yout litetary work.

I have been extremely lucky, in that the university philosophers
gave me the chance to work at the CNRS [National Centre for
Scientific Research]. So I am not answerable to anyone, so long
as I produce reports explaining, in an acceptable way, how I
am worlfinga and so long as T acrally 2w wotking. I am just in-
credibly happy and fortunate to have this position. It was
situply rather unlikely that I would get it. But at the end of the
day, it is probably a generous institution, and as it happened, at
a certain point, the people who wete involved in the dedision
were generous too. 1 hope we continue to be generous now 1
belong to the people who decide.

But in the normal course of events, I think that anyone in
my position would have given up philosophy. Because after my
first doctorate, for Si Parménide [If Parmenides] (alteady some-
thing very weighty), I simply couldn’t find a job at all, ever. It
was quite understandable, because T didn’t have the agrigation
[the highest level competitive examination]. Now the ggrégation
is something which T couldn’t prepate, I wasa’t capable of it, I
dido’t want to, all of those things, but certainly too, I wasn’t
capable of it. It was an obstacle, an agrégation which 1 couldn’t
get through, especially after 1968. For me, it was the opposite
of what could be expected of me, and of what T was equipped
to do, or of what I was capable of wanting to do, especially af-
ter 'd encountered Heidegger and Char. So 1 had to stick it out
for a very long time, financially as well.

I took photographs, T was able to sell sorne canvases, and I
did some painting. When T didn’t have any money, 1 was also
able to write for the Engyclopasdia Universatis, and that way I had
enough to live on. I led quite a strange life; some of the time I

PD
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taught psychotic adolescents in day hospitals, sometimes I
taught at the Post Office, sometimes even at the ENA [the élite
university that wuains future public administratots]. 1 was able
to get by without having to become a philosophy teacher in a
provincial fuée', at a time when I already had a child with
someone who worked in Pads. A truly impossible life when
one doesn’t have friends, ot relations, or a husband to keep
you, or when one doesn’t have real enthusiasm for what one is
doing, |

All this meant that T worked in my own way, accosding to
my own thythm, I think that teaching psychotc adolescents
was the expetience from which 1 learnt the most. I did phi-
losophy with them, but ¢bvicusly not the sort of philosophy
that I would teach today to university students. T did eatly phi-
losophy with them, I wotked on language in its eatly stages. I
read Cragylus with them, to show them that they had a more
maternal language than other people, with an alphabet more
familiar than Greek, and that rthey could play with their
language as Plato did with his. They would invent etymologies,
we did astonishing, brlliant things. That taught me a lot.

So T was fortunate that I dido’t have to deal with institu-
tions untdl I could do so effecavely. That is, unil I'd done
encupgh work to ask for it to be lepitimated. And at that point,
there were pecple who were so good as to do that. Buet it was
really luck, enormous luck. Then things sorted themselves out
without wouble, I mean that I really wotked hatd, at the same
time trying not to become too narrow as a result, which 15 not
easy, and now | feel-—and that surprses me a lot—that I have
4 sott of power.

Yes, institutional power, you might say, which is quite rate for
a woman philosopher.
Indeed. I think that I've always had a lot of luck, and I've also
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worked hard—both. The luck 1s that I was as interested in
drama, painting, writing, short stories or poems, as 1 was in
being a philosopher. So in the end, that’s a2 ragout as well—
having children, having lovers, living, travelling, It is in doing
all that that I felt I could do philosophy a little bit differently.
If, over the course of history, there have been few women phi-
losophers, and some whose style of wrting philoscphy was,
one might say, sometimes a bit awkward, now in the 1990s,
thete suddenly seem to be women philosophers whose writing,
ot prose, has a new quality ...

Their prose, yes.

... Where thete isn’t that feeling of struggle, it is as though there
ate now women’s voices which are more at ease, at ease with
philosophy. I think that’s new.

Yes, one is at ease with philosophy, with language. For me, in
any case, what is very imporiant is to have the rght to play on
all the registers of language. I don’t want to be obliged to write
like the contdbutors to The Classizal Review. 1 don't want to have
to wiite like that, and, in any case, I can’t do that kind of—Jet
us say—dreary specialist work. Light-heartedness comes from
complicity with all the strings of the language, and that consti-
tutes at the same time a real ironising of all mastery of the
abject.

That's why I had such fun with the Second Sophistic
Movement, I really loved it. It is a sort of layered palimpsest of
the whole of Greek culture, with all the arts thrown in. Ttis a
kind of writing that is only possible if the culture is thete in the
background, bur at the same time the take on tradition is
ironic. So I'm talking about stirfing up the traditon, making
holes in it, through the sheer weight of the details.

How do you situate your work relative to othet directions in
contemporaty French philosophy? Is there other work being
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done which seems connected to yours? Is the work that in-
spites you part of your support network of philosophers,
and/or also of women-phlosophers in particular? Are there
women philosophers who are producing work that seems to
some extent linked with yours?
Look, T have friends rhat 1 enjoy reading, both men and
women. All the same, I think that there are a f;ew of us who are
aware that there are women philosophers, something we
wouldn’t have dared to say to ourselves before. It’s more that.
Claude Imbert, Monique David-Ménard, Jacqueline

Lichtenstein for example—there is a new generation arriving

on the scene who see themselves as women and philosophers
at one and the same time, and who feel themselves, let us say,
to be both happy and iconoclastic. Fine. But I'm not sure that
we are truly iconoclastic. I think we are going very fast, it is
even quite astonishing, if you like. Your questions make me re-
alize suddenly that I am old and 1 am a classic, you see.
[Laughtet] T say to myself, dammit, if I'm being asked ques-
tions like that, how old and tradidonal I must be.

Appatently, you often work 1n a group or a team, it is some-
thing you have done throughout your career. I'm thinking for
exarnple of several collections and conferences, such as L¢
DPlgisir de parier [The Pleasure of Speaking] (1986a), Nos Grecs et Jeurs
modernes (Our Greeks and Their Moderns] and Positions de la
sophistique [Saphistic Posinons] (1986b) among others. What are
you currently working on?

Firstly on the Dictionaty of Untranslatables, and that is a lot of
threads to keep hold of. That too is my female side, a5 you
were saying, working in a group and all that I organize; 1
arrange; I go to the market; T prepare somethmg to eas; and
when I wotk it is the same. The collaborative works are things
that 1 atrange, that I concoct; that 100 is a ragout.




50

W omen’s sz'!a.rup/gy Review

Womsen’s Philosopby Review 51

PD
BC

It’s interesting because each time I begin from scratch. In
effect, I begin by going to the market and choosing the raw
material before doing the cooking, that is before doing a book,
It is a really enjoyable way to work, simply because 1 don’t
know where it will end up. I don’t know what sort of book will
come out of it. But Tt now sure that a book =i/ come out of
it, and further I'm sute that I'm going to love the book.

You are at the market with the untranslatables?
Yes. In addition, T've just finished retranslating Parmenides’
Poer; it°s not at all intended as a defimtive translation, but as
the exploration of a real question: Greek, gua Greek, is it or is
it not the language of being? That’s the subtitle, by the way:
“The Language of Being® with a question mark.

T perceived in, or perhaps projected into Parmenides’ Poem
two main lines of interpretation. The first, suggested to me by
Gotgias, is that it is about creating being with language.
Parmenides, Parmenides® Poer, is first and foremost the stoty
of Greek which, following the path of the ‘s>, makes language
itself into the plot. It deploys syntax and semantics, the whole
grammar: starting from the first ‘e%”°, from the verb conjugated
as ‘is’, it produces the subject, % on’, being [#a/], substantive,
substantified participle as noun. How, through what linguistic
changes, one gets from vetb to subject, from being to sub-
stance: that’s what I call the ontology of grammar.

The second thread that I've identified is the way in which
the story—this pumting into narzative of the lanpuape—is
presented as the story of all the grand narratives, This ontology
which is so new, is already a palimpsest which in fact weaves
and rearticulates all the earlier discourses, from myth to physics
viz epic. Thus, the moment at which being, # oz, is indicated as
such, takes up term by term the phrases which in Homer's
Odyssens refer to Ulysses when he sails past the Sirens: ‘solidly

rooted thete’. In that way one attains an understanding of the
fact that all Greek texts possess an extraordinaty palimpsestic
depth, And from there, the understanding that philosophy and
literature are terribly linked.

The Prostitute’s History
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What sort of relation is there between the history of philoso-
phy and the sophistic history of philosophy?
The sophistic history of philosophy is obviously a provacation
which opposed itself to the philosophical history of philoso-
phy. The philosophical history of philosophy, for me, is the
history of philosophy from Parmenides to Heidegger, via Plato
and Aristotle—and all the greats up to, and including, Hegel.
That is, a histoty of ontology and phenomenology. And a his-
tory for which philosophy becomes confused with its history.

Nowadays, what would a sophistic history of philosophy
be? It is a history of what was fothidden by the dominant tra-
dition in its effort to define, and define itself as philosophy.
Walter Benjamin used to say: history should be wiitten from
the point of view of the prostitute instead of from the point of
view of the client. In a certain way, the sophistic history of
philosophy writes the history of philosophy from the point of
view of the prostitute, that is, from the point of view of the
bad ‘other’—the one whom one has not only the right, but also
the duty to shun. It writes the history of philosophy from the
point of view of philosophy’s ‘others’, of the owside of
philosophy, and its effect (the sophistic effect) is to show
how-—why-—that exterior is philosophically determined. It's a
way of reproblernatizing the notion of inside and outside, inte-
dor and extetior.

I showed this, with reference to a precise but decisive
point, in “The Decision of Meaning’, when I analyzed the im-
possible demonstration given by Arstotle, in Bock Gamma of
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the Mesaphysics, of the principle of all principles, the law of non-
contradiction. Adistotle founds this fiest prnciple, which we all
believe and obey, without thinking, on the refutation of
sophistics. That 15, on the requirement or the dedision, that to
speak means to say something, that is, to signify something,
that is, to signify one and the same thing for oneself and for
others. When I say ‘Good Day’, I am not saying ‘Go to the
devil’, or if 1 say at the same time ‘Go to the devil’, then, ac-
cording to Aristotle, I do not say anything at all, I am not even
speaking. Qutside of the regime of meaning as univocity, there
is only ‘what there is in the sounds of the voice and in the
words’.

In the course of his demonstration, Anstotle admits that
the whole of Greece (Feraclitus and Protagoras, of course, but
also Homet and Parmenides himself) is in danger of being left
out, outside the regime of univocity. But Arstotle works at re-
cuperating them, and ends up showing that they all speak like
him; they all belong to the faithful, they all accept the punciple.
The only one left outside is the one who insists on making the
materiality of the lgos speak, that is in this case, the Sophist,
the one who speaks for ‘the pleasure of speaking’, the irrecu-
petable ‘speaking plant’.

So to do a sophistic history of philosophy, is to do a his-
toty of those whom philosophy considered not to exist, and to
do the history of philosophy from their point of view; and in
so doing, indicate the boundaries of philosophy, which phi-
losophy has imposed on iself. So I am trying to identify a
seres of philosophical gestures. To each gesture cotresponds
its ‘other’, what is excluded or sick—and what interests me
most is 10 see how the gestures get reproduced.

T'm very interested to see how Karl-Otto Apel and Jotgen
Habermas reproduce the Aristotelian gesture. How in their
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wotk, it is the consistent sceptic who becomes the Sophist.
Using the same type of argument. What strikes me are the
points at which philosophy is impelled into violence. If%s what T
call “wsing the stick”. When Anstotle says of those ‘people who
are puzzled to know whether one ought to honour the pods
and love one’s patents or not’ that they ‘need punishment,
while those who ate puzzled to know whether snow is white or
not need perception” (Tgpics, Bk 1, 11: 1052.), P'm very inter-
ested to know at what poiat philosophy feels it has the nght to
say that people need punishment ...

And feels the need to say that people need punishment.

.. yes, when does it feel the need to. That comes back 1o 2
certain type of problematic that Lyotard had in mind with ‘the
differend’. At a certain moment, Habermas excludes certain
men, excludes certain types of speech that are actually em-
ployed, puts them outside the ‘commuriicatonal community’.
That is something that interests me 2 lot.

In The Sophirtic Effect, you say specifically that it is not an
interest ‘in the margins’; you are not ‘maldng 2 plea for penseurs
mangits [accutsed thinkers]® against vetoes and exclusion’. You
say also that you are not concerned with “rehabilitating’ sophis-
tic thought.

What I'm trying to say is: ‘Don’t get things mixed up.’ Pm not
mterested in those who are rehabilitating sophistics, because
tehabilitating sophistics consists in making Sophists into phi-
losophers after all, They are welcomed back to the fock; they
occupy a place, at a certain point, within the philosophical fold.

For cxample, as we are thinking about the Anglo-Saxon
tradition, G. B. Kerford thinks that the Sophists are hyper-
rationalists, and congratulates them on it they want even the
formless, even sensation, to be subject to reason. But, strange
as it may seem, that is exactly what Plato says about them,
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apart from the fact that Plato thinks they would do better to
concentrate on ideas than on words and sensations. That type
of rehabilitation, which metely reverses the scale of values,
while keeping the charactetistics and the judgments, doesn’t
interest me at all.

Their rehabilitadon gue philosophers?

Owa philosophers. We are told that they are serious thinkers,
because they fit perfectly into the traditional schema of Greek
philosophy. So no, that does not interest me. One could say
the same thing about the Sceptics. There s a big rehabilitation
of the Sceptics, according to which they are tigotous philoso-
phets, and there is also a rehabilitation of the Sceptics,
according to which they are distutbing philosophers, who
distupt philosophy. Obviously, it’s the second kind that I'm
interested in. But they can’t be separated 5o easily, and the sec-
ond kind is continually recuperated by the first. The inside
always absorbs the outside-—that’s how it is.

