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Mothers, Monsters, and Machines

Rosi Braidorti

Figuring Out

Fwould like o approach the sequence “maoth-
ors, monsters, and machines™ hoth thematically
and methodologically, so as to work out Jpossi
ble connections between these terms. Beeasse
women, the I)inlngi:fal scienees, and technol
agy are conceptually interrelated, there can
not be only one correct connection but, rather,
many, hc!(:rogctm‘ous and pou'nli.‘tlfy CoONtra
(Ji{:t()t"_\' ones,

The quust for multiple connections-——or
conjunciions——can also be rendered method.
t)]()git,‘:lll}' in terms ol Donna Haraway 's“ﬁgur.‘xr
tions" The term relers 1o ways o!'cxprussing
feminist forms of knnwh:dgc' that are not
caught in a mimetic :'vlnliunship to dominant
scientific discourse. This s a way n!‘marking my

own difference: as an intellectual woman who
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Js acguired sl varned the vight 1o speak publicly bran academic context,
fhane alse inherited a geadition of female sitence. Centuries of exclusion of
women Trom the exercise of discursive powerare ringing lhmugis my words.
In speaking the Tanguage of man, 1 also intend o let the silence of woman
ccher pently but tirmly; shall not conform to the phallagocentric made,” 1
wanl T guestion the status ol feminist theory in ferms net omly of the ¢on-
ceptual tanls and the gn-mh'r-s;wriiiv preceptions that govern the production
of Teminist researely but also ol the torm our pvrcv;)lions take,

The "nomadic” stvle is the hest suited 1o the quest Tor feminist figurations,
in the sense of adeguate representations ol tenwale experience as that which
carmot casily be Tinted swithin the pavameters of phallogocentric language.

The conliguration of ideas T am trying to set up: maothers, Mmonsters,
machines, is therelore a case :«'l\u|_\j~----nnl nnl_\' in terms ol s ;n'n]k.)::ilimml
content but also i <defining my place of enunciation and, therelore, my rela-
linn\hip 1o the readers wha are my partners in thix discursive game. It is a
new figuration of Teminist subjoctivigy.

Quoting Delenze, !t would fike to define this relationship as “rhizomatic”;
that is to sy net only corcbral, but related to experience, which mgplies a
slrvnglllrnwl connection hetween thought and lile, a renewed proximity of
the lIiinking process 1o existential rcalil‘\'." In my thinking, “rhizomatic”
thinking leads to what | eall a“nomadic” style.

Moreaver, 2 " nomadie” conpection is nota dualistic or ula{umilinn;\l way of
li)illking" it rather one Uit views discourse as a positive, wultifayered net-
work ol power relations.®

Fet me develop the terms of my nomadic netwark by reference to
Foucauldian eritiques ol the power of discourse: he argues that the prm!uc-
tion ol scientific knowledge works as a complex, interrelated network of
truth, pawer, and desire, centered on the subject as a hadily entity. tna dou-
Ble movement that Tind most pnlili(:nll}= uselul, Foucault higlllighls both the
normative Foundations of dhearctical reason and also the rational medel of
power. "B aver” thus heeomes the name lor a complex st of intereconnec-
tions, between the spaces where truth and knowledge are prmluc,‘vd and the
wvstems of control and domination. I shall unwrap my three interrelated
n—niinn\' in the lig_lll of this definition nl-pn\\-rr.

| aet, but not Teast, thissivle implics the simultancous dislocation not ondy
ol nw place ol enuneciation as a Teminist intellectual bat ajso ;1(‘(‘«):':iingl'\' of
the |1-n-\'i1iun ol my readers, Asmy interlacutors | am constructing those read-
ers b0 be ot just” teaditional mtellectuals and academics but alsa active,

interestes), and concerned participants in a projecs of rescarch and experi-
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meblation [or new ways of thinking abowt lman sulsjectiviey in general and
female subjectivity in pm'lit:ulm'. [ mecan ta appeal therelore not cml_\' taa
requirement for pnssionlvss truth but also to a passionate engagement in the
recognition of the theoretical and discursive implications ol sexual diller-
ence. In this choice of a theoretical style that Teaves ample room ler e
exploration ofsubjestivity, Lam following the Leae of Dronna Haravar, swhose
plea for "passionate detachment” in theory making 1 fully share.”

Lot us noaw turn to the thematic or [n'r)pnsitionnl cantent of Iy constella
tion of ideas: mothers, monsters and machines,

For the sake of clarity, let me deline them: “mothers” refers to the mater
nal funetion of women. By HOMEN T mean not anly the Biocuitural entitics
thus represented, as the empirical subjects ol sociopolitical realities, bt also
a discursive field: fominist theory. The Lind of Teminism | want to delond
rests an the presence and the experience of real-life women whose political
conscinusness is bent on changing the institation of power in onr socicty.

Feminist theory is a l\-.'n-in’\,'(-rml project in\‘u]\'ing the critigae of existing
delinitions, representations as well as the claboratinn of alternative theories
ahout women. Feminisn is the movement that brings into practice the
dimension of sexual difference through the critique of gcmivr A% 4 power
institution. Feminism is the question; the alliemation of sexual dilference is
the answer,

“Fhis point is I).u'lix'ulm‘l_\; fmportant in the iigh: c:funnlrrl\il}"s Inperative
1o think dilferentdy about our historical condition, The central question
seems ta be here: how can we affirm the positivity ol female subjectivity at a
time in history when our acquired pereeptions al*the subjeet” are heing rad-
ically qucstif.nmd? How can we reconcile the recognition al the ln'n!mh‘m.\lin
mature of the notion and the construction of the subjeat with the palisial
necessity to posit female subjoctivity?

