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Within Christian doctrine, it is as an experiencing,

5 \\’hy moral characteristics were

| rewards for one’s soul
For example, in the

f lechery ad covetous-

and above all, a part of nature
suffering, passionate being that generic man exists. This i
given to various physiological disorders and why punishments anc
are’ administered through corporcal pleasures and punishments.

Middle Ages, leprosy was regarded as the diseased consequence O

ness, a corporeal signifier of sin.
What Descartes accomplished was not really the separation of mind from body (a sep-
aration which had already been long anticipated in Greek philosophy since the time of
Plato) but the separation of soul from nature. Descartes distinguished two kinds of sub-
stances: a thinking substance (res cogitans, mind) from an extended substance (res extensa,
body); only the latter, he believed, could be considered part of nature, governed by its
physical laws and ontological exigencies.The body is a self-moving machine, a mechanical
device, functioning according to causal laws and the laws of nature. The mind, the think-
ing substance, the soul, or consciousness, has no place in the natural world. This exclusion
of the soul from nature, this evacuation of consciousness from the world, is the prerequi-
site for founding a knowledge, or better, a science, of the governing principles of nature,
a science which excludes and is indifferent to considerations of the subject. Indeed, the
i1, from Decartes’s time on, mitigate the status and value
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ation of our ideas with the world or the reality they
xistence of consciousness, the pri-
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tion. Descartes, in short, succeeded in linking the
mind/body opposition to the foundations of knowledge itself, a link which places the mind
in a position of hierarchical superiority over and above nature, including the nature of the
body. From that time until the present, subject or consciousness is separated from and can

reflect on the world of the body, objects, qualities.
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The more medicalized biologistic view implies a fundamental continuity between man
and animals, such that bodies are scen to have a particularly complex form of physioiog-
ical organization, but one that basically ditfers from organic matter by degree rather than
kind. In a sensc, this position i heir to the Christian concept of the human body being
part of a natural or mundane order. As an organism, the body is merely a more complex
version of other kinds of organic ensembles. It cannot be qualitativciy (iistinguishcd from
other organisms: its physiology poses general questions similar to those raised by animal
ph}'siology. The body’s sensations, activities, and processes become “jower-order” natural
or animal phenomena, part of an interconnected chain of organic forms (whether under-
stood in cosmological or ccological terms). The natural sciences tend to treat the body as
an organic system of interrelated parts, which are themsclves framed by a larger ecosys-
temic order. The humanities reduce the body to a fundamental ‘continuity with brute,
inorganic matter. Despite their apparent dissimilarity, they share a common refusal to
acknowledge the distinctive complexities of organic bodies, the fact that bodies construct

and in turn are constructed by an interior, a psychicai and a signifying view-point,

consciousness or pcrspcctive.

The second line of investigation commonly rcgards the body in terms of metaphors

that construe it as an instrument, a tool, or a machine at the disposai of consciousness,

an animating willful subjectivity. For Locke and the liberal poiiticai

a vessel occupied by
as a possession, a property of a subject, who is

tradition more gencraily, the body is seen
thereby dissociated from carnality and makes decisions and choices about how to dispose
of the body ad its powers (in, for example, the labor market). Some models, including
Descartes', construe the body as a self-moving automaton, much like a clock, car, or ship
(these arc pervasive but by no means exclusive images), according to the prevailing
modes of technology. This understanding of the body is not unique to patriarchal philoso-
phies but underlies some versions of feminist theory which sce patriarch)' as the system
of universal male right to the appropriation of women's bodies (MacKinnon, Dworkin,
Daly, and Pateman), a position that has been strongly criticized by other feminists (¢.g
Butler and Cornell). In many feminist politica] struggles (those, for example, which uti-
lize the old slogan “get your laws off my l)od}'") which are opcni)‘ and self-consciously
about women's bodies and their control by women (e.g campaigns around such issues as
sexual harassment and molestation, rape, the control of fertility, ctc.), the body is typi-
cally rcgardcd as passive and reproducti\‘c but iargcl)‘ unpr()ducti\'e, an object over which
struggles between its “inhabitant” and others/exploiters may be possiblc. Whatever
1it has is the direct consequence of animating, psychicai intentions. Its iner-

agency or wil
of being acted on, coerced, or constrained by external forces.

