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EDITORIAL

To borrow from one of our reviewers, feminist philosophers continue 1o
compel with their alternative visions of the present and its limits, and the
future with its possibilities (see Sara Ahmed’s review of Kelly Qliver’s
Winaseg, (79-85)). The contributors to this issue of WPR share a
concer with the critical analysis of past and present, as well as with
finding creative paths into the future. This is seen to involve the elabora-
tion of alternative modes of theorizing alongside an engagement with
practice and with complex political problems.

‘The volume begins with an interview with Michele Le Doeuff by
Meena Dhanda and Pamela Sue Anderson. As their discussion makes
clear, a concern with practical politics has long been interwoven with Le
Doeutf’s approach 1o theory and philosophy. Here she suggests that so-
cial issues can function as a ‘beacon’ from which feminist philosophers
‘may get an orientation m thought’ (11). Conversely, philosophers and
theorists may have important contributions to make to debates about
practical issues of policy. However, for Le Doeuff, it is crucial that such
contributions are offered in ways that respect the freedom of others to
think for themselves and to change their minds, a process that demands
that we give ideas time to circulate, grow, and be absorbed and adapted.

Le Doeuff’s emphasis on the importance of self-detesmination for
women aften echoes the Kantian conception of enlightenment as having
the courage to think for oneself. However, she appropriates and trans-
forms this Kantian model via her attentiveness to concrete issues of
political representation that condition the extent to which women are
able to have autonomous voices in the public sphere. Moreover, she
links these questions to a feminist approach to issues of race, locating
her concems in relation to recent French politics and the exclusionary
operations of xenophobia in particular. Here her philosophical and po-
litical commirment to women’s autonomy is reflected in her response to
debates abour the status of immigrant women in contemporary France,
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Le Doeuff’s concem to conjoin theory and practice, whilst taking
care to allow each the freedom to develop at its own pace, is part of a
methodology that takes pleasure in revealing unexpected or hidden con-
nections— so much so that the mterviewers delight in portraying her as a
“Miss Marple’ of philosophy for her skills of detection. Le Doeuff does
not see herself as single-handedly constructing 2 philosophical frame-
work for ferinist theorizing. Rather, and in keeping with her advocacy
of a mode of philosophizing that accepts its owm limits and open-
endedness {see the essay ‘Long Hair, Short Ideas’ in Le Doeuff 1989 &
2002), she describes herself as ‘at ease’ with the “unfinished’ nature of her
work and the way it holds open possibilities for further development by
other thinkers. On this model, feminist theonizing itself is seen as de-
pendent on the forging of productive connections: as a transformative
project that welcomes its own on-going, transformation via the work of
different thinkers.

It is therefore appropriate that in the essay which follows the i
terview, Catherine Constable explores the potential of Le Doeuff’s work
for feminist theorzing, and that she does so by conjoining the work of
Le Doeuff with that of Irigaray. As both she and the interviewers note,
Le Doeuff’s position diverges significantly from the so-called femimst
philosophy of difference’ with which Irigaray is standardly aligned. How-
ever, Constable argues that &t is the differences berween these two think-
ers that mean their work can be productively entwined, so that “each can
be used to augment the other.” (40)

Constable begins by exploring the model of theorizing developed
in The Phileapbical Tmaginary, in which she reads Le Doeuff as ‘charring
the repeated interpenetration’ of the theoretical and the socio-cultural
On the one band, this entails acknowledging the cultural specificity of
philosophical wntings, which cannot be seen as transcending their his-
torical contexts. On the other, because of the ‘double capacity’ of images
w simultaneously sustain and disrupt, the cultaral representations woven
through philosophical texrs ‘always hold open the possibility of future,
different theorizations.” (45) -
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The essay goes on w compare Le Doeuff’s and Inigaray’s analyses
of the role of fermniniry within philosophy: Le Doeuff’s insistence on
the diversity of socio-cultural discourses and representations counterbal-
ances Ingaray’s tendency to emphasize the hegemony of a single phal-
logocentric order. At the same time, Constable identifies a tension in Le
Doeutf’s position that arises when, for strategic reasons, she argues fora
distinction berween philosophical representations of femininity and ‘real
women’. Here, 1t is Inigaray who complements Le Doeuff, as the for-
met’s work on psychoanalysis shows how philosophical constructions of
the feminine inflect the collective cultural imaginary, in ways that are in
keeping with Le Doeuff’s broader claim about the imbrication of the
theoretical and the social

Consrable exvends the productive conjunction of the two theorists
in the final section, where she offers a detailed account of Le Doeuff’s
amalysis of the chiasma alongside a reappraisal of Ingaray’s critique of
specular logic, Again, Constable’s alm is pot to unify the two theorists’
perspectives, but 1o pay attention to their different accounts of woman
and the vanishing point so as to allow each to augmenr the other. If Iri
garay draws our gaze towards the possibilities for re-imagining wormnan
that lie beyond patriarchal structores, Te Doeuff allows us to see how the
unstable alliances berween theory and image may already contain open-
ings towards such altemative imaginary pathways.

Constable shows how Le Doeuff and Ingaray together not only
allow us 1o review specific images and theorizations of the feminine, but
also enable us to think again abowt theonzing itself. In this way, she can
be read as offering one possible resporse to a more general concern with
the current state and possible fimire of feminist theorizing. This concem
is nsightfully addressed by Beatrice Hanssen m the final chapter of her
recent book Gritigue of Vidlerxe, where she asks, ‘whatever happened
ferninist theory?” (Hanssen 2000, 232) Indeed, both Le Doeuff’s meth-
odology of tracing miellecrual mpprachernenss and Constable’s conjunction
of two different feminist philosophers, resonate with the mode of
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creative bricolage that would characterize the pluralistic and dialogical
approach that Hanssen advocates.

In her review of Hanssen’s book, Diana Coole offers a thoughtful
crtical discussion of the version of neo-pragmatism that Hanssen fa-
vours as a response to the current anti-theory climate, In addition to
ooting the timely nature of Hanssen’s critical reflections on violence,
Coole also draws attention to the book’s concern with political struggle
and with finding an approach that effectively combines theory and prac-
tice. These concemns not only eche those of Le Doeuff, but are further
elaborated in several other of the books reviewed in this volume. For ex-
ample, Liz Sperling’s Worren, Palitics Philasophy ard Politics (reviewed here
by Mounica Mookherjee) explores the interface between political philoso-
phy and women’s policy issues to show how the Western philosophical
tradition impacts upon women'’s participation in the political

In a differenr field, Penny Florence and Nicola Foster have pro-
duced a collection which bridges theory and practice and conrimues the
debate about how to theorize by offering a multiplicity of ways into what
they call a ‘differential aesthetics’. The contributors 10 the volume—
entitled Differential Aesthetic— investigate the relation of matter to the
non-material by displacing binary structures of opposition, and exploring
instead the mutual imbrication of artist and spectator, writer and reader,
image and word, as well as mind and body, subject and object. The role
of the matenial and affective in aesthetic production is a key theme in this

collection, and is explored extensively in Barbara Kenmedy's book on
Déewze and Cinerma. And as Sara Ahmed shows, the affective is linked
back to the political in Kelly Oliver’s recem work, which draws on the
notion of bearing witness to rethink subjectivity and soculity.

I, as Hanssen suggests, {flerinist theory only exists as a multi-
colored assemblage of threads’ (Hanssen 2000, 240), we hope that you
will find a mumber of these threads entwined here in productive and
thought-provoking ways. The preparation of this issue of WPR has been
greatly helped by the excellent work of Andrea Rehberg as assistant edi-
tor, and Stella Sandford as book reviews editor. We would especially like

1o offer our thanks 1o Stella for all her work on behalf of WPR in recent
years. Stella is standing down after this issue and handing over the sk
of reviews editor to Alison Stone, who we are delighted to welcome to
the editonal tearn.

Finally, our thanks to Pamela Sue Anderson and Meena Dhanda
for conducting the interview with Mich&le Le Doeuff. Those of you who
are especially interested in Michéle Le Doeuff’s work may want to lock
at Gerald Greenway’s request for notes of endorsernent to support the
republication of Hippardna’s Chaice, which we have included in the an-
nouncements at the end of this volume. If, as Michéle suggests in the
imerview, philosophy can sometimes be written as a pure act of joy, we
hope 2 lirtle of this joyful mood will infect the readers of this latest issue!

Helen Chaprran Radhd Jones
Uniersity of Staffordshire Unersity of Durdee
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Bringing Us Into Twenty-First Century Feminism,

With Joy and Wit.

An Interview with Michéle Le Doeuff

Conducted by Pamela Anderson and Meena Dhanda;

28 June, 2002, Oxford.

Independence for a Start.

PA

Michéle, I see you as a philosopher who has always had a serious
commitment to politics. Can you tell me something about your
political commitment? Did you join 2 political party ar a young
age? If so, which party, and have you changed ar all in this

commtment?

MLD In fact, I never joined any political party nor indeed any

‘gopusade, 2 word the French use to descnbe small lefuist
parties. In the sixties, many of my fellow-students were involved
in that type of activism. It was the normal thing to do, for young
people with a commitment to politics, 1o join one of these
groups, mostly Maoist or Trotskyist or, if you were already a cut
on the conservative side, the Youth Branch of the Communist
Party. Most of these people are now slightly left of centre or per-
fectly right of centre. :

To me, at the time, it was obvious that to join that sort of
politics, one had to take oneself seriously, and I couldn! Leftist
groups’ members behaved as f they could teach you a thing or
two; they tended to be on the pompous side, come to that. I
couldn’t identify with such an artitude. Pamel, you have read
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my work; you know that for me philosophers should take phi-
losophy seriously, not themselves!

An important distinction— with a nice twist! A touch of your
“witticism’, as well?!

Some sense of humour, some irony and modesty, that’s what we
must hope for and that’s what should accompany our work,
whether it is hard work or not. ,

Besides, I already was— we are talking of the Skxies— I ak
ready was an independent mind. Perhaps without being aware of
it, I was protecting this independence. The only groups I ever
jeined in my life were groups where a certain amount of free
speech was allowed. T have found thart possibility of free speech
occasionally in trade unions or in Moneres Fraxds por le Plan
ring Familial [the French Movement for Family Planning] and 1
always maintained it in my involverment in feminism.

True, I was involved in the movement against the Vietnam
war. This mostly meant going to demos quite frequemly— in
stilettos, by the way, because no one ever thought, before 1968,
that a demo could again be dangerous; older people had experi-
enced police violence during the Algerian war, but we thought
that was past history. I was convinced that a demo, although in-
volving legs and vocal cords, was just citizen activity that would
be respected as such by both government and constabulary.
Sometimes, a demo was also an occasion for intelligent views to
be circulated, I remember hearing an impressive speech by the
famous mathematician Laurent Schwanz in 1966 or 1967, on
some Parisian boulevard, out of a loudspeaker.

As soon as I could vote, I did vote, of course and, when I
discovered the historical American and British women’s struggle
which launched the demand for all women to have the vote in
the nineteenth cenrury, I began to think that voting is also a way
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to pay tribute to them. It added some colour to vi;its to the
voring station. And today, 1 really think that it is an issue to vote
and encourage others to vote.

My memory of the first women’s demos in Paris tallies with
my first experience. By the way, the very first I ever went to was
November 1971, which I think was the second Women’s Lib-
eration Movement demo in France; the first one had taken place
in August of 1970. There were nine women there, in August
1970, but in November 1971, we were, I can’t remember ... per-
haps 50,000 ... I mean, a huge number.

Could it have been much more than 50,0002

Perhaps! I cannot say that on oath, but it was a huge demo, that
is all I can say. On the streets, you discovered a whole new
world and way of thinking, sometimes through slogans and
songs, sometmes through pamphlets or leaflets. From 1971 to
1973, as far as feminism was concemed, I was simply a ‘demo-
goer, if you like, getting new ideas or new perspectives— enjoy
ing myself a lot when the lnguage of political protest was
propped up with witticism!"

The issue in which I was most interested was access to
contraception and abortion. In 1973, a movement called MLAC
(Movement for Liberty of Abortion and Contraception’) was
created. 1 immediately joined it. With a friend who taught clas-
sics, 1 created a branch in Colombes, a suburban town. Very
soon, women working at the local hospital came and then took
over, which was a good thing. Let classicists or philosophers
start something and let nurses continue! Women have walents,
talents which are diverse and which, when pooled together, may
prove creative indeed. '

Later on I joined a MLAC group in my own area in Pans,
in which I discovered at the same time the most distressing
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aspects of life, and wonderful acts of solidarity. I understood
how being the beneficiary of an act of respect or kindness may
transform a woman'’s life. A Spanish awderge in her early forties
endowed me with this true nugget of understanding. The group
had sored her out, which means that everyone had taken the
risk (at least on paper) of charges and imprisonment to help her,
free of charge of course. 1 saw her blossom and open up. For a
while, she joined the group, radiant. Perhaps it was the first time

- in her hife that she was treated as an end in itself’, someone who

had rights and needs that others would bother to meer.

How has your political commitment made a difference to your
feminism? Or is it impossible to say, because your politics and
feminism are inseparable, perhaps emerging and developing to-
gethe? And then, what about their relation to your work in
philosophy? /

I believe that social questions should be seen as a beacon from
which we may get an orientation in thought. We need to know
about how things are for ordinary women; your ordinary femi-
nist philosopher ought 1o know what is suggested by those who
do good work 1o try and change the position of women in sock
ety. I do believe in being involved, let us say from time to time,
in practical issues and in debates about practical issues. Activist
associations in France occasionally ask just for that. You have to
be patient sometimes, you may develop an idea which will not
be accepted straightaway. An intellecrual’s responsibility is sim-
ply to explain an idea to the best of her own undesstanding, in as
well-reasoned and well-documented a way as possible, and no
more. It is certainly not our job to persuade. T believe I have ac-
quired this attitude through doing philosophy and with the idea
that philosophy does not coincide with rheroric nor indeed with
propaganda of any kind. Philosophy exists by taking imo
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account the fact that we address other people as free minds, able
10 engage in a critical dialogue with their own beliefs.

In 2000, the Lyon group for Family Planning invited a GP
and myself to a public debate. They were campaigning to extend
the time Limit for getting an abortion. My view (documented n
England, by the way) was that asking for no time-limit mighr
well lead to hospitals lingering more (even more than they dal)
in providing an abortion, and therefore to longer waiting-lists,
which is not what we want. T suggested that we also devised
strategies to reduce the delay between the moment a woman de-
cides she wants an abottion and the moment it is provided.
Perhaps such a perspective was not adopted straightaway by my
activist friends in the andience, It sounded a lirde awkward to
their ears, I think. Well, that was the year 2000; 'm now reading
exactly that here and there, and I'm very pleased! Everyone must
be entitled to take their time to change their minds. I don’t be-
Jieve in being brusque or, you know, in ordering people’s minds;
let them think it out at leisure for themselves. So, if everyone
must be emitled to take their time to change their minds, con-
versely, an imtellectual should know that it will take time for
some views to be accepted.

In my ferminist writings, you may have noticed that I'm not
seeking, nor ndeed courting, immediate success. Otherwise, I
would never have written what I did. In ferninist studies, just as
in any given field, there is a matter of consensus, or group ideol-
ogy, or falling into line with accepred wisdom or the wisdom of
a group, you know what I mean. My first piece ("“Women and
Philosophy’, now reprinted as ‘Long Hair, Short Ideas™) was ini-
tially seen as singular partly because it was critical. It was not in
agreement with ‘the line’, which at the time was about female
difference; it sll is, of course. Tt was not ‘sisterly enough'’, be-

cause it was critical. And— this came as 2 surprise for many in
the English-speaking word— it involved a knowledge of the
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history of philosophical texts in the discussion about women
and philosophy. My second piece, abour de Beauvoir, was writ-
ten in 1979 and promptly rejected by a Brtish journal, the
Editors claiming that de Beauvoir was ‘passé’, Irigaray having
become the name of the game! In the US, it was also met,
though not by everybody, with explicit disbelief. De Beauvoir, a
philosopher? These two pieces have since then been reprinted a
number of times, and re-xeroxed in 2 way which could make any
publisher feel miserable.

It is hardly the dury of a thinker to look out fora crowd she
could follow nor, come 1o that, to write books that will help
promote her own career, which may always involve some kind
of compromise with dorinant, hence, patriarchal ideology.

Yes; I like this idea that you have to allow people time to change
their minds.

It has to do wath the idea of freedom— their own freedom, and
my wanting them to find their own freedom. And this is some-
thing I've leamed partly through activism about contraception
and abormion, because my role was to talk with women who were
demanding an abortion— at the time it was illegal in France—
within an activist group. The atmosphere, all that struggle, was
about helping each individual woman 1o find her own way to her
own freedom. It was important to discuss with her why she was
not vsing comtraception and therefore was in need of an abor-
tion, It was crucial to make sure 1t was her, not the husband or
the parents, who wanted the pregmancy to be terminated. Our
message was: Tt is you, it is your opinion, that counts’. A woman
who is in trouble may find an opportunity in it to discover her
own liberry. Well, that sort of experience has shaped my work in
philosophy or reinforced a tendency I already had. I find deep
pleasure in respecting my readers” mnrellectual freedoms; I write in
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the hope of helping them to be freer and 1o find a true intellec-
tual liberty.

Women, Feminism and Food for Thought

PA

MLD

Michele, do you sometimes despair of women today, who do
not seem 1o be aware of the need to engage in contemporary
politics (as feminists)? Is it ever enough to be a strictly academic
femninist? In fact, the latter might be impossible.

Hmm, I'm now in two minds about that! Or rather, my brief
time teaching feminist studies at Geneva has made me change
my views. Most of my students, particulady the young ones,
were not at all ready to engage in practical politics. They wanted
intellectual food, they enjoyed reading the books suggested 10
them, and enjoyed discussing topics at the level of principles. It
was feminism considered as a fine art, almost.

Only some marure students who already had expeﬂence' as
activists were, as 2 matter of course, carrying on with practical
polirics. To start with, 1 was slightly surprised that the younger
ones would not engage in discussion with the mature students
about also being a practical activist— I was surprised, and then I
undesstood. There is such a thing as intellectual bunger, a pure
need for ideas or for a renewed imtellecnnal life. This bhunger
brought to My seminars an amazing mix of women and some
men. Both the mature activists and the young students came for
the same reason: they wanted some intellecrual food. All seemed
to describe my teaching in food metaphors to the pomt of
licking their Jips when they had particularly enjoyed the mt'eall
Little bear cubs around a pot of honey! And yes, a right-wing
woman magistrate a bit older than myself, just like an
undergradmate with no politics 2t all, could find food for
thought, say, in my discussion of John Locke.
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At the time, T wondered if teaching femninist studies was not
just about intellectual fulfillment, which is an issue in self. My
own political persuasion— namely, that things do not happen if
women themselves do aot stand up for them— was, for some of
my students, like stating the obvious, for others like, well, a per-
sopal view of mine to which they didn’t need to pay much
attention. Moreover, those who also had connections with the
Department of Politics were taught exactly the opposite as truth
pure and simple, namely, that feminist movements pever achieve
anything, because they always are and were too weals; that pro-
gress for women comes only through intemational agencies!
This was the creed, subject of exams, and of course, when I
would hint at the opposite, well, it would be seen by some stu-
dents as just an idea of mine. The mature students already kmew
that women themselves have to conquer and defend their hard-
won liberties.

Anyway, since then, many of the younger studers have
understood what I meant, Again, time is relevant in debates.
They really understood at the time when the question of paid
matemity leave came under discussion in Switzerdand. Many
women had thought that the Federal government would win
that issue without their help. When the reform aimed at giving
compensarion for maternity leave was defeated by referendum,
they realized thar even when something makes sense, even when
the Head of State is a lovely woman, utterly dedicated to the
reform (and Ruth Dreifuss, the aforesaid lovely woman, had put
all her heart into it), all the same, it is necessary for ordinary
women citizens to devote time and energy to the debate as well
To go around and explain why compensation for matemity leave
is a just and good thing, 10 attend meetings on the topic, in order
to show a keen collective mrerest, to distribute leaflets on the
streets, and so om.
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In a paper you gave t0 2 philosophy seminar at Oxford,. you've
quoted Louise Weiss with some relish when she wrote in 1936
while campaigning for the vote that it would be necessary ‘o
kick feminism our of the few drawing-rooms where it shows
off’. Are you enigaged in a similar exercise with respect to certain
types of intellecrual currents in feminism?

Meena, you are tight to pur the emphasis on ‘certain types’!
There are some types of feminism or women’s studies which do
not seem to lead anywhere or which seem to aim at creating
apathy. All the same, I would not consider ‘kicking out’ anty
intellectmal current. T would rather be critical and a little caustic
as 1 always was, and then let my readers think it out for them-
selves. As long as there is an intellectual debate, it is fine by me.
Being polemical has nothing wo do with an attempt to exclude
from the arena, nor indeed with foreing amyone o get some
fresh air owtside the walls of the Academry. But nonetheless,

 from time 1o time, I would recommend fresh air, remembering

that life is 2 long process anyway— there is no need to rush.

_ Keeping in touch with practical socil issues and with the
activists who stand up for them is meaningful in many respects.
Iatellectual women have many means to circulate information,
and it is crucial 1o help information to circulate. To take an ex-
ample: Martha Nussbaum’s book, Sex @ Sociad Justie (Oxford
University Press, 1999), is the book I would recom.mend_ on
these grounds. All women considering themselves as feminists,
and studems in women’s studies, should be better informed
about the position of women in developing countries. I take my
hat off to Martha Nussbaum for having collected so much
material.

In the case of Safiya Hussein during the winter 20012002,
it was also crucial to circulate information about her, to get
people 10 e-mail the Nigetian Embassy and the UN Office for
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Human Rights. I put all my heart and soul into Safiya’s defence
and I was very glad 1o see that Amnesty Imemational and some
groups of the French Human Righrs League took it up. It is our
responsibility 1o help movements as important as Amnesty to
understand that they should be involved in the defence of
women. This also took a long time, Twenty years ago, it was dif-
ficult to get movemems which were not “women’s movements’
involved in any campaign for women’s rights.

