Women’s Philosophy Review

Joint General Editors
Helen Chapman Rachel Jones
Humanities & Social Sciences Dept. of Philosophy
Staffordshire University University of Dundee
College Road Dundee DD1 4HN
Stoke-on-Trent ST4 2XW Scotland
h.c.chapman@staffs ac.uk r.ejones@dundee ac.uk

Assistant Editor: Andrea Rehberg

Book Reviews Editor  Alison Stone astons@lancasteracak
Centre for Philosophy, Fumness College, Lancaster University, Lancaster LA1 4YG

Administrative Editor Helen Chapman h.c.chapman@staffs ac.uk
HSS, Staffordshire University, College Road, Stoke-on-Trent, ST4 2XW, UK

Members of the Editorial Board
eAlison Ainley » Pamela Sue Anderson ¢ Alison Assiter »

Christine Battersby » Nancy Cartwright  Meena Dhanda » Penny Florence »
Nicola Foster » Miranda Fricker » Jean Grimshaw Joanna Hodge « Jennifer
Homsby e Kimberly Hichings » Susan James » Kath Jones » Kathleen Lennon
Sabina Lovibond » Anne Seller » Alison Stope Margaret Whiford

WPR is published three times a year. There are two general issues featuring
interviews, book reviews and review essays. The third issue is a Special Issue, with a
focus on articles in an area of Feminist Philosophy chosen by a team of Guest
Editors. We operate peer review procedures for all essays and articles.

WPR. is the official joumal of the Society for Women in. Philosophy (UK). It is also

on sale to institutions and individuals who are non-members.

Libraries should order from Helen Chapman (address above). Cheques are payable
to Society for Women in Philosophy (UK). See back cover for subscription rates.

Cover  Onora O'Neill is on the front face of the cube; Image of Truth from the

Fronuspiece of the Enydopandia is on the side; Statue of Isis is on the top.
WPR 1s pnnted by Stowes Printers, Longron, Stoke-on-Tremt, who also produce the
cover. All vext is ® Women’s Philosophy Review.

Material for WPR All book reviews enquiries and material, plus advertising roaterial,
should be sent to Alison Stone (address as above). Material for the Special Tssues
should be sent to the Guest Editors direct, All other materal and enquiries to the
General Editers, All material should be sent as hard copyas well as on PC disk.

Information for Contributors Wormen’s Philosophy Reuew asks for copy:ighﬁ on
published articles, reviews and interviews, bur adoprs a generous policy towards
subsequent re-publication. Articles and review essays are peer reviewed.

ISSN 1369-4324

Women's Prarosorry ReviEw

no 28 2001/2

Editotial by Helen Chapman

‘This Girl is Hungry for Philosophy!’
An Interview with Onora O'Neill
Conducted by Kimberly Hutchings

You Kantian! Feminist Interpretations of Kant
A Review Essay by Rachel Jones

Select Bibliography of Reviewed Material

Book Reviews
Joanne Winning on Genders
by David Glover & Cora Kaplan

Alison Stone on A ntigone’s Claim Kirship Betusen Life and Denth
by Judith Butler

Margnr Shildrick on The Metaphysics of L oe:
Gender and Transcendence in Ietinas
by Stella Sandford

Moya Lloyd on The Pouer of Ferninist Theory
Doarmination, Resistance, Solidarity

by Amy Allen

Chnistine Battersby on May Sindair: A Modern Vicorian
by Suzanne Rairt

Mary Condren on L uee Irigaray
and the Question of the Diune
by Alison Martin

22

80

85

91

97

101

106

112




Woren's Prilosaphy Revew

Women's Philosopby Review 3

EDITORIAL

I have to admut I approached constructing this edition of Woren's Phi-
losqhry Reuew with a great sense of fear and trepidation. Am I alone
among philosophers 1o having a blind spot when it comes 10 Kant?
When I was a smudent, tackling Kant nearly brought me out in hives,
and as my old housemates will attest, the two months of my PhD
study which were spent shut in 2 room ‘learning” the Fist Critigue
from start to finish were not happy— not for myself, but neither, more
especially, for them! However, in editing 2 volume of the journal
which has adopted a decidedly Kantian tone, T have been offered the
opportunity to confront my nemesis head on. '

And, in retrospect, I am glad to have been afforded this chance,
For, as this volame demonstrates, Kant js a key figure who cannot af-

* ford 10 be ignored by femunist philosophers. In different ways, the

two main contrbutors to this edition highlight the value and pitfalls
that Kant creates for feminist thought. Furthermore, their contribu-
tions ably elucidate a range of Kantian themes, enabling even the most
timid reader of Kant to approach his writings, and subsequent femi-
nist engagemems with them, with renewed confidence and
understanding,

The journal opens with a lively and illuminating interview by
Kimberly Hutchings with Professor Onora O'Neill, one of the fore-
most women philosophers worling currently in the UK. O'Neill has
published widely on Kant and the Kantian tradition, and also en
themes and debates within bio-ethics, The interview covers many of
the main topics that have {eatured in her work, in particular focusing
on debates surrounding particularism and universalism within ethical
theory, and how concepts of agency and autonomy are to be under-
stood.

As well as a life-time dedicated to her philosophical work,
O’Neill 1s also very active in the public sphere. In addition to being
Principal of Newnham College, Cambridge, Onora OFNeill js also a
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cross-bench life peer, is curremly chair of the Nuffield Foundation,
and in 2002 she delivered the BBC Reith lectures. The theme of the
lectures was trust and this concept also features prominently in the in-
terview here. As O'Neill explains, her engagement with the public
sphere anses directly out of her philosophical views and background.
She situates her work as emerging from a Kantian tradition, although
as she makes clear, she views her approach as ‘standing on the shoul
ders’ of Kant, rather than ‘lying at his feet’ (12).

This descnption of a thinker’s relationship with their predeces-
sors also neatly applies to many of the feminist philosophers whom
Rachel Jones discusses in her review aricle of feminist responses to
Kant! In this comprehensive piece, Jones uses Robin May Schort’s
edited collection Fenerast Imerpretations of Inmareid Kartt as a junping
off point for a critical analysis of the different ways in which femminist
scholars have engaged both with Kant’s own writings and the key
Kantian debates within ethics, political theory, and aesthetics. As she
shows, while many feminist thinkers have been—~ justly-- critical of
aspects of Kant, his work also contamns themes that can be used for
feminist ends. By highlighting what she considers to be both the
strengths and weaknesses of Schott’s collection, Jones draws our at-
tenuon to a series of interventions by feminist thinkers who, by
standing on Kanuian shoulders, offer a range of conceptual resources
that enhance and develop {eminist philosophizing. In particular Jones
1s keen to show how an aspect of Kant’s theory which is often ne-
glected by feminist thinkers— namely the transcendental— can offer a
particularly fruitful source of engagement.

Both O'Neill’s interview and Jones’ review article draw atten-
tion to the ‘double’ methodology often practiced within feminist
philosophy: the traditon of philosophy is interrogated to expose its
‘blind-spots’ regarding the question of sexual difference, while theo-
rists simultaneously use this analysis to build a differert and more
nuanced account of altemnative possibilities arising out of this very
same tradition. This approach again comes to the fore in many of the

books which are reviewed in the Journal’s final section. Reviewers
dtaw our attention to how Stella Sandford’s and Judith Butler's recent
work exposes key points of tension within the writings of Levinas and
Lacan respectively. However, these tensions are not necessarily viewed
as ‘flaws” but rather as the sites of productive engagement for feminist

thinkers. This method of engagement is also extended into the reviews

themselves. Both Joanne Winning and Chostine Battersby, in their
critical reviews of two very different books, show how the authors’
failure 10 engage with certain aspects of contemporary debates and
scholarship, leads to partial accounts being presented. However, both
reviewers also give clear indications as to what elements are missing
and which other resources the reader would need to draw on in order
to re-appraise the material under consideration.

For, as Onora O’'Neill stresses in her imterview, the role of the

- philosopher is not simply 1o observe and. contemplate, bur should also

involve engagement and action. Whether this is in the form of active
participation in public life, or in more cerebral interventions imo mtel-
lectual debates, this is perhaps the choice of the individual feminist
thinker. However, as this edition ably demonstrates, amongst the key
‘tools” which the feminist philosopher has at her disposal, are the re-
sources which are endowed by the tradition of thought nself. And
even when the thinker 15 as initially daunting as Kant— or perhaps, be-
cause of the daunting nature of the material that is presented— this
engagement can be immensely rewarding and productive. And this is
said by a woman who, umil editing this edition, used to break out in a
cold swear at the approach of Kant: 0o more, I have learnt my lesson!!

Helen Chaprram,
Staffordstire Uniersity

Note

1. The editors would like to make it clear that while Rachel Jones is currently a
general editor of WPR, this review article was commissioned and largely written
betore she took up this post. In general, we have a policy of not publishing work
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- by the general editors of the journal. However, exceptional circumstances pre-
vailed with: this piece. The edirors have ensured thar it has gone through the usual
reviewing process for all articles to which the joumal adheres. This also accounts
for the fact thar this editonal is written only by Helen Chapman, rather than both

editors, as is the normal pracrice.
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“This Git is Hungry for Philosophy!”

An Interview with Onora O’'Neill
conducted by Kimbery Hutchings

KH = Kimberly Hutchings

OO'N

KH

OO'N

=Onora ONeill

I'd like to just stait by asking you what got you into philosophy
in the first place, what attracted you to it, why did you end up
taking that direction?

[ cemainly didn't choose it at school. When I was about thirteen
I remember reading Lewis Carroll's logic puzzles and enjoying
them a lot and spending a lot of time with them, but T went to
University to do History and I was really very committed to do-
ing History. Then I suppose I began to think very quickly that
writing history essays didn't answer certain sorts of questions, so
I wold my History tutor that I thought I wanted w do Philoso-
phy. I talked to a lot of people who were doing Philosophy and I
was sent to Elizabeth Anscombe who asked me about causal-
ity— about which [ koew extremely little—and then I'm tcld she
wrote a very fine one-liner: she said "this gid is hungry for phi-
losophy". Then the College let me switch and I did Philosophy
and Psychology. Ar that time my own view would have been
that Peychology interested me more but the rather limited diet
one got in those days— mainly experimental and learning the-
ory— cenainly seemed 1o me not o give very useful explanations
of action. k

That's interesting, because in some ways one tends to think of
becoming a philosopher or getting mto philosophy being rela-
tively unusual for women in the generation that we're talking
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OO'N

about, aod Anscombe herself is one of the few figures from the
generation before who was in play.

I didn't have any feeling like that. I mean, it was perhaps unusual
for women o do graduate wotk at all. Fowever, as I was taught
mainly by Anscombe and Foat, and a tictle bit by Mary Wamock
among others, as an undergraduate, I didn't notice that this was
a field in which there weren't many women.

Do you have a sense of your trmjectory of development as a phi-
losopher, do you think your work has gone through phases?

Oh yes, a lot of different phases, certainly. One-could hardly be
a student around 1960 without thinking the later Wingenstein
extrermely exciting and when I set our w do a PhDD at Harvard, [
certainly thought that that would be the direction in which I
would go. I had also not really done much thinking about the
history of philosophy, as was the habit in those days, and Har
vard made me be at least a little bit more systematic abour that.
The real shift— perhaps one always notices the accidenral— was
when I took a seminar with Robert Nozick, then a very far from
grand assistant professot, on ratonal choice theory.

We went through lots of formal models of rational choice,
and I wrote an essay that Nozick liked and he said "you should
really publish that". I had a2 moment of absolate cold feet and
misgivings, and I thoughe "no, if there's something to be sad
about reason and action it isn't up this street”, so that was the
moment when I went back and started reading Kant seriously,
and I was forunate, Rawls of course has written very little on
Kant, but he did give excellent lectures on Kant, and 1 bad read
the Growduork as an undergraduate very carefully, but I also

“went to Chadles Parson's First Critigue lectures. I've always found

that v is very important fiot, as it were, to try to take Kant's phi-
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losophy piecemeal Another thing thar Harvard did for me— and
1 tell you that this was not by planning, it was inadvertence—
when I was a weaching assistant (there’s a footnote there I'll re-
tum to in a moment), Cavell required the first years 1o read
Religion Wathin the Lirats of Mere Reason. Now, they may have been
baffled, but so was I and to some good effect because it made
me think about a lot of things like interpretation and authoriry.
The footmote is this: when you were a teaching assistant at Har
vard m those days you were. called a 'section man’, regardless of
sex— as though you mended fences!

[latsghs] Excellent. So the tumn to Kant, the beginning of examin-
ing Kant's work carefully, and the move into ethics as a key area
of your work, are those coincidental?

Initialty I worked quite a lot on some other things in Kant, too.

In my first teaching years I always did a seminar on the Fast O

tigue and I wrote an article which I called "Space and Objects”,

so I was quite influenced by Strawson too in a way. That article
taught me something: never give your articles too generl a atle

because somebody at a college of gymnastics asked me whether
he could have an offprint, so I imagine he thought it was about

how to arrange the gyml

Oh dear, that’s a good one. Following on from that, not perhaps
ethics per se, but practical reasoning anyway has been a focus of
quite a lot of your wod?

That, I would say, has been the key underlying theme: the con-
nection berween reason and action. Of course, that doesn't land
one simply in ethics or simply in political philosophy, although I
have on the whole said much less about the explanation of ac-
tion, mainly because I thought other peaple had said a lot about
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it. I am rather coming round to thinking that a lot of what is said
about motivation and desire just isn't plausible, so that maybe I
will end up going back in a more theoretical direction there.

In relation to that, one of the things I like very much abour your
work is the way that when you are talking about issues hke
transnatiopal justice or whatever, you have a view to instinmional
and political agency and its significance within this. I think that
there could be some really interesting work to be done precisely
about agency in that sense as well as individual human agents.

I agree very mmch. I think that although, if we distinguish artifi-
cial from natural agents and think of ordinary human beings as
natural agents, it's true that you dont get any arnificial agents
without natural agents. Noretheless arntificial agents are perfectly
well structured for making decisions, often in more limited
spheres, sometimes in broader spheres than natural agents. What
I also note is that natural agents themselves are artificial in many
respects because we have socially leamt capacities and incapaci-

~ ties. I'd say that I see considerable continuiry there. T think thar if

one’s talking about how to translate principles into action, it's
going to be in large part abour the construction of enduring
structures with capacities to act; and for me, that means institu-
tions and character.

Absolutely. The other sense in which the connections between
principles and actions seem to come to the fore in your work is
that as well as being a philosopher you alse have a public role,
and make a contribution in terms of work on committees and so
on. Perhaps it's too broad a question, but I'm interested in what
you see as the difficulties of bringing philosophy to bear on ac-
tion, as it were, in person, in the sense that your work combines
the two?

Womens Pbilnsqpby Reuer 11

OO'N I don't think one can do it in a sort of systematic frontal assault

OO'N

way. The ways in which one can contribute o the work of a
comumittee or a group are, I think, just the things we do with our
students: by drawing a cerrain distinction, by exposing ambigu- -
ity, by showing how much work a certain assumption does or
fails to do. Very often I think exposing ambiguities is one of the
more useful things. It's not rocket science, the sort of work one
can do in public contexts, but I think it's also not surpnsing that
quite a lot of philosophers do find themselves faidy active in
public conrexts,

Yes. Moving back to the reading of Kant which has obviously
been so crucial to your work in general, n's ineresting that
you're one of a number of philosophers who have, as it were, re-
tumed to Kant. I mean, you mentioned Rawls already, and
Habermas, and there’s a huge range of work brnging Kantian-
ism and cosmospolitanism together, ot claiming some kind of
return to Kant. You have your own specific constructivist read-
ing; i's probably much too big a question really, not a fair
question, but I'm interested in what you see as the vires of the
way in which you read Kant. Say, in distinction from quite a lot
of the work that maybe comes through Rawls or comes through
Habermas, often looking at problems similar to the ones you're

interested in. ... ?

There's a whole range of ways in which one can approach
someone as big as Kant. There is a tradition of scholasship
(which one cerainly finds rather more of in Germany) which I
greatly respect but have no desire to join, in which the careful
reconstruction of what Kant may have meant and the context of
what he was saying is the dominant aim, And then there are
people who, to put it crudely, merely appropriate a little snippet
of Kant, and I suppose people that I have been talking about in
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the Gifford Lectures who wave some conception of individual
autonomy around and ascribe it to Kant would be a good exam-
ple of that sort of thing. I think that maybe this shows the sort
of practical intention with which I agree, but what I look for is:
how convincing an asgument can be found here? That's a bit dif-
ferent from saying thar I employ a strong principle of chanty in
reading, because my objective isn't necessarily to get close to
whartever somebedy meant or to its reconstruction, My objec-
tive, mather, is to see whether 1 find. deep and mteresung
arguments that 1 can make plausible, and if perhaps some of
them aren't exactly what Kant had in mind, that doesn't bother
me one bit because he's led me there and that's fine. So I think
it’s a ‘standing on the shoulders' mther than 'lying at the feet of’

exercise.

Yes, I find that very interesting because it does seem to me that
with philosophers like Kant, it is possible to almost have some-
thing like an ongoing dialogue; it isn't something that is finished,
and as you say, there are so many ways in which you can ...

OO'N There are so many ways and it's also been really quite unusual

KH

until recently for people to try and read across a very large range
in Kant. I think that when I was younger, on the whole, people
who were interested in the First Critigue were often not much in-
teresied in the ethics, let alone the political philosophy, ket alone
the philosophy of religion. Of course, people who are interested
in Kant, in being Kant specialists, might do so ...

Yes.

OO'N ... there was a great deal of selectivity in the way people read.

KH

Yes, I think that's ngh.

Wormen's Pbﬂm@by Review 13

OO'N Of course, everyone's selective, there are very, very few people

OO'N

who want to read the collected works, bur there are ways of be-
ing sort of broader-ranging and more eclectic which 1 found
helpful.

One of the things that is a theme that continues in your work on
justice and virtue, the bounds of justice and so on, is a critique
of ethical particularism and of people who argue in a rather
blanket way against abstraction in ethical thought. Just from the ‘
point of view for the moment of feminist philosophy, there's
obviously quite a strong line within feminist philosophy, particu-
lacly feminist ethics which would, T think, perhaps on the surface
look like something that would come under that heading— the
ethical particularism and so on— especially something like the
ethics of care. But you alsc tend to emphasize human vulnerabil
ity and finitude and so on in your work, which in another way
would actually seem to fit quite well with some of the themes
there. T mean, I have no idea if this is something thar you've
even got zny interest in particulardy, but how would you see
something like that development within feminist ethics of the
idea of the ethics of care? ‘

I'm all for care, but I think the ethic of care is a very mistaken
approach to care. I really rather like Carol Gilligan's work, but it
was work in developmenral psychology, it did not purport to be
work in ethics or political philosophy. Unformnately there have
been at least some people who have taken up these phrases or
slogans—the ‘voice of justice' ard the ‘voice of care'—and
thought of them as possible akematives. Now, as far as I'm con-
cemed one of the things that is really important for women is

 justice, and women who think that they can neglect justice are

1o sort of feminist, so that I think you have to have both. To ar
gue for an ‘ethic of care’ by itself is to imagine that there are
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OO'N

some protected spaces where women can pursue the life of
care— it's a wonderful double entendre, isn't x? Being protected
from the harsh realities of the world, I suppose by men. Well
that's exactly in my view what the harem and the traditional
convent and 50 on were about, so that the anti-political interpre-
tation of care seems to be one of a range of mistakes.

The other thing that has puzzled me greatly when reading
others' writing on care is how historically limited it is. Care is af-
ter all caritas, the greatest of Christian virtues. When you go back
to Aquinas, aitas is the mother of all virtues, including the vir
tue of justice. The conception of charity is very diminished in
current ethical discourse, and so is that of care. So as you see,
I'm all for care, but I just believe that you have to fir it into a
sufficiently robust framework to take account of some other
things, like oppression, or a possibility of oppression.

Sure. And forthose things you need a univessalism ... ?

Well, these issues seem to be 2 bit separate from the distinctions
between particulansm and universalism, although they are con-
nected in some people’s writings. Particularism, as [ see it atv the
moment, has two rather different interpretations. One which I
share (although I think ir's often decontextualized) is that ult-
mately we have to make judgements abour quite particular
situations using quire thick categones and all the rest of &, and
that makes very good sense. It doesn't of course in any way pre-
clude the thought that in reaching those judgements we have 1o
take account of universal principles. The other version of par-
nicularism, for which I have mther less time, is 2 more radical
form of particularism, which takes it that we reach our ethical
judgements by somehow eyeballing particular cases, and then
some capacity to intuit or attend or appreciate is what takes over
and there's no process of practical reasoming. [ take thar sort of
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* picture, though it has its charm, to be ultimately deeply anti-

political and probably quite aestheticizing in its view of the
moral life. It's a sort of moral connoisseurship masquerading as
an attention to the particular, and of course, such attention can
lead people to the most ghastly sorts of action.

I wondered what you'd thought of Martha Nussbaum's most re-
cent book on women, development and justice, Womzn and

Hurman Deloprmens??

OO'N Well, I like it in many ways. Nussbaum has been criticized, and I

think rightly, for having a too ambitious account of the good
and at the same time perhaps too Iittle argument behind it. She
says she’s found some cross-cultural agreemeﬂg and, of course,
you always get cross-cultural agreement unless you force hard
choices. So my sense of it is that the account of the capabilities
that are important is overblown and that, paradoxically, although
what she hopes to attend to 15 the lives of poor women (mainly
in India but also in other poor societies) by as it were demanding
woo much at the start, she hasn't got enough focus at the end. So,
if T were developing a capabilities approach I think I would go
with something closer to Sen’s work, and try to think more
about the basic capabilities that people need rather than the ca-
pabilities they'd need for a full, vital, flourishing, mega-wartage
life.

Yes, sure. I wanted to finish by asking more specifically about
the focus of the Gifford lectures and the bio-ethics materialt
Perhaps just in general first: in dealing with issues to do with
bio-ethics, has that provoked a particular set of philosophical
questions, or do you see it as essentially having a lot in common
with other areas of applied ethics that you may have wodsed
with befare— are there pamticular things that strke you?
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OO'N Yes, well, bio-ethics is, of course, an area in which one has to
Y

think pretty hard abour institutions and about human vulner
" abilities, including the intersection of those two themes. I think
the difficulty for bio-ethics 15 that there are no disciplinary stan-
dards. A lot of what one reads under this heading wouldn't really
pass muster as philosophy, or as law, or as sociology. What 1
tried w do was to link some more systematic philosophical ar
guments to a few of the topics that T found myself reading on or
working on in much more public'contexts in the last ten years.
The parmicular focus of the lecrures is on autonomy and trust,
and it almost fell into my lap as I began to think about the ex-
traordinary combination of evems whereby people are
clamounng for more autonomy, betier respect for patiemt
autonomy, individual autonomy, and all the rest of it, buc are
also bemoaning the loss of trust. So I starred thinking, you
know, could there possibly be some internal connection between
these two things, and are certain coneeptions of amonomy per-
haps one of the reasons why it proves difficult to preserve a
culture of trust in this area of life? So the topic just came 1o me.

Yes, I can see that. Just looking ahead and at the notions of
'principled awtonomy and 'principled trust', I can begin to sce
the sort of argument that might emerge. But 1t's interesting again
because it shows how in your wotk you bring together things
which very often people tend philosophically to want to keep
apart.

OO'N Yes, topics that they perhaps do not even want to keep apart but

which just don't seem to belong 1o the same particular enter-
prise. What I'm acnually very struck by is how extraordinarily
litle philosophers seem to have writtent about trust. It seems to
me to have become a topic in which sociologists and anthro-
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OO'N

OO'N

pologists have done rather better; you'd think that philosophers
would have said a lot; but it seems that they haven't.

I'l remember that when people are asking about possible PhD
topics to pursue!

Well, yes, we could all do with some really great PhDs tuming
towards this topic because trust isn't just one more virtue.

Could you saya bit more about that?

I suppose if you were to ask abour reasoned trust and having
reasons for trusting, you'd have to think about Aauing reasons for
trusting as against there heng reasons for trusting: there could be
a situation in which people are thoroughly trustworthy, bur be-
cause the evidence of the trustworthiness is unavailable or only
available with great difficulry, they are then mistrusted. The gen-
eral idea that I shall be pursuing is that the ways in which we
have sought to improve trust have been by trying to jack up the
amount of evidence available to show that cerrain institutions or
persons are trustworthy, largely by means of what you mighr eall
the audit culture. But this isn't necessarily available to the people
who need to do the trusting, and 1t's naive to think that some-
thing called 'better communication' is going to make it available
just like that, The evidence has often actually been purt together
in ways that make it rebarbative and unassimilable because of
course Ir's designed for auditors and not for the people who
need to decide whether or not to trust. So I think we've got a
difficulty connecting the public culmre of regulation and audit
with trust. It strikes me at present that it's like the person who is
busily digging a hole and throwing the earth over his shoulder
o another bit of the hole; we dig like mad to improve ac-
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counrability in order to improve trust, but rmeanwhile we're de-
5Lroying trust,

KH  Yes, it just gets eaten imto; I shall Jook forward to the trust lec-

ture. One last question really, just to wrap it up. of
contemponaty philosophers working across the range of differ-
ent aspects of philosophy, whose work do you perhaps most
admire or feel has been most significant for you?

OO'N Rawls has undoubtedly been significant for me; he was my PhD

KH

SUpervisor,

Oh, is that nght?