By MACHINES I mean the scientific, political, and discursive fieldd of teeh
nology in the broadest sense of the term, Ever since Pleidegger the philoso-
phy of madernity has heen trying to come to terms with technological rea-
sor, The Frankfurt School refers to it as “nstrumental reason”: one that
places the end of its endeavors well above the means and suspends all jodg-
ment on its inner logie, Inomy wark, as mentioned in the previons chapier,
Papproach the technology issue from within the Freneh tradition, Toliowing
the materialism ol Rachelard | Canguithemand Fseanis,

By MONSTERS Tmean a thired kind ol discourse: the history and philoso.
phy of the biological sciences, and their relation to dillerence and to diller

emt bodics, Monsters are human beings who are born with congenital mal-

[P
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farmations of their hodity arganisim, They also reprosent the in between, the s

mived, the ambivalent as implicd in the ancient Greek root of the word
“tronsters” rern, which means both horeible and wondertul| ohject ol aber-
ration and adirstion. Since the nineteenth centary, Tollowing the classifica-
tion systent of menstrosity by Geolivoy Saint-Hilaire, bodily malformations
hase beenadetined in terms of fexeess, Mlack,” or “displacement of r)t'gnns.H
Belore am sach seientitic classification was reached, however, natural phi-
Tosnphy had straggded to come to terms with these objects of abjection. The
constitution ol !t‘i'nlnlng_\‘ as a seience olfers a ]mm(!igmn!i(' example of the
wars in which scicatilic ratianadity dealt with differences ol the bodily kind,

Fhe discomre on monsters asa case sty highlipghts a question that seems
Loy sne veev impartant for leminist theory: the status of dilference within
rattanad thought . Following the analysis of the philosophical ratio stlg\g’r.\‘l(‘d
by Derrida” and ather contemporary French philosophers, it can be argued
that Wosteen thooght has a fogic of hinary oppesitions that treats difterence
as that which s other-than the accepted norm. The question then becomes;
can we free dillerence lrom these normative connotations? Can we learn to
teink dillerently about diflerence?'™

Thie monster is the bodily incarnation ol difference from the basic human
noru At is g deviant, an ;r-xmlnnl'\‘; it is abnormal. As (icrn'gm Cnnguilh(:m
pesints ont, the wery notion of the human hml)’ rests upon an image that is
intrinsically preseriptive: a mn'nm”}‘ formed human hving is the :zvrn—(icgrco
ol monstrosite. Given the special status ol the monster, what light doces he
throw on the structures of scientific discourse 7 How was the difterence ol /in
the monster P('rt’vi\'('d within this discourse?

Wlhen set .|3m|g\icir cach other, mothers/monsters/machines Ay SCCm
przeding There is no apparent connection amonyg these three weems and yet
the link xaon bhecomes obvious i 1 add that recent developments in the lield
of biatechooiogy, particularly artificial procreation, have extended the
power of ~cience over the maternal 3)()c|:.' alwomen. The ;)(wsihili{)‘ ol mech-
aniving the maternal Funetion is by now well within our reach; the manipu-
lation ol file t|1|m|uh different combinations of m*m‘ll( Lanu r mu Jhas

alfowed Toe the creation ol new artilicial monsters in the ]ng_‘h tech }al)_\ ol

our binchemixts There i therelore a political urgency about the future of

women i the new l'«‘l)l'(ulm‘li\'(‘ l('(’]ll!n]ng.\' (!("\;\lc, which \ili\‘l‘?\' a |m|<-mimf
force tomy constetlation of idvas-—maothers, monsters, and machines.

The ivzg.ll, coanomic, and imiitir.ﬂ reporcussions ol the new rvln-ucluc‘livc
techaologios are faroreaching. The recent stand taken by the Roman Catholic

vhiureh and by inpumcrable “biocthics committees™ all across Western
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Europe against experimentation and genetic manipulations may appear faii
enaugh. They all invariably shilt the debate, however, far trom the power ol
seience over the wamen's ]mc|_\' i favor of placing increasing emphasis on the

rights of the letus m'ul‘rnﬁ)r\'uﬂ This emphasix is played against the rights ol

the mather —and thercfore of the woman —and we Im\u been witne sxing
systematic slippages hetween the discourse against genetic mampulnlmm
and the vhetoric ol the antiabortion campaigners, \n area of contemporary
tee hnol()ol(al deve Jopmient is maore crucial to the construction of gemder
than the new re productive tee hnnln:_y The central thenatic ink 1 want to
explore between mothers, monsters, and machines is terefire my argu-
ment that conte mperary biote L!muéug_\ displaces wonwen by uLuw rocre

ation a high-tech alfair.

Conjuncrion I:Woman/ Mother as Monster

As part ol the discursive game of nomadic networ king Tam attempting here,
let us start by assoe iating two of these terms: Jet uy superimpose the image
of the woman/maother onta that of the monstrous ]mrf\ In other waords, I‘( 1
us take the case study of monsters, deviants, or anemalous entities as bei ing
paradigmatic of how diflerences are dealt with within scientific almlmlll\.
Why this

sociation ol fv mininity with monstrosity?

The association ol women with monsters goes as far back as Avistot)e
who, in The Generation of Animals, posits the lmmnn norm in terms of bodilv
organization based on a male model. Thus, in reprocduction, when ever y llmw
goesaccording 1o the norn a hoy is produced; the femabe anly happens when
something gocs wrong o fails to oceur in the u*l)mcimm( process, The
fentale is therelore an anomaly, a variation on the main theme of man-kind,
The emphasis Aristotle places on the mascelinity of the human norm is akan

reflected in his theory ol conception: he argues that the principle of Hiv s

carricd ¢ xchusively by the spermy, the female uvrnlal apparatus providing onh
the passive rece pmdc lor buman lile. The sperm-centered nature of this carls
theory ol procreation is thus connected to a massive masculine bias in -
general Avistotelian theory of subjectivity. For Aristotle, not surprisingly,
women are ot endowed with a rational soul, H

Ihe topos of women asa sign ol abno:'nln.lil)3 and therciore ol difference
as a mark ol z'nlrrim'iz\’ remained a constant in Western scientilic discourse.
This association fas plmlu(wi, among ather things, a style ol misogynist fit-

erature with which anyone w !m!msirml (am’lm’rx]rmfhmusl b l.armlm; the
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horror of the Tenate Dol The intercennection of women as monsters with
the Titerary text i |1.n‘liru|.11'|'\' .»:i‘gniﬂrnnl and rich in the genve of satire. [na
Sene, llh'.\'(\liri('.\l 1exL i im]uliritl_v monstrous, it isa deviant, an aln_-rr.;uirm
i itsel Bminently Lransgressive, it can allord 10 express a degree of mis-
ogvay tat might shock in other literary genres,

S Outinde 1]1;- fiterary tradition, however, the asseciation of femininity with
ponstrosify points o . sestem of pejoration that is implicit in sl binary lrn.t_:ic
ml'umnwililuna that characterizes the pimllt:gm‘rnlr'u' discursive order. The
prapstrans as the negative pole, the pole of pejoration, js structuraily analogous
101 e Jeminine as that which is ather-than the established norm, whatever the
norm may e, The actual |)t'n|m,~:i1in|ml content of the terms of apposition is
Juss xignillit ant lor me than its !ngi(‘.\\-"ilhin this dualistic systen, monsters e,
just iii\'l' haodily female subjects,a ﬁgurv of devatued differenee; as such, it |wm—A
visles the Im-i Jor the ;\rmlm'liun o normative discourse, 11 e pasition ol
wornen aul monsters as Ingirni operators i diseursive 11:'(1(‘511(‘“0“ is compa-
bl s ithin the daadistic fogic, it Toliows that the misogyny of discourse ix not
anirvational exception hat rather a ligitﬂ}' constructed system that requires
dilference as pejoration in order to erect the positivity of the norm. In this
pespedt, misogvny i« not a havard but rather the structural necessity nlasystem
that can only represent “otherness” as negativity.

