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※性的指向・ライフスタイル・寛容への批判

My organizing impulse is the belief that it is not enough for feminist thought that specifically lesbian texts exist. Any theory or cultural/political creation that treats lesbian existence as a marginal or less “natural” phenomenon, as mere “sexual preference”, or as the mirror image of either heterosexual or male homosexual relations, is profoundly weakened thereby, whatever its other contributions. Feminist theory can no longer afford merely to voice a toleration of “lesbianism” as an “alternative life-style,” or make token allusion to lesbians. 

※支配・権力関係なき平等への批判

In none of them[four books] is the question ever raised, whether in a different context, or other things being equal, women would choose heterosexual coupling and marriage; heterosexuality is presumed as a “sexual preference” of “most women”, either implicitly or explicitly. In none of these books, which concern themselves with mothering, sex roles, relationships, and social prescriptions for women, is compulsory heterosexuality ever examined as an institution powerfully affecting all these; or the idea of “preference” or “innate orientation” even indirectly questioned.

She[Jean Baker Miller] sees women and men as equal partners in the making of “sexual arrangements”, seemingly unaware of the repeated struggles of women to resist oppression (our own and that of others) and to change our condition. She ignores, specifically, the history of women who―as witches, femmes seules, marriage resisters, spinsters, autonomous widows, and/or lesbians―have managed on varying levels not to collaborate.

※権力関係なくなればバイセクシュアル、という幻想

The extension of this assumption is the frequently heard assertion that in a world of genuine equality, where men were nonoppressive and nurturing, everyone would be bisexual. Such a notion blurs and sentimentalizes the actualities within which women have experienced sexuality;……(It also assumes that women who have chosen women have done so simply because men are oppressive and emotionally unavailable: which still fails to account for women who continue to pursue relationships with oppressive and/or emotionally unsatisfying men.) I am suggesting that heterosexuality, like motherhood, needs to be recognized and studied as a political institution―

※異性愛をめぐる問いを立てることのできる位置

why species-survival, the means of impregnation, and emotional/erotic relationships should ever have become so rigidly identified with each other; and why such violent strictures should be found necessary to enforce women’s total emotional, erotic loyalty and subservience to men.

Kathleen Gough, “The Origin of the Family”, in Toward an Anthropology of Women, ed. Rayna [Rapp] Reiter (Monthly Review Press, 1975)

これがあげる男性権力の特徴（Goughは性的不平等の特徴としているだけで、異性愛の強制とは見ていないが。括弧内はRichの補足）

the power of men

1. to deny women [our own] sexuality
[by means of clitoridectomy and infibulation; chastity belts; punishment, including death, for female adultery; punishment, including death, for lesbian sexuality; psychoanalytic denial of clitoris: strictures against masturbation; denial of maternal and postmenopausal sensuality; unnecessary hysterectomy; pseudolesbian images in media and literature; closing of archives and destruction of documents relating to lesbian existence];

2. or to force it [male sexuality] upon them
[by means of rape (including marital rape) and wife beating; father-daughter, brother-sister incest; the socialization of women to feel that male sexual “drive” amounts to a right; idealization of heterosexual romance in art, literature, media, advertising, etc.; child marriage; arranged marriage; prostitution; the harem; psychoanalytic doctrines of frigidity and vaginal orgasm; pornographic depictions of women responding pleasurably to sexual violence and humiliation (a subliminal message being that sadistic heterosexuality is more “normal” than sensuality between women)];

3. to command or exploit their labor to control their produce
[by means of the institutions of marriage and motherhood as unpaid production; the horizontal segregation of women in paid employment; the decoy of the upwardly mobile token women; male control of abortion, contraception, and childbirth; enforced sterilization; pimping; female infanticide, which robs mothers of daughters and contributes to generalized devaluation of women];

4. to control or rob them of their children
[by means of father-right and “legal kidnapping”, enforced sterilization; systematized infanticide; seizure of children from lesbian mothers by the courts; the mal practice of male obstetrics; use of the mother as “token torturer” in genital mutilation or in binding the daughter’s feet (or mind) to fit her for marriage];

5. to confine them physically and prevent their movement
[by means of rape as terrorism, keeping women off the streets; purdah; foot-binding; atrophying of women’s athletic capabilities; haute couture, “feminine” dress codes; the veil; sexual harassment on the streets; horizontal segregation of women in employment; prescriptions for “full-time” mothering; enforced economic dependence of wives];

6. to use them as objects in male transactions
[use of women as “gifts”; bride-price; pimping; arranged marriage; use of women as entertainers to facilitate male deals, e.g., wife-hostess, cocktail waitress required to dress for male sexual titillation, call girls, “bunnies,” geisha, kisaeng prostitutes, secretaries];

7. to cramp their creativeness
[witch persecutions as campaigns against midwives and female healers and as pogrom against independent, “unassimilated” women; definition of male pursuits as more valuable than female within any culture, so that cultural values become embodiment of male subjectivity; restriction of female self-fulfillment to marriage and motherhood; sexual exploitation of women by male artists and teachers; the social and economic disruption of women’s creative aspirations; erasure of female tradition]; and

8. to withhold from them large areas of the society’s knowledge and cultural attainments

[by education noneducation of females (60% of the world’s alliterates are women); the “Great Silence” regarding women and particularly lesbian existence in history and culture; sex-role stereotyping which deflects women from science, technology, and other “masculine” pursuits; male social/professional bonding which excludes women; discrimination against women in the professions].

われわれが直面しているのは、a simple maintenance of inequality and propertyではなく、a pervasive cluster of forces, ranging from physical brutality to control of consciousness.

Susan Cavinによる家父長制の起源譚。初めに女性集団ありき。

patriarchy becomes possible when the original female band, which includes children but ejects adolescent males, becomes invaded and outnumbered by males;……not patriarchal marriage, but the rape of the mother by the son, becomes the first act of male domination. The entering wedge, or leverage, which allows this to happen is not just a simple change in sex ratios; it is also the mother-child bond, manipulated by adolescent males in order to remain within the matrix past the age of exclusion. Maternal affection is used to establish male right of sexual access, which, however, must ever after be held by force (or through control of consciousness) since the original deep adult bonding is that of woman for woman.

問題は異性愛である

But whatever its origin, when we look hard and clearly at the extent and elaboration of measures designed to keep women within a male sexual purlieu, it becomes an inescapable question whether the issue we have to address as feminists is, not simple “gender inequality”, nor the domination of culture by males, nor mere “taboos against homosexuality”, but the enforcement of heterosexuality for women as a means of assuring male right of physical, economical, and emotional access. One of many means of enforcement is, of course, the rendering invisible of the lesbian possibility, an engulfed continent which rises fragmentedly to view from time to time only to become submerged again.

女性集団

Beguines (12c. 15c.)

Sappho(7c.B.C.)

the secret sororities and economic networks among African women

the Chinese marriage resistance sisterhood

Gracia Clark, “The Beguines: A Mediaeval Women’s Community,” Quest: A Feminist Quarterly 1, no.4 (1975): 73-80.

Denise Paulme (ed) Women of Tropical Africa (University of California Press, 1963)

Audre Lorde, “Scratching the Surface: Some Notes on Barriers to Women and Loving,” Black Scholar 9, no.7 (1978): 31-35.

Marjorie Topley, “Marriage Resistance in Rural Kwangtung,” in Women in Chinese Society, ed. M. Wolf and R. Witke (Stanford University Press, 1978).

Agnes Smedley, Portraits of Chinese Women in Revolution (Feminist Press, 1976) pp. 103-10.

The question inevitably will arise: Are we then to condemn all heterosexual relationships, including those which are least oppressive? I believe this question, though often heartfelt, is the wrong question here. We have been stalled in a maze of false dichotomies which prevents our apprehending the institution as a whole: “good” versus “bad” marriage; “marriage for love” versus arranged marriage; “liberated” sex versus prostitution; heterosexual intercourse versus rape; Liebeschmerz versus humiliation and dependency.