Don’t think that I am going to rebabilitate the Sophists by
claiming that they ate good philosophers. On the conirary, at a
pinch 1 would say that it is the philosophers, insofar as they
have excluded the Saphists, who interest me. At the same time,
what interests me is the light which sophistics can shed on
philosophy. Anyway, it’s not because the Sophists are outside
that I’m interested in them.

It’s because they ate excluded?

You've got it. It’s the gestures and the strategies. And it might
also be said, after all, that I am largely rehabilitating the Soph-
ists as philosophers to the extent to which I make of them,
toughly speaking, models for the critique of ontology. As Jean
Beaufret used to say—and it's a comment with frightening
implications—‘A destroyer of torpedo boats [contre-torpilizar] is
first and foremost a worpedo boat [wrpilksr]” How can you
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manage 1ot to get recaptured by the inside? What interests me
are the pestures of recapture and the gestures forbidding that
fecapiure.

That’s why there is fluctuadon, and why it [¢4] has to be
looked at over the long term. There ate repetitions, but they
are not quite the same. There are returns, but they are not quite
1dentical. T am one of the only ones, in France at any rate, who
has really tred to think together the First and the Second
Sophisic Movements. There is one Anglo-Saxon tradition,
more on the side of analytic philosophers, concerned with the
Fist Sophistic Movement, another Anglo-Saxon tradition,
more on the side of the literary classicists, which is concerned
with the Second Sophistic Movement. But both together—mnot
teally. What interests me is what emerges from all that histoty.
What does Philostratus connect with? [mer e contingité] What is
the new relation between sophistics, thetoric, literature, phi-
losophy, politics, etc.?

Are ways of doing philosophy or poetry that don’t give rise t
the philosophet’s wish to exclude of less interest 1o you?

On the one hand, poetry msofar as it is sacred, or haly, and
which has a place inside the quasi-sacred wotd of philosophy
does not interest me as such. On the other hand, petrhaps
Celan’s poetry, insofar as it struggles against 2 certain sacraliza-
tion of the word, that might interest me. Having said that,
Mallarmé doesn’t write 2 single line that could not be inter-
preted both ways. Rimbaud doesn’t wrte a single line that
could not be interpreted both ways ... so I can’t speak bike that.
1£1 did, I would be speaking all the time against myself.

From what you say, one might say that the position of the
‘other” ig ferninine, or ... ?

You mean that I could be sammary enough to assimilate the
tWwo.
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PD Yes, that's it. That’s what you said at a certain point.

BC Yes, that is true. That is, I think that there is a real collusion
between orthodoxy and mastery. And there is 4 real collusion
between mastery in philosophy and mastery by men. At any
rate, in philosophy the collusion is historical. If’s a fact. But
that does not mean that those whe occupy the position of the
‘other’ might not also be men. That is why I say, if pushed, that
if I've encountered women in philosophy, then the Sophists
ate the first women I encounteted in philosophy.

PD Women would be in a better position relative to philosophy if
they read your work?

BC  You mean, would a woman prefer The Sophistic Effers? 1 think
it’s not out of the question, while emphasizing that it is not a
question of sex. Pethaps the feminine side of the mind as eter-
nal itony of the community feels more at home in what I've
written. Tt is certainly true that what I've wxtten is itonic, all
the same, relative to the massive lava of orthodoxy. I'd say it

was more thar.

Barbara Cassin, Centre Nationate de la Recherche Sciontifugue, Paris
Pentlype Dentscher, Australian National University, Canberra
Paris July 1998

Translator's Notes

1 Secondary school preparing 15-18-year olds fot the baccalaureate (since 1975).
Philosophy is taught at sixth form level.

2 A phrase often zpplied to certain 19%9-centuxy French poets such as Baudelaire,
Rimbaud and Vedaine, because of their interest in socially marginal elements.
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Interview 3: Claude Imbert
Philosophical Encounters

Contextualization
Claude Imbert is chair of Philosophy at the Ecole Nomale Supérieure, Pars, in

addifion to an annual seminar given in the United Stutes {at Johns Hopkins
Univetsity and the Unrversity of California at Dm';). Her areas of specializadon
include classics and mathematics. Her publications include Phineménologres et Jangwes
Jarmdzires (1992) and Poar ane bistoire de la logigue (1999) as well as the translations of
Frege listed in the Brbliography and numercus artcles. At the time of the interview
she was working on a new book on the 1930, Aandes 30, & paint de non rifour.

Logic and its History

PD Claude Imbert, you have most recently published Pour wne
histosre de la logigne [Towards A History of Logic] {1999). 1 know
you wani to expand our notion of whar logic is.

cr 1 would like to get free of the word “logic’. Pour une histoire de la
dzgrgue began with a long introduction on Plato. Of course, the
word ofiginates with the Greeks. But since then we have been
confronted with different syntaxes, and no one logic can claim
to be the logic par exvetience.

PD What is a logical system, in your view? What is a logician?

Ccl That is an excellent and difficult queston. I am not going to
give a direct reply, because I've encountered more than cone
logician, and it is precisely the necessity of wotking out what
was happening in each instance that has given my work its
direction?

Cr Originally, ‘logical” was an adjective, qualifying whatever had to
do with the correct use of the &gs; the fogos itself was under-
stood in two senses, and unifying them was precisely the point
at issue. The poinr was to inscdbe on to the /gos, in its sense as

our articulated language, the objective order of that reason
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which inhabits the world, guarantees its regularity and is idend-
fied with nature. A logic is a way of unifying the two senses,
either by imposing an orthology on language, in other words,
an exclusive practice governing the formation of statements, or
by deciding on an analytics which maps each of these proposi-
dons on to the cotrect objective detenminants,

In fact, the two techniques have always been carried out at
the same time, in a to-and-fro movement of which Stoicism
was 2 master. The Greeks organized their ‘logical grammar’
with reference to certain physical invatiants: the stability of
substainces beneath the movements which reveal them, the
organization of tme by the verb and a few adverbs, the use of
demonsiratives etc. The modern invention of pgenerative
syntaxes broke with this tradition.

As Wittgenstein points out in Nosebooks 1974-16 (11e),
logic “takes cate of itsell’, that is to say, a logic relies purely and
simply on its rules of formation and transformation. Their
adequacy to the organizaton of a specific intellecmal
domain—mathematics, functional calculus, calculability ete.—
is inscrbed in the initial syntactic choices and the metalogical
propetties of the system. As for analysis, in the Russellian
sense, it could only be an approximate effort to project an ex-
tremely impoverished part of that syntax on to the statements
of natural language.

‘The way in which natural Janguage acquires its relation to
the real, once the realm of predication had been relocated in its
Greek past, was exploted by Wittgenstein through the notion
of language games, but also—although it has been less often
noted—by Paul Valéry in his Cabiers [Notebooks]' and by
Maurice Merlean-Ponty in The Structure of Bebavionr [1942]. All
this suggests that it might be sensible to abandon the term
‘logic’ which 15 no more for us now, fortunately, than a homo-
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nym of numerous languages, and a Heshless hypostasis of pure
1eason.

Perhaps you could say something zbout the importance, in
your view, of narrating logic’s history.

I have tried to sketch that other history, the Platonic past, and
the break introduced by Frege, despite the confusion thar this
created for him.* The modern question would be rather: How
1s 2 logic constituted? It would be betrer to speak of families of
syntaxes. A syntax is a set of choices which must be coherent
and generative, that is to say, they must produce new well-
formed formulae.

It took a long time before it was accepted that these syntac-
tic dimensions (variables, functiens, functions of functions) are
neither measures nor dimensions of objects. Nowadays those
kinds of consideration precede any question about the produc-
tion and objectivity of our concepts. No one will be surprised
to learn that Wittgenstein and Merlean-Ponty come to the
identical, and as far 2s one can tell, independently arrived-at
conclusion that language is, in the first instance, self-referentdal
You are particularly interested in reading the history of logic
for its most inventive moments.

Apart from Plato, Arstotle and the modern period—the ones
ahways referred to—1I am interested in logicians who have tred
to exploit the constraints and possibilities associated with cer-
tain discursive regimes. I spoke of it with regard to Chrysippus.
Stoic logic made possible Euclidean geometry, Archimedean
physics, Polybius’s histoty, and the natural history of Pliny the
Elder, So it had an absolutely incredible generative power.
Could you give another example of this kind of generative
power?

Well T could also mention Port-Royal, the Jansenists. The
Janscnists tred to modify slightly the logical paradigm inherited
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from the Greeks, which ptvileged predication, by inserting
what 1 have called subjective modalities, that is to say, hope,
consent or command. They translated the Old Testament and
they entiched the French language with Biblical’ modalines,
apening up stylistic tesources which wete subsequently devel-
oped by Racine, Baudelaire and Proust They made possible
that incredible development of French prose between the

seventeenth and the nineteenth centuries.

A Fractured Itinerary
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Could you say something about the importance, for you, as a
philosopher, of bonging together these disparate domains of
philosophy and thought. Reference points in your work include
Greek philosophy, Stoic philosophy, writers like Baudelaire,
Sarraute, Beckett, Proust, Mallarmé, anthropology (Lévi-
Strauss) and also Mereau-Ponty, mathemarics, Foucault

First of 4ll, perhaps because of my intellectual training, pechaps
through personal interest, and narturally within the limits of my
abilities, I have never really accepted that division which has
been imposed on us between literary thought and scientdfic
thought. That division seems to me an unforgivable philoso-
phical defear. So I do aot know if T have responded to the
challenge, but in any case, it has always been present in every-
thing T have undertaken and in everything I am continuing to
do.

The toll call of avthors—Plato, Alexandrian Stoicism, Port-
Royal, Kant, Frege, Wittgenstein and Merleau-Ponty—picks up
those splits: the deployment of philosophical clagsicism from
Plato to the Stoics and to Kant, then the decisive Fregean
break. After that, nothing would be the same again. We have to
relearn to think within the diversity of discursive attacks. Itis a
diversity that, certainly, no philosophy can do without, and

neither a Kandan « prier nor a logical empiticism can hold un-
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disputed sway. We are turning rather towards Spinoza and the
reform of understanding. We may not know ‘what a body can
do’, but we do not know either whiat a mind can do.

We have not completed the inventory of possible ration-
aliftes. And that notion of inventory has no meaning. The very
notion of a possible ratonality is clearly non-predicative: any
list which attempted to be exhaustive would have to include
the possibility of an unsuspected term which would change the
meaning of it. But it is not impossible to learn from the past,
from the way in which the real imposes ways of thinking, to
give up the desite to separate the warp and the weft of our
teasons, to distinguish between the sensible and the intelligible,
and that includes words and sense data. We can expect more
from what Merleau-Poaty calls the ‘chiasm’ and Wittgenstein
the indefinite succession of ‘language games’ and ‘forms of
life". Theorizing the tanscendental self—the transcendental
egology of Husse1l and Kant-—is no longer anything more than
an adolescent game. ‘

In your chapter on Frege in Pour ane pistoire ds la lngique (1999)
vou show thar Frege’s epistemology contests its own methods,
It seemed to me that you are often interested in the way 1n
which a philosopher’s work contests its own metheds. Could
your interest in Merleau-Ponty be similarly descdbed?

It is exactly that Let us stay with the case of Frege for a
moment. What 1 said was that in the last pages of the
Foundations of Arithmetic, Frege was officially, and consciously,
Kantian. He was planning to weite on the origins of knowledge
for a neo-Kantian journal. At the same time, he produced a
logical language whose syntactic dimensions contradicted the
main points of the Kantan table of logical functions. So the
syntactic project preceded his ability to understand it. One
could say the same of Metleau-Ponty. The time for reflection
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that he gave himself between the Phenamenology of Perception and
his final manusctpts bas been taken for a time of silence. But
he needed the time to understand that phenomenological
methods ate no longer pertinent to modern philosophy, while
painting and literature had already crossed the threshold of
modemity. This contradiction exerctsed him for a long time.
You consider that the history of philosophy contains resources
ovedooked in contemporary understandings of the progression
of key philosophers, of our identification of their main pro-
jects, and of the development of key philosophical themes
the history of philosophy?
If 1 were to try to situate myself, T would say that my work in-
volves resuscitating philosophical possibilifies overlooked by
the nineteenth century. I find my resources in the tiny Jansenist
variant relative to Descartes, the vanant offered by d’Alembert
relative to Kantian critique, or that offered by Baudelaire tela-
tive to the poetics inscdbed in post-Kantiamism, and the
vatiant contdbuted by Mallatmé, Valéry and some contempo-
rary writers. No one dominates the intellectual field completely.
Let us look for the most fertile and promising paths,
It is in Phénomenolagies er langries ﬁrmdaim: [Phencmenologier and
Formula-Tanguages] (1992) that you describe a fractured itinetaty
going through Plato, Alexandrian Stoicism, Port-Royal, Kant
and Frege, which meets up with two essential figures of the
mid-twentieth century, Wittgenstein and Metleau-Ponty.
Itis an itinerary which is 2 counter to standard received history.
The standard history said firstly that logic had no history, and
secondly provided confirmadon for itself through a kind of
extension of the same model, which went through Anstotle
and Descartes, and the transcendental egology of Kant and
Husserl. And we attempted, to borrow an image from Wittgen-
stein, to put everything on the same shelf of the library.
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Canversely, T was interested in the points which are both
foundational and innovative, I should say they were founda-
tional because they were innovative. That is why Plato’s
Invention was so important, and its remarkable influence, -
ing the Alexandrian heritage its direction via the Stoics. It is
also how classicism came to crystallize around the Jansenist
school, which poured into the French language all the re-
sources of Greek and all the resources of Biblical language, and
the language of probability. The result was a systematc
diversification—which many find difficult to accept—of our
elementary ways of thinking, such as describing, defining or
proving.

You teach regulatdy at Johns Hopkins University and at the
University of California at Davis. How has your teaching in the
United States influenced your work?