The theme of swoman as Jevatned ditlerence remained a constant in
Western thoughis in phiimnph'\- rxpvvinll_\', s ix Tarever associated 1o
andiodv, disorderly, subhuman, and unsightdy phenomena. It is ax i she” car-
ricd \;.ilhin 5“'!'.\("“ something that makes hey prone to Dheing an encmy of
prankind, an outsidoer in lier cividization, an “other” 1t is important to stress
1he ii;hl that sy \'Im.‘mal_\ tic theory has cast upon this hatred for the I.\~;11in':n|f
and the traditional |x.1|ri3rrha| association o women with monstrosity.

The wonwan’s body can change shape in pregrancy andd childbearing; itis
therelore capable nlvilvli‘nling the notion ol fixed bodily fora, ol visible, rec:
ounivable, clear, anel distinet shapes as that which marks the contour ol the
!)‘n‘ui\, She i nul|'|1|m|ugi(‘n1|_\‘ dubious, The fact that the female body can
"h.\l‘!gv shape o drastically is trauhlesome in the eyes ol the lngm'vmric
ceonomy within which to see is the primary act ol knowledge and the gaze
1he !m.\\i;: of alt epistemic awarcness. 2 The fact that the male sexuai organ
does, of course, change shape in the Jimited time span ol the erection and
that this operation however precarious is ot exactly unrelated to H\..v
changes ol slhape uwdergone hy the female |uul_\' during |u'|“t_§vnvnnr'\' consti-
{autoes, in |lN'\('l}ll.1ll‘1|)‘1i(‘ theory, one of the fundamental axes of fantasy about

wonad differenee,
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The appearance ol symmetry in the way the two sexes work in r<_-|1rr>du¢'-
tions merely Brings out, however, the separateness and the specificite of cach
sexual organivation, What looks 1o the naked eve like a comparable pattern:
crection/ pregmaney, betrays the ineluctable diflerence. As psvehoanatysis
suecesslully demonstrates, repraduction does not encomypiass the whole ol
human sexuality and [or this reason alone anatomy is o destiny, Marcover,
this partiaf analogy also leads 1o sense of (talsey anatomival complementar
ity hetween the sexes that contrasts with the complexity of the psychic rep
resentations ol sexual dilference, This double recogiition of both proximity
and separation is the breeding ground for the rich and varivd network of |ni.\"-
umlvrsmndings, identifications, interconnections, and muatual demands that
is what sexual human relationships ave all about.

Precisely this paradexical mixture ol *the same and yet other™ hetween the
sexes generates adrive to denigrate woman in <o Farax she i Mather ™ the

mate rorer deochor e o T L ICL S Ve T

centric ceonomy by inducing in beoth sexos the dosire o aciaee caris e

means of a one-way pattern lor both. As Jong as e law af the One is oper-
ative, so will be the denigration of the feminine, and of women with O

Woman as a sign ol difTerence is monstrous, [Fwe deline the monster asa
bewdily entity that is anomalous and deviant vis-a-vis the normy, then we can
argue that the female hody shares with the monster the privilege of bringing
out 2 unigue hiend nilf{m‘umrhm and herror. This 'Engi\' of attraction and repul
sion is extremely signiticant; psyciumnniyliv theory takes it as the fundanien-
1l structure of the mechanism of desire and, as such, of the constitution «f
the neurotic symptom: the spasm ol the h}'slvric NS 10 nausea, (lisp!m‘mg
itsedl Tvom its object.

Julia Kristeva, drawing vxlv:wi\'(-l) on the research of Mary | Jowalas, eon-
nects this mixture o the maternal body as the site ol the arigin al Tile and
consequently also ol the insertion inta mortality aned death, We are all ol
woman born, and the maother’s body as the threshold of existence is hoth
sacred and soiledd, oty and bellish; itis attractive and repulsive, Al-powerlul
and therefore impossible to live with. Kristeva speaks ol itin terms ofMahjec
tion"; the abject arises in that gray, in between area of the mixed, the ambigu-
ous. The monstrous or deviant is a Higure of abjection in so far as it respasses
amd transgresses the barriers between l'vcugni'znhh* norms ar delinitions,

.\'ignifimml_\'. the abject npprnximnl‘(‘s the sacred because it appears to
contain within itsell'a constitutive ambivalence where Hife and death are rec
onciled, Kristeva emphasives the dual Tunction of the maternal site as hoth

life- and death-giver, as abject of worship and of wrror. The notion of the

b
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sacred s generated precisely by this blend of fascination and horror, which
prompis an intense play ol the imaginary, of famasies and often !\ighlmarcs
about the cversshifting boundaries hetween life and death, night and day,
mascaline and Teminine, active and passive, and so forth,

Inaremarkable essay about the head of the Medusa, Freud connected this
logic ol attraction and repulsion o the sight of female genitaliag because
there s norfung e see in that dark and mysterious region, the imagination
goes havwire. Short of losing his head, the male gazer is certainly struck by
vastration anxivty, For fear of losing the theead of his thought, Freud thep
turns his distress into the most overdetermined of all questions: “what dods
wonan want "

A post-Frendian l'v.uiz'ng ol this text permits us 1o see how the quustion
abwut female desive SIMCTEes o of male anxicty about the representation of
sexual difference. fna more Lacanian vein, Kristeva adds an important
invight: the femade sex as the site of origin also inspires awe because of the
pevehic and caltuzal imperative to separate Trom the mother and accept the
Laswe of the Father. The incest taboo, the fundamental law of our social sys-
rem, builds on the miviare ol Tascination and horrer that characterizes the
feminine/maternal object of abjection. As the site ol primary vepression, and
therefore that which eseapes from sepresentation, the mother'’s hoxely
becomes a tibulent arca of psyehic life,

Obvicusdy, this analysis merely deseribes the mechanisms at waork in our
vultural svstem: no absolute necessity surrounds the symbolic ahsence of
Woman, On the contrary, feminists have been working prvt'ist‘i}' to put into
images that which eseapes phallogocentric modes of representation. Thus, in
Ber critique of psyehsanalvsis, Luee Irigaray points out that the dark conti-
pent ol all dark continents is the mother-daughter vefationship. She also suy-

gests tharinstead of this fogic ol antraction and repulsion, sexual difference

nrw he thought ontin terms ol recognition and wonder. The fatter is one of

the Tundamental passions in escartes’ treatize about human affectivity: he
vadues it as the foremost of human passions, that swhich makes everything else
possible, Why Western culture did notadopt this way of conceptualizing and
expericneing difference and opted instead lor difference asa sign of negativ-
ity remainy a critical question for me.

