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Introduction
Beyond the Politics of Gender

Seyla Benhabib and Drucilla Cornell

The emergence of an independent Women’s Movement alongside and in
some cases out of the New Left in Europe and North America in the last
twenty years has led to a significant restructuring of our theoretical tradition
from a feminist perspective. After an initial phase of ¥deconstructing” the
Western mtcllcctual tradition, in_which_feminist theorists uncovered the _
gender biindness as well as the gender biases of this heritage, the tagsk of
feminist theoretlcal,__x;econstructioq:,began Focusmg on women’s concrete
experiences across cultures, society and history, feminist theorists asked how
the shift in perspective from men’s to women’s points of view might alter the
fundamental categories, methodology and self-understanding of Western
science and theory.?

The essays collected in this volume emerge from this feminist project of a
theoretical reconstruction. They engage in this task by addressing, with
various_degrees of cxphcntm dlfferent strands of twentieth-century
Marxlsm While some contributions confront the claims of twentieth- century
Marxism directly, others seek to extract from the theories of the Frankfurt
School, Jirgen Habermas, the phenomenological existentialism of Sartre and
de Beauvoir and the critical theory of Michel Foucault, such elements as might
illuminate women’s experience. Common to all chapters of this volume,
however, is the conviction that the gpllfrontatlon between twentieth-century
Marxism and feminist thought requires nothing less. thaii a paradigiii:shifCof
the former. We can describe this shift as the k‘.’-il,.. tacenernt of the” paradxyn

poas gy t. B - S

Feminist Theory and the Displacement of the Paradigm of
Production

At an earlier stage of feminist thinking the confrontation between Marxism
and feminism was described as “‘:I-‘_hj Unhappy Marriage” of the two, and “a
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more progressive union” between them was demanded.® Such calls for a
more progressive union, however, were themselves vitiated by the fact that
the Marxism appealed to b fcmmlsts and considered paradigmatic was itself

“orthodox Marxism.” By { dox M . in this context, we mean a
theoretical position that acccpts three premises:

! The thcory of hlstoncal._mwnr’_mismlmvicwcd as a “science” of
societies whlch yxelds law:like.generalizations across culture and-history.

2 Sucha _Fscince "of socicty makes production relations determinant in the
last instance. In cxplammg social traiisformations;-it-is-the dynamics of
production relations which are the final and determmmg causal

mechanism.

3 Thc consciousness of a social group as well as its potcntlal for

revolutl fary, social ransformatlon is dctcrmmed by its position_in ‘the

productlon process; soczal classes ate defined in terms of Siich positions and

are the most important collective actors in history.

Feminist theorists formulated their demands for a more progressive union
between feminism and Marxism without challenging the primacy of
production implied by the orthodox model. Thus, to characterize women’s
activities like childbearing and rearing, nursmg the sick and the elderly and
domestic work, the term freprodiierion was offered. Whereas orthodox
Marxist theory had confined itself to an analysis of productive activity and
production relations, the task of feminists would now be to enlarge these
concepts to include reproductive activities and relations of reproduction. Of
course, there were misgivings_about the use of the term “reproduction”
this context, since Marx himself had_ uscd it to mea:
and persistence of product:on over time, Thc more fundamental qucstmn
which could have been raised however, was omitted: is the concept of
production, which is based on the model of an active subject transforming,
making and shaping an object given to it, at all adequate.for comprehending
activities like childbearing and rearing, care of the sick and the elderly? Can
nurture, care and the socialization of children be understood in the light of a
subJect—obJect modél when they are iv1t1cs Whmm

TOUBY,

productlon W1th1n Marxism but subsumes typically female activities under
the model of work, narrowly understood as the producing. and formation of
an object.

Along with this attempt to subsume female activities under orthodox
Marxist categories, went the efforts of many feminist ists to unify class
and gender, Some ferninists maintained that gender was a form of class,
while others claimed that one could speak of women as a class by virtue of
their position within the network of “sex-affective” production relations.”
Catherine MacKinnon, for example, in a well-known “essay entitled
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“Feminism, Marxism, Method, and the State: An Agenda for Theory”,
argued as follows:

constructmg, unwersal as activity yet historically specific, jointly comprised of
matter and mind. As the organized expropriation of the work of some for the
benefit of others defines a class — workers — the organized expropriation of the
sexuality of some for the use of others defines sex, woman. Hetergsexuality is its
structure, gender and family its congealed forms, sex roles its qualities,
struc gender

gencralizéd to social persona, rcproducnon a_consequence, and control jis..