tia means that itis capable
(This is not of course to deny that there are real, and frequent, form of abuse and coer-
cive mistreatment of women’s bodies under the jealous and mutilating hostility of some
men, but rather to suggest that frameworks within which women’s bodies must be
acknowledged as active, viable, and autonomous must be devised so that these practices
can no longer be neatly rationalized or willtully reproduccd.) As an instrument or tool,
it requires carcful discipline and training, and as a passive object it requires subduing
and occupation. Such a view also lies behind the models of “conditioning” and “social
construction” that are popular in some feminist circles, cspcciaiiy in psychoiogy and
sociology (Gilligan, Chodorow).

In the third line of investigation, the body is commonly considered a signif)'ing
medium, a vehicle of expression, a mode of rendering public and communicable what is
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Chapter 5

Judith Butler

BODIES THAT MATTER

From J. Butler (1993) Bodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits of “Sex,”

New York: Routledge.

the body

THE QUESTION of the materiality of
re within

And how does the category of “sex” figu
is often invoked as an issue of
a function of material

S THERE A WAY TO LINK
to the pcrformati\'ity of gcndcr?
rst that sexual difference
however, is never simply
h marked and formed by discursive practices.
Further, to claim that sexual differences are from discursive demarcations is
not the same as claiming that discourse causes sexual difference. The category of “sex” is,
from the start, normative; it is what Foucault has called a“regulatory ideal.” In this sense,
“sex” not only functions as a norm, but is part of a regulatory practice that produces
s, that is, whose regulatory force is made clear as a kind of produc-
- demarcate, circulate, differentiate — the bodies it con-
¢ materialization is compelled, and this
fails to take place) through certain highly regulated prac-
tices. In other words, “gex” is an ideal construct which is forcibly matcrialized through
time. It is not a simple fact or static condition of a body, but a process whereby regula-
materialize “sex” and achieve this materialization through a forcible reitera-
norms. That this reiteration is necessary is a sign that materialization is never
e, that bodies never quite comply with the norms by which their material-
clled. Indeed, it is the instabilitics, the possihilitics for rematerialization,
domain in which the force of the regulatory law
culations that call into question the hcgemonic
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essary counterpart . One

presupposcd as a passi\'e surface, outside the social and vet its nec
which figures the action

question that feminists have raised, then, is whether the discourse
of construction asa kind of imprinting or imposition is not tacitly masculinist, whereas the
figure of the passive surface, awaiting that penetrating act whereby mea
not tacitly or — perhaps — quite obvioushy feminine. Is sex to gendcr as feminine is to

ning is endowed, is

masculine?

Other feminist scholars have argued that
rethought, for the concept of nature has a histor
and lifeless page, as that which is, as it were, always alrcady
linked perhaps to the emergence of tcchnological means of domination. Indeed, some

have argued that a rethinking of “nature” as a set of dynamic interrelations suits both fem-
4 p €
herwise unlikely alliance with

inist and ecological aims (and has for some pr()duccd an ot
the work of Gilles Deleuze). This rethinking also calls into question the model of con-
the social unilaterally acts on the natural and invests it with its param-
deed, as much as the radical distinction between sex and gender
t has come under criticism

the verv concept of nature needs to
v, and the figuring of nature as the blank
dead, is decidedly modern,

struction whereby
cters and its meanings. In
has been crucial to the de Beauvoirian version of feminism, i
degrading the natural as that which is “before” intelligibility, in
need of the mark, if not the mar, of the social to signif‘\', to be known, to acquire value.
This misses the point that nature has a history, and not merely a social one, but, also, that
on to that concept and its history. The concept of
ies of contestations over what ought
the concept of sex has