It is because ol this ]:lm”ngm‘vnlric ]wr\‘crsinn that ﬂ'mininil)’ and mon-
strosily can be seen as isomorphic. Woman/ mother is monstrous by excess;
she transeemds estabished norms and Lransgresses boundaries. She is mon-
strous by lack: woman/maother docs not possess the substantive unity of the

maschline subjeet. Most important, through her identification with the fem-
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inine she is monstrous by displacement: as sign of the in between areas, ol the
indefinite, the ambiguous, the mixed, woman/maother is subjected o a con-
stant process of metaphorization as “other-than.”

Inthe |1inm")-' structure of the logocentric system, “woran,”as the clernad
pele of oppasition, the “other,” can he assigned to the most varicd and olien
mntrmlirlur_\' terms, The rmly constant remains her "|>v<.'nming-1nvl.apinu,"
whether of the sacred or the profanc, of heaven or hell, of lite or deatly,
“Woman" is that which is assigned and has no power of self-delinition,

“Woman"is the anomaly thar confivms the positivity of the norm.

Conjuncrion 2:’]&1"(1{()/0‘(])’ and the Feminine

The history of teratology, or the science of monsters, demonstrates clearly
the ways in which the body in general and the female Bady in particular have
been conceptualized in Western scientilic discourse, progressing {rom the
fantastic dimension of the bodily organisin to a more rationalistic construc-
tion ol the body-machine. The monster as a human being born with congen.
ital malformations unclvrgucs a serivs ol suecessive representations histor
caily, hetore it gives rise,in the Later part of the cigliteenth contury, tooan
acceptable, scientilic discourse,

The work of French epistemologist and philosopher of science Georges
Canguithem and of his disciple Michel Foucault is extremely uselal in study -
ing the modes of interaction of the normal and the pathological, the norma.
tive and the transgressive in Western |)§1i|usnl)h_\; For Canguillen, the stakes
in theory (:i'lntlilslz'usély are the questions of reproduction, af nrigins: “how
can such monstrous creatures e conceived ™ The conception of monsters is
what really haonts the scientific imagination. Whoreas psyehoanalyses like
Lacan and frigaray argue that the epistemophilyic question of the origin livs
at the heart ol alf scientific investigation, Canguilhem is interested in pro-
viding the historical perspective on how the scientilic discourse about mon-
sters emerged. He argues that teratology became constituted as a discipline
when it vequired the conceptual and lcclmuh)gicnl means of mastering the
prodreproduction of monsters, In other words, the scientific and technalog:
ical knowe-how necessary for the artificial r'o]n'mhw{irm ol human anomalic-
is the precondition for the establishment ol a scientilic discipline concerned
with abnormal beings.

This means that on the discursive level, the monster peints aut the major

t‘pistomol(:gical {unction played by anomalies, abnormalities, and patholoy
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in the constitation of biological sciences, Historically, bielogists have privi-
heoed phenomena that deviate fram the norm, in order to exemplily the nor-
mal strocture of devedopment. o this respect the slur]}-‘ ol monstrous births
is o loreranner of madern t‘|]1|\:‘.\'(||ng.\'_ l!z'nln;_l_isls have set up abnormal cases
in arder 1o clucidate normal behavior; psychoanalvsis will follow exacily the
same dogic for mental disorders. The proximity ol the nermal and the patho-
logical demonstrates the point Foucault made in relation to madness and rea-
son: scicotific rationalite is implicitly normative, it functions by exclusion
and slisqualification accarding to a dualistic lagic,

The history ol disconrse about monsters conventionally lalls into three
chronolagical perieds, T the first, the Greeks and Romans maintained 1
notion of 4 “race” of monsters, an ethnic entity possessing specific character-
istics, Thev also selied on the notien of “abjection,” secing the monster not
onty ax the sign ol marvel but also of disorder and divine wrath, The practice

ol exposing monstrous children as unnatural creatures was inaugurated by

the Greeks, Thus Oedipus himself-—-“swollen foot” --was not "nermal " and
his destruction should have heen in the order of things,

Maore generally, classical mythology represents no founding hero, ne main
divine creature o demigod as being of woman borns In fact, one of the con-

stant themes in the making ol a god is his “unnatural” birth: his ability,
throagh sehterluges such as immacalate conceptions and other wricks, to
short circuit the arilice l?n‘nuy_h which most humans |wing.\‘ prap into the spa-
tio-temparal vealm ol existence, The fantastic dimension of classicat mythe-
Jogical discourse about monsters ilfustrates the paradox ol aberration and
addoration that Tmentioned carlier, and it therelore inseribes an antimaternal
dimension at the very heart ol the matter,

We can make a lurther distinction between the baroque and enlightened
or “scientific” discourses on monsters, In the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies, the monster sl possesses the ¢lassical sense c)l'smm‘lhing wonder-
ful, fatastic, rare, and precious. just like the madman, the dwarf and other
marvels, it pasticipates i the Bile of his/her town and enjoys certain privi-
irgv.\‘. For instance, dwarves as court jesters and lools ean Lransgress social
conventions, can sav and do things that “rormal” human beings cannot afTord
to sav or do,

The imagination of the times rans wild as to the origine of monsters as
objects of horror and fascination, as something both exceptional and omi-
nows. The question o the origins of monsters accompanics the development
ol the medical seienees inthe prescientilic imagination; it conveys an inter-

esting mixture of traditional superstitions and clements of reflection that
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will leadd 1o a more scientific method ol enquiry. Gut ol the mass ol docu-
mentary evidence on this point, will coneentrate on one aspect that throws
I‘L!“ anmy guestion about the connection bebweenmanstrosity and the fem
inine. Ambiroise e s L nlm * on wondrous [ |:W'\ lists anung the casies
for their coneeption various [orms al unnatural u>|m|.1[|nn ranging [rom bes
tiality to everyday forms of immorality, such as having se sual intercourse tao
olten, or on a Sunday night (sic), or on the night of any majer re ligious hol
iday. As a matter of [act, all sexual practices other than those le ading (e
lealthy r('|)|'nt|urtitm are :-‘llsp{'('lvcl tor be conduacive Lo monstrons events

Food can also play a major role; the reenlation of dict is extremely importan

bnd

anel inplicitly ('lsi!ll:‘(‘l('tl 1o veligions regulations cancerning tinse, s

and eveles of lile.!