OO'N Amartya Sen is certainly significant for the sort of work I've

KH

done on poverty and intemarional justice ... (pause) ... I think I
see mysell in some ways to be a biv lonely philosophically. I
don't idemify myself particularly with any school; I haven'r, on
the whole, found myself comfortably at home among the Rawl-
sians, for example. I suppose I am one of the first group of his
pupils who worked on Kaxt. If I have any group I'm close wo, It’s
Rawls' pupils who worked on more historical themes, people like
Thomas Hill and Chuistine Korsgaard, Andrew Reath and Bar-
bara Herman; it's very interesting that they were all Rawls'
pupils, mostly later than me, and are now all people I kmow.

Interesting.

OO'N I don't know if you've seen a book that they did together, which

was called Redaining the History of Ethics? Tt was a group of his-
torical essays influsnced by Rawls; it was a sort of Fetsomifi for
him. It came out with CUP, edited by Herman, Reath and Kors-
gaard, T think” The difficulty about it is that in some ways— in
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contrast, say, 1o the Cambridge school of political thought— it
really isn't historically very ambitious or very learmed, and 1t has
its himitations there. But those are people whom I know well,
and among them, although he's not 2 Rawls pupil for obvious
reasons of age, Jerry Schneewind. Their work is perhaps in some
ways closest to mine.

I've always tried 1o keep going in two parallel tracks, one of
which involves reflecting on Kant, and looking at some of the
derails of texts, while the other tries to follow parallel lines of ar-
gument independently of the texts. So there are varous
problems I've taken up, doing what I suppose one can call ap-
plied ethics (though it's a phrase T don't much care for because I
think it suggests quite a misleading model of what one's doing).

As for Kanr and international justice, that in a way is a very
patural connection. T understand why many people are doing
this, although there s also no doubt a histonically contingent rea-
son in that it was the 200th anniversary of Kant’s ‘Perpetual
Peace’ essay in 1995. But I think that there's a much more gen-
eral reason. ‘The theories of justice that we have generally looked
at—and this has become very obvious looking at late Rawls—
are mainly designed as theories of the just state; many of their
protagonists have been up-front about that. So it's extremely in-
teresting that, although Kant is wrting his main works in
political philosophy in the period ust before and during the
French Revolution, he thinks that a statist account of justice, or
an account of the just state, can't be written independently of
thinking about the context of that state among other states.

Ore very, very last question, has just been raised by what you
were saying there. Have you ever locked ar Arendr's work on
Kant?

OO'N Yes, the connection of the Gifford lecrures of course ... ?
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KH  ---exactly

OO'N - - Arendr’s lectures on judgement, which are extremely bizarre,
as is her work on Kant and politics. But 1 think I have some
sympathy with that work. There is a sort of line that you can
read of rather political interpretations of Kant; I would see Karl
Jaspers as one person there and Arendt as another, and Ronald
Beiner is obviously working very much in that idiom, and what's
his name, Hans Saner?*

KH  Ohyes, that's a nice book I would say.

OO'N Yes, a very nice book isn't it, and the title is very odd— quite dif-
ferent in German than in English.

KH  Yes, it goes on for ages, doesn't it?

OO'N 1 think that i you read Kant thinking about these metaphors of
war and peace, as well as the broader metaphors of law and -
bunal, one leams a lot from that. I've often been struck by the
degree to which be articulates the problems of philosophy using
a set of metaphors drawn from geography, and the solutions us-
ing a set of metaphors which are much more drawn from war
and history. So, yes, T found Arendt paniculary stimulating on
this topic and in her discussions of the sesss s 1 feel she
was full of insights, but didn't seem 1o come together very sys-
tematically in her reading of Kant.

KH  1think we'll have to finish there, thank you very much.

OO'N It's been an enjoyable session.
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“You Kantian? Feminist Interpretations of Kant
A Review Essay

by Rachel Jones

In a recert essay, Mieke Bal confesses that T turned away from instite-
tional feminism when sooieone hissed “you Kantian!” mstead of “you
bitch?” in my ear” (Bal 2001, 324). Perhaps it is unsurprising that this
should function as the ultimate ferminist insult. Kant is often invoked as
the arch-proponent of an autocratic Enlightenment subject who imposes
a reductive abstract order on the world, whlst striving o escape sensa-
tion, feeling, and the couringencies of life. ‘This Kant becomes the
‘matural’ enemy of those seeking to make space for a concrete subject,
one thar is not only embodied, but socially, culturally and historically
situated, and whose modes of knowing are inseparable from differences
of sex, gender, class and race. Add to this Kant’s infamous misogyny—
‘A woman who has a head full of Greek ... might as well even have a
beard” (Kant 1960, 78 [I1:229-30])*~—and 1t is not surpnsing thar it is
thought ‘politically suspect’ for feminists to work on such thinkers,
whose philosophy seems to embody the oppressive values of a masculin-
ist, Eurocentric tradition.”

Such suspicions are not groundless, though they have led some to
discard the potential of Kant’s philosophy for feminist thought rather
too swiftly. Just before the comment about leamed women disfiguring
themselves, Kant remarks that “it is not enough to keep in mind thar we
are dealing with human beings; we must also rermember that they are not
all alike’ (77). "This injunction to be attentive to (sexual) difference need
not be played out in the hierarchical terms Kant himself adoprs, as is
shown by the recent collection Fenirist Faenpretations of Irerwrd Kamt
(1997; henceforth FIK). This substantial volume, edited by Robin May
Schott, contains a variety of responses, ranging from thoroughgoing cni-
tique to the appropration of Kantian concepts for feminist ends; what
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all have in common is a shared perception of Kant as an important inter-
locutor for contemporary ferninists.

In this essay, I offer a detailed crtical review of the volume, refer-
nng to related feminist work as approprate. I also draw attention to
some of the volume’s limitations; as these seem to reflect broader issues

" in feminist responses to Kaat. The essay does nor aim to give an exhaus-

tive overview of recent feminist work on Kant, but offers a paricular,
and necessarily selective, critical perspective. There will not be room to
discuss a number of importam—if not explicily feminist— studies of
Kant that have been produced by women philosophers in recent years.
However, some reference will be made vo well-known thinkers (Hannah
Arendr, Christine Korsgaard, Onora O'Neill and Barbara Herman) who
have had a significant influence on femimst readings of Kant, as the
Fengrist Interpretations volume indicates,

The Missing Transcendental

In her imroduction, Schott uses Elisabeth Grosz to position Fersrst In
terpretations of Kant as engaging with the philosopher both critically and
constructively (FIK, 4). This ‘double vision’ regarding the history of phi-
losophy could be seen as one of feminist philosophys defining
characteqistics.* Here, it allows feminist thinkers to critique the patriar
chal values that mark Kaot's writings, drawing attention to blindspots
and contradictions, whilst simultaneously insisting on the creauve poten-
tial of Karnt’s thought for feminism,

The volume’s own main blindspot is the general lack of attention
to the relevance for feminist thought of the specifically tros@nderntal na-

* tare of Kant’s project. This is reflected partly in the terms in which the

introduction frames the vohume, and partly in the lack of attention paid
w the first Criigre. With one excepdon (see below), and desprte some
recognition of Kant's significance for feminist epistemology,’ the know-
ing subject of the fist Critigne tends 10 remain a shadowy ‘atemistic”
figure hovening in the background (Moen FIK, 216), whose presence it
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. seems we would do well to exorcize. One result of this ‘blindspor’ is the
Iack of an adequate context in which to appreciate the contriburions o
the volume of Sarah Kofman and Monique David-Ménard, who need to
be read in relation to 2 more European tradition informed by a concem
with the transcendental constitution of the subject.

This “blindspot’ seems especially odd given feminism’s own con-
cem with analyzing and ' transforming the wndiios of women’s
experience, It seems 1o me to reflect a rather reductive characterization
of the Kantian project which has had a certain domisance in some femi-
nist accounts. Kant is seen as the champion of ‘impartial’ reason, where
‘impartiality’ is taken to denote not just ‘disinterest’, but a solitary, god-
like transcendence of any particular perspective (see Schott FIK, §; 328).°
Kantian morlity and epistemclogy are thereby contrasted with ap-
proaches foregrounding the locatedness of subjeas. But such
interpretations obscure the fact that the ‘Copemican tum’ revolves
around 2 finite subject, whose Jmowledge and experience is always and
necessarily condivioned: a transcendental subject rather than a transcen-
ders rationality.”

The tendency to portray the Enlightenment ideal of the knowing
subject as ome of ‘pure’—ie., transcendent and episternically self-
sufficient— rationality is seen by Louise Antony as a mis-representation
charactenstic of contemporary feminist epistemology (Antony 1993,
195-6). In feminist accounts of Kant, this tendency can be manifested in
wo ways (both of which, I would argue, are reflected in Schou’ owm
interpretation, particulady her 1988 study; Cogaition amd Era). First, in
readings which strongly oppose the empirical and the transcendental, in
ways that suggest that the empisical (aligned with the particular and con-
crete) exists independently of a formal {universal and abstract) order that
both transcends and suppresses the former in its sensuous immediacy
(see Schow 1988 & 1993, especially chapters 8 & 9), This in tum reflects
a tendency o blur the pumerdara— understood as constinutive, as the
conditions of possibility of expenence— with a sursceden teason that
seeks to distance itself from sensuous Iife by imposing a rigid framework
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of rules and restrictions on the disorderly contingencies of concrete exis-
tence.’ Yer such readings conflict with the first Crizzgue, where Kant’s aim
is precisely to curb the ambitions of transcendent reason. They also fail
1o do justice to the way that, for Kant, the transcendental makes experi-
ence possible; 1t 18 not imposed upon it from owside or above, but
iostead inhabms and is always immanent to the empirical Thus con-
ceived, a transcendental project need not turn away from the sensible or
situated, but might instead generate 2 deepened understanding of the
structures or processes that inform and sustain—that ‘situate’—
particular kinds of experience. .

An insistence on the immanence of the transcendental helps
ferminism to avoid the temptation of appealing to a (pre-critical) notion
of “women’s experience/s” as that to which we could tam to escape the
corfines of pardarchy. Such appeals— for example, 1o a privileged female
expenence of care— too readily reinscribe a philosophical tradition which
has been more than happy to accord Sophie and Antigone a “special’ fa-
milial role.” Appeals to ‘women’s lives” can also allow the universalism
about which Schott is rightly concemed to reinsert itself, insofar as some
women's experiences are taken as the norm

From a Kantian perspective, the notion of appealing to experience
to escape the restrictions of the transcendental is intrinsically suspect.
Just as for Foucault power is not simply confining but productive, so for
Kant the transcendental is a set of productive conditions that in delimit-
ing, simultanecusly constintte expenence. Rather than rejecting the
thought of the transcendental, then, it seems 1o me vital to maintain the
crrical approach by enquiring as to the {multiple and varying) conditions
that make it possible to live as a ‘womar, that is, as other than the
‘Other’ of 2 male subject. This kind of post-Kantianism marks the work
of such thinkers as David-Ménard, Luce Irigaray and Christine Battersby:

These theonists argue not only that Kant’s views on the sexes have
philosophical significance, but also that we need to take serously the
gendered implications of the cote concepts of the critical project {includ-
ing, for example, space, time, substance, the subject-object relation, and
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the phenomena/nounena distinetion). They question the supposed uni-
versality and necessity of what Kam positions as & priovi conditions of
expenence. Such an approach involves continuing to think (with Kant)
the necessarily constituted nature of the empirical, as well as the imma-
nence of the transcendental to the empirical, but deepening this thought
(and turning 1t against Kant) by asking whar conditions the investment in
specific concepts as ‘universal’, and by showing, for instance, how differ-
ent conceptions of space and time might enable different modes of
becoming a subject. Battersby’s approach in particular involves histor-
cizing the transcendental in similar ways to Foucaul. This kind of
critique deepened mto genealogy would facilitate the investigation Schott
desires into the way ‘the thinker 15 embedded, embodied, and engen-
dered in a particular historical matnx’ (FIK, 3).°

A further aspect of Irigaray’s and Battersby’s readings of Kant that
is absent from the nwroduction 1o Fergrst Frterpretatiors of Kt is an em-
phasis on the imerdependence of (transcendental) subject and object.
The alignment of the Kantian Enlightenment with a “unified, rational,
self-knowing subject’ (Schow FIK, 7) or later with a conception of ‘a
deep self, a unified whole, an isolated ego’ (Schowt FIK, 330), invokes
something more like 2 Cartesian self than Kant's transcendental ‘T, This
reflects a broader tendency in some feminist criticism to misrepresent

philosophical modernity by blurring the differences between Descartes

and Kant.!! Yet, as the first essay in FIK suesses, the ‘anity’ of con-
sciousness that marks Kants subject is nemther available to, nor
established by, introspection, but is a necessary @ prior supposition that
can only be posited against a transcendental object as its necessary coun-
terpart (see also Battersby 1998, 83-5). As we will see, for Irigaray and
Bartersby, it is this recognition of the subject’s constitutive dependence
on an object/‘other’ that makes Kant a more promising starting point
for ferninist thought.

My suggestion that Schot’s collection does not pay sufficient ar-
tention to the transcendental is echoed by Kurt Mosser, who notes the
‘surprisingly small role’ that the fist Gitigre plays in feminist engage-
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mienits with Kant (Mosser 1999, 322). Mosser offers a useful synopsis of
feminist criticism of Kant in the Anglo-American uadition, where Kant
is seen as generating ‘a picture of reason that has been used in a vanety
of ways to explon and oppress women’ (325). He then engages in detail
with work by Schott, Genevieve Lloyd, and Pauline Kleingeld.” He is
nght that the general lack of close attention to Kant’s accoumt of the
subject in the first Critigne leads some fermnist thinkers to misrepresemt
Kant. However, rather than showing how Kam’s misogyny ‘infects” the
supposed gender-neutrality and universality of his system, as advocated
by Kleingeld {343-4), Mosser rejects Kant’s views on women as having
no ‘in-principle connection’ with the crtical project (351). He defends
the transcendental subject as a formal and gender-neurral construct ca-
pable of grounding a ‘robust Iberatory and progressive” feminism based
on respect for the ‘dignity, autonomy and freedom’ of all mtional agents
(345, 353).

Mosser, along with some feminists, arngues that Kant supplies suf-
ficient resources to combat his (Kant’s) own—and others’— sexism.
Whilst I agree that caricatures of Kant abound (and not only amongst
feminists!), Mosser’s recuperative liberal approach underestimates the
significance of recent analyses of the ‘masculinist’ bias implicit in the
Kantian model of aumtonomy. Moreover, some {eminists have worked to

* show, contra Mosser, that the formal conditions’ of experience do in-

deed establish “substantial, material conclusions about the content of that
experienice’ (Mosser 1999, 336). This alternative feminist approach does
not involve abandoning Kant’s project, as Mosser supposes, but is 2 con-
tumarion of critical thinking, giving the Copemican revolution another
turn. For Mosser, Kant’s saving grace is that he “does not wanr 1o give
transcendental status to the [sic sexual difference. (Kleingeld 1992-3,
141; quoted in Mosser 1999, 244) By contrast, thinkers such as Irgaray
and Battersby suggest that it is the refusal to give sexual difference a
transcendental status which perpervates woman’s positioning as the
‘other’ of a (male) subject.
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The Anomalous Other

The only piece in Fersrst Inerpretations of Irranuel Karet to engage sub-
stamtially with the fist Criigwe is Adsan Piper's opeming essay,
“Xenophobia and Kantian Rationalism’. Piper notes that in general,
{cJontemporary Kanrian ethics has givena wide berth to Kam’s analyses
of reason and the self in the Gritigue of Pure Rewsaré (Piper FIK, 21), and
argues that a more thorough engagement with this text produces a
deeper understanding of Kantian ethics (22). Her specific aim is to show
that the Kantian concept of personhood provides the basis for an analy
sis of xenophobia as an understandable but above all corrigible “defect’
in ravionality (22-3)-

Central to Piper's argument is the way that 1t is a necessary condi-
tion of experience that human beings organize sensory data via a set of
internally consistent rules or concepts (26-8). This, she emphasizes, has
wo corollaries. First, such cognitive organization ‘is a necessary condr
Gon of being a rationally unified subject’; withour i, it would be
impossible to posit a ‘unity of consciousness’ (27-8; CPR A112). Second,
it is a ‘general feature of human imtellection’ (29) to resist anomalous data
that challenge the inrernal coherence of the conceptual frameworks that
allow an individual to make sense of the world, and sustain s identity as
4 unified and rationally imegrated self’ (23). Xenophobm— understood
25 a resistance To recogmizing as ‘persons’ those who seem anomalous—
is therefore positioned as a specific case of a general tendency towards
rational self-preservation.

Privileging the transcendental unity of apperception,” Piper ar
gues that the Kantian concept of personhood— ‘of a rationally unified,
temnporally continuous self’ (37)"'—is transcendent insofar as it surpasses
any particular instance of human behaviour, yet also has a transcendental
function. Any subject that organizes experience in Ways that simulrane-
ously secure the positing of a unified self, will inevitably form the
concept of a spontaneously reasoning being (or ‘person’) which it wll
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apply to itself.”” The key question then becomes which other human be-
ings are recognized as ‘persons’ along with oneself.

Piper explores a vanety of ways in which xenophobes refuse ta
see others as ‘persons’ by illegitimately conflaring empinical sterectypes
with the wanscendent idea/] of personhood. Such conflations reinforce
an image of the other as an ‘inscrutable and malevolent anomaly thar
threatens that theory of the world which unifies one’s experence and
structures one’s expectations about oneself and other people’ (61). How
ever, the gap between empirical concepts and the transcendent/al idea of
personhood means that the xenophobic word-view is comigible. The
xenophobe can be confronted with behaviours and individuals that sat-
isfythe criteria of rational agency, even though they fail to correspond to
her empinical conception of a person. Whilst such experiences may pro-
voke strategies of self-defence, they can also change one’s world-view by
forcing the revision of empirical conceptions of personhocd, bringing
them closer to the more inclusive (because non-determinate) ideal of ra-
tional agency.

Piper’s conclusion thus foregrounds an altemative response 10
otherness, a kind of xenophilia grounded in the Kantian system as she
sees it. ‘Anomalous data’ need not only be seen as threatening the integ-
ity of our conceptual frameworks. They also provide ‘irresstible

“cognitive challenges to the scope of our conceptions and ... provocations

to reformulate them 50 as to increase their explanatory reach.” (66) The
encounter with an other who demands to be seen as a person, yet who
challenges our prejudical views of what a person is like, can provide ‘op-
pormunities for psychological growth rather than mere threats to
psychological integnity.” (66)

Piper’s amicle is an impressive attempt to tease out the ways m
which the ‘merely’ formal concepts of the first Cratigue have concrete ime
plications for difference and othemess. Her argument encourages us
turn Kam’s account of the rational subject against his own stereorypical
views of women and non-Europeans. However, because she positions

xenophobia as ‘a special case of  pefectly gereral bvarun intellective disposition:
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to literal self-preservation; Le., preservation of the inrermal rational co-
herence and integrity of the self against anomalous data that threaten 1’
(50; my emphasis), xenophobia becomes an inevitable side-effect of the
subject’s transcendental structure {despite her claim that xenophobia is
not *hardwired’ into human consciousness). If the internal coherence of
any conceprual scheme is secured by excluding ‘anomalous .data’, some
kind of ‘other’ will always be required to construct a unified subject of
experience.* o

Concomttantly, the logic of inclusion that Piper seeks seems to
risk excluding a positive conception of difference. If limited empirical
conceptions resul from ‘ignorance of others who are thereby viewed as
different’ (55; my emphasis), then expanding our conceptual honizons so
as 1o ‘integrate’ (64) these ‘others” as ‘persons’ would seem to involve
showing, their ‘differences’ to be a kind of illusion. Despite Piper's desire
to find resources in Kant for dealing productively with difference, the
other to the subject seemns to remain caught between two modes of ob-
jectification— the threatening anomaly, or an ‘opportunity for
psychological growth'— tempered only by the possibility of an assimila-
tion which recognizes the other in the terms the subject would use to
idemify themselves.

Ethics and Care

As Piper indicates, feminist engagements with Kant have been centrally
concemed with the charge that his moral philosophy is overly ‘abstract’
and ‘detached” {Piper FIK, 22). The section on ethics in Schott’s anthol-
ogy presents a dialogue between four contnbutors engaged with this
theme. Their work belongs to an interpretative debate neatly glossed by
Rae Langton as the contestation between a ‘severe’ and ‘sane’ Kant
(Langton 1992, 485). The abstract strictures of the former seem to in-
volve ‘ blind and hideous artachmenr to principle that flies in the face of
ethics’; but it is also possible 1o recover ‘the Kant who thinks well of
sponranecus natural sentiments, and thinks we should cultivate them’
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(485). This second Kant, Langton argues, is reconstructed by thinkers
such as Korsgaard, whose interpretation of Kant’s ‘Kingdom of Ends’
rechims ‘an auractive ideal of human relations’ where others are ac-
corded responsibility, dignity, and respect (Langton [quoting Korsgaard],
485; see also Korsgaard 1996).

Two important ‘fellow workers” in the project of reclaiming this
second, ‘sane’ Kant are O'Neill and Herman, Both theogists have helped
to undo caricatures of the Kantian agent as “a moral superstar alone on a
rock of rational will power’ (Kneller FIK, 174). O'Neill's work is also
significant for feminist thinkers because her anti-foundationalist account
of the vindication of reason— as owlined in her 1989 study, Castruions
of Reason— positions critical philosophy as essentially political (Fhirtchings,
28). By tracing the political and juridical metaphors that structure the
tirst Critigrie, O'Neill foregrounds the isomorphié nawure of questions of
discursive and political authority: Tn either case we have a plurality of
agents or voices (perhaps potential agents or voices) and no transcendent
or pre-established awhorty. Authority has in either case o be con-
strucred,” (O'Neill, 16)

ONeill proceeds to argue that the authority of critical reason is
not given mn advance of the activity of critique, nor is it discovered by
solitary introspection, Instead, it emerges through the collaborative work
of a ‘task force” of critics engaged in open-ended discussion and debate.
The only constraint on this shared labour is that it does not foreclose its
own possibility; hence, participants must refrain from according author-
ity w any principle of thougltt or action which it is impossible for others
to adopt. The practical principle embodied in the categorical imperative
(C]) tums out to be the “supreme principle’ of all reasoning (26-2).

This guiding prnciple is not imposed by an alien authority, nor
does it provide a set of abstract rules that dictate in advance what one
can know or do. Rather, it is 2 negative instruction via which reason dis-
ciplnes itself, ensuring ‘a stnazgy for thinking and acting that does not
defear the possibility of action, interaction and communication.” (24)
Under this strategic constraint, “a plurality of agents who share the world,
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but who are short of principles for doing the sharing’ can conrinue the
ongoing task of deciding which modes of thinking are authoritative, and
constructing prnciples of discursive and polirical order {20).

ONeill’s rendering of critical reason is conducive to feminist pro-
jects seeking 1o articulare the social constinttion of autonomy as well as
the principles of a more inclusive polity, one founded on a phurality of
voices. Her rejection of ‘value newsral knowledge” (x) shows that the
vahue of autonomy underpins not just Kant’s ethics but his account of
theoretical reason too, with significant epistemological implications. In
turn, her account of critique generates a reading of Kant's practical phi-
losophy as entailing neither empty formalism, nor the crude imposition
of inflexible moral algorithms. The conjoined demands of consistency
and universalization generate substantive constraints on action, but this
does not imply that the CI “can select 2 unique eode of conduct as mor-
ally worthy for all times and places”. On the contrary, there is room in
Kantian ethical reasoning for attepriveness to particularity and convext:
‘the ways in which maxims can be enacted or realized ... must vary with
situation, tradition and culrure’ and ‘will always reflect specific ways of
living and thinking and particular situations and relationships.” {104-5)

This reading is reinforced by Herman, whose work is especially
important to the Feririst Interpretations volume.” Contribuvors daw on
her argument thar although Kant’s moral agent must not be determinad by
her emotions, she need not necessarlly act in their absence. What marters
is which motivating factors are wken up as reasons for acting. Those
who act out of dury, because of the ‘rightness of the action’, need not
renounce co-existent non-moral motives— as long as these are not ac-
tively affinmed as the grounds for action. Indeed, it is preferable for
feelings w reinforce our effoss to fulfil dury’s dermands.'® Moreover,
Herman argues that on Kant’s view, not all human needs are moral ones,
It is sometimes appropriate to act out of love or care, providing the mo-
tive of duty is effective as a ‘limiting condition’: 2 moral person only acts
on 2 non-moral motive where this does not conflict with duty. ‘
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Like O'Neill, Herman counters the misrepresentation of the (T as
generating an inflexible ‘grid’ of general moral rules. Rather, as 2 formal
regulative principle for assessing the moral content of maxims, the CI
‘provides a procedure for structuring the particular in 2 moral way
(Herman 1993, 44). Maxims must contain as much particularity and de-
tail as necessary to describe the action as willed by the agent. Herman
supplements Kaar with 2 ‘middle theory’ based on the notion of ‘Rules
of Moral Salience’ (73-93). These function as fluid and transformable
schernata®® that ‘translate’ the govemning conception of the auronomous
agent worthy of respect into particular situations, structuring the percep-
ton of morally significant elements and shaping the formation of
maxims. Ultimately, Herman does not read the CI as applyng directly to
specific but to generic maxims,” generating prnciples thar function as
regulative norms guiding moral deliberation. Maxims justifying particular
actions must include enough special information about individuals and
circumstances w0 show how they fulfil- or, more importantly, jusufy an
exception from— the relevant deliberative panciple. In this way, Flerman
reads the CI not as rigidly abstract and impersonal, but as structuring the
context-specific deliberations of situated moral agents.