in more recent vears tor

sex is positioned ambiguousl)' in relati
“gex” is itsell troubled terrain, formed through a ser
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same time that it assumes its social character,

a history that is covered over by
such a site or surface, however, t

value; moreover, it assumes its value at the
that is, at the same time that nature relinquishes itself as the natural. According to this
view, then, the social construction of the natural presupposes the cancellation of the nat-
the social. Insofar as it relies on this construal, the sex/ gender distinction
founders along parallel lines; if gender is the social signiﬁcancc that sex assumes within a
given culture — and for the sake of argument we will Tet “social” and “cultural” stand in an
uneasy interchangeability _ then what, if anything, is left of “sex” once it has assumed its
social character as gender? At issue is the meaning of “assumption 7 where to be “assumed”
is to be taken up into a more clevated sphere, as in “the Assumption of the Virgin.” If
gender consists of the social meanings that sex assumes, then sex does not accrue social
meanings as additive properties but, rather, is replaced by the social meanings it takes on;
sex is relinquished in the course of that assumption, and gender emerges, not as a term

in a continued relationship of oppuosition to sex, but as the term which absorbs and dis-

places “sex,” the mark of its full substantiation into gcnder or what, from a materialist
point of view, might constitute a full desubstantiation.

When the sex/ gender distinction is joined \with a notion of radical linguistic construc-
tivism, the problem becomes even worse, for the “sex” which is referred to as prior to
gender will itself be a postulation, a construction, offerced within languages, as that which
is prior to language, prior to construction. But this sex posited as prior to construction
will, by virtue of being posite(l, become the effect of that very positing, the constructed

of construction. If gender is the social construction of sex, and if there is no access to this

“sex” except by means of its construction, then it appears not only that sex is absorbed by

ural by

BODIES
gender, but that “sex” becomes s ing li P
genchr, but that sex” be mes something like a fiction, perhaps a fant
Buti a prelinguistic site to which there is no direct P2 fantasy retroactively
ut is it right to clai “sex” . that it s ‘
I aim that “sex” vanishes al
g it right fo clai cs altogether, that it is a ficti
‘ o e s altog iction ove .
phat fs truc, that | hs a fantasy over and against what is reality? Or do th rand againt
we live, with LL ought such that if “sex” is a fiction, it is one ith e;e Y oppe
e, without which life itsclf wi ; i "
bops » hant . :ch life itsclf would be unthinkable? And if “sex” is a f: NN
s asmatic fie i . i o e
aps 2 phantasmatic u]([] that constitutes the very terrain of cultural intelli 'tia’sl>" ]i N
ol such conventi iti o
in its usual s g ch conventional oppositions entail a rethinki ¢ oA
ueh a retinking a rethinking of “constructivism”

[.]

What I would propose in place of these i
sotion o mrout Propos | ‘ se conceptions of construction is a ret J
e 1o ot e :fivt;os; dsur'ia('-:o_, but as a process of materialization that stazil?zzz) t}'k
e ooy the o f bour tgr)ﬂ,_f;;\ufr, and siirjace we call matrer. That matter is alv:u:r
g et o rcoula;or ! oug‘ t in relation to the productive and, indeed, mat af{s
e o gcn(]zr Consiitsi)\:ier in the Foucaultian sense. Thus, the question]a' “no
tion that leaves the “rmatter” fC‘ )as and through a certain interpretation of sex? ( s,
norms is sex itself matcrialzod?SL;\( umheoriZed), but rather, Through what ré alques-
i Coni‘zc.i.i nd how is it that treating the materiality ogfu o
on presupposcs and cor Cs:) ic a.tes t}ic norm.ati\'e conditions of its own emier (S SCX? »
s bt ol Culm;natin(, v aior:tls fnft:lther a"smgle act nor a causal process ini%iartlcgb
§ sublecs ane caminat :ra] : sc)\o 1)<'ed effects. Construction not only takes pl : ! ‘)'
otk e dizsmbillv,o‘clt?s which operatos through the reiteration of no}: aCéb_ in
s omh produccd and de ractii/:; in the courso of this reiteration. As a sedimente(rin Si‘fsex
o 8 relerative or riteal [:lmr ° ,.sexlac‘quires its naturalized effect, and, yet, it is a]c eiCt
prtuc of this reteration tha ;ghps arli]( fissures are opened up as the constitut’ive instS(l))';' ’
pes i such construct Or. ,ﬁxed la)t:’\\l ich esc.al.)cs or exceeds the norm, as that whicha .
demnstituﬂn‘g e ,) t,w repetitive labor of that norm. This instability "Ca}r:_
ene by wh}ch bl in ; C\ jr}thproco* oi repetition, the power that undoes ti\ielbv(:rey
Shocks by el Pmduc.tivé erjsli)50551bility to put the consolidation of the norms o}f

