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[Introduction]

Kristeva’s feature: interested in both the subject’s ‘physical development’ from its dependence on the mother to its entrance into the symbolic order, and the constitution of different speaking subjects by various discourses (of love, avante garde, etc.)  
This paper’s topic: “Kristeva’s understanding of the role of the body and corporeality in the constitution of the speaking subject.”  --especially in “the ways in which the body is coded, made meaningful, and rendered representable.” 

Structure and Main Idea: 

1. The issue of the subject corporeality is a worthy topic (opposed to the humanist, masculinist, naturalist conceptions of subjectivity).   
2. Kristeva’s view of the body in the constitution (and destabilization) of the speaking subject.  
3. her contribution critically assessed.  
Corporeality and Subjectivity – the interactions among body, mind and social/physical reality in the formations of subjectivity..  
Introduction: contexts of the other theories such as Lyotard, Irigaray, Deleuze, Derrida and Foucault, for whom 1) the body is a fundamentally historical and political object; 2) materialism includes not just physicality, but that of discourse, psycial drives and unconscious processes.  

Main argument: pp. 81-82. “The interlocking of bodies and signifying systems is the precondition both of an ordered, relatively stable identity for the subject, and of the smooth, regulated production of discourses and stable meanings.” 
1. Mind and Body – its close intersections and interactions—
Many examples: psyche ( body 心痛, body ( psyche ( human relations 五指連心; endorphin ( happiness; 自然療法, etc. 

In psychoanalysis, it’s mediated through our ego (imago, or visual image of the body).  P. 82 

a. Freud’s view of cortical homoculus (the little man in the head), or ego as ‘[deriving] from body sensations, chiefly springing from the surface of the body.” 

b. Lacan mirror stage p. 83 
“Where Freud postulate a ‘schism between the information provided by the visual and by tactile perception’, Lacan uses the opposition between the perception of the tactile and kinaesthetic information (which yields the image of the fragmented body, the body-in-bits-and-pieces) and vidual perception. . . to explain the genesis of an always alienated identity for the subject.” (83)  
Abject Bodies

Main idea of Powers of Horror: (p. 86) It is only through the delimitation of the ‘clean and proper’ body that the symbolic order, and the acquisition of a sexual and psychical identity within it, becomes possible.  Abjection attests to the perilous and provisional nature of the symbolic control over the dispersing impulses of the semiotic drives, which strive to break down and through identity, order, and stability.  Through abjection, bodily processes become enmeshed bit by bit in significatory processes in which images, perceptions, and sensations become linked to and represented by ‘ideational representatives’ or signifiers.  

1. Abjection – structuring and making sense of the spaces between the subject and object, and the self and other  ( stable self.  

2. Abjection – p. 87 related to her idea of negativity 

3. Abjection –recognizing the impossibility of 

a). the identity of either subject or object, and yet the necessary dependence of each on the other.  “The abject is the part of the subject (which can not be categorized as an object) which it attempts to expel” in identifying with the object.  

b) but necessity of transcending the subject’s corporeality.   

4. More discussions of the objects as objet petit a –in the process of absorption, incorporation and expelling the subject.  

5. Three kinds of the abject: food, waste and signs of sexuality.  

6. food –e.g. skin of milk or rejecting foods provided by parents.  (extreme example: anorexia); there is always in culture a system in deciding which is clean/edible and unclean/inedible.   

7. waste—and corpse, which poses a danger to the ego.   

8. sexual difference –e.g. menstrual blood  

Maternal, Feminine Bodies -- An extention of the abject to the maternal body, and a comparison of the abject body to pregnancy, “blurring yet producing one identity and an another.” 

p. 97 “Maternity is thus not the function of a woman (this is also Kristeva’s position regarding feminity): it is an organic, a social, pre-signifying space-time: it is disembodied, a function and not a mode of the corporeal specific to women.  It cannot be attributed to woman, for ‘woman’ is precisely that which does not exist.  For K, ‘woman’ is an essentialist category.  P. 97  

[Conclusion] pp. 100 - 
1. The subject in process: from the “pre-oedipal and pre-imaginary body-in-bits-and-pieces” ( through psychical coding and vocalization of sounds ( mirror stage (division of subject and object) ( hierarchical unification of the body, internalization of the subject (self) and externalization of the objects (Other).  

2. Abjection p. 101 “This coding of inside/outside, self/other and subject/object seems necessary for the binarization of the child’s vocal experimentations.  However such coding is dependent on the expulsion of the unclean and improper, for ony then can the ‘clean and proper’ social and civilized body inscribe and reorder the chaotic disorganization of the ‘natural’ or pre-social body.”  

3. Kristeva critiqued:  
a. Does not address the questions of gender/sex specificity.  (“In what ways does the fact that there are two kinds of obdy and thus two kinds of subject affect language?  Is discourse itself capable of registering the sexual specificity of bodies?  Does the speaking subject occupy a sexually coded position, or does the subject’s sexuality become subordinated to the neutrality and sexual indifference of the ‘I’?” (101)
b. For K, “there can be no specifically female writing, no female text, but only texts about women or evoking a lost, renounced feminity and maternity.  . . . “ p. 101
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Abstract: [The notion of choice] is called into question by Kristeva (and Lacan) who insists that the subject is formed in and through language. I also discuss private and public 'spaces', arguing that the private is based upon the mother-child relation characterised, for Kristeva, by 'abjection' (filth, disorder, confusion, sin, etc.) as the child begins to separate and to move into the symbolic order. This process, however, is never done once and for all. According to the four interviews analysed here, strong abjection of the mother seems to be characteristic of aspiring, intellectual daughters, born shortly after the second world war, who demand gifts from, but are haunted by their debt to, the mother and the sphere of reproduction. Intellectual production is necessary to their psychic survival in the face of this haunting but through their own analysis, therapy or the arts they struggle to become 'subjects in process', attempting to articulate the maternal within the symbolic. 