Catharine A. MacKinnon, Feminism Unmodified: Discourses on Life and Law (Harvard University Press, 1987)

Introduction

Robin Morgan (ed) Sisterhood Is Powerful: An Anthology of Writings from the Women’s Liberation Movement (1970)

The second theme is a critique of the notion that gender is basically a difference rather than a hierarchy. To treat gender as a difference (with or without a French accent)10 means to treat it as a bipolar distinction, each people of which is defined in contrast to the other by opposed intrinsic attributes. (3)

note(10) Derrida: “Differance” in his sense is triple pun, referring to combined meanings of differing/deferring/detouring, so that which is “different” is characterized by a presence always under erasure and self never quite there, radically latent, constituted by its lack of full recognition and realization. However, Derrida does not treat women’s “differance” as a social criticism of women’s position under male supremacy. See, e.g., his Spurs: Nietzsche’s Styles.

※実は後でマッキノンは、リベラリズム批判のところで、リベラリズムにおける差異がデリダ的差延であることを実質的には暴いている。すると、どうなるのか。当初からデリダは、反省的なリベラルであったということだ。

※マッキノンのポルノグラフィーの理論的位置付けは重要である。要するに、マッキノンは、異性愛を生産する装置を（特にという自覚弱いが）ポルノグラフィーと呼んだとも解することができる。（実際、現在のポルノがなかった時代にその機能を果たしていたものは何だったのか。この点にマッキノンは全く関心を持っていない）。あるいは、権力をデリダ的差延にするもの、権力をフーコー的快楽にするものの名前だ。実際、差延の記述はポルノ的である。

Pornography turns sex inequality into sexuality and turns male dominance into the sex difference. Put another way, pornography makes inequality into sex, which makes it enjoyable, and into gender, which makes it seem natural. (3)

Gender is an inequality of power, a social based on who is permitted to do what to whom. (8)

※この定式はよい。誰の肉が誰の肉に何をするのかのコードなのだ。食べること以外の。

Inequality comes first; differences come after. (8)

“Not by Law Alone: From a Debate with Phyllis Schlafly” (1982)

フェミニズムは、女性に適用されたリベラリズムではない。

Feminism is not, as she implicitly defines it, liberalism applied to women. (21)

Liberalism defines equality as sameness. (22)

To feminism, equality means the aspiration to eradicate not gender differentiation, but gender hierarchy. (22)

In this way, our demand for access becomes also a demand for change. (22)

※アクセスとチェンジ

1970年、ニューヨーク、中絶に関連して死亡した女性の半数はBlackで44％はPuerto Ricanとの報告。(25)

“Privacy v. Equality: Beyond Roe v. Wade” (1983)

※rapeが例外化されることを分析する次の議論は見事。

Liberals have supported the availability of the abortion choice as if the woman just happened on the fetus. The political right, imaging that the intercourse preceding conception is usually voluntary, urges abstinence, as if sex were up to women, while defending male authority, specifically including a wife’s duty to submit to sex. Continuing with this logic, many opponents of state funding of abortions, such as supporters of some versions of the Hyde Amendment, would permit funding of abortions when pregnancy results from rape or incest. They make exceptions for those special occasions during which they presume women did not control sex. From all this I deduce that abortions proponents and opponents share a tacit assumption that women significantly do control sex.

Feminist investigations suggest otherwise. (94)

※とするなら、出産に対する扶助とともに中絶全般に対する扶助も廃棄する選択肢もあるはずだが、マッキノンは考慮していない。（1981年のHarris v. McRaeの最高裁判決では、プライバシーの権利から、医学的に必要な中絶に対するMedicaid programsは出てこないとの判示。この時期、妊娠・中絶に対するfundも争点に）

※プライバシー領域・親密圏こそ問題

Why one would allow force in private―the “why doesn’t she leave” question asked of battered women―is a question given its urgency by the social meaning of the private as a sphere of choice. But for women the measure of the intimacy has been the measure of the oppression. This is why feminism has had to explode the private. This is why feminism has seen the personal as the political. The private is the public for those for whom the personal is the political. In this sense, there is no private, either normatively or empirically. Feminism confronts the fact that women have no privacy to lose or to guarantee. We are not inviolable. (100)

※ここまではいい。しかし政治の行政化・介入が次の論法によって正当化される。

But the right to privacy is not thought to require social change. It is not even thought to require any social preconditions, other than nonintervention by the public. The point of this for the abortion cases is not that indigency―which was the specific barrier to effective choice in Harris― is well within the public power to remedy, nor that the state is exempt in issues of the distribution of wealth. The point is rather that Roe v. Wade presumes that government nonintervention into private sphere promotes a woman’s freedom of choice. When the alternative is jail, there is much to be said for this argument. But the Harris result sustains the ultimate meaning of privacy in Roe: women are guaranteed by the public no more than what we can get in private―that is, what we can extract through our intimate associations with men. Women with privileges get rights.

So women got abortion as a private privilege, not as a public right.(100)

Abortion was not decriminalized; it was legalized. (100-101)

When the law of privacy restricts intrusions into intimacy, it bars change in control over that intimacy. (101)

This right to privacy is a right of men “to be let alone” to oppress women one at a time. (102)

This is an instance of liberalism called feminism, liberalism applied to women as if we are persons, gender neutral. It reinforces the division between public and private that is not gender neutral. (102)

“Women, Self-Possession, and Sport” (1982)

※以下デリダ的分析。これはリベラル以外のほとんどにあてはまる。

Liberal feminism does not usually purport to be sure what the real underlying differences are, but its idea is that they are there. The way you know the wrong of stereotyping is distortion is that there is something preexisting to distort. Liberal feminist strategies for change correspond to its critique: ignore or eliminate irrational differences. To the extent that differentiation is irrational, assimilation or integration is recommended. Those things that men have been, psychologically and physically, so also women should be allowed to become. Androgyny as a solution, free choice of qualities of both roles, is also consistent with these politics. (118)

a second view, the radical feminist analysis

Sexism is a problem not of gender differentiation, but of gender hierarchy, in which gender differentiation is only one strategy. (118)

Mount Everest

When asked why, the man said, because it is there. The woman said, because it is beautiful. (124)

※おそらくヒラリー卿のことを考慮に入れていない。彼は征服とではなく存在と言った。まさしく存在は中性的・中立的なものとして。

James M. Humber, “Sexual Perversion and Human Nature,” Philosophy Research Archives Vol. XIII, 1987-88

In Igor Primoratz, ed., Human Sexuality (Dartmouth, 1997)

(a) Natural sex is sex in which the male deposits his semen in the vas of the female. Sexual actions which do not end in this fashion, and hence do not remain open to reproduction, are perverted.

(b) Natural sex is an expression of love or affection between partners. Thus, sexual activities which occur apart from a loving relationship are perverted.

(c) Sexual interest arousal naturally occur in humans by means of a multileveled awareness of one’s own and another’s desire, e.g., A is aroused by B, then B by A, then A by his/her awareness of having aroused B, then B by his/her awareness of having aroused A, etc. If a process of this sort does not occur prior to sexual fulfillment, or if the process is rendered incomplete, the attendant sexual activity is perverted.

(d) It is natural for humans to use sex to communicate,. Because sex is a communicative art, perversion occurs whenever there is a breach in comprehension.

(e) Natural sex is a normal sex, and normal sex is a statistical concept. Statistically normal sexual desire is desire for contact with another person’s body and the pleasure which that contact provides. Hence, an act is perverted if it satisfies a desire, not for contact with another, but rather merely looking, harming, etc., and this desire is attended with typical sexual effects, e.g., erection in males.

(f) Society formulates standards for morally acceptable sexual practices, and then sensitizes the tastes and feelings of its citizens so that they will feel abhorrence, disgust, or distaste when they contemplate extreme departure from those standards. Those sexual activities which deviate from society’s standards to such a degree that they elicit feelings of abhorrence, disgust, or distaste, are perverted or unnatural.

