Grosz, Elizabeth.  “Bodies and Knowledges: Feminism and the Crisis of Reason”

192: situated (sexually specific) knowledges (Donna Haraway).  “If the subject of knowledge is a ‘blind spot’ in knowledge production and assessment, then all knowledge is necessarily contaminated by an irreducibly arational component at its core . . . process of salvaging or resuscitating reason: 

1) no “unprejudiced, observer-independent knowledge,” no facing “‘facts’ directly, in a manner unmediated by theories,, presumptions, and values”; no “facts, ‘raw data,’ and information as being somehow independent of, and unaffected by, the presence of the observer.” 
2) natural science model of knowledge reduces its object--humanity--to the status of physical object, ignoring the specificity of the subject 

3) impossibility of reason’s self-knowledge: reason’s blind spot can be located in its inability to know the knower...Kristeva locates the problematic limits of linguistic and literary theory in their failure to adequately conceptualize the speaking subject; Lacan admonishes psychology and psychiatry for effacing the subject of desire; and Merleau-Ponty locates philosophy’s impasses in its failure to understand the nature of a subjectivity that perceives, thinks, and acts.”  

4) “Knowledges lack the means to understand their own self-development as knowledges.  They lack the means by which to understand their own historicity and materiality.  Indeed, the history of knowledges is explicitly excluded as irrelevant to the contemporary forms of these knowledges.”  And history of ideas “cannot serve as a substitute for a discipline’s self-knowledge or self-reflection.  Effect: “The political investment of knowledges remains external to knowledge and can be seen to be an effect of external impingements, an effect of the application of knowledges rather than of its being located within knowledges themselves. . . .  Foucault convincingly argued that the relations between power and knowledge must be considered internal to knowledges, providing their condition of possibility and guiding their material effects.”  

5) “Because of the elision of the presumed subject of knowledge and of the (historical) processes of production of knowledges, the prevailing intellectual paradigms face a crisis of “perspectivism.”  They cannot acknowledge their perspectival, partial, and limited access to objects of investigation.  To admit that knowledges are but perspectives--points of view of the world--is to acknowledge that other, quite different position and perspectives are possible. . . .  To accept these limits and their own partisan nature amounts to relinquishing their claim to objective, true, singular, and transhistorical or transgeographic value.” 

6) “Finally, the crisis of reason consists in the impossibility of rationally deciding between competing methods and paradigms produced from different positions.

Although I have suggested that this crisis is based on an inability to know the subject of knowledge, this can now be understood as a crisis of specificity, a crisis of the limits or the particularity of knowledges--a crisis in status and at the level of self-representations of the (sexual) specificities at play in the production of knowledges.

2.  Feminism and the body
Although feminists have frequently struggled around issues involving women’s bodies-- ...--there is still a strong reluctance to conceptualize the female body as playing major role in women’s oppression.”  Charges of essentialism, etc., “presume that only anatomical, physiological, or biological account[s] of bodies are possible, obscuring the possibility of sociocultural conceptions of the body....”

How, then, are bodies relevant to feminism and the structure of prevailing knowledges?...

1) Given the prevailing binarized or dichotomized categories governing Western reason and the privilege accorded to one term over the other in binary pairs . . . it is necessary to examine the subordinated, negative, or excluded term, body as the unacknowledged condition of the dominant term, reason.

2) ..the body has been and still is closely associated with women and the feminine, whereas the mind remains connected to men and the masculine...

3) ...differences between subjects must be openly accepted.  These differences must in some way be inscribed on and experienced by and through the body...

4) ..feminists can meaningfully talk about women as an oppressed group or a site of possible resistance only by means of the specificity of the female body and its place in locating women’s lived experiences and social positions... As pliable flesh, the body is the unspecified raw matter of social inscription, producing subjects as subjects of a particular kind.

5) Power can thus be seen to operate directly on bodies, behaviors, and pleasure, extracting from them information necessary for the emergence of the knowledges constituting the social sciences and humanities.... The disciplines...are, as Foucault argues, formed through the interaction of disciplinary regimes and institutions...functioning to inscribe bodies in distinctive ways.  Bodies are thus essential to accounts of power and critiques of knowledge.  