Herman’s key claim regarding the (I (like O'Neill’s) is that al-

- though formal, it is not empty, but contains the distinctive conception of

value that is its ground. The principle of universalization stipulates that
we take ‘the conditions of rational agency as a constraimt on willing’
{154). The subsequent formulations of the (I show that this constraint
demands much more than logical consistency: it entails respecting ra-
tional agents (ourselves included) as ends-in-themselves because of their
capacity for self-determination. If the Formula of Universal Law shows
that 2 maxim is impermissible, the Formulas of Humanity and Autonomy
indicate the aspects of rational agency such a maxim misuses, thereby
explaining “why it is not good.” (230) The different formulas together
elaborate a conception of the value of autonomous agency that provides
a rationale for moral constraint and a regulative norm for moral delibera-
tion?! Herman’s argument implies that any fundamental critique of
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Kant’s moral philosophy will have 1o engage with the normative model
of the subject-as-agent in which it is grounded.

Finally, Herman argues that the specific principles grounded in the
regulative norm of autonomous rationality are not imposed on individual
fives as if from “outside’. Rather, they operate immanently, shaping the
Jinds of projects and relationships individuals invest in, as well as the
ways they conduct them. As Herman puts it, the fact that one secks to
treat others as ends entails developing differor motives of connection
from someone unconcemed with this, rather than having 20 motives of
connection (197). Nommative moral principles are integral to an agemt’s
sense of idenity and partially construte a ‘deliberauive field’ that encom-
passes the social, culmural, and affective. Whilst moral norms have
regulative’ priortty, the different elernents in the field are mutually trans-
formative; increased understanding of relationships can deepen our grasp
of moral dilernmas. Herman thus explicitly counters ‘ethics of care” ap-
proaches by drgning that a Kantian conception of morality need nor
devalue affective ties: guiding moral norms and the structure of affective
connections are internally related and interdependent.?

In this way, Herman’s work allows Sally Sedgwick to counter two
common criticisms of Kanr from the ‘ethics of care” perspective, namely,
that Kantian autonomy demands transcendence of affective capacities,”
and that the categorical imperative necessitates abstraction from particu-
lanity. Sedgwick argues that although personal feelings should be checked
by the a priovi “feeling’ of respect, this ensures self-interest is supplanted
by concem for others as members of humaniry. Hence, Kant’s ethics
forms the basis for ‘a morality of care in the broadest possible sense’
(Sedgwick FIK, 81).

What Sedgwick does take fror feminist crticisms is an emphasis
on the way that Kantian autonomy is founded on a split between reason
and nature: ‘autonomy in the sense of self-legislation whereby reason and
ot nature is deterrnining for our will serves as the “ground” of the cate-
gorical imperative,” (87) The respect commanded by the moral law is
respect for this rational self-legislating capacity. But it is precisely here,
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she argues, that Kant is guilty of importing uncritical assumptions that

undermine the universality of his theory, namely, the view that ‘our af-
fective natures’ can have ‘no ewstintize role in the forming of the strctly
moral component of personality’ (88), and are therefore morally nsig-
nificant. Following Benhabib, Sedgwick questions whether we should

‘accept Kant's view that the moral agent is best represented by a ‘disem

bedded’ and ‘disernbodied” self, or that the humanity’ that commands
respect should be wholly identified with our mtional capacity.

Sedgwick draws on Gilligan to argue thart the problem with Kant’s
position is not only that—as his aesthenic and anthropological writings
show— he does not fully recognize women’s potential to be rational
mora] agents, Rather, the whole model of agency on which his theory
depends is inherently biased.?* It inevitably obscures the moral value of
the expenence of those whose identiry is formed in connection with oth-
ers, those for whom feeling is integtal to discriminaring judgment, and
self-determination is inseparable from sensitivity towards others. She
concludes that Kant’s model of autonomous agency is not universally
valid insofar as it excludes the different basis for moral valve that can be
found in the experience of women. I find Sedgwick’s tum to 2 notion of
female expenence problematic, for reasons indicated below, bur the
strength of her position lies in its emphasis on the need to question the
underdying conception of moral agency on which Kantian ethics de-
pends. :

Jean Ruomsey agrees, arguing that is not enough to ‘bracket our’
Kant’s views on women, because of the way he ‘models the moral agent
on the male-identified qualities of his patnarchal wordd: autonomy, ra-
tiopality, independence, detachment, courage, and strength.” (Rumsey
FIK, 132) The result, she argues, is an accoumr of agency that overem-
phasizes independence and, by excluding female experience privileging
imerdependence and connectedness, undervalues the social dimensions
of human being. ‘ "

Rumsey’s argument is more problematic than Sedgwick’s, how-
ever. First, her claim that Kanr neglects sociability in his accoumt of
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moral agency misrepresents Kant in a number of wWays,zs Rumsey privi-
leges Religon Wahin the Lanizs of Rewson Alone 1o argue that Kamt
subsumes community under animality as an impulse connected o the
preservation of the species. This does not do justice to the ways in which
Kant also takes up the theme of commmunity at a transcendental level,
both in the Growburk of the Meuphysics f Marals, in the idea of a King-
dom of Ends (Kant 1997, 41-2 [IV:433-4]), and i the third Crtigue
{henceforth CJ), as sersus awrvmads. Indeed, in this text, taste as a liking “in
community with others’ provides the ‘mediating link’ between man’s
natural “urge to society’ and a transcendemally grounded and altmarely
moral community (Kant, CJ 163-4 [V:297]).

Second, Rumsey tends to appeal to the empirical and psychologi-
cal 1o challenge concepts and arguments that operate at a transcendental
level Her suggestion that Kant’s theory requires reformulating ‘based on
the full spectrum of human moral experience’ (Rumsey FIK, 138) is
problematic, given that mosnlity cannot be grounded in the empincal for
Kant” Having mentoned the formal account of agency as autonomy
given in the Growduok, Rumsey shifts to a longer discussion of Kant's
anthropological and empirical accounts of human being. She argues that
Kanot neglects the hurnan tendency towards affiliation and cooperation
that ‘an adequate view of human agency’ would address (133). However,
such arguments beg the quesuon of why an account of moral agency
ought to tike account of such tendencies, of which ‘tendencies” and
which expetiences should be attended to as having moral worth. As
Rumsey notes, Kant’s own empitical emphasis on psychological nde-
pendence follows from his transcendental account of mnonomy as self-
legislation.

" Rumsey is night to highlight the isomorphism berween the Kant-
1an model of agency and the qualities valued in the male subjects of his
time, but her claim that Kant denites the former from the laner is rather
swift. It allows the significance of this isomorphism to be attenuated via
the counter-response that it is not the result of Kant’s account of moral
agency per se (that is, I its propedy universal aspect), but only the con-

tingent (if unfortunate) effect of a social and polirical context which ille-
gitimately identified the capaciry for morality with men. Indeed, the two
remaining pieces in the FIK section on Ethics both deny that Kant de-
oves the ground of morality by abstracting from virtues historically
identified as ‘male’, and seek by contrast to affirm the value of Kant's
‘moral philosophy for feminism.

Herta Nagl-Docekal echoes Sedgwick’s comment that Kant can
be seen as providing a legitimate basis for an ethics of care in a broad
sense. Nagl-Docekal argues thar although the ethics of care perspective
takes itself to be an altemative to universal ethics, in fact it implicnly de-
pends on universal principles. Moreover, the formal universalism of
Kantian morality can ground an ethics of care that demands that we
value others as ends-in-themselves, and support them m the pursuit of
their chosen ends (providing these do not conflict with morality). Be-
cause such support is not based on patholegical love, it avoids the
dangerously exchusive mature of an ethics based on actual emotional
bonds. Nagl-Docekal concludes that basing an ethics of care on Kant's
categoncal imperative allows sex-discrimination to be seen as an objec-
tive moral problem, because it mvolves both using women simply as
means, and failing adequately to support them in their pussuit of happi-
ness— on this model, formal equality could never be enough.

Marcia Baron also suggests that, from the standpoint of a ‘ferni-
nism of equality, Kant’s ethics provide the resources for social and
political change: his formal account of the basis of moralityis fundamen-
tally egalitanan in ways that implicitly undermine his own misogynistic
views and support the recognition of women as equal moral and political
agents (Baron FIK, 148). Baron offers subtle, non-reductive readings of

“Kantian autonomy and the role of feeling in moral judgement. Nonethe-

less, she agrees with Rumsey thar Kant tends w identify the genenc
human with the male subject, excluding qualities associated with women
{such as love and care} from his account of the prototypical moral per-
son. Thus, he over-emphasizes emotional detachment, and neglects the
importance of the culuvation of sentiment for moral development.
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However, contra Rumsey, Baron argues thar this bias in Kant's moral
philosophy, whilst problenmaric, does not touch its foundations.

Baron deals sensitively with the power-relations that can compli-
cate acts of fnendship, love, or beneficence, and with the way that a
respect for distance may be crucially important for women. However,
her comment that ‘accepting favours may undermine sel-respect and
one’s sense of equality with others” (155) indicates a tendency to take
bounded and equal individuals as the norm This fits with her advocacy
of a feminism of equality, and her rejection of accounts of identiry that
take the boundaries of the self to be “porous” (157). But it also means
that, despite her careful reading of Kant’s account of mutual aid, it is
bard to see how relations of dependence would not always (on this
model) constitute a potential threat to identity and agency. The limits of
this kind of feminist re-appropriation of Kant are also indicated when
Baron develops Kant via Mill, to argue that respect for autonomy entails
that every individual has an equal right to pursue their own projects, as
long as they do not infringe on anyone else’s right to do the same. This
model of mutually delimiting spheres of freedom and action would not
help us when faced with fundamentally incommensurable projects, such
as may be the case when women seek a female identity incompatible with
patriarchal structures. A

Baron suggests that the gender bias in Kant's theory can be ‘cor-
rected” in ways that leave his moral grotmdwork intact by adding in more
attention to the moral significance of qualities traditionally aligned with
women (166), This strategy runs the risk of unintentionally reinforcing
conventional (i.e., patriarchal) gender roles and stereotypes. Moreover, as
Baron herself notes, Kant bars sentiment from playing a foundational
role in morality (170 n.31). Thus, no matter how much corrective weight
is given to empathy or love, within a Kanrian framework a sentimental
education will always be less important than the development of autan-
omy. A hierarchy will be implicitly preserved whereby those whose
identity is socially and culturally bound up with the cultivation of feeling
and interconmectedness will remain second-rate moral agents. This
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points to a problem that haunts the liberal feminist position that Baron
adopts. Given Kant’s frmework, women can only count as fully devel
oped moral agents at the cost of distancing themselves from the norms
and ideals connected with being recognized and valued as women; by
taking up a position that is theoretically neutral but, as Baron acknowl}-

‘edges, culturally and historically aligned with men.

What this section of the book interestingly illustrates, then, is that
both “ethics of care” and liberal feminisms of equality tend 10 perpetuate
problematic gender dis-symmetries. As Baron and Nagl-Docekal suggest,
ethics of care approaches seek to make space for sexual difference but
may mnadvertently reproduce patnarchal values and gender roles by too
straighrforwardly mverting them. 'This is the risk Sedgwick and Romsey
face in appealing rather uncritically 1o a notion of female experience’.

Yer, as we have seen, the liberal feminism with which Baron aligns
herself nisks perpetuating the ideal of a universal mtional subject whose
implicit gendering remains operational but obscured. Though their pa-
pers are very different, both Baron and Nagl-Docekal see Kant’s denial
of full moral agency to women as an (illegitimate) second step in a fun-
damenrally ‘epalitarian” moraliry. Nagl Docekal goes further, separating
an ethics of care nsofar as it is concerned with gendered differences in
moral reasoning, from what she regards as 2 more general concer with
altemative conceptions of morality. But in so doing, she loses the critical
feminist insight into the intrinsic link between conceptions of morality
and gendered conceptions of the subject.

Neither Baron nor Nagl-Docekal, I would suggest, take seriously
enough Sedgwicles claim that the real force of the feminist critique lies in
the idenuficadon of a gender-bizs in the very medel of autonomy undes

" pinning - (and reinforced by) Kantian ethics. This implies that the

exclusion of women from full moral agency is not a historcally contin-
gent ‘second step’, but bound up with the undedying structures of
Kantian agency— namely, the opposition of nature and reason, and the
concomitart devaluation of the material and affective- in ways that feed
back through the system and undermine the claim to universal validity.
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. The question is how to draw this out withow relying on uncrtical ap-
peals to the empirical evidence of women’s experience. Such appeals
readily support the view that it is the socio-cultural condidons of
women's lives which need to change so that they can become moral
agents in the Kantian sense, rather than this model of agency which is
inherently problematic— with sericus soctal and political consequences—
because it is simuktaneously gendered and gender-blind.

It would thus be imporant to show how Kant’s account of
autonomy is secured by transcendental structures (such as the subject—
object opposition) as well as pre-cnitical assumptions (primanly the claim
that human nature is split between animality and reason) that combine 1o
preclude the very possibility of a femnale subject of moral experience. In-
sofar as woman's sexed and embodied speeificiry is recognized, this will
align her with the ‘instinctive’ and objectified realm of matertal nature
that impedes fully-fledged moral agency. A more positive question may
follow. Rather than appealing to women’s experience as it s and has
been (ander patrarchy), we might ask: under what conditions can
women— without sacrificing their sexed specificity— become the sub-
jects of ethical experience? What conception of human nature, and what
account of the subject, make this conceivable? Not because this would
for the first time allow women to have ethical expeniences, but so that
those aspects of women’s existence that are not captured by the reduc-
tive schemas available, and that risk rematming invisible and undervalued,
might come into view as having ethical significance.

Respect and Desire

By highlighting Kamt’s inabiliry to deal adequately with unequal power
relations, Rumsey signals a possible strategy for challenging Kant. Rather
than revising his model of agency, we could take unequal power relations
as the norm (as a different ‘common cognition’ from which to begin
moral reflection perhaps), and ask what the ground of morality would be
for such beings.”” Such lines of enquiry see the gendering of Kantian eth-
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ics as inextricably bound to transcendental and ontological questions

_about the constmtion of the subject as agent and the nature of human

being,

As noted above, Herman draws attention to the need to engage at
just such a level, emphasizing, that Kant’s moral philosophy is grounded
i a ‘metaphysical and transcendental concept of pure practical rational-
ity’ (Herman 1993, 233). Herman explicitly addresses Sedgwick’s charge
that identifying moral value with rational autonomy entails an impover-
ished conceprion of moral agency (202). In human beings, she argues,
autononty is always emboedied in situated agents, and the manner aod ex-
tent of its realization is shaped by the physical, affective, and social
contingencies that characterize their existence (204-5). Hermnan's inter-
pretation makes it difficult to accept Sedgwick’s claim that Kantian
autonomy can only be attained ‘in solation from [an agent’s] contingent
ends, her culture, history, and relations to others’ (FIK, 93).

However, despite the sensitivity towards the affective that Her-
man shows is available to Kantian ethics, Sedgwick’s central claim holds
good— mamely, that where the affective plays no arstingse role in the
ethical, an impoverished model of agency results. Insofar as a normative
conception of rational autonomy structures an agent’s deliberative field,
affects, desires and emotions will only be perceived as morally significant
1o the extent that they impmge on an agent’s capacity to determine
themselves via reason. In Herman’s account, the possibility of ethical
thought and action remains aligned with a conception of desires and in-
clinations as ‘comtingent” in the sense that they are ‘not corstinutite of the
keind of being e are— a ind of rational bemng’ (Herman 1993, 217; my enr
phasi). » |

Challenging the identification of moral agency with reason in-
volves asking what it would mean to think of human beings as “2 kind of
being’ necessanly constituted by desires, as well as by reason. This would
not entail simply according ‘feeling” inutinsic moral worth, but challeng-
ing the foundational opposition of (active) reason and (passive)
materiality. We would need to ask how the material affectivity of human
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beings might be seen as playing an active, constitutive role in the ethical
life of an agent®

David-Ménard takes up such questions in her analysis of the rele-
gation of the sensible in Kant’s philosophy, which she positions as the
efect of a particular organization of desire. As she says in a recent inter-
view, T find that the edifice of pure reason, as a work of thought, is
much more intelligible when one grasps the respect in which desire is at
work in elaborations which are nevertheless abstract” (David-Ménard
2000, 23)** Her contribution to the Fenirist Faeypretations volume exero

plifies her method of examining philosophical texts for ‘points of

articulation’ between the order of the ‘purely conceprual’ and that of
“farnasy, where ‘the sexuate idemtity of the male or female thinker ...
plays a part.’ (2000, 28)

In this essay, she differentiates two aspects of Kant’s categorical
imperative: the brutal ‘suprise’ of being confronted with the law’s un-
conditional demand, and the logical test of universalization, where the
specificity of differert desires is erased as all acts acquire a common

measure and 2l individuals become equivalent before the law. That the
second aspect seerns logically implied by the first is an illusion, she ar-
gues, sustainable only because both are already founded on the relegation
of the sensible as the ‘pathological’ (David-Ménard FIK, 350-1). FHuman
beings always fall short of the law’s demand because Kant presupposes 2
conflict between the awareness of being determined by law, and sensible
interests and desires (349). This conflict links the first, categorical aspect
of the law 1o the second, where the need o relegate the sensible be-
comes the ‘pretext’ for a process of universalization which transforms
the material specificity of desires into ‘mere matter for the formalism of
the law.’ (350)

The split between the sensible and the Jaw that underpins Kantian
auronomy is shown to depend upon a particular organization of desire
(namely, renouncement) that makes its objects interchangeable. David-
Meénard argues that a different organization of desire, one that she traces

* in the dream of a fermale patient, would engender a different relation to
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both the unconditional and the sensible. In the dream, unconditional loss
is acknowledged and negotiared, but desire is also continued in ways that
register the differences between objects. Thus, instead of responding to
the suffering induced by an unconditional demand by renouncing (and
thus rendering equivalent) all objects of desire, this alternative logic nei-
ther sactifices all sensible interests, nor renders all objects of desire
‘indifferent’. David-Ménard’s final suggestion that women (‘or those
humans who identify with women?) perhaps act without reference to the
‘Supreme Good’ deliberately echoes Kant’s claim that women do not act
out of respect for the Moral Law (353). However, her analysis allows us
to hear within this pronouncement the possibility of a wholly different
(‘amoral) conceprion of ‘the Good'.

David-Ménard’s essay is distinctive in that it takes up the aligp-
mems via which Kamt excludes women from being fully-fledged moral
agents, and makes those alignments (with the sensible realm of beautiful
appearances and desirable objects) the basis for a different undemstanding
of notions of obligation, guilt and autonomy.™ She reveals the necessary
links between exposing the gendenng of Kant's ‘universal’ moral law, re-
working ‘moral’ concepts by abstracting from a female subject-position,
and re-thinking the very conditions of being/becoming a subject. May
one say that women are nor subjects? Let us say rather that they become
subjects differently from men; women become subject by way of a spe-
cific modatity of playfully sublimating that which, in their desires, causes
suffering and guilt.’ (348)"

David-Ménard deploys a Frendian modulation of transcendental
critique— ‘not quite what one calls the work of critique’ (2000, 24)— in
ways that problematize psychoanalytic accounts of woman, and philoso-
phical accounts of the ‘pure’ transcendental wnmarked by a
phartasmatic/empirical residue.” Her approach resonates with that of
Kofman, who also tuns Freud against Kamt to imcover,a.n empincal
residue contaminating the 4 priori transcendental principle of morality.

Kofman begins by asking whether Ttlo respect women’ is ‘simply
1o obey the categorical imperative which requires respect with regard to
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the other 25 morl personage?’ (Kofman FIX, 355) For Kan, she argues,
respect for women lies at the heart of a complex economy of relations
between the sexes. Respect is demanded by women’s modesty, which
covers the animalistic, disgusting nanare of (her) sex; it protects man,
helping to prevent him from indulging his own sensuality; and it edu-
cates man, eliciting the civilized decency that set him on the path o true
~morality. By withdrawing the object of his desire from the senses,
woman redirects man towards the idea/L Respect for women thus func-
tions as a ‘preliminary respect’, Tt}he condition sine qua non of the
existence of the moral law, or at least of apprenticeship for submission
to it.” (360-1) When respect is properly transferred to the moral law, a
retreactive ‘cleavage’ 1s produced. ‘The respect for woman that first
curbed man’s desires is replaced by disgust for matemal, sensual nature.
This must now be sacrificed to the sublime law that inherirs the power of
‘the original fascinating figure’ (364). ‘

Kofman finds the tension between respect for the mother and re-
spect for the moral law repeated in Kant’s use of the figure of Isis {to
whom I return below).” Whilst empirical representation emasculates
reason by making man dependent on his senses, the transcendental
imagination can represent the monl law aesthetically, providing that its
very unrepresentability is simultaneously figured. Isis fulfils this function:
the sublime itwcription banning the lifting of her veil indicates the im-
possibility of representing both the moral law and the inexhaustible
plentitude of Mother Nawre. Yet by choosing Isis, Kant risks comtami-
nating a personification that he insists must come after, and be based
upon, the idea of the moral law with the respect for the mother that
comes before the law.

By reading the sublime as sublimation, Kofman conchudes that, on.

the one hand, respect for women—and in patticular, the mother—
constitutes a ‘prefiguration of moral respect” that ‘stainfs] by its empirical
impurity the purity ... of respect for the moral law’. On the other, the
fact that a proper respect for the moral law depends on holding Mother
Nature at a distance indicates that morality itself serves ‘as a cover foran
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operation of a completely different order’, namely, the mastery of
women (357).
The analyses of Kofman and David-Ménard complement one an-
other productively. Their shared concerns with the sacrfice of the
sensual realm also resonate strongly with the emphasis on feeling and
concrete particulanity in the section of the Feminist Inerpretations volume
on ‘Ethics’* Nonetheless, a profound difference in approach cuts across
these shared concemns. The medes of analysis adopted by Kofman and
David-Ménard link them more readily w several other post-Kamtian
ferninists, absent from this volume, to whose work I wall now mum.

The Abyss of Sexual Difference

Two feminist philosophers who engage with the ontological implications
of the Kantian transcendental are Luce Irigaray and Christune Batrersby.
Specsdsom of the Other Waman simaates Kant’s work within a phallogocentric
genealogy sustained by woman’s manifold appearances as ‘other’. The
critical system repeats the pattem whereby woman is both desirable ob-
ject, and the infinite excess against which the subject is secured. Woman
is aligned with a phenomenal nature formally constivuted by the subject,
and with matter thought as both inert substance® and unstable chaos.*
But Kant is also located at a very specific point in this genealogy. Iriga-
ray’s account foregrounds the interdependence of subject and object n
Kant's system,” implying that this accords the object/other a power
which may not be fully containable. Kant is thus seen as iniriating a
movement towards the de-centening of the subject, which will pass
through Freud and Lacan into posunodernism. However, it is not only
‘in the male imaginary’ that the Copemicari revolution ‘has yet ta have its
final effects’ (Irigaray 1985, 133). A further revolution remains to be
charted: the earth might tun upon it-/hemelf, generating a female-
female relation in which woman would no longer be defined against a
{male) subject.
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Kant’s voice echoes through the chapter opening the central part
of Specdum (‘Any Theory of the Subject) and is foregrounded in “Para-
dox A Priori’. Inigaray shows how woman is aligned wath ‘the reserve of
“sensuality”” that underpins the critical architectonic (141): each of the
partitions erected by reason depends on its distancing itself from one of
‘the many faces of the sensible world’ (212). Even in the ‘seismic convul-
sions’ of the sublime (137), {flear and awe of an all-powerful narure
fotbid man to touch his/the mother and reward his courage in resisting
her antractions by granting him the right to judge himself independent’
(210).

Kant seeks o usurp the productivity of the mothet/nature (140)
by re-constituting mature on a transcendenral ground that will ‘never do
fustice to the sensible world’ (204), The « priori forms of intuition and the
schematism of the first Critigne block out the mulriplicity of wmlabeled
sensations that characterize nature ‘in her primary empirical naivete’, sac-
rificing ‘the immediacy of the rdatiorsinp to the mothe’ (204). lrigaray need
not be read as appealing to an original but ‘lost’ female nature here; what
is a stake is the specificity of woman’s relation to the imaginarion (133).
The transcendental project is deepened in two directions simultanecusty.
Ingaray shows how the space-time of the crirical project is conditioned
by the demand that the self-identical subject be secured; and she asks
what kind of space-time would make it possible to schematize differ-
ently, in ways releasing the manifold potentiality of restless matter from
the unifying forms of the object, and allowing woman/ matter to become
other than the ‘other’ of the subject.

This dual deepening is reflected in Ingary’s analysis of Kant’s

discussion of incongruent counterparts, where he considers the (non- -

conceptualizable) differences berween a nght hand and its ‘left-hand’
mirror image (203).® Kant's representation of inner bodily differences in
terms of mirror images indicates that a space-time characterized by op-
position, reversal and inversion has been introjected in ways that make
the maternal body— where one can be ‘placed inside the other—
inconceivable (137; 205). Bur the fact that mner bodily differences that
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resist conceprualization can be ‘taught’ via the senses also suggests that:
‘One kind of difference ... will never be analysed. Is this because that differ-
ence could not be mimored as object? If so, this is precisely how 1t
under lies the very functioning of the “object™ (210).

The abyss confronted by the imagination in the sublime veils an-
other ‘chasm’ on which Rant’s system rests: the inability to think sexual
difference.” Ingaray's subversive double-syntax articulates the ways in
which this difference, whose repression 15 a condition of the opposi-
tional structures of Kantian metaphysics, slips beneath and beyond those
same structures. Thinking sexual difference in 15 irreducibility would re-
quire an imaginary able to schematize a productive female materiality in
which ‘self’ and ‘other’ are not oppositional counterparts, but sustained
by a fluid intermingling.