The fact that T have been over the last twenty years quite regu-
ladly invited to the States has been a great opportunity for me. 1
had different students and I could think publicly in diffetent
ways. I discovered that so-called analytic philosophy was much
more complex than was thought in France. At Harvard I met
Quine and Cavell In California, 1 met Seatle and Paul
Rabinow, and this was fot me a great expetience. I saw the very
great differences berween a Russellian brand of analytic phi-
losophy, the role of Wittgenstein in the States, and the huge
impact of the analysis of ordinary language. T understood that
mathematical logic may be one thing, bur that the way in which
we treat our daily experience is unaffected by such a logic. And
this was for me¢ a confirmation of Cavaillés’s conclusions,
Cavailles emphasized the difference between modern episte-
mology and Kantian experience,’

So how would philosophy benefit if it could get free of the
word “Jogic’?
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First, we would understand better that Kant was the last of the
classical philosophers. Although his was an exceptional enter-
prise, it has lost its contemporaneity. After Kant and the
Kantian legacy, we entered modemity. Of course, I'm drawing
on a kind of intellectual history which has linle to do with
political ot social history. But one of the consequences is that
our way out of Alexandrian imperialism is rather recent, and
that we have to renouace the kind of universal history Hegel
tried to undertake.

Why do you think that coming to the States allowed you w0
think in other ways?

1 discovered that the Ecole Normale Supérieute was vety
famous, but that there were other forms of philosophical
teaching and philosophy where I did not need to feel obliged
to conform to the requirements of the ggrigation in my teaching.
1 wanted to argue that Port-Royal was mouch more important
than Descartes, and that T could follow a path from Port-Royal
to Racine and Proust which was also 2 philosophical path.

1 was invited to give a paper at the American Philosophical
Association which was very important for me. 1 gave a paper
which was not on classical Stoicism but on Stoic minds i
modetn times. I arpued that Stoicism was muoch mose
important for philosophy than Adstotle! Stoicism successfully
passed the test of modernity. I began with a philosophical
genre of Stoicism, the confession, and I followed the transfor-
mation of Stoicism through Rousseau, Thomas De Quincey,
Baudelaire and modern philosophers such as Deleuze and
Foucault.

What did the project of fetracing these transformations make
clear?

I understood better the importance of Alexandria, which was
the background for our own history of philosophy until Hegel.
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And my question was: how do we think of ethics and the posi-
tion of the self? How do we do so after the death of
Hegelianism? How can we reappraise our unspoken Stoicism?
How can we understand our classical Stoicism from an anthro-
pological point of view? That is a question which has been
clearly treated by Marcel Mauss and Lévi-Strauss, for example
in the famous lecture on the category of the mind which Mauss
gave in England in 1938 (Carrithers et al 1985, 1-25). The real
work of Lévi-Strauss is hinked to that Mauss lecture.
How has your work positioned you with regards to the
Instwtion?
[ never cared about my cateer. 1 only wanted to obtain a post
and remain in it. T never left the Ecole Normale Supérienre.
And so I moved through different positions there—assistant
professor, professor, and now I am the Chair of the
Philosophy Department. 1 felt that if I was not too concerned
about my career, I would be freer to be more audacious in my
philosophical interests and more open to other philosophical
traditions and practices.
I think that your work has seemed very eclectic in some
quarters.
Yes, some do not understand why I speak about ancient
Stoicism, Racine, Baudelaire and Lévi-Strauss. I confess that
everything would have been easier for me if I had been con-
cerned with just one poiat in philosophy, such as elassical
Stoicism, on which I wrote my dissertation, and had left out of
my project modem philosophy, modern logic, and literature.
So why do you think you favouted a philosophical project
which made things professionally difficult?
Once I 'was able to earn my living, T was not worried about my
careet and I could take dsks. I was also encouraged to do this
in response to the work of Cavailles and Lévi-Strauss. Their
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work made a great impact on me. They opened my mind;
teading their work encouraged me to take risks.

PD What kind of risks?

CI To faill Both in my professional life and in the gambles I took

in my philosophical work.
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Why do you prefer not to speak of being the first woman to be
Chair of Philosophy at the Ecole Normale Supérieure?

I take it just as a mattet of fact.

Are you concemned with the place of women in philesophy to-
day in France?

Of course I am concerned. I am very glad thete are a lot of
women in philosophy in France today.

Do you think they face any pariicular obstacles?

Of coutse, the greatest obstacle is the economic situation, be-
cause there is such a scarcity of teaching positions in
philosophy at the moment.

The present interview will appear in the Women’s Philosophy
Review together with interviews with Barbara Cassin and
Monique Dravid-Ménard. Do you feel any affinities with their
work?

Yes, many affinities, these are very good examples. They have
both attached themselves to major divisions and ruptures in
the history of philosophy. They have looked at the texts in suf-
ficient depth to be able to challenge the canonical figures of
Arstotle and Kant. Aad they have been able to do it because
one is an excellent Greek scholatr, and the other an excellent
Germanist. For me, as 1 was convinced that the wadidon es-
tablished from Aristotle to Kant was played out, I was seeking
an altemative to that history.
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You recently gave a keynote address at the ‘Legacies of Simone
de Beauvoit’ conference at Penn State University (November,
1999). Would you speak about your interest in Beauvoir and
Weil?

When I read them for the first tdme, I was stnack by the social
meaning of their intellectual positions, But I must confess I
was quite blind to their philosophical positions. I am currently
engaged in research about the philosophical legacy of the late
1930s, so now I can place their diverse writings in the context
of the huge philosophical undertakings of that perfod. Their
classmates, such as Sartre, Merlean-Ponty and Lévi-Strauss,
transformed philosophy in France, forcing open its limits from
the inside. With grear lucidity, those two women dismissed
from the ourser the Kantian framewotk of the philosophy of
the period. In place of the transcendental subject, they substi-
tuted some kind of concreteness, which was for Weil ‘work®
and ‘suffering’ and for Beauvoir the concreteness of a woman’s
existence. If we are now ready to understand that generation of
philosophers I mentoned, now is the right time to understand
the profound philosophical intervention of these two gifted
women. You know, they were known in their peneration as
balliant thinkers,

Yet you argue that their work was not seen—and still is not
seen—as a moment in the history of philosophy.

They were pushed ouiside philosophy, considered as very
interesting, committed intellectuals’ but not as practising
philosophy. T must confess that 1 am only now beginning to
understand that they wexte clearly inside philosophy.

Discussing the period in which Beauvoir studied, you mention
other women of this pedod who undertook an academic
tramning, such as Clémence Ramnoux, Simone de Pétremont
and Jacqueline de Romally, and who pursued cateets m Greek
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studies with great success. You comment that this was a career
that Beauvoir and Weil might well have followed.
Yes, they were very gifted. If they had stayed in the classical
domain, as did Ramnoux, Pétremont and Romally, they would
have been zppreciated as great teachers. But their feeling for
the hard times they were living in made it more utgent for
them 1o engage with historical experience, especially m Europe
before and during the war.
And why do you think that this interest made it so hard for
them to be perceived as philosophers?
Because it was necessary for them to invent new concep(s in
philosophy and new ways of framing experence. It was a
revolution in philosophy.
Do you consider their writing philosophically successtul?
In France, the complete wotks of Simone Weil are only now
being published. At first her work was received as that of a
mystic rather than that of a philosopher. Now we are reconsid-
ering that position. As to Simone de Beauvoir, to my mind her
literary work and her leading role in Les Temps modernes have
overshadowed her philosophical msights. You know, she was
the only one who managed to accomplish a coherent philoso-
phical analysis of the work of Merleau-Ponty and of Lévi-
Strauss when they were first published just after the war. To
my mind, this was an exercise of high intellectual skdll,
I know that philosophy in France at the end of the 19305 more
genesally is of great mrterest to vou.
That's what I'm curtently working on Wirtgenstein and
Metleau-Ponty will be included, and what I make apparent is 4
philosophical development which is more and more clearly
liberated from the phenomenological and transcendental orbit.
A far cry from that “constituting subject” which Merleau-Ponty
teferred to as philosophy’s ptofessional imposture. That
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formula puts back to back the constitutions and the decon-
steuctons. We are no longer there any more, that page has
been turned. The human sciences were to make a way for
themselves, and all thar is another story—our own, which be-
gan at the end of the 1930s with Mauss, and opened out after
the war. )

There is no unified continental philosophy, any more than
a unified analytic philosophy, except for thuse who insist on
thinking in the strategic terms of the Cold War. Butr who would
benefit from that nowadays? 1 have teferred back to the past,
and the weight of history, solely with the intention of meeting
up with the contemporary. Nobody is starting philosophy
again, no one can be cermain of its possibility. At least we have
lost faith in canons, in analytics and in origins, and are better
informed about the penetrating intellectual methods which
have reached us from the *30s, »
You have atgued that there is a singularity to French philoso-
phy in the °30s which we tend to overlook. This singularity
tends t© be overshadowed by the idea that the late *30s and
"40s is the petiod in which a preoccupaton with phenomenol-
ogy dominates.
In France there is a singularity which was tentatively emerging
at the very end of the 1930s, which was sauffed out by the war,
and which was utilized in the 1960s against phenomenalogy
and Heideggeran ontotheology. What was unclear during a pe-
rod of polemics is perfectly obvious today: namely, the
singularity of the epistemolopy tepresented, notably, by
Cavaillés’s work, the posthumous manuscripts of Metleau-
Ponty which make the Phenomenolsgy of Percgption obsolete,
Sartre’s  existential psychoanalysis  (Baudelaire, Mallarmé,
Flaubert) which is both a reflecnon on the nineteenth centuty,
and a wonderful amplification of Whar is Literatare? (Sactre’s




70

Wiamen’s Philosophy Review

PD

cr

1947 manifesto). It 1s precisely when I understood the impor-
tance of that period in the thirties that I was able to recognize
the place of Weil and Beauvoit. Thete ate others T could
mention as well

Today we see that the real question, from the *30s on, was
the position one took relative to Hepel and Nietzsche. How
could one disengape from the one without falling into the arms
of the other? Facing that question implied taking a position
relative to Hellenism, to the extent that the Greek tradition had
been canonized by the phenomenological tradition. I am not
talking about an obligatory rerurn to the pre-Socraties, bur a
necessary effort of invention induced by the contemporary.
This is where Michel Foucault’s philosophical option can be
situated, and in many tespects that of Gilles Deleuze too—
both twok the measure of Stoicism. T will attempt to come back
to this issue in my next work, Années 30, ke point de now-retour [The
Thirties: Point of No Return].

Already ar the beginning of the 1940s, it was obvious that a
lot had been going on in the relatively independent histonies of
mathematics and painting which, via different routes, sanc-
tioned the abandonment of phenomenological space. So the
history of modern painting, understood as an eminently non-
Hegelian philosophical concept, has been a philosophical
playing field where Malraux, Metlean-Ponty, Bataille, Sartre
and Michel Foucault all met. And all that was prepared by
Valéry and Walter Benjamin.

What sort of intellectual training did you have?r What were your
motivations?

My studies were the most classical you could imagine and I am
most thankful for that. In France, one begins to specialise after
the qgrégation, depending on what one chooses or what compels

one. For myself, I felt extremely uneasy about entering a
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philosophical culture or landscape which was blurred. 1 felt as
if I'd been handed a cine-camera which was out of focus, or
running at the wrong speed, or else it was the wrong screen or
the angle was not right. I was intending only to have a £o at
clacfication: a serious attempt to tackle the history of philoso-
phy, a few scientific studies, an inidation into the conternpo-
rary human sciences, these would all contribute. Marthernatical
logic was included. I undertook it for completely personal
reasons, just in order to understand; it was something that
seemed indispensable for me as a philosophy teacher. There
was nothing to warn me that I would get drawn into the
labyrinths I have been talking to you about.

Thete was another motivation, more direct and certainly
more decisive: the encounter with those texts that ‘make your
heart beat faster’ as Malebranche said of his reading of
Descartes and as Lévi Strauss recalled of Marcel Mauss’s The
Gy In my case it was Sar Lz logigue ef la théorie d la science [Lagic
and Theory of Science] (1943 and 1947), the final statement of
Cavaillés’s work. I felt the same breathless excitement when 1
read Tévi-Strauss’s successive works,

Lévi-Strauss, a philosopher who was noticed from the start
and who chose to become an anthropologist, was the one who
carried further and faster the dissidence and the lucidity of his
generation. Apart from their intrinsic power and beauty, his
books seemed to me perfect examples of what 1 was seeking.
They gave me the motivation ro leave behind the dismal his-
tory of the fortunes and misfortunes of transcendental egology,
and offered an anthropological opening up of our closed
philosophies. I found in them the certainty that philosophy was
still a going concetn. The desire to understand the heritage of
the ancient Greeks came later,

Where do you situate yourself on the contemporary French
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philosophical scene?
CI 1 do not have the faintest idea, obviously. Why does one have

to belong to a school? 1 know what 1 owe to my teachers, to
those I have heard and to those I have read, as far as one can
be aware on this score. The fact remains that isolation is the
price, and perhaps the condition, of the work—and whatever
comes out of it that is unexpected. There is a lot to be done,
we have still to undetstand what is taking shape m contempo-
rary work, to testore forgotten possibilities of thought, mside
or outstde philosophy, because we are impovershed in that
area. So we need to look again at Port-Royal, d’Alembert,
Cavaillés, the posthumous work of Metleau-Ponty, to open up
our options—to confine myself to a few examples.

We kaow with certainty since the “30s that no philosophi-
cal petspective has an overview of the sciences or the arts,
there is no decisive mode of analysis which could impassively
sutvey every domain, which could claim for itself the prvilege
of a universal language or attain the real directly. We know too
that philosophy cannot feed on itself. Besides, it devoured its
own liver a long time ago without need of a vulture to impose
the punishment of the gods. We have learnt that our real
possibilities are finite and diverse, they cannot be unified and
can never be totalized, that certain accomplishments of the
mind are to all appeatances played out, particulatly those which
were the most brlliant and the most fertle—like Raphaelite
painting or predicative logic. All that is unpredicrable, disky and
at the same time deeply absorbing.