(g) All sexual activities which occur in nature are natural. Therefore, an unnatural or perverted sexual act is one which occurs outside of nature. No sexual act occurs outside of nature; hence, no sexual activity is perverted, and ‘perversion’ has no application in our world.

(a) Traditional Catholic view

(b) some contemporary Catholics

(c) Thomas Nagel, “Sexual Perversion” (1975)

(d) Robert Solomon

(e) Alan Goldman

(f) Joseph Margolis

(g) Michael Slote

(c)-(g) in Baker ed., Philosophy and Sex (Prometheus Books, 1975)
to prescribe or to describe

‘sexual perversion’ is a cluster term

G. E. M. Anscombe (1972), “Contraception and Chastity”, The Human World, No. 7, pp. 9-30

In Igor Primoratz, ed., Human Sexuality (Dartmouth, 1997)

a Jewish-Christian inheritance (30)

And, you know, if there is nothing intrinsically wrong with contraceptive intercourse, and if it could become practically universal where there is intercourse but ought to be no begetting, then it’s very difficult to see the objection to this morality; for the ground of objection to fornication and adultery was that sexual intercourse is only right in the sort of set-up that typically provides children with a father and mother to care for them. If it’s all right to exclude children, if you can turn intercourse into something other than the reproductive type of act (I don’t mean of course that every act is reproductive any more than every acorn leads to an oak-tree but it’s the reproductive type of act) then why, if you can change it, should it be restricted to the married? Restricted, that is, to partners bound in a formal, legal, union whose fundamental purpose is the bringing up example “marriage” should have to be between people of opposite sexes. But then, of course, it becomes unclear why you should have a ceremony, why you should have a formality at all. And so we must grant that children are in this general way the main point of the existence of such an arrangement. But if sexual union can be deliberately and totally divorced from fertility, then we may wonder why sexual union has got to be married union. If the expression of love between the partners is the point, then it shouldn’t be so narrowly confined. (30-31)

If contraceptive intercourse is permissible, then what objection could there be after all to mutual masturbation, or copulation in vase indebito, sodomy, buggery, when normal copulation is impermissible or inadvisable (or in any case, according to taste)? It can’t be the mere pattern of bodily behaviour in which the stimulation is procured that makes all the differences! But if such things are all right, it becomes perfectly impossible to see anything wrong with homosexual intercourse, for example. I am not saying: if you think contraception all right you will do these other things; not at all. The habit of respectability persists and old prejudices die hard. But I am saying: you will have no solid reason against these things. (42)

Biologically speaking, sexual intercourse is the reproductive act just as the organs are named generative organs from their role. Humanly speaking, the good and the point of a sexual act is: marriage. (43)

Vs the Playboy philosophy (46)

 the Church teaches also those truths that are hateful to the spirit of an age. (50)

Sue Wilkinson and Celia Kitzinger, “Dire Straights?”, in Gabrielle Griffin et al., eds., Stirring It (Taylor & Francis, 1994)

The radical critique of heterosexuality

From the beginning of first-wave feminism on, feminists produced searing critiques of heterosexuality, pointing in particular to the abuses associated with heterosexual sex: child sexual abuse, rape in marriage, clitoridecotomy, wife-beating, sexual slavery; and to the compulsory nature of heterosexuality in a society which systematically inculcates and rewards heterosexuality while punishing and rendering invisible lesbianism. Many women, however, experience heterosexuality as pleasurable, supportive, and otherwise beneficial (i.e., not as ‘abusive’); and many women also experience heterosexuality as ‘freely chosen’ (i.e., not as ‘compulsory’). Do such experiences suggest that certain kinds of heterosexuality or heterosexual practice are, or should be, exempt from feminist critique? Alternatively, do they suggest that women who experience heterosexuality as ‘non-abusive’ and/or ‘non-compulsory’ are suffering from ‘false consciousness’? We think not――rather, we argue that heterosexuality per se must be subject to analysis for its key position in the social construction of gender; and also that it is possible to develop such an analysis without restoring to notions of heterosexual women as suffering from ‘false consciousness’.

we argue that heterosexuality is a key site for the social construction of gender, and that heterosexual sex is a primary instrument through which we are constructed as women and as men, and hence as oppressed and oppressor.

Onlywoman Press (ed) (1981) Love Your Enemy? The Debate between Heterosexual Feminism and Political Lesbianism, Onlywoman Press

In the rest of this chapter, we discuss and evaluate two such attempts――ironically, both (in their contemporary manifestations) originating from lesbian feminists. These are ‘virgin heterosexuality’ (a heterosexuality which does not reinscribe, but rather resists ‘maleness’ and ‘femaleness’) and ‘queer heterosexuality’ (a heterosexuality which not only does not reinscribe, but which actively subverts, ‘maleness’ and ‘femaleness’).

後者のrehabilitating of heterosexualityでは、

‘gender play’, ‘gender bending’, ‘gender-fuck’, ‘fucking with gender’
Madonna=queer icon

Transvestism, transsexualism and even hermaphrodism are all celebrated for their transgression of the ‘rigid binarism’ of sexual identity.

後者は、第一に曖昧でありタブーと侵犯の関係も曖昧、第二にレズビアニズムを裏切るものである、第三にa flexible polysexuality(mono-, bi-, tri-, multi-, trans-, sexuality)を振り回すことで女性に自己がヘテロであることを軽視させる。

Wilkinson, S. ed Heterosexuality: A Feminism & Psychology Reader (Sage, 1993)

Hoagland,S. L. ed., For Lesbians Only: A Separatist Anthology (Onlywomen Press, 1988)

Fyre, M (1993) Willful Virgin: Essays in Feminism, 1976-1992, The Crossing Press

Jeffreys, S (1990) Anticlimax: A Feminist Perspective on the Sexual Revolution, The Women’s Press

Nicola Gavey, “Technologies and Effects of Heterosexual Coercion”, in Sue Wilkinson and Celia Kitzinger eds., Heterosexuality: A Feminism & Psychology Reader (Sage, 1993)

※フーコー権力論の典型的な応用例。

望まれず強制されるsexの経験について

My specific focus in this study is an explanation of women’s experiences of unwanted and coerced sex within heterosexual relationships. It has been shown that rape and sexual aggression are relatively prevalent within heterosexual relationships. Feminists have suggested, however, that recognized forms of sexual violence are only the extreme manifestation of a more pervasive coercive heterosexuality. Women can be coerced into having sex with men in many more subtle ways than through physical force, or violence, or the threat of violence. (93-94)

※rapeとsexual aggressionは、異性愛関係に内在する強制性の現われ、「単なる極端な現われ」とされる。両者の差異は、本性の差異ではなく強度の差異ということになる。このとき、後者の異性愛関係において、外見的にthe woman’s consent, or, at least, lack of obvious resistance (94)を含むことの説明が本論の課題となる。これが、権力による欺瞞・虚偽によって女性が欺かれるが故に、という構図をとることなく、どう説明できるかが問われるし、その点で、フーコーの権力論の果たす役割が問われる。また、別の観点から言えば、性的暴力がその性的である点において異性愛の表出であることは自明であるが、その暴力的である点において異性愛に想定される「強制性」の表出であるかは必ずしも自明とは言えない。異性愛の強制性と性的暴力の暴力性の間には何らかの関連があるのはその通りであるが、その文脈で女性の外見的同意や抵抗不在を問題化するのは、必ずしも的を射ていない感触がある。たしかに異性愛には強制性があり、その強制性はフーコー的権力装置技術に由来するし、快楽や欲望も生産するのであるが（この点についてGaveyは考慮していないが）、その強制性のポイントは、生殖を可能にするための文脈において問題化されるべきだと思われる。要するに、異性愛を維持するためには、異性愛を強制するためには、かくも膨大な装置を必要としてしまうというそのことが謎なのである。暴力性の由来そのものに限定するなら、文化一般をその原因として指定することができるはずだが、文化が暴力性を産出するということが謎なのではなく、文化そのものがこれほどの権力を行使しているというそのことが謎なのである。性的＜暴力＞があることが謎であるというより、＜性的＞暴力があること、性的なものが異性愛を典型としながらあることが謎なのである。