Occasionally, we may provide to activists’ movements a re-
flexion, a shift of emphasis, new lines of argument. At any rate,
when connected with them, or when working on real issues, we
take up a social responsibility and become different from what
we were. [n a sense, this is the reward: to become different from
what we were by increasing our social responsibility. Every time
I have the opportunity to have a dialogue with activists, or o
amend a court heanng on the most difficult issues (incestuous
rape, cloridectomy..), I have the feeling that I'm changing, in-
tellecnually (because T discover aspects of life I had no idea of)
and also personally. However disturbing it is to find out abowt
the worst effects of patnarchy, one may have the feeling that
there is a ‘duty to know’, and that one becomes more human by
allowing cneself to know about what & most painful in human
life. Besides, it is educated women’s tresponsibilty to organize
mto some theoretical construction empirical matenal and find-
ings about oppression. A PhDD about single motherhood in the
USA woday may put your future as an academic a bit at nsk. It is
all the same a most respectable and extremely wvaluable
endeavour.

And, if we return to the question: ‘s it possible to be
stnctly an academic feminist’, on paper, it might be possible.
Excepr that, within the aforesaid walls of the Academy, one is
confronted with a masculinist tradition, which has despised
women and women’s contribution to the historical development
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of liberties or to the history of ideas. Therefore, if the better part
of the community holds opinions slightly or heavily biased by
contemnpt, it is very hard to remain loyal even to intellectual
figour without touching base from time to time with the
knowledge, discourse and values of activists working on practical
issues,

Besides, I'm sorry 10 say, opinions which are questionable,
not w say simply untrue, may get propagated within the aca-
demic context. See how many colleagues will credit Michel
Foucault for the French women’s liberation movemens, or for
having introduced the idea that sex is political. As if Mary
Wollstoneeraft, Simone de Beauvoir, Kate Millet, and a few oth-
ers had not broached the topic before, nor even existed! See
how many claim that John Locke’s or John Rawls’ philosophy is
just what we always needed. Ideas always come from men, you
see— thar’s very well-known, isn't itP— femunism is dernrved. You
may even hear women academics chim that we did spend ten
years with Lacan, but Heidegger is our mentor now...

But after all, were we to have a lock into the works of ge-
ographers, we may well find aspects there which are biased as
well by, say, marionalistic beliefs or by the Iast govemnment’s
policy conceming regional development! At a certain time, 2
given set of ideas may be rewarded or may be pumshed. A
grown-up person should never allow thar structure to influence
her production of ideas. We should know thete is a ‘tempo’ for
imellectual life, And if you produce ideas in accordance with
what is rewarded or punished, well in that case, twenty years
later things will have changed and your work will no longer have
any relevance. It is, anyway, unworthy of any thinker to do that.
But let us take a more optimistic view: life is a long process.
Sommetimes, you come across women who first started thinking
about themsclves within a ‘current’ you consider as leading
nowhere and as inviting us 1o stay in the drawing- room, but who
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evenrually freed themselves from the limmation imposed on
them.

Michele, what you said just now about Locke and Heidegger re-
minds me of your continuing aversion to intellectual mentorship
by men Youve always rejected an uncrirical acceptance of
readymade frarneworks. But you've also said that a search for a
philosophical framework, which could prove appropriate to the
theotization of women’s freedom, is a search that you have been
engaged with. My question is: do you think such a framework is
possible, and do you see yourself as constructing such a frame-

work?

I'm constantly trying to open up vistas and to push questions
further. ‘This might not be what could in the end produce 2
framework, particularly because I see thought as a dynarmics, as
something on the move, and myself as tying to remove obsta-
cles on the way or to challenge fixations. What I offer may well
be ‘unfinished’ in nature and I feel av ease with that. [ often
think that someone who has read me will perhaps produce a
more complete tlleofy evenmually, T often think of my work as
prepanng other works,

All the same, I have some beliefs. I do see feminism as a
Yet-mussing, or often-missing, face of humanism; women’s rights
are human nights. Besides, if we take up the Renaissance idea ac-
conding to which the human being does not have any ‘essence’
but becomes human or more humnan by embracing the interests
of humankind as a whole, T believe that this is true of feminism.
By challenging patriarchy— not in order to put any kind of ma-
trarchy in its place, nor to seek any sort of juxtaposition of pa-
triatchy and matriarchy, but gradually to undo the power of one -
sex over the other—we may hope to achieve more than just
what we are doing, For patriarchy may be responsible for more
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than sex oppression. It is clearly at the core of all sorts of fun- MLD ‘Peculiar joy'... ! Of Meena, it must be said: ‘this woman knows

damentalism, from Tele-evangelists to the Taliban. Nazism was
a reinforcement of the power of both men and the State over
women, transforming therm, as Rita Thalmann put it, into repro-
ductive mares and beasts of burden.’

Conversely, resisting male power is resisting fundamental-
ism. T’m also convinced that, if her reproductive life was every
where in the hands of each individual woman, farmilies would be
more balanced, children less oumerous, not produced one after
the other or by the dozen, until the woman collapses, which is
unacceptable in itself. It is believed that in developing countres,
hyper-production of children counteracts attempts 10 redress the
economy. The fact that many of these children will die before
adulthood is heartbreaking and, again, economically speaking, a
disaster. Women free to choose how many children they really
want: this would probably lead to their having less mumerous
children, but better fed, vaccinated and schoaled... which is
itself a good vision to contemplate. It may also help promote
peace. Societies that assume thar there will always be new chil-
dren to replace those thar get killed ar war, take sending their
members to be butchered too lightly.

All in all, T believe that there is a lot of hope, for everybody,
for the planer itself, in the dismantling of patriarchy.

me!” Yes, 1t 15 a joy and one must suspect that this tendency w
archaeological dipgings is a personal trait of character, hence
something I could not account for. In Le Sece di sawr (1998,
2000), I obliquely acknowledged that such a tendency may come

to you early in life. It i5 linked to the habit of sensing that there

15 something the matter in an event or in a passage from a book,
sornething one is not able to understand strightaway; you must
be wise encugh to koow that you do not understand it all on the
spot. I must admit that I always was in the habit of somehow
stowing away a fact in a comer of my memory, as 2 question,
and with the vague idea that one day perhaps I would decipher
what it meant. Perhaps reading Agatha Christie to teach miyself
more English when at school developed that sort of habit. Miss
Marple collects bits of facts or conversations and, in the last
chapter, the puzzle falls into place.

Let me try and explain how it may work from a cognitive
point of view. We were taught that there i a basic oppositon
between analysis and synrhesis. Analysis separates compornents
one from another, synthesis purs them together. Analysis goes

~from things conditioned to what conditions them; synthetic or-

der would go from what conditions something to what is
conditioned. Please forgive this simplistic owtline, Now, in usual
thinking (a5 opposed to ways of reasoning which are more

Philosophy as Detection formalized), there may not be such a cut and dried difference
- between synthesis and analysis. In ordinary life, we often put
MD  You seem to take a peculiar joy in detection—a bit like a Miss two and two together and suddenly understand or decipher the

Marple of philosophy, if I may say so—in laying bare lmle
known, and often-overlooked connections in the reconstruction
of intellectual Lineage. I mean “detection’ in the archaeological
sense. Are you mainly concerned with paying homage where iris
due, or are there deeper purposes at work in the laborious dig-
ging and exploration that you so often do?

meaning of this or that. If imellectual ‘repprochenents’ are illurmi-
nating, it is because a synthesis (however summary or cursory)
may produce an analysis.

It is not just to reconstructions of intellectual lineage that
this may apply. Take Bachelard’s books on the poetry of fire,
water, space, earth, etc. He accumulates fragments of literature;
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and the more numerous these fragments become, the deeper
understanding you get of the image of fire, of daydreaming, of
water, or of spatial organization. But it’s true 1o say thar this may
also apply to the history of ideas, in the sense of reconstructions
of lineage. It may be acual or probably actual lineage: say, Y had
read X. For instance, I am pretty sure that the young Rousseau

" had read Gabrielle Suchon. It may be something a lirtle different,

namely, the reconstmction of shifts in a long evolution. This is,
ar least, what I have tried to do concerning the emergence of so-
called “fermle inuition’. You take the period of time when intui-
tion is God’s mode of knowing (or the wonderful human mode

of knowing first principles); you take the period in time when -

intuition has become “feminine’. What happened between these
wwo historical times? What does it mean for a mode of
knowledge to undergo such a change? The question is already a
‘yapproderrent, demanding an explanation. In forming the ques-
tion, we already have a hurnble synthesis. Except that there is a
huge gap berween the two moments and it is this gap which has
t0 be filled as much as possible. What will fill the gap s a work
combining analysis and synthesis.

And let me add this. On paper, or in principle, the analysis
of a concept can be carried out quite easily (supposedly, all you
aeed is to be sharp and endowed with methods of analysis),
whereas synthesis implies eollecting all sorts of odd bits and
pieces, and a good dose of luck to get hold of the necessary
findings. Except that lucky findings will produce ‘mapprodhemes’
which in their turn will help unfold a more relevant analysis.
This could be the biggest lesson in modesty which research may
teach us, namely, that you have to be hacky, What would have
become of my attempt to reconstruct the complex shift from
intuition as God’s mode of knowing to female inruirion, had 1
not been lucky enough to have read Gabrielle Suchon and 10

Women's IJbi[as@}yy Revew | 7

PA

MLD

have got hold, by accident really, of a nghtly forgotten book by a
Scortish Reverend? '
~ We analyze concepts with our already acquired knowledge
of many things; our reading of dusty documertts is informed by
questions which were lingenng in cur minds. And luck is crucial,
even when you try 1o be methodical. One day; I was wondering
how o find out more about the connection between Bacon and
Galileo. I got the idea of lecking in the papers of someone who
bad been an English Ambassador in Italy (diplomats were good
go-betweens). It so happened thar he had also been an Ambas-
sador in Vienna, and on his way had made a derour to meet
Kepler and ... what I found in the Bodleian Library was marenal,
not about Bacon and Galileo, bur abowt Bacon and Kepler.
What I had *scented’ for some tirne, against the received wisdom
of Baconian studies— namely, that there had been some kind of

connection between Bacon and Kepler— was suddenly substan-
tiated.

As a feminist, you have important things to say about other
feminists who fail to read past philosophers correctly. I find this
really impomant, In an interview with Penelope Deutscher
(Hyparia 2000), you suggest that these mistakes (often) come
from misinterpretations originally done by men. Bur are there
also problems with how women are taught philosophy teday by
other feminists?

There are always problems with how anybody is tanght anything
by anybody. This is why we should advise young people to add
as much self-teaching as possible to the cumriculum. As for what
you are referring to: yes, nineteenth and twentieth-century
translations of Bacon's Latin works, by male translators, contain
mistakes which in fact insert into the texts the sexist ideology of
their time, as if these texts were not full enough already of
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sexism, early seventeenth-century sexism. How is it that some
femminists accepted these translations, which basically claim that
science is a male knowledge of 2 female Nature? 1f we consider
that the dominant ideclogy of the twentieth century has it that
women and men are different, or rather, that women are differ-
ent from men; and if we see this ideology as shared and upheld
by both the majosity of men and by ‘differentialist’ ferninists;
then it is no wonder that they will agree on the so-called fact’
that science is for the males of the species, and tesearch is a male
and fairly violent attempt 1o know a poor lady Namure so as to
enslave her. The problem is that it is not ke that in Bacon, for
one thing. There s blatant sexism in his writings, but it is 2 dif-
ferent sexism, based on the idea that a group of people who
have scientific knowledge will have as much power over a group
deprived of science as a God would have over a2 human being.

Besides, if you take Bacon’s sexism as i is, the conclusion
will be that sex-equality will not be achieved withour women
having as much access to science as men. If you focus on the
twentieth-century form of sexism inserted by male translators
and commentators, then the conclusion is bound to be that
women should keep away from science, for they would put their
souls or identities at risk by doing physics or biology!

You have said many inspiring things abour teaching philosophy.
One simple commens that struck me was abour why the contin-
ted teaching of a text can be fascinating. You explain thar with
successive generations of students the teacher has to explain dif-
ferent things, fill in different gaps. It is indeed good advice for
the teacher to bear in mind the receptivity of the students when
teaching the ‘same’ text again. To take this further, what criteria
should govern the choice of a text in teaching philosophy?
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MLD Meena, you should keep the question of my views about

MD

teaching philosophy for yourself; you probably understand them
better than [ do myself. So why not keep the topic for an essay
by yourself!

If you did a seminar on “Women and Philosophy now, what text
would you choose?

MLD  Right now, I would gladly teach Gabrielle Suchon.

A Critical Philosophy of Parity?

MD

MLD

‘Iu the parity debate in France, you have seemed w defend the
idea of genderless citizenship. Given the nature of the debate’s
reliance on the philosophy of radical difference, your support for
the demand for panity seems to have been conditional. Purther,
you have argued that panty must not mean simply what pardia-
ment looks like, but what it is able to do. What is your response
to the direction that the pro-pasity movement has taken?

iI'he story is more complex than that. First in an article published
in Les Tenps rmodemes in 1981, and then in Hippardhia’s Qhoice
(1991), I had pleaded for equal numbers of women and men
siming on decision-mzking committees. Although 1 may have
mentioned e passant in that book, and also in a paper given at a
de Beauvoir conference, that it would be a good thing if Parlia-
ment 'beca.me a hftyfifty group, my real focus was on
cornmittees appointed from above. Particularly boards of elec-
tors for civil service positions— you know that in France, teach-
ers, post-office employees, and so on, are all state-employed. I
saw that as the real means to achieving equal opportunity in
public appointments and employment. I really believe that we
should make a sharp distinction between councils, commissions,
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and panels nominated “from above’, and hence acting on the
behalf of public institutions, and elected bodies, elected from
below by the people. The latter, at least in principle, are electf:d
on the basis of a programme, to defend certain ideas m Parlia-
mer.
When the parity movement started in France, first launched
by Frangoise Gaspard, Claude Servan-Schreiber and Anne Le
Gall, I had the feeling that my beauniful idea had been taken up,
but in a distorted way. They urtedy forgot about councils and
panels which are nominated by the highest agenciﬁf. (By tl.m
way, in 2000, Evelyne Pisier catried out a survey show that in
recent years no progress at all had been made regarding sex—b?l-
ance as far as appointments from above were concerned). Parity
activists have put the emphasis only on ‘the’ electe.d body,
namely Parliament. With no reference at all to a political pro-
gramme, even suggesting that ‘women MPs would not repr?s?nt
women'. Their followers took it a step further by descnbing
parity as the last and only goal of feminism. It was not parit).r asa
means to achieving better laws or regularions for oxdma.t:y
women, it was parity instead of political issues and 1o the detri-
ment of all practical issues. It was as if a shift  language was
taking place. As if talking of battered women, of lack of educa-
tion about contraception for what were sill large groups of
women, were no longer acceptable topics in the public sphere,
not it for polite conversation, evoking dirty aspects of lif.e per
haps, hence to be pushed out by a new topic. It was as if only
the ‘posher’ topic of parity could still be discussed. '

My criticism of the parity movement also involved a discus-
sion about what ‘representation’ means. Taking the idea more or
less from Hobbes, I explained that there is a theatrical meaning
of the word and another one which is quite different. The latter
is based on delegation of authonty. When I give a mandare to
my ground-floor neighbour and friend to represemt me at the
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general meeting of the building, he or she is not there to ‘repre-
sent’ me in any theatrical sense of the word, She or he will landly
vote on my behalf about repairing the gutter or redecorating the
stairway according to what I said I thought best. I choose to give
a mandate to Martha or Thomas, rather than to Philippe or
Christine, because Martha or Thomas are more likely to defend
my views than the latter. In politics, bodies supposed to be ‘rep-
resentative” should be elected like that: a programme, first of all,
and then the choice of people who are likely to defend it sio-
cerely. If parity were discussed from thar perspective, we would
first of all have to discuss, ar grass-roots level, what our pro-
gramme could be, 2nd then to discuss with women politicians 1o
what extent they— this woman politician, or thar other one—
could identify wirh i,
Unfortunately, we have all noticed that candidates in gen-
eral elections or presidential elections talk less and less abour g
programme. Elections are more and more 2 matter of ‘showbiz’
and theatrical performance. 1 saw the parity movement as a new
aspect of this shift, a shift which in itself is anti-democratio—
you elect people without being told what they are gomg 1o do... .
And more often than not, they will do things you may not like.
All the same, this criticism does not amoun: to a defence of
the idea of genderess citizenship. Quite the oppasite, actually,
and when anti-parity activists tred to make me sign petitions
against that law, they were disappointed at my firmly declining to
sign. They advocated a ‘universal, and in this case it meant
genderless citizenship. I'm a woman and a feminist, T have ideas
about the necessary progress of sex equality, which France
should support. I want these ideas to be represented in political
programimes and discussed in the public sphere. Discussed with
everybady, men and women alike. In fact, I want an insertion of
feminist ideas into the collective discourse and onto the agenda,
which should be one held in common. If the parity movement
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had held this as its political end, and drafted a programme, how-
ever summary, I would have been with them emhusiastically.

Unfonunately, the opposite is taking place; we experienced
a severe shock in February, when the government (whn:h 'had
prided itself on having introduced parity i the C‘onsutu‘uou)
submitted to Parliament a reform of parental authority. This re-
form was aimed at giving more rights (though not more duties)
to divorced fathers, and didn’t even take into account the fact
that some divorces are pronounced because the man had been
violent to his wife or his children. A violent man, divorced be-
cause of that, may demand shared custody of the children, anf:l
half of any child benefits. This law will make the life of many d:t-
vorced women more of 2 misery than it may be already; and it
will impoverish many of them. As if there was not already a large
enough discrepancy between the incormes of male and female
divorcees.

In the Fourth Notebook in Hippardria’s Cheice, you wrote that the
state must ‘take as its prime aim to create a space where all can
live together with their differences, which will probably be- -
tiple and not planned by anyone.” (1991, 313) Would you like to
elaborate on that?

T always believed thar if there were more equality between
persons, equal freedom of consciousness— equal freedom full
stop— and equal protection from the community, the outcome
of this would be the emergence of multiple differences and pot,
as some claim, uniformity. And these would be differences to
treasure because they would not be the end result of coercion.
When I first discovered Harriet Taylor, I had the feeling that 1
had met a bosom friend. Fer idea of “good’ differences was cer-
tainly not that Chinese women’s feet are cramped whereas in the
West it is the waist and chest of women which are compressed
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by corsets. With her, I would hold thar absence of coercion al
lows non-conformity which in its tum produces true individuali-
ties— not two human beings alike.
With such a view, you may and must adopr an ethics: when
0o one is predictable any longer, we need an ethics of sympathy
for this very unpredictability of ather people. But I think this is
not enough. Nothing will happen withour a clear definirion of
individuals® basic tights, from birth onward. Had we in France a
positive law stating that bodily integrity is part of children’s
rights, and schooling a fundamental nght for children of both
sexes; had we the idea that the Republic must protect all children
equally, it would be easier to stand up for little girls who are ar
nsk of undergoing clitondectomy and to stand up for Muslim
teenagers who want 1o attend school with a scarf on their heads.
Dont misunderstand me: I'm not a Tan of this scarf, but I
believe that a girl’s right w0 schooling must prevail. As for
clitoridectomy, I believe parents should be forbidden to carry
out this ablation on their babies. On the other hand, if an adult
woman wete 10 decide to have this ablation carried out on her
own body; I don’t think the law should interfere, though I would
feel very sorry for her. As for the scadf, you may have noticed
that on the streets, on trains, one may come across Muslim adult
women who clearly have rights, education, employment, the
possibility of walking or travelling on their own... on them, the
veryaspect of the scarf changes,

From Politics of Sex to Politics of Race,

MD

Just as there was an urgency abour the politics of sex in the Six-
ties, m the current climate in Europe, it seems 10 me thar the
pelitics of race needs to be sedously addressed. What in your
view should feminists be doing abour the tise of the Far Right in

France?
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MLD Anti-racism is constantly urgent, as is a politics of sex, or per—A foreignness. The Swiss law about immigration is clear; it js called

haps 1 should say that in both cases, we should remember that
only sustairied action, and thinking in the long term, may achieve
a better society. We usually advise battered wives to plan their
steps; associations working 10 give them support often say that
acting only in ‘urgency’, giving them help only when there is an
acuie crisis, is not what might really help. 1 feel tempted to say
the same for many other political problems.

Now, to take a feminist angle on racism, I would first of all
want to tum to 2 phenomenon which is not taken imto account
enough, namely xenophobia, which may well be a global plat-
form for racism or imterwoven with rcism. 1 understood that
when I lived in Geneva. In a tram, I was chanting with an elderly
lady and trying to comfort her (she was distressed because she
had found a public phone broken). At a certain stage, I gave
away the fact that T was French. Her face reflected deep horror;
she exclimed “You are French? and then tumed her back on
g

I have sometimes been the witness, sometimes on the re-
ceiving end, of incidents of that kind in other European courr
tries, and in tretrospect, I began o understand what I had wit-
nessed or experienced. Xenophobia is a negative aratude
towards people who in some way or another do not belong to
the comrmunity, because they are not natiomals or, when 2 nation
is defined by one religion, because they are not members of that
faith. Xenophobia may be hatred pure and simple, or distrust, or
2 wish to humiliate you, or systematically to take advantage of
you and exploit you. It may take up many forms, so let vs say it

is about maldng a difference between people who belong and
people who do not belong, And I think that in many cases it is
the hidden platform of mcism. ‘These foreigners, you know’; a
global hosulity to foreigners except that, once this is set down,
then a given community may think of introducing degrees of

‘the three-circles principle’. The first circle defines first-class
potential immigrants, namely European citizens, considered as,
and I quote, ‘almost like us’, The second circle is for Americans,
.F.Lustm]ians and Canadians (almost like the almost’), The third
circle is for the rest of the world— with an occasional exception
for the Vietnamese and Cambodians who fled from Commu-
nism; ‘the enemies of our main enemy being more cr less per-
haps our frends’.