[



Chapter 7

Mary Douglas

THE TWO BODIES

s (1996 [19701) ‘The two bodies’, in
ogy, London and New York: Routledge.

Natural Symbols:
From M. Dougla

Explorations in Cosmol

 is perceived.
> way the phvm(al body is perc
NSTRAINS the way \ . d.
SOCIAL BODY CO e ' P ries
?hE hysical experience of the body, always moditied by t_}r\; soci Con%inua]
e physic » ¥ e here is a
h '}high it is known, sustains a partlcular view of .sfx,mt). e
o . -0 kinds of bodily experience so that cac
rxchange of meanings between the two king s of bodily ex} he body itsclf is a highly
Ll:L egori of the other. As a result of this interaction the \ ! ‘(l;re;s
R i ! i 5 i ‘ement and repose ¢ S
t t ic g} medium of Cxpression.The forms it adopts in m(‘)\ L.me . ’pfec(lin s
o ifold wavs. The care that is given toit, in gro()mm‘gy ! gt
n 5. g o g and
’ ] -reise, about the stage
it needs i e way of sleep and exercise, ‘
ut what it needs in the way leey \ the stages
stand, its span of life, all the cu]t.ural ca.tcg.o-r‘n.v i
closely with the categories in which society is see
culturally processed idea of the body.
of the body (1936), boldly asserted that
i erv kind of action carries the imprint
be .uch thing as natural behaviour. Every kind of actio s the e lscx
B o Trom . g, from reposc to movement and, above all, .
g

C zarning from fe ¢ 3 ashm

>f le 1 5 0 t(hll 5 1o N )
tlllll 1s more CSS(‘HUJH\ trans mlttcd nas (.h]‘ Pl OCESS of 1(.&1 ll"lg than $ cxual bl‘hi“ -

No g t a

iour, and this of course is closely related to morality.
\

.
Wherecas Mauss was concerned t‘o emphasize o
body, other scholars, before and after, have ]nz:cm
between bodily and emotional states.v Ps’\'c‘hoan;’\: i,‘\,sic
Freud called ‘conversion’ of the cxjnot\.onal into t‘ ’L phy
immensc therapeutic and theoretical importance.

[

Ay h age
[But] such observations do not remotely approacha g

social pressures in ma
therapy, the theories abo hat
it should go through, the pains it can
which it is pcrcci\'ed, must corrclate
insofar as these also draw upon the same : ‘

Marcel Mauss, in his essay on the techniques

the culturally learnt control of the
ed unconscious correspondences
kes considerable account of what
al condition. This insight has had

neral sociological theory such
as Mauss was seeking.

[

THE TWO BODIES 79

To be usetul, the structural analysis of symbols has somehow to be related to a
hypothesis about role structure. From here the argument will go in two stages. First, the
 drive to achieve consonance in all levels of experience produces concordance among the
means of expression, so that the use of the body is co-ordinated with other media.
Second, controls exerted from the social system place limits on the use of the body as
medium,

Hence we would always expect some concordance between social and bodily expres-
sions of control, first because each symbolic mode enhances meaning in the other, and so
the ends of communication are furthered, and second because, as we said carlier, the
categories in which each kind of experience is reccived are reciprocally derived and
mutually reinforcing. It must be impossible for them to come apart and for one to bear
false witness to the other except by a conscious, deliberate effort,

Mauss’s denial that there is any such thing as natural behaviour is confusing. It falsely
poses the relation between nature and culture. Here 1 seek to identity a natural tendency
to express situations of a certain kind in an appropriate bodily style. Insofar as it is
unconscious, insofar as it is obeved universally in all cultures, the tendency is natural. It
is generated in response to a perceived social situation, but the latter must always come
clothed in its local history and culture. Therefore the natural expression is culturally
determined.