Discourse and subject positions for women

Sexuality as socially constructed

　※これがフーコーの立場として参照される。以下も同様。

Disciplinary power

The concept of disciplinary power promises fruitful openings for exploring sexual coercion (particularly subtle forms) within heterosexual relationships. However, the differential, gendered, operations of power through the deployment of sex for men and women must be highlighted. Disciplinary power may produce ‘docile bodies’, but there are profound gender differences in the forms this takes with regard to heterosexuality. (95)

※規律訓練権力論が応用される。＜飼い慣らされた身体＞を生産する力として。ここで、身体の力能を生産する側面は基本的には無視された上で、先ず、男性の身体も＜飼い慣らされた身体＞へ規律訓練されることを確認しつつ、それと女性の身体の飼い慣らされ方には性差がインプットされているとされる。その性差は、＜（暴力的）支配＞のタームによって形容され語られることになる。このようなフーコーの応用を行ったのは以下のもの。

Teresa de Lauretis (1987) Technologies of Gender: Essays on Theory, Film, and Fiction, Indiana University Press

Sandra Lee Bartky, (1988) ‘Foucault, Femininity, and the Modernization of Patriarchal Power’, in Irene Diamond and Lee Quinby eds., Feminism and Foucault: Reflections on Resistance, pp. 61-86. Northeastern University Press

Apparent complicity in heterosexual coercion

規律訓練権力論は外見的共謀を説明してくれる。

※何に対する共謀か。異性愛に対してか、異性愛に内在する強制性に対してか、暴力性の淵源となる異性愛の強制性に対してか。言うまでもないが、個別の行為における＜共謀＞＜同意＞に関してなら、行為の説明が常にそうであるように、いくらでも説明を積み重ねてみせることはできる。その場合にしても、何に対する同意であるのかは場合に応じて異なる。

The concept of disciplinary power allows an understanding of how women may be persuaded into apparent complicity in the process of our own subjugation, through the regulation and normalization of our subjectivities and behaviours. (95-96)

Bartkyが、女性性のフーコー的分析の典型として引用される。

　※まさしく歴史的証言と評してよい引用文である。

Sandra Lee Bartky (1988: 81), in a feminist Foucauldian analysis of ‘femininity’, has argued the following:

The woman who checks her makeup half a dozen times a day to see if her foundation has caked or her mascara has run, who worries that the wind or the rain may spoil her hairdo, who looks frequently to see if her stockings have begged at the ankle or who, feeling fat, monitors everything she eats, has become, just as surely as the innate of the Panopticon, a self-policing subject, a self committed to a relentless self-surveillance. This self-surveillance is a form of obedience to patriarchy. It is also the reflection in the woman’s consciousness of the fact that she is under surveillance in ways that he is not, that whatever else she may become, she is importantly a body designed to please or excite. There has been induced in many women, then, in Foucault’s words, a ‘state of conscious and permanent visibility that assures the automatic functioning of power’.

‘In contemporary patriarchal culture’, Bartky suggested, ‘a panoptical male connoisseur resides within the consciousness of most women’ (Bartky, 1988: 72). (96)

※仮に意識分析はこれでいいとしても、それが服従するものが家父長制・男性鑑定家であるかは、それに限られるかは怪しいだろう。少なくともフーコーは、それが服従するものは性と言ったはずである。

※以下でGaveyは個々の男性を超える作用が働くのだということを、以上の分析から引き出している。簡単な補足だが重要であり、だとすると、どうなるのかと問うことができよう。女性は同意しているが実は服従している。男性は暴力的であるが実はそれ以上の作用の代行者である。では、そこに作用する権力は何をやっていることになるのか。社会関係（家父長制・婚姻）や労働力の再生産？　そうではなく、言うべきは、性の再生産ということであろう。個々の行為は＜性＞を生産する。

Thus, while women may not engage in conscious and deliberate submission, disciplinary power nevertheless produces what can be seen as a form of obedience. While the individual male’s behaviour in the interaction is not insignificant, the operations of power involved may transcend his particular actions. (96-97)

Technology of heterosexual coercion

※権力の技術・技法の例示は以下の通り。文化政治論に繋がるものである。

various social technologies, such as cinema, institutionalized discourses, epistemologies, critical practices, and practices of daily life (97)

※かくして、Gaveyは女性に（本来的）欲望があり（その都度の同意や拒否が問題とされるのではないからには）、これが抑圧・隠蔽されるという語り方を採ることになる。そこが抵抗の拠点として名指されるだろう。

In these versions of sexuality, heterosexuality is assumed as a given and is ‘compulsory’ (Rich, 1980), women’s sexual desire is relatively neglected and, concomitantly, women often lack power to determine our involvement in heterosexual relations――both in general, and in specific forms of sex. (97)

※権力の言説場の例示は以下の通り。性と異性愛の表象の装置の列挙である。たしかに生産するポジティヴな作用だろう。しかし、むしろ異性愛の強制性は、それを外れたときの恐怖や不安によると言うべきではないのか。これは抑圧仮説とは違う。また、恐怖や不安を掻き立てるアブジェクション・不可能なもの・不気味なもの（予め失われた同性愛）というお話とも違う。端的に、孤独や弧絶、離別や死別、死の恐怖や不安ではないのか。事は何よりもライフコースに関わるのであって（だからこそ生権力）、異性愛以外の愛や友愛がこの恐怖や不安を解消・隠蔽するならそれだけのことであって、そこでもやはり、恐怖や不安に駆り立てられている事態は変わらない。ここまで来て初めて、障害者の性のことが問題になりうるであろう。

The discursive fields……representations of sexuality and heterosexual relations in popular women’s magazines, film, television, romance and other fiction, pornography and sex manuals; sexology and the practice of sex therapy; practices of contraception; sexual humour; church prescriptions on sexuality; sex education in schools; legislation on sexuality and sexual violence; sociological explanations for sexual violence, and so on. (97)

※これに対して女性をエンパワーメントする言説もあると指摘される。しかしその力＝抵抗とは何なのかは語られていない。むしろ、解放を可能にしてくれると思わせる性の装置の威力にこそ驚くべきだろう。

To say that there exist technologies of heterosexual coercion is not to say that it is not possible for women to be positioned in ways in which we do have power and agency in sexual relations with men, and in which our desire is articulated and acted upon. There are certainly discourses (e.g. feminisms) that impinge on heterosexuality which do allow such power and desire, although such discourses are not available as yet to all women. (98)

※以下、六人の女性へのインタビューの採録。結論部分は以下の通り。

The political implications of this analysis differ from some traditional analyses. Traditional feminist analyses have often relied on the notion of a simple top-down domination of women by patriarchal power, which is exercised by individual men and from which (all) men directly or indirectly benefit. This traditional understanding of domination, and its expression in the language of control, ‘presumes a centering of power that may no longer exist in contemporary society: we are asked to seize power when power is no longer held by a clearly identifiable and coherent group’ (Diamond and Quinby 1988: 195). An analysis which focuses on the regulating and normalizing functions of disciplinary power, however, does not rely on the presumption of unitary and centralized sources of power. It is, therefore, particularly useful for explaining women’s compliance with unwanted sex and those forms of heterosexual coercion which do not involve overt force or violence.

