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Questions

1. How is Judith Butler influenced by Michel Foucault? What’s the difference between them?
2. What configuration of power constructs the subject and the other?
3. Is the body or the sexed body the firm foundation on which gender and systems of compulsory sexuality operate?

4. Is it possible that someday the heterosexual hegemony will be replaced by homosexuals? 
5. Since gender identity is performative, how about race, class, and ethics?
Preface of Gender Trouble
· Female trouble (2489): 

The historical configuration of a nameless female disposition, which thinly veiled the notion that being female is a natural indisposition.
· Butler’s statement (2488-9): 


Trouble is inevitable and necessary and needs not carry such a negative valence. Sometimes it euphemized some fundamentally mysterious problem. The task is how best to make it, what best way to be in it. 
· Sartre’s suggestion (2488-9):


Male subject vs. female other: Sartre proposes that all desire, problematically presumed as heterosexual and masculine, was defined as trouble.
· Response to Sartre (2489):           

Power seemed to be more than an exchange between subjects or a relation of constant inversion between a subject and an Other; indeed, power appeared to operate in the production of that very binary frame for thinking about gender. 

· Example: Hairspray (2489): 

This movie suggests that gender is a kind of persistent impersonation that passes as the real. Her/his performance destabilizes the very distinctions between the natural and the artificial, depth and surface, inner and outer through which discourse about genders almost operates. 

· Foucault’s genealogy (2489-90):

Aim: Foucault exposes the foundational categories of sex, gender, and desire as effects of a specific formation of power

An origin and cause those identity categorizes that are in fact the effects of institution, practices, discourses with multiple and diffuse points of origin. 
Chapter 3. Subversive Bodily Acts
Bodily Inscriptions, Performative Subversions
· Review of General perception (2491):


The sex/ gender distinction presupposes that the body pre-exists the acquisition of its sexed significance. Therefore, the body can be seen as 1) a passive medium that is signified by an inscription from a cultural source figured as “external,” 2) a construct of suspect generality which is passive and prior to discourse. 
· Christian and Cartesian dualism:


The body signifies a profane void and the fallen state: deception, sin, the premonitional metaphorics of hell and the eternal feminine. 
· Satre’s and Beauvoir’s view:


The body is figured as a mute facticity, anticipating some meaning that can be attributed only by a transcendent consciousness, understood in Cartesian terms as radically material. 

· Reviews of contemporary critics’ viewpoints:
· Foucault (2491-2):

The body is figured as a surface and the scene of a cultural inscription: “the body is the inscribed surface of events.” Forces and impulses are precisely that which history destroys and preserves through the historical events of inscription. The body is always under siege, suffering destruction by the very terms of history. And history is the creation of values and meaning by a signifying practice that requires the subjection of the body. The corporeal is necessary to produce the speaking subject and its signification.
· Butler’s response


According to Foucault’s statement, there must be a body prior to the inscription, stable and self identical, subject to that sacrificial destruction. Cultural values emerge as the result of an inscription on the body. 

· Mary Douglas (2492-4)

1. In Purity and Danger, she suggests the contours of the body are established 
through markings that seek to establish specific codes of cultural coherence. All 
discourses that establishes the boundaries for the body serves the purpose of 
instating and naturalizing certain taboos regarding the appropriate limits, 
postures, and modes of exchange that define what it is that constitutes bodies.

2. Pollution power

3. The body is a model that can stand for any bounded system.

4. All social systems are vulnerable at their margins and that all margins are 
accordingly considered dangerous. If body is the synecdochal of social system, 
then any kind of unregulated permeability constitute a site of pollution and 
endangerment. E.g. anal and oral sex among male homosexuality. 
→
Social taboos institute and maintain the boundaries of the body. What constitutes 
the limit of the body is never merely material, but that the surface, the skin is 
systemically signified by taboos and anticipated transgression.

· Simon Watney’s interpretation of AIDS (2193):

1. the contemporary construction of the polluting person as the person with AIDS


2. the media’s construction: due to the media’s response to AIDS, the disease is considered as a specific modality of homosexual pollution. 
· Kristeva’s discussion of abjection in The Power of Horror (2494-5):

The “abject” designates that which has been expelled from the body, discharged as excrement, literally rendered “Other.” The construction of the “not-me” as the abject establishes the boundaries of the body which are also the first contours of the subject. 
→ 
The boundary of the body as well as the distinction between internal and external is established through the ejection and transvaluation of something originally part of identity into a defiling otherness. 
· Iris Young’s appropriation of Kristeva’s theory (2495):


The repudiation of bodies for their sex, sexuality, and/or color is an “expulsion” followed by “repulsion” that founds and consolidates culturally hegemonic identities along sex/race/sexuality axes of differentiation.