Clawds Toabert, Ecole Normate Supérieure, Panis
Pencigpe Dentscher, Ausiralian National Universtty, Canberra
Paris July 1998
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‘Translator’s Notes

1.

Cabigrs vol. I, Bibliothéque de la Pléiade, Paxis: Gallimard 1973, 414: 4
syataxe est, entre autres choses, Iart de la perspective dans la pensée’[Syntax
15, among other things, the art of perspecdve in thought))
‘Ce platonisme que Fon parle et dont on ne patle pas’ [That Platonism which
Is spoken but net spoken of] in Pour e bistsire de bz logsque (1999).
Oteueres compléger de philosaphie des sesences, Paris; Hetmann, 187-8.

‘Committed’ refers to Sartre’s concept of srgapement Le, the commitment of

the writer or intellectual.
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Recent Dutch Research on Luce Irigaray:

An Overview

Recent yeats have seen a small explosion in Dutch mono gra?lTs on Luce
Trigaray. Most of these are doctorates. In The Netherlands it is custon_l—
ary to publish doctorates before the #sa see. The oral doctoral exam 1
usually held m a University’s auditorium. It is not unusual.for‘ a hundred
people to be present some of whom will be family and invited guests,
others interested graduates keen. to witness academic debate.

The doctoral candidate is dgorously grilled fot an hour by profes-
sors from her/his own university and other universities. Afier an hGL'l.I
the professors retreat and return 0 deliver the verdict. No one r::an fa‘ﬂ
at this point. The only thing to be decided is whether the cand.l‘date is
awarded 2 distinction. Nevertheless, this cerernony is netve wrecking for
the dactor-to-be. Tt entails a great deal more pomp and Citcmnst'fu:lce
than PhD examinations within the British universities. One condition
for the public exam is that the PhD is published. Usually, this is don‘e by
a University Press and paid for by the students themselves. Somet:rmj:s
however, a publisher might be interested and think that the tesearch in
question is commercially viable. The recent Dutch monog':ap‘hs on
Inigaray that T will introduce here, are examples of such publications. 1
will not discass the numerous Dutch articles on Irigasay.

There has been a longstanding interest in Irigaray in The NEtl,'lEf-
lands. Trigaray originally delivered the lectutes published in The Esbics of
Sexual Difference (1984 at the University of Rotterdam in 1982, sor(ne of
which wete also published in Dutch. The first Dutch studies of Trigaray
however, did not appear until 1989, In that year Denise de Costa wTote
a vety accessible introduction Sprekende Stiltes |Speaking Silences] into
French feminism 2nd postmodernism. She argues that the two French
strands of thought, feminism and postmodernism, do not seem to be

aware of each other. Howevet, according to de Costa, the derzture feminine
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developed by Irigaray and Kristeva could serve as 2 bridge between the
two perspectives. In de Costa’s description, the éritwre firinine under-
mines phallocentric thinking and allows the articulation of repressed
female voices. To this end, it experiments with language. ‘The writings of
écriture fémintne cannot be restricted to one area or discipline, but simulta-
neously belong to literature, poetry and philosophy.

In her conclusion, de Costa azgues that both Kristeva and Irigaray
retain modernist aspects in their thinking. Both incorporate ethics
within their philosophy (Irigaray in terms of sexual difference and
Kristeva in terms of contemporary suffering) and both employ a notion
of subjectivity. According to de Costa, this is truly postmodern in the
sense that neither philosopher feels constrained by boundaties. Both
develop their thinking as journeys with endless possible outcomes.

Rina van der Haegew's study In det Spoor van sekswele differenie
[Following the Trail) Trace of Sexcual Difference] was also published in 1989.
This reseatch was originally intended t become a doctorate. Unform-
nately, van der Haegen died when the study was almost finished and it
was published posthumously. Van der Haegen explores the relation
between Derrida and Irigaray, particulatly berween Derridean decon-
struction and Ifigarayan mimesis, and argues for a combination of both
approaches. From Derrida she adopts the deconstructive reading of
texts which Le at the foundation of Western culmuee and civilization and
from Irgaray she takes the need to focus on women and reach out to
the ‘beyond’ of women’s speech or language.

After 2 ‘quiet’ period of ten years, tesearch on Irigaray flourishes
again. This research builds on well-known studies on Irigaray in Enghsh,
such as Grosz (1989), Whitford (1991), Burke ¢ #/ (1994) and Chanter
(1995). In 1998 Annemie Halsema’s Dialectiok van de seksusle differentie [The
Dralectics of Sexewal Differencd] was published. Halserna is currently a lec-
wrer in Philosophy at the University of Amsterdam., This was followed
in 1999 by Tonja van den Endc’s doctorate In Lavends Fifven |Living
Bodfes]. Van den Ende has a position within the Philosophy Department
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of the University for Humanism in Utrecht. This summer (2000) Anne-
Claire Mulder will obtain her doctorate Disine Flesh, Embodied Word.
Muldet is also one of the authors of Remaissance (1990), 2 Dutch collec-
tion of trapslations and interpretations of some of Irigaray’s texts.

Tt is interesting to note that all three authors formed part of a
teading group on Irgaray. I think that partly as 2 result their overall
attitude to Irigaray is similar. Another aspect that unites at Yeast two of
these studies is that Rosi Braidotti, Professor in Wornen’s Studies at the
University of Utrecht, has been part of the supervisory team. Braidotin
herself has, of course, published extensively on Trigatay. In The
Nethetlands, only professots can supervise doctoral students. A
supetvisory team usually consists of at least two professors who
complement each other. .

Halsema’s 1998 thesis is a solid stady of Ingaray and can be said
to function as the Dutch equivalent to Whitford (1991). Halsema starts
with contextualizing Irigaray in terms of French ferninist thought and
then inttoduces the reader to Ifgaray’s project of sexual ditference. She

explains that Irigaray aims to develop 2 different syml?ohc so that
women too can become subjects. This will be familiar werritory to WPR
teaders.

The originality of Halsema’s thesis lies in her interpretation of
Irigaray’s mitnetic strategy. Halsema atgues that Irigaray uses two
“heoretical instruments’ of mimesis, Freudian and Lacanian psycho-
analysis and Hegelian dialectics, in otder for women to become‘fema.l,e
subjects. Halsema’s main focus is on the latter. She looks at Irigaray's
Sexces and Genealogios (1987) and I Love #5 You (1992) in pa«::ticulm*j to ex-
plore the relation between Irigaray and Hepelian dialectics and Irigaray’s
rejection of the master-slave dialectic. -

In I Loss 76 You Irigaray criticizes Hegel for his lack of recognition
of sexual difference in ethical terms. As a result, sexual difference
remains in the realm of the natural for Hegel. Irigaray attempts to bring
it into civil society and the state. Thus, Halsema argues thar for Tsigaray

Women's Piailajgply Review 79

a crtique of the Hegelian dialectic in terms of gender is fecessary in
order to move towards the development of sexual difference. What
rernains is the recogmition of two distinctly different identites. Halserna
concludes with a bdef exploration into contemporary feminist debares
about fernale identity. She concludes that although Trigaray’s wotk opens
up ways of becoming female subjects in the symbolic, her lack of
aftention 1o factors such as race, sexuality and class means that there is
still a lot of work to be done.

Van den Ende (1999) does not agree with Halsema on that last
point and interprets Irgaray’s wotk as an exploration into the connec-
tions between identities, differences and embodiment. These differences
need not be restiicted to sexual difference. Van den Ende signals a need
in contemporary Western societies to think about differences within the
context of living together. She starts from the question ‘how can we
determine how to live well togerher, taking our differences into
account®”, Her thesis concentrates on the psychoanalytic dimension of
Irigaray and takes the psychoanalytic dialogue as a model for exchanges
and interactions on the levels of the symbolic, the imaginary and the
body.

One way that differences manifest themselves, van den Ende
argues, is through our bodies. Through bodies we differentiate between
people, and our sense of identity derives from our expenence of being
embodied together with other people’s teactions to our embodied
selves. The expetience of differences between bodies forms the starting
point of Irigaray’s concept of alterity accotding 1o van den Ende. This
altefity is articulated in the meeting of two people. Living together well
and acknowledging differences is possible, van den Ende concludes, if
each dialogue-parwer dares take the nsk to open up to the other and
venture into the unknown of hecoming,

1 find this intetpretation of Irigaray interesting, but less convinc-
ing than Halsema’s, It leaves obvious issues out such as an analysis of

differences in power. In my view, powet is 2 crucial difference berween
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people in our pattiarchal societies and should be at the centre of femi-
nist thinking about differences. Tronically, another weakness is van den
Fnde’s emphasis on embodiment as primary site of identity. One
wonders how her interpretation would address issues such as cloning

and identical twins. Even though the emphasis on specific bodily

experence would stll hold, van den Ende’s claim based om
embodiment, that the relation with the other is unique, would need
more working out.

The last piece of rescarch that I shall briefly discuss here 1s Anne-

Claire Mulder’s forthcoming doctorate Divine Flesh, Embodied Word. This
study looks at Irigaray from a feminist theologian’s perspective—an atea
of research that has a longstanding history in the Nethetlands, but
which T do not have the space to discuss further here. Mulder elaborates
on van den Fnde’s emphasis on embodiment and crticizes the tradi-
tional Christian dogma that Christ was the incarnation of God. This,
Mulder argues, implicitly assumes that women cannot truly live in the
image of God. To do that, they would have to become mef. This line of
argument is similar to Irigaray’s critique of the subject in philosophy and
psychoanalysis.

Mulder develops an interpretation of the Chsistian concept of
incarnation that starts from two premises: first, that there is an irredu-
cible difference between feminine and masculine corporeal subjectivity
and, second, that a female corporeal subject represents God’s image.
This interpretation is intended to be liberating for women, because it
advocates 2 becoming of two sexually different subjects. This means
that thete is not a male notm for female subjectivity.

Mulder’s thesis is split into three parts. In the first part Mulder
presents an exposition of Irgaray’s crdque of the male self-same.
Mulder applies this to the Chrstian faith and argues that here too, the
creative force of the maternal-feminine has been usurped by the
Father—God. Tt is the hysteric, interpreted as resistant flesh, that points
to a way out. This resistance redirects us, Muldet arpues, to embodied
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subjectivity. This subjectivity should not develop through a surrender of
the flesh to the Word, but in a dialectical relation between Word and
ﬂfes%l—uaces of Halsema’s wotk on Hegelian dialectics can be
d{sungaished here. In order for the flesh of women to become Word
(lit. trans.}, for women to become divine, women need their own lan-
guage? their own linguistic home. The impetus for the development of
the d.m.leciica.l relation between Word and flesh can be found in the
mecting with the other. In this encountet, the subject is touched in the
ﬂes‘h, In the reaction of the subject, new images of self are generated
which causes changes in identity and subjectivity. j
' The different examples of Dutch research on Irigaray that 1 have
introduced vary in their emphases and research questions. However, all
s?:udjes demonstrate an attitude to research that incorporates com':ecM
tons to actual sitwations. In all the texts discussed, explicit connections
between thinking and living (as a woman) in a contemporary Western—
Euxc?pe:?n s'ociety are made, In my view, this it not only refreshing but
also indicative of feminist scholarship.
Hatneks Canters
The Open University in the North
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Braidotti, R. (1994) Nomadic Subjecti: Embodinent and Sexual Difference in
Contemporary Feminist Thought, Columbia University Press.
Burk i
urke, C., N. Schor & M. Whitford (eds), (1994) Engaging with Irjgaray,

Columbia University Press.

Chanter, T. (1995) Esbics of Eros. Irigaray’s Rewrizing of the Phalosophers,
Routledge.

Costa, D. de (1989) Sprekende Stiltes. ren pustmoderne lessng van bet vroswelisk
schrift, Irigaray—Kristeva—Lyotard (Speaking Sifences: A Postmodern

Reading of Feminine Writing, Iriganyy—Krissera—I_yorard), Kampen,
Kok.




Wimen’s Philasophy Rovien

82

Ende, T. van den {1999) In Levende Lifven: identitesd, Gehamelijkbeid en
verschil in bet werk van Luce Irigaray (Living Bodies. Identity, Embodiment
and Difference in the Work of Luce Irigaray), Leende, DAMON.

Grosi, E. (1989) Sexual Subersions: Three French Feminists, Sydney, Allen

& Unwin.
Halsema, A. (1998) Dialectick van de sekucle differentie. de filosofse van Luce

Irigaray (The Dialectics of § wscual Difference: The Phalasapby of Luce
Irigaray), Amsterdam, Boom.
Irigaray, L. (1984} The Ethics of Sesual Difference trans. C. Butke & G.
Gill, London, Athlone 1993.
——— Sexxes and Genealogies (1987), trans. G. C. Gill, Columbia University
Press, 1993.

T Lage 0 You (1992), trans. A. Martin, Routledge, 1996.

Mulder, A.-C. (1997) ‘Thiaking about the Jrzago Dei. Minimalizing ot
Maximizing the Difference between the Sexes. A Critical Reading
of Rosemary Radford Ruether’s Anthrop ology through the Lens
of Luce Irigacay’s Thought’, Fesrinist Theolagy 14, 9-33.

Mulder, A.-C. (forthcoming doctorate) Divine Flosh, Entbodied Word:

Tpcarnation’ as Hermeneutical Key 1o a Femmisist Theologian’s Reading of

Lswee Irigaray’s Work.

Van der Haegen, R. (1989) In bez Spoor van sekspele difierentie [Folbowing the

Trard/ Trace of Sexual Difference], Nijmegen, SUN.

Vincenot, A. H. Hinterthiir, A.-C. Mulder, M. de Zanger (eds)
(1990) Renaissante, Amsterdam, Perdu.

Whitford, M. (1991) Lace Ingaray: DPhilosaphy in the Feminine, Routledpe.