[Tthe human body is always treated as an image of socicty and ... there can be no
natural way of considcring the body that does not involve at the same time a social dimen-
sion. Interest in its apertures depends on the preoccupation with social exits and
entrances, escape routes and invasions. If there is no concern to preserve social bound-
aries, I would not expect to find concern with bodily boundaries. The relation of head to
feet, of brain and sexual organs, of mouth and anus arce commonly treated so that they
express the relevant patterns of hierarchy. Consequently 1 now advance the hypothesis
that bodily control is an expression of social control — abandonment of bodily control in
ritual responds to the requirements of a social experience which is being expressed.
Furthermore, there is little prospect of successfully imposing bodily control without the
corresponding social forms. And lastly, the same drive that secks harmonious]y to relate
the experience of physical and social, must affect ideology. Consequently, when once the
correspondence between bodily and social controls is traced, the basis will be laid for
considering co-varying attitudes in political thought and in theology.

(]

So far we have given two rules: one, the style appropriate to a message will
co-ordinate all the channels; two, the scope of the body acting as a medium is restricted
by the demands of the social system to be expressed. As this last implies, a third is that
strong social control demands strong bodily control. A fourth is that along the dimension
from weak to strong pressure the social system seeks progressively to disembody or ethe-
realize the forms of expression; this can be called the purity rule. The last two work
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criticism on society: thev dis i N
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together, so 1 shall deal brietly with purity first, before illustrating how they dictate the
bodily media of expression.

Social intercourse requires that unintended or irrelevant organic processes should be
screened out. It equips itself therefore with criteria of relevance and these constitute
the universal purity rule. The more complex the system of classification and the stronger

the pressure to maintain it, the more social intercourse retends to take place between -]
P

controlled.

disembodied spirits. Socialization tcaches the child to bring organic processes under con-
trol. Of these, the most irrelevant and unwanted are the casting-ol‘l‘ of waste products.
Therefore all such physical events, defecation, urination, vomiting and their products,
uniformly carry a pejorative sign for formal discourse. The sign is therefore available
universally to interrupt such discourse if desired ...} Other physiological processes
must be controlled if they are not part of the discourse, sncezes; sniffs or coughs. 1f not
controlled, formal framing-oft procedures enable them to be shorn of their natural mean-
ing and allow the discourse to go on uninterrupted. Lastly, and derived from the purity
rule, are two physical dimensions for expressing social distance; one is the front-back
Jdimension, the other the spatial. Front is more (ligniﬁc(l and respect-\\'orth)' than back.
Greater space means more formality, nearncss means intimacy. By thesc rules an ordered
pattern is found in the apparently chaotic variation between diverse cultures, The physi-
cal body is a microcosm of society, facing the centre of power, contracting and cxpan(ling
its claims in direct accordance with the increase and relaxation of social pressures. Its
members, now riveted into attention, now abandoned to their private devices, represent
the members of society and their obligations to the whole. At the same time, the physi-
cal body, by the purity rule, is polarized conceptually against the social body. Its require-
ments are not only subordinated, they are contrasted with social requirements. The
distance between the two bodies is the range of pressure and classification in the society.
A complex social system devises for itself wavs of behaving that suggest that human inter-
course is disembodied compare(l \with that of animal creation. It uses different degrees of
disembodiment to express the social hierarchy. The more refinement, the less smacking
of the lips when cating, the less mastication, the less the sound of breathing and walking,
the more carefully modulated the laughter, the more controlled the signs of anger, the
clearer comes the priestly aristocratic image. Since food takes a ditferent place in differ-
ent cultures this general rule is more difficult to see at work in table manners than in
habits of dress and grooming.