issue. 6

While MacKinnon’s claim that both sexuality and gender are concerns not
only of “private” but of social life in general is a2 welcome expansion of the
horizon of Marxist theory, to grasp the significance of gender and sexuality
MacKinnon once again resorts to models of work and reproduction. The
“organized expropriation of sexuality” defines a class, namely wormen, just as
the “organized expropriation of surplus product or surplus value” also
defines a class, namely the immediate producers. After constructing the
position of women as an oppressed class on the basis of this dubigus analogy
between the expropriation of sexuality and the expropriation of surplus

product or value, MacKinnon calls for a “sexual strike” comparable to the

“general strike” of the working classes,
Again what these formulations miss is the more radical challenge posed for
Marxist theory by the very presence of women.not_only as an oppress ed

gineteent ccntury s the position, of a so a socnal,ggoumnﬁ_hcmg,dy_gg,gg_pmmas ;
either na:-éﬁs—é‘ﬁr‘ or sufﬁcncnt to define its collectiye.identity?»Are production

relatlons “fundamental in dcﬁnmg collective consciousness? When collective actors
emerge on the historical scene is it the memory and consciousness of
production alone that moves them to act? What about forms of collective
identity and memory rooted in aspects of communal and public life, in legal
and public guarantees, or in preindustrial guilds and associations? While
many Marxist social theorists have come to see a disjunction in Marxist
theory between the structural model of class that follows from the primacy of
production relations and the political concept of class as collective agents of social
transformation,’ feminist theorists have left Marxism with all its problems of
class theory intact, and have chosen a language of theory which, in many
cases, distorts their own historical experiences,

The methodological primacy of production in orthodox Marxist theory
goes hand in hand with a normative utopia that we can name w
through the liberation of work.” The ambiguities of Marxist theory in this
rcspcct are notorious and need no extensive repetition here. Marx’s utopia of
labor is compatible Both with the universal extension of wage labor to
include all - socialism as a republic of wage earners — and with the reduction

w;)j_s_ collcctwc actors in the historical scene since the middle of the
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of socially necessary labor time to a minimum — secialism as a republic of
disposable time. As Hannah Arendt has remarked, such antinomies are not
the mark of second-rate thinkers, and the ambiguities they express are so
deeply rooted in someone’s thought as to reveal something essentially
: paradoxical in their visionfArendy herself identified this paradox in Marx’s

t

+/f vision as follows: on the one ; Marx followed nineteenth-century myths.
ww o {( ‘] of progress,_gmwth_.and praaﬁ“ﬁon and deified labor as world-consututm_

- hand, whcn contcmplatmg models of mcamngfu] and

PEWIESCR 2

fulﬁlhng human act1v1ty£ﬁ‘_cggsnﬁt&fﬁlr”wed the Western_ phllosophlcal

tradition since Plato in its denigration of labor and saw such fulfillment as
#ang beyond labor. and_beyond the realm of necess:ty in play, a.csthctlc
__contemplation, leisure and fantasy.

On the question of the “utopia of labor” as well, feminist theorists failed to
challenge Marxism radically. The movement of “wages for housework,” for
example, true to Marxist logic, demanded that women first become wage
earners in the home before they could be emancipated in public as producers.
Lost in endless discussions about which came first — the class struggle or the
gender struggle — many Marxist feminist theorists missed asking whether the
Marxist utopia of labor could accommodate women’s desires for self-
determination and the feminist vision of human liberation. It is only in the
last ten years, and largely through the work of radical feminists, that the
vision of human liberation in feminism has come to the fore. Although there
is no agreement in the contemporary Women's Movement as to what this
} vision entails precisely, there is consensus around M of social life
chara.s:tcnzcd by nurturant, carmg, expressive and nonrepressive relations

between een self ; and ¢ other, scH and nature. This minimal lmrﬂhart’d"ﬁ';—

’I’nany radical “ahd socialist feminists, “While it is less pervasive in the
mainstream, liberal Women’s Movement. As this minimal feminist utopia is
articulated more fully, it becomes increasingly obvious that the Marxist
utopia of labor needs to be subjected to a radical critique from the feminist
perspective.

This critique of the primacy of production and its dlsplacement within
rxist theory is a shared assumption of the present collection, and Linda
iNlcholsoni chapter, “Feminism and Marx: Inte rating Kinship with the
Economic,” provides a prograifitatic statement for the volume as a whole.®
In hier chapter Nicholson deals with a major irony of Marxist theory. On the
onmamgfﬁm zZé§ the historical aergm-E nature of
“the” capitalist_mode of "prodiiction, which for th ﬁré‘"’ﬁ‘r’ne in history
“institutionalized "a universal system of exchar_lh 1 the” ‘if)roductlon ‘and

?bnsumpnon of all goods, mc ding labor’ powcr 1tsclf Wnth the emergence of
capitalisiii; the €économy was constituted as a pub]lc societal sphere in which
all could participate. The economy became “defamilialized.” Whereas
precapitalist modes of production carried on not enly the consumption but
also the production of large numbers of commedities in the confines of small
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or large kinship units (the oikos in antiquity, the medieval manor in feudal
times), with the advent of capitalism and subsequently industrialization, the
family lost its functions. of preduction_and became. mcrcasmglw.wumt -of
reprodfcnon and .consumption alone. Feminists can thus find in Marxist
theory a powerful framework for analyzing the historicity of kinship
relations,

On the other hand, Marx’s philosophical anthropology and the cross-
cultural generalizations of historical materialism contradict this historically
specific approach. Categories of production and _the--econom whlch

ropcrly cigractcnzc capltahsm _‘;lalr)le, are, gcncrallzed across c;lTlﬁ:rcs and

isto! ~The result, Nicholson argues, is the narrowing down of the concep i
of productmn to the production of food objects and commodities alone. This °
precludes an adequate understanding of traditional female activities like
housework, care for the elderly and the sick, childbearing and rearing. A
further consequence is that for much Marxist theory “gender” becomes
irrelevant as an indicator of class status.