Wamen's Phéjosophy Review 83

BOOK REVIEWS

An Introduction to Feminist Epistemologies
Alessandra Tanesini, Blackwell, 1999
h/b £550 63120012 6, p/b £15.99 0 631 20013 4

In opposition to those who believe that knowledge is not an appropnate
object for philosophy, Alessandra Tanesini considers that epistemology
‘is of fundamental importance to undetstand our position in the world’
(3). She locates feminist epistemologies in the received epistemologjcal
tradifion and asserts that while femninist theorists are critical of main-
streamn theories, they are nevertheless able to produce positive theories
within it. She argues that feminists can make a valuable contribution to
epistemology by distancing themselves from some of the presupposi-
tions central to traditional episternology, namely: ‘the belief that
epistemology is first philosophy; the belief that kaowledge depends on
foundations; the belief that knowledge is best understood in terms of
how subjects represent their environments’ (6).

As well as explining how it is possible to support alterative
theories that reject these tenets, the author also explains clearly and suc-
cinctly the main problems present in mainstream epistemology, helping
the reader to understand the position of feminist thinkers in relation to
it. When it is needed, the contextualization of the episternclogical topics
is done by offering 2 historical pexspective on the development of par-
ticular problems or aspects of theores. Attention is paid to analytic and
continental traditions, and even if feminist epistemologies are consid-
ered to be closer to the latter, they are nevertheless taken to be a bridge
builder between the two of them (21).

The plurality of perspectives within the area is faithfully repre-
sented mn this introducdon, but the division commonly accepted for

classifying the different types of feminist epistemologies (empiricist,
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standpoint, and postmodetn) s maintained. Tanesini offers an
explanation of the main theores that can be encountezed in each of
these positions, and a critical apptoach to the most important theories
in each tepdency. In her analysis, she offers detailed arguments against
those aspects that she finds weak ot untenable, but also points out the
positive outcomes of each, leaving the reader with the impression that it
is worth paying attention to the work of most ferninist episternologists.
Tanesini aso engages with some of the issues that are inextricably
linked to feminist epistemology, such as what counts as objective
knowledge, the rclation between power and knowledge, or the different
approaches to rationality. Apart from offering a good summary of the
main theories in the area and sound criticistns of some of their aspects,
Tanesini indicates what her own position is in relation to each of the
issues discussed, and, thercfore, by the end of the book, we are left with
an idea of the alternative theory that she favours. She manages to inter-
weave her own theory within the exposition and critical analysis of the
main theoties in the area—which is, after all, the main aim of an
introductory text. However, this means that her own project 1s not
develaped in depth, even if it definitely deserves a mote detailed treat-
ment, pethaps in the form of a monograph.

Tanesini argues for a concept of knowledge as a practice which
she explicitly owes to Heidegger. She argues against the idea that knowl-
edge is mainly representational and claims that even ‘theorising is 2 kind
of practical competence’ (16). All knowledge is thus practical knowl-
edge, which she chatacterizes as ‘a matter of getting inducted in socially
instituted practices” (13}, She insists on the social nature of knowledge
given that sociedes are what institute practices. Individuals are inducted
into practices and learn to recognize particular aspects of the world as
significant in relation to thuse practices. Accordingly, she links justifica-
tion with the social nature of knowledge, and considers that ‘it is only
against the background of social practices that a performance can count
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as justification for a claim. Qutside this context nothing could have the
special kind of anthority that pertains to justification’ (16).

This conception of justification as grounded on the methods and
norms embedded in pracrices is mote congenial to feminist theorists
than to those in the mainstream, because feminists are ‘mote concerned
with Anding out, and improving, the practices that help us to achieve
knowledge’ (20). Claiming that objects of knowledge are such due to our
involvement with them via practices does not amount to saying that we
cannot take themn to have a reality independent of us. Nevertheless, it
helps us to realize that representing things as independent from us is
only one of the many possible ways in which we respond to the wosld.

Tanesini claims that value is constitutive of knowledge precisely
because by engaging with things we invest them with human values.
Stressing the reladon between values and knowledge is one of the main
subjects within feminist episternology, along with the nnportance of
analyzing our practices for the ptoduction of knowledge and the insis-
tence on the social aspect of it. So Tanesini’s alternative theory is firmly
grounded in the feminist tradition that she has analyzed in this intro-
duction.

The scope of the book is wide, and I would tecommend it as a
text book for students in the final year of their degree, postgraduate
students and also to academics in general. It is very clearly wiitten and
the issues are explained in detail and contextalized adequately. There is
no simplification of the topics, and the analyses offered by Tanesini are
thorough. T would classify this as an accessible but sophisticated intro-
duction to feminist epistemology.

Stella Gongdles Arnal
Usiveraty of Hull
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Enigmas: Essays on Sarab Kofman

Penclope Deutscher & Kelly Oliver (eds), Comell University Press
1999

h/b, £37.50 08014 29129, p/b £14.50 0 8014 8141 4

Enjgras is the second collection of essays to take a retrospective look at
the work and life of the French philosopher Sarah Kofman who died by
her own hand in 1994. The first such volume, a special issue of the
ferninist journal Cabiers du GRIF (new sedes: 3, 1997), grew out of a day
of homage held in Paris in 1996, gathering perspectives from the French
incellectual scene. Enigmas, by contrast, provides a forum for Kofman’s
ptincipal anglophone readers. It also presents a more thorough and rg-
orous overview of Kofman’s lifelong investigation of the positioning of
woman in literature, philosophy and psychoanalysis.

The editors of Enigmas carefully negotiate the difficult boundary
between establishing Kofman’s legacy in order to preserve her work
from the assimilation {(notably to Detrida’s) of which she often com-
plained, and “fixing’ this legacy in a way that would be unfaithful to her
constant emphasis on the instzbility of meanings and the heterogeneity
of texts. They also deftly handle the issue of the relation between life
and work that arises for any commemorative project, <spousing
Kofiman’s own conviction that to oppose biography and textuality is to
reproduce, in inverse form, the error of confladng them.

Enigmas is divided into four sections, each of which examines a
principal area of Kofman’s thought. The first section is devoted to her
writing on literature and aesthetics, the second to philosophy and meta-
phor, the third 1o women, feministn and psychoanalysis, and the final
secion to Jews and Germman nationalism. Throughout the volime,
Kofman is celebrated 2s a reader attentive to the economy in which
thought is crystallized, a reader whose instruments are psychoanalytic
analysis of drives and motivations, the cultural genealogy ptoneered by
Nietzsche, and the painstaking examination of the economy of the sign
practised by Derrida.
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Kofman is also consistently represented as a close, even ‘mimetic’
reader (Penelope Deutschet) who reads with rather than against the
thinkers she analyzes. Several conuibutors approach this practice of
close reading as a form of ‘fidelity’, the expression of a propensity to
identify with the male authors she examines. This pattern is, howevet,
shown in the pieces by Deutscher and Duncan Lasge to be complicated
by a countervailing strategy of juxtaposition, a “flicketing actoss a rangc"
of thinkers” (Deutscher) by which Kofman maintains a relation among
psychoanalysis, philosophy and deconstruction, and in so doing under-
cuts the potential systematicity of each methodology.

A second theme explored in several chapters is Kofman's con-
cern to preserve the mobility of thought, her rehictance to ‘conclude’,
and in concluding to impose definitive interpretations. Pierre Lamarche,
for example, sketches an intetesting contrast between Kofman's and
Derrida’s approach to Marx in Camera Obsiura and Speeters of Marx, arpu-
ing that whercas Derrida appears haunted by the spectre of the
ontological in Marx, and tdes to exordse it, Kofman embraces the het-
erogeneity of Mamist ontology, thereby remaining the possibility of
working with Marxist social theory.

The final unifying therne of the volurne is the ntalar trope of the
enigma, a reference to Kofman's seminal study The Enigma of Woman:
Woman in Freaed’s Texcts (1980), and in a wider sense to the author’s re-
lentless examinadon of the philgsophical construction of femininity as a
tiddle that must be solved. Kofinan herself is repeatedly cast as some-
thing of an enipma, not only because she resists casy classification as a
feminist or a Freudian, but also because the complex overlap between
her work and life-history is approached in egsays by Deutscher, Oliver
and Tina Chanter as a riddle that unavels in her late autobjographical
narrative Rue Ordener, rue Labar (1994),

Although Enjgmas offers compelling coverage of the principal is-
sues raised in and by Kofman’s seuwre, two issues seem to me to be
insufficiendy consideted. The first of these is Kofman’s place in the
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field of contemporary feminism. No single essay undertakes to situate
Kofman’s thought in relation to, for example, the work of Irigaray or Le
Deuff. This is unfortunate because wheteas numerous books have been
devoted to Itigatay’s contrbution to ferninism, none has attempted to
evaluate Kofman’s.

To sitate Kofman in this way would be to read her against the
grain of her own expressed views since, as the editors note in their
introduction, Kofman tefused to align hetself wich &riture fminine ot any
form of the politics of diffetence, and maintained that the exposute of
the phallocratic assumptions of male thinkers—a praxis she ascribes,
often acerbically, to Itigaray—must be complemented by recognition of
the constitutive instability of these constructions of femininity. Several
essays propose a somewhat critical reading of this methodology, atguing
that Kofman’s close identification with the “fathers” of western thought
constitutes the kind of apotropaic defence against the maternal that
Kofman herself repeatedly discerns at the heart of their systems, and
theseby disclosing the profound ambivalence with which Kofman’s
method turns away from a maternal genealogy even as it uncovers it.

Francoise Duroux gestures toward an assessment of Kofman’s
place in the panoply of feminist thought when she offers a brief sutvey
of women’s contrbution to philosophy, and comments that (with the
exception of Irigaray’s Ethics of Sexcwal Dyfference) women have not been
innovators in the sense of constmictors of a system. She at first equates
otiginality with system-building, but subsequently argues that some
women, notably Kofinan, have innovated without constructing systems.

These reflections have an interesting resonance with 2 1988 inter-
view, cited by Chanter, in which Kofman herself affirms that for
teasons of education women have not established themselves as inno-
vators in philosophy. Chanter shows that Kofman hesitates over the
question of her own onginality, both courting and rejecting the recogni-
tion of the male establishment, and offers a persuasive reading of this
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ambivalence as a chatacteristic reflection of the dilemma of women in
the patriarchal order.

Chanter might, however, have extended this atgument by
addressing the pladng fact that not one of Kofman’s twenty five
books—not only on philosophy but also on art and literature—
addresses the creativity of a woman: Kofman does not analyze works by
wotmen, just as she never sought to be compared to or measured against
feminist theorists. It seems to me that it would have been ptoductive
ot just to mrn Kofman's genealogical method on Kofman's writing—
as several of the essays do—but to read Kofman snfra Kofman by situ-
ating her within a feminist economy, reading her with and against othet
women philosophers. This is in fact a ditection that Deutscher explores
n Yielding Gender, and it would have added depth to the assessment of
Kofman as a specifically feminist thinker offered in Enigrras.

The second omission is the absence, in the short final section en-
titled Jews and Genman Nationalism’, of 2 discussion of Kofiman’s
wtiting on the Shoah (this section is in fact essentially devoted to the
narrower question of Nietzsche’s anti-Semitism). Although several
pleces in earlier sections evoke Rue Ordener; 12 Iabat (1994)Kofman’s
late narrative about her childhood in Nazi-occupied Pars—they focus
not on the holocaust but on family dynamics.

Curiously, neither of the essays on Germany and the Jews dis-
cusses Paroles suffoguées (1987) [Smothered Words, trans, Madeleine Dobie,
Northwestern Univetsity Press 1998}, Kofman’s only susrained piece of
writing on the Shoah. In this text Kofman atgues for a new ‘humanism’
and a new ‘ethics’, challenging the accepted opposition between hu-
manism and -postst_ruct'uralism‘ This challenge seems to me to provide a
possible avenue for consideting the fraught question, at issue through-
out Erigmas, of Kofman’s originality.

As mentioned above, several contrbutors observe that Koftnan
undercuts the systematicity of psychoanalytic theory by explonng the
semiotic economy of Freud’s writing; as a parallel they sugpest that

B |
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Kofman similarly complicates deconstructive readings by maintaining a
relation between Derrida and Freud. They do not, however, undertake
to explain how or why psychoanalysis is deployed to undercut decon-
structive reading, Kofman’s call, in Paroles suffoqreés, for 2 new humanism
and 2 new ethics, helps to clarify the reasons for her continued Gdelity
to Freudian psychobiographical analysis. Unsurprisingly, this core of
‘humnanistic’ resistance emetges with most force in a text that examines

the dehumanizing program of the holocaust.
Madsleine Dobze

Tulane University

Hélene Cixous: Authorship, Autobiography & Love
Susan Sellers, Cambridge: Polity Press 1996
h/b £45 07456 12547, p/b £13.99 07456 1255 5

Stigmata: Escaping Texts
Héléne Cixous, Routledge 1998
h/b £40 041517978 5, p/b £12.99 041517979 3

Together, these two books present the anglophone reader with the full
extent of Héléne Cixous’s rich oewpre spanning thirty years. Despite the
mixed reception her work receives, Cixous’s influence has been felt on 2
wide range of disciplines, from feminist literary studies and art history to
economics, ethics and philosophy.

Susan Sellets’ monograph comments oa almost twenty-five yeats
of essays and fiction authored by Cixous, while S#gmata is a collection of
translations of tecent essays and short pieces by Cixous herself. Sellers’
book operates best as a general introduction, differing from existing
introductory studies, by not only following a patticular trajectory in
Cixous’s work, but also inchuding sustained analyses of her fiction and
her writing for the theatre. Emiture féminine (ot ‘feminine writing’ as
Sellers translates it here), for which Cixous is best known in English-
speaking countries, is also strongly featured: the introductoty chapter is
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an exposition of the concept, and subsequent chapters evaluate Cixous’s
own waiting against its qualides, aesthetics, themes and effects.