Bacl sveather can adversely aflect procreation, as can an excess ora lack of
semuen; the devil also plays an important role, and he delinitely interfores
with normal human repreduction, Well mav we laugh at such helielxy mans
still cireulate in rural areas of Western Furope. Besides, the whele Tantastic
discourse about the origins of mensters beeomes considerably less wmusing
when we consider that women paid a heavy price for these wild notions, The
fistory of women's relationship to “the devil™ in Western Buvape s a histony
oo full of horrors [or us o take these notions lightly.

It is not xurprising, therefore, that the !).nncim‘ mind gave a major role to

the maternal imagination in procreation gvnvr.\ily and i the conveption of
mansters particularly, 7 e mother seas saie to have the actaal power al prer
ducing a monstrous haby simply by: (a) thinking abount awhul things during
interconrse (iUs the close-your-cyes- and-think-ol 1: |w|.m(l prine lpll yo
dreamimy very intense Ay ahaut some hing or sonse |md\<- or {7 looking at ani
mals or c\';l-lnul\lnu ereatures (this is the Xerox-machine complex: il a
woman looked at a dog, for instance, with a certain lonk in her eyes, then she
wauld have the power al transmisting that image 1o the fotus and reprodue
ing it exac tly, thus creating a dug-fac vcl baby}.

1ot you imagine the intense emotion 1Imt struck a village in Nor thern
France in the seventeenth contury when a baby was born who looked
remarkably like the local bishop. ||w woman defended hersell by claiming
gazing rights: she argued that she had stared at the male character in chureh
with r:u('h intense devotion that . she xeroxed him away! She saved fwe e
and pru\-(wi the feminist theory that Temale gaze as the expression ol Temale

desize is always pereeived as a dangerous, i ot deadly, thing,

In ather words, the mother's imagination is as strong as the foree ol

nature; in arder to assess lhis, one needs to :1!)])1'1‘(1.1!(‘ the 5|)L‘(_‘i.‘\l role that
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e smaginacon plavs in the seventeenth century thearies ol knowledge s
afumdamental clement in the classical worldview, and yetitis caught in great
ambivalence: the imagination is the capacity 1o draw connections and conse.
1{|u’n!i'\ to constract ideas and yot 1IN |)(:1('||li;\3]}‘ antirational,

The Cartesian Heditations ave the clearest example of this ambivalence,
whivh we lind projected massively onto the power ol the mother. She can
divect the fetns to normal develepment or she can de-lorm i, undo i, de-
Iumanize it

10is e misther, ana l|v.\i|'i|1g agent, bas the ower o unde e work
al legitimare procveation through the sheer foree of her imagination. By
delarming the product ol the father, she cancels what psychoanalytic theory
ealls e Name ofthe-Father” The Temale “signature” ol the reproductive
pact s nnlm].\, inhuman, i|]t'gilimal:', amd it remains the mere pre-text to
horrors to vome, 't the product of woman's creativity ai\\'a}'s s0°F

This beliel i astonishing however, when iUis contextualized historically:
consider that the debate between the Aristotelian lfn‘m’_y ni.(:un(:('[alinn, with
s spermecentered view of things, and mother-centered notions of procre-
ation, has along histors, The seventeenth century seems 1o have reached a
parexvsin ol hatred Tor the Teminines it inaugurated a flight from the female
By o desive to master the woman's generative powers,

Very olten feminist seholars have taken this point as a criticism of classi-
cal rationalisir, especiatly in the Cartestan'™ form, [ too provacatively, The
leminist line has heen ] think therelore fie is,” thus emiphasizing the male-
ventered view ol human sature that s 3t werk in this discourse. Whatever
Deseartes” responsibilicy for the light from womanhood may bee-and
maintain that it should be carelully assessed - for the purpose of my re-

search what matters ix the particudar form that this light took in the seven-

teenth centurs,

(}m]irm(‘rfnn 3:The Fantasy of‘.-iicrhuﬂorn Children

The Hiaht fronand rejection ol the Teminine can also be analyzed fron a dif-
ferent angle: the history ol the hiological sciences in the prescientilie era,
especially the sivteentl and seventeenth conturies. Targue that the Hight
froan the feminine, aned |a.1|'=il‘|x|.!|'l)' [rons the monstroas power ol the mater-
nabimagination and desire, lies at the heart of the recurring fantasy of a child
bora lrom man alene,

Wee find, tor instance, alchemists busy at work 1o oy o produce the
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philnsuphvl"s son -the bomunculus, a man-made tiny nan popping out of
the alchemists laboratories, fully formed aned enclowed with language. The
alehemists” imagination pushes the prenvises of the Aristotelian view of pro-
erealion to an exlreme, stressing the male role in I'l'])l'lll!llt'li(l]l andd iz

ing the female Tanetion w the role of a mere carrier, Alehemy s areductiv ad
absurdam af the male fantasy of scil-reprocduction.

How can a child he of man born? ina recent article, S, G. Alien and
] Hubbs!? argue that alehemical s}'lhlh:li.\'lh rests on a simple process the
appropriation ol e womlb |>}' male “arg,” that s te say the artilact ol nuale
technicues, Paricelsus, the master theoretician ol alchemy, is cortain that a
man should and could be born outside a woman's hody. Womb envy, alias the
envy for the matrix or the uterus, reaches ]mrm]uxica] dimensions in these
urxi's - art hring more posvertul than nature itsell.

The recipe is quite simple, as any reader ol Tristram Shandy will know. It
comsists of a mixture of sperm and something 10 replace the uterus, such as
the alchemist’s jars and other containers 5o clliciently described in Mars
Shelley's Frankensicin, Al other times the matrix is n‘:piacui Iy an ax-hide, or
by a :{1m‘c heap of compost or manure. The basic assamption is that the
alchemists can not only imitate the work of woman, they can also do it nineh
better because the artifact, the artilicial process of scienee and technique,
perlects the imperfection of the natural course of events and thus avaids mis
akes. Onee reproduction becomes the pure result ol mental ellorts, the
appropriation al the feminine is complete. .