It is towards such a possibility that Battersby works in The Phe
norrenal Wornan, via 2 critical dialogue with Kant that moves beyond a
Kantian account of identity. Where Kant’s ‘Copernican revolution’
placed man at the centre of reality, Battersby seeks to ‘displace[s] the ap-
parently gender-neutral Kantian self at the centre of the knowable word®
(1998, 2). She agrees with other theorists discussed here thar woman’s
relation to personhood and auronomy is problematized by her alignment
with (‘beauriful’) cultivated propriety rather than (‘sublime’) moral prin-
ciple, as well as with the reproductive purposes of narure (64-5). Her
more unusual claim 15 that the transcendental subject, an apparentdy
gender-free logical construct, in fact ‘make[s] the female body— and her
transcendental T'— a transitional structure, somewhere between self and
not-self” (66)

Like Irigaray, Battersby emphasizes that the Kantian subject can
only be posited as a correlative of an objective external wordd. Kantian
spatiality is thus crucial to the temporal stability of the transcendental T
which depends on conceptualizing matter as inert, ‘dead’ substance, and
positioning the subject’s necessary “other” as both in space and ‘ourside’
the self. This problematizes the status of the subject’s own body, which,
as a sparial construct, ‘slips between inside and ouwrside ... neither self




48 Worens P}Jilmopby Revew

Wormens Philosopby Revew 49

nor not-self.” (70) The problem is deepened by Kanr’s imability to think
inner bodily spaces, so that he remains unable to conceptualize the fe-
male body that births and that may contain othemess within.** Indeed, as
Battersby shows, in both the Gritigne of Teledlogiaal Judgment and the Opis
Postunzem, Kant struggles with (and against) the notion of a flud, self-
forming matter, which could not be simply opposed to an active thinking
subject (77).

Battersby vakes the female subject-position as norm so as to think
through the ontological significance of a ‘self-forming” matter— of a
body that births— in ways that entail ‘dispensing with the (Kantian) no-

uon that the T’ gives form to reality by imposing a grd of spatio- -

temporal relationships upen otherwise unformed “matter”.” (2) She chal-
lenges the “spaceume structures and subject-object relationships that
Kant viewed as both universal and necessary to show that ‘to think a
persisting self it is not necessary to posit a permanent, underlying sub-
strate that persists beneath martter and that remains always the “same™
{5-6). She proceeds to delineate a metaphysics of becoming (rather than
substance) that makes it possible to think identiry for an embodied (fe-
male) subject characterized by a eapaciry to birth.

'The link between the female subject-positon and natality rests on
an appeal neither to women’s ‘experience’ (6, 37, 59), nor to biclogical
‘fact’. Rather, the fermie’ is a socially and historically variable consuruct
linking women to a particular bodily morphology as well as to specific
positionings in social networks of power (20-1)." Where the female” is
centrally understood in terms of a body that births, as in westem moder-
nity, the philosophical impore of taking the sexed specificity of the
‘female’ subject as nonm lies in the way that this necessitates re-working
the subject-object relation. Self and other are no longer discrete entities
but constitutively entwined, as unique identities emerge through complex
pattems of repetition and echo. Battersby uses Kierkegaard to negotiate
an alternative, non-Kantian ontology and 2 non-linear tempolity where
‘birth (and radical novelty) is the norm’ and ‘identities are scored into

specificity by repeated movemenmts which pattern the complex possibili-

ties into actmality’, such that “self” and “other” take shape together.
(151) A

By finding some of the resources for a femimst metaphysics
within the history of westem philosophy, Battersby departs significantly
from Irigaray, for whom ‘the history of western philosophy remains the
expression of a seamless masculine imaginary’ (56). But Bawersby does
ot only appropriate resources from within the tradition, arguing that
‘we also need to look in some unfamiliar places: in texts by past women
writers who register that they must count as abnormal, peculiar or singu-
Iar in terms of the dominant models of the self— and then go on 1o rake
imaginative or theoretical adjustments.’ (56) Thus, in a series of articles
(and a forthcoming bools, provisionally entiled Spliz Ingfirrities: the Subliz,
Aesthetics and Pdlitiod Critiqud), she has analyzed the multiple strategies de-
ployed by women artists and writers o appropriate and reconfigure the
(Kantian) sublime, ‘

Sublime Varations

In ‘Stages on Kant's Way (1995), Battersby charts the gendering of the
sublune from the pre-critical Obseruations 1o the third Critigne. What re-
mains constant throughout is the alignment of aesthetic and moral
hierarchies such that a capacity for sublirme feeling correlates with a ca-
pacity for moral autonomy. Hence, though women are theoretically
capable of sublime judgment in Kant’s later, ‘universal’ aesthetics, the
fact thar they ayght not to be educated into transcending their instinctual
fear of nature (because of their role in the propagation of the species)
blocks them from both the sublime and development as moral persons.
Women’s ‘duty to remain outside the sublime’ places her between
mar/ nature, self/ other, and ‘disrupts and disturbs the whole of [Kant's]
critical system.’ {1995, 93} However, for Battersby, Kant’s emphasis on
the differences berween those trained 1o overcome bodily life and those
educated to think of themselves in terms of embodiment provokes a
rmore positive question (97): What kind of sublime, what mode of tan-
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scendence, might be open to a self that did not Position the material
world as its extemal ‘other? And concomitartly, what alternative on-
tologies might emerge by thinking from the perspective of a self thar did
not secure itself by mastering nature?

Possible answers are found in work by 2 range of women, past
and present. The poetry of one of Kant’s near contemporaries, Karoline
von Giinderode, transforms the dynamics of the sublime to recover a
mode of relational selfhood, an ‘individuality that is in harmony with,
and permeated by, the opposing forces that together constitute Namire
and the All ... Identity does not disappear, but is mainrained only by
flowing excess.” (1994c, 133; 138) A different response is found in the
work of contermporary artists Mona Hatoum and Evelyn Williarms.? On
Battersby’s reading, both can be seen as deploying the antinomical nature
of the sublime against Kant, 1o negouate the (non-Kantian) antinomies
that structure women’s paradoxical position in western modernity
caught between being ‘na-at-all badily and ‘move bodily' than males (Bat-
tersby nd., 5), between ‘masculine ideals of autonomy and feminine
ideals of bondedness and collectivity.” (1994a, 30).

These armists neither dissolve antinomies into a loss of self, nor re-
solve them 10 secure an autonomous subject, In Williams™ work, tensions
berween the bounded (stasis, sameness, the self, the one) and unbounded
(flow, becoming, otherness, the many) become productive, They struc-
tare both the images and the tenuous idemtity of vulnerable figures
whose singularity often depends on the ways they are folded into com-
plex patterns of repetition, Hatoum’s “‘Current Disturbance’ uses pulsing
light and sound to decompose the boundaries between ‘self’ and ‘nor-
self’, and ‘makes us experience our selves as constituted through unstable
patterns of movement and flows of energies” (Battersby n.d., 23). Matter
is no longer ‘other’ to the self, which Hatoum’s work configures as ‘bod-
iy, fragile, vulnerable—both part of nature and yet nonetheless an
observing “I”.” (Bawersby n.d., 25)

The sublime, as emblematized by the goddess Isis,” also plays an
important role in The Phenmrenal Wann. Here Battersby argues that the
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excessive nature confronted in the sublime is 2 comained (‘fake’) infiniry:
not only does it allow man’s sense of himself as an autonomous agent to
be reinforced, bur feminized Narure (Isis) is pinioned as an ever-receding
horizon against which the subject’s speculative gaze 15 oriented (Bar-
tersby 1998, 79). This containment of a feminine ‘excess” which allows
(the illusion of) identity {or self-presence} to be constructed and maio-
tained is repeated, she argues, by both Derrida and Lacan.

Banersby critiques psychoanalytic interpretations that map the
sublime ono oedipal dynamics. Such readings often accord the m/other
a key role, yet underwrite her alignment with the enticing/threatening
excess thar must be overcome to secure the boundaries of the subject.
Hence, ‘the epitome of sublime power remains the oedipal father.
(1994c 132) By contrast, Patricia Yaeger argues that ‘the agon typical of
the Romantie sublime’ can be reconfigured ‘so that the pre-oedipal desire,
for closeness or nearness with the other that the conventional sublime
tries to repress remains vistble and viable." (Yaeger, 204) However, this
feminine sublime celebrates a blissful bonding with the mother that re-
mains aligned with a state of pre-individuation in ways that leave the
bounded (oedipal) subject in place as the norm. Yaeger's account moves
away from the confines of masculine autonomy without moving towards
an altemnative model of the self.*

Given the rich work in this area,” it is perhaps a shame that only
one piece in the Schott volume addresses the sublime. Comelia Klinger
questions the extent to which the gendering of eighteenth-century aes-
thetics reappears in the more recent wrings of Lyotard. Klinger uses
Schiller w show how the gendenng of the beautiful and sublime maps
onto the opposition of nature and reason, but this strategy is problematic
insofar as it obscures important differences between Kant and Schiller.
For Schiller, sublime reason can wrench itself free from the alluring
beauty of phenomenal nature (Klinger FIX, 200), lifting the veil on the
super-sensible (again personified as Isis). For Kant, as Battersby notes,
Isis remains necessanly inaccessible; the dlusion that one can penetrate
the veil only ‘emasculates’ reason (Battersby 1995, 101--3).
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Klinger quotes a long passage from “The Interest of the Sublime’
(Lyotard 1993), suggesting that Lyotard’s depiction of ‘father’ reason
raping ‘mother’ imagination is an ironic caricature designed to unmask
the gendenng of Kant’s account (FIK, 202-3). Nonetheless, she argues
that Lyorard does not distance himself enough from this gendered dy
nammic, even surpassing Kant in celebrating the violence done to the
imagination (203). In Lyotard’s post-metaphysical sublime, the imagina-
ton’s fallure no longer signals a higher (moral} vocation (205): the
sublime (masculinist) gesture of breaking away from reality has been
emptied of meaning, But this does not do justice to the ethical import of
Lyotard’s project, where ‘transcendence’ no longer implies a movement
of overcoming, but an immanent opening onto an ireducible otherness
beyond -the subject’s representational powers. Whereas Klinger aligns
Lyotard with Schiller (205), I would position him closer to Kant. The
painful disarming of the subject in the sublime— like the prohibition on
lifting the veil of Isis— allows a different kind of violation to be blocked,
namely, the assumption that every ‘material event’ can be grasped via the
forms of representation (Lyorard 1991, 141).¥

It is the ethical and political potential of Lyotard’s approach that
Barbara Freeman mobilizes in The Fergnine Subdime. She links his account
of the sublime as attesting to ‘the fact that something unpresentable ex-
ists’ (Freeman, 125)* to Toni Momison’s Bdoud, as bearing witness 1o
the unspeakable and largely unspoken history of African- Amenican slav-
ery. The theorerical frame of Freeman’s book positions the ‘feminine’ as
‘one name’ for a distuptive ‘residue” that ‘contests binades’, including the
oppositional structure male/female (9-10).¥ The “feminine sublime’ will
volve both exposing the traditional gendering of the sublime, where
identity is reaffirmed by neutralizing feminine excess, and working to in-
voke that excess in its irreducibility. “‘Unlike the masculinist sublime that
seels to master, appropriate, or colonize the other, I propose that the
politics of the feminine sublime involves taking up a position of respect
" in response to an incalculable otherness ... to that which makes meaning
infinitely open and ungovemable.’ (11)
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Here Freeman risks releasing femimine excess only to contain it

. again, by holding it at a respeciful distance, and by continuing to define it

as the ‘otherness’ sustaining the symbolic. This ‘excess of excess’ does
pot yet involve thinking alternative omtologies. Instead, Freeman draws
on Judith Butler to suggest that it demands a politics of continual and

"shifting resistance (10~12), Thus, in the first of two chapters on Kant,

Freeman offers detailed readings of both Frmkestin, and Jean Rhys’
Good Morring, Michght, positioning each in tum as a subversively parodic
enactment of the Kantian sublime. ,

In the final chapter, Freeman moves beyond parody and towards
an alternative sublime, prefigured in her reappropriation of Isis. Freeman
reclaims the goddess veded by Kant’s and Derrida’s distanced respect by
turning to the original myths, where Isis recovers and buries the scat-
tered fragmerts of Osins’ body (116~9, 121). Contra the detachment of
Kantian aesthetics, this Isis shows us how 1o bear witness to unspeakable
loss: through a labour of mouming that finds ways of symbolizing events
defined by their unrepresentability, thereby affirming connections to the
past (110-1, 121, 139). This is the work of mouming Momison under-
takes in Belowd.

Morrison is read alongside Lyotard as asking how to testify to a
traumatic past that erupts into the present, shattering temporal bounda-
ties, yet that cannot be re-presented because it is not just ‘forgotten’ but
never was present. Trauma obliterates its witnesses; survival can depend
on absenting oneself from the experence (127-9). The key figure in this
‘poetics of the unspeakable’ (131) is Beloved, an ambiguous presence
caught between life and death, personal and collective trauma, who ‘be-
tokens the excessiveness of a history that cannot be presented as such.’
(136) Beloved brings the other protagonists into relation with their past
and their pain; she provokes the need to tell stories about what cannot
be recalled, showing that the unspeakable not only exceeds speech, bur
impels interpretations to refigure an unreadable history (129-2). She
opens a passage to the unsymbolizable that allows the fragments of a
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- ruptured past to be recovered— not to master or exorcize it, but to attest
to the relations thar bind the present to what is lost, and cannot be told.

Freeman draws attention to four sections towards the end of the

novel where the voices of Sethe and her daughters, Denver and Beloved,
become increasingly entwined— with each other and with their shared
but unrepreseatable history— finally merging into a chorus® Here,
Freeman notes, ‘consolation depends upon an affirmation of attachment
and the fusion of individual identities”. Bur importamly, this is no simple
celebration of the loss of self. In ways that point beyond a logic of op-
positional idenrity, Freeman emphasizes that: *Ordy when their mes merge
aan the dharacters begin to separate from the past and from aad ctber ... . Thus is
the work of mouming accomplished.” (143; my emphasis)

Rethinking the Kantian model of the subject by drawing on re-
sources found in Kant’s aesthetics is also the concern of two other essays
in the Schott anthology. Jane Kneller and Marcia Moen argue that the
emphasis Kant places on the universal communicability of aesthetic feel-
ing reorients his thinking. Moen suggests that re-evaluating the role of
feeling draws Kanr away from an ‘atomistic ontology of the persor’ and
towards ‘the value of felt connectedness’ (Moen FIK, 214), while Kneller
argues that this shift permits a reconceptualization of autonomy. K eller
positions both Arendt and O'Neill as pointing in this direction: the for-
mer via her political reading of the third Critigue as recognizing the
necessity of thinking in community; the latter due to her social construc-
tivist reading of Kantian autonomy as an open-ended project through
which rational agents seek to realize political freedom.

Kneller herself argues that to fully recognize the importance of
community for the capacity for self-determination, we need to acknowl-
edge not only the social dimension of autonomy, but the felt and
imaginative aspects of human subjectivity explored in the third Critigue.
Auention to feelings can help explain how an individual becomes
autonomous— frustration at dependency driving one towards active self-
determination, for example. Kneller also sees the expanded power of the
productive imagination in the third Critigue as crucial, as it allows us to

imaginatively project alternative realities, and to produce and affectively
connect with images and ideals that exceed our conceptual grasp.

The imagination’s role in symbolic expression is cemral to Moen’s
argument too. Drawing on Kant’s discussion of hypotyposis, she fore-
grounds the way that the supersensible can be indirectly presented and

" materially embodied via symbols. These demand interpretation, made

possible, in turm, by the supersensible substrate as the ground of the sub-
ject's powers to create and respond to aesthetic ideas (FIK, 236-9) e
Moen coins the term “Transcendental Semiotic Function’ for this double-
sided process, echoing the “Transcendental Unity of Apperception’ in the
first Critigue. Because symbols are always particular, yet indeterminate,
capturing more than could be discursively articulated, they challenge us
to imerprer them in ways that allow concepts to be reformulated. Ar the
same time, the self-instantiating aspect of symbols, which set the terms
of their own interpretations (different symbols allowing for different
elaborations of the same concept), means that the objects of material
culture partially consritute the interpretative subject (237, 240-1).%

Moen argues that this process of interpretation is oper-ended and
inherently social, in ways that gesture towards a revised conception of
morality based on “an imperative to communal and cultural participation,
an imperative to interpret and be interpreved.” (236) She suggests that the
“Transcendental Semiotic Function’ restores natrative complexity to both
subject and object (243; 246). Our lives provide rich matenial for inter-
pretation, and the stories we tell 1o articulate their particulanty make us
‘part of the process in which we interpret and are interpreted’ (251).
'Thus, individual narratives become linked in a shared story.

In the first of these two essays, Kneller wittily critiques the ‘carica-

" ture’ of the ‘moral-heroic’ Kantian subject which feminist criticism has

sometimes perpetuated (174-5).”* Nonetheless, the force of her own ar-
gument partly depends on representing the third Critigre as 2 radical shift
in Kant’s thinking in ways that tend to push her back towards this more
reductive model of moral autonomy by way of contrast. Similarly, Moen
emphasizes the difference between the subject of aestheric judgement
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- and the “atomistic ... essentially separate, desperately autonomous” sub-
ject of Kant’s earlier work (214-5), thereby tending to cbscure the way
thar aesthetic feeling secures both the cognitive subject of the first G
tigue and the moral agent of the second. Thus, it could be argued that
both thinkers overestimate the extent of the shift effected by Kant's aes-
thetics. ,

This is compounded by a bhuming of the empinical and transcen-
dental in both essays’ accounts of seus awmmens”* Kneller interprets this
as a kind of impartial empathy (182), Moen as an ‘empathic generality’
essential to inter-subjective processes of interpretaton (221, 228, 231).
Both accounts imply a feeling for/ with others at odds with Kant’s insis-
tence that the unversal communicability of aesthetic judgements is
independemnt of how others acnaally do feel As Kneller indicates, aes-
thetic judgment ‘takes account’ only of how others oughr 1o judge by
virtue of being transcendentally grounded in the faculdes (181-2). But
this means that rather than generating empathic social and psychological
bonds berwse: subjects, aesthetic feeling reinforces the underlying same-
ness of subjects who—at a transcendental level—can stand for one
another, taking up the same exemplary subject-position. If subjects are
related by analogy in the third Griigue, as Moen suggests (218), then this
would rake the form not of metonymic contiguity (generating ‘horizon-
tal, intersubjective connections), but of metaphorical substimurion,
reinforcing sameness and identiry.

For these reasons, I remain unconvinced that Kant’s account of
aesthenc judgment leads to a relational ontology (215, 222), though I
agree with Moen that unless the ontology of the Kantian subject is ques-
tioned, the feminist crtique of his epistemology remains inadequate
(251). Moen also shows that the third Critige should make us question
the claim that Kant simply opposed reason and feeling, whilst the atten-
tion she pays to the aesthetic significance of Labemggihl allows her 1o re-
evahaate the role of the body in Kant’s crtical project, suggesting a rich
line for further enquiry {232-5). Moreover, the ethical and onrological
potential of the process of mutual interpretation Moen extrapolates from
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Kamt is not necessarily dependent on her at times rather psychol
reading of sersus awrrzons, Despite some reservations, then, Moen @
Kneller do succeed in showing why the third Gritigue may be of particular
intetest 1o feminist thinkers.

Kim Hall adds to their case, linking Kant’s aesthetics (and their
gendering) to European attitudes towards race. Hall emphasizes beauty's
function as a symbol of momlity, arguing that sesus cvmmuss is ‘the mo-
ment of judgment that opens the way in which human beings, insofar as
we are moral beings, belong together in community.” (FIK, 258) At the
same time, the third Critigue reinforces the idea of man’s rightful super-
onty over nature {262) in ways thar echo the discourses of colonial
expansionism, as exemplified in texts by Columbus and Cortés. Both the
latter, and key examples in CJ (such as references 10 the Catib and Iro-
quois), position indigenous non-European peoples as part of ‘primitive’
nature that needs to be tamed. Hall thus identifies an ideological violence
at the heart of sesus awmmis. The moral community characterized by
the civilizing capacity for taste tums out to be composed of subjects that
are male and European. It exclides women and indigenous non-
European peoples, who are portrayed as uncultured or ‘savage’ in ways
that implicidy legitimize the real violence of colonial and patriarchal
domination.

Hall’s case is somewhat weakened by the way she blurs the differ
ences berween the pre-critical Obseustios and the third Crtigee with
respect to gender. Likewise, though I can see why she identifies the war
rior with the ideal of beauty (insofar as his acts express morality in the
face of danger), this is also rather odd given that he represents the arche-
typal figure of the sublime, as the passage she quotes indicates (CJ 1212
[V:262-3). This lapse detracts from Hall’s otherwise convincing claim
that Kant’s noble warrior who is admired even by the savage reinforces
‘the myth that colonizarion is a “civilizing mission” welcomed by those
whose world it ‘improves’ (FIK, 266~7).

More attention to women'’s role in this “civilizing mission’, and to
the power relations between women that can cut across shared (partiar
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chal) oppression, would also have been welcome. Kant can be read as
reinforcing the eighteenth-century alignment of (European) women with
an active capacity for “civilizing’ taste, which would legitimize their taking
up the position of oppressor themselves (whilst still devaluing them in
relation 1o the “nobler’ feeling for the sublime; Battersby 1994b, 118).
Nonetheless, Hall’s piece is a welcome addition 1o the recent work un-
dertaken by thinkers such as Genevieve Lloyd, Wnting in an Australian

context, Lloyd explores Kant’s role in the production of a philosophical

imaginary that echoes and reinforces the wider social and cultural imagk-
nary that was the condition of European colonial expansion.*

From ‘I’ to “We”; Women, Martiage and Kant’s Political Philosophy

Consideration. of the political aspects of Kamt’s thought continues in
Schorr’s own contribution to the Ferardst Iterpretatiors volume. She be-
gins with an overview of recent philosophical theories informed by Kant,
and feminist responses to those theories. As in her book, Cogation and
Eros (1988 & 1993), Schott focuses on reason’s domination of sensuous
existence, as well as the universalism and ahistosicity of the Kantian
Enlighrenment subject. She draws artention to ‘the emotional content of
detached mmpartiality’, arguing that Tthe] desire to detach the self from
contingency and embodiment is itself an effect of particular gender rela-
tions, itself an expression of the flight of masculinity from the temporal,
embodied, uncertain realm of phenomenal existence.” (FIK, 329, 321) In
her analysis of the form this ‘flight” takes for Kant, she argues that Kan-
ian reason is constituted by the exchision of emotion such that it
becomes impossible to distinguish productive and destrucuve desires
(329). '

However, this does not do justice to Kant’s complex taxonomy of
affects, where a range of differences between feelings, emotions, pas-
sions, inchinations and enthusiasms are carefully charted * Conversely, in
her book, thete is not enough sense of the way that reason’s powers are
strictly delimited in a critique conducted o, as well as by, reason. Cogziion
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«nd E o5 argues that transcendental sensibiliry is sensibility stripped of the
sensual (1988 & 1993, 101-14); yet this insight could be balanced by the
recognition that it is because the sensible is accorded transcendental
status that the Kantian world is not one in which abstract conceptual
structures are imposed on ‘raw’ sensuous experience. We might nstead,
with Irigaray, hold onto the active, condirioning power of sensibility (as
transcendenral) but ask how to extend this to/through the sensible as
sensuous matepality.

Both in her FIK essay and in her book, which places Kant within a
long tradition of philosophical asceticism,” Schorr makes a good case for
Kant as an ‘ascetic priest” in a Nietzschean sense: encouraging ‘bad con-
science’ and prescribing self-discipline in a constant watchfulness for
pathological motives. But it is odd to then accuse Kant of “forgetung’ or
‘refusing to acknowledge the existence of nonrational motivations” (FIK,
329). We might tumn to cne of Kant’s interlocutors for a dramatic re-
minder that he often suggests that actions acquire moral worth in the
struggle with such nonrmtional motives: as Maria von Herbert puts it in
her second, extraordinary letter to Kant, it seems that the demands of
monality ‘only get their prestige from the atractiveness of sin* (Letter 1o
Kant, January 1793, quoted in Langton 1992, 493).

Schott draws on Herbert’s letters to argue convincimgly that
Kant’s account of “Enlightenment” reinscribes women’s lack of self-
determination, and fails to acknowledge the socio-historical forces block-
ing women’s transition from nxelage to independence. The way women
are caught between the status of objects and persons is astutely drawn
out in Langton’s analysis of the Kant~Herbert lerters (Langton 1992).
Herben first writes to Kant in 1791, asking for advice in her despair over
a lost love™ In her second letter, she has descended into a state of deso-
lation and apathy which makes her, Langton suggests, a kind of terrble
Kantian saint’ who poses a ‘profound challenge’ to Kantian ethics {497,
495): Desire is dead. Nothing attracts. ... [Morality itself has become a
torment ... because it is too easy. Withour the counterweight of oppos-
ing inclination, what cousse could there be but to obey’ (494) K




60 Womens P bilosophy R eview

concepts without intuitions are ‘emnpty’, 5o too are principles without in-
clinations (498).

Langton relates the letters to Kant’s accounts of deception and
friendship. She argues that by passing Herbert’s letters to another with-
out her consent, Kant betrays the moral ideal of friendship by treating
Herbert as an object and a means to an end. He nor only makes of her
actions something she did not choose—a ‘waming ... against the wan-
derings of a sublimated fantasy’ (Kant, quoted in Langton 1992, 499)—
but gives her no option of consenting to the circulation of her letters,
thereby refusing to recognize her as a responsible agent capable of set-
ting her own ends. Conversely, Langton defends the deception on
Herbert’s part that was the initial cause of the crisis in her relationship.
Here Langton draws on Korsgaard’s reading of the Kingdom of Ends as
an ideal to strive towards, rather than one we can live by as if we did not
inhabit an imperfect word (501-3). Set against the backdrop of a society
which reduces women to objects in a sexual marketplace, Herbert’s re-
luctance to tell her beloved of a former liaison can be seen as the
deliberate refusal of a discourse which would reduce her to 2 ‘thing’ with
a price, and hence as protecting the murual respect necessary to frend-
ship (503-4). As friendship constirutes the moral relation in perfected
form (492), Langron conchudes that this deception may even be a chny
(504).