If you rake a close look at Le Pen’s position, you will notice
that 1t is xenophobia he is explicily propagating. Jobs and
housing should be given to French nationals, not to foreigners.
‘French mothers” should have child benefits and even be paid w
stay at home (but nothing is said of mothers whe are not
French). He does often let slip racist attitudes as well; his anti-
semitic remarks are particulady repulsive. But his explicit and
real line, I think, is xenophobia. He occasionally tries to remind
himself that there are a Jot of French citizens who are black; he
might even remember that many French citizens are of Maghreb
descent. These attempts cleatly go against the grain with him,
but perhaps some among his think-tank insist that he should
tuy—try to limit himself to xenophobia, that is. Xenophobia
which is not punished by law and which is aimed at migrant
workers and migrant families.

H, from this description, we now tum 1o women’s attitudes,
we shall have to describe an old political gap among women
themselves. In Germany, at the beginning of the twentieth cen-

- tury, wometi who were real feminists in my view, who had

campaigned for the vote and contraception, were among the
first victims of Nazism along with other political opponents,
namely the Communists and the Socialists. A third of them (if
my memory of Claudia Koonz® bock is good) were assassinated
in jail before the end of 1934, another thind were in exile by
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then, and a third underground.” We must never forget that

fascism first gets rd of political opponemts, feminists included,
before attacking people who, according to a fascistic definition
of conformity, should got belong. Before organizing mass de-
portation and the extermination of Jews, Tziganes and gay men,
the Nazis assassinated those who would have stood up forthem.

On the other hand, many associations of comservative
women (mostly religious groupings, like women’s instines)
joined the Nazis, We must never forget that. As my friend
Liliane Kandel would put it, Being bom a woman does not
grﬁnt you any political grace”. Even if statistics show that today
women vote less than men for Le Pen in France (except house-
wives who vote exactly like the men), even if a law agamnst racist
statements was approved by referendum in the Republic of Ge-
neva only thanks to women voters, we must never forget that a
portion of the women in amy given country may tum cut to be
supporters of the worst politics. And the more traditional their
life- style, the higher the risk of their identifying with a politics of
exclusion, discrimination and extermination.

There may be an archaic factor in that attitude. In many
traditional societies, women are allotted the role of being, in the
words of Nira Yuval-Davies, ‘the bearers of the collective’. They
are in charge of mainraining traditions and are supposed to
identify wholly with the commmnity; to be the ‘belongings’ and
instruments of this community and of its closure. This may well
be an unconscious mechanism; the point of anchorge of the
commuuity in the people is probably under the surface.

" Michele, here I am reminded of the passage in Le Sexe d¢ smuis;;
“where you query the significance of the idea of a ‘gender gap’

(1998, 2000; 335). Taking as your example the Prench election of
1988, you note that the gap between the sexes 15 most apparent

_in vores for the extreme nght, Certain women—those who are
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educated and have had the opportunity to leam to think freely—
diverge most strongly from the male supporters of the right’s
racism and xenophobia. These women are much less likely to
follow men who vote for Le Pen and his like. However, it is
women who work at home (e.g. house-wives) and are under the
thumb of patriarchy who sull tend to follow “their men’. This is a
good example of equality and divergence amongst women.
I find this example an imporant challenge to rwentieth-
century ‘difference feminiso’, ie. those who replace(d) ‘equal’
with ‘different’. Moreover, this is a highly significant marker for
your own divergence from the so-called Prench feminism of
‘difference’. While twentieth-century feminists tended to reduce
the debate to difference or equality, that is, either following the
so-called ‘French feminism’ or not, you— Michéle— were wait-
ing for women to take hold of their political freedom to change
their own minds. The patience of your wisdom, treating each
woman as autonomous in her thinking, would seem 1w be
bringing us into the twenty-first century with your distinctive
approach to feminist philosophy. In this particular case, women
are to work for change by seizing the reality of their equal rights
to vote, and their possible divergence from patdarchal men, as
well as possibly from other women. I am excited by this third
way to read women, philosophy and the significance of their
political commitments. You also anticipated— uncannily— the
crucial role of veting by women (against the extreme right, but
also patriarchy) in this new century: ’s their power for/to
change! Michéle, T hope that I am not purting words in your

mouth with these comments...

You are not! And it is vrue that, if I had the means to campaign
10 efcourage women to develop the habit of voting, in Europe
or in America, I would! But, speaking of the Far Right in Prance,
there 15 something I would like 1o tell my feminist frends and
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many other citizens. Tt had been known since the e Eighties
that, as so00n as a politician drops a remark about migrants’ right
to vote, this kindles xenophobia and displaces 3, 4 or 5 per cent
of voters from the classical Right to the Far Right. It was Fran-

gois Mitterrand who experimented with that, in order to defeat’

Chirac for the 1988 Presidential elections. The Socialist candi
date this year, Lionel Jospin, mentioned this “migrants’ nght to
vote’ on his official leaflet sent with other candidates’ leaflets to
all electors just before the first round. Withour doubt, this again
took some voters from Chirac to Le Pen, or some potential ab-
stentionists to the voting station, with the result that Le Pen did
better than Jospin in that preliminary ‘vound’.

I believe that an idea first introduced by the MODEFEN,
the Movement for the Rights of Black Women, and called
‘autonomous status for immigrant women’, should supersede
the topic of a migrant’s right to vote. Most immigrant women in
France are there on the grounds of “family mpprochemant’; basr
cally, they are in France qua wives of their husbands, not as
autonomous persons. It means that, if any kind of sepatation
takes place, they lose every right, including the nght to stay n
France. If in their country of onigin, the repudiation of the mar
riage is accepted, this may happen in five minutes. If the man is
violent to them, they can’t even leave the home. The same ap-
plies to any children: the father has every power to send them
back to the country of orgin. All in all, cur legislation concern-
ing migrant families gives to the husband and father more power
over the wive(s) and offspring than these men had in their old
coumtry. No wonder teenagers have a tendency to be more
submissive or more rebellious than they would in the old
COULIY.

The MODEFEN claims that ‘autonomous status’ for all
women immigrnts should come first, and I am with them. It
should be put at the forefront of any political agenda conceming
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immigration. A migraot’s right to vote would in fact benefit
mostly male heads of families, anyway. Let us work to give im-
migrant women equal rights with their French counterparts, to
give them literacy and to create a solidarity between women of
all ongins. And let us have the courage, because it will take
some, to tell the Left thar we do not wanr 1o hear abour a mi-

grant’s right to vote for the ume being, not before autonomous
status is achieved.

PA  Yes, ‘autonomous states for immigrant women” is clearly the
corect priority.

Tell Me All Your Secrets...
MD  Howdoes philosophy get produced? And what gets you wnting?

MLD T believe we should make a distinction between desire, the desire
to do philosophy, and the production of philosophy. Of the de-
sire to do philosophy, I would say I don’t quite know where it
comes from; but such a desire may lead you to read philosophi-
cal works, or to discuss philosophical topics, or to produce
pieces, or to teach, or all these forms of philosophical activity at
the same time. This desire does not have a pre-established des-
tiny.

When it leads to production, I think it is because you per-
ceive that something has not been said yet, which ought to be
said. In my experience, there is often more to it, because the en-
ergy you have to put into completing a book is not a small
maiter. I have occasionally managed to have intense days of
wnting because life was bleak. Every moming, I would walk 1o
my desk, thinking: ‘when Pascal had a toothache, he did maths’.
To resist imtense suffering, an intense concentration of the mind
is lmown to help or indeed 1o be necessary.
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Occasionally, and this is what Hippardhia's Choice is, 1 have
been led to produce philosophy as a pure act of joy. I started
writing this book as a convalescent. It is no secret that 1 had a
severe form of cancer in the Eighries, one which does not leave
much hape. As a result, doctors have to take the risk of trying to
treat it by prescribing heavy chemotherapy, and so on. It was an
experience in a way beyond the limits of normal human experr
ence. When, in the end, I recovered, I thought of Nietzsche and
his Gui Sater, a book written as convalescence work, he clhimed,
1 wanted to say ‘thank you’ to the friends who had taken care of
mie, and 1o life for having kept me. Naomi Schor, when we first
met, explained to me that she had been reading the book with
constant amazement. She saw it as ‘@@, fool-hardy, ignoring all
sorts of conventions except imellectual nigour, indeed sacrificing
conventions to imellectual rigour. She couldn’t believe that an
academic could take so much risk. And then, when she reached
the passage where I allude to chemotherapy, she suddenly un-
derstood, she said: ‘Afrer such an experience, one can say 10 hell
with trivial considerations’.

Had I not Yived at deach’s door for a year, I would not have
dared write Hippardia’s Chaice. Nor had T not experienced the
bliss of convalescence. It is amazing how persistent your body is;
as soon as it is left in peace, it starts repairing itself as much as it
can and resames its old ways. | wanted FHigparchiz’s Choie o be a
message of hope addressed to women who are diagnosed with
breast cancer: there is a life after that tough experience. More-
over, you will not be mentally bound to the memory of it, you
will find again the diversity of your previous centres of interest.

But if you want to know it all, what usually sends me to
writing is that [ am asked for a piece or 2 book. The dialogue we
are just having together may well prove responsible for sorue
project hater on. Occasionally, I have first writien ‘pleces’ on
demand, as it were, because I had been ashed, then got some
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feedback and eventually merged varous pieces imto a larger
project. The ‘origin® of a piece of work is not w be sought en-
tirely in the subjectivity of the person, taken as a sepatite entiry,
but rather in the interaction between that person and her envi-
ronment. Sometimes also, a little fir of ‘anger may send someone
to research and writing. One day, I wold Sarah Kofman that I
had the feeling that there was some anger or impatience, of

course tamed and kept under control, at the ongin of all het
books. She agreed!

NOTES

The interviewers would like to thank Tanya Singh for her help with the transcrption
and prepararion of this interview for publication.
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(1986). :
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The Mirror of Woman: Theorizing Images with
Michéle Le Doeuff and Luce Irigaray

Catherine Constable

This paper will examine the work of Michéle Le Doeuff and Luce
Itigdray in order to draw out their specific conceptions of theory and
theorizing. Both theorists provide different ways of focusing on the cnr-
cial role played by images within philosophy. As such, they can be seen
to utterly undermine the traditional opposition between philosophy and
thetonic in ways that result in a radical reconceptualization of theory.

I will begin by locking at Le Doeuff’s analysis of the use of -
agery in philosophy in the first chapter of The Philasqphical Iruginary. Le
Doeuff traces the ways in which philosophy is reliant upon the utiliza-
tion of images from other socio-historical discourses, inchiding those
linking femininity, beauty and supetficiality. ,

The second section of the paper will address both Le Doeuff’s
and Ingaray’s accounts of the construction of femininity in philosophy in
order to interlink the theoretical and political strategies that they offer.
While both theonsts emphasize the ways in which theory impacts upon
the social, their analyses are different and I will argue that each can be
used to augment the other.

The final section will look at Le Doeuff’s and Ingaray’s analyses
of the different structures of thought that underpin philosophical analy-
ses of femmnity. I will draw particular artention to the ways in which
their critiques deploy the imagery of woman and the mirror, in order 1o
show that together, these theonsts make us think again, both abour spe-
cific images and about theorizing itself. ‘
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Introducing the Philosophical Imaginary’

Le Doeutf begins her analysis of philosophical writing by focusing on a

discrepancy between the way in which philosophy is defined and the
texts in which it is actualized. Philosophical discourse is characterized as
rational, conceprual, abstract and logical. Tt is explicitly defined in oppo-
sition to literature, myth and poetry. Le Doeuff comments:

If however, one goes looking for this philosophy in the texts

which are meant to embedy it, the least that can be said is that

it 15 not to be found there in a pure state, We shall abo find

statues that breathe the scent of roses, comedies, tragedies,

 architects, foundations, dwellings, doors and windows, sand,

navigators, varions musical instruments, islands, clocks, horses,

donkeys and even a lion ... {Le Doeuff 1989, 1)
Le Doeuff’s identification of a plethora of images within philosophy s,
m 1self, not sufficient wo disrupt its characterization as a putely mtional
discourse. Philosophical writing maintains its logical statis by defining
the role of the image as merely decorative. Images are said to constirute
textual embellishments and, as such, are judged to be extrinsic 1o any
theoretical enterprise (Le Doeuff 1989, 1-2). Le Doeuff argues that these
assumptions result in two apparently contradictory strategies for dealing
with images in philosophy.

In the first, the image is seen as heterogeneous to the text, an -
impure element which must be expelled in order to maintain the writing
of ‘true theory’. In the second, the image is said w0 be absorbed within
the theoretical project, functioning as an illustration of a particular set of
results or a translation of a specific theoretical point (Le Doeuff 1983, 7).
Le Doeuff argues that these two philosophical strategies are fundamen-
tally inter-related:

In each case there is a common faihure of recognition: whether
the image is seen as mdically heterogeneous to, or completely
isomorphous with, the corpus of conceprs it translates ... , the
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status of an element within philosophical work is denied it. It
is not part of the ereerprise. (7)

In sharp contrast to the tradirional conception of the image as un-
philosophical, Le Doeuff argues that imagery can be seen to constitute
productive points of tension within philosophical texts. In this vay, fo-
cusing on the image is said to provide a means of illuminating the fauk
fines of any theoretical system {Le Doeuff 1989, 3). This conceprion of
the disruptive capacity of the image is largely in line with post-structural
1sm. However, Le Doeuff goes even further, arguing that textual imagery
also ‘stands in a relation of sofiderity with the theoretical enterprise irself®
(6). Within Le Doeuff’s model, images have a doubled function, workang
both for and against the theoretical system in which they appear: *For,
because they sustain something which the system carmot itself justify,
but which is nevertheless needed for its proper working. A grrst, for the
same reason— or almost: their meaning is incompatible with the system’s
possibilities.” (3)

The doubled capacity of the image arises from its dual status: it is
both a specific element within a philosophical text and a product of a
wider socio-culiural comext. Le Doeuff argues that philosophy
incorporates images drawn from different social fields, social practices,
and knowledges. Moreover, this process of incorporation involves trans-
formation in that the images are imbued with particular theoretical sig-
nificance once they are placed within a philosophical context. In this
way, the images can be seen to crystallize into a specific formation in or-
der to sustain the concomitant theoreiical system. However, the process
of incorporation that produces philosophical images can never be
completed. The image always retains its previous connections to other
socio-cultural contexts and, as a result, maintains its capacity to generate
further meanings, some of which will be incompatible wath the con-
comitant theoretical system.

Le Doeuff is concerned to emphasize the ways in which specific
socio-cultural images are altesed when they are circulated between differ-
ent discursive fields, *Certainly this circulation is not an undifferentiated
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diffusion: what it imposes is rather the requirement, at each stage, to
think through the transformations which are produced in 2 bormowed
element by virtue of the act of borrowing irself.” (Le Doeuff 1989, 4) The
philosophical take-up of cultural images for theoretical ends is said to re-
sult in the creation of a particular vocabulary, which Le Doeuff terms
‘the philosophical imaginary’. Moreover, the images that constinre the
philosophical imaginary are always seen to be subject to further trans-
formations. These changes can be the result of the use of a single meta-
phor across a body of work, such as Kant’s use of different types of
islands (9). Amendments will also occur when an image is taken from a
particular theoretical system and moved to another. Le Doeuff demon-
strates this point by charting the ways in which Kant's famous metaphor
of the island of truth in The Critigue of Pare Reason draws on Bacon’s ear-
Lier work Tanporis Partus Ma:inas (Le Doeuff 1989, 9-12).

Le Doeuff positions philosophical writing within a series of feed-
back loops. At one level, the texts can be seen to wtilize images from
previous philosophical texts, altering and augmenting the philosophical
imaginary. At another level, philosophical writing may be seen to draw
on other socio-cultural elements in order to creare theory. Imporrantly,
both levels offer specific re-workings of tmages, which, in rum, may be
fed back imto wider socio-cultural networks. It is this charting of the re-
peated inrerpenetration of the theoretical and the social that enables Le
Doeuft to argue that philnsophical writing does not transcend its histori-

-cal context. She offers a mode of reading philosophy which combines

texrual analysis with artention to socio-historical detail.

This interpenetration of the socio-historical and the theoretical is
addressed in Bram Dijkstra’s work in ways that also show how Le
Doeuffs conception of the philosophical imaginary can be expanded
and applied to visual images. Dijkstra explores the ways in which early
psychoanalysis drew on the artistic and literary models of the time. He
argues that late nineteenth-century paintings in which woman is pre-
semted 43 fascinated with her own mirror image formed the basis of
Havelock Ellis® conception of female narcissism (Dijkstra 1986, 136-7,
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146). Manet’s depiction of Zola’s heroine, Nana, is one example. Nana is
positioned in the centre of the painung, standing sideways-on in front of
an oval mirror. Her head is turned to the left ‘as if 1o give the viewer a
casual and only mildly curious glance.” (140) Dijkstra comments that the
viewer's marginal positioning echoes that of the top-hatted suitor who 15
just visible at the night hand side of the painting, constructing him as an-
other gendemen caller. Manet’s message is clear enough: Nana stands
self-comained, self-absorbed, largely unmoved by the concerns of the
men around her” (140) Her self-containment is also suggested by the
duplication of curved shapes; Nana's rounded belly is visually matched
with the soft roundness of the powder puff that she holds in her rght
hand and the convex curving of her oval mirror (140-3}.

Dijkstra argues that this image and others like it were formative in
the creation of the concept of female narcissism. However, this chain of
cause and effect comes to be reversed in the work of Havelock Ellis in
that artistic and literary representations are evidenced as proof of the ex-
istence of the psychoanalytic complex (Dijkstra, 147). This reversal is
imporiant because it effaces the substantial amount of theoretical work
that is doze by the images by covering over the ways in which the theory
is ultimately reliant upon a crystallization of particular representations of
femininity.

Dijkstra argues that these representations of woman and the mir
ror have specific resonances in relation to the wider normative social
values of the mid-nineteenth cenrury. Conventional gender roles set up
the male egotist in contrast to the female altruist and the image of the
narcissistic woman breaks up this binarism. Narcissa’s egotistical self-
absorption clearly constitutes a negation of the Victorian ideal of the
selfless angel in the house (Dijkstra, 145). Dijkstra thus argues that Nar-

cissa symbolizes a betrayal of nineteenth-century ideals of fermninity and
that her egotism was correspondingly represented as both destructive
and dangerous (146). The negative connotations of this figure are also
carnied over into theoretical work on narcissism. The early sexologists
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argued that Narcissa’s self-absorption constituted a form of autoerotic
enjoyment that they deemed to be perverse (145-47).

Le Doeuff's model of the mutual inflection of theory and the
socio-cultural is clearly exhibited by Ellis® take up of literary and visual
representations’ of woman and the subsequent circulation of the
-theoretical vocabulary of female narcissism.! Le Doeuff’s emphasis on
different discursive fields also opens up a way of thinking through the
differential development of key images or concepts and the ways in
which they are transformed by their transition between discourses. Thus,
it would also be possible to plot the history of the cultural representation
of woman and the mirror charting a trajectory from fin-de-siecle liera-
ture and paintings to the ferrre faade of modem fllm noir. The history of
the theornization of narcissism could be seen to weave in and out of such
a cultural history, providing a means of tracing the doubled genealogy of
theoretical concepts.

This conception of interweaving histories also serves to sustain
the multiple contexts of the images that work both for and against di-
verse theoretical systems. The doubled capacity of the image means that
cultural fepresentations always hold open the possibility of future, differ-

ent theorizations. As a result, examples can never be used to ‘prove’ the

truth of a theory in any definitive way. On Le Doeuff’s model any at-

tempt to accumulate a quantity of examples as 2 form of corroboration is
simply a means of covering over the ways in which they are actually
embedded within the theoretical enterprise. For Le Doeuff, a single ex-
ample is sufficient to form the basis of a particular theory because it
comes to constitute a key structure within that specific philosophical
imaginary: Le Doeuff can therefore be seen to recognize that all exam-
ples are not equal and that it is necessary to focus on the ones thar playa
pivotal role, creating and sustaining the concomitant theoretical system.
Le Doeuff’s analysis of the importance of imagery within philoso-
phical writing enables an appreciation of the ways in which philosophy
secures its status as the voice of truth. The suppression of the role played
by cultural representations ean be seen to play a vital part in this process.
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Ellis’ attempt 1o read works of art as examples of hls psychoanalytic
prototype covers over their role in the creation of the theory. This delf-
tion of cultural and historical specificity also enables the theory to gan
its “universal’ and ‘objective’ status. Furthermore, the eradication of
specificity enables theory to pass as more than an objective descrption,
it becomes the means of delineating the boundaries between the think-
able and the unthinkable.

While Le Doeuff is concemed to offer a critique of philosophy, &t
is possible 1o draw a more positive picture of what she thinks theory
should become. Any theory would have to acknowledge the work that is
done by the specific examples, culrural representations and images em-
bedded within it. This would also involve accepting the specificity and
the historicity of the theory itself, which would, in turm, ensure that the
proposed theoretical claims were seen as limited in their scope. In this
way, a theory would always acknowledge its status as intdnsically per-
spectival in that it would be seen 1o arise from particular circumstances
and to be created in relation to particular debates.

Le Doeuff's model has much in common with Bill Nichols’ para-
digm, developed in the comtext of film studies, in which he too stresses
the importance of positioning theory within its social context, However,
Nichols defines theorizing as purposeful, subject to specific ends, and
this underpins a pragmatic evaluation of the success or failure of each
theoretical system in terms of whether or not they achieve their own
goals. Le Doeuff is more concemed to demonstrare the tangential and
diverse ways in which theories take up and rework the gender politics
expressed in socio-cultural discourses.

