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distributive justice must lead to the destruction of the Rule of Law” (Road 10
Serfdom, p- 79)- o o )

21. Once again, Hayek serves as an example. He criticizes socialist planning for
exercising control over the economy, bur he excuses authorltan‘an ppht;cal 'forms
as long as they do not interfere with the cconomy. Indeed, tEEf 1mp!’1,cauon is that
such a political form may be necessary in order for a truly liberal” economy to
operate efficiently. As in Kant, though, that coercion is generally associated with
the ideal, formal universality of “law”: “Whar we need . . . is . . . a superior
political power which can hold the economic interests in check, and in the conflict
berween them can truly hold the scales, because it is itself not mixed up in the
economic game. The need is for an international political authority which, without
power to direct the different people in what they must do, must be able 1o restrain
them from action which will damage others. . . . Itis essential that these powers of
the international authority should be strictly circumscribed by the Rule of Law”
(Road to Serfdom, p. 232.) ] )

22. Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species (New York: Collier, 1962), p. 27.
Hereafter cited in text as OS; all succeeding references are indicated parentheri-
cally in the text.

DISPLACEMENT AND THE
DISCOURSE OF WOMAN

Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak

WHEN IN The Philosophy of Right Hegel writes of the distinction berween
thought and object, his example is Adam and Eve:

Since it is in thoughr that T am first at home (be7 mir), 1 do not penetrate
(durchbobren) an object untl I understand Iv; it then ceases to stand over
against me and I have taken from it its ownness (das Ejgene), that it had for
itself against me. Just as Adam says to Eve: “Thou art flesh of my flesh and
bone of my bone,” so mind says: “This is mind of my mind,” and the
alienness (Fremdbeit as opposed to das Eigene; alterity as opposed to ownness)
disappears.*

It would be possible to assemble here a collection of “great passages” from
lizerature and philosophy to show how, unobtrusively but crucially, a
certain metaphor of woman has produced (rather than merely illustrated)
discourse that we are obliged “historically” to call the discourse of man.2
Given the accepted charge of the notions of production and constitution,
one might reformulate this: the discourse of man is in the metaphor of
woman.

I

Jacques Derrida’s critique of phallocentrism can be summarized as fol-
lows: the patronymic, in spite of all empirical details of the generation
gap, keeps the transcendental ego of the dynasty identical in the eye of the
law. By virtue of the father’s name the son refers to the father. The
irreducible importance of the name and the law in this situation makes it
quite clear that the question is not merely one of psycho-socio-sexual
behavior but of the production and consolidation of reference and mean-
ing. The desire to make one’s progeny represent his presence is akin to the
desire to make one’s words represent the full meaning of one’s intention.
Hermeneutic, legal, or patrilinear, it is the prerogative of the phallus to
declare itself sovereign source.’ Its causes are also its effects: a social
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structure——centered on due process and the law (logocentrism); a structure
of argument centered on the sovereignty of the engendering seif and the

determinacy of meaning (phallogocentrism); a structare of the text cen-

tered on the phallus as the determining moment (phallocentrism) or
signifier. Can Derrida’s critique provide us a network of concept-
metaphors that does not appropriate or displace the figure of woman? In
order to sketch an answer, I will refer not only to Derrida, but o two of
Derrida’s acknowledged “creditors” in the business of deconstruction,
Nietzsche and Freud.* I will not refer to La Carte postale, my discussion of
which is forthcoming.

The deconstructive structure of how woman “is” is contained in a well-
known Nietzschean sentence: “Finally—if one loved them . . . what comes
of it inevitably? that they ‘give themselves,” even when they—give them-
selves. The female is so artistic.” Or: women impersonate themselves as
having an orgasm even at the time of orgasm. Within the historical under-
standing of women as incapable of orgasm, Nietzsche is arguing that
impersonation is woman’s only sexual pleasure. At the time of the greatest
self-possession~cum-ecstasy, the woman is self-possessed enough to organ-
ize a self-(re)presentation without an actual presence (of sexual pleasure) to
re-present. This is an originary dis-placement. The virulence of
Nietzsche’s misogyny occludes an unacknowledged envy: a man cannot
fake an orgasm. His pen must write or prove impozent.’

For the deconstructive philosopher, who suspects thar all (phallogocen-
tric) longing for a transcendent truth as the origin or end of semiotic
gestures might be “symptomatic,” woman'’s style becomes exemplary, for
bis style remains obliged to depend upon the stylus or stiletto of the

. phallus. Or, to quote Derrida reading Nietzsche:

She writes (herself) {or (is) written—E/e (s')écrir]. Style amounts to [or
returns to (revient &)1 her. Rather: if style were (as for Freud the penis is
“the normal prototype of the fetish”) the man, writing would be worpan.®

A lot is going on here. Through his critique of Nietzsche, Derrida is

. questioning both the phallus-privileging of a certain Freud as well as the

traditional view, so blindly phallocentric that it gives itseif out as general,
that “the style is the man.” Throughour his work, Derrida asks us to
notice that 2// human beings are irreducibly displaced although, in a dis-
course that privileges the center, women alone have been diagnosed as
such; correspondingly, he attempts to displace all centrisms, binary oppo-
sitions, or centers. It is my suggestion, however, that the woman who is
* the “model” for deconstructive discourse remains a woman generalized
and defined in terms of the faked orgasm and other varieties of denial. To
quote Derrida on Nietzsche again:
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She is twice model, in a contradictory fashion, at once lauded and con-
demned. . . . (First), like writing. . . . But, insofar as she does not believe,
herself, in truth . . . she is again the model, this time the good model, or
rather the bad model as good model: she plays dissimulation, ornament,
lying, art, the artistic philosophy. . . . (Ep, p. 66)

At this point the shadow area between Derrida on Nietzsche and Der-
rida on Derrida begins to waver. “She is a power of affirmation,” Derrida
continues. We are reminded of the opening of his essay:

The circumspecr title for this meeting would be

the question of style.

But woman will be my subject.