It follows from Nicholson’s analysis that we must Ighistoricize the
mgg_g;_i_c;s of Marxist..social _.theory. by. uncovering._thcir roots in the

xperience of Western.modernity. It is_also in the light of such a theory of

modermty,.tha.Lwe-ca.n begin to. understand - many»cﬁaractcnstlc lelsmns

s 1

between the pubhc and the private, the political, the social, the economic.and. .

the fa.mlllal M, Within the conﬁnes of Wthh worﬁcn s llvcs and_expericnces..

unfold in our €iilture and societies,

Gender, Modernity and the Differentiation between the Public
and the Private

One of the most comprehensive theories of modernity developed in the last
decade and one from which feminist theorists have much to learn in
analyzing the institutional splits and dichotomies between the public and
private spheres is that of Jiirgen Habermas. Secking a synthesis between
Marx.and-Weber, Habermas distinguishes between two strands oﬁnodcml-

zation processes: the cultural and the societal.[Cultural al modernity {means in
the first place the decmtenng “of the worldvigw of an annqmty and the Middle
Ages through the achievements of modern natural science and through
developments in theology in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Second,
this process also entails the eventual differentiation out of this worldview of
separate value spheres like ethics,"’é"éi&%?jurisprudcnce religion and
aesthetics, and the subsequent increase in the self-reflexivity of these
differentiated value spheres as a result of their autonomoUs institutionalization.

By “societal rationalization” Habermas means the differentiation between
“system” and “lifeworld.” As Nancy Fraser explains in this volume in her
detailed examination of Habermas's critical social theory from a feminist
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perspective, ,system?’ refers to all those ways in which the actions of
individuals are coordinated with each other through “the functional
1nterlac1ng of unintended consequences, while each action is d‘EfEFrﬁrrrEd“by
self-interested, utility-maximizing calculations.” Prime examples of social
systems in this sense are the market, the taxation and income policies of the
state and the world economy. Such spheres of social life are governed by their
own logic and regularities, which have not been willed by anyone in

. particular but which result from the cumulative, unintended consequences of

the actions of many individuals. The lifeworid, by contrast, is characterized
by socaally mtegrated” action contexguw ted “action

" <Ontexts, ageénts act on “the. ba51s of some form of 1mphmt or explu:lr.~

intersubjective consénsus about norms, values ar and €nds, a conscnsus

{ system, in two spheres the coorclmatlon of action contmues to be_mxcg:axed.__

/

predicated on lmgmsne speech and interpretation, Examples of such actions
would be provided by télitions between family members, friends and
neighbors but also by democratic debate and participation in the public
political sphere,

_ Institutional differentiation in modermty results in the emergence of two
major networks of systematically int gratec! acnon contexts 57 theeconomy
and the admiifistrative=juridical apparatus of the modern state. Iii~ these
spheres motiey-and_power-become-the-media~ ‘through “Which- actions are
coordinated. Even under conditions of modernity and despite increasing
encroachment from the economy and the administrative-bureaucratic

socially rather than sy. stemgn_eally These are the * “private-intimate” sphere
of the family on the one hand and the spheré of political_public participation
‘on"theother = oT what Habcrmas calls the “public “pm,m&t_g‘
" "As Fraser points out, this model allows us to see the structure as well as the
interrelationship between the public and the private spheres in a sophisticated
way. At ong level, the public/private dichotomy runs between the economy

and the administrative state_apparitus on—the ofie_hand, and the nu nuclear

family on the other. According to this version of the public/private Spllt ‘the

economic, “the political and the juridical system of modern societies, in which
all — ostensibly — can share equally as economic agents, political citizens and
legal persons, is contrasted with the closed and exclusive sphere of intimacy,
sexuality and affection characterizing the modern nuclear famiiy. While
what is public in this sense js.what.is_open to all, “private” in this context
, mreans-what is exclusive, particularistic and based on nonuniversalizable
spemal ties ariiong individuals. The distinction between the public and the
private spheres, therefore, does not run parallel to that between sy: system and
{lifeworld. 7 Alt h“gh belon —g_g ta-the lifeworld, the sphere &f political action
‘H’opm:on Ibrmauon is the public sphere par excellence, ~ -
" At a second level, thie private/public distinction coritrasts some shared
conception of the general good with partial or individual interests in civil

society. The economic sphere, when contrasted with the administrative state
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apparatus and the sphere of political participation and opinion formation, is
“private” in this sense. The norm in the disembedded, capitalist, commodity
economy of modern societies is the pursuit of one’s private weifare and profit.
By contrast, the state and its apparatus are considered to represent some
conception of general welfare, a public matter, a res publica, which transcends
partial and egotistic individual and group concerns.