The format Sellers chooses for this evaluation brings welcome
clatity to the complexity of Cixous’s prolific sewsre. She divides it into
five chronological and thematic stages, selecting from each period an
exemplary fiction or theatrical text for analysis while drawing parallels
with other contemporaneous Cixous works. Quotations from the texts
are given in English. This is where the main value of Sellets’ study lies—
in the detailed textual analyses offeted to the English-speaking reader.
Sellers has a thorough knowledge of Cixous’s wotk and her readings do
full justice to its richly connotative poetical language, to its themes
which impact on personal, political and ethical issues, and to the open-
ended mature of the texts wherein, to my mind, lies Cixons’s real
generosity as a writer.

The proggession that Sellers identifies in Cixous’s writing and
which structures this study is one offered by Cixous herself: the trajec-
tory taken by her wiiting over the years, from explorations of self-
identty through to the question of the other. Although Cixous’s account
undoubtedly provides an enlightening approach to het own seuwre, this is
also where my major crticism of Sellets’ discussion lies. What bothers
me is not simply the practice of following Cixous’s own framework, but
rather that the effects of this are compounded on different levels in this
book. Sellers employs Cixous’s own “feminine’ mode of reading, which
is to be attentve to the multiple meanings of the text, but it is almost
exclusively to Cixous’s own pronouncements in essays, interviews and
book introductions that she turns for illumination.

Sellers calls on the open-endedness of Cixous’s texts to defend
her methodology and she does send the reader in the ditection of her
own useful Language and Sexual Difference: Feminist Writing in France
(Macmillan 1991) in which Cixous’s wotk is placed in 2 broader
intellectual context; but, in irs self-referentiality, this current offedng
tends to reinforce the effect of the so-called “Cixous Club’—which, on
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the whole, ptoduces celebrations of her writing rather than critical
cngage;e:d;it:];tl? ltthen, while Sellers® discussion of diture féminine doe-s
raige one of two problem areas, generally she confines herself tto.e:lph;
cating Cixous’s own account. Notwithstanding the lack of- a critic 0S
historically-informed perspective, this treatment does have ltsfstér?ngth,;
offering useful guidance to a new generation of readers o . ml?U:S :
1970s essays. There are rather sweeping claims made her.e for -er:mznar]l)
wiiting’ (‘to prevent the forces of holocaust fro-m.happemlng again’ | CS:
although Sellers’” book ultimately finishes realistically, wlr.h the sngg’rh
Gon that the real power of Cixous’s wrting 10 change things tests Wil
- IeadSe:;;ets includes a (fairly complete) bibliogtaphy of3 books a.miu am—,
des by and zbout Cixous. For readers new to (?mouf 8 work,SS' e.t;:I ‘
book acts as usefl background reading to C?xous S, (.)\’vn’ I;‘grgjm.r
Eseaping Texts. In the tradition of the eatlief Coming ﬁ,, Writing ap;] o
Essays (Harvard University Press 1991), Stigrmata consists of a z::o o
of essays from the 1990s on literature, att and other recurrent Lixous
themesz-%s always, the language play that characterizes Cixous’s weiting—
and to which the sub-tide of the volume partly tefets—n—p‘»rﬁeseni
particular problems to her translators, especiaj\ly‘ where_ the signd canin
of the gendered nature of the otiginal French is impossible to cozregme
English. However, the regular iranslators of her work feature
ion to such instances. ,
hdpﬁﬂ(lfi;;]i:: ::::;S and fictions are interdependent, and th.e essay:i in
this volume echo the concerns of some of her recent ‘ﬁctl‘ornl FD;:%?Z
11992}, Beethoven 4 jamais oi lexcistence de Dieﬂ‘[1993], Lzz Fiancée szﬁ Oens
tentasion 1995] and Messie [1996]), not only in ﬁ_le Biblical c.onnoc '
of their tifles but also in their thinking about pain and lo“ss ‘For n.ozj,
the Bible is ‘the land of the most ancient passions’ (3); s@nﬁcanﬂiﬂa e
title of this current collection connotes 2 lasting, wound, and s 1
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analyses of the universal themes of loving and losing appear in fiction
and essays alike, specifically here, What is it O’Clock? or The Daor (We
Never Enter)’ and ‘Love of the WolF.

The process of writing is the subject of many of the essays in
Strigmata as indeed it is throughout Cixous’s oeure, as Sellers study readily
confirms. In “Hiss of the Axe’ writing is figured as a way of fulfilling a
deep human need to play at—and with—death, while in “Writng Blind’
its ‘business is to translate our emotions into writings” such thac the ‘act
of writing engenders the author’ (143).

For Cixous, writing is concerned with the exploration and expres-
sion of internal realities. Nonetheless, if feelings and emotions form a
large part of Cixous’s subject matter, events of history—such as the fall
of the Berlin wall—are not neglected. Some of the pieces also mark a
return to Cixous’s Algeran origins, taking the form of memores, now
reftacted through political as well as personal prisms of history, of what
it was to be a ‘French’ and Jewish family in colonial Algeria. The Cixous
of the 1990s has not completely deserted the gender issues for which
she is so well-known outside France, and Unmasked! points to the

transfigurative qualities of the theatte in this respect.

The wealth of literary references in Cixous’s writing is always
striking, Indeed, all writers are readers first, and it is Cixous’s readings of
paintings and of literature that stand out in this collection. In “Bathsheba
or the Interior Bible’ Cixous analyzes Rembrandt's painting Barbsheba
Batling, taking the reader along with her on an interpretive journey. The
figure of Cixous is ever-present and as such can be a controlling feature
0 her work, but she is nonetheless generous to her readers.

Cixous’s analysis of Rembrandt—in a similar way to the readings
of Joyce, Shakespeare, Lispector and Tsvetaeva elsewhere in this
collection—does not remain with the single work. Not only does it
extend out to other paintings in Rembrandt’s sewsre and beyond, but it
also looks within—so that, as so often with Cixous’s writing, her readers
are led back from, and by, the text to think about themselves and their
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telations with others. For me, this is one of the most important effects
of Cixous’s wortk which, at its best, not only engages her readers on 2
personal journey but also connects with major political and philosophi-
eal issues. Cixous’s writing is never easy, but it can repay the effort of
reading it. - ’
If Sellers” book provides a good general introduction to Cixous's
oeuvre, Sigmatd's sample of offerings brings the reader up to date with
her cutrent concerns. Some of the beauty, nuances and multiple mean-
ings of Cixous’s poetical writing are necessagly lost in n.-ans%anon;
ponetheless, these two books both make a worthwhile contribution to
Cixous studies and ate undoubtedly of value to those students, teachers
and researchers who ate interested in her rich body of writing,
Gill Rye
University of London and Rochampton Institute

Philosophy in A Feminist Voice: Critiques and
Reconstructions

Janet A. Kourany, Princeton University Press 1998

h/b £37.50 0691033137, p/b £11.95 069101936 3

Philesaphy in A Feminist Voice has a grand objective: to guidﬁa social
change by making audible feminist critiques and reconst:j'ucuons of
philosophy’s fundamental concepts. Despite its persistent biases, Janet
Koutany contends that philosophy is a force for change. Ignorance of
the crifical and reconstructive work of feminist philosophers appearts
incompatible with the self-definition of philosophy as 'a discipline en-
gaged in exposing false belicfs and unwarranted assumptions. To re.so}ve
the incompatibility this collection of essays intends to enable philoso-
phers to recognize the flawed assumptions concerning the gender-
neuteality of central beliefs, conceptions and arguments.

In feminist essays on philosophy’s history, its conceptions of pee-
sons, ethics, polides, aesthetics, religion, knowledge, science, language
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and its other, readers can glitpse the fault running through the heart of
every branch of Western philosophy. Each essay is written by a distin-
guished, North American feminist philosopher who has made, or s
making, a particular impact. Fach contributor addresses the need for
change in her particular branch of philosophical expertise where
women’s distinetive voices have not been heard.

Eileen O’Neill demonstrates that the fate of women in early
modern history who wrote philosophy was to have their work discred-
ited or neplected by the fact of their gender. Louise M. Antony offers
new cvidence of a universal capacity for language acquisition, and with
it, the capacity for abstract thought and ratonally directed action, lin-
guistic communication, social relations and cultural creation. In short,
Antony supgests the existence of a human cognitive nature which is
equally applicable to women and men and supports feminist protests
against the ‘systematic’ dehumanization of women ‘in ways that prevent
or impede the full development of their suman cqpacities’ (B5).

Virgima Held writes on transformation in ethics, explaining how
and to what degree change has alteady taken place. She critically scrud-
nizes formative ethical concepts: such as ‘reason’ and ‘emoton’; ‘public’
and ‘private’; the ‘autonomous’ and the ‘relational’ self. She also ac-
knowledges the femiaist debt to Carol Gilligan’s “different voice’ which
will be put under mote radical critique in later essays,

Susan Moller Okin writes 2 hard-hiking account on her home
territory of political philosophy. She elaborates the Intricacy of feminist
critiques of malesireamn political conceptions, but wrns her criticisms
back on feminists themselves for failing to acticulate non-‘tentative’
practical propoéals and to avoid debilitating internal disagreemnents.
Lotraine Code contdbutes her epistemological and feminist expertise o
the problem of inaudible voices. She challenges the premise that a femi-
nist speaks in a different voice. Mote basic than ‘developing a different
voice’ is “finding the voices of the epistemology makers, uncovering, the
processes of theory and knowledge production” in order to expose how
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episternic authority has been established and withheld, taking it back
from ‘the “no-one’s-land” that it has seemed to occupy” (204). The col-
lection includes the often unacknowledged feminist critiques and
reconstructions of aesthetics which, as demonstrated by Carolyn
Korsmeyer, do far more than address conceptions and critical strategies
common to other branches of feminist philosophy or to literature and
the arts.

Andrea Nye establishes a2 new feminist intetvention into philoso-
phy of language. This is feminist not because it is a study of feminine
language or because it criticizes masculine language, but because ‘it
locates fits intervention] in language resources that facilitate a citculation
of meaning and desire that fixes the points of equilibrium between ma-
terial reality and diverse hurnan aspiration which are the necessary form
of shared objectivity (289). Nye finds these common points in the
interest of ‘men and women, Continental and analytic philosophess,
Westerners and non-Westerners, white people and people of colot’
Kourany’s essay stresses the sodial nature of feminist proposals for
teconsttucting the philosophy of sdence. A

Nancy Frankenberty’s Philosophy of Religion in Different
Voices’ should be applauded separately for its inclusion as an overdue
account of the necessity of a particular feminist intervention. Owing t©
the apparent silence of feminist philosophers on religion, Frankenberry
tutns latgely to feminist theologians, yet introduces philosophical ideas
such as Mara Lugones’ ‘world-travelling’ to break down the narrow
perimeters of philosophy of religion. Distinguishing the decisive
weaknesses of gender bias and ethnocentrism in this branch of philoso-
phy, this essay immediately predates the publication of the first two

books in feminist philosophy of religion n 1998,

Bordo’s ‘Afterword’ takes a criteal look at an obstacle to change
implicit in the collection’s title: *... In A Feminist Voice’ could reflect
the impact of Gilligan’s Ir A Differens Voice as a critique of gender duffer-

ence. Bordo sees a serious mistake in treating feminist critique as only
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ijfvolving gender (i.e. as being about woman only}. Instead “what geader
difference here affords (as ethnic and other culrural differences can
afford, as well) is a “way into” cultural catique—that is, ‘to expose the
u-niversal.ist pretensions of dominant norms [in philosophy] and to envi-
51011. 'fxltem,atives’ (305). In part the lack of progress in Integraring
ferr_umst insights into philosophy is due to the failure to read them
against the terms of a culture shaped by gender dualities, Further, to
mal.(e feminist philosophy a vehicle for social change invofves
‘swim[ming] upstream against powerful currents whenever it threatens
10 assume the mantle of genera/ cultural cdtique rather than simply advo-

cate for the greater inclusion or representation of women and their
“differences’™ (307).

Pamela Sue Anderson
University of Sunderland

Barbara Leigh Smith Bodichon: Feminist, Artist & Rebel
Pam Hirsch, Chatto & Windus 1998; London, Pimlico (p/b) 1999
h/b £20 070116797 1, p/b £14 0712 665811

Despite her inportance in nineteenth-century British ferminism, Barbara
Leigh Smith Bodichon has not been well served by earlier biographies
and this meticulously researched wotk is 2 welcome addition to the lit-
erature on Bodichon, It offers 2 wealth of information about the
background and family life, the triendships and emotional relationships
thfe artistic and feminist activities of this temarkable woman, Pan;
Hirsch ptoﬁdes extensive detail about Bodichon herself, but also excel-
lent matenal on the social, familial, feminist and artistic cc;ntexts m
which she lived and worked.

The illegitimate daughter of an affluent and progressive Unitatian
businessman, Batbara Leigh Smith and her siblings were somewhat
marginal figures in the upper-middle class soclety to which they should
have belonged: well-connected cousins like Florence Nightingale, for
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example, never acknowledged the young Leigh Smiths. Barbara shared
her father’s reforming impulse, setting up an expegimental school in the
1850s and becoming a pioneer in the mid nineteenth-century movement
for women’s rights. She also shared her father's romantic inclinations
and his desire 1o live outside the established sexual and familial frame-
wotks of her class. As a woman, however, she was both more
vulnerable and less free than he had been.

Benjamin Leigh Smith lived for many years with 2 woman who
was absolutely devoted to her father-—but whom he refused to marry.
By contrast, Batbata found herself sought by the unscrupulous philan-
derer, John Chapman, who wished apparenty to add her to his stable of
women and to have access to her ample means, Chapman used his
medical knowledge to attempt to persuade Barbara of the benefits to her
health which a sexual liaison with him would offer] This plan was foiled
by Benjamin Smith who removed het from Chapman’s clutches and
took her and her sisters to Algiers. Even there, Barbara showed her rash
romantic inclinations. She married an eccentric French doctor, Eugene
Bodichon, thereby establishing a reladonship which, while giving her
much of the freedom she sought, provided little companionship and
was a constant source of tensions amangst her family and frdends.