Both theorists offer ways of reappraising the process of abstrac-
tion that is part of any theoretical enterprise. They argue that abstraction
cannot be considered 1o be the means by which a theory is rendered
universally applicable. For Nichols, film theory always involves going be-
yond the single example: “To theosise is to step back, to assemble catego-
ries and concepts that will allow us to formulate ideas about film thar
have greater extension than a single instance’ (Nichols 2000, 34)
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However, all theories are seen to be limited in their scope. On Le
Doeuff’s model, arry theory remains permeated by the imagery that has

" facilitated irs creation. The process of crystallizaton that is undergone by

the cultural images that are transferred into philosophical discourse is

. always incomplete and, as a result, they can always be mobilized differ

ently, rendering the theory precarious.

Le Doeuff’s conception of abstracdon can therefore be seen to
mmvolve a mansformation of form which does entail an expansion of
scope. I will go on to discuss her analysis of the ways in which specific
configurations of femininity come to form abstract structures for phi-
losophical thought in the final section. However, the vital role played by
the privileged examples/images ensures that any theory is permeated by
a sense of its own specificity. Le Doeuff can therefore be seen to share
Nichols’ conception of theory as perspectival, and explicitly or implicitly,
political. However her model also offers a way of viewing theory as #
trosically precadious and limired.

Le Doeuff and Irigaray: Focusing on Femininity

This section will address Le Doeuff’s and Inigaray’s analyses of the pres-
entation of femininity in philosophy. Both theorists are concerned to ad-
dress the role that is played by the concept of the feminine, exploring the
ways in which it functions as a means of shoring up specific philosopht-
cal systems. However, their accounts of the interaction between the
philosophical and the social are very different. I will argue that each
theorist offers the other a way cut of a particular impasse and will sug-

. gest that their accounts could be usefully combined. I will continue to

utilize Le Doeuff’s concept of the philosophical imaginary and will dem-
onstrate that it facilitates a different understanding of Irigaray's project.
Le Doeuff provides an outline of ‘the imaginary pormit of

“woman®” that hauats philosophy. She is characterized as:

a power of disorder, a being of night, a twilight beauty, a dark
continent, a sphinx of dissolution, an abyss of the unintelligi-
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ble, a voice of underwodd gods, an inner enemy who alters

and perverts without visible sign of combat, 2 place where all

forms dissolve. (Le Doeuff 1989, 113)
Le Doeuff comments thar these many configurations of “a femininity of
chaos® (114) serve to demarcate the boundaries of philosophical thought
in that they represent that which is unlmowable, unthinkable or simply
unthinking, Moreover, philosophy polices its boundaries by excluding
rmodes of thought that do not conform to its definition of logic. Thus,
the opposition logos/mythos serves to validare the rigorous logic of
philosophical argument by contrasting it with the unrhinking emotional-
ism of ‘old wives’ tales’. 'The superiority of philosophy is demonstrated
by the repeated use of a scenario in which the shadows of superstition
provided by such tales are cleared away, revealing the true light of the
cancept (Le Doeuff 1989, 115).

The continiual process of separation and exclusion, which sets up
the boundaries of philosophy, is also essential to its very definition. In
this way, the femininity of chaos that has been constructed as the outside
of philosophical thought becomes the Orher within: “Thus shadow is
within the very field of light and woman is an internal enemy.’ (115)
However, Le Doeuff argues that the construction of the feminine as a
purely hostile principle is a means of covering over the structural neces-
sity of the role that she plys in the development of philosophical
thought. Femininity as an inner enemy? Or rather the feminme, a
support and signifier of something that, having been engendered by
philosophy whilse being rejected by it, operates within it as an #adispers
sable deaduright which cannot be dialectically absorbed.” (115; my italics)

Luce Irigamy also draws attention to the viral ole played by the
concept of femininity in philosophy, arguing that it constitutes Ta]
reserve supply of mgaiuzy which underpins both present and furore
dialectical systems (Irigaray 1985, 22). Like Le Doeulf, Irgaray outlines
the key ways in which philosophy constructs woman as Oxher. TTThe
ferminine will be allowed and even obliged to retum in such oppositions
as: be/ ke, have/ mt bawe sex (organ), phallic/ non phallic, pentis/ ditarss ot
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else penis/wgig, plus/mims, cleatly representable/dok  wrntinen,
logos/silence or idle chatter..” (22), However, the inclusion of Frendian
and Lacanian oppositions in this list indicates 2 key difference from Le
Doeuff. Irigaray is concerned to demonstrate the ways in which the con-
ception of the feminine as negative serves to uphold the position of the
male subject. In this way, the Freudian construction of woman as lacking
and consequently enviqus can be seen to create and sustain the value of
the phallus. “Inverse, contrary, contradictory even, necessary i the male
subject’s process of specul(ariz)ation is to be raised and sublated.” (22)

Inigaray argues that the symmetrical structures of dialectical
opposition reveal the pamicular economy of desire that underpins the
construction of the Other. Within the psychoanalytic model woman
functions as a “mirror charged with sending man’s image back io him—
albeit inverted.” (51) It is her status as a simple inversion thar reveals ‘the
desire for the same, for the self-identical, the self (as) same,” that forms
the basis of this ‘hom{m)osexual’ economy {26). Irigaray’s use of a La-
canian frame means that this model of desire is always intrinsically linked
o the structures of representation. As a result, woman's construction as
lack can be seen to present her as ‘a hde in men’s signifying economy.’
(50) Inigaray summarizes the bleak implications of this positioning of
woman thus: “off-stage, off-side, beyond representation, beyond self-
hood? (22)

Both Irigaray and Le Doeuff argue that the images of femininity
that appear within philosophy have a very specific role and that conse-
quently they should not be taken to represent every aspect of the
femining. However, they arrive at this conclusion in very different ways.
Irigaray argues that it is possible to challenge the construction of woman
as Other by recognizing that the feminine forms a separate sexuate
economy of desire and representation. The attempt to delineate ‘two
symtaxes’ within the confines of the current masculine economy of
representation fequires paying attention to the significance of the spaces
between the lines (Ingaray 1985, 139).
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Spaces that organise the scene, blanks that sub-tend the
scene’s structuration and that will yet not be read as such. Or
not read at all? Not seen at all? Never in tnuth represented or
representable, though this is not to say that they have no effect
upon the present scenography. But fixed in oblivion and wait-
ing to come to life. (138)
For Irigaray, delineating the feminine economy is a process of recovering
that which philosophy has erased and rendered unthinkable. As a resulr,

the feminine is always already there and yet it is also that which needs to.

be created in the future because it has ro be brought back to life.
in sharp contrast to Ingaray's vision of a pure femininity that can

be recovered from the depths of the masculine symbolic, Le Doeuff em-
phasizes the multiple and diverse constructions of femininity that exist
across different discourses. Le Doeuff comments that the phiIdsophjcal
conception of the chaotic feminine formed a contrast to the other repre-
sentations that were available to her, enabling an appreciation of its
limitations.

The icon of the feminine in philosaphical texts is not a univer-

sal notion. It is indeed formmlated in conjunction with some

rather common phallocratic prejudices, found in opinions,

everyday behaviour and social practices extending far beyond

the sphere of the leamned few, but it’s specificity— not to say

strangeness— seemed clear to me, no doubt because my per-

sonal sociological trajectory has also taken me through places

in society where another image of the feminine is proposed

for, or imposed upon, women’s self-identification. (Le Doeuff

1989, 4)
While T think Le Doeuff is right to stress the diversity of discursive con-
structions of the feminine, her analysis of the way in which philosophy
fails to secure its version of a femininity of chaos as the only one can be
seen to undermine her own position. Le Doeuff goes against her model
of the repeated interpenetration of the philosophical and the social in
order to argue thar the circulation of this specific imageryis limited.
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As for the possibilities of such an elernent having progressively
become absorbed into a more collective imaginary, that is an-
other story. The sphere of influence of the genderdichotomies
created by philosophy is actually very limited. This notion of
wonn as sphinx and chaos is surely current today only among
certain factions of the niling class. (113-14)
This statement contzins a contmdicion of an assertion that I have
quoted elsewhere, namely that we are always ‘surrounded by masculine-
feminine divisions that philosophy has helped to articulate and refine.”
(101)? It is therefore worth ascertaining why Le Doeuff treats this spe-
cific imagery differently.

At stake here is the kink between a femiminity of chaos and the
figure of the mad woman. Le Doeuff demonstrates that the concept of
feminine irrationality sustains masculine rationality, which is then cred-
ited with the power to define the feminine posmon. As a result, woman
becornes the privileged exemplar of madness while simultaneously being
deprived of the ability to articulate and to understand her own: state. The
mad woman is thus constructed as a site of non-lmowledge. Le Doeutf’s
emphatic rejection of this imagery servés to differentate her work from
that of other French feminists, such as Cixous, who have attempted to
use the iconography of madness as a way of demarcating a space beyond
patmarchy. In contrast, Le Doeuff points cur that the designation of
woman as ‘a dear being without reason’ only occurs within patriarchal
societies and nghtly concludes, ‘it is being a little too generous always to
credit power with the prvilege of reason” (116).

Le Doeulf’s arternpt 1o vanguish this particular construction of
the feminine by arguing that it constitutes a fantasy-product of conflicts
within a field of reason that has been assimilated to masculinity’ is linked
to her position as a fernale reader of philosophy (116). In order to read
herself into the philosophical project, Le Doeuff refuses to ally herself
with that which the text explicitly excludes. Consequently, she argues in
favour of a clear disunction between the philosophical construction of a
{emininity of chacs and real women. “This 15, in other words, to say
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bluntly that women (real women) have no reason to be concemed by
that femininity; we are constantly being confronted with that image, but
we do not have to recognise ourselves in it (116} While this refusal of
recognition is emtirely understandable, the argument is problematic be-
cause it can be used to undermine the key link between the philosophical
and the social that Le Doeuff fights so very hard to establish. The argu-
ment thar philosophical conceptions of woman are not applicable to real
women is frequently used by theorists who wish to deny the very obvi-
ous implications of their gendered imagery.

If Le Doeuff’s systemn is to be applied consistenty, it is necessary
1o examine the ways in which the imagery of a femininity of chaos is
wtilized within other social discourses. Barbara Creed argues that this im-
agery can be seen in contemporary horror films. She argues that the
presentation of fernale protagonists as a locus of violent disorder draws
on mythic representations of femininity and violence, specifically the fig-
ures of Medusa and the Bacchae (Creed 1993, 105-38). Moreover, she
traces the ways in which these filmic reworkings of the myths both feed
into and disrupt the psychoanalytic construction of woman as Other?’
"This involves examining the psychoanalytic transformation of myths into
theoretical doctrine while also focusing on the elemems that are lost
during the process of crystallization. Importantly, Creed’s work on hor-
ror suggests that the philosophical construction of a femininiry of chaos
constinutes 2 welkwomn ‘imaginary pathway (Le Doeuff 1989, 165),
which contipues to inform the discourses of contemporary culrure.

Le Doeuff’s model of theory may also be used to trace the ways in
which the construction of the feminine as irrational and chaotic draws
on matenal from different theoretical systems. Irigaray’s extensive cn-
tique of psychoanalysis in Spavdum draws attention to its considerable
debt o the Western philosophical tradition, and to such thinkers as
Plato, Aristotle, Descaites, Kant and Hegel in particular, She positions
Freud and Lacan as the logical successors of this tradition in order to
challenge the ways in which their key concepts are presented as ahistor-
cal and universal
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You refuse to admit that the unconscious— your concept of

the unconscious—did not spring fully armed from Freud's

head, that it was not produced ec mbils at the end of the nine-

teenth century, emerging suddenly 1o reimpose its truth on the
whole of history— wodd history, at that— past, present and
future. The unconscious is revealed as such, heard as such,
spoken as such and interpreted as such within a tradition. It

has a place within, by and through a culture. (Ingaray 1991, 80)
Moreover, she is particularly concerned 1o demonstrate that the Lacanian
reworking of Freud copstitutes an ossification of psychoanalysis mto its
most repressive form.* This is because the limits of the Freudian model
come to be constitured as the very conditions of representation.

You would constantly reduce the yet-to-be subjected to the al-

ready subjected, the as yet unspoken or unsaid of language

[lamage] to something that a language [lamgsge] has already

struck dumb or kgpr silert. And so ... arent you ... the agents

or servants of repression and censorship ensurng that this or-

der subsists as though it were the only possible order, that

there can be no imaginable speech, desire or language other

than those which have already taken place, no culwre author

sed by you other than the monocratism of patriarchal

discourse? (Irgaray 1991, 82)

Ingaray’s work on psychoanalysis is important because she
constructs it as applied philosophy. This point can be translated into Le
Doeuff’s terms in that psychoanalysis can be seen as a means by which
the philosophical imaginary is absorbed o the collective imaginary. It
constitutes 2 point at which 2 number of the gender dichotormes
prommigated by philosophy impact directly upon wider social discourses
because it is used in the diagnosis of real people. Idgaray constantly
stresses the ways in which the Lacanian construetion of woman impacts
upon the lives of real women in order to demonstrate the psychic cost of
uying o live within the symbolic order. “Love and desire between
women and in women are still without signifiers that can be articulated
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in language [languel. The result is paralysis, somatization, non-differentia-
tion between one woman and another, enforced rejecton or hatred, or at
best “pretence”.” {Irigaray 1991, 101) Furthermore, Irigaray demonstrates
that this psychic state of “dereliction’ is enforced as the nomm by the
school of Lacanian psychoanalysis.

While I have argued that Irigaray’s work provides a means of
upholding Le Doeuff’s model of the repeated interpenetration of the
philosophical and social, it is also the case that Le Doeuff acts as a viral
counterbalance to Inigaray. Although Irigaray is aware of the many ways
in which the Lacanian model attempts to pass irself off as uriversal, she
does tend to present the existence of altemnative psychic €conomies as a
possibility that has yet 1o be theorized.

Whatever you may think, women do not need to go through
the looking glass to know that mother and daughter have a
body of the same sex. All they have to do is touch one an-
other, listen to one another, smell one anothet, see one an-
other— without necessarly privileging the gaze, without a
beautifying mask, without submitring to a libidinal economy
which means that the body has to be covered with a veil if it is
to be desirable! But these two women cannot speak to each
other of their affects in the existing verbal code, and they can-
not even imagine them in the ruling systems of representa-
tions. (Irigaray 1991, 101)
"This quotation begins 1o delineate 2 possible ‘model of female-female
relations based on the neglected senses of touch, hearing and smell and
then falls back into an analysis of the Lacanian construction of woman
rather than addressing the ways in which this alternative economy might
challenge the very concept of a single symbolic order.

Le Doeuff can be seen 1o provide 2 way out of Irigaray’s impasse
in that she insists upon the heterogeneiry of diverse socio-cultural dis-
courses, thus undermining the possibility of 2 single symbolic order. Le
Doeuff offers a complex model of patrarchy as a dissipative system n
which different socio-culmral discourses can generte and transform
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particular iconographies of femininity, which may or may not work to
sustain misogynistic imaginary pathways. In this way, psychoanalytic
constructions of the ferminine can be seen to reinscribe the gendered
iconography promulgated by different philosophical systems, however,
the model of woman as Other still exists alongside different socio-cul-
turel constructions of femininity,. For Le Doeuff, political analysis
comsists of a tracing of intricate connections between discourses, sus-
taining an awareness of the ways in which such interconnections serve to
hold open altetnative possibilities as well as closing them down.

Structures of Femininity

While both Irigaray and Le Doeuff draw attention to the construction of
the feminine as chaotic Other which occurs repeatedly within philoso-
phical texts, they are also concerned to elucidate different structures of
thought which work alongside the dialectical model. To this end, both
theorists examine the structures which underpin the ways in which femi-
ninity is presented in particular philosophical works. Le Daeuff provides
a detailed analysis of Pierre Roussel's text, Systeme physigue e nora de la
Jememe, which was originally published in 1777. She argues that his model
of woman’s bodyspace can be seen to produce ‘new, abstract intellectual
structures’ which are taken up by other theonsts (Le Doeuff 1989, 139).
For Ingaray, the pattiarchal model of dialectical opposition is reliant
upon a particular staging of the appearances of femininity. She outlines a
repeated scenario in which the generative capacity of the maternal body
is repressed and approprated by the masculine economy. I will begin
with Le Doeuff’s analysis and will use her theoretical vocabulary in order
to address the ways in which Ingaray’s dramatization of a repeated sce-
nario serves to do more than simply fam the theoretical machinery’.

Le Doeuff argues that the underying structure of Roussel’s ‘gy
mecographia’ is that of the ‘chiasma’. This is defined as ‘the denial of a
quality “X” to an object or place which common sense holds it actually
to possess, with the compensating attribution of that same quality to eve-
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rything but that object or place.’ {Le Docuff 1989, 140) Roussel's analysis
of sexual difference is said to begin with 2 denial in that he argues that
the female’s pubis does not possess greater mobility than the male’s and
concludes that the pubis does not constitute a site of sexual
differentiation. (145-6). Le Doeuff argues that this degenitalization of
sexual difference results in its wider dissemination in that every aspect of
women’s lives and bodies is then presented as proof of their difference.
Thus, Roussel’s reasoning can be seen to comespond to the structure of
the chiasma. ‘Silence as to the literal meaning, a void at the centre; meto-
nymic proliferation everywhere else.’(140)

Roussel follows tradition in constructing woman as ‘the sex’, and
presenting procreation as her raison d’etre. Le Doeuff comments on the
metonymic proliferation of woman’s procreative role. ‘By degrees it
comes to inform all the other parts and functions of woman’s body, as
well as her “moral” and relational existence.” (142} Her body s defined
as elastic, ‘more apt to yield to external impulses’, and she is said to pos-
sess a greater tactle sensitivity’, which means that her sensory smpres-

sions are vivid and detailed (143). However, she is confined within the
vividness of the present moment, unable to apply herself to the study of
science, or to comprehend political matters or moral principles. Her in-
ability to concentrate also ensures that she is not able to create or even 1o
appreciate Fine An.

Roussel may be said to construct woman as an art object rather
than an artist. He argues that her graceful, curving, soft bodyis beauriful.
In this, he can be seen to take up a gendered conception of beauty that
was common in the eighteenth century. Edmund Burke’s work A Phi
losophricdd E vepuiry into the Origin of avr Ideas of the Sublire avd the Besutifil was
published in 1757 and provides a useful summary of the key aesthenc
terms of this era. e argues that an object would be said to be beauriful
if it possessed one or more of the following qualities: gradual vanation in
form or colour (expressed in curving rather than angular lines), graceful-
ness and elegance, smallness, poweressness and fragiliry* However, for
Roussel, the aesthetic category of the beautiful is subsumed by the bio-
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logical demands of procreation: ‘A beautiful woman is thus one whose
elastic, rounded body proclaims her aptitude for matemity’ (Le Doeuff
1989, 144). Woman’s attractiveness is said to be nature’s way of ensuring
the conservation of the species and, as a result, her beauty is constructed
as a biological imperative. Time spem acquiring the skills which will en-
able her to be beautiful and pleasing, is also constructed as her namel
occupation.

Imporantly, Le Doeuff argues that Roussel’s account of what
constitutes ferninine attractiveness corresponds to the structure of the
chiasma. For Roussel, an artractive woman will be seen to combine two
sets of opposing qualities: feminine modesty and beaury enhanced'by
coquetry. Taking up his encrgic delineation of these qualities as “two
motors’, Le Doeuff characterizes each as a directional force (Le Doeuff
1989, 149). Modesty is constructed as ‘a negative, arzred psychological
disposition’ which has a centripetal, inward movement, while beauty and
coquetry are seen as ‘positive outward faculties, centrifugal effects of
sex’. Le Doeuff argues that these two forces correspond to the two as-
pects of the chiasma, constituting denial and metonymic proliferation
respectively. “Womanly modesty can be wunderstood here as the mirror-
image, the emblematic projection of Roussel's own constant negative
practice— the void at the centre, the silence abour the “place”.’ (149) The
final part of the semtence cleary refers to Roussels lack of commentary
on the female genitalia located at the pubis. Moreover, the line ‘the si-
lence abour the place’ conjoins him with his mitror image in that it can
be read a5 a reference to a later icon of feminine modesty, the angel in
the house, who was the gentle, quiet, keeper of the hearth.

Le Doeuff goes on to argue that Roussel’s construction of
woman's ‘yielding beauty’, which acts as a continual reminder of her pro-
creative role, is an overt demonstration of metomymic proliferation: ‘this
body dispersed about its own surface, is a mirror of metonymy.’ (149)
Interestingly, it is the female body that is reduced to two dimensions and
constructed as pure surface. Le Doeuff’s critique of Roussel draws at-
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tention to the way in which his theories reconstruct woman as a mimor, a
point to which I will retum later.