The contrast of smooth with shaggy is a member of the gencral set of symbolic con-
trasts expressing formal/informal. Shaggy hair, as a form of protest against resented
forms of social control, is a current symbol in our own day. There is no lack of pop-
sociology pointing a moral which is fully Compatil)lc with my gcneral thesis. Take the
general run of stockbrokers or academics; stratify the professional sample by age; be care-
ful to cliStinguish length of hair from unkempt hair; relate the incidence of shagginess in
hair to sartorial indiscipline. Make an assessment under the division smooth/shaggy of
other choices, preferre(l beverages, prcferrc(l meeting-places and so on. The prediction
is that where the choices for the shaggy option cluster, there is least commitment to the
norms of the profession. Or compare the prol'essions and trades one against another.
Those which are aiming at the centre top, public relations, or hair dressing, and those
which have long been fully committed to the main morality, chartered accountants and
the law, they are predictably against the shaggy. option and for the smooth drink, hair

style, or restaurant. Art and academia are potcntially professions of comment and
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predominantly subject to positive exaggeration, to hyperbolization; they can cven detach
themselves from the body and lead an independent life, for they hide the rest of the body,
as something secondary (The nose can also in a way detach itself from the body). Next to
the bowels and the genital organs is the mouth, through which enters the world to be
swallowed up. And next is the anus. All these convexities and orifices have a common
characteristic; it is within them that the confines between bodies and between the body
and the world are overcome: there is an interchange and an interorientation. This is why
the main events in the life of the grotesque body, the acts of the bodily drama, take place
in this sphere. Eating, drinking, defecation and other elimination (sweating, blowing of
the nose, sneezing), as well as copulation, pregnancy, dismemberment, swallowing up by
another body — all these acts are performed on the confines of the body and the outer
world, or on the confines of the old and new body. In all these events the beginning and
end of life are closely linked and interwoven.

Thus the artistic logic of the grotesque image ignores the closed, smooth, and impen-
ctrable surface of the body and retains only its excrescences (sprouts, buds) and orifices,
only that which leads beyond the body’s limited space or into the body’s depths. Mountains
and abysses, such is the relief of the grotesque body; or speaking in architectural terms,
towers and subterrancan passages.

Grotesque images may, of course, present other members, organs and parts of the
bady (especially dismembered parts), but they play a minor role in the drama. They are
never stressed unless they replace a leading image.

Actually, it we consider the grotesque image in its extreme aspect, it never presents an
individual body; the image consists of orifices and convexities that present another, newly
conceived body. It is a point of transition in a life eternally renewed, the inexhaustible vessel
of death and conception,

As we have said, the grotesque ignores the impenetrable surface that closes and limits the
body as a separate and completed phenomenon. The grotesque image displays not only
the outward but also the inner features of the body: blood, bowels, heart and other
organs. The outward and inward features arc often merged into one.

We have already sufficiently stressed the fact that grotesque imagery constructs what
we might call a double body. In the endless chain of bodily life it retains the parts in which
one link joins the other, in which the life of one body is born from the death of the
preceding, older onc.

Lo

This boundless ocean of grotesque bodily imagery within time and space extends to
all languages, all literatures, and the entire system of gesticulation; in the midst of it the
bo(lily canon of art, belles lettres, and polite conversation of modern times is a tiny
island. This limited canon never prevailed in antique literature. In the official literature of
European peoples it has existed only for the last four hundred vears.

We shall give a bricf characterization of the new canon, concerning oursclves less
with the pictorial arts than with literature. We shall build this characterization by com-
paring it to the grotesque conception and bringing}out the differences.