Korsgaard and Langton show that the value attached 10 autonomy
and expressed in the ideal of a Kingdom of Ends has substantive impli-
cations for how human beings ought to relate to one another: the
Kantian moral standpoirt is seen as essentially ‘interactive’ (Langton
1992, 487). Such readings cast doubt on Schott’s concem thar the Kant-
ian subject cannot pass “from the J 1o the @¢,¥ and that privileging
autonomy necessarily entails valorizing detachment and neglecting hu-
man interrelation (FIK, 331-2). In stronger contrast still, O'Neill’s
constructivist account makes the ‘interactive’ stance central to the very
project of critique. For her, the autonomous ‘I’ capable of critical think-
ing and worthy of respect only emerges via an endeavour shared with its
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fellow workers— with the ‘we’— such that catique itself is an inherently
political enterprise. But perhaps we can ask of both ONeill and Schow
how making the ‘we’ normatively primary— either the ‘we’ of the fellow
workers of crtique, or a ‘we” constituted by the interdependence of con-
crete individuals— can avoid generating exclusions on which the identiry
of that ‘we’ will depend.*

A different approach to the reladon of T to ‘we’ is offered by
Annette Baier. In her conrrbution to FIK, Baier argues that Kant has an
individualist picture of social co-operation and collective responsibility
where the latter is secondary to and dependent on the autonomous
moral individual. Given that Kant is often invoked as articulating the
ideals that underpin the founding of the United States as a representative
democratic republic, questicning his position acquires a contemporary
wgency (FIK, 303). The temptation for modem US (and, we might add,
UK) citizens to distance themselves from political decisions by ascribing
them to a quite separate group of official decision-makers echos in a
negative way Kant’s model of republicanism as characterized by the
sepanation of powers (304-5).

Baier cntiques Kant’s version of the republican ideal for curtailing
the real mwonomy of active citizens by denying them any nght to resist a
ruler preceived to be abusing his powess; and for consigning some citi-
zens, including women, to a passive status whereby they suppon the
public sphere without being fully included in it (309). The limited scope
for political resistance offered by Kant’s model is found w be partially
repeated in Ronald Dworkin’s more recent account of collective resporn-
sibility. Dworkin privileges a mode of political ‘integrity’ which entails
that members of a community ought to respect the prnciples on which
their shared life is based. But community members who wish 1o chal-
lenge those principles (including women working to change fundamental
patriarchal values) are thereby implicitly positioned in the wrong, and left
‘with 2 tremendous amount of apologizing” to do (313).

Nonetheless, Baier like Dworkin wanrs a cross-generational model
of collective responsibility. All those involved in unjust co-operative




62 Woment Philosophy Review

schemes— such as a patrarchal division of labour— share responsibiliry
for the way responsibility has been divided. Baier allows that responsibil-
ity may be joint without being equal: women’s consent to patriarchal
social arrangements may not have been freely given. Yet ‘even when
their agreement to their own role of meek helpmeet was not entirely un-
forced”, this does not change the way that Twlomen who let men keep
the role of mnitiator and decision-maker, despite their proven abuse of the
powers that role allocation gave them, were not merely victims of the
oppressive scheme, but co-conspiritors’, who ‘might have been betrer
advised to risk the ire of the master-sex by disputing their right to rule
(315). Here, Baier's account of power seems unsatisfactory, with regard
to both systematic oppression and the abuse of individual women. Her
position does help to shift the emphasis from allocating individual blame
to idemtifying oppressive structures, together with the shared project of
social reform. But she does not allow for the extent to which the choices
and possibilities that individuals regard as open to them may be the ef-
fect of the power relations in which they are enmeshed.

Elsewhere in the volume, we are retumed to the question of
women's ‘double status ... as object and yet as person’ (FiK, 287). Hag-
nelore Schrider tellingly contrasts Kant’s account of marrage in his
philosophy of right with von Hippel’s radical defense of human and civil
rghrs for women Voo Hippel attacks the ‘pseudo-Enlightenment’ for
advocating a ‘universal’ equality denied to women. Schréder follows
Hippel in arguing thar the egalitaranism implicit in Kant’s philosophy is
doubly undermined: the arguments used to defend women’s subordina-
tion to men could also be appropnated by the nobility w justify
llegitimate privileges.

Like Susan Mendus (1987) and Carole Pateman (1988), who it is
useful to read alongside this article, Schrder not only notes the wneniti-
cal prejudices that mark Kam’s writings on women, bur is especially
concemed with the odd staws of the “marnage contract’. By referring to
it as a contract at all (£ hewrtrug), Kant implies that, like all contracts, it
must hold between free and equal citizens, yet Schréder argues that in
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fact Kant uses the ideology of comract 1o defend patriarchal marriage
laws in which men acquire wives as property.®! This duplicity generates a
‘chaos of self-comradictions’ marriage is and is not a contract; it is an
equal partnership where women are nghtfully subordinate; it unites per-
sons in ‘mutual ownership’ and yet, for the good of the household,
women forfeit civil personality to become things owned (FIK, 293-4).
Moreover, as both Schrder and Pateman note, ‘women’s bodies may be
used as property by men as husbands, bt women must not sell this
commodity in the market and be paid for sexual use.” (Pateman, 204; see
Schréder FIK, 292)

Sometimes Schrider resolves these contradictions too swiftly, as-
serting for example that for Kant, women are ‘not human beings® but
‘things’, ‘animals” and ‘nonpersons” (FIK , 296 8 287-9). But as her own
account suggests, the problem is more that women are caught bewen
personhood and objectification, humanity and animaliry, equality and
subordinarion. Pateman sees this ‘simultanecus denial and affitmarion’
that women are persons (Paternan, 168} as a particular version of a more
general strategy for managing the constinution of modem civil sociery:
while the ideal of ‘universal’ freedom demands that women are seen as
part of society (and able to enter into contracts), they must be incorpo-
rated in a way that preserves patriarchal political authority (180-1).

Schréder and Pateman emphasize thar for Kanr, any contract by
which an individual renounces their freedom is necessarily ‘null and
void’: such an undertaking revokes the very status of personhood neces-
sary to making a contract. This is one reason why the marriage ‘contract’
requires a special separate account, in terms of the strange right to use a
person as a thing. Schrider presents women’s reduction to property as
denving primanly from this right. Howevér, here the (admirtedly tortu-
ous) logic of Kant’s position is rather easier to reconstruct from Pateman
and Mendus.®® They emphasize that this nght is reciprocal, so that both
husband and wife are ‘simultaneously owmer and owned’, Hence, ‘each
give themselves up and win themselves back’, becoming persons once
agamn (and allowing Kant to sidestep the unethical reduction of human
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beings to mere things) (Pateman, 171). Thus the question is how this re-
ciprocity is undercur, such rhat women are reduced w the status of
objects by the marital relation as men are not.

The answer lies partly in Kanr’s claim that despite woman’s natu-
ral equality as a human being, the unified will formed by rhe married
couple mmst be represented by the husband, whose naturally supenor
faculties give him the right to command (172). In fact, Kant equivocates
between seeing women as volantarily surrendenng equality, or as natu-
rally lacking the capacity for self-mastery and civil reason. Either way,
fundamental human capacities appear to be sexually differentiated and
unevenly distributed (see Mendus 32-6; 39; Pateman 168~9). Woman’s
contradictory positioning ‘sabotages” the supposed universality of Kant’s
account of human being (Schrisder FIK, 289; Mendus 21; Pateman 168).

Mendus helpfully situates these tensions in relation to active and
passive citizenship (Mendus 24-3C), and as reflecting a broader conflict
between the revolutionary and reactionary aspects of Kant’s thought
(22-3, 38-9). In ways at odds with the crtical project, Kant often seems
to read woman’s social condition as “a true reflection of her inherent na-
ture’ (12), thereby failing adequately to separate the historically specific
from the necessary and universal. Thus, he wavers between implying that
women’s lack of civil personality is only contingent, and naling our as a
matter of prnciple their having the {supposedly universal) fght to work
their way up to active citizenship in the public sphere (26-8). It is the
latter view that is consolidared by his account of woman’s proper subor-
dination to her husband in marriage (32). This renunciation of civil
independence feeds back through the system, destabilizing his accounts
of the equality and freedom due o all as subjects and human beings (34,
36; see also Schrdder FIK, 288).

In the end, Mendus traces the tensions that emerge in Kant’s ac-
count of the marrage contract back to his individualist theory (see also
Paterman 168, 184-5). “All individualist theories’, Mendus argues, ‘share
this difficulty: in construing persons as essentially independent, free and
equal, they support an atomistic model which cannot readily accommo-
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date those social units, such as the family, which transcend mere atom-
ist.” (40) Rather than abandoning individualism, Kant (like others) treats .
the family as a single unit represented by the male head of the house-
hold. The problem is, as Mendus says, a ‘deep one’ (39), returning us to
the issue of the undedying model of the subject, and highlighting its
connection to the (re-)envisioning of social and political bodies.

Choosing One’s Company

The final paper in F/K completes the investigation of the three major cn-
tiques by examining Kant’s account of teleological judgement in relation
to ecofeministn. Via the work of Karen Warren, Val Plumwood, and
Vandana Shiva, ecofemimism is defined as a transformative project that
makes the woman-nature relation central to a crinque of patriarchy; and
that strives to overcome normarive and oppressive dualistic thinking.
Holly Wilson proceeds to re-evaluate Kant by showing that he conceptu-
alizes mature not only as the totality of objects ordered by a human
subject, but also as an interconnected system of purposes to which hu-
mans belong, and which extends beyond man’s control. Humans can
succumb to natural disasters or function as a means to survival for other
species; they are always part of nature for Kant and cannot be judged as
ngzrally superior to any other species (Wilson FIX, 387). Hence Wilson
argues that Kant’s teleological account of nature does not support simple
normative dualisms opposing man either to natare or animals. To this
extent, Kant and ecofeminism are compatible.

Nonetheless, as Wilson notes, human beings have a special role in
nature conceived as a system of purposes, whose final end must be lo-
cated in human beings as the only beings able to conceive of purposes.
Freedom and a moral vocation, then, are what ulimately differentiate
man from nature. This does not bring an “‘unproblemaric’ superiority but
a responsibility towards other animals and the environment (394). Wil-
son does not consider the non-reciprocal nawre of this responsibility
{anirmals do not have moral duties towards man, and so do not warrant
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the respect accorded to moral agents), More seriouﬁly, I think she under-

estimates the extent 1o which morality re-introduces a fundamental split
between man and nature, one locared within human being wself, which
must ceaselessly stroggle against ‘nature within® as well as without (see 7
§28 [V:260-4]). Kanrs philosophy of nature may not be stmightfor
wardly dualistic, but his conception of man’s moral destiny stll inscribes
a normative hierarchy separating Inmmans from the rest of material exis-
tence.

This hierarchy has implications for another strand of Wilson’s ar-
gument. Here she aligns Kants account of woman’s role in both
reproduction and the cultivation of civilized society with an ethics of
care perspectve (FIK, 380-5), Wilson (like Kant) finds value in woman’s
link to narure, and the ‘nor-dominating’ strategies via which she educates
man out of a reliance on force. But it is unclear how this could contrib-
ute to the transformative feminism Wilson desires, given thar the
ultimare purpose of woman’s labours (for Kant) is still the production of
a morally amtonomous (male) subject capable of transcending nature,

Wilson’s interest in the way nature provides for man’s education is
echoed m Hannah Arendt’s emphasis on the ‘secret ruse of nature’ that
allows the human species to progress, in her Leatures oz Kt's Political Phi-
lsgpby (Arendr, 8). The idea of progress is crucial to Arendt’s
reconstruction of Kant’s ‘nopwritten political philosophy’ (19): it oper-
ates as a standard by which to judge events according to their capacity
for ‘opening up new horizons for the future’ (56). Arendt’s reading of
Kaumt is not explicitly feminist, bur her focus on judgement as linking par-
ticularity and sociability has made her work vmpornam to a number of
feminist theonsts. The feminist reader of Kant might also be encouraged
by Arendt’s insight that, unlike Plato, for whom the true philosopher
welcomes death and ‘does not accept the conditions under which life has
been given to man’ (22), for Kant, ‘the philosopher clarifies the experi-
- ences we all have; he does not claim that the philosopher can leave the
Platonic Cave ... [he] remains ... living among his fellow men’ (28).
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Arendt is especially concemed with Kant’s account of aesthetic
judgement, due to its focus on ‘men in the plural’, the ‘actual inhabitants
of the earth’, rather than man as a cognitive subject or self-legislating
moral agent (26). These earthly beings depend on one another not just

" for physical survival, but for the functioning of their mental faculties.

Arende emphasizes that, for Kant, the ability 1o think for oneself de-
pends on the freedom to make public use of ope’s reason Critical
thinking can be developed only by exposing one’s thought to that of
others: it depends on sociability (39-40). Hence the significance of aes-
thetic judgement as a sersus awmrons where one judges as a member of
human community, and where the ability to take others’ perspectives
into account in one’s own thinking is most fully realized. _

For Arendt, the imagination is the key to this ‘enlarged thought’
(43) where egoism is overcome in favour of inter-subjectviry (67). Aes-
thertic judgement does not involve empathizing with others’ actual views,
but disregarding self-interest and using the imagination’s power to make
present what is absent so as to move between the possible standpoints of
others: “To think with an enlarged mentality means that one trains one’s
imagination to go visiing” (43) This interpretation has two conse-
quences relevant to contempomry feminist theorizing® First, the
generality required for political judgement is not achieved by subsuming
particulars under a universal. Razher, the extemt of one’s ability to mave
from one particular standpoint to another (one’s ‘reach’) will generate a
degree of generality that remains ‘closely connected ... with the particu-
lar conditions of the standpoints one has to go through m order to armive
at one’s own “general standpoint™.’ (44) Second, ‘impartality’ is thereby
reinterpreted as the perspective obtained by being able to take others
into account in this way, rather than ‘some higher standpoint ... alto-
gether above the melée,” (42)

Arendt can therefore be read as providing the starung pomnt at
least for a politics of inclusiviry generated not by abstracting from par
ticulars to reach the umversal, but by expanding one’s ability to take
account of others in their particulanity. This is the direction in which Lisa
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Jane Disch takes Arendt’s thinking in her book-length study, Harzazh A
endt and the Limits of Phlasophy (1994). Disch reads Arendt’s creative
appropnation of Kant” as seeking ‘a possible justification for principled
thinking—a means by which to take a stand withour attempting to re-
solve or disguise the ambiguity and contingency of any response that one
makes 10 a siruation that unfolds within the web of human plurality”
(Disch 146, 141) Arendt’s onginality, it is argued, lies in an appropriation
of Kant which is at odds with neo-humanist critiques of modernity, bur
which also allows her to evade the postmodem collapse of judgement
into mere atbitarness. For Arendr, differences are ireducible rather than
incornmensurable (164).

Disch offers a subtle, critical elaboration of ‘the visiting imagina-
tion’ by exposing its connection to Arendt’s notion of ‘storytelling’. She
shows how representative thinking is transformed from the (Kanmian)
demand to take up the transcendent perspective of “any man’, 1o the use
of ‘imaginative powers to inhabir a plurality of embedded standpoints.”
(161) But she also uses Maria Lugones to extend the solitary travels of
Arendr’s imagination into imeractive engagement which may be unconr
fortable as well a5 unfamiliar, Hence, she in tum creatively appropriates
Arendr, developing a non-foundationalist model of ‘situated impartiality
relevant to contemporary critical and feminist theory. Situated impartial-
ity generates a conception of public decision-making which stars from
the assumption ‘that parties to most decisions are mt equal with respect
to social power, that they may nee share a common cultural or nommative
framework, that no single decision can reconcile their differences.” (220)
Practicing something like Arendt’s “visiting’ would allow dissenting per-
spectives 10 be heard and understood, not so as 1o resolve them, but as
part of a decision made in a specific context of dispute (210-2).

A different assessment of Arendt’s post-Kantian political philoso-
phy is offered in Kimberey Hutchings® Kz, Critigue and Palitics {(1996).
Hurchings® reading of Kant, partly informed by a concern with contem-
porary feminist debates, presents 2 startling altermative to the image of
the autonomous Kantian subject for whom reason secures cognitive
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truths and moral certainties. On the contrary, Hutchings sees critique as
‘a highly politicized philosophical practice which is both volatle and
paradoxical’ (12). Because 1t is premised ‘on both the limitation of reason
and the assumption of the capacity of reason to transcend thar limiration’
(1), eatique is an inherently unstable process. It frustrates reason’s at-

‘tempts to legitimize cognitive, moral and aesthetic claims and to legishte

for itself and the world, veering instead ‘berween the political options of
ngid order or absolute anarchy (12).#

Hurchings shows how the paradoxical movement of critique de-
stabilizes Kant’s explicitly political writings, and re-surfaces in the work
of subsequent critical thinkers, Her work is importa for current femi-
nist imerpretations of Kant in at least three ways, First, her critical
approach sensitizes us Lo a tension structuring Arendt’s appropsiation of
sersus correrazs, By blurring the empirical and transcendental ground of
aesthetc judgement, Arendt does not so much provide an altemnative ba-
sis for the political as restage the problematization of the authority of
judgement (96). As the critical spectator interpreting events, the political
philosopher remains caught between an openness to contingency, and a
power to judge according to an eternal ideal of human commumity (99).
Arendt’s theory hovers ambiguously berween ‘the poles of transcendent
universalism and comextualized pluralism.” (169) :

This tension is repeated in key strands of subsequent feminist
critical theory. Via a muanced assessment of the work of Benhabib and
Hekman respectively, Hurchings shows that those who align feminist cn-
tique with the ‘modernist’ quest for universal criteria of judgement also
seck 10 avoid dogma by making room for the concrete and contextual;
whilst those sympathetic 1o the ‘postmodem’ denial that knowledge -

" claims are legitimized by universal conditions also strive to retain the

possibility of meaningful judgement berween oppression and resistance.
Hence, secondly, Hutchings’ approach offers 2 mode of critically analys-
ing the terrain of recent ferninist thought

Finally, Hurrchings® characterization of critique as pefther straight-
forwardly liberal nor authoritarian refuses the tendency o reduce Kam
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- to either the (unwnrting) forefather of a liberal feminist project, or the

progenitor of an oppressively abstract rticoalism. Instead, she shifts the
emphasis onto critique as a process whose paradoxical dynamic is its de-
fining strength. The inherent tensions which maintain critical (feminist)
thinking as such also prevent it from collapsing back into the precritical
alternatives of “universalist dogma and particularist scepticism’ (185).

As Disch and Hutchings note, Arendt reads Kant in the light of a
concern with judgement and responsibility ansing from her own present.
At the same time, though, she engages with and ‘interrogates the present
with concepts formulated by Kant.” (Lloyd 2000a, 253) It is this doubled
approach that allows Genevieve Lloyd to position Arendt as exemplary
of a certain feminist approach to the history of philosophy, even though
Arendt does not present her Lemms as explicitly feminist. By thinking
with Kant, Arendt is able to draw our the implicit but not fully realized
potential of his texrs so as to contribute to the rethinking of the political
that marks her own time.

Lloyd notes Arendt’s emphasis on the imagination’s role in find-
ing examples w guide judgement. Her work thus points towards a
ferninist critique of the ‘past operations of the philosophical imagination’
which have normalized masculinity against feminine “examples™ of the
non-rational’ (256). But Arendt’s thinking is also ‘an exercise in collabo-
rative thinking” (253) that exemplifies a mode of continuing to think with
past philosophers constructively: Such a strtegy has value for comem-

porary female thinkers ‘uneasy in' the structures of male-dominated

protessional philosophy’, who may tumn to the past to find ways of open-
ing up altemative conversations in philosophy’s present (248).

Arendt herselfl observes that by communicating one’s feelings
with the exemplary validity of aesthetic judgement, ‘one tells one’s dices
and one chooses one’s company’ (Arendr, 74). Her own work, and that
of the other thinkers discussed in this essay, indicates that choosing the
philosophical company of Kant ought not to be grounds for exclusion
from feminist conversations. Rather, the collaborative project of reading
Kant both critically and constructively is another way of ‘opening up
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~ present philosophy to a wider agenda,” (Lloyd 20002, 249) an agenda that

includes multiple perspectives on feminism as well as on the history and
possible futures of philosophical though.

‘Notes

My thacks to Andrea Rehberg for her valuable comments on an eardier version of
this article.

1. References for quorations from Kant's texts, apart from the first Critigue, give the
date and page number of the translation used, followed in square brackets by the
volume (in Roman mumerals) and page member (in Arabic numerals) of the
Akadepacusgabe (Kant 1502-). References wo the first Critigwe (CPR) are to the
standard pagination of the A [1781] and B [1787] editions; I use the Kemp Smith
transhrion. Texts by Kant are listed in the bibliography according to the date of
the translation used.

It was not possible to correlate the translations I use with those referred 10 in
Femnist Interpretatices of Immannd Kaow (Schotr 1997), which 1 go on to review in
detail, because different contributors to that volume often use different transla-
tions of the same text {sometimes providing their own renderings). It is obviously
important w allow individual authoss o draw on their preferred translations, al-
though in some cases in the Fernpnst Iaapreastions volume, it remains unclear
which translations are being used. It would also have been helpful if a consistent
system for referring 1o Kant’s texts had been employed across the volume as a
whole (for example, some authors reference the A kadesousgdbe whilst others
only indicate the transhdons used), with an introductory note from the editor
conceming issues of referencing and wanslarion. However, these oversights can
doubtless be attribured o the pressurized condidons in contemporary academia
under which such edited collections are often produced.

2. Marcia Homiak describes participating in a panel at a SWIP (USA) conference

with two other feninists, noting that: ‘there was something politically suspect
about feminists worlting on established male figures—and something particulady
suspect in this case, where the three philosophers in question (Asistode, Tobbes,
and Kant) were well-known for their benighted views on wamen. How could we
reconcile our commitment to feminism with a scholady life devored to the study
of philosophers who explicitly describe women as inferior to men, as unfi for
the best life available 1o human beings, as incapable of being full maral agents?”’
{Homiak 1993, 1) See also Kurt Mosser: ‘The juxtaposition of Kant’s name with
“feminism” seems almost designed to invite scom and indignation” (Mosser
1999, 322)
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- 3. Seefor example: Rae Langton, Koian Humbity Qr Ignovanee of Thngs in Thensches

(1998); Beatrice Longuenesse, K o the Capacity o Judge (1998); Diane Mo
Kt Tradde The Obsagities of the E dightend (2000); au:fi:(:m olZviously msorgn::::
with feminist concerns, Susan Shell's ke Erdadimet of Rassan (1996).

4. While feminist theorists have long engaged in such ‘double readings’, the theme
of feminism and the history of philosophy seems only recently to have become
the object of a more self-conscious theorizanion; see Lloyd 2060 82002,

- See Schont FIK, 12, and Marica Moen’s comment that ‘Kant promoted the insighe

[ 52}

thar knowledge is constructed. This is not yet the idea of social construction of

reality; ... although in C3 [the third Crrigue] where culture is finally exarnined, his

thought opens i the dirction of social construction.” (Moen FIK; 215).

Schortt here draws on Iris Marion Young; see Young 1990, 96.

Louise Anthonry insists that one of the essential insights of modem philosophy—

one she afigns with both Descartes and Kant—is that ‘perfect objectivity is not

only impossible bur undesirable, that cerin kinds of “bias” or “partiality” are

necessary to make our epistemic tasks tractible’ (Anthony 1993, 200),

8. This elision of the transcendent and transcendental alsc leads to the misleading
view that for rationalist thinkers of the Enlightenment, ‘alf krdafe e  from v
sai (Antony 1993, 196). According 1o this view, which Antony conests,
Tilnowledge is then achieved ... not by active engagement with one’s world and
with the people in it, but by a pristine transcendence of the Messy contingencies
of the human condition.” (195) Whilst I do not agree with every aspect of An-
tomy’s argument, I think she is dght to msist that it is not part of Kar's project
© make any such claim Kants aitupe of pure reason involves both purting scrict
limits on'the legitimate use of reason, and insisting that the rational faculties only
p.mduce objective reality fivmadly. Rather than implying that knowledge is atained
via mcendence and abstraction, Kant emphasizes that objective truth is only
possible within a space-time frame, and stresses the dependence of the faculties
on material received via the senses. Put crudely, synthesis needs sormething
synrhesize, and that something does not ‘@ fom rexsar. For a related discus-
sion, see aleo Mosser’s crticisms of Schott (Mosser 1999, 334-43).

9. As Jane Flax notes: ‘In our attempts to correct arbirrary (and gendered) disting-
tions, feminists often end up reproducing them.” (Flax 1990, 52) See also Schows
discussion of a care perspective (FIK 330).

10. Schott later aligns the wanscendental with the transhistorical (321) in ways that
foreclose the possibility of historicizing the manscendertal. She also contrasts
Kant with Nietzsche, Freud, Lacan, and Marx, in ways that are problematic given
r.l?a“t their genealogical, psychoanalyric and dialectical investgarions into the con-
didions of the human subject are partly made possible by Kant’s transcendental
turn, and continue the project of edtique, albeit in radicalized and historicized
forms. See Rehberg & Jones 2000, xiik. '

N
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11. For a counterview, see Moen FIK, 253 n22. The tendency of poststructuralist
feminisms to take the Cartesian ideal of (self-)eertainty grounded in the agito as
the epitome of ‘modernity or the Enlightenment is discussed in Bartersby 1998,
81-6.