3.  The Body as Surface of Inscription
Two broad kinds of approach to theorizing the body can be discerned in twentieth-century radical thought.  One is derived from Nietzsche, Kafka, Foucault, and Deleuze, which I will call “inscriptive”; the other is more influenced by psychology, especially psychoanalysis and phenomenology.  I will refer to this second approach as the “lived body.”  The first conceives the body as a surface on which social law, morality, and values are inscribed; the second refers largely to the lived experience of the body, the body’s internal or psychic inscription.  Where the first analyzes a social, public body, the second takes the body-schema or imaginary anatomy as its object(s).  It is not clear to me that these two approaches are compatible or capable of synthesis.  Nevertheless they may provide some of the theoretical terms necessary to problematize the major binary categories defining the body--inside/outside, subject/object, active/passive, fantasy/reality, and surface/depth.  

The body can be regarded as a kind of hinge or threshold: it is placed between a psychic or lived interiority and a more sociopolitical exteriority that produces interiority through the inscription of the body’s outer surface.  Where psychoanalysis and phenomenology focus on the body as it si experienced and rendered meaningful, the inscriptive model is more concerned with the processes by which the body is marked, scarred, transformed, and written upon or constructed by the various regimes of institutional, discursive, and nondiscursive power as a particular kind of body.  In this section I will explore the inscriptive model of corporeal subjectivity and in the next, the notion of the lived body, the body as it is experienced.” (195-197)

198:  [inscription] = marks of one’s social location and position, creating a (provisional) fixity from the flux of the body’s experiential intensities.  As a receptive surface, the body’s boundaries and zones are constituted in conjunctions and through linkages with other surfaces and planes: the lips connected with the breast in orality, possibly accompanied by the hand in conjunction with an ear, each system in perpetual motion and interrelation with the other...  These linkages are assemblages that harness and produce the body as a surface of interchangeable and substitutable elements.  Libidinal intensities do not function through biologically predesignated zones or invest or radiate outward from them to other sites that borrow their force; they extend out from orifices and activate bodily organs to stretch erotogenicity to other sites, surfaces organs, protrusions, and openings, thereby creating by inscription and bordering of these loci.  They libidinize the body in its capacity to form linkages with other bodies, animate and inanimate.  

Libidinal intensifications of bodily parts are surface effects, interactions occurring on the surface of the skin and various organs These surface effects, however, are not simply superficial, for they generate and interior, an underlying depth, individuality, or consciousness much like a möebius strip (a two-dimensional flat plane, which, when rotated in space, creates both--and in a sense, neither--an inside and an outside).  Tracing the outside of the möebius strip leads one directly to its inside without at any point leaving its surface.  This depth is one of the distinguishing features marking out the modern, Western capitalist body from other kinds.  Our body forms are considered expressions of an interior, not inscriptions of a flat surface.  By constructing a soul or psyche for itself, the “civilized body” forms libidinal flows, sensations, experiences, and intensities into needs, wants, and commodified desires that can gain a calculable gratification.  The body becomes a text, a system of signs to be deciphered, read, and read into.  Social law is incarnated, “corporealized,” correlatively, bodies are textualized, “read” by others as expressive of a subject’s psychic interior.  A storehouse of inscriptions and messages between its internal and external boundaries, it generates or constructs the body’s movements into “behavior,” which then have interpersonally and socially identifiable meanings and functions within the social system.