While Rousse! constmcts feminine modesty and beauty as two dif-
ferent directional forces, they are both seen to serve the same ends,
namely, to render worman pleasing to man. Le Doeuff links the capacity
to be pleasing to the concept of feminine altruism. “To please and,
through sentiment, to prefer another to oneself. In either case, the same
virtue: alienation. A womnan does not live or act for herself but, sponta-
neously, for the other.” (154) Le Doeuff argues that Roussel can be seen
1o consolidate Rousseau’s account of gender relations, presenting fem-
nine altruism and dependency as the necessary counterpart to masculine
individualism and independence (154-5). Importantly these accounts of
woman's dependency serve to contain her within the domestic sphere, in
that she is said to lack the mental capacity to take on a public role. For
Le Doeutf, Roussel's work offers an enormously influencial image of ‘a
womanhood enclosed in itself.” (157)°

Le Doeuff argues that Roussel’s analysis of feminine attractiveness
raises some key questions. Do the complementary structures of denega-
tion and metonymic proliferation serve to ‘incite the desires of man and
render them more durable, as the text affirms, or doubly to cfface a dis-
agreeable object?” (186, fr.28) The structure of the chiasma can be seen
to play a fundamental role in later theonizations of ferninine beauty. The
conmection between denegation and beaury is asserted later by Freud, in
that worman is said to seek different forms of adornmert in order to

cover over her status as a murilated creature, On the Lacanian model,
worman is not required to efface ber disagreeable lack. Instead, she her-
self is effaced and reconstructed as pure masquerade, Zizek plays out the
logic of this move most clearly. Wormn cannot function as an exception
to the symbolic order because there js nothing outside that order. She
does not possess a ‘narcissistic secret treasure that escapes the male
Master’s universal grasp, ... the truth of it is that thee is ro seowr, that
ferininity is a masquerade concealing nothing’ (Zizek 2001, 92). This
move constructs femininity as 2 series of roles, paralleling the structure
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of metonymic proliferation, which, in turn, sustains the Lacanian con-
cept of desire as a never-ending process. Wornan becomes a play of mir-
‘ roring surfaces, the ulimate desirable object, because she can never be .
fully possessed or known.
While Le Docuff charactenizes the metonymic aspect of the chi-
asma as a mirror, she also descrbes the overall balance between the
owtward and inward movements as a visual structure. She argues that
Roussel’s analysis of woman can be seen 1o constirute a pictorial system
because the many facets of femininity are derived from a central
predicate, in this case the matemnal function. Le Doeuff compares the
structural role of the ceatral predicate to that of the ‘vanishing point’ of a
panting, which can be defined as an imaginary point that orientates the
viewer’s gaze and that is often positioned on the horizon line where the
Lines of perspective converge (Le Doeuff 1989, 144). In one sense the
matermal function may seem to constinure 2 point of disappearance be-
cause its omnipresent quality is sustained by Roussel’s postulation of the
absence of genital difference. However, the vanishing point may be said
™o comstitute a chiasmic structure insofar as it both organizes the gaze by
drawing it into a specific point and also serves to lead the eye back out-
wards. Le Doeuff connects the visual arts of painting and sculpture by
examining the prudish practice of adding fig leaves to classical statues
(151). The fig leaf serves to draw the eye in but also baffles the gaze, thus
drawing the eye out to view the figure in its entirety. Importantly, Le
Doeuft argues that the chiasma comes to constitute a privileged form of
spatial Jogic: ‘the chiasma may well be, for the spatial imagination, what
dialectical logic is for the conceptual ’ (151)

Le Doeufi’s redefinition of the chiasma enables her 1o trace the
ways in which this abstract structure is used in other theoretical systems.
However, she 15 also concemed to address the clusters of concepts that
collect around this particular structural form Thus the theme of

- woman’s lack of relation to exteriority is explored alongside the chiasmic

structure which also sustains this conception of femininity: Importantly,
the focus on both content and form enables Le Doeuff 10 trace a so-
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phisticated series of imaginary pathways across different theoretical dis-
courses right up 10 the present day. For example, she examines the ways
in which Evelyne Sullerot’s writing on embryology in the 1970s presents
spatial aptitude as a key mode of sexual differentiation, conchuding that
the ‘imaginary scherna’ nsed to describe the development of the embryos
is the same as Roussel’s: “woman enclosed in her interiorist cocoon, man
with his relation to exteriority. “Inherent”, staying-always-close-to-frself,
developing withour extemnal influence: the female embryo 15 already a
house-wife.” (167)7 |
The methodological practice of defining an abstract structure and
1racing its use across a series of different philosophical texts is evident in
both Le Doeuff’s and Irigaray’s work. Irigaray dramatizes 2 repeated sce-

" pario within Western philosophical discourse in which the generative
capacity of the matemal body is repressed and appropriated in order to
sustain the presentation of each particular philosophical system as its
own point of origin. She offers a cormplex analysis of Plato’s myth of the
cave, arguing that it can be seen as ‘a metaphor of the tnner space, of tl.le
den, the womb or kstend” (Ifigaray 1985, 243). However, the myth is said
to offer an account of the ongin of philosophy thar marks the
crystallization of the hystera as a metaphorical space which can only gen-
erate false images. [rigaray’s critique uses detailed textual analysis in order
1o generate particular crirical images, which she uses to awt an'd

" unpick Plato’s mythology. Her reading emphasizes the ways in which his
system s reliant upon the containment of particular metaphors and sh'e
goes or to trace the possibilities that he wishes 10 exclude from the phi-
losophical imaginary. .

As Trigaray notes, the topography of the cave is notoriously
difficult 1o map. The chained prisopers can do nothing but stare at the
shadow play on the wall opposite, at flickering images that they mistake
for reality. The shadows are said to be caused by objects held byj men
travelling up and down a passageway. The passage is hidden behind "a
curtain wall ... like the screen at puppet shows’ (Plato 1987, 317), and is
positioned behind the prisoness and in front of a fire. Ingaray argues that
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the prisoners are thus effectively positioned between two screens, which
can be seen 10 constiture axes of symmetry, and proceeds to demonstrate
this by swinging the topography of the cave on its axes. The prisoners
‘are condemned 1o look ahead at the wall opposite, toward the back wall
of the cave--the back which is also the front, the fore— toward the
metaphorical project of the back of the cave, which will serve as a Fack-
dats for all the representations to come.” (Irigaray 1985, 245) Irigaray's
focus on the cave’s mulriple capacity for reflection and inversion sets up
a key metaphor in her critique. Plato’s hystera is compared 10 a concave
mirror: ‘this e i already, and ipso facto, a specrduan.” (255)

The topography of the cave is said to be orientated owards the
passageway which opens onto the owside world.! Famously, the true
philosopher is the one who breaks free of his chains and clambers up
and out of the cave into the dazzling sunlight. The sun supposedly repre-
sents the Form of the Good, a figure of eternal twuth. It also acts as 2
template for the fire. This is lighted by the hund of morin the “Inage” of
the sun’ (246), and symbolizes the world of phenomena, said to be pale
niations of the Forms. In contrast, the shadow play on the cave wall
has no direct relation o the world of the Forms because i is caused by
the fire, and is therefore said to constitute an imitation of an imitation.
Ingaray commemnts on the reversals that sustain the hierarchical presen-
tation of the relarions between the Forms, the phenomena and the -
shadow play: ‘For if the cave is made in the image of the wodd, the
world ... is equally made in the image of the cave. In cave or “world” all

15 but the image of an image.’ (246)

For Ingaray, Plato's cave operates as a specular mirror, providing
a simulation of reproduction which produces ‘fake offspring’. Her cri-
tique links the shadow play on the cave wall 1o the eternal Ideas, pre-
senting both as imitations.
This cave intercepts the games of copula in a miming of re-
production and in each figuration of the inner space the image
of the Sun engenders sham offspring, This mime simulates
offspring beyond appeal and recall, pretends to defer them
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by/for some ¥ind of amnesia. Irretrievably. For has rermms
cence not always already engaged in rapturous contemplation
of the Idea? The eternally present Idea? Target, or vanishing
point, and death, that dominates this preliminary education.
(255)
This imitation of reproduction marks the moment at which Plato appro-
priates the position of the smaternal/ matesial point of origin. The pres-
entation of the Ideas as always already there serves to comstrict his
system as self-generating. The Ideas may be said to constnze :che “yan-
ishing point’ of the system because they act as both the end pomt of the
philosophical quest for knowledge and the original concepts that serve 10
create the possibiliry of the quest. Plato’s account of knowledge as the
recollection of the soul’s prior acquaintance with the Forms can be seen
1o create a further series of inversions in that the end is the beginning
and the point of death is also the moment of birth. For Irigaray, the
world of the Forms is part of the relay of mirrors begun within the cave
in that it js said to opemte as both a projection screen and a mirage of
origin. -
While both Le Doeuff and Irigaray use the imagery of the mirror
and the vanishing point to formulate their respective critiques of I‘toussel
and Plato, it is important to appreciate that the images set up d.!ffemnt
constructions of femininity. In Le Doeuff’s cotique, woman 1 cof-
structed as both vanishing point and mirror, drawiag the gaze into a
cemtral point of denegation and then dispersing it across a series of

reflective surfaces. On this model, the construction of woman as mirror
is explicitly linked to ways in which ferninime beaury has l:.aeen theonzed.
By contsast for Inigaray, the metaphor of Plato’s cave sxlvers‘ over the
hystera, replacing it with a self-contained relay of murrors, wh}ch creat‘e
and sustain the new vanishing point of the eternal Ideas. In this analysis
worman is positioned on the other side of the looking glass. She becomes
the point beyond the vanishing poiat, an unacknowledged ground whose

generative capacity is co- opted and suppressed by the system. Iriga:ay’
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uses the mirror imagery in order to expose Plato as a conjurer whose
model of absolute tnzth is reliant upon a considerable sleight of hand.
Irgaray’s way out of the cave involves drawing attention to the

way in which the central images work to exclude specific possibilities.
She argues that Plaro’s use of the sun as a metaphor of knowledge of the
Good sets up a particular imagery of light that comes to constinute a key
pathway within the philosophical imaginary. While the transition from
the shadows into the sunlight is said to dazzle the prisoner, Ingaray ar-
gues that the material dangers presented by the figure of the dazzling sun
are overcome by the development of 4 specific vocabulary in which hight
becomes a metaphor for a cool, detached rationality.

But the consuming comtact of light will also be avoided by

paying attention to forms alone... . Direct vision means looking

directly ahead, of course, bur it also means doing so through

an optical apparatus that stands between man and light and

prevents light from toudbing him at all. Reason— which will also

be called natural light— is the result of systems of mirrors that

enjoy a steady illumination, admittedly, but one without hexr or

brilliance. The everdasting correctness of things seen clearly,

perceived rightly, has banished not only the darkness of night

but also the fires of noon. (Irigaray 1985, 148)

This analysis of viewing comectly links the screen at the
back/front of the cave with the membrane at the back of the eye, pre-
senting both as specular mimors which silver over the materality of the
hystera and the ocular cavity respectively. The companison links Plato’s
mythology of light to Descartes” Optics. The mimror at the back of the eye
is said to constitute a barrier which prevents the light from touching the
L/ eye, ensuring that the subject is never positioned as the object of the
illuminating rays. Irigaray argues that these constmictions of correct vi-
sion serve to set up and perpetuate an imaginary pathway in which the
key metaphor of the natual light of reason is systematically secured
through the elimination of other images which would sustain a differert
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analysis of the possible relations berween the sur and the comcave
T.
o Trigaray is thesefore concerned to draw atrtention to the damhﬂg,
blinding capacity of the sun in Plato’s myth of the cave. She links this
image of the sun to another story, the legend of Archimedes” d‘efeat. of
the Roman fleet by using vast concave mirrors to set fite to their ships.
“Aqd the sun, in its incandescence, joins together with a burning glass ...
and sets the fleet of the whole nation aflame ..." (Ingaray 1985, 148).
The motif of the buming glass is used to symbolize that which lies out-
side the visual economy of reason established by Plato and perpetuated
by the Westem philosophical tradition. In this way, the legef:ld of Ar
chimedes is linked to the figure of the female mystic who i said to form
2 nEnoir ardote when uttering prophecies in an ecstatic state (191). Inga-
s imagery stresses the mareriality of light, explicitly linking 1 to the
twin dangers of combustabiliry and emotional excess. In so doing sj.he
alerts us to the way in which the fires of emotion might actally func:uon
as an unacknowledged means of sustaining what passes for cool muon-
ality. Importamly, her deployment of the image of the buming glass can
be seert to set up a number of different imaginary pathways that gesture
rowards the possibility of other theoretical systems in which reason and
vision could be constructed differently:’

This understanding of the momems in which Irigaray’s work
reaches beyond critique is made possible by reading her redfiplgy:m:ﬂl of
images through Le Doeuff’s concept of the philosophical unagma.r?c In
tumn, Irgaray’s endeavour to map new imaginary pathways result:s in an
expansion of Le Doeuft’s methodology. The Philosaphical Inngzmry‘ pro-
vides us with the means of tracing the development of pamicular
pathways and abstract structures, noting the changes that are effected by
the movement berween different social and theoretical contexts. Le
Doeuff's analyses also allow us to complicare the more familiar logic of
binary opposition, by adding the chiasma and irs dual structures of‘dene?
gation and metonymic proliferation. Imporandy, her work on chmsxfm:
logic traces the sedimertation of particular images and structures, which
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serve 10 perpetuvate the equation of fermninity with a lack of exterionty.
Inigaray can be seen to alter the focus of this methodology, alerting us to
lock for images that do not simply support the system, while challenging
us to think through their theoretical implications. Both approaches are
compatible and can be seen as different trajectories that can intersect in a
single image.

My point can be demonstrated by rewurning to Dijkstm’s analysis
of Manet’s picture of Nana. For Dijkstra, Nana’s casual gaze out of the
painting indicates her lack of interest in the concerns of her gentlemen
callers, showing her self-absorption. In this way, the quality of her exte-
rior gaze is defined by her smte of self-enclosure and mapped as an
inability to feel for others, sedimenting the imaginary pathway begun by
Roussel. However, it is also possible to view Nana’s gaze as a point
whereby 2 different trajectory emerges. Manet’s painting stands out
among those collected by Dykstra because the protagonist does not
simply gaze into the mirror. Thus, her look outwards can be seen as a
gesture towards exterionty, which suspends her state of self-absorption.
Nana’s smile as she views the viewer out of the comer of her eye is cne
of recogninion. It is an amused acknowledgement of her own desirability,
which is reflected in the gaze of the viewer mther than the mirror self.
Her smile suggests that she is well able to understand the desires and
concemns of her gentleman callers and, furthermore, that she has chosen
to keep them wniting. Thus, her gaze ourwards has a dismissive quality,
indicating her enjoyment of the power she has over others. Maner’s
portrait of Nana is interesting because the protagonist can be seen to
mobilize her own objectificarion in order to use it as a locus of power for
herself, thus breaking out of the circle of self-absorption.

In this way, combining Le Doeuff and Irigaray provides a meth-
odology which enables us to review the plethora of images of woman
that pass between the culural and philosophical imaginaries. This in-
volves tracing the ways in which such images serve to sediment well-
wort imaginaty pathways, while all the time being alert to the possibility
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of different readings, which constitute other pathways, the roads not yet
taken.

Catherine Corstable

Shefficdd Hallan Unixersity

NOTES

1. This paper is an edited version of the second chaprer of myforthcoming book,
provisionally titled Thrking in Imuges: Femirist Philoscphy, Film Theory and Marizre
Dietrich, which is due 1o be published by the British Film Instirute in 2004. In
the longer version for the book, this section of the chapter traces the ways in
which the vocabulary of narcissism is taken up by Frend and later used in the
analysis of film noir.

2. This quotation occurs at the beginning of the chaprer in which Le Doeuff ex-
plores the construction of a femininity of chacs.

3. See Creed 1993, chaprer 11, especially pages 156-66.

4. See Irigaray 1991, 834, where Irigaray argues that the Freudian model was
origmally far more open.

5. See Burke 1990, 102-6, 109. Burke argues thar the asservion that a particular
object is beautifil is not the result of rational judgement but is rather the prod-
ucr of sensory impressions of the objective qualines that the object possesses.

6. Le Doeuff's analysis of Roussel also provides a means of thinking through
some of the theoretical antecedents of Freud’s account of the narcissistic
woman. Her construction of feminine modesty as a negative, centripetal
movement is very close to Freud’s conception of woman’s narcissistic libido as
turned in upon irself. Indeed, the dynamic of narcissistic aumoeroticism can be
seen to reproduce the centripetal movement of modesey; without the accom-
panying centrifugal movement of beauty. Freud's analysis of Narcissa’s bhissful
state can therefore be seen to follow a well-worm imaginary pathway in that ber
pleasure in her own beauty serves to deprive her of any relaton to exteriority
and the wider social sphere.

7. For the full discussion of Sullerot’s Le Fait Fergran (1978}, see Le Doeuff 1585,
161-7.
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8.  See Irigaray 1985, 246. Irigaray analyzes the passageway as a symbol of the for-
gotten spaces in-between: for when the passage is forgonen, or by the very
fart of its being reenacred o the cave, it will found, sub-tend, sustain a harden-
ing of all dichotomies, categorical differences, clear cur distincions...”.

9.  See Barb Bol’s analysis of light as glare in ‘Shedding Light for the Mater’
(2000).
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Critique of Violence: Between Post-Structuralism and Critical
Theory

Beatrice Hanssen, Routledge, 2000

h/b £55.000 415 22339 3, p/b £15.99 0 415 223407

The main topic of this wonderfully lucid book is more timely than
Beatrice Hanssen could have imagined when she wrote it, although any-
one locking either for a simple moral condemnation of violence or f?r a
historical catalogue of irs instances will be disappointed. For thus 1s a
book sinuated firmly within the context of recent theoretical debates, in
particular those between Habermasian ctitical theorists and poststructur
alists, with the question of violence in its broadest senses offering a lens
through which to probe the relative merits of the two appmch?s.
Hanssen is especially wary of any position that associates violence or its
elimination with foundationalist premises. Her dogged pursuit of umver-
salist or transcendental assumptions here leads her o the conclusion that
both the leading schools of thought have a tendency to stray in this di-
rection in their pursuit of general theories and justifications, Her stated
ai is to breaks through the deadlock she feels is ossifying discussion and
even destroying the appeal of theory as such. She presents her own pro-
ject as the search for a middle way, engendered through re‘ﬂect?v-e
disclosure of the strengths and weaknesses, as well as the often implicit
and sometimes shared assumptions, of the two theoretical poles she
identifies as the leading contemporary approaches (hence her subnitle:
Between Poststroturalism and Critical Theony).

Hansser’s treatment of the two poles is incisive yet even-handed,
critical bur generous, while she is also willing to step owtside the two
(main currents to consider alremative approaches where relevant. Her
book is to be very strongly recommended to amyone inrerested in travel
ling through the complex debares of recent years. But Hanssen als? has a
mission. Her broad sense of what a middle way might involve
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exemplifies the more appealing elements she derives from each ap-
proach: an open debate undertalen within an ethos of neither consensus
nor antagonism, but of open, agonistic discussion (ethos being a term
Hanssen greatly favours, having identified it with the cdrical artitude as a
mode of being that she associates with the later Foucault’s ethics). The
‘between’ of her subtitle is accondingly defined not as an undecidability,
vapid compromise or synthesis, but as a ‘space of possibility’ (14). It
would surely be difficult to fault this appealing ambirion, even i the ob-
‘vious question is how in practice it might avoid succumbing to the usual
impasses conceming the status of normativity, the ubiquity of power,
and so on. To some extent Hanssen has faith that her own astute
analyses will clear away the unwarranted or unacceptable assumptions
that block mzpprocherent, by throwing them open to critical serutiny; and
indeed she succeeds admimbly in opening up the field for informed
debare. ‘

But there is also a third theory thar makes a frequem, f rather
shadowy and undertheorized, appearance within her analysis, namely,
that of pragmatism. The friendly, pluralistic debates she advocates ofien
seem in fact to become elided with, or named as, pragmatism. Here
protagonists would surrender their more uncompromizing theoretical
claims to a more strategic and limited adherence. Within political life,
Hanssen’s confident apalysis of recent arguments conceming recogni-
ton, alterity and multculriralism also encourages her to propose a de-
mocratic ethos where “vigorous debate and spinted discursive exchange’
(1) might occur berween those subseribing to different perspectives or
living according to a particular ethos.

Critique of Videne is actually a collection of eight essays, of which
two (the bnef chapter four on Enzenberger’s Gu Wars and the longer
rumination on the Austnan feminist Elfriede Jelinek’s deployment of a
language of violence in chaprer seven) look as if they might have started
life as book reviews. The advanrage of the essay structure is that it allows
Hanssen to cover a vatety of perspectives and facets concerning
violence without the ternptation to offer any final synthesis or closure,
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while each chapter can also stand alone as an exemplary critical study.
Thus chapter one is especially interested in Arendt’s and Benjamn’s ef-
forts at defining viclence and its boundaries; chapters two and three take
us on a fascinating excursion through Foucault’s search for a theory of
power that Hanssen finds courting a dangerous metaphysics of violence;
chapter five considers crirical theory/ poststructuralist disagreernents as
they focus on the relation berween language and violence; chapter six
focuses on questions of recognition and conflict, especially as they
emerged in Hegel's and Fanon’s writings; and chapter eight finally revis-
its the antagonisms of theory'’s leading protagonists as they have been
phiyed out among, ferminists. Because Hanssen has an enduring sense of
where she wants to go in terms of a discursive phuralism—and even
mote strongly of what she wants to subvert, namely reifying foundation-
alisms—the essays do have a certain unity which is further supported by
the focus on violence and eritique.

Something I nevertheless found oceasionally frustrating about the
book’s structire was that some of the key issues Hanssén poses so inck
sively in her conclusion to one essay, might remain unaddressed as her
perspective shifts in the next. For example, the sixth chapter ends with
her provocative claim that the retrieval of ‘the radical altesity of other
ness for a truly emancipatory pluralist politics is the challenge whose ex-
traordinary dimensions we have perhaps only just begun to recognize”. A
difficulty here, she acknowledges, is how to reclamm an ethical openness
within the polity withour succumbing to ‘metaphysics, total undecidabil-
ity, decisionism, or, simply, political disaffectedness’ (209). Theorists” ex-
changes about Kantian universalism in this context, she adds, have often
seemed remarkably unreflective on questions of corporate multicultural-
ism and global capitalism.