One of the aims of this research was to interrogate, contest and disturb dominant conceptualizations of heterosexual sex. The deconstructive impulse of this research is not neutral, however. Women I have talked with about heterosexual coercion have sometimes told me that they have come to see their experiences in a different light as a result of talking or thinking about such experiences in the context of this research. To the extent that these new ways of making sense of their experiences create space for new discursive positionings which are more positive and open up possibilities for both resistance to coercion and the active pursuit of pleasure, then this is a positive, political implication of the research. We cannot avoid technologies of sex but, by understanding some of the ways in which they work, we can hopefully resist, challenge and contest technologies of heterosexual coercion. (116-117)

Judith Butler, The Psychic Life of Power: Theories in Subjection (Stanford University Press,1997)

3 Subjection, Resistance, Resignification: Between Freud and Foucault
フーコーDiscipline and Punishにおける主体：囚人

Foucault suggests that the prisoner is not regulated by an exterior relation of power, whereby an institution takes a pregiven individual as the target of its subordinating aims. On the contrary, the individual is formed or, rather, formulated through his discursively constituted “identity” as prisoner. Subjection is, literally, the making of a subject, the principle of regulation according to which a subject is formulated or produced. Such subjection is a kind of power that not only unilaterally acts on a given individual as a form of domination, but also activates or forms the subject. Hence, subjection is neither simply the domination of a subject nor its production, but designates a certain kind of restriction in production, a restriction without which the production of the subject cannot take place, a restriction through which that production takes place. (84)

※形相/質料図式であることは変わらない。この質料性・抵抗性が無意識と解されていく。そうなると、フーコーの筋とずれるのではないか。

Thus the psyche, which includes the unconscious, is very different from the subject: the psyche is precisely what exceeds the imprisoning effects of the discursive demand to inhabit a coherent identity, to become a coherent subject. The psyche is what resists the regularization that Foucault ascribes to normalizing discourses. (86)

Jacques-Alain Miller, “Michel Foucault and Psychoanalysis,” in Timothy J. Armstrong ed., Michel Foucault/Philosopher (Routledge, 1992)

John Rajchman, Truth and Eros: Foucalt, Lacan, and the Question of Ethics (Routledge, 1991)

This Foucaultian move appears to treat the psyche as if it received unilaterally the effect of the Lacanian symbolic. The transposition of the soul into an exterior and imprisoning frame for the body vacates as it were, the interiority of the body, leaving that interiority as a malleable surface for the unilateral effects of disciplinary power. (86-87)

※抵抗の可能性・場所の問題化。抵抗と無意識・禁止・抑圧。抵抗の精神分析的意味と通常の意味の両義性。

I am in part moving toward a psychoanalytic criticism of Foucault, for I think that one cannot account for subjectivation and, in particular, becoming the principle of one’s own subjection without recourse to a psychoanalytic account of the formative or generative effects of restriction or prohibition. Moreover, the formation of the subject cannot fully be thought―if it ever can be―without recourse to a paradoxically enabling set of grounding constraints. Yet as I elaborate this critique, some romanticized notions of the unconscious defined as necessary resistance will come under critical scrutiny, and that criticism will entail the reemergence of a Foucaultian perspective within psychoanalysis. The question of a suppressed psychoanalysis in Foucault―raised by Foucault himself in the reference to a “cultural unconscious” quoted in the epigraph to this chapter [“Rituals of Exclusion”]―might be raised more precisely as the problem of locating or accounting for resistance. Where does resistance to or in disciplinary subject formation take place? Does the reduction of the psychoanalytically rich notion of the psyche to that of the imprisoning soul eliminate the possibility of resistance to normalization and to subject formation, a resistance that emerges precisely from the incommensurability between psyche and subject? How would we understand such resistance, and would such an understanding entail a critical rethinking of psychoanalysis along the way? (87)

※身体、無意識の場所に。肉体の場所、抵抗の場所に。（しかしフーコーの身体化＝性化の議論を想起せよ。またフーコーの「肉」はそのようではない）。

If, then, the body is now to be understood as that which not only constitutes the subject in its dissociated and sublimated state, but also exceeds or resists any effort at sublimation, how are we to understand this body that is, as it were, negated or repressed so that the subject might live? One might expect the body to return in a non-normalizable wildness, and there are of course moments in Foucault when something like that happens. But more often than not, in Foucault the possibility of subversion or resistance appears (a) in the course of a subjectivation that exceeds the normalizing aims by which it is mobilized, for example, in “reverse-discourse,” or (b) through convergence with other discursive regimes, whereby inadvertently produced discursive complexity undermines the teleological aims of normalization. Thus resistance appears as the effect of power, as a part of power, its self-subversion. (92-93)

※イマジナリー

For the Lacanian, then, the imaginary signifies the impossibility of the discursive―that is, symbolic―constitution of identity. Identity can never be fully totalized by the symbolic, for what it fails to order will emerge within the imaginary as a disorder, a site where identity is contested. (96-97)

※このdisorderはあくまで基本的には言葉・言説のレベルで捉えられる。the slips and gaps that characterize the worlings of the imaginary in language (97)というわけである。ところで肉体的disorderはimaginaryに配置できないだろう。ButlerはRoseの論（この点で典型的）を肯定的に引用する。

I quote a passage which has benefited many of us who have sought to find in psychoanalysis a principle of resistance to given forms of social reality:

The unconscious constantly reveals the “failure” of identity. Because there is no continuity of psychic life, so there is no stability of sexual identity, no position for women (or for men) which is ever simply achieved. Nor does psychoanalysis see such “failure” as a special-case inability or an individual deviancy from the norm. “Failure” is not a moment to be regretted in a process of adaptation, or development into normality,……”failure” is something endlessly repeated and relived moment by moment throughout our individual histories. It appears not only in the symptom, but also in dreams, in slips of the tongue and in forms of sexual pleasure which are pushed to the sidelines of the norm……there is a resistance to identity at the very heart of psychic life.

Jacqueline Rose, Sexuality in the Field of Vision (Verso, 1987) pp. 90-91

Foucault formulates resistance as an effect of the very power that it is said to oppose. This insistence on the dual possibility of being both constituted by the law and an effect of resistance to the law marks a departure from the Lacanian gramework, for where Lacan restricts the notion of social power to the symbolic domain and delegates resistance to the imaginary, Foucault recasts the symbolic as relations of power and understands resistance as an effect of power. (98-99)

……why can Foucault formulate resistance in relation to the disciplinary power of sexuality in The History of Sexuality, whereas in Discipline and Punish disciplinary power appears to determine docile bodies incapable of resistance?......Disciplinary apparatus fails to repress sexuality precisely because the apparatus is itself eroticized, becoming the occasion for the incitement of sexuality and, therefore, undoing its own repressive aims. (101)

※後半のエロス化の指摘はたぶん正しい。ただしincitementということではないだろう。ともかく、抑圧・禁止（仮説）の拒否は、（精神分析的）抵抗の拒否になるという線が基本にあって議論が構成されている。なおButlerはここでは抑圧・禁止がかかるのは分裂症化と見ている。

And this prohibition is all the more savory precisely because it is bound up in the narcissistic circuit that wards off the dissolution of the subject into psychosis. (103)

For Foucault, a subject is formed and then invested with a sexuality by a regime of power. If the very process of subject-formation, however, requires a preemption of sexuality, a founding prohibition that prohibits a certain desire but itself becomes a focus of desire, then a subject is formed through the prohibition of a sexuality, a prohibition that at the same time forms this sexuality―and the subject who is said to bear it. This view disputes the Foucaultian notion that psychoanalysis presumes the exteriority of the law to desire, for it maintains that there is no desire without the law that forms and sustains the very desire it prohibits. (103)

※pp. 103-105のinjury, attachmentは重要だが、そこまでの議論との繋がりやや不明。むしろ、死の代名詞たる孤絶（本論では「分裂病」と表現されてしまうこと）に怯えているのである（「一人では生きていけないし死んでいけない．．．」）。
Virginia Goldner, “Ironic Gender/Authentic Sex,” Studies in Gender and Sexuality 4(2):113-139, 2003