Cuts on the body’s surface serve, through pain, to organize the interior or lived body.  This, no doubt, is in part the purpose of institutionally sanctioned forms of interrogation through torture: not the extraction of information, nor control over the prisoner’s movements, but an unmaking of the subject’s lived experience and agency.  (198)

(199)
The increasing medicalization of the body...demonstrate a body pliable to power, a machinic organism in which “components” can be altered, adjusted, removed, or replaced.  The body becomes increasingly regarded as functional, composed of organic parts capable of mechanical/cybernetic duplication.  Correlatively, there is an ever more insistent inscription by physico-cultural object-signs on the surface of the body.  Clothing, jewelry, makeup, cars, living spaces, and work all function to mark the subject’s body as deeply as any physical incision, binding individuals to systems of significance in which they become signs to be read (by others and themselves).  Food dieting, exercise, and movement provide meanings, values, norms, and ideals that the subject actively ingests, incorporating social categories into the physiological interior.  Bodies speak, without necessarily talking, because they become coded with and as signs.  They speak social codes.  They become intextuated, narrativised; simultaneously, social codes, laws, norms, and ideals become incarnated. (13:The inscription of the body’s insides and outsides is an effect of historically and politically specific signifying practices and representational systems that penetrate it using a ‘social tattooing’ system.  Codes mark bodies and trace them in particular ways, constituting the body as a living, acting, and producing subject.  In turn, bodies leave their trace in laws and codes.  A history of bodies is yet to be written, but it would involve looking a the mutual relations between bodily inscription and lived experience.  [212])

If bodies are traversed and infiltrated by knowledges, meanings, and power, they can also, under certain circumstances, become sites of struggle and resistance, actively inscribing themselves on social practices.  The activity of desiring, inscribing bodies that though marked by law, make their own inscriptions on the bodies of others, themselves, and the law in turn, must be counterposed against the passivity of the inscribed body.

4.  The Lived Body
Freud describes the process by which the child acquires an image of its own body as “primary narcissism.”  The subject acquires an underlying sense of unity beneath the disparate, heterogenous sensations it experiences.  This sense of a unity or identity is the end result of the processes that construct the ego.  For Freud, the ego does not result from a pre-ordained, biological order but from a specific psychical intervention into the child “natural” development:

He claims that the genesis of the ego is dependent on a psychical map of the body’s libidinal intensities.  In The Ego and the Id (1923), he argues that the ego is not so much a thing as a bodily tracing, a map of the erotogenicity of the body, an internalized image of the intensity of sensations in the body:

The ego is first and foremost a bodily ego; it is not merely a surface entity, but is 

itself the projection of a surface...

The ego or sense of self derives from a libidinal, narcissistic investment in the specular, or visually perceived, body outline.  Erotogenic orifices and the skin’s surface form privileged points of intensity, special zones requiring registration in the psychical cartography that is the subject’s interior.  The ego is like an internal screen onto which the illuminated images of the body’s outer surface are projected.  For Freud, the ego is not a photograph of the body but a map of its degrees of erotogenicity.  The ego is thus an image of the body’s significance for the subject.  Freud asserts that this is a much a function of fantasy and desire as it is of sensation.  He illustrates this with the example of hypochondria, in which attitudes about one’s body are not congruent with the body’s physiological or “real” status.  The libidinal energies investing the sexual zones auto-erotically provide the energy for this psychical inscription of the subject’s corporeality.

Lacan and Merleau-Ponty, whatever their differences in other respects, take their lead from Freud and the elaborations of his work by a number of psychoanalysts and neurophysiologists who worked on body image in the 1920's and 1930's: Sir Henry Head, Henri Wallon, Paul Guillaume, Charlotte Bühler, and Paul Schilder (who all analyze the first year of psycho-physiological life).  The body image or corporeal schema is not gradually acquired by the child piece by piece through an aggregation and location of its experiences or sensations.  The direct transposition of sensations into perceptual images, cenesthesia, is considered impossible, for there is not ground or spatial field where such sensations can be, as it were, “put together” or located by the child in a continuous, coherent surface or space.  There is a discontinuous leap from a body image that is largely fragmentary and dislocated to a unified, total image of the body, positioned in space and in relation to other bodies.  The body image is the precondition, not the effect, of the child’s acquisition of a notion of space and its bodily location within it.  The body gestalt is the condition of self-representation and identity; it serves to distinguish the child as a distinct being separate from others, bounded by its skin.