Yet in the next chapter we suddenly find ourselves thinking about
violent language as a political strategy; the conceptual expansion the temn
violence has recemtly undergone (incorporated imo Hanssen’s own re-
flections on, for example, linguistic, discursive and epistemic viclence);
" and debates about pormography. It is not of course that these are
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unimporant topics, but it is regrettable thar Hanssen does not pause to
address the points already raised. Moreover, while she summarizes the
urgent question of a political alterity as that of an ethics of democracy,
the dizcontinuiry imposed by the book’s structure suggests an (uowit-
ting?) elision of the question of political diversity with the problem of
disagreement armong theorists, which is where the appeals to a ‘prag-
matic bricolage’ are made. This would surely be even less convincing po-
litically than it is theoretically.

In fact, the question of the relationship berween reality and theory
clearly troubles and intrigues Hanssen throughout her book. It surfaces
in her discussions of the theory/practice relationship; in her disquiet
about the shift from social sciemtific to literary criticism; in her reflec-
tions on the question of ideology; and in a certain impatience with a ten-
dency for theoretical debate to have replaced more substantive political
engagement. It is also evident in her concems with ‘real’ struggle— actval
historical conflicts and what she sometimes refers to as material or
empirical violence—and with a tendency for theories of violence w0
aestheticize or idealize violence in their search for conceptual grids and
general framewors. In her introduction, for example, she mentions the
need for an encyclopaedia of violence that would offer a global,
interdisciplinary survey of the history of actual violence: a project she
distinguishes from her own more localized focus on its critical discourses
(it would be fascinating to discover the relationship she envisages be-
tween the two).

She is clearly aware that at issue here is an older antagonism, be-
tween matenalists and realists on one side, idealists on the other, as well
as attempts at going beyond these alternatives in the imbrication of
power and knowledge found among post-Nietzscheans. Indeed, Hanssen
takes Foucault himself to task for losing sight of actual struggles con-
ceming race, class and colonization, despite his emphasis on singularity
and events, m his search for a general analytics of power. Even Fanon
seemed to get caught between the political and the theoretical as he
shipped, she suggests, towands a typology of viclence that eventually
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seerned to become a new unifying, if not a universalizing, force. Here, as
elsewhere, she wamns against the anthropological or vitalist accounts of a
primordial violence she associates with Kojéve or Nietzsche.

Yet one must wonder whether Hanssen would be able te find the
discursive resources she needs to tackle, or even 1o pose, this difficult
question of real/ideal relations, within the confines of the theories she is
considering. My own view is that in order to do so, she would bave
needed to delve into epistemological questions thar remain peripheral to
her discussions here and, in particular, to challenge the prevailing Kant-
tanism of the leading positions she mentions. The sort of dialecrical
relationship between material and conceptual developments, and thus
between empirical and interpretative approaches, that an eardier genera-
tdon of critical theorists had recognized could pethaps have provided a
useful start here, as might the overtures towards political economy that
these insights originally entailed. Indeed Hanssen herself alludes to such
approaches in her endorsement of immanent critique and her considera-
tion of Horkheimer's programme for a cutical theory. But dismissals of
Hegelian and Mandst dialectics as woralizing and teleological, and of re-
distributive questions as instrumencal, binary and wdilitarian, which have
become the new orthodoxy among recent theorists, are not yet suffi-
cently challenged here to make such moves look appealing, Instead,
Hanssen offers her hesitant endorsement of (neo)-pragmatism. I have
mentioned this several times because it surfaces at various crucial junc-
tures of her critiques as a possible, positive solution to the impasses of
theoretical debate and to charges of theory's having become apolitical
What is she claiming here?

In an era in which the deficit of so many models, inchiding the
liberal ope, has become so patently apparent, a pragmaric
eclecticism seems to work best, tuming us all into tnkerers,
handy- people, picking up 100ls to resolve problems, discarding
them as we see fit, in a grand effort to retool plunlistic, radical
democracy (253).

Women’s Philosaphy Revew 5’3

Hanssen nevertheless distinguishes berween a Rortean ‘strong pragma-
tism™—which she varously accuses of crypto-nomativity; essentialism
(i its reduction of women’s oppression to a bullying of the weak by the
strong); an uncritical endorsement of American liberalism and patriot-
ism; and a tendency to bracket out power differentials— and the weak,
methodological neo-pragmatism which she associates with the work of
feminists like Nancy Fraser. She looks upon the larter favourably, pre-
senting it as a sort of theoretical ad boc-ism which remains sensitive to the
intervention of power. In this context she speaks of ‘a coalition of
diverse theories and practices’ that will ‘lay the ground for a diversified
program of discursive activism’ (177). Likening this pragmatic eclecti-
cism to the stracturalists’ briles, she sees the pragmatist taking useful
bits and pieces from mukiple theones, proceeding by trial and error,
creative conjecture, towards fallibilistic and contingent conclusions that
avoid grand or foundational chims by operating merely as heuristic
devices.

It is easy o see how this approach fits well with the desire for
theoretical humility and dialogical negotiation. If Hanssen nonetheless
worries that pragmatism might simply be 2 name invoked to avoid the
pejorative ¢onnotations theory has acquired, she has clearly attended
many discussions already where pragmatism has been commended as a
way forward, especially it scems among feminists (where she refers ro
‘the current antitheory moment in feminista’). ‘Especially in the United
States, the revival of pragmatism in the form of neopragmatism has pre-
sented itself as the only tenable alternative to theory’ (234-5). In her own
weak version, there is nevertheless room for theory, or theories, as well
as practices, And while voicing concems about this pragmatism becom-
ing simply 2 new formalism, she also invokes its political efficacy during
her cntique of Foucanlt: as ‘more concemed with the immediate prac-
tices of oppression than with the long-term or distant scripts of airtight
methodological or political justification” (99).

I confess that I remain to be convinced here. Does not such
pragmatism remain parasitic upon the theories on which it draws, with
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their deeper justifications? Can it really assume the sort of neutrality
implied, and does pragmatism at some leve] not remain a particulardy
American response? Would actors be willing to ncur the risks and costs
of political practice on the basis of such ungrounded, piecemeal claims?
Could they find them sufficiently convincing to motivate poltical in-
terventions? For surely one of the lessons of feminism has been that
oppression is often invisible and requires a robust theoretical perspective
to disclose its operations as well a5 to idemtify problems to be tackled
and their structural interconnections. Could pragmatism, finally, vield the
kind of analysis of real events and power relations that Hanssen de-
mands? It would certainly have been helpful had she said more about the
‘politicized “substantivist® pragmatism’ to which she alludes (257).

Hanssen is laudably sensitive to the problems involved in squaring
the circle of cultural difference and democratic procedures. However, in
the end, one must surely wonder whether institutionalized power differ-
ences can in fact be translated imo the congenial agonisms of a politics
modelled on academic debating and, indeed, whether even these are
amenable to pragmatic eclecticism. Hanssen’s own allusions to empirical
violence and real histoncal struggles suggest that she must share such
disquiet. Bur her antipathy towards theories predicated on a war of all
against all or on claims regarding the ubiquity of violence also wam
her—and us— that this is dangerous terrain, As she reminds s in her
critigue of Foucault, such premises are duplicitous in that they can sup-
port conservarive as well as radical politics. 'They also render all the more
urgent some positive response stepping outside the circuit of violence
lest we become trapped there. Inviting us 1o ponder such difficult issues,
Hanssen’s bnlliant analyses have cleared away many murky presupposi-
tions and opened the way for informed debate.

Diara Codle

Queen Mary College
Urarersity of L ardon
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Women, Political Philosophy and Politics
Liz Speding, Edinburgh University Press, 2001
’ p/b £16.950 7486 1108 8

This book aims to explore the interface between political philosophy and
politics; it examines, that s, the effects of major Western philosophical
traditions on contemporary women’s involvement in the broadlydefined
sphere of the ‘political’. By analyzing key concepts such as the state, citi-
zenship and representation, Sperling demonstrates how concepts internal
to these traditions have come to serve as intractable truths that continue
to differentiate between the sexes unfaidy. The book is largely successful
in delivering this critique, insofar as it offers noteworthy analyses of the
self-perpetuating conceptions of equality in both Marxist and Iiberal
traditions; such conceptions have been defined by elites and have served
to exclude women from the sphere of consensual politics because of
their presumed irrationality.

The criticisms the book articulates are broadly convincing; less so,
however, is Sperling’s precise diagnosis of the problem of this philoso-
phical legacy for contemporary feminism. As suggested by earlier femi-
nist texts such as Okin’s classic Women o7 Westen Palitiod Thoughr (1979)
and Coole’s Westan Political Theory: from A ndiez Misagyny 1o Cornenporary
Fermirasm (1988), there is cleady a paradox involved in wormen’s quest for
inclusion within political theory. In light of the specific aim of this book,
it would thus have been fitting if Spesling had provided a unifying theme,
for example, by highlighting the relationship between two of her central
concepts, namely representation and recognition.

Before elaborating on this, it is worth remarking that the broad
sweep of classical to lite-modern thinkers in this book gives the sense of
a somewhat overly schemaric critique. Nevertheless this is, T think, to be
explained on grounds of Spering’s specific aim, namely, 1o relate the ab-
stract language of political philosophy to her wider research into
women's policy issucs, and particularly to those pertaining to women’s
position jn the workplace. As such, she is able to approach intemally
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complex thinkers such as Plato and Rawls with the SPECjﬁC intention to
extract particulary relevant attitudes, omissions, anc.l sdenc?s.

Speding follows Coole and Okin in showng——mﬂil the 'I.-JSE‘Of
both a thinker and concept-based format—a direct continuity beginsing
in Plato’s definition of women as auxiliaries to statectaft in an integrated
polis, and culminating in the remarkable degree of anxiety about thc
mmaintenance of ‘proper’ roles for women in recent texts such as Euzr
ont's The Spirit of Commuzy. (45) Indeed, one of the greatest strengtbs of,
this study is the compelling way in which she reveals the classical Gre‘elfs
inherent ‘androcracy’, against which she argues that, whfle domesncn:y
may be the natural inclination for some wormen, it is @&dy th:lt thlS
pertains to all of them. (15) She therefore rejects biological essentialism,
and in doing so mises problematic questions about the natte of the
identity that women would ideally wish to have recognized publicly. Ifl‘
deed, her account suggests, but does not fully artculate, thx: essential
contestability and instability of the nature of the neéds,. interests a.nf:l
purposes that constinute such an identity. Speding’s objectlon‘ to Pla.t? is
at least implicitly founded on the claim that andmcmiflc political
arrangements deny women’s sovercignty, auronomy of mPacny for crea-
tive self-definition. Yet it would have been useful to have hand, along:

side the criique, the positive implication of this for comemporary
ferminist polirics. ) - ’
This is equally so in the subsequent exarpination of T:?:ousseau s
wreatise on education for citizenship. Sperling chamcteﬁztas th.ls as 2 b.1-
partite system, Rousseau’s model citizen, Emile, and his m‘{e Sophie
providing between them the two halves of the moral personality neces-
sary to live in sociery: ‘the level-headed decision-maker anc% the social
agent’. (121) Promisingly, Sperling suggests in the concluding chapter
that one of the problems with the contract tradition from Rousseau on-
wards is that it fails v anricipate a role for women which would enable
self-redefinirion across the boundaries of public and non-public spheresr‘
It appears to follow thar women’s contemporary demands for recognt-
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tion must, positively, involve deconstructing the socio-biological ‘truths’
constructed by thinkers in this tradition (125).

The explicit message Sperling’s text delivers, however, remains
largely negative: whether construed as ‘natural’ or ‘social’, or as sex’ or
‘gender’, women’s nature is reified by political theory, a fixed premise
that then serves to perpetuate political exclusion. For Sperling, what fol-
lows in respect of Rousseau’s framework is a social contract ‘governed
by the general will of socially inept, psychologically and morally weak
love-lom men’ (125). If this is so, it would then appear that the question
is not whether women have been excluded or misrepresented by this
framework (for that would seem uncontestable); rather, the issue is
whether women can seek inclusion within it on terms which can be radi-
cally different or new. In other words: how can women seek political
presence or representation without sacrificing the desire for recognition
in terms which would appear to disrupt the political arrangements imag-
med in classical thought from Plato to Rousseaw?

Spetling’s treatment of nineteemth-century ideas of equality, as

~ articulated by Mill, Marx and Engels, is more illuminating in this regard.

She argues that their responses to the disadvantages historically suffered
by various groups and classes constituted a genuine advance on the overt
discrimination evidenced in classical political thought. However, she also
correctly defines the problem in terms of the paradoxical way in which
Enlightenment thinking~ in both its Liberal and Marxist variants— failed
to provide a sufficient critique of those inequalities. For all MilP’s atten-
tion 1o the problem of women’s subjection, he believed that women
would inevitably choose domestic labour as a career, with the result that
having a political voice i the Eberal state would not necessarily release
them from bonds of dependency. What is fluminating here 15 Sperling’s
treatment of the complex way in which women’s exclusion survives the
transition to modesmity, how it is ‘naturalized’, and how it undercuts the
inclusive and egalirarian impulse of the Enlightenment. Mill’s attempt to
revalue domesticity, equating it with manufacturing during the rise of in-

dustralization, thus does not compensate for his failure to question the
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unequal social conditions that shaped the choices made by wommen of his
age, with or without formal political rights. ‘

"The woubling consequence of Mill's ‘sciclisny’, she claims, brings
into sharp relief the near complete absence of any accoum of gen.der
justice in the influential contemporary accounts of Rawls and Nozick.
Sperling’s contention here is that ‘the post-feminist umbrel?a 1..1:.1d»er
which women are implicidy incorporated as equally sovereign individu-
als’ (173) is causally related to the elite politics of classical thought. Oncﬂe
again, the critique is powerful, even in the absence of a more systemau‘c
way of conceptualizing the problem. For it is clear that women must (i
only to make a virtue our of necessity) seek inclusion and presence
within the Rawlsian contract, using this language to claim the righrs, lib-
erties and primary goods he prioritizes. We also, however, seek inclus'wfi
1o redefine the nature of those goods and interests; to suggest the partr
ality of this language of justice; and to advance new ways of concc.:iving
social and political relations. Speding’s legitimate worry is that issues
such as child care and positive action should not pecessarily be prefixed
as “women’s’ or ‘ferinist’ interests, as they could then be perceived as
not integral to the common-wealth, and as such subject to :epea.l‘ if
necessary (177). More precisely, however, the problem with the Rawlsian
approach is its failure to recognize that historically disadvantaged p‘eoples
need not in fact be constrained to present their interests in ‘uriversal
terms. On the comtrary, their struggles for recognition may, and often
should, unsettle the universality of the identities, goods and mterests
which ate taken as uncontestable in this tradition.

Ultimnately, Sperling is surely right in her claim that ‘a clear patt.em
emerges in the type of person and the qualities selected for if_lclusmn’
{176). Yet one would have hoped here for some closer analysis of the
ambiguities in Okin’s liberal feminism. Her chaim that the logic of Rawl-
sian justice must lead to questioning the justice of the domestic division
of Tabour clearly presents feminists in general with the question of where

- or whether boundaries between public and private can be drawn. Sper-
ling for her own part is, with reason, doubtful abour the possibility of a
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theoretical abolition of this distinction. However, we are thus led to ask
how much non-public ‘interference’ this tradition can justify to enable
the presence or representation of all individuals in the public domain, in
order to express their particular demands for recognition. Sperling argues
posiuvely that ‘women are utilizing the inconsistencies in the argaments
that have historically excluded them’ (186). It is worth reflecting further
on how ereative or radical a departure from Rawlsian or Nozickian liber-
alism this deconstructive project must take feminism.

The paradoxical relatonship between represenration and
recognition, I have suggested, could have been fore-grounded to diag-
nose the problem which this critical study brings 1o light. Yer the book
provides, as it is, a2 good basis for reflection and assessment, from a
feminist perspective, of the normative potential and practical purpose of
polirical philosophy from past to present.

Mergen Moakberjee
Badliol College, Unnarsity of Obefosed

Witnessing: Beyond Recognition
Kelly Oliver, University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, 2001
h/b £43.50 C 8166 3627 3, p/b£13.0008166 3628 1

Witnessing: Beyornd Reogrition is an ambitious book that has both a critical
and affirmative project. It offers a crtique of how subject formation has
been theorized, arguing in particular that theores of subjectivity as
subjection are problematic precisely m their presupposition that subordi-
fation or oppression are necessary to the very constitution of the sub-
ject. At the same time, Wimssing offers a hopeful, if not optimistic, vi-
sion of how subjectivity can be otherwise, by suggesting that we need an
ethics of love as wimessing, and as an affective energy that bonds sub-
jects together without overcoming differences or othemess: ‘Subjectivity
is not the result of war agaiust all others, Rather, it is the result of a
process of witnessing that connects us through the tissues of language
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and gestures” {223). This combination of a sharp eritical voice wnh a
hopeful vision of a different world means that the pr.ocess of reading
Wiamnessing is inself affective: the reader is called to bear witaess to the very
demand for witnessing that gives the book its political ec!ge.

Oliver's project is to offer a model of subjectivity bas-ed not on
abjection, exclusion or recogmition, but on the call to ‘b.ear witness, and
on responding to others as well as having responsibility for oth?{s (@
Jouble bond that is represented through the word, ‘rfispome—al?ﬂlt)’):
Witnessing is addressed to another and to a comm_umry; an.d ‘wn.uess-
ing—in both senses as addressing and respomfin?%, tesufyms and
Jistening— is a commitment 10 embrace the responsll'fﬂfry ?f co::nstmmng
communities, the respopsibility inherent in subjectivity irself (143). T
thought the emphasis on bearing witness, as a Tesporse to the
dimimishment effected by oppression and as a meaps 10 [esist o!:.)pres«
sion, was compelling, In dialogue with work on testimony by Dosi Laub
and Shoshana Felman, as well as writngs on racism by Fx:amz Fa.non,
Patricia Williams and bell hooks, Wimesing asks us 1o think critically
abour how the act of bearing witness works to a.mEliDmtt? thc trauma of
othered subjectivity such that the performance of witnessmg is paradoxi-
cal: it requires the individual to become a subject by reflecting on thar

i de subjectivity impossible. '
v ;I:deed, Cj)eﬁve‘:nyarg?c; that trauma, oppression and subcirdinauon
all make subjectivity—and with t, agency and spe?ch— impossible, Sub-
jectivity is only possible, she suggests, when there 15 n::om 1o respond, ©
become a witness to one’s own life as well as to the lives of others. Her
main examples nvolve historical traurna (such as the Holoc.aust) :md
racism or racial domination (including examples of colour bhxfdness in
ante-discrimination politics in the Uited States). The book 15 mot so

much structured around these examples, but around the key c?ncepts
required to work through the argument. The first secti_on cxamines the
limits of the politics of recognition in relation to :m]ln—c?lnu.'ahsm %ﬂd
deconstruction, the second maises the question of witnessing m. fela'uon
to subjectivity and historicity and the final section offers a cruque of
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models of vision (both in theory and in discourses of race) as well as an
attempt 10 theonze a ‘new vision’. Throughour, the reader has a very
strong sense of a project and a vision of both the present—and its lim-
15— and the furure, with its possibilities. )

Yet although Oliver’s argument is onginal and engaging, it seems
to offer a rather simplistic choice: one must either love or hate others,
include or exclude others, be separate from or comnected 1o others.
Hence she calls for an ethical relation in “which we love or at least re-
spect others rather than subordinate or kill them” (69), and larer says that
relations between others can be ‘Joving adventures’ rather than ‘hostile
alien encounters’ (224). In both instances, love is constructed as an alter-
natve 1o subordination, murder, alienation and hostlity. How can we
account-for this simplicity and what are its effects? '

To some extent, 1t is this simplicity which makes Wimssing so en-
gaging: its critique of other theories paves the way for the consuruction
of an alternative theory based on precisely those values that are under
stood as missing or negated in those theories (love, harmony, and so on).
But at the same tumne, the simplicity of the framework limits the book,
both in 1ts reading of ather theories, and in its positing of an alternative
ethics of response-ability, In relation to the former, [ agree with Oliver

that to make oppression the necessary condiion of subject formaton s
problermatic. It makes such oppression inevitable and works to nawralize
as well as normalize such relations. However, I think she fails to do jus-
tice 1o the complexity of some of the work which has argued that the
history of subordination cannot be separated from the subordination of
the subject, even if it is not reducible to that subordination.

Take Oliver’s reading of Judith Butler. Oliver offers a reading of
the model of subjectivity as subjection offered both m Exdalle Spech
and The Poydbic Life of Pouer, suggesting that both texts assume thar de-
pendency on others necessarily iovolves subordination and oppression.
She asks, provocatively: ‘If “subordination”, “pain”, *trauma”, “subjuga-

. tion”, “subjection”, “vulnerabiliry”, “susceptibility”, “violence”, and so

forth are all part of the normal and normalizing process of becoming a
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subject, then how can we distinguish between becoming a subject and
being oppressed, abused, or tortured?” (65).

At one level, we could respond to this question by insisting on the
violence that is at stake in the securing of social norms in the life of indi-
viduals, a vickence that is implicated in the production of ordinary as well
~ as extraordinary events. But Oliver's question deserves a fuller response
and also invites us to return to Butler (as I found myself doing in the
middle of reading Waressing). For Butler, the argument that subordina-
tion is 2 necessary part of subject formation means that subordinarion is
not “external to the subject” or ‘imposed from without”, but comes to be
constitutive of the subject as intenority in the first place. Butler shows us
that we need 1o understand how *power’ makes subjects who then be-
come invested in the reproduction of power in order to theorize how
and why political transformarion is so difficult.

For me, Oliver's own model of oppression and subordination as
that which makes §ubjecﬁviry impossible cannot deal with the ways in
which individuals ‘take on’ forms of power (in both speech and silence),
even if that ‘taking on’ fails, a failure which makes transformation possi-
ble. Of course, we could then argue that Butler suggests that such ‘taking
on’ is inevitable, However, I do riot think that Butler argues that what a
subject takes on (a taking on which paradoxically produces the very
effect of their being a subject in the first place)} necessanly has an op-
pressive form, although it may involve subordination. Butler shows us
how becoming a subject requires a process of being hailed or called into
existence by others, a calling which makes subjects vulnerable and de-
pendent, but not necessarily oppressed (although Butler suggests that the
power—to ordain or subordimate— can be abused, in the sense that our

- vulnerability makes us open to the abuse of the power that gives us ex-

istence).