On the imaginary level, therefore, the test-lube babivs of today mark the
long-turm :t'i{:m;)h'nl' the alchemists’ dream of deminating nature through
their sell-inseminating, masturbatory prm*iiccs.\\-"hnl is happening with liw,
new reprodizctive technologies today is the final chapter inalong h.i.-.‘u'n‘_\' ol
[antasy of scl-generation by and lor the men themscebves: - moen of scienee,
hut mfvn of the male kinsd, capable of producing new monsters ane] [ascinated
by their power,

) Ever since the mid nincteenth century, the abnormal monstrous beings,
which had been objects of wonder, have fallen prey to the massive medical
ization of scientilic discourse. The marvelous, imaginary dimension ol the
menster is forgotten in the light of the new technologies of the bady. Miche
Foucanlt’s .'1:1:\?\.'.-:ix of nwadera rationality deseribes the Fandamental <hitt tha
has taken place in scientilic discourse of the maderu era,

By the fate cighteenth century, the monster has boen translerred to hes
])imi'nr rather, to the newly established institution of the anatomy clinte,

where it could by analyzed in the context of the newly evolved practice ol
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comparative anatomy and cx]u-rilm‘nml biomedicine. Thus is horn the sci-

vnee of teratofagy. Founded by G Saint-ilaire, by the end of the century it

faed become an vx;n-:'imvnlnl science. 1ts aim was to study mallormations of

the embryvo saas to understand in the light of evolutionary theoary the gene-

sis of monstrous beings. Notice that the initial curiosity as to the origin of

such horeendaous creatures remains, hut it is expressed differently,

The experimental stuely of the conditions that woukd lead 10 the produc-
tion ol anomalous or monstrous 1)l'il“l;1,\' |)1'¢)\'il|l'.~; the hasic t'piﬁh’mn|(zgic‘.1|
struciure ol modern vrn|n-y;|:;g_y. Foucault’s analysis of modernity cmpha-
sizas the epistemaological shilts hetween the normal and the pathological,
reasan and madness, in terms of the understanding of the bady, the bodily
raots of hunan subjectivity. The biomedical sciences occupy a very signili-
cant place in the discursive context of modernity.

Two institutions of fearning appear in the modern era- - the clinic and the
hospital. The appearance of these stractures is in e related 1o a majors the-
oretical breakthrough-—the medical practice of anatomy, In Foucault's
;\rr{mvn]ugivn] muode, for ('nmi)arati\'u clinical anatomy to come into i)(‘ing ax
a seientifie discourse, a centiry-old tahoo had o be tifted, the one that for-
Bade the disscetion of corpaes Tor the purpese of scientilic investigation,

Western cultare had respeeted a fundamental taboo of the bady up wntil
then  the medical gave coud not explore the inside of the human hody
hecause the bodity container was considered as a metaphysical entity, marked
by the seerets of Bife and death that pertain to the divine being, The anatom.
ical study ol the body was therefore forbidden until the fifteenth century and
alter then was strictly controlled. The nincteenth century sprang open the
daors ol bodily pereeptian; clinical anatomy thus implies a radical translor-
mation in the epistemialogical status of the body. Tt is o practice that conststs
in deciphering the hody, transforming the organism into 2 text to be read and
interpreted by a knowledgeable medical gare.

f\lmlmn) as a theoretical l'vpt'{‘sc.‘nlatinn ol the i)m])’ i111|)]i|:5 that the fat-
ter s a clear and distinet conliguration, a visible and intelligible structure,
The dead hody, the corpse, becomes the measure of the living being, and
death thus beenmes one ol the Tactors epistemologically integrated into sci-
entilic knrm'?vcigv.

Today, the vight to seeatinize the inside of the body lor seientific pur-
poses i aken Tor grantesd, althaugh dissections and the transteral of organs
as a practice are Ntl‘i('li_\' rvgninn‘tl |\_\' law. Asa matter of fact, contemporary
moleeular biologe s making visible the maost intimate and minute fires

of Tile,
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Where has the Cartesian passion of wonder gone? When compared 1o the
carlier tradition, the medicalization of the body in the age of madernity and
its corollary, the perfectibility of the living erganism and the gradual aboli-
tion of anomalies, can also be seen—though not exclusively-—-as a form al’
denial af the sense of wonder, of the lantastic, of that mixture af fascination
and hogror Thave already mentioned. Tt marks the Toss ol fascination about
the |i\*|'ng arganism, its mysterics and Tunctions.

|’:<:,'(']|<J;llz;l|}'lic' 1]1('01‘)' has (.‘.\';)’aim'(l this loss ol Tascination as the BCCUSKATY
toll that rational theory takes on human understanding, In the psychoanalytic
perspeetive, of Freudian and Lacanian inspivation, the initial curiosity tha
prompts the drive and the will to know is [irst and foremost devive, which takes
knn\\’h‘t]gr as s ()Mc(*l,

The desire to know is, like all desives, related 1o the problem ol vepre:
senting one’s arigin, ol answering the most childish and consequently funda-
mental of questions: “where did Feome from?™ This cariesity, as stated i the
previous chapter, is the matrix for all forms of thinking and conceptualiza-
tion. Kn()\\'h‘rlgu is alwnys the desire to krow about desire, that is to sav
about things of the body as a sexual entity.

Scientilic knm\'h}.clgv becomes, in this perspective, an (.‘xlrvnu‘]'\' por
verted version of that ariginal question. The desire t go and see how things
work is related to primitive sadistic drives, so that, somewhere along the
fine, the scientistis like the anxious litde child who pulls apart his Lavorite
toy to see how it's made inside. Knowing in this made is the result ol the
seopophitic drive——ta go and sec, and the sadistic one-—to rip it apart phys-
ivally so as to master it intelectualiy, All this is related 1o the incesteous
drive, to the web of curiosity and taboos surrounding the one site of certain
origin—the mother's body.

From a psychoanalytic perspective the establishment of clinical compara-
tive anatomy in the modern era is very signil-icnnl because it peints out the
rationalistic obsession with visibility, which | have analyzed carlior, Seeing i
the prototype of knowing, By elaborating a scientific technique for analyzing

the bodity ergans, Western sciences put forward the assumption that a body

is precisely that which can be seen and looked at, no more than the sum of
its parts. Madern scientific rationality slipped from the emphasis on visthil.
ity to the mivage of absolute transparence ol the living aryganism, as | [iave
argued previously.

Contemporary hinlngiml seiences, ;mrlic‘u]nl‘h' molecular |1in]r)g‘\.; have
pushed to the exereme these assumptions that were fmplicis in the discourse

of Western scivnces. When compared to the clinical anatomy of the nine-
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teenth century, contemporary biomedical sciences have au,uirm] the t'ig]ll
and the know-how necessary 1o act on the very structure of the living mat-
tor, on an inlisitely small scale.