The new bodily canon, in all its historic variations and different genres, presents an
entircly finished, completed, strictly limited body, which is shown from the outside as
something individual. That which protrudes, bulges, sprouts, or branches off (when a
h()(ly transgresses its limits and a new one begins) is eliminated, hidden, or moderated.
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he individual, strictly lim-

All orifices of the body are closed. The basis of the image is t
body’s ‘valleys’ acquire an

fagade. The opaque surface and the
essential meaning as the border of a closed individuality that doe
bodies and with the world. All attributes of the unfinished world are
well as all the signs of its inner life. The verbal norms of official and literary language, deter-
mined by the canon, prohihit all that is linked with fecundation, pregnancy, childbirth.
There is a sharp linc of division between familiar specch and ‘correct’ language.

The fiftcenth century was an age of considerable freedom in France. In the sixteenth
century the norms of language become more strict, and the borderline between the
different norms grew .more evident. This process intensified at the end of the century,
when the canon of polite spccch that was to prcvai\ in the seventeenth century was defi-
nitely formed. At the end of the century Montaigne protcstcd i his Essays against these

ited mass, the impcnetrable t
s not merge with other

carefully removed, as

prohibitions.

What harm has the genital act, so natural, so necessary, and so lawtul, done
humanity, that we dare not speak of it without shame, and exclude it from seri-
ous and orderly conversation? We boldly utter the words, kill, rob, betray: and the
other we only dare utter under our breath. Does this mean that the less of it we
breathe in words, the more are we at liberty to swell our thoughts with it? For
words which arc least used, least written, and most hushed
most general\y understood. There is no
person of any age or morals but knows them as well as he knows the word bread.
They are imprcsse(\ upon cach of us, without being cxpresscd, without voice
and without form. (And the sex that does it most is charged to hush it up.)I

it is amusing that the
up should be the best known and the

nital organs, the buttocks, belly,

In the new canon, such parts of the body as the ge
r, instead of their original mean-

ading role. Moreove
ther words, they convey a merely individual mean-
sc, and mouth, are of course

nosc and mouth cease to play the le
ing they acquire an exclusiveness; in o
ing of the life of one single, limited body. The belly, no

not be hidden, but in an individual, completed body they

retained in the image and can

cither fulfill purely expressive functions (this is true of the mouth only) or the functions
of characterization and individualization. There is no symbolic, broad meaning whatever
in the organs of this body. If they are not interpretcd as a characterization and an expres-
sive feature, they are referred to on the merely practical level in brief explanatory com-
ments. Generally speaking, all that does not contain an clement of characterization in the
literary image is reduced to a simple bodily remark added to spccch or action.

In the modern image of the individual body, sexual life, cating, drinking, and defeca-
tion have radically change(l their meaning: they have been transferred to the private
and psychological level where their connotation becomes narrow and specific, torn away
from the dircct relation to the life of society and to the cosmic whole. In this new
connotation they can no longer carry on their former philosophical functions.

In the new bodily canon the lcading role is attributed to the individually characteristic
and expressive parts of the body: the head, face, eyes, lips, to the muscular system, and
to the place of the body in the external world. The exact position and movements of this
finished body in the finished outside world are brought out, so that the limits between

them are not weakened.
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n the new canon the duali : .
uality ;s
reflection of its former dual natur{ (')lf}:h('e b}(x)d)h’b P oy n one theme, 2 pale
e, This is the theme of nursi i :
retlection ot s former clua . . e of nursing a child. Bu i
(he morher th;. child is strlctly individualized and closedg the line ;:ﬂhe s o
> remove is is a ¢ ) .
cannot | oved. This is a completely new phase of the isti ; i o
cannot o ! y e artistic conception of bodily
Finally, the ; i
Y, new canon is completely ali
. v alien to hyperbolizati
| eall, the new ¢ : ) yperbolization. The indivi i
Cha:actcriyc(]lfc (,tL tor it. All that is permitted is a certain accentuation of ¢ nld’uahZCd
hara % atures. The severance of the organs from the body i indepen e
existence is no longer permitted - oy or thelr independent
We have roual;l ; sketc! ' i
ppcar i e ghly .\?(L.[(.hLd the basic outlines of the modern canon, as th
¢ norms of literature and specch. » o they generally
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