T would suggest that Oliver’s misreading of Butler relates to her
assumption of an equivalence between the terms subordination and op-
pression: “Oppression and subordination render individuals or groups of
people as other by objectifying them’ (7). Throughout, Oliver describes
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oppression as a ‘pathology’ (I think it is unhelpful to describe power re-
lations through the metaphor of disease) and it is usually equated with
alienation and objectification~ which are not the only forms of oppres-
sior.. Perhaps more attention o the specific forms of oppression and
how they operate to “pathologize’ the bodies of athers (which is different
to describing oppression itself as pathology) might have helped the
analysis to move beyond its assumption that subjectiviry has to be seen
either as a result of oppression, oras rendered impossible by oppression.
Purthermore, Oliver's account of an ethics beyond witnessing
does seem to rely on a dualism that Jimits the potential of the argument
for thinking beyond the present. For example, she opposes an ethics
which assumes hostility (and that involves disrespect and even murder)
with an ethics of love, a love that celebrates difference and otherness. In
doing so, she neglects the role of ambivalence towards others: the way in
which love and hare exist simultaneously in the very approach 1o othess.
The productive nature of such ambivalence has been crucial 1o post-co-
lonial theory (for example in the work of Homi Bhabha) and both Freu-
dian and Kleinian psychoanalysis. Furthermore, although Oliver cites the
work of bell hools positively throughout, she neglects hooks” critique of
how othemess has become desirable within multi-culturalism, as a rela-
tion of desire which means that others are increasingly incorporated into
(rather than excluded from) the bodies of white subjects and nations. So
love and incorporation can also involve forms of violence against othess. -
Of course, it would be possible to argue that incorporation is not
love as Oliver defines it. But T would suggest that we need to deal with
the fact that otherness is often celebrated in the name of a love that can
then become the basis of incorporation. Oliver’s imperative—— that we
should have Joving adventures” with others to give us ‘something new’
(224)—is not far off the discourses of desire examined by bell hooks in
her critique of comsumer culture and the exoticizarion of difference,
Rather than consider love as an ethical alternative to hate or subordina-
tion, we need to reflect on how the celebration and love of othemess can
become another means by which oppressive relarions ate secured. Our
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task then does not involve any simple choice (berween love and hate, ip-
clusion or exclusion, connection and separation) in relation to others.
Rather, we need to think through the implications of the ambivalence
towands others for finding other forms of sociality in which we do not
simply move wowards (love) or away (hate) from others but find different
ways of being with others, and living side by side.

At one level, Wimesing does seek to do this by offering a vision of
affect as social energy. Affect is theorized as that which moves or mi-
grates between subjects and brings them together in what we could call
an ‘electsic sociality. However, I remained unconvinced by Oliver’s reli-
ance on a model of energy and her slide berween different kinds of ener
gies: chemical, thermal, electric, social (14). For me, such a vision, while
compelling, does not consider how sociality and ‘withness’ are not just
about connectedness or whar brings subjects together. They are also
about what differentiates subjects from others, as well as differentiating
betusen others, in ways that are historical and contingent. Oliver does
demopstrate convincingly why affect is crucial if we are 10 develop a
different approach to sociality. But for me affect is crucial not as ‘some-
thing” that passes berween subjects and thar brings them together. Rather
affects, insofar as they do cireulare and travel, do not reside positively in
either the social or the collective body. In other words, affects are eco-
nomic and they are crucial w sociality precisely insofar as they fadl 1y bring
us together in ong body.

Oliver's ethics of love seems to rely on a fantasy of inclusion as
harmony, despite her emphasis on irteducible differences and the value
of othemness. 1 liked her commitment to the Freudian notion of “working
through’ hostilities, but she employs this model in order to rase the
possibility of overcoming or resolving dissent and amtagonism. Dissent,
it seems to me, is a structural possibility which it is crucial for us to rec-
ognize if we are to open the world to other others who have yet 10
approach us: although it is possible that others may agree with us, there
is also always the possibility that they may not. Justice requires that we

admit this possibility— the possibility of dissent— at every moment ofa
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conversation. It is hence ironic that Oliver cites the work of Levinas 10
build up her model of an ethics of wuch and proximity (204-8), thereby
ignoring one of the keyaspects of Levinas’ own ethics: the argument that
the relation between self and other is alums asymmetnical. Oliver seems
t0 presuppose that to attend to the role of antagonism is necessarily to
assume that antagonisms must take one form: overt hosulity or disre-
spect. But perhaps aptagonism is constinmtive in the ‘better’ sense, in that
it shows the impossibility of 4 merging between one and an other, or of
becoming the other, given the asymmetry of the relation between others.
I thought Oliver’s claim that witnessing is crucial to subject
formation was persuasive, but remained uncomnvinced by her critique of
theonies of subjection, as well as by her claim that witnessing required a
commitment ta an ethics of love based on proximity and on a celebra-
tion of difference and otherness. But at the same time I was engaged by
this text, I ‘worked through it and I enjoyed its own commitments to a
critique of the present as well as an opening up of the future.

" Sara Abred

Laraster Unmreersity

The Words of Selves: Identification, Solidanty, Frony
Denise Riley, Stanford University Press, Stanford, 2000
h/b £30.00 08047 3672 3, p/b £ 11.95, 0 8047 39110

Damaged Identities, Narmative Repair
Hilde Lindemann Nelson, Comgll University Press, Ithaca, 2001
h/b £28.50 08014 3665 6, p/b £11.95, 0 8014 §740 4

Denise Riley’s wotlks, both as a poet and as author of ‘A ! That Nane?”
Ferrrism ard the Category f Warnren’ in History, underdies her complex new
book. She writes in a style full of images, ironies, and rhetorical flous
ishes. This amazing facility with words iself provides the problematic for
the first part of her text, while her more outward-leoking concern with
identity is evident in the second part. A few of her section headings, in-
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dicating her vivid and often mocking style, seize the reader’s imagination:
‘A Venus Flytrap School of Language’; “Taking Credit where Credit isn't
Due; “The Wounded Fall in the Direction of the Wound”.

From the start, she engages with the significance of the issue of
‘what you are called”. This moves from self-deprecating social self-de-
scription to the psychological effect that ‘you become what, hearing
yourself called, you acknowledge yourself 1o be.” (35) She brings together
the psychological and the linguistic in claiming thar Tanguage does not so
much “express” feeling but ... in itself it “does” feeling’. (36) Arguing
that the idea of ‘depth’ in feeling is a residue of Romantic ideas of
sensibility, she draws on Wittgenstein and Nietzsche to attack it, moving
in the direction of Deleuze— an important figure in this book-— and his
focus on surfaces.

Her second chapter medirates on the Althusserian theme of lin-
guistic guilt. She elaborates on his notion of imrerpellation— the sense of
being forcefully described from the ourside— with the case of the guilt of
the poet at her lack of originality. The T’ demands this originality as a
guarantor of authenticity, but the commmuality of language makes it
impossible to attain. For the poet, the words, the aleatory allusions, and
especially the thymes, run ahead of her. Like Jean-Jacques Lecercle, she
seeks a third path between a sense of control of language, and a sense of
being controlled by language. She also contrasts the position of the
creative writer with that of the academic writer. Riley argues that on
publication the creative writer becomes an absence, unable to answer
back 1o suppositions made about her. These may range from her sexual
history to the soutce of her literary influences. Drawing on Judith But-
ler’s examination of the power relation of naming in her discussion of
subjectification, Riley makes an interesting connection between the tem-
porality of psychological guilt, which anticipates the misdeed, and the
guilt created in interpellation wherein [ instantly sense myself failing in
the category to which T have been ascribed, or where I am ‘always al-
ready’ guilry.
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All this is brilliantly written, fascinating and persuasive. The no-
tion of anticipatory guilt translates neatly mto the context of originaliry in
peetic creation, with the sounds of others” creations ringing in the ears.

- Yet here I have an unnerving sense of an emdurus de richesse When T

think of guilt and unease, I think of the compromises made by women in
order to survive in male-dorminated society. When I read Riley’s com-
plaints ar the condition of the published poet, I think of the very many
women who for lack of time or recognition, mther than lack of ment,
will never be published at all. I have a similar disquiet about her chapter
on ‘Lyric Selves’. She introduces a compelling reading of the Narcissus
myth, in which Narcissus dies not through vanity but through the horror
of selt-lmowledge. Her point is that naming always escapes us, always
runs across us: ‘there is, in effect, 2 will to name’ {111). Most of this
chaprer is taken up with a mock critique of one poem, punningly entitled
The Custalian Spring, a First Dranghr. This is followed by her self-pro-
claimed doggerel Affezion f the Ear, her variant on the Narcissus mmyth,
The self-dramatization in the poem illustrates her equivocation about her
role as poet, bur is trying for the reader. It seems arch, at best, to present
the reader with four pages of witty doggerel

From this point, for me, the book recovers as Riley focuses more
on identification. The theme, woven from ancient myth, is that of de-
terminedly mhabiting some injury to found a whole idemity. In a section
which has direct relevance for many women, she examines how the
status of being an injured self freezes and perpetuates the injury. She
uses the example of single parents later, but it would have been pertinent
here. The mother left to bring up children may easily slip into a solidified
sense of herself as victim. The difficulties of her task may reinforce this
sense of herself. The harm this does to her, may, as Judith Burler sug-
gests, be disturbed by irony. In ironizing a predicament, we loosen its
hold on us,

From here on, Riley enters mto an impressive discussion of
identity politics. She considers Wendy Brown’s point that identity is of-
ten gained through pain, but maintains her earlier position that identity
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is, in a sense, an imposture. She distinguishes between identity and
solidarity, where only the latter is politically useful and espousal of dif-
ference as an anchor for identity is dangerous. It may converge with the
racists’ espousal of difference— the difference of being white. Linking
identity with solidarity moves towards linguistic healing, whemip a less
private sense of oneself provides a way of transforming aggressive nam-
ing by associating the name I am called with a description of my group.

Riley gives a brief history of irony from Socrates through Kierkse-
gaard to Beckert. Like Kierkegaard, Riley places echo as the initiator of
the ironic. Irony supposes doubleness, a reader or listener who kmows
more than the surface sense of the words. Oppressed and marginalized
groups have ironically, and usefully, adopred terms used to abuse them,
e.g. Rude Boys, or Queers. Yet affirmation of idemtity can be politically
harmful. It may isolate and solidify. Riley endorses Ranciére’s suggestion
that ‘politics with an adequate vocabulary will become anti-identificatory;
not so much a confirmation of the self’s identity as a reaching out to
others® (181), or as Deleuze puts it :‘so many beings and things think in
us’ {184).

In Darmged Fentisies, Naratiee Repair, Hilde Lindemann Nelson 15
also concemed to trace the effects of the othet’s view of who I am. Her
aim is to commend the creation of counterstories which challenge the
version of oneself given, implicitly or explicitly, by dominant groups in
society. Such counterstories will increase the moral agency of the
subjects. Her method is wo weave together conceptual analysis and
stoties from these groups.

Nelson is a good storyteller. Each chaprer both refers back to ear-
lier stories, filling out details and casting new light on events, and
introduces new stories that illustrate her points. They treat familiar but
intractable problems with respect for agents and recognition of the eco-
nomic and social difficulties thar the less powerful face. In my view, she
has written an interesting book on stories, but not made the case for the
coined word: ‘counterstories’. Drawing on feminist theory, she demon-
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strates female-centred angles on master-narrarives, and accentuates the
positive in the stories of the under privileged.

An example may give the flavour of her approach: her initial sto-
ries are from a group of nurses who are disregarded and undervalued by
the physicians. One seeks to discuss a dying patient with the doctor. The
doctor refuses the discussion, saying she is ‘over-involved and profes-
sionally out of line” (3). The damaging stories here are that she is an ex
citable Hispanic, that as a murse she is not to be taken seriously, that as a
woman she is only good at the ‘touchy feely thing’. The counterstory
created by the group focuses on the special values of mursing: is this a
counterstory or a revaluation?

In another example, in a chapter on narrative approaches to eth-
ics, shie uses the case of a lesbian partner rying to gain access to a child
a5 an example of what Rorty calls the ‘insouciance’ of the power rela-
tions bearing down on our attempts to be ironic about cur contingent
situations. This woman, like so many others, experiences deprvation of
opportunity (for family life) and decreased moral agency (her position
vis-3-vis the child is not valued). Drawing on the work of Iris Marion
Young, Nelson rejects the master-narratives of Taylor and Maclntyre as
they ignore the difficulties of those who do not have a linear structure
their lives, nor a place in the jist:so stories of the community.

Nelson identifies stories which are important for us as those
which demonstrate commitment over time, looking both backward and
forward. Such stories, she argues (against mainstream views) constiture
our identity, pointing out that sometimes we do not have reasons, we
just act. We are concerned with ‘integrity or consistency of a more per-
sonal kind’ (80). She questions Lieberman’s notion of the stability of the
unified self, noting thit ‘the greater the unity of identity the more pre-
carious it is, because any stray or recalcitrant element that can’t be made
to conform to the whole destabilizes it’. (90) She gives due importance to
how we create our identities from what we care abowt, quoting 2 Roman
Catholic gid: T couldn’t have an abontion and still be me’. (96) Placing
together gypsies, transsexuals and mothers as groups of people whose
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identities have been, in different ways, damaged to order, she writes
about each group in a straightforward and helpful way. She is especially
perceptive about the difficulres that transsexnals face in trying to match
up with a ‘clinically correct’ story of who they are,

But ultimately this is a frustrating book in that Nelson is reluctamt
to give up on her concept of the ‘counterstory even though 1t pf'ost
unwieldy and unnecessary. The simple term ‘story has all the flexibility
she seeks. Taken together, the two books compare interestingly. Nel-
son’s Danuged Idetities, Namatie Repair engages with contemporary
problems and seeks a solution. Riley’s project is rather different. Al
though her first three chapters were interesting in their exposé ?f the
interpellation of the author, I found the later part on the fom1.at10n. of
the subject more significant, when a more political, earlier DE.E'I.ISC Riley
emerges. Riley's Words of Sefuss is a poetic meditation with a political edge.

Lz Mirbell
Carterbrary Ohrist Churdy Uninersity College

Differential Aesthetics: Art Practices, PhilosopBy and Feminist
Understandings

Penny Florence and Nicola Foster, eds., Ashgate 2000

h/b £45.00 0 7546 1493 X

Penny Florence and Nicola Foster have put wogether an excellent_co]lec—
tion of essays reaching towards a feminist aestherics, regegotiating the
binary logic of patriarchy, and restoring the physical presence of bth
spectator and reader. In place of binary logic they propose a ‘d:fferentu}l
aesthetics’, where the ‘differential” refers to ‘the relation of the physi-
cal/material 1o all the energies, ideas and psycho-social elements that are
often posed as not-material’ (2-3). The key issue of how marter relates to
the non-matesial plays across this book through a seres of differences
which have historically been lid out as oppositions: pracarioner and
theoretician; artist and spectator; writer and reader; rmale and fermale;
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mind and body; 1mage and word; subject and object; thing and sign. It is
thereby conceptualized as a schism rather than a relation of difference.
In the last essay of the book, Barb Bok addresses this problem by fo-
cusing on the ‘gap’ of signification. Reading the book retrospectively, it is
this ‘gap” which precipitates the Kantian aesthetic of the sublime as op-
posed to that of the beautiful,

The number of papers and the depth of their analyses makes it
impossible for me to do justice to the impressive range of arguments put
forward. (My only practical criticism is that the bibliography does not
always tally with the references in the text, a discrepancy I atuibute to
deadlines imposed by the perilous state of university funding) In trying,
however, to grasp the overall sense of playing out the ‘differential’, it is
possible' to identify some of the implicit theoretical contributions and
also to suggest the next move. ’ ,

Florence and Foster have chosen to lay out images and statements
by artists as equivalent in status to the more analytic and philosophical
essays which follow. It was a relief, for me, 1o find the artist and peet
fore-grounded in this way. Reading these statements and accounts, T
became aware of how, in almost every instance, the body—as sensation,
touch and voice—is intrinsic to both artistic intention and the pleasure
of making: how that which I find moving, may also be touching. Com-
plementing this, in the final group of papers questions of the body are
explicit in relation 10 two main themes: the ‘trace’ of the body as it ap-
pears in the physical reality of the artwork, and the question of the
embodiment of the spectator. k

Hilary Robinson picks up these themes in discussions of the
sculpture of Rachel Whiteread and the paintings of Bridget Riley, both of
which in differem way§ deny the direct trace of the bodyand yet bear the
physicality of the material The ‘gap’ of signification is thoughr through
Ingaray'’s conceprualization of how matter produces signification. Fo-
cusing also on Derrida’s concept of diffnome as the play of materal
differences from which a syntax may develop, Robinson identifies this

with Ingaray’s treaumemt of ‘the mucous”. The play of material signs, in
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particular indices, thus creates 4 relation rather than a ‘gap’ between the
art object and the interpretative essay. Stanting with the question of how
the body relates to the physicality of the artwork—and in particular to
paint— Rosemary Betterton outlines a theory of the spectator. Writing
abour Susan Hiller (both her drawing and videowork), Betterton homes

in on the expenence of viewing as an encounter with the artwork, an
 encounter dependent on a fluid boundary of the subject, a self
‘interpenetrated by ctherness’ (93).

Marsha Meskimmon, on the other hand, literally wmtes her
relation to the art object, not as a solipsistic individual, but in relanon to
other women artist-theorists. Following Judith Butler’s emphasis on the
performative, these women make artwork in visual and textual
workshops using processes such as the tracing of the erymology of
words 1o reveal corporeal associations. It is not, then, a question of
asking whar the artwork represents, but rather what meanings and new
knowledge it produces, as significarion is here an effect of a matenal
process. Recognizing the shortcomings of the Saussurean model of lin-
guistic signification, Barb Bolt tums first to Butler’s concept of excitable
speech, as that which inspires ontological effects, and then to the general
sign theory of CS. Peirce. As Bolt points out, the relation between sign
and object is not one of substitution but a *dynamic relation’. In trying to
understand the emotional effectiveness of the portrait, Bolt draws on
Peirce’s concept of the indexical sign as that which is causally related to
irs object. The photo-chemical photograph bears nort only a mimetic re-
lation to its subject, but also acts as the sign of existence, a way of ‘being
of’. (315)

These papers all point towards the need for an explicit theory of
the body, perhaps available in the work of the 1930s psychoanalyst Paul
Schilder. Schilder differentates between body-image and the postural
model of the body, where the larter carries an indexical relation to the
corporeal body. Emphasizing that Peirce’s semiotics is a theory of rela-
tions, not a taxonomy of reified signs, would suggest another mode of
notating the relation between body and sign and— using Schilder— the
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relation between bodies. Peirce’s tradic concept of signification
(sign/object/interpretant) in which the interpretant is necessary, brings
the embodied spectator directly into the signifying chain.
The essays also rise the question of the complex relation between
the artist/writer and the work, and the viewer/reader and the work, 2
question which I interpret as pointing to the need for a theory of idemi
fication encompassing the indexical resistance of the physical, corporeal
body. To this end, perhaps, Rachel Jones draws on the poetry of Claire
Goll, writing in the fhax of the border between self and world, self and
others. Such an expression of subjectivity avoids the trap of the patriar-
chal binary, in which woman as marter is the necessary ‘other’. The
female materialivy’ (131) which is developed in this re-signification of
the boundary of the ego, appears in the aesthetics of the poems— love of
the voice, colour and sensory pleasure— which Jones allies with
Deleuze's non-psychological life of the spirit. Petra Kuppers presents the
radical encounter between self and other, ‘performer’ and viewer, as an
opening up of Flegel’s dialectic of recognition. Writing about the kind of
performance art which produces an experience of terror, Kuppers
identifies this as the moment at which we realize our alterity while at the
same tme realizing that we find ourselves only in the other. The ensuing
power struggle—a fight to the death—is therefore precisely that of the
master-slave dialectic. Using Dermida’s concepr of diffénance, Kuppers re-
signifies “self and other’ as an amalgam of signs. In the context of per-
formance, she argues, the stasis of the dialectic is crucially ruprured by
the forceful presence of the body.

Both of these essays implicitly present contributions to the theory
of identification: Jones extending the self to include the wordd through
aesthetic experience; Kuppers pointing out how the body’s indexical ef- -
fect forces the acknowledgement of the other as subject.

Negotiaring the boundary of subject/other roust also take into ac-
count the history which locates woman as ‘other’ and identifies her with
matter. This task will in tumn email analysing the role of the phallus. An-
ist, wrter and psychoanalyst Bracha Lichtenberg Emtinger provides an
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account of the pre-gendered field of experience— whar she calls the
matrixial— as a space of partial subjects which rejects the I/ not-I schema
of the emerging ego and is not defined by the phallus. As a topological
schema, matrixial space allows for paradoxes of space and time, pam-
doxes which support 2 distribution of trauma and jasssene amongst the
paruial subjects. Matrixial love, then, literally feels the pain of the cther.
An artwork which opens this space therefore evokes a bodily participa-
tion from the viewer which may lead to a profound ethical encounter.