12. Schott Cugrition and Erie (1988 & 1993); Lioyd The Man of Razson (1984 & 1993);
Kleingeld “The Problemaic Sutus of Gender-Neutral Language in the History of
Philosophy: the Case of Kanr’ (1992-3). :

13. Piper, following Strawson, has a ‘thin’ conception of the transcendental constitu-
tion of experience, where only the subject-predicate relation and the category of
substance-property that corresponds 1o it are to be considered as having prop-
erly manscendental starus. In her account of the transcendental unity of
appercepuion, she argues that the subject-predicate relation which is the neces-
sary condition of experience is instantiated in the T think’ that must be able to
accompany “all our other concepts” in a way that ‘engenders the transcendent idea
of 2 rationally unified, temporally continuous self as the contem of the corcepr
of personhood.” (Piper FIK, 37}

14. Piper indicates thar she is drawing primarily on the conception of personhood
ehaborated in the first Gritigue bur notes that this 5 linked to the richer notion of
the person as moral agent developed in texts such as the Growrhenk of the Mats-
plysics of Morals (FIK, 37; see also Kant 1997, 37 [[V:428]). It would have been
helpful to have a more extensive account of how she would map the one onwo
the other, especially given the ethical implications of her own argument.

15. Piper is careful w stress with Kanr that the ascription of personhood to oneself
cannot be made on the basis of any direct experience of oneself as an active,
sponmneous intellect— in other words, we have 1o access 10 the noumenal self
(FIK, 40-3). Instead, she argues that rational subjects can represent themselves as
spontaneously thinking subjects on the basis of the uncompelled and mitono-
mous character of their thoughrs: we may not have direct access to the purely
rational aspect of our being, but we do experience reason’s ffects in conseious-
ness. ,

16. See Piper’s comment thar although we are ‘innately cognidively disposed 1o re-
spond to any conceptual and experiential anomaly’ as a threat, our empirical
experience need not be ‘5o limited and provincial as to invite it} hence, some-
one’s experience could be so wide-ranging that ‘only an “alien” would ratde her”
{FIK, 50) On this reading of Kant, however, some kind of ‘alier’ will always be
neeessary.

17. Tn particular, Sally Sedgwick’s paper in FIK continues an ongoing dislogue with
Herman, Sedgwick engages with the articles that became key chapters of Her
man’s The Pracice of Maral Judgre {1993). This dialogue is comtinued in the
closing chapter of Herman’s book, where she in tumn refers 10 the orginal 1990
publication of the Sedgwick essay reprinted in FIK Sedgwick, and other con-
wibutors to FIK, vefer particularly 1o Chaprer One of The Practie: of Moral Julgrrent,
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18.

19.

20.

22.

23.

24,

‘On the Value of Aching From the Motive of Duty, fist published in 1981 in
Philosaphioal Reiew90, 363-6; Chapter Two, Integrity and Tmpartiality’, first pub-
lished in 1983 in Marzst 66, no. 2, 233-50; and Chapter 4, “The Practice of Moral
Judgment’, first published in 1985 in the fawnal of Philsqlry 82, no. 8, 414-36,
[WThile the Karian holds that it is better to act out of principle with no other
motive presert than it is to act out of feeling or emotion with no attertion o
principle, it does zot follow that acting in the absence of emotions is desirable.”
(Herman 1993, 32)

Herman dmws on Kant's Mepinsus of Mouds (1996) as well as on another article
by Sedgwick (1988) to suggest thar a method for applying the CI would in effect
“schertize the pure principles of duty (Herman 1993, 233 n38).

Generic maxirs contain an ‘action-justification pair’ inking a specific type of ac-
tion 1o a type of justficatory reason (Herman 1993, 147).

21. As Herman 2lso pomts our, her reading involves taking seriously Kant’s opening

concern in the Gruorfuork with the ‘good will’. It 15 this concern that generates the
need to deterrnine the # priort principle of practical reason, because to fully under-
stand the latter is to understand what it is that constitutes the unconditional
gooduess of the good will. Thus Herman concludes— conua deontological read-
mgs—not only that Kant’s ethics has ‘a notion of value as its fundamenral
theoretical concept’ (Herman 1993, 208), but also that: “We canmot understand
what practical resson is wathout understanding it as a conception of value. The
sense in which I think we must leave deonrology behind does not require that we
argue for an independent conception of value as the foundation for practical rea-
son. Rather, insofar as practical reason is the principle of obligation, it is and
must be a conception of value.” (235)

Given recent fermnist astention to the relation between narratve and selfhood
{also reflected in Marcia Moen’s article in FIK), chapter 8 of Herman’s bock is
akso of interest. Noting thar different moral conceprions imply different narrative
models, Herman argues that a Kantian conceprion of obligation positions moral
comcems as integral 1o the narrative shaping an agent’s life: moral issues are re-
garded as emerging within a deliberative field where they are taken up as partof a
commitment to an ongoing process of deliberation (Herman 1993, 180-3). This
is comrasted with a performative conception of moral obligation as a set of im-
positions internupting agents’ progress, which Herman aligns with the namative
of liberal theory’s successful individual: triumphant in the face of obstacles (in-
cluding moralicy) in the pursuit of private goals.” (181)

As Marcia Baron indicares, Sedgwick herself stll exaggerates the need for de-
tachmenr at times (Baron F/K, 149): see for example Sedgwick’s comment that
Kanrian autonomy involves ‘severing’ affective tes (FIK, 93).

Given this claim (and providing it is sustainable), Sedgwick is nighr to be suspi-
cipus of Herman’s argument that the Kanttan conception of rational autonomy
itself provides the terms with which to criticize and correct the prejudices com-
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25,

26.
2.

28.

29.

promising the impartiality of morel judgement in pracrice. See Herman 1993,
chapter 4, especially 86-9.

See also Rumssey’s account of the dury of murual aid. Here she offers valuable
insights into the wensions penerated m Kant's account by his emnphasis on inde-
pendence. However, her conclusion (human beings cannot successfully promote
the happiness of otbers because they are unable to do so on the basis of their
own idea of happiness) seems flawed (FIK, 132-3). As Baron notes later in this
section (with explicit reference to Rumsey), Kant’s point is rather that we should
help others bur without imposing our own conception of happiness on them, so
as to show respect for them as self-determining agents (Baron FIK, 1536-7). On
this point, see also Herman (1993), who argues thar: ‘One might view the idea of
taking another’s ends as my ovm not in the sense that I should be prepared to act
in his [sid place ... but, rather, in the serise that I support his svarus as a pursuer
of ends, so that I am prepared 10 do what is necessary o help him maintain that
stabs. This interpretation acknowledges the other as a rational autonomous
agent ... . S0 we should not meddle and we should be wary of impulses to pater-
nalisy, ... because they go against the grain of the respectful help we are morally
required 1o give.” (70 872)

See Kant 1997, 19-24 [IV:406-12]).

Tt is just such a strategy which is pursued by Battersby in The Phengrenal Wormn,
where taking unequal power relations as the norm is one of five features charac-
terizing a female subjece-position (1998, 8). This means that, as Battersby notes,
her argument has ethical implications s6ll to be fully elaborated (208-9).
Nietzsche’s thought would be 2 crucial touchstone here. In werms of recent femi-
nist philosophy, one could tuen to Moira Gatens’ and Genevieve Lioyd’s work on
the contemporary significance of Spinoza, in which they explore the ethical and
polirical implications of his non-dualistic metaphysics where: {tlhe body, imagina-
tion and affect do nox, in themselves, represent limits to reason and knowledge.”
(Gatens and Lloyd 1999, 4) Bauersby’s project may also provide some of the re-
sources for re-thinking the role of matesiality in agency, particularly insofar as she
seeks 1o replace the ‘dead marter’ of (Kantian) ‘substance’ with a self-forming
warter that would make it possible w ‘theorize agency in terms of parterns of po-
tentiality and flow’ (Battersby 1998, 57).

Penelope Deutscher’s interview with David-Ménard discusses her book-length
swudy of Kant, Lz Fdie dars La raison prre (1990), im which she argues that centeal
10 the construction of the first Critigne is ‘2 profound ambiguiry in the nature of
thoughy; without the proximiry of madness, it could never constitute iself as rea-
sor’. Hence “the most theoresical questions of his [Kant's] philosaphy have to be
achieved through differentiating themselves from the risk of mad thought’
(David-Ménard 2000, 26) She also discusses her methodology, which involves
recognizing that although conceprual thought ‘moves m the direction of awton-
omy from the phantasmatic’, nonetheless, what differentares one philosophical -
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system from another, is its differing relation to is constitutive (and sexuate) fan-
tasies (30). She shows how key conceptual claims made in the Critipie of Practical
Rexsan can also be read as “melancholic fantasy, in ways thar relate back to the
accounts of male and fernale idennty m the Cbseustions (28-9).

30. In the previous essays in FIK, Kant's gendered distinctions in texts such as the
CObserumars are seen entirely nepatvely. David-Ménard's approach is closer to that
of Battersby, who takes the alignment of woman with the sensible fwhich ex-
cludes her from the sublime) as a starting point for re-thinking transcendence.

31. As this passage makes clear, David-Ménard’s argument concems the constitution
of women as subjects, and does not appeal to a natural or “given’ female subjer-
tivity. Although she does refer w the real dream of a female patient, she does so
1o show that the dream implicidy contams a different (‘uncommon’) conceptuali-
zadon of guily, desire, and perhaps even ‘the Good’, in ways that lmowingly echo
Kamt’s method in the Grumkurk (where he shows how the transcendental
ground of morality is implicitly contained within ‘common rational cognition’).
See her comment that the pount is to show that ‘other vicissitudes of guilr, be-
sides [Kantian] ethics, are real and therfore possible, that is, conagubde’ (FIK, 348; my
emphasis)

32, "The ¢iterion of the universalisability of the maxm of our actions, the founda-
ton of Kantian morality, thus demands a eritique and doubtless corresponds o a
particularity, to an empirical residue in the transcendental edifice, and perhaps to
a fantasy, but a fantasy that doubrdess does not belong 10 Kant aloge...” (David-
Ménard 1990, 222; my translation). :

33. Isis appears in a footnote 1 §49 of the Critigre §f Judgrmr: Perhaps nothing more
sublime has ever been said, or a thought ever been expressed more sublimely,
than in that inscription above the temple of Isis {(Mother Nature): “I am all thar is,
that was, and thar will be, and no mortal has lifted my veil”.’ (], 185 n51 [V:
316)) In ‘On a Newly Arisen Superior Tene in Philoscphy’, published six years
after (J, Isis appears again, this dme as the veiled goddess who personifies the
moral law (see Kant 1993).

34. Kofman’s piece also echoes Jane Kneller's concemn with how individuals beare
autonomons moral agents (FIK, 182-4).

35. See especially the First Analogyin CPR, on substance thought as that which nec-
essanly persists through and beneath change, where such ‘permanence is thus a
necessary condition under which alone appearances are determinable ... ina pos-
sible experience.” (CPR A189 B232).

36. The wild and ruleless nature of the sublime (Cf 99-100 [V: 246]); and the threat-
eqing Urmaater in the Critique of Teeclogical Judkrent (G 304-5 [Vi418-20)).

37. TTlhe “I” had to relate 1o “things” hefore it could be conscious of itself.’ Ingaray
1983, 204. :
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38. See Kant ;985’ 30{IV: 286]. It is helpful to read Bartersby’s discussion of relared
passages alongside Inparay here, 10 draw out Ingara ore implici
{Bartersby 1998, 70-1). 7 By more Tmplic spumen:

39. See Kant’s 1795 letter 1o Schiller, quoted in Bantershy 1998, 71: “The realm of na-
tare has aloays struck me as amazing and as a sort of chasm of thoughe; I mean,
the idea that fertilizarion in both organic ealms [of nature], always needs two
sexes for the species to be propagared.’

40. Kant “clings t a model in which the unitary sef is only established by reference
to embodiment [the spatialized world of objects], but the self closes over the in-
ner bodily spaces in ways that mean thar any possibility of inner, sexually
diffecentiated organs must fall our of account.” {Bartershy 1998, 73)

41. On this point, The Pbemma;d Worr echoes the “anti-essentialistn’ of Gerder o
Geris, where Battershy writes: Being female involves not some collection of in-
nate (or acquired) psychological or biological qualities. It is rather a marer of
be‘mg consigned— on the basis of the way one’s body is perceived— o a (mon-
privileged) position in a social nexus of power.’ (1994b, 210) Battersby's empha-
sis on female embodiment, rather than the qualities aligned with the feminine’,
also derives from the ways in which the feminine’ can operaie to privilege a rale
subject- posuic:u, as her analysis of Romantic genins shows (1994b, 227-31).
Moreover, it is not the ferinine but the sexed specificity of the female’ subject
that cannot be adequately conceptualized within a Kantian space-time frame, and
that makes woman’s position within Kant's theory a paradoxical one, caught be-

tween Weals of rationality and autonomy; and a nommrive alignment with the
objective realm of narure and the body. In The Pheorenad Wamun, Battersby
?vorlm 1o reclaim a (non-Aristotelian) model of essence that would allow for dif-
iferences between women, whilst recognizing the culturally specific-norms and
regulative practices that mean that in western modernity, being femnale’ involves
being aligned with a body that can buth (1998, 32 & ff),

42. My thanks to Christine Battersby for allowing me wo refer to her as yei unpub-
Iished paper on Hatoum, which also discusses the twentieth-century painrer
Dorothea Tanning. ‘Neither Kant nor Schopenhauer. Dorothea Tanning, Mona
Haroum and the Female Sublime’ positions the two women artists as twisting
free of both Kanr’s and Schopenhaner’s models of the sublime.

43, See Kanc (J 185 n 51 [V:316]

44. Lacan explicitly draws on Kant 1o position woman as both (beautiful) object of
desire and (sublime) excess, threatening the boundaries of the g0 even as she
operaes as the M/Qther against which identity is secured; this pattem is repeated
1n his account of Antigone (Battershy 1998, 96-9; 111-2). Derrida, on the other
hand, is seen by Battershy as remaining closer to Kant rhan he can acknowledge.
He celebrates bur also comtains excess by privileging the feminine’ play of 4

S which both destabilizes and sustains an {unsustainable) metaphysics of
presence (89-96). ’ ‘
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45. See also Freenan, who suggests that Yaeger domesticates the sublime into ‘a
kinder, genter sublime that isn’t sublime at all, for it has become yer another ver
sion of the beavuful.” (Freeman 1995, n.3)

46. See especially Joanna Zylinska’s On Spiders, Qyborgs arad Being Saared (2001), which
works towards an ethics of the feminine sublime by weaving together key theo-
retical texts and reflections on contemporary culture. Space and time conscmints
meant that unfortunately it was not passible 1o include a more derailed review of
this interesting recent study here,

47, Whilst I am to some exent sympathetic to Klinger's concern with the masculin-
ism of the ‘heroic avant-garde artist’ in Lyotard’s account, I think she is mmuch too
swift in identfying this figure as just another version of the ‘smonomous, sover-
eign ... modemn subject’ (Klinger FIX, 207); the disacming of the subject in
Lyotard’s sublime 35 perhaps more readily suggestive of the feorime male of Ro-
mantic genius.

48. See also Lyotard 1984, 81-2.

49, For Freeman, ‘the feminine’ provides a way of contesting any notion of essence,
i contrast to Bawersby’s project of rethinking the concepr of ‘essence’ for a fe-
male subject; see above n41,

50. Freeman's emphasis on the waythese speeches become increasingly thythrmic and
tonal, and less grammatical, recalls Kristeva’s notion of the sermioric. Kristeva is
an intriguing absence in The Fardmme Swbere (her longest appearance is in a foor
note), as Freeman’s analysis often brings to mind Kristeva’s work on abjection
and mourning.

51. See Kant, (J, Dialectic of Aesthetic Judgment’, esp. §57 Comment I and §59 [V:
342-4; 351-4].

52. Moen wses one of Kant’s examples 1o explain: using the image of a hand mill
rather than that of an organism to symbolize the state would lead us 1o articulate
the concept of statehood very differendy. “The pamicular inwition [here synony:
mous with image/symbol] determines how we reflect on the stre, what we
anend 10, and then articulate as a concept of sttehood.” (FIK, 237) Moen’s analy
sis could be interestngly read alongside Michele Le Doeuff’s acconnt of the role
of images in The Phiaphicd Imagiary (Le Doeutf 1989).

53. In spite of the emancipatory rhetoric of the “Enlightenment” essay, the “Kant-
ian” view of autonomy has come 1o be associated with a questonable sort of
figure: a moral superstar alone on a rock of rational will power, removed from
the individuals whose humanity this will requires him ... to respecr, rlying only
on himnself, with 00 “mint” of love or emotion spoiling his moral glory” (Klinger
FIK, 174-5)

54. This problem also surfaces in the way Moen draws no dear distinetion between
‘persony’, self’, and “subject’, making it ambiguous whether it is the transcendental
subject or the empirical, psychological self that is ar issue.
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55, Lloyd argues that Kant’s temporalization of reason and Locke’s anzlysis of prop-
erty combine to help legitimize colonizarion as a historically inevitable aspect of
rmankind’s progress’ towands enlightenment (Lloyd 2000b, 32-4).

56. See Baron’s essay in FIK, in which she notes that for Kant, not all feelings are on
a level from a moral point of view: only some kinds of feeling (those taking root
as passions) are positioned primanly as moral hazards; others, though never the
basis of moral agency, are far from being morally mdifferent. See also Bamersby
1995, 98.

57. There is no room here 1o do justice to the detailed nature of Schor’s argument in
Cogatiorsard E ros; for one crtic’s response, see Mosser 1999,

58. Herbert’s first lewer is dared August 1791; Kanr responds in Spring 1792. Her-
bert’s second lewer is sent in January 1793; Kanr dever replies, though he does
exchange letters with others abour Herbert. Herbert committed suicide in 1803.
For a detailed account of the correspondence, see Langron 1992; for the original
corvespondence, see Volune XI of the A kadortensgate.

59. Schort is here quoting Lucien Goldmann; see FIK, 331.

60. Althoush Schote raises this problem, noting thar the Kantian systern is jrvelf sus-
wained by unacknowleged exclusions (FIK, 332), it is not in the end clear how her
own position escapes a similar criticism.

61. See also Pateman, 171. Both Schrisder and Patemnan refer to Kant's striking ex-
ample of the difference between saying ‘This 55 my father’ and “This is my wife’:
the former, he says, signifies only that ‘I have a father’, whereas the later indi-
cates the legal possession of an object/thing, See FIK, 294-5; Pateman, 172-3.

62. Parerman’s account 5 oceasionally misleading in a different way, insofar as she
does not explicidy distinguish between Kant's pre-critical and critical texts.

63. See also the Appendix in Anderson 2000-1, which links Arendr’s reading of sans
s 10 2 model of feminist objectivity developed in the comext of Ander

son’s work on feminist philosophy of religion. Anderson also reflects on what it
mmight mean to engage in philosophy as a woman via an interesting discussion of
Kant's famous image of the island of truth m CPR [A236, B295], as well as re-
lated images deployed by Neurath and Quine. Her work here builds on analyses
of images used by Kam and Bacon already undertaken by Le Doeuff (1989).

64. Hinchings therefore offers a critical response to O'Neill’s reading of Kant as un-
" ambiguously anti-authorirarian {Fuorchings 2833).

65. Futchings alse deploys her account of critique to offer an analysis of the interpo-
lation of ferminism in the field of intarmarional relations (Hutchings 178-85).
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BOOK REVIEWS

Genders
David Glover and Cora Kaplan, Routledge, 2000
h/b £40.00 0415 13491 9, p/b £9.99 0 415 13492 7

In one of the most innovative literary explorations of gender of recent
years, Cate Sullivan and Kate Bornsteins ‘infobahn erotic adventure’
Nearty Raadkill (London, Serpents Tail, 1996), the radical gender activists
‘Scratch’ and “Winc® endeavour to deconstruct the rigid binary of gender
in the disembodied landscapes of cyberspace, acting out gender identities
and scenanios of sex and desire which comravene traditional boundaries
and which inspire others to follow their liberatory example. The radical
shape-shifting potenrialities of cyberspace threaten the social fabric to
such a degree that the State intervenes, regulating the online word
through a process of compulsory registration.

“Scratch’ and “Winc's” refusal to complete the ‘gender’ entry on
their registration forms provokes the mle of law and tums them into
‘gender outlaws” who must go on the mn to survive. Such is the social
mmperative of living within the prescnbed and proscribed parameters of
either masculinity or femininity. “Toobe’, Nermfy Raudkidl's no-nonsense
teenage narrator, downplays their radical deconstructions of gender, ask
ing: “What ldind of fool would ask you what gender is? It’s the only thing
we know, goddammit.” Yet, as the transsexual activist and theorst Kate
Bormstein notes in her book Gersder Ovglazt “The trouble is, we're living in
a world that insists we be one or the other— a world that doesn’ bother

1o tell us exactly what one or the other &° {Routledge, 1994; 8).

The slippery complexities of gender, together with its compulsory
nature, are explored with admirable breadth in this recent addition to the
New Crisiad! Idhiom series by David Glover and Cora Kaplan. Mapping the
transformations and valences of the term is a considerable undertaking
as Glover and Kaplan note: ““Gender” is now one of the busiest, most
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- restless terms in the English language, a word that crops up everywhere,
yet whose uses seem to be forever changing, always on the move, pro-
ducing new and often surprising inflections of meaning’ (ix). In a book
with this remit it is impossible, as the authors argue, to cover the ground
fully. Their avowed aim is to lay out the central cultural debates around
gender identity as these have been played our in theoretical and cultural
discourses and, more ideclogically perhaps, 1o ‘pluralize’ our notions of
gender. Their scope is by turns both historical and contemporary, locat-
ing matenal principally in the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, and reading it at various points through contemporary theo-
retical frames. Their book focuses on the discursive debates that have
taken place around femininity, masculinity and other genders and makes
extensive use of primary source material such as literary texts as well as
key crirical and theoretical interventions and synopses from the twerieth
cenury. ‘

Glover and Kaplan’s first move in their artempt to define the term
‘gender’ is to extract it from its sticky relationship with its ‘Other’— ‘sex’.
Such a division s, in historical terms, a relatively new one. Glover and
Kaplan begin with Foucault's analysis of the tragic fate of the nine-
teenth-cemury hermaphrodite Herculine Barbin, which serves to
demonstrate ‘the extent to which the foundations of sexual knowledge
were being thoroughly overhauled in the nineteenth century.” (xv) Analy
sis of gender was greatly advanced by the twin disciplines of sexology
and psychoanalysis, both of which implicirly (if not explicily) inaugurate
1t as a category in their investigations of desire, sexuality and human
identity. One of the most important moves Glover and Kaplan make in
this chapter is to look to the much neglected figure of the psychoanalytic
psychotherapist Robert J. Stoller. The case studies and theorizations aris-
ing out of Stoller’s work at the Gender Identity Research Clinic in Los
Angeles in the 1960s constitute the first real attempts (after Freud) to
prise apart biological and corporeal identity from the processes of accul-
turation and idemtity formation that make up ‘gender as a distinet
category.

Stoller’s case-work with adolescents and adults who presented at
his Clinic with gender dysphofia was—despite its shortcomings and
oversights— ground-breaking. It laid the necessary theorerical founda-
tions upon which eardy Second Wave feminists such as Kate Millett and
Gayle Rubin (amongst others) could construct feminist explications of

‘sex and gender. Femninist understandings of this division have become

increasingly sophisticated, not least turming to language as the system of
signification through which ideologies of gender and ‘gendered inequali-
ties’ are constructed. To exemplify this, the authors tum to the work of
Monique Wittig whose literary experiments of the 1960s (whose real
resonance is felt in their original French) sought to crack open language
in order to demonstrate the ways in which it simultaneously nanuralizes
and occludes the division berween ‘sex’ and ‘gender’, and privileges the
male as universal huinan subject.

In producing a survey of the cultural debates about gender,
Glover and Kaplan demonsteate that the most complex and subtle work
on gender has been most commonly situated at its abjected margins and
across cultural fault-lines. In this sense, the fullest and richest chapters in
the book focus on femininity and lesbian/ gay/ queer formmlations of
gender identity. Their analysis of femininity has a very useful breadth.
Opening with Freud's evocation of the ‘riddle of femininity’ in his 1933
essay ‘Pemininity’, they examine some of the solutions (and more of the
questions) presented by fermale theorists and writers from Mary Woll-
stonecraft onwards. Using literary texts from two ‘historically specific
moments in the history of fernininity’— 1790-1850 and the years be-
tween the two World Wars— they situate ferinintty as a ‘busy category’
that does ‘a great deal of “ideclogical work” in Western culture.” (14) As

- masculinity’s debased ‘Orher’, femininity is shown t be a contested site

of identity and vet a site from which women have claimed autonomous
identity and launched social and polirical action. Importantly, by locking
at the work of two African- American authors— Zora Neale Hurston and
Nella Larsen— Glover and Kaplan offer the important proviso that we
cannot (and must not) exrricate gender from the hegemonic structures in
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- which it functions. For Hurston and Larsen, staking our a claim for a
new femininity means refuting racialized versions of black femininiry as
hypersexual and amoral. Their work shows bow other indexes of identity
{and oppression), such as race and class, inflect and transform the gender
identities we are assigned and the new ones we must write into existence.