A_major question..for. contemporary. feminist theory is the interaction
between these spheres as_they develop historically in the West from the

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries onward, and as they come to shape

women’s lives in contempeorary, late capitalist societies. On this issue, Fraser
is [éss sanguine about the critical potential of Habermas’s theory. She argues
that this theory, impressive as it is, postulates distinctions between material
and symbglic” reprodueuon system and lifeworld without quesnomng their

“gender subtext.” Habermas fails to see how some crucial categories of his
social theory (like the social identities of modern individuals as workers,
citizens, consumers and clients) are gendered identities. Likewise, by |
ignoring how the lifeworld and its asymmetrical gender hierarchy shape both
the economy and the spheré f public—political participation, Habermas

/

F

pgstulates-a one-way-dynathic proceeding from system to Tifeworld alone :

This theory also seems to ignore the fact that the modern, nucléar family is
not a “haven in a heartless world” but the site of “egocentric, strategic, and

instrumental calculation as well as sites of usually exploitative exchanges of

service, labor, cash and sex, not to mention sites, frequently, of coercion and
violence” (Fraser).

The distinction between a public sphere that is equally open to all, and a
private-intimate sphere that is based on exclusive love and affection, and the
contrast between a public, common good and conflicting, private, partial
interests, are constltutlve not only of the institutional structure of modcrn,
Western societies But have shaped the dominant ¢ conceptlon "of reason and
ratlonahty in_them as well. Reason has been viewed by the Western
philosophical tradition as what is universal, and as what transcends the
idiosyncracies of partial, individual perspectives@hng characterizes
this concept of reason as “dcontologlcal

This reason, like the scientific reason from which deontology claims to
distinguish itself, i3 impelled by “what Theodor Adorno calls the logic. of
hldm this Ioglc of identity reason does not merely mean having reasons or
an account, or intelligently reflecting on and considering a situation. For the
logic of identity reason is ratie, the principled reduction of abjects of thought to
a common measure, to universal laws . . . Through the notion of an essence,
thought brings concrete particulars into unity. As long as qualitative difference
defies essence, however, the program of identifying thought remains incomplete.
Concrete particulars are brought into unity under the universal form, but the
forms themselves cannot be reduced to unity.
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‘The normatiye concept of public space most compatible with _ﬁeontglogi,c,al...

rcasqﬁ,.accordmg to Young,w is that of the “civic public of citizenship,” which
is based on an opposition “betwccn publlc and private dimensions of human
life, and wthh corrcsponds to_ an opposition between reason on’ “the_one
hand and the body, affectiviry, and desire, on the other.” Emergmg in the
seventeenth and eighteenith centuries, this concéption s justified - and to
some extent still does — the exclusion of women, nonwhites, homosexuals and
some white, adult, nonpropertied males. While.Young sees in Habermas’s
heory of commu_nlcatwc ethics the begmnmgs of a cr1t1quc_7d|mpartlal
eﬁggn shmﬁtams, nngTlia Kiisteva’s "theory-of "language, thata
dl_gcours,____ thcory of ethics has not ‘wholly jettisoned the standpmnt of
deontologlcal reason. and itsillusions.

Like Young/Be is also concerned with criticizing the epistemological
and normative implications of dominant Western conceptions of reason and
rationality, ShLdﬁme_‘tbQ;andpomt rcprcscnted by “deontological
reason’” as_that of theﬁén_c;almc other, T and drgues that from the “state of
nature” fiction of early contract theories to the “original position” of John
Rawls, the perspective of the “generalized other” comes to define the moral
point of view as such. Whereas, Young.locates.the epistemological pitfalls_ of
deontological reason_in. the .inability. to think through difference_and
partncularlty w1thout reducmg thcm to 1rratnona11ty, Benhablb sees. 1n thc

gcncrallzed other” t} the source of an mcoherent _conception of self (the self as
mushroom in Hobbesian language) a faulty notien of autonomy, and an
unremprocal concept:on of moral unlversallzablhty
of 1ntcgratmg normatxvc aspects “of Habermas's . thcory with femlmst
concerns. She sees embedded in conditions of “practical discourse,” as
specified by the theory of communicative or discourse ethics, the necessary
but insufficient conditions of a universalistic moral point of view. Against the
Jbackground of the _Kohlberg-Gilligan controversy, she suggests that com-
“municative ¢ cthlcs _properly formulated, can mediate-between-the- standpoint
of the * gcncrallzcd” and the “concrete’ other(s) by synthesizing justice with
care, autonomy with connectedness T e s
" 'The analysis and critique of the dichotomy between an “impartial,”
“objective” public reason and the ostensibly “pre-” or “antirational”
intimate, domestic or familial sphere is at the center of Young’s and
enhablb’s chapters. In her chapter “Women, Success and Civil Society,”

-addresses the second aspect of the public/private dichotomy,

namely the dl;}ﬂﬂth@ﬂ~b¢W€€ﬂ’thC public-as representative-of-the-comman—
gam‘ffle private_as representative of particularistic social and _economic
interests. Drawmg on empirical work conducted with Hungarxan women
engineers, Markus offers a new approach to the question of whether women
fear success. Her answer is that it is more adequate to attribute women’s