Lacan elaborates Freud’s account of primary narcissism with his postulate of the mirror-stage At around its sixth month, the child develops a fascination with mirror-images, especially of itself.  Lacan sees this as the “specific psychical action” that Freud left unelaborated in his account of primary narcissism.  For Freud, narcissism mediates between auto-erotic sensations and a stable identity; for Lacan, the ego is an effect of the unmediated conflict between kinaesthetic sensations of fragmentation and visually coordinated experiences of unity, based on the child’s identification with the image of itself in the mirror.  The ego is an effect of the internalized image or imago.  Lacan calls the body schema thus internalized through mirror representation the “imaginary anatomy,” an anatomy derived from the fantasy of the body.  The imaginary anatomy is revealed most clearly in the phantom doubles of doppelgängers that haunt suicidal patients in the doubling and mirror-inversion of the subject so common in dreams, and in the symptoms of the phantom limb and hysteria.  Hysterical symptoms conform to an anatomy that bears only superficial resemblance to organic lesions or neuronal connections that govern organic paralyses.

In the case of the phantom limb, the subject feels a pain in the place where the real limb should have been before its amputation.  This illustrates the “laws” of the body gestalt, which are distinct from organic or biological “laws”:

The phantom limb in the beginning usually takes the shape of the lost extremity but in the course of years, it begins to change its shape and part of it disappear.  When there is a phantom of the arm, the hand comes nearer to the elbow, or in extreme cases, may be immediately in the place of the amputation....  The position of the phantom is often a rigid one and ...it is often in the position in which the patient lost his limb.  It is as if the phantom were trying to preserve the last moment in which the limb was present. (Schilder 1978, 63-4) (18: In summary, the body image can be seen as an effect of the following:

a. The libidinal cathexes that circulate through the child’s body and concentrate particularly in the erotogenic zones (mouth, anus, eyes, ears, and genitals) and at the point of greatest receptivity to external, exteroceptive relations--the hands (esp. the fingers), the feet, the face, and the surface of the skin

b. They body schema’s function with respect to organic changes and processes:

Every change in the organic function is liable to bring forth with it psychic mechanisms which are akin to this organic function. (Schilder 1978, 33)

(The amputation of limbs, lesions, or organic disorders creates a “somatic compliance” with psychic representational functions, enabling infantile afflictions to take on hysterical characteristics or a range of other sorts of meaning by “deferred action” or retrospective.)

c. The corporeal schema as an effect of the interaction with the corporeal schemas of others, particularly the nurturer in the gestural treatment the child receives from the other

d. The body image as a function of the social and idiosyncratic meanings that our bodies and organs have for others and ourselves within a determinate social context [213])

5. Sexed Bodies
Sexual differences demand social representation insofar as social roles and procreative functions are not governed by instincts of “nature” but are socially required, produced, and regulated.  Sexually differential biological processes-menstruation, pregnancy, childbirth, lactation, and sexual maturation in women and phallic maturation, paternity, emissions, and so on in men--must be signified in all cultures.  These differences ensure that even is the text to be written is the “same” one, the body’s positive contribution to the “text” produced ensures that the inscribed message will be different.  The inscribed surface is not neutral but may require different typographical procedures and result in very different kinds of meanings, depending on the type of (sexed) materiality to be inscribed.

On a psychic level, the pre-oedipal child may not experience its body a different from the other (sex), but whether it exercised this comparative faculty or not, the social and psychical significance of sexual differences are signified to it long before the Oedipus complex.  Its body is always already sexually coded in terms of the meanings each sex has for the parental generation and within a given cultural position (which includes class, race, and historical factors).  The child’s body means different things (for the parents and for others) according to its sex.  The parental-social meaning of the child’s body is not externally imposed but is actively incorporated by means of its narcissistic identifications with others and their formative role in the establishment of the ego.  Although both Lacan and Merleau-Ponty suggest that sex makes a difference as to the kind of body image and subjectivity available for the subject, this difference is explained for the former, in terms of a binary structure of active and passive, presence and absence, which grants primacy to male sexuality.  For the latter, the body’s sex seems more an afterthought, a detail within an otherwise sexually neutral sensory and perceptual body subject.  If women are to be granted a position congruous with but independent of men, the female body must be capable of autonomous representation.  This demands a new use of language and new forms of knowledge capable of articulating femininity and women’s specificity in ways quite different from prevailing alternatives.  Biological sciences, for example, would have to be drastically modified so that distinctively female processes are no longer considered passive a priori or by definition, in opposition to the activity attributed to men’s biological processes.  Female characteristics are considered aberrations of the male norm.  It is significant that in listing some of the defining characteristics of the two sexes earlier, I had to resort to specifying the female sex only; this is not surprising, given the presumption that men provide the ideal by which women are judged.  They also require transformations in social practices and exchanged relations--sexual or otherwise--between men and women, so that women’s bodies are no longer treated as inert, passive, incapable, and dependent but in terms relevant to women’s specificity.