Foncault defined the modern era as that of iopower; power over life and
death i a worldwide extension of man's control of outer space, of the bot-
tom of the oveans as well as of the depths of the maternal hesly. There ave no

Lven a

liits taday Tar what can be shown, phowgraphed, veproduced -
tevhnique such as echography perpetuates this pornegraphic ve-presentation
£ ) £

of bodily parts, externalizing the interior of the womb and its content,

The profiferation o images is such that the very notion of the body, of

its boundaries and s inner stroctare is hcing spiil apen inan CVCTegress-
ing vision. We scem 1o be hell bent on xeroxing even the invisible particlcs
ol matter,

Philosophers of science, such as Kuhn and Fayarabend, have stressed the
madern predicament in seientilis discourse. Kuhn points out the paradoxi-
eal coinvidence of extreme rationalism of the scientific and technological
Lind, witha persisting subtext of wild fantastic concoctions, In the discourse
ui'mnmlr«mit)_ rational enguirics about their m'igin and structure continue
1o covxist with saperstitions beliels and fictional representations of “crecps.”
The two registers of the rational and the totally nonrationat seem 1o run
alongside cach ather, never quite joined %ngvthcr.

The question neverthelessoremams where las the wonder gone? What has
happened to the Bantastic dimension, 10 the harror and the fascination of dil-
lerencerWhat images were ereated of the bodily marks of difference, after they
became locked ap in the electronic laboratories of the modern alchemists?

Was there another way, ather than the phallogocentric incompetence
with, and .ulliimlil'\ to, ditferences its willlud reduction ol otherness, to

necativity? Is there another wav out, still?

“r
o

('()njlunz‘r ion H:The Age c')f'[:rcak.s‘

Ax the atin civmology ol the 1erm monstrum points out, mallormed human
Deings have abwavs been the object of display, subjected o the public gaze. In
his classic stady Freaks, Lestie Fiedier™ analyses the exploitation of monsters
for purposes ol viitertainment. From the county fairs, right across rural

Lavope to the Conev Island sideshows, freaks have .‘llw.’l)'s been entertaining.
A .

Roth Fivdior and Bogdan™ stress twe interrefated aspects of the display of

freaks since the tra ol the contary, The first is that their exhibition displays

SR
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racist and orientalist undertones: abnormally lormed people were exhibited
nlrmgsiclv tribal pvnplv ol normal stature and bodilv configuration, as well as
exotic aninmals,

Second, the medical profession benefited considerably by examining

these human exhibits, Alshough the freak s presented as belanging 1o the
realim of zoology or anthropology, doctors and physicians examined them
regularly and wrote scientilic veports about them,

Significantly, wialitasian regimes such as Hider's Germany or the Stalinis
Soviet Union prohibited the exhibition of freaks as being degenerate spoci
mens of the human species. They also dealt with them in their campaigns lor
cugenics and race or cthnice l])’giutl]u, by preventing them rom l:rvcciing.

Fiedler sees a connection hetween the twenticth-contury medicalization o
monsters, the scientific appropriation of their generative seerets, and an in-
ereased commaditication of the monster as freak, that ix, the object of display.

Contemporary culture deals with anomalics |)_\' a lascination lor the

freaky. The lilm Freaks by Tod Browning (1932) warns us that monsters are

an endangered species. Since the sixties a whole youth culture has devet
oped around Ireaks, with special emphasis on genctic mutation as a sign ol
nenconformism and social rebetlion. Whoele popular cultuee genres suel as
science fiction, horror, rock n"roll comies, and cyberpunk are abow
mutants.

Today, the Treaks are science fiction androids, eyborgs, bionic women and
men, comparable to the grotesque of Tormer thnes; the whole rock™nroll
scene is a huge theater ol the grotesque, L'omhining freaks, andmg'\'nus, sata
nics, ugiinvss, and insanity, as well as violence.

I other words, in the carly pary of our eentary we wateh the simulia:
neous formalization of a scientilic discourse about monsters and thei
climination as a problem, This process, which [alls ander the rationalist
agyression of scientific discourse, also operates a shift at the devel of repre
sentation, and ol the coltural imaginary. The dimension ol the “Frntastic,”
that mixture ol aberration and adaration, loathing and attraction, which
for centuries has escorted the existence ol strange amd diflicult hodies s
now (|i,\'|13;1(.'v(|.'l'lur “hecoming [reaks” of mansters hoth dellates the fantax
tic projections that have serrounded them and expands then 1o a wider
culweral ficld. The whole of'comvmpm'ar}' popular culiure is about freaks,
just as the last of the physical freaks have disappeared. The last metaphori

~their hecoming lreaks--—coincides with

cal shilt in the status of monsters
their elimination.

I arder not to be 1oo pessimistic about this aspect of the problem, how-
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ever, wish ta paint out that the age ol the commadification of !‘rv;lkﬂi is also
the perived that has resulted in another signilivant shilt; abnormally lormed
people have cn'gnni.r_(-(l themscives in the handicapped ;u‘ahm,‘nl nmwnwn.{‘
ierehy claiming not only a rencwed sense of dignity but also wider social

oo »
and pc:lmml rights,

In Transit; or, /f:r Nomadism

Mothers, mansters, and machines, What is the connection, then? What
cond dis-junctions can we make in lcﬂing the tale ol feminism, .\'f‘l.l'n('l‘, and
rechnology? How do feminist fabulations or figurations help in ilgul'j:\g out
.1|lvrn.1ii:‘:" pn:‘.\dign\s‘.?'ﬁ: what extent do they spmk the language of sexual
dillerence? Where do we situate ourselves in order to create links, construct
theories, elaborate hyimthvscs?\'V!\ich way dowe jook ta try and see the pos-
sible impact modern science will have an the status of women? How clf? we
gusess the status of difference as an nnmlngivnl categrory al the end of the
twenticth contury? Ho dowe think about all this?

The term "ll'n;1¢lisripﬁnnl"\‘" can deseribe one position taken by fcminisl:s._
Passing in between dilferent discursive ficlds, and through diverse spheres ol
inu-liv\vt\ml disenuese, The feminist theoretician 1aday can only be "in tran-
SiL mnving on, l).\&‘\‘i;l!__" :Iu‘uugll, c'n'n.ling conneetions where {hin\gx were
proy joushy dis-connected or seemed un-refated. where there seemedd to be
“nothing ‘!n see I transit, moving, (Iis-p‘n\'ing —-this is the grain l)f.l)‘\“—‘;l(‘l'iﬂ
without which there is no theorizaton &t Al M I a feminist context it a%.\'n.
inplics e ellort to move on to the invention of pew ways of relating, ol
Lushding [t satlridges hetween notions. The epistemic nomadism T am n(lw'n-
cating can uniy work, in fact, ilitis prnpvrl_v situated, sc(turcr!)' anchored in
e Yin hetween” zones,