\

Introduction 9

apparent lack of professional and career ambition, lack of strategic scheming,
not to a fear of success but to a standard of exceilence in achievement which
is very much at odds with the society around them. The majority of adult
women, she notes, are involved in activities which presuppose internal
standards of excellence rather than external criteria of success: “The
activities of mothering and/or housekeeping, which have no socially fixed
standards of excellence, and which, at the same time, especially in the case of
motherlng, due to its cmotxonal cmbeddedncss involve a self-imposed
asplratlon to excellence,” may dispose” womcn Hto a subversion of the
perforitiafice principle rathcr than submission_ to 1t But ‘this indifference to
socially “sanctioned success may have the iromic consequence of further
aggravating women’s alrecady low-salary, low-authority and low-professional
status when compared with their male peers. The dichotomy between a
public sphere of the economic, and a private, personal realm, assigned
“naturally” to women, in fact places women in a double bind. Markus
suggests that_the_solution to this double bind may come through the
realization that the Women’s Movement cannot :umply mean_“raising”

gllcngmg the “uniformization
and prcscrlptlon of asplratlons and socnal]y acccptcd and rewarded modes of

TN el

life and career-pursuits.” This would imply not only changing the definition
of success but also igtroducing into public life patterns_of behavior.and
émotionality _previously confined to the domain of typlcally female activities:
the importance of Personal Telatiorships for life-fulfillment, the value of work
done well for its own sake, helpfulness to others and the like. Markus
identifies such a future reconstitution of the public sphere as “existing or
potential civil society,” and describes it as “the more or less fluid self-
organization of a public committed to principles of equality, plurality and
democratic forms.”

There is considerable consensus among Fraser, Young, Bcnhabib and
Markugihat the public/private dichotomy as a principle of social organization,

and 1ts deological art1culatlonﬂn‘vapQgsmqgcgpnons of reason dnd, Justice
arc detrimental to women. According to Fraser the result is a mystification of
‘the gender—power relations that constitute the subtext of the modern
economy and of the state; Young sees a repression of women’s difference and
their exclusion from the public; Benhabib criticizes the resulting trivialization
of women’s moral aspirations and perspectives, while Markus discloses the
double bind between home and work resulting from this dichotomy. Beyond
this consensus, however, lies the important question: what kind of a
restructuring of the public/private realms is possible and desirable in our
societies such as would further women’s emancipation as well as create a
more humane society for ail?
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The Feminist Critique of the Unencumbered Self

Previously we stated that the displacement of the paradigm of production
within Marxist theory was a shared assumption of all contributions to this
i volume. A second shared assumption is the critigue of the “unencumbered
‘ self” advocated by liberalism. Let us now contrast this feminist critique of the
self With that of some recént “communitarian thinkers,” in order to highlight
the distinctiveness of the solutions being worked toward by the authors of

this volume.
In so far as recent feminist theory challenges the public/private dichotomy
_ both as a normative rinciple and as an institutional arrangement, it comes
" = into_conflict with ﬁiberamliticémme‘(v)?y. For the latter, some form of this
distinction 15 esséntial to uphold principles of individual right and justice.
Whether it be welfare liberals like John Rawls and Ronald Dworkin, or
libertarian, market liberals like Friedrich Hayek and Robert Nozick, both
groups proceed from a conception of the self as Jublic personajas a bearer of
individual rights; both groups view society as a system of mutually
advantageous arrangements, and argue that the just is prior to the good. The
public system of rights. and-justice_must_be clearly distinguished from