Pam Hirsch is at het best in dealing with this part of the story.
Her clear and detailed discussion of the childhood and family life of the
Leigh Smiths, of Barbara’s eatly intetests and ambitions and paracularly
her relationships with Bessie Parkes and John Chapman ate excellent

The eady, and relatively happy years of her matriage to Eugene
Bodichon, their tdp to America and their attempt to work out a new
pattern of marded life make fascinating reading,

The later part of the book is less successful, however. Hirsch
claims that Bodichon is much less known than one would expect from
her achievements. Yet one might equally argue that this is really because
Bodichon presents a puzzle which has never been tesolved: she never
achieved what one might have expected from her early promise, and she
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did not have the impact on feminism ot on anineteenth-century life and
thought that her eary energy, ability and independence suggested.

. In repard to feminism, this is particularly important, Bodichon’s

life hinted at the possibility, raised earlier by Mary Wollstonecraft, of a
feminism which combined the demand for legal and political rights for
women with an equally insistent demand for sexnal freedom. But Bodi-
chon herself relinguished this demand and her petsonal views on this
question were never clearly articulated. The wommen’s movement which
developed in the mid nincteenth-century concentrated on political and
legal reforms and allowed little scope for personal rebellion within
ferninism.
, This book certainly shows some of the reasons why Bodichon’s
impact on feminism was limited. Her contdbution to nineteenth-century
feminism declined markedly after her marriage. Although stll interested
in art and in ferninist causes, she was involved in constant travel and in
an equally constant juggling act between the dernands of marriage, fam-
ily and public life, never able to devote hetself ro anything adequately.
She became an increasingly shadowy figure within the women’s move-
ment. She was closely involved in establishing Girton College—bur
always in a background role while ditection of the college fell to Emily
Davies.

Hirsch details the ill health and family tensions and quatrels
which absorbed a vast amount of Bodichon’s encrgy from the late
1860s, when she was in her early forties, until her death in 1891. But one
feels here that her concetn to offer factual information and to work

through Bodichon’s life year by year gives a less satisfactory pictute than

+ one would wish. There is a need here for imaginative interpretation and

for some discussion of why Bodichon constructed—and destroyed—
her life in quite the way she did,

Bodichon insisted on martying someone completely alien to her
own family, but then spent years being distressed by familial disapproval
and by the difficulties she faced in attempting to retain the ties of her
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early youth. There wete constant quarrels with brothers and sistecs over
nieces and nephews and Barbata felt increasingly lonely and isolated.
Her last years were plagued with ill health. She suffered a stroke in 1877,
when she was in het carly fifties and lived incteasingly as an invalid untl
her death in 1890.

This book offers a very detailed and informative account of
Bodichon’s life, but it does not venture into the psychological territory
which alone might help one to understand the puzzle of Barbara
Bodichon.

Barbara Caine
Monash University, Melbourme

Property, Women and Politics: Subjects or Objects¢

Donna Dickenson, Cambridge, Polity Press 1997

h/b £45 07456 13217, p/b, £13.99 074561322 5

“Property’ and ‘contract’, and the moral values, social relatonships :fnd
economic opporttunities bound up in these terms, bave come to enjoy
considerable salience in present political debates. Yet the situation of
women aad their telationship to property and contract—which is the
starting point of this excellent and stimulating book—hardly figures in
these contexts.

Mainstream political and legal theories commonly fail to account
for the specific ways in which gender has structured the very enterpise
of theorizing propetty. Feminist scholars, on the other hand, tend to
view that nexus from a perspective that casts women a5 mere objects of
property. To the extent that the contract, especially in the form of the
martiage agreement, has been directly implicated in women’s sexual
subordination, this concept too would seem lost to any use but the le-
gitimarion of an invariably unequal and unjust relationship. Donna
Dickenson aims to do for contract and property what feminist analysis
has done for other key concepts of political theory, namely to decon-
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struct and reconstitute these terms in ways that will enable women to
claim their status as subjecrs.

The originality and persuasiveness of Dickenson’s argument owes
much to the interdisciplinary perspectives from which she approaches
this task. The main body of the book (chs 2-5) is given to the critical
Investigation of the canonical hertage of political theory (represented by
Aristotle, Locke, Hegel, Marx and Engels). But this seemingly conven-
tional enterpdse yields novel insights because it is aligned with
reconceptualizations of property derived from jurisprudence; with a
wide tange of historical and anthropological material that documents the
diversity of marrage arrangements in different cultures and the diverse
forms and meanings of women’s propertylessness; and with the new
questions about contract and ownership posed in the field of medical
ethics. Engagement with feminist writings (in particular those of
Catharine MacKinnon, Carole Pateman, Christine Delphy and Luce
Itigaray) serves to chart the pathways towards a new understanding of
female subjectivity.

The skilful integration of these multi-disciplinary resources allows
the author to set out the conditions under which the relationship of
women 10 propetty and conttact can be reformulated so as to ensure
women’s independent agency; this positive, enabling relationship can
hold only if we define property not as the possession and control of
objects, but as a complex set of relationships which affirm the mutual
recogaition of individual agents. This further requites that we opt, pace
Hegel, for a developmental, rather than wnstrumental, conception, de-
fining property as a means 1o promote self-sufficiency and autonomy.
Most importantly—and this is the decisive thrust of the argument—we

should understand the meanings of Lockean self-ownership to entail not
primarily property in our body, but property in our petson, ie. in our
capacities, aspirations, life-projects and feelings.

The reinterpretation of Locke’s texr, set in the context of the spe-
cific formulations of the marriage contract in the early capitalist period,
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enables Dickenson to delimit Patemnan’s influential thesis of the “sexual
contract’. It is not the contract as such, she atgues, which seals women’s
sexual subordination to ten, but the fact that under partcular historical
conditions marrage was established by means of a sewal contract. This
distinction ptovides us with the space to consider the potential of the
comntract as a cooperative arrangement between the marriage patiners in
which women’s personhood and property entitlements ate fully recog-
nized.

Similasly, Marx’s concept of aliecnation can be made to explain the
specific causes of women’s propertylessness and impaired subjectvity, if
we reorient the definition of labour so as to include women’s domestic
work, and in particular the labour of childbeating and childreating. As
the case studies on gamete donation, sale of foetal tissue and surrogate
motherhood demonstrate (ch. 7), these critical reformulations can equip
feminist analysis with effective tools to intervene in those domains of
public policy whete women’s agency has been routinely denied.

One might pethaps ask whether at the end of the twenteth cen-
tury it is stll adequate to identify women’s property as extensively with
the labour of reproduction and domestic work as this book seems to
suggest. Donna Dickenson has chosen to focus upon the propertyless-
ness and impaired agency that continue to mark the situation of a large
mumber of women in Westetn societes and the lives of the ovet-
whelming majority in the developing world. She zdvocates their case in a
lucid and compelling atgument and engages het teaders’ intetest in such
an effective way that her book tmust count as a major contabution to
the study of women and gendet across the boundares of academic
disciplines.

Ursala Vogel
Usniversizy of Manchester
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A Dream: Imaginary in Manner, Real in Matter
by Rachel Speght

prefixed to Mortalities Memorandum ( London 1621)
Contextualization

Rachel Speght (c. 1598-after 1630) was the daughter of a London
clergyman. In A Mougel] for Melastomus ‘A Muzzle for Black Mouth]
(1617), she answered Joseph’s Swetman’s “foul-mouthed’ attack on the
female sex. This was then followed by Mortalities Memorandum in 1621,
which is prefixed by 4 Dream—the wxt of which is reprinted here
(shightly shortened and with some modernized spellings)—in which she
positions herself in a tradition of women philosophers that reaches back
to Hypatia and Aspasia.

Making reference to Aristotle and the doctine of the Golden
Mean, as well as to Christian teaching, Speght’s allegorical dream-poem
shows her quest for Knowledge, and her lament over the way that
women are kept in ignorance and with their talents undeveloped. In the
dream the poet is helped by Truth and Desire to conquer Dissuasion
and to help her find the coutage necessary to combat the misogynistic
‘beast’ [Swetman] who roars and foams ‘Althy froth’ on ‘Ee’s sex’.

The verse in dedicated—in a section not reprinted here—to the
poet’s godmother, Maric Moundford, and ends with the poet encoun-
tering Death in the shape of a monster who has taken her mother. A
passage mourning her dead mother closes the Dream. The poet’s posi-
tioning of hetself in a matrilineal tradition of learned women is thus
framed by anothet, more personal, acknowledgment of female debts
and bonds. Those interested in reading A Dresw in its unmodernized
form (which includes Biblical references), as well as the subsequént
extended meditations on the origins and consequences of mortality, are
referred to  the online text at [/ darkwing.  uoregon.edu/
~tbear/ren hem.
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Speght is usually described as a ‘polemicist and poet’, but she
needs to be situated in terms of philosophical traditions. Although
lacking the weight and substance of Chrstine de Pizan’s defence of
woman in Tée Book af the City of Ladier (1405), A Dream is an important
eatly example of a woman writer using the established genre of dteam
allegory to establish a tradidon of thinking and arguing that can reach
back 1o encompass both Hypatia and Aspasia (both omitted by de Pizan
in het ‘defence’ of woman).

Hypatia is, of course, now often situated as the first woman
philosopher, but is perhaps more appropnately thought of as the
‘mother’ of mathematics—and thus of the more mathematical parts of
philosophy. Aspasia (c.470—410 BC) is more propetly the ‘mother’ of
philosophy conceived of as techniques of argument. Aspasia came to
Athens from Miletus as a well-educated woman and opened an academy
for women, which later became a popular meeting place for Plaro,
Socrates, Sophocles, Pericles and other philosophers and thetoricians.
Both Aspasia and Plato taught that belief and truth were not alike and
that thetoric has the potential to deviate from the truth and deceive the
audience. But Aspasia was herself an influenaal Sophist. Her teachings
on inductdon influenced Cicero, particular in respect to his account of
argumentaton. Speght misspells ‘Aspasia’, writing ‘Aspatia’ (corrected
below) who was 2 character in Beaumont and Fletcher's The Maid's
Tragedy (1619), but her reference is cleatly to Aspasia the Sophist and

consort of Pericles.

Christine Battersby
Universigy of Warwick
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A Dream

When splendent Sof which fises in the east/ Returning thence took
batbour in the west;/ When Phoebus laid her head in Titan’s lap,/ And
creatures sensitive made haste to rest;/ When sky which erst looked like
to azure blue,/Left colour bright, and put on sable hue;

Then did Merphens close my drowsy eyes,/ And stood as potiert at
my senses door,/ Diurnal cares excluding from my mind;/ Including
test, (the salve for labours sore)./ Night’s greatest part in quiet sleep 1
spent,/ But nothing in this world is permanent.

For ere Aurora spread her glittering beams, / Or did with robes of
light her self invest,/ My mental quiet sleep did interdict,/ By
entertaining a noctirnal guest./ A Dream which did my mund and sense
possess,/ With mote than I by pen can well express.

At the appoinunent of supemal power,/By instrumental means
methought I came/ Into a place most pleasant to the eye,/ Which for
the beauty some did Cosmos name,/ Where stranger-like on everything I
gazed,/But wanting wisdom was as one amazed.

Upon a sudden, as I gazing stood,/ Thought came to me, and
asked me of my state,/ Inquiring what T was, and what I would,/ And
why I seemed as one disconsolate:/ To whose demand, 1 thus again
replied,/ 1, as a stranger in this place abide.

The Haven of my voyage is temote/ I have not yet attzined my
journey’s end;/ Yet know I not, nor can I give a guess,/ How short a
time 1 in this place shall spend./ For that high power, which sent me to
this place,/ Does only know the period of my race.

The reason of my sadness at this time,/ Is, *cause I feel my self
nor very well,/ Unto you I shall much obliged be,/ If for my grief a
temedy you'll tell./ Quoth she, if you your malady will show,/My best
advice I'll willingly bestow.

My grief, quo&n 1, s called Ignorance,/ Which makes me differ little
from a brute:/ For animals aze led by nature’s lore,/ Their seeming
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sclence is but custom’s fruit;/ When they are hust they have 2 sense of
pain;/ But want the sense to cure themselves again.

And ever since this grief did tne oppress,/ Instinct of nature is my
chiefest guide;/ 1 feel disease, yet know not what I ail,/T find a sore, but
can no salve provide;/ I hungry am, yet cannot seck for food;/ Because 1
know not what is bad ot good.

And sometimes when 1 seck the golden mean,/ My weakness
tnakes me fail of mine intent,/ That suddealy 1 fall into extremes,/ Not
can I see a mischief to prevent;/ But feel the pain when I the peril find,/
Becanse my malady does make me blind.

What is without the compass of my brain;/ My sickness makes
me say it cannot be;/ What I conceive not, cannot come to pass;/
Because for it I can no reason see./ I measure all men’s fear by mine
own shoe, / Aad count all well, which I appoint or do.

The pestilent effects of my disease/ Exceed report, theit number
is so great;/ The evils, which through it T do incur,/ Are more then I am
able to repeat./ Wherefore, good Theught, 1 sue to thee again,/ To tell me
how my cure T may obtain.

Quoth she, T wish I could ptescribe your help;/ You state I pity
much, and do bewail;/ But for my part, though I am much employed,/
Yet in my judgement 1 do often fail./ And therefore T'll commend unto
your tral/ Experience, of whom take no denial.

For she can best direct you, what is meet/ To wortk your cure,
and satisfy your mind;/ 1 thanked her for her love, and took my leave,/
Demanding where I might Experence find./ She told me if I did abroad
enquire,/ It was likely ~{ge conld answer my desire.