フェミニズムとポストモダニズムはジェンダーとセクシュアリティの常識的実質を蒸発させた。しかし、ジェンダーがthe ironicになったのに対し、セクシュアリティはthe authenticになった。ジェンダーは作られたものmadeとして見なされ経験されているが、セクシュアリティはいわば近代とポスト近代に間にあって依然として発見されるべき何かと見なされている。

※以下のようなフロイトとフーコーの対比が一つの通説と見なされていることに留意。

It is customary to distill the Freud-Foucault distinction with the insight that, whereas Freud positioned sexuality as fundamentally antisocial and transgressive, Foucault argued that it had become emblematic of a new form of docile subjectivity: a form produced by an all-encompassing matrix of regulatory practices and ultimately including psychoanalysis. (120)

Gad Horowitz, “The Foucaltian Impasse: No Sex, No Self, No Revolution,” Political Theory, 1987, vol. 15, pp. 61-81

主体の構築、支配、排除

How does the construction of the subject involve domination and constraint? Not in the sense that anything is there prior to construction that is dominated and constrained in the process of construction, but only in the sense that any discursive construction must involve, and indeed depend upon, exclusion. The construction of any kind of self or identity involves domination in the sense that any definition of self immediately posits nonself, the other of the self, which is excluded from the self by definition; therefore, the continuous subjugation, condemnation, and suppression of any experience or evidence of otherness is the flip side of the continuous construction of the self as defined. Mark Philip writes that “we can see Foucault as positing a prediscursive unformed primal bodily matter which is worked up in discourse into a discursive subject.” (“Foucault on Power: A Problem in Radical Translation?” Political Theory 11 (February 1983), 43)……However, this primal matter cannot have any positive characteristics of its own that are excluded and dominated in the process of self-construction……
主体の他者

The other of the modern subject is the self-out-of-control: the psychotic, the criminal, and the sexual pervert. Without these others, there is no normal self: its continuous reproduction depends on the continuous surveillance, diagnosis, treatment and punishment of otherness in the self and in others.

※先の「存在論的」議論から上の「存在的」議論への移行、構造的に排除される他者が自己と他者たちに回帰するという（回帰して欲しいとする）議論、これが精神分析的議論の常数である。これは＜内なる差別性＞＜内なる優生思想＞を「説明」するのに非常に都合のいい理論であるし、同時に、「異常」への羨望や憧憬を＜予め失われたもの＞として自己の内に再発見することをもって「連帯」とするのに非常に都合のいい理論である。フーコーはまさにそれを批判していたにもかかわらず。

抵抗の理由が消失する？

Philip writes that Foucault is unable to offer any reason to resist power, since if our resistance succeeded, we

would simply be swapping one discursive identity for another, and there seems no basis for having preferences between discursive identities……There seems no good reason why the “other” should be welcomed as liberator. After all, each liberation involves creating a new other (unless, of course, there is some true repressed subjectivity) and there cannot be extradiscursive grounds for assessing the respective claims of subjects and their other.

※この議論に対して、identityをそんなに簡単に着替えられるものではない、それこそ解放幻想であると言うことができるが、その類の批判は面白くない。問題は、構造的他者の外延であるが（「動物」「家畜」は例示されることがない）、先ず指摘されるべきは、identity（力）そのものが抵抗を可能にするということではあろう。ラベルであってもラベルを主体化する者に力を与えるのであるから。

William ConnollyとCharles Taylorの論争

フーコーの他者・抵抗とフロイトのイド

The Freudian id is in some ways very similar to Foucault’ s otherness: the id is the other of the I, that which is excluded from the self, that in the agent which resists agentification. The main differences between “it” and “other” are (1) for Freud, the I is constructed out of its other, the id precedes the I, while for Foucault, otherness arises only in the construction of an I. For Foucault, the other is the other of discourse, I is not the discourse of the other. (2) For Freud, the id, generalized and nonspecific though it may be, has a positive direction of its own, not just “resistance”: It obeys the pleasure principle, and a characteristic―absence of unity or organization, that is, multiplicity. For Foucault, the unformed primal matter that is worked up in discourse into self is without any inherent characteristics other than resistance.

フーコー「身体と快楽」について

Does “bodies and pleasure” refer to some prediscursive bodily matter that―contrary to the entire direction of Foucault’s thought―does have inherent characteristics of its own that are subjected to domination in the process of self-construction? Are there some truths that are not the effects of power? 

Mark Posterの解釈(Foucault, Marxism and History, Polity Press, 1984, 35)

who writes that Foucault’s argument here “comes close” to the sexual liberationism of Deleuze and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus, which calls for the total release of the Freudian id, opposes the imposition of any code or law on the free flowing of desire, “the natural flux of the libido.”
この解釈はincredibleである。

He[Foucault] is not a closet essentialist. “Bodies and pleasure” is simply Foucault’s way of specifying for the sexual sphere the nature of the resistance to power that is always and everywhere the concomitant of power. If there were no “development of sexuality” (power) there would be no “bodies and pleasure” (resistance). Practically speaking, Foucault is suggesting―and it is a suggestion worthy of any left Freudian―that saying yes to sex is saying no to power insofar as one is saying yes to polymorphous sexuality―bodies, pleasures―and not to any norm or standard of liberated, healthy, or politically correct sex.

性の擁護、子どもの愛／弧絶の「経験」、相対主義は子どもにおいて停止する

But the child itself and the child’s need for love are not simply discursive constructs. Without some kind of love we are miserable, or frantic, or destructive and self-destructive, or numb. There is nothing relative about that. Relativism stops at baby.

By saying yes to love, we say no to terror. We do not say that sex is the summum bonum, that the sexual life is good, even when sex is defined as broadly as bodily pleasure. We say that the unterrorized life is good. This is not a metaphysical proposition. We can know this simply by looking at any child, any time, anywhere, including the child within ourselves. A relatively uncompulsive, anxiety-free sex life is (contrary to Reich) not the sine qua non for “mental health” but simply a sign that we may be relatively free of terror, for in our upbringing, we are terrorized around our love needs, from which our sexuality is inseparable. The absence of sexual pleasure is often a sign of the presence of repressed terror in our lives, but it isn’t necessarily so. It is possible to be relatively free of terror, celibate, very little concerned with sex, and sexually liberated.

The nihilistic dandy[Foucault and the radical Foucaultians] is a no-ideal that leaves the child far behind, abandoned in fact, thrown out. The nihilistic dandy, living the aesthetic of existence, is an adult with no depth, that is, no child, or a lonely child, rather than an adult child, a grown-up child, a self-transcending child.

Judith Butler, “Variations On Sex and Gender: Beauvoir, Wittig, and Foucault,” Praxis International, 1986, vol. 5, pp. 505-516

Beauvoir “One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman”
このbecomeにはサルトル的choiceも負荷されている。では、

How can gender be both a matter of choice and cultural construction?

Monique Wittig “One is Not Born a Woman”
ただしWittigにもchoiceの含意がある。

Indeed, how are we to find the body which pre-exists its cultural interpretation? If gender is the corporealization of choice, and the acculturation of the corporeal, then what is left on nature, and what has become of sex?

The notion that we somehow choose our genders poses an ontological puzzle.

Although we “become” our genders in Beauvoir’s view, the temporal movement of this becoming does not follow a linear progression. The origin of gender is not temporally discrete precisely because gender is not suddenly originated at some point in time after which it is fixed in form. In an important sense, gender is not traceable to a definite origin because it is itself an originating activity incessantly taking place. No longer understood as a product of cultural and psychic relations long past, gender is a contemporary way of organizing past and future cultural norms, a way of situating oneself in and through these norms, an active style of living one’s body in the world.

One chooses one’s gender, but one does not choose it from a distance which signals an ontological juncture between the choosing agent and the chosen gender.