If bodies are objects of power and sites of social inscription that are densely inhabited by psychic and social meaning, what effect is an understanding of the sexually differential forms of body going to have on our understanding power, knowledges, and culture?  What is the effect of acknowledging autonomous differences between kinds of human bodies on our understanding of subjectivity and the epistemological presumptions governing theory development?

6.  Knowledge and Sexual Difference
Nietzsche regarded knowledge as an unrecognized product of bodies and as an instrument that bodies can utilize in order to act, to expand one’s capacities.  Just as all morality, virtue, and justice are for him passions and bodily states misconstrued as divinely ordained or intellectually formulated moral laws, he also believed knowledges, truths, and sciences to be the results of the knower’s corporeality and material position.

Knowledges are not purely conceptual or merely intellectual; they are not governed by a love of truth, of absolutes, or of a will to comprehension.  The self-images of knowledges have always been, and remain today, bereft of an understanding of their own (textual) corporeality.  Knowledge is an activity; it is a practice and not a contemplative reflection.  It does things.  As product or thing, it denies its historicity and asserts its indifference to questions of politics in such a way that it functions as a tool directed to any particular purposes its user chooses.  Knowledges are effects of a drive for mastery, a visceral force or impulse to appropriate and subdue, a will to power: (Nietzsche).

Knowledges are the product of a drive to live and conquer, a will to power that is also, and primarily, exhibited corporeally.  They misrecognize themselves as cerebral, a product of ideas, thoughts, and concepts, forgetting or repressing their own corporeal genealogies and processes of production.  They are products of bodily impulses and forces that have mistaken themselves for products of mind.  

Like others I have cited, however, Nietzsche is guilty of abstracting and reducing the body to a singular masculine model.  He, along with Foucault, Freud, Lacan, Merleau-Ponty, and others, assumes the corporeality of knowledge production, evaluation, and use; yet the corporeality invoked is itself not concrete or tangible, but ironically, “philosophical.”  Once the universal is shown to be a guise for the masculine and knowledges are shown to occupy only one pole of a (sexual) spectrum instead of its entirety, the possibility of other ways of knowing and proceeding--the possibility of feminine discourses and knowledges--is revealed.  Only through developing alternative modes of representational and inscriptional etching of female bodies can the singular domination of the universal by the masculine be made explicit.  And conversely, it is only through a careful reading of phallocentric texts and paradigms that the rifts, flaws, and cracks within them can be utilized to reveal spaces where these texts exceed themselves, where they say more than they mean, opening themselves up to a feminine (re-)appropriation.  Any theoretical evocation of an autonomous, positive femininity involves both an interrogation and supersession of masculinist norms and at the same time, an invention and remaking of signifying, representational, and epistemic norms.

The masculinity or maleness of knowledges remains unrecognized as such because there is no other knowledge with which it can be contrasted.  (21: “The problem is that of a possible alterity in masculine discourse” (Irigaray 1985, 140)). ...

...Many features of contemporary knowledges--knowledges based on the presumption of a singular reality, pre-existent representational categories, and an unambiguous terminology able to be produced and utilized by a singular, rational, and unified knowing subject who is unhampered by “personal” concerns--can be linked to man’s disembodiment, his detachment from his manliness in producing knowledge or truth.  