I sought, I found, She asked me what 1 would;/ Quoth I, your
best direction I implote:/ For I am troubled with an irksome grief,/
Which when 1 named, quoth she declate no more:/ For I can tell as
much, as you can say,/ And for your cure Ill help you what I may.

The only medicine for your malady,/ By which, and nothing else
your help is wrought,/ Is Knewkdge, of the which there is two sotts,/ The
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one 1s good, the other bad and nought;/ The former sort by labour is
attained,/ The latter may without much toil be gained.

But tis the good, which must effect your cure,/ 1 prayed her then,
that she would further show,/ Where I might have it, that T will, quoth
she,/ In Eradition’s garden it does grow:/ And in compassion of your
woeful case,/ Indussry shall conduct you to the place.

Dissnasion hearing her assign my help,/ (And seeing that consent 1
did detect)/ Did many remoras to me propose,/ As dullness, and my
memories defect;/The difficulty of attatning lore,/ My time, and sex,
with many others more.

Which when I heard, my mind was much perplexed,/And as a
horse new come into the field,/ Who with a harquebus at first does
start,/ So did this shot make me recoil and yield./ But of my fear when
some did notice take,/ On my behalf, they this reply did make,

Fiest quoth Desire, Disswasion, hold thy peace,/These oppositions
come not from ahove:/Quoth Truth, they cannot spring from reason’s
root,/And therefore now thou shalt no victor prove./ No, quoth
Industry, be assured this,/Het {tiends shall make thee of thy purpose
miss.

For with my sickle I will cut away/ All abstacles, that in her way
can grow,/ And by the issue of her own attempt,/ I'll make thee Zbor
ormia vincet know./ Quoth Truth, and since her sex thou do’st object,/
Thy folly I by reason will detect.

Both man and woman of three parts consist,/Which Pax/ does
body, soul, and spirt call:/ And from the soul three faculties arise,/ The
mind, the will, the power; then wherefore shall/ A woman have her
intellect in vain,/ Or not endeavour Knowledge to attain,

The taleat, God does give, must be employed,/ His own with
vantage he must have again:/ All parts and faculties were made for use:/
The God of Kmwizdge nothing gave in vain./ "Twas Mary's choice out
Savigur did approve,/ Because that she the better patt did love.
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Cloobulina, and Demophila,/ With Telesilla, as historians tell,/
(Whose fame does live, though they have long been dead)/ Did all of
them in poetry excel./ A Roman matton that Cormeffz hight,/ An
eloquent and learned style did write.

Hypatiz in astronomy had skill,/ 4pawz was in rhetonic so
expert,/ As that Duke Perizles of her did learn;/ Areta did devote herself
to art:/ And by consent {which shows she was no fool)/ She did succeed
her father in his school.

And many others here T could produce,/ Who were in science
counted excellent;/ But these examples which 1 have rehearsed,/ To
show their errot are suffident./ Thus having said, she turned her speech
to me,/ That in my putpose I might constant be.

My friend, quoth she, regard not vulgar talk;/ For dung-hill cocks
at precious stones will spuen,/ And swine-like natures prize not crystal
streams,/ Condemned mire, and mud will serve their turn./ Good
purpose seldom oppositions want:/ But constant minds Dissuasion
cannot daunt.

Shall every blast distuth the sailor’s peacer/ Ot boughs and
bushes travellers affright?/ True valour does not start at every noise;/
Small combats must instruct for greater fight./ Disdain to be with every
dart dismayed;/ *Tis childish to be suddenly afraid.

If thou didst know the pleasute of the place,/ Where Kuowledge
grows, and where thou mayst it gain,/ Or rather knew the virtue of the
plant,/ Thou would it not grudge at any cost, or pain,/ Thou canst
bestow, to purchase for thy cure/ This plant, by which of help thou
shalt be sure.

Let not Dissuasion alter thy intent;/ It's fin to nip good motions in
the head;/ Take courage, and be constant in thy course,/ Though
itksome be the path, which thou must tread./ Sick folks drnk bitter

" medicines to be well,/ And to enjoy the nut men crack the shell.

When Truth had ended what she meant to say,/ Derre did move
me to obey her will,/ Wheteto consenting 1 did soon proceed,/ Her
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counsel, and my purpose to fulfi;/ And by the help of indusry my
friend,/ X quickly did attain my journey’s end.

Where being come, Instruction’s pleasant air/ Refreshed my senses,
which were almost dead,/ And fragrant flowers of sage and fruitful
plants,/ Did send sweet savours up into my head;/ And taste of science
appetite did move,/ To augment Theory of things above.

There did the harmony of those sweet birds,/ (Which higher soar
with contemplation’s wings,/ Then barely with 2 superficial view,/
Denote the value of created things.)/ Yield such delight a5 made me to
implore,/That T might reap this pleasure more and more.

And as I walked wandenng with Desire,/ To gather that, for which
I thither came;/ (Which by the help of zudusry 1 found)/ I met my old
acquaintance, Truth by name;/ Whom I requested brefly to declare,/
The virtue of that plant I found so rare.

Quoth she, by it God’s image man does bear,/ Without it he is
but 2 humane shape,/ Worse then the Dewvil; for he knows much;/
Without it who can any ill escape?/ By viriue of it evils are withstood;/
The mind withaus it is not counied good.

Who wanteth Krowledge is a Scripture fool./ Against the fgnorant
the prophets pray;/ And Hesea theeatens judgement unto those,/ Whom
want of Knomledge made to run astray./ Without it thou no practical good
can show,/ Moze then by hap, as blind men hit 2 crow.

True Knowledge is the window of the soul,/ Through which her
objects she does speculate;/ It is the mother of faith, hope, and love;/
Without it who can virtue estimate?/ By it, in grace thou shall desire to
grow;/ “Tis life etermal God and Chrst to &nom.

Great Alexander made so great account,/ Of Knowldge, that he
oftentimes would say,/ That he to Arstote was more bound/ For
Knowiedge, upon which Death could not pray,/ Than to his father Philkp
fot his life,/ Which was uncertain, irksome, full of strife.

This true report put edge vnto Deasire,/ Who did incite me to
increase my store,/ And told me ‘twas a lawful avarice,/ To covet
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Knowledge daily more and mote./ This counsel] I did willingly obey,/ Till
some occutrence called me away.

And made me test content with that I had,/ Which was bur lirtle,
as effect does show;/ And quenched hope for gaining any more,/ For 1
my time must othetr ways bestow./ I therefore to that place returned
again,/ From whence I came, and where I must remain.

But by the way T saw a full-fed beast,/ Which foared like some
maonster, of a Devil, /And on Ere’s sex he foamed filthy froth,/ As if
that he had had the falling evil;/ To whom 1 went to free them from
mishaps,/ And with a Mugz sought to bind his chaps.

But, as it seems, my moad outran my might...// ... But ete that I
had little further gone,/ I saw a fierce insatable foe,/ Depopulating
countties, spating none;/ Without respect of age, sex, or degree,/ It did
devour, and could not daunted be.

...// The name of this impartial foe was Desth,/ Whose ngour
whilst 1 furiously did view,/Upon a sudden, ete T was awate;/ With
plercing dart my mother dear it flew;/ Which when I saw it made me so
to weep,/ That tears and sobs did rouse me from my sleep.

But, when I waked, I found my dream was true;/ For Death had
taken my mother’s breath away,/ Though of her life it could not her
bereave,/ Since she in glory lives with Christ for aye;/ Which makes me
glad, and thankful for her bliss,/ Though still bewail her absence, whom
I mniss.

A sudden sorrow pierces to the quick,/ Speedy encounters
fortitude does try;/ Unarmed men feceive the deepest wound,/
Expected perils time does lenify;/ Her sudden loss hath cut my feeble
heart,/ So deep, that daily I endure the smatt.

The toot is killed, how can the boughs but fadel/ But since that
Dzath this cruel deed has done,/ I'll blaze the nature of this mortal foe,/
And show how it to tyrannies begun./ The sequel then with judgetment
view aright,/ The profit may and will the pains requite,

[Then follows Mortafities Memorandurs, also in verse.)
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Papers of 5-6,000 words on any aspect
of philosophy of language are
welcore. The deadline for submission
of papets is 15/12/2000, abstracts are
already overdue, Contact Alessandra
Tanesini, Tanesini@eardiff.ac.uk

WPR Special Issue on
PHILOSOPHY OF
RELIGION
WPR no 32, 2002
Guest Editors:

Pamela Sue Anderson
(Sundetland) &

Harriet Harris (Exeter)
Papers of 5-6,000 wotds on any aspect
of philosophy of religion are welcome.
If interested, please send an abstract
of 200 words by 30 June 2001. The
deadline for submission of papers will
be 30 November 2001.

For preliminary discussion ona
possible paper topic & a stylesheet,
contact D Pamels Sue Anderson,
Reader in Philosophy, University of
Sunderland, Priestman Building
Sundetland SR1 3PZ
pamelz anderson@sunderland.ac.uk
ot Dr Harriet Harris 28 Percy Street
Oxford OX4 3AA
h.a.hamis@exeter.acuk

Papers of 5000600 words are
welcome on all aspects of the topic.
Deadline for papets (hard copy and

disc) 1/2/01
to Roger . Gortlieb, Dept of
Humanities and Arts, WPI
100 Institute Road, Wozcester, MA
01609

The Journal of Speculative
Philosophy
Special Issne on Pragmatism
and Feminism
Guest Ediror: Shannon Sullivan

Possible topics include (but are not
liited t0) feminist critiques of either
histotical or contemparary
pragmartism; pragmatist critiques of
either historical or contemporary
feminism; pragmatist-ferinist
approaches to contemporary issues;
the work of historical figures in
pragmatist feminism

Hard copy {(no email attachments
please) to Shannon Sullivan
Dept of Philosophy
240 Sparks Building
Penn State University
University Park, PA 16802
Submission deadline; 31/12/2000
Queries 10: sws10@psu.edu



112 Wemen’s sz'!o:op/gy Revienw
|coNFERENCES]
WOMEN’S STUDIES:
AN INTERDISCIPLINARY 11/10/00-14/10/00
JOURNAL 9th Symposium of
Editor in Chief Intermational Association of
Qr 1mn €] -
Wendy Martin Worr}e_n Phlhsophers
Clarernont Graduate University Ziirich, Switzerland
contact laph@freesurf.ch
Women’s Studies provides a forum http:/ /iaph.org

for the presentation of scholarship &
criticism about wotnen in the fields of
literature, history, art, sociology, law,
political science, economics,
anthropology and the sciences. Tt also
publishes poetry, short ficion, fitm
and baok reviews. Authors are
encouraged to study The MLA
Handbook, and follow this in
preparing their papers.

Web site:
/ /~rwror.gbhap.com/Womens_Sindies
queres to womstudj@cgu.edu

HYPATIA
Special Issue on Feminist
Aesthetics
Guest Editors: Peg Brand & Mary
Devereaux
This issue will explore » range of issues
concerning the interconnections
between work in aesthetics & feminist
philosophy.

Papears (not longer than 30 pages
double-spaced) by 1/3/2002. Hypatia
style guidelines & more details at
csupomona.edu/~lshrage/hypatia/in
dex. htm.

30/6/01-2/7/01
Women in Philosophy
Conference
marguenite Jacaze(@utas.edu.au
or |.shotton{@utas.edu.au
followed by
1/7/01-6/7/01
Australasian Association of
Philosophy Conference
at Univetsity of Tasmarnia
Hobart, Tasmania
kellett@utas.edu.an
or jeff. malpas(@utas.edu.au

July 2002, Kampala
Women’s Worlds: Gendesed
Worlds
8th International Congress on
Women
Uganda will be the 1st African country
to host the congress. Topics include:
Women in Academia; Sexuality:
Masculinities & Femininities; Gender,
Culture & Reproductive Health;
Gendered Identities & Images; Gender
& Religion, plus others.
Contact Grace Bantebya, PhD Head,
Diept of Women & Gender Studies,
Maketrete University, PO Box 7062,
Kampala, Uganda.
gendermu(@swiftuganda.com
hetp: www.muk.ac.ug/

Annual Subscription Rates for Women’s Philosophy Review (3 issues)

UK £20 (individuals)
£532 (institutions)

Europe £24 or US$45 (individuals)
£52 or US$96 (institutions)

£24 or US$45 (surface, individuals)
£36 or US$67 (air, individuals)

£52 or US$96 (institutions, surface)
£64 or US$121 (institutions, air)

Rest of World

Single Issue Price
UK £6.95 (individuals)
£19 (institutions)
Eutope 7 £10 or US$18 (individuals)

£19 or US$32 (institutions)

&£10 or US$18 (individuals, surface)
£12 or US$23 (individuals, air)

£21 or US$39 (institutions, surface)
£25 or US$47 (institutions, air)

Rest of World

If paying in overseas currency, piease calculate at US$ rate,

Libraries, subscription services & others not applying for SWIP membership should
order from Dr. Alessandra Tanesini, WPR Administrative Editor (address on inside
front cover). Cheques should be made payable to the Soclety for Women in
Philosophy (UK).

Membership of the Society for Women in Philosophy (UK)

SWIP is open to individual women who work in and with philosophy, both inside and outside
Philosophy Departments, mainly in the UK, although it is also open 10 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 are not eligible to join.

Current UK membership rates for SWIP are £20 waged, £10 p/t waged and unwaged. Cheques
should be made payable to the ‘Society for Women in Philosophy (UK. To apply please send
details of yourself and any insticutional affiliation to: : .
Meena Dhanda, SWTP Secretary & Treasurer, 18 Cavendish Drive, Old Marston, Oxford, OX3
0SB, UK (M.Dhanda@wlv.ac.uk).

Overseas applicants for SWIP membership should contact Meena Dhanda for the
appropriate rate. Please note only those SWIP members paying UK full rate are entitled to the

annual Special Issue free of charge, although we will include it for others as a bonus when

funds allow. When this is not possible, part-time and overseas SWIP members will be offered
the Special Issue at a discount rate.