※この理屈で行けば、絶えず脱ジェンダー化も「選択」されていると言えてしまう。にもかかわらずジェンダーがかくも力を賦与されるのはsexual differenceであるからである。それ故にまたsexの独自の次元を確保する必要がある。そしてバトラーもまた、脱ジェンダーの弧絶を語る。

The social constraints upon gender compliance and deviation are so great that most people feel deeply wounded if they are told that they exercise their manhood or womanhood improperly. Insofar as social existence requires an unambiguous gender affinity, it is not possible to exist in a socially meaningful sense outside of established gender norms. The fall from established gender boundaries initiates a sense of radical dislocation which can assume a metaphysical significance. If human existence is always gendered existence, then to stray outside of established gender is in some sense to put one’s very existence into question. In these moments of gender dislocation in which we realize that it is hardly necessary that we be genders we have become, we confront the burden of choice intrinsic to living as a man or a woman or some other gender identity, a freedom made burdensome through social constraint.

The anguish and terror of leaving a prescribed gender or of trespassing upon another gender territory……
Judith Butler, “Revisiting Bodies and Pleasures,” Theory, Culture & Society 1999 Vol. 16(2): 11-20

The turn from ‘sex-desire’ to ‘bodies and pleasures’ promised for some a turn away from both feminism and psychoanalysis, from the insistence that sexuality be thought of in terms of sexual difference, and that sexual difference be thought of as a function of oedipally induced differentiations, and that desire be understood as structured by lack in relation to a sexually differentiated Other. The insistence on sexual difference appeared to be linked to a heterosexualizing of desire (11-12)

For Foucault, the regulatory operation of ‘sex’ operates as an abstract monolith that regulates bodies in uniform ways; sexual difference is, of necessity, secondary to sex. (12)

フーコーにとって、the sexual object, a gendered subjectは重要ではない。(13)

「身体と快楽」は、a certain kind of exuberant utopianism (18)であり、queer studiesの一部にも見られる。

※sex/genderの区別がやはり曖昧。Sexをどう読んでいるかも不分明。

Monique Wittig, The Straight Mind and Other Essays (Beacon Press 1992)

“The Category of Sex” (1976/1982)

The category of sex is the one that rules as “natural” the relation that is at the base of (heterosexual) society and through which half of the population, women, are “heterosexualized” (the making of women is like the making of eunuchs, the breeding of slaves, of animals) and submitted to a heterosexual economy. For the category of sex is the product of a heterosexual society which imposes on women the rigid obligation of the reproduction of the “species,” that is, the reproduction of heterosexual society. The compulsory reproduction of the “species” by women is the system of exploitation on which heterosexuality is economically based. Reproduction is essentially that work, that production by women, through which the appropriation be men of all the work of women proceeds. One must include here the appropriation work which is associated “by nature” with reproduction, the raising of children and domestic chores. This appropriation of the work of women is effected in the same way as the appropriation of the work of the working class by the ruling class. It cannot be said that one of these two productions (reproduction) is “natural” while the other is social. This argument is only the theoretical, ideological justification of oppression, an argument to make women believe that before society and in all societies they are subject to this obligation to reproduce. However, as we know nothing about work, about social production, outside of the context of exploitation, we know nothing about reproduction of society outside of its context of exploitation. (5-6)

※出産が再生産で、再生産は（ヘテロセクシュアルな）社会の再生産、と繋げる議論に留意。この議論の出所は？　単なる語呂合わせ以上の議論の出所は？

The category of sex is the product of heterosexual society that turns half of the population into sexual beings, for sex is a category which women cannot be outside of. Wherever they are, whatever they do (including working in the public sector), they are seen (and made) sexually available to men, and they, breasts, buttocks, costume, must be visible. (7)

Notice that in civil matters color as well as sex still must be “declared.” However, because of the abolition of slavery, the “declaration” of “color” is now considered discriminatory. But that does not hold true for the “declaration” of “sex,” which not even women dream of abolishing. I say: it is about time to do. (8)

※この最後の文に以下の註

Pleasure in sex is no more the subject of this paper than is happiness in slavery. (101)

“One is not born a woman” (1981)

Simone de Beauvoir

“One s not born, but becomes a woman. No biological, psychological, or economic fate determines the figure that the human female presents in society: it is civilization as a whole that produces this creature, intermediate between male and eunuch, which is described as feminine.”
Andrea Dworkin, “Biological Superiority: The World’s Most Dangerous and Deadly Idea,” Heresies 6: 46.

“women and men are different species or races (the words are used interchangeably): men are biologically inferior to women; male violence is a biological inevitability……”
Ti-Grace Atkinson, Amazon Odyssey (Links Books, 1974)

“If feminism has any logic at all, it must be working for a sexless society.” (p. 6)

But what we believe to be a physical and direct perception is only a sophisticated and mythic construction, an “imaginary formation,” which reinterprets physical features (in themselves as neutral as any others but marked by the social system) through the network of relationships in which they are perceived. (They are seen as black, therefore they are black; they are seen as women, therefore, they are women. But before being seen that way, they first had to be made that way.) (11-12)

Thus a lesbian has to be something else, a not-woman, a not-man, a product of society, not a product of nature, for there is no nature in society. (13)

Having stood up to fight for a sexless society, we now find ourselves entrapped in the familiar deadlock of “woman is wonderful.” (13)

Lesbian is the only concept I know of which is beyond the categories of sex (woman and man), because the designated subject (lesbian) is not a woman, either economically, or politically, or ideologically. (20)

We are escapees from our class in the same way as the American runaway slaves were when escaping slavery and becoming free. (20)

“The Straight Mind” (1980)

(This text was first read in New York at the Modern Language Association Convention in 1978 and dedicated to American lesbians.)

In the analytical experience there is an oppressed person, the psychoanalyzed, whose need for communication is exploited and who (in the same way as witches could, under torture, only repeat the language that the inquisitors wanted to hear) has no other choice, (if s/he does not want to destroy the implicit contract which allows her/him to communicate and which s/he needs), than to attempt to say what s/he is supposed to say. They say that this can last for a life time―cruel contract which constrains a human being to display her/his misery to an oppressor who is directly responsible for it, who exploits her/him economically, politically, ideologically and whose interpretation reduces this misery to a few figures of speech. (24)

In this thought, to reject the obligation of coitus and the institutions that this obligation has produced as necessary for the constitution of a society, is simply an impossibility (28)

They [Levi-Strauss, Lacan, and their epigones] call upon unconscious process, for example, which require the exchange of women as a necessary condition for every society. According to them, that is what the unconscious tells us with authority, and the symbolic order, without which there is no meaning, no language, no society, depends on it. But what does women being exchanged mean if not that they are dominated? No wonder then that there is only one Unconscious, and that it is heterosexual. (30-31)

Lesbians are not women. (32)

“The Trojan Horse” (1984)

※「戦争機械」：トロイの木馬の外形を説明した後で。

But what if it were a war machine? (68)

Any important literary work is like the Trojan Horse at the time it is produced. Any work with a new form operates as a war machine, because its design and its goal is to pulverize the old forms and formal conventions. It si always produced in hostile territory. (68-69)

committed literatureやecriture feminineは戦争機械にはならない。それらはロラン・バルトのいう神話作用しか果さない。(69)

戦争機械はプルーストの作品である。(74)

Janell Watson, “Schizo-Performativity? Neurosis and Politics in Judith Butler and Felix Guattari,” Women: a cultural review (2005) Vol. 16. No. 3. 305-320
The hysteric question
‘Who am I?’, ‘What am I?’, ‘What do you want from me?’, ‘Am I a man or a woman?’