It remains to wonder if that comes o the same

(revient au méme)—or to the other,

The “question of style,” as you no doubt have recognized, is a quotation. |
wanted to indicate that I shall advance nothing here that does not belong to
the space cleared in the last two years by readings that open a new phase in
the process of deconstructive, tbat i fo say affirmative, interpretation. (Ep,
PP- 34, 36; italics mine)

Quotation in Derrida is a mark of non-self-identity: the defining predi-
cation of 2 woman, whose very name is changeable.® “ ‘Give themselves’”
is thus distinguished from “give themselves” in Nietzsche’s description of
woman. The reader will notice the carefully hedged articulation of the
deconstructive philosopher’s desire to usurp “the place of displacement”:
berween the reminder of an appropriate title and the invocation of the
complicity of the same and the other (philosophical themes of great pres-
tige), comes the sentence: “Woman will be my subject.” We give the
“subject” its philosophical value of the capital L. In the place of the writer’s
“I” will be woman. But, colloquially, “my subject” means “my object.”
Thus, even if “le style” (man?) “revient i elle” (returns or amounts to her)
is an affirmation of “ce qui ne revient pas au pére” (that which does not
return or amount to the father), the author of La guestion du style—that
displaccd text that does not exist, yet does, of course, as Eperons—having
stepped into the place of displacement, has displaced the woman-model
doubly as shuttling between the author’s subject and object. If, then, the
“deconstructive” is “affirmative” by way of Nietzsche’s woman, who is a
“power of affirmation,” we are already within the circuit of what I call
double displacement: in order to secure the gesture of taking the woman as
model, the figure of woman must be doubl) displaced For a type case of
double d1splacement I turn to “Femininity,” a late text of Freud certamlv
as well known as the Nietzschean sentence. ®
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i

Freud’s displacement of the subject should not be confused with
Freud’s notion of displacement (Verschiebung) in the dream-work, which is
one of the techniques of the dream-work to transcribe the latent content of
the dream to its manifest content. The displacement of the subject that is
the theme of deconstruction relates rather to the dream-work in general,
for the dream as 2 whole displaces the text of the latent content into the text
of the manifest content. Freud calls this Enzstellung (liverally “displace-
ment”; more usually translated as “distortion”)."

Freud expanded the notion of the displacement of the dream-work in
general into an account of the working of the psychic apparatus and
thereby put the subject as such in question. One can produce a reading of
the “metapsychological” rather than the therapeutic Freud to show that
this originarily displaced scene of writing is the scene of woman.” Let us
consider Freud’s description of woman’s originary displacement.

“Psycho-analysis does not wish to describe (nicht beschreiben will) what
the female (das Weib) is . . . but investigates (untersucht) how she comes into
being, how the female develops out of the bisexually disposed child” (F
xx11, p. 116; GW xv, p. 125). The name of this primordial bisexuality is of
course unisex. “We are now obliged to recognize,” Freud writes, “that the
little girl is a little man” (F xxm, p. 118; GW xv, p. 126).

Here is the moment when woman is displaced out of this primordial
masculinity. One of the crucial predications of the place of displace-
ment—"the second task with which a girl's development is burdened”—is
that the girl-child must change the object of her love. For the boy it never
changes. “But in the Oedipus situation the girl’s father has become (ist
geworden) her love-object.” The unchanged object-situation and the fear of
castration allow the boy to “overcome (#berwinden) the Oedipus complex™:

The girl is driven out of her attachment to her mother through the influence
of her envy for the penis and she enters the Oedipus situation as though
into a baven . . . (She) dismantle(s) [baur 28] it late and, even so, imperfectly
[unvollkommen). (F xxu1, p. 129; GW xv, p. 138)

Through the subject-object topology of the I (ego) and the it (id), Freud
displaces the structure of the psyche itself. The beginning of sexual differ-
ence is also given in the language of subject and object. The boy child is
irreducibly and permanently displaced from the mother, the objecr of his
desire. But the girl-child is doubly displaced. The boy is born as a subject
that desires to copulate with the object. He has the wherewithal to make a
“proper” sentence, where the copula is intention or desire. The sentence
can be
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$ (subject) —SE o O (object)

The girl child is born an uncertain role-player—a little man playing a lictle
girl or vice versa. The object she desires is “wrong”—must be changed.
Thus it is not only that her sentence must be revised. It is thar she did not
have the ingredients to put together a proper sentence in the first place.
She is originarily written as :

desires (temporarily)

(masquerading subject) = W (wrong object)

I have made this analysis simply to suggest that a deconstructive dis-
course, even zs it criticizes phallocentrism or the sovereignty of conscious-
ness (and thus seeks to displace or “feminize” itself according to 2 certain
logic), must displace the figure of the woman twice over. In Nietzsche and
in Freud the critique of phallocentrism is not immediately evident, and
the double displacement of woman seems all the clearer:

There is no essence of woman because woman averts and averts herself
from herself. . . . For if woman # truth, she knows there is no truth, that
truth has no place and that no one has the truth. She is woman insofar as
she does not believe, herself, in truth, therefore in what she is, in what one
believes she is, which therefore she is not. (Ep, pp. 50, 52)

Here Derrida interprets what I call double displacement into the sign of
an abyss. But perhaps the point is that the deconstructive discourse of
man (like the phallocentric one) can declare its own displacement (as the
phallocentric its placing) by taking the woman as object or figure. When
Derrida suggests that Western discourse is caught within the metaphysical
or phallogocentric limit, his point is precisely that man can probiematize
but not fully disown his status as subject. I do, then, indeed find in
deconstruction a “feminization” of the practice of philosophy, and I do not
regard it as just another example of the masculine use of woman as instru-
ment of self-assertion. I learn from Derrida’s critique of phallocentrism—
but I must then go somewhere else with it. A male philosopher can
deconstruct the discourse of the power of the phallus as “his own mis-
take.” For him, the desire for the “name of woman” comes with the
questioning of the “metaphysical familiarity which so naturally relates the
we of the philosopher to ‘we-men,’ to the we in the horizon of humanity.™
This is an unusual and courageous enterprise, not shared by Derrida’s
male followers."

Yet, “we-women” have never been the heroes of philosophy. When it
takes the male philosopher hundreds of pages (not to be able) to answer the
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question “who, mer”, we cannot dismiss our double displacement by
saying to ourselves: “In the discourse of affirmative deconstruction, ‘we’
are a ‘female element,” which does not signify ‘female person.”” Women
armed with deconstruction must beware of becoming Athenas, uncon-
taminated by the womb, sprung in armor from Father’s forehead, ruling
against Clytemnestra by privileging marriage, the Law that appropriates
the woman'’s body over the claims of that body as Law. To the question:
“Where is there a spur so keen as to compel to murder of a mother:” the
presumed answer is: “Marriage appointed by fate ‘twixt man and woman
is mightier than an oath and Justice is its guardian.” The official view of
reproduction is: “the mother of what is called her child is not its parent,
but only the nurse of the newly implanted germ.”* This role of Athena,
“the professional woman,” will come up again at the end of the next
section.

11

Let us consider briefly the problem of double displacement in Derrida
as he substitutes undecidable feminine figurations for the traditional mas-
culine ones and rewrites the primal scene as the scene of writing.