→
The operation of repulsion can consolidate “identities” founded on the instituting of the “Other” or a set of others through exclusion and domination.  
→
The boundary between the inner and outer is confounded by those excremental passages in which the inner effectively becomes outer. 

· Butler’s response to Young 

Butler concludes that identity is not internalized; what we should explore is from what strategic position in public discourse and for what reasons has the trope of interiority and the disjunctive binary of inner/outer taken hold. 
From Interiority to Gender Performatives
· Foucault’s Disciplinary and Punish (2496)

In the context of prisoners, the strategy has been not to enforce a repression of their desires, but to compel their bodies to signify the prohibitive law as their very essence, style, and necessity. That law is not literally internalized but incorporated with the consequence that bodies are produced which signify that law on and through the body. 
· The soul is the prison of the body


Following Foucault’s assumption, Butler claims that the figure of the interior soul is signified through its inscription on the body. 

→
The soul is what the body lacks; hence the body presents itself as a signifying lack.
→
The soul is a surface signification that contests and displaces the inner/outer distinction itself, a figure of interior psychic space inscribed on the body as a social signification. 

· Surface politics of gender (2496)

Gender is the disciplinary production of the figures of fantasy through the play of presence and absence on the body’s surface, the construction of the gendered body through a series of exclusions and denials, signifying absences.
→
The corporeal stylization of gender, the fantasized and fantastic figuration of the body. 
→
The disciplinary production of gender effects a false stabilization of gender in the interests of the heterosexual construction and regulation of sexuality within the reproductive domain. 

· The gendered body is performative


Genders can be neither true nor false, but are only produced as the truth effects of a discourse of primary and stable identity. 
→
The idealization of coherence is an effect of a corporeal signification. 

→
Acts, gestures, and desires produce an internal core on the surface of the body; in other words, they are perfomative.

→
The essence or identity they purport are fabrications manufactured through corporeal signs and other discursive means. 
The gendered body is perfomative suggests 

I. It has no ontological status apart from the various acts which constitutes its reality.

II. The very interiority is an effect and function of a public and social discourse.

III. Acts and gestures create the illusion of an interior and organizing gender core.  Such illusion discursively maintained the regulation of sexuality within the obligatory frame of reproductive heterosexuality. 
· Drag (2497-8)
· Esther Newton’s suggestion (2497-8) 

Butler asserts that drags, cross-dressing, and the sexual stylization of butch/femme identities fully subvert the distinction between inner and outer psychic space and effectively mock both the expressive model of gender and the notion of a true gender identity.

→
The relation between the “imitation” and the original illustrates that the original meanings accorded to gender and the subsequent gender experience might be reframed. 
→
The performance of drag presents three contingent dimensions of significant corporeality: anatomical sex, gender identity, and gender performance. 

→
In imitating gender, drag implicitly reveals the imitative structure of gender itself. 
· Parody (2498-9)

Gender parody reveals that the original identity after which gender fashions itself is an imitation without an origin. In other words, gender parody is a production which postures an imitation in its effect.
→
A fluidity of identities that suggests an openness to resignification and recontextualization. 

→
Parody is not subversive itself, but parodic laughter depends on a context and reception in which subversive confusion can be fostered. 

· Parody vs. Pastiche (2499)
According to Jameson’s “Postmodern and Consumer Society,” Pastiche is, like parody, the imitation of particular or unique style…. But it is a neutral practice of mimicry, without parody’s ulterior motive….

· Conclusion (2499-2501)

Q.: What language is left for understanding this corporeal enactment, gender, that constitutes its “interior” signification on its surface? (2499)

Butler suggests that gendered bodies are so many “styles of the flesh.” These styles all never fully self-styled, for styles have a history, and those histories condition and limit the possibilities.

· Wittig’s theory (2500)


Gender is the working of “sex,” where “sex” is an obligatory injunction for the body to become a cultural sign, to materialize itself in obedience to a historically possibility, to do this, not once or twice, but as a sustained and repeated project.

→
Butler thinks the term strategy better suggests the situation of duress under which gender performance always and various occurs. 
→
Because gender is not a fact, the various acts of gender create the idea of gender, and without acts, there would be no gender at all. 

· Summary

I. Gender is a repeated performance. The performance is effected with the strategic aim of maintaining gender within its binary frame; an aim founds and consolidates the subject. 
II. Gender can not be constructed as a stable identity, rather, gender is an identity tenuously constituted in time, instituted in as exterior space through a stylized repetition of acts. 

III. Gender is a norm that can never be fully internalized; the internal is a surface of signification, and the gender norms are phantasmatic.

IV. Gender is perfomative not expressive. There is no pre-exiting identity which an act or attribute might be measured.