革命より攪乱を
Butler’s clear preference for subversion over revolution is evidenced in her reaction to Deleuze and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus: ‘For Deleuze, no matter the hegemony of law, it not only can be broken, but ought to be’ (Butler 1987:207). The Subversive resists the law, while the revolutionary breaks the law. Why might it be preferable to pursue subversion rather than revolution? Why accept the hegemony of the law? Butler herself responds that there are limits to the possibility of critiquing the law (read: the big Other), for ‘One cannot criticize too far the terms by which one’s existence is secured’ (Butler 1997:129). Her subject cannot separate from the power she locates in the bug Other, placing the subject in a position of dependency. (309)
※以下、バトラーの主体の依存性は構造的に＜父に同一化するヒステリー＞と同型、その目標はセクシュアル・マイノリティのヒステリー化（治療の経路として）・オイディプス化と論じられる。雑だがそれほど的を外してはいない。バトラーとガタリを＜総合＞する結論は詰らぬものである。
Kirk Mann and Sasha Roseneil, “Poor choices? Gender, agency and underclass debate”, in Gill Jagger and Caroline Wright (eds) Changing Family Values (Routledge 1999)

※男と男、女と女が、ともに死ぬまで暮らすとして、そこに何の問題があろうはずもない。ともに暮らす二人あるいは数人が、時折身体的で肉体的な愛を交わすからといって、そこに何の問題もないし、特段に論ずべきことのあろうはずもない。どういう経路にせよ、そこに子どもが加わったとしても同じことだ。ところで、異性間の婚姻や家族に何か特権や利益が賦与されているのなら、共に暮らす同性者がそれを要求しても大したことではないだろう。その要求のポイントは、婚姻や家族制度における平等処遇というよりは、暮らし方の一つとして当たり前のこととして認知を要求する文化闘争であると言ってもよいのではないか。つまり方便にすぎないのだ。

事態をこう見るとき、一連のバックラッシュとそれへの対抗は、どこか虚構めいて見えてくる。本論文はバックラッシュの引用が多いので参照する。先ずMurrayのそれから。

Murray, C. (1990) The Emerging British Underclass, IEA Health and Welfare Unit.

“There is an obvious explanation for why single young women get pregnant: sex is fun and babies endearing. Nothing could be more natural than for young men and women to have sex, and nothing could be more natural than for a young woman to want to have a baby.” (p. 28)

“Little boys don’t naturally grow up to be responsible fathers and husbands. They don’t naturally grow up knowing how to get up every morning at the same time and go work. They don’t naturally grow up thinking that work is not just a way to make money, but a way to hold one’s head high in the world.” (p. 10-11)

“Supporting a family is a central means for a man to prove to himself that he is a ‘mensch’. Men who do not support families find other ways to prove that they are men……[Y]oung males are essentially barbarians for whom marriage―meaning not just the wedding vows but the act of taking responsibility for a wife and children―is an indispensable civilizing force.” (p. 23)

Murray, C. (1994) Underclass: The Crisis Deepens, IEA Choice in Welfare Series No. 20.

“The welfare of society requires that women actively avoid getting pregnant if they have no husband, and that women once again demand marriage from a man who would bear them a child. The only way the active avoidance and the demands are going to occur is if child bearing entails economic penalties for a single woman. It is all horribly sexist. I know. It also happens to be true.” (p. 32)

Flaudi, S. (1992) Backlash: The Undeclared War against Women, Chatto and Windus.

Beck, U. and Beck-Gernsheim, E. (1995) The Normal Caos of Love, Polity.

Beck, U. et al., (eds.) Reflexive Modernization: Politics , Tradition and Aesthetics in the Modern Social Order, Polity.

P. Baetens and A. Brewaeys, “Lesbian couples requesting donor insemination: an update of the knowledge with regard to lesbian mother families”, Human Reproduction Update, Vol.7, No.5 pp. 512-519, 2001.

Donor insemination (DI)

Self-inseminationは、1980年にあるフェミニスト・グループが始めた。

Duelli Klein, R. (1984) Doing it ourselves: self-insemination. In Ardetti, R., et al., (eds.) Test-tube Women. What future for motherhood? Pandra Press.

フランスではAPGL

Association des Parents Gays et Lesbians (1998) Actes du colloque “Familles gayes et lesbiennes en Europe”, 27th June 1997, Paris.

DI in a clinical setting

レズビアン・カップルのDI使用は、欧州の幾つかの国では禁じられていない。UKでは、HFEA(the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act 1990)で生殖医療に規制がかけられており、「子どもに父親必要」論でdiscouragedされている。USAはflexible。

※以下、世の中の反対論が５点にまとめられている。

Laura M. Purdy, “Babystrike!”, in Hilde Lindemann Nelson ed. Feminism and Families (Routledge 1997).

One of the hallmarks of early second-wave feminism was its critique of marriage and the family. There was, of course, a good deal of apparently outrageous and unreasoning expression of hatred for men; however, there was also a series of well-reasoned objections to contemporary norms. The popular mind, conflating the two, rejected feminism.

  In the last ten or fifteen years, feminism has gone on to emphasize other issues, such as sexual harassment, workplace equity, and pornography. Indeed, the critiques of marriage and family seem almost forgotten as feminists, like society at large, now seem generally to assume that all women―including lesbians―will pair up and have children. Those for whom the old critiques are still vivid seem a bit old-fashined, a bit stuck on tired, worn-out issues. Yet, as I watch friends struggle to accommodate both family and work in their lives, as I watch the economic situation deteriorate for most women, cutting their reserves to the bone, I wonder whether contemporary feminism truly represents a new, more mature theory, or whether it simply buries those fundamental issues that are so threatening to society at large. (69)

marriage and child-rearingに対するかつての批判

Jessie Bernard, The Future of Marriage (World Publishing, 1972)

Jessie Bernard, The Future of Motherhood (The Dial Press, 1974)

Ann Oakley, Women’s Work (Vintage Books, 1974)

Ellen Peck, The Baby Trap (Pinnacle Books, 1971)

Robin Morgan, Sisterhood Is Powerful (Vintage Books, 1970)

Vivian Gornick and Barbara K. Moran, Women in Sexist Society (Basic Books, 1971)

Ellen Malos, The Politics of Housework (Allison & Busby, 1980)

Ellen Peck & Judith Senderowitz, Pronatalism: The Myth of Mom & Apple Pie (Thomas Y. Crowell, 1974)

Whether human happiness, or women’s happiness, requires procreation and child-rearing is an interesting question that feminism has yet to adsress fully. I believe that there is good reason for thinking that having children is not essential to a happy life, and that, indeed, child-rearing in contemporary circumstances may well lead to more suffering than satisfaction. (71)

In any case, the progressive Left is, like liberal middle, fairly powerless at present in the face of a militant and extreme right with its philosophy of “family values” that sees women primarily as biologically determined nurtures. (73)

……equality for women is doomed unless women temporarily refrain from child-rearing……(73)

Emily K. Abel, Hearts of Wisdom: American Women Caring for Kin, 1850-1940 (Harvard University Press, 2000)

I have noted that physician had long engaged in power struggle not just with “irregular” practitioners but also with family caregivers, whom many doctors regarded as ignorant. We will see that doctors who identified with medical science had a stronger basis for belittling lay knowledge. Elite nurses, too, emphasized their superior training to distance themselves from family caregivers. (120)

Ellen D. Baer, “Nurses” in Women, Health, and Medicine in America; A History Handbook, ed. Rima D. Apple (Rutgers University Press, 1992)

Barbara Melosh, Work Culture and Conflict in American Nursing (Temple University Press, 1982)

Susan Reverby, Ordered to Care: The Dilemma of American Nursing, 1850-1945 (Cambridge University Press, 1987)

Joel D. Howell, Technology in the Hospital: Transforming Patient Care in the Early Twentieth Century (Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995)

Philip M. Ferguson, Abandoned to Their Fate: Social Policy and Practice toward Severely Retarded People in America, 1820-1920 (Temple University Press, 1992)

Mark Friedberger, ”The Decision to Institutionalize Families with Exceptional Children in 1900,” Journal of Family History (winter 1981)

Arthur Kleinman, The Illness Narratives: Suffering, Healing, and the Human Condition (Basic Books, 1988)

Irina Aristarkhova, “Ectogenesis and Mother as Machine,” Body & Society 2005, Vol. 11(3): 43-59

http://www.stanford.edu/dept/HPST/ectogenesis/introduction.html
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