My first example is the graphic of the hymen as it appears in La double
séance, Derrida’s essay on Mallarmé’s occasional piece “Mimique.”™

The hymen is the figure for undecidability and the “general law of the
textual effect” (Dis, p. 235) for at least two reasons. First, “metaphorically”
it is the ritual celebration of the breaking of the vaginal membrane, and
“literally” that membrane remains intact even as it opens up into two lips;
second, the walls of the passage that houses the hymen are both inside and
outside the body. It describes “the more subtle and patient displacement
which, with reference to a Platonic or Hegelian idealism, we here call
‘Mallarméan’ by convention” (Dis, p. 235; I have arranged the word-order
to fit my sentence). The indefinitely displaced undecidability of the effect
of the text (as hymen) is not the transcendent or totalizable ideal of the
patronymic chain. Yet, is there not an agenda unwittingly concealed in
formulating wvirginity as the property of the sexually undisclosed chal-
lenger of the phallus as master of the dialectics of desire? The hymen is of
course at once both itself and not-itself, always operated by a calculated
dissymmetry rather than a mere contradiction or reconciliation. Yet if the
one term of the dissymmetry is virginity, the other term is marriage, legal
certification for appropriation in the interest of the passage of property.
We cannot avoid remarking that marriage in Lz double séance remains an
unquestioned figure of fulfilled indenrification (Dis, pp. 237-38).

We must applaud Derrida’s displacement of the old feminine metaphor
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of the truth as (of) unveiling: “The hymen is therefore not the truth of
unvetling. There is not aletheia (truth as unveiling), only a blink of the
hymen.”” Yet desire here must be expressed as man’s desire, if only
because it is the only discourse handy. The language of a woman’s desire
does not enter this enclosure:

the hymen as a protective screen (écran), jewel case (écrin; all reminders of
writing—criture— and the written—écrit) of virginity, virginal wall, most
subtle and invisible veil, which, in front of the hysteron, holds itself berween
the inside and the outside of the woman, thergfore between desire and accom-
plishmenz. (Dis, p. 241; jtalics mine)

Even within this sympathetic scene, the familiar topoi appear. The
operation of the hymen is the “outmanoeuvering (déjouante—literally ‘un-
playing’) economy of a seduction” (Dss, p. 255). We are reminded of
Nietzsche as we notice that, in commenting upon the pantomime of a
hilarious wife-murder (Pierrot kills Columbine by tickling the soles of her
feet) that Mallarmé comments on in Mimigue, Derrida writes as follows:

The crime, the orgasm, is doubly mimed. . . . Its author in fact disappears
because Pierrot is (plays) also Columbine. . . . The gestures represent
nothing that had ever been or could ever become present: nothing before or
after the mimodrama, and in the mimodrama, a crime-orgasm that was
never committed. . . . (Dis, pp. 228, 238-39)

The faked orgasm now takes center stage. The Pierrot of the pan-
tomime “acts” as the woman “is” (“Pierrot is [plays] Columbine”) by
faking a faked orgasm which is also a faked crime.

Derrida’s law of the textual operation—of reading, writing,

philosophizing—makes it finally clear that, however denaturalized and

* non-empirical these sexual images might be, it is the phallus that learns

the trick of coming close to faking the orgasm here, rather than the hymen
coming into its own as the indefinitely displaced effect of the text. Thus
the hymen is doubly displaced. Its “presence” is appropriately decon-
structed, and its curious property appropriated to deliver the signature of
the philosopher. Hymen or writing “gets ready to receive the seminal jet
(jez; also throw) of a throw of dice” (Dis, p. 317; the last phrase—un coup de
dés—is of course a reference to Mallarmé’s famous poem; but, following
Derrida’s well-known signarure-games, the passage can also read, “the
hymen gets ready to receive the seminal J. of a blow of a2 D”). In terms of
the custodianship of meaning, the philosopher no longer wishes to engen-
der sons but recognizes that, at the limit, the text’s semes are scattered
irretrievably abroad. But, by a double displacement of the vagina, dis-

3
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semination remains on the ascendant and the hymen remains reactive. It is
“dissemination which affirms the always already divided generation of
meaning” (Dis, p. 300). Textual operation is back to position one and
fireworks on the lawn with a now “feminized” phallus: “Dissemination in
the fold (repli—also withdrawal) of hymen™ (Dis, p. 303).

One of the many projects of Glas is to learn the name of the mother.
There is an ideological phallocentrism in Freud that works to control some
of his most radical breakthroughs. Derrida has traced this phallocentrism
in Lacan, who has written in the name of the “truth of Freud.” Now in
Lacan’s gloss on the Oedipus complex, it is through the discovery of the
“name of the father” that the son passes the Oedipal scene and is inserted
into the symbolic order or the circuit of the signifier. Upon that circuit,
the transcendenzal signifier remains the phallus. Is it possible to undo this
phallocentric scenario by staging the efforts of a critic who secks to dis-
cover the name of the mother?

Within the argument from double displacement, this might still be a
version of Freud’s account of the right object-choice: the son’s perennial
longing for the mother. Whether interpreted this way or not, it remains
the undertaking of the right-hand column of Glas, where Derrida writes on
some writings of Genet. He needs an eccentric occasion to ask the oblique
question of the name of the mother: Genet is an illegitimate homosexual
son whose name is—if such an expression can be risked—2 matronymic.

(This particular concern, the name or status of the mother, remains
implicit in the left-hand column of Glas as well. Explicitly, Derrida learns
to mourn for fathers: his natural father, Hegel, Nietzsche, Freud. Yet the
subject-matter is the matter of the family, the place of mother, sister, wife
in the Holy Family, in Greek tragedy, in the early writings of Hegel and
Marx, in the story of Hegel’s own life. Derrida comments repeatedly on
the undisclosed homoeroticism of the official discourse of these phal-
logocentric philosophers—a discourse supported by the relegation of
public homosexuals like Jean Genet to criminality.)

I will not attempr an exhaustive description of this search. Let us con-
sider two sentences toward the end of the Genet column:

I begin to be jealous of his mother who has been able to change her phallus
to infinity without being cut up into picces. Hypothesis Godcome father in
himself (en so1; without gender differentiation in French) of not being there.

(G, p. 200b)

The best way to deal with these lines would be to gloss them as me-
chanically as possible. Derrida has not been able to articulate the name of
Genet’s mother. The most he has been able to do is a great L made by the
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arrangement of the type—"elle” being French for “she”—cradling or be-
ing penetrated by a wedge of emptiness.” The lines I quote follow almost
immediately.

Derrida is jealous because she can displace herseif ad infinitum. She has
stolen a march on the false pride of the phallocentric Idea—which can
merely repeat itself self-identically to infinity. She has taken the phallus
out of the circuit of castration, dismemberment, cutting up (dé-tailler).
With her it Is not a question of having or not having the phailus. She can
change it, as if she had a collection of dildos or transvestite underwear.
The Genet column of Glas has considered a phantasmagoria of such items,
as evoked by Genet in his own texts.