individual conceptions of the good life, from those life-plans and aspirations
that form the substance of our dreams and wishes, joys and miserie§ in
private life. Foremost among such conceptions of the good life, of course, are
those emotional ~ sexual — domestic relations and attachments within or
outside a familial framework, _
Feminists argue, however, that the system of priorities developed by
p liberal political thought is belied by the inequality and hierarchy at the root
if 1of the dichotomies it so cherishes. For exampie, the _public conception of the
[ self as the equal and abstract bearerof rights from which liberalism proceeds,
' | is belied by the ineqiiality, asymmetry and domination permeating the private
{ L‘idcntity of this self as a gendered subjcct.ﬂfhcléanception of society as a
system of mutually advantageous arrangemeiits has never been extended in
liberal political thought to subsume the family; the farnily has always
remained a precontractual institution, still located in the “state of hature,” or
lost behind the thickness of the “veil of ignorance” in the original position. '®
Also, the distinction between the right and the good defines the domain of
public’ justice in_such_ .a_limited way that the socially and-culturally
-constituted character of gender relations and interactions is wholly obscured.
For example, although the sanctity of one’s” bodily “ifitegrity and the
prevention of arbitrary bodily harm has been a major staple of liberal
political thought since Hobbes and Locke, the recognition of women’s bodijly
Jintegrity, and. the .development..of effective legal sanctions against rape,
violence and enforced sex in domestic life, are still far from being universally.
accepted in Western democracies. The indifference of conceptions of public
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right vis-a-vis the private good may all too easily result in obfuscating the
violation of right and justice in the family,
If the feminist critique of this version of liberal thought rested with these
~pointsalone; it could easity bé accommodated by the liberal framework. The
response to the feminist chaige that'one’s public identity as an equal legal
and political subject is violated in the private sphere by the hierarchy of
gender relations would be to demand full equality of rights for women, and
the protection of this equality by special legislative measures, inciuding
affirmative action legislation. The feminist critique that the family has never
been the object of social contract can be met by encouraging legislation that
allows a woman to keep her maiden name, her property and assets, and even
by the formulation of a publicly recognized marriage contract, violated if one
or both of the parties failed to live up to its terms. Finally, to the charge that
the distinction between the right and the good, justice and the good life has
privatized women’s concerns and has protected the private sphere from
public legislation, the liberal can respond as follows: if we take the priority of.
the right over the good seriously, it is clear that all instances of injury.to.a
woman’ My contradict the public dig_;}ity of the person as a right-bearer,
and.must-be combatted by overruling private conceptions of the good.in.the
name of public justice. The priority of the right over the good permits such
overruling, However, if feminists are concerned not only with rape, woman-
battering, domestic violence and abuse but also with sexual and pornographic
practices — like sadomasochism for example — among consenting adults, the
liberal would insist that it is both normatively correct and politically wise for
public legislation to stop at the bedroom door — provided, of course, that the
consent of the parties is genuine.

Undoubtedly, this capacity of liberal political thought to accommodate {/

many demands of the contemporary Women’s Movement should neither be
taken lightly nor ignored. Nor can we overlook the fact that some of the most
important reform legislation concerning women and their status in this
century was framed by legislators and thinkers who self-consciously
appropriated what they took to be the liberal tradition. However, because
liberalism focuses so much on legislative practices; x?‘%%“ris&m:blc

socigtal ¢on3trarnts that defy such practices—white—comtinuing—to—mftrente—
them, The liberal view of the self essentially as—a public persona has litdle

understanding of the psychosexual constitution of the hyman subject—asa
gendeted self, and 15 blind 1o the gender subtext of our societies, Yet the
latter-inilaences economic and public life (as argued by Fraser and Markus),
as well as obfuscating the extent to which liberal conceptions of reason and
rationality have rendered the women's point of view either irrational or
particularistic {Young) or concretistic and trivial (Benhabib).

In this respect, the criticisms of prevalent liberal conceptions of self and
rationality voiced in the chapters of this volume, run parallel to a set of
concerns raised by recent communitarians like Charles Taylor, '/Eoberto

-~ “‘""’“’”“""""‘—H—m _:. r— -
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Unger, Alasdair Maclntyre, Mlchael Walzer and Michael Sandel.| ' The

feminist theorists. represented in “this volume and communitarian critics of
liberalism share first and foremost a rejectlon of the liberal conception of the

selfas a “dlseng'ged sel” (Tayler)oran: muncncuchrcd’“ 'B"EE!“"(‘SIE'&"I‘}

These ¢ conflicting visions of the self are captured well by Sandel:

Communitarian critics of rights-based liberalism say we cannot conceive
ourselves as independent in this way, as bearers of selves wholly detached from
our aims and attachments. They say that certain of our roles are partly
constitutive of the persons we are — as citizens of a country, or members of a
movement, or partisans of a cause. But if we are partly deﬁned by the

“and

A s Wha
7§ good Tor me hat 1o béthe gc;a:l fo} ong who mhabtts these roles.” Open-ended
though it be, the story of my life is always embedded in the story of those
communities from which I derive my identity — whether family or city, tribe or
nation, party or cause. On the communitarian view, these stories make a moral
difference, not only a psychological one. They situate us in the world, and give
our lives their moral particularity,'?

communities we mhab1t then we € must als also be implicated it the, pu

Feminist theorists argue that the vision _,g{_thc,,atomichf:‘gncn*cymbcred_
m&mm% is a malc one, since the degree of
separateness and ma"ependence it postulates ‘among individuals has never
y been the case for women. Feminist.psychoanalytic theorists, like Chodorow
and Dinnerstein, would hold that the psychosexual dynanilc f-gendeér

sélves and utuated female ones.'> Whether one relies upor the social and
Hural history of gender roles @id their institutional organization or upon a
psychoanalytic feminist theory of gender constitution, it is clear that the
femninist and communitarian critiques of the unencumbered self converge.
The v1ew, however, that “our roles are partly constltutlve of the persons
_we ar are the situated vision of the self as mcmbg of a famllyhgqmmun gy,
ctc -JS also problcmatlc fQ[ fcrmmsts Precisely because to be a biological
female has always been interpreted in gendered terms as dictating a certain
psychosexual and cultural identity, the individual woman has always been
“situated” in a world of roles, expectations and social fantasies. Indeed, her
individuality has been sacrificed to the “constitutive definitions” of her
identity as member of a family, as someone’s daughter, someone’s wife and
sgmcone s mother. The feminine subjects have disappeared behind their
s6cial and communal persona. If Wics in
recognizing those social relations tBHS ego identity, situated
es-ofterr fimi=itfmpmssiivle 10 TECORTIZE Throie-trie-sclVET Sds