. The loss of this “matrixial’ space to the logic of the Symbolic
precipitateé narratives of loss and mourning, which Christine Conley
identifies with Benjamin’s account of tragedy as an allegory of mouming.
In the work of Mary Kelly, personal narmatives of motherhood are juxva-
posed with Lacan’s mathemes and bodily indices of the baby: blood, shit
and pee. From the perspective of Freud’s theory in which the baby is a
symbolic substitution for the phallus, Conley proposes allegory as trans-

formation of loss with implications for subjecthood. Crher papers in the

collection also challenge the role of the phallus as limir. Barbara
Underwood, for example, writes on the possibility of re-signifying Plato’s
account of the aesthetic principle of ‘harmony as non-phallic; Judy
Purdom’s use of Deleuze, in particular his Differerae amd Repetition, at-
tempts to give an account of female identity as “unbimited’ and yet not
‘infinite’; and Cathenine Constable offers an account of the subversive
force of laughter in work which parodies the performanve maintenance
of the heterosexual gender divide. These papers reveal, I think, the
problem of the significatory function of the phallus, Is the phallus always
a binary operator supponting the symbol of sexual difference, or can it
" act as a term within a complex significatory structure? If the latter, then
is this term an amalgam or metaphor? Is is iconic (Peirce’s sign relation
of the mimetic) or indexical of the corporeal bady?

The question of non-phallic signification is also raised by Jeremy
Gilberr-Rolfe who uses Kristevas concept of the chora—the pre-se-
mantic space of the mother’s bodily rhythme—to re-signify the space of
the Kantian sublime. Accusing feminists of an orthodoxy of resistance
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which has allegedly resulred in the exclusion of both ‘the pleasurable and
optional’ (9}, Gilber-Rolfe also criticizes feminist aesthetics for keeping
the corpse of the patriarch in discourse through negation. Rather than
the Kantian subject, the subject which takes account of the chora is re-
leased from the logic of the phallic framework. There is therefore, he ar-
gues, no annihilation in the abyss of the sublime and beauty is redeemed
from the Kantian hierarchy. Robyn Ferrell also artempts, contra Plato, a
restitution of beauty as physical pleasure. As Ferrell points out, the re-
scinding of love for the individual beloved in favour of an awareness of
the beloved’s beauty as an instance of a geneml quality— beaury in it-
self—is a hideous universalizing of our most intimate relations. It is also
the first process of signification, reducing the other to a sign. Whereas
Gilberr-Rolfe protests about the privileging of the ethical over and above
the aesthetic status of the artworly, Ferrell affirms that there is an ethics
of representation. Both papers have ideological implications for social
relations. :

The most optimistic viewpoint is presented by Sean Cubitr, whose
analysis of time as it is realized through digital computer technology
stresses the ephemeral as the condition of our constantly changing world
and therefore of our subjecthood. Rather than defending ourselves
against our mortality and the abyss of the sublime, Cubitt elevates the
aesthetic of beauty as the paradigm of the ‘cyborg community’,

In conclusion, all these essays point towards the need to develop
the aesthetic of the index. Such a project would benefit from also under-
standing the index as the marker of brute reality that anchors aesthetic
experience in the socio-polirical world in which we live.

Sharon Morris
Shade S chodl o Fire At
Urdersity Collece L ordon
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Deleuze and Cinema: The Aesthetics of Sensa tion'
Barbara Kennedy, Edinburgh University Press, 2001
L/b£40.0007486 11347

Barbara Kennedy's book is a stimulating and timely intervention, aiming
1o challenge theoretical orthodoxy in both aesthetics and film studies.
Aimed at academic professionals, postgraduates, and final year under-
* graduates, the book attempt; to reshape the teaching of film studies to
incorporate the new discipline ‘Film/Philosophy’. The work also carnes
wider implications for the academic study of philosophy and art history
as well as gender and culral studies.

The backgmound for this project is that theorencal ferment in
aesthetics and the arts which Dorothea Olkowski calls the ‘ruin of
representation’. International aesthetic theory is beginning to respond to
this shift and Kennedy'’s is one of the first Batish contributions to the
debate from her field, foregrounding issues of concem to ferninist the-
ory. The book combines substantial film studies pedagogy and practical
experience with meditations on comtemporary philosophy in the service
of an ethics of duration and motility based on French femmist theory
and the work of Nietzsche, Bergson, Merleau-Ponty and Deleuze.

Drawing on recent developments in the relationship between
philosophy and the creative arts as a starting-pomt, the book
incorporates theoretical perspectives from both French fernmist the-
ory—in particular the work of Irigaray and Cixous—and from conti-
nental philosophy, focusing on Deleuze. From these two distinct but in
. many ways congruent perspectives, Kennedy explores the conceprs of
duration and movement in the abstract figure of the ‘girl’, interpreting
the cinematic screen experience as both a ‘choreogrphy’ and a space of
duration and change,

The French feminist thinking that influences Kennedy developed
out of and reworked Lacanian psychoanalysis to try to account for a spe-
cific female subjectivity. Deleuze, on the other hand, challenged the basic
psychoanalytic map of psychic space. He suggests instead a conception
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of subjectivity which operates by fields of force, intensities and dura-
tions. This has been influential in distinguishing a new paradigm in film
studies in relation to movement. Traditional film theory— from Laura
Mulvey onwards— has tended to account for cinematic pleasures
through signification, semiotics and psychoamalytic structures of desire
and pleasure, focusing on the centrality of the gaze. Kennedy, however,
argues for a new dimension through which to theonize film as a choreog-
raphy of experience in which the viewer’s interactive responses to the
screen are pivotal. -

The study divides into three parts. The introduction provndes a
rationale for the project by mapping theoretical and aesthetic onthodox-
ies and positing the need for a Deleuzian intervention in aesthetics. A
definiton and discussion of key critical temms is provided in the second
part. This section is of particular valve to the novice, but the complexity
and inital opacity of certain concepts will need further background
study, suggestions for which are clearly signposted. A theoretical agenda
is thus set, and readings of specific movies emerge in accordance with it.
In the third part of the book, Kennedy explores five recent films,
focusing on the aesthetic dynamics of body and camera, and highlighting
the relations of textuality and affect sumulated by cinematography, edit~
ing and sound. She argues that Deleuze enables a post-linguistic, nec-
aesthetic theory of film ‘as an ewrz across bodies, as a processual be-
coming, rather than the filmic text as 2 system or form of representation’
(29). ‘

The basis for this is the materialist desthetic of sensation. Rather
than theories of desire or pleasure (where, Kennedy argues, body and
mind are separated) a theory of corporeal affect, which imbncates body
and mind, is central here. The body is fore-grounded in its biclogical,
molecular and matenal nature, and the perceptions of the
mind/brain/body are melded with the ‘body’ of the narural world and of
technological formns, such as film. This focus on corporeal awareness
owes much to Ingaray and Cixous, celebrating the specificity of the fe-
male body and its percepticns.
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The contentious issues raised by the hybnd of feminism and post-
structuralism are addressed in the second chaprer. For feminists one of
Deleuze’s most provocative terms is *becoming-woman’ or ‘becaming-
gitl’. Following Deleuze and Guattari in A Thousand Plateaus (1987) and
Elizabeth Grosz in ‘A Thousand Tiny Sexes: Feminism and Rhizomarics’®
(1994) Ketinedy argues that ‘becoming-worman’ does nmot signify the
biologically or culturally gendered woman at all. Instead, it suggests the
possibility of a molecular transformation for either sex which destabilizes
binary divisions in a process of becoming. Becomings are desubjectified
affects. Woman, argues Kennedy, thus might be perceived as part of a
molecular process within a machinic assemblage of technological, mate-
rial, social and other forces, not just the cultural or biclogical. She asserts
that ‘becoming-woman’ is ‘the realm of the pre-personal, the affective,
the transitivist and the fusional’ (95).

To refute accusations of essentialism, Kennedy ponts to
Deleuze’s use of the traditionally feminine’ associations of nature, mat-
ter, affect and passion as ‘flowing and relatonal, changing and creative,
and so their connotations in relation to ‘woman’ no longer have the ear-
lier connotation of “othemess” (96). She asserts that woman 1s not con-
ceived here as a concepr or an image, but as part of an assemblage or set
of relations in process. Whilst T acknowledge the vale of this productive
rethinking of gender, Deleuze’s choice of a gendered term rather than an
alternative phrase to exemplify becoming tnevitably continues the (re-
appropnated) Romantic essentialism of French feminist theory:

~ Significamly, Kennedy notes the absence of the lived body in psy-
choanalytic theory. The application of Deleuze introduces new ways of
bringing the concept of body back into focus. The human body shares
material being-in-the-wordd with other ‘bodies” aesthetic, matenial,
technological, biological or machinic. In tandem with this, Deleuze re-
considers the significance of desire, now conceived as processual, with-
out finalicy or satisfaction. Affect cannot be located only in the psychical,
bur exists also within the matenality of the organism’s make-up. It may
be defined as matetial energy, based on molecular structures of matter.
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To argue that it is both psychical and material enables a break of the
binary divide between rational, scientific claims on the definttions of
pleasure, and humanist, idealist notions. Affect is rather a coagulation of
the two regimes. The expesiential aestherics of affect incorporates the
synaesthetic, the kinaesthetic, the proprioceptive and the processuality of
dutation and movement. The aesthetic is part of 2 matenial emotion, felt
at a deeper level than psychically constructed subjectivity. '

Moving on to her analysis of film, Kennedy begins from the
premise that films are more than just representational images on screen.
Movement, rhythrn, dynamics, motility and duration are more relevant to
our understanding of how movies work on our affective sensibilities.
These are effected beyond psychic spaces in the affective, materal loca
tion of the body’s intemal micro-movements. Film may be seen not only
as a culraral formation, but also as an ‘event’ effecting psychic, corporeal
and consciousness formation,

Kennedy’s approach suggests a mew consideration of the
cinermatic experience. She contends that the “machinic assemblages” of
Deleuze’s works are themselves like screenic events, in their lines and
landscapes of volitional and dynamic concepts, brushstrokes, notes, re-
frains, digital configurations” {1). Kennedy’s aesthetic theory then tres ro
account for how the affective is formulated through colout, sound,
movement, force and intensity; not just through representational or psy
chical mechanisms, but through material elements. ‘Subjectivities” are no
longer purely contained in the image, or in the spectatorial psychic
spaces, but through a mind/body/machine meld of force and sensation
as movement. Kennedy seels to explain the cinemna as ‘material cap-
ture’— not simply as a text with meaning, but as a body which performs,
as a machinic assemblage. Cinema impacts upon the viewer as a rich sen-
sory experience which is more than visual and operates as perceprion-
consciousness formation: many contemporary films, for example, display
a wide range of effects, tonaliies, reverberations, and intensities, which
connect at an affective [evel, beyond any sense of subjectivity.
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Kennedy chooses 1o examine several recent feature films which
foreground innovative styles rather than recycled classic realist conven-
tions. (It would still be interesting, however, to consider how far
‘mainstream genre films rather than ‘art-house” matenial might fit into her
Deleuzian theory) Most of the films she discusses fearure women or

" girls who, according to Kennedy, manifest the process of becoming. She
reads, for example, Sally Pouer’s adaptation of Virginia Woolf’s novel
Orards through a ‘post-feminist’ interpretation based on the film's
processual mrensities, celebrating the sensuous tactile and aural affects of
richly textured costumes and evocative music, as a paean to Orlando’s
‘becoming-other’ via gender transformations. - :

‘The other films Kennedy examines in detail include 7he Englis
Putiert, Baz Lubvmann’s Roreo ard Julie (in both of which readings the
concept of synaethesia figures strongly), and Kathryn Bigelow’s Sourge
Days. In the final film analysis in the book, Lew is imterpreted according
to the concept of the ‘gul’. The relauonship berween the young girl
Mathilda and the Mafia hitman Leon is said to comprise an ambivalent
mix of violence and sadism juxtaposed with the joys of becbming. For
Deleuze, the ‘gul’ is figural of the speed and movement of molecular
becoming. Kennedy argues that Leon and Mathilda meld into each other
as molecular ‘bodies withour organs’, but I found it impossible not to
read their murual, taboo and repressed attraction from a psychoanalytic
perspective. An example of Deleuze’s concept “becoming-animal’ is af-
forded by Gary's Oldman’s performance as Stansfield, the sadistic cop.

Owerall, Kennedy's desire to reconfigure the paradigm for film
studies m focusing on art and aesthetics is welcome, For too long, film
studies as an academic discipline has confined itself within ideological,
sociological and culturalist models which neglect film as an art fonm,
This book 1s part of the contemporary effort to redress that fault.

Arma Poue]
Mandhster Metroplitan Uritersizy
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Femirnist Perspectives.on E thics
Elisabeth Porter, Longman, 1999
p/b£17.99 0582 35635 Q

This book is part of an interdisciplinary series which aims to provide
concise up-to-date introductions and guides to 2 variety of topics from a
feminist perspective. It is intended thar the books in the series will be
used as textbooks for undergraduates. This is exemplified in the scope
and format of Ferensst Pespertizes on E thics, which provides a substandve
overview of key concemns in contemporary feminist ethics and includes
frequent summarnies and guidance 1 further reading,

The book begins with an outline of the nature of ferninist ethics
and debates between different schools of thought, and in the succeeding
chapters engages with the substantive topics of intimate relationships,
professions, politics, sexual politics, abortion, and reproductive choices.
In addition to providing an overview, Porter allows her own voice to
come through at certain points and moves beyond reponing vanous ar-
guments to making a case for how feminist ethics should be done and
what its conclusions on certain marters should be. Here, as we might ex-
pect, her emphasis follows her earlier work in Women and Morad Iderzity,
and stresses the importance of moving away from binary thinking and
the perils of pusist justice’, ‘care’ or postmodemist perspectives.

There are a variety of critedia by which to assess books prmanly
geared to teaching. I will focus on three questions: does the book cater
to an educatonal need? How effective is the book likely to be as a
teaching aid? How adequate is the substantive coverage of the book w0
the field of its concern?

The book does cater 1o an educational need. It provides an acces-
sible text for use in applied ethics courses, whether for philosophy or
other students or for practitioners in a variety of professional fields. This
will help in making feminist contributions to ethics part of mainstream
imtroductions to the subject and not, as is common, a critical ‘add-on” or
something which is confined to specialist feminist theory/ philosophy
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courses. The effectiveness of the book as a teaching aid will depend on
how it is used by teachers and students. It is not a book to read from
cover to cover, but a resource to consult for summary informarion and
suggestons for further work It is most likely to be of use in the class-
room when looking at the topics where the author develops a line of ar-
gurnent rather than just an overview of positions. Chaprers 5-7, which
deal with sexual politics, abortion and reproductive choices are more di-
rectly engaging than the earlier chapters in this respect.

The coverage offered by the book is impressive but is clearly not
exhaustive in relation to the field of its concem. It is perhaps slightly odd
not to have more coverage of feminist work on the ethics of war or
development/distributive justice, which also provide engaging topics for
students. But this is a short book and a degree of selectivity is therefore
mevitable. On the whole the coverage seems more geared to issues of
inter-personal ethics than to institutional or collective questions
{although Chapter 4, on Politics, does give a good overview of some
broader issues). In summary, this is a competent volume which delivers
what it sets out to do.

Kimberly Hyacbings
L orrdon Schod of E wnorrds

[ANNOUNCEMENTS|

Dear Women in Philosophy,

I seek brief notes of endorsement for the republication of Higpardhia's
Chaiez An E ssay Conerring Women, Philsophy, E tc

As some of you will know, Michéle Le Doeuff’s book, published in Eng-
lish by Blackwell in 1991, is now out of print. The dghrs have reverted 1o
the French publisher, Seuil.

The book would be reissued by Manchester University Press (UK), dis-
tributed by Palgrave in N. America and by other agents intemationally,
and would be published as part of the Angelaki Humanities book senes,
of which I am the general editor. We envisage a paperback selling at
¢.GBP15.99/U5$24.

We are close to agreeing terms with the French publisher and I would
pow like to assemble some short comments in support of purting the
English translation of this bock back in print.

If you would like to contribute, [ would be grateful if you could drop me
a few lines saying why you would like to see Hygpardiia's Choice available
again., Indications of textbook potential for graduate courses will of
course be helpful in persuading the publisher to proceed. These com-
ments will be passed to Manchester University Press with my formal
proposal to republish the book. Please include your affiliation.

Please write to me at: greenway@angelaki.demon.co.uls

Thank you for your consideration, I will let the list know what the
result is.

Best wishes,

Gerard Greenway

General editor

Angelald Humanities

http:/ /www.palerave-usa.com/ PhilosophyReligion/ seesph.hum
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The XIth Symposium of IAPh:
Human Good— Dignity, Equality, and Diversity,
17-19 June 2004, Goteborg, Sweden

First Call for papers

Westen philosophy has often claimed a universalist patriarchal
prerogative during its first two and a half millennia. Today, however,
philosophical and ferninist dialogues are struggling with boundaries. This
generates new conceptual reflections on hitherto neglected or under-
theorized aspects of for instance identity, body, sexuality, and commu-
nity, and aims at a transgression of the traditional sepatations between
politics and philosophy:

The Xlth Symposium of IAPh wants to welcome critigues and
reconsiderations of traditional conceptions of our common hurnan good
and the conditions for ﬂnunshmg human lives in a time of changing
global relationships. It invites the participants to treat the subject of hu-
man good from a vanety of divergent philosophical starting points:

1/ ‘Weltare/Flourishing/ Group idemity/ Erubodiment
2/ Justice and technology/Democracy and human good/ Agency in the

public sphere
3/ Personal relations/Sexuality/Death/ Care

Submission of abstracts

Abstracts for papers should be submitted no laver than 1st of November
2003, using the fonm on the website www . iaph2004 . com. Abstracts
should be written in English. If you prefer to give your paper in German,
Spanish or French you should submit two abstracts, one in the chosen
language and another in English. In addition you need to give some
keywords and a short biography of yourself in English.

For information, please contact professor Ulla  Holm:

ulla holm@E wmst.ga.se

WPR Special Issue on Ancient Philosophy
Guest Editor: Nicola Foster

24 Call for Papers
Deadline for Abstracts has now been extended to October
30t 2003.

How might feminists read the texts of Ancieat Philosophy? How might readings of
ancient philosophy help feminist philosophers? This Special Issue sceks to explore
the ways in which feminism and ancient philosophy can be murually illuminating,

We welcome papexs in which feminise approaches shed new light on topics in
ancient philosophy as well as papers that shed new bight on feminist topics through
ancient philosophy. We also welcome papers that question the canon of topics in
ancient philosophy and the canon of ‘ancient philosophers’. We are very keen to in-
clude papers from both the so-called “analytical’ and “continental’ traditions.

I you are interested in contributing 1o this edition please contacr:
Nlcola Foster, 20 CamberleyRoad Rushmere, Ipswich, IP4 5QF

FORTHCOMING EDITIONS OF WOMEN’S PHILOSOPHY RE VIE W

The editors of WPR. are planning the next series of editions of WPR. As well as con-
tinuing with our tried and tested formula of a mixture of book reviews, interviews,
and review articles, we are also intending to broaden the range of marerial thar ap-
pears in the journal. In particular we are considering a series of themed editions
around topics such as Tssues in Contemporary German Feminist Philosophy and
Lirerary Crincism; Fepninist Interventions in the Philosophy of Race; Ontologies of
Sex; Feminist Theory of Place and Geography.: We welcome expressions of interest
for contributions to amy of these themes either in the form of articles, review articles,
suggested subjects for interviews etc. Also we would welcome any suggestions for
themes for future issues and/or expressions of mterest for guest editorships.

If you are mterested in contrbuting, please contact either of the General Editors.
Our contact detaiks are to be found on the mside cover of this edirion,
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Forthcoming Conference
Cultures of Birth

CALL FOR PAPERS

This interdisciplinary conference will take place at the Institute of Ro-
mance Studies, London on Saturday; 27* March, 2004,

The conference will consider the significance of birth in philosophical
discourses, and examine representations of bith in Iiterary and visual
culture.

Speakers will include Christine Bartersby, University of Warwick, Grace
Jantzen, University of Manchester and Alison Fell, Queens College,
Onford.

Paper proposals (20-30 mimutes) are invited and should be senr by
October 30% 2003 to:

Dr Alison Martin, Department of French
University of Nottingham, Nottingham. NG7 2RD
E-mail: alison.martin@ nottingham.ac.uk
- Tel: 0115 84 66536

Fax: 0115 951 4998

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

UK £20 (individuals)
£52 (institutions)
Europe £24 or US$45 (individuals)
£52 or US§96 (institutions)
Rest of World £24 or US$45 (individuals, surface)

£36 or US$67 (individuals, air)
£52 or US$96 (mstitutions, surface)
£64 or US$121 (institutions, air)

Single Issue Price

UK £6.95 (individuals)
£ 19 (institutions)
Eumpe £10 or US$18 (individuals)
, £19 or US$32 (instrrutions)
Rest of World £10 or U5518 (individuals, surface)

£12 or US$23 (individuals, air)
£21 or US$39 (institutions, surface)
£25 or US$47 (insurunions, air)

If paying in overseas currency, please calculate at 1SS rate.

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

Membership of the Society for Women in Philosophy (UK)

SWIP is open to individual women who work in and wath philosophy, both inside
and outside Philosophy Departments, mainly in the UK, although it is also open to
women working with philosophy overseas. It welcomes student members, those
using philosophy in allied disciplines, as well s those in schools and those not
formally attached 1o an educational mstination. Institutions are not eligible 1o join.

Current UK membership rates for SWIP are: £20 waged, £10 p/t waged and
unwaged. Cheques should be made payable to the Society for Women in
Philosophy (UKY’, To apply please send details of yourself and any mstitutional
affiliation to:

Meena Dhanda, SWIP Secretary & Treasurer, 18 Cavendish Drve, Old Marston,
Oaford, OX5 0SB, UK (M.Dhanda@ wiv.ac.uk)

Overseas applicants for SWIP membership should contact Meena Dhanda for
the appropriate rate. Please note only those SWIP members paying UK full rate are
entitled 10 the annual Special Issue free of charge, although we will include it for
others as a bonus when funds allow. When this is not possible, pagt-time and
overseas SWIP members will be offered the Special Issue at a discount rate.