Such a2 mother—the outcast male homosexual’s vision of mother—is
different from the phallic mother of fetishism. If Derrida is re-writing the
text of Freud here by suggesting that the male homosexual is #o¢ caught in
the fear of castration by regarding the phallus itself as a representation of
what is not there—a theme of self-castration carefully developed in Glas—
he must also suggest that the “feminization” of philosophizing for the male
deconstructor might find its most adequate legend in male homosexuality
defined as criminality, and that it cannot speak for the woman.

Such a recognition of the limits of deconstruction is in the admission
that the shape of Glas, standing in here for the deconstructive project,
might be a ferish, an object that the subject regards with superstitious
awe. The book is divided into two columns—Hegel on the left, Genet on
the right, and a slit in between. Derrida relates these two pillars with the
fleece in the middle to Freud's reference “to the circumstance that the
inquisitive boy sought out {gespih?) the woman’s genitals from below, from
her legs up” (F x1, p. 155; GW x1v, p. 314). It is the classic case of
fetishism, a uniquely shaped object (his bicolumnar book) that will allow
the subject both to be and not to be 2 man—to have the phallus and yer
accede to dissemination.

And indeed it is in terms of the concept-metaphor of fetishism that
Derrida gives us a capsule history of the fate of dialectics. I can do no more
here than mark a few moments of that “history.” Hegel remarks on the
fetishism of the African savage, who must eat the fetishized ancestor
ceremonially. (Glas also is an act of mourning for fathers.) Hegel accuses
Kant of a certain fetishism, since Kant sees the Divine Father merely as a
jealous God, and must thus formulate a Categorical Imperative. (Derrida
supplements the accusation by pointing out that, in French at least, the
Categorical Imperative has the same initials as the fetishistic notion—
saving the mother jealously from the father’s phalius—of the Immaculate
Conception: IC.)

The negation of the negation (Aufbebung, or sublation), at once denying
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a thing and preserving it on a higher level, Hegel’s chief contribution to
the morphology of the self-derermination of the concept, was itself, Feuer-
bach suggested, the absolutely positive move. It may be called fetishistic
because it allowed Hegel to keep both presence and its representation.

Marx then exposes Feuerbach’s critical movement. . . . The speculative
unity, the secular complicity of philosophy and religion—the former being
the truth and essence of the latter, the latter the representation of the
former. . . . is the process of sublation. (G, p. 226a)

Marx also relates Aufbebung to supporting the Christian “desire for mater-
nity as well as virginity” (G, p. 228a).* The distance between deconstruc-
tion’s project of displacement and the dialectic’s project of sublation may
be charted in terms of the son’s longing for the mother. “If Aufhebung were
a Christian mother” (G, p. 225a)—at once marked and unmarked by the
phallus—deconstruction looks for a mother who can change her phallus
mdeﬁmtely and has an outcast homosexual son. Crudcly put, a quarrel of
sons is not the model for feminist practice.”

The project of philosophy, Derrida continues, as each philosopher pre-
sents a more correct picture of the way things are, is not merely to locate
the fetish in the text of the precursor, but also to de-fetishize philosophy.
“If there were no thing—the thing itself par excellence—(in this case the
truth of philosophy), the concept of the ferish would lose its invariant
kernel. For the fetish is a substitute—of the thing itself” (G, p. 234a; I
have modified the order of the sentences to make 2 summary). Rather than
negating the thing itself—that would merely be another way of positing
it— deconstruction gives it the undecidability of the fetish. The thing
itself becomes its own substitute. Like the faked orgasm, the thing itself its
own fake. Yet the fetish, to qualify as fetish, must carry within itself a
trace of the thing itself that it replaces. Deconstruction cannot be pure
undecidability. “It constitutes an economy of the undecidable. . . . It is not
dialectical but plays with the dialectic” (G, p. 235a).

Thus Glas must end with an erection of the thing, not merely the_

oscillation of the phallus as fetish. The distance from the dialectic is
measured simply by the fact that “the thing is oblique. It (elle) already
makes 2n angle with the ground” (G, p. 292b). Its relationship with the
ground (of things) has the obliqueness of an originary fetish. The graphic
of that angle can be that large L on page 290b. In French, the “it” of the
second sentence above is “elle.” Cradled in that angle between the fetish
and the thing itself is the word 4é (already), separated out of the sentence
by two commas. Glas makes clear that dé is also a bilingual yes (ja) to the
D (de)—the initial letter of Derrida’s own patronymic—in reverse. It is
the assent to the self that one must already have given (an assent at best
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reversed, never fully displaced.) If the project of La double séance finally
puts the phallus in the hymen, Glas is obliged to put the son with the
patronymic in the arms of the phallic mother.

“Hypothesis Godcome father in himself of not being there” (Hypothise
dieuvenue pére en soi de m'étre pas I2). This is the mother of whom, simply
reversing Kant’s position vis-2-vis the jealous father, Derrida begins to
become jealous. As the possessor of the fetish, she carries a substitute of
the thing itself—that father in himself; yet as the deconstructed fetish she
also carries the trace of the thing itself; through not being there she i~—one
presumes, since the verb of being is strategically suppressed in the sen-
tence—the father in himself. Here again that curious displacement—her
separation from Athena or Mary. She allows the philosopher to question
the concept of being by having no verb of being; she cannot be named. Yet
she remains the miraculous hypothesis—“the supposition, i.e., a fact
placed under a number of facts as their common support and explanation;
though in the majority of instances these hypotheses or suppositions bet-
ter deserve the name of hypopoiesis or suffictions.”

v

One must, then, remember La double séance and Glas as one reads Eperom.
In the last the project 1o feminize philosophizing can be understood in the
following way. If a man is obliged to perform by means of a single or
singular style (stylus, phallus), he can at least attempt a plural style,
always try to fake his orgasms, never speak for himself, be forever on the
move away from a place that might be locatable as his own. Like the two
other pieces, £perons is an exercise in the plural style, a displaced reversal
of what Nietzsche would call the “grand style.” Ever complicit with his
subject-matter, Derrida tries this plural style to comment on the plurality
of Nietzsche's style.