fcmal Tecognize

idst the
at_attach to their persons. D‘p‘i‘rr-n-rm-y-%mmon
e]cments in their critique @ cept of the self, feminist and

communitarian perspectives differ: whereas communitarians emphasize the
situatedness of the disembedded self in a network of relations and narratives,
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feminists also begin with the situated self but view the renegotiation of our
psychosexual identities, and their autonomous recanstztutwn by indiViduals as?
essential to v_gg_{r'lmgl s and human liberation. Whereas in their emphasis upon
the ¢ constltutlve character of social role§, S6me communitarians come close to
a sociological conventionalism that does not distinguish between the self and
its roles, or, worse still, to a traditionalism that accepts social roles
uncritically, feminists reject both. The self is not defined exhaustivcly by the

RISV SN SN

roles_that constitute its identity; nor aré SGCIAI7oles o™ be acceptea

T:@Thc simple identification of the subject wﬂh its social roles

thclr examinations of thc Py choscx 1 constitution of gender.
gcndcr ldcntlty on the basis of insights
lnto the umgucness of the fcmale expenence “How can feminists root ERET

ifistates the very logic of identity that feminists have sought to critigue in

constltutlon inour socnetles result more often than nétin “inencumbered male

“insights in the uniqueness of the female experience and still challenge the

dictates of the genderized subject? The chapters by Balbus, Butler and@

Cornell and Thurschwell examine the psychosexual constitution of gender,

and discuss various political projects of renegotiating gender identity at the
resent,

The Constitution of the Female Subject and the Deconstitution
of Gender Identity

I_{Elerlymg the idea that there is an_essential connecuon between feminist
theory and thc umque experlence of women as women, is the seémingly’
unproblcmancal assumption that this experience can beidentified and found
to.yield.conclusions. generalizable on the basis of gender. Third World women
have challenged precisely the assumptichi~that—there is a generalizable,
identifiable and collectively shared experience of womanhood. To be Black
and to be a woman, is to be a Black woman, a woman whose identity is
constituted differently from that of white women. The challenge of Third
World feminists brings to the fore the complex nature of gender identification,
as well as highlighting the dilemma of feminine/feminist identity. This
dilemma is expressed by the question: how can feminist theory base itself

ypon_ thc unlqucncss of the fcmalc experlence w%ur*mfsﬂng thercby one

,that 18, essentialist discourse on gcndcrp /
{saac Balbus) is concerned with defending the metanarrative of the
dcvclopmcnt of the violent, self-prcscrvmg, masculing subjectivity, as told by,
“theorists Dorothy Dirniniérs iiid Nancy Chodorow, for_example, agamst
+the " challenige” of a Foucauldian discourse that would reject both_the
POSSlblllty and indeed desirability of a metanarrative of tmpc In order to
“conduct his-defense;-Balbus~stages "3 confrontation between the kind of
feminist ' psychoanalytic approach that he endorses and Foucauldian

discourse. He focuses his discussion on the concepts of subjectivity, totality

Lhe project is O fl"’“‘"
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and history — concepts on which feminist psychoanalytic theory can be
understood to rely and which Foucauldian discourse, with its Nietzschean
overtones, seeks to undermine. Balbus concludes, however, that Foucauldian

rse WItH TAee Constituent elefients.
These are: a concept of continuous but nodcve]oprqq_g_t_aibtgtory, a concept
of a heterogeneous totality and a concept of%mpgg_iggmﬁgﬁigigigx; For
Balbus the danger of a thoroughgoing Nietzschean interpretation of
Foucaldian discourse is its ultimate neutralization of what are in reality
gender-biased categories. By offering us a reading of Foucault which can be
reconciled w%hctb_gorgtiéa:]_ﬂ‘a_rpcyorkaf ‘object-retations-theory  Bilbus
hopes fo open up the possibility of 3 dialogue thAF WoUId Sificrwise be
foreclosed.
For Balbus the question of what constitutes the difference between the
sexes has been given a provisional answer by feminist psychoanalytic theory.™
Thuys he defends an already given narration of gender identity. Fo cButlen on

thg_.othcr‘}i;;?l:_fﬁg very notion of gender identity 1§ itself i%%chEl’.’