Looking to lesbian and gay sexualities is, nghtly, to muddy the di-
visions between desire, sexual identity and gender identity. Here the
book moves away from a close focus on gender and offers a bref ac-
count of gay male history that demonstrates the ways in which ‘gender is
‘trouble’ (in Butlenan terms) for those whose desire nms in the ‘oppo-
site” direction to normative modes. Glover and Kaplan focus particularly
on Camp, unlizing Susan Sontag’s definitive analysis to argue that: In
Camp gender differences increasingly approximare to the condition of
display or masquerade. Instead of looking for the inver truth behind ap-
pearances, “Camp sees everything in quotation marks ... not a woman,
but a ‘woman™.’ (102) In offering a synoptic view of gay identity, Glover
and Kaplan show Camp to be an important precursor to the late twenti-
eth-century development of queer identity which, citing Eve Kosofsky
Sedgwick, ‘can refer to: the open mesh of possibilities, gaps, overlaps,
dissonances and resonances” (107) of gender identity when it is cut loose
from normarive definitions and understandings that figure it as innate.

Perhaps one of the most compelling strengths of queer is that it
becomes a positionality that can be employed critically— “queer reading’.,
As evidence of this Glover and Kaplan focus on Joseph Allen Boone’s
productive and subtle queer reading of the female modemist Djuna Bar-
nes, In its resistance 1o closure and its presentation of the polymorphous
perversity of human desire and identity, Barnes’s text somehow pre-
visions queer understandings of identity (and perhaps even textuality) so
that to come (back) to this challenging text with a queer reading is to ac-
cess its deepest themes.

By comparison the chapter ‘Masculinities” seems thin, Whar is
striking about this chapter is the paucity of theoretical materal on which
Glover and Kaplan can draw (though they problematically do not make
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use of the extensive theorizations offered by women and gay men). This
suggests the extent to which the predominant positioning of normative
hetercsexunl masculinity at the culturml centre has obwiated its need to
theonize itself. This is not to suggest, however, that such an identity is
‘secure’. As Glover and Kapln demonstrate in their literary examples,
‘the manly ideal’ is a *highly charged bundle of ideas’ that has been heav-
ily policed and fortfied. This “idealized vession of masculimity i a
pervasive construction that has long held a great deal of cultural valency:
‘masculinity undergoes many local revisions and pemmutations but never-
theless many of the same features seem 1o occur again and again, as if
the image were a necessary fiction in constant need of refurbishment or
updating’ (£1). Uhilizing the most extensive examination of masculinity,
George Mosse’s The Image of Man (1996), Glover and Kaplan show that
the recurring ‘problem’ for masculinity is what to do with the body,
which in its ‘perfect state’, might symbolize the manly ideal, but which is
also prone to vulnerabilities and unruly desires that threaten to under-
ine it.

In her essay “Variations on Sex and Gender: Beauvoir, Wittig and
Foucault’, Judith Buler has argued that masculinity resolves this cnsis by
a process of ‘disembodiment’, constructing the Other as completely and
indelibly ‘embodied’: ‘By defining women as “Other”, men are able
through the shortcur of defintion o dispose of their bodies, to make
themselves other than their bodies— a symbol potentially of human de-
cay and transience, of limitavion generlly” (Ferrtrism as Critigue On the
Pdlitics of Gerter, eds S. Benhabib & D. Comell, University of Minnesota
Press 1987, 133) Nowhere is the vulnerability of the male body mere ap-
parent than in the expenence of warfare and ts “deadly technologies.”
For this reason, Glover and Kaplan read the Germzn writer Emst
Jiinger’s First World War novel The Storm of Sted (1929) which valorizes
‘the manly and purposeful activities of war' (Gewders, 56) against Erich
Mada Remarque’s pacifist novel AL Quer ar the Western From (1929),
which quite simply does not. In both texts, there i5 a kind of abjection of
the body bur the form this abjection takes is profoundly different.
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Jiinger's projects the abject on to women, particularly the nurses who
treat him and the ‘simple girls® with whom the soldiers fraternize. For
Remargue, however, it is the male body itself which becomes the abject,
reduced to ‘stark bestial reality’ by war which tumns men into ‘human
animals’ (63-4). What is made clear in Glover and Kaplan’s discussion of
masculinity is the way in which it can only conceive of itself in relarional
terms, evidencing Butler’s notion of ‘embodimem’ with a startling claricy.
Glover and Kaplan conclude with the work of Judith Halberstam,
whose Femule Masciinity (1998) ‘takes us to the limits of present-day gen-
der theory” (158) Halberstam’s argument that women [develop] their
own unique kinds of masculine personae” (158) is both a delineation of
one specific lesbian gender and a radical refutation that gender exists m
any kind of binary. Halbesstam’s work is undoubredly imporeant bur it
does not stand alone. There are several points in this book where I feel
that the authors pass over materal but this represents the lasgest omis-
sion. The burgecning body of transgender theory and activism, as well as
its transsexual equivalents, makes lile appearance here and yet both
represent the cuming edge of ‘gender’ theory. Transgender and
transsexual issues take us back to questions about gender identy that,
particularly as feminists, we thought we had resolved. Germaine Greer’s
recent attack on the kinds of body memones and corporeal cemmanties
articulated by MTF transsexuals in her book The Whale Worrn (1999) is
just one example of how potentally disruptive crossing, or even ‘double-
crossing’, the gender binary can be 1o feminism and gender studies as a
whole. Such missed opportunities for critical analysis of gender are
undoubtedly imporant but this book still represents an extremely useful
survey of gender and &ts cultural formations. As an introduction to the
issues and debates around gender it will be inf ormative for readers new
1o gender studies, and will undoubtedly prove to be an excellent
textbook for undergraduate courses on gender, literature and culrure.

Joerme Wiping
Middlesex Umiersity
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Antigone’s Claim: Kinship Between Life and Death
Judith Butler, Columbia University Press, 2000
h/b £12.950 23111894 5, p/b £ 11.50 023111895 3

In Antigore’s Claim Judith Butler offers a new interpretation of Sophocles’
Antigore, taking Anugone’s life to exemplify how symbolic kinship rela-
tions subvert and transform themselves through their intemal
operations. The reconsideration of Antigone thus consolidates Butler’s
eatlier analyses of the instability endemic to sexmal telations and gender
identities. Her parucular aim here is to oppose Lacan’s idea that symbolic
kinship relarions form a fixed and invarant towality immune to change,
by challengmng his reading of A ntigome. Her own undesstanding of Ant-
gone emerges gradually as she criticizes Lacan’s interpretation, as well as
those by Hegel and, more briefly, Ingaray.

Hegel discusses Antigene in the Phenorendlgy of Spert (ch. V1),
describing ancient Greece as divided between two instinstions, pafis and
family, whose conflict precipitates the collapse of Greek life. Creon and
Antigone respectively uphold the customary laws of the palis and the di-
vinely ordained laws of the family, the former concerning the
‘universal’the common goad—and the latter the ‘individual” good of
particular, embodied, family members. Combating Hegel’s depicrion of
Antigone as the representative of normative family relationships, Butler
stresses how much she confounds kinship normns. Issuing from Qedipus’
incestuous bond with Jocasta, for Antigone, all kinship terms are unsta-
ble: her father is also her brother; her brothers are symbolically
indistinguishable from her father. Butler notes one suggested etymologi-
cal derivation of the name ‘Anugone’ as ‘against kin” (gore derives from
eous). Antigone’s love for her brother Polyneices can only be character-
ized as incestuous— though Hegel denies that these siblings could desire
one another, as their blood is ‘at rest’. Butler astutely responds: ‘the Phe
romendiogy becomes the textual instroment of the prohibition against
incest, effecting what it cannot name, what it subsequently misnames
through the figure of blood’ (13). According to Butler, Hegel defensively
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enforces the ban on incest by denying thar Antigone infringes it and re-
casting her— perversely— as a defendant of stable kinship relations.

Butler also argues that Hegel comes close to recognizing a peculi-
anity in the ‘divine’ order Antigone defends. Hegel understands this as 2
legal order different from public law, barely expressible and hence imper-
fectly legal For Butler these charactenistics reveal Antigone’s principles
as the internally arising deformation of the public law, which just & the
law regulating kinship. Hegel retreats from this insight, redescnbing the
farnily as 2 private sphere wholly incommensurate with the palss. By do-
mesticating Antigone, he disavows the collapse of stable kinship that her
life represents. Butler concludes that Hegel’s dialectic fails when con-
fronred with Antigone, suppressing her incestuous significance without
preserving it. He even urges the pdfis to suppress the familial ferninine
opposition he constructs, so suppressing Antigone again, This last criti-
cism of Butlers is misplaced: Hegel simply narrates the way the
family/palis clash engenders the murual destruction of both instinutions,
which get replaced by the abstract individualism marking Roman society.
This initiates a process of reconciling familial particularism with polirical
universalism, which Hegel generally advocates. Butler's insistence, wntra
Hegel, on Antigone’s dislocated kinship status is fluminating and sugges-
tive. Still, this need not be undestood, with Butler, as ansing from
instability in the (political) kinship law. Hegel suggests an alternative un-
derstanding, claiming that Oedipus introduces deformavion into his
kinship relations by ignorantly overstepping kinship laws in acting for
exclusively public ends.

Burler's substantial :ugumcms for her own nnderstanding of Ang-
gone’s kinship status appear in the comtexr of her engagememt with
Lacan. Her central aim is to refute what she sees as his static view of kin-
ship, drawing on Antigone to support this. Burler begins by lucidly
reconstructing Lacan’s thinking about kinship and the symbolic order.
Following Lévi-Strauss’s claim that it is the incest taboo that makes cul-
ure possible, Lacan further maintains that this taboo establishes the
inter-defined ‘positions” of different kinship relarions within the family.
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These “relations of prohibition [are] thus encoded in the “position” that
each of the family members occupies’ (18) (the mother, for example,
only has sex with the father, not with the son). The incest raboo thereby
enables different forms of pronominal reference, which condition cul-
turally intelligible speech and the possibility of recognition. Culrural
intelligibility depends wpon symbolic kinship, which depends upon the
incest taboo. As the structure of symbolic kinship makes all culwure and
society possible, it cannot be a historically contingent social product, but
remains constant while different social forms instantiate it. Butler com-
ments: ‘Although Lacan’s theorization of the symbolic is meant to take
the place of those accounts of kinship grounded in natre or theclogy, it
comtinues 1o wield the force of universality’ (44).

Lacan’s belief in the invariance of kinship structures is Butler's
primary target. Contesting its structuralist premises, she denies thar kin-
ship terms or “positions’ constitute a complete and fixed structure. The
process whereby kinship terms are defined through their differences
from one another occurs only over time, such that the meanings of those
terms remain permanently incomplete, kiable to deformation or trans-
formation each time they are invoked. Indeed, for Butler, the incest ban
itself always nshs insugaung the incestuous behaviour to which it points
precisely in prohibiting it. Butler’s critique of Lacan rests— as in her ear-
lier writings— on a fusion of post-structuralism with Hegel’s doctrine
that every culmiral arrangemernt contradicts ftself, all prohibitions and
mandates generating their antitheses.

In re-imterpreting Antigone, Butler seelks support for this critique
of Lacan’s theory of symbolic kinship. Her re-interpretation thus remains
close to Lacan’s eadier reading of Anrigone (see chapters 19-21 of his
195960 seminar, The Ethics of Psythoanabysis). As Butler reconstructs this
reading, Lacan takes Antigone to represent the inauguration of the sym-
bolic order as a set of kinship relations. More precisely, she represemts
the limit that is the condition of possibility for that symbolic order, 2
limit consisting of the umntelligible positions it excludes (but which An-
tigone’s deformed kinship relatioris embody). Her ldinship relations
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cannot be lived; she stands in a state between life and death. In Lacan’s
formulation, she inhabits a zone beyond the timit” (429 which human
life can only brefly cross. Lacan, Butler surmmarizes, ‘understands [Anti-
gone'’s] death as precipitated precisely by the symbolic insuppornability of
her desire’ (29), her location at the himit of culwre itself.

While agreeing that Antigone represents the limit of culture, But-
ler insists that thus limiv is #zemad to the symbolic order, a deformation
arising within it. Antigone can therefore challenge the régime that inter
dicts her relarionships because, issuing from that same régime, her life
and speech share iu 1v intelligibility. This enables her to argue with that
régime, to enter the public arena and dispute with Creon. The (at least
partial) intelligibility of Anrigone’s life exposes the instability already in-
ternal to symbolic kinship. Lacan’s view of kinship as a closed structure
entailed that transgression could exist only as what Butler calls a “static
opposition’, something aftogether beyond culture, necessanly doomed
and withour politically transformative potential By reconceiving the
defintion of kinship terms as a permeable, open-ended, process, Butler
allows acts of opposition to dominant interpretations to count as fully
culmral and to have politically transformative potential In support of
this reconceptualization, she foregrounds Antigone’s public militancy,
absent in Lacan’s metaphysical construal of her.

Buter also looks to Sophocles” text for evidence that Antigone’s
anomalous kinship status arises as the intemal defonmation of normative
kinship relations. Here Butler’s reading of Antigone is weakest, for the
evidence she finds is not in Antigore but Qedipus at Coloras, Sophocles’
play abour Oedipus” old age and death, written about 35 years after Az
goe She stresses how the curses and orders Oedipus bequeaths to his
kin here will be carried out in ways .that expose their intrinsic ambiguity.
He declares to Antigone that she ‘never shall have more love / From any
man than you have had from me’ (Oadipus ¢ Colornis 1617-8)— yet her
devotion to Polyneices leaves her equally loyal to Oedipus, the two men
being symbolically indistinguishable. Via the same indistinguishability,
Antigone in burying Polyneices subverts Oedipus’ stipulation that she
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may not bury his corpse. Her political activity enacts his repeated state-
ments that she does not conform to standard gender roles (337-344,
1559-1563).

Although Butler sees Antigone as a genuine challenge to norma-
tive kinship relations, she emphasizes thar Antigone is not a ‘queer
heroine’: she never succeeds in creating 3 culturally viable way of living
out her desires. She remains a purely negative figure, challenging the
symbolic law’s claim to exclusive intelligibility without finding or produc-
ing the political resources to legitimate her competing claim. On this
point, Butler accuses Ingaray of romamticizing Amtigone. As Butler
summarizes, Irigaray champions Anugaone for opposing the state in the
name of kinship bonds based in bodily specificity, bonds necessarily ex-
cluded from any political régime based on abstract equality or sameness.
Irigaray is, then, Butler’s third main interlocutor in Arigwe’s Caim Yer
ber engagement with Irigaray is minimal, leaving it to her readers to cor
relate their diverging readings of Amigone (for instance, Irigaray, like
Butler, claims that Hegel represses Antigone’s pninciples without pre-
serving them, but Butler does not refer to this aspect of Irigaray's
position). This is disappointing, especially as Butler had hinted in 1598
that she would be engaging in detail with Ingaray’s views on Janship (see
the preface ta her recenty re-issued Subjass of Desirg). So I shall try 1o ex-
trapolate from Butler’s general theses in A rtigwe’s Claim how she would
assess Irgaray’s picture of Antigonie,

On Butler’s reading, Ingary and Hegel come surptisingly close,
for both regard kinship as separated from the ancient palis through its
onentation around bodily particularity. Irigaray, though, thinks (wrongly,
I believe) that Hegel wants the palis to suppress kinship, in contrast ad-
vocating its political incorporation throvgh the institution of new laws
that value and recognize corporeal difference. For her, Antigone stands
for a similar resistance to the suppression Hegel ostensibly urges. Yet
from Butler’s perspective, Ingaray elides Amtigone’s troubled kinship
status just as Hegel did, likewise papering over the trouble with defensive
imagery of ‘blood ties”, Itigaray positions incest outside the kinshap struc-




i
1
4
13
i
i
i

9 Wamen's Philesaphy Review

ture which she defines as natural and so immune to challenge. For But-
ler, then, Irigaray is a conservative thinker who, asking politics 10 express
“nature’, insidiously demands that it enforce oppressively stable lanship
structures, including normative heterosexuality and rigid gender dimor-
phism.

It is quite possible, however, that Antgone’s troubled kinship
status can be accommaodated within Hegel's or Irigaray’s perspectives. As
I mentioned earlier, Hegel suggests that incest is one of the dislocations
wrought in kinship when myopic political agents violate its nomms. De-
veloping Hegel's point, Irigaray argues thar the polirical sphere splits
from kinship when men flee from the threat of their difference from
their mothers into an exclusively masculine social arena, reraining more
or less unconsciously locked into a psychical relationship of fusion with
their mothers. Men preserve this oedipal outlock in all their sexual and
familial relations, thereby disrupting symbolic relanons of genealogy,
which could enable women to distinguish themselves from one another.
Irigaray does not gloss over Antigone’s troubled kinship relations but
positions them as emblematic of the loss of identity that Western society
unjustly visits upon women.

Alhough T sull find this broadly Hegelian-Irigarayan approach
more congruent with Sophocles® text than the interpretation which Bur-
ler presents, her insistence on the political status of kinship raises
important questions about whether Irigaray (and Hegel) implicitly pre-
suppose that normative sexual and genealogical relations arse as natural
manifestations of bodily particulanities. Butler does not pursue these un-
derlying philosophical and political disputes with Irigaray or Hegel here,
so her argument in Asmigoe’s Clagm remaing inconclusive. Nonetheless,
her cntique of Lacan’s theory of kinship is both thorough and forceful,
perceptively highlighting the imporance of Antigone’s public, palirical
activity, as well as shedding valuable further light on how deconstruction
and immacent critique work together within Butler's distinctive ap-
proach 1o gender relations. Ovenall, then, Asigone’s Claim opens up some
truitful new directions for exploring the structure and comparative mer-

Womens Philasophy Revew 97

its of Binler’s approach to gender, and should prompt those interested in
the philosophical reverbemtions of Antigone to consider how far she
‘represents not kinship in its ideal form bur its deformation’ (24).

Alson Store
Lancaster Unrarsity

The Metaphysics of Love: Gender and Transcendence in Levinas
Stella Sandford, Athlone Press, 2000
h/b £50.00 0 485 11566 2, p/b, £ 16.99 0 485 12163 8

Whether in the light of Simone de Beauvoir’s accusation of an ineradica-
ble masculine privilege, or Gayatri Spivak’s more recently dismissive
reference 1o a ‘prunent, male-identified ethies’, it is by no means clear
thar ferninistn can find anything to parallel fts own project in the work of
Emmanuel Levinas. And yet the search goes on, focused increasingly; as
one might expect, on the usefulness or otherwise of Levinas’ work in re-
formulating ferninist ethics. Books like Kelly Oliver's Famly Vdus
(1997) and Cynthia Willew's Matemd Ethics (1996) take up the radically
differert vision of the subject/agent suggested by Levinas that seems
both to undermine the logos whilst worryingly reproducing gender hier-
archies. The question of the relation between the alterity of the Other
and sexual difference in its positive, Irigarayan sense is a central theme of
such work, and one to which Stella Sandford pays due regard. Nonethe-
less, her own concemn is not with ethics as such, but rather with the
nature and status of ercs, or more generally love, as it functions in Levi-
nas’ texts.

Right from the start, The Metaphysics of Low depnontizes ethics, not
simply in order better to emphasize other aspects of Levinas’ thoughe
hitherto relatively neglected, but to make the bold claim that the thinking
of transcendence is the primary motivating force of his philosophical
project. For all that we are now accustomed to the radicality of the for-
mulation “ethics as first philosophy'— overtuming the prionty of the
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question of being— Sandford asks us to reconsider metaphysics, not
elided with ethics, as Levinas has seemed to suggest, but as something
more fundamental. As she purs it: “Ethics” is the phenomenological ac-
count, the empirical possibility and/ or actuality of transcendence in this
wold; as such, transcendence is presupposed’ (8C).

In support of her contention she offers a close reading of a range
of texts, winkling our those places where Levinas makes explicit such a
formulation, but more importantly focusing on his working cut of the,
admittedly enigmatic, Platonic reference to the ‘Good beyond being’. In
place of the expecration that this might ground for Levinas the primor
diality of ethics, Sandford wants to show that a return to Plato, or at least
to neo-Platonism, signals a transcendent “beyond” irreducible to the phe-
nomenology of the encounter with the Other. In elaborating the concept
of the Good in terms of love, Sandford advances a detailed exposition of
the Symposizan (94-109). This text, as she notes, traces the same move
ment from erss 1o fecundity (as the masculine moment of the
procreative good) that Levinas makes in his own trajectory from an em-
phasis on erotic love in the early work, to an abstract love which reaches
towards the furure in the later texts. Although the twists and contradic-
tions of the Sympasium are followed through by Sandford with great
acumen, I am nevertheless uncertain why she insists on seeing it as so
strikingly paralleled by Levinas. The slow evolution of the latter’s
thought over a period of decades is surely of a quite different order.
Moreover, as far as the working rowards a notion of the Good goes,
Sandford is obliged to concede that ‘{f)he naming of transcendence as
“Goodness” is probably the most opaque moment in Levinas’s philoso-
phy (110).

What cannot be denied, however, is the valve of Sandford’s care-
ful and insightful tracing of the way in which a chister of texms
associated with Jove— the caress, patemity, the feminine, fecundity, fra-
temnity, matemity— are deployed by Levinas, and how these throw light
on the problematic of sexual difference. Despite the book’s subtitle, it is
centainly the lamer and not gender that is at issue, and although the
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ground has already been well worked by feminists, Sandford brings to it
an onginal stance. Interestingly, she holds in reserve the questiony of
whether ‘the feminine’ is a useful or meaningful category, but makes
clear from the start her view that in any case Levinas has ‘nothing to of-
fer an appropnative feminism’ (4). In unfolding Levinas® move from an
approach to sexual difference through the medium of (heterosexual)
emtic love, which positions the feminine as the Other par excellence, to
a subsequent mistrust of the erotic which sees It as seemingly ar odds
with ethics, Sandford shows how Levinas consistently slips imto an im-
plicit (and sometimes explicit) privileging of the masculine, Although his
concem is with the Other as a phidosophical category, the formal structure
of sexual difference—which might enable a philosophy of transcen-
dence—is increasingly compromised by its phenomenoclogical
appeanance in the alterity of the feminine (41). The erotic relation ac-
cordingly loses its philosophical status and becomes of merely
anthropological interest. A

By the ume of Taality and Infirsty (1961), the asymmetry of the
erotic that speaks to the possibility of transcendence is downgraded in
favour of a distinctly masculine fecundiry in which the father’s ‘relavion
with the son opens ... an absohate future or infinite time which overflows
the destiny of any self-same ego’ (67-8). At the same time, the notion of
the feminine appears swamped by its empirical content and capable only
of playing the conventionally supporting role of what John Caputo has
called the ‘Modest Maid®. Many feminist readers of Levinas would agree,
though as Sandford points out, it is not the meaning of the gendered
terms that is at issue, but ‘the way in which the philosophical argument is
pursued on the back of ... ideclogical associations” (69). Given the recal-
citrance of the feminine, it is perhaps no surprise that the concept of
sexual difference plays litle further part in Levinas’ work. Although in
Orheruise than Beirg (1974) matemity rather than paternity takes its place
as a privileged trope, it is in tum surpassed by the tum to fraternity as the
expression of the universal in which the feminine is once again absenr.
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As Sandford understands it, the difficulty experienced by Levinas
in holding apart the philosophical from the empirical results in a series of
slippages— rather than outright contradictions— that inhabit his work. In
ber painstaking analysis, Sandford provides a conviﬁcing exp]anaﬁon of
why concepts like the erotic and sexual difference, which had seemed so
promising, prove not only inadequate to Levinas® project, but fimally un-
dermine ir. Although love remains a central concem, it is increasingly
empried our, becomes itself unrepresentable, as the attempr to recover
transcendence through phenomenology fails in 1ts aim.

But is transcendence the continuing and overriding principle at is-
sue, as Sandford argues, or does Levinas himself implicitly acknowledge

the impossibility of his project by shifting the focus w an ethics that

must increasingly engage with the political? There is lirtle room for doubt
in the extm-philosophical texts that behind, or perhaps alongside, the
stress on the primordiality of the relation with the Other stands the rela-
tion with God, but nonetheless 1t is the possibility of an ethics for this
world that occupies Levinas in his major texts. It is not that I think Sand-
ford is mistaken to call attention to the significance of transcendence,
but rather that she somewhat overstates her case with the result that she
must give relauvely lntle artention to the extensive passages that most
fully develop Levinas’ notion of ethics.

Despite my reservations, The Meataphwics of Lowe is intriguing and
thought-provoking throughout in that it demands an approach to Levi-
nas that not only opens up relatively unfamiliar areas, but also throws
new light on some of the questions that have concerned femunists for
many years. For Sandford, the emphasis on transcendence must be the
pnmary chim to the book’s originality, but it may prove to be of less
‘consequence than her re-siting of the question of sexual difference. It is
precisely Levinag® attempts to engage the feminine i his philosophical
project that ultimately undo the metaphysical endeavour, and uncover
the implausibility of direct feminist appropriation of his texts. I must
admoiv that Levinas has long worried me as someone whose work both
attracts me and arouses unease, although T have been less able 1o accoumt
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for the latter than the former. Sandford’s text may go some way to clan-
fying that unease, at least in terms of the intricacies of her analysis of
Levinas® account of ‘the feminine’, which at times she marks as ‘fust plain
offensive’ (46), but to which she more often gives a highly muanced read-

It is somewhat surprising, then, that she ends her book with the
pious assertion that Levinas’ work ‘remains fundamentally incompatible
with a feminist theoretical project which aims 1o help transform society
through the location of the onigin of meanings— including that of “the
ferminine”— in the finie structures of the world® (140). Well, yes and no.
As she has painstakingly shown, ir’s all rather more complex than that.
That one false note aside, The Metaphwics of Low is 2 highly sophisticated,
demanding, and beautifully written text with which Levimas scholars
should cemainly engage.