As in the case of Glas, my method here will be a mechanical decoding.
As one attends to the stylistic orchestration in this decoding spirit, one
notices among all the subtleties and indirections and ore-packed rifts a set
of four triads:

1. Le woile/tombe
L'érection tombe
La signature/tombe
(Ep, pp. 59, 105, 127)

2. He was, he dreaded such a castrated woman
He was, he dreaded such a castrating woman
He was, he loved such an affirming woman
(Ep, p- 100)
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3. Perhaps it was cur out {prelevée) somewhere
Perhaps it was heard here or there
Perhaps it was the sense of a sentence to be written here or there
(Ep, p. 97)
4. the three final steps of the essay: un pas encore
(yet another step; or, one not yet), P.S., and P.S. II

(Ep, pp. 135, 138, 140)

FEach of these triads stages a self-dislocation and thus connotes
heterogeneity. I have repeatedly pointed out that a structural (not natural
or biological) description of heterogeneity (not being homogeneously “in
place”) in intention and signifying convention might be woman:

The heterogeneity of the text manifests it well. Nietzsche did not give
himself the illusion, analyzed it on the contrary, of knowing anything of
these effects, called woman, truth, castration, or of the ontological (being-
related) effects of presence or absence. (Ep, p. 94)

The second triad is a summary of what Derrida thinks “The History of
an Error” (a chapter in Nietzsche’s The Twilight of the 1dols) reflects. The

sentences describe three psychoanalytic “positions,” three subject (man)- -

object (woman) relations. As Derrida explains (Ep, p. 96), the first two
sentences are reversals, the third a displacement. The displaced “position”
sees the woman as “affirming.” Deconstruction “affirms” (Ep, p. 36). De-
construction is or affirms the other (woman) after its simple alterity
(otherness) has been reversed and displaced.

“How the “True World’ Finally Became a Fable: History of An Error”
is Nietzsche's version of what I have called the feminization of
philosophizing. In order to prove that the remark “she becomes female”
within this chapter can be unpacked into the triad above, Derrida claims
that Nietzsche’s bitter thoughts are not about woman’s essence, but about
a historical change in it owing to the ambiguous status given it by Christi-
anity, the ideology of the castrated. “Thus the truth has not always been
woman nor is the woman always truth. They both have a history; together
they both form a history” (£p, p. 86).

If one attended to the pronominal genders in the chapter, a different
story is read. That so meticulous a reader as Derrida does not attend to
them is in itself curious. This other story would be the story of the male
philosopher’s relationship to and birth from woman as such, the story of
sexual difference retold. :

-Since the world—die Welt—is feminine in German, the first words to
describe the philosopher’s relationship to the true world—dze wabre Welz—
describe the child in the womb or at the breast (as if part of the mother’s

Displacement and the Discourse of Woman 181

undifferentiated body): “he lives in her, be is she (Er lebt in ibr, er ist sie).”
Next, this feminine world has become the idea (of the true world), and as
such, progressing, “she becomes female (Sie wird Weib).” This is the first
naming of the female as such. Before this she is merely sie, the pronominal
referent to the true world. Here, at the moment of sexual differentiation,
she is desexualized, she becomes neuter; for Weib in German is not only
contemptuous but neuter in gender. The rest of the chaprer is the story of
how to abolish “the true world” (Derrida reads the quotation marks as the
mark of the woman). In the final paragraph this displaced and neutered
woman is indeed abolished—and through a double displacement: both the
true world and the apparent one (both the woman and her representation)
are abolished. “Highpoint of mankind; INCIPIT ZARATHUSTRA” (PN, p. 486;
CM, p. 75).

As usual in Nietzsche’s plural style it is hard to decide if he is endorsing
“truth” or “error,” or indeed what perspective will allow us to make that
distinction. The title of the chapter is subject to thar well-recognized
Nietzschean reversibility. “The history of an error” could be “the error of
a history” just as “Zur Genealogie der Moral” could be “Zur Moral der
Genealogie,” or expressions like “die Bildung der Begriffe” (the growth of
a concept) or “Das Erkennen erfanden” (invented understanding) could in
context be read “der Begriff des Bildes™ (the concept of the image) or “die
Erfindung erkannten” (understood invention).* This is the gesture of put-
ting the author’s “place” in question.

If Hegel in the Aufbebung wishes to conserve both presence (philosophy)
and representation {religion),* and if, at the end of Glas, Derrida wishes to
keep a representation (fetish) that substitutes for a presence that is bent,
Nietzsche’s problematic desire here seems to be to abolish both the
woman (the true world) and her representation (the differentiated fe-
male—*the true world”). That curious model of philosophizing he cannot
practice but leaves rather for a Zarathustra who is merely announced. 1
have suggested that, paradoxically, when Derrida follows Nietzsche’s
lead, it results not in an abolishment but in 2 distanced embracing, of a
doubly displaced woman.

If the pronominal charge of the chapter as 2 whole and especially of Sie
wird Weib is noted, Zarathustra is seen to become possible through the
desexualization of woman as truth or idea. Zarathustra does not speak in
this chapter; the author’s “place” is once again in question, for he may be
no more than a foreshadower; Nietzsche displaces himself even as he
doubly displaces the woman.

It is this Jast move that Derrida presumably describes as “he was, he
loved this woman.”

1 have tried to show and applaud how Derrida secks to affirm through
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the (doubly displaced) figure of the woman. I should like, with some
trepidation, to suggest that to keep that deconstructive affirmation intact,
Derrida must ignore that the third psychoanalytic position in Nietzsche
emerges as a violent negation. Whereas in the case of the other three triads
in Eperons Derrida stages the heterogeneity and displacement in his text,
this triad is given as 2 continuous one. The negation that would mark the
heterogeneity between the first two positions and the third is not dis-
closed. Negation is a mark of the ego’s desire to deny heterogeneity or
discontinuity. As Freud writes:

A negative judgment (Verurteilung) is the intellectual substitute for repres-
sion; the “no” is the hallmark of repression, a certificate of origin—like, let
us say, “Made in Germany.” With the help of (mediated by; vermizzelr) the
symbol of negation, thinking frees itself from the restrictions of repression
and enriches irself with material thart is indispensable for its proper func-
tioning (Leistung). (F x1x, p. 236; GW xav, p. 12-13)

If the peculiar and uncharacteristic nature of Derrida’s protestation of
continuity is not noticed, the identification and love for the affirming
woman that Derrida finds in Nietzsche can be given a brutal reading. One
can then ask: is the displacement-affirmation of deconstruction merely
that the man-woman reversal, the scene of “castration,” need no longer be
seen as a battleground? That “dread” can be turned into “love” by realiz-
ing that the clitoridectomized/ hysterectomized neuter woman might just
as well be an animal? (The woman whose sexual pleasure is originarily
self-(re)presentative in a way different from man’s might just as well not
have a clitoris: the hymen that remains forever (in)violate, upon which the
seed is forever spilled afield in dissemination, has no use for the hysteron.)
Is this the scene of violence that is called love in the transformation con-
tained within our only perfect triad? If women have always been used as
the instrument of male self-deconstruction, is this philosophy’s newest
twist?