The (sexual) position(s) of a text cannot be identified with the position(s) occupied by the author.  Nor can it be identified directly with the contents of a text--with what it says.  Rather, it is a result of the position(s) a text occupies within a history of other texts and the degrees of adherence it exhibits to that position.  It is an effect of the ways in which texts support or challenge prevailing and historically formative paradigms occupied by knowledges.  This position is sexually coded insofar as access to positions of enunciation are sexually regulated and theoretical paradigms and values serve sexually specific interests....205

...In other words, where feminism remains committed to the project of knowing women, of making women objects of knowledge, without in turn submitting the position of knower or subject of knowledge to a reorganization, it remains as problematic as the knowledges it attempts to supplement or replace.  A structural reorganization of positions of knowing, their effects on the kinds of object known, and our pregiven ways of knowing them is necessary for recognition of the implications and effects of the crisis of reason.  If reason is an effect not of reason itself but of something unreasonable (i.e., power), then adhering to even an altered, modified reason is no solution.  Nor is the abandonment of knowledges and the reversion to experience or (women’s) common sense.  These are the two poles around which this questioned reason oscillates--an unbridled “irrationalism” that verges on a celebration of ignorance and entrapment in which is (sociopolitically) given and a project of ever-improving progress towards perfection, both of which are equally unacceptable.  

A second broad approach within feminist theory grew out of this disillusionment, the recognition that knowledges cannot be neutral or objective.  But they can be distinguished from this first category in several ways:

1. They attempt to create new subject positions of knowing as well as the object known.

2. They seem more prepared to reject existing models of knowing without attempting a “correction” or “supplementation.”

3. They subject the methodological and criteriological commitments of knowledges to scrutiny, reject their claims to completion, universality, and in some cases, even limited relevance, w/o scorning theory production nor skirt from dealing with patriarchal or phallocentric knowledges.

Instead of taking women and the feminine as the object of their analyses, feminists within this second category take patriarchal knowledges as their objects and starting point.  What distinguishes their work from the mire of competing male theories, each of which attempts a critique of the prevailing norm, is that these feminists have had to develop altogether different forms and methods of knowing and positions of epistemological enunciation, which are marked as sexually different from male paradigms....

Irigaray: 1.  Her readings of philosophical and psychoanalytic texts are designed to demonstrate not simply male “bias” or “domination” at the level of theory--such terms imply the possibility of a corrected, “purified,” unbiased knowledge--but the deeper implications of their phallocentrism--their representations of women and femininity in terms that are chosen by and affirm masculinity.  Phallocentrism...must also include the elision of any maleness or masculinity in the perspectives and enunciative positions constitutive of knowledges, an isomorphism of theory with male (sociohistorical) bodies.  

3.  This implies that knowledges must be seen as perspectival, partial, limited, and contestable products, as the results of historically specific political, sexual, and epistemological imperatives.  Prevailing knowledges, in being recognized as male and as representing men’s perspectives, are not thereby rendered redundant or useless (though this may be the effect on some) but are instead limited to a narrower, more constricted position: as partial views, commensurable or incommensurable with other perspectives and possible perspectives....

4. ...Instead, she attempts to reveal a politics of truth, logic, and reason.

5.  To be more explicit, she does not present a more encompassing knowledge but rather a less encompassing knowledge, one committed to the struggles in and around specific texts and debates, not a new eternal truth or answer.  In other words, her texts are openly acknowledged as historical and contextual, of strategic value in particular times and places, but not necessarily useful or valid in all contexts.  Knowledges, however, do not simply reflect the social and historical contexts out of which they were developed; rather, they help to actively inscribe or engender the meaning of the social....

Irigaray has demonstrated that there is a plurality of possible techniques, procedures, and methods within knowledges.  She shows that there are always other ways of proceeding, other perspectives to be occupied and explored, than those contained within our history... Her work poses the question of the partiality, that is, the sexualization of all knowledges.  It entails an acknowledgment of the sexually particular positions from which knowledges emanate and by which they are interpreted and used.