1 am assuming here a delinition ol “rigor” away from the linear Aristotelian
Jogic that (l(?!l]il"lﬂll‘!‘ it for so long, [t seems to me that the rigor i'(‘.mir?ixts arc
;\l';rr i of 4 different kind --it is the rigor ol a project that cmphasizes the
Bevessary interconnectinon-cannectons Letween the theoretical and the
;mliti('.\l,.\\*i\irh insists on putting real-life experience lirst and {foremast asa
criteriom far the validation of trath, Ht is the rigor of passionate investnent
i a project and in the quest of the discursive means 1o realize it

In this respet [emisism acts as a reminder that in the prwlnuu]c:'n

prodivament, rationality i its elassieal mode con po longer he taken as rep-
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resenting the totality of human reason or even of the all-toa-human activiiy
ol thinking,

By criticizing the single-mindedness and the masculine bias ul rationality
1 do not intend to fall into the opposite and plead for casy ready-made iven
tionalism. Patriarchal thought has for too hmg confined women in the irra
tional for me to claim such a non-quality. What we need instead is a redelin
ftion of what we have learned to recognize as heing the structare and the
aims of human subjectivity in its relationship 1o dilference, 1o the "other”

In elaiming that feminists are attempting to rededine the very meaning ol

thought, | am also suggesting that in time the rales of the discursive o

will have t ehange. Academics will have 1o agree that Unnking adequated.
about our historical condition implies the transcendenen of disciplina
boundarics and intelecual categorivs,

More important, lor feminist epistemologis

the task of thinking ade
quately about the historical conditions that affect the medicalization ol the
maternal Tunction Jorces upon us the need 1o reconsider the inexericable
interconacction of the hodily with the technological. The shifis that b
taken place in the perception and the representation ol the cinbedied sulbs

jeet, in fact, make 1 imperative to think the unity of hody and machine,
Mesh and metal. Although many factors point ta the tl.'mgm' of commaodili

catien ol the bady that such a mixtere makes possible, and althuagh this
process of commodilication conceals racist and sexist dangers that e
not be underestimated | dhis is not the whole storv. There i adso a positiae
side to the new interconnection of methers, maonsters, and machines, anl
this has to do with the loss of any essentialized definition of womanlood

or indeed even of motherhood, Inthe age ni'l)ir)lvcimt.ﬂngi(';\l power moti-
erhood is split open inte a variety of possibie physiological, cultural | anld
social functions. I this were the best of all possible worlds, one could ¢t

chrate the dedline of one consensual way of expericncing motherhood axa

sign of increased freedom for women, Our world being as mafe-dominated
as it is, however, the best option is to construet a nomadic style of feminisn
that wiil allow women 1o rethink their position in a postindustrial, post
metaphysical werld, without nostalgia, paranoia, or labse sentimentalism,
The relevance amd political urgency of the contignration “mothers, mean-
sters and machines” makes it all the maore urgent tor the fominist nomadi
thinkers of the warld 10 conneet and 1o negotiate new boundaries o
female identity in a world where power over the body has reached an

i||||11c)xiw' pt':\k.
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Corporea[ Representation

in/and the Bmf)f Politic

Moira Gatens

The rather awkward title of this paper is in-
tendued ta draw attention 1o an ambiguity in the
term ":‘v])r:-itmniicm" as it is used in prslilim;
theor Y. First, [want to locus on the construction
of 1];L image of the modern lm(i\' |)()1|L1(. This
involves examining the ¢laim that the body pc)i

ilic is constituted i:}- a creative act, 3))' a work of
art or artifiee, that uses the human hody as its
muodel or metaphor The !m«*i{grrmml to this
claim is p;'m'ic'.v(l lw certain seventeenth- and
¢ whlt“. nth-centary social contract theorists
who muuui in lavor ol the conventionality or
artilic nim ol monarchical !m itical author |l\_

If such authority is neither natural nor (md

given but rather based on agreement andl con-
vention then it is mutable, The way the meta-
phor ol the bady functions here is by analogy.
Just as man can e understood as a representa-

tion of Guod's creative power, so the politic “al
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Im(iy can be understood as a l'v])!':‘(('nlnlinn of man's creative power, that 18,

ay artf

The second sense of “representation” surlaces when considering whose
bady it is that is entitled 10 be represented by this political corporation. This
invalves llnr[('r’.\‘tam]ing "l‘t'])rcsvl|1.‘11iU|1" in the sense where one 1)()(ll\' or
agentis taken to stand or g group of diverse badies. Here we are consicer
ing the Ill('lt)n‘\"ll!i("‘ll representatian ol n'nmp]vx hml)‘ |1}' 3 [H'i\'ilvgvli part
of that body. The metaphor here slides into metonymy. The refevant back
gn_mn(l literature to this question is pmvicfuci Ia}- various texts, from the sev

cnteenth century on, concerning the natural authority of men over women

and the propricty of taking the male head of houschalds as representative of

. - 3
the concerns ol the entire houschofd -

The first use of “representation™-—what have called the metaphorical
concerns the way in which this imngu elleets who is r['l)rv.\‘cnh-«i |))' the l}()(l)‘
politic, To address the first strand--—the metaphorical- -1 will begin with a
quotation from a mid-seventeenth-century text that posits, in a manner typ-
ical of the period, a detailed correspondence hetween the parts and functions

ol the heman hody and the parts and functions of the

ical body, The text
is the Leviathan, the author is Thomas Hobbes, He writes:

by artis created that great taviarsan called a commonwearn, cr seary,

i Latin civir

s, which s Int an artilicial man; though of orcater statare

and sll‘vngli) than the Imluml, tor whose ;)l'utm'ti(m and defenve #owas

intended: and in which tse sovereigny is an artilicial senl, as giving life and

Y
mation o the whole body; the magistrazes, and other officers of judicature
and exceution, artilicial joins; rewerd and prnishment, by which fbstenad o
the seat ol the sovereignty every joint anel member s moved 1o |M'a'|':n'm
his duty, are the nerves, that o the same in the body naturaly and seealeh and
riches ol all the particular miembers are the strengeh; saluy populfi, the peo-
ple's safoty, its business; counsellors, by whom all things needlul Tor it e
know are suggcsh‘(l unto i, are the Memryy equiey and s, an artificial
reasen and wills concord, hicalthy sedition, sickpess; and civil war, death. |,.;\\'1§)’
the paces and covenants, |s)' which the parts of this body politic were at st
ln;\(h" sl Ina_l_('ﬁu'l', ated trnilwi‘ reseinlsle l|1.’\ll[iur, ar e fer o nake findtn,

pronounced by God in the creation.’

Fwant to draw attention 1o Gwo imporiant aspects ol the view Hobbes ellers,

First, Hobbes claims that the motivation behind the creation of the artilicial