One can then bring forward Derrida’s explanation of the third position:

Woman is recognized, beyond that double negation [the negation of 2
negation in Awfbebung], affirmed as affirmative, dissimulative, artistic,
dionysiac power. She is not affirmed by man, but affirms herself [or is
affirmed——s'affirme—herself], in berself and within man {en elle-méme et dans
Phomme). (Ep, 97; italics mine)

Further:

And in truth, those women feminists so derided by Nietzsche, they are
men. Feminism is nothing bur the operation of 2 woman who wishes to
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resemble a man, the dogmatic philosopher, claiming truth, science, objec-
tivity, that is to say all the virile illusions, and the castration-effect that
attaches to them. Feminism wishes castration—also of the woman. Loses
the style. (Ep, p. 64)* :

The scene changes if one notices Derrida’s rider to the consequence of
the “indeterminability of castration” if woman is identified with “the ques-
tion of style” and opposed to “the strict equivalence between the
affirmation and the negation of castration” “To be developed later, per-
haps, in terms of the argument of the azbletic support-belt [gaine—an ex-
tremely important theme in Glas] in Freud’s text on fetishism.”” Perhaps
Derrida speaks from the irretrievably compromised position of a man with
a self-diagnosed fetish (can there be such a thing?) that substitutes nothing
but the trace of a truth (if there could be such a thing). Under the guise of
a description of the problematics of being a feminist woman, he might be
describing the problematics of being a “woman’s man.” Then we might
remark that, in the lines immediately preceding our passage, where man
and woman are within quotation marks, if the woman is predictably
described as elusive, the man is given the full blast of the critique of
phallocentrism. It is at least within that frame that feminists are derided as
women who wish to resemble men. It is at least possible 10 read this as a
lament that in the place of phallocentrism a mere hysterocentrism should
be erected:

The “woman” takes so little interest in truth, she believes in it so little that
the truth of her proper subject no longer even concerns her. It is the “man”
who believes that his discourse on woman or truth concerns—such is the
topographical problem that I sketched, which also slipped away, as usual,
earlier, relating to castration’s undecidable contours—the woman. (Ep, p.
62)

The voice is at least not given as disinterested or Olympian. As much as
at the end of Glas, this is 2 son caught in the desire for the mother, a man
for the woman:

The questions of art, of style, of truth do not let themselves be dissociated
from the question of the woman. But the simple formation of this common
problematic suspends the question “what is woman?” One can no longer
seek her, no more than one could search for woman’s femininity or
feminine sexuality. At least one cannot find them according to a known
mode of concept or knowledge, even if one cannot escape looking for them.

(Ep, p. 70).

i

This might indeed be a bold description of the feminist’s problem of
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discourse after the critique of the old ways of knowing. To avoid the
problem is to “make a2 mistake.” Yet, with respect, we cannot share in the
mysterious pathos of the longing: for a reason as simple as that the ques-
tion of woman in general, asked this way, s their question, not ours.

Perhaps because we have a “different body™ the fetish as woman with
changeable phallus is o7 ber way to becoming a transcendental signifier in
these texts. As the radically other she does not really exisz, yet her name
remains one of the important names for displacement, the special mark of
deconstruction. The difference in-the woman’s body is also that it exists
too much, as the place of evidence, of the law as writing. 1 am not
referring to the law in general, the Logos as origin, Speech as putative
identity of voice and consciousness, “all the names of the foundation, of
the principle, or of the center (that) have always designated the invariant
of a presence (eidos, arché, telos, energeia, ousia [essence, existence, sub-
stance, subject], aletheia, transcendentality, consciousness, God, man, and
so forth.” I am speaking in the narrow sense, of the law as the code of
legitimacy and inheritance.

One version of this “simple” law 1s written on the woman’s body as an
historical instrument of reproduction. A woman has no need 1o “prove”
maternity. The institution of phallocentric law is congruent with the need
to prove paternity and authority, to secure property by transforming the
child into an alienated object named and possessed by the father, and to
secure property by transforming the woman into a mediating instrument
of the production and passage of property.” In this narrow but “effective”
and “real” sense, in the body of the woman as mother, the opposition
between displacement and logocentrism might itself be deconstructed.
Not merely as the undecidable crease of the hymen or envied place of the
fetish, but also as the repressed place of production can the woman stand
as a limit to deconstruction.

v

My attitude towards deconstruction can now be summarized: first, de-

construction is illuminating as a critique of phallocentrism; second, it is

convincing as an argument against the founding of a hysterocentric to
counter a phallocentric discourse; third, as a “feminist” practice itself, it is
caught on the other side of sexual difference.® At whatever remove of
“différance” (difference/deferment from/of any decidable statement of
the concept of an identity or difference)” sexual difference is thought, sexual
differential between “man” and “woman” remains irreducible. It is within
the frame of these remarks that I hope the following parable will be read.

Within this frame, let us imagine a woman who is a (straight) decon-
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structivist of (traditional male) discourse. Let us assume that her position
vis-i-vis the material she interprets is “the same” as that of the male
deconstructivist. Thinking of the irreducible sexual differential, she might
say: in order to have used the discourse of the phallus as a sign of my
power, I was obliged to displace myself from what has been defined as my
originary displacement by that very discourse and thus (re)-present for
myself a place. Should my gesture of deconstructive practice be a third-
dcgrée displacement so that, on the other side of the sexual differential, I
can “be myself”? Yet, the project of the critique of phallocentrism-
logocentrism is an exposure of the ideology of self-possession—"being
myself"—in order to grasp the idea—"the thing itself.” Should I not have
an attitude parallel to the deconstructive philosopher’s attitude to the
discourse of the phalius towards any discourse of the womb that might get
developed thanks to the sexual differential? What about the further prob-
lem of creating “purposively” a discourse of the woman to match an
official discourse of the man whose strength is that it is often arbitrary and
unmotivated? Deconstruction puts into question the “purposive” activities
of a sovereign subject. ;

A certain historical “differential” now begins to suggest itself. Even if
all historical taxonomies are open to question, a minimal historical net-
work must be assumed for interpretation, a nerwork that suggests that the
phallocentric discourse is the object of deconstruction because of its co-
extensivity with the history of Western metaphysics, a history inseparable
from political economy and from the property of man as holder of prop-
erty. Whatever their bistorical determination or conceprual allegiance, the male
users of the phallocentric discourse all trace the itinerary of the suppres-
sion of the trace. The differential political implications of putting oneself
in the position of accomplice-critic with respect to an at best clandestinely
determined hysterocentric subtext that is only today becoming “authorita-
tive” in bourgeois feminism, seems to ask for a different program. The
collective project of our feminist critic must always be to rewrite the socia/
text so that the historical and sexual differentials are operated together.
Part of it is to notice that the argument based on the “power” of the faked
orgasm, of being-fetish, and hymen, is, all deconstructive cautions taken,
“determined” by that very political and social history that is inseparably
co-extensive with phallocentric discourse and, in her case, either unre-
corded in accessible ways, or recorded in terms of man.” Since she has,
indeed, learned the lesson of deconstruction, this rewriting of the social
text of motherhood cannot be an establishment of new meanings. It can
only be to work away at concept-metaphors that deliberately establish and
cast wide a different system of “meanings.”

