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Starting Questions: 

1. How do we distinguish between sex and gender according to Judith Butler?  In what ways are bodies ‘inscribed’ or ‘cited’ as male or female? 
2. Why is gender performed?  How do we distinguish between theatrical performance from performativity?  Performances which consolidate the heterosexual norms and those that work to reveal its contingency, instability and citationality.  
3. How do we separate traditional drag/gender performance from subversive drag/gender performance? 

General Introduction: 

1. Influences on Butler (ref. Salih p. 7) 1. Woman as a term in process: “The Traffic in Women”; 2. Genealogy and subjectivation Foucault; 3. Melancholia: Freud; 4. Performativity and Citation: Derrida and J.L. Austin  

2. neither gender nor sex is an abiding substance: both are enactments rather than givens.  
a. gender is radically independent from sex, “a free-floating artifice”; 

b. sex was always already gender, so that sex/gender distinction is actually not a distinction at all (GT 7 Salih 49) 
c. both are “phantasmatic” cultural constructions which contour and define the body. 

3. melancholic heterosexuality: “Rather than regarding gender or sex as innate, Butler asserts that ‘gender identity appears primarily to be the internalization of a prohibition that proves to be formative of identity.”  i.e. homosexuality taboo, even before incest taboo.   
(Salih 57) “All stable identities are ‘melancholic’, founded on a prohibited primary desire that is written on the body and … rigid gender boundaries conceal the loss of an original, unacknowledged and unresolved love (GT 63).    

4. Body: the relinquished desire is “encrypted” on the body.  The body is the effect of the desire rather than the cause.  

5. Criticism of Butler 1. denial of coherent subjectivity; 
2. difficult and dense language, asking questions but not answering them.
“Imitation and Gender Insubordination”
Main Argument: Gender is a matter of imitation with no origin.  While drag performance can be subversive, what cannot be fully expressed in every gender performance can also be disruptive of traditional concepts of gender.  
I. Gender as Imitation without origin 
1. Gender: no original gender, gender is imitation, copy and parody 

a. “Compulsory heterosexuality sets itself up as the original, the true, the authentic”; “being lesbian” is always seen as a kind of miming. 

b. Eather Newton Mother Camp “drag enacts the very structure of impersonation by which any gender is assumed. […] Drag is not the putting on of a gender that beongs properly to some other group, i.e., an acto f expropriation or appropriation that assumes that gender is the rightful property of sex, that “masculine” belongs to “male” and “feminine” belongs to “female.””(722) 

c. There is no original gender that drag imitates, but gender is a kind of imitation for which there is no original.  In fact it is a kind of imitation that produces the very notion of the original as an effect and consequence of imitation itself.”  
2.  Homosexuality as copy and heterosexuality as origin implicate each other: 

a. As a copy, “homosexuality can be argued to precede heterosexuality as the origin.” b. “In other words, the entire framework of copy and origin proves radically unstable as each position inverts into the other and confounds the possibility of any stable way to locate the temporal or logical priority of either term.” 

3. inverted imitation: one which invert the order of imitated and imitation, and which, in the process, expose the fundamental dependency of “the origin” on that which it claims to produce as its secondary effect.  (723) 
4. parody: the parodic or imitative effect of gay identities works neither to copy nor to emulate heterosexuality, but rather, to expose heterosexuality as an incessant and panicked imitation of its own naturalized idealization.  

5. two possible consequences of the failure of naturalized heterosexuality: 
1) a source of pathos for heterosexuality itself (ref. “melancholic heterosexuality”); 

2) an occasion for a subversive and proliferating parody of gender norms 

6. of lesbian and gay “imitation”: framed by the dominant discourse, running commentaries on them: it shows the ‘constructed’ and illusory nature of the “original.”   
II. Performance without Performer –Psychic Excess rather than volitional subject 

1. Gender or drag is not a role to take on and off at will.  “There is no volitional subject behind the mime who decides, at it were, which gender it will be today.” 

2. (725) The denial of the priority of the subject, however, is not the denial of the subject.  …This psychic excess—
a.  what is being systematically denied by the notion of volitional subject who elects at will which gender and/or sexuality to be at any given time and place. 

b. erupts within the intervals of those repeated gestures and acts that construct the apparent uniformity of heterosexual positionalities, indeed which compels the repetition itself, and which guarantees its perpetual failure. 

c. sexuality exceeds any given performance; sexuality is never fully expressed.  

a.  sexuality excluded by gender performances: “That which is excluded for a given gender presentation to succeed may be precisely what is played out sexually, that is, an “inverted” relation, at it were, between gender and gender presentation.” (726) (e.g. providing butch—be in radically needy femme 
b. sexuality seeming expressed by gender performances, while both excluding the other sexual possibilities. 

III. Psychic Mimesis 
1. Identification as a mimetic practice – from a psychoanalytic point of view 

a.  identification and desire were usually seen as two mutually exclusive relations to love objects  
b. identification and desire can also be “two positionalities internal to lesbian erotic exchange” in one’s identificatory mimeticism.   

i. For melancholia, identification (or psychic miming, incorporation)is a response to loss.  (One incorporates the lost object and identifies with it.) 
ii. For Butler, a self becomes a self “on the condition that it has suffered a separation…, a loss which is supspended and provisionally resolved through a melancholic incorporation of some “Other.” (727)

iii. If the lost object is the mother, whom one is forbidden to love, one subject is constituted “internally by differentially gendered Others and is, therefore, never, as a gender, self-identical.” 

IV. Subversive repetition 

e.g. Aretha Franklin: “you make me feel like a natural woman”
-- no breakage, no discontinuity between “sex” and gender. 

-- sung to a lesbian 

(728) Gender is a performance that produces the illusion of an inner sex.

Psyche—not inner depth, but a compulsory repetition; “the permanent failure of expression[,] a failure that has its values, for it impels repetition and so reinstates the possibility of disruption.” 

Concluding remark: a question of how to expose 

-- the causal lines (between sex and gender), gender, origin, the inner and the true  

as retrospectively and performatively produced fabrications. 

Answer: to work sexuality against identity even against gender, to let “that which cannot fully appear in any performance persist in its disruptive promise.” 
e.g. Paris is Burning
For Butler, it represents the resignification of normative heterosexual kinship 
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