Ve Vb e e

Butler "Beging " Rer discussion of the process through which one becomes
genderized, With her reflectioni sn de Beauvoir's epitaph, “One is not born

but_becomes a woman.” Forde Beauvoir gender is not given just as a fact of
1t_bec L wWoman g g

" embodiment, it is assumed as a “project” in the Sartrian sense. Yet Butler

suggests that de Beauvoir interprets Sartre to take him at his non-Cartesian
best. _,A,g_(;g;gingto_Buﬂerrde-Beauveimopenatcsjwjghiﬂnﬁq, concept of embocdied
subjectivity antithetical to all versions of the Cartesian.idea of the sovereign

self. Thus for de Beauvoir, the project of genderization must be understood to
take place within a field of social relations that constrain the freedom of the

subject from the start. For de Beauvoir, the body of woman is itself a social

situation and not a simple biological fact, W_iFfi&;EEEQEﬂE‘E to Butler,

extends de Beauvoir’s challenge to essentialist narrations of gender differentia-
tion. For Wittig the female body is given meaning within the hierarchized

gender difference of heterosexual reproduction. The binary framework itself
constrains choice. The lesbian, for Wittig, can potentially live beyond the

sexual definition imposed upon her by the gender hierarchy. She can in this

sense choose her body by engaging in the erotic struggle against the

distinctions constitutive of sexual identity, Butler.hears Wittig’s call to

dismantle the gender hierarchy in the name of multiplicity to be echoed by

i e e e et i e e

~ " For Foucault, the category of gender differentiation takes its meaning from

a juridical model of power that cannot SImpIy bc'surgawsséd, bﬁat“;r'iiié'l'i'cq_n be
dispersed to the poifit that the binary Sppositions lose their rigidity, It is the
way that anatomy is socially invested that defines gender identity and not the
body itself. The tragedy of a rigid, hierarchized investment in the body is
graphically presented in the journals of Herculine Barbin, a hermaphrodite,
who suffers so terribly because under our current definition of sexual identity

she is neither here nor there. For Butler what all three writers — de Beauvoir,
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Wittig and Foucault — share is the c.h_q_l_l_g_ngg;_p_o__e_ss_qn_;iglis_tmggg;gst_s of gender
identity. Butler concludes her chapter by wondering whether the ’c’-l;;i.l—engc of
Malysis can successfully undermine a utopian dispersion of gender
identity, which s explicit in Wittig's work and which can be drawn out of
Foucault.
tﬁ?ﬁ‘e‘lﬁﬁﬂhurscﬁwembgw Butler leaves ofT,.n,,_Eg_r'_qupng! and

Thlmschwell—{he_psmlg_wwtic framework decon_structs_‘thﬂ;...\(f&wg-ﬁﬂggﬂ
divide that it makes the hallmark of'its theorys They show via critiques of

mmﬂmﬁfﬁfd”gﬁﬁw opposition, masculine/feminine, is”
itggﬁéﬁ?fi"fﬁte&enly_asqan-ﬁﬂ'eetﬂﬁmultigcndercq; intersubjective Felations-
Hléavc traces in-every-genderéd Subjeéct. Despite their crucial différences;
the Lacanian designation of woman as the “excluded other” of discourse, and
the affirmative identification of woman as the “revolutionary moment” of
social life and language, share the suggestion that the gender division
articulated within the oedipal narrative is fate. Relying on Hegel’s account of
the intersubjective constitution _gtfﬁ‘idghrlgi.'t_)’/Aan_c—iﬁi—f\::[orno’s ﬁNegative Dialectics,
Cornell and Thiirschwell dtiemps o, show_ that the rigid gender dichotomy
serves as ideology by obscuring the immanent possibility of a world in which
the “code of sexual marks would no longer be discriminating.”
The_dilemma, of feminine/feminist, .identity is_fully_expressed in the
disagreement.on._the . status. .of..psychoanalysis.- and__F gucault’s theory
Rermeating these three chapters. Against the reification of theé bipolar
categories of gender identity — malé and female — Cornell, Thurschwell and
Butler argue for a critique of binary logic, for the proliferation of difference
and for the constitution of identity via the recognition and letting be of true
difference. Feminist psychoanalytic theorists like Dinnerstein, Chodorow and
Balbus woulﬁ?’éﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁ‘aTé';gfée with this call for difference as maintain
that aspects of female socialization in our cultures contain traces of such

|

memiories and practices as would dispose women to realize and respect such g)

differences more readily than their male counterparts.

This dilemma of feminine/feminist identity brings to light a tension
inherent in the chapters of the first part of this volume as well. Whereas.
Fraser and Youngjein-Cornell;-Thurschwell and Bytler in their critiques-of.
the identitary logic of binary oppositions, Benhabib and Markus, like
Balbus, see inpresent forms of gender constitution utopian fraces ofa future
mode of otherness. Rather than resolve this dilemma thé current collection
documents it, and rather than provide clear-cut solutions the following
chapters intimate the various options faced by the theory and practice of
feminism at the present. We would like to end this Introduction with a
question: where do we go beyond the politics of gender? To a radical

transcendence of the logic.of binary oppositions altogether or to a utopian
u ey, | S sy i s

realization of forms of ‘o,t,h‘cr,n’éé{s',f',"imm@p_cnt_w_hiﬂlljn___Qggs“gg;_ psychosexiial
arrangements, but currently frozen within the confines of rigid genderized
thinking?
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multiplicity of sexually marked voices. T would like to believe in the masses,
this indeterminable number of blended voices, this mobile of nonsexual marks
whose chorcography can carry, divide, multiply the body of each “individual,”
wheth;r he be classified as “man”™ or “woman” according to the criteria of
usage.
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