_If she confines herself to asking the question of woman (what is
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woman?), she might merely be attempting to provide an answer to the
honorable male question: what does woman want? She herself still re-
mains the object of the question. To reverse the situation would be to ask
the question of woman as a subject: what am }? That would bring back all
the absolutely convincing deconstructive critiques of the sovereign sub-
ject.

The gesture that the “historical moment” requires might be to ask the
“question of man” in that special way—what is man that the itinerary of
his desire creates such a text? Not, in other words, simply, what is man?
All the texts in the world are at our disposal, and the question cannot
flounder into the delusions of a pure “what am 13” Yet it restores to us the
position of the questioning subject by virtue of the question-effect, a posi-
tion that the sexual differential has never allowed women 2 propos of men
in a licit way. This gesture must continue to supplement the collective and
substantive work of “restoring” woman’s history and literature.” Qther-
wise the question “what is man’s desire}” asked by women from the
peculiar sub rosa position of the doubly-displaced subject will continue to
preserve masculinity’s business as usual and produce answers thar will
describe themselves, with cruel if unselfconscious irony, as “total
womanhood”.

As a literary critic she might fabricate strategic “misreadings,” rather
than perpetrating variations on “received” or “receivable” readings, espe-
cially upon a woman’s text. She might, by the superimposition of a suit-
able allegory, draw a reading out of the text that relates it to the historico-
social differential of the body. This move should, of course, be made
scrupulouly explicit. Since deconstruction successfully puts the ideology
of “correct readings” into question, our friend is content with this
thought.* Even more content because, since she has never been con-
sidered a custodian of truth anyway (only its mysterious figure), this move
seems to possess the virtue of rurning that millennial accusation into a
place of strength. To undo the double displacement, as it were, and to
operate from displacement as such, if there can be such a thing. To
produce useful and scrupulous fake readings in the place of the passively
active fake orgasm.

Vi

In the recently-published “Law of Genre,” Derrida/Blanchot (the iden-
tities are, as usual, blurred) steps into the Mother/ Daughter relationship.”
The daughter is the Law (/z oz), in French always in the feminine. Instead
of the Law being of the Father, the irreducible madness of the Law-as-
daughter is seductive (“one time she had me touch her knee,” writes
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Blanchot) of the male mother, who by this means accedes to a “neuter”
voice that is “doubly affirmative,” “guarding the opportunity of being
woman (garder la chance d'étre femme) or changing sex” (LG, pp. 194, 196,
222, 223).

The Law’s proffered knee (genou) provides the first person with a bisex-
ual “I/we” (je/ nous)—the rewriting of the “we-men of the total horizon of
humanity” that was sought in 1969 in “Ends of Man.” All the verbs of
seeing and saying at the end of Derrida’s essay are given to an “I” within
quotation marks. The crucial verb of being lets the je/nous enter the story
“where 1/we are (ou je/ nous somme).” What this “I,” on its knees (4 genous},
but also as 1/we (je/nous), sees is indeed the Law, in sum. But, playing
with somme (“sum” as well as “are” in the first person plural), the previous
sentence would allow the je/nous to be in the place of the Law: /a loi en
somme.lf the situation of the Law Is written into the situation of father-
daughter incest, Athena the Law (giving) daughter can be produced, and
the phallic mother circumvented; especially if, changing sex, I myself
become a2 mother:

he wishes 1o seduce the law to whom he gives birth [there is a hint of incest
in this] and . . . he makes the law afraid. . . . The law’s female element
fwhich dees not signify a female person] has thus always appealed to: me, 1,
he, we. (LG, pp. 225, 198, 197)

The female element does not signify female person. There is no elfe among
the je, nous, and /s who accede to voice and being at her expense in the last
paragraph.

The father-daughter fantasy is not to be found in the companion piece
“Living On/ Border Lines.”* There the narrator operates the hymen “or the
alliance in the language of the other” (LO, p. 77) by “speak(ing) his mother
tongue as the language of the other” (LO, p. 153).

Mixing of the sexes is one of the chief concerns of “The Law of Genre.”
Before actually beginning his commentary on Blanchot’s La folie du jour,
Derrida reminds us that “in French, the semantic scale of genre is much
larger and more expansive than in English, and thus always includes
within it the gender” (LG, p. 221; not in the French version). On the next
page we are shown how, by invoking “beautiful creatures” who are “al-
most always”—but not invariably-—"“there is no natural or symbolic law,
universal law, or law of a genre/gender here”—women, the man accedes
to 2 bizarre quasi-performative:

In this risky (a/éatoire) claim that links affirmation almost always to women,
beautiful ones, it is then more than probable that, as long as I say yes, yes, I
am a wornan and beautiful. Grammatical sex (anatomical as well,.in any
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case, sex submitted to the law of objectivity), the masculine genre (gender)
is thus affected by the affirmation through a risky drift that could always
make it other. (LG, p. 223; pp- 195—96)

Let us remind ourselves that when this sex-change seems to go the other
way, from woman to man, the fetishized phallic mother causes 2 good deal
of anguish, as at the end of Glas. We might also say, following Derrida in
“Limited Inc,” that there is “something like a relationship” between such a
point of view about becoming a ‘woman at the stroke of a word and the
men who legislate and adjudicate against abortion because they believe
they can speak for the woman and her body.”

The name of the double displacement that allows the double affirmation
is now not merely hymen but double invagination, a double turning-
inside-out. This creates a space which is larger than the whole of which it
is a part, and allows “participation without belonging” (to the female
sex?). As in the customary illustrations of the set theory, Venn diagrams,
where the men- and the women-sets intersect, there is the left-handed-~
people set which is larger than either the men-set or the women-set.

Lef‘tHande

Only here we have fake-frame accounts and fake-interior accounts inter-
secting (invaginating) to form a “lefr-handed-people” set where the ac-
count-effect can both be and not be a legally answerable account by virtue
(if that is the word) of the seductive daughter-law.

Dod

However stubbornly Derrida might insist that female personhood must
be reduced out of the female element or the female silhouette, that the

(LG, p. 218; p. 191)
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vagina has only a figural connection with i Invagination, the strength of his
own methodolow w111 not allow such 2 totalizing exclusion and binary
opposition to stand “The opposition of fact and principle . . . in all jts
metaphysical, ontoiogical, and transcendental forms, has always func-
tioned within the systern of what #s.”** It is not the question of “a feminist
leader” finding it “hard . . . to bear that a ‘man’ should have dared (such )
‘mad hypothesis’” (LO, p. 167). It is rather that other question: what is
man that he should, even as he argues deconstruction of the substance-
form opposition, need so vehement a negation of woman?