Margrit Shildrick
Staffordshrire Urnersity

The Power of Ferninis¢ Theory: Domination, Resistance, Solidarity
Amy Allen, Westview Press, 1999
h/b£29.99041591244 X, p/b £8.99 041591245 8

What is a feminist conception of power? Is it any account of power that
can help to illuminate the lives of women, or is it more than this? Is it an
account that derives from the very conditions of women’s lived realities?
While all ferninists would no doubr agree that feminism needs to be able

" 1o illuminate the relation between women and power, the acial contours

that the theory of power takes differ significantly from theonst to theo-
tist.

As Amy Allen’s opening chapter flustrates, feminists have ap-
proached the concept of power in a number of different ways. Those
operating within a broadly liberal perspective have seen power as a re-
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- source © which women should have access. In order to secure gender
justice, it is necessary to remove the obstacles that demy women power.
Agamst this resource model of power, radical feminists posited the dual
ideas that male power was a form of domination while fernale power
could be thought of in terms of empowerment: less the power over oth-
ers than the power 1o do things. Where the liberal model aimed at gender
neutrality— though its enitics charged thar its model was actually andro-
centric— radical feminism sought to define a specifically femminine mode
of power, grounded in the realities of women’s experience, that could be
counterposed 1o a more destructive virile conception,

While both liberal and radical feminist accounts have their
strengths, for Allen they are ultimately insufficient for the task at hand,
Ferninism needs a theory of power that can accommodate bt domina-
tion ard empowenment and the way that these two moments intersect. It
is not enough to say that men have power over women; women akso
have power over others. Likewise it is not enough to say that women’s
power is empowering and creative when &t can also be dominating and
restrictive, In order to generate a more adequate theory, Allen tums to
the work of Michel Foucaulr, Judith Butler and Hannah Arendr.

Tt is the goal of Allen’s book to produce an account of power that
can accommodate what she regards as three necessary features of any
feminist conception of power. First, that it must be able to explicate
male domination of women; second, that it has to be able to exphin fe-
male resistance; and third, that it has to have an accounr of female
solidarity. Moreover, such an account must be normative— though frus-
tratingly for this reader, the reasons why it should be normative are
merely asserted a priori rather than debated and demonstrated. In order
10 construct what is ultimately a synthetic theory, Allen devotes a chaprer
each to Foucauk, Butler and Arendt. Charting the pros and cons of their
respective accounts of power, she shows how each thinker both supple-
ments and remedies perceived deficiencies in the worlk of the other(s).

Foucault is seen as offering the insight that power is productive
Just as it is constraining, Fis work is deficient, however, in that it has a

paradoxical conception of agency and a strategic (rather than normative)
account of solidarity. Butler provides a necessary corrective to Foucault’s
insufficient discussion of agency through the Demidean noton of cita-
tonality. She is able to demomnstrate just how it is thar a subject (who is
subjected by power just at the same time as it is a subject of power) has

‘agency. Nevertheless, Butler remains in the same normative quandary as

Foucault. Butler is less aware than Foucault of non-discursive phenom-
ena, but her version of sohdarity, like Foucault’s, is strategic rather than
normative. It is Arendr, then, who supplies the necessary normative ac-
count of solidanity—although Allen recognizes that there are issues
surrounding the extent to which “concerted action” can be disrespectful
to the other.

The final chapter of the book then sketches out the composite
features of the ferninist conception of power that Allent has been con-
structing block by block throughout. A feminist conception of power
incarporates three central facets: power-over, power-to, and power-with.

* In this way, it can account for dominaton, resistance and solidanry—

Allen’s three key areas for any femninist account of power— though she is
at pains to deny that these three areas are simply reducible to the three
facets of power she has isolated. This analytical account of power is sup-
plemented by some ‘methodclogical considerations’. When assessing
how power operates in any given context, one perspective is 10 focus on
the foreground” where power-to, power-over and power-with function.
This has w be complemented by ‘background’ work that exposes the
comtext in which power (in its three facets) operates: questions about
subject positions, institutions, cultural meanings and so forth,

There is no doubt that this is a book that will be of use w0 st
dents: the individual chapters are all very cleardy and succinctly written.
The chapters on Foucault, Butler and Arendt summarize neatly the main
themnes of each thinker in respect of power and sketch some of the most
pertinent crticisms levelled ar those accounts. For the most part, how-
ever, they tread well-covered ground (at least in the case of Foucaulr and
Arendt) and for established scholars will be less rewarding, There is rela-
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- tively little engagement in the book as a whole with the secondary litera-

ture. Overall, the approach is schematic rather than detailed. The section
on power as a resource in Chapter 1, for instance, 15 very thin; it merely
reports a debate between Okin and Young, The account of power as

" empowerment focuses almost exclusively on theories of care, neglecting

other versions of power-to that have been developed within radical and
other feminisms, As a summary of feminist theones of power 1t is far
from full '

There is much that could be said about the book: about the tum
to Arendr, the distinction between notmative and strategic conceptions
of solidarity and so on. The most significant area, however, concems the
relation between the final chapter and the accourt of Butler and Fou-
cault. The final chapter of the book sets out a typology of power that
sees power as the ‘ability or capacity of an actor ot set of actors 1o act’
(127). Allen thus adduces a theory of power that endeavours to capture
the essential quality of power event as she concedes that it manifests itself
in different ways. This is a far cry from Foucault who refuses to think in

terms of a theory of power {what power is) and instead offers an auabiic

of power (that is, an exploration of power in its operation). Where one
might expect Allen to encourage feminists to engage in genealogy (4 &
Foucault and Butler), she doesn’t. Instead, she derives from the empirical
work of both thinkers a set of propositions about power. There is some-
thing of a disjunction, then, berween the final analytical chapter and the
preceding accounts. Arguably this is less relevant to the account of Ar
endt because Arendt offers a theory of power (what &t is, its distinction
from violence, etc.).

My reservations go further than this. Power ultimately becomes a
resource—an ability or. capacity—of actors. This masks the ways in
which for both Foucault and Butler power produces effects of all kinds:
subjects, agency, insttutions, surveillance, nommalization and 50 on. In
this her account loses some of the radical thrust of the work of Foucault
and Butler in particular (though her account of solidasity is much closer,
despite Allen’s reservations, to Arendt’s idea of concerted acton). The
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move that enables her to realign the observations of Foucault and Butler
tums on how she recasts the notion of subjection. Foucault and Butler
both treat subjection (assiettissemert) as involving subjection by power
just as one becomes a subject who can act.

Two things happen here. First, Allen reads this account of subjec-
tion as standing in for the work of power per se. In other words, power is
treated as if it is always about producing subjects who are dominated and
empowered by its actions. As just noted, it is not evident that this is the
case for either Foucault or Buder. Gertainly power generates subjects,
but that is oot all i does. Second, the twin dimensions of subjection are

recast as domination (a form of power-over— defined by Allen as ‘the

ability of an acror or set of actors to constrain the choices available to
another actor or set of actors in a non-ttivial way' (123)) and as empow-
erment, or sometimes resistance— and there is some slippage between
the two tertns. The latter are forms of power-to, defined by Allen as ‘the
ability of an actor to attain an end or senes of ends’ (126).

This remapping of the dual nature of subjection loses sight of a
mumber ‘of features intrinsic to the Foucauldian/Butlerian account of
power. Gone is the sense that resistance may not be end-oriented or
goaloriented but may be an unconscious response to the actions of
power. (Gone also is the sense that power produces the very actors that
may or may not be able to act, (Interestingly, the question of subject po-
sitions is relegated to. a ‘background” consideration, the background
being ‘the complex sadi! relations that ground every particular power re-
lation’ (131, my emphasis}). Gope too is the idea thar power functions
through such material entities as the panopticon generaring effects of
(self-)surveillance or the effects of power-discourse in paturalizing het-
erosexuality.

Despite her own acknowledgement of the complex intersections
of these analytically disarticulated features of power, and the twin caveat
that domination is just one type of power-over and resistance of power-
to, the final chapter seems to jar with whar has gone before, Allen wants

0 be able to distinguish normatively between bad power (domination)
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and good (resistance and, of course, solidarity}. To do so, she endeav-
ours ultimately (recognizing her caveats) to align one aspect of subjection
with ‘bad power’ and the other moment with ‘good power’. Ultimately
this doesn’t work because these moments are not nommatively invested.
They are inseparable moments in the constintion of subjects: one is sub-
jected to power just as one becomes a subject. Being subjected to power
is equally as productive as becoming a subject who can act; becoming a
subject who can act is equally as constraining as being subjected.

Moya Llgyd
Quteest’s Uniaersity Belfast

May Sinclair: A Modem Victorian
Suzanne Raitt, Oxford University Press, 2000
h/b £19.99 019 8122985

Although any new biography of May Sinclair (1863-1946) must be a
welcome event, from a philosophical point of view this new study by
Suzanne Rairt deserves only a caurious welcome. Rairt tells us that al-
though Sinclair’s philosophical work was ‘remarkable in its time, it has
limited significance for philosophers nowadays’ (10). Bue as much of
Sinclair's literary outpun is informed by the philosophy that she develops
in a number of early essays on the history of philosophy, in her poetry, in
her essays on psychoanalysis and in two original works of philosophy, 4
Deferxe of Idealism (1917) and The New Idealism (1922), this is a most un-
helpful decision. Furthermore, since Sinclir was passionate about
Spinoza and was also a feminist, this is quite simply a mistake, as must be
clear from reading 21st-century feminist Spinozists such as Moira Gat-
ens, Susan James or Genevieve Lloyd.

Although Sinclair herself ventures into biography in The Three
Browis (1912), she was careful to assess the sisters” achievement in terms
of their artistic endeavours, Rairt adopts a less generous approach, and
reads Sinclair’s attainment in terms of a failed personal {and sexual) Life.
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Since Sinclair covered her tracks well (excising revealing paragraphs from
letters and completely destroying swathes of personal comespondence),
Raim has clearly had a rough tme in tracking down intimate derails. Her
frustrations with her elusive author seem to have affected her own value
judgments. Too often Raitt adopts 2 patronizing attitude towards Sin-
chair, judging her in terns of the vulgar psychoanalytic models that have
been incorporated into present-day ‘common sense’ about the ills of fe-
male sexual repression. These are used to criticize her subject as
freezing’ into old age (260, 262), bur are not themselves subject to cni-
tique— or even fully relted to symptoms of Parkinsen’s disease which
produces a notoriously mask like immobility that matches that of Sinclair
herself on her fast public appearance in the US, aged 61.

Rairt gives us detailed— and often highly speculative— analyses of
Sinclair's works, her motives, her sublimated) sexualiry and her failures,
but Raitt’s prying mto personal relationships is not matched by an
equivalent intellectual cunosity about the exact details of Sinclair's views.
This is deeply ironic, since Sinchir was herself an early— very critical—
reader of psychoanalysis. She helped set up (and funded) one of the ear
liest clinics for psychoanalysis in the UK (the Medice-Psychological
Clinic, founded 1913), but she reads Freud and Jung critically, in terms
of their contnburtions to a philosophical tradition, although she also al-
lows their interest in childhood, self and memory 1o redirect her practice
as a writer. She takes her definition of key concepts such as ‘sublima-
nor’, ‘self” and ‘unconscious memory’ from Hegel, Kant, Schopenhauer,
Samuel Butler and Spinoza, Raitt seems to suppose that Sinclair is adve-
cating Jung’s version of sublimation (as opposed to that of Freud) in
Mary Ofivzer, and 1oo quickly dismisses Sinclair’s “bastardized’ Jungianism
as both inconsistent and inadequate in charting the relationship between
the self and the unconscious drives in Sinclair’s philosophy and fiction
(232-3).

~ Apan from her ghost stosies, only three novels, The Three Sisters
(1914), Mary Qliier: A Life (1919) and The L and Deth of Harriett Frean
(1922), have received relatively recent reprimts. Of these, the last two
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adopt modifications of the experimental ‘stream of consciousness” tech-
nique: a phrase that Sinclair was responsible for introducing iato lirerary
crticism in her 1918 review of the opening volumes of Dorothy
Richardson’s Pilgrimug. Both can be usefully read in terms of the meta-
physical system that 1s developed within Sinchair’s 4 Deferxe of Jdealism, m
which being born a self means only ‘thar which is present to all states of v
sa@cnss i any o wmsaous orgaisnt (Deferce, 4). Specifically, being a self
does not entail being an individual. Individuality is only attained gradu-

ally through the course of a life as the child develops into an adult and

separates itself off from its ancestors and relatives.

For Sinclair, ‘becoming an individual’ and the simultaneous revela-
ton of the illusory nature of individuality is what is charted in Mary
Olizier. 'The failure to adequately individualize and the failure of individu-
. ality to break up imo the pre-individual (as opposed to the sub-
individual) is what is charted in Haniert Frean. To understand tha this is
not inconsistent, we need to grasp thar individuality as such is not the
focus of Sinclir's philosophical or literary concems; nor is memory,
which is presented as pre-individual and as non-identical with con-
sciousness {Deferce, 74, 77). Instead, the “undivided, unapparent being’
that is the self contains within iself ‘all selves which are and shall be’
{Defrce, 31). This (Spinozist) substance or self is infinite, but manifests
itself as particular finite individuals, and involves ‘a plurality of fllusory
conscinusness, a plurality of illusory selves, held together by one “real”
selff (Dglwe, 377). We can become comscious of this ‘real’ mon-
individualized self that synthesizes materiality, time and space in new pat-
terns that ‘escape for ever the net of memory’ in pravileged moments of
awareness revealed in the experience of beauty, lorve'or danger (Deferce,
74,379).

Sinclair’s philosophy firs broadly imo an Idealist tradition influ-
enced by T. H. Green, Hegel and Spinoza, as well as thav peculiar
combination of Kamt, Plato, Hnduism and Buddhism that ¢an be found
in Schopenhauer. This is most evident in the plot of Mary Qlfuer in
which the efonymeus heroine— whose life coi.ncide; with that of the au-
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thor in a mulviplicity of ways— develops into a poet and 2 transhror of
Euripides’ Bawue (and in ways that might remind us of May Sinclir's
young friend HD., Hilda Doolittle, whose work Sinclair was one of the
first to appreciate and critically place). Mary Qliuir is a rare example of a
female artist-novel: a classic Kzstlafpgroman whose absence from the
Iterary canons of modemism s, at least in par, explicable by her readers’
failure to engage with the series of intellectual figures and ideas that mark
its plot. Thus Mary reads and discusses (sometimes even quoting) all of
the above philosophers, plus Locke, Hime, Sophocles’ Antigone, Maud-
sley and Darwin, amongst others. Freud and Jung are not mentioned but
their ideas are implicitly under critique (and are explicitly discussed in A
Deferz and elsewhere).

Mary Olsder starts inside/ ourside the comsciousness of the two-
year old infant Mary in her cot. The uncertain pronouns of the narrating
consciousness (‘she’ and ‘you’) are maintained for most of the text, ak
though by middle age Mary has artained individuality through a series of
relational bondings and refusals. There is the sisterly identification with,
and differences from, her brothers (who dic one by one). The father is
made subservient 1o the brothers and the mother in the family drama (ak
though his body— its smell and its beard— are also the focus of a kind of
primal horror). Bur above all it is the mother/daughner struggle that
shapes the daughter’s gradnal amtainment of individuality and the narra-
tive 1tself. The similarities with and differences from Hegel (for whom
the brother-sister relationship of A ntigove is key to woman’s idenuity) and
Freud and Jung (who emphasize the daughrer’s love for the father) seem
far from accidental.

Thus, in Mary Ofivier the relational monism of 4 Defence of Idedism
15 exemplified through exploring the relationships that exist within the
family unit, from cradle to the amainment of full individuality. As the
mother lies close to death, the self begins to will freely but the still-noe-
fully-emergent self—now allocated the pronouns it" or ‘you' and the
demonstrative ‘this’, as in ‘it wills’, willing “was ths'— realises that ‘noth-
ing happens except God’s will. God’s will in your will. Self of your self”
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(Mary C¥izder, 351). It is only at the end of the novel thar a new pronoun
emerges: a (hesitant and unstable) T’ replaces the ‘she’, ‘you’ and ‘it’. This
T finds itself in a Spinczistic moment of reconciling freedom and fate
self and universal. | |

Given the roles played in recent psychoanalytic theory by the
Geman e (it/id) or the French gz (this) as signifiers of the unconscious,
Sinclair’s change of pronouns seems both sophisticated and subtle. Bur
the reader who looks to the Raitt biography to confirm the above analy
sis of Sinclair’s philosophy or its exemplification in the novels will be
disappointed. Indeed, some of the vseful information relating to phi-
losophy included in the eardier biography by Theophilus E. M. Boll
(1573) is omitted here.

Boll starts with a poignant scene of Sinclair reading a paper on
Primary and Secondary Consciousness’ to the Aristotelian Sociery in
1923 and being thoroughly discommoded by the need to deal with her
audience’s questions, which were fended for her by Alfred North White-
head as Chair. Putting Boll's accounmt together with that of her
impending Parkinsonianism and dementia that Raitt supplies, an obvious
hypothesis presents iself. But neither biographer explores this. How-

ever, perhaps this was also just that female discomfirure with the over-

aggressive questioning that predominates in philosophy; perhaps that
was as trug in 1923 as it s for some women philosophy students now. In
any case, Sinclair refused the invitation to contnbute an essay later that
year to John Henry Muithead’s Comtenporary British FPhilosgphy, even
though Muirhead noted in his letter of invitation that she was the only
Bntish woman philosopher considered important enough to be invited.
What for Boll was a significant moment in Sinclair’s intellectual
life {the abandonment of philosophy) is in Rairt either missing entirely or
confined to a footnote (42 fn). Raitt’s lack of phidosophical curiosity is
also revealed in her discussion of some of the early poetry. She guesses
(36) that the title of the poem ‘Apollodorus’ refers to a Greek painter,
and proceeds to offer a Lacanian analysis of this eary text, published in
1886. Bur given that Sinclair refers to the Apollodorus of Socrates” dia-
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logues in another poem, Raitt's speculation is unconvincing. It would
have been more useful 1o explore the Apallodorus who is the lover of
Socrates and the namator of the Synpostenand the characrer who weeps
excessively as Socrates dninks hemlock in the Phaado.

Much of the intellectual detail in Raitt’s biography is either lacking
or uncompelling. But the biography is not without interest. It has tracked
down new sources and offers plenty of details on Sinclair’s relationships,
her feminism, her interest in mysticism, as well as her brief expedition
into Belgium as part of the ambulance corps during 1914-1918 war. Sin-
clair's artitude to war was disturbing: both ecstatic and natve. Raite
portrays Sinclair here 1n a ndiculous light, and the details are certainly
hard for a 21st-century reader 1w handle. But to me, Sinclair seems an
overwhelmingly tragic figure: a kind of modem Antigone who disappears
into silence for the last twenry years of her life as Parkinson’s disease
robs her of an individualized will and her authonial voice.

This biography is certainly a book worth ordering for a library or
recommending to those interested in literary modernism or the history
of psychoanalysis; But, as far as the history of women in philosophy is
concemed, & leaves too many questions not only unanswered, but also
utterly unexplored. Like the film /% recently on general release in the
UK-~-and also the associated film documentaries, biographies and remi-
niscences about Iris Murdoch (1909-1999)—it adopts a biographical
approach that occludes a serious engagement with women as thinkers. In
it, we can just glimpse the figure of 2 woman philosopher as she simmulta-
neously disappears from the history of 20%-century philosophy.

Christae Battersby
Urdrersity of Warnide
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Luce Ifigaray and the Question of the Divine

Alison Martin, Maney Publishing, Medern Humanities Research
Association 2000.

h/b£29.99041591244 X, p/b £8.99 041591245 8

Alison Martin’s book is a brilliant, sympathetic, and invaluable explica-
tion of Ingaray’s thinking of the fernale divine which, Martin arpgues, far
from being an embarrassing and inexplicable tum in Irigaray’s work, is
central o her whole project. Against those who argue for a fundamental
break in Irigaray’s thoughr, Mamin delineates three distinct stages: Iriga-
ray's critique of patrarchy, her attempt to explore the feminine to find
an enabling fermale subjectivity, and the development of a heterosexual
order that cleady recognizes two sexed subjectivities.

In relation to the divine, Ingaray stands in the idealist madition of
Hegel and Feuerbach in asseming the importance of the self-other rela-
tionship and the necessity of an ideal represemtation locating the self in
universal terrns. However, she departs from Hegel in her assertion of the
need for fidelity to sexual difference rather than the violent collapse of
one to the other. Masculinity in Westem culture has reached its lirmits.
The old master/slave dialectic must be rephced by one taking place be-
tween two sexed subjectivinies mutually recognizing one another, the
only dialectic that can surmount the subject-object splitting of patriarchal
culture. For Irigaray, the dialectic between these ‘two rhythms’ gives nise
t0 a ‘sensible transcendental’ surmounting the spint/matter, rea-
son/body oppositions znd other patriarchal dualisms,

Marx developed a matenalist analysis emphasizing modes of pro-
duction: Ingaray develops the anmalysis of mamter and focuses on
appropnation, especially the appropnation of fermale matter that const
tutes the collapse of female genealogies. She goes beyond Mamx’s
distinction between interpreting and changing the world to attempt both
simultaneously. Far from remaining at the level of interpretation, or ca-
proulating to any pre-Oedipal, naive, unmediated body (a strategic or
metaphysical essentialist position), Ingaray’s project is to odtrere wormen.
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Currently, women are not citizens: their genealogies are collapsed into
the patriarchal order. '

Apparently central to Ingaray's positien is her experience of the
contrast berween Romania and India. Both are poor but while the first is
bereft of its gods and dispirited, the second revels in a sophisticated
spinmuality. Women are also bereft of their gods and goddesses, but In-
garay’s concem is not for a Goddess menzz pantly hecanse the concept
1s plaral and regressive. ‘Divine Becoming’, rather than divine beings, is
the challenge, and Irigaray therefore argues for socio-symbolic practices
and representational strategies empowering female becoming. Without
such an ideal, she claims, women are left derelict, with no means of dif-
ferenriating among themselves except derivatively in terms of their male
relationships; they cannor go beyond patriarchal culture or develop un-
versal fermale ideals. Female horzontal viclence becomes inevitable.
Marin's account of Ingaray on the divine would seem to indicate that
Irigaray’s position has lirde to do with omto-theology, tradirionally under-
stood, or even with metaphysical humanism, Her position has much in
common with process or ecological theology. Her project is unasham-
edly universalist, yet her universalism is one that confounds the very
meaning of the universal. She does not posit divine beings, but the Di-
vine Becoming of two sexes.

For Ingaray, Being is matter, and matter 13 the feminine substra-
tum that patriarchal culture consistendy forgets, denies, or projects onto
a Being in a subject-object reladon. Her divine sexed beings are an ar-
tempt to re-establish the primacy of subject-subject relations, a primacy
shawered through the Fall’ which she interprets as a break between na-
ture and grace, one that can be overcome only through new relationships
berween the sexes. She prioritizes gender as the prmary category of op-
pression and hence analysis, and claims that Christianity, Buddhism, and
Hinduism each offer ways 1o overcome the break with nature implied in
patrizrchal sexual relations.

Iriparay shares much of Nietzsche’s critique of Christianity: the
histonical form deviated from its radical roots under the influence of -
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sertumend, But whereas Nietzsche blames Chnst’s teaching, she blames the
historical conditions of reception. Nietzsche rejects the inner spirinality
of Chnst and Buddha as life-demying; Irigaray embraces i for its divine
interiority, although she stll regards it as problematic for its life-denying
desire for nothingness (longing to return to primal oneness with the
mother). Nietzsche embraced Dionysus: Ingaray considers Chnst more
respectful of women Furthermore, she includes Nietzsche in her cnitique
of morbund patriarchal philosophers. Where he blames priests, she
blames patriarchy, especially its failure w recognize the other sex, leading
to the multiple approprations of the ferninine, metaphysically expressed,
sacrificially achieved, and mimetically represented in the patrarchal
eucharist, which incidenrally betrays both Jesus and women in its expres-
sion.

- Rather than tuming away from Chnstiamry, Ingaray attempts to
return ©o its radical roots. For all its difficulties, Chastanity (which can-
not be reduced to one form) has hamessed crearive energies (possibly
derived from irs gynaeocratic past). Her concern is not to recuperate
Christianity for its direct potential for any socio-economic change: in-
deed, she explicitly problematizes this ‘option for the poor’, given the
dangers of manipulative rhetoric concemning salvation. Still less is she de-
fending the ‘truth’ of Christianity. Her concem is for s symbolic
potemtial for women beconung full agental subjects and thus her aim is
to develop Chnstianity’s sexed incamation to include figures such as
Mary and Anne, and w0 offer women options other than those typified in
Freud’s “Three Caskets”: the mother, the virgin, or the prostinute.

In elucidating this, Martin’s book will stand alongside that of
Whitford as one of the definitive texts on Idgaray’s wotk to date. The
book also elucidates questions to be asked of Ingaray that seem at the
moment sill to be left hanging, Ferninist scholars of religion generally
accept that there is o necessary correspondence between the gender of
the deity and the liberation or subordination of women: the varables are
extremely complex. Can systems of mpresentation be recuperated, -
vented, or consciously constructed? Are there nov positions other than
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those allowed by Freud which are taken by women—slave owness, colo-
nial servants, bourgeois capitalist—that might actively militate against
women acting for themselves as well as in themselves? Was the break
from kinship to kingship, from blood to social contract unilaterally nega-
tive or, like capitalism, a necessary stage in human development? In
India, for instance, the caste system administers abjection and repudia-
tion, while Western democracies were only made possible by breking up
the familial, feudal, and other dynasties (even though the tes of blood
were symbolically retained in some monarchies), with abjection often
displaced into the racial arena.

Ingaray’s thinking of the divine is essentially work-in-progress,
The ultimate test will be its ability to bear the weight of questions.such as
these.

Mary Condren
Irstituie for Ferninism and Religion, Dublin
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