 The mathematico-sexual metaphorics of invagination seem even to su-
persede the self-diagnosed “ferishism”™ of Glas. The rtelegraphic language
allows for great indeterminacy in syntactic connections:

no piece, no metonymy, no integral corpus. And thus no fetishism. Every-
thing said here about double invagination can be brought to bear~a labor
of translation—on what is worked out in Glas, for example, on the subject
of fetishism as the argument of the gaize [1o be translated “vagina?]. (LO,
pp. 137-38; italics mine)

To want to speak for the phallus would, of course, be hopelessly
mystified. Fetishism can apparently be circumvented by the morphology
of set theory. Perhaps the indefinitely trans-sexual 1/we can still not speak
for the clitoris as the mark of the sexed subject.

Is it too fanciful to claim that, at the end of “Living On,” when Derrida
begins the discussion of the “arrét berween the two deaths,” ome can
discern a vague legend of the doubly vaginated clitoris (L0, p. 163)? “Of
course, nothing [or very little] on the manifestly readable surface of the
récits makes it possible to sustain such a mad hypothesis” (L0, p. 170).”
Yet, it is not the first time Derrida has coupled writing and masturbation:

ar the very place where the relationship of the “book” zo irself, in its fragile
binding, is formed, the relationship of the “I” to bimself, his alliance with
himself, his ring, his anniversary, the a/fiance that joins him to himself.
This very place, the very same place, being the place, the locus, of interrup-
tion, is also the place where double invagination gathers together what it
interrupts in the strange sameness of this place. (L0, p. 166)

But perhaps this is circular reasoning. I might see this vague clitoral
legend because the space between these two women, two vaginations, or
two folds, when the man is not there, has a “terrifying figura, figure,
face. . . . inter-dicted in the quasi-middle of it, over above beyond its
double inner border” (L0, p. 166), and is an “uncrossable glass partition”
(LO, p. 169). Perhaps I am thinking back from passages such as the follow-
ing and remarking upon the calculable impact of a “different body”™:




160 THE POLITICS OF DISPLACEMENT

Bur the woman touches herself by and in herself without the necessity of a
mediation, and before all possible decisions between (départage entre) activ-
ity and passivity. A woman “touches herself” all the time, without anyone
being able to forbid her to do so, in fact, for her sex is composed of two lips
which embrace continually. Thus, in herself she is already two-bur not
divisible into ones {unfe)s)—who affect each other.

The uncertainty {suspens) of this auto-eroticism is effected (sSopere) in a
violent break-in: the brutal spreading apart of this two lips by a violating
penis.® :

I haven’t a different conclusion to offer. Although, I must repeat, it is a
bold and helpful thing to restore the female element when it is buried in
gender—conventions (I remain surprised that Derrida does not do it in
Eperons), the displacement of the originarily faked orgasm into the mark of
the double affirmation in the interest of man’s accession to provisional
androgyny cannot lead us very far. It is excellent to posit this female
element as the irreducible madness of truth-in-law, but we are daily re-
minded that a lictle more must be undertaken 1o budge the law’s oppres-
sive sanity. It is not really a question of the “instirution” being able to
“bear” our more “apparently revolutionary ideological sorts of ‘content’”
(LO, p. 95) because we do not threaten its institutionality.* It is rather an
awareness that even the strongest personal goodwill on Derrida’s part
cannot turn him quite free of the massive enclosure of the male appropria-
tion of woman’s voice, with a variety of excuses: this one being, it is not
really woman.

If my present conviction is that to sublate the natural or physiological
evidence of motherhood into a prospective historical or psychological con-
tinuity is the idealist subtext of the patriarchal project, what then do I
propose? I have discussed this question at length in “French Feminism in
an International Frame.” Here suffice it to indicate the line of my argu-
ment somewhat cryptically:

The clitoris escapes reproductive framing. In legally defining woman as
object of exchange, passage, or possession in terms of reproduction, it is not
only the womb that is literally “appropriated”; it is the clitoris as the
signifier of the sexed subject that is effaced. All historical and theorerical
investigation into the definition of woman as legal objeci—in or out of”
marriage, or as politico-economic passageway for property and legiti-
macy—would fall within the investigation of the varieties of the effacement
of the clitoris.

The social text of motherhood is inscribed within this inquiry. For if an
“at least symbolic clitoridectomy has always been the ‘normal’ accession to
womanhood and the unacknowledged name of motherhood, why has it
been necessary to plot out the entire geography of female sexuality in
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terms of the imagined possibility of the dismemberment of the phallus?™

And when we ask: what is man that the itinerary of his desire creates
such a text?z—it will help us to remember that the text (of male discourse)
gains its coherence by coupling woman with man in a loaded equation and
cutting the excess of the clitoris out.

v

I began this essay with an invocation of great passages. I shall end by
going back to the classics as well, and summarize my suggestions as an
undoing of the Eumenides. I have already written of the immaculate Athena
finding against Clytemnestra. Now I speak of another part of her judg-
ment: her defeminating of the Furies, pursuing Orestes the matricide, and
bidding them be “sweet-voiced” (Eumenides) by the stroke of a2 word. If
we take the discourse of the “patriarchy” as a straw monster, and pursue it
mightily, our role as Furies will lead to litde more than self-congratulation
and euphoria. We must use and attend to “the patriarchy’s” own self-
critique even as we recognize that it is irreducibly determined to disable
us. It was after all 2 man who pointed out that the real charge in Hegel’s
picture of the subject appropriating the object—sweetly metaphorized by
Adam and Eve—was a deep hostility:

The appropriation (die Aneignung) of estranged objective being on the subla-
tion (die Aufbebung) of objectivity in the determination (Bestimmung) of
estrangement—which must proceed from indifferent alienness (Fremdbeit) to
real hostile estrangement—has for Hegel at the same time or even princi-
pally the significance of the sublation (aufzubeben) of objectivity, since it is
not the determinate (bestimmte) character of the object but its ofjective charac-
ter which constitutes the offense and the estrangement for self-
consciousness. The object is therefore negative, self-sublating (sich selbst
Aufbebendes), a nullity .

Although Derrida and deconstruction, because of their overt critique of
phallocentrism, rather than Marx and materialism, have been my exam-
ple, the entire business of my essay might still be summed up a) in the
suggestion that a feminist reader would see in Marx’s correction of Hegel a
gesture useful for feminism, and b) in the definition of such a reader, such
